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Digest of
A Performance Audit of
The Division of Services
for People with Disabilities
Chapter I:
Introduction

State government in Utah provides services to its population who have
disabilities through the Department of Human Services’ Division of
Services for People with Disabilities (DSPD or “the division”). Because
resources are limited, not all needs communicated by people with
disabilities can be met, so many potential clients must be placed on a
waiting list to receive services and supports. Other state agencies, such as
the Department of Health and the Utah State Office of Education, also
provide services to people with disabilities, but this report focuses on
DSPD.
We found that significant problems exist with the accuracy of DSPD’s
waiting list. We also found other areas where DSPD can improve, such as
its effectiveness in utilizing federal matching funds and its effectiveness in
making funding decisions. We examined these areas in response to the
Legislature’s audit question “Are we getting the funding to the people
who need it the most?”

Chapter II:
Significant
Problems Exist
With DSPD
Waiting List

Our first area of review was the DSPD waiting list. This review,
which included a detailed sample, revealed significant concerns that result
in funding needs being overstated. Mainly, the three areas that make up
the estimated cost of funding the waiting list—the number of individuals
waiting for services, cost of services, and the percent of funding from the
state—are unreliable.
But even if data were reliable, a complete representation of the cost to
fund the waiting list may not be as helpful to the Legislature as presenting
several funding scenarios based on different policy directions the
Legislature could choose. For example, the Legislature could choose to
fund only those waiting list clients who meet a certain critical needs
assessment score or fund only those clients that are eligible for the
Medicaid waiver, or both. Funding portions of the waiting list based on
such specific policies could range from as little as $1.2 million to as much
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as $7.5 million for the entire waiting list this audit revised. Chapter II
presents some of these funding options.
Finally, because current waiting list information is not reliable, DSPD
needs to consider changes to its current process of new client intake. For
example, more detailed information on a client’s eligibility and cost of
service needs to be recorded so that better policy decisions can be made
regarding waiting list funding.
Chapter III:
Better Management
of Medicaid Waiver
Eligibility is
Needed

Second, we reviewed some DSPD clients who receive services funded
wholly with state dollars and found evidence that many of them could
qualify for federal matching funds through one of the three Medicaid
home and community-based service waivers administered by DSPD. Our
review of a sample of clients who did not receive federal waiver funds
revealed several concerns. Namely, some individuals qualify for waiver
funds, but the state does not receive the funds because paperwork has not
been completed. In addition, other individuals do not qualify for federal
waiver funds because they do not have either the disability level of care
need or the financial need to meet eligibility requirements. Given the
limited resources available to provide services, serving these waiver
ineligible clients raises important policy issues. Some possible ways for
the state to better maximize federal Medicaid funds are discussed in
connection with this review.

Chapter IV:
Better Guidance
Needed for DSPD
Decision-Making
Process

In our final area, we found that decisions about which clients get
funded for services by DSPD are often inconsistent and confusing. Policy
clarification about client funding practices as well as better information
about available funds and the demands placed on those funds by different
client groups can improve DSPD decision-making.
Chapter IV further discusses a number of issues related to how DSPD
decides which clients receive funding for what services. We found that
practices sometimes differ among regions and offices because of different
policy interpretations and departures from using the Critical Needs
Assessment (CNA) prioritization model. We also found that in some
instances a lack of reliable information may affect decision making.
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Chapter I
Introduction
State government in Utah provides many services to its population
who have disabilities through the Department of Human Services’
Division of Services for People with Disabilities (DSPD or “the
division”). Because resources are limited, not all needs communicated by
people with disabilities can be met, so many potential clients must be
placed on DSPD’s waiting list to receive services and supports. Other
state agencies, such as the Department of Health and the Utah State
Office of Education, also provide services to people with disabilities, but
this report focuses on DSPD.
There is not enough
funding to meet the
needs of all persons
with disabilities. So,
a waiting list for
services exists.

Utah’s prioritized waiting list has grown to include almost 2,000
individuals who reportedly have immediate needs. Providing services to
an increased number of individuals on the waiting list has been the focus
of DSPD and the Legislature for the past several years. In fact, the
waiting list has been the primary means for the division to communicate
funding needs to the Legislature.
DSPD Manages Service Provision
for People With Disabilities

The Division of
Service s for People
w ith Disab ilities is
the state agency that
provides services
and supports for
pers ons w ith
disabilities.

According to Utah Code 62A-5-103, first in the list of responsibilities
for the Division of Services for People with Disabilities is to “plan,
develop, and manage an array of services and supports for persons with
disabilities and their families throughout the state.”
Statute Directs That the Most Severely Disabled Should Be
Served. The Legislature has provided direction on the population of
disabled people which should be served through definitions and policy set
forth in statute. The statutory definition of “disability” is given in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1. The Definition of “Disability” is Set Forth in Utah Code
62A-5-101.
(4)(a) “Disability” means a seve re, chronic d isab ility that:
(i)
is attributable to a me ntal or p hysical impairm ent or a
combination of mental and physical impairments;
(ii) is likely to continue indefinitely;
(iii) results in a su bstantial functiona l limitation in three or m ore
of the following areas of major life activity:
(A) self-care;
(B) receptive and expressive language;
(C) learning;
(D) mobility;
(E) self-direction;
(F) capacity for independent living; or
(G) economic self-sufficiency; and
(iv) requ ires a c om bination or sequ ence of special interdisciplinary
or generic care, treatment, or other services that may continue
throughout life and must be individually planned and
coordinated.
(4)(b) For purposes of this chapter mental illness alone does not
constitute a “disab ility” (Utah Code 62A -5-101(4)(a)(b)).

Typically, this definition of disability translates to services and
supports for people with the following disabilities:
• mental retardation and/or developmental disabilities,
• brain injury, and
• physical disabilities.
Major DSPD services
include:
• residential
services,
• day services,
• supported
employment, and
• fam ily supp ort.

The Division Offers Services and Supports in Several Areas. As
shown, a broad range of people can apply for services with the division.
Upon meeting specific eligibility requirements following guidelines just
set forth in the Utah Code, the division provides services and supports
categorized into a few generalized areas:
• residential placement services—supported or supervised living in
supervised apartments, professional parent homes or group homes,
• day services—site training services designed to promote ongoing
development and self-help skill maintenance or senior supports for
those over 55 with medical conditions,
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• supported employment—job placement, development, coaching
and on-the-job training in the community for adults with
disabilities,
• family support—services and supports given to families supporting
an individual with disabilities in the home; assistance includes
respite services, cash assistance, family guidance/training, help with
therapies and assistive devices, and
• transportation services—typically provided as a means for an adult
with disabilities to transport to/from day programs, jobs and other
activities.
In 2001, about 5,000
persons with disabilities w ere
receiving services
and supports from
the division.

In fiscal year 2001, about 5,000 people received some level of services
and supports through the division (1,100 of whom received one-time
supports) with an additional 249 people residing in the Utah State
Developmental Center. Figure 2 shows a current breakdown of service in
the categories discussed most often throughout the audit report:
residential services, day services, supported employment, family support
and transportation.

Figure 2. Number of Home and Community Based Services
Provided by DSPD in Fiscal Year 2001. The total exceeds 5,000
because many people receive more than one service. The
unduplicated count of clients in service is 3,807. There are also 115
clients receiving services for physical disabilities.
Service Categories

Numb er of Services

Residential Services

2,069

Day Services

1,551

Supported Employment

985

Fam ily Sup port

2,864

Transportation

1,493

TOTAL

8,962

Source: Division of Services for People With Disabilities, September 2001
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The majority of
DS PD clients are
eligible for 70
percen t of the ir
services to b e pa id
for by federal
Medicaid waiver
funds.

Most DSPD Clients Qualify for Federal Medicaid Funds. The
majority of DSPD clients receive services funded by a combination of
state funds and Medicaid funds by qualifying for one of three Medicaid
Home and Community-Based Services (HCBS) waiver programs. These
programs waive certain Medicaid requirements so that funding is available
for individuals that are cared for in their homes and communities rather
than in an institution. These individuals are funded by state dollars and a
Medicaid match of approximately 70 percent. Existing HCBS waivers
include services for individuals with

C mental retardation and other developmental disabilities,
C traumatic brain injuries, and
C physical disabilities.
As Utah’s Medicaid Single State Agency, the Division of Health Care
Financing in the Department of Health is responsible for managing
Medicaid waivers. However, some administrative functions have been
delegated to DSPD and are discussed in this report.
Many other individuals who do not qualify for the more stringent
waiver standards are currently receiving services from the division funded
wholly by state dollars.
DSPD Receives Significant
State and Federal Funding
DSPD ’s fiscal year
200 2 bu dget is
$139 million, of
w hich $94 million is
federal funding.

–4–

To provide services to the clients discussed above, the division
currently operates with a $139 million budget, which includes $94 million
in federal funding. The division’s budget for fiscal year 2002 is
summarized in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Fiscal Year 2002 Budget for the Division of Services for
People with Disabilities.
Schedule of Programs
Administration

$

2,983,000

Service D elivery

11,713,700

State Developmental Center

32,263,800

Residential Services

61,525,200

Day Training Services

15,346,300

Supported Employment

5,313,600

Fam ily Sup port

7,131,300

Services for Individuals with Physical Disabilities

1,047,900

Transportation Services

1,889,300
Total of Programs

$139,214,100

Source: Appropriations Act (H.B. 1), 2001 General Session, Item 138.

The Legislative Fiscal Analyst has analyzed the growth of
appropriations to the division over the past several years and concluded
that “budgets have grown faster than the number of people served.”
DSPD Must Make Difficult Choices
Since DSPD does not have the resources to provide all the services
desired to all individuals considered eligible for them, it must face difficult
choices about who receives services and who does not. Utah Code
provides criteria on which to base service decisions, and the division has
developed a Critical Needs Assessment (CNA) instrument to decide
which individuals have the greatest need for service.
Funding decisions
for DSPD have been
made more difficu lt
because of waiting
lists for services
which have existed
for over ten years.

Waiting lists for services have long been considered a major problem
facing the division, and the Legislature has wrestled with the problem on
many occasions. For example, a 1990 legislative task force reported that
“a major problem facing persons with disabilities is waiting lists.”
Reported waiting list sizes at that time were 350 for residential, 140 for
day treatment, and 250 for supported employment services. At that time,
the Executive Director of the Department of Human Services cautioned
that “there needs to be some balance between the needs of the individuals
and what the state can afford.” Since that time, as Figure 4 shows, the
Legislature has greatly increased service appropriations. Despite funding
increases, however, waiting lists have continued to grow.
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Despite significant
funding incre ase s in
the past decade, the
waiting list for
services continues
to g ro w.

Figure 4. Comparison of 1992 and 2002 Appropriations for Home
and Community Services. Despite large increases in service
expenditures, waiting lists have continued to grow.
Annual
Percent
Increase

FY1992
Appropriation

FY 2002
Appropriation

Total
Percent
Increase

$18,528,200

$61,525,200

232%

13%

700,000

7,131,300

919

26

Day Services

6,409,000

15,346,300

139

9

Supported Employment

1,567,600

5,313,600

239

13

Residential Services
Fam ily Support

As will be discussed in Chapter II, eliminating the waiting list is not
just a matter of funding; it will require that existing policies be reassessed,
particularly in how the division prioritizes service delivery. Future state
policy choices may also be driven in part by a recent United States
Supreme Court decision. The Olmstead decision indicated that waiting
lists are acceptable as long as they move at a reasonable pace.
DSPD Uses Critical Needs Assessment
As Decision-making Model for Funding
DSPD prioritizes
individuals for
service using the
Critical Needs
Assessment (CNA)
instrument which
ranks individuals by
severity of need on a
100-point scale.
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DSPD’s decision-making and prioritization model, the Critical Needs
Assessment instrument (CNA), is used to identify those individuals who
have the most critical need for services. The CNA, a 100-point scoring
instrument, incorporates four statutory requirements for prioritization
into eight weighted categories that ranks clients by severity of need. One
hundred represents the most critical need. (See Appendix A for the CNA
form with accompanying policies and guidelines.) Figure 5 illustrates
how DSPD has taken the four prioritization requirements in Utah Code
62A-5-102(3) and implemented them into weighted categories in the
CNA form.
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Figure 5. CNA Derives Prioritization Criteria From Statute.
DSPD’s instrument for deciding which clients get funding incorporates
prioritization guidelines from statute. The CNA ranks clients on a
100-point scale (100 being the greatest need) using eight different
weighted categories.
Statutory Criteria for Providing Service [Utah Code 62A -5-102(3)]
1. Severity of disability;
2. Urgency of needs for service;
3. Length of time without services from the division regardless of
whether that pe rson has formally applied for services and supp ort
from the division; and
4. Ability of parents or gua rdians to provide them with appro priate c are
and supervision.
Points
Po ssible

CNA Prioritization Categories
1. Ability to be Self Directing
2. Problem Behaviors
3. Family Dynamics
4. Special Medical Needs
5. Protective Service Issues
6. Resources Available / Supports Needed
7. Projected Deterioration Issues
8a. Accessib ility to Supports
8b. Time on Wa iting List

13
15
25
10
10
10
10
4
3
Total Points 100

A high CN A sco re
(100 points possible)
is intend ed to s ignify
that an individual
has critical needs.

A high CNA score is intended to identify the clients that have the
greatest immediate needs. DSPD uses the CNA to illustrate an
individual’s greatest need by accounting for the wide range of conditions
as listed in Figure 5. Identifying these multiple conditions enables DSPD
to determine who has the greatest need, assuming that clients scoring high
in each category should have the greatest need in multiple areas.
As shown in Figure 5, each category has a different weight attached to
it based on policy judgements made by DSPD. For example, “Family
Dynamics” is the greatest weight with 25 possible points while “Time on
Waiting List” has the lowest weight with 3 possible points. The
categories included in the CNA and their weighting can be debated, but
they reflect what DSPD has determined to be the best state policy for
prioritizing who will receive services first. Therefore, services should be
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provided to those with high CNA scores while those with low scores have
a lower priority for receiving services.
DSPD Updating Response to Waiting List
In both the 2000 and 2001 General Sessions, the Legislature wrote
intent language that the division seek
to maximize its ability to serve individuals on the waiting list
through reviewing existing policies, budgets, and service
allocations and pursuing any appropriate additional federal
waivers or funding or other creative mechanisms.
DSPD’s most recent
response to funding
the w aiting list is to
no longer have a
waiting list. The
division will attempt
to fun d ind ividuals
upon one year of
intake.

In response, the division convened a task force in the Fall of 2000 and
reported a goal to essentially provide services to all people on the waiting
list by July 2002. In fact, the division’s more recent goal is to eliminate
the waiting list altogether, which would eliminate the need for prioritizing
services. Instead, the division intends to move to a system where the
immediate needs of persons applying for DSPD services will be addressed
following their application and verification of eligibility.
This updated response also involves paring down the size of the
existing waiting list through a more detailed review of the list by such
means as
• removing the names of individuals who currently reside in
Intermediate Care Facilities for the Mentally Retarded (ICFs/MR),
• removing the names of individuals who already receive some
service and addressing their waiting list needs at an annual review
and/or a requested utilization review,
• surveying the needs of all individuals on the waiting list who are
seeking residential services to inquire whether they may need lesser
services, and
• meeting the needs of all individuals on the waiting list who only
need one-time or intermittent services.
The feasibility of achieving this new direction remains to be seen in
coming months.
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Audit Scope and Objectives
In light of the waiting list and other concerns about how funding
decisions are made, the Office of the Legislative Auditor General was
asked to conduct a performance audit of the Division of Services for
People with Disabilities.
We were asked by the Health and Human Services Joint
Appropriations Subcommittee to evaluate the appropriateness of the
method by which DSPD allocates its funding to its clients. By unanimous
motion, the committee asked
W e w ere as ked to
review how DSPD
makes funding
decisions about
which clients
receive division
services.

. . . in terms of performance and funding, the audit to
include a look at how the funding is prioritized, are we
getting the funding to the people who need it the most,
what is happening in terms of critical needs and how are
we meeting those critical needs.
We found several areas where division decision-making, policy and
practices can improve. Our findings are supported by budgetary analysis,
policy review and samples of clients currently receiving services and
waiting list clients.
Our audit objectives included:

C Evaluate the accuracy of DSPD’s waiting list,
C Evaluate how effectively DSPD utilizes federal matching funds,
C Evaluate the effectiveness of DSPD’s decision-making process.

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General
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Chapter II
Significant Problems Exist
With DSPD Waiting List
Problem s exist w ith
DSPD ’s cost
estimate to fund the
waiting list. Better
information is
needed in orde r to
provide the
Leg islature w ith
more policy options.

Our review of the full DSPD waiting list, which included a detailed
sample review, revealed significant concerns. Mainly, the three areas that
make up the estimated cost of funding the waiting list—the number of
individuals waiting for services, cost of services, and the percent of
funding from the state—are unreliable.
But, even if data were reliable, a complete representation of the cost to
fund the waiting list may not be as helpful to the Legislature as presenting
several funding scenarios based on different policy directions the
Legislature could choose. For example, the Legislature could choose to
fund only those waiting list clients that meet a certain critical needs
assessment score or fund only those clients that are eligible for the
Medicaid waiver, or both. Funding portions of the waiting list based on
such specific policies could range from as little as $1.2 million to as much
as $7.5 million for the entire waiting list revised by the audit. This
chapter presents some of these funding options.
Finally, because current waiting list information is not reliable, DSPD
needs to consider changes to its current process of new client intake. For
example, more detailed information on a client’s eligibility and cost of
service needs to be recorded so that better policy decisions can be made
regarding waiting list funding.
Future Funding Determined from Waiting List

For years, the
waiting list has been
DS PD ’s tool to
comm unicate unmet
needs to the
Legislature.

For the past several years, the division has used the waiting list as a
measure of unmet needs when seeking funding before the Legislature. In
2001, the division reported over 1,900 people were waiting for services
with critical-immediate needs. The amount of state funds needed to
provide services to those on the waiting list was estimated to be over
$12 million. This information, as presented to the Health and Human
Services Joint Appropriation Subcommittee, is summarized in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. DSPD Service and Waiting List Information Presented to
the 2001 Legislature.
Individuals with “critical-immediate” needs
Individuals with “future” needs
Total individuals on the DSPD w aiting list

1,931
814
2,745

Total needed to fund the waiting list, fiscal year 2002

$12,400,603

DSPD’s FY 2002 request for waiting list funding

$2,350,000

Number of individuals on the waiting
list anticipated to be funded

365

Audit Evaluated August 2001 Waiting List
DSPD analysis of the
waiting list sets the
cost of providing
service in the four
major areas plus
supp ort
coordination at
$10.5 million.

We reviewed the waiting list data as of August 2001. DSPD analysis
showed that the cost—in state general funds—of providing the four major
services plus support coordination is about $10.5 million, as shown in
Figure 7.

Figure 7. DSPD Cost Information for August 2001 Immediate
Waiting list. According to DSPD, the cost of eliminating all immediate
needs in four major service areas plus support coordination was about
$10.5 million in state general funds.
Numb er
Waiting

Average
Cost

Comm unity Living

663

25,900

31%

Day Training

214

12,493

34

908,991

Supported
Employment

349

7,270

31

786,541

Fam ily Sup port

996

5,632

38

2,131,599

Service

Support Coordination
Total Individuals
In order to focus on
major service areas,
some of the lesser
cost areas of the
waiting list were not
reviewed.

– 12 –

Percent
State

State Cost
$5,323,227

1,311,096
1,869*

$10,461,454

* Some individuals are listed as waiting for more than one service.

Note that the $10.5 million in Figure 7 is less than the $12 million
DSPD reported earlier to the Legislature for a couple of reasons. First,
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there is a time difference; we reviewed the August 2001 waiting list, while
the information provided to the Legislature was based on an earlier list.
Second, the waiting list we reviewed did not have any information about
two categories

C the costs of housing assistance that DSPD may provide solely with
state funds to subsidize some individual’s housing costs, and

C the cost of funding the physical disabilities waiting list because our
timeliness in learning that it was a separate list administered by the
state office, not the regions, did not allow adequate time for
analysis. (Nonetheless, this waiting list—despite being much
smaller—likely needs to be scrutinized in the same manner as the
main waiting list we review in this chapter.)
We included support coordination in our cost estimates based on
information from DSPD. We found that 84 percent of those on the
waiting list did not currently receive DSPD services. If many new clients
are provided services, additional staff will be needed to coordinate their
supports. DSPD has determined that cost of a support coordinator is
about $50,000 and that 30 clients is a full workload. We estimated
additional support coordination costs on that basis.

Waiting List
Information Is Not Reliable
Although we have a revised cost of funding the waiting list, our
concerns will still exist with the new figures. Concerns exist in the
following three major categories:
Co ncerns exist w ith
DSPD ’s waiting list
estimates of the
• number of pe ople
included,
• costs of services,
and
• perc ent of state
funding used.

C the number waiting for immediate services is overstated,
C the cost of service estimates are not reliable, and
C the percent of state costs appears underestimated.
The criteria for being on the waiting list is that the individual be
eligible for services and that they would accept the services immediately if
they were offered. DSPD determines eligibility for its services by
completing an evaluation form for each individual. This form (Form 19)
assesses whether the individual has functional limitations in at least three
of seven areas (see Appendix C for DSPD Form 19). Individuals who are
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eligible may choose the services they desire. If the person would accept
the service now, he or she is placed on the immediate need list; otherwise,
the person is placed on the future need list.
Number Waiting for Immediate
Services Is Overstated
Our initial review
suggested 172
individuals could be
removed from the
list of 1,869 people.

We found that the DSPD waiting list includes many individuals who
do not belong on the list. On our initial review of the list, we found that
about 9 percent of the individuals could be removed because they already
received services. Then, based on a detailed review of a random sample of
the other cases on the list, we found about an additional 24 percent of
those individuals could be dropped.
Initial Review Removes Some Individuals from Waiting List.
Our initial review of the waiting list identified 172 individuals (9 percent)
who should be removed from the waiting list. We discussed the following
two categories of individuals with DSPD staff who agreed that these
people did not belong on the waiting list.

Reasons for initial
removal were that
• 135 individua ls
w ere alrea dy in
ICFs/MR, and
• 37 in dividuals
were receiving the
same service they
w ere w aiting for.

C 135 individuals residing in ICFs/MR (Intermediate Care Facilities
for the Mentally Retarded). These people have access to a full
range of services in the institutional setting. If they seek a
community placement, there is a portability option they would
follow. (Portability allows funding for individuals to move from
an ICF/MR to a community setting, if they desire.)

C 37 individuals who are receiving the same or a similar service from
DSPD as was shown on the waiting list.
After removing these individuals, the immediate needs waiting list
included 1,697 individuals.

Ou r audit sa mple
showed that about
24 percent of those
on the waiting list
could be removed.

Audit Sample Identifies Waiting List Deletions. Of the 1,697
individuals remaining on the waiting list following our initial review, we
believe about one-fourth do not meet the criteria to be on the list and
should be removed for several reasons including
• they no longer desired the service for which they were listed,
• they had moved or passed-away, or

– 14 –
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• they had already come into services, but the waiting list data was
not updated.
In addition, a few individuals who belong on the waiting list have fewer
service needs than listed.
Ou r ran dom sam ple
included follow-up
w ith DSP D Su pport
Co ord inato rs in a ll
four regions.

Of 1 32 in our aud it
sample of waiting
list individuals, w e
removed 32, or 24
percent, from the
list.

We randomly selected 132 waiting list individuals for a detailed
review. According to the list, the 132 individuals were waiting for 158
total services. Auditors examined case files at DSPD region offices and
discussed any discrepancies with division staff. While most files showed
why a person had been placed on the waiting list, often there was no
evidence of any recent contact to verify current needs. Therefore, if there
was any question about current needs, we sent a survey to the responsible
DSPD workers asking them whether or not the individual or his/her
family would accept the listed service if offered. Based on the files and the
survey responses, we determined whether each individual met the criteria
to be listed. Figure 8 has our results.

Figure 8. Summary of Sample Results. Audit staff performed a
detailed review on 132 random waiting list individuals and determined
that 32 (or 24 percent) should be removed.

Removed
Kept
Total

Individuals

Percen t

32

24.2%

Services
45*

Percent
28.5%

100

75.8

113

71.5

132

100.0%

158

100.0%

* Of the services removed, 37 come from the 32 individuals removed and 8 com e from individuals
kept on the list, but for fewer services.

It is interesting to note that when we followed up with DSPD staff
about whether some of the clients in our sample still had “immediate”
needs, some of the staff reported that clients’ needs actually changed.
Thus, we further questioned the reliability of the service data on the
waiting list.
We estimate that
there are 1,290
individuals waiting
for services
com pared to DS PD ’s
count of 1,869.

Audit Revisions Show 1,290 on DSPD Waiting List. After
applying the sample exception rate of 24 percent to our initial review
waiting list number of 1,697, we determined the adjusted number of
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individuals on the waiting list to be 1,290 rather than the DSPD number
of 1,869. This analysis is shown in Figure 9.
Figure 9. Summary of Audit Adjustments to the DSPD Waiting
List. Audit revisions put the waiting list at 1,290 compared to DSPD’s
count of 1,869.
Individuals on DSPD’s waiting list (see Figure 7)

1,869

Remo ved ICF/MR clients from waiting list

135

Removed clients receiving same or similar services

37
Subtotal

Removed 24 percent of clients (audit sample exception rate)
Revised Waiting List Total

1,697
407
1,290

Cost of Service Estimates Not Reliable
We believe that
DSPD’s cost of
service estimates
are not reliable.

The second factor in estimating the funding needs (the number of
individuals waiting being the first) is the average cost of services provided.
DSPD reports it uses actual costs of providing services to individuals
already receiving services to estimate waiting list costs. We do not feel the
cost figures used by DSPD are reliable for two reasons:

C First, cost figures used by DSPD have not been updated for years
and are not accurate.

C Second, the average cost of serving individuals on the waiting list
may be different from those now in service.
DSPD reports that it estimates service costs on a full program
equivalent (FPE) basis. The FPE determination is based on the amount
of services provided individuals (usually on a per hour or per day basis)
and the cost of those services. In general, we feel this approach makes
sense. When individuals are brought off the waiting list, they must be
funded on an ongoing basis for the number of service units DSPD will
provide annually.
Initial figures used
by DSPD to cost-out
the w aiting list in
2001 had not been
updated since 1998.

– 16 –

The first concern with DSPD’s cost figures is accuracy. Figures used
to cost out the waiting list have not been updated for three years and do
not reflect current costs. Once we learned that old cost figures had been
-16-
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used, we did not try to determine how they were initially established.
Instead, we compared the old cost figures to recent FPE costs and found
significant differences. For example, the fiscal year 2001 FPE cost for day
training service was $9,080. However, DSPD has used a higher amount
of $12,493 since August, 1998. DSPD reports that transportation costs
should be included in day services, which may account for some, but not
all of the difference.
The average cost of
services for those
on the waiting list
may differ from
average costs of
those a lread y in
service.

Our second concern is that DSPD has not considered whether the
average cost of individuals on the waiting list would be the same as those
currently receiving services. Since DSPD has tried to serve those with the
greatest needs, those on the waiting list may have lower and less costly
needs than those in service. If those on the waiting list tend to cost less
than those now in service, then using an FPE cost based on current clients
would overstate waiting list funding needs.
For our cost analyses which follow, we used the fiscal year 2001 total
costs per program divided by the total clients per program to obtain the
average costs. Our cost estimate for day services includes transportation
costs. For the family support cost estimate, we excluded one-time cash
assistance payments.
Percent of State Funding Appears Understated

To have a re liable
cost estimate of the
waiting list, the
perc ent of costs
coming from the
state must be
known.

O ur estim ate sh ow s
that th e sta te w ould
pay 50 percent of the
cost to fund the
waiting list (with the
rest coming from
Medicaid) rather
than DS PD ’s
estimate of 33
perc ent.

The third factor in estimating current funding needs to serve
individuals on the waiting list is the percent of costs that would come
from the state. It appears that DSPD may substantially overestimate the
proportion of service costs paid with federal funds.
DSPD reports that it based estimated percent of state funds on current
federal funding levels, but the information does not always correspond.
For example, the actual percent of state funds for supported employment
services in fiscal year 2001 was 42 percent, but the division’s waiting list
cost estimate assumes the state will only have to provide 31 percent of the
costs. In our opinion, serving all those on the waiting list could have the
opposite effect. That is, many individuals on the waiting list may not be
eligible for federal matching funds, so the percent of costs paid by the
state may increase rather than decrease.
The percent of costs paid by the state largely depends on whether
individuals are eligible for matching Medicaid funding. According to
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DSPD, about 69 percent of those on the waiting list are eligible for
federal matching funds while 31 percent are not. Thus, the federal
government would pay about 70 percent of the cost of serving the
69 percent that are Medicaid eligible, assuming the services provided are
eligible.
DSPD practices with respect to Medicaid eligibility are discussed in
more detail in Chapter III; however, the availability of matching funds is
not considered when setting service levels. If service costs are similar
regardless of whether matching funds are available, then federal funding
would pay for less than half the cost of the waiting list (70 percent of
69 percent is 49 percent). In contrast, DSPD’s waiting list cost estimate
assumes federal funding would provide about 67 percent of service costs.
Revised Cost Estimate Still Needs Better Data
Because we generally lack some confidence in DSPD’s waiting list
data, the audit-adjusted cost for funding the waiting list also lacks some
accuracy. However, we are more confident in the waiting list funding
figure of $7.5 million than the $10.5 million presented by DSPD. This
revised cost of funding the waiting list is shown in Figure 10.

After adjustments,
our a udit estimate to
fund the waiting list
is $7.5 million
com pared to DS PD ’s
$10.5 million.

Figure 10. Audit Cost Estimate for August 2001 Immediate
Waiting List. Audit adjustments result in fewer people listed as
waiting for immediate services, but they greatly increase the proportion
of state funding needed to provide services.
Numb er
Waiting

Average
Cost

Comm unity Living

300

$ 27,000

Day Training

140

9,700

50

679,000

Supported
Employment

230

6,000

50

690,000

Fam ily Support

780

3,000

50

1,170,000

Service

Support Coordination
Total Ind ividuals

Percent
State
50%

State
Cost
$ 4,050,000

904,000
1,290*

$ 7,493,000

* Some individuals are listed as waiting for more than one service.
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Figure 10 adjusts the DSPD waiting list in all three categories—
number waiting, average cost, and percent state (the portion of state
general funds needed to fund the waiting list)—to obtain the revised
$7.5 million figure. However, our revised estimate is still based on
DSPD’s existing policies for determining client eligibility and service
needs. If these policies were changed, then the amount of funding needed
would be very different.

Cost of Funding Waiting
List Depends on Policy
Although a revised
cost figure is given,
the actual funding
need of the waiting
list depends on
policy decisions
about whom to fund
and w hat se rvices to
provide.

In the previous section, we reviewed the waiting list and the cost to
fund it based on existing policy. Our main conclusion is that DSPD’s
information is not reliable. While we provided a revised estimate based
on our work, that figure is really only a starting point. DSPD staff
assured us that if the Legislature funded the current waiting list, many
more individuals would come forward for services. In our opinion, the
philosophy of the division about who has a critical-immediate need for
services and what services they are provided must be examined to draw
any meaningful conclusions about the funding needs. Thus, in this
section we examine how waiting list funding needs are affected by two key
issues:

C Decisions about who will be funded, and
C Decisions about what services to provide.
Funding Needs Depend
On Types of People Funded
Despite what may
have been said, not
all individuals on the
wa iting list have
“critical-immediate”
needs. The
terminology is misleading.

Waiting list funding needs vary greatly depending on the type of
individuals included in the cost estimate. DSPD’s practice has been to
describe all individuals who qualify for division services and who would
accept services, if offered, as having a “critical-immediate” need. In short,
any individual on the waiting list is essentially termed a “critical” need.
For example, as Figure 6 showed, DSPD told the Legislature in February
2001 that 1,931 individuals had “critical-immediate” needs. We think this
terminology is misleading because it does not recognize the wide range of
needs that are included. Using DSPD’s current approach, even an
individual with a CNA score as low as seven (one such currently exists on
the waiting list) is seen to have critical needs. In reality, an individual
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with a CNA score of seven would have low needs relative to an individual
with a higher CNA of, perhaps, 60.

A wide-range of
needs exist on the
w aitin g list; som e
are less critical than
others.

Another concern with describing all those eligible for and desiring
services as having critical-immediate needs is that it does not help policymakers weigh appropriation choices. DSPD staff told us some clients
have a great need for service, but others have a relatively low level of need.
The range of needs is also shown by the CNA scores of individuals on the
waiting list. Figure 11 shows the distribution of CNA scores for all
services types combined.

Figure 11. Waiting List Could be Shown by Need According to
CNA Score. Rather than communicating that all individuals on the
waiting list have “critical” needs, DSPD could show the range of
need through a CNA frequency like the one below.

Som e DS PD w orkers
feel th at the criteria
to enter service may
even be too lenient.
A high degree of
sub jectivity exists
on the eligibility
form.

– 20 –

Another issue that some DSPD staff raised with us is the eligibility
criteria for DSPD (see Appendix B for DSPD’s eligibility policies,
procedures and guidelines). Some workers feel that the criteria for
qualifying for services should be more stringent so less severely disabled
people do not qualify. DSPD Form 19 (see Appendix C) is used to
determine service eligibility. Individuals must have three of seven boxes
checked indicating substantial functional limitations in those areas.
However, there seems to be considerable subjectivity in completing the
form, and, in practice, some eligible individuals may not have a “severe,
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chronic disability” as intended by statute. In comparison, waiver
eligibility requires a higher level of disability than DSPD eligibility.
DSPD Form 817 (see Appendix D) requires that individuals qualify
under a level of care requirement.

The fun ding totals
we provide, based
on various policy
sce narios, should
not be viewed as
precise estimates.

The Le gislature
cou ld decide to on ly
fund individuals on
the w aiting list w ith
higher CNA scores.

The remainder of this section provides examples of how different
amounts to fund the waiting list are required based on which types of
clients are served. It is important to reiterate that despite our efforts to
adjust the waiting list data, concerns with the data provided by DSPD still
exist. Therefore, the funding totals we provide in the coming sections,
based on various policy scenarios, should not be viewed as precise
estimates. Instead, the key message is that funding the waiting list
depends on which portions of the waiting list the Legislature desires to
fund.
Funding Clients with High CNA Scores. Even if division staff
continue to allow individuals to determine their own need for service,
DSPD could more clearly identify high needs from low needs. Rather
than referring to all needs as critical, the division should consider some
type of classification system using CNA scores to differentiate among
need levels. Figure 12 shows the estimated cost of different need levels on
the waiting list.

Figure 12. Audit Cost Estimate for Funding Clients with Different
Levels of CNA Scores. Funding only individuals with high CNA
scores (scores over 50, for example) would reduce the funding needed
to $2.9 million in state funds.
Need
Level

CNA Score

Numb er

Estimated
Cost

Cumu lative
Cost

1

60 or higher

164

$ 953,000

$ 953,000

2

50 to 59

336

1,952,000

2,905,000

3

40 to 49

426

2,474,000

5,379,000

4

39 or lower

364

2,114,000

7,493,000

Total Individuals

1,290*

*Individuals with higher CNA scores may tend to have higher service costs, but they may also be
mo re likely to be e ligible for fed eral m atch ing fun ds. B eca use we hav e no reliable d ata o n eithe r
effect, this figure assumes cost does not depend on CNA score.
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The Le gislature
cou ld de cide to on ly
fund individuals on
the waiting list
eligib le for M edic aid
waiver funding.

Funding Individuals That Are Eligible for Federal Matching.
Another policy option that the Legislature and DSPD could consider is to
limit the waiting list funding to individuals eligible for the Medicaid
waiver. In general, as discussed in Chapter III, individuals who do not
qualify for the waiver either do not meet the disability level of care
requirement or else do not have a high financial need. Figure 13 shows
the estimated cost of funding the waiting list under that policy is
$3.2 million in state funds.

Figure 13. Audit Cost Estimate for Funding Individuals Eligible
for Federal Matching Funds. Funding only individuals who qualify for
the waiver reduces the state funding needed to $3.2 million.
Numb er
Waiting

Average
Cost

210

27,000

85

9,700

30

247,000

Supported Employment

155

6,000

30

279,000

Fam ily Support

570

3,000

30

513,000

Service
Comm unity Living
Day Training

Support Coordination
Tota l Individua ls

Percent
State
30%

State
Cost
$1,701,000

445,000
890*

$3,185,000

* Some individuals are listed as waiting for more than one service.

This policy option reduces the cost significantly but still serves most of
the individuals because federal funding is maximized. Since only waiver
eligible individuals are included, the federal Medicaid program pays
70 percent of service costs. Unless the match rate changes, the percentage
of federal participation in service costs would only be less if non-eligible
services were provided.
For about
$1.2 million, the
Leg islatu re co uld
fund those
individu als w ith both
high CNA scores
and Medicaid waiver
eligibility.
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Funding Individuals With Both High CNA and Waiver
Eligibility. Another option the Legislature could choose is to prioritize
funding to those waiting list individuals who have relatively high CNA
scores and who also qualify for Medicaid waiver funding. Under this
policy option, the Legislature would, in theory, fund those with the
highest need which are also those able to receive the majority of funding
from federal dollars. For discussion purposes, we took the approximate
top third of the waiting list (CNA score of 50 or above) and identified
-22-
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only those in that group which DSPD believed would qualify for waiver
funding. Our calculation is that it would take about $1.2 million to fund
this client group.
Funding Needs Depend on
What Services Are Funded

The Le gislature
cou ld dec ide to
prioritize fun ding to
certain service
types.

In addition to who is served, funding needs also depend on what
services are provided. Services vary both in how much they cost and
whether they are eligible for matching federal funding. Another
important issue is how the need for service is determined.
Some DSPD staff and board members indicated to us that if the state
could at least fully fund family support services, that action would alleviate
many current burdens and delay future service needs. We are not aware
of any evidence that supports this contention. However, if a policy
decision was made to fund all requested family support services, the cost
in state funds would be about $1.2 million, or for waiver eligible
individuals, only about $500,000 (as shown in Figures 10 and 13
respectively), plus some additional support coordination costs. Under this
option, the Legislature could choose to fully fund certain service needs
first and then proceed to partially fund other needs.

The Le gislature
could decide to fund
only those services
that are eligible for
federal matching
funds.

Determining need
should be a
combination of
professional
judgement and
individual service
requ est.

Another important consideration is whether services are eligible for
federal matching funds. Services like cash assistance and housing
assistance are always paid with 100 percent state funds. In contrast, most
other services to waiver eligible individuals require only 30 percent state
funds. Chapter III addresses the importance of structuring the division’s
service delivery decisions to qualify for federal matching funding as much
as possible.
Finally, identifying individuals’ needs is very important. The division’s
waiting list is based on individuals’ self-identified need or desire for
service. Allowing individuals to determine their own need for service may
be an outgrowth of the division’s philosophy of self-determination. Selfdetermination is an important concept that is aimed at allowing
individuals with disabilities to control their own lives. It helps ensure that
individuals are not directed into services they do not want (e.g., an
institution) by professionals. However, we are concerned that division
staff may not use their professional judgement to question whether
individuals need the services they request. Determining need based on a
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combination of professional judgement and service requests, where both
must exist, is another way to help control service demands.

Intake Policy and
Procedures Can Improve
DSP D can imp rove
its intake process
and waiting list
procedures and
provide better
policy-making
information.

Beyond the issue of funding the waiting list, our review of DSPD
clients on the waiting list for services revealed other concerns. Because
too little data is collected on potential clients at the intake process, there is
inadequate information for policy-making. For example, DSPD does not
determine clients’ funding eligibility and specific costs of services as part
of the waiting list database. Also, the waiting list has not been kept up-todate, as our sample review confirmed. Client confusion also exists due to
some of the current waiting list management and communication
practices. Some confusion seems to result from people thinking that time
waiting for services is an important factor in how the waiting list is
prioritized.
Earlier in this chapter we discussed the importance of deciding who
receives services and what services they receive as critical to determining
funding needs. Because of these decisions, DSPD’s intake processes for
determining client eligibility and identifying service needs are very
important. DSPD needs to insure its eligibility process accepts only those
with “severe, chronic disabilities.” Similarly, we feel DSPD should
evaluate service requests to insure that they truly constitute needs rather
than characterize all service requests as critical-immediate needs. In the
remainder of this chapter, we discuss some additional items related to the
client intake process.
Better Information Collection
Needed at Time of New Client Intake

DS PD sho uld o btain
more com plete data
on n ew clients at its
intake process.
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Current DSPD practice at new client intake does not lend itself to
detailed data gathering. For example, although the service requests are
recorded, there is not a detailed cost estimate included with the
individual’s waiting list information. Further, the intake worker only
gives a “best guess” as to whether an individual would qualify for federal
funding through the Medicaid waiver. For reasons such as these, our
previous analysis and presentation of several funding scenarios of the
waiting list was based on incomplete information.
-24-
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DSPD could remedy this lack of information by performing a more
extensive Medicaid pre-qualification on each new client and by more fully
estimating specific service costs. The effect would be that DSPD could
give the Legislature waiting list cost estimates based on actual data rather
than extrapolated data from those already in service. DSPD should review
its entire intake process and not limit its review to the items discussed in
this section. This same recommendation applies to the discussion items
on waiting list management and communication which follow.
Waiting List Information
Should Be Kept Current
The inaccuracies we found in the waiting list data exist partly because
information is not kept current. Caseworkers sometimes do not maintain
contact with clients to verify that the service is still needed. There also are
no specific guidelines for removing a person from the waiting list if
contact is lost. However, caseworkers are supposed to review critical
needs assessments at least annually. Therefore, it would seem reasonable
that if there was no contact for more than a year, the person would be
removed from the immediate needs waiting list.
A lack of guidelines
has led to out-dated
information on the
waiting lists.

Because there are no guidelines, each region has its own follow-up
procedures. One office contacts clients every six months, whereas another
has no set schedule for following up with clients. Another office that
sends letters every six months assumes that the waiting list information is
accurate if there is no reply. To keep waiting list information current,
caseworkers need to have consistent follow-up procedures and remove
individuals from the list when contact has been lost for more than a year.
Communication with Clients
May Overstate Expectations

Caseworkers may be
overstating waiting
list placem ent to
individuals.

Caseworkers also need to clearly communicate about the prioritization
of the waiting list and that the amount of time people have waited does
not mean they will receive services sooner. Caseworker communication
may mislead clients into believing they will receive services sooner. For
example, in our review of case files we found copies of letters informing
clients they are
• “on the waiting list at a critical level,” or
• “waiting to receive funding at a ‘Priority 1’ level.”
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Frequently, however, the client’s CNA score was so low that there was
little prospect that the individual would be offered services.
Because of these circumstances, we believe DSPD needs to review how
waiting list movement is communicated to potential clients as well as the
amount of credit given for time on the waiting list as part of its broader
prioritization policy.
DSPD Should Review CNA Instrument
Advising clients to get on the list sooner because there is “about a two
year waiting list” also gives the incorrect impression that a person moves
to the top of the list based on how long he or she has been waiting.

The CNA score gives
only 3 points out of
a possible 100 for
time on the waiting
list. DS PD sho uld
review CNA
weighting for
legislative and
division intent.

To the contrary, the CNA score gives very little credit for the amount
of time a person waits for services. As shown in Chapter I, Figure 5, an
individual’s “Time on Waiting List” accounts for only three of a possible
100 points (3 percent) of their CNA score. Thus, those waiting do not
necessarily “move up” the list based on time because three points
contributes very little to the overall score. Also, others may be added over
the course of time with higher CNA scores than those already on the list,
making it even less likely for movement up the list.
Similarly, the severity of an individual’s disability may not be as highly
weighted as many people assume. An individual’s ICAP (Inventory for
Client Agency Planning) service score measures the level of services the
individual needs due to his or her disability. DSPD uses the ICAP service
score to help determine a person’s “Ability to be Self-Directing” which
receives up to 13 of the 100 points; however, some other items on the
CNA form (see Appendix A) also relate to the individual’s care needs.
Still, the most highly weighted item is family dynamics, worth 25 points,
and some other CNA items also seem related to family dynamics. We
agree that family dynamics is an important consideration, but so are time
waiting and severity of disability. Since the prioritization of clients is so
important, DSPD should review the CNA weighting and make sure it
reflects legislative and division policy intentions.

– 26 –
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Recommendations
DSPD Need Identification Process
1. We recommend DSPD management and board review service
eligibility guidelines and practices to insure eligibility is limited to
those with severe, chronic disabilities.
2. We recommend DSPD management and board insure that the
determination of individuals’ service needs include a level of
professional judgement as well as individuals’ service requests.
3. We recommend DSPD review policies and procedures relating to new
client intake and waiting list management and communication.
Specifically, DSPD needs to
•
•
•

create a process whereby more detailed information is
gathered at the time of new client intake,
implement waiting list management policies for keeping the
list up-to-date, and
have uniform policies on the manner and frequency of
communication between caseworkers and waiting list
individuals.

4. We recommend DSPD review the Critical Needs Assessment
instrument to insure it appropriately prioritizes individuals waiting for
services. Specifically, DSPD should review whether individuals’

C
C

time waiting for services is adequately weighted, and
severity of disability is adequately weighted.

Communicating Funding Needs
5. We recommend DSPD review the manner in which waiting list
information is presented to the Legislature. Specifically, DSPD needs
to
•
•

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General

review the current number of individuals waiting with
immediate service needs, to insure it is not overstated,
update the cost figures and methodology used to estimate
funding needs, and
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•

review the percentage of individuals on the waiting list who
would require full state funding, so the amount of federal
funding is not overstated.

6. We recommend DSPD provide the Legislature with more policy
scenarios on funding different aspects of the waiting list—such as
those provided in this chapter—in order for the Legislature to have
more information on which individuals and services could be funded.
7. We recommend DSPD consider presenting the waiting list
information by levels of need (rather than communicate that all
individuals on the waiting list are “critical”) in order for the
Legislature to have better information for funding and policy
decisions.

– 28 –
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Chapter III
Better Management of Medicaid
Waiver Eligibility Is Needed
Some DSPD clients receive services funded wholly with state dollars
because either the person or the service does not qualify for federal
matching funds through one of the three Medicaid home and communitybased service waivers administered by DSPD. Our review of a sample of
clients who did not receive federal waiver funds revealed several concerns.
First, some individuals qualify for waiver funds, but the state does not
receive them because paperwork has not been completed. In addition,
other individuals do not qualify for federal waiver funds because they do
not have either a severe enough disability or the financial need necessary
to meet eligibility requirements. Given the limited resources available to
provide services, serving these waiver ineligible clients raises important
policy issues. Finally, this chapter also discusses some options to better
maximize federal Medicaid funds.

In fiscal year 2001,
ove r $6 m illion in
state funds w ere
spent on clients or
services without any
federal matching
Medicaid funds.

DSPD receives federal matching Medicaid funds for the majority of its
clients. The federal match rate is adjusted annually based on the state’s
per capita income; for 2002 the match rate is 70.36 percent. While most
DSPD expenditures receive federal matching funds, a significant amount
of state funds is spent on clients or services that do not qualify for a
Medicaid waiver. In fiscal year 2001, over $6 million in state funds were
spent on clients or services without any federal match. Those funds
potentially could draw down an additional $14 million in federal funding
to service individuals on the waiting list. Because of the potential to
obtain federal matching funds, monitoring waiver eligibility is very
important.
DD/MR Waiver is Largest of Three
DSPD Administered Waiver Programs

The DD/MR w aiver
for clients w ith
menta l retardatio n is
the largest of three
Medicaid waivers.

DSPD administers three home and community-based service (HCBS)
waivers that allow federal Medicaid funds to be used for people who live
in the community instead of institutions. While management
responsibility for the state’s Medicaid program, including the waivers,
rests with the Division of Health Care Financing in the Department of
Health, DSPD completes many of the administrative tasks. The largest
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program is for individuals with mental retardation and other
developmental disabilities (DD/MR). DSPD also administers HCBS
waiver programs for people with traumatic brain injuries and for people
with physical disabilities. As shown in Figure 14, the DD/MR waiver is
DSPD’s largest waiver program.

Figure 14. DSPD Administers Three HCBS Waivers. In fiscal year
2001, state and federal expenditures for clients receiving DD/MR
services exceeded $88 million with nearly $6 million for individuals who
did not qualify for federal Medicaid waiver funds.
Expen diture s by Waiver Eligib ility
Clien t
Group

Waiver
(Federal & State)

Non-Waiver
(State)

DD/MR

$82,343,000

$5,863,000

$88,206,000

Traum atic B rain
Injuries

1,447,000

23,000

1,470,000

Physical Disabilities

1,097,000

247,000

1,344,000

$84,887,000

$6,133,000

$91,020,000

Total

Total

Figure 14 also shows the fiscal year 2001 expenditures for each client
group that was not waiver eligible. We examined the non-waiver
expenditures because of the amount of additional federal funds (about
$14 million) DSPD could obtain if all its expenditures were waiver
eligible. Since most non-waiver spending was for DD/MR clients, we
concentrated our work in that area.

DD/MR w aiver
eligib ility criteria
inclu de a person ’s
disability level of
care, financial need,
and citizenship.
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DD/MR Waiver Eligibility Requirements. Each waiver program
has specific eligibility requirements that must be met in order to qualify
for federal matching funds. The following summarizes the three DD/MR
waiver eligibility criteria.
• Disability Level of Care. A person must have a specified severity
of either mental retardation or a developmental disability that
requires the care and services similar to a person with mental
retardation. A person’s level of care requirements must be such to
require institutional services in an Intermediate Care Facility for
People with Mental Retardation (ICF/MR) if not for the
-30-
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availability of community services. Appendix C shows DSPD’s
Form 19 that determines whether a person has the functional
limitations required to be eligible for DSPD services. Appendix D
shows DSPD’s Form 817 that is completed to verify an
individual’s level of care eligibility for the DD/MR waiver. Thus,
less severely disabled individuals may qualify for DSPD services
but not meet the level of care standard for waiver eligibility. In
addition, the person’s primary diagnosis must be mental
retardation and not mental illness.
• Financial Need. A person must also qualify to receive a Medicaid
card and meet the income and asset limits set by the Medicaid
program. A person with more than the allowable income may
“spend-down” to that income standard either with cash paid to the
department or by incurring medical expenses not paid by
Medicaid. Financial need requirements generally do not apply to
children.
• Citizenship/Residency. Medicaid requirements also specify that a
person be a United States citizen and a resident of the state.
Sample of DD/MR Clients Not
Receiving Medicaid Waiver Funds
To learn why the state does not receive waiver funds in some cases, we
reviewed a sample of DD/MR clients whose services were paid for wholly
with state funds in July or August 2001. We eliminated services that are
not eligible for waiver funding such as cash assistance and housing
assistance. For clients whose expenditures appeared significant, we asked
caseworkers to explain the reasons the person was not eligible for the
DD/MR waiver. Also included in our sample are several clients that
caseworkers identified to illustrate reasons why a client was ineligible. In
all, we reviewed 77 of the approximate 400 non-waiver clients.
Some non-w aiver
clien ts are actu ally
eligible for waiver
funds. Othe rs are
ineligible because
they do not meet
eligibility criteria.

As shown in Figure 15, not all non-waiver clients are actually
ineligible—a quarter of our sample was likely eligible for waiver funding.
The remaining were ineligible because they did not meet one or more of
the three eligibility criteria.
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Figure 15. Sample Shows Some State Paid Clients Are Eligible
For Waiver Funds.

Waiver Status

Numb er

Percent

Like ly Eligible

21

27%

Ineligible

56

73

Total

77

100%

FY 2001
Expenditures
$ 224,000
1,084,000
$1,308,000

The next section discusses the importance of better monitoring of
non-waiver clients so that the state receives federal funds for all clients that
qualify for it. Then, the following section addresses some policy issues
raised by providing services to individuals who are ineligible for waiver
funding.

Better Monitoring of
Non-waiver Clients Is Needed
DS PD need s to
better monitor
w aiver eligib ility to
maximize federal
matching funds.

From sample results we conclude that DSPD needs to better monitor
the waiver eligibility of its clients to collect the maximum amount of
federal matching funds. One-fourth of the non-waiver clients we sampled
are likely eligible for waiver funding, and federal funds are lost because
eligibility has not been established for these clients—either because the
caseworker or client has not completed the paperwork or because the
client chose not to receive waiver funding. According to DSPD rules, if
eligible clients refuse to participate in the waiver, their funding is limited
to the amount that would be needed for the state match if they were on
the waiver. However, we found that, in practice, the rule is usually not
enforced.
Many Non-waiver Clients
Do Qualify for Waiver
In fiscal year 2001, payments exceeded $224,000 for the 21 sample
clients who were likely eligible for the waiver. The Medicaid waiver
would have paid over 70 percent ($157,000) had the person’s waiver
eligibility been established and had all services been waiver eligible.
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Some non-w aiver
clien ts w ere likely
eligible for matching
waiver funds.

Caseworkers reported that eligibility had not been established for these
clients either because the caseworker or client had not completed the
paperwork or because the client chose not to receive waiver funding, as
shown in Figure 16. In our opinion, these are poor reasons to forgo
collecting federal matching funds, especially when many people are
waiting to have the services they need funded.

Figure 16. Waiver Eligible Clients. Eligibility was not established for
21 clients who were likely waiver eligible either because paperwork
was incomplete or the client chose not to receive waiver funding.

Reason
Paperwo rk Incomplete
Refused Waiver Funding
Total

W aiver funds w ere
lost because
paperwork w as
incomplete.

Numb er
17

Percen t
81%

4

19

21

100%

FY 2001
Expenditures
$210,000
14,000
$224,000

Paperwork Was Incomplete. Caseworkers reported that the reason
waiver eligibility had not been established for 17 clients was because the
person’s paperwork was incomplete, either because the caseworker was in
the process of obtaining information or because the client had not
returned needed information. Paperwork had been in process anywhere
from five months to several years. Of course, paperwork should not take
this long, and in some instances, caseworkers acknowledged that they had
just overlooked seeking waiver eligibility.
For several clients, delays occurred because caseworkers were waiting
to obtain additional documentation for a client before submitting the
waiver application. In our opinion, caseworkers were sometimes overly
cautious in making sure all their documentation was flawless. When we
asked what the consequences were for having incomplete documentation
for clients they were confident would meet eligibility requirements,
caseworkers said that while there were no additional penalties, they were
cautioned that years ago DSPD had to repay Medicaid for clients that
auditors found were erroneously submitted as waiver eligible.

W aiver funds w ere
lost because clien ts
refused to ap ply.

Client Refused Waiver Funding. Four of the clients reviewed were
likely eligible but refused waiver funding. Caseworkers reported that
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clients sometimes do not want to bother with the process of applying for
Medicaid. One person refused waiver funding because he felt that federal
funds paid through Medicaid were akin to receiving welfare although he
felt that accepting state funds was okay. Some clients who could be
waiver eligible are content to receive only the state portion of funding.
However, in almost all cases we could not verify that the amount paid was
only the state portion.
Payments Exceed the State Funding Portion

Eligible clients who
refuse to apply for
the w aiver are
supposed to have
their funding level
reduced.

Funding was not
reduce d, ho w ever,
for those whose
paperwork w as
incomplete.

Clients who are eligible for the waiver but do not complete the
required paperwork are supposed to have their funding level reduced.
DSPD policy is that if an eligible individual chooses not to participate in
the waiver, “the person shall only receive that portion of State assistance
that would be used to pay the State match for supports covered by
Medicaid” (Administrative Rule R539-1-1 (B) (2)). The idea behind this
rule is that if someone prevents the state from obtaining federal matching
funds it deserves, then the person should lose money, not the state.
However, we found that payments for waiver eligible services made to
most of the 21 clients we reviewed, who were waiver eligible, were more
than the state portion.
We were often told that waiver eligible clients who do not complete
the waiver paperwork only receive the state match. However, when asked
about specific clients, caseworkers told us they did not authorize payments
at a lower “state only” portion because if they did, providers would not
give the level of services needed. For many types of service, it may not be
feasible to reduce expenditures to only the state portion.
Caseworkers reported that they sometimes threaten to reduce
payments to encourage clients to return their paperwork, but no one
could show us where they actually reduced the payment amount. For
example, one client who received $10,000 for supported employment has
not returned the paperwork necessary to qualify for waiver funds.
Caseworkers said the amount paid was more than the state portion and
payments should probably be reduced until the paperwork is returned.
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Waiver Ineligible Clients Are Costly
Clients w ere
ineligible for waiver
funds based on the
severity of their
disability, financial
resources, or
citizenship.

Nearly three-fourths of the 77 clients we reviewed were ineligible for
DD/MR waiver funding because the person does not meet one or more of
the waiver eligibility requirements pertaining to their severity of disability,
financial resources, or citizenship as Figure 17 summarizes.

Figure 17. Waiver Ineligible Clients Are in Three Categories.
Clients were ineligible for the waiver because their disability, financial
resources, citizenship or residency do not meet waiver eligibility
requirements.

Reason

Numb er

Percent

FY 2001
Expenditures

Disa bility Leve l-of Care

38

68%

Financial

17

30

143,000

1

2

3,000

Citizenship
Total

56

100%

$ 938,000

$1,084,000

Many Did Not Meet Disability Level of Care. For 38 individuals,
caseworkers said their client’s disability or level of care needs excluded
them from waiver eligibility. Most often, workers indicated clients were
too high functioning to meet the ICF/MR level of care requirements
(31 clients). Sometimes workers said the client’s primary diagnosis of
mental illness instead of mental retardation excluded them from the
waiver program (7 clients).
Clients did not
qualify for the waiver
becau se they w ere
• too high
functioning,
• did not meet the
ICF/MR level of
care standard, or
• w ere prim arily
menta lly ill.

Of the 31 individuals that did not meet the disability criteria to be on
the waiver program, caseworkers cited evidence that they were too high
functioning. For example, some caseworkers cited evidence such as an IQ
(Intelligence Quotient) above 70 or an ICAP (Inventory for Client
Agency Planning) evaluation of service needs to show the client was
higher functioning than the level of care required for services in an
institution (ICF/MR).
We also found some caseworkers applied a much more strict standard
than others resulting in fewer individuals qualifying for the waiver. When
we asked for the criteria they applied, caseworkers told us they had no
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written guidelines; they just used their judgement. There is a Health
Department rule on ICF/MR level of care requirement that could help
guide DSPD staff. For something so important to controlling program
costs, division management should ensure that appropriate criteria are
known and properly applied.
For seven clients, caseworkers told us the person was ineligible for
waiver funds because mental illness was the primary reason for their
service needs. These individuals were dually diagnosed with both mild
mental retardation and mental illness. DD/MR waiver services are not
available to individuals whose primary condition is attributable to mental
illness instead of mental retardation. Services for individuals with mental
illness are the responsibility of local mental health authorities.
Some Did Not Meet Financial Eligibility. Caseworkers identified
17 clients as not meeting the financial eligibility requirements to be on the
waiver. These clients were not required to “spend-down” to the Medicaid
financial eligibility level either by incurring qualified expenses to offset
their excess income or by paying the state the difference. DSPD policy
states that
when it is clear that a spend-down, necessary to participate in the
waiver, equals or exceeds the cost of the appropriate service or
support, the support coordinator may request an exception from
the region director to allow full State funding.
One in Sample Did Not Have Citizenship. In one case we
reviewed, the caseworker told us the individual was not waiver eligible
because she was not a United States citizen.
Waiver Ineligible Clients with
Mental Illness Are Costly
Clients whose
disability is related
more to mental
illness than mental
retardation are
costly.
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As shown in Figure 17, the cost to provide services to the 56 clients
we reviewed who did not meet waiver eligibility requirements, was over
$1 million in state funds in fiscal year 2001. We asked caseworkers why
DSPD provides services to many of the high cost non-waiver clients. The
three highest cost waiver ineligible clients, shown in Figure 18 accounted
for a large portion ($358,000) of the expenditures. All three of these
clients do not have severe enough mental retardation to qualify for waiver
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funding but instead have a mental illness that contributes to their needing
services.

Figure 18. Example of Highest Paid Waiver Ineligible Clients.

Client

General Fund Expenditures
Fiscal Year 2001

A

$209,200

B

77,200

C

71,600

Total

$358,000

As shown in Figure 18, expenditures for client A exceeded $200,000.
He was ineligible for waiver funding because serious behavioral problems
likely accounted for his functional limitations more so than his borderline
intellectual functioning. DSPD’s Eligibility Committee questioned if he
should even qualify for DSPD services and if the Division of Mental
Health could “more appropriately provide necessary psychiatric
interventions.” According to a caseworker, this client continues to receive
services through DSPD because it is unlikely that another agency will
assume responsibility.
Similarly, client B’s disability does not qualify for waiver funding
because the person has only mild mental retardation but also has a mental
illness that contributes to his impairments. This client started receiving
residential services in 1987 before waiting list funding was a concern.
Client C was waiver ineligible, both because he was too high
functioning and because his assets exceeded Medicaid limits. He has mild
mental retardation although his behavior problems contributed mostly to
his needing services. His caseworker said he was a transition student who
started receiving residential services when he graduated from high school
in 1995.
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Non-waiver Spending
Raises Important Policy Issues
Some important policy issues are raised by considering non-waiver
eligible expenditures. Because of the high cost to the state of non-waiver
expenditures, policymakers may want to limit these expenditures or at
least have them separately budgeted and accounted for so they can be
closely monitored and scrutinized.

Leg islatu re co uld
con side r only
providing services
to those clients who
are waiver eligible.

Non-waiver Eligible Clients Are Costly. It is important to
recognize that non-waiver clients are costly and that the tradeoff of
serving them is to not serve many waiting list clients who are waiver
eligible. The state could serve more people because the Medicaid waiver
would fund 70 percent of their services. Thus, for every $1 million of
services provided to non-waiver clients, the state could provide $3.3
million of services to waiver eligible clients.
Policymakers may want to consider limiting services to waiver
ineligible clients. Generally, clients who do not qualify for the waiver
either do not meet the disability criteria or the financial criteria. Thus,
they tend to be more high functioning in terms of their disability or have
less financial need. While DSPD services are certainly valuable to these
clients, state policymakers may want to focus state efforts on lower
functioning clients with high financial need.

Consider limiting the
amount of funds
used for waiver
ineligible services.

With better
information, the
Leg islatu re co uld
provide policy
direction on which
clients to fund.
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Non-waiver Eligible Services Pose Similar Issue. Expenditures for
non-waiver services raise similar issues. Even if the client is waiver
eligible, funds spent for non-waiver eligible services are not eligible for
federal matching funds. Ineligible service costs include cash assistance
grants and housing assistance. While these services are valuable to those
who receive them, the state funds used to provide them could draw down
additional federal funds if used for waiver eligible services to waiver
eligible clients. For example, the $355,000 spent on grants to individuals
on the waiting list in fiscal year 2001 could have been used to provide
$1.2 million in eligible family support services with the federal matching
funds. More people could have received services or the same people (if
they were waiver eligible) could have received more services.
Legislature May Want to Restructure Budget of Programs. While
policymakers could simply limit non-waiver expenditures, another option
is to more clearly budget and report them. Currently, the Appropriations
-38-
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Act identifies DPSD programs by type of services; for example,
residential, family support, etc. Instead, as shown in Figure 19, the
Legislature could identify DSPD’s non-waiver services as a separate
program. Doing so would promote closer scrutiny and provide better
accountability for non-waiver spending.

Figure 19. Current and Proposed Program Budget Structures.
Isolating non-waiver expenditures in DSPD’s program budget would
promote greater accountability.
Current Program
Budge t Structure

Proposed Program
Budget Structure*

Administration

Administration

Service D elivery

Service D elivery

State Development Center

State Developmental Center

Residential Services

DD/MR HC BS W aiver Services

Day Training Services

Brain Injury HCBS Waiver Services

Supported Employment

Physical Disabilities HCBS Waiver
Services

Fam ily Sup port

Non -waiver H CBS Services**

Services for Individuals w ith
Physical Disabilities
Transportation Services
* If d es ire d, a dd itio na l d eta il b y s erv ic e ty pe co uld be in clu de d o n a ll fo ur o f th e H C B S p ro gra m
categories shown.
** If desired, additional detail by client group could be included on non-waiver HCBS services.

In conclusion, DSPD should provide better information about nonwaiver expenditures to the Legislature. DSPD budgets should clearly
identify its three clientele groups (DD/MR, Brain Injury, Physical
Disability) and include separate funding for non-waiver expenditures.
The Legislature could then provide greater direction about who and what
services should be funded and appropriate funds accordingly. Other
options for maximizing Medicaid waiver funds are discussed in the
following section.
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Consider Additional Options to
Maximize Federal Waiver Funds
In recent years, legislative intent language directed DSPD to explore
ways to “maximize federal funding . . . .” In addition to assuring that
eligibility is established for individuals who are waiver eligible and
limiting expenditures on waiver ineligible services, DSPD could use other
options to follow the legislative directive to pursue “any appropriate
additional federal waivers or funding or other creative mechanisms.” Four
approaches that seem promising but that were beyond the scope of this
audit to examine in detail, include the following:

C Relax state ICF/MR eligibility requirements so more clients meet
C
C
C

the waiver level of care criteria.
Explore obtaining another HCBS waiver to cover individuals with
a dual diagnosis of mental retardation and mental illness.
Explore obtaining another HCBS waiver that only provides inhome services.
Pursue ways to obtain additional federal funding for case
management costs.

Long-term Implication of Any Changes Must be Evaluated. We
include the four approaches described here as possibilities that
policymakers could consider to obtain additional federal funding for costs
the state is already incurring. However, it was beyond our scope to
evaluate the long-term implications of possible changes. We think DSPD
should work with Department of Human Services and Department of
Health staff to determine whether these approaches could meet the longterm goals of the state.
It is especially important that potential future costs be considered. For
example, individuals brought into one of the waiver programs receive a
Medicaid card that they may not otherwise financially qualify for. Thus,
in addition to the expected waiver expenditures that affect DSPD’s
budget, there also could be health care costs that affect the Department of
Health’s budget which must be anticipated. The long-range impact of the
Supreme Court’s Olmstead decision should also be considered.
In summary, the approaches discussed here should be considered by
the Department of Human Services and Department of Health given the
broader policy and legal environment that exists. Possible changes need
– 40 –
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to be evaluated by considering potential long-term costs and outcomes.
Any changes will also need to fit within the framework of Medicaid rules
and regulations that guide the waiver programs.
Relax ICF/MR Eligibility Requirements
DSPD and the
Department of
He alth c ould
consider relaxing
ICF/M R eligib ility
requirements in
order to open
eligibility to a
broader range of
clients.

Relaxing ICF/MR eligibility requirements is an option that could be
considered for increasing waiver eligibility. States set the eligibility
criteria they choose for ICF/MR level of care and use them to determine
eligibility for waiver services. As our sample of clients discussed shows,
the most common reason DSPD clients are ineligible for the waiver is
they do not meet the level of care criteria. Thus, if Utah were to relax its
ICF/MR eligibility requirements, more clients who are now receiving
services could be eligible for waiver funds.
The greatest concern about relaxing ICF/MR eligibility is that more
people would be eligible and would therefore want to be placed in
institutions. According to a leading researcher in a federal report entitled
Understanding Medicaid Home and Community Services: A Primer,
however, this idea is a misperception. Instead, the research shows that
people were unlikely to go into an ICF/MR just because there were more
relaxed eligibility requirements.
Consider Waiver for Dual Diagnosis Clients

DS PD could exp lore
feasibility of another
w aiver for c lients
w ho are d ually
diagn osed w ith both
mental retardation
and mental illness.

DSPD also should consider the potential benefits of applying for a
HCBS waiver for individuals who have a dual diagnosis of both mental
retardation and mental illness. As discussed earlier, DSPD pays for
services to some very expensive dual diagnosis clients solely with state
funds. In addition, state appropriations have been directed to DSPD for
dual diagnosis clients. In fiscal year 2002, $100,000 was added to the
division’s budget for these clients. If an HCBS waiver for dual diagnosis
clients could be obtained, at least some of the expenditures now paid with
state funds would be reimbursed with federal funds.
Reportedly, some states have HCBS waivers for dual diagnosis clients
that cover at least clinic services, day treatment and psychiatric
rehabilitation services. Other states with mental health waivers include
Colorado, Kansas, Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania, and Vermont.
Utah currently is implementing a pilot program that provides health care
management to individuals with mental retardation and mental illness
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instead of delivering services through separate agencies with little
communication among service providers.
Consider Waiver for In-home Services
Another possibility to consider is a separate waiver for in-home
services that excluded expensive residential services, but included other
community services. Starting in January 2002, there is scheduled to be a
system review of the state’s waiver programs in light of the Supreme
Court’s Olmstead ruling. Department of Health staff suggested to us that
the state may want to use this opportunity to look at ways to enhance
public-private partnerships through waiver programs. An in-home
services waiver could be aimed at providing the services needed to keep
individuals at home with their families rather than in much more
expensive residential placements. Thus, an in-home services waiver could
contribute to controlling costs and keeping families together.
We did not study this proposal, but it seems to make sense in the
current environment. One concern with the Olmstead ruling is that it may
result in individuals becoming entitled to all services provided by a waiver
program in which they participate. So, it may make sense to have a
number of waivers that provide different service packages.
Increase Federal Funding
Of Case Management Costs

DS PD cou ld
con sider w ays to
cover more case
managem ent co sts
with federal funds.

DSPD should also consider ways to cover more of its current case
management costs with Medicaid funds. DSPD staff told us they are
already trying to increase the federal reimbursement of service delivery
costs. In fact, DSPD recently submitted a time study to the Department
of Health aimed at obtaining additional federal funds for case
management. We think this is a good approach that the division should
continue to pursue.
In addition, DSPD should consider the possibility of obtaining federal
funding for case management costs to some individuals on the waiting
list. Wyoming uses an approach called “targeted case management” to
obtain federal funds for the time caseworkers devote to individuals on the
waiting list. Even though HCBS waiver services are not provided to
individuals on the waiting list, caseworkers may help them find other
sources of assistance. If so, then federal reimbursement may be obtained
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for waiver eligible individuals through the “targeted case management”
approach.

Recommendations
1. We recommend DSPD periodically review the waiver eligibility of all
individuals who are not receiving federal waiver funds in order to
maximize the use of federal funds.
2. We recommend the Legislature consider the following ways of
controlling non-waiver expenditures and providing greater
accountability for them

C
C

requiring DSPD to report on non-waiver expenditures, and/or
restructuring DSPD program budgets so that non-waiver
expenditures are separately budgeted and accounted for.

3. We recommend the Legislature consider providing DSPD additional
policy guidance on non-waiver expenditures, including

C

C

C

whether different service guidelines should be used for clients
who are ineligible for the waiver because they do not meet the
disability level of care requirement,
whether different service guidelines should be used for clients
who are ineligible for the waiver because they do not meet the
financial need requirement, and/or
whether all services should be structured to meet waiver
requirements so that non-waiver eligible services are provided
only in extraordinary circumstances.

4. We recommend DSPD provide staff with better guidelines and
training both for

C
C
C

applying the ICF/MR level of care requirements,
determining when non-waiver clients should receive only the
state portion of funds, and
completing the waiver application process promptly.

5. We recommend DSPD and the Department of Human Services
explore with the Department of Health the possibility of obtaining
Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General
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additional federal funding for costs currently being paid entirely with
state funds by

C
C
C
C
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relaxing state ICF/MR eligibility requirements so more clients
meet the waiver level of care criteria,
obtaining another HCBS waiver to cover individuals with a
dual diagnosis of mental retardation and mental illness,
obtaining another HCBS waiver that only covers in-home
services, and
obtaining additional federal funding for existing case
management costs, including those to individuals on the
waiting list.
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Chapter IV
Better Guidance Needed for
DSPD Decision-making Process
Legislators asked of
the disabled
population in need,
“Are we getting the
funding to the
peo ple w ho nee d it
most?”

Legislators’ question “Are we getting the funding to the people who
need it the most?” asked us to evaluate DSPD’s decision-making process.
We found that decisions about which clients get funded for services by
DSPD are often inconsistent and confusing. Policy clarification about
client funding practices as well as better information about available funds
and client needs can improve DSPD decision-making.
This chapter discusses a number of issues related to how DSPD
decides which clients receive funding for what services. We found that
practices sometimes differ among regions and offices because of different
policy interpretations and departures from using the Critical Needs
Assessment (CNA) prioritization model. We also found that in some
instances a lack of reliable information may affect decision making.

DSPD Policy Clarification Needed
DSPD departs from
the C NA model in
some decisionmaking , leading to
inco nsis tenc ies in
funding, policy and
practice.

Since the CNA identifies the greatest needs, funding and service
delivery decisions should correspond with CNA scores. However, we
found the division departs from the CNA model in making funding
decisions. In practice, many other factors come into play as division staff
decide how to distribute funds and who to bring into services. In some
instances, we found inconsistencies among regions indicating that there
was not a consistent state policy. This section addresses these topics:

C questions raised by how funds are distributed and used,
C inconsistent treatment of transition students, and
C unclear policies may cause inconsistent practices.
Funding Distribution and Use by
Regions and Offices Raise Questions
The way DSPD
distributes fun ds to
its four regions has
raised questions.

Our review of the way DSPD distributes funds to regions and offices
and the way local decision-makers use the funds raise many questions.
While it was outside the scope of this audit to examine the issues in detail,
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this section describes three of them. First, regions’ expenditures do not
correspond closely with population even though funding is distributed on
that basis. Second, regions’ service spending patterns vary. Third,
regions’ use of federal matching funds varies.
New funds appropriated to DSPD must be distributed to the staff that
make spending decisions. The DSPD state office distributes new funds to
the regions based on population instead of CNA scores. In fact, the
statewide list that includes each persons CNA score is not used for any
distribution decisions. The state office also allocates each region’s new
funds evenly between “In-Home Supports” and “Out-of-Home Supports”
instead of by the type of service with a higher CNA score. Regional
offices then distribute the funds depending on how they are organized.
The Western and Northern Regions allocate funds to offices based on
population. In contrast, the Central Region allocates by support type.
Only the Eastern Region, which has by far the fewest clients, considers
clients’ CNA scores when distributing funds among offices.
Although funding
distribution is to be
by populatio n, w e
found in some cases
that expenditures do
not match population proportions
very w ell.
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Expenditures Differ from Funding Allocations. Distributing funds
on a per capita basis is appropriate if service needs correspond with
population. Assuming needs do correspond to population then it seems
that service expenditures should correspond as well. However, we found
that expenditures do not match population proportions very well. Figure
20 shows the difference between how funds are distributed to regions
based on population and actual expenditures. Equalizing spending on a
per capita basis would require a significant reallocation to the Northern
Region from the other three regions.
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Figure 20. Actual Service Expenditures* Do Not Correspond with
Funding Distribution. The Northern Region’s per capita spending is
much lower than other regions.

FY 2002 Funding
Distribution per
Population
FY 2001 Se rvice
Expenditures*
Spending Transfer
Needed to Equalize
with Population

Central

Northern

Eas tern

Western

43.0%

26.3%

4.6%

26.1%

43.6%

21.9%

5.6%

28.9%

($ 528,000)

$3,876,000

($ 857,000)

($2,491,000)

* Total regional expenditures for services in FY2001 were $88 million.

As mentioned above, it was beyond the scope of this audit to fully
evaluate the reason for the differences shown in Figure 20. It could be
that different policy or practices among regions lead to spending
differences. Some regions may have greater need for certain services,
and/or some regions may house more of the residential clients. Thus,
dollars need to be split by need, not straight population. As discussed
below, one reason for the relatively low spending in the Northern Region
is that fewer federal matching funds are obtained.
Regions spend
funds d ifferen tly in
the four major
service areas:
• community living,
• day services,
• supported
employment, and
• fam ily supp ort.

Regions Spend Funds Differently. We looked at how regions spend
their funds and found some significant differences. Regional expenditure
patterns may reflect different regional conditions or different policies. For
example, regional conditions might differ because client need levels vary
throughout the state or because service availability is limited in some
locations. Alternatively, one region may simply provide different services
than another as a matter of local policy. Figure 21 shows how each
region allocated its expenditures among the four major service types in
fiscal year 2001.
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Figure 21. DSPD Regional Expenditures* Patterns in Fiscal Year
2001. The Central Region spends proportionally less for Family
Support than any other region. (Total state and federal expenditures in
each region are shown in parentheses.)

Service

Central
($37.0 M)

Northern
($18.5 M)

Eas tern
($4.8 M)

Western
($24.5 M)

Co mmunity
Living

74%

69%

76%

69%

Day Services

16

19

12

12

Supported
Employment

6

6

1

10

Fam ily Sup port

3

6

11

9

100%

100%

100%

100%

Total

* This figure includes the four main home and com munity-based services. Items such as
transportation and grants to individuals on the waiting list are excluded.

Ou r con cern w ith
differing spending
levels among
regions is that it may
not reflect united
policy direction.

Re gion s diffe r in
how they maximize
the use of federal
Medicaid match
funds.
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One concern that surfaces from Figure 21 is that the Central Region
spends only 3 percent of its funds on family support while other regions
spend considerably more. Family support is considered an important
service that may help avoid expensive residential placements. We do not
know if the low family support spending reflects policy judgements or if
other spending demands simply leave no more money available for family
support. Also of note is the high spending for day services by the
Northern Region. That high spending may reflect the region’s policy on
transition students.
Use of Federal Matching Funds Varies. One of the most significant
differences we found among DSPD regions is their ability to obtain
federal matching funds. Through the Medicaid program, the federal
government pays over 70 percent of eligible expenditures. Thus, to
maximize the state’s ability to provide services, it is important to obtain
matching funds as much as possible. Most of DSPD expenditures draw
matching federal funds. However, Figure 22 shows that regions differ in
how much of their state spending is not matched with federal funds.
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Figure 22. Percent of Fiscal Year 2001 Regional Expenditures Not
Matched by Federal Medicaid Funds. The Northern Region is less
likely to obtain federal matching funds.
State
Medicaid
Match

Percent
NonMatched

Region

Non-Matched
General Fund
Spending

Central

$2,289,100

$10,298,700

$12,587,800

1,808,800

4,984,400

6,793,200

27

160,700

1,354,100

1,514,800

11

1,469,600

6,847,500

8,317,100

18

Northern
Eastern
Western

Total

18%

The high amount of non-matched spending by the Northern Region
could result from many causes. Regional policy may be to provide
specific services or to serve specific clients that are ineligible for federal
funds. Or, local offices may simply be less likely to obtain matching funds
because of procedural weaknesses.
Handling of Transition Students
Illustrates Inconsistent Policy

How D SPD regions
bring transition
students into service
(virtua lly
automatically or by
CNA score) is an
example of
inconsisten t policy.

The different ways regions treat transition students illustrates some of
the policy questions about who receives DSPD services. Children with
disabilities may receive services in the public education system until they
graduate from high school, usually at age 22. Many people feel it is
critical for transition students, as those graduating are called, to continue
their training by receiving DSPD day training services. Those people feel
that if training is not continued, the benefits of many years of schooling
may be lost. We found that some DSPD offices bring transition students
into services even if their CNA score is very low, while other offices do
not. However, there is no formal policy about the practice.
Some Offices Override CNA Scores to Serve Transition Students.
The CNA is supposed to assure that clients with the highest score (and
thus highest need) get funding. However, we found several instances
where transition students with relatively low CNA scores received funding
while other individuals with much higher CNA scores remained on the
waiting list. For example, in the Northern Region, a transition student
with a CNA of 26 received services before another client with a CNA of
70. In the Western Region, transition students with CNA scores of 24,
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20, 18 and 16 each received services while other clients with scores in the
50s did not receive services.

Som e regions give
transition stude nts
automatic point
values on portions
of the Critical Needs
Ass essm ent.

CNA Scoring of Transition Students Varies. Some offices do not
automatically bring transition students into services, but instead routinely
provide them extra points on some CNA scoring areas. Transition
students may automatically receive the maximum score of 10 points on
each of the following two CNA areas:
_____ 6. Resources/Supports Needed: (Score range 0 to 10)
Considering all supports/resources (i.e. other agencies, church, friends,
community, fam ily, school etc.) curre ntly a vailable to the fam ily/ individu al,
what further DSPD supports does the family/individual need? ( If scoring for
a family support annual review, score as if DSPD services were not being
rece ived.)
_____ 7. Projected Deterioration Issues: (Score range 0 to 10)
What will happen if this wait list service is not provided? Divorce,
deterioration o f other fam ily mem bers, immine nt death of primary care
giver, family falling apart, etc.

Staff in two regions told us they will give an automatic 10 points on
both questions six and seven while staff in another region said they will
only give an automatic 10 points on question seven. While these regions
do not necessarily fund transition students, they give extra CNA points in
order to give transition students a better opportunity to qualify for
services based on their CNA score. (See Appendix A for the CNA form
and guidelines.)
No formal policy on
funding of transition
students e xists
following vetoed
legislation in 1995.

No Formal Policy on Funding Transition Students. The
Legislature addressed, but did not resolve, the issue of transition students
in 1995. In that year’s General Session, House Bill 104 was passed
stating that DSPD “shall ensure the provision of an appropriate array of
quality daytime services and supports to persons with disabilities who
leave public education programs . . . . ” However, Governor Leavitt
vetoed the bill because it “ . . . would lead to large automatic increases in
state funding.” The Legislature did not attempt to override the veto and
has not given additional statutory direction.
We could not find any written policy guiding DSPD’s practices on
transition students. Some DSPD staff fund transition students as if the
1995 legislation had been enacted. Other staff give transition students
extra CNA points although there is no written policy that provides for
that practice either. Based on existing law and written policy, provision of
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services to transition students should be based on CNA scores just like
other individuals seeking services.
Inconsistent Practices Among Offices
May Result from Unclear Policies

Better policy
guidance is needed
to help staff make
good decisions.

There are many areas besides transition students where policies are
unclear and practices are inconsistent. Even the CNA instructions shown
in Appendix A are confusing because procedure 2 says regions may
include other factors while guideline 3 indicates regions must use the
standardized criteria. Although individual DSPD staff strive to make
good choices, the inconsistent practices among offices result in policy
confusion and could lead to poor decision-making regarding the use of
funds. Further, in some cases, these inconsistent practices result in people
with high CNA scores on the waiting list not receiving funding. The
issues discussed in this section include:

C bringing low CNA clients into service, and
C using out-of-date rules.
Clients With Low CNAs Are Brought Into Service. In addition to
the transition students discussed above, DSPD sometimes brings other
types of clients with relatively low CNA scores into service. Since a CNA
score is indicative of who has the greatest need, the reasons for bypassing
higher CNA clients should be well documented and clearly understood.
Examples of people receiving services that we encountered included the
following:
• An individual received supported living services with a CNA score
of 32 although many individuals waiting for other services had
higher CNA scores. Staff felt those waiting for supported living
services should not compete with those waiting for other services
because if they did, none would ever get funded.
So me ind ividuals
with low CNA scores
have been funded
ahead of those w ith
higher scores.
Clearer guidelines
need to be set by
DSPD and its board.

• Two individuals received DSPD funding because services they had
been receiving from state Adult Protective Services were being
terminated. Workers determined CNA scores for the two
individuals, but they were only in the 30s, much lower than people
on the waiting list. In an effort to assure that these two individuals
did not “slip through the cracks,” however, DSPD began
providing services.

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General

-51-

– 51 –

Since the CNA score is supposed to identify who has the greatest
need, the DSPD board or management needs to set clear guidelines on
when individuals with low scores can enter service.
Existence of out-o fdate rules is
evidence that better
guidance is needed.

Out of Date Rules Exist. As with inconsistent practices discussed
above, we encountered instances where practice did not match policy, or
where policy was simply not updated to match practice. These
inconsistencies make it difficult for staff to rely on published division rules
and procedures. A few examples are found in out-dated administrative
rules.

C Waiting List Administrative Rule Out-dated. According to
DSPD rule, an “individual’s need for the identified service will be
rated as having a (1) critical, (2) immediate, or (3) future level of
need. (Utah Administrative Rule R539-3-1(B)(1)). However, a
few years ago DSPD decided to combine the critical and
immediate categories, so now only two categories are used,
without an update in the written policy.

C Supported Employment Administrative Rule Out-dated. By
DSPD rule, before any client receives federal matching funds for
supported employment services, there must be evidence in the
individual’s file of “deinstitutionalization from a nursing facility or
intermediate care facility” (Utah Administrative Rule R539-83(B)(c)(2)). However, in 1997 the federal government removed
the “prior institutionalization” pre-requisite so that criteria no
longer applies.
The effect of these out-of-date rules is debatable. We did not find
instances where staff made mistakes because of the rules, but the out-ofdate rules contribute to a sense of uncertainty in the division’s practices.
As with unclear policies, it is sometimes hard to know where to go for a
definitive answer about what practices should be followed. While DSPD
staff comply with state policy as they understand it, they deserve clearer
guidance.
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Better Information Needed on
Available Funds and Demands for Funds
Be tter inform ation in
the following areas
is needed to make
funding decisions:
• use of attrition
money
• use of funds for
non-waiting list
individua ls

To help insure services are delivered to those who need it the most,
DSPD needs reliable information about all available funds as well as the
various types of demands on its funds. Much of the discussion about
DSPD’s budget has focused on the need for additional appropriations to
fund individuals on the waiting list. While those topics are very
important, decision makers also need to understand how much on-going
funding becomes available for reallocation each year and what additional
demands on funds exist besides the waiting list. In this section, we briefly
address two concerns with the availability of reliable information about:

C funds available for reallocation due to client attrition, and
C funds spent on non-waiting list individuals.
Better Information Needed on Attrition Funds
Although they have not been adequately tracked, attrition
funds—funds which become available when a client leaves DSPD
services—appear to constitute a significant amount of available funds. For
the most part, attrition funds appear to go towards funding service
upgrades for current clients rather than bringing individuals off the
waiting list into services. A waiting list committee suggested that
dedicating funds made available through attrition to fund the waiting list
was a viable waiting list reduction strategy.

Attrition funds
(fu nd s w h ich com e
available when a
client leaves DSPD
service) are not
adequately tracked.

Attrition Funds Are Not Adequately Tracked. Attrition funds
become available when a person passes away, moves, or otherwise no
longer receives services from the division. Some regions also include in
their attrition dollars, the funds that are freed up when services are
decreased. Although the division state office has attempted to determine
how much attrition money is available and how it was spent, the
information regions provide is not consistent.

In fiscal year 2001,
there could have
been over $845,000
available in attrition
funds.

Amount of Attrition Funds Is Significant. As shown in Figure23,
we estimate at least $845,000 in state general funds became available in
fiscal year 2001 because of attrition. By comparison, newly appropriated
funds distributed to regions for In-Home and Out-of-Home supports
were $1.3 million in state general funds. Based on the 70 percent federal
match rate, we estimate that as much as $2.8 million in services could
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have been provided to people on the waiting list had all attrition funds
been used for that purpose.

Figure 23. Attrition Funds Compared With New Fund Distribution.
Regions’ attrition funds could be a significant way to fund the waiting
list.
FY2002
New Fund Distribution

Region

FY 2001 Attrition Funds
General Fund

Central

$ 380,000

$ 580,000

Western

315,000

352,000

Northern

126,000

355,000

24,000

62,000

$845,000

$1,349,000

Eastern
Totals

Unfortunately, the information tracked by regions is incomplete and
inconsistent. We could not determine how much attrition should be
carried to the next year. Some regions track only the savings for that year
instead of the savings that would be carried into the following year. One
region more carefully tracks both the amount of money saved for onetime services and those that are continuing. However, other regional
budget staff could not be sure that all attrition funds were accounted for
or if regional offices consistently tracked attrition information.

Attrition funds are
largely b eing u sed to
fund up grades in
service for existing
DSPD clients rather
than fund waiting list
clients.
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Attrition Funds Used at Discretion of Regions. While some
attrition funds were used to provide services to people on the waiting list,
most were used to fund upgrades to people already receiving services.
Using attrition to fund upgrades may distort the effect of waiting list
appropriations. Legislators have expressed concerns that additional
appropriations intended to fund the waiting list have little impact because
the number of people receiving DSPD services has not grown as quickly
as expenditures. When attrition funds are used to upgrade services rather
than fund additional people from the waiting list, fewer people are
receiving services at a higher cost.
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Better Information Needed on Funding Demands
DSPD staff told us that they have many demands on their funds
besides the waiting list. The division reports it is required to serve some
individuals that may not be on the waiting list or have a CNA score. In
addition, clients already in service sometimes need service upgrades that
require spending increases. These are valid uses of funds, but we think the
amount of money used to meet these demands should be better tracked.
DS PD need s to
better a ccount for its
use of funds to track
non-waiting list
clients such as
DCFS age-out
clients and courtordered clients.

Cost of Mandatory Client Groups Should Be Better Tracked.
DSPD funds some groups of clients by mandate rather than critical needs
assessment. These groups include the following:

C DCFS Age-out Clients. Children with disabilities who are in the
custody of the Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS) are
automatically brought into the DSPD waiver program if they meet
the waiver criteria. Doing so enables the state to obtain federal
matching funds, and since DCFS pays the state match, there is no
cost to DSPD initially. However, when the individual ages-out of
DCFS custody, DSPD needs to begin paying the state portion of
the service costs.

C Court-Ordered Clients. Courts sometimes mandate DSPD
provide services to people with disabilities regardless of the severity
of their needs. Services for some clients who do not meet waiver
eligibility criteria are financed using only state general funds. An
emergency services committee has separate funding to cover these
individuals.

Since some client
groups get funding
regardless of CNA
score, they may take
funds otherwise
used for waiting list
clients.

Since these clients get funding regardless of a CNA score, they may
take funds that otherwise would be used for waiting list clients with even
greater needs. It is not clear how great an impact these client groups have
on division finances because these clients have not been very well tracked
in the past.
Cost of Service Upgrades Should Be Better Tracked. As
mentioned above, attrition funds are often used to upgrade services to
clients already receiving services rather than funding people from the
waiting list. However, there is no reliable information on the amount
spent on service upgrades, an amount which may be sizable.
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While service
upgrades are u sua lly
legitimate, they
should be better
tracked.

There are a variety of reasons why individuals may need more costly
services. Concerns about a person’s health and safety is often an issue.
For example, one client received upgraded services when his behavior had
become so aggressive that he required additional staff to prevent “critical
injuries or death” to others in the program. Therefore, as reported by the
legislative fiscal analyst, the growth in the number of clients served has not
kept us with the growth in costs.

Recommendations
1. We recommend DSPD review funding allocation practices to ensure
they correspond with service needs.
2. We recommend DSPD management and board establish clear policy
and procedures concerning transition students to guide how staff

C
C

determine CNA scores to prioritize service needs compared to
other individuals, and
decide whether to provide funding for services to transition
students.

3. We recommend DSPD management and board establish clear policy
and procedures to guide staff on when individuals with low CNA
scores should be offered services.
4. We recommend DSPD management and board assure rules, policies
and procedures are kept current and that DSPD staff are more
adequately trained on uniform usage.
5. We recommend DSPD track the following in order to identify the
impact on DSPD finances:

C
C
C
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the amount of attrition funds that become available,
the amount of funding used for service upgrades for clients
already receiving services, and
the number and cost of mandatory clients requiring funding
because they age out of DCFS or are court-ordered into
services.
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6. We recommend DSPD establish clear policy and procedures to guide
how staff

C
C
C
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use attrition funds,
decide whether to provide funding for service upgrades for
clients already receiving services, and
determine service and funding levels for mandatory clients.
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Appendix A — Critical Needs Assessment
U t ah D H S -D S P D
4 /0 0

DIVISION OF SERVICES FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
D D /M R O R B R A IN IN J U R Y C R IT IC A L N E E DS A S SE S SM E N T

F o rm 2 - 2
Page 1 of 2

TOTAL SC ORE (100 points possible)
check one: 

n e w M R / D D a ss e s sm e n t



an nu al re vie w for fa m ily su pp ort o nly

Pe rson ’s N am e:

ID N um be r:

Da te of B irth:

I.Q. :



n e w B r a in In ju r y a s s es s m e n t

Da te:
W orke r:

(For DD/MR only): ICAP Service: ____ Maladaptive: _____ (For BI only): Brain Injury Assessment Score:
Desired / needed Services:
Re side ntial:
 SL  GH  SA  PP  H H
Da y S up po rts:
 SE  DT  SS
Fam ily Su pp ort:
 RP  FS  MAG
Oth er: _____________________
Division services currently received: (list service
code)
Res idential:_________________
annual
$:____________________
Da y Se rvices:_______________
annual
$:____________________
Sup ported Living:__________
annual
$:____________________
_

1. Ability to be Self-Directing:

Dia gn ose d C on dition s:
(check all that apply)
 Blind
 Cerebral Palsy
 Mental Retardation
 Deafness
 Brain or neurological damage
 M en tal Illn es s (fo rm al
Dia gn os is)
 Epilepsy or seizures
 Autism
 Other

(0 to 13 points)

Note: Up to 3 additional discretionary points may be given (up to 13 point max). Reasons for these points must be documented.
FOR PERSON WITH DD/MR
Based on ICAP Service Score:
SCORE
POINTS
0-10
13
11-20
12
21-30
11
31-40
10
41-50
9
51-60
7
61-80
5
81-90
1
90-100
0

FOR PERSON WITH BRAIN INJURY
Based on Brain Injury Assessment Score: (sum of Part II and Part IV)
SCORE
POINTS
97-116
10
85-96
9
73-84
8
61-72
7
49-60
5
37-48
4
25-36
3
13-24
1
0-12
0

2. Problem Behaviors:
(0 to 15 points) Extra points up to the maximum may be given for low frequency highly
dangerous behaviors such as suicidal attempts, sexual offenses, etc.
FOR PERSON WITH DD/MR
Based on ICAP maladaptive score:
SCORE
POINTS
0 to -14
0
-15 to -23
3
-24 to -27
6
-28 to -32
9
-33 to -36
12
-37 up
15
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FOR PERSON WITH BRAIN INJURY
Based on Brain Injury Assessment score part VI
SCORE
POINTS
0-10
0
11-17
3
18-22
6
23-27
9
28-31
12
32-35
15
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U t ah D H S -D S P D
4 /0 0

DIVISION OF SERVICES FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

Page 2 of 2

D D /M R O R B R A IN IN J U R Y C R IT IC A L N E E DS A S SE S SM E N T
3. Family Dynamics:
(Score range 0 to 25)
Composition, stability, coping skills, employment, income, financial stability, no insurance for child with disability,
elderly parents, other children with special needs at home, health of primary care giver, Social Security Income, Medicaid, etc.

4. Special Medical Needs:
(0 to 10 points)
Serious physical health problems, uncontrolled seizures, sleep problems, mental illness, dementia or related conditions, feeding tubes,
special adaptive equipment, oxygen dependent, nursing, medication, treatments, etc.

5. Protective Service Issues:
(0 to 10 points)
Homeless, abuse, neglect, exploitation, financial exploitation, previous referral with Child/Adult Protective Services, etc.

6. Resources/Supports Needed: (0 to 10 points)
Considering all supports/resources (i.e., other agencies, church, friends, community, family, school, etc.) currently
available to the family/individual, what further Division funded supports does the family/individual need? If scoring for a family
support annual review of allocation, score as if Division funded services were not being received.

7. Projected Deterioration Issues:
( 0 to 10 points)
What will happen if this wait list service is not provided? (divorce, deterioration of other family members, imminent death
of primary care giver, family falling apart, etc.)

8. Accessibility of Supports:
(0 to 7 points)
Time without services from any agency (1 point per year up to a maximum of 3 points)
Availability of supports, medical miles, travel time for rural areas (up to 4 points)

TOTAL SCORE (100 points possible)
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Waiting List and Critical Needs Assessment for
Developmental Disability Supports

2-2

Part 19 of 1

Authorizing Utah Code: 62a-5-103

Rule: R53 9-3-1

DD Supp orts

Approved: 1/15/99

Ru le Effective :

Printed: 1/00

Form(s): 2-2 and 909

Guideline(s): CNA Instructions

POLICY
Following the determination of eligibility, the Person’s priority for support is determined. Each Region uses the
critical needs assessment to score and prioritize the Person’s level of need . Persons with the highest critical needs
scores receive support first. The Support Coordinator shall assess with the Person/Representative the array of
supports that may be needed. When funding is unavailable, the Person will be placed on a list to wait for funding for
supports from the Division. If a support desired by the Person/Representative is unavailable, the
Person/Representative may accept an available support while w aiting for the selected support. Persons who have
been determined eligible for the Division’s M edicaid W aiver can choose to wait for Division support services or
seek services available through M edicaid in an Intermediate Care Facility for Persons with Mental Retardation
(ICF/MR)

PROCEDURES
1.

The Support Coordinator will complete the waiting list information requested on Form 909, within ten days
following the determination of eligibility. If the Person requires and could use support services on the day of
intake, the Person has an immediate need; otherwise, the Person has a future need.

2.

A critical needs assessment Form 2-2 shall be com pleted for all Persons with an immed iate need for support
services. The critical needs assessment determines the critical needs score of each Person by using the following
criteria:
A. severity of the disabling condition,
B. needs of the Person and/or family,
C. length of time on the waiting list,
D. appropriate alternatives available, and
E. other factors determined by the Region to reflect accurately on the Person’s need.

3.

The Region Critical Needs Assessment Com mittee:
A. determines the Person’s critical needs score,
B. rank orders the critical needs scores within each Region to determine the order in which each Person
receives funding, and
C. enters the Person’s nam e and score on the w aiting list.

4.

Region staff ensure that the critical needs assessment score and ranking remains current by updating the critical
needs assessment score as necessary. A Person’s ranking may change as critical needs assessments are completed
for new Applicants.

5.

A child age 16 who is currently in a school district special education prog ram and meets all eligibility
requirements for Division services is automatically determined to have a future need for supported
employm ent/day training. No age limitations apply to a Person placed on the waiting list for community living
support or family support.
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U t ah D H S -D S P D
I ss u e d :4 /0 0

DIVISION OF SERVICES FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

Page 1 o f 1

GU IDELINE 2-2

CRITICAL NEEDS PRIORITIZATION PROCESS FOR PERSO NS ELIGIBLE
FOR FUNDING DUE TO DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITY OR BRAIN INJURY

The following guidelines should be implemented in order to standardize the critical needs assessment
process across the state:
1.

Co mmittee invo lvem ent. A co mmittee process sho uld be used in the ranking of persons with critical needs.
The com mittee must have some representation from outside the Division. At least one mem ber should be a
parent, a consumer, or an advocate in order to insure that the process is as objective as possible. Private provider
representation is allowable, but not m andated, as som e areas of the state could have potential conflicts of interest
with provider representation. Perso ns should be placed on com mittees w ith a design ated term of m embership in
order to insure consistency from meeting to meeting.

2.

Frequency of meetings. Critical needs meetings are still to be on an as needed basis, and scheduling is at the
discretion of each region office.

3.

Assessment criteria. The critical need s criteria have been stan dard ized in the Form 2-2, in the Forms section.
This assessment is to be used statew ide effective im mediately. 3. Assessment criteria. Scores on items 1 and 2 of
Form 2-2, Ability to be Self Directing and Problem Behaviors respectively will be based on one of two
assessment too ls. For individuals with Developm ental Disablities the ICAP will be used. For individuals with
Brain Injury, the Brain Injury Comprehensive Screening Form will be used. Scores for items 3-8 will be
determined by the Critical Needs Committee. Accessability of supports, item 8, now asseses the time a person
has been without services from any agency rather than the time on the waitlist. Other agencies could include but
are not limited to schools, mental health, rehabilitation, family services, etc.

4.

Scoring the critical needs assessment. The new assessment instrument has a maximum score of 100. Each
member o f the com mittee should fill out the assessm ent F orm 2-2 as client scenarios are presen ted and review ed.
The various scores should be presented and serious discrepancies among the scores should be discussed. Ideally,
the com mittee w ill com e to co nsen sus on a critical needs score. Averaging the scores of committee m embers is
also accep table, however, the m ethod of arriving at a final score mu st be con sistent for each com mittee. If a
comm ittee chooses to use the consensus method, that method should be used for each client reviewed in each
meeting. Consistency in m ethod is necessary for a defensible process.

5.

Com mittee guidelines. Each critical needs committee should develop some written guidelines which describe
com mittee m embership, term of m embership, and com mittee process, (i.e., con sensus vs. averaging m etho d).

6.

Critical needs review. Persons with critical needs should be review ed on some sort of consistent basis. A
review shou ld be conducted at least annually. Also, if a person w aiting for services moves from one region to
another or within an area in the same region served by a different committee, the person should be given a new
critical needs assessment.

7.

Who should complete the critical needs rating? Every m emb er should com plete an assessment unless they are
the staff mem ber presenting the person's scenario or have a potential conflict of interest.
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Appendix B — Eligibility and Intake
Policies, Procedures and Guidelines
2-1

Eligibility and Intak e for D eve lopm enta l Disab ility Supp orts

Part 21 of 3

Authorizing Utah Code: 62a-5-101

Rule: R5 39-1-1 and R5 39-1-2

DD Supp orts

Approved: 3/11/99

Ru le Effective :

Printed: 4/00

Form (s): 2-1, 19, 490S , 522-I or 522-F, 824 and ICAP

Guideline(s): 2-1F and 2-1RC

POLICY
This policy does not apply to Applicants who m eet the separate eligibility criteria for personal assistance and brain injury outlined
in Division policy 3-1 and 4-1 respectively. Applicants who have a disability due to only mental illness, hearing impairment
and/or visual impairment, learning disability, behavior disorder or the aging process, do not qualify for services under this policy.
The Division will serve those Applicants who meet the definition of disabled in Utah Co de Annotated 62A -5-101. These are
Applicants who have a severe, chronic disab ility:
a.
b.
c.

d.

attributable to m ental or physical impairment or a co mbination o f mental and ph ysical impa irments;
likely to con tinue indefinitely;
resulting in a su bstantial functional limitation in three or mo re of the are as of m ajor life activity defined below , (selfcare, receptive and exp ressive languag e, learnin g, m obility, se lf-directio n, capacity for in dep enden t living, or eco nomic
self-sufficiency); and
requiring a combination or sequence of specialized interdisciplinary or generic care, treatment, or other services that
may co ntinu e thro ugh out life a nd m ust be individ ually p lann ed an d coordinated .

Substantial functional limitations in the seven areas of major life functions are defined as follows: (when determining limitations
in the areas listed below, age appropriateness must be considered)
1.
2.

3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

Self-care - An Applicant who requires assistance, training and/or supervision with eating, dressing, grooming, bathing or
toileting.
Expressive and/or receptive language - An Applicant who is limited in expressive and/or receptive language. Expressive
impairments are noted when an Applicant lacks fu nctional skills and/or requires the u se of assistive d evices to co mmunicate.
Receptive impairments are noted when an Applicant does not demonstrate understanding of requests or is unable to follow
two-step instructions.
Learning/Cognitive Development - An Applicant who has obtained a valid and reliable IQ score of two standard deviations
or more below the mean on a individually administered standardized intelligence test, (e.g., a score of 75 or below on the
W echsler Intelligence Scale for Children o r Adu lts, WIS C III or W AIS III or a score of 73 o r below on Stanford-Binet,
Fourth Edition). IQ test scores over the developmental period should consistently yield scores two standard deviations
below th e m ean.
Mobility - An Applicant with a mobility impairment who requires the use of assistive devices to be mobile and who cannot
physically self-evacuate from a build ing d uring an em erge ncy.
Capacity for independent living - Age appropriate abilities must be considered. An Applicant who is unable to locate and
use a teleph one, cross stree ts safely, or un derstand that it is not safe to accept rides, foo d or money fro m strangers. An adult
who is unable to complete basic survival skills in the areas of shopping, preparing food, housekeeping or paying bills. An
Applicant who is a significant danger to self or others without supervision.
Self-d irection - A ch ild (age 6-1 8) w ho is u nable to m ake age-appro priate decisio ns co ncerning self-p rotec tion. A n adult
who is unable to provide informed consent for medical/health care, personal safety, legal, financial, habilitative or residential
issues and /or who ha s been d eclared legally incom petent.
Eco nom ic self-sufficiency - An adult w ho rece ives Social Security A dm inistration disability benefits and w ho is unable to
wo rk m ore than 20 ho urs a w eek or is pa id less than m inimu m w age w ithout em ploym ent support. Th e econ om ic selfsufficiency functional limitation applies on ly to adults (ag e 18 o r older).
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Eligibility and Intake for Developmental Disability Supports

2-1

Part 22 of 3

Authorizing Utah Code: 62a-5-101

Rule: R5 39-1-1 and R5 39-1-2

DD Supp orts

Approved: 3/11/99

Ru le Effective :

Printed: 4/00

Form (s): 2-1, 19, 490S , 522-I or 522-F, 824 and ICAP

Guideline(s): 2-1F and 2-1RC

The intake process w ill include determination of eligibility for Division funding. The Applicant shall be pro vided w ith
information concerning service options and a copy of the Division’s Guide to Serv ices.
Reg ion staff shall determ ine if Applicants found eligible for state funds are also eligible to receive federal matching funds through
the W aiver. Matchin g federal M edicaid funds are available through the Home and Comm unity-Based W aiver for Peo ple with
Men tal Retardation and D evelopm ental Disabilities. To be determined eligible for W aiver funding Applicants mu st:
a) meet all state elig ibility requirements includ ing hav ing a disability that results in substan tial functional lim itation(s) in
three or more of major life activities 1 through 6, (economic self sufficiency is not allowed as a functional limitation for
W aiver eligibility); and
b) require the Level of Care provided in an Interm ediate Care Facility for People with Men tal Retardation, (per Code of
Federal Regulations, 42 C FR Part 44 1 Subpart G ).
The Applicant or the Applicant’s Representative must be a Resident of the state of Utah prior to the Division’s final
determ ination of e ligibility. Applicants who are fou nd eligible for W aiver funding but who choose not to participate in the
W aiver, will receive on ly the state paid p ortion o f suppo rt.

PROCEDURES
1.

The following documents are required to determine eligibility for developmental disabilities services funding.
A. A Division Form 19 (Eligibility for Services) signed by a licensed physician, licensed psychologist or certified school
psycho logist. For children six years of a ge and younger, letters from two lice nsed or certified pro fessionals w ork ing in
the disability field will be accepted in lieu of the Form 19, providing the letters state:
i. the child is at serious risk of a disability, and
ii. the disability is likely to continue indefinitely.
B. Inven tory for C lient and A gency Plann ing (IC AP) assessm ent;
C. Social History and/or Social Summ ary Form 824 - completed by or for the Applicant within one year of the date of
application; and
D. Psychological ev aluation, or for children six years or younger, a dev elopm ental assessm ent.

2.

An Applicant’s eligibility for funding for developm ental disability supports is determined by the following process:
A. Region staff perform an assessment within 15 business days of the day that all required information is received and
either:
i.
ii.

determine the Applicant eligible or ineligible for funding for developmental disabilities supports, or
forward the Applicant’s name and intake information to the State Eligibility Committee for placement on the
Com mittee’s next meeting agenda. The Com mittee shall review the Applicant’s information and determine if the
Applicant is eligible for funding.

B. A Qualified Mental Retardation Professional (QMRP) evaluates criteria to determine if a Person found eligible for
state funding is also eligible for W aiver service s.
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2-1

Eligibility and Intak e for D eve lopm enta l Disab ility Supp orts

Part 23 of 3

Authorizing Utah Code: 62a-5-101

Rule: R5 39-1-1 and R5 39-1-2

DD Supp orts

Approved: 3/11/99

Ru le Effective :

Printed: 4/00

Form (s): 2-1, 19, 490S , 522-I or 522-F, 824 and ICAP

3.

Guideline(s): 2-1F and 2-1RC

Persons found eligible for the W aiver who are over the age of 11 (see Utah Co de Annotated, Section 62A-5-402 through
62A-5-403) shall be provided with a list of Intermediate Care Facilities for People with Mental Retardation (ICFs/MR) and
asked to choose between receiving services in the community or in an Intermediate Care Facility for People with Mental
Re tardation (ICF /M R). Persons under age 11 m ay only be adm itted to an In termediate Care Facility for Persons with
Mental Retardation by following Procedure 4D, of Division Policy 1-6.
A. If the Person/Representative chooses to receive services in an Intermediate Care Facility for People with Mental
Retardation (ICF/M R), the Region Director will w rite a letter of referral.
B. Persons/Representatives choosing to move to an Intermediate Care Facility will be asked by the Region staff if they
want their name placed on the waiting list for future placement in comm unity-based services. If the
Person/Representative requ ests, Region staff shall place the Person’s nam e on the waiting list.

4.

If funding is unavailable for a Person who chooses to receive services from a comm unity Provider, the Person’s name is
entered on the waiting list in accordance with Division policy 2-2, Wa iting List and Critical Needs A ssessm ent.

5.

A Person/Representative may petition the Region Director for a hardship exception of the requirement to use M edicaid
funding.

6.

A N otice of Agency Action, Form 522, and a H earing R equest, Form 490S, are mailed to each Person/Representative
upon co mpletion of the determ ination of eligibility or ineligibility for funding (see Policy 1-5 Notice of H earing for Agency
Action). The N otice of Agency Action, Form 522, should inform the Person/Representative of eligibility determination
and placem ent on the waiting list.
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DIVISION OF SERVICES FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

GUIDELINE 2-1

Page 1 o f 1

FUNDING

M A X IM I ZIN G S T A TE A N D FE D E RA L FU N D IN G

1.

All persons who are eligible for waiver services are required to be in the waiver, or the only funds that will be
available to them to pu rchase services are the State funds that would be used to pay the state m atch for supports
covered by Medicaid.

2.

All persons receiving supports with State funding only, but who are eligible for waiver services, should be
converted im med iately to the appropriate waiver. Support coordinators should w ork with each person/fam ily to
assist them in this process.

3.

Persons who are new to supp orts and who are eligible for a waiver will be placed on the appropriate waiver at
the time of entry into services.

4.

When it is clear that a spend-down, necessary to participate in the waiver, equals or exceeds the cost of the
appropriate service or support, the support coordinator m ay request an exception from the region director to
allow full State funding. App roval for this exception rests with the region d irector.

5.

All decisions mad e in relationship to this policy have the option of appeal, following review by the supervisor,
region director, division director, and/or the form al departmen t appeals process.
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Issued: 8/99

DIVISION OF SERVICES FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

GUIDELINE 2-1

Page 1 o f 1

RELATED CONDITIONS

RELAT ED C ON DITIONS T HAT M AKE A PERS ON ELIGIBLE
FOR HOM E AND CO MM UNITY-BASED W AIVER SERVICES

1.

Code of Federal Regulations (42 CFR 435.1009) states that eligibility for waiver services be based on
conditions attributable to a) cerebral palsy, epilepsy, or autism, or b) any other conditions, other than mental
illness, found to be closely related to m ental retardation because the co nditions result in impairm ents similar in
general intellectual functioning or adaptive behavior similar to that of persons with mental retardation and
requires treatment or services similar to those required for these persons.

2.

The D ivision uses the following definitions to define any other condition:
a) Intellectual impairment* two stand ard deviations below the mean (e.g., 70 or less) shall suggest
presum ptively the eligibility of the person, if all other cond itions (e.g., impaired adaptive functioning deficits
occur concurrently and required services are similar to those needed by persons with mental retardation,**
etc.) are satisfied.
b) Intellectual impairmen t* at least one standard deviation below the mean (e.g., 85-71) may suggest eligibility,
if all other conditions (e.g., impaired adaptive functioning deficits occur concurrently and required services
are sim ilar to th ose n eeded by persons with m ental retardation,** etc.)
c) Intellectual impairmen t* within one standard deviation of the mean (e.g., 86-100) presumptively precludes
eligibility, except for persons who also have the diagnoses of cerebral palsy, epilepsy or autism and if all other
conditions (e.g., impaired adap tive functioning deficits occur concurrently and required services are similar to
those needed by persons with mental retardation**) are satisfied.
d) Intellectual impairment* above the average mean (e.g., 100) precludes eligibility for all persons for the
developm ental disabilities waiver.
e) No person shall be eligible for any Division service if they score 90 or higher on the Inventory of Client
Agen cy Planning (ICAP).

Persons currently receiving services who do n ot m eet these criteria should no t be terminated from services, but shall
be annually re-evaluated for continuing needs, and their continuing status should be reported by the region director
to the division director.

*

as measured by an individually administered, standardized test of general intelligence.

**

an array of services, supportive individuals, and receptive settings which meet an individual’s needs that
may range from pervasive and of lifelong duration to intermittent or short-term.
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Appendix C — Form 19 Eligibility for Services
U t ah D H S -D S P D
1 /0 0
F o rm 1 9

DIVISION OF SERVICES FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

Page 1 o f 1

ELIGIBILITY FOR SERVICES

The following is to be completed and signed by a licensed psychologist, certified school psychologist or physician. Mark each area of major
life activity in which the person has a current, substantial, fun ctional limitation th at is likely to continue indefinitely as defined below. Please
evalu ate whether or not the person can perform the activities listed under each functional limitation on their own without being supervised
or monitored. When determining limitations in the areas listed below, age appropriateness must be considered. Persons who have a
disability due only to m ental illness, hearin g impairment and/or visual impairment, learning disability, behavior disorder or the aging
process, do not qualify.
I certify that _______________________________________________________________________(person’s name) has a substantial,
chronic fun ctional limitation in the following areas of major life activity: (Check all areas that apply)
1.

Self-Care. A person who requires assistance, training and/or supervision with eating, dressing, grooming,
bathing or toileting. (Age appropriate activities must be considered.)

2.

Expressive and/or Receptive Language. A person who lacks functional communication skills and/ or
requires the use of assistive devices to communicate or does not demonstrate an understanding of requests or
follow two-step instructions. (Age appropriate activities must be considered.)

3. Learning. A person wh o has ob tained a valid and reliable IQ sco re of two standard dev iations or
more below the mean on an individually adm inistered standardized intelligence test, (e.g., a score of 70 or below
on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children or Adults, WISC III or WASC III or a score of 68 or below on
Stan ford-Binet, Fourth Edition). IQ test scores over the developmental period should consistently yield scores
two standard de viations below the mean.
4. M obility. A person with a mobility impairment who requires the use of assistive devices to be mobile
and who cannot physically self-evacuate from a building during an emergency.
(Age appropriate activities must be considered.)
5. Capacity for Independent Living. A person wh o is unable to locate and use a telephone, cross
streets sa fely, or understand that it is not sa fe to accept rides, food or m oney from strangers. An adu lt who is
unable to comp lete basic survival skills in the areas of sh opping, preparing food, housekee ping o r payin g bills.
A person who is a significant dang er to self or others witho ut supervision.
(Age appropriate activities must be considered.)
6. Self-Direction. A child (age 6-18) who is significantly below average in making age appropriate
decisions. A n adu lt who is unable to provide inform ed co nsen t for medical/health ca re, personal safety, leg al,
financ ial, habilitative, or residential issues and/o r who has been declared legally inco mpe tent. (Age ap propriate
activities must be considered.)
The Econom ic Self-Sufficiency Functional Limitation Definition Applies Only to Adults (age 18 or older)
7. Economic Self-Sufficiency. An adult who receives disability benefits and who is unable to work
more than 20 ho urs a w eek o r is paid less than minim um w age w ithout emplo yme nt support.
(Age appropriate activities must be considered.)
Diagnosis/Comme nts:

Na me : (Please Print)

Telephone:

Address: (Street, City, State, Zip Code)
Signature/Degree/Title:
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Appendix D — Form 817 DD/MR Waiver Level of Care Determination
U t ah D H S -D S P D
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DIVISION OF SERVICES FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

Page 1 o f 1

DD/MR WAIVER
LEVEL OF CARE DETERMINATION
Data E ntry

Region/Office
Perso n's Na me (L ast, First, M iddle Initial)

Initials:
W orker Number
Date:

Person's Data Entry Number
Based on form al assessments, the individual must meet all requirements in item 1, and one requirement in item 2 below, to meet the level
of care requirements for placement in an intermediate care facility for people with mental retardation.
1.

Requires care above level of room and board as documented by all of the following criteria (check all that apply).
[ ] Substantial function al impairment in three or more of the six are as of m ajor life activity as defined in Policy 2-1, Eligibility
and Intake for Develo pme ntal D isability Support.
[ ] Onset of condition was before age 18 for mental retardation or before age 22 for developmental disabilities.
[ ] Primary condition is not attributable to mental illness.
[ ] Requires at least week ly intervention by or under the su pervision of a health care professional or trained support provider.
[ ] Cannot be m aintained in less restrictive environment without Home and C ommu nity-Based W aiver services.

2.

Plus one of the following (check on e box):
[ ] Has mild, moderate, severe, or profound Mental Retardation.
Specify level of Mental Retardation:
[ ]

. Code:

.

Has a developmental disability and requires care and services similar to that of an individual with mental retardation.
Specify developmental disability:

. Code:

I hereby certify that but for the provision of H ome and Comm unity-Based W aiver services the ind ividual wo uld require the level of care
provided in an intermediate care facility for people with mental retardation.
Qualified M ental R etardation Pro fession al:

. Date:

.

Annual Reviews: I hereby certify that the individual's condition and diagnosis have not changed; therefore, there is a demonstrated need
for continuing se rvices unde r the Hom e and C omm unity-Based W aiver.
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified
Qualified

M ental
M ental
M ental
M ental
M ental
M ental
M ental
M ental
M ental
M ental
M ental
M ental
M ental

R etardation
R etardation
R etardation
R etardation
R etardation
R etardation
R etardation
R etardation
R etardation
R etardation
R etardation
R etardation
R etardation

Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
Pro fession al:
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.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
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Instructions for Completing the Form 817

PURPOSE:
The form 817 is an eligibility form used for data entry and documenting a person's diagnosis and eligibility for Home and CommunityBased W aiver Services.

C O MP LE TIN G T HE FO R M:
Person's Name: The name under which the person is open on State data-base. Person's Data Entry Number: The person’s identification
number from the State database.

Level of Care Documentation: This section documents the person's eligibility for an intermediate care facility for people with mental
retardation and Ho me and C ommu nity-Based W aiver services. Check the appropriate boxes.

Information regarding the person's developmental disability and/or level of mental retardation should be obtained from assessment
documents (medical and psychological reports) and written in the spaces provided along with the appropriate code from the International
Classification of Diseases. Listed below are the levels of mental retardation and the most commo n developmental disabilities:

Codes from the International Classification of D iseases, 9th Ed ition (look up add itional codes in the bo ok itself):
3170 Mild Mental Retardation
3180 Moderate Mental Retardation
3181 Severe Mental Retardation
3182 Profound Mental Retardation
3450 Epilepsy
3430 Cerebral Palsy
2990 Autism

Signature Area: Initial signature must be on or before the date the person enters Home and Comm unity-Based Waiver services. The
region staff who completes the document must be a Qualified Mental Retardation Professional or the document must be reviewed and cosigned by a supervisor who is a Q ualified Mental R etardation Pro fession al.
Annual Reviews: Annually, the Qualified Mental Retardation Professional must review the person's diagnostic information and
eligibility for Home and Com munity-Based Waiver services. If the diagnostic information or level of care information changes, a new
form 817 must be completed. If the diagnostic information or level of care remains the same, the professional signs and dates the original
form 817.

D IS PO SIT IO N O F F OR M :
Once completed, the person's level of mental retardation code and/or the person’s developmental disability code must be entered into the
State database for paym ent to occur.

Placem ent in the person ’s record: File the completed form 817 in the eligibility section of the person’s record.
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December 11, 2001

Wayne L. W elsh
Auditor General
Office of the Legislative Auditor General
130 State Capitol
Salt Lake City, UT 84114

Dear Mr. Welsh:
Thank you for the opportunity to respond and comment on the report entitled “A Performance Audit of the
Division of Services for People with Disabilities” (Report #2001-12) which was recently completed by your
office. In general, I commend the auditors for the breadth of coverage they were able to give to a review of the
Division of Services for People with Disabilities’ waiting list given the time constraints of the audit. Although
we have po ints of disagreem ent on certain as pec ts of the finding s of the aud it, I find the recom me nda tions to
be generally useful and manageable. We were aware of many of the weaknesses in our waiting list
management system identified by the audit and have been working to address those. The audit provides
some additional ideas as to how we might attend to those areas needing improvement. In concert with the
Board o f Serv ices fo r People with D isabilities, where a ppro priate, the D ivision will give seriou s atten tion to
those recom me nda tions in our efforts to continue to improve our respo nsive nes s to the nee ds of people w ith
disabilities.
Four sections follow. The first details some areas of agreement with the audit findings.
The second offers some points of clarification that I believe are necessary to a more complete understanding
of some of the auditors’ conclusions. The third section addresses some points of disagreement with findings
described in the report. The final section provides a brief overview of a plan to reform our traditional approach
to providing services, a plan that holds promise for addressing the most immediate needs of those on the
wa iting list in a m ore tim ely an d cost-effec tive m ann er.
Points of Agreement
Con flicting data on w aiting list numb ers. The aud itors co nclude that the Division’s w aiting list (of Aug ust,
2001) overstates the actual number waiting by 24% (p. 14). From their review of a sampling of waiting list files
and discussion with Division staff, auditors concluded that 24% of the waiting list includes people who no
longer desire service s, ha ve moved or are deceased, or are already in services . The D ivisio n also recently
completed a review of the waiting list for the
purpose of verifying both numbers and immediate service needs. In November, the Division commissioned
Dan Jones and Associates to conduct a telephone survey of a sample of people waiting for services. That
survey revealed that 17% of the people on the waiting list fall into the three categories described above. Thus,
we would agree that there is a portion of the waiting list who have either left the state or no longer report an
immediate need for services. As the disparate data of the audit and the Dan Jones survey reveal, the actual
perc enta ge n eed s to be verified. In all prob ability, that percenta ge fluc tuates with time .
– 76 –

A Performance Audit of DSPD

Confusing terms. I would agree that the term s “critical” or “critical-immediate” are mislea ding (p. 19). Un til
three years ago, the Division classified those waiting and eligible for services into three categories: critical
nee d, imme diate nee d, and future ne ed. The w aiting list has been reclas sified to the descriptors im me diate
need and future need. The critical needs assessment process rank orders the immediate needs list. Although
Division policy, forms, and waiting list data bases were revised to reflect this change, the older terms continue
to be used by som e pe ople within and beyond the D ivision and they c ontinue to app ear o n some docum ents.
The critical ne eds assessme nt instru me nt and pro cess, sho uld w e retain them , should also be re-titled.
Need for improvement in Division’s information systems. We found multiple points of disagreement over cost
figures presented in th e report. I wo uld con cede, though, that so me of the Division ’s da ta trackin g is
fragmented across region and state levels and, therefore, lacks the uniformity required for ease of retrieval and
efficiency of use of those data. Some of the information errors (e.g., deleting names from the waiting list as
people enter services) are attributable to the transition to a new waiting list data base. Regardless of the
cause, however, the Division is committed to assuring the integrity of the data necessary both for
accountability and for sound decision-making. I have assigned a group--comprised of individuals within and
beyond the Division with expertise in research, information technology, and fiscal managem ent—to address
the need ed im prov em ents in the D ivision’s data syste ms .
Policy choices as to the inclusiveness or exclusiveness of eligibility for Division services. I agree with the
findings of the audit that the legislature could choose to prioritize funding among different configurations of the
current waiting list (e.g., serve only persons eligible for Medicaid matching funds). I would assert that this is a
question of public policy that appropriately rests with the legislature. The Division will continue to abide by
policy direction provided by state statute, which at present, compels us to serve the most critical with no
distinction among funding streams.
Points of Clarification
Information gathered at intake. The auditors recommend that more assessment be completed and
information be gathered at the time of intake including funding eligibility and specific costs of services (pp. 2325). The Division has made a conscious decision to collect at intake only information necessary to establish a
person’s eligibility for Division services, determine
broad categories of services needed (e.g., in-home services including family support, day services, and/or
transportation or out-of-home services), and evaluate the urgency of service need (through the critical needs
assessme nt). Ch ang ing se rvice nee ds are do cum ente d through subseq uen t contacts w ith the p erso n.
Because an applicant is likely to have an extended wait for services and because their needs are rarely static,
we have not required them to un dergo ass essm ents that m ust be com pleted by other agencies , that will
become obsolete w ith the w ait, and that will need to be repeated to be current at se rvice entry. Me dica id
eligibility, for example, has a financial need component that must be based on current income. More detailed
service needs ass essm ent and additional
eligibility determinations are completed as the person approaches the top of the waiting list and is likely to be
fund ed.
Maximizing use of Medicaid funds. The audit found 21 indiv iduals (of a sam ple of 77 ) wh ose se rvices are fully
state fund ed an d wh om the aud itors believe to be eligible for Medicaid m atching funds (p. 22). The rep ort
makes reference to D ivisio n rules th at require those w ho are eligib le to participate in M edicaid or have their
budgets reduced to on ly the state dollars that w ould be required to draw a match of Medicaid funds. That rule
was implemented two years ago. Since then, the Division has increased the number of persons receiving
Medicaid matching funds by 6%. Thus, although the auditors discovered some persons who still need to be
con verted to M edicaid, the aud it does not prese nt the num ber o f people w ho h ave bee n req uired to participate
in Medicaid w aivered services since implem enta tion of this Division re quireme nt.
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Points of Disagreement
Formal evaluation and professional judgement in the assessment of need for services. There are a number of
observations in the report (pp. 13, 23, 27) and a recommendation that suggest that persons applying for
services simply choose the services they would like to receive and that the Division imposes no evaluation or
restriction on those declared choices. It is accurate to conclude that those who apply for Division services,
mo st often parents of the p erson with a disa bility, know w hat sup ports they are lacking and w hat they a re
seeking from the Division (e.g., parents describe their need for a break or respite from the constant demands
of care, the person will be graduating from school but continues to need the types of training and supervision
that supported employment or other adult day services would provide, an aging and ailing parent is finding that
they m ay n ot be able to co ntinue to provide the physical ca re an adult son or daughter requires). Thus, people
can and do describe or identify the se rvices they are seeking.
It is no t acc urate to con clud e, as the auditors do, that D ivisio n sta ff do not apply p rofessio nal judg ment in
establishing and verifying the services the person might need. A number of assessments are completed and
considered in the intake process including (a) diagnoses and evaluation of the person’s functional limitations
prov ided by a p hysician o r licensed p sych ologist (Division F orm 19), (b) com pletion by the intake worker of a
standardized assessment to establish the severity and nature of the person’s service needs (the Inventory for
Client and Agency Planning), (c) completion of a Critical Needs Assessment, (d) a home visit and interview
and/or observation of the person who is applying for services, and (e) a clinical review and prioritization for
services completed by a Critical Needs Assessment team. Disputes over eligibility determination or priority of
need are review ed by re gion an d/or division adm inistrators, a state leve l eligibility com mittee, an d/or a
department hearing officer, any or a ll of whom may re quest additional form al as sessm ents. The Division ’s
Eligibility C om mittee review s as sessm ents for an ave rage of 85 persons per yea r wh o disag reed w ith their
home regions’ determ inations of th eir eligibility and/or level of need. A small pe rcentage of these ind ividu als
go on to request a department level administrative hearing. Certainly there would be no need for these
additional steps of due process if Division staff were not applying professional judgement that, at times,
contradicts individual or family preferences.
Local control. The report questions differences in the way the four regions of the Division direct waiting list
funds allocated to them on the basis of population. That region expenditures do not exactly mirror population
proportions m ay b e largely explained by two facts. First, region exp enditures inco rporate funds beyon d their
waiting list allocations including funds transferred from the Division of Child and Family Services (DCFS) for
the state match for DCFS children in out-of-home services with the Division. Second, a small percentage of
pers ons in serv ices m ove across regions takin g their service funding with them .
The report suggests that other differences in th e w ay th at regions distribute w aiting list fu nds m ay b e a result
of a lack of clarity in Division policy. In fact, regions are obligated to use waiting list funds excIusively to bring
new peo ple into services o r to add services for w hich peo ple are waiting. They are also ob ligated to distribute
funds to assure attention to both out-of-home services (i.e., up to 24-hour residential and day services)
services and in-home services (family support and day services). They must assure that funds are directed
throughout the region to reflect population distribution and need. Finally, within the boundaries of the
preceding
restrictions, they must apply funds to those with the most significatn needs as determined by local or regional
Critical Needs Assessment process. Even with those uniform expectations, some room remains for local
disc retion to direct funds in a wa y tha t is co ngruent w ith loc al priorities, co nditions, an d cu ltures. I would ho ld
that some regional-local differences are appropriate in the interests of maintaining control and building service
cap acity at the local leve l.
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Division Planning for a New Way of Doing Business
On e could cle arly co nclude from th e au dit repo rt that the Division co uld inv est greate r effort an d staff
resources to assure greater precision in the management and cost analysis of its waiting list. As an
alternative, the Division could invest greater effort and resources to the discovery of viable solutions to the
wa iting list. As me ntioned b riefly in the repo rt, over th e pa st yea r the D ivision has articulated a goa l to
eliminate the waiting list and has taken that challenge to our various stakeholders and to local citizens through
a series of town meetings held throughout the state. This pursuit responds to legislative intent language for
the D ivision to “maxim ize its ability to serve ind ividuals on the w aiting list” referen ced in the re port (p. 7).
At the entrance me eting with m em bers of the legislative au dit team who comp leted the stu dy reporte d he re, I
indicated that, while an audit was being conducted of the approach we have traditionally taken to managing
the waiting list and bringing peop le into services , the Division wou ld be at w ork on the design of a very
different way of attending to the waiting list and delivering services. This is the next major stage of a systems
change process that has been underway in this Division for the past four years. Based upon our experiences
during the change process, a plan for a new way of doing business has taken shape and has received broad
support. Critical elements of the plan include:
C Earlier intervention to address the needs that the majority identify at the point of application to services
(e.g., res pite ca re, assistan ce w ith medical exp ens es, adult da y serv ices),
C Supporting the person in the context of the family as the Division’s primary response,
C Shifting the locus of ultimate respo nsibility and contro l from the D ivision to the fa mily,
C Providing specific, flexible, time-limited as well as ongoing supports, and
C Ultimately eliminating the waiting list by providing necessary supports at application and following
verification of eligibility and need.
I believe the time, energy, and other resources of the Division are better spent on implementation of this new
approach than on efforts to improve and refine the waiting list management processes that have been applied
for all of the 15 years that the Division has had a waiting list. The Division has submitted its plans and
recommendations to the Department of Human Services and to the Governor’s Office for their review and
consideration. The policy issues raised in this audit, along with those options highlighted in the Division plan,
appropriately set the stage for Legislative and Executive Branch discussion and decision-making.
I appreciate being able to p rovide a respo nse on beha lf of the D ivision of Se rvices for P eop le with Disa bilities.
I am eag er to proce ed to add ress the recom me nda tions g ene rated by this aud it.

Sincerely,

Sue Geary, Ph.D., Director
Division of Services for People with Disabilities
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January 10, 2002
Mr. Wayne L. Welsh, Auditor General
Office of the Legislative Auditor General
130 State Capitol
P.O. Box 140151
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-0151

Dear Mr. Welch:
Thank you for the opportunity to prepare a response to A Performance Audit of the Division of
Services for People with Disabilities (Report No. 2001-12). The Division of Health Care
Financing, functioning as the State Medicaid Agency, welcomes input into the ongoing performance
improvement of the Medicaid 1915c Home and Community-Based Services (HCBS) waiver
program. We are committed to supporting the Division of Services for People with Disabilities, as
our contract administrative management agency for three waivers, in responding appropriately to the
recommendations contained in your report.
This response is meant first and foremost to recognize the quality of the audit report and the
professional manner demonstrated by your staff who met with me to discuss details of the State
Medicaid program. I find the contents of the report thought provoking and value the opportunity to
incorporate many of your recommendations into the current system review of the waiver program
being conducted jointly by the Department of Health and the Department of Human Services. I offer
the following comments for your consideration relating to specific elements of the report that
address Medicaid issues of heightened importance and in strong support of the authors’ emphasis
that serious policy discussions need to occur before final actions are determined.
Definition of Service Need
The 1915c HCBS waiver program was designed by Congress to provide specialized services to
targeted populations as an alternative to institutionalization in a hospital, nursing facility, or
intermediate care for the mentally retarded (ICF/MR). It is important to recognize that waiver
enrollment is meant to alleviate the imminent risk of institutionalization absent the provision of
waiver services. Discussions relating to the appropriate definition of critical need as it pertains to
the waiver program must center on preventing institutionalization. The fact that persons with
varying levels of disabilities living in the community have needs important to their ability to be
independent and remain active in the community does not, by itself, deem them eligible for
Medicaid waiver services.
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Although there have been periodic discussions over the years at the national level about moving
to a block grant approach in Medicaid to allow greater flexibility to the states in the design of
programs, so far nothing major has come of the discussions. For now, the 1915c Waiver program
continues to be restricted by federal law and regulation to its current focus on serving persons at
imminent risk of institutionalization rather than as a more prevention and early intervention model.
Waiver Target Populations

Each 1915c HCBS waiver is designed to serve a specific target population. The State defines the
criteria for participation and thereby determines the breadth of disabilities covered by the waiver.
This is important in terms of your discussion of reducing the size of the waiting list by limiting
services to those persons meeting the eligibility criteria for the 1915c waivers. Eliminating stateonly funded programs runs the risk of eliminating services to entire groups within the disabilities
population that were not included in the targeted groups defined for the waivers. A version of your
alternate discussion of a combined approach, involving broadening the target population while
restricting services to those necessary to prevent institutionalization, may be more equitable.
Waiver Services As An Entitlement
Guidelines issued by the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) in response to the
Supreme Court Olmstead decision indicate that once a person is enrolled into a 1915c waiver, that
person is entitled to the services covered by the waiver that are necessary to prevent
institutionalization. Under this interpretation, if the state’s professional assessment of the person
identified the need for a covered service, the state cannot withhold the service for financial reasons.
As it relates to waiver-eligible persons, the concept of providing only one or two services, such as
family support, regardless of assessed need, conflicts with the CMS position that each waiver client
must be treated individually based on assessed need.
Client Need Determination Versus Professional Determination
Although I fully agree that professional determination of need is a critical element of the service
planning process, care must be exercised to assure that DSPD support coordinators remain focused
on identifying immediate needs rather than fostering enhanced packages that go beyond this level of
service. Because support coordinators are knowledgeable of a full array of services available to
promote independence and community integration, experience in many states have shown a
tendency to start with the services the client requests and to build upon them to achieve a more
comprehensive package that more fully benefits the individual but reduces the distribution of
resources across a larger number of clients. Provisions must be in place to assure that the
professionals determining the level of need do not foster an enhanced perception of need in the
clients based on their knowledge of the full array of potential services that can be accessed and the
availability of funds at that point in time. This comes back to the core discussion of clearly defining
what constitutes need and the process for standardized assessment.
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Unanticipated Growth of Needs
The discussion of transition clients in the report point out a practice that is well intentioned but
may lead to substantial unanticipated cost increases in future years. As the report indicates,
enrollment in a 1915c waiver programs opens the door to companion Medicaid programs and results
in cost increases across the Medicaid budgets of both Human Services and Health. In addition,
waiver planning must recognize the program implications that occur as a waiver enrollee moves
from the status of a dependent child to adult status. A person entering a 1915c waiver as a child
with the associated support network of parents and guardians may utilize low cost services for a
number of years. Suddenly when that person reaches adult age, the support network is no longer
obligated to provide natural supports and the responsibility falls to the waiver program under the
previously discussed CMS guideline of entitlement to assessed needs. A move from homesupported services to 24-hour supervised living arrangements can result in two-fold or greater
increases in the per client cost.
Relax ICF/MR Eligibility Requirements
I disagree that the Health Department could relax the ICF/MR eligibility requirements under
current federal regulations. If this were possible, it could clearly open eligibility to a broader range
of clients as stated in the audit report, but there are policy issues and potential costs that would
require serious consideration before moving in this direction
I want to again thank you for the opportunity to respond to the report. If you have questions
about the above comments, please contact me.
Sincerely,
/s/
Michael Deily, Director
Division of Health Care Financing

cc: Rod Betit
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