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Thxs report describgf a/\d .compares Qualmr Contml regulaﬂans for selected
Federal enntlement progm Programs examined include Aid -to- Families with

. Dependent Chxldren (AFE}K: e 'Medicaid and the Suppiemental Security Income Program
“run by the Department qu /Health and Human Services (HHS), and the Food Stamp

Prugram run by the Depgrtment uf.‘Agnculmre.

néte.ég belovn «"{

. “ . MPMs 'L’(fhe nature of -the program and pragrammatic pe!atxonslups -
- 'among actors (Federal, states, local) ~ , “ .

X
.l
S ‘,‘" ‘

"es: 'fhe portion qf QC responssbihty ass:gned ta each‘ .

e
ThemamerinwmchQstpremibedinmereguhﬁom.

e Standardﬁ: 'Performance levels identified ln the regulatzon, such as
acceptable qTror rate or paym nt tolerances. | (

. 'Meamm Computation of ind}ces of perfermame @.Bay computatmn ot
state error rate. |
- %
. . Frequency of Measures: ‘l'hé irequ‘gncy' with which.measures are campute‘d
- or produced, - o | S

~ o . Frequency of Reporting The {frequency with wpich measures st be'
RO .reporwd taappropriate asﬂnc:;es. A o :

i

* hcentxvgs. Pcsmve or negative mducements specified in the regulatxons
‘ '\ ., that encourage the reduction of error. o - | :
L ® - Other Efememsz Dther charactenstits of the QC system. . v

\.'-.' ¢
Yy

' * A comparative matrix 'oi'Qg: systems foﬂ_ows these deséripﬂonsz.l

L



_ “characteristics outhned in the lntroductmn. ,  _ -
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D | DESCRIPTIQN OF APPROACHES oL

' This section descrihes the QC regulatmns fcr selected pmgrams accurdmg to the

& '.
L. e . e

! -
. : . . . .

¥ . -

Ly -

B Aid to Families with Depeﬁdem Children (AFDC) is an enmlement program that

provxdes benefits to ehgxble iamihes for child support in the form of cash payments.

AFDC is run, hy Health and Hurgan Semces (HHS) and administered by smte agencies.
~ HHS pmvides AFDC funding to states on.a matchmg basis.’ Payments to states are
. determined by state AFDC expgmdimres. The Soc}al Security Act of 1972 mandatesv "

 that states shall operate shyiggoing Quality Control system. The régulations

pertaming to QC in AFDC are’ yed m 45 CFR, sections 205.40-4#. |
: , 4 " o . S
o 4‘3.1.2“QC Rapons’ihﬂities : o ,‘i | |
2.1;2.1 Fede‘fal - L o '.

*

particlpatxon (FFP). Specmcauy, HHS perfotms the followmg QC functions: -,

¢ Specifxes QC pohcxes and-pmcedures and issues the QC Mamzal.to whzch aﬂ
state'QC ssftems must ‘adhere

®, . Monitors state ermr rates thmugh periodic QC pepons

® ‘Determxie a national errqr rate from the state data SO

L v . . ) . i .
s . . .
! . . . ' . . , ‘ h - ‘
- i oo . : . ) T .
. L T s . . ! - . " "5 s T ' .
. . ; ‘ . . N s .
. , 5 . .
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HHS has several basxc responsibxhties related to QC. First, ‘the agency develops” ,

QC policies and procedures. Second, it establishes acceptable QC parameters. Third,
it reviews agency peri re!atxve to the pregcribed standards; and . fourth, it
élclat.e.rmiﬂe.«i the reimbursemem for state AFDC payments or Federal financiai



; ,- \ | ” . Reeiews s;ate errof ratzee tu determine xi FFPQ should be reduced or
A | increased: . (
| "‘-v_‘_“g - o ‘ Sﬁtc ageﬁcies muet develoe ;' state pla.n fa? a QC sYstem and xmplément an -

-

qngomg QC system in accordance with the HHS policxes and procedures prescribed in
the QC Manual. States must contmually momtor case error thmugh samplmg aml case

. review, and take correctxve action on mdividuai cases. States must a.lso report error
‘rates to HHS after the close of specifxed samphng periods. Specxficauy, states must:
¥ . ‘ _ ,
| e Develop .and mamtam a QC plan and xmplemem: an engoing QC system to
. 'identify and correct case efrofs = . . | o ST,
o Develnp correctwe actxemplan; for reducing case error rates e ‘ A
. e  Periodically repe:t Gn error rates and correctwe action plans to HHS. .
. ' ‘ : y - -
o The regulatxons indicate no specmc responmhmty for’ lncal offmes of state
agencxes. . . | | | o
zt.s,Qc.Procedm" M o7
- QC prpcedures are only genex:auy dxscussed in the regulatmns. The HHS QC -
) Manual, the regulations indicate, contains specxﬂc QC procedures. Tbe regulations ..
| r};andatethetqurweduresshauz : R e S
v, o - . . ~
i ,® Appiy the prescribed sampling methods and sc.hédules

.f,f e Conduct field mvesﬂgations, mcluding a personal interview -in all ca»ses,'~ -
| i~ _e . which fall within the sample of active cases, and as necessary for cases m A
e ‘ “-, thenegative case action sample - - e

P T [ i 4 l : '. .
?_';f:;' T e ‘-Provzde the resources and methods nec $0 analyze the fmdlngs.of the‘ -
A steml : . . .‘ A . <
o . Take appmpriafmn corrective action on improperly authorxzed or denied <
D assxstaﬂce and on the causes of improper actions | , o
Assure ac«:ess by HHS staff to state and local records relatmg to public ~
assxstthe recxpients and to third pames. A : | .
? T S | | :
. L ) , o
SR ﬂ e A
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| 2.1.-& Standards

"{%_IJMeasn-q o e S

t .

The reguiatmns identify several standards thh regard to QC‘: F;rst, the )

| regulaﬁons specify the "national error rate," which serves a.s a baseline in determimng

acceptable state‘error rates and" ss defmed ;n .legxslation as 5 percent.‘ Second, the L
L regulatxons estabhsh an srnprovement rate of one third over the three year transmon
o N penod for states that have en‘gr rages 1n excess of the natxonal error rate. -

‘ -
f 5

. In addition, the regulations set error rate stand(ards fas lemg c&rrecnve action °
plans. These standards are 3 gercent for payments to mchgible persons and 5 percent -
for under of overpayment. The regulations also defme 55 asYthe standard for

md;:rxdual cases of under or everpayments. DPER RPN o . .

-
. “ X “-‘
. _ . e

The only measure speczﬁed in the regulaticns is state "payment error rate,"

i which 'is deﬁned as “t'he dollar ameunt of mcor;ect paymeénts a state has ‘made
o expressed as a percentage of the state's total payments." ‘

-~

-~ . .
o N S
¢ » ' ) e ’

‘l’he regulatmns xmpl'y that r}neasurement is ongemg, notw}thstandmg e:ustlng

state plans. HHS has estabhshed m 6 month sampling periadsc April 1 through

September 30 an& Oct 1 through Mard'r 31.

| R . -
| Ll.?meyofReportm R . L
- . T $e ; | | '
States are reg\ured‘ to' file error reports with. HHS within 60 days 51 the close of
~ each samphng period and correcuve action plans within Wvdays. Y
z.mhmﬂm S SR .

‘E'he HHS QC regulations prmfide, for ‘both pos;twe and negative mce!ntives, |
. . tncentives are tied to error rates. The regulations mandate 'that states’ whxch are not
Lo _either at or below the naﬁonal error rate ot their target error rates, wm have the FFP o,

¥

vy
.
L 1 .
e

- £

1



- oo reduced by the dollar difference between the state error rate and the national errorA .
‘ " rate. States can appeal to HHS, within 45 days, any reduction m‘i‘-’FP. Such appeals '
\ " are heard by the Grant Appe.als Board. o | : ;.

.
-
6“ . )

A | Conver's'ely, states receive" increased FFPs for 'error | rates below 4 perceh't. |

" These states receive an addational amount. equal to 10 percent of the Federal share of

\ money saved for each ane-half percent betew 4 pereent te a maxir{\um of 50 percent. |
,\;1.9om‘mmm BT L ,,Q ‘

R The AFDC QC also calls’ for corrective acnon plans that are developed by the‘

?. states and submztted to HHS. These plans xdentify means for reducing case error rates

* for iﬁeligtbdity, overpaymentst and underpayments. ~ P
,2-3°SSIQUALm'costL e e
r | B | ’ L [ 3 ‘ ‘ ‘s . | ‘ . -

N ) . ) .
: ) <t N . ! :
. * ~
4 -

Supblemehtal ‘Secufity Income | {SSI) 'is .an entitlement pregra‘m thats"pro;:des_

v benefits in the iom‘ of cash payment ta the aged, blind, and disabled. ‘Legislation .- -

.. passedin 1972 created a national SSI program that centralized and.consohdated within
co ‘ | the Social Secunty Admimstrat:on various state programs, and standgrdxzed payments
. » ,  8CCross t‘he ceuntry. States are free to supplement such payments. In 17 states, SSA

(HHS) administers both the Federal S5I.and state supplementary payments. SSA bills
states for these supplementary payments. r se L

4
BN

SSA has two QC systems. The larger and more complex is the Agency‘s mtemal
system; “This system is not prescribed through regulation since it is an internal system.
o  The second QC system, one which is treated in regulatmn‘hnder 20 CFR, section
L oo ... 4162086, déals with Federal administration of staté supplementation funds. -This QC
Lo system .monitars- the ac-:uraglyl _ of Federal actions with regard to -supplementary

paymems. SSA assumes liabHity for erreneous supplementary payments and repays |
states for stich errors. SSA is not requxred ‘by ?aw to mamtam or conduct such a
system, but does so!voluntarily. . o 4

-
“r




"" r ® . . "I " v
A . ‘ ‘ : ‘ "ﬁ .\. 4
...,. . ! ¢ L . - ~ : . - . ‘ .
y | SSA has the pr M responsibiﬁty for specxiymg and runmng the QC system. )
.. . The Agency has outlined the specific pmcedures in the regulatigp: \Admtmstrgtwely_,
R the Agency also conducts the QC rewews. Spettixcally, SSA' % | 4
. ‘ R o - T o
A | . B Specxﬁes and mamtams the QC system | "
L . | Periodically conqiuc:ts QC rev:gws e e S
. 4 R e Determines Federal habihty to states for overpayments
| @ Reimburses states for Federal fihancial tiabxhty (FFL) o
e e Attempts to recover overpayments or payments 10 mehgibﬂe mdmduals ; |
Ly " o Adiusts QC error rate fmdings and payments to ,state if rev:ews indicate a
- ﬁ.f S 'mghererror rate. : . A 1
"i‘_ ~ . X . .
SRR 2222 siats»' T '
- . . - .
o States, under their agreement with "5SA  which authorizes the Age):cy to
adnumster state supplementary assistance. payments, 1’nay conduct its own review of
cases that S5A revxews Specxficanrstates may- | | T .
| | 'or " Selecta sub:r.ampze of SSA identified cases for review o
o . Determine the errorfrate mdependent of the SSA nevxew ‘
4
. . lnform SSA of jts error rate fmcbngs
. . AL .
e Request adjustment of FFL. |
o ._ ‘ | ” ( , . | . " | ..o | | .". . . . . i . -.
‘. - ,' - Local office respensibiiities are not mentioned in the reguiatilins, »
cL . ‘1 A . L | ~ | ’ ) . ., './,, ‘ -
4 ' J' : ‘ ! t
. ! ; '

-~
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: ) f f/ . | " . . | A ., - . i
In each of the 17 states in which SSA admuusters mandatory and suppiementa,ry S
(stete) pagments. the Agency selects and re\#ews a valid sample of releva.nt cases. 1 .
 From. this sample, SSA computes an. error rate for state supplementarjr paymem;s by N
o ,- cornparmg the appropriate eligxbxhty with the actual payments. . v-‘,{' e G -
2.2.¢ Standarcb - S SUEEERIE , 1;‘-‘?’,, o
| The SSA estabhshes in the regulatwns one ma;or standa.r& for the QC system, the ;;.'
“national error rate. Thxs is set at 4 percent. - R "
?-2-55."&% - T B
' : : . ¢ N o PR S , L
. i s o -. ‘,‘ o [ . <7

- Two. measures are defined in the reguianons. First is the error rate measure ‘ ;"

| and, second, the Federal finanma.j liability (FFL) o e

- © The results of the measures are reported every 6 months. ° . T

227 Frequency of Reporting .  ~ .

o - ': . . " , . S l J..L £ o
The error rate rgeasure is the. sum af ali mcorrect state supplementary payments SR

to sample cases m.ﬂe sampling penod divided 5y the total supplementary payments to  ;‘ o o

‘cases during the peﬂod. R

.~ The FFL is. computed by mulnplying the error rate by the total ampun: of
Federally adniinistered ‘state supplementary payments in the state within the 6 month
pgnod and subtractmg 4 percent from the total amount of Fedarauy admmred o .

suppiememary payments.

Z.ZJGFreqtlencyofMeasm ‘ o o o |

The measures cxted above are computed for 6 month perjods, begmning in April .

_and October, _States must conduct their, mrevxews at the same time as the S55A .-

reviews. ' . o " . . .

X " . . |
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A iy . B &2 O Ea— ' .‘w‘ N I - ’ ‘ . : . - . ] -
S N - 53A assumes fiability (FFL) Jfor “an -amount equal to the inc orrect state . ‘L

ST : .:,“ | suppiementary payments abmre the 4 percent nauonal standard in states in whu:rr the

L :‘:-"‘.- """ ngncy aémm;sters bqth monitormg ansi mgpiememary payments. N
BT 2.3 Fom:s srmp Pﬁasomuas aamamc svsmm QUALITY CQNTROL -
f | & '.,_’ﬁ" Fou L AU IS /AL T I
B The Foad Stamp prdgram is an entit{emem prpgram providmg aSslstance to. .- .
- ellgxble mdiViduals and'families in the form of coupons redeemable for food. ' The e
C " ’ - program is' run hy ‘the Fopd and Nutritidn Servxce (FNS) of the U.S. Department of - S
N Agrxculture. Although beneﬂts are funded exclusively by the Federal govemment, the S
R “ program is admmistered through state. agenciess The Bepartment of Agncuiture

reimhurses states for. 50 phercent of the costs incurred m admimstermg the pr’ogram in

the state. .o e . Tt
. “:‘“‘ v \‘) . ‘g ‘ ;‘u . H‘,’ . R .' ~ . . ‘. ‘ -e . - . . - . ,‘ . . ‘,v' . . N l . . ‘ " "
T Y . o : . . N P .

et In order to reduce admuustratxve error in stqte adrmms ion of the Food St'amp _
|  program, the 1977 Food Stamp Act mandated that states condd®t an mgomg system of B
monitoring and u-nprovmg pragrarrf Jad'nwﬂstratmn. The FNS xmplemen ed. quahty C e

U two cnmponems: quagemem Evaluamm and Quahty Control reviews. i analysis e Ine
_ focuses mainly on the Quaﬁtyr Control review although 4the system is an integrated one. \\‘
L - -+ The resulatxons also tie Federal reimhwsément of states' adrhinistrative costs to the . \
SR . erfor. rates. The regulations pertaming to the PRS and quahty control ar cmtained in {

7 GFR part.275. . CEE . L
o . ) N v / .- 4 | :’ | . . - -
4 i 232 QCResponsibilities ) .
,__.W...,..._...‘. e - *l“ F ‘ | ; o ’ t . o " i
- p ‘ ) ‘ N *ﬁ ’ '_f“‘t':‘ ‘

. o The FNS has several respons&b:iitxes for the Food Stamp quah cmtml. First, * | ‘.' |
.. FNS specifies the characteristios and procedures of the PRS t :
) ‘-\- " These regulations butline in detau all £acefs of the PRS, mciudmg mspcmwmty and,

L]
AR Y




A
¥

ﬁroccdures for genera.l admimstration, management evaluatmn, quahty cantroi, data PEE
Bna.l)'$15 and eva.luanon, and reportmg on program performance, SRR e T

N » .‘ < ~ (r& T
. S . . . ‘ . . '? ] ' .- . ‘

L Second, *the FNS rnomtors agency performance through varxcus state PRS oot
z reports. ENS . momtors sta'té acﬁv?ty on three leve!s cemphance thh pragram '

| regul@ony approprnate revzew procedures mcluding samphng techmques, and review . -
ﬂndmgs, which measure state agency periormance. S o &

. *
- - . N . " v
. X ‘ ) . A B v e . . L
LW, . - : N ~ » .

- S . o . Thu-d, the FNS, if necessary, &etenmnes if the state. is ehgibxe for an mcrease in " ~" |
L . : . 'the Federal share of administration costs or is liable for payment in excess of the . . N
a . errof rate ‘goals. Fqurth, FNS approves ak corrective action plans developéd by state |
;o agencies'to redm:e error..’ . o R -
) 2322 sia‘tes' e | | |

»

States are responslble for estabhshmg a contmumg PRS to momtor program
admmxstratmn and operatxons. Specmca.uy, the state systemshould mclude: o

X . e Data colleGtion through management evaluatmn (ME) revxews and quahty
BRI N control (QC) reviews . o
-~ S Analys:s and evaluaticm of data from all sourceS'J o

”~ : ' ) -~

;. R Correetweactmnplannmg o . ?‘fv“v . - ‘

. ! ' ’ . Y .

T . Corrective actmn 1mplernentation andsmonito:ing T
- meporﬁnngNS*on program peciermance. L - B g

v

-

‘ " Stases must also appomt a fuil-time staﬂf member at the state level to
S caordhate the PRS and ensure xmptememanon of correctxve action. States must also
e employ "suffxcxent s{ate-level Staft/ to perform all aspects of the (PRS) ea ' s .
T 2.3.2.3_ Local\ Offices , R . RS
!}' . ¥ o . T ) . . y * ‘ . ", ' .
oy . .%  The regulamms do'not mnda ea mle for iocaintﬁées, and’ iécaz program sta.,ff‘ “ L
- ar are prohibxted from conductmg ME QC revxews without prior FN‘S qppravai.

[T
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| Quahty control revxews measuze’ vahchty of food stamp cases by re\newmg"
sample cases against the Food Stamp Program standards estabusﬁed in the Food™ Stamp- |
Act and the regulanons,,,as specified in each state's FNS-approved manual, The PRS
QC regulatxons require samphng a specified number of active. (those réceiving L
- benefits) and negative (those denied ‘benefits) cases, verification of housshold

circumstances that relate ta, ehgibmty throigh interviews and c:heckmg collateral .

sources, determination of approprxate level of’ benefsts, and companson wiih beneﬁts
received. ' ' ‘

oot 5 .
\'\ o

_ The regulatians requu-e that state? analyze the fxndmgs to detenmne the_-/'< )
mcxdence and dollar amounts of errors to determine the state's cumulative allotment
_error rate and eﬁgibihty for enhanced fundmg in a.ccordance thh the qud Stamp Act
o oi 1977 and plan carrectwe action to reduce excessxve !evels oi errors when

L4

cumulative auotment error rates of 5 percent of more are reported. I

R PR e '

, Sxmuarly, the regulatxons specdy in detau the ymedures,fo_r' rl‘evf:.-w'di kactive"
cases. "fhesemclude:- ‘ - o

o e A case r;card review - | | | o ‘
e Anmterviewthhthepamupant ._ - o
'.' | Verzﬁcation of information, using.secondax;y sources when necess;ry
e A determinanon of the presence of any vafiances R ;

. A determinaﬁon of ehg.;bility and correctness of xssuance

PO VR B SRR I

A determmatxe;ei ﬁ;ew riu'nmer of admmistratign deﬂciencies.

- ) .\ L ‘m f‘

y"

Fur negativegges; a mmﬁar thcugh mere restricteﬁ, grocedure is outhned.

e

-
“rE o
-

&
. - *

The regulation spec.iﬂes a state gampnng plan, including mimmum samp!e size._'"
sampie selectxon and samplecase revxew completmn. e T '
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*

S e i et 2 e i

) '2’-‘3.4 Stah&ards o

o _’speq;fy 5 percent as thg national standard for error rates. In addityn the regulations )
~ “establish an- -algorithm for estabhshk\g error rate goals for states above the hatmnai-',
_-standard. . ‘7\ P L J : o

. mdwidu&l cases fur QC revxews are mnde separately each mcmth during the period.

‘ ) . ‘ N L . o ST -
‘M.Tmeome o * _
U PO A ....s.& [ ,_.N._.",. S o eem e o.‘ -

N

’ FNS establishes several standards in the regulatmns. Fxrst, the regula.tlanS' |

~
. ] . P . R . - . "o
. ) ) « . o, . e

Because of the detailed nature of the regulatzons, many s:tandards for sampﬁng

o and case rev;e\v are established, mcludmg a5 percent cornpletmn rate for case
~ review and a 55 error tolerance for beneﬁts. o . |

h 2

235 Measures

The regulatmns establish several measures ior the Food Stamp PRS QC sysmm. _'

o , First and most important is. the cumulative anctment error rate, whu:h xs a8 cumulatwe

index of several types of error. _This is eomputed by. summmg the doliar valge of
auotments undenssued ormrenssued to sample recipients, includmg inengxble casés. ‘

-

a

In addmon, the regulatmns estabhsh acﬂve and negative case errm' rates. Both\ :

are computed by divxding the number of sample QC cases which cuntaln one or more of

seéveral types of error by the total number of cases in the QC sample. The result i is 7

expressadasapmporﬁon. . e o

-

_2.3.6 ‘Frequemjr of'_Meawru ~

4

The quaﬁty contrel pmgram samples cases in six month periods. The*selec:txon of

State agehcies report QC fmdings on a senu-annual basxs. |

»

The Food Stamp PRS QC system cnm;ains both posxti\ce and negative mcenﬂves,
which a:e med to the cumulatwe a.tlotment error rates. States with an error rate

. ’ .‘I‘“.

oy

Ay e s d—
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- belcw 8 percent are ehgible ;or a6 percent Federaliy funded share of admmmtranve

" costs; a 65 percent share is provided to'states with an error rate of § percent or below.
States above the 8 percent rate that reduce error rates by 25 percent or rnere ina

o 4 year.are enuﬂed a 55 percent Federa.Uy funded share of adrmmstratwe costs. oo

R Sutes fau.mg to meet error rates goals must repay FNS for the douar value of

. ]the difierence between target error rate and the actual error rate. fcr a six month :

Z.B.SQmerElemmts | -

‘fhe FooL Stamp PRS QC system is part of a larger management and reporting :
system. The regulations mdxcate not only:a heavy emphasis on. measurement of
wrfarmance and error rates, but also correeuve actionsg States are reqmred to file o
corrective action plans that detasl the means by wh;ch adnunistrative prob!ems and N

4

'4*errorra.teswxllbereduced.v o I - s
2 MEDICA!D Qum;n'v CONTROL

’ Medicaid is an enti’tlement program thet pro\rrdes beneﬁts to ehgihle indlvxduals f

" in the farm of paymants for medical services. Medicaid is run by the Health Care

- Financing Adnunistration of the Department of Health and Hunfan Services and is -

_ administered by state agencxes. HHS provxdes medicaid - fmdmg to states on ‘a

| matching basis. ~These payments are known as the Federal financial participatmn |

(FFP) and are provided on the basis of allowable state Medxca;d ‘expenditures. The QC

regulaticns pertaimng to Medicmd QC are contained in 42 CFR, sections #31.800—«80&

mQCRespormihxﬁties,‘ I - . o S %

. HHS has severa.t basic respcnsibmues re&ated o Medicaid QC. First, the- agency
deveinps QC pohcies and procedures. Second, it establishes accepta.b.te QC

T A

.. system used in the Mechcaxd program is similar to the AFDC QC system. The

S T T T
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, |

- v . ’
parameters. Third, xt reviews agency periermance reiative to these standards and
fourth, determines the Federal rexmbursement for state AEDC payments or. Federal
fmancxel pgrtxcipanon (FFP) Speeiﬁcauy, HHS performs the fonowmg QC funcﬂens.

e Speciﬁ cﬁc pohc:es and procedures and issues the QC .-Ma'lguai to which alt
o s s S

states QC systems must adhere .. -}

- e ‘_ , 'Memtors state error rates through per odic QC reports . a -

e - Reviews state errgr ‘tates to determme if FFP sheuld be reduced for
- unacceptable error levels or if FFP should be incredsed for state-error rate

below the natmna.l standard.

L ’ - ~_‘ . .
. . * . . : L - - )
; » - . C : oS . g KY
P n
N b - : k)
,

2.¢.2;2_ St_atee‘

-

State agencxef must develop a s?ate plan for a QQ system and- implement an .
'engoing QC system in accerdance with the HHS pohc{s and procedures prescribed in
the QC Manual. States must contmuauy ‘monitor case error through sampling and case =
: " revxew, and take corrective action on individual m States must also report’ error

" rates to HHS after the close of specxﬁed samphng perqus. Specxma.uy, states must. IR

e Develop and rnamtam a QC plan aqd mplement an ongoing QC system te j“' ‘

" identify and correct case errors

i [P
e o4

) Develop corrective action plans for reducmg case error rates

* Periedxauy report on errer rates and corrective action plans to HHS
2.4.2.3 l..ocalOﬂices c

~ K
‘ -~

" The regulatxons indicate no specif‘role for local offices of state a.gencxes. ey

) g - QC procedures are generany dzscussed in the regulations. The HHS QC Manual,

the regulatxons indicate, centams specific procedures. The regulatmns mandate that ,

¥

states shatl: =~ - . ;-
v e Operate the  MQC system in accordam:e with the poucies, sampung

v methodelngy, review procedures, and repgt;ng forms and requiremems '
| ' specxfxed in Medicgid quahty control manua d by HCFA

-

: ‘, 1 “‘ ¢
- 13
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ket 11—

. = " Personal mterviews f’ar e.ach case in the active case sample JEY

244 Standards

R

. e

. . . <
- .. .
. . . !
X .

. %evxe\v each case in the sample to identify eligibilzty errors ~

iy Review. any claims’ Ppertaining to each actwe case to 1dentiiy erroneo
o payments resulﬂqg from — « S | . { .
 Ineligibility A 5\ |

" Recipient understated or ov¢rstatc3 liabihty , . e
Third-party liability - , J s
Clams processing efrors © .

e Conduct f;eld mvstxgatmns, in order to, verify ehgxblhty miormat;on,
R 3‘indudirgg-;g,

[ I

o

| '~-' Personal interviews for cases in the negative case agtion sample, to

~ the extent necessary to verify erroneous ehgibihty de inations .
Xy -Use S-rnonth samplmg perw from . April thrqugh September and iram
o - October through March. .

- -5
-~

‘ .

- Vi "

- . Select statxstzca& samples of both active and negative case actions B .

)

The regulatxons estabhsh several standards with regard to QC. The first megsure -

s the "national error rate,” which serves as a baseﬁne in acceptable state error rates.
This is deﬁned in. legxslation as & percent. Second, the regulations establish an_ A
o o :mprovement rate. of one third over a three year transition pgriod forfstates that have . .

- error rates in excess of the national error rate. The regulations also deﬁne the error - -

~ standard as any amotmt greater than the auowabie re&mbursement ievei for a speciﬂc
service. L

.

S
-

1

Two measures are _specified in the regulatxons. The ﬂrst, the annual state\
payment error rate, which is deﬂned as the sum of the wexghted payment efror rates ~

for the two G-month review pariods. \Velghtlng is. estabﬁshed as a percentage oftotal =
; annual payments that oceur in. esach she month period. ' )

The reguxations state that the second measure, the state payment error rate,
which is computed as’ part of the QC findings, will be determined for each annual
as&essment period "m accordance with mstrucnons issued by HCFA" (section 432.802)

e ¢

17
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An

The regulatxons irnply that measurement is ongomg. HHS has esfabhshed two 6-
" month sampling penods. prril I thourgb. Septemher 30 and Qctober | through March
- ‘3! ). State error rates are, however, computed on an afmual basxs . L

P ‘.
]

) A monthly report on eligxbility case revxews completed durmg the month

for all cases in the active case sample for that. month and seletted cases

.irom the negatwe case sample fog that month

: e A monthly report on payment reviews campleted during the month for'
~ . - cases in the active case sample (States must wait 5 months after each
.= sample month before accumulating claims paid for each case - thmugh the

. ‘_ fourth month fonowmg the sample month)

: The agem:y must submit reports to HHS«m the form and at the time specxfxed, |
o -mc,luding. - ‘ - )

| o A d'esc:ripﬁori of 't'he JSta‘te's Sampling' ‘plan‘ ior acﬁ&e cases énd ‘néga'tive’

. ‘A summary repert on eﬁgibi!ity &mdmgs and payment errer ﬁndmss for an

cases in the é-month’ sample, to be submitted by May 31 of each year for .
the previous April - September samphng period, and by Navember 30 for

) the October - March sampling periud
o Other da;a and reports that the Mmmistrator requests.

Al

.' | - .' | ‘ | [] - r)

_ The HHS - Medxcaxd QC regulaﬁons provide for penalties in the iurm oi FFP -

~ reductions t;ed to annual state payment error rates. The regulatxons mandate that o
states that are ‘above the national payment error rate will have the FFP reduced by g ,

...the. dollar ‘ambunt.equal to the diﬁerence between the nationa} and the annuat state -

payment error rates. States can appeal the reduction by demanstraﬁng that laahxhty -

to reduce arror was due to factors beyond kts control. -



_ Th Med:caxd QC also cans for corrective action plans that are develaped by the
B | states and submitted to HHS. ‘l'hese plans identify means for reducmg case error rates
. . - for mehgxbxhty or overpayments. e
' 'Th“'S*'?.*.‘EY,'must: T ‘
e Take actmn to corrgct any Aligxbxlity, tturd-party habxhty, claxms
. o proceSsing, ormegat;.ve cm action errors found in the gmgle cases :
| - "_o"  Take adnnnistrative action to. prevent or redwce the incidence of those\
. oerrors - - AP R | L :
e By July 31 each year, suhmxt to the Admmistrator a. repor‘t on its error a )
"'anaiysisandacorrecnve action plan. R e S
R o
, . .;;_-,“ . 'f, 'Fhe fonpwing matrix. compares the characterisﬁcs oi quahty contral regulatmns 2
LT for the fuur entitlement programs consxdered in thisanaiysxs. : L
3
. - )
! ¢ 9 ‘ s
% s H B “
. ' : -
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' -/ CHARACTERISTICS OF QC REGULATIONS FOR SELECTEDENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS ~ v -
« N o ' ewocRAM .. IR
) o AFDC st Y FoodStamps Medieald < LT
‘ ; O i " S ‘.
Description  * o Rinby HHS; adminlstered ® Run by SSA/HHS & Runbyt FNSIDepartment '® Runby HCFA/MNS; b
- . " © by states, ¢ Program also adminlaters of Agrictlture; sdminlstered administered by states - - .
R o States relmngd'.on "y state supplementary payments by state agencles @  HHS reimburses states o
: ~ .. matching basis for allow- - @ SSAreimbursesstatesfor . @ Department relmburses states on & mat basts for - .
LA .. able cash payments ' erroncous payments above the for 30 percent of program -allowable medical iy & -
P ' nationsd ersor rate . sdministrative costs services : R
: I o @  QC s part of's Performance . - ‘ .
R ' IR . - R Review System (PRS) o . .
SR Feideralr . . . Establlshes Qtpouciu ) Huptlmmr rupomlbmty iw o Speclﬁes ctmucﬁerkt!ctmd . ® tablishes QC policies ' .
' . and procedures and publishes . conducting voluntary QC for _ grocmes for all facets of proceduresand .- - .
- ] QC Manual - state supplementary funds ou;h deuued re;ula- « shes QC Medicaid ot
a A , .. EsubfishuQCaymm para- 0 Detemhmmrnu S
¢ Sl TR iters - - @ Relmbursés states for &rro- p Mm!uxuhte AgenCy peiform- o lishes QC system
o T e Determines Fe&en! ﬂmhcw neous supplementary payments  ‘ance theough state P reports ameters t
. paruclpmon (FFP) odiunments I excess of national error . @ Determines administrative cost e _Betermines Federal
a i . rate ‘ . adjustmerit and state cvcmyz tinancial particlpation
S o ‘ . &ttempt to mov« werm ~ ment lhbmty ot (FFP) adjustment’s
— e o : . ‘
‘ \‘ Sute'; ﬂmlops state QC plans ' Hay conduct its gﬂmlw of i c ‘Respomihle for. data coliec- . Develupa state QCplans o - o
plemems mongoing Qc a subsample of cases selectad tion theough managemment - e Implements an m;oin; . B e
, ; tﬁm hySSAIa’QCM ) ' eummmﬁmrgg,ienm ﬁmwm : , .
- De\relnwconect nac . CL L quality rol reviewsy @ elops corrective
-, 5 . ' . .~ analysis and evajustion of . sction plans :
y ; . o Perlodically reports ervor . 'dats from atl aowr.ca;co; o Periodigally reportser- |
' T » rates and corrective u:thu rective ncﬂmf §€06- for rates and corrective >
. - plans to HHS - - vective action Implementation - actlon plans to HAS
. i mdmmituflng;anduporw : ' : :
: : ta FNS on pmsnm . - —%,7’
Local * ¢ Noresponsibllity specified  » No responsiblility specitied "o No bilities specitied . e No lity speci- ‘
.: in reguhtiam ‘P‘d w . ‘o reguiations : In m wee ikdmﬂtm o
L - T R et e ~ | "
I - |
) . N ¥
. N ‘ ' L f * A “‘. '
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AFQC

-

'.Statu must tollmv ‘
cedures outlined in HHSP'M"BC
T QC Manual -
* Regulations Me that
statess -

apply the prelcrlbed
ing methods and
les ’
cmduct field (nvestiga-

. tions, including s personal

interview inafl cases
which fall within the sam-

. ple.of active cases, and as
- niecessary for cases in the-

*negative case sctioh sa ‘:nfle

provide the resources
necessary to
analyze the ﬁndlng: of the

" system ,
take appeowhte ;:mecthm .
~ action on improperly author-

e o the Casesof e
and on the causes op-
€ uctions -

assube wccers by
to state argl locat
relati public asals-
tance, to feciplents, and to
third parties.

]

staff

~

Legistatin defines "Imlml
error rate” ag % :
Specifies an lwmvement rate
for reducing state error at
one third per year ,durlhg the
mv;,i year transition perfod

error levels above

-hld:mmﬁvewmphm

- are required to be submpitted

to HHS (3% per payments to

. ineligibles;- 5% {ot under of
-overpay

Specmes 5 num to!eunce

]

Food Stamps

@ SSA selects andreviews a .
. valid ump!e of relevant

cases

. Gomputes error rates by
© comparing sppropriate pa?v

ments

in the

wiﬁuctml payma?

> . .
~ - - . ..

-~

Q‘c

QC pmcedures are speclﬂed
in detall In the regulations
and include: ‘
- sampling procedures, -
inchuding miniimum sample
sizes.

case review procedures,
Inchuding a case recard
-teviews an Interview with

. Regulations mandate

that states:

~ operate the QC .y.. .
tem Inaccordance .
with the policles,

~_sampling methadology,

.review procedures,

- and reporting forms

andr reméntsspe

-._..——..--—m‘punﬂpm!: veritl-

cation of information,

- using secondary sources .

. whennecessary; a deter-

. .minationof the presence ™
" - of dny varlances-and ‘

coding and analysis of

-the variances, If applica- -

" blej a determination of
eligibllity and correct-

* ness af basts of lssuance;

-and s determination of

+the mimber of adminlstras

tive deficlencies *
- _comp letion rate fcc,w
selected cases

i mmmmmw . mereguhﬁmaped!x:ﬁ
*_ national standard for

tional

regulations is the na- error
¢rror rate at % . uus
. ¢ .. ® Speclfies s 93% case review
. Voo completion rate error level

e

Specmu $5 ervex talennce

_ BEST COPY AVAILABLE

4

cltied In Medicaid
quality contro) man-

. valstssued By HCFA _* -,
- ‘select statisticat | =

samples of bath
-active and negative

~ case actions ¢
- review eachcase n '

the sample to identl-
fy eligibilitygrrors -

.- review any claims per-

- taining to each active
case to identify all

| ‘-~ verify eﬂm’; _

. Specitigs

® 5§

mation by conducting
{nizld lnvesﬂgatlons,

- penlom.l interviews
for each case in the
active case ssmple

~ personal Interviews.

“fof cases inthe neg- -
ative case action
sample, to the ex- s
tent necessiry to

. verify erroneous

 eligibllity deter-
_minations

- use 6-month nmpiln;

- perfods, from Aprit
through September

’ and from October,

, throughMarch -

Leghm,lm defines *na-
tional exroc rate” as 8%
an-improve-

ment rate for r

. state error at ane thind - |
per yesr durlng the three .
yehr immmtn‘ period

fies any amount.
allowabte relm-"-
bursement tevel as an . ‘
error E
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AAmC

C e jod

Ssg

MM\

* Pnyment error rate is the dol-
lar amount of Incorrect pay-
ments a state has made asa
percentage of the stale‘: ‘
total paymenn L

P oo | ]

..

"= Regalstionsimply inquiry .

two 6 month

sampling durlr bee
s beginning -
ober  ‘w*

sampﬂng per
Apr

. . e
» ‘States are‘required to report @
_QC findings within 60 days of
Iosco!elchmnp!l!ekper}od
eonecltvetctim if

necessary, within 90 days of
the close of the sampling per-

ming all incorrect state sup.

tive allotment e rate,

payments inthe sam- . which is the dofar value sum

f ple dnﬁd:g by the fotalsup-
gk:mentlng payments to'cases

FL is the quotlent of the
error rate times total Feder-
ally administered supplemen-
tary paymems in the state

Meawres ht iemmmr
payment error are computed
I«Meach &mth sampling

. per
- States inust donm:t_reﬂnu

ntthemmne

P.rmum:nd FFI. avere-
poftedluereadwmtbum-
pling period

of ali erroneous aflotments
. Casetrror is the proportlm
' ot‘umpie cases Io errr

-

e .

o ch;nd?phamerﬁ—mmm
L. “‘Cueaue reviewed continy-

oualy dwring these periods

> . . ) e

. ”".v“

e Agenctes report seml-anmally

. TN

.

.
L

{ssued by HCFA |

. ' hegative cases -

"mmthto:eamlnthe | .- *

- on
- eﬂgibmly fm

Medicald ‘ ‘ B

‘e Errorrate Is compvted by sum- ¢ Regulations specify/a cumula” o Annual state payment B

etror rate Is the sum of
wlshted payment er-
rors for each of the sam-
gk periods: -

ayment error la det@s- ‘ '
mined in accordance - /
with the [nstruction - .

Reguhthnnrt::plyh- e L

qﬂ[y“ . . S

msn:n.pm« pllns : : ; *
perlods beginning In

Aprﬂmomher

'l'he regu.lltlons state  °

that the agency must o
subrit reports to the : -
 Adminlsteator, In the :

* foem and as the tiwe . S

speclﬁed by him,,

- ndeacrlpﬂmoﬂhe '

‘state's sampling plan’
for active cases ard

« & monthly report on - . e
eligibliity case re- - ; "
views completed diwr- .
ing the month .

- amonthly reporton . . - .
payment reviews com- ‘ o
pleted during the

paymemerroﬂhdlnp
tnrdlumlnlhes 4 ‘e
le, tobe - ;
ted y May 31 . S
of each yew for the . ‘
mmelel
per- , PR
fod, and by November . R
30 tor the October- S
‘trchﬂmpun&pedd
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'FoodStjnmg' o Meficad

e Negatives |
T e states are respomibte for

the amount of er
payments above the tloml

% errorrate
s s cedoced to refiect

.. such amounts. . .
.« Positives .
- states receive lncreased
FFP for error rates: behw
thenatlomle - rate.
-~ AROUNTS Squa addi-
“tlorial 109% of the Federal
- money galned up to 50%

R !ureachhllipcment

hclos “

. toerror rate determination
#  An appea] of « "disatiowance® .
‘ - orf reduction of FEP is pro-
s vided in the reguhtlom

. Nss-tlmf .

e r

T e ‘AFDCQCcalhtorcnrrective -
action plans as a response

SSA UMLS: lublllty

(FF L)

" fox all erroheons payments
- inexcessofthe ¥ ot | -

tonl piyments Lo

N
i} ‘ é
'
.
.
¢
-
‘
.
IS
»
*
\

BEST COPY F
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o Negatives - & Negitives

‘" states are {lible for the

- states ar reiﬁ&wble

_amount of erronecous pay- . . for the a, t of

. ments in excess of 8% of
~ total payments

' Poslcim

‘ errmewspaymnts
A - "above the naglonal
. _ K erfor rate
. o : -FFPbreﬂucedtore-
Ce fiect such amounts
R R " B ' .

- statessrevligibteto .,
. receive an increased o
“share of Federally funded = - . 7
© adiinistrative costs for. . R R )
_error rates befow 8% and
5%nndforder.ruslngenor

rate 5% withind year .~

Food stamps QC is partof an o MediccidQCcalh!or |

Integrated PRS that provides ' corrective action
a comprehensive and continued :namlpometna&w

- evakuation of management,
- reguiatory compliance, erroc
rates, planned cotrective .
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_ CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FoR ~ ~ . . R

onch{s;ons can be ‘drawn. ﬂwese conclusions deal thh both the confxguratron of'

The foregomg sections of thrs report examme the entitlement program . ‘
r j : ulations issued by several departments and agencxes to determme the approach : .

,/ quality control procedures and the approach 'to the regulations themselves. Each of. ..~
these has hnphoations for the general approach to quality control regulations which‘ o

might be taken by ED. ,

AR First, the present anaJysis suggests that the structure of the dehvery“ system isa.
A crincal factor in determining the regulatory’ approach to QC taken by Federal -
s agencres. Each set of QC regmations reviewed deals almost oxcluswely with states - |

rmphcatxons ior TitleIVQC. , o _

o

and specifies no role for local agencres or offices. The delwery systemps centralized .
., at the point of federaifstate contact, which has maior structural and fum:tionai S

| HHS, in the AFDC and Medicaid programs, uses ;sn approach in which the, Agency o
prescribes to state agenczes QC. pohc:xes, procedures and system parameters. State =

agencies develop and implement quahty control. plans and procedures which measure
and report program error rates. HHS then. reviews and approves (or dasapproves) Q¢

it - plANSG mmﬂa -agency-then computes the Federal financiat participation (FFP)

and thal penalizes or rewards states on the‘basis of error rates. It also approves (or |

disapprjoves) any needed co;rective acuoa plans.

- o .

R \ . SSI, admimstered by SSA within 'HHS, Kas sirrular QC procedures, except that

.-

SSA conducts tﬁe actual QC. for state supplementary payments, and reports to and

pays states if SSA error rates are above the natronal standard o o

- z)p-f‘g

,,‘lf;; .

S



A

. reportmg of error. rates, but a.lso the devetopment and implementaﬁon of con'ective- B

N

-

The FNS utilizes a ditferent approach within a sunuar administration structure.

> FNS has estabhshed a far more comprehensxve Performance Repomng System (PRS)"(
of which quahty control is a smgle facet. The PRS requires that ytates report.
mar)agement and other evaluations as weu as submxt corrective acuoh plans o

. Second, aﬂ regtdations mandate the mclusxon of not only cémjautaﬁon and

~action . pians— ‘mese plans emphaszze administrauve improvement by states and
e identify procedures for reducmg error. - FN$ ?equxres approval bf corrective action

-

- error rates, although ‘the mechanisms differ. . Through matchmg nmding-
. grrangement, as in AFDC. these mcenuves are tied 1o oV etchmg the state
‘comubutmn. Far Food Stamps, in wfuch FNS supports the entire program, FNS .-

plans . l’ ) .,‘,. o :\ ‘r “

'....for erroneous payments about an. amount equal 10 the Nati |
\ ‘:s true for 331, in which SSA admmisters state supplemen payments; Positive

4
: \

AN

\"'
\.~' ' "‘V. .

B | Third, standards, measures and irequenéy of computu'b and reportmg measures '
are fau'ly consistent across programs. , Legislaﬁon specxﬁes a Tpercent ercor rate as
_ the national standard for the HHS programs and FNS uses a. sxmllat standard.
‘ .Measures vaxky somewhat due to the differences among programs. Frequency of
| computlng and reportmg measures are consistently semx-amua.! All programs mé:lude* a :
) .negative action cases (those demed beneixts) in sampling and measm-es.

‘ " Fourth, most regulatxons xdenﬁfy both poeitive ond negatwe incentives, only‘:‘" . | |
Medicaid does not uuhze positive incentwes for states, In a.u but SSI, states are liable .-

"‘ard, the opposite

incentives are generauy similar; rewardmg states that are bel the national standard

. N

mcreases admmxstrauve allowances as an incenuve.

i C—
-y,

¥ Last, the character of the regulations themselves diifer across agenciés. HHS‘

-regulations are ‘more simple and brief.. The regulations reference the respective

© i e e s

* : jquauty con;rok handbooks for- detailed procedures ‘isand policies. Conversely, FNS uses .
.. the regulation to prov:de all detalls for state quality control systems. to S

G 22
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. 3.2 IMPLICATIONS FOR 'ITI'LE Iv. QC REGULATIONS

L These conclusions drawn from an anaiysis of QG regulatxons for Federal“l |
entxtlement programs have several 1mphcations regardmg the regulatory approactr to

" _‘QC whxch nght be taken by ED. First, and perhaps foremost, the structure of the

. ‘smdent aid. delivery system, and the nature of the relatxonship oi ED and educatxon |

. ~ institutions particzpathg in Title IV programs, require a drfierent approach thsn thoso

~‘.:_‘usedin Federal programs revxewed above. T T

programs. While ED would clearly assume responsibility for quality assurance similar

to those assumed by other Federal agencies, primary QcC responsibihties must rest at -

the local’ level with the msnwuons. Although this fact is self-evident, it contrasts
with the structure of existmg QC procedures and has implicanons for ED's ability to

. 3.2.1 Responsa.bihties

.ﬂ‘ : T ® . LW

\.

o
1

| \\_ Most germaine is the fact that the Txtle IV ciehvery system Is consnderably more
| decentraﬁzed than the other Federal programs reviewed in this analysis, The absence

- of states as an mtervening admi.mstrauve layer renders infeasible for thle v purposes

some of the chargcteristics of the regulatory appradéh used in these other entitlement

o - execute and monitor Title IV program QC. These imphcation wxu be discussed below.. s )

. 3.2.2 Procedures

. .

L

[T]
. .

In hght of ED‘s approach to valﬂanon and verifxcatmn, it seems appro;mate and

‘consistent that ED specdy general QC requirements and proc&ures m regulations

- ) while providing a more detailed set of procedures ina. Quahty Control Manual. This is

-

s:muar t6 the approach used by HHS in the AFDC program, but signiﬁcantiy dﬁiers B
from- the FNS/Food Stamp- and HHS/Medlcaid "approach of providing detaxled "
procedures direcﬂy in regulatxons. It is clearly advantageous to utilize a3 QC Manual :'
~and not be required to -make constam regulatory revisions for routine and minor
changes in procedures. Using the HHS/AFDC approach, ED’s QC regulations would

reqmre that mstitutions

\ 4 . “'; ) o ‘ .-

0 Apply the prescmbed sampﬁng methods and schedules o

e Conduct appropriate and . prescdbed review of aﬂ cases whmh fall withxn‘
. -the sample of active cases, and as necessary for cases. in_the negative

a.ctxon sample

s -

‘Qj 30
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. e Provxde the resaurces and methods nec&ssary. to arﬁ.lyzé the finﬁgngs of the

e Take appropriate corrective action on xmproperly authonzed or derued aid
o andonthecmesaiimpmpe{ractio L

() B Assure access by ED staff to records relatmg to QC actmns. -

The QC Manua.l would prescnbe specif rocedures for meeting the general ' g
‘regulatory requu-ements. In light of ‘the diveryity of msutuuons, auuwing some . ..

S ek 'ﬂexxbumr to use proceduras appropuate to the mstxtunon's capahxlities and structure

L _f_»wouldbebulefxcxal. S R S R

The requxrement of developmg and xmplementing correctxve ac'tion plans, c

_ essential parts of Qg: in most’ regulanons reviewed in this report, should also.be a )

o component of ED's approach to msmutional QC. ED revzew an&‘approval of such

. plans, however, as included- m the FNS/Food Stamps reguiations but not in the HHS |

| B regu.latmns, :s weahsﬁc in light of ’the number of partcxpaﬁng 1nstitutiens and. X

o Current ED resources. t : '

- ED must c:onsider two standards: error rates and error tolerames.‘ Thc“

T standaids fof error rates and tolerance vary slightly among programs, but are E

| " 'prescribed by legislation in most. of the programs reviewed. Error rates range from &

| to 5 percent. Two of the programs specify §5 error to!erance, aithough HHS/Medicaid

| a.ua,ws no tolerance. A rev:ew ot comments submitted in response to NPRMs and

~r',publishedmtheF Register mggesfsﬁtaterrermt wasoﬁcofﬂxemost.'
o sensstxye issues for particxpants in the Federai programs revie ed. , a .

"

R g ED rnust establish error rates and tolerance that are sensinve to msﬁtutions, yet -

| meamngful ‘and responsive to the general thrust of “ED's quality control. This is

mnicxdarly trus if these. rates and tolerances ave remed tpmiﬁve apd negative”
incenti»'gs. | ‘ ‘, . N Coe IR

: | | | : ; ,

Panicularlx with regar:i to error rates, ED may e;nploy a transltioaat error rate -

structure wuf\ dechmng rate. targets slrnllar to that used by HHS in the regulations

s

reviewed. Such g structure would creaﬂe incmtwes for hxgh arrqr rate mstitutmns to .

o

. . C . ‘ ’-‘. ) "‘ “‘ . ~ . . . . .
JAFunText provided by enic ) ) . ‘ ) - : v -’ 3 ] - - . P . L .,




‘_;‘: reduce error rates withem unduly pmauzing those with high but- deelmlng rates.

| _‘_3.2,5‘Freq\ueﬂeyof Me_'a.stm N

(S I

. Grant Pregress F:eports and the FISAP are candidates for reporﬂng mechanisms. . ..

-

——-

.

-

Error rate Ievels slwuld also provxde triggers for correctxve action plan reqmr!ments.

324 ueasures |

K
-

. E.D faces two issues related to measures: payment error and error m‘fe. .

“of the prescribed |

tolerance. The cqncept of payment emr may pose sng. icant methodologicél‘ :

préblems, pamcularly in the Campus-Based program.
computed as tetal error dwided by totai payments, which seems applicable te ED QC

regulaﬁons once paymeﬂt error has been appropriately defined. ST

/£

.‘ | Although “all programs consxdered conducted senu—annual samphng and Qc
' review, this frequency may be inappropnate faor certain partie.ipauns lnstituﬂons. o
Many mstituuons award or package aid to the. ma;orit)t ot appucants once 8 year, but L

. disburse more frequently. Hence, the freéquency of measurement should prohahly be
tied ‘to awarding rather than dzshursement of azd. This strategy  would euminate‘ -
unnecessary and duplicative sampli.ng and QC rewew, but would capture au students .

universe from which the sample is drawn.

|-

7 . )

ﬁsmoﬁw | S

~ One key issue for ED is the frequeney of mporﬂng Q{:ﬁndings. While mast-.'
pmgrams reviewed require reporting within. 90 days of completion of the semi-annual'
error measure computation, the implications of such-a reporting sched"]e must be' _
~ carefully scruﬁnized with regard to the goals of fhe QC effort and the reporting

‘vehicles. I ED utilizes existing program reporﬂng mechanisms, such reports as Pell

Howeve}, both have i:npﬁcations for the frequency oi ‘reporting and the institutions

captured by such instruments. A new lnstrument dedicated solely to such repomng L
| woulﬁ aunw ED to meet any desu-e.d reporting schedule and capture all institxmons, but
o may bepercewedasanadditionm reportmgburden. T L ‘

- X . P fl B . ’ . ‘5.
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v, ‘l'he precedmg dxscus?xon suggests that a revxew of QC reguiations of selectedr
QC regulations provxdes vaIuable ‘insights- and options that can mtorm ED in- .
- approaching QC regulanons for the Title IV program.” ‘These: options must be slm&uuy.' S
altered to *meet the unique needs’ of E.D and. the distinct nature of the. programs! e
| edupational mstitutinns, and ummate beneixclarxes\of the program, the students. ‘ -
[ Y \J ) | | ‘ | ‘. . ‘ f'
i . |
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“
. L . . . o
Appropnate mentives are critical to. the success of QC ef) orts. All pmgrams; :

—
- reviewed used negat.we inceptives in the farm of penames for high error rates. These
penalties eqmlé‘d ermneous payments ahove the ermr rate standardh. Two programs

also used pomnve incentws by mcreasing adrmmstratxve cost payments for error

rates below speciﬁed targets. ED could adopt a sxmilar mc:entwe structure, makmg ]

" the instmmon responsible  for * erroneous payments exceeding prescribed efror

standards and mcreasing adnumstrativg auowancc« payments for bettermg specif;ed |

errorra(tetargets. AR {L . o : ,
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