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Preface

Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 180 of the 1991 Session of the General Assembly
directed the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commisgion (JLLARC) to study the
Virginia Medicaid program and the indigent care appropriations to the State teaching
hospitals and the Medical College of Hampton Roads. SJR 180 outlined 11 specificissues
to be included in the study. Issues related to inpatient and outpatient hospital care are
examined in this report.

The JLARC review found that the Medicaid hospital care program is conserva-
tively managed in terms of covered services and reimbursement rates. Nevertheless,
hospital services are consuming a major and growing proportion of total Medicaid
program funding. Tocontrolspending growth in the future, the General Assembly should
focus on developing new strategies for containing the cost of hospital services in addition
to maintaining a cost-effective Medicaid program. This report contains a number of
specific recommendations in these areas.

The major findings and recommendations from this study have been presented
to the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission and to the Joint Commission on
Health Care. The Joint Commission on Health Care will play a lead role in deciding how
the recommendations in this report should be acted upon.

On behalf of JLARC staff, I would like to thank the Director and staff of the
Department of Medical Assistance Services for their cooperation and assistance during
the course of thisreview. In addition, I would like to thank the staff of the Health Services
Cost Review Council and the Department of Health, as well as staff from 12 Virginia
hospitals which we visited during the course of the study.

Dlibll e

Philip A. Leone
Director

November 30, 1992




JLARC Report Summary

The Virginia Medicaid program provides
a wide range of health care services on
behalf of qualified indigent persons. Infiscal
year{FY) 1991, Virginia Medicaid purchased
health care for 428,650 individuals at a total
cost of about $1.3 billion (including adminis-
trative expenses). Half of this cost was
financed with State general funds. Between
FY 1987 and FY 1991, annual Medicaid
spending increased by approximately 85
percent, and the annual number of Medicaid
recipients increased by about 35 percent.

in response to the rapidly escalating
costs of the Medicaid program, the General
Assembly passed Senate Joint Resclution
(SJR) 180 during the 1991 session. SJR
180 directed the Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Commission (JLARC) to conduct a
comprehensive review of the Virginia Med-
icaid program as well as the indigent care
appropriations to the State’s medical teach-
ing institutions.

The first in the series of reports on the
Medicaid program examined the feasibility
of using a private insurer for the program.
The second report in the series, Review of
the Virginia Medicaid Program (February
1992), provided an overview of the program
and addressed issues related to access to
primary care, eligibility, and the Medicaid
forecast and budget process. Other reports
in the series will address Medicaid ambula-
tory care, Medicaid long-term care, and co-
ordination of the State’s indigent health care
programs,

in Virginia, Medicaid inpatient and out-
patient hospital care is not extravagant. The
program is conservatively managed and the
services provided are, with only a few ex-
ceptions, those required by federal law. In
fact, hospital providers have claimed that
reimbursement has been overly conserva-
tive. In 1986 the Virginia Hospital Associa-
tion (VHA) filed a lawsuit against the Com-
monwealth seeking to increase inpatient
reimbursement rates. _

As a result of a 1991 settlement agree-
ment, no changes can be made o the hos-
pital reimbursement systems until July 1996,
exceptunder specificcircumstances. More-
over, this review did not identify problems
which require immediate changes o the
reimbursement systems. But the General
Assembly can begin to prepare now for the
possibility of reimbursement reform. Spe-
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cifically, the Genaral Assembly can set the
goals of the Virginia Medicaid program and
the hospital reimbursement systems o en-
sure that they: {1) promote access o quality
health care for recipients, {2} provide ad-
equate reimbursement for providers, and
(3} are cost effective forthe Commonwealth,
This report is intended 1o bring to the
attention of the General Assembly the sa-
fient ilssues reiated o the funding and ad-
ministration of Medicaidhospital care. While
many of the issues cannot be addressed in
the shoit term due fo the lawsuit settierment
agreement, carehul planning now will ensure
that Medicaid hospital care can be provided
in a cost-effective manner in the future.
Program administration as it relates {o
inpatient and culpatient hospital care is the
focus of this review. In keeping with the
requirements of SJR 180, and in recognition
of the General Assambly’s role in guiding
Medicaid policy, this report addresses:

{1} the cost effeciiveness and suffi-
giency of hospital reimbursement,

implementation offederal program
requirements in the hospiial set-
ting,

(2)

implications of Imiting Medicaid
hospital services,

implications of adjusting recipients’
contributions to their care,

effectiveness of current ufilization
review procedures, and

{5)

exploration of alternative adminis-
irative methods for implementing
program requirements and op-
tions.

(6)

This is not the first time JLARC has
examined the Medicald program in hospi-

tals. In 1979, JLARC published a series of
reports on health care, including inpatient
and outpabient hospital care. This report
also sarves as an updale o changes in the
hospital industry and the Medicaid program
in hospitals since that time.

Medicaid Hospital Spending
Cannot Be Controlled Through
Medicaid Policy Alone

Hospital services are a major compo-
nent of the Virginia Medicaid program. Med-
icaid spending for hospital services reached
$387 .4 millionin FY 1991, accounting for 29
percent of tolal Medicaid spending for medi-
cal services. Houghly half of these expendi-
tureswere financed with State general funds.
Spending for both inpatient and outpatient
hospital services has increased at a faster
rate than total Medicaid spending for medi-
cal services, and this growth is expected to
continue in the future,

The growth in Medicaid hospital spend-
ing has been driven by multiple factors,
including increases in the price of hospital
care, increases in the number of Medicaid
recipients, and increases in utilization of
hospital sarvices. To a limited extent, the
State can controlincreases in Medicaid hos-
pital spending by maintaining cost-effective
reimbursement systems, by limiting services
and! requiring co-payments, by imposing fi-
nancial control mechanisms on the reim-
bursemant process, and by closely examin-
ing utilization of hospital services.

However, because Medicaid hospital
spending is largely a function of the cost of
hospital care, hospital costs must be con-
tained i the growth in Medicaid hospital
spanding is 1o be controlled. Virginia Med-
icaid is a relalively minor source of revenues
for most hospitals, averaging only seven
percent of hospital revenues statewide. As
a result, the price of hospital care cannot be
contrelied through Medicaid reimbursement

policy alone.




Relmbu
Hospital Services Has Be
Genarally Cost &?ﬁ@ﬁév& But
improvemenis Could Be M

in 1979, LARC recommeanded that the
State adopt a prospective payment system
for inpatient reimbursement in order to help
contain inpationt hospital costs. Under pro-
spective payment, hospilals are paid based
on pre-gatermined rates rather than the re-
ported cost of providing care. Such a sys-
tern was implemented in 1982, and has
been in olace since thal tme. JLANC staff
analysis inglcgies that the inpatient reim-
bursement system has been cost effective
for the Siate, although there are concerns
about speciiic slements of the sysiem.
JLARGC siall analysis aglso indicates that
reimbursemaent rates have been sufficient o
provids acceass 1o hospital care for Medicald
clients.

However, providers have been dissat-
ishied with mpatient reimbursement rales,
asserting thal rafe increases have nol been
sufficient to cover the necessary costs of
providing care o Madicaid clients. In 1986,
the VHA liled sult against the State, claiming
that inpalient reimbursement rales did not
meet minimum federal requirements.  in
Februgry of 1981, the VHA and the State
reached an cut-ol-court setiement, In which
the State agreed to make additional pay-
ments 1o hospitals through FY 1886, This
seftlerment agreement also required the es-
tablishment of atask force by January 1865
t0 evaluale the exdsting inpaiient reimburse-
ment syslem. '

Given the magniiude of Madicaid hos-
pital spending, the possibilily of fulure lagal
chalienges, and the possibility of reimburse-
ment raform, 1 is important that the General
Assembly become aclively involved in the
future of Medicald reimbursament.  Four
concems doserve the attention of the Gen-
gral Asgembly.

The State Should Prepare for ﬁg@ﬁ?@

mant for inpatlent

bzsfggmeﬁf Q@é&ﬁ‘r Virginia's hospitals wili
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likely dermand higher Medicaid paymentrates
in the future. The recent history of provider
lawauils in Virginla and other states indi-
cates that the State may have to prove to the
couris that the mles i pays o hospitals are
sufficiant to meet the costs of efficiently and
economically operated faciliies. Currently,
e Usparment of Medical Assistance Ser-
vices (DMAS) and the Health Services Cost
Review Councl (HSCHC) are both develop-
ing efficiency indicators to measure hospital
peticrmance, However, these inltiatives are
being conducted independently and with
limited General Assembly involvernent. Con-
sidenng the importance of this issue, the
Ceneral Assembly should provide policy
direction in the development of hospital effi-
cigngy indicators.

£§%ﬁ§s§§ g&fﬁ?eﬁi 0? Ss‘aie Teaching

ﬁ&s‘:ﬁéﬁfﬁ@% “f”gzﬁgg General Fund Commitments.
Under the current inpalient reimbursement
systom, the Siate's two teaching hospitais
are reimbursed at significantly higher rates
than the oiher acute care hospitals. How-
sver, the Slate s able to share the increased
cost with the federal government, thereby
reducing s folal commitment of general
funds o these institutions. Inthe short-term,
ihis policy has aliowed the Siate to canserve
funds during a time of fiscal stress. The
long-term implications of this policy are cur-
rently unclear, and will be reviewed in a
forthcoming JLARC study onindigenthealth
cars
interpretation of the Federal Dispropor-
tonate Share Adjusiment Policy Has Led to
%igi?éf%éﬁ?}i}&’%gﬁgﬁﬁﬁaﬁHé(;wfed Fed-
eral reguialions require stales to provide
additonal payments (disproportionate share
adiusiments) to hospilals that seve a rela-
tively large perceniage of Medicaid or low-
ncome patients. Virginia has adopled a
more generaus disproportionate share pay-
ment policy than federal regulations require.
The General Assembly may wish to address
the policy guestion of whether to implement




a federal requirement in the least costly
manner, or continue to provide support be-
yond federal requirements to hospitais which
serve large numbers of Medicaid patients.

Medicaid Reimbursement Could Be
Designed to Support Certain Rural Hospi-
fals. In 1890, the Joint Subcormmitiee on
Health Care for All Virginians (now the Joint
Commission on Health Care) identified some
rural hospitals which appeared to be experi-
encing fiscal stress. JLARC staff analysis
indicates that some of these same rural
hospitals do not fare as well as other hospi-
tals under Medicaid's inpatient reimburse-
ment system. The General Assembly couid
consider providing additional support to cer-
tain rural hospitals through Medicaid reim-
bursement policy.

Recommendations. In anticipation of
the revision of the Medicaid inpatient reim-
bursemnent system which is o begin in 1895,
the General Assembly may wish to:

« ensure that legislative direction Is
given to DMAS and the HSCRC in
the development of hospital efficiency
ndicators;

e clanlyits intent for the continuation of
special reimbursement policies for
the Slate teaching hospitals, pend-
ing additional information providedin
a separate JLARC report on indigent
health care programs;

e darify its intent for the continuation of
a more generous disproportionate
share adjustrnent policy than is re-
quired by federal law; and

e consider special payment rates for
some rural hospitals, within budget-
ary constrainis.

in addition, the task force on inpatient
reimbiirsement should:

e consider elernenis of cther stales’
reimbursement systems which could
accomplish the General Assembly’s
objectives for Medicald reimburse-
ment;

¢ gxamine altemative methods for re-
imbursing capital costs, and

* examing alternative methods for dlas-
sifying hospitals into peer groups for
the purpose of reimbursement,

Reimbursement for Quipatient
Hospital Services Has Ensured
Access, Bui Could Be More
Cost Effective

Outpatient reimbursement rates have
been sufficient to enlist a broad base of
hospital providers. However, the outpatient
reimbursement system does not provide
adequate incentives for hospitals to contain
costs. DMAS pays cost-based reimburse-
ment rates for most outpatient hospital ser-
vices. Under this system, providers are
assured of receiving payment at the full
Medicaid-allowable cost of providing the
service, even if that sewvice is provided inef-
ficiently.

While DMAS has taken steps to im-
prove the cost effectiveness of outpatient
reimbursement, implementation of a pro-
spective reimbursement system could lead
to additional cost savings. Under prospec-
tive reimbursement, providers would receive
a predetermined payment amount which
would creale additional incentives to con-
tain costs.

Hecommendation. The Depart-
ment of Medical Assisiance Services should
implement a prospective reimbursement
system for Medicaid outpatient hospital ser-
vices as soon as the VHA lawsuit settle-
ment agresment will permit,




Thare is Minbmal Opporiunity for
Cost Savings From Limiting
Services or increasing Co-Payments

The State has been modestin its cover-
age of Medicald hospital services. The
State has also implemented a demanding
co-payment requirement. As aresull, there
is minimal opportunity for additional cost
savings from limiting services or increasing
co-payments without raising serious healih
policy implications. Thus, any proposais for
further limits will need to be studied carefully
using standard assessment criteria,

Recommendation. The Department of
Medical Assistance Services should ensure
that both the exaecutive and legislative enti-
Hes involved in health policy decision mak-
ing are consulted in any future proposals for
service or co-payment policy changes. In
addition, in its proposals DMAS should ad-
dress specific issues such as cost savings,
recipient ard provider impacts, and legisia-
tive intert.

Utilization Review Has Saved Money,
and Could Be Expanded

The current hospitat utilization review
program adminisiersd by DMAS has re-
sulted in subsiantial cost savings and cost
avoidances forthe State. However, national
studies indicate that there are still a signifi-
cant number of unnacessary hospital proce-
dures which increase the cost of hospital
care. Althe same time, utiization of oulpa-
tient services is growing rapidly. In light of
these trends, DMAS should take steps to
expand its utilization review activities.

Recommendations:

+ The Departrment of Medical Assisiance
Services should siudy the feasibility
of implementing prospective uliliza-
tion raview in coordination with its
curreni uitfization review activities.

¢ The Departmentof Medical Assisiance
Seivices should increase jis uliliza-

tion review activities for oulpatient
hospital services.

s Jf Virginia decides to modify its Med-
icaid hospilal reimbursement meth-
ods, the Deparniment of Medical As-
sistance Sevices shouidevaiuate its
utffization review sirategies to en-
surae that they confinue lo be compat-
ible with the incentives created by the
inpattent and oulpatient reimburse-
ment sysfems.

The Cost Settlement and Audlf
Process Should Be Improved

During the cost setflement and audit
process, DMAS ensures that hospitals are
refmbursed based on the approved costs for
the sevices they provided during the previ-
ous year. These reimbursements are based
on the payment rates and the principles of
reimbursemnent established for inpatientand
ouipatient services.  During this review,
JLARC staff found evidence that six hospi-
fals may have been overrgimbursed by as
much as $1.2 million in FY 1986 and FY
1987 because federal reguiations were not
implementad in the least costly manner.
Although additional overreimbursements
may have cocurred, DMAS records were not
organized to allow a full evaluation during
the course of this review.

Recommendations:

= The Deparment of Medical Assis-
tance Services should immedialely
begin an exarnination of historical
hospital cost reports and cost seltle-
ments o defermine: {1} which hospi-
{als may have been overreimbursed,
(2} the amourt of overraimbursement,
and (3} the cofiectabifity of afl identi-
fied overreimbursemenis. The De-
partment should report its findings to
the General Assembly by March 31,
1993




s The Department of Medical Assis-
tance Services should develop ap-
proptiate policies and procedures for
autornated cost settlernent and audit
record keeping.

in the 1979 JLARC review of inpa-
tient care, several recommendations were
made conceming improvements 1o the cost
settiemnent and audit process. Some of
these have been implemented, but the pro-
cess remains lengthy —typically taking more
than a year o complete. There Is one
recornmendation in this area:
Recommendation. The Department of
Medical Assistance Sewices should take
steps fo expedite the hospital cost selffe-
ment and audit process. In addition, DMAS
should reconsider the recent regulalory
change that lengthens the ftimeframe for
selting the irterim inpatient reimbursement
rate for hospitals.

In 1979, JLARC also recommended
that additional field audits of hospitals be
conducted. This recommendation has not
been implemented. DMAS currently relies
on the Medicare Intermediary to conduct
field audits of hospitals. Hospitals selected
are those with high Medicare utilization and
not necessarily those with high Medicaid
utifization. Therefore, some hospitals with
high Medicaid utilization are not being field
audited.

The few field audits that have been
conducted have resulted in cost savings for
the Stafe. The five field audits reviewed by
JLARC staff resulted in approximately
$300,000 in additional Medicaid savings.
Audits of addilional hospitals with high Med-
icaid utilization could be expected to resultin
additional savings. Additional field audils
could also provide the State with accurate
data on hospital cperating costs, which could
be important if the State decides to modify
Medicald reimbursement methods.

Hecommendation. The Deparfment of
Medical Assistanice Services should com-
plete an analysis of the cosls and methodol-
ogy for conducting additional field audits of
hospitals,

The Joint Commission on Health
Care Should Focus on Hosplial
Cost Containment as One Way
to Control Medicald Spending

Tothe extentthathospital costincreases
are contained, Medicaid hospital spending
may also be controlled. The General As-
sembly, by establishing the Joint Commis-
sion on Health Care, has created an entity
which can direct a comprahensive examina-
tion of all of the factors that drive hospital
costs. Further, the Joint Commission can
identify pubiic policies that may help contain
these costs.

Recommendations. In the interest of
containing the price of hospital care for all
purchasers including Virginia Medicaid, the
Joint Commission on Health Care may wish
tor

« Directa study to identify the full range
of faciors driving hospital costs in
Virginia, as well as public policies
which might help o control these
factors;

« Establish a technical advisory group
on hospital data collection lo ensure
the availability of adequate data for
policy analysis; and

= Continue to promote the develop-
ment of a patient-level database for
Virgiria which could be used to edu-
cate providers about overulifization
of services, and to aid the Depan-
ment of Medical Assistance Services
in estabiishing Medicald reimburse-
ment rates.
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1. Introduction

The Virginia Medicaid program is the largest of the State’s health care
programs for indigent pereons. In fiscal vear (FY) 1881 total program expendifures
reached $1.3 billion, of which the State’s purtion was 8650 million. This report focuses
on two components of the Virginia Medicaid program - inpatient snd outpatient
hospital care. InFY 1991 the Virginia Medicaid program spent a total of $367 4 million
on hospital care — almost 29 pervent of total Medicaid spending for medical services for
the year.

This review has provided an opportunity to revisit the major issues from
previens JLARC studies in the avea of health care completed in the late 1870s.
Accordingly, it serves as an update to trends and changes in the hogpital industry and
Medicaid-financed hospital care since that time. The following section provides an
overview of relevant findings from the previous JLARC studies. Subsequent sections of
this chapter describe the scope of the current study, the research methods used, and the
organization of the remainder of the report.

PHRHEVIOUS JLARUC GTULIES

Four previous JLAEC studies provided background for this study. In 1879,
three reports, Inpatient Carein Virginia, Ouipatient Care in Virginia, and Certificate-of-
Need in Virginia, were reporied to the General Assembly. In December of 1981, an
interim report, Review of the Virginia Medicaid Program, was presented to JLARC and
to the Joint Commission on Health Care (formerly the Commission on Heaith Care for
All Virginians). This report was published as Senate Document No. 27 in February, 1992,

s ped

s

The 1973 JLARC report on inpatient hospital care provided a broad overview of
the prevailing sconomic forces at work in the hospital industry, Inanalyzing why the cost
of inpatient hospital care had doubled between 1970 and 1976, the report explained that
the normal economic foress of supply and demand seemed 1o have little impact in the
hoapital industry. The report concluded that insured patients were demanding medical
services without much concern for costs because they were not paving the full price for
the gervices. Hospitals were willing to provide these services because they were assured
of full payment from third party payors afler the services were rendered. This payment
method, called retrospective payment, gave hospitals a financial incentive to overuse
gervices.

i,




In 1979, the Virginia Madieaid program was adminigtered by the State Depart-
ment of Health (DO, Atthat time, the Medicaid inpatient reimbursement system used
a retrospective payment method. The JLARC report recommended that DOH adopt a
prospective payment system for inpatient services in order o provide hospitals with
incentives to control costs. Under prospective vayment, hospitale receive s pre-
determined amount of money for providing service. The premise is that il hospitals know
they will receive a fized amount of retmbursement, they will trv to hold patient costs
below the fixed amount.

Thereporialso recommended that DOH become more sgpressive in its Medicaid
utilization review activities in order {0 avold unnecessary utilization of medical services.
Necessary improvements to the cost gettlement and audit process were identified as well,

The report also found that the State had little direct control over hospital costa,
primarily because State funding comprised only 2 small pertion of total hospital
revenues. The report identified an sycess of hospital beds a8 an important factor in
hospital cost inflation. It concluded that if Medicaid hospital costs were to be contained,
hospitals would have to control their costs of providing services to all consumers. It was
recominended that health planning and regulatory funciions be used 1o reduce surplus
hospital beds and services.

The 1879 study of ouipatient cars focused on the 122 local heaith departments
and their role in indigent health care. The report conchuded that there was a lack of
unified State policy for the delivery of culpationt services which could lead to fragmen-
tation and duplication in programs, Further, the study found that State, federal, and
local efforts in outpatient care had not been integrated, with the result being that access
to outpatient services varied across the State.

The State’s primary mechanism for regulating the development of medical
facilities and services, in 1979 and today, is the certifizate-ofnesd law. The 1878 JLARC
report on the certificate-of-need law (now called certificate-of-public-peed) found that the
impact of the law on health care costs could not be definitively sscertained. It was clear
that the law had resulied in the avoidance of millions of dollars in capital costs aince its
inception in FY 1973, However, certificate-of-need, by itzelf, could not be expected to
control health care costs beeause i had no impact on non-capital costs, inappropriate
utilization of facilities and services, and existing maldistributions of facilities and
services including excess bed capacity.

Focusing on hespitals in particular, the 1979 study concluded that certificate-
of-need had been sucecessful in curbing the growth of new hospital beds. However, DOH
felt that it did not have sufficient anthority to deal aggressively with the oversupply of




exiating beds. It was recommended that the authority of DOH to deal with exiating beds
be clarified if the obiectives of the law were to be satisfaciorily met. A more genersl
recommendation was that certificate-of-need should be effectively linked to other health
care regulstory mechaniems, such a8 rate review, if heaith care costs were to be
containad,

The February 1992 interim report included a detailed overview of Virginia
Medicaid. In addition, the report examined the causes of growth in Medicaid program
costs ns well ag the effects of Medicaid eligibility changes. The report found that the
budget and forecast processes used for Virginia Medicaid were sound. However, access
to primary care by the Medicaid population was particularly problematic. The report
conciuded that some access problems would require long-term solutions and broad
strategies,

Senate Joint Hesolulion (8JR) 180 {1991) sutlined sleven specific ssue areas
that were to be examined by JLARU {Appendix A). This report addresses the ollowing
reqguests from the mandate as they relals {o Medicaid-financed hoapital care:

= asgessment of the cost savings and health policy implications of limiting the
scope or duration of optional services or adjusting recipients’ contributions to
care;

+ sxamination of the Siate's interpretation of federal requirements to deter-
mine if they have been implemented in the most effective and least costly
MANner;

¢ determination of the effectiveness of current utilization review procedures in
controlling costs and exploration of additional options;

* svaluationof reimbursement methods to determine if they adequately encour-
age cost-effective delivery of services;

¢ determination of the sufficiency of reimbursement rates to provide quality
care at the lowest required cost; and

« sxploration of the costa of alternative adminisirative methods for implement-
ing program requirements and options,

Other issues related to ambulatory and long-term care are sddressed in
separate reports.




HOH ACTIVITIES

A number of resesarch activities were completed during the study. The activities
included: document reviews, site visits with hospitals, structured interviews, file
reviews, secondary data analyees, and mestings with health care sxperts and profession-
als.

Tobegin the review of the Medicaid program in hospitals, JLARC staff reviewsd
literature in the field, evaluations conducted by the U.B. General Accounting Office,
studies conducted by other states and by private consultants, and U8, Health Care
Financing Administration (HCFA) documents. Reporis from the U5, Prospective
Payment Assessment Commission (ProPAC) were also reviewed. ProPAC was estab-
lished by the U.S, Congress in 1983, Its mission is to advise the Congress and the U8,
Secretary of Health and Human Services on matters related to Medicare hospital

reimbursement as well as broader health care issues.

Other documents which provided important information during the study
inchuded the following:

e previous JLARC reports identified earlier;

» State Plan Under Title XTX of the Social Security Act for Medical Asgistance
Services:

* HCFA provider reimbursement manuals and other program manuals;
* Virginia Medicaid program manuals;

* federal budget and appropriation decuments;

* State budget and appropriation documents;

» Code of Federal Regulations, Part 405 to Part 498; and

» Code of Virginia.

In order to gain an in-depth understanding of how the Medicaid program works
in hospitals and its impact on their operations, ten of the 97 acute care hospitals arcund
the State were selected for site visits, The hospitals were selected by bed size, ruralurban
location, health service area, profit status, and Virginia Medicaid program utilization.




The hospitals selected for site vigits are listed in Appendiz B. The Medical Collegs of
Virginia Hoapitale (MCVH) and the University of Virginia Medical Center (UVAMO)
were also visiled several times throughout the study.

Insues discussed during these visits were the hospital industry environment,
Medicaid reimbursernent, hospital services, utilization review, and the coust settlement
and audit process for Medicaid. In addition, the site vigit hospitals were asked to provide
data on the impact of various Medicsid policies and procedures.

Structured inlerviews were conductad with g variety of entities invelved in the
Medicaid program. At the Department of Medical Assistance Bervices, interviews were
conducied with the director, deputy divectors, division directors, and other staff. Staff
from the Auditor of Public Accounts, Department of Health, the Virginia Health Services
Cost Heview Counal, the Medical Sociaty of Virginia Beview Organization, and the
. Virginia Hogpital Association were also interviewed. Information collected during these
mestings covered 8 wide range of topics including reimbursement, services, utilization
review, certificate of need, hoapital revenues and costs, and internal controls.

Siaff of the Joint Commisgion on Health Care have also been kept abreast of
stafl ressarch activities. Finally, other lepislative entitiss, including staff of the House
Approprigtions and Senate Finance commitiess, were advised periodically of study
isgues and findings.

File reviews were conducted of 48 hospital cost reports. These cost reports were
for the ten site vieit hospitals, UVAMC, and MUVEH. The cost reports were for hospital
fiscal years 1288 through 1991 Information ecollected during these reviews included
hospital reported allowable costs, hospital charges for services, and cost setilement
receivables and payables. Any appeals filed by the site visgit hospitals, MCVH, and
UVAMC were niso reviewsd.

information collected during these file reviews was used in the examination of
the cost settlement and audit process. The information was also used during the
evaluation of the inpatient and ouipatient reimbursement systems.

A variety of data were collected from the Department of Medical Assistance
Services, including HCFA reports and internal expenditure reports. Dats were also
collected from the Health Services Cost Review Council; Department of Health; Com-
merce Clearinghouse, Incorporated; and the American Hospital Association.




Secondary data analyses were conducted to assess: trends in hospital expendi-
tures, costs, revenues, and utilization; the components of Medieaid hospital reimburse-
ment since 1982; cost settlement receivables and pavables: and frequency of culpatient
hospital services. A comparative analysis of Medicaid hospital services acrose the fifty
states was also conducted.

Throughout this review, JLARC staff interviewed a variety of health care
experts and professionals. These included staff of the 11.8. Health Care Financing
Administration; independent consultants; staff of the Prospeciive Payment Assessment
Commission; and staff of Virginis's Medicare Intermediary, Blue Cross/Blue Shield of
Virginia,

REPORT ORGANIZATION

Thise chapter has presented an overview of previous JLARC studies, the study
mandate, and research activities. Because the earlier interim report, Review of the
Virginio Medicaid Program, included a detailed deseription of the program, an overview
has not been included in this report. Instead, Chapter 11 discusses irends in Medicaid
hospital spending and the factors which drive spending. Chapter Il reviews hospital cost
trends, reasong for hospital costincreases, and the State’s cost containment mechanisms.
Chapter IV reviews inpatient reimbursement, while Chapter V addresses oufpatient
reimbursement. Chapter VI presents background and concerns with administration of
the cost settlement and sudit process. Chapter VII discusses Madicaid hoapital services,
limitations on those services, recipient co-payments, and Medicaid utilization review. A
variety of information ig also provided as appendizes. For example, Appendizx C iz a
glossary of terms used throughout this report.




edicaid Hospital Spending

Hospital services are 3 major component of the Virginia Medicaid program.
Medicaid spending for hospital services reached $387 4 million in fiscal vear (FY) 1991,
accounting for 29 percent of total Medicaid spending for medical services. Roughly half
of these expenditures were financed with State general funds. Spending for both
inpatient and outpatient hospital services has increased at a faster rate than total
Medicaid spending for medical services, and this growth iz expected to continue in the
future. Although Virginia Medicaid is a major source of expenditures for the State, itis
a relatively minor payor for most hoapitals,

The growth in Medicaid spending has been driven by multiple factors, including
increases in the price of hospital care, increases in the number of Medicaid recipients, and
increases in utilization of hospital services. Examination of these and other factors
indicate that today, as at the time of the 1978 JLARC study Inpatient Care In Virginia,
Medicaid hospital spending cannot be controlled through Medicaid program policy alone.

For example, while Medicaid reimbursement policy can be configured to
minimize the impact of hospital price increases on program expenditures, the underlying
growth in the price of hospital care cannot be controiled solely through Medicaid policy.
Similarly, the number of Medicaid recipients and the utilization of services may be
controlled to some extent by restricting sligibility, Imiting services, implementing co-
payments, and aggressive utilization review. But factors beyond the contro] of Virginia
Medicaid, such as federal requirements, changing economic conditions, health status,

and provider practice patterns, also influence the number of recipients using Medicaid
services.

TRENDS IN MEDICATD HOSPITAL SPENDING

Medicaid hoapital spending has increased rapidly. Since FY 1987, reimburse-
ment for hospital services has grown at a faster rate than Medicaid spending as a whole.
Therefore, hospital services are consuming a larger proportion of Medicaid spending for
medical services. However, per-recipient spending for hospital services has increased at
a more moderate pace. Most Medicaid hospital spending is in the urban areas of the
State, with the State teaching hospitalg being the largest providers. Annual spending for
hospital care is forecasted to reach $552.6 million in FY 1994,

Total annual spending for hospital services increased from $165 million in FY
1887 to $367.8 million in FY 1981 (Figure 1). Annusal inpatient hospital spending
grewfrom $124.6 million in FY 1987 to $284.6 million in FY 1991, Qutpatient hospital
expenditures increased from $40.4 million in FY 1987 to $83.2 million in FY 1991

Growth in Medicaid hospital spending has outpaced growth in total Medicaid
spending for medical services (Figure 2). Annual program-wide payments for medical
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Figure 1
Medicaid Spending for Hospital Services
FY 1987 - FY 1991

inpatient Howpitsl  [___] Outpatent Hosphal

$387.8
Millions of Dollars

$213.6

Note: State share equaled 47% ir: FY 1987, 49% in FY 1988 and FY 1989, and 50% in FY 1990 and FY 1991.
Source: JLARC staff analysis of DMAS internal expenditure reports.




services increased by 86 percent between FY 1987 and FY 1991. By comparison, annual
payments for hoepital services increased by 123 percent over the period. Of total hospital
spending, annual inpatient hoepital payments increased by 128 percent, while annual
outpatient hospital payments increased by 106 percent.

The largest annual increase occurred between FY 1990 and FY 1991 (Figure 3).
In FY 1991, total spending for medical services increased by 30 percent over FY 1990, in
large part because of eligibility expansions. Spending for inpatient and cutpatient
hospital services combined increased by 34 percent. Spending for inpatient hoepital
services increased by 32 percent, while spending for outpatient hoapital services
increased by 44 percent.

As a result of the growth of hospital spending relative to overall spending,
hoepital gervices are consuming a larger proportion of Medicaid spending for medical
services (Figure 4). In FY 1987 hoapital payments accounted for 24 percent of total
Medicaid payments for medical services, compared to 29 percent in FY 1991, Annual
inpatient spending as a proportion of total spending increased from 18 percentin FY 1987
to 22 percent in FY 1991. Annual outpatient spending as a proportion of total spending
increased from six percent in FY 1987 to seven percent in FY 1991.




Figure 4

Medicaid Hospital Spending as a Proportion of
Total Medicaid Spending for Medical Services:
Comparison of FY 1987 and FY 1991

FY 1891

Pam i
Soarve: JLARC staff analysis of DMAS internal expenditure reports.

More Moderate Growth in Per-Recinient Spendi

Medicaid hospital spending per recipient has not increased as rapidly as total
hospital spending (Figure 5). According to State information reported to the U.S. Health
Care Financing Administration (HCFA), annual inpatient hospital spending per recipi-
ent was 41 percent greater in FY 1991 than in FY 1987. By comparison, total inpatient
hospital spending was 128 percent greater in FY 1991 than in FY 1987. Annual
outpatient spending per recipient increased by 36 percent over the same period,
compared to total growth of 101 percent.

For reporting purposes, Medicaid recipients are classified as aged (over 65 years
of age), blind and disabled, children (under 21 years of age), and adults with children. In
FY 1991, three of these groups — blind and disabled individuals, children, and adults
with children — consumed 85 percent of inpatient hospital spending, and 90 percent of
spending for outpatient services (Figure 6).

The majority of Medicaid inpatient hospital spending is for acute hogpital care.
Of the $284.6 million spent for inpatient services in FY 1991, $272 million, or 96 percent
of the total, was for acute care. The additional four percent was for long-stay and
rehabilitative hospital care.

All of Virginia’s 97 acute care providers participated in the program in FY 1990
(Figure 7). Based on Department of Medical Assistance Services (DMAS) data on
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Payments, and Services; State FY 1991.
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“provider payments for FY 1990, most of the expenditures for inpatient and outpatient
hospital services went to hospitals in health service area (HSA) IV (Richmond and
Southside) and HSA V (Tidewater and Eastern Shore).

The largest providers of both inpatient and outpatient hospital care for Medic-
aid patients are the two State teaching hospitals (Appendix D). Together, these
ingtitutions — the Medical College of Virginia Hospitals and the University of Virginia
Medical Center — consumed 28 percent of Medicaid expenditures for hospital servicesa
in FY 1990.

Although Medicaid hospital spending is a major expenditure category for the
State, Medicaid paymentis are a relatively minor source of payments for Virginia's acute
care hospital industry. Medicaid payments accounted for an estimated seven percent of
net patient revenues at acute care hospitals in FY 1990 (Figure 8, and Appendix D).

Figure 8

Medicaid Hospital Payments as a Percentage
of Hospital Net Patient Revenues, FY 1990

Payments from
All Other Sources

(Includes Medicare, Biue }

Crosa/Bilue Shisld, Other

insurere, and Private
Payors)

Note: Includes data for 83 acute care hospitals or hospital systems for which both pet palient revenue data
and Medicaid payment data were available. Medicaid payment amounts for hospital systems were
aggregated from payment data for individual hospitals. Data compiled by State fiscal year.

Sourve: JLARC staff analynis of Virginia Health Servicea Cost Review Council data and DMAS hospital
payment data.

Continued Growih Forecasted

As of March 1992, DMAS projected that FY 1992 expenditures for hospital
services would reach $437.5 million, representing an increase of 19 percent over FY 1991
spending (Figure 9). DMAS forecasted hospital spending for FY 1993 at $482.8 million,
and for FY 1994, at $552.6 million.
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SOURCES OF GROWTH IN MEDICAID HOSPITAL SPENDING

Inflation in the price of hospital services has contributed to increased Medicaid
hospital spending. Another reason for spending increases is that Virginia Medicaid
serves more recipients now than it has in the past. There are other factors which impact
Medicaid hogpital spending as well, including increases in utilization of hogpital services.

These factors — hogpital price inflation, more recipients, increased utilization
of services, and others — were analyzed to estimate their impact on Medicaid hospital
spending growth between FY 1987 and FY 1991. This analysisindicates that most of the
growth in Medicaid hospital spending could be attributed to inflation in the price of care
and increased numbers of recipients. A lesser, but substantial, portion of the growth
could be attributed to increases in the utilization of services and other factors.

Overall Impact of Growth Factors

Based on information reported to HCFA by DMAS, annual Medicaid spending
for inpatient hospital services and all outpatient services (including hospital-based and
other outpatient services) increased from $169.6 million in FY 1987 to $371.7 million in
FY 1991. This represented a total increase in annual spending of $202.1 million or 119
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percent. JLARC staff estimate that 32 percent ($64 million) of the total increase in
annual spending could be attributed to inflation in the price of hospital care (Figure 10).
An additional 35 percent ($72.1 million) could be attributed to increases in the number
of recipients served. The remaining 33 percent ($68 million) could be attributed to
increased utilization of services and other factors.

[mpact of Price Inflation. The impsct of hospital price inflation was analyzed
using the consumer pnae mé&x for medical services (MCPD) as the inflation measure, The
MCPI increased by 87.8 percent between FY 1987 and FY 1991. Annual inpatient
hospital spending increased by $144.8 million between FY 1987 and FY 1991. Multiply-
ing FY 1987 inpatient hospital spending by one plus the inflation factor of 37.8 percent,
it is estimated that spending increased by $50.4 million due to price inflation alone. This
figure represents 35 percent of the total increase in inpatient hospital spending between
FY 1987 and FY 1991

Because recipient data were not asvailable for hospital outpatient services,
spending for all cutpatient services was used in this analysis. (Qutpatient hospital
spending represents approximately 90 percent of spending for all cutpatient services.)

Figure 10

Estimated Sources of Growth in
Annual Medicaid Hospital Spending
from FY iﬁ%‘? to FY 1991
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*Includes all hospital outpatient services and non-hospital sutpatient services.

Bource: JLARC staff analysis of HCFA 2082, Statistival Heport on Medical Care: Eligibles, Recipienis,
Payments, and Services; State fiscal years 18871881
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Spending for all cutpatient services increased by $57.3 million between FY 1987 and FY
1991. Applying theinflation factor of 37.8 to ¥'Y 1987 outpatient spending, it isestimated
that outpatient spending increased by $13.6 million due to price inflation alone, This
figure amounts to 24 percent of the total increase in outpatient spending between FY
1987 and FY 1991,

The estimates for inpatient and outpatient services were combined to produce
the estimate of the impact of price inflation on total spending. Price inflation accounted
for an estimated $64 million, or 32 percent, of the increase in annual Medicaid spending
for inpatient hospital services and outpatient services between FY 1987 and FY 1991.

It is important to note that the MCPI is a general indicator of inflation in the
price of services purchased by Virginia Medicaid. It should not be assumed from this
analysis that average hospital prices actually increased at the rate of the MCPI. The
MCPI was chosen for this analysis because it is a commonly used consumer price index
for medical care, and because it appeared to be the best single indicator for estimating
the impact of inflation in both the inpatient and outpatient settings. If another inflation
index had been chosen, the estimated impact of cost inflation could be greater than orless
than the estimate given here.

It is also important to recognize that Virginia Medicaid does not actually
increase its payments to providers according to the growth in MCPI. Virginia Medicaid
uses a prospective inpatient reimbursement system which utilizes a different annual
inflation factor than the MCPI. Medicaid outpatient reimbursement, for the most part,
pays hospitals for their reported costs of providing outpatient services. The Medicaid
reimbursement systems will be explained in detail in Chapters IV and V.

Finally, hospital prices increase for a variety of reasons. Some factors, such as
increases in prevailing wage rates and the cost of commonly used pharmaceuticals, are
largely beyond the direct control of individual hospitals. Other factors, such as
management decisions about service mix, labor mix, and use of facilities, are within the
control of hospitals. Hospital cost trends and possible reasons for hospital price inflation
will be examined in more detail in Chapter 11

Impact of More Recipients, The annual number of in?atient hospital recipients
increased by 41 percent between FY 1987 and FY 1991 (Figure 11). The annual number

of outpatient service recipients increased by 48 percent over this same period. The
increase in annual Medicaid spending due to additional recipients alone was estimated
to be $54.8 million for inpatient hospital services and $17.3 million for outpatient
hospital services.

These estimates were derived by multiplying the per-recipient cost of inpatient
and outpatient servicesin FY 1987 by the respective number of recipients for each service
in FY 1991, The resulting calculation provides an estimate of the increase in total
spending due to more recipients. The combined increase of $72.1 million ($54.8 million
plus $17.3 million) accounts for 35 percent of the total increase in Medicaid hospital
gspending between FY 1987 and FY 1991.

16




Figure 11

Annual Number of Recipients of Medicaid-Financed
Hospital Care, FY 1987 - FY 1991

250,000

150,000

Number of Reciplents

100,000

50,000 H

04
1980 1900

Fiscal Year
*Includes all hospital outpationt services and non-hospital cuipationt services.

Source: JLARC staff analysis of HCFA 2082, Statistical Report on Medical Care: Eligibles, Recipionts,
Payments, and Services; State fiscal yoars 1987-1991.

Ag indicated in the JLARC interim report, Review of the Virginiac Medicaid
Program, Virginia has relatively strict eligibility guidelines. However, federally man-
dated program expansions have resulted in significant increases in the number of people
eligible for Medicaid benefits. Major new categories of eligibles added since 1988 include
certain groups of infants, pregnant women, children, and qualified Medicare beneficia-
ries. These expansions contributed to a 32 percent increase in the number of people
eligible for Medicaid benefits between FY 1987 and FY 1991.

The increase in the number of Medicaid eligibles has fueled the increase in
recipients of hospital care, particularly in FY 1991. Asnoted earlier, the largest year-to-
year increase in Medicaid hospital spending occurred between FY 1990 and FY 1991, The
largest year-to-year increase in recipients of hospital care also occurred between FY 1990
and FY 1991. The number of Medicaid recipients receiving inpatient hospital care
increased by 21 percent between FY 1990 and FY 1991. The number of recipients
receiving outpatient services increased by 23 percent,

Impact of Utilization and Other Factors, Increases in the number of recipients
and hospital prices account for an estimated 67 percent, or $136.1 million, of the total
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increase in annual Medicaid hospital expenditures between FY 1987 and F'Y 1991, The
other 33 percent could be attributed to changes in the volume of services, changes in the
intensity of services, and other factors (including messurement error from estimates of
the impact of more recipients and inflation),

in peneral, the volume of services refers to the number of admissions or visiis
for a given recipient. Service intensity refers to the amount of services provided to
patients during a given visit or admission. Service intensity can be conceptualized as
having two components. One component is the amount of resources reguired to treat a
patient with g given aiiment, Another component is the amount of services dalivered
bevond what is medically necessary, or “overutilization.”

Due to a lack of data, it is difficult to specify actual changes in service volume
and infensity for Medicaid patients. Aswill be explained in Chapler 111 thereisevidence
that nationally, the intenaity of resources required to treat Medicare inpatients has been
increasing., While Medicare maintains a case mix indicator to track these increases,
Virginia Medicaid does not utilize a case mix indicator for ite clients, (However, some site
visit hospital administrators reported that the hospitals use the Medicare case miy index
to monitor the intensity of services delivered to Medicaid patienis.}

As will also be explained in Chapter I11, health care experts have suggested that
overutilization is an important factor in hospital cost inflation. To the extent that
Medicaid patients might be receiving unnecessary services, Virginia Medicaid might be
paying more than it needs to for hospital services. Medicaid utilization review isdesigned
to ensure that patients are provided hospital services in keeping with industry norms.
However, utilization review programs are not typically designed to relate utilization of
services to quality of outcomes,

Hospital price inflation, increasing numbers of Medicaid recipients, increasing
utilization of services, and other factors have all contributed to the growith in Medicaid
hospital spending. These factors are also expected to continue o drive up Meadicaid
nospital spending. According to DMAS’s projections, roughly two-thirdes of the forecasted
increase in spending for the 1892-1994 biennium is expected to ocour because of inflation
in the amount paid for services. Roughly one-third of the forecasted increase is due to
ingreases in both the number of Medicaid recipients and the number of services used by
thoge recipients. In order to conirol Medicaid spending increases, the State wili need to
manage the impact of hospital price inflation as well as the number of Medicaid recipients
and the services they use.

Manoging Price Inflotion. One way to manage the impact of hospital price
mﬁatmﬂ in éeo mamﬁam mﬁ«eﬁemm reimburgement policies. Az noted eavlier, Virginia
Medicaid is a relatively minor source of revenues for Virginia's hospital industry, with
little leverage to change hospital operating patterns. As long as hospital prices continue
to rige, Virginia Medicsid costs will continue to rise to some degree ag well. While 5
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comprehensive evaluation of the State’s role in containing hospital prices goes beyond the
scope of this report, Chapter 11 reviews hospital cost trends, reasons for hospital cost
increases, and the status of Virginda's major cost containment mechanisms.

As noted, the impact of hospital price inflation on Medicaid spending can be
mansaged to a limited degree through Medicaid reimbursement policies. Virginia
Medicaid, like any other payor, may negotiate its own payment rates with hoapitals.
However, unlike some other payors, Virginia Medicaid is constrained by federal laws and
regulations which place certain mandates and resirictions on the reimbursement
gystem.

In addition, the Commonwealth has imited flexibility to implement changes in
Medicaid hospital reimbursement prior to FY 1997 under the terms of settlement of o
lawsuit filed against the Commonwealth by the Virginia Hoapital Association. In
keeping with Senate Joint Hesolution 180 (1991), the overall cost effectiveness of
Medicaid reimbursement is reviewed in Chapters I'V through VI of the report.

Managl 7 od Utilizat f Services. The most direct
way Lo manag&z ﬁ;%z& ﬁ&mber af pmgram r@cipmﬁis is m restnst pmgram eligibility. As
noted earlier, the JLARC interim report, Heview of the Virginia Medicaid Program,
indicated that Virginia's Medicaid eligibility eriteria are strict compared to other states,
and that Virginia complies with minimum requirements for federal program expansions.

Other optiong for managing the number of Medicaid recipients include limiting
service coverage and imposing recipient co-payments. While these options would not
impact Medicaid program elipibility, they could potentially control the number of
recipients receiving hospital care by limiting access to services. Chapter VII focuses on
the potential cost aveldances and health policy impacts of limiting services and increas-
ing recipients’ contributions to their care as a means to confrol the number of hospital
care recipients.

Utilization review is another potentially powerful tool for assuring appropriate
utilization of hogpital services. While service limitations and co-payments are focused
on Medicaid recipients, utilization review i focused on providers in addition to recipi-
ents. The purpose of utilization review is to ensure that only approved, medically
necessary services are provided to Medicaid recipients. As requested by the study
mandsate, the DMAS utilization review program for hospital services is also reviewed in
Chapter VIL
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EIE.

e Cost of Hospi re

This chapter focuses on increases in the costs that hospitals incur in providing
care, These costs include expenditures for lavor, medicing, supplies, plant, and other
resgources, The cost of providing hospital carve is an important fector in hospital pricing
strategies. Although different payors may negoliate different prices with individusi
hoapitals, incresses in the cost of providing care generally lead o price increases for all
payors, including Virginia Medicaid. By the same logic, reductionsin hoapital costs could
lead to reductions in the price of hospital services purchased by Virginia Medicaid,

The eost of providing hospital care iz of growing concern in Virginis, The
average coet of hospital care in Virginis is cuwrrently below the national averags.
However, in recent years Virginia's hosnital cosis have grown at a fasier rate than the
national average. If current growth rates continue, the average cost for & day of hoapital
care in Yirginig will excsed the national average by the end of the decade.

Hospital cost increases are driven by a number of factors, including increases
in the coats of goods and services hospitals purchase, increasss in the amount of patient
care services provided, and adminisirative decisions about the mix of labor and other
respurces used fo furnish care. While hospitaila may not have complete conirol aver the
costs of purchased goods and services or the complexity of patients they serve, they do
have conirol over such things as overuse of services and ineficent use of labor and
facilities, Forexample, the problem oflow cecupaney, identifiedin the 1978 JLARC study
Inpatient Core In Virginiz, continues o be 3 problem today.

In an gitempt to encourage cost containment within the hospital indusiry, the
Genergl Assermbly took two gotions during the 1992 Seanion, First, the role of the Health
Services Dost Heview Council BISCHT) was strengihened. Second, the General Assem-
bly reaffirmed its inteni touse the ceriificate-of public-need (COPN) program to regulale
thedevelopmentof new, szpensive hospital services and facilities, While the HSCRC and
the COPHN may encourape bospitals {o mansage their resources more efficiently, they do
not address the full gpectrum of factors driving hospital costs.

However, the General Assembly has created an entity which can address these
factors. The Joint Commission on Health Care was established during the 1992 Session
to study and make recommendations on all aveas of health care. The Joint Commission
should consider divecting & comprehensive atudy of the factors driving hospital costs in
an attempt to identify public policies that may help to contain these costa. The Joint
Commisgion should also facilitate the development of betier information on hospital coats
and utilization, and continue its efforts to develon a patient level database for Virginia.

TRENDS IN THE COST OF HOSPITALC

There sre two primary measures of hospital cosie: costs per adjusted patient
day smd coats per adjusted admisgion. These measures indicate what it costs a hospital
to provide a day of care or an entire admission, adjusted for the amount of cutpatient
service the hogpital provides (see Appendix € for specific definitions of adiusted patient
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days and adjusted admissions). The measures were used to examine Virginia hospital
costs in comparison with other states, as well as {0 compare costs among Virginia
hospitals. In addition, national and State data were analyzed to identify sources of
growth in hoepital costs.

In fiscal year (FY) 1990, Virginia's average cost per adjusted patient day of $635
was below the national average of $687 (Figure 12). Virginia ranked 28th among the
gtates and the District of Columbia. Virginia ranked fifth among twelve southeastern
states and the Diatrict of Columbia. The District of Columbia, Delaware, Florida, and
Maryland had higher average costs per adjusted patient day.

Figure 12
Average Cost per Adjusted Patient Day
U.S, Virginia, and Southeast
] FY 1990 Average Cost
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On the other hand, Virginia's sverage cost per adjusted patient day has grown
at a faster rate than the national average. Virginia's average cost increased by 46.1
percent between FY 1986 and FY 1990, compared to 37.1 percent for the nation. This
growth rate ranked sixth behind the District of Columbia, Tennessee, South Carclina,
Georgia, and Delaware. The HSCRC projects that if eurrent trends continue, Virginia
average costs per adjusted patient day will exceed the national average by the year 20040,

Virginia was also below the national average cost per adjusted admission in FY
1990 (Figure 13). The national average was $4,947, while Virginia's average was 54 408,
On this measure, Virginia ranked 32ad smong the states and the District of Columbia,
In the southeast region, the District of Columbig, Florida, Delaware, and Maryiand had
higher average costs, and North Caroling’s sverage costis were shout equsl to Virginiag’s,
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As was the case with averape costs per adjusted patient day, Virginia's average
cost per adiusted admission has been growing at o faster rate than the national average.
Virginia's average cost increased by more than 44 percent between FY 1986 and FY 1990,
compared to & national growth rate of 40 percent. Six of 12 southeastern jurisdictions
experienced groater inflation than Virginia during this period. The HSCRC projects that
by the end of the decade, Virginia's average cost per adjusted admission will approach,
but remain below, the national average.

Analysie of costs at individual hogpitals within Virginia indicates that wide
variation existe (Appendix E). For those individual hospitals for which data were
available, the average cost per adjusted patient dsy was $579 in FY 1990. Average costs
for individual hospitals ranged from $175 4o $1,232. The average cost per adjusted
admission was $3,735, ranging from $1,739 to $9,559.

Average costs tended tovary depending on location and hospital characteristics.
Average costs per day and per admission were highest in health service areas (HSAs) II
{(Northern Virginia) and 1V (Richmond and Southside), and lowest in HSA III (South-
west). Average costs at urban hospitals tended to be higher than those for rural hospitals.
Average coste st proprietary hospitals tended to be higher than those at non-profit
hospitals.

The highest average costs among all hospital groups were for the State teaching
hospitals. This finding i not surprising because nationally, major public teaching
hospitals tend to be more expensive. Cosis are higher in teaching hospitals because they
are typically in urban areas, provide a higher complexity of care, and incur additional
costs to provide medical education.

The patterns just described are gpeneral ones. Wide variations in costs existed
among hospitale within the same HSAs, among hospitals of similar size, among hospitals
in areas of similar population density, and among non-profit and proprietary hospitals.

Increases in the cost of actually providing hospital care can be attributed to
three general factors: (1) inflation in the costs of goode and services purchased by
hosnitals, (2) patierns in the types of patient care provided, and (3) management of
hospital rescurces such as labor and plant. 1% was not possible to analyze the specific
impact of these factors on Virginia hoepitals due to a lack of comprehensive, reliable data
on the types of services provided and the level of productivity in Virginia hospitals.

Heowever, the results of 8 national study of these factors, conducted by the U.S.
Progpeciive Payment Assegsment Commission (ProPAC), can be used for understanding
overall cost trends in Virginia., ProPACs research focused on factors contributing to the
rise in the national hospital cost per admission between 1885 and 1889.
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ProPAC found that mﬂatxon in the g:enerai economy, as measured by the Consumer Pnce
Index, was the largest single contributor to inflation in the costs of goods and services
purchased by hospitals (Figure 14). General inflation accounted for about 40 percent of
the average cost increase from 1985 to 1989, Inflation specific to the hospital industry
accounted for an additional 17 percent of the cost increase from 1985 to 1989.

ProPAC found that the primary source of inflation was an increase in hospital

wages. Hospital wages, particularly wages for registered nurses and hospital adminis-
trative staff, increased faster than wages in the general economy.

This trend appears to be present to some degree in Virginia. According to
HSCRC data, on average, salary and benefit expenses represented more than 50 percent
of hospital expenses in FY 1991. In recent years, hospital salary and benefit expenses
in Virginia have been riging at a faster rate than the national average. Because wages
tend to be higher in urban areas, it is widely believed that wage differentials contribute
to some of the difference in costs between urban and rural hospitals. As shown earlier,
hospital costs tend to be higher in the urban areas of the State.

Stafffrom the site visit hospitals alsc expressed concern about rising labor costs.
For example:

One hospital administrator said salary growth is a function of short-
ages of labor in certain areas. The problem isgetting better, but it is still
a concern. Nursing salaries can rise 12 to 15 percent in a given year.
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An adminisirator ot o small commurnity hospital said that the hospital
pays the high end of the average stoff salary in their greq because “you
simply have {o poy ¢ competitive wage (0 keep staff.” Nurses in small
hospitals hove to be versatile in o number of areas because they may
staff any arec of the hospital.

ProPAC identified pharmaceutionl costs as another primary reason for in-
creases in the cost of providing hospital care. Nationally, prices for pharmaceuticals rose
at more than two times the rate of the CPI between 1985 and 1989, According to HSCRC
data, snoual hospital spending for pharmaceaticals in Virginia hospitals has increased
by more than B8 percent over the past five vears, Pharmaceuticals represented three
percent of total hospital expenses per day in FY 1891, Pharmaceutical costs were a
particular concern among some gite visit hospital administrators. For example:

One hospital administrator stated that “pharmacy costs are a major
concern — but the increase hasn't been in the item price of particular
druga. Rother, the cost is in the introduction of new drugs. TPA (an
aniibiotic therapy), for example, can cost ez much as $2,500 per dose.”

¥ % %

An adminisirator at q small rural hospitel reported that medication
cogts rose 11 percent in the last year. The administrator stated that
there was aiso an eight percent increase in the cost of general medical
supplies.

ProPAU found that hospitals have limited control over increases in wages and
charmaceuticals. While it is logical 1o assume that much of the increase in Virginia
haspital wages has been bevond the control of individual hospitals, part of the increase
coutd also be due to overcompensation, Similarly, the extent to which growth in
pharmaceuiiczl costs could be due tooveruiilization or inefficient management decisions
hag not been determined, JLARC staff did not conduct analysis to determine whether all
of the growth in wages and pharmaceutical costs was in fact beyond the control of
hospitals.

omplexitvand In of Patient Car % ]
estimated that ns iié{}%‘éggi}?s changesin “%%ze g@mgigzgw sf ;}a‘é:zeﬁt care accounted for about
21 percent of the increase in costs between 1885 and 1989, During the 1980s, as more
patients were treated for routine ailments in outpatient settings, the complexity and
severity of iliness for those patients remaining in hospitals increased. At the same time,
technological advances in such sreas as transplantation, cardiac care, and cancer
therapy, as well as the demand for AIDE treatment, have produced treatments which are
mare complex and coatly. ProPAC concluded that the additional costs associated with
greater case complexity were generally bevond the control of hospitals.




It appears that Virginia has been affected by this pattern of increaging patient
complexity, at least for Medicare patients. The Medicare case mix index (CMI) is a
measure of the amount of resources required to treat a given patient relative to all other
Medicare patients. Virginia’s median CMI has increased steadily since FY 1986. This
trend indicates that Virginia's hospitals are having to expend more resources to treat
Medicare patients. This is a significant development because Medicare is a major payor
at many Virginia hospitals. As stated earlier, because DMAS does not utilize a case mix
index for Virginia Medicaid patients, JLARC staff could not conclusively determine
whether Medicaid patients are requiring more complex treatments.

ProPAC also found that in addition to treating more severely ill patients,
hospitals have also increased the intensity of services provided to each patient. ProPAC
estimated that changes in intensity accounted for about 20 percent of the increase in
hospital costs between 1985 and 1989. Greater intensity has been attributable to the
development of new technologies as well ag the more frequent use of established tests and
procedures.

In some casges, the intensity of services goes beyond what is medically necessary.
ProPAC identified service intensity as one of the major areas where gignificant reduc-
tions in costs may be found, citing evidence that many tests and procedures are
unnecessary or of limited value.

This finding is supported by other experts as well. A recent national study by
the Rand Corporation estimated that 22 percent of hospital admissions during the mid-
1980s were inappropriate. Other studies have shown that approximately ten percent of
all hospital admissions may be inappropriate. Treatments which may be particularly
overused include caesarean sections, hysterectomies, certain back surgeries, magnetic
resonance imaging (MRI), prostate surgery, and the use of certain drugs to eliminate
blood clots.

Historically, the primary strategy for controlling overutilization has been
utilization review. Virginia Medicaid employs an extensive utilization review program
which is designed to ensure that services are provided in keeping with industry norms.
This program has allowed the State to avoid paying for substantial amounts of unneces-
sary services. However, the issue of service intensity raises the question of whether
normal practice patterns are appropriate in all cases and whether high quality outcomes
may be achieved with fewer tests or less expensive procedures. Practice patterns are
determined by both hospitals and physicians, which means that both types of providers
are responsible for reducing unnecessary utilization.

The extent to which overutilization drives hospital costs in Virginia has not been
documented. Baged on the ProPAC analysis, and assuming that the practices of Virginia
providers mirror national norms, it appears that some overutilization has probably
occurred in Virginia. An examination of the impact of overutilization in Virginia would
require extensive patient level data which could be analyzed to determine the most cost-
effective modes of care for various ailments. The State does not currently have the
capability to conduct this type of analysis on a statewide basis.
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found that hospri:al resources ac:ceumed far an addztwnal tsxm g:ser‘cenﬁ of c&st increases
between 1985 and 1989, Hospital resources include such factors as the gize and gkill mix
of the labor force, the productivity of the labor foree, and the use of non-labor resources
such as facilities and equipment te furnish care. According to ProPAC, upgrades in the
skill mix of employees (for instance, more registered nurses and fewer licensed practical
nurses) and the use of non-labor inputs contributed about nine percent to the increase in
costs. These increases were offset in part by an increase in labor productivity.

One indicator of hospital decision making in Virginia is management of
occupancy. As explained in Chapter I, low occupancy was identified as an important
factor in hospital cost inflation in the 1979 JLARC report Inpatiendt Care In Virginia.
Low occupancy continues to be a problem today. According to the HSCRC, the number
of admissions in Virginia declined from .12 admissions per capita in FY 1987 to .10
admissions per capita in FY 91 (Figure 15). Over this same period, the statewide median
occupancy rate declined from 56.8 percent to 54 percent. Virginia’s median occupancy
rate was below the national median of greater than 69 percent occupancy in each year

Admissions and Occupancy:
Virginia and U.S,, FY 1987 - FY 1991
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Source: JLARC staff analysis of Virginia Health SBervices Cost Review Council data.
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between FY 1987 and FY 1991, (Occupancy rates for individual hospitals are listed in
Appendix D.)

Virginia’s hospitals have reacted to declining sccupancy by staffing fewer beds.
Staff from several site visit hospitals said that in addition (o staffing fewer beds,
managing the skill mix of staff has become an important strategy for reacting to low
occupancy. For example, one site visit hospital administrator noted:

In 1987, the hospital spent 18.5 nursing hoursper dayvona patient, This
care was provided primarily by aides. At the time, the national average
for nursing hours per day was six. In 1992, the hospital reported that
it was spending eight nursing hours per patient day. This has been
accomplished through aitrition and a higher skill mix.

The decline in occupancy has been partially offset by an increase in outpatient
utilization (Figure 16). According to data published by the American Hospital Associa-

Figure 18

Indicators of Qutpatient Hospital Utilization in Virginia's
Short-Term, Non-Federal Hospitals, FY 1981 and FY 1989
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tion, the number of Virginia hospitals with organized outpatient departments increased
from 44 in 1981 to 88 in 1989. Non-emergency cutpatient visits increased by 43 percent,
from 3.8 million visits in 1981 to 5.6 million visils in 1988, As a result, Virginia hospitals
relied on outpatient services for 27 percent of their gross patient revenues in FY 1991,
according to the Health Services Cost Review Council.

Despite the implementation of new staffing strategies and the increase in
outpatient utilization, excess bed capacity remains a problem in Virginia hospitals. At
the veryleast, the overhead cost of maintaining unused space must be paid by health care
purchasers. Furthermore, as pointed out by the Health Services Cost Review Council in
its 1992 annual report, the low occupancy levels relative to the nation indicate that
Virginia's hospitals may be staffing at levels higher than patient volume requires.

STATE MECHANISMS FOR HOSPITAL COST CONTAINMENT

The Commonweslth now has three major mechanisms for promoting hospital
cost containment. The HSCRC, through its global screen, is the State’s primary
. mechanism for promoting overall cost efficiency. The certificate-of-public-need program
is the State’s primary mechanism for regulating hospital capital expenditures. The Joint
Commission on Health Care is charged with promoting cost effectiveness in the delivery
of all health care. The creation of the Joint Commisgion provides the General Assembly
with a new opportunity to address the problem of hoapital cost inflation.

The Health Services Cost Review Council was established by the General
Assembly in 1978 to promote cost containment within Virginia’s health care institutions
by collecting, analyzing, and digseminating information to the public. One of the major
responsibilities of the HSCRC is to svaluate the reasonableness of annual increases in
hospital costs. Thisis attempted with an evaluation protocol called the global screen. The
global screen is used to determine whether or not a hospital’s budgeted and historical
total operating expenses are “reasonable.” If a hospital fails the global screen, then the
HSCREC recommends, but has no power to enfores, budget reductions.

The criterion of reasonableness used by the HSCRC is the national average
increase in the cost per adjusted admission. Each hospital’s raie of increase in cost per
adjusted admission over a two-vear period is compared to the national average rate of
increase for the same period. If the hospital’s rate of incresse is less than the national
average for the period, then the hospital passes the global screen.

A number of hospitals have failed the globa! sereen in recent years, Out of 93
reporting hospitals (or hospital systems), 60 failed the FY 1991 global screen for actual
expenses. In FY 1990, 58 out of 92 reporting hospitals failed the global gcreen. Thus,
more then 60 percent of Virginia hospitals have failed to keep their annual expense
increases below the HSCRC standard,
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The HSCRC also reviews departmental expense increases for individual hospi-
tals. In FY 1991, 57 of 93 reporting institutions had expenses which exceeded the
HSCRC’s cost standards by a total of $84.4 million.

These performance data indicate that numerous hospitals have not followed the
cost containment guidance of the HSCRC. During the 1892 Session, the General
Assembly strengthened the role of the HSCRC. Senate Bill 518 revised the focus of the
HSCRC from rate review to determination of the efficiency and effectiveness of health
care providers. Among a number of provisions, the General Assembly directed the
HSCRC to:

spromulgate regulations establishing a methodology for the review and mea-
gsurement of the efficiency and productivity of health care institutions by

January 1, 1893;

* submit a preliminary report on the effectiveness of the efficiency and produc-

tivity measurements in controlling health care costs by December 1, 1893. A

final report is to be submitted by October 1, 1994; and

s include in the final report a plan to implement a mandatory rate-setting
mechanism if it is determined that the efficiency and productivity measure-
ments are not effective in controlling health care costs.

In addition, through Senate Joint Resolution (5JR) 118, the General Assembly
decided to recognize the most efficient providers in the Commonwealth. SJR 118 directed
the HSCRC to develop and adopt a methodology which identifies the most efficient
providers of high quality health care in the Commonwealth.

The revised HSCRC methodology may encourage hospitals to manage their
resources more efficiently. However, as noted earlier, some cost factors such as wage
rates and pharmaceutical costs are only partly within the control of hospitals. To the
extent that the cost of health professionals and pharmaceuticals continue torise, hospital
expenses will continue to increase.

The State’s certificate-of-public-need program has been operational in various
forms since 1973, The purpose of the COPN program is to:

...encourage, foster, and promote the planned and coordinated devel-
opment of necessary and adequate health, surgical, and medical care
facilities and that such comprehensive health planning and develop-
ment shall be in a manner which is coordinated, orderly, timely,
economical and without unnecessary duplication of services and facili-
ties.
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The COPN program hag come under scrutiny in recent vears. In 1986 Governor
Baliles appointed a commission to study the effectiveness of COPN. The commission
included representatives from the Virginia House of Delegates, the SBenate, and the
public-at-large. The commiseion proposed that the COPN review requirements for
general hospitals be removed, on the premise that competition would be more effective
than COPN regulation forencouraging hospitals to contain coste. However, 2 1990 study
conducted by the Secretary of Health and Human Services reached the opposite
conclusion.

Puring the FY 1982 Bession, the General Assembly reaffirmed its intent for
general hospitals to be regulated under COPN. The General Assembly required the
regulation of capital expenditures of $1 million or more. In addition, the General
Assembly added specific provisions for the regulation of the introduction or replacement
of certain high technology services, including: cardiac eatheterization, computed axial
tomography (CAT) scans, gamma knife surgery, ithotripsy, magnetic resonance imaging
(MRD), magnetic source imaging (MSI), neonatal special care, open heart surgery, and
other services. '

If the strengthened COPN program fulfills its intended purpose, then costly
capital expansions will only be undertaken when there is a clear public need. However,
as was pointed out in the 1979 JLARC report Inpatient Care In Virginia, the COPN
program has no impact on the excess bed capscity which already exisis in the State.

The Joint Commission on Health Care was established during the 1992 Seasion
as a legislative agency. The purpose of the Joint Commission is to:

¢ study, report and make recommendations on all areas of health care provision,
regulation, insurance, liability, licensing, and delivery of services;

* ensure that the Commonwealth as provider and regulator adopts the most
cost-effective and efficacious means of delivery of health care services so that
the greatest number of Virginiane receive guality health care; and

* encourage the development of uniform policies and services to ensure the
availability of quality, affordable, and accessible health services and provide
a forum for continuing the review and study of programs and services.

The Joint Commission hag mapped out a broad agenda, During 1992 the Joint
Commission has plans to address issues related to:

* statewide heaith reform,

» CHAMPUS,

* hogpital issues,

¢ Health Services Cost Heview Council,

32




¢ State administration of health care,

* provider taxes,

* health manpower,

» local health issues,

s long-term care,

* Medicaid reform,

* Certificate of Public Need, and

¢ role of business and other payors in the health care system.

While the Joint Commission will study other issues as well, this listing indicates its wide-
ranging purview.

By virtue of its broad mandate, the Joint Commission on Health Care provides
the General Assembly with the opportunity to address hospital cost inflation and
Medicaid reform in a comprehensive fashion. The Joint Commission has already
expressed it8 interest in Medicaid reform. Therefore, specific recommendations for the
Joint Commission are made throughout this report.

The Joint Commission is alse an appropriate body for developing new State
initiatives to control hospital costs. As noted in an earlier discussion, neither hospitals,
the Medicaid program, the HSCRC, nor the COPN program by themselves have the
capability to address the full spectrum of factors which drive hospital costs. The Joint
Commission could attempt to bring all of these resources together to identify and address
the issues in a comprehensive fashion.

Recommendation (1). In the interest of reducing the price of hospital
care for all purchasers including Virginia Medicaid, the Joint Commission on
Health Care may wish to direct a study to identify the full range of factors
driving hospital costs in Virginia, and consider public policies which might
help to control these factors. Specifically, the Joint Commission may wish to:
(1) consider State policies which might help to control inflation in the cost of
hospital labor and pharmaceuticals; (2) consider State policies for addressing
the problem of excess hospital capacity; (3) examine the extent to which
overutilization of services may be contributing to hospital cost inflation in
Virginia, and consider State policies for addressing this problem; and (4)
examine other factors which contribute to hospital cost inflation in the
Commonwealth.

C hensive, Reliable Data Are Needed

Ifthe Joint Commission decides to address the problem of hospital costinflation,
it will need comprehensive, reliable data on hospital costs and utilization in order to
develop appropriate cost containment policies. During the course of this study, three
critical needs were identified. First, there is a need for better coordination between the
State agencies which collect hospital data. Second, there is a need to develop better
information on the cost and utilization of hospital outpatient services. Finally, there is
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a need to develop a capacity to examine the extent to which overutilization of services
drives hospital costs in Virginia.

i pres £3 ) genci g £ As n@t&é 6&2‘1192‘ the
State’s pnmarﬁy source af hﬁgp;tai e:;z:;gi: mﬁamaizcm ia thg Eis%@i%ﬁ The primary source
of data on hospital utilization is the Center for Health Statistics at the Department of
Health (DOH). Both agencies provided valuable information for this study.

However, there i8 a need for better integration between these two sources of
data. For example:

¢ The HSCRC and DOH use different definitions to classify hospitals. As a
result, it is difficult to compare hogpital costs and utilization for categories of
hospitals.

¢ The HECRC treats hospital systems as single entities, while DOH treats
system-affiliated hospitals on an individual basis. This malkes it difficulf to
relate financial data toutilization data for hospitals which are part of systems,

s The HSCROC reporis hospital cecupancy data on the basis of stafled beds, while
the Department of Health reports hospital occupancy data on the basis of
licensed beds. Because of problems noted above, it is difficult to relate hospital
costs and charges to utilization of licensed beds.

Recommendation (2}, The Joint Commission on Health Care may wish
to congider establishing a technical advisory group on hespital data collection.
The technical advisory group should be comprised of representatives from the
Health Services Cost Review Council, the Department of Health, the Depart-
ment of Medical Assistance Services, and Virginia's hospital industry. The
advisory group should evaiuate all of the hospital-related reporting methods
for the Health Services Cost Beview Council and the Department of Health.
The objective of this review should be to develop reporting formats which are
mutually consistent, and which allow accurate analysis of both costs and
utilization for each individual hospital in the Siate.

itier, 1 should Be Improved, As outpatient services become a
greater source of h@spﬂ;&l revenues, ther*e is also a need for more comprehensive reporting
on outpatient costs, revenuss, aﬁé utilization. Currently, there is no central source of
information on cutpatient hoepital posta. The existing data on hospital coste per adjusted
patient day and per adjusted admission are essentially inpatient costs adjusted to
account for the amount of tolal hospital revenues dertved from outpatient services. These
measures do not provide a clear understanding of the costa actually incurred to provide
outpatient services.
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Similarly, there is no central source of information on net revenues from
outpatient services. The Health Services Cost Review Council, beginning with its 1992
annual report, reports the amount of gross patient revenues derived from outpatient
services for each hospital. However, gross patient revenues do not reflect the actual
amounts paid for outpatient services. Thus, it is difficult to develop a clear understand-
ing of the amount of money hospitals actually receive for their outpatient services.

~ Also, there is no central source of information on the volume of outpatient
services. The HSCRC reports useful information on the utilization of inpatient services
by payor. However, neither the HSCRC nor DOH collects information on the number of
outpatient visits or procedures provided by hospitals. Information on outpatient
utilization by payor would be helpful in evaluating the relative importance of Medicaid
and other payors to individual hospitals.

Recommendation (3). The technical advisory group on hospital data
collection should develop a methodology to collect and report hospital-level
information on: (1) the cost of providing outpatient services, (2) net patient
revenues derived from outpatient services, and (3) utilization of outpatient
services by payor.

Overutilization Should Be Examined. Overutilization of services has been
identified as an important factor in hospital cost inflation at the national level, and as an
area in which significant cost avoidances might be found. These findings are based on
expert analysis of services and outcomes for individual patients. By evaluating the
services provided to individual patients for various medical problems, it is possible to
determine which physicians and hospitals tend to use more resources than are typically
necessary to produce a positive outcome.

In a 1992 report oni the possible establishment of a patient level database
(Senate Document No. 10), the Health Services Cost Review Council and the Health
Planning Board concluded that analysis of provider practice patterns can be acomponent
of a system-wide cost containment strategy. The report provided two examples to
illustrate the use of patient level data to promote cost containment:

...the Maine Medical Assessment Foundation and the Maine Medical
Association used a patient level database to develop information about
hysterectomy rates in the state. After this information was given to
individual physicians, the number of hysterectomies declined without
measurable adverse health effects. Admission rates for back surgery
and pediatric medical admissions also showed similar declines.

* k%

A study reported in the New England Journal of Medicine evaluated
the differences in hospital usage rates between Boston, Massachu-
setts, and New Haven, Connecticut. It was found that Bostonians used
4.5 hospital beds per 1,000 population, as compared to fewer than three

35




beds per 1,000 in New Haven. Most of the differences in usage rates
occurred in the care of patients with medical conditions for which there
is high variation in medical practice patterns, These findings have
helped lead to an examination of practice patterns and refinement of
treatment protocols.

Patient-level data on provider practice patterns in Virginia could help to
identify those hospitals and physicians for which overutilization may be a problem. Once
identified, hospitals and physicians which routinely use more resources than necessary
to achieve high-quality outcomes could be educated about the need to reduce resource
costs. Also, the Department of Medical Assistance Services could use information on
provider practices to negotiate appropriate payment rates for Virginia Medicaid. The
Joint Commission has established the groundwork for improving Virginia’s capacity to
measure patient-level outcomes by expressing its support for the development of a
patient-level database.

Recommendation (4). The Joint Commission on Health Care may wish
to: (1) continue to promote the development of a patient-level database for
Virginia, and (2) ensure that the database is designed to allow analysis of
hospital and physician practice patterns so that this information may be used
to educate providers and to aid the Department of Medical Assistance Services
when it negotiates Medicaid reimbursement rates with providers.
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tal Reimbursement

IV. Inpatient Hosp

Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 180 (1981) required JLARC to study Medicaid
reimbursement methods to determine if they adequately encourage cost-effective deliv-
ery of services, as well as to assess the sufficiency of the reimbursement rates to provide
gquality care at the lowest required costs, In addition, the study mandate directed JLARC
to examine the State’s interpretation of federal requirements, and to explore alternative
administrative methods for implementation of program requirements and options. This
chapter assesses the hospital inpatient reimbursement system in accordance with these
requirements,

Prior to 1982, the State reimbursed hospitals for Medicaid services on a cost
basis. In 1979 JLARC recommended that Virginia Medicaid adopt a prospective
payment system for inpatient hosgpital reimbursement. It was hoped that a prospective
reimbursement system would provide the State with a better means to contain inpatient
hospital costs. Since 1982, Virginia has used a progpective payment system to reimburse
hospitals.

Analysis of the inpatient reimbursement system indicates that it has penerally
encouraged cost-effective delivery of gervices. However, there are some concerns with
particular components of the reimbursement system which may hinder its cost effective-
ness.

Also, Medicaid clients have access to all of Virginia's acute care hospitals.
However, providers have been dissatisfied with inpatient reimbursement rates. Infiscal
year {(FY) 1986, the Virginia Hospital Association (VHA) sued the Siate claiming that
inpatient reimbursement rates were insufficient to meet minimum federal reguire-
ments.

The lawsuit was settled in February 1991, with an agreement enjoining the
VHA and the State to abide by certain terms through the end of June 1996, As partof
that agreement, the State agreed to pay additional reimbursement to the hospitals from
FY 1993 through the end of FY 1996, Furthermore, the settlement agreement restricts
the State’s ability to change the reimbursement system prior to FY 1997, The State and
the VHA also agreed to establish a joint task force in January 1995 to evaluate the
inpatient reimbursement system (hereafler called the task force on inpatient reimburse-
ment).

The General Assembly should consider four issues related to the future of the
inpatient reimbursement gystem. Firgt, there i a nsed to improve the State’s ability to
evaluate hosgpital efficiency in anticipation of future legal challenges. Second, thereisa
need to decide between minimizing Medicaid outlavs versus maximizing the use of
federsl dollars o support the State teaching hospitals. Third, there is 2 need 1o decide
between minimizing Medicaid spending versus maintaining a more generous payment




policy than is federally required for hospitals with high Medicaid caseleads. Finally, the
General Assembly could decide to make special provisions to support certain rural
hogpitals through Medicaid reimbursement,

Considering the importance of these four issues, the General Assembly should

take an active role in setting Medicaid policy for the future. The inpatient reimburse-
ment system should then be designed to reflect the policy goals of the General Assembly.

OVERVIEW OF THE INPATIENT REIMBURSEMENT SYSTEM

The reimbursement system, which has been in place since 1982, pays hospitals
for Medicaid inpatieni services on a prospective basis. The State’s flexibility to make
changes to the reimbursement system is limited by federal regulations and the hospital
settlement agreement.

The General Assembly took initiative to change {0 a prospective reimbursement
system through 1982 Appropriation Act language stating:

The Governor in conjunction with the State Board of Health shall
initiate changes...which provide for development and implementation
by July 1, 1982, of revised reimbursement systerns for hospitals and
nursing homes. Such systems shall be consistent with federal law and
be based upon rates which are reasonable and adeguate to meet costs
of efficient and economically operated facilities.

To develop and implement the new system, a task force was appointed by the Governor,
and a national consultant was hired to provide technical assistance.

The system which was developed, and which has been in place since that time,
utilizes six basic conceptual components:

* hospitals are categorized into peer groups with established payment limitsor
“ceilings” for operating costs,

* an inflation factor is used to update peer group ceilings sach year,

*» hospitals are paid a progpective per diem rate for their Medicaid operating
costs,

» hogpitals may receive an efficiency incentive if their operating costs are below
the peer group ceiling,
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* hospitals which carry a large Medicaid patient load are given additional
payments called “disproportionate share adjustments,” and

* payment for capital costs and medical education costs are calculated on a
reasonable cost or “pass-through” basis.

The vast majority of inpatient payments are for operating costs. Payments for
capital costs, direct medical education, and disproportionate share adjustments make up
the remainder of expenditures. An example of how the prospective per diem rate is
determined is provided in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1

Summary of How the Prospective
Per Diem Rate is Determined

To determine a hospital's prospective operating per diem rate, the following steps
are taken:

m The hospital reports its annual operating costs 1o the Depariment of Medical
Assistance Services (DMAS). DMAS determines reimbursable costs, and
converts these costs to a per diem by calculating the average cost per patient day.

@ The hospital peer group ceiling is calculated by inflating the previous year's
ceiling rate with the inflation factor update.

@ The hospital’s reported per diem costs, charges, and the ceiling are compared.
The lower value is chosen as the prospective per diem reimbursement rate for
operating costs.

@ Added to the per diem reimbursement rate are disproportionate share adjust-
ments and the pass-through components of capital, education, and efficiency
incentives.

Bource: JLARC staff analysis.

Peer Groups and Ceiling Levels. Virginia Medicaid utilizes a peer grouping
system which is intended to group hospitals with similar cost factors. To operationalize
this process in 1982, hospitals were classified into seven different peer groups, using two
criteria — location and size. First, they were classified as either an urban or rural
hospital based on standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) data published by the
federal Office of Management and Budget. Then, hospitals were sub-divided by their
num ber of licensed beds to produce the following peer groups:
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1. G-100 beds 5. 0-100 beds

2. 101-400 beds 8, 101.170 heds
3. 401-600 beds 7. 170+ beds
4., 600+ beds

The eriteria, including the category ranges for bed size, were modeled after
Medicare’s reimbursement system. Since 1982, DMAS has made one change 1o the peer
grouping criteria. In 1988, in sccordance with legislative intent, the State teaching
hogpitals — the University of Virginia Mediecal Center (UVAMUOC) and the Medical College
of Virginia Hospitals (MCVH) - were separated into an eighth peer group.

Prospective reimbursement ceilings on reported allowable costs were estab-
lished for each peer group as of July 1, 1982, These ceilings were calculated using
reported allowable costa data for all hospitals from calendar year 1981, Individual
hospital operating costs were advanced by a reimburaement escalator from the hospital's
fiscal year end to July 1, 1982, After this advancement, the operating costs were
- standardized using SMBA wage indices, and a median per diem cost was determined for
each peer group. These medians were readjusted by the wage index to set an actual cost
ceiling for each SMBA.

As a result of these calculations, there is one ceiling for sach rural peer group,
but multiple ceilings for the vrban peer groups {one for each SMSA represented within
each peer group.) A similar process was used to establish separate ceiling rates for
neonatal intensive care units in 1886 in order to establish more appropriate rates for
these high-cost units.

The intent of payment ceilings was to encourage hospital cost containment by
limiting hospital payment to the median reported allowable cost per day within each peer
group. Conceptually, those hospitals with higher than the median reported costs would
be financially penalized by exceeding the ceiling level payment. Those hospitals with
reported costs below the ceiling would be financially rewarded by receiving an efficiency
incentive for payment below their ceiling (discussed in a following section). Therefore,
an “efficient” hospital was operationally defined as any hosgpital operating at or below its

peer group ceiling.

ceiling raieg were set in 1982 an mﬁaiiém fagtﬁr ha% %eén nseﬁ e&sh yearm u;@d&fe ceilmg
payvment rates. Over the years, DMAS has used four different inflation factors to inflate
inpatient hospital reimbursement ceilings (Table 1)

The Consumer Price Index {CPI) less shelter is the CP1 minus its housing and
interest components. The medical care component of the CPI (MCPI) is 2 measure of
medical care price changes based upon gpecific indicators of hospital, medical, dental,
and drug prices.
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Table 1
Inflation Factors Used by DMAS

Fiscal Years Inflation Factor

1983-1985 Consumer Price Index less shelter

1986-1987 Medical care component of the Consumer Price Index

1988 U.8. Health Care Financing Administration Market
Basket Index

1988-present Virginia-specific Market Basket Index

Source: JLARC staff analysiz of DMAS data.

The U.S. Health Care Financing Administration Market Baskei Index is
developed by Data Resources Incorporated and is commonly called the “DRI.” The DRI
measures the average annual change in the prices of goods and services 1.5, hospitals
purchase for inpatient care. The DRI is used for determining Medicare reimbursement
levels, and is widely used by states for determining Medicaid reimbursement levels.

The Virginia-specific Market Basket Index is developed by Data Resources
Incorporated for the State of Virginia. Referred to as the “DRI-VA” it is a measure of the
costs for goods and services purchased by Virginia hospitals, and takes into account
Virginia-specific data such as salaries.

Per Diem Payment. Hospitals are reimbursed for their Medicaid operating costs
according to a prospective per diem rate, This prospective rate is based on the lower of:
(1) the previous year’s reported allowable per diem operating cost plus the inflation
factor; (2) the appropriate ceiling; or {3) hospital charges.

The reported allowable per diem operating cost is derived from Medicaid cost
reports filed with DMAS by the hospitals. The cost reports consist of schedules
calculating Medicaid allowable operating costs. DMAS defines Medicaid allowable costs
to be Medicare allowable costs, with a few minor exceptions.

Using the cost reports, DMAS aggregates the reported allowable operating costs
for each hospital. These costs are divided by the number of Medicaid patient days to
produce the allowable per diem cost.

Efficiency Incentives. If a hospital’s charges or reported allowable operating
costs are below the ceiling level payment, then the hospital will receive an efficiency
incentive payment. This payment is calculated on a sliding scale which allows hospitals
to receive up to 25 percent of the difference between reported costs and ceiling payment.
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i %, hare Adjustments. Federal law enacted in 1981 required
that 5tate Medxcald agencms take mto aocmmt the situation of hospitals serving a
disproportionate number of Medicaid or low-income patients. However, the method by
which this federal requirement was to be operationalized was left to be determined by the
individual states. In 1982, Virginia chose to enact a payment policy which allowed
hospitals with Medicaid utilization above eight percent to be paid a disproportionate
share adjustment (DSA).

By 1986, Congress had determined that few states had implemented dispropor-
tionate share payment policies. Therefore, through the 1987 Omnibus Budget Recon-
ciliation Act (OBRA 87) Congress required states to make disproportionate share
payments to hospitals which have: (1) a Medicaid utilization rate greater than one
standard deviation above the mean for all participating hospitalsin the State, or{2)alow-
income utilization rate in excess of 25 percent.

However, OBRA 87 did allow for states to define DSA qualification at lower
rates of Medicaid or low-income utilization. After the enactment of OBRA 87, Virginia
chose to continue its DSA criterion at eight percent Medicaid utilization, instead of the
minimum federal criteria of one standard deviation above the mean (which would have
been 16.25 percent Medicaid utilization in 1988).

Recently, DMAS has further defined DSA-eligible hospitale as being either
Type One or Type Two. Type One hospitals consist of the two State teaching hospitals,
and Type Two consist of all other hospitals. For Type One hospitals, the DSA is equal to
the hospital’s Medicaid utilization in excess of eight percent, times 11, multiplied by the
lower of the prospective operating cost rate or ceiling. For Type Two hospitals, the DSA
is equal to the product of the hospital Medicaid utilization over eight percent times the
lower of the prospective operating cost rate or ceiling. Once the DSA is calculated it is
added to the per diem operating rate.

The State teaching hospitals are treated differently than the other hospitals in
order to facilitate the shifting of funds enacted in the 1992 Appropriation Act. The
Appropriation Act reduced the general fund appropriations to the two State teaching
hospitals by $40.8 million for ¥Y 1992. These reductions were replaced by an equal
increase in non-general fund appropriations reflecting enhanced Medicaid reimburse-
ment to the institutions. This action allowed the Commonwealth to replace roughly half
of the $40.8 million with federal funds. The enhanced Medicaid payments were
accomplished by increasing the DSA multiplier by a factor of 11,

This policy will also be in place for the 1992.1994 biennium. As planned, non-
general fund appropriations to the two State teaching hospitals were increased by $64.5
million in each year of the biennium, while general fund appropriations were reduced
accerdingly.

’ | Pay 104, A dueat avments. Capital costs are
reported separa@ely on each hospztai’s cc«st report and are reunbursed at 100 percent of
reported allowable costs. They are calculated into a per diem format, and added to the
overall prospective per diem rate.
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Direct medical education costs are also reported separately on the annual cost
reports of hospitals with certified medical education programs, and are reimbursed at
100 percent of reported costs. They are calculated into a per diem format, and added to
the prospective per diem rate.

Spending by Category. The majority of Medicaid inpatient reimbursement
expenditures are for operating costs, which were an estimated 78 percent of the total in

FY 1990. Other reimbursement expenditures are for capital costs, which were an
estimated 15 percent in FY 1990; disproportionate share adjustments, at about three
percent; direct medical education costs, also approximately three percent; and efficiency
incentives, which were less than one percent (Figure 17),

Figure 17

Estimated Proportion of
Medicaid Reimbursement Expenditures
by Component, BY 1990

“rm 1m

Dispropottionate Share
_ Adjustment Expenditures

$23,367,346

Capital Expenditures
{15%)

$5,087,204
Dirsct Medical Education Expenditures
(3%)

$299067

Efficiancy Incentive Expondltum
{less than 1%)

Source: JLARC staff analysis of DMAS hospital payment data. Includes in-State acute care hospitals only, and
is compiled according to hospital fiscal year.

Federal Requi ts for Inpatient Reiml

In addition to the DSA requirements, there are other key federal requirements
guiding Medicaid inpatient reimbursement:

* The payment rates must be adequate to ensure that recipients have reason-

able access to inpatient hospital services of adequate quality, taking into
account geographic location and reasonable travel time.
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* The State must ensure that the payment rate for inpatient hospital services
will be no more in the aggregate than the amount the agency reasonably
estimates would be paid for the service under the Medicare principles of
reimbursement.

* Each participating provider must file uniform cost reports.

* The Medicaid agency must provide for periodic audits of the financial and
statistical records of participating providers.

* The Medicaid agency must provide an appeals or exception procedure that
allows individual providers an opportunity to submit additional evidence and
receive prompt adminisirative review with respect to such issues as the
agency determines appropriate.

* The methods and standards used to determine payment rates must provide
that reimbursement for hospital patients receiving services at an inappropri-
ate level of care will be made at lower rates, reflecting the level of care actually
received in a manner consistent with section 1861 (V) (1) (() of the Social
Security Act.

In addition, perhaps what has become the most critical requirement for a state
tomeet is the Boren Amendment, which became federal law in 1981. Prior to 1982, states
were required to use cost-based reimburgement unless special waivers were approved.
However, to encourage Medicaid cost containment, Congress relaxed such requirements
togrant states greater flexibility for determining Medicaid reimbursement. This statute,
called the Boren Amendment, also requires states to:

..make assurances to the United States Department of Health and
Human Services that Medicaid payment rates for hospitals are reason-
able and adequate fo meet the costs which must be incurred by
efficiently and economically operated facilities in order to provide care
and services in conformity with applicable State and Federal laws,
regulations, and quality and safety standards, and to assure that
individuals eligible for medical assistance have reasonable access to
inpatient hospital services of adequate quality.

The Boren Amendment has become a critical issue because as of March 1992,
provider associations (includes hospitals and nursing homes) in 22 states have chal-
lenged Medicaid reimbursement rates under this statute. A review of these Boren
Amendment cases indicates that three key issues have emerged: (1) as of 1990, providers
have the right to sue states in federal court over Medicaid payment rates, (2) judicial
interpretation of federal law in litigation brought against individual states has generally
resulted in rulings favorable to providers, and (3) judicial decisions have sometimes
dictated how states must pay for Medicaid services.
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In 1986, the VHA filed suit in the U.S. District Court against the Common-
wealth under the Boren Amendment. The VHA claimed that Medicaid reimbursement
rates were not reasonable and adequate to meet the costs which must be incurred by
efficiently and economically operated facilities. Before the Court could decide the cage
on its merits, a determination had to be made ag to whether the Court had jurisdiction
to hear the eage. The Suprems Court of the United States decided in July 1980, that the
U.S. District Court did have jurisdiction to hear the case.

The VHA litigation continued until settled in December 1990 and dismissed in
February 1991 when an agreement wag reached (Appendix ¥). The basic terms of the
settlement agreement call for an adjustment to hospital payments for non-State hospi-
tals through a payment adjustment fund. The fund is to be financed with State and
matching federal dollars for a period of four fiscal years, from State FY 1993 through FY
1996. This amounts to Virginia placing $5 million into the fund the first effective vear,
$10 million in the second year, $15 million in the third year, and $20 million in the fourth
year. Additionally, DMAS will be required to add two percentage points to the annual
DRI-VA inflation factor for FYs 1993 through 1898, DMAS forecasts that for FYs 1993
and 1994 alone, this intengity adjustment will arnount to more than $4.9 million in
additional general fund expenditures.

The settlement agreement also established other terms regarding Medicaid
hospital reimbursement. The most notable are that the Commonwealth has agreed not
to implement changes {o the reimbursement system prior to FY 1897, and a joint task
force consisting of both parties to the suit is to reevaluate the reimbursement system
beginning in January 1995, Ifno changes are made to the reimbursement system by the
end of F'Y 1596, the payment ddjustment fund iz to be continued at the FY 1596 1level. The
agreement provides that DMAS may make changes to the reimbursement system only:

* In the event of federally mandated changes. If Medicare makes changes, it
may likely affect Medicaid reimbursement.

* In the event of requirements by State or federal courts,
¢ in the event of a budget shortfall. However, changes must alsc impact the

majority of the Virginia agencies, and percentage reductions cannot be more
than any other agency,

PERFORMANCE OF THE INPATIENT REIMBURSEMENT SYSTEM

In keeping with SJR 180 requirements, JLARC staff analyzed the performance
of the inpatient reimbursement system with regard to cost effectiveness and the
sufficiency of reimbursement rates to provide access to quality care. A key concept for

45




understanding the analysis that follows is the difference between reported allowable
costs and efficient allowable costs. Reported allowable costs are the costs reported to
Virginia Medicaid by hospitals. These reported allowable costs may or may not be the
same as efficient allowable costs, or those costs which are necessary to operate efficiently
and economically.

This concept is important for understanding the relationship between Medicaid
reimbursement rates and hospitals’ reported allowable costs. On the one hand, the
inpatient reimbursement system may be judged to be cost effective for the State because
it has allowed access to care and has held increases in aggregate payments below the rate
of increase in reported allowable costs. On the other hand, providers argue that rates
have been insufficient because they have not kept pace with increases in reported
allowable costs. This was the key issue in the VHA lawsuit.

Yet because the lawsuit was settled out of court, there has been no legal
determination as to whether Virginia Medicaid’s current inpatient reimbursement rates
are sufficient to meet legal tests. However, because of precedents set in other states by
the federal courts, in the future the State may still be asked to satisfy a court that
Medicaid reimbursement rates are legally sufficient. Therefore, until any changes are
made to the existing reimbursement system, issues raised in the VHA lawsuit will
continue to be a concern.

The purpose here is not to attempt to resolve the issues raised in the lawsuit.
Rather, it is to inform the General Assembly of (1) the key issues raised by the lawsuit,
{2)the key issues in paymentreform, and (3) the possibility of future legal challengeseven
after payment reform.

It also should be noted that DMAS was active in evaluating the reimbursement
system during the VHA litigation. Consistent with 1987 Appropriation Act require-
ments, DMAS hired an independent consultant to evaluate various options for fine-
tuning or changing the reimbursement system. However, according to the DMAS
director, changes were not implemented because DMAS believed that the system already
in place was equitable and met federal requirements.

JLARC staff analysis indicates that the reimbursement system has controlled
growth in payments for Medicaid inpatient operating costs. However, there are some
concerns about the ability of the system to fully contain costs. These stem from: (1) the
cost of the VHA litigation and the hospital settlement agreement, (2) the differential
treatment of the two State teaching hospitals, (3)implementation of the disproportionate
share adjustment policy, (4) cost-based reimbursement for capital expenditures, and (5}
the structure of the peer grouping system.

? : L ¢s. The inpatient
relmbursement system has heipﬁd to control the 1mpact of h95p1ta} cost inflation on
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Medicaid expenditures. Between FY 1982 and FY 1990, total reported allowable
operating costs increased at a higher rate than each of the inflation indexes used by
DMAS (at one time or another) to increase payment ceilings (Figure 18).

Figure 18

Comparison of Cumulative Growth Rates
of Selected Inflation Indicators and
Hospital Reported Operating Costs

Reported
Operating
Cost Per

Diem

MCPI

Percent Growth over 1982 Level

I t t } } t t t {
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Fiscal Year
Key: CPI = Consumer Price Index
CPI Less Shelter = CP less housing and interest
MCPI = Medical Care Component of the CP1
DRI = U.5. Health Care Financing Administration Market Basket Index, developed by
Data Resources, Inc,
DRI.VA = Virginia Specific Market Basket Index, developed by Data Resources, Inc.

Notes: DMAS hospital data averaged by State fiscal year; all other data averaged by calendar year. CPI Less
Shelter data after 1984 is forecasted, not actual,

Souree: JLARC staff analysiz of inflation data from Bureau of Labor Statistics, DRI/McGraw-Hill, and Chase
Econometrics Forecast; and DMAS hospital payinent data {inclades all participating hospitals).
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Because operating cost payments did not keep pace with the growth in reported
allowable costs, the percent of reported allowable costs reimbursed decreased over time.
According to DMAS data on all participating hospitals, in State FY 1982, 99 percent of
all inpatient reported allowable costs were reimbursed. In State FY 1990, hospitals were
reimbursed for 81 percent of their reported allowable costs (Figure 19).

Figure 19

Comparison of Medicaid
Inpatient Reported Allowable Costs and
Reimbursed Costs, FY 1982 - FY 1990

Comparison of Actual Dollars Reimbursed

Mittions of Dollars

o o S B A S A 0 T 0 A 2t e i

1882 1983 1584 1985 1966 1987 15988 1989 1560
Fiscal Yoar

1982 1983 19584 1985 1986 1987 1989 1989 1660
Fiscal Year

Source: JLARC staff analysis of DMAS hospital payment data. Includes payments for operating costa, capital
conts, efficiency adjustments, disproportionate share adjustments, and medical education costs at all
participating hoapitals.
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By paying progspectively-determined rates rather than reported allowable coste,
the State has effectively controlled Medicald inpatient spending. According to DMAS
data for all in-state acute care hospitals, if reimbursement was based solely on reported
allowable costs, during hospital FY 1990 DMAS would have paid hospitals $187. 1 million
for operating costs alone. However, DMAS actually paid $122.8 million. As a result,
DMAS saved $64.3 million (approximately $32.2 million in State general funds) by using
its prospective reimbursement syatem.

Another indicator of the cost-effectiveness of the existing system ig that Virginia
Medicaid pays a lower proportion of reported allowable costs than Medicare’s diagnosis
related group (DRG) system. According to g recent study conducted by the 11.8.
Prospective Payvment Assessment Commission (ProPAC), in 1389 Virginia Medicaid
reimbursed hospitals at 77 percent of reported allowable cost, but Medicare reimbursed
Virginia hospitals st 91 percent of reported allowable cost.

Additionally, ProPAC found that in 1989 the national average for Medicaid
reimbursement to hospitals was 78 percent of reported sllowable costs. Therefore,
 compared to other states, Virginia was just below the nation’s average in terms of percent
of costs reimbursed. (Appendix G shows a lsting of the percent of Medicaid reported
allowable costs reimbursed by state)

Costs, Aith@ug*’i ﬁm mpatxeni rennbm*semeni sygtem fhas beeﬁ generaﬁy s@g%i ﬁﬁ%ﬁiﬁ%
it has aiso been the target of litigation which resulted in substantial unexpected costs.
According to the terms of the settlement agreement, the State will pay will more than $50
million in general funds for additional reimbursement over four years (F¥s 1993 through
1996). Also, according to the Office of the Attorney General, more than $3.8 million was
billed for expert witnesses gad consultants during the litigation. Halfof this amount, or
approximately $1.9 million, is to be paid by the State and the other half by the federal
government (because of the 50/50 federal match). Relaled costs for attorney time and
DMAS staff time were substantial but cannot be quantified

The paymez}% pﬁiicy fﬁf the th} Sé;at;e teachmg hes;sitais is & concern Mazzs& it %egaéfag
in the payment of significantly higher rates to these relatively expensive ingtitutions, As
explained earlier, the two State teaching hospitals are {reated more favorably than the
other hospitals under the current Medicaid inpatient reimbursement system. In part
because of their teaching mission, these hospitals are also amonyg the most expensive
acute care hospitals in the State. Further, they are among the top providers in the State
in terms of the volume of Medicaid inpatient care provided. As a result of these factors,
while UVAMCOC and MCVH provided 16 percent of the total Medicaid inpatient days in FY
1980, they received 28 percent of total inpatient hospital payments.

The proportion of total payments received by the State teaching hospitals is
likely to be even largsr in FY 1992 and beyond because of the changes in indigent care
funding required by the 1992 Appropriation Act, Asexplained earlier, the Appropriation
Act enacted a plan to reduce general fund appropriations to these institutions, and to
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replace these funds with higher Medicaid payments which would be shared by the State
and the federal government. In order to accomplish this action, the State teaching
hoapitale are now receiving eleven times what they would have received under the
pravicus DSA policy. This policy will have the effect of channeling a larger proportion of
total Medicaid payments to these institutions.

Ag explained later in this chapter, while the payment policies for the State
teaching hospitals may not be cost effective for the Medicaid program in particular, they
have resulted in general fund savingsfor the State as a whole. JLARC staff will examine
the long-term implications of payment policy for the teaching hospitals in a separate
report on indigent health care programs.

Lsproporitonate baare Folicy Exceeds Fede equirements. As explained
sarlier, f@é@z‘&i an rea;mres that states take into acaount the mtuatmn of hospitals
serving a disproportionate number of Medicaid or low-income patients through higher
Medicaid reimbursement. Federal law does allow for a State to use criteria beyond the
federal minimum (as noted earlier, the federal minimum is either one standard deviation
above the mean or 25 percent low-income utilization). As noted earlier, Virginia has
chosen to implement more generous criteria, in order to support hospitals with Medicaid
utilization rates above eight percent. This approach has meant that since 1987 the State
reimbursad gome hospitals at a higher rate than required under federal law.

In FY 1950, 41 in-state acute care hospitals received DSA payments. Twenty-
eight of these hospitals fell between the DMAS criteria for disproportionate share of eight
percent total Medicaid utilization and the minimum federal criteria for disproportionate
share. Az a result, an estimated $2.3 million was paid to Virginia acute care hospitals
that was not required by federal law. This amounted to an estimated $1.2 million in State
general fund dollars expended beyond federal requirements.

;sr&vz&&g§y meﬂaaﬁeé h@gpﬁm} capatai (:{)sts are reunbursed at 10{} percent of reported
allpwable cost. This policy creates no incentive for hospitals to limit their capital
expenditures, Capital payments as a proportion of total payments have increased over
time. In FY 1982 they were estimated by a DMAS consultant to be eight percent of
Medicaid hospital ezpenditures. In FY 1990 capital costs were an estimated 15 percent
of total payments. Also, according to analysis of DMAS data on in-state acute care
hospitals, annua! reimbursement for capital expenditures increased by 92 percent from
an estimated $12.2 million in FY 1986 to an estimated $23.4 million in FY 1990.

One option for restraining the growth in capital costs is to reimburse these costs
progpectively., However, such a system would be complex and may be difficult to
implement. Recognizing this difficulty, Medicare plans to phase in a prospective system
for capital reimbursement over the next decade. DMAS should also study the feasibility
of developing a different capital cost reimbursement methodology which would create
incentives for hospitals to contain their capital costs.
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Recommendadion (§). The task force on inpatient reimbursement
ahould examine the pass-through methodology for capital cost reimbursement
and evaluate alternative methods for reimbursing hospital capital costs.

uping S ture | fee : g. One objective for & reim-
bursement %&fsﬁ;@m is te recogmze Just},ﬁable dzﬁ'erences in the costs of providing services.
if justifinble differences can be identified, then cost effectiveness may be increased to the
extent that only legitimate costs are reimbursed. This will help to avoid situations in
which gome hospitals are overreimbursed, while others are underreimbursed. Cne way
to recognize justifiable differences in costs is to create peer groups of hospitals with
similar characteristics, and to differentiate payments for each peer group.

D3MAS’s peer grouping system assumes that hospital operating costs differ
according to their location and size. For example, the system implies that operating costs
for larger urban hospitals should be different than for smaller urban hospitals. Similarly,
operating costs should differ among smaller urban hospitals and smaller rural hogpitals.
' location and bed size caused substantive differences in reported operating costs, one
would expect that among peer groups operating costs would vary significantly from peer
group o peer group with little overlap across peer groups.

Anaiveis of DMAS data for in-state acute care hospitals does not indicate
consistent differences in reported allowable costs among peer groups (Figure 20).
Although reported operating costs may vary in some cases, there is significant sverlap
among the peer groups. The overlap across peer groups indicates that location and bed
size alone may not account for asignificant portion of the differences in hospital costs. As
a result, some hospitals may be reimbursed at an inappropriately high level compared
{¢ other hospitals. Others may be reimbursed at inappropriately low levels.

Although the existing peer grouping structure may account for some differences
in hospital costs, there are other factors which may better differentiate among hospitals.
For instance, the Medicare reimbursement system uses its own case mix indicator for
determining reimbursement. However, DMAS has not utilized a Medicaid case mix
indicator, 80 it has not been possible to assess the effects of case mix on Medicaid hospital
costs. Some other states which use peer groups have also used or considered using
hospital service mix, payor mix, Medicaid volume, and specialty service status (for
example children's hospitals).

Recommendaéion (6). If the task force on inpatient reimbursement
dacides to continue the use of peer groups, it should: (1) reexamine the existing
peer grouping system, and (2) evaluate alternative peer grouping criteria
which might allow for greater discrimination among hospitals with legitimate
differences in costs. The task force should evaluate such factors as case mix,
hospital service mix, payor mix, Medicaid volume, and specialty service siatus.
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Medicaid patients have aceeas to 4 broad base of hospital providers. All of the
97 acute care hospitals in the State accept Medicaid patients and have met the States
standards for licensure (excluding the State teaching hospitalssince they are not licensed
by the State). These hoapitals have either been accredited by the Joint Commission on
Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations (JCAYO), or are certified by the State to be
Medicaid and/or Medicare providers.

While Medicaid recipients may use any of the acute care hospitals in the State,
the majority of acute care services are provided by the State teaching hospitals and larger
urban hospitals (Appendix D). Ten hospitals accounted for 55 percent of all acute care
inpatient hospital expenditures in FY 1990. These hospitals alse tend to be either
government or non-profit providers, and are located in health service areas (HSAq) IV or
V, which include the Richmond, Scuthside, and Tidewater regions of the State.

Medicaid is a minor payor for most hospitals, However, it is a major source of
revenue for some individual hospitals. A primary concern of providers is the gap between
reported allowable costs and reimbursed costs. Providers have argued that reimburse-
ment rates should be increased to better reflect changes in the industry which have
driven up costs.

/ _ : - for Most. DMAS data for in-state acute care hospitals
indicates that Medzca;d revenue may have a different ficancial impact on different
hospitals. In FY 1990, Medicaid inpatient payments as a percentage of net patient
revenue ranged from 25 percent at one hospital t6 less than one percent at seven
hospitals. More than 75 percent of the hospitals received less than ten percent of their
net patient revenue from Medicaid inpatient payments. Of the ten hospitals and hospital
systems that drew the greatest proportion of their net patient revenues from Medicaid,
most are urban, non-profit hospitals. The ten hospitals are located in HSAs I, IV, and
V (Appendix D).

1t also appears that hospitals with the highest Medicaid utilization rates tend
to report negative operating margins (Table 2}. Based on FY 1990 data, more than 80
percent ofhospitals with Medicaid utilization rates between zerc and 15 percent reported
a positive operating margin. By contrast, 57 percent (four of seven) of hospitals with
Medicaid utilization rates between 16 and 20 percent reported positive operating
marging, and 50 percent (five of ten) of those hospitals with Medicaid utilization rates
above 20 percent reported positive margins, Medicaid utilization rates for individual
hospitals are listed in Appendix D.

While it could be argued that there ig a relationship between operating margin

status and Medicaid utilization rates, it should not be assumed from this analysis alone
that Medicaid reimbursement is a mgjor cause of pegative margins at hospitals,
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Table 2

Distribution of Hospitals by DMAS Utilization
and by Operating Margin Status, FY 1990

,,,,,,, DMAS Utilization Level

0-5% 6-10% 11-15% 16-20% 20%+ Total

{N=23) (N=28) (N=17} (N=T) {(N=10} {(N=83)
Positive Margin 83% 81% 88% 5T1% 50% T7%
Negative Margin 17% 19% 12% 43% 50% 23%

Mote: Operating smargins were calculated by State fiscal year, and percent operating cost reimbursed was
caleulated by hospital fiscal year, This includes in-state acute care hospitals only. Hospitals affiliated
with n hospital system are not included since appropriate data was not available.

THilization level refers to the percentage of total inpatient days consamed by Virginia Medicaid patients.

Bource: JLARC staff analysiz of Department of Medical Assistance Services and Health Services Cost Review
Council FY 1990 data,

Negative marging may be the result of a number of factors including payor mix,
occupancy levels, hospital productivity and efficiency, and others. The impact of
Medicaid reimbursement on hospital operating margins would have to be determined on
a hospital-by-hospital basis.

majority ﬂf a{:ute care hospltals have reported allowable costs ahove thexr relmbursement
ceiling (Figure 21). According to DMAS data for all participating providers, in FY 1982,
54 providers were above their ceiling and 54 were below their ceiling. In FY 1990, 118
providers were above their ceiling and ten providers were below their ceiling. (Note: this
data as compiled by DMAS includes 97 acute care providers, 16 rehabilitative hospitals,
nine out-of-state hospitals and six neonatal intensive care units for FY 1990.)

The gap between reported allowable operating costs and reimbursed costs
varied for different hospitals. In FY 1990, the percent of reported allowable operating
costs reimbursed for all in-state acute care hospitals ranged from 122 percent to 27
percent, with a statewide mean of 62.5 percent (Table 3). Overall, 46 (47 percent) of the
97 acute care hospitals were above the statewide mean for percent of reported allowable
operating costs reimbursed. Fifty-one hospitals (53 percent) were below the statewide
mean.

In FY 1990, urban hospitals (including the State teaching hospitals) tended to
be reimbursed a larger proportion of their reported allowable operating costs than rural
hospitals. On average, urban hospitals were reimbursed for 63.8 percent of their reported
operating costs, compared to 60.6 percent for rural hospitals. Also, a smaller proportion
of urban hospitals fell below the statewide mean. Forty-seven percent of the urban
hospitals were below the statewide mean, compared to 62 percent of the rural hospitals,
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Figure 21

Number of Providers Whose Payments Fell
Below and Above Their Ceilings, FY 1982-FY 1990

S| Fiscal |
2y Year

)| Base

- 1983
1984 |
B
51| 1007 |
| 1968

1988

1| 1990

Note: The total number of providers mA{,vary from year to year due to industry changes over time. Includes
all hospitals which participate in Virginia Medicaid; calculated according to State fiacal years.

Source: JLARC staff analysis of DMAS hospital payment data.

Focusing on the urban peer groups, those in peer group one (0-100 beds) tended
to receive a lower percentage of their operating costs (53.6 percent on average)than the
larger hospitals. This occurred primarily because the three specialty hospitals in this
group (Richmond Eye and Ear Hospital, Gill Memorial Eye Ear Nose and Throat
Hospital, and Children’s Hospital of Richmond) were well below the statewide average
for percent of reported allowable cost reimbursed. The remaining two hospitals in this
group were well above the statewide average.

The State teaching hoepitals (peer group eight), on average, were reimbursed
a greater percent of their operating costs than the other acute care in-state hospitals.
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Table 3

Percent of Reported Allowable Operating Costs
Reimbursed By Hospital Type, FY 1990

Average Percentage Number
of Reported Allowable Number & & Percent
Operating Costs Percent Above Below
ALL 97 62.5% 46 (47%) 51 (53%)
All Urban 58 63.8 31(53%) 21 (47%)
All Rural 39 60.6 15 (38%) 24 (62%)
Urban Peer Groups ,
1 (0-100 beds) 5 53.6 2 (40%) 3 (60%)
2 (101-400 beds) 39 62.4 18 (46%) 21 (54%)
8 (401-800 beds) 8 66.0 5 (63%) 3 (37%)
4 (600+ beds) 4 73.1 4 (100%) 0 (0%)
8 (MCOCVH & UVAMOC) 2 88.3 2 (100%) 0 (0%)
Rural Peer Groups
5 (0-100 beds) 20 62.8 9 (45%) 11 (65%)
6 (101-170 beds) 11 58.7 4 (36%) 7 (64%;
7 (170+ beds) 8 57.6 2 (25%) 6 (75%)

Source: JLARC staff analysis of Department of Medical Asgistance Services data, FY 1990, Includes in-state acute
¢are hospitals only.

UVAMC and MCVH received an average of 88.3 percent of their reported allowable
operating costs in F'Y 1990, which was well above the statewide average. This can be
attributed in part to the fact that the teaching hospitals were placed in their own peer
group in 1988 and that their ceiling rates were redetermined based on 1987 reported
allowable costs.

Focusing on the rural peer groups, the average percentage of reported allowable
operating coste reimbursed for the smallest hospitals (peer group five) was just above the
statewide average of 62.5 percent. The averages for peer groups six and seven were below
the statewide average. For all three rural peer groups, the majority of individual
hospitals fell below the statewide average.

This analysis has focused on one component of the reimburgement gystem - the
level of reimbursement for reported allowable operating costs — for purposes of illustrat-
ing the effects of the basic reimbursement system design on all hospitals. However, it
should be noted that 41 hospitals received disproportionate share adjustments in FY
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1990, which had the effect of increasing the overall percentage of operating costs
reimbursed at these institutions. With the inclusion of both operating cost payments and
disproportionate share payments in the calculation, it is estimated that hospitals were
reimbursed an average of 64.6 percent of their reported allowable operating costs,
compared to the estimate of 62.5 percent for operating cost payments alone,

: e Highe yinents. The reimbursement system design
assumes i;hat hospltals should have been ab}e to hold their Medicaid inpatient costs to
their FY 1982 peer group median, plus DMAS’s chosen inflation adjustments. However,
the VHA’s position has been that the growing gap between reported allowable costs and
reimbursed costs indicates the annual inflation adjustments used by DMAS have not
kept pace with the necessary costs of serving Medicaid patients.

Key to the providers’ argument is the proposition that the annual inflation
indicators were not sufficient to recognize certain fundamental changes in the hospital
industry which have caused costs to increase. In interviews, VHA representatives and
staff of site visit hospitals pointed to many of the factors in hospital cost inflation which
were explained earlier in Chapter III. Among those factors identified by the providers
were the costs of new technologies, increasing costs of labor and supplies, and increasing
complexity of case mix. As pointed outin Chapter III, some of these costs are in the control
of the hospitals, while others are beyond the direct control of hospitals.

Awn additional concern of providers relates to the use of the per diem basis of
payment. As noted earlier, current inpatient reimbursement rates are based on 1981
average per diem costs which have been adjusted upward on an annual basis. Providers
claim that the most expensive services are typically rendered during the first few days
of the visit, DMAS data shows that the average length of stay for Medicaid patients has
declined from an estimated 6.44 in FY 1982 to an estimated 5.46 in FY 1990 (these figures
are estimated since all providers to do not uniformly report this data to DMAS). Asa
result, the total cost of treating patients is now averaged over fewer days. Therefore,
providers argue that this has resulted in an increase in per diem costs that has not been
recognized through the annual inflation adjustments.

Another concern identified by the VHA and the sile visit hospitals is that
payment for services below reported cost leads to cost shifting. Cost shifting refers to the
use of profits from privately insured patients to subsidize losses from publicly insured
and uninsured patients. Nationally and in Virginia, providers argue that unreimbursed
costs for Medicare and Medicaid patients are shifted to other payors, thereby increasing
hospital charges and the cost of private insurance. JLARC staff did not conduct ap
analysis of the degree to which cost shifting due to Medicaid inpatient reimbursement
may cause increases in the prices paid by private purchasers of hospital care.

However, a national study conducted by ProPAC indicates that while cross-
subsidization among payers does occur in the hospital industry, it is unclear whether a
decrease in prices paid by public programs necessarily leads to an increase in the prices
paid by private purchasers. Other than an increase in prices for private payors, some
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hospitala may be able to cover unreimbursed costs by improving their efficiency and
effectiveness, or by reducing expenses. Further study would be required to determine
whether Meadicaid inpatient reimbursement rates necessarily lead to higher prices for
private payors in Virginia.

CONSIDERATIONS FOR INPATIENT REIMBURSEMENT REFORM

The General Assembly may wish to consider four issues as the State embarks
on inpatient reimbursement reform. First, the long-term viability of the inpatient
reimbursement system will depend in part on its ability to meet legal challenges under
the Boren Amendment. Virginia Medicaid’s hospital providers, as a group, can be
expected to demand higher reimbursement rates. The recent history of Boren Amend-
ment lawsuits in Virginia and other states indicates that it is incumbent on states to
prove that the rates they pay to providers meet the test of the Boren Amendment. Inorder
to ensure that the Commenwealth reimburses providers at the least required cost while
still meeting the test of the Boren Amendment, the Commonwealth should strengthen
its capacity to evaluate hospital efficiency levels and to document its findings.

The second igsue stems from the fact that the Virginia Medicaid programis both
a third-party purchaser of heaith care for Medicaid clients and a financing mechanism
for the State teaching hospitals. A third issue, closely related to the second, is that the
Commonwesalth must decide whether to implement federal disproportionate share
payment requirements in the least costly manner or to continue its current policy of
providing additional support to hospitals with relatively high Medicaid caseloads. The
fourth issue relates to whether Medicaid reimbursement policy should be designed to
provide a specific level of support to certain rural providers.

Because choices need to be made prior to revising the reimbursement system,
and because there is little potential to implement revisions prior to FY 1997 JLARC staff
did not fully evaluate alternative reimbursement systems at this time. Other states use
a variety of different systems which illustrate the range of possibilities. Alternative
reimbursement systems from other States are summarized in this chapter, and further
detail can be found in Appendiz H. The task force on inpatient reimbursement should
consider other states’ reimbursement systems as it decides how to implement the
General Assembly’s intentions for inpatient reimbursement.

Currently, there are two separate initiatives underway to develop hospital
efficiency indicators. DMAS has hired a consultant to develop a set of efficiency
indicators for defending and developing Medicaid inpatient reimbursement policy. At
the same time, the General Assembly has directed the Health Services Cost Review
Council {HSCRC) to develop a series of hospital efficiency measures for the broader
purpose of controlling health care costs.
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To develop viable efficiency measures it i8 necessary to: (1) develop a reliable
database of hospital efficiency data, and (2) specify the efficiency standards which
hospitals should be expected to meet. For example, in comparing hospitals on a
particular criteria, efficiency for Virginia hospitals might be defined as the 50th national
percentile, the 25th national percentile, or some other reference point. Efficiency criteria
might also involve comparisons against State or regional norms. The choice of efficiency
criteria could have a direct impact on Medicaid expenditures, as well as future litigation.

Considering the implications that further litigation could have for the Common-
wealth, it is important that the General Assembly have an active role in the development
of hospital efficiency indicators. The General Assembly might wish to clarify its intent
for the level of efficiency which Virginia hospitals should be expected to meet. The
General Assembly might also wish to ensure that the separate efforts being undertaken
by DMAS and the HSCRC are closely coordinated so that State funds are used efficiently,
and so that the two entities do not work at cross-purposes.

Recommendation (7). The General Assembly may wish to consider
ensuring that current efforts to develop hospital efficiency indicators are
coordinated so that: (1) the Depariment of Medical Assistance Services and the
Health Services Cost Review Council have legislative input on the develop-
ment of efficiency indicators, (2) DMAS and the HSCRC do not work at cross-
purpoeses in developing such indicators, (3) the efforts are not unnecessarily
duplicative, and (4) the efforts to develop indicators are completed with the
minimum amount of State funding,

As explained earlier, the special treatment of the two State teaching hospitals
has led to significantly higher levels of inpatient reimbursement for the State teaching
hospitals compared to other acute care hospitals. It could be argued that this policy is
not, in a strict sense, cost effective for the Virginia Medicaid program. However, this
policy has been cost effective for the State general fund. By placing the State teaching
hospitals in their own peer group and granting them special DSA status, the State has
been able to reduce its total commitment of general funds to these institutions.

It should be recognized, however, that one reason for the growth in Medicaid
hospital spending is the special treatment of the State teaching hospitals, and that this
policy was enacted in an effort to conserve State general funds during a time of fiscal
stress, The long-term implications of this reimbursement policy are currently unclear.
The policy will be reviewed in more depth in a separate JLARC report on indigent health
care.

Recommendation (8). The General Assembly may wish to clarify its
intent for the continuation of special Medicaid reimibursement policies for the
State teaching hospitals, pending additional information to be provided in a
separate JLARC report on indigent health care programs.
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Di ionate Share Poli

SJR 180 requested JLARC to examine whether federal requirements have been
implemented in the most effective and least costly manner. Asexplained earlier, Virginia
Medicaid has chosen to implement disproportionate share criteria which exceed the
minimum federal requirements, Strictly speaking, this policy represents a State decision
against implementing a federal requirement in the least costly manner. However, as it
stands, this disproportionate share policy also allows the State to increase the use of
federal matching funds to support a number of hospitals (41 in FY 1990) with Medicaid
caseloads above eight percent. This trade-off between cost-efficient implementation of
federal requirements and the use of federal funds to benefit higher volume providers
should be recognized as the General Assembly considers Medicaid policy in the future.

Recommendation (9). The General Assembly may wish to clarify its
intent for the continuation of a more generous Medicaid hospital dispropor-
tionate share adjustment policy than is required by federal law.

The Joint Commission on Health Care has expressed concern about the viability
of some of the State’s rural hospitals. Inits 1990 report (Senate Document 35), the Joint
Commission identified 14 hospitals which had negative operating margins, and which
were located more than twelve miles from the next nearest hospital. The report stated
that “the combined criteria of fiscal stress and geographic isolation suggest that the
continued operation of these hospitals may be important from the perspective of
preserving access to care.” The report also pointed out the need to study the viability of
these hospitals, and to consider the feasibility of developing criteria for determining
whether assistance to certain hospitals may be desirable in order to preserve access to
care in isolated areas of Virginia.

As shown in Table 3, in FY 1990 24 of 39 rural hospitals fell below the statewide
average for percent of reported allowable operating costs reimbursed. Five of these 24
hospitals were among the 14 identified in the Joint Commission report as experiencing
fiscal stress.

These findings raise the question of whether it might be desirable to make
special Medicaid payment provisions for some rural hospitals. Currently, Medicare
recognizes the special needs of some rural hospitals by establishing special payment
rates for “sole community providers” and “rural referral centers.” To achieve a sole
community provider status, a provider must be isolated due to weather or travel, and
there should be an absence of other hospitals in the region. Rural referral centers must
meet particular national criteria based upon their case mix and other factors. However,
only three of the fourteen hospitals identified in the 1990 Joint Commission report
receive these special Medicare payments.

In the next generation of Medicaid inpatient reimbursement, the General
Assembly could consider implementing special payment provisions for some rural
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hospitals. The State may not necessarily want to adopt Medicare’s definitions of sole
community providers and rural referral centers. However, through the use of special
payment mechanisms, the General Assembly could attempt to target additional pay-
ments to those hospitals which it considers to be most in need.

Recommendation (10). The General Assembly may wish to direct the
task force on inpatient reimbursement to consider establishing special Medic-
aid inpatient hospital payments for some rural hospitals, within State budget-
ary constraints.

Based on a review of reimbursement systems in other states, there does not
appear to be one reimbursement system that is clearly better than another. Because each
state may have different objectives, different industry and regional characteristics, as
well as share different types of relationships with their local hospital association, no one
reimbursement system fits all situations.

A wide variety of payment systems are used by other states. The most
significant trend of the 1880s was the number of states shifting from retrospective, cost-
based methods to prospective payment systems. Few states remain which do not pay for
inpatient services on a prospective basis. Forexample, in 1981 ten states had prospective
reimbursement systems, but by 1991, 41 states had prospective reimbursement systems
(Figure 22).

As of July 1990, DRGs were used by 20 states. DRGs determine payment on a
per case basis, and differentiate payment according to the patient’s illness. Notwo states
share the same DRG system, and each system has similarities and differences with
Medicare’s DRG payment system. The remaining fully prospective Medicaid payment
systems used by other states vary, but can be classified into three different groups: base
trended, trended base with peer, or negotiated contracting.

As of July 1990, base-trended systems were in effect in ten states. These
systems use inflation factors to establish a prospective rate on a per diem or per
admission basis. Some systems use the previous year’s costs as a basis for payment, while
others project payment from a fixed base year. Base-trended-with-peer systems apply
peer group limits to base year trending and are used by six states including Virginia.
Negotiated/contracting systems are used by five states in one way or another. Virginia
i8 also in the process of pilot testing this method in the Tidewater area.

System designs can also vary according to the unit of payment - for example,
per case, or per diem. Choices must also be made about the method for determining a
reasonable standard for payment, such as peer group limits, hospital limits, or statewide
limits. Anupdate or inflation factor such as the DRI or the CPI must also be chosen. The
way in which capital and other pass-through costs are handled also varies by state.
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Figure 22

Number of States with

Cost-Based vs Prospective Systems for
Medicaid Inpatient Hospital Payment, 1977-1991
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Source: JLARC staff graphic based on date from ABT Associates, Medicaid Payment Methodologies for
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Notes:

Inpatient Hoepital Services, August 1991,
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Each state’s reimbursement system appears to have been designed according to
each state’s unique hospital envirenment and reimbursement objectives. For example,
some DRG systems, such as the state of New York’s, are complex in design to ensure
equity among providers. Other systems are designed to be particularly effective at
Lmiting Medicaid hospital expenditures.

There are trade-offs associated with each of the different reimbursement
systems. These trade-ofls are related to balancing administrative costs and burdens,
patient access to care, impacts on the state budget, impacts on the providers, and the
legality of the system, Each state has had to make its own choices with respect to how
to balance these issues. For this reason, it is vital that the General Assembly clarify its
intent for Medicaid reimbursement prior to the design and implementation of a revised
inpatient reimbursement system, and that the task force develop a system which can
accomplish the objectives of the General Assembly.

Recommendation (11). The task force on inpatient reimbursement
should consider other states’ reimbursement systems, or elements of those
reimbursement systems, which could accomplish the General Assembly’s
objectives for: (1) the use of hospital efficiency indicators, (2) reimbursement
of the State teaching hospitals, (3) disproportionate share policy, (4) reim-
bursement of rural hospitals, and (5) other Medicaid reimbursement issues.
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V. Quipatient Hospital Reimbursement

Ouipatient services are of increasing importance to Virginia's hospitals. Since
the early 1980s, the number of hospitals with organized outpatient services has doubled.
Over the same period, there have been significant increases in the number of sutpatient
vigits as well as the proportion of hospital revenues derived from outpatient services.
This movement toward outpatient service has been reflected in the growth in Medicaid
spending for outpatient hospital services, Medicaid payments for outpatient hospital
services exceeded $83 million in FY 1891, and currently represent seven percent of total
Medicaid spending for medical services.

Inlight of this growth, it is important to maintain cost-effective reimbursement
policies for outpatient hospital services. In keeping with Senate Joint Resolution (SJR)
180 (1991}, this chapter addresses the cost effectiveness of the Medicaid outpatient
hospital reimbursement system and the sufficiency of cutpatient hospital reimburse-
ment rates to provide quality care at the lowest required cost. Moreover, the interpre-
tation of federal requirements and alternative administrative methods for outpatient
reimbursement are discussed.

For the most part, Virginia Medicaid follows Medicare’s method of outpatient
reimbursement. Under this system, providers are reimbursed for their reported
allowable costs of providing services to a Medicaid patient. JLARC staff analysis
indicates that the incentives created by the outpatient reimbursement system do not
encourage cost-effective delivery of services. Cost-based reimbursement creates few
incentives for providers tocontain costs. With some exceptions, providers are reimbursed
for their full cost of providing service regardless of their efficiency.

inresponse to this concern, the U.S. Progpective Payment Assessment Commis-
sion (ProPAC) has recommended that the Medicare program adopt a prospective
payment system for cutpatient hospital services. (Congress has not yet acted on this
proposal). The Department of Medical Assistance Services (DMAS) should develop a
prospective reimbursement system for Medicaid outpatient hospital services as soon as
the settlement agreement allows. Developing a prospective paviment system is a complex
task. If Medicare does not adopt prospective payment for outpatient hospital services,
then the Commonwealth will have to decide whether to depart from Medicare principles
and develop its own prospective payment system. Also, reform of outpatient hospital
reimbursement should be closely coordinated with the planned re-evaluation of inpatient
reimbursement policy in 1995,

65




OVERVIEW OF THE OQUTPATIENT REIMBURSEMENT SYSTEM

Virginia Medicaid’s outpatient reimbursement system for hospitals is distinctly
different from the inpatient reimbursement system. Most outpatient hospital services
are reimbursed by Medicaid on a retrospective cost basis, while inpatient services are
reimbursed on a prospective, per diem basis.

Virginia Medicaid’s outpatient reimbursement system is also based on Medicare’s
principles of reimbursement. Under Medicare principles, hospital charges serve as the
basis for reimbursement. Hospitals are reimbursed for most outpatient services at
charge or at reported allowable cost, whichever is lower. Reported allowable costs refer
to categories of cost, such as the labor and supplies required to treat a patient, which
Medicare is willing to reimburse for its patients. The following examples illustrate
Virginia Medicaid’s payment policy in practice:

In fiscal year (FY) 1890, a hospital had $197,755 in reported allowable
costs for outpatient services. Total charges made by the hospital were
$354,458. The hospital was reimbursed $197,755, or its reported
allowable costs.

In the same fiscal year, another hospital had $6,075,535 in reported
allowable costs for outpatient services. Total charges, however, were
less. They were $5,374,737 — a difference of $700,798. Therefore, the
hospital was reimbursed its charges by Virginia Medicaid.

Some outpatient hospital services are reimbursed on a fee-for-service basis. For
example, all claims for non-emergency services delivered in an emergency room are
reimbursed at $30. This policy was implemented by DMAS beginning in FY 1992.
According to the DMAS director, this policy was implemented to control inappropriate
use of emergency rooms, thereby containing program costs.

In recent years, federal changes have been made to Medicare’s outpatient
reimbursement system. DMAS has adopted some of these policies for Virginia Medicaid,
and rejected others. For example, starting in FY 1990, a 5.8 percent reduction was
applied to hospital outpatient operating costs by Medicare. DMAS implemented this
policy for Virginia Medicaid. However, Medicare also decided to recognize the special
needs of rural primary care hospitals and sole community provider hospitals by exempt-
ing them from the 5.8 percent reduction. DMAS did not adopt this exemption policy for
Virginia Medicaid.

In addition to the Medicare principles of reimbursement, certain broader
federal requirements also apply to outpatient hospital reimbursement. In order to
maintain reasonable access, outpatient hospital payments must be sufficient to enlist
enough providers so that services under the plan are available to recipients at least to the
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extent that those services are available to the general population. Also, federal matching
funds are not available for any outpatient hospital payment that exceeds the amount that
would be payable by Medicare under comparable circumstances, This restriction, in
effect, sets an upper limit on outpatient hogpital reimbursement.

The federal requirement (the Boren Amendment)that rates must be reasonable
and adequate to meet the costs that must be incurred by efficiently and economically
operated providers applies to inpatient hospital services, but not cutpatient hospital
services. It should also be noted that there are no federal requirements to supplement
outpatient reimbursement rates with disproportionate share adjustments.

PERFORMANCE OF THE OUTPATIENT REIMBURSEMENT SYSTEM

JLARC staff analysis indicates that Virginia Medicaid’s outpatient hospital
reimbursement rates have been sufficient to provide access to quality care. However,
there is concern that retrospective, cost-based reimbursement does not adequately
encourage cost-effective delivery of services.

The sufficiency of reimbursement rates was evaluated from two perspectives.
One perspective is whether Medicaid clients have access to quality care. The second
perspective is the impact of Medicaid reimbursement on providers.

Access to Services Has Not Been g Problem, Outpatient hospital reimbursement
rates have been sufficient to enlist a broad base of hospital providers. Asnotedin Chapter
11, all of Virginia’s 97 acute care hospitals participate in Virginia Medicaid. Ninety-five
of Virginia's acute care hospitals provided outpatient hospital services to Virginia
Medicaid clients during FY 1990. All of these hospitals met the State’s quality standards
for licensure and/or the quality standards of the Joint Commission on Accreditation of
Healtheare Organizations.

While outpatient hogpital providers are located throughout the State, the
majority of service is provided by large urban hospitals (Appendix D). In FY 1990, ten
hospitals accounted for 51 percent of Medicaid outpatient hospital spending. The top ten
providers were all urban and non-profit and tended to be among the larger hospitals in
the State. Of the top ten, eight were located in health service areag (HSA8) IV and V,
which are the Richmond, Southside, and Tidewater areas of the State. The State’s two
teaching hospitals alone consumed 28 percent of Medicaid spending for outpatient
hospital services in FY 1990,

" Ininterviews, neither site visit hospital staff nor staff of the Virginia Hospital

Association {(VHA) indicated that outpatient payment rates in general were insufficient
{o secure access to outpatient hospital services. However, administrators from some site
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visit hospitals did express concern about the DMAS policy of paying a $30 fee for non-
emergency visits to hospital emergency rooms. They suggested that inappropriate
utilization of emergency room services was a symptom of a lack of access to primary care,
a problem over which the hoapitals have little control. Medicaid reimbursement for
primary care physicians and issues related to access to care are evaluated in the JLARC
report on Medicaid ambulatory care.

ontpatxent services are of mcreasmg unportanee to hospzt,a}s Medicaid outpatient
revenues remain a relatively minor source of net patient revenues for most (Appendix D).
In FY 1990, Medicaid outpatient payments represented less than 1.3 percent of net
patient revenues for 83 hospitals and hospital systems for which data were available.
The highest percentage was 12.7 percent. Of the ten hospitals receiving the largest
proportion of net patient revenue from Medicaid cutpatient payments, five are in HSA
V (Tidewater).

Neither staff from site visit hospitals nor the VHA expressed major concerns
about Medicaid outpatient reimbursement levels. Unlike inpatient reimbursement,
there is not a growing gap between reported allowable costs and Medicaid reimburse-
ment in the outpatient setting. As noted earlier, Medicaid outpatient reimbursement is
based on the lower of hospital costs and charges, with some exceptions. As a result,
hospitals tend to receive reimbursement commensurate with their reported allowable
costs of providing outpatient service.

Medicaid spending for outpatient hospital services is a growing concern.
Aggregate spending for hospital outpatient services has increased at a greater rate than
Medicaid spending as a whole, so that outpatient hospital services now represent seven
percent of the Medicaid budget for medical services. Furthermore, DMAS has forecasted
substantial growth in hospital outpatient expenditures through FY 1994. These trends
raise questions as to whether the cost-based reimbursement system encourages cost-
effective delivery of care.

Two important factors contributing to the growth in outpatient spending are
pressures to contain inpatient hospital costs and the development of new technologies for
providing service in alternate settings. These factors have encouraged hospitals to shift
services to the outpatient setting, thereby increasing the volume of outpatient services
for most patient groups.

An additional factor is that cost-based reimbursement does not provide incen-
tives for hospitals to constrain the volume and intensity of outpatient services. Cost-
based reimbursement was a major cause of inpatient hospital cost inflation during the
1970s for the same reason. Under cost-based reimbursement, providers do not have the
same incentive to be efficient because nearly all of their resource costs will be reimbursed.
Higher costs result in higher payments, and lower costs simply resultin lower payments.
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DMAS has taken steps to encourage providers to contain service costs. These
include the following:

¢+ In keeping with a Medicare policy change, reimbursable outpatient operating
costs were reduced by 5.8% beginning in FY 1990. DMAS estimated the
associated cost avoidances at $1.2 million (general funds) for the 1990-1992
biennium.

* Alsoin keeping with Medicare, reimbursement rates beginning in FY 1990 for
capital-related costs were reduced. DMAS estimated the associated cost
avoidances at $480,000 (general funds) for the 1990-1992 biennium.

* DMAS has reduced payments to hospitals for emergency room services that
are not emergencies. DMAS estimated the FY 1992 cost avoidances at $2.2
million (general funds).

While these actions have increased the costeffectiveness of outpatient hospital spending,
additional changes should be considered.

CONSIDERATIONS FOR OUTPATIENT REIMBURSEMENT REFORM

In response to concerns about the cost effectiveness of cost-based reimburse-
ment, ProPAC has recommended that Medicare adopt a prospective outpatient reim-
bursement system. Virginia Medicaid should also move toward prospective reimburse-
ment for hospital outpatient services, with the objective of avoiding unnecessary
spending increases in the future while maintaining access to quality care.

There are at least two major considerations related to the development of a
prospective reimbursement system. First, if Medicare does not adopt prospective
payment for outpatient hospital services, then Virginia will be faced with the prospect of
developing its own system. In this case, Virginia may look to the ProPAC proposal and
toother states for models. Second, changes to outpatient hospital reimbursement should
be coordinated with inpatient reimbursement policy because of: (1) the hospital
settlement agreement, (2) the need to recognize the impact of total reimbursement on
providers, and (3) the need to provide consistent incentives.

Although prospective reimbursement may be a desirable option, the develop-
ment of a new reimbursement system can be a complex task. If a decision were made to
implement a prospective system, Virginia could opt to continue to follow Medicare
reimbursement principles if Medicare adopts prospective reimbursement. Or, Virginia
could develop its own system, with the option of drawing on ideas from other states.
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ol Al Has Made Kecommendof ledicare, ProPAC’s approach to
r&;m?}um&ment mfsrm ig cieszgn@ﬁ o Emut the %Eume e:'zsf services and the cost per unit
of service. The volume of services would be controlled by bundling related services
together for payment. For instance, instead of paying for individual services, Medicare
would pay for packages of services which might be grouped by time period (for example,
services provided in a month}, episode of care (for instance, treatment of a fracture), or
some other grouping category. The basis for this type of system is that because payments
would not be made for each individual service, there would be an incentive to eliminate
unnecepgary services. (ProPAC also points out the need for enhanced quality control to
ensure that appropriate services are not eliminated.)

The cost per unit of service would be controlled by using prospective payment
rates. Payment levels would be based on average hospital costs. The idea is that
paymenis to high-cost hospitals would be held to the average, while low-cost hospitals
would be rewarded with payments that exceed their costs. The base rates would be
updated annually using an appropriate update factor. The use of an update factor would
allow control over the amount of inflation in the cost of bundled services. Payment
adjustments would be instituted to recognize factors beyond a hospital’s control which
ereate legitimate differences in costs among providers. These factors might include labor
costs, case mix, teaching status, indigent care load, and emergency room utilization.

There are a number of praciical ohstacles to the implementation of the reim-
bursement system envisioned by ProPAC. ¥For example, there is a lack of a proven
classification system for bundling outpatient hospital services for payment. There are
also concerns about the accuracy of Medicare cost reports for determining the true
resource cosis of outpatient hospital services. In addition, data limitations make it
difficult to consider the impact of labor costs, case mix, and other factors on hospital costs.

With these limitations in mind, ProPAC has recommended an incremental
strategy for payment reform. ProPAC believes that the ultimate goal should be to
implement prospective payment for all outpatient services, with adjustments to reflect
justifiable cost differences among providers. This goal will require further research to
develop an appropriate classification system for bundling ambulatory services. In
ProPACs view, this classification system should apply to hospitals and free-standing
outpatient facilities.

In the interim, ProPAC has recommended that payments for ambulatory
surgery and radiology services performed in the hospital outpatient setting should be
fully prospective based on national rates adjusted for area wage differences. The rates
should be updated annually using an appropriate update factor.

ProPAC has made other, more technical recommendations as well. The
prospecis for implementation of ProPAC’s recommendations are currently uncertain.
According to stafl at ProPAC, Congress will not act upon these recommendations until
the spring of 1893 at the earliest.
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her States Have Adopte pctive § ey, emns, Other states use a
variety of Gutpatzent h@spitaj mﬁnbursement systems The ma,gonty of states operate
like Virginia in that their cutpatient reimbursement systems are based on hospital
charges and reported allowable costs. Also like Virginia, 21 other states use a combina-
tion of payment methods for outpatient services. Forexample, 11 states use charge-based
reimbursement for some outpatient services and fee-for-service for others,

According to Congressional Research Service information, eight states were
using some form of prospective payment for outpatient reimbursement during ¥FY 1887,
By 1992, 13 states were using prospective payment. These systems are diverse in design.
For example,

In Maryland, rates for outpatient services ure set by the state’s Health
Services Cost Review Commission. If the Commission has not sef rates
Jor ¢ particular outpatient service then the lower of reasonable cost or
charge s used to reimburse the provider.

* * *

In South Carolina, a prospective payment rate is based on Medicare
outpatient service rates. Surgical and nonsurgical cutpatient proce-
dures are reimbursed using an all-inclusive fee for the service.

A summary of the systems usged in other states is contained in Appendix H.

Qutpatient reimbursement reform should be coordinated with inpatient hospi-
tal reimbursement policy for three primary reasons. First, although the outpatient
reimbursement system was not the target of litigation in the Virginia Hospital Associa-
tion lawsuit, it is nonetheless subject to the restrictions imposed by the settlement
agreement. In effect, the settlement agreement provides that FY 1997 will be the
Commonwealth's first opportunity to implement cost-saving changes in outpatient
hospital reimbursement,

Second, inpatient and outpatient reimbursement should be mutually consid-
ered for their combined impact on individual hospitals. As noted in Chapter IV, the
General Assembly may need 1o make policy choices about the treatment of the State
teaching hospitals and certain rural hospitals under a revised inpatient reimbursement
gystem. These same policy choices should be considered in revising outpatient hogpital
reimbursement.

Third, inpatient and outpatient reimbursement policy should be coordinated to

provide consistent incentives for cost-effective delivery of services. In the early days of
prospective payment, Virginia Medicaid and other payors were content to pay for
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outpatient services using retrospective, cost-based methods. At the time, this policy
served the purpose of encouraging hospitals to move procedures to the outpatient setting.

Now that this transition has taken place, it is important to keep inpatient and
cutpatient reimbursement in balance. For example, while the outpatient reimburse-
ment system may need to be more cost effective, revisions to outpatient reimbursement
should not cause hospitals to shift costs back to the inpatient setting. To avoid this
gituation, inpatient and outpatient reimbursement should be viewed as two parts of the
same whole. Outpatient reimbursement policy proposals should be studied carefully to
identify the potential for creating adverse incentives which could undermine the cost
effectiveness of Medicaid inpatient hogpital reimbursement.

Recommendation (12). 'The Department of Medical Assistance Services
should implement a prospective reimbursement system for Medicaid outpa-
tient hospital services as soon as the hospital settlement agreement will
permit. DMAS should review alternative systems, including that which has
been proposed for Medicare as well as those in operation in other states, and
make recommendations to the General Assembly prior to implementing a new
system.

72




Audit

Cost Settlement

The Iast two chaplers have addressed the rate setting aspect of Medicaid
hospital reimbursement. Another important aspect of the reimbursement gystem is cost
settlement and audit (C8A). C5A serves as a financial control mechanism. Finavcial
control is necessary toensure that the Commonwealth pays only for those costs explicitly
sllowed under the established rates and principles of reimbursement. Financial conibrols
are also necessary to ensure the reliability of a hospital's financial information, In the
abgsence of these controls, the Commonwealth could spend more general funds then
necegsary on Medicaid hospital services.

Generally apeaking, CSA s the process used by the Department of Medieal
Assistance Services (DMAS) to examine a hospital’s annual reported costs and o
determine those costs which will be considered for reimbursement by the Medicsd
program. DMAS uses the process to determine the amount of funds still owed to 5
hospital by the Medicaid program, or vies versa, at the end of a fiscal yvear (FY), The US4
process is also used to determine hospital reimbursement rates for the next fiscal year,

Senate Joint Resolution 180 (1991 requested that JLARC examine the inter-
pretation of federal requirements to determioe if they had been implemented in the most
effective and least costly manner. This JLARC review of the cost settlement and andif
process found instances in which DMAS did not appear to interpret federal regulations
in the mogi cost-effective manner prior 4o FY 1988, The repull was that st least gl
hospitals may have boen overreimbursed by a8 much as $578,000 in State general funds,
Additional overreimbursements may have cecurred since FY 1883, However, becauss of
difficulty in accessing earlier hospital cost settlement files, JLARC staff could not
determine the full extent of the overreimbursement nor its collectability.

Therefore, DMAS should examine all hospital cost settlements for fiscal years
1983 through 1987, From this examination, DMAS ghould determine which hespitals
were overreimbursed during esch fiscal year. Then, DMAS should defermine the
collectability of all overreimbursements.

This iz not the first JLARC review of the cost setilement and audit process. It
was alsoevaluated as partof the 1979 siudy of inpatientcare, The process used by DMAS
today was compared to that in place in 1979, While the process has improved since that
time, improvements could still be made in three areas. First, the timeline for settling
with hospitals and setting new reimburgement rates should be expedited as much as
poasible.

Second, DMAS could strengthen the field audit process for hospitals. Currently,
few hospitals are field avdited and, a8 5 result, the State may be spending more Medicaid
funds than necessary. Third, DMAS should improve its record-keeping practices. Asihe
State prepares for the possibility of reimbursement reform, it is important to mainiain
an accurate, andited store of data on hospital operating costs,




SMENT AND AUDIT PROCESS

OVERVIEW OF THE COST 81

All hospitals are reguived vo maintain cogt accounting records for the Medicaid
program and tosubmit these records annually to DMAS using standard cost report forms.
From the cost report, DMAS determines each hospital's reported allowable inpatient and
outpatient costs. This determination and the resuliing actions comprise the cost
setilement and audit process. The process is based on the Medicare principles of
reimbursement for outpatient hospital services, and the State’s Medicaid principles of
reimbursement for inpaiient hospital services.

The cost settlement and audit process can be divided into three stages (Figure
23). The first stage is the receipt of the hospital cost report by DMAS and the resulting
tentative settlement and interim rate setting. The second stage is the desk audits of the
hospital cost report and the resulting cost settlements and rate setting. The third stage
is the field audit and fina! ssitlements.

Once 8 hospital submits all the pecessary cost report forms to DMAS, DMAS
interpal policy is {0 establish an interim rate for inpatient reimbursement for the
upcoming vear and {o lentatively settle with the hospital for the vear just ended. 1fthe
hospital owes the Medicaid program money because of overreimbursement throughout
the year, the amount owed is submitted to DMAS with the cost report. IfDMAS owes the
hogpital money, a check is writlen and sent to the hospital, Until recently, the tentative
settlement and interim rate setting was to occur within 90 days after DMAS received an
acceptable hospital cost report according to Division of Cost Settlement and Audit staff.
Effective August 3, 1992, DMAS adopled emergency regulations for the nursing home
paymenteystem which will require that the tentative settlement and interim rate setting
occuy within 180 days after the receipt of an acceptable cost report, Although there has
been no public regulatory change for hospitals, DMAS staff stated that the 180-day
timeline will also be applied o hospitals.

Because most of the same hagic principles of reimbursement are used, Medicare
cost reports gre used to determine most Medicaid hospital allowable costs. This occurs
at s relatively low cost {340 per cost report) through a common audit agreement with the
Medicare Intermediary — Blue Crosa/Blue Shield of Virginia (BC/BS). DMAS waits for
BC/BS o complete its desk audit of the Medicare cost report before conducting a desk
audit of the hospital’'s Medicaid cost report. BC/BS has one year in which to complete the
desk audit or 1o decide to conduct a fleid andil of the hospital cost report.

The BC/BS desk audit consiste of a mathematical check of the cost report and

acomparison of the current cost report to the previous year’s cost report. During the desk
audit, BC/BS stall focus their attention on particular areas of the cost report including
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Figure 23

Hospital Cost Settlement and Audit Process
as of July 1992

Timetrame:
Within 90 days of end

to Medicare Intermediary

(BO/BS) and to DMAS of bospfalfecal yoe!

Twrwdrame:
150 days

BC/BS Either
Settles with
Hospital or

Decides to Condus
a Field Audit

Timaframe;
210 days or 90 days
afier receipt of BC/BS
desk audit

DMAS Receives Reaults |
of BC/BS Field Audit,
and Recalculates Final

Settiement with
the Hoapital

*Cost report includes the HCFA 2562 forms, which are Medicare specific, and the MAP 783 forms, which are
Medicaid specific.

Source: JLARC staff analysis.

capital, pass-through medical education, and bad debts. Attention is focused in these
areas because of Medicare policy decisions.

Once the results of the BC/BS desk audit of Medicare costs are received by
DMAS, they are applied to the Medicaid cost report. According to staff, DMAS focuses
its degk audit on pass-through costs including capital and direct medical education. Once
this audit work is complete, DMAS staff determine the following for each hospital:

* allowable inpatient costs,

* allowable outpatient costs,
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¢ the amount of money the hospital hag already been reimbursed by the
Medicaid program for the fiscal year,

* the difference between amounts owed to the hospital and amounts paid to the
hospitals,

* the prospective per diem rate for inpatient services for the upcoming year, and

* the percentage of outpatient charges that will be reimbursed for the upcoming
year.

At this time, DMAS “cost settles” the cost report with the hospital. Under
internal standards set by DMAS, the desk audit and resulting rate setting and cost
settlement is to occur within 210 days after DMAS’s receipt of the hospital’s cost report
or within 90 days after receipt of the BC/BS desk audit results, whichever is later.

During this review, JLARC staff examined the FY 1988 through FY 1991 cost
reports for the ten site visit hospitals, the Medical College of Virginia Hospitals, and the
University of Virginia Medical Center. For the 40 cost reports that had been completed
at the time of the review, almost $1.2 million was saved from the BC/BS and DMAS desk
audits of the cost reports.

Field Audit of Hospital Cost R

DMAS does not typically conduct field audits of hospitals. In September of 1992
DMAS field audit staff began a field audit of one hospital. According to DMAS staff, this
was the second field audit of a hospital that has been conducted by DMAS staff since
before the implementation of inpatient prospective payment rates in 1982.

Rather than conducting its own field audits, DMAS has relied on BO/BES to
conduct fields audits under a common audit agreement. According to BC/BS staff, BC/
BS only audits hospitals that are Medicare certified and focuses on hospitals with high
Medicare utilization. According to information provided by BC/BS, eight of the 97 acute
care hospitals in Virginia are not Medicare-certified or auditable by BC/BS. While some
of the eight hospitals may be field audited by an out-of-state Medicare intermediary,
DMAS does not have common audit agreements with these entities.

For hospitals that can be field audited by BC/BS, a field audit may not occur for
several years after the end of the hospital’s fiscal year. Afier the field audit, additional
adjustments may be necessary to both the Medicare and Medicaid cost report. These
additional adjustments occur as a final settlement. However, there may be more than
one final settlement because BC/BS and DMAS reserve the right for three years to re-
open a cost report that has been final settled.
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OVERREIMBURSEMENT OF HOSPITALS

Sinee the 19708, reimbursement for the Medicaid and Medicare programs has
been based on the principle that a hospital should be reimbursed either for reasonable
costs or for the customary charge of its services, whichever is lower. This principle is
known ag the lower of cost or charges (LCC) rule.

Prior to 1982, inpatient and outpatient services were reimbursed retrospec-
tively by Virginia Medicaid. At that time, the LCC rule was applied to total hospital
reimbursement (inpatient plus outpatient) because the two reimbursement systems
were essentially the same. According to staff of the U.S. Health Care Financing
Administration (HCFA), when reimbursement for inpatient hospital services became a
prospective per diem system, the LCC rule could have been applied separately to
inpatient and to outpatient reimbursement by DMAS. This interpretation was sup-
ported by JLAREC staff analysis of federal laws and regulations.

According to DMAS staff, from FY 1983 through FY 1987, DMAS applied the
LCC rule to hospital reimbursement at the aggregate level — by totalling inpatient and
outpatient costs and charges. Therefore, the following situation with a hospital could
oreur:

A hospital’s annual cost report could show the following information:

inpatient Qutpatient Tatal
$130,000 $50,000 $180,000
in charges ° in charges in charges
$100,000 $70,000 $170,000
in costs in costs in costs

By applying the LCC rule in the aggregate as DMAS did, the hospital
would be reimbursed $170,000 or its combined inpatient and outpa-
tient costs because this amount is lower than total charges.

If the LCC rule had been applied to outpatient and inpatient services
separately, the hospital would have been reimbursed $150,000 —
$100,00 irn inpatient costs plus $50,000 in culpatient charges.

As aresultof applying the LCC rulein the aggregate, the hospital would
have been overreimbursed by $20,000.

During a review of DMAS automated records and cost reports, JLARC staff
found evidence that six hospitals may have been overreimbursed by as much as $1.2
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million (approximately $578,000 in State general funds) for services provided in FY 1986
and FY 1987. This overreimbursement occurred because the LCC rule was not applied
separately to inpatient and outpatient reimbursement.

The total amount of overreimbursement which may have occurred between FY
1983 and FY 1987 could not be fully determined by JLARC staff because the cost report
and cost settlement information prior to FY 1987 was not readily available. DMAS staff
stated that the necessary files were stored in an off-site location. Further, DMAS staff
stated that the content of the files may not be uniformly organized. Because of these
concerns, it was determined that there would not be enough time for JLARC staff to
complete a comprehensive review during the timeframe of this study.

The collectability of overreimbursements depends in part on whether a final
cost settlement has been reached for the hospitals and years in question. Federal laws
require that collection of overpayments must be initiated within three years of the date
of the final settlement. There is no guidance for when the collection must be completed.
JLARC staff attempted to determine final settlement dates for 12 hospitals with little
success because it was difficult to determine the date of final settlement. For instance:

A review of a hospital cost settlement file for FY 1988 indicated that a
final settlement was reached in 1992 for the FY 1988 cost report.
However, documentation leading up to this final settlement was miss-
ing from the cost report file. According to DMAS staff, the missing
documentation was in a correspondence file that JLARC staff were not
previcusly informed of during the file review.

Further, a 1991 letter sent to the hospital stated that the “final”
settlement was being made at that time. But the opening salutation to
the same letter indicated that it was notifying the hospital of an
“interim” settlement indicating confusion over the purpose of the letter
and whether the cost report was actually “final settled.”

Therefore, just as in determining possible overreimbursements, DMAS staff should also
determine how much of the overreimbursements can be collected.

Recommendation (13). The Depariment of Medical Assistance Services
should immediately begin an examination of all hospital cost reports and cost
settlements for fiscal years 1985 through 1987 to determine: (1) which hospitals
may have been overreimbursed, (2) the amount of overreimbursement, and (3)
the costs and benefits of collecting overreimbursements. Ifit is determined to
be cost-effective to collect overreimbursements from fiscal years 1985 through
1987, then the Depariment should examine all hospital cost reports and cost
settlements from fiscal years 1983 and 1984 to determine the amounts and
collectability of any reimbursements from those years. The Depariment
should report its findings to the General Assembly by March 31, 1993.
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IMPROVEMENTS TO THE COST SETTLEMENT AND AUDIT PROCESS

In 1979, JLARC examined the cost settlement and audit process as part of its
study of inpatient eare in Virginia. Since that time, improvements have been made to the
process. For example, the process is now mostly automated.

In 1992, however, some of the same CSA concerns were still apparent (Exhibit
2). Two areas in particular need to be improved. First, DMAS should take steps to
expedite the timeline for the cost settlement process. DMAS has taken some steps to
shorten this process, but additional work may be needed. Further, a recent regulatory
change could lengthen the timeframe for setting an interim inpatient per diem rate and
tentatively settling with hospitals for the previous fiscal year.

Exhibit 2

ARC Concerns About the Cost Settlement
and Audit Process

Further
Action
Processing of cost settlements Cost settlement processing Yes
excessively long. could be shortened.
Hospitals frequently subrmit Hospitals now typically submit No
erronecus cost reports. cost reports electronically.
Changes in reimbursement Changes in reimbursement No
resulting from desk audit resulting from desk audit
were often significant. were often significant.
A more systematic method of Selection process is not in Yes
field audit selection the control of DMAS.,
should be employed.
Large Medicaid providers are Large Medicaid providers Yes
not regularly audited. are not regularly audited.
Most Medicare audits are of Most Medicare audits are of Yes

limited scope.

Source: JLARC staff analysis.

limited scope and financially

significant overreimbursements

may not be discovered.
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Second, DMAS should strengthen the field audit process for hospitals, particu-
larly as the State begins Medicaid hospital reimbursement reform. Currently, the
Medicare Intermediary (BC/BS) conducts limited field audits of hospitals. In 1987,
DMAS examined field audit alternatives but made no changes to the current policy of
relving on BC/BS field audits of Medicare cost reports.

Lastly, the cost settlement information available for examining hospitals costs
needs to be improved. In addition, documentation in the cost settlement files could also
be improved.

Timeli f the CSA P Could Be 1 i

As discussed previously, the CSA process for a hospital can take years to
complete. To a degree, DMAS has recognized that improvements are necessary. For
example, the agency purchased the computer software necessary to conduct its own
mathematical checks of the Medicare cost report beginning in the late Fall of FY 1993.
Using this software, DMAS should be able to conduct desk audits without having to wait
for Medicare information from BC/BS,

However, whether this change will shorten the CSA time frame is questionable.
An analysis of DMAS settlement data for cost reports received during FY 1990 indicated
that DMAS, on average, settled with hospitals nine months after the BC/BS math-
checked cost report was received (Table 4). DMAS policy at that time was that this
settlement would occur within three months. The FY 1991 Auditor of Public Accounts
(APA) audit also found that cost reports were not settled in a timely manner.

Table 4

Time Frame Analysis of CSA Process

Number of Hospitals Average Length of
Cost Settlement Step Step Completed For* i ; ok
1. Tentative Settlement 35 3.7 months
2. Cost Settlement 83 9.1 months
3. Final Settlement 8 3.7 months

*Total number of hospitals was 132, However, information on step dates was missing from database or step was not
completed.

**Average length of time was computed from the date necessary settlement information was received by DMAS,

Bource: JLARC staff analysis of FY 1990 DMAS cost settlement time frame data, May 6, 1992.
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IYMAS also recently changed its regulations to lengthen the timeframe for
setting the interim per diem reimbursement rate for inpatient services for the upcoming
fiscal year. This wait can result in larger cost settlements because the present timeline
results in many hospitals being reimbursed under the past year's peer group ceiling for
most of the current fiscal year. For example,

For one site visit hospital, the operating cost per diem in FY 1990 was
$267.21. This amount was the peer group ceiling for that hospital. For
FY 1981, the operating ceiling per diem increased to $279.07.

For FY 1890, DMAS did not tentatively settle with the hospital. Cost
settlement with the hospital occurred eight months after the hospital’s
fiscal vear end. Therefore, inpatient hospital days for the first eight
months of the new fiscal year were reimbursed at the lower F'Y 1990 rate.

Based on FY 1990 Medicaid utilization information, the hospital could
have been underreimbursed more than $35,000 in these first eight
maonths of FY 1991.

This situation occurred under the previous 90-day interim rate policy. During
interviews with site visit hospital administrators, particularly those of small hospitals
with high Medicaid utilization, concerns were expressed about the impact the cost
settlement timeframe had on hospital cash flow. The August 1992 revision will lengthen
the 90-day timeframe to 180 days.

Further, DMAS staff have stated that a significant portion of the $13.4 million
in additional payments made to hospitals during the FY 1991 cost settlement process
were retroactive cash payments for the current fiscal year. These payments resulted
from the length of time it took DMAS to set the per diem rate,

Recommendation (14). The Department of Medical Assistance Services
should take steps to expedite the hospital cost settlement and audit process. In
addition, DMAS should reconsider the recent regulatory change that length-
ens the timeframe for setting the interim inpatient reimbursement rate for
hospitals.

In 1979, JLARC reported that a more systematic method of selection should be
empioyed for hospital field audits. Such a method has not been implemented in part
because of the common audit agreement between Medicare and Medicaid established by
the U.S. Secretary of Health and Human Services. Virginia’s common audit agreement
with Blue Cross/Blue Shield has been in place since 1982. However, DMAS still has the
authority to expand the number and scope of these audits and should do so.
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i dits gre Limited in Numbe [ Scope. According to DMAS
staff, {)MAS has conducted only two ﬁe}d audits of hoapltala since 1982. One DMAS field
audit was of an out-of-state hospital in 1990 while the other has just been initiated. One
result of not conducting more field audits ig that DMAS may not have a true picture of
reported allowable operating costs for all hospitals. Current audits of hospital cost
reports focus on pass-through costs and not operating costs. As the State considers
hospital reimbursement reform, an accurate picture of hospital operating costs will be
important.

Another result of the lack of Medicaid-specific fields audits is that hospitals with
large Medicaid utilization may not be regularly audited. This occurs despite the
possibility that audit adjustments may have a proportionately large impact on hospital
reimbursement. For example:

According to BC/BS information provided to JLARC, three of the top
five Virginia hospitals in terms of Medicaid inpatient utilization were
not Medicare-certified or auditable in FY 1991. This means that the
BC/BS Intermediary could not field audit them. According to DMAS
cost settlement information, these three hospitals were reimbursed
£10.9 million in FY 1990.

BC/BS cites Medicare utilization as one of the primary criteria for
selecting a hospital for field audit. In FY 1991, 30 hospitals were
selected for field audit by BC /| BS. Only five hospitals that ranked in the
top 30 in terms of Medicaid utilization were field audited by BC/BS in
FY 1991.

DMAS appears to have had some concerns about the field audit process in the
mid-1980s. In 1987, an independent consultant evaluated hospital field audit alterna-
tives for DMAS. The four suggested alternatives were as follows:

* Alternative 1: Maintain the status quo which was to continue the desk audit
of all cost reports and to continue the common audit agreement with BC/BS.

* Alternative 2: Conduct field audits using DMAS audit staff or by contracting
with independent audit firms.

* Alternative 3: Contract with BC/BS to perform audits of specific areas of
Medicaid cost reports.

¢ Alternative 4: Coordinate audits with other State agencies.
DMAS decided to continue the status quo, Alternative 1, at that time. However,

since that time, DMAS has considered conducting additional hospital field audits. Asof
September 3,.1992, DMAS staff stated that one Medicaid-specific field audit had been
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initiated. DMAS staff stated during interviews that, historically, additional audits have
not been conducted because their cost was more than the anticipated benefit. In addition,
DMAS staff time has been devoted to responding to the Virginia Hospital Association
lawsuit.

JLARC staff analysis indicates potential for significant cost savings from
Medicaid field audits. Five of the 48 hospital cost reports reviewed by JLARC staff had
been field audited by BC/BS. These field audits resulted in approximately $300,000 in
additional Medicaid cost savings (Table 5).

Table 5

Medicaid Cost Savings from Selected Hospital Field Audits

Total Rﬁimbursement Total Reimbursement
1. $ 607575 $ 606,946 $ 629
2. 807,081 904,609 2,472
3. 1,126,997 1,112,794 14,203
4. 7,603,580 7,410,029 193,551
5. 9,875,594 9,786,590 89,004

Total Savings $299,859

Souree: JLARC file review of hospital cost reports, April 1982,

A field audit may not necessarily lower a hospital’s per diem payment below its
peer group ceiling. However, additional field audits could also provide the State with a
truer picture of operating costs in hospitals. As the State considers reimbursement
reform, DMAS staff’ may have to estimate the costs of alternative reimbursement
systems. In conducting such analyses, it will be important to have accurate data on the
hospitals’ reported costs. Additional auditing could help to ensure that such accurate
information is available.

’ ] dits. According to BC/BS, a field audit of
a hespltal the size of Medlcal Coliege of Vlrgmla Hospitals (MCVH) takes between 300
to 350 audit hours on average to complete. Audit hours can vary depending on the scope
of the audit. The hourly cost of a field audit is approximately $45, plus travel and lodging.
Therefore, an audit of a hospital the size of MCVH would cost approximately $15,000,
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plus travel and lodging. A Medicare field audit of a similarly-sized hospital completed
in FY 1992 resulted in more than $193,000 in Medicaid cost savings.

According to DMAS, the cost of DMAS audit staff conducting field audits is
approximately $42 per hour. DMAS also currently contracts with private accounting
firms to conduct nursing home field audits. These firms could also conduct hospital field
audits. These firms vary their hourly charges based on the time of the year and staff
involved in the audit.

Recommendation (15). Prior to preparing the FY 1995 budget, the
Department of Medical Assistance Services should complete an analysis outlin-
ing the costs and methodology for conducting additional field audits of hospi-
tal cost reports. This analysis should include an assessment of the costs and
benefits of conducting these audits using DMAS staff, Medicare Intermediary
staff, other contractors, or a combination of these sources.

lmprovements to CSA Record Keeping Are Needed

As part of this study, JLARC staff reviewed cost settlement files and automated
records for analysis. JLARC staff reviewed 48 cost settlement files for FY 1988 through
FY 1991. These files, particularly those for years before FY 1990, were not consistently
organized or complete. For example:

Information collected during JLARC field reviews was compared to the
Division of Cost Settlement and Audit’s historical database for hospital
costs and charges. This comparison found that DMAS staffdid not use
the same cost report information from year to year to develop the
database.

For one hospital, F'Y 1990 totul outpatient services cost was taken from
the “outpatient subtotal” category on the cost report. For FY 19889, the
cost report category “outpatient ancillary services” was used for total
outpatient services cost. Neither category accurately reflected the total
outpatient reimbursement from the cost report.

* * *

JLARC staff questioned DMAS staff about cost report information for
17 hospitals from the database because the information appeared
inaccurate. For all 17 hospitals, corrections to the cost data were
necessary. In some cases, the corrections were necessary because
revisions had been made to the cost report since the database was
established. DMAS staff stated that the database only captures one
point in time and is not routinely updated to accurately reflect current
CSA data. However, DMAS staff also stated that this database was the
best source of detailed hospital charge and cost information.
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In both FY 1990 and FY 1991, the Auditor of Public Accounts cited DMAS for
the lack of CSA documentation in its annual financial audits. Further, the DMAS
Internal AuditorinaJanuary 1991 report stated that 67 percent of the sample cost report
filea reviewed by his staff did not contain documentation on how the cost settlement rate
was derived.

Recommendation (16). The Department of Medical Assistance Services
should develop policies and procedures for automated cost settlement and
audit record keeping. Included in these policies and procedures should be
guidelines for updating the data as the process proceeds and for appropriate
uses of the data,
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VIi. Services, Co-Payments, and
Utilization Review

Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 180 (1991) directed JLARC to assess the cost
savings and health policy implications of limiting the scope or duration of optional
services or adjusting recipients’ contributions to care. It also directed JLARC to
determine the effectiveness of current utilization review procedures in controlling costs
and toexplore additional options. Thischapter addresses these issues within the hospital
getting,

As mentioned earlier in Chapter II, one way to control Medicaid hospital
spending is by controlling the use of hospital services. Therefore, the State has tried to
control costs by only offering optional services with limited fiscal impact; by hmiting the
amount, duration, and scope of hospital services; by requiring Medicaid recipients to
share in the cost of hospital services; and by conducting utilization review of hospital
gervices.

Compared to other states, the Virginia Medicaid program offers few optional
hospital services and places strict limits on other hospital services. In addition, Virginia
Medicaid’s co-payment policy is one of the most demanding in the nation. Therefore,
there ig little room for additional cost containment through limiting services and
adjusting co-payments without creating health policy implications that require thought-
ful evaluation.

In order to help health policy decision-makers understand the impact of these
limits, standard assessment ¢riteria such as legislative intent should be used toexamine
any future limit before it is imposed. Further, the General Assembly should be involved
in this decision-making process because of the potential impacts of any further limits.

Other than restricting actual services and their delivery, a powerful tool for
controlling the cost of hospital services is utilization review. JLARC staff analysis
indicates that Virginia Medicaid’s existing utilization review program has achieved
substantial cost avoidances for inpatient hospital services.

The utilization review program could be expanded to include more in-depth
utilization review of hospital outpatient services, as well as targeted use of prospective
atilization review. DMAS should also explore the potential of incorporating analysis of
provider practice patterns into its utilization review activities. Finally, if Virginia does
adopt payment reforms for Medicaid hospital services, it will be important to reassess
Medicaid utilization review strategies to ensure that they are compatible with reim-
bursement changes.
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HOSPITAL SERVICE LIMITATIONS AND CO-PAYMENTS

In order to assess the implications of restricting optional services, other hospital
services, and co-payments, JLARC staff developed a standardized list of questions that
addressed various aspects of State health policy and federal Medicaid requirements.
These questions are as follows:

* Does the limit violate federal laws or regulations?

* Does the limit viclate State laws?

» Does the limit contradict State policy?

s Does the limit contradict legisiative intent?

¢ Is there an impact on other indigent care programs?

» Are there Medicaid cost savings?

* Ig there a recipient impact?

s {5 there a provider impact?

* Ig there an administrative impact?

e Ig there adequate data by which to accurately assess the impact of the
limitation?

¢ I the service widely available?
s How does the imit compare to that of other states?

After answering these questions for the optional hospital services that Virginia Medicaid
covers, only one — inpatient hospital services for State mental institution patients at
least 65 years old — appeared to have the potential for further containing costs (Exhibit
3).

Virginia Medicaid also imposes a number of limitations on the amount, dura-
tion, and scope of hospital services. For example, hospitals are only reimbursed for the
first 21 days of an adult inpatient’s stay. Lowering the 21-day length of stay for adult
inpatients has the potential for creating additional cost savings for Virginia Medicaid.
However, as shown in Exhibit 3, when assessed using the standardized questions, this
reduction could result in serious health policy implications.

Virginia Medicaid recipients are also currently required to pay hospitals a $100
co-payment for inpatient hospital services. This co-payment, which was implemented in
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10.

11.

12.

Exhibit 3

Assessment of Health Policy Implications of
Further Limits on Hospital Services

Eliminate
Limit Adult Increase Coverage of
Inpatient Co-Payment Mental Patients
: Stay to Less for Inpatient 65 or Older in
Health Policy Question Than 21 Days Stay State Institution
Does limit violate federal No Potential No
laws or regulations?
Does the limit violate State No No No
laws?
Does the limit contradict No No No
State policy?
Does the limit contradict ? ? ?
legislative intent?
Is there an impact on other Yes ? No
indigent care programs?
Are there Medicaid cost Yes Yes Limited
savings?
Is there a recipient impact? ? Yes ?
Is there a provider impact? Yes Yes Yes
Is there an administrative ? No No
impact?
Is there adeguate data by No No Yes
which to accurately assess
the impact?
Is the service widely ? ? ?
available?
How does the limit compare Restrictive Restrictive Same

to that of other states?

Source: JLARC staff analysis.
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July of 1992, should result in substantial cost savings for the State. However, it also has
implications for recipients for whom the co-payment is a significant portion of monthly
income, ag well ag providers who have difficulty eollecting the co-payment,

Acgording to the U.S. Health Care Financing Administration, there are three
optional inpatient hoapital services that states can choose o include in their Medicaid
programs. These services are:

= inpatient hospital services for patients 85 or older in State mental institu-
tiong,

* gmergency hospital services at non-Medicaid enrolled hospitals, and
¢ inpatient psychiatric services for children under gpe 21,

The State includes inpatient hospital services for patients 65 or older in State
mental institutions and emergency hospital services in non-enrolled hospitals in ite
Medicaid program coverage. Because all Virginia hospitals are enrolled in the Medicaid
program, coverage of emergency services at non-participating hospitals is not an issue,

Ineluding inpatient hospital services for patients 65 or older in State mental
ingtitutions has both a fizcs] and healith policy impact. Coverage of this optional service
cogt the Medicaid program approximately $125,000 for 40 recipients in fiscal year (FY)
1991 (Table 8). If the State chose to discontinue this optional service, this money could
be saved. However, hospitals may have to assume the cost of providing services to this
group because they would not be covered by any other State health care program,
aceording to the Department of Medical Aseisiance Services (DMAS),

Tabie &

Medicaid Inpatient Hospital Expenditures for
Patients 65 or Older in Institutions for Mental Diseases
FY 1980 and FY 1991

Maximum Numbsr

noitures
1954 & 75,706 63
1991 $124 762 44

Source: JLARC steff analysie ol E}epﬁrﬁmém of Medical Assintancs Bervicos claims date, April 20, 1992,




Legislative intent concerning the inclusion of this optional service has not been
explicitly stated. However, legislative intent regarding other services to institutional-
ized citizens has been to use Medicaid funding to support them.

In addition to a state choosing to cover any of the three optional inpatient
services described previgusly, federal law allows a state to place limits on the amount,
duration, and scope of hospital services. These limits, which can help to contain conts,
are allowed as long as they are based on criteria such as medical necessity or utilization
control procedures. For example, Virginia Medicaid does not reimburse hospitals for
acupuncture services provided to Medicaid recipients because its medical necessity has
not been definitely determined. The current limits on inpatient and outpatient services
in Virginia are listed in Exhibit 4.

77 et 8 Lir Are g , i 4 £ o tes VII‘W&
Medicaid’s }umts on hospita} services are relatwely restncnve when compared to those
of most other states. Appendix I includes a complete comparigon of Virginia’'s hospital
service limitations to those found in other states. Many states impose limits on hospital
gervices that are similar to Virginia's, but the State’s limits are stricter or more
encompassing. For example:

Thirty-three other states” Medicaid programs reimburse hospitals for
bone marrow transplants. Virginia does not.

* * *

Virginia limils inpatient lengths of stay to 21 days. Eight other states
have ¢ similar limit, five have a less restrictive limit, and 36 states do
not impose any limit.

During this review, the current 21-day length of stay limit raised the most
concerns, Staff at nine of the ten site visit hospitals expressed strong concerns that this -
limit was too short; however, DMAS has recommended several times since 1982 that this
limit be further reduced te 14 days.

tions. Further reducmg the Ziwﬁay iength Of stay lxmlt on adult mpat,:,ent hesg}mai stay
has significant cost savings potential for Virginia Medicaid. DMAS projected in 1988 that
the biennial general fund savings would be approximately $9.8 million if the length of
stay limit was lowered to 14 days. DMAS also estimated that 93 percent of inpatient stays
would stili be reimbursed under this new limit.

Although Medicaid recipients technically become responsible for payment afier
the 21 days, hospitals typically absorb this cost. For example, in FY 1891, 147 Medicaid
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Exhibit 4

Limits on the Amount, Duration, and Scope of Hospital
Services by the Virginia Medicaid Program

» 21-day length of stay within a 60-day period for adults

* No aleohol and drug rehabilitation

* One pre-operative day unless more are medically justified

* No Friday or Saturday admissions unless medically justified

* Certain procedures, such as knee arthroscopy, have to be performed
in the outpatient setting

* Semi-private room

* Pgychiatric services limited to 26 sessions

* Only cornea and kidney transplants; require prior authorization

e Ahortions limited to life-threatening situations

¢ No hysterectomies for sterilization purposes only

* Sterilizations for male adults only

* Prior authorization of elective procedures

* No routine physicals and immunizations except for EPSDT¥ patients
* No cosmetic surgery

* No experimental procedures

* No acupuncture

*EPSDT — early and periodic screening, diagnostic, and treatment

Source: State Plan Under Title XEX of the Social Security Act for Medical Assistance Services; Virginia Medicaid
Program Hospital Manual; Virginia Medicaid Program Physician Manual; DMAS Memorandam, March
29, 1991; and interviews with DMAS staff, April - July 1992,
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recipients in eight of the site visit hospitals exceeded the 21-day length of stay. This
resulted in a total of 1,044 uncovered days. Hospital administrators reported that none
of the recipients paid for these daye of care. Using FY 1990 per diem payment rates,
JLARC staff estimnate that the non-reimbursement of these days cost the eight hospitals
approximately $340,000 in Medicaid revenue. Therefors, further limiting reimbursable
days to 14 would have an even greater financial impact on providers.

A further limit could also have implications for recipient access to care. Under
the current limit, after 21 days, hospitals have a financial incentive to discharge Medicaid
patients in the absence of another source of payment. Hypothetically, these discharges
could oceur before the patient is medically ready. If a further limitation was imple-
mented, & more serious threat to access could occur if hospitals began discouraging
phyeicians from admitting Medicaid recipients or withdrew from the program altogether.

Another coneern is that Medicaid savings from length-of-stay limitations could
be offset by expenditure increages for other State indigent care programs. For example,
days not covered by Medicaid might be covered by the Indigent Care Trust Fund or
indigent care appropriations to the State teaching hospitals. The extent to which this
may be cccurring will be examined in a separate JLARC report, depending on the
availability of data for these programs,

A final concern is that DMAS does not appear to have had complete information
with which to fully assess the impact of the 21-day limitation. Until recently, DMAS has
not required hospitals to provide information on the days of inpatient care beyond the 21
days. Therefore, DMAS staff's 1988 estimate that 93 percent of inpatient days would be
covered even if the limit was lowered to 14 days is not based on complete information.
Ratheritis based on hospital stays that are 21 days orless. Information on the full length
of stay, including days beyond the 21st day, would be required to assess the full impact
of imposing further limits on'inpatient length of stay.

The Code of Federal Reguloiions allows states to impose co-payments on
Medicaid recipients for hospital services. The amount of the co-payment cannot be in
excess of fifty percent of the provider payment for the first day of care. Co-payments
cannot be required for emergency services. Federal regulations also prohibit co-
paymeuts from being collected from pregnant women or children. Virginia Medicaid’s
current $100 inpatient co-payment and $2 outpatient co-payment requirements are in
compliance with these regulations.

The $100 inpatient co-payment, which was implemented at the beginning of FY
1983, will result in cost savings for the State. If'the co-payment had been required in FY
1891, it would have resulted in approximately $9.1 million in savings for Virginia
Medicaid. This co-pavment would have been required of the 91,000 Medicaid recipients
who were discharged from hospitals in FY 1991.
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Prior to the beginning of F'Y 1993 when the $100 co-payment for inpatient
services went into effect, inpatient co-payments were $30 for each admission and only
applied to medically needy Medicaid recipients. (Medically needy recipients are those
that are eligible for Medicaid services but have excess countable income.) The $30 co-
payment was comparable to those of other states. However, the $100 co-payment, which
was mandated in the 1992 Appropriation Act, is higher than that imposed by 12 other
states for which information could be obtained (Appendix I). Furthermore, this co-
payment is required of both medically needy and categorically needy recipients,

One hundred dollars is a sizable portion of gome Medicaid recipients’ monthly
income (Figure 24). For example, according to a May 1991 DMAS overview of Medicaid
eligibility, $100is 39 percent of the maximum allowzable monthly income limit for a family

Figure 24

Co-Payment as a Percentage of the
Monthly Income Limits for Medicaid Enrollees*

KEY| ~ CoPayment 1| Qualified Medicare Beneficlary

'“W“"Rm*"l"ﬂ L

Aid to Dependent Chlidren: Aid to Depandent Chlidren:
Medically Neody Categorically Needy

Supplemental Security Income: Supplemental Security Income:
Madically Neody Categorically Neody

*Example provided is for a family of two living in the City of Richmond.
Source: JLARC staff analysix of Medicaid Eligibility Overview, May 16, 1991, DMAS.
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of two living in the city of Richmond receiving Medicaid because they qualify for Aid to
Dependent Children., Therefore, if sctually collected, the co-payment can have a
significant financial impact on Medicaid recipients.

On the other hand, the $100 co-payment may be & logs in revenue for the
hospitals because staff from all the site visit hospitals expressed concerns about being
able to collect it from Medicaid recipients. Eight site visit hospital finance directors
reported that in FY 1991 the hospitals collected on average less than one percent of the
$30 inpatient co-payment. In FY 1891, the Medical College of Virginia Hospitals
collected $250,000 of the $4 million in co-payments it was owed.

The existing $100 co-payment has the potential for having a significant impact
on recipients and providers. An increase in the co-payment amount would exacerbate
this impact, Furthermore, a substantial increase in the co-payment amount could be in
viclation of federal regulations. Federal regulations require that the amount of the co-
payment cannot be in excess of 50 percent of the first day of care. According to DMAS
gtaff, the lowest per diem rate paid to an acute care hospital in FY 1891 was $279.07,
meaning that a co-payment could not have exceeded $139 during that year.

In conclusion, as the previous examples indicate, hospital service limitations
have resulted in modest coverage by the Medicaid program. When consideration is being
given to imposing additional limits, all of the health policy implications of imposing the
limit should be assessed. The questions shown in Exhibit 3 are a starting point for this
assessment. Further, because additional limitations could have significant healih policy
implications which may extend beyond Virginia Medicaid, the General Assembly should
be involved in this decision-making process. Therefore, the information that results from
this standard assessment should be provided to the General Assembly so that the
complete impact can be considered.

Recommendation (17}, The Department of Medical Assistance Services
should ensure that both the executive and legislative entities involved in
health policy decision making are involved in any future proposals for service
or co-payment policy changes. In addition, DMAS should address eack of the
following issues in its proposals to the General Asgembly for changes in service
or co-payment policies: (1) consistency with federal laws and regulations, (2)
consistency with State Inws and policies, (3) consistency with State legislative
intent, (4) fiscal impact on Medicaid and other indigent care programs, (5}
recipient impact, (6) provider impact, (7) administrative impact, (8} adequacy
of data with which to assess the impact of the policy proposal, (9) the availabil.
ity of the service within the State (in the case of service changes), and (10}
policies of other states.
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HOSPITAL UTILIZATION REVIEW

As cost containment has become more important to both hospitals and Virginia
Medicaid, utilization review of hospital services has assumed a prominent role. Third
party payors and hospitals use utilization review to determine which services are being
provided to what patients, whether the services were necessary, and if the hospital
should discontinue or change the service. For Virginia Medicaid, hospital utilization
review of inpatient services has resulted in substaniial cost avoidances and has served
as an educational tool. While the current Medicaid hospital utilization review program
can be considered effective in controlling costs, there are additional options that should
be considered.

Utilization review involves examining of each patient’s medical record from an
inpatient hospital stay and comparing it to established criteria. The comparison
determines whether the entire stay was necessary. Utilization review is conducted by
hospital staff, DMAS staff, and other third party payors.

Hospital utilization review can occur at three points in a patient’s stay. First,
the patient’s admission to the hospital can be reviewed prior to the actual admission
{prospective review or pre-certification). Second, the patient’s care can be monitored
throughout the stay {concurrent review) or third, the patients’s care and the medical
necessity of that eare can be reviewed after the patient has been discharged (retrogpective
review).

Cu LS Acfivities, Since 1982, the Virginia Medicaid hospital utiliza-
tion review pregram has mciuded both concurrent and retrospective reviews of inpatient
hospital services, DMAS delegates concurrent review responsibilities to the hospitals,
while DMAS staff complete the retrospective reviews. Retrospective review has two
components. One includes the review of hospital claims and the medical necessity of the
services provided prior to their payment. The other is a computerizeéd comparison of a
hospital’s claims against those of similar hogpitals. (The computerized comparison of
hospitals is conducted as part of a larger DMAS program compliance program. The
effectiveness of this program will be reviewed as part of a separate JLARC report on the
management of the Medicaid program.)

Through the retrospective review of hospital claims prior to payment, DMAS
has achieved gignificant cost aveidance {Table 7). For FY 1987 through FY 1991, DMAS
reported that approximately $43 million in costs were avoided. In addition, utilization
review serves as an educational tool. For example:

A hospital submits a claim to be reimbursed for a hysterectomy. When
the DMAS utilization review analyst reviews the claim, it does not
include the specialty forms that are required by DMAS. The DMAS
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Table 7

Cost Avoidances Attributed to
DMAS Hospital Utilization Review Activities

Number of Number of
Davs Reviewed Days Depied
1887 193,632 19,9556 $7,299,718
1988 229 247 19,991 8,094,256
1989 244,319 20,216 8,807,823
1590 248,858 26,503 9,628,745
1991 299,815 15,716 9,124 608
Total 1,145,971 102,381 $42,955,150

Bource: DMAS Hospital Annual Statistics, April 8, 1992,

utilization review analyst contacts the hospital and requests the forms.
In the future, the hospital will know that the forms need to be completed
for the claim to be processed.

A site visit hospital’s utilization review plan states that “quality health
care is the knowledge and skill of its practitioners. The primary goal of
the review of health care....is to identify less than optimal knowledge
and skill, so that the gaps zdenttﬁed may be mrrowed or eliminated by
directed educational programs.”

Further, the average length of stay for Medicaid recipients has also declined
since 1982. As shown in Figure 25, the average length of stay for a Medicaid recipient
in 1982 was 6.44 days while in 1990 it was 5.46 days. Although the decline in the length
of stay cannot be totally attributed to utilization review, the program has helped iolower
lengths of stay and therefore to contain costs. It is also important to note that Medicaid
recipients’ lengths of stay have been consistently lower than that of all hospital patients
gince 1983.

tole lization Review in I wled. Medicaid is not the
only pﬁyar cf hc)spltal services that reqmres utlhzatlen review. Most, if not all, third
party payors require utilization review. For example, Blue Cross/Blue Shield for many
of its ingurance programs requires pre-certification of hogpital stays. Some payors have
their own stafflocated in the hospitals to conduct the utilization review while others, like
Medicaid, rely on the hospital staff to conduct the concurrent review.
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Figure 25

Inpatient Average Length of
Stay, 1982 - 1990

All Hospital Patients

£
]

Medicaid Patients

Number of Days
- 2]

___________________________________________________

1982 1943 1684 1885 1586 1987 1988 1989 1990

Source: JLARC staff analysis of DMAS and Department of Health data,

The ten site visit hospitals, the Medical College of Virginia Hospitals, and the
University of Virginia Medical Center all agreed that the primary purpose of utilization
review was to ensure that patients were treated appropriately in the least amount of
time. The majority of the site visit hospitals include all patients in their utilization
review programs even though not required to do so.

Similarly, almost all of the site visit hospitals have expanded the role of
utilization review. The hospitals administrators stated that they have incorporated their
utilization review programs into their overall quality assurance programs. The result
has been that the efficiency and effectiveness of the care received by patients is being
evaluated simultaneously. As hospital administrators explained:

Utilization review is very much a part of quality management but we
don’t just use utilization review to solve problems. Utilization review
has become a patient advocate....Overutilization is not the focus but
rather underutilization of services where a medical problem could have
been prevented.

One hospitalis currently conducting a cost-benefit analysis of inpatient
length of stay versus home health care. Using information collected
through utilization review, the hospital is determining whether allow-
ing a patient to leave the hospital earlier by providing antibiotic
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treatment and home health services is efficient and if it has a negative
impact on the patient that requires a return visit to the hospital,

i * *

Another hospital recently completed a study of dilation and curettages
(D&C) aund hysterectomies. The study found that 94 percent of the D&C
are followed almost immediately by hysterectomies. The hospital
conciuded that the D&C should not be performed because they were
highly cost ineffective — with a total cost of more than $1,100 per
procedure,

While the current utilization review activities of Virginia Medicaid have
resulted in cost avoidances, there are indications that overutilization of services contin-
ues to be a problem. As explained in Chapter II1, it has been estimated that nationally,
approximately ten to 20 percent of hospital admissions may be inappropriate. This
overutilization ig a factor in hospital cost inflation.

There are several options which DMAS might pursue to expand its uiilization
review activities, including prospective utilization review of inpatient services, expanded
utilization review of outpatient services, and closer monitoring of provider practice
patterns. In addition, if significant reimbursement reforms are implemented, DMAS
should reexamine its utilization review strategies to ensure that they are logically linked
to reimbursement methods.

fiue % ’ red. According to industry
trends and literature in the ﬁeld prﬂspectlve utlhzatmn review of hospital services can
be cost-effective. Prospective utilization review typically involves pre-authorization of
the hospital stay by a third-party payor. One advantage of prospective utilization review
cited in the literature is that decisions concerning justifiable admissions are made in
advance, limiting liability for disallowed cases. Another advantage is that prospective
utilization review can ensure that only patients requiring a hospital level of care are
admitted. Once a patient is admitted to the hospital at least part of the stay typically can
be justified as medically necessary by hospital staff.

Dwuring interviews with the ten site visit hospital administrators, they were
asked about alternative methods of utilization review. The administrators indicated that
there would be advantages and disadvantages of conducting prospective utilization
review. The advantages cited included (1) hospitals would know in advance whether the
hospital stays would be reimbursed by Virginia Medicaid and (2) this type of utilization
review would provide opportunities for additional cost containment. Disadvantages
mentioned included the difficulty of administration, shifting more of the cost burden to
the hospitals, and a limitation of access if providers left the program because of the
additional requirements.




The Medicare hospital utilization review program adopted pre-certification in
1990. The program was piloted for two years. According tothe Medical Society of Virginia
Review QOrganization, this program had a significant educational iropact on providers,
and length of stays did decrease during the pilot period. Future evaluations will be
conducted to determine if length of stays continue to decrease.

In addition, 20 states have moved {6 prospective utilization review for Medicaid
hospital services by requiring pre-certification of an inpatient hospital stay. These states
use the pre-certification as an alternative to limiting the length of a hospital stay to a
certain number of days. Prospective utilization review can be implemented in a variety
of ways. For example, Colorado has limited prospective utilization review to specified
procedures while many other states have implemented phone-in pre-admission review
or have contracted the activity.

For Virginia Medicaid, DMAS has already implemented pre-admission screen-
ing for nursing homes. DMAS has reported that this activity avoided more than $56
million in costs in FY 1987 through FY 1991, Further, pre-certification of hospital stays
for two long-stay, acute care hospitals was also implemented in 1991, DMAS estimated
annual general fund savings from this pre-certification activity at more than $1.6 million

per year.

Prospective utilization review could provide DMAS with an additional tool for
controlling the uililization of Medicaid-financed hospital services. When used in coordi-
nation with concurrent and retrospective review, it would give DMAS the capability to
conirol the services it pays for before, during, and afier the admission. Prospective
utilization review need not necessarily be implemented for all hospitals. DMAS could
target prospective utilization review toward those hospitals where prospective utiliza-
tion review would be cost-effective.

Recommendation (18}, The Department of Medical Assistance Services
should study the feasibility of implementing prospective utilization review in
coordination with its current utilization review activities,

[5 ae o

Beneficial. DMAS currently conducts limited review of outpatient hospital services.
Those services that are currently reviewed include emergency room services at selected
hospitals and rehabilitative therapies within rehabilitation hospitals. In 1990, DMAS
staff began conducting utilization review of rehabilitation services, but implementation
of the activity is not complete. Further, the current examination of emergency services

is applied to only a few hospitals each fiscal year (17 in FY 1892).

Ui

It appears that Virginia hospitals are alsojust beginning to focus their attention
on review of sutpatient services. Staff from five of the ten site visit hospitalsreported that
they conducted some retrospective review of sutpatient services.

Other third-party payors are also conducting utilization review of some cutpa-
tient services. For example, Blue Cross/Blue Shield’s Keycare program requires that
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outpatient surgery be pre-authorized. This requirement is similar to that required for
inpatient hospital stays.

Medicare alsoconducts utilization review of 1,400 outpatient procedures as part
of its hospital program. The review is retrospective, meaning that it occurs after the
procedure has been completed. Medicare is also implementing analysis of provider
practice patterns in each state. The Medical Society of Virginia Review Organization will
be using these analyses to identify providers who overutilize outpatient procedures.

Implementation of a similar utilization review program by DMAS for Virginia
Medicaid could provide similar benefits. Agshown in Table 8, the top ten most frequently
used outpatient procedures are for the most part broad in scope. One outpatient
procedure — diagnostic interview, consultation, and evaluation — accounted for almost
gixty percent of all outpatient reimbursement in FY 1991 according to DMAS staff. This
procedure can include many different types of patient interactions with physicians.
Utilization review of these services could provide DMAS staff with an opportunity to
learn more about what activities comprise this procedure.

The potential of outpatient utilization review has been recognized by the U.S.
Prospective Payment Assessment Commission (ProPAC). In its reviews of outpatient

Table 8
Top Ten Most Frequently Used Outpatient Procedures
Fiscal Year 1991

Number of Total
Diagnostic interview, consultation and evaluation 469,579 $49,332,103
Diagnostic interview and evaluation 13,672 943,808
Interview and evaluation, described as comprehensive 10,403 980,581
X-ray, other and unspecified 2,553 356 968
Interview and evaluation described as brief 6,273 347,312
Consultation, not otherwise specified 5,135 294 838
Suture of skin 2,133 297 401
General physical examination 1,997 178,566
Interview and consultation, described as brief 1,922 171,979
Other 1,697 59,306

Source: JLARC staff analysis of DMAS claims history files, April 27, 1992,
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services and reimbursement, ProPAC identified that there is a lack of adequate informa-
tion to evaluate the appropriateness and need for outpatient hospital gervices. In their
March 1992 report to Congress, they recommended that utilization review of outpatient
services be strengthened.

Recommendation (19). The Department of Medical Assistance Services
should increase its utilization review of outpatient hospital services.

Kie ' g Be An e, As discussed earlier, hospitals
have begun to coorcimate thelr utlhzatlon review and quality assurance programs o
determine the most cost-effective modes of treatment for different diagnoses. DMAS
could also use patient-level data to monitor provider practices as part of its utilization
review activities. For example, DMAS could use patient-level data to monitor Medicaid
provider practices for new procedures, high cost procedures, or procedures that may be
abused. This type of information could be used to identify and educate Medicaid
providers about both overutilization and underutilization of services.

A patient level database as promoted by the Joint Commission on Health Care
would allow ongoing analysis of provider practice patterns. This information could be
used to help identify those hospitals and physicians for which overutilization may be a
problem. A particular benefit of statewide patient level data is that treatments and
outcomes for Medicaid patients could be compared to those for other types of patients.
Thus, as recommended in Chapter 111, it is important that any patient-level database
which is developed in Virginia is designed to allow analysis of hospital and physician
practice patterns.

nt Reform. Medicaid utilization
review strategles should be compatlble w1th the mcemtwes created by reimbursement
policy. For example, states which reimburse hospitals on a prospective per diem basis
(such as Virginia) may wish toemphasize concurrent and retrospective utilization review
because per diem payment may give hospitals a financial incentive to maximize lengths
of stay. On the other hand, states which reimburse hospitals on a prospective per-
admission basis (such as DRG-based systems) may consider de-emphasizing concurrent
utilization review because the method of payment already gives hospitals financial
incentives to minimize lengths of stay.

If Virginia modifies Medicaid payment methods, DMAS’s utilization review
strategies may also need to be revised so that they are compatible with whatever financial
incentives may be created by the new payment system. This principle applies to both
inpatient and outpatient hospital care.

Recommendation (20). If Virginia decides to modify Medicaid reim-
bursement methods, the Department of Medical Assistance Services should
evaluate its utilization review strategies to ensure that they continue to be
compatible with the incentives created by the inpatient and outpatient reim-
bursement systems.
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Appendix A

Study Mandate
Senate Joint Resolution No. 180

Requesting the Joint Legislative Audit and review Commission to study the
Commonwealth’s Medicaid program and the indigent care appropriations to the
state teaching hospitals and the Medical College of Hampton Roads.

Agreed to by the Senate, February 19, 1991
Agreed to by the House of Delegates, February 15, 1991

WHEREAS, a goal of the Commissgion on Health Care for All Virginians is to provide
access to basic health care for all Virginians; and

WHEREAS, approximately 330,000 persons in Virginia are eligible for the Medicaid
program, but an estimated 300,000 additional Virginians in poverty have no health
insurance; and

WHEREAS, the number of Virginians eligible for Medicaid has increased by only 10
percent during the last 10 years, but Medicaid expenditures in Virginia have tripled
during that period; and

WHEREAS, costs in the 1990-92 biennium are expected to be more than 40 percent
greater than the costs in the 1988-90 biennium; and

WHEREAS, the Medicaid program now represents about 12 percent of the
Commonwealth’s general fund budget, with an estimated $1.4 billion (general fund) cost
for the 1990-9% biennium; and

WHEREAS, Medicaid costs will continue to escalate at a rapid rate as inflation in
health care costs far surpasses other goods and services; and new federal mandates are
likely to continue a8 Congress expands health insurance for the elderly, disabled, and
poor through Medicare and Medicaid; and

WHEREAS, federal mandates establish the core of the Medicaid program, but
states can partially shape the benefite and costs through policy adjustments in reim-
bursement rates for service providers; services offered to recipients; utilization review to
ensure appropriate care; and eligibility for groups of persons, and to some extent, how
much recipients pay for thezr own care; and

WHEREAS, University of Virginia Medical Center, Medical College of Virginia
Hospitals, and the Medical College of Hampton Roads provide a significant amount of
care to low-income persons and receive state support for this care through Medicaid and
direct general fund appropriations; now therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the Senate, the House of Delegates concurring, That the Joint
Legislative Audit and Review Commission be requested to study the Virginia Medicaid
program and the indigent care appropriations to the state teaching hospitals and the
Medical College of Hampton Roads.

The study shall include, but not be limited to:

1. Assessment of the cost savings and health policy implications of limiting the scope
or duration of optional services, or adjusting recipients’ contributions to their care;
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2. Examination of the interpretation of federal requirements to determine if they
have been implemented in the most effective and least costly manner;

3. Determination of the effectiveness of current utilization review procedures in
controlling costs and exploration of additional options;

4. Evaluation of reimbursement methods to determine if they adequately encour-
age cost effective delivery of services;

5. Determination of the sufficiency of reimbursement rates to provide quality care
at the lowest required cost;

6. Review of budget and forecasting methods to ensure that they adequately
identify and project the cost of policy changes, service utilization, and new mandates;

7. Determination of how the legislative branch could increase its capacity to more
closely monitor Medicaid forecasts and expenditures;

8. Exploration of the costs of alternative administrative methods for implementing
program requirements and options;

9. Examination of the relationship with other State programs to pmmote optimal
utilization of State funds;

10. Identification of options for using Medicaid funds for services currently sup-
ported with general funds; and

11. Review of eligibility, scope of services, and reimbursement rates for indigent care
at University of Virginia Medical Center, Medical College of Virginia Hospitals, and the
Medical College of Hampton Roads, and a determination of the appmpnateness of
geperal fund and Medicaid allocation methodologies.

All agencies of the Commonwealth shall provide assistance upon request to the
study as appropriate.

The Joint Legiglative Audit and Review Commission shall complete ite work in time
to submit its findings and recommendations to the Governor and to the 1993 Session of
the General Assembly, and shall provide interim reports to the Commission on Health
Care for All Virginians and to the 1992 Session of the General Assembly and at other
times as appropriate, using the procedures of the Divigion of Legislative Automated
Systems for the processing of legislative documents.
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Appendix B
Hospitals Visited During Site Visits
Aspartof ﬁhe JLARC review of the Medicaid program in Virginia hospitals, the
following acute care hospitals were visited:
| ¢ Community Memorial Healthcenter
¢ Franklin Memorial Hospital

» HCA Lewis Gale Hospital, Incorporated

¢ Loudoun Memorial Hospital

* Medical College of Virginia Hospitals
* Metropolitan Hospital

s Page Memorial Hospital, Incorporated
* Prince William Hospital Corporation

* Riverside Middle Peninsula

* Sentara Norfolk General

» University of Virginia Medical Center

* Winchester Medical Center, Incorporated
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Appendix C

Glossary

This glossary was compiled from a variety of sources. These included docu-
ments from the Prospective Payment Assessment Commission, American Institute of
Certified Public Accountants, Virginia Health Services Cost Review Council, the Code of
Federal Regulations, and Virginia Medicaid documents.

Acute Care:

Adjusted Patient Days:

Adjusted Admissions:

Bad Debi:

Capital:

Case Mix:

Charge:

Inpatient general routine care provided to patients who are
in a phase of illness that does not require the concentrated
and continuous observation and treatment provided in
intensive-care units.

A hospital output measure which reflects the number of
inpatient days and outpatient visits provided by a hospital,
expressed in units equivalent to an inpatient day. The
number of cutpatient visits equivalent to a an inpatient day
ig equal to the ratio of inpatient charges per admission to
outpatient charges per admission, times the number of
outpatient visits,

A hospital output measure which reflects the number of
inpatient admissions and outpatient visits provided by a
hospital, expressed in units equivalent to an inpatient
admission. The number of outpatient vigits equivalenttoan
admission is equal to the ratio of inpatient charges per
admission to outpatient charges per admission, times the
number of outpatient visits.

The amount of a hospital’s receivables that are not recov-
ered from patients who are not indigent.

Capital represents the value of an organization’s assets at
any given time. Medicare’s definition of capital costs in-
cludes depreciation, interest, leases and rentals, and taxes
and insurance on tangible assets, such as plant and equip-
ment.

The composition of a health program’s patients who are
classified by diagnosis or by some cther measure.

The amount of money asked for by a hospital in return for

a product or a service. A hospital’s charge is equivalent to
its list or asking price for a service.
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Charity Care:

Claim:

Co-payment:

Cost:

Cost Avoidances:

Cost Report:

Cost Savings:

Diagnosis-related

group (DRG):

Discharge:

Disproportionate Share:

Hospital care provided to indigent patients with no means
to pay.

A request to a third party payor by a person covered by the
third party program or an assignee (usually a provider of
service) for payment of benefits covered by the third party.

A type of cost sharing whereby insured or covered persons
pay a specified flat amount per unit of service or unit of time.

The cost to the buyer is the amount of money paid by the
buyer to acquire a good or service. The cost to the seller is
the amount of money paid by the seller for the inputs used
to produce a service or good.

The amount of funds that are not expended by Virginia
Medicaid because of changes in the program or in State
health policy.

An annual report required of all institutions participating in
Medicaid and Medicare programs that records the costs
incurred by the institution providing services toall patients,
the charges ascribed to all patients, and the payments
received during a specified reporting period. Costs are
defined and reported according to rules established by the
Medicare or Medicaid program.

The amount of funds that are recovered by Virginia Medic-
aid because of changes in the program or in State health

policy.

A patient classification scheme that categorizes patients
who are medically related with respect to primary and
secondary diagnosis, age, and complications.

A formal release from a hospital or skilled nursing facility.
Discharges include persons who died during their stay or
were transferred to another facility.

A designation for a hospital that serves a specified percent-
age of low-income patients, depending on location and size.
OBRA-1987 established minimum criteria for Medicaid
disproportionate share. Under Medicaid, states have the
flexibility to develop their own definition of a disproportion-
ate share hospital and to develop formulas to calculate
payment adjustments so long as federal statutory and regu-
latory requirements are met.
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(Global Screen:

Indjgeniﬁ Care:

Inpatient:

Inpatient Hospital

Services:

Qutpatient:

Peer Grouping:

Per Diem Payment Unit:

Pre-certification Program:

A S e

A quantitative standard used to evaluate the reasonable-
ness of a facility’s overall increase in cost. If the facility
passes the Global Screen, it is presumed that all the ex-
penses incurred by the facility are reasonable. The fore-
casted national increase in cost per admission, as contained
in the publication Rate Controls, determines the Giobal
Screen.,

Medical services provided to individuals without the means
to pay for them.

A person who is admitted to a hospital for bed occupancy to
receive hospital services. The person musi be formally
admitted and there must be an expectation that the person
will remain overnight and occupy a bed.

Items and services furnished to an admitted patient of a
hospital by the hospital, including room and board, nurging
and related services, diagnostic and therapeutic services,
and medical or surgical services.

A person who hasg not been admitted by the provider and who
is not lodged in the provider facility while receiving its
services.

Peer grouping provides a mechanism for grouping hospitals
to compare facilities with similar characteristics. Peer
group comparisons are used in both retrospective and pro-
spective systemas to limit or to project payment. In systems
that include this feature the peer standard provides a basis
for generating rate averages for similar services provided by
similar facilities, and attempts {o recognize reasonable
differences for groups of hospitals believed to be similar.
The peer group imposes an external standard for payment.

A measure of hospital payment based on the average cost or
charge for a day ofhospital care. Per diem paymentunitsare
used with prospective payment systems. The incentives of
per diem payment tends to encourage efficiency in the
delivery of service, but is not sensitive to length of stay.

A type of utilization review that screens and certifies cases
prior to treatment.

.



Progpective Payment:

Quality Assurance:

Reasonable Costs:

Utilization Review:

A method of paying for health care services in which full
amounts or rates of payment are established in advance,
and providers are paid these amounts or rates regardless of
the costs they actually incur.

A coordinated set of activities to evaluate the availability,
acceptability, accessibleness, appropriateness, and outcome
of services provided to enrollees and to remedy any deficien-
cies identified through the assessment process.

For any service they are determined in accordance with
regulations establishing the method or methods to be used,
and the items to be included. They take into account both
direct and indirect costs of providers of services. These costs
may vary from one institution to another.

The variety of methods and procedures used to monitor
utilization of hospital services for appropriate and accept-
able levels of care. A variety of approaches to UR can be
used, including preadmission review, concurrent review
{conducted during the stay) and retrospective review.




Appendix D
Individual Hospital Data

'This appendix contains six tables. Table D-1 shows FY 1991 occupancy rates
(staffed beds) for individual hospitals. Table D-2 shows Medicaid inpatient payments for
participating acute-care hospitals in FY 1990,

Table D-3 shows Medicaid inpatient payments as a percentage of total net
patient revenues for individual hospitals for FY 1990. This table is not a comprehensive
source of data. It contains data for only those hospitals which file individual cost reports
with the Health Services Cost Review Council. Hospitals which are part of a system
which submitted a system-level cost report in FY 1990 are excluded from the analysis.

Table D-4 shows the Medicaid utilization rates for each in-state, acute care
hospital in FY 1990. Table D-5 shows Medicaid outpatient payments for participating
- hospitals in FY 1990,

Table D-6 shows Medicaid outpatient payments as a percentage of total net
patient revenues for individual hogpitals for FY 1990. This table is not comprehensive
for the same reason noted for Table D-3.
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Table D-1

Occupancy Rates (Staffed Beds) in
Virginia Acute-Care Hospitals, FY 1991

FY 1991 Health

Occupancy Service Urban/ Licensed Profit
Facility Rate Area Rural Beds Status
ALEXANDRIA 72.40 II URBAN 414  NON-PROFIT
ALLEGHANY 50.40 I RURAL 204  NON-PROFIT
ARLINGTON 71.70 11 URBAN 350  NON-PROFIT
BATH COUNTY COMMUNITY 41.40 1 RURAL 25  NON-PROFIT
BUCHAKNAN GENERAL 37.60 I RURAL 94 NOM-PROFIT
CARILION HEALTH SYSTEM 54,10
CHESAPEAKE GENERAL 77.%0 v URBAN 260 HOSPITAL AUTHORITY
CHIDLREN'S-KIKNG'S DAUGHTERS 85.60 v URBAN 132  NON-PROFIT
CHILDREN'S 54,00 IV URBAN 36  NON-PROFIT
CHIPPENHAM &7.70 Iv URBAN 470  PROPRIETARY
COME OF ROAMOKE VALLEY 44.00 199 UREAN 400 NON-PROFIT
COMMUNITY MEMORIAL 80.90 Iv RURAL 120 NON-PROFIT
CULPEPER MEMORIAL 49.40 1 RURAL 26  NON-PROFIT
BERAUL 75.90 v URBAN 402  NON-PROFIT
FAIR QAKS 67,20 El URBAN 160  COUNTY
FAIREAX 83.00 11 URBAN 656  COUNTY
FAUGHIEER 56.70 1 RURAL 121 NON-PROFIT
GREENSYILLE MEMORIAL 53.40 Iv RURAL 182 NON-PROFIT
HALTFAX-S0UTH BOSTON 52.50 Iv RURAL 192 NON-PROFIT
HEMRICO DOCTORS 73.20 1y URBAN 340  PROPRIETARY
HUMANA - CLINCH VALLEY 57.40 199 RURAL 200  PROPRIETARY
HUMANA-BAYSIDE 44.80 v URBAK 250 PROPRIETARY
HUMANA-ST. LUKE'S 44,40 IV URBAK 200  PROPRIETARY
JEFFERSON MEMORIAL 40.10 I URBAN 120  PROPRIETARY
JOHN RANBOLPH 62.00 Iv URBAN 150 HOSPITAL DISTRICT
JOHNSTON MEMORIAL 57.70 111 RURAL 154 NON-PROFIT
JOHNSTON-WILLIS 54.80 v URBAN 292  PROPRIETARY
LEE COUNTY COMMUNETY 42.70 I11 RURAL 80  NON-PROFIT
LEWIS-GALE £5.80 111 URBAN 406  PROPRIETARY
LOKESOME PINE 57.40 111 RURAL 60  NON-PROFIT
LOUDOUN MEMORIAL 52.50 11 URBAN 123 NON-PROFIT
MARTHA JEFFERSON 66.00 I URBAN 221 NON-PROFIT
MARY IMMACULATE : 64,60 v URBAN 110 NON-PROFIT
MARY WASHINGTON - 83.90 1 RURAL 340 NON-PROFIT
HMARYVIEW 60,90 v URBAN 321 NON-PROFIT
HEDICAL COLLEGE OF VIRGINIA 74.10 IV URBAN 1000 STATE
MEM OF MARTINSVILLE & HENRY CO £9.30 111 RURAL 264  NOM-PROFIT
MEMORIAL OF DANVILLE 78.20 111 URBAN 506  NON-PROFIT
METROPOLITAN 54.10 1v URBAN 180  PROPRIETARY
MONYGOMERY REGIONAL 42.20 Il RURAL 146  PROPRIETARY
HOUNT VERNGN 63.80 I1 URBAN 235 COUNTY
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Table -1 (continued)

FY 1991 Health

Occupancy Bervice Urber/ Licensed Profit
Faciiity Rate Ares Rursl Buds Status
HATIONAL HOSP. - ORTHO/RENHAB 64,30 it RBAN 174 MON-PROFIT
HEWPORT HEWS GEWERAL 19.30 v URBAK 136 NOW-PROFIT
HORFOLK COMMUNITY 32.20 ¥ URRAR 202 BOW-PROFIT
NORTHAMP TON - ACCOMACK 56.86 y RURAL 158 MOM-PROFIT
HORTHERN VIRGIHIA DOCTORS 50,39 11 URBAR Z67  PROPRIETARY
MORTON COMMUNITY £5.80 11t RURAL 129 HOM-PROFIT
PAGE MEMORIAL 36.40 1 RURAL B4 NON-PROFIT
BORTSMOUTH GENERAL 60.70 v UREAK 311 HOR-PROFIT
POTCHAC 54.70 1t URBAK 153 MOM-PROFIT
PRINCE WILLIAR 57.40 11 URBAR 170 MOM-PROFIY
PULASKE COMMUNITY 49.90 1 HURAL 153 HOW-PROFIT
R 4 REYROLDS/PATRICK COUNTY 42,80 111 RURAL 77 HOM-PROFIT
RAPPAHANNOUK CENERAL 68,40 v RURAL 76 HOM-PROELT
RESTON HOSPITAL CENTER 69,490 I URBAN 127 PROPRIETARY
RETREAT £0.00 1V URBAN Z50 NON-PROFIT
RICHMOND COMMUNITY 47.90 1y URBAN 164 MOM-PROFIT
RICHMOND EYE & EAR 13.16 1y LHBAN 60 HOM-FROFIT
RICHKORD MEMORIAL £3.10 v URBAK 420 HOM-PROFIY
RIVERSIDE HIDDLE PERMINSULA £6.00 v URBAH 71 HON-PROFIY
RIVERSIDE REGIONAL CTR $2.00 v uREAN 576 KOM-PROFIT
RIVERSIDE TAPPAHANNOCK 19.00 v RURAL 160 HON-BROFIT
ROCKINGHAK MEMORTAL 53,20 i RURAL 350 HOM-PROFIT
RUSSELL COUNTY MEDICAL CTR 62.30 11 RURAL 7H  PROPRIETARY
SENTARA HAMPTON GEMERAL 69.00 v URBAN E49  WON-PROEIT
SEMTARA HEALTH SYSTEM 74.40
SHENANDOAK TO MEMORIAL £2.40 i RURAL 129 HOM-PROFIT
SMYTH COUNTY COMMUKITY ' 40,70 i RURAL 176 HON-PROFIY
SOUTHAMPTON MEMORIAL 49.10 v RURAL 221 HOM-PROFIT
SOUTHSIDE COMMUNITY 41.10 1y BURAL 137 HON-PROFIT
SOUTHSIDE REGIONAL CTR 81.30 v URBAR 468 HOSPITAL AUTHORITY
§7 MARY'S (RICHMOND) 75.50 v URBAN 401 HON-PROFIT
ST. MARY'S (MORTON) 42.00 FE! RURAL 98 HOM-PROFIT
STOMEWALL JACKSOM 39.80 I RURAL 130 HOM-PROFIT
STUART CIRCLE 72.80 By JEETe 153 PROPRIETAR
TAZEWELL COMMURITY 38.90 tEl EURAL 56 NOM-PROFIT
TWIN COUNTY COMMUNITY 53,060 11 RURAL 149 HOM-PROFIT
UHTVERSITY OF VIRGINIA 80.60 { URBAN 579 STATE
VIRGINIA BEACH GENERAL 75.70 y URBAN 274 HOM-PROFLT
WARREN MEMORIAL 44.70 i RURAL 151 HON-PROFIT
WILLIAMSEURG COMMURITY 53,10 v UREAR 159 NON-PROFIT
WINCHESTER MEDICAL CENTER 71.80 t RURAL ISE WOM-PROFIT
YISE APPALACHIAN 33,20 i1t HURAL &7 HOM-PROFIT
WITHE COUNTY 50.10 11t RURAL 106 NON-PROFIY

Source: JLARC staff analysis of Health Services Cost Review Council data, Includes actue cars
hospitals only.

D-3




Table 3.2

inia Medicaid Inpatient Hospital Payments

&
by Provider

£t O19%0 Percant  Health

Hedicaid of Totsl Service Urban/ Ligerasd Profit
Berility Payments Payments Ares gural Bodds Septus
#adizal Cellege of VA $35,143,519.00 17,62 IV LREAN 1600 GIVERNMERT
University of Virginig B9, 173 453,05 118 URBAN 579 GOVERNMENT
Eoanoke Hesorial 311,392, 084,00 &.0% 111 LRBAY &7F HOB-PROFIT
Santgra Horfolk Gensrsl 10,487 845,08 5,57 ¥ LREAK Gbh O PROFIT
Fairfas $5,196,5326.00 225 L URBAN £58 COUNTY
Biverside 35,902 082,00 %.14 ¥ URBAY 575 W= PROFIY
Children’s Hosp Eimg Deugh 3%, B27,763.00 3.18 ¥ LUBBAN 132 i -PROFIY
fouthaide Hegional Med Str 84,747, 197.00 C£.5% 1y URBAN 117 HOSPITAL A
Bepsul %%, 183,875,040 1,68 ¥ UREAH 4732 HOM-PROFIT
Louiae Obici Hamorial 83,072, 162.00 .43 ¥ REAH 243 HOM-PROFIT
Sentars Havpion Genersi $2,825 450,04 .50 ¥ UREAY 348 HON-PROFIY
gemorial Hospital bamville B2, 871,260.00 T.4% 11t UREAH E0& HOM-PROFIY
griingzon B, 794,540,000 .68 11 WEBAH 54 HON-PROGFEY
#etropolitan 82,74, 100,60 .68 1Y UaRBAK B0 PROPRIETAR
ighe Tevlor Dity $2,613,5%%4.00 .59 ¥ UREAH XY HOSPITAL A
Porvsmmuth Generst %2,512 803,00 .33 ¥ URBAN x5t HOM-PROFIT
Hery Washingion %2,499 567,00 1.33 ¢ BLRAL 248 HOH-PROFIY
Harvyisw 22,317,085.00 1.2%3 ¥ UREAM 321 HOM-BROFIT
Yirginis Zapiist 2,259, 498,00 .80 31 LEBAN izs HON-PROFIY
#ichmory Bemorial $2,257 482,00 1.20 IV LREAN &£20 HOM-PROFIT
Hewnory ¥eus Sersral %, 969, 555.00 108 ¥ UREAR 126 HOM-PACELY
Borfolk Commnity &1,905,5802.00 5.01 ¥ URBAY 208 BON-PROFIT
The Alexendr iz Hospitst 1,844 598,00 8.95 1} ERAN 434 HOH-PROFIY
Chesspeske Ganeral 9,789, 819,00 B.9S ¥ URBAH 260 HOSPITAL A
Mmmane Clingh Valley 1,755 BBL.00 .93 iif BURAL 200 PROPRIETAR
4 chmord Community £9, 714,575,580 6.91 IV UERAK 106 HOW-PRECFIT
dohn Bandoiph. $1,678,738.08 4.8% ¥ RBAN 58 HOSPITAL D
prince ¥illiam 1,534 928,00 8.82 i LERAK 70 HOM-PROFIY
¥inchester Hedicsl Cemter 331,692 2BI.00 8.7% 1 BURAL 354 Wom-PROFIY
Yirginis Besch Gerergl 21,4611 ,444.00 g9.7% v LURBAM 274 BOM-PROFIT
Bumeng Hospiial Bavsids 51,386,772.00 G3.76 ¥ URBAH 50 PROPRIETAR
Lymobburg Gemeral $7.%33,072.00 B.71 112 URBAY 270 HOM-PROFIT
Botomac $9,521,837.00 g.70 11 URBAYR 153 - PROFIT
$t. Marys Horton £1,282,192.400 8.86 il BLBAL =4 HOW-PROFIY
Eristel Hemorisi £Y,867,554 .00 g.67 111 LREAH 22 HOoN-PROFIT
Bock{nghen Hemurisl £1,239 531,00 B85 1 RURAL 330 HON-BROFIY
Buchsnan General 3,200 880,00 G.66 111 RUBAL ¥4 BOR-PRGFIT
Herwrico Boctors 1,993 56300 563 1Y Lgas 340 PROPRIETAR
Horthampion Aooomack Rewm | 81,173, 797.060 8.6 ¥ BURAL 158 KOM-PROFIT
Chippersian 81,159, 184.90 g.42 1Y URBAK &70 PROPRIETAR
Halifax-South Boston Comm  B1,747 185.00 0.1 IV BURAL 192 HO-PROFIT
Bussell County Hedice! £yv 81,162 420,50 G.6% it BURAL i PROPEIETAR
Hount Yernan 21,020,568, 00 0.54 11 LRBAN 225 COUMTY
Tuin Cowity Community £991,646.00 6.53 111 BURAL 149 HON-PROFIT
Lewiz-Gale $%40,681.00 £.51 111 URBAR 406 PROPEIETAR
Gresnsvilie Hemorial 8944, 706,00 §.50 1y BuURAL 82 BOM-PROFIT
Borton Commmnity EVEE,643.00 4.50 11 BURAL 1% HOH-PROFLY
Commivy dosp Rosnoke val E938,121.00 8.50 1ii LRRAR 4068 HOM-PRGFIT
Bouthside Dommnity Hosh 879, B04.00 367 1 BUGAL 137 HoM-PROFLY
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Table D-2 (continued)

Fy 1990 Percent  Health
Kedicaid of Total Service Uik Lisensed Brofiy

Fecility Paymenis Payments Area Rural feds Status

dohrston Homorial &878,155 .00 0.47 111 BURAL 154 HON-PROFIY
$t. Harvs Richmord $878,246.00 D.47 1y URBAN 441 HOB-PROFIY
Pulaski Community S870,991.00 C.486 111 RURSL 15X HON-PROFIY
Wise Appalachian Regional $818, 145,00 0.43 11§ RURAL &F WS ~PROFIY
Lee County Dommanily $755, 485 .00 g.40 Il RURAL B0 WO -PROFIY
Northern YA Doctors $752,284 .00 0.40 11 URBAN 267 PROPRIETAR
Servth County Dommanity $733,503.00 0.39 11t BURAL 78 WO -BROFIY
Childrens Hosp Nat'l Hed $726,448.00 0.39 v LURGAN 3 HON-PROFIY
Fair Daks $711,769.00 C.38 13 UREAH 140 COLTY, HO
Commanity Memorial $707,720.00 0.38 Iv RURAL j20 Bt~ PROELT
Bem Hosp Mville-Henry Co. $674,714.00 0.3 111 RURAL 264 BB -PROFIT
Southsmpten Nemoris] $639,549.00 0.3 Vv RURAL 223 BOM-PROFIY
Lonesome Pine $617,218.00 0.33 111 RURAL &0 BOM-FROFLY
Al teghany Regional $613,911.00 0.33 111 RURAL 204 BOM-PROFIY
Augusta Community £582,010.00 0.31 1 RURAL §74 MOH-PROFIT
Jeffergon Hemorial $580, 644,00 0.31 11 URBAN 120 BROPRIETAR
senters Leigh General $572,079.00 0.30 v URBAN 250 NOM-PROFIT
Loudoun Bemorial $566 195,00 0.30 11 URBAN 12% HOK-PROFIY
Wythe Dounty Community $532,116.00 0.28 111 RURAL 106 BOKR-PROFITY
Bacford Community $518,5G1.00 0.28 111 RURAL 175 MON-FROFIT
Hortgemery Regional $513,822.00 0.27 111 RURAL 144 PROPRIETAR
Johnston-Willis $511,044.00 0.27 1y URBAK £%2 PROPRIETAR
The Feuguier Hospital 3397 ,958.00 0.1 1 RURAL 121 BOH-PROFIT
Hary Immacuiate $372,413.00 0.20 V¥ URBAN 110 HOH-BROFLY
sherandosh County Mem $370,867.00 0.20 1 RURAL 129 HON-PROFIT
Williamsbaury Community %$364,553.00 g.19 ¥ LRBAN 139 BOH-PROFIT
Culpeper Hemorisl $334.161.00 0,18 1 RURAL 26 HOM-PROFIY
Frankiin Memorial $£326,216.00 0.17 11! RURAL 62 HOH-PROFIT
Rapoahanvock General £325,777.00 617 ¥ RURAL 6 HOH-PROFIT
Marthe dJefferson $322,212.00 0.17 LURBAN 22% HON-PROFET
Stonewail Jackson $307,916.00 0.16 1 BURAL 130 HOU-PROFIT
Redford Community Memorial $297,282.00 0.16 111 - RURAL 168 HON-PROFET
R4 Reynolds Patrick Co Mem $279,205.00 0.15% 111 BURAL 77 Bl -PROFIT
Warren Memorial $Z73,987.00 0.1% 1 RURAL 151 HOW-PROFEY
Restun Hospitsl Center $259 593,00 0.16 11 UREAN 127 PROPRIETAR
Stusrt Lircle $228,910.00 0.12 1v URBAR 153 PROPRIETAR
Giles Memorial $216,187.00 8011 {11 RURAL &5 HOM-PROFIT
Tazewell Comumity $208, 664 .00 g4.11 11 RLRAL 54 HOH-FROFET
#etional Orthopedic $202,754.00 0.1 I1 URBAK 174 HOH-BROFIT
Retrest $200,104.00 0.1 ¥ URBAM 230 HON-PROFIT
Riverside Mid-pPen $190,587.00 ¢.10 v URBAN 71 HOH-BROFET
Poage Memorisl $162,390.00 2.09 1 RURAL 54 HOM-PROFIT
Nufnsng 5%, Lukes $146, 548.00 ¢.08 1V URBAK 200 PROPRIETAR
Riverside Teppahsrnock $118,793.00 p.06 v BRAL jon MOH - PROFIT
Buth County Community $5%,570.00 0.05 1 EURAL 75 HOM-PROFIT
ichmond Eve wwd Ear §$50,857.00 0.03 1v¥ URBAN &0 HOW-PROFIT
Bospice of dorthern ¥A 3$39,907.00 g.02 11 URBAN 15 BOM-PFROFEY
Gi1l Hemorisl E.E.H.T. %19,532.00 8.0 11t URBAR &8 PROPEIZTAR

Source:

Councii data.
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Table D-3

Virginia Medicaid Inpatient Hospital
Payments by Provider As a Percentage of
Reported Net Patient Revenues

FY 1990 Percent of Health
Medicaid Net Pstient Servige Urban/ Licensed Profit

Facility Payments Revenues Area Rural Beds Status

teke Taylor City $2,613,514.00 25.09 v URBAN 132 HOSPITAL A
Newport News General $1,969,556.00 22.73 v URBAN 126 NON-PROFIY
¥orfolk Commrdty $1,%05,592.00 18.85 v URBAN 202 NON-PROFIT
Richmond Community $1,714,375.,00 16.05% iv URBAN 104 NOM-PROFITY
Kedical College of VA $33,143,51%.00 14.35 Y URBAN 1000 GOVERNMENT
Metropol itan $2,744,100.00 13.36 v URBAN 180 PROPRIETAR
Children's Hosp Nat'l Med $726,448.00 13.15 v URBAN 3% NON-PROFIT
Wise Appalachian Regional $818,145.00 11.53 111 RURAL &7 NOW-PROFIT
$t. Marys Norton $1,282,192.00 11.19 111 RURAL 98 NON-PROFIY
Children's Hosp King Daugh $5,827,763.00 10.53 v URBAN 132 NOK-PROFIT
Southside Regional Med Ctr 34 ,767,197.00 2.91 v URBAN 468 HOSPITAL A
Lovise Obici Memoriel $3,072,162.00 9.Lb v URBAN 263 NON-PROFIT
Russell County Medical Ctr  $1,142,420.00 B.76 111 RURAL 78 PROPRIETAR
Greensvil le Memorial $941,706.00 8.58 v RURAL 182 NOW-PROFIY
University of Virginia $19,173,453.00 B.S4 i URBAN 579 GOVERNMENT
Lee County Community $755,485,00 B.45 111 RURAL 80 NON-PROFIT
Jokr Rarmdolph $1,478,738.00 7.72 v URBAN 150 HOSPITAL D
Portsmouth General $2,512,803.00 7.72 v URBAN m NOK-PROFIY
Horthampton Accomack Mem $1,174,797.00 7465 v RURAL 158 NON-PROFIY
Loresome Pine $617,218.00 7.08 111 RURAL &0 NON-PROFITY
Franklin Memorial $326,216.00 6.8 111 RURAL &2 NON-PROFITY
Halifax-South Boston Comm $%,147,185.00 £.53 iv RURAL 192 NON-PROFITY
Buchanan General $1,200,850.00 £.43 111 RURAL b NON-PROFIY
Pulaski {ommunity $870,9%1.00 6.00 111 RURAL 153 NON-PROFIY
Southside Community Hosp $879,806.00 5.97 v RURAL 137 NOK-PROFIT
Norton Community $938,643.00 5.75 111 RURAL 129 NON-PROFIY
Giles Memorial $216,187.00 5.42 i1 RURAL &5 NON-PROFIT
®J Reynolds Patrick Co Mem $27%,205.00 5.39 i1l RURAL I44 NON-PROFIT
Twin County Compunity $991,446,00 5.36 111 RURAL 149 NON-PROFIT
Sentara Hampton General $2,828,450.00 5.32 v URBAN 3469 NON-PROFIY
Riverside $5,902,083.00 5.0 v URBAN 576 NON-PROFIT
#wemorial Hospital Panville $2,811,260.00 5.15 11 URBAN 506 NON-PROFIT
Depaul $3,983,873.00 4_B2 v URBAN 402 NON-PROFIY
Smyth County Community $733,503,.00 4.63 111 RURAL 176 NON-PROFIY
8ath County Community $$9,570.00 4.59 H RURAL 25 NOK-PROFITY
Humana Clinch val ley $1,753,886,00 4.57 11 RURAL 200 PROPRIETAR
Radford Community $518,501,00 .43 111 RURAL 175 NON-PROFIT
Comruni ty Memorial $707,720,00 4,33 v RURAL 120 NON-PROFIT
Hunans Hospital Bayside $1,386,774.00 4,32 v URBAN 250 PROPRIETAR
Wythe Coumty Commumity  $532,110,00 .23 111 RURAL 106  NOM-PROFIT
Maryview $2,317,065.00 4.2 v URBAN 321 NON-PROFIT
Prirce William $1,536,928.00 .16 11 URBAN 70 NON;PROF!T
Johnston Memorial $878,155,00 4.15 11 RURAL 154 NOW-PROFIY
Richmond Memorial $2,257,182.00 .04 v URBAN 420 NON-PROFIT
Southampton Memorial $639,345.00 4.00 v RURAL 221 "MON-PROFIT
Mary Washington $2,49%,567.00 N 1 RURAL 30 NON-PROFIY
Potomac . $1,321,831.00 3.64 11 URBAN 153 NOK-PROFIT
Artington $2,7%4,560.00 3.5 11 URBAN 350 NON-PROFIY
Chesapeake General $1,789,819.00 3.4k v URBAN 260 HOSPITAL A
Page Memorial $162,390,00 3.12 1 RURAL 54 NOK-PROFIT
Shenandoah County Mem $370,847.00 3.37 1 RURAL 129 NON-PROFIT
Tezewell Community $208,5664 .00 3.12 111 RURAL 54 NON-PROFIT
Culpeper Memorial $334,161.00 3.06 1 RURAL o6 NOW-PROFIT
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Table D-3 (continued)

FY 1990 Percent of Heslth
Medicaid Net Patisnt Service Urban/ Licersed Profit

Feoitity Payments Reveres Area Rurat Beds Btatus
Stonewsll Jackson $307,516.00 3.0 1 RURAL 130 WON-PEOFIT
Rappahannock Generasl $32%,777.00 2.9 ¥ EURAL 76 WO -PROFIT
Warren Memorist $273,087.00 2.8 H RURAL 151 HOW-PROFIT
Eockingham Wemoriael . $1,23%,531.00 2.76 H RURAL 130 HOK-PROFIY
Biverside Teppahannock $118,793.00 2.7 v RURAL 10 HOM-PROFIT
Hontgomery Regionsl $513,822.00 2.67 i1 RURAL 1h& PROPRIETAR
Alleghary Kegional $413,911.00 2.60 il RURAL 204 NON-PROFIT
Borthern VA Doctors $752,284.00 245 i1 URBAN 267 PROPRIETAR
The Alexarciris Hospitsl $1,854,598,00 2.26 14 URBAR ALY HOM-PROFIT
virginia HBesch Genersl $1,611,446.00 2.22 L URBAN 274 BOH-PROFIT
Wirghester Bedical Center  $1,492,283.00 2.7 i RURAL 156 HON-PROFITY
Hem Hosp Byilie-Henry Lo, _ $874, 714,00 2.10. 1 RURAL 264 HOM-PROFIY
The Fauguier Hosplitel $387,958.00 2.07 H RURAL 13 HON-PROFIT
fommanity Hosp Koanoke Yal $938,121.00 2.00 11 URBAN 400 HON-PROFIT
Loudours Hamorial $566,195.00 §.92 I {URBAN 123 HON-PROFIY
Léuis"ﬁaﬁé $950,4681.00 1.55 11} URBAK 406 PROPRIETAR
Riverside Mid-Fen $190,587.00 1.54 v URBAN 71 HOR-PROFIY
Mary lmmacul#te $372,413.00 1.53 W URBAN 110 BOM-PROFIY
Witlfamsbury Community $364,553.00 1.37 L) LURBAK 133 HOM-BROFIT
Chippenhan $1,159,184.00 1.20 v LRBAN 470 PROPRIETAR
Henrico Boctars $1,193,363.00 .13 v LRBAN 340 PEOPRIETAR
St. Karys Richmond $874,246.00 1.09 v {URBAN 201 HOH-PROEIT
Harths Jefferson $322,212.00 1.02 1 URBAK 221 HOW-FROFIT
Stuart Circie $228,910.00 .87 iv URBAN 153 PROPRIETAR
Richmond Eyve and Ear $50,8567.00 0.85 iv LURBAN &0 HOM-PROFIY
dohrston-willis $511,044.00 0.8% iv URBAN 292 PROPRIETAR
Restor Hospital Center $259,593.00 0.8 11 URBAN 127 PROPRIETAR
Retreat $200,104.00 0.77 v LIRBAN 230 RON-PROFIT
Hational Orthopedic $202,754.00 0.4% 11 URBAM 17 RON-PROFIY
Humana St. Lukes $146,548.00 0.54 Iv URBAN 260 PROPRIETAR
TOTALS az 151547367

Hote:

Dats shown sre for individual hospitels for which net patient revenue
data were aveilable from the Health Services Cost Review Council.

on ret petient revenues for individual hospitals within hospital
systems were not svailsble for this anslysis.

Source:

Council data.
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Table D-4

Virginia Medicaid Utilization Rates by Provider

FY 1950 Health
OMAS X Service Urban/ Licensed Profit

Facitity Utilization Area Rural Beds Status

Lake Taylor City 54 v URBAN 332 KOSPITAL A
Children's Hosp Xing Osug 33 ¥ URBAN 132 NOM-PROFIT
Children’s Kosp Nat’'l Med 34 iv URBAN 35 HON-PROFIT
Norfolk Community 31 v URBAN 202 NOM-FROFIY
Newport Wews General 26 v URBAN izé NON-PROFIT
$t. Marys Norton 25 111 RURAL 98 KON-PROFIT
Richmond Communi ty 24 1v URBAN 104 NON-PROFIT
Wise Appelachian Regional 24 111 RURAL 67 HON-PROFIT
Russell County Medical Ct 23 111 RURAL 78 PROPRIETAR
Portsmouth General 21 v URBAN n NOW-PROFIT
Franklin Memorial 20 111 RURAL &2 NOK-PROFIT
MNedical College of VA 20 Iv URBAN 000 GOVERNMENT
Metropolitan 18 v URBAN 180 PROPRIETAR
Lonesome Pine i7 111 RURAL &0 NOK-PROFIT
Lee County Community 16 111 RURAL 80 HON-PROFIT
Louise Obici Memorial ié v URBAN 243 NON<PROFIT
Southside Community Hosp ié 1v RURAL 37 NON-PRGFIT
#umana Clinch Valley 15 1] RURAL " 200 PROPRIETAR
#J Reynolds Patrick Co Me 15 111 RURAL 77 NON-PROFIT
Rosnoke Memorial i5 111 URBAN &7t NON-PROFIT
Southside Regional Med Ct 15 1v URBAN 468 HOSPITAL A
Buchanan General 14 111 RURAL 94 KON-PROFIT
Greensville Memorial 14 v RURAL 182 RON-PROFIT
Horthampton Accomack Mem 14 v RURAL 158 NON-PROFIT
Sentars Hampton General 14 v URBAN 369 NON-PROFIT
Bedford Community Memoria 13 111 RURAL 164 WNON-PROFIT
Norton Community 13 111 RURAL 129 NON-PROFIT
Sentara Norfolk General 13 v URBAN (74 NON-PROFIT
University of Virginia 13 1 URBAN 579 GOVERNMENT
Virginia Baptist 13 111 URBAN 328 NON-PROFIT
Giles Memorial 12 111 RURAL 65 NON-PROFI1Y
$myth County Community 12 111 RURAL 76 NON-PROFIT
Southampton Memorial 12 v RURAL 221 MON-PROF1TY
Twin County Community 12 111 RURAL 14 NONW-PROFIT
Halifax-South Boston Comm 11 Iv RURAL 192 NON-FROFIT
Humans Kospitel Bayside 11 v URBAN 250 PROPRIETAR
John Randolph 11 Iv URBAN 150 HOSPITAL D
Pulaski Community 11 I RURAL 153 NON-FROFIT
Communi ty Memerial 10 1v RURAL 120 HON-PROFIT
Depaul 10 v URBAN k02 NON-PROFIT
Prince Witliam 10 I1 URBAN 170 NON-PROFIT
Memorial Mospital Danvitl ¢ 111 URBAN 504 NON-PROFIT
Potomac ¢ Il URBAN 153 NONW-PROFIT
Rappahannotk General 9 v RURAL 76 HOR-PROFIT
Richmond Memorial ¢ iv URBAN %20 KoM -FROFIT
Riverside ¢ v URBAN 576 NON-FROFIT
Warren Memorist 14 I RURAL 1514 HON-PROFIT
Wythe County Community 9 111 RURAL 106 HOR-PROFIT
Chesapeake General 8 v URBAN 260 HOSPITAL A
Jobnston Memarial 8 111 RURAL 154 HON-PROFIT
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Table D-4 (continued)

FY 19590 #enlth
DMAS ¥ Service Urbans  Licensed Profit
Facitivy Utilization Ares Rural Beds &tatus

[ P s ww eemaed P S

Haryvisy .3 ¥ URBAN 323 KOM-PROFLT
Enanpnidosh County Wem ] I RURAL 129 HON-PROFIY
Stonewall Jackson .1 H RURAL 130 WON-PROFIY
artington 7 It URBAN 350 WOM<PROFITY
Bath County Community 7 I RURAL r ROH-PROEIT
Gill Nemorial E.E.H.T, 7 123 {RBAN 40 PROPRIETAR
Hary deshington 7 I RURAL 340 HOM-PROFIT
HBontgomary Regionsl 7 111 RURAL 146 PROPRIETAR
Pege Nemorisl 7 I RURAL 54 ROM-PROFIT
Farewsil Community 7 H 8 RURAL 56 ROW-PROFIT
Aileghany fegional & 11 RURAL 204 WOH-PROFIY
Culpeper Hemorisl & I RURAL o5 KON-FROFIT
deffergon Hemorial ] 11 URBAK 120 PROPRIETAR
Eonaionsn Hemorigl 6 11 LRBAR 123 NOW-PROFIY
Hount Yernon 6 il URBAN 235 COUNTY
Redford Community & I RURAL 175 MON-PROFIT
Rockingham Memoriasl é 1 RURAL 310 HON-PROFIY
The Alexarwiria Hospital 5 1{ URBAN &4 HOM-PROFIT
Auguste Dommunity 5 I RURAL 171 NON-PROFIT
Fairfax 5 11 URBAN 656 COuMYY

The Fauguier Hospital 5 I RURAL 121 WOM-PROFIY
Lynehburyg General 5 111 URBAN 270 HOM-PROFIY
#em Hosp HMvilie-Henry Co. -1 11 RURAL 264 WON-PROFIT
Biverside Mid-Pen 5 v LRBAN 71 NOW-PROFIT
Yirginis Bezch General 5 v URBAR T4 NON-PROFET
Winchester Medizal Center 5 I RURAL 356 HON-PROFIY
Bristol Hemorial 4 111 URBAN 422 HOM~PROFIT
Community Hosp Hoancke Va 4 111 URBAN 400 NOH-PROFIT
Kenrico Doctors 4 Iy URBANH 340 PROPRIETAR
Horthern YA Doctors 4 II URBAN 287 PROPRIETAR
Richinord Eve and Ear 4 Iy URBAN 3] KO- PROFIT
Chippmenham k1 v URBAN 470 PROPRIETAR
Fair Oaks 3 11 LRBAN 160 COURTY, WO
Hospice of Rorthern VA 3 11 URBAN 15 WOH-PROFIT
Lewis-Gale 3 11 URBAN 406 PROPRIETAR
Hary immaculate k1 v URBAN 1o NON-PROFIT
Eiverside Tappashannock 3 v RURAL 100 NON-PROFIT
Witliamsborg Community 3 v URBAN 139 HOK-PROFIT
dohnston-Willig 2 v URBAR Fars PROPRIETAR
Harths Jefferson 2 I URBAN 2214 HOW-PROFIT
Hetional Orthopadic 2 11 URBAN 174 NON-PROFIY
Reston Hospital Center A Il URBAN 127 PROPRIETAR
Sentars Leigh Seneral 2 v URBAN 250 NOW-PROF1Y
$t. Harys Richmord 2 11 LRBAN &0 NON-PROFIT
Stuert Divcle 2 IV {RBAN 133 PROPRIETAR
Busane $t. Lukés 1 ¥ {URBAN 200 PROPRIETAR
fetreat ] v URBAN 230 HOK-PROFIY
TOTALS 97

Source: JLARC staff analysis of DMAS and Health Services Cost Review
Council data. Includes acute care hospitals only.
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Table D-5

Virginia Medicaid Outpatient Hospital Payments

Facility

MEDICAL COLLEGE OF VIRGINIA
UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA
CHIDLREN'S-KING'S DAUGHTERS
ROANOKE MEMORTAL HOSPITAL
SENTARA NORFOLK GENERAL HOSPITA
PORTSMOUTH GENERAL
RIVERSIDE REGIQNAL CTR
OEPAUL

SENTARA HAMPTON GENERAL
SOUTHSIOE REGIONAL (TR
FAIRFAX

CHILDREX'S

MEMORIAL OF QANVILLE
HORFOLK COMMUNITY

RICHMOND MEMORJAL

LOUTSE OBICT MEMORIAL
MARYVIEW

LYXCHBURG GENERAL

NEWPORT MEWS GEWERAL
AUGUSTA COMMUNITY HOSPITAL
BRISTOL MEMORIAL HOSPITAL
HUMAKA - CLINCH VALLEY
ARLINGTON

VIRGINIA BAPTIST

{HESAPEAKE GENERAL

MEM OF MARTINSVILLE & HEWRY (O
MARY WASHINGTON

KOUNT VERNON

POTOMAL

CHIPPENHAM

PRINCE WILLIAM

ALEXANDR A

JOHN RANIOLPH

NORTON COMMUNITY

PULASKT COMMUKNITY

VIRGINTIA BEACH GENERAL
NORTHAMPTON-ACCOMACK

LEE COUNTY COMMUNITY

COMM OF ROANOKE VALLEY
WINCHESTER MEQICAL CENTER
SOUTHAMP TON MEMORIAL
ROCKIHGHAM MEMORTAL

EMYTH COUNTY COMMUNITY
LOKESOME PINE

MARY IMMACULATE

SOUTHSIDE COMMUNITY
HUHANA*BAYSIDE

RUSSELL COUNTY MEQICAL LTR

by Provider
FY 1990 Percent
Medicaid 0f Totat
Payments Payments
$7,963,266.00 14.12651
$5,075,535.00 12.30344
$1,8%1,449.00 3.8303%7
$1,8%1,290.00 3.83007%
$1,432,992.00 2.901%7
$1,406,063.00 2.847436
$1,353,524.00 2.74103%
$1,278,483.00 2.58%072
$525,718.00  1.874683
$814,400.00  1.649252
$801,329.00 1.622781
$702,609.00 . 1.422862
$640,498.00 1.297081
$630,B48.00 1.277538
$627,425.00 1.270606
$411,263.00 1.237876
$58%,594.00 1.193994
$585,868.00 1. 186449
$582,402.00 1.179612
$544,048.00 1.101758
$530, 084.00 1.07348
$529,839.00 1.072984
$527,%27.00  1.06%112
$502,382.00 1.01738
$481,386.00 0.974B861
$479,745.60 0.971538
$LTH, 642,00 0.96%304
$44%,295.00 0.897722
$434,350,.00 0.879608
$419,512.00  0.84955%
$416,394.00 0.843245
$387,650.00 0.785035
$375,727.00  0.7T6088%
$369,828.00  (.74B943
$362,912.00 0.734938
$359,018.00 0.727052
$357,345.00  0.723664
$339,771.00  0.68807%
$326,622.00 0.681446
$320,079.00 0.648196
$308,102.00  0.623%41
$307,564.00  0.622852
$296,654.00  0.600758
$292,380.00 0.5%2102
$285,712.00  0.5785%¢%
$284,784.00 0.57672
- %27%,204.00 0.56542
$276,032.00  0.5589%6
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Health

Service Urban/ Licensed Profit

Ares

L S

P —
e

111

111
111

111
111

111
111

v

111

Rurat
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
RURAL
URBAN
RURAL
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
RURAL
RURAL
URBAN
URBAN
LURBAN
URBAN
URBAN
UREAN
RURAL
RURAL
URBAN
RURAL
RURAL
URBAN
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
URBAN
RURAL
URBAN
RURAL

Beds

N
576
402
369
468
656

36
506
202
420
243
321
270
126
171
422
200
350
3z8
260
264
340
235
153
470
170
414
150
129
153
274
158

80
400
356
221
330
176

60
10
137
250

Status

NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT

HOSPITAL AUTHORITY

COUNTY
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NOWN-PROFIT
NOK-PROFIT
NON - PROF 1T
NON-PROFIT
NOK-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
PROPRIETARY
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT

HOSPITAL AUTHORITY

NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
COUNTY
NON-PROFIT
PROPRIETARY
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT

HOSPITAL QISTRICT
‘NON-PROFIT

NON-PROFIT
NOR-PROFIT
NOK-PROFIT
NOK-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NCR-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
NOK-PROFIT
NOK-PROFIT
NOK-PROFIT
PROPRIETARY
PROPRIETARY




Table -8 (continved)

Fy o1oup Pgroent Haslth
Wedicaig §¢ Tetal  Bervice Urban/ Licensed profig

Fagitity Pyymenis Paymanis  Ares Rurat Beds Status
HiBTOOMERY BEZIONAL 273,384,000 £.55%3837 1M RiRAL 146  PROPRIETARY
RICHROND COMMUNITY $271,076.00 5.56B9ES 1y URBAN 104k NON-PROFIT
RADEORD COUNTY COMMUNITY $258,116.00  p.522702 0y BURAL 7% HOM-PROFIV
JEFFERSON MEWMORIAL $256, VI8, 00 B.51902% HH URBAN 120 PROPRIETARY
GEEENSVILLE MEMORIAL | $249,375.00  LBUS008 Y RURAL 982  HOW-PHOFIT
HALTEAY-SOUTH BOSTON 248, 088,00 g.50228% iy RURAL 192 HOM-PROFIT
WILLIAMERURG COMBUNITY %238 835,00 f.68%87 ¥ URBAK 139 NON-PROFIT
BULHANKAY GEMERAL $2%4 687,00 B.4795%8 1l RURAL % MON<PROFIY
YUY COUNTY COMBINITY $236 330,00 0.47B59% i1 RURAL 4% EOM-PROFIT
LEWIS-RALE 530,605 0D G.44LETS ikt URBAK 406  PRDPRIETARY

IVERSIDE HIDDLE PERHINSULA $21%,154.00 §.427615 ¥ LUEBAN 71 WOH-BHOFIY
SEWTARA LEIGH HOSPITAL $209,152.00  0.423556 ¥ LURBAN 250  HON-BROFIT
T BARYSS {RICHMOND) $208 038,00 G.4213  1v LRBAN 40T WON-PROFIT
LODILN MEMDRIAL 207,165,800  0.4994B4 11 URBAN 12%  MON-PROFIY
COMMUNTTY HEBORIAL $196, 75100 5.398443 v RURAL §20  MOR-PROFIT
BIVERSIDE TAPPRAHARKDLK 3192,643.00 0.390124 . W RURAL 00 BOK-PROFIT
SOHHETON MEMORIAL $187 804 .00 0.3B0324 i1l RURAL 154 BON-PROFITY
FAIR GAYE SRS, 864,00 0.37BA2E 1 URBAN 160 COURTY
Y. HERY'S {RORTON) $1B82,159.00  0.348BS2 i1 RURAL $B  HOM-PROFIT
WYTHE COUKTY £172,849.00  0.350241 11 RURAL 06 HON-PROFIT
WILE AEDLLATHIAW 5170,243.00 & B4478Y b1t BURAL 67  HON-PROFIT
BEOFORD 0D COMMURITY £360.452.00  0.3249%3 8 BURAL 156 HOH-PROFIY
BETEDPOLITAR $158,909.00 §.E2MB0DD 1y UREAN 180 BPRUPRIETARY
BAPPRHANNOUK GERERAL $146,569.00  B.298778 ¥ RURAL Té&  HOM-PROFIT
WARKEN HEMORIAL $347,672.00 &, 285007 H RURAL 51 HOM-PROFIT
CULPEPER MEMDEIAL 139,103,090 06.281699 RURAL $6  HON-PROFIT
JOHHSTOR WL 1S $1346,791.00  §.2FINY v URBAN 9%  PROPRIETARY
STOMEWALL JADYSOR $134 127,00 p.2Pi622 RURAL 30 BON-BROFIY
BORTHERY VIRGINIA DCLTORS $332,078.00 0.267473 il URBAH 267  PROPRIETARY
RICHMOKD E¥E L EAR $331,181.00 (.265486 v URBAN §0  WON-PROFIT
FRANKL T8 MEMORIAL $12%, 030,00 0.2613 iii RURAL 62 ROWN-PROFIT
GILES BEMORIAL $915,114.00 0,23311% it RURAL $5  HOW-PROFIT
FAUGUIER §112,679.00 0.278188 H RURAL 124 HON-PROFETY
BESTON WOSPITAL [ENTER $112,5837.00 {1,227% 1! URBAN 127  PROPRIETARY
MARTHA JEFFERSDON 102,185 .00 & 206538 i URBAN 224 ROM-BROFIT
TAZEWELL TOMMUMITY $100,708.00 L.2UERLT it RURAL 5&  RON-PROFIY
HERRILD DOCTORS £89 740,00 B, i81734 1V URBAN 340 BROPRIETARY
SHEHANDORY [0 MEMORIAL BBT 81E.00  0.iB12E. % RURAL 129 BOW-PRDFIT
STURRT LiRILE $88 184 .50 QIVESEET v URBAN 153 PROPRIETAR
BATIONE, HOEP, - ORTHO/REHAS $82,3%4.00  0.965736 11 URBAN 174 HOR-FROFIT
BETREAT $65,064.00 0.151¥21 v LURBAN 230 MDN-PROFIT
HURANA-ST, LUKE®S §63,4560.00  D.128%%% iv URBAN 200 PEDPRIETARY
B OREVHOLDS/PAYRICK CODUNTY 861, 127,00 0.923%8¢ Inn RURAL 77 HOM-PROFIT
GBIl MEMOR]AL EENY 855, 420,00 0.%1283F 11t URBAH 40 PROPRIETARY
PAGE HMEROE[RL $52,622.00  D.I106%48 1 EURAL 86 HOM-PROFIT
ALLEGHARNY 826,473,060  D.OBR4BR il BURAL 204 EOH-PRE®IT
BATE LOURTY DOMMURITY £17,288.00 5.0350% H BURAL 2% HOB-PROFIT
THYALE &5 $49,37%,970.00 00
Sowrce:  JLARD graff snalysis of DMAS hospitsl peyment dats.
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Virginia Medicaid Outpatient Hospital

Table D-6

Payments by Provider As a Percentage of
Reported Net Patient Revenues

Facitity

CHTLAREN®S

HEWPDRT MEWS GENERAL
EORFOLE COMMUNITY

RIVERSIDE TAPPAHAKNOCK
PORTSHOUTH GENERAL

LEE COUNTY COMMUNITY
BEDICAL COLLEGE OF VIRGINIA
CHIDLEEN'S-KTNG'S DAUGHTERS
LONESOME PINE

GILES MEMORIAL

FRANEL IH MEMOR]AL
UKIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA
EICHMOND COMMUKITY

BULASKI COMMUNITY

WISE APPALACHIAN
HORTHAMP TN - ACCOMACK
BREENSVILLE MEMORIAL

SORTON COMMUNITY

BADFORD COUNTY COMMUNGY
RICHMOND £YE & EAR

RUSSELL DOUNTY MEDICAL CTR
DERAUL

SOLTHSIDE COMMUNITY
SCUTRAMPTON MEMORIAL

LOUISE DBICI MEMORIAL

SMTTH CDUNTY COMMUNITY
SENTARA HAMPTON GENERAL
JOHM RENDOLFH

RIVERSIDE MIDDLE PEMNINSULA
SOUTHEIDE REGIONAL CTR

ST. MARY'S FNORTON)
TAZEWELL COMMUNITY

WEM OF MARTINSVILLE & KENRY £O
WARBER MEMORIAL

BONTGOMERY REGIONAL
HALIFAX-S0UTH BOSTON

HUMANA - CLINCK VALLEY
WYTHE COUNTY

RAPPAHANNOCK GENWERAL
STONEWALL JATKSON

TWIN COUNTY COMMUNITY
CULPEPER MEMORAL

BUCHANNAN GEHERAL

BIVERSIDE REGIOHAL CTR
COMMUNLTY MEMORIAL

POTOMAL

R 2 BEYHOLDS/PATRICK COURTY

FY 1990
Medicaid
Payments
$702,608.00
582,492,400
3630,848.00
$192,843.00
$%,406,063.00
$339,771.00
37,963 266,00
$9,891,4649.00
$252,380.00
$315, 114,00
$129,030.00
56,075 ,535.00
£271,076.00
$362,912.00
ST, 243,00
$357,345.00
%269,373.00
$34% . 828.00
$258,110.00
$131,181.00
8I76,032.00
$1,278,483.00
B284, 784,00
308,102,060
$4611,265.00
§796,634 .00
$525%, 718,00
$37%, 727,00
$211,1%6.00
814, 400,00
3182,159.00
$100,709.00
479, 745,00
$141,672.00
$273,385.00
$268,026.00
$529,839.00
$172,949.00
$146,549.00
£134 127,00
$236,330.00
$13%,90%.00
$234,687.00
31,553 524,00
2196, 751.00
$436,350.00
%61, 127.00

Percent
af Het
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Health

tervice Urban/ Licensed Frofit

Area

Ent
1
I

v
[§H
tii

iv
1ii
13
iv
Tt

iV

[ R

v

iv

i1
111
111

iil
HY

il
111

iii

Piz

1y

ii
i1l

Hursl

LURBAN
LRBAM
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
LURBAN
LURBAN
RURAL
RURAL
BURAL
BURAL
RURAL
RURAL
UkBAR
BURAL
LIRBAN
RURAL
RURAL
URBAR
RURAL
URBAN
URBAN
UREEM
URBAN
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
BURAL
RURAL
RURAL
RURAL
URBAN
RURAL
RBAN
RURAL

Bads

579
104
153

&7
158
142
129
173

&0

7E
402
137
221
263
176
169
150

kal
468

@i

56
264
151
146
192
200
106

74
150
145

4]

96
576
120
153

Status
HOH-PRUF1T
HOM-PROFIT
HOH-PROFIT
MON-PROFIT
WOM-PROFIT
HON-PROFIT
STate
HON-PROFIT
HON-PROFIT
HON-PROF1T
HON-PROFIT
STATE
HOH-PROFIT
NOK-PROFIT
HOH-PROFIT
NOM-PROFIT
HOH-PROFIT
HOH-PROFLY
HON-PROFIT
HON- PROFIT
PROPRIETARY
HOW-PROFIT
UK -PROFIY
HON-PROFIT
NN - PROFLT
HOW-PROFIT
HOH-PROFIT
HOSPITAL DISTRICT
NON-PROFIT
HOSPITAL AUTHORITY
KOK-PROFIT
NOM-PROFIT
HOM-PROFIT
RON-PROF1T
PROPRIETARY
HON-PROFIT
PROPRIETARY
NON-PROFIT
HOM-PROFIT
HOW-BROFIT
KOM-BROFIY
HON-PROFITY
KOK-PROFIT
BON-PROFIT
MOH-PROF1Y
WOM -PROFIY
MO -PROFIT




Facility

BARY THMMACULATE
HEMORIAL OF DARVILLE
FRINCE WILL1AH
RICHMORD MEMORLAL

PAGE MEMORIAL

MARYVIEW

CHESAPEAKE GENERAL
HILLIAMSBURG COMMUNITY
JORNSTOR MEHORIAL
HUMANA-BAYSIDE

BATH COUNTY COMMUNITY
HETROPOLITAK
SHENARDOAK L0 MEMORIAL
MARY WASHIKRGTON
LOUDOUN MEMORIAL

COMM OF ROANOKE VALLEY
ROCKINGHAM MEMORIAL
ARLINGTON

FADQUIER

VIRGINIA BEACH GENERAL
ALEXANDRIA

WINCHESTER MED]CAL CENTER
CHIPPENHAM

KORTHERN VIRGIMNIA DOCTORS
RESTON HOSPITAL CEMTER
LEWIS-GALE

STUART CIRCLE

HARTHA JEFFERSON
NATIONAL HOSP, - ORTHO/REHAB
ST MARY 'S {RICHMORD)
FETREAY

HUMARNA-ST. LUKE'S
JOHKSTON-WILLES
ALLEGHANY

HENRICO DOCTORS

TOTALS g2

Kote:

FY 1990
Medicaid
Payments
285 712,00
$640,498.00
$416,394.00
$5627,4625.00
$52,623.00
$589,594.00
$681,386.00
$238,836.00
$187,804.00
$279,204.00
$17,288.00
%158,909.00
389,518, 00
$478,642.00
$207,141.00
$326,622.00
$307,564.00
527 ,927.00
$112,679.00
$359,018.00
$387,650.00
$320,079.00
$419,512.00
$132,078.00
$112,537.00
$220,605.00
$88,184.00
$102,185.00
$382,334.00
$205, 0358.00
$45, 044,00
$563,460.00
$136,791.00
$26,413.00
$8%, 740,00

$41,780, 054 .00

Percent
Of et

Patient
Reverues

nnnnnnnn

0.80

M

Lo T v T on L o e R oo B s N ]
P S

.

FH833d33y

o
P

0.47

Table D-6 (continued)

Health

Tervice uUrban/ Licensed Profit

Area

til

11

Il

1w
11
11
11
Iy

i1
v
1v
1v
v
111
v

Aural
URBAN
URBAN
URBAK
URBAK
RURAL
URBAN
URBAMN
URBAN
RUKAL
LUREBAK
RURAL
LRBAN
RURal
RURAL
URBANR
LRBAK
RURAL
URBAN
RURAL
LRBAN
URBAM
RURAL
URBAK
URBAK
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
URBAN
{URBAN
URBAN
UREBAN
UREAN
URBAN
RURAL
URBAN

data were avaitable from the Health Services Cost Review Council,
on net patient revenues for individual hospitals within hospital systems
were not available for this analysis,

Source:

snd Health Services Cost Review Council data.

D-13

Beds

Oate shown sre for individual hospitals for which net patient revenue
Data

JLARD staff analysis of Department of Medical Assigtance Services data

Status

HOR-PROFIT
HOM-PROFLT
HOM-PROFIY
NOH-PROFIY
HOM-FPROFIT
HON-PROFIT

HOSPITAL AUTHORITY

BOM-PROTIY
HOK-PROFIY
PROPRIETARY
HOX-PROFIT
PROPRIETARY
NOM-PROFIY
NOM-FROFIT
HOM-PROFIY
HOM-PROFIY
NOH-PROFIY
NOH-PROFIY
HOM-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
HOK-PROFIT
WOH-PROFIT
PROPRIETARY
FROPRIETARY
PROPRIETARY
PROPRIETARY
FROPRIETAR
HON-PROFIT
HON-PROFIT
RON~-PROFIT
NON-PROFIT
PROPRIETARY
PRGPRIETARY
WON-PROFIT
PROPRIETARY
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Hospital Ty
ALL HOSPITALS (n=89)

HSA T (n=14)
HSAIT (n=9)
HSATII (n==27)
HSA TV (n=19)
HSA V (n=20)

Rural (n=42)
Urban (n=47)

Rural (<100 beds n=14)
Rural (100-249 beds n=24)
Rural (250-399 beds n=4)

Urban (<100 beds n=3)
Urban (100-249 beds n=18)
Urban (250-399 beds n=10)
Urban (408 + beds n=16}

State teaching
hospitals n=2

Hospital systems n=4
Non-profit (n=T75)

Propristary (n=14)

1%

“Mean

Appendix E

FY 1990 Average Costs by Hospital Type

Average Cost Per
justed Patient

A4S
Lowest

Highest

Average Cost Per
CAdiusted Admission
Mean Lowest Highest

Cost  Cost  Cost  Cost  Lost  Lost

$ 579

$ 547
768
507
623
569

$ 478
668

$ 517
450
512

$ 794
670
651
576

$1,063

$ 645
$ 562
663

%175

$261
§08
282
375
175

8175
352

$282
175
450

$453
486
526
428

$392

$392
$175
499

$1,232

$1,232
948
672
1,077
980

$ 624
1,232

$624
618
555

$1,077
308
903
718

$1,232
$ 828
$1,232

948

$3,735

$3,473
4,671
3,127
4,242
3,833

$2,054
4,432

$2,785
$3,017
$3,167

$4,983
4,228
4,281
3,975

$8,250
$4,551
$3,628

4,304

$1,738

$2,408
3,241
2,207
1,739
2,507

$2,041
1,739

$2,207
2,041
2,881

$1,739
2,606
3,128
3,069

$6,971

$3,667
$1,739
2,798

Seérce: JLARC staff analysis of Virginia Health Services Cost Review Council data.

E-1

$9,559

$9,530
7,083
4,671
9,559
7,045

$3,597
8,550

$3,416
3,596
3.508

$9,559
7,083
5,920
4,875

$9,530
$4,939
$9,558

5,920
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Summary of Terms of Hospital Settlement Agr

(H

(2)

{3

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)
(8)

)

(10

Appendix F

The Commonwealth must establish a payment adiustment fund, which is to be
financed with State and matching federal dollars for fiscal years 1993 through FY
1996, Virginia must place $5 million into the fund the first effective year, $10
million the second year, $15 million the third year, and $20 million the fourth year.
Fundg are to be dispersed to hospitals as additional reimbursement using the
methodology outlined in the gettlement agreement.

Effective July 1, 18992, DMAS is to adjust upward the DRI-VA inflation factor used
to increase hospital ceiling payments by adding two percentage points. This
increase is to be considered an escalation factor (to account for an increase in the
use and intensity of hospital services).

The Commonwealth is to amend the State Plan to make the necessary changes to
the reimbursement system, to sesk federal approval, and to make the necessary
bhudget requests.

The VHA is to dismiss the Medicaid litigation, unless DMAS fails to amend the
State Plan, fails to obtain budget authorization, or there is a breech of the
agreement. Nothing prohibits the VHA from bringing suit upon the expiration of
the terms of the agreement,

DMAS is not to attempt to circumvent the settlement agreement through reduc-
tions to non-State owned hospital reimbursement or take actions which increase
non-State owned hospital Medicaid service obligations. Also the Commonwealth
cannot reduce SLH or Indigent Care Trust Fund payments to circumvent the
agreement. (The Commonwealth may restructure the programs however),

If a reduction in reimbursement due to revenue shortfall is required, it must be
proportional among State and non-State hospitals. This must be done in amanner
which enables non-State hospitals to reduce their costs of serving Medicaid
patients in proportion to corresponding reimbursement reductions. Ifit cannot be
implemented in this way, then such reductions are limited to one year. If revenue
shortfalls persist beyond a year, reductions must be proportional to reductions
required of all other State agencies.

All hospitals involved in the lawsuit are to be bound by the agreement.

All hospital appeals held in abeyance as a result of the lawsuit, and which have not
proceeded to the level of informal fact-finding conference, are to be dropped.

A joint task force holding members from both parties is to be established no later
than January 1995 to “consider amendments to the State Plan to take effect after
6/30/96” regarding reimbursement.

In the absence of any amendments (o the State Plan for the Commonwealth’s fiscal

yvears after 1996, the Payment Adjustment Fund is to be continued at the level
established in 1956,

F.1
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Appendix G

Percent of Medicaid Costs RBeimbur

sed by Each State

According toan analysis by the U, 8. Prospective Payment Assessment Commis-

sion, Virginia reimburses 77 percent of cogts. The following iz a list of all other states.
Percent
Alabamsa B4%
Alagks 85
Arizona 168
Arkaneas 87
California &8
Colorads 67
Connecticat 72
Delaware &6
Florida a2
Clsorgin : 74
Hawali 75
Tdahe 87
Himais &8
Indiang 97
Iowa G4
Hansas 74
Hentucky BE
Loulsiana 84
Maine 83
Maryiand 164
Massachuselts B2
Bichigan 80
Minnesoia 88
Miggigaippi 83
Miszourt i
Montana a7
Nebraska 74
Nevada 73
New Hampshive i
New Jersey 102
Mew Mexico 78
Mew York 84
Korth Caroling &4
Horth Dakota a8
Ohio B8
Oklshoms 74
{regon 58
Pennsvivania 68
Hhode Island G4
South Oarcling &5
South Dakots 43
Tennesses 93
Texne 48
iah &5
Yermont T3
Yirginia 77
Washington 77
West Virginia 85
Wisconsin 84
Wyoming 84

G-l
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Appendizx H

Other States’ Hospital Reimbursement Systems

Table H-1 provides a summary of other state’s inpatient hospital reimburse-
ment systems. Table H-2 is a summary of each state’s outpatient hospital reimburse-
ment system.

H-1
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flaska

frkansasy

California

Coltarade

Connpcticut

Delaware.

Disteict of
Columbia

Fiarida

Other States’ Hosg

e HETHOD
Treaged Bace wilh
Poer

fase Yrended

{ost~Based

fal Hegotisted

(b} Cost-to-Poer-
and.Trend
Loamit

Fiat Rate by Group
{BRGY
Cost~to-frend
Limit

Cost -Based

Cost-to-Trend
Limit®

Base Teonded

UNIT

Por Thiem

Global {(Percentane
i (harges}

{ost

{a} Fer diem
{b} Cast with per
discharge Timit

Fer case

Cost with per
discharge fimit

Cost

Cost with per
discharge Timil

Per diem

Table -1

tal Reimbursement Systems

e SEREMEING
DEE Markebhasket

Determingd as part
af rate
setling/budget
roview DYOCess

MR

(a2} Hegotiation
(b} HWOCFA update

el

HUFA update

KA

Negmtiateﬁ'

Rt Markethasket

STANDARDS
Lawer of bopital's
trended rate of peer
grousp ceiriing

Hospital-specific

MR

fa) W&
i) Limited by peer
groug Lrend

Peer group percentile
cedtings Vimit hospital
sperific rates

Hospital-specific

H/A

Hospital-specific

County ceilings Thmit
hospital-specific rates

~BASE YEAR

Prigr ¥Year

1ORE

W/

{8} Prior yeav
fh) o8RG

ToRy

BB

14682

Prigr year cosb
roparts

STARE BATE
July 1986

Juty 1987

Retnsiated
P99

Febrysry
P83

July 1988

Getober
1982

#o change

fictober
1983

Juty 1981
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SIAM

Henryia

Hawa i

dahn

fitinois

Indiana

Towa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Mar ybangd

Massarbceils

e HUIHOR
fase Frevdmd
Base Trended

Cost-ta-Yrend
Fimit

{a} Hegotiated
{b} Trended Base

with Peer

{ost-to-Trend
Limit

Flat Rate by Group
{DRGY

Flat Rale by Group
(ORG)

Trended Base with
Feer
Cost-to-Trend
Limit

Base Trended

fase Trended

Base | readed

Table H-1 {continued)

e WREE
Fer case
Pov drem

Cost with per diem
Vimid

{a} Per diem

{hi Per dipm

{05t with per
discharge Timit

Per case

Per case

Per diem

{ost wilh per
discharge Timit

Global {Per
discharye}

Per case

Globat

e IRENOENG
i Markethasket
ORI Marketbasket
DRI Harketbasket

fa} NAA
{b} DRI

HOFA update
Legislatively

determined

Oetermined as part
af budget process

DRT Marketbasket

HOFA update
HOFA update DRY
i nden

Irternal imdices
plus 2% intensiiy

Rateseiitng formula

. 2IANDARDS
Hospital-specific

Hospitai-specific

Hospital-specific

ta) N/A
{b} Peer ceiling

Hospital-specific

50/50 stateshospital-

specific blend

Peer groups

Lower of hospital's
trended rate or peer
group ceiling
Hospital-specific
Gross revenye Timit

Pear group

Hespitatoapegific

BASE YEAR
1988

1987

1984

{a} Prior year

{b)

1982

1988

1989

Host recent
cost report

198384

1981

Varipd

R

SIARY DALE

RELOETEY
10873

Golober T9R5

July 1987

July 1986

1983

October 1987

July 1989

March 1982

e tober 1982

July 1981

[

b
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Lo Start
Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nibiraska

Nevada

New Hamphshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

e MEIHOQD
ttat Rate by Group
(DRE)

Flat Rate by Group
(DRG)

Trended Base wilh
Peer

Cost-to-Trend
Limit

flat Rate by Group
(ORG)

HBase Trended

flat Rate by Group
(Npn-DRG)

flat Rate by Group
(DRG)

flat Rate by Group
(DRG)

Flat Rate by Group
(DRG)

Table H-1 (continued)

e MRLE

Yer case

Per case

Per diem

Cost with per diem

Fimit

Per case

Per diem

Per case, per diem

Per case

Per case

Per case

e NRENDENG
Greater ot HCTA
Update or 7H%

DRI Marketbasket

BRI Marketbasket

DRI HMarketbasket

Negotiated

State defined, needs
tegislative approval
HCFA Update

HLFA update
None

internally
developed indices,
proxies

HCTA tpdate

. JTANDARDS
Hospital-specific rates
are limited by a
"truncated mean"

Hospital-specific

Lower of hospital's

own trended rate of
88th percentile of peer

group ceiling

Hospital-specific

Statewide

Hospital-specific

Peer groups

Statewide; some peer

Peer groupings, trend
increases and DRG
rates

tower of peer group
ceilings or hospital's
own rate

Most recent
cost reports

#o0l1ling base 3
years prior

1985

1982

Most recent
cost report

Most recent
cost report

1988

14987

STARY _DATE
Vebruary 1945

August 198%

July 198}

October 1981

October 1987

July 1982

Septemher 1588

January 1989

January 1080

October 1989




S-H

17,11 S
Hew Yark

North Caroltina

Horth Dakota

Ghio

fx1ahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Istand

South Carolina

South Dakota

METHOD UNL!
Flat Rate by Group Per case
(DRG)
Base Trended Per diem
Flat Rate by Group Per case
{BRG)
Flat Rate by Grouwp Per case
{DRG)
Trended Base with Per diem

Peer

{a} flat Rate by
arouyp (DRG)
{b)} Cost-hased

f1;t Rate by Group
{DRG)

Hegotiated

%lat Rate by Group
{DRG}

flat Rate by Group
{DRG}

{a) Per case
{b} Cost
Per case

Global (Ratio
cost-te-charges)

Per case and
per diem

Pey case

o JRENDING
Determined by
panel of
independent health
economists

State defined

Medicaid
determines update

DRI Marketbasket
Lesser of DRI
Markethasket and
HCFA Update

{a} HLFA update
{b} N/A

DRI Marketbasket

Hegotiated

HEFA tipdate

Table H-1 (continued)

— . STANDARDS
Hospital-specific and
peer blend

Hospital-specific

Peer group budget
nevirality

Peer group
Hospital-specific,
peer, and staltewide
{a} Statewide ceiling
(h} N/A
Hospital-spacific
Hospit;l—specific
subject to statewide
maxicap

Hospital-specific

State update subject Hospital-specific

to approval by
governor

~-BHSE YEAR.. AIARY DATE

1981 January 1988
s November 1981
1984 July 1987

Not available

1988-89

{a} 1987
{b} N/A

Pending (See
Synopsis}

Most recent
cost report

1987

October 1984

October 1990

October 1985

July 1991

Janvary 1973

Janyary 1986

Janvary 1985
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—RTALE

leancssee

Texas

Ut ah

Vermont

Virginia

Hashington

West Virginia

Hisconsin

Wyoming

HETHOD uNLY
Base Trended Per diem
Flat Rate by Group Per case
{ ORG}
Flat Rate by Group Per case
{ORG}
Negotiated. Per diem
Trended Base with Per diem
Peer
{a} Negotiated Per case
DRG
(b} Cost-based
BRG
Cost-based Cost
Flat Rate by Group Per case
{DRGY
Cost-based Cost

. JRENOING
ProPAC lpdate

tesser of TEFRA
target or HCFA

Update
el

Hone
DRI Harketbasket
plus 2% intensity

(a8} None

{b} HCFA update

N/A

Legislatively
determined

N/A

Table H-1 (continued)

w2 IANOARDS
Hospital-specific

Hospital-specific
Blend of hospital-
specific and statewide

Subject to available
state-appropriated funds

Peer group ceilings

[a) H/A

() Limited by peer
medians

N/A

Statewide, some peer

/A

Source: Abt Associates, Medicaid Payment Methodologies Tor Iapatieni Hospital Jervices, August 1991.

1988

1988

Not Available

Host recent
charge data

Prior year cost
reports

1985

/A

N/A

N/A

SIARY DATE
QOctober 1983
September 1986
July 1983
October 1984;
October 1982

July 1982

April 1988

No change

January 19491

No change
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Table H-2

Other States’ Outpatient

Types of Systems )
Reporled fatabtished ' Maw t e

b3 &

&Y fpwable Rate by Prospective Charged Megotiated Percentage Fee for feimbyrsenent ﬁéwj:zsg;:m?
o Biate fosts Pravedure Payment Based Bake ai Lharaes Service SorEen Providers
Alabama * [
Alasks *
Arizona [ L4
Arkansas *
{alifornia ] @
Cetorado @ 3oL
Lonnecticut = *
Delaware o
Florida & ¢
Genrgia @
Mawail © @
idshe ® ®
itinois L @
Indiang & ®
fows * ®
Karnsas ®




)

Table H-2 (continued)

Reported Established Max baum Same As
Allowable Hate by Frogspective Charged Hegot tated Percentage Fee for Reimbursement Hon-hospital

Mlate Lasis Proceduce Pagment .. Bascd Rate of _{harges Service S¢reen Provigers

Kenturky @ 5%

touisiana ® @ ® @

Haine » ®

Maryland b @ i

Hassachusetts * & &

Michigan ® hd

Hinnesota 2 s

Mississippi 5%

Wissouri &% o

Montana .

Neliraska . h

Hevada . ®

Mew Hampshire *®

Hew Jerssy &

New Hexico 8%

New York @ & »

Morth Carplina g%

Horth Dakots *




6-H

Table H-2 (continued)

Reported Established Mt § smim Same As
Allowable Rate by Prospeclive Charged Negotiated Parcentage Fee for Reimbursement Non-hespital
—wbefe . fpsts Progedure Payment, Rate f (harges service Seresn Providers
Ohio L]
Ok tahoma i r 3 L L
of Inpatient
firegon @
Pennsylvania ® *
Rhade lsiand & ® ®
South Careling ] » ®
South Dakota @
Franessee L]
Texas @ . L
Utah ki s ®
Vermant @
Washington L] [ ®
West ¥irginia @ &
Wisconsin @
Wyomiog i

Saurce:  JLARE siaff amalysis of 1997 Commerce (learingbouse, Ino., Medicave avd Medicaid Suide,
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Appendix [

Comparison of Services Between Virginia
and Other States

As part of this JLARC review, the hospital services covered by Virginia
Medicaid were compared to those covered by other states’ Medicaid programs. A list of
limits on services that Virginia and other states place upon inpatient hospital services
is included in Table I-1. Table I-2 provides specifics on what outpatient services are
limited by Virginia and those that are limited by other states. Lastly, Table [-3 is a list
of the other states that require recipient co-payments for hospital services.
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e S R ARY

-1

Number of States that
Aliow the Service
Without Limits

Number of States that
Allow tha Service
With Limits

VIRGINIA
{impose imit?}

Types of Limits
on Services

Other States Uss

* Do not litnit to gset numbar
of days or do not fmit.

Comparison of Services Provided and Limits between Virginia and other States

Table 1-1

SERVICES IN STATE MEDICAID INPATIENT PROGRAMS

TYPE OF INPATIENT HOSPITAL SERVICE

Length of Kidney Liver Bone Cornea Bone
Stay Transplant Fransplant PMarrow Trarsplant Transplant
Traneplant
38* 13 4 5 17 3
13 18 33 28 16 13
Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
{21 days) {Prior {Not coverad) {Not covered} {Allowed) {Not covered}
asuthorization}
-Per year -Type of -Type of -Prior -Prior -Prior
-Par stay diseasa disaasa authorization authorization authorization
~Prior -Priot -Prior -Monetary -Age
authorization authorization authorization -Age
-Patiant -Monetary -Monatary -Numbar of
activity study -Aga days
percantiias -Numbar of

days




Table I-1 (continued)

TYPE OF iNPATIENT HOSPITAL SERVICE

Semi- Joaw Gastric Renal Heart OB-GYN
Private Repair Bypass Transpiant Transplant
Room

Number of States that
Aliow the Service G 0 4] 4 3 O
Without Limits®®

i

bR

Mumber of Bintes that
Allow the Servics 11 2 5 12 25 3

With Limite

it

s

R
£-1

A

VIRGINER Yes 7 7 Yas Yes Yes
timposs Hmit?} {Sarmib-private L (Mot coverad} iNot coversd: {Foltow federst

room onlyl ragulations}

S T
S

Types of Limits -Prior ~Prior “Friay -Prior

o Sarvices authorization authorization srthortzation authorization

S

her States Use -Age ~Two states -Numbae of
do not allow days

e zere (0}, states did procedure -Oing state

A

not kmit specifically or does hot
msntion service in their silow procedure

e

plans,

A

i

o

gt

PEECREY
Ty
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&

13

Bl ﬁ%mﬁx%“ i

Mumbaer of States that
Allow the Service
PWithout Limits ®*

Mumber of States that
Hlowe the Service
Witk Linmdte

WHRGINEA

fimpose limit?}

Types of Limits
an Services
Other States Use

R f zero (O, stetes did
not firdt specifically or

moantion servica in their

plans,

Muitiple

Table -1 (continued)

TYFE GF INFATIENT HOSPITAL SERVICE

Sun/Mon

Exparimental Cosmetio Acupunoture Brrusgy
Organ Pischarge Procedures Burgery Algohot
Transplarnt Rahal:
& 0 G O { 0
& 1 10 12 3 2
Yoz Yes - Yes Yes Yes Yes
{hiot covered) (Kot sllowed) Mot coverad} oy coversd} {Mot covered) (Mot aovered]

~Prior
stthorization
-Mesrtflung
-Pancress/
kindney

-Mo tripls

argan

~Prrigy

authorizetion
-Sevan siates
do not atow

procedurs

-One state
does ot

alfow progedurs




Table I-1 (continned)

TYPE OF INPATIENT HOSPITAL SERVICE

Elective Preoperative Qut-of-State Diet Pancreas Cthor
Procedure Days Cars Therapy Transplante Limita
Mumber of States that
Allow the Service 0 4] 0 O '§ G
Without Limiw®®
Mumbar of Stetes that
Allowy the Service 3 5 4 1 Z 4
With Limite
"
[ ]
WIRGINGS Yes Yes MNo ? Yes
fimspose Hmithl {Prine {Uine day) (Al owad) Mol coverad)
authorization}
Typas of Limits ~Priny -Prioe ~Frior S cover
on Services authorizetion authotizstion suthorization private
fhihor Bintes Une -Steritization -Ernergency PO
EPSDT -Monstary

*% 4f zero (0}, states did
not mit spacifically or

mention service in thair

plans,
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Table I-1 {continued)

TYPE OF INPATIENT HOSPITAL SERVICE

Bhin Surgical Fartility FriiGiat Hervices 1o Paychiatric
TFransplant Brocadurs Admission Clder Mental Services for
Patients Chfldres
Humber of States that
Albow the Servics 2 3 & ¥ 28 29
Withourt Llmitg™®
flumber of States that
Allew the Bervice 12 & o G 14 10
Wiith Liondie
VRGNS Yes Yoy 7 Yeu Ne Yas
{mpevs Hmit?} Mot covered) {Sewna mrasgt Mot altowad) {alloweed) Mot coveradi
bha puipatient}
Typan of Limite ~Prigr <Prigr -Bo sbortions -inotuds ~rvehuds
o Bavvicss suthorzation suthorization ~Steriitzation cetagnrically ostegotioaliy
ither Staise LUne . -Plase of Servics ~Hystaractiomy naady anhy rasdy only
~tndertiling
2% i zern (00, states did -dned opindon
riot fimit specificafly or ~Bax change

mention service in thair

plans.




Table -2

SERVICES IN STATE MEDICAID QUTPATIENT PROGRAMS
Comparison of Services Provided and Service Limits between Virginia and other States

TYPE OF CUTPATIENT HOSPITAL SERVICE

Number of Prior Amount of Routine immunization Conmatlc
Visite Authorization Paymeant Annual Burgery
Physical
Number of Statos that
Aflow the Service 15 13 2 8 1 8
With Limite
Foud
A VIRGINIA

timposa limit?! No No Mo Yes ~ Yes Yes
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Table 12

TYPE OF QUTPATIENT HOSPTAL SERVICE

Elsctive Emsrgency Ehuteodt-Binte DHmtary Faptility Exparimentst sy
Hurgary o Cors Supplement Procedures Limite
PMumber of Sistes that
Allow the Servics 2 - 5 4 1 2 4 3
With Limits
WIRGINIS
fimpese Rmit?} Yos Yes Mo ? ? Yes

Source: JLARC staff anfaysis of 19%2 Commerce Clearinghouse,
incorporated Medicare and Medicaid data and 1991 HCFA
Medicai rvices e b ate,




Table I-3

States that Require Recipient Co-Payments

‘Alabama —
Arizona —
California —
Colorado —
Kansas —
Mississippi —
Missouri —
Montana —
North Carolina —

Pennsylvania —
South Dakota -
Virginia e

Wisconsin —_—

for Hospital Services

$50 inpatient, $3 outpatient

$5 for some inpatient procedures, $1 cutpatient
$1 outpatient

$15 inpatient, $3 cutpatient

$25 inpatient, $1 outpatient

$5 per day for inpatient, $2 outpatient

$10 inpatient, $2 outpatient

$3 per day up to $66 inpatient, $1 outpatient
$1 outpatient

$3 per day up to $21 inpatient, sliding seale
up to $3 for outpatient

$2 inpatient, $2 outpatient
$100 inpatient, $2 outpatient

$3 per day up to $75 inpatient, $3 outpatient
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Appendix J

Agency Response

As part of JLARC’s data validation process, the Governor’s Secretaries and
State agencies involved in a study effort are given the opportunity to comment on an
exposure draft of the report. Appropriate technical corrections resulting from the
comments have been made in this version of the report. This appendix contains the
response of the Department of Medical Assistance Services.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

BRUCE U. KOZLOWSKI Department of Medical Assistance Services SUITE 1300
DIRECTOR 600 EAST BROAD STREET
RICHMONG, VA 23219
PATRICIA A GODEOUT BO4(786-7933
DEPUTY DIRECTOR. 804/225-4512 (Fax)
ADMINISTRATION BOO/343-0634 (TDD)
JOSEPH M. TEEFEY September 11, 1992
GEPUTY DIRECTOR-
OPFERATIONS

Mr. Philip Leone, Director

Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Commigsion

General Asgembly Building

Capitol Square, Suite 1100

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

We have reviewed the exposure draft, Review of Virginia

Medicaid in lg, are pleased with the overall report and
concur with most of the recommendations. As requested, we have
provided attachments with proposed comments and changes.

We appreciate your staff's efforts to understand and explain
the complexity of hospital costs and reimbursement and hope that
you will find our suggestions helpful.

Sincerely,

Bruce U. Xozlowski

BUK/pfp
Attachments




Comments Concerning the JLARC Draft:
YREVIEW OF VIRGINIA MEDICAID IN HOSPITALS'

1. page 117, L@gﬁ Paragraph

Based on the Department's review of the sgix hospitals that may
have been overreimbursed for figcal yearg ending in 1986 and 1987,
the potential amount ig §715,000 in General Funds (GF) ($1.4 million
total funds) of which the Univergity of Virginia Hospital (UVA)
represents §$666,000 in GF ($1.3 million total funde). However,
bagsed on the Departments review of the subsequent yearg’ cost report
settlements for the UVA, the method used to settle the 1938 through
1990 cost reports did not remove the cost of Graduate HMedical
Education (GME) before comparison to charges. After thesge cogt
reporty are corrected, the $§666,000 in GF due the Department for
1986 and 1987 will be eliminated. In addition, the Department also
reviewed seven additional hospitals identified in the JLARC Exposure
Draft. The potential overreimbursement for fiscal vyears ending in
1986 through 1990 iz $202,000 in GF (£404,000 total funds) of which
a children's hospital represents $174,000 in GF ($348,000 in total
funds). However, the Department will have to determine if any GME
cost should be removed for the children’s hospital before comparison
to charges.

Bagsed on the Department's review of the application of the Lower
of Cost or Charge principle (LCC), we have determined the following:

The Health Care Finance Administration (HCFA) did not zmend the
LCC regulations until 1988 to reguire separate determination of the
LCC  limit  between  inpatient and outpatient services. The
requirements were retroactively applied to figcal vears beginning on
or after October 1, 1984. Therefore, no hospital with a fiscal vesr
ending prior to September 30, 1985 would be impacted by this chanzs.

HCFA subseguently amended the LCC regulations in 1989
GME cost for the purposes of comparisgon with customary
figcal years beginning on or after July 1, 1985,




The Department, gince 1982, has followed the Medicare principles
0of reimbursement for determination of allowable costs for both
inpatient and outpatient costs unless the State Plan or Federal
Regulations require different methods.

When the Medicare regulations were changed retroactively in
1988, the Department became concerned about the adverse impact the
new LCC rule on outpatient gervices would have on those hospitals
with large indigent outpatient clinics, especially UVA and one large
children's hospital. In addition, the Department was concerned
regarding the retroactive application of the new rule upon not only
the VHA law suit but upon another suit in Federal Court regarding
the retroactive application of the elimination of Return on Equity
as mandated by the 1987 General Assembly.

For these reasons, the Department elected to apply the new LCC
rule prospectively but not retrospectively.

3. Page 121 lst Paragraph

There are no State Plan regulations that establish time frames
for the Department to settle cost reports and establish rates for
hospitals and therefore no requirement for public regulatory
changes. The Department has internal policies and procedures that
establish required time frames for the settlement and rate setting
for hospitals. The policy has been changed to 180 days and we are
in the process of issuing a Medicaid Memorandum to all providers,
including hospitals, communicating these changes.

4. Ppage 124 1st Paragraph

Federal regulations at 42 CFR 413.13(g)(1l) specifically mandate
that, for cost reporting periods beginning hLefore October 1, 1984,
the reasonable costs of services and the customary charges for these
services are to be aggregated. Section 413.13(g)(2) mandates that,
for cost reporting periods beginning on or after October 1, 1984,
the aggregate method may not be used and the costs and charges are
to be compared separately.

The Department is not aware of any federal law or regulation
which would permit a different interpretation by either the HCFA
staff or the JLARC staff.

5. P 1 P

As discussed in the JLARC report on pages 121 and 122, the
Department performs two types of audits, a desk audit and a field
audit. The desk audit is referred to as a '"Cost Settlement" and a
field audit is referred to as a '"Final Settlement.'™ Either type of
settlement requires that a Notice of Program Reimbursement be sent
to the Provider. If a subsequent field audit is not performed for a
given figcal vyear, the desk audit becomes a defacto 'Final
Settlement."™




The collectability of any overreimbursement is governed bhy
federal regulations (42 CFR 405.1885) which prohibits any cost
report reopening after three years from the date of the last Notice
of Program Reimburgement letter.

6.

The Departiment agrees with the JLARC recommendation in part. We
agree that an immediate review should be completed to determine: (1)
which hospitals may have been overreimbursed, (2) the amount of
overreimbursement, and (3) the collectability of all identified
overreimbursements. However, we recommend that only the hospital
cogt reports for fiscal years beginning on or after October 1, 1984
through 1987 should be reviewed. As previously stated, the
Department has no regulatory authority based on federal 1law or
regulations to apply the separate LCC method prior to that date.

7. Page 1273
Needed

Based on the Department's review of the hospitals audited by the
Medicare Intermediary, Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Virginia
(BC/BS), in the past three federal fiscal years, 77 percent (23 of
30) of the hospitals that received the highest reimbursement from
Medicaid have been audited by BC/BS. In addition, of the top five
hospitals with the highest Medicaid reimbursement, all five have
been audited in the last two federal fiscal years.

Limited scope audits are conducted by BC/BS for areag that are
mogt important to Medicare for potential savings, i.e. outpatient,
capital and GME cost. These same areas are the highest priority for
the Department also, and as noted in the report, have gaved the
Medicaid Program gignificant dollars. Also, as noted, the
Department has begun a review of those hospitals that do not
participate in the Medicare Program and will be auditing those that
we determine have potential for saving to the Medicaid Program,.

Federal regulations, at 42 CFR 405.1803 and 405.1835, define a
reasonable period of time for issuing notices of amount of program
reimbursement as within 12 months of receiving an acceptable cost
report.

Due to provider's gelection of fiscal year ends, approximately
47 percent of the total annual cost reports are received during the
second calendar quarter each year and an additional 29 percent of
the cost reports are received during the fourth calendar quarter.




It would not be cost effective for the Department to add
additional cost sgettlement staff to meet a seasonal workload. For
this reason, the Department elected to extend the allowable cost
settlement periods into the lower workload periods during the third
and first calendar quarters.

In addition, the delay in establishing higher per diem rates
produces an increase in revenue for the Commonwealth due to the
interest earned on the unexpended funds. Some States have adopted a
deliberate policy to delay rate setting or claims payment, e.g.
Illinois, to improve the State's cash flow. This practice has been
recently upheld in Federal Court.

9. Page 130 Recommendation (14)

The Department suggests that JLARC reconsider this
recommendation since we do not believe it will be cost effective.
This will cost the Commonwealth the interest earned on the
unexpended funds and may require the Department to increase staff to
expedite the cost settlement and rate setting for hospitals.

Based on the Department's review of the top five hospitals that
received the highest Medicaid reimbursement, all five have been
audited in the 1last two Federal fiscal years. In addition, 77
percent of the hospitals that receive the highest reimbursement from
Medicaid have been audited by BC/BS in the last three Federal fiscal
years.

As previously noted, the Department has begun a review of those
hogpitals that do not participate in Medicare and will be auditing
those hospitals determined to have potential saving to the Medicaid
Program.

11. Page 134 Firgt Paragraph

The BC/BS estimate of 300 to 350 audit hours to complete an
average hospital audit 1is almost certainly based wupon their
experience in conducting the limited scope audits discussed earlier
in the JLARC report. To audit hospital operating costs, the
Department will require significantly increased audit hours and
costs over the JLARC estimate. The Department will address the
anticipated cost/benefit ratios in the budget addenda submitted in
regponge to recommendation (15).




From the 1990 audit conducted by the APA, they recommended and
the Department developed an overview document that explained the
cost settlement and rate setting process for each of the different
provider groups, including hospitals. During the 1991 audit
performed by the APA, an extensive review of the cost settlement and
rate setting process, including the regulations, policies and
procedures, was completed and all previous finding by the APA and 14
were cleared regarding how the cost settlement and rate
determination is completed and documented.

13.

Based on the Department's review, we currently have regulations,
policies and procedures in place for the automated cost settlement
and audit record keeping.  The Department concurs with the
recommendation that the data should be wupdated periodically to
reflect the most recent information available for cost reporting
periods from 1990 forward.

14. Page 144 Exhibit 4
The following correction should be made:

Sterilization for male gnd female adults.

Virginia Medicaid is developing with Blue Cross and Blue Shield
of Virginia, a pilot concurrent review component in addition to its
existing prepayment wutilization review function for inpatient
hospital stays.

i6.

The prepayment utilization review of outpatient hospital care to
the extent recommended in the report, will require additional nurse
gtaffing.
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