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Introduction: On May 12, 2017 the Quality Improvement Advisory Council
subcommittee met to discuss the State Transition Plan data collection and
how it might be analyzed. The committee decided to concentrate on three
areas and requested BMS to submit data analysis for these three. They
included:

e the ratings of non-residential provider settings in relation to the
number of years the provider was in operation.

e the ratings of non-residential provider settings in relation to the
number of members served by a provider.

¢ he ratings of residential provider settings in relation to whether
they were ‘clustered’.

o Citations studied were those identified as having the least
compliance in the Provider Compliance Report presented to the
Quality Improvement and Advisory Council dated April 19, 2017.

NOTE:

SOME PROVIDERS HAD MULTIPLE SETTINGS. EACH WAS ENTERED IN
THE DATABASE INDEPENDENTLY, SINCE CITATIONS VARIED AMONG
THESE SETTINGS.

ALL DATA WAS ACQUIRED THROUGH INITIAL ON-SITE
SURVEYS/REVIEWS OF SETTINGS. WHILE SETTINGS NOT FOUND IN
COMPLIANCE WILL RECEIVE/RECEIVED FOLLOW-UP REVIEWS, THE
RESULTS OF THESE REVIEWS ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THIS ANALYSIS.



APPENDIX A INCLUDES A LIST OF TAG NUMBERS (i.e. O.1.A et a]) AND
THEIR DESCRIPTIONS.

SUMMARY/ABSTRACT

The first area of examination identified by the committee was the relationship
of citations O.1.A, O.1.E, O0.1.G and O.1.L (if any) to the maturity of the
provider. Section I lists the Hypotheses for this data set and the Findings. The
most noteworthy finding was under O.1.A. There was a substantial difference
in the incidence of O.1.A citations between providers in existence less than ten
years and providers in existence more than ten (10) years. While 50% of
providers in existence for ten (10) years or less were in compliance, 37% of the
providers in existence for more than ten (10) years were in compliance.

Examination of the raw data revealed a natural grouping of providers at the
seventeen (17) year stage of development. This led to additional examination
of the relationship of citations O.1.A, O.1.E, O.1.G and O.1.L (if any) to the
maturity of providers seventeen (17) years or older and those in existence
sixteen (16) years or less. Section I lists the Hypotheses for this data set and the
Findings as well. The seventeen (17) year benchmark was far more of a
determining factor.

Section Ia

HO1= There is no difference in incidence of O.1.A citations between
providers in existence less than ten years and providers in existence more
than 10 years.

HO02= There is no difference in incidence of O.1.E citations between
providers in existence less than ten years and providers in existence more
than 10 years.

HO03= There is no difference in incidence of O.1.G citations between
providers in existence less than ten years and providers in existence more
than 10 years.



HO04= There is no difference in incidence of O.1.L citations between
providers in existence less than ten years and providers in existence more
than 10 years.

FINDINGS:

There was a substantial difference in the incidence of O.1.A citations between
providers in existence less than ten years and providers in existence more than
10 years. While 50% of providers in existence for 10 years or less were in
compliance, 37% of the providers in existence for more than ten years were in
compliance.

Section Ib

HO05= There is no difference in incidence of O.1.A citations between
providers in existence less than seventeen (17) years and providers in
existence more than seventeen (17) years.

HO06=There is no difference in incidence of O.1.E citations between
providers in existence less than seventeen (17) years and providers in
existence more than seventeen years.

HO7=There is no difference in incidence of O.1.G citations between
providers in existence less than seventeen (17) years and providers in
existence more than seventeen (17) years.

H08=There is no difference in incidence of O.1.L citations between
providers in existence less than seventeen (17) years and providers in
existence more than seventeen (17) years.

FINDINGS:

There was no substantial difference between providers in existence for less than
seventeen (17) years and providers in existence for more than seventeen (17)
years for citations O.1.A.

There was a substantial difference in the incidence of O.1.E citations between
providers in existence less than seventeen (17) years and providers in existence
more than seventeen (17) years. While 29% of providers in existence for



seventeen (17) years or less were in compliance, 55% of the providers in
existence for more than seventeen (17) years were in compliance.

There was a substantial difference in the incidence of O.1.G citations between
providers in existence less than seventeen (17) years and providers in existence
more than seventeen (17) years. While 29% of providers in existence for
seventeen (17) years or less were in compliance, 45% of the providers in
existence for more than seventeen (17) years were in compliance.

There was a substantial difference in the incidence of O.1.L citations between
providers in existence less than seventeen (17) years and providers in existence
more than seventeen (17) years. While 29% of providers in existence for
seventeen (17) years or less were in compliance, 45% of the providers in
existence for more than seventeen (17) ten years were in compliance.

Raw data x indicates setting in compliance for that tag.
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SECTION 11

The second area of examination identified by the committee was the relationship of
citations O.1.A, O.1.E, 0.1.G and O.1.L (if any) to the number of members served
by the provider. Section II lists the Hypotheses for this data set and the Findings.

HO9= There is no difference in the incidence of O.1.A citations among
providers based on the number of members served. <10, 20, 30, 40, 50
and 50+

Ho10= There is no difference in the incidence of O.1.E citations among
providers based on the number of members served. <10, 20, 30, 40, 50
and 50+



Hol1= There is no difference in the incidence of O.1.G citations among
providers based on the number of members served. <10, 20, 30, 40, 50
and 50+

Ho12= There is no difference in the incidence of O.1.L citations among
providers based on the number of members served. <10, 20, 30, 40, 50
and 50+

FINDINGS:

When the data is analyzed with the tag number as the independent variable, see
Analysis by individual ‘tag’ number, there were noteworthy findings.

For O.1.A, the percentage of agencies who were in compliance varied between 0%
(agencies serving over 51 members) and 60% (agencies serving under 10
members).

For O.1.E, the percentage of agencies who were in compliance varied between
13% (agencies serving 21-30 members) and 66% (agencies serving 41-50
members).

For O.1.G, the percentage of agencies who were in compliance varied between
25% (agencies serving 21-30 members) and 66% (agencies serving 41-50
members).

For O.1.L, the percentage of agencies who were in compliance varied between
25% (agencies serving 21-30 members) and 70% (agencies serving under 10
members).

There was no correlation among the tags regarding overall compliance based on
the number of members served. This indicates that the null hypotheses are correct.

When the data is analyzed with the number of members served as the independent
variable, see Analysis by number of members, there were noteworthy findings.

For agencies serving less than 10 members, the percentage of agencies who were
in compliance varied between 50% (O.1.A) and 70% (O.1.L).



For agencies serving 10-20 members, the percentage of agencies who were in
compliance varied between 26% (0O.1.A and O.1.L) and 47% (O.1.E).

For agencies serving 21-30 members, the percentage of agencies who were in
compliance varied between 13% (0.1.A and O.1.E) and 25% (0.1.G and O.1.L).

This is the most problematic sub-set.

For agencies serving 31-40 members, the percentage of agencies who were in
compliance varied between 20% (0.1.G) and 50% (O.1.E).

For agencies serving 41-50 members, the percentage of agencies who were in
compliance varied between 33% (O.1.A and O.1.L)) and 66% (O.1.E and O.1.G).

For agencies serving more than 51 members, the percentage of agencies who were
in compliance varied between 0% (0O.1.A) and 60% (O.1.E and O.1.L).

There was correlation for the number of members served and discrete tags.
Agencies serving 21-30 members scored lowest overall for all tags.

FINDINGS:

Raw data x indicates setting in compliance for that tag.

Census recorded is that found during the initial review for each setting. N may be
duplicated.
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Analysis by individual ‘tag’ numbers
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0.1.G 2 40%

O.1L 3 60%
SECTION III
SUMMARY/ABSTRACT

The last area of examination identified by the committee was the relationship of
citations of O.1.A, O.1.F and O.1.H of the residential tags to the location of the
residence, specifically if the residence was a part of a cluster. Cluster was
defined as a group of 2 or more homes located in close proximity to each other.
The most noteworthy finding was under O.1.H.

Section III lists the Hypotheses for this data set and the Findings as well.

Hol3 =There is no difference in incidence of O.1.A citations between
residential settings that are clustered versus those not clustered.

HO014 =There is no difference in incidence of O.1.F citations between
residential settings that are clustered versus those not clustered.
HO15 =There is no difference in incidence of O.1.H citations between
residential settings that are clustered versus those not clustered.

FINDINGS:

There was a substantial difference in the incidence of O.1.H citations between
Clustered homes and those homes not clustered. While 73% of providers in
Clustered homes were in compliance, 46% of the providers in non-clustered homes
were in compliance. O.1.H has to do with the provision of transportation
information to members.

There was no substantial difference in the incidence of O.1.A and O.1 F citations
between Clustered homes and those homes not clustered. 36% of O.1.A clustered
homes and 41% of O.1.A non-clustered homes were in compliance. 23% of O.1.F
clustered homes and 29% of O.1.F non-clustered homes were in compliance,

There was little difference in total number of homes for each subset (22 for
clustered homes and 24 for non-clustered homes.)



Raw data

This chart identifies all the residential settings entered into the State Transition
Plan Provider Assessment Survey completed by providers between 4/1/15 and
8/19/15. Data was subsequently screened for accuracy and there were some
homes that were entered in the which did not meet the criteria for inclusion under
the State Transition Plan (i.e. They were not owned or leased by the provider, or
they did not serve IDD Waiver members). These are individually identified in the
Notes section. There were also some homes which were not a part of the sample as
identified in the State Transition Plan page 14. These are also identified in the

Notes section.
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Italics = homes grandfathered into Transition Plan
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Appendix A
Non-RESIDENTIAL

The setting provides opportunities for regular meaningful non-work activities in
integrated community settings for the period of time desired by individuals.
O.1.A

Individuals receive HCBS in an area of the setting that is fully
integrated with individuals not receiving Medicaid HCBS. O.1.E

The setting encourages visitors or other people from the greater community (aside
from paid staff) to be present. There is evidence that visitors have been present at
regular frequencies. (For example, customers in a pre-vocational setting).
Guidance: visitors greet/acknowledge individuals receiving services with
familiarity when they encounter them; visiting hours are unrestricted; the setting
otherwise encourages interaction with the public). 0.1.G

The setting assures that tasks and activities are comparable to tasks and activities
for people of similar ages who do not receive HCB services. O.1.L

RESIDENTIAL

Individuals are not isolated from individuals not receiving Medicaid HCBS in the
broader community. O.1.A



" Visitors are present. O.1.F

Bus and other public transportation schedules and telephone numbers are posted in
a convenient location. O.1.H



