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Introductions
Colorado
Ardith	
  Ferguson,	
  Program	
  Manager,	
  DHS

Pennsylvania
Carl	
  Beck,	
  Division	
  Chief	
  -­‐ Operations,	
  Bureau	
  of	
  EI	
  Services	
  
Emily	
  Hackleman,	
  Division	
  Chief	
  -­‐ Policy,	
  Bureau	
  of	
  EI	
  Services	
  

Virginia
Catherine	
  Hancock,	
  EI	
  Administrator,	
  DBHDS
Kyla	
  Patterson,	
  TA	
  Consultant,	
  DBHDS

Technical	
  Assistance
Katy	
  McCullough,	
  Early	
  Childhood	
  TA	
  Center	
  &	
  MSRRC



Please	
  Tell	
  Us

• Who	
  is	
  in	
  the	
  room?

• What,	
  in	
  particular,	
  are	
  you	
  hoping	
  to	
  gain	
  
from	
  this	
  session?



Federal	
  Requirements
• IDEA:	
  Part	
  C	
  CrEAG

• GEPRA	
  (EDGAR):	
  34	
  CFR	
  Parts	
  74-­‐99

• OMB	
  Circulars:	
  A-­‐87	
  and	
  A-­‐133

• ARRA:	
  AMI

See	
  handout	
  for	
  resources	
  and	
  links



State	
  Fiscal	
  Structures

• State	
  Structure
• Management	
  of	
  Funds
• System	
  of	
  Payments
• Ratio	
  of	
  Funds	
  Accessed
• Transparency	
  of	
  Fiscal	
  Requirements
• Identification	
  of	
  Fiscal	
  issues/non-­‐compliance
See	
  handout	
  on	
  state	
  fiscal	
  structures	
  for	
  CO,	
  PA	
  &	
  VA



COLORADO



Colorado	
  Integrated	
  General	
  Supervision	
  
and	
  Monitoring	
  Activities

• Policies	
  and	
  Procedures	
  (Rules,	
  Procedural	
  Manuals,	
  and	
  
Contract	
  Requirements)
http://www.eicolorado.org/Files/AppendixD-­‐
FiscalManagementandAccountabilityProceduresFinal2013.pdf

• Desk	
  Audits
• Performance	
  Tracking
• Onsite	
  File	
  Reviews	
  and	
  Data	
  Verification
• Corrective	
  Action	
  Plans
• Targeted	
  Technical	
  Assistance
• Public	
  Reporting

Based	
  on	
  the	
  puzzle	
  pieces	
  of	
  an	
  effective	
  General	
  Supervision	
  System	
  and	
  Six
Steps	
  for	
  Monitoring	
  and	
  Program	
  Improvement,	
  a	
  product	
  of	
  WRRC	
  (July	
  2009)	
  



Six-­‐Step	
  Process

• Step	
  1	
  – Identify	
  the	
  fiscal	
  issue
• Step	
  2	
  – Determine	
  the	
  level	
  or	
  extent	
  
• Step	
  3	
  – Drill	
  down	
  to	
  determine	
  the	
  cause
• Step	
  4	
  – Define	
  steps	
  for	
  correction	
  and/or	
  	
  

focused	
  technical	
  assistance	
  
• Step	
  5	
  – Ensure	
  and	
  confirm	
  resolution	
  
• Step	
  6	
  – Periodic	
  check	
  to	
  verify	
  resolution

Based	
  on	
  the	
  Six Steps	
  for	
  Monitoring	
  and	
  Program	
  Improvement,	
  a	
  product	
  of	
  WRRC	
  (July	
  2009)	
  



Colorado	
  Example	
  –
Monthly	
  Performance	
  Tracking	
  for	
  

Medicaid	
  Utilization

Program Actual	
  
Medicaid	
  
Monthly	
  
Enrolled

Projected	
  
Medicaid	
  
Monthly	
  
Enrolled

Actual
Medicaid
Service	
  
Paid

Count
Difference	
  
Actual	
  to	
  
Paid

%	
  
Difference	
  
Actual	
  to	
  
Projected

%	
  
Difference
Actual	
  
Monthly	
  
Enrolled	
  
to	
  Paid

A 10 6 7 1 16.7% 70%

B 56 26 20 (6) -­‐23.1% 35.7%

FY	
  2012-­‐13	
  Projected	
  Target	
  for	
  use	
  of	
  Medicaid	
  for	
  Direct	
  Services	
  =	
  40%



Colorado	
  Example	
  -­‐ Early	
  Intervention	
  
Services	
  Fiscal	
  Monitoring	
  Template	
  

Program A Fiscal Monitoring Visit – April 15-17, 2013 
 

Early Intervention Services Fiscal Monitoring Template  Program A 
 

Page 1 of 1 

Priority Area: Early Intervention Initial Assessment Claims  

BACKGROUND: Program A has submitted a number of claims for initial assessments. The Early Intervention Coordinator indicates that initial 
assessments are only completed in cases where a child is diagnosed with an established condition.  Only one child within the claims submitted to 
date for FY 2012-13 has a diagnosed condition.  EI Coordinator has reported that these claims may have been submitted in cases where a Medicaid 
evaluation is required.   

Related Question Response 

Is the funding hierarchy being 
followed to determine the 
appropriate funding to cover 
the costs of the assessment? 
Explain 

No, 100% of the files reviewed (n=9) indicate that the funding hierarchy was not followed.  State General Fund 
was used when Child Find (n= 8) and Medicaid (n= 1) should have been used to cover the cost of the evaluation 
and/or assessment.  Of the files reviewed (n=9), 100% had activities that were coded as assessments that should 
have been considered direct services and billed to Medicaid. 
 

Notes:  During exit interview, technical assistance was provided to clarify instructions in the Fiscal Management 
and Accountability Procedures.  Program A staff was advised to conduct a meeting with relevant staff in order to 
correct billing claims errors.  Data entries shall be corrected no later than May 15, 2013. 

 



Colorado	
  Strengths	
  &	
  Challenges

Strengths:	
  
• Close	
  team	
  work	
  -­‐ integration	
  of	
  Fiscal	
  and	
  Program	
  

Quality/Data	
  staff
• Detailed	
  data	
  reports	
  support	
  in-­‐depth	
  desk	
  audits
• Transparency	
  of	
  performance	
  reports

Challenges:
• State	
  data	
  system	
  challenging	
  to	
  revise
• Working	
  with	
  20	
  local	
  contract	
  entities	
  of	
  various	
  

sizes	
  and	
  fiscal	
  management	
  sophistication



PENNSYLVANIA



PELICAN	
  EI:	
  is	
  the	
  name	
  of	
  the	
  information	
  system	
  used	
  
in	
  collaboration	
  with	
  other	
  Commonwealth	
  systems

that	
  ensures	
  validity	
  of	
  data	
  and	
  reduces	
  fraud	
  or	
  abuse	
  
regarding	
  service	
  claims

10/11/2010

• PELICAN	
  EI	
  Interacts	
  with	
  
other	
  Commonwealth	
  
systems,	
  including:	
  
Master	
  Client	
  Index	
  
(MCI),	
  Client	
  Information	
  
System	
  (CIS),	
  Provider	
  
Reimbursement	
  and	
  
Operations	
  Management	
  
Information	
  System	
  
(PROMISe™)	
  and	
  Master	
  
Provider	
  Index	
  (MPI)	
  in	
  
order	
  to	
  share	
  
information	
  across	
  
programs.
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PELICAN	
  
Early	
  
Intervention	
  

Master	
  
Provider	
  Index	
  

(MPI)PROMISe
™

Master	
  Client	
  
Index	
  (MCI)

Enterprise Data 
Warehouse

Pennsylvania	
  Process	
  &	
  Tools



Service
Frequency,	
  duration	
  and	
  

total	
  units	
  
And	
  

For	
  Infant	
  Toddler	
  the	
  
projected	
  cost	
  of	
  the	
  

service

Records	
  618	
  data:	
  Location	
  of	
  Service	
  
(Indicator	
  C-­‐2)	
  or	
  Education	
  

Environment	
  of	
  services	
  (Indicator	
  B-­‐6)

Timeliness	
  of	
  	
  service,	
  including	
  
delay	
  	
  (Indicator	
  C-­‐1)

Pennsylvania	
  Process	
  and	
  ToolsPennsylvania	
  Process	
  & Tools



Pennsylvania’s	
  Fiscal	
  Monitoring



Pennsylvania	
  Process	
  &	
  Tools
Local	
  Verification	
  Process

• Each	
  local	
  program	
  has	
  ongoing	
  monitoring	
  that	
  includes:	
  annual	
  data	
  pull	
  
from	
  PELICAN;	
  annual	
  determination;	
  an	
  onsite	
  verification	
  every	
  two	
  
years;	
  followed	
  with	
  an	
  improvement	
  plan	
  that	
  incorporates	
  the	
  training	
  
and	
  technical	
  assistance	
  plan	
  and	
  a	
  validation	
  of	
  non	
  compliances	
  one	
  
year	
  from	
  the	
  verification.	
  	
  

• Each	
  local	
  program	
  monitors	
  fiscal	
  and	
  quality	
  of	
  providers	
  yearly
• The	
  verification	
  tool	
  includes	
  the	
  following	
  areas

Indicator:	
  The	
  general	
  classification	
  heading	
  and	
  its	
  description:	
  
•	
  General	
  Supervision	
  (GS—11	
  items)	
  
•	
  Fiscal	
  Supervision	
  (FS—3	
  items)	
  
•	
  Public	
  Awareness	
  and	
  Child	
  Find	
  (CF-­‐2	
  items)	
  
•	
  Quality	
  Framework	
  (QF—7	
  items	
  )	
  
•	
  Quality	
  Service	
  Delivery	
  (SD—10	
  items)	
  
•	
  Transition	
  (T—6	
  items)	
  



Pennsylvania’s	
  Verification	
  Tool

http://www.dpw.state.pa.us/forchildren/earlyinterventionservices/index.htm



PA	
  Strengths	
  &	
  Challenges

Strengths:	
  
• Real	
  time	
  projected	
  costs	
  of	
  all	
  planned	
  
services	
  and	
  their	
  utilization

• Ongoing	
  fiscal	
  monitoring	
  of	
  all	
  programs

Challenges:
• Information	
  technology	
  funds	
  to	
  support	
  the	
  
cost	
  of	
  maintaining	
  the	
  web	
  based	
  system



VIRGINIA



Virginia	
  Process	
  &	
  Tools

Three-­‐pronged	
  approach	
  to	
  assure	
  local	
  systems	
  
meet	
  fiscal	
  requirements:

1. Know	
  and	
  Understand
2. Require
3. Monitor



Virginia:	
  	
  Know	
  &	
  Understand

• Policies	
  and	
  Procedures
• Practice	
  Manual
• TA	
  and	
  Training
• Written	
  instructions	
  for	
  reporting	
  forms
• Fiscal	
  section	
  on	
  website



Virginia:	
  	
  Require

• Contract	
  with	
  Local	
  Lead	
  Agency
– Includes	
  fiscal	
  assurances
– Budgets,	
  Expenditure	
  Reporting
– On-­‐site	
  fiscal	
  monitoring
– Budget	
  shortfall	
  reporting	
  requirements
– Local	
  Lead	
  Agencies	
  must	
  require	
  compliance	
  in	
  
contracts	
  with	
  providers



Virginia:	
  	
  Monitor

• Structure	
  within	
  State	
  Lead	
  Agency
• Expenditure	
  Report	
  form
– Fiscal	
  Review
– Programmatic	
  Review

• Quality	
  Management	
  Reviews
• Annual	
  local	
  audits	
  under	
  Single	
  Audit	
  Act



Virginia	
  Strengths	
  &	
  Challenges

Strengths:	
  
– Strong	
  working	
  relationship	
  between	
  Fiscal	
  and	
  

Program	
  staff
–Expenditure	
  reporting	
  form

Challenges:
– Lack	
  of	
  fiscal	
  data	
  in	
  state	
  data	
  system
–Working	
  with	
  40	
  local	
  entities	
  and	
  10	
  are	
  not	
  local	
  

counterparts	
  of	
  the	
  State	
  Lead	
  Agency



Questions

What	
  are	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  barriers	
  you	
  have	
  hit	
  in	
  
trying	
  to	
  roll	
  out	
  these	
  tools	
  or	
  processes?

Where	
  do	
  you	
  want	
  to	
  go	
  next	
  with	
  your	
  fiscal	
  
monitoring	
  efforts?



Contact	
  Info
Ardith	
  Ferguson:	
  ardith.ferguson@state.co.us

Catherine	
  Hancock:	
  Catherine.Hancock@dbhds.virginia.gov
Kyla	
  Patterson:	
  K.Patterson@dbhds.virginia.gov

Carl	
  Beck:	
  cabeck@pa.gov
Emily	
  Hackleman:	
  ehackleman@pa.gov

Katy	
  McCullough:	
  katy.mccullough@unc.edu


