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Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 3.197 requires the disclosure of the cost to prepare this report. Approximately,
$3,600 for staff salaries and materials was spent to prepare this report.

The 2005 Legislature directed the Department of Human Services to deliver a report to the legislature
in December of 2005 and 2006 that identifies each county where the amount of time to process Medical
Assistance (MA) applications for people residing in a long-term care facility exceeded 45 days for a person who
is age 65 or older and 60 days for a person with a disability. For each county identified, the study must specify
the number of applications filed, the average number of days the applications were pending, the distribution of
days for the pending applications, and what percentage of the applications the county approved and denied. The
report must also include specific recommendations for how counties, as a group, can shorten the time ittakes to
act on applications.

Standard Application Processing Periods
Federal and state laws require that MA applications for persons age 65 or older must be processed within 45 days.!
For people with a disability, federal law requires that MA applications must be processed within 90 days.2 However,
Minnesota law requires that MA applications for people with a disability must be processed within 60 days. 3
Federal law allows a delay beyond these standard processing periods when a decision cannot be reached for
reasons beyond the applicant's control. Federal law prohibits using the processing period as a waiting period
and applications that cannot be processed by the e~d of the processing period cannot be denied if the reason is
beyond the applicant's control. It is common for a county agency to pend an application filed by a person who
is requesting MA payment of long-term care (LTC) services beyond the standard processing period while they
assist the applicant in obtaining necessary verifications or while the applicant takes the steps to reduce assets in
excess of the asset limit.
Processing applications for MA payment of LTC services can be quite c()mplicated. MA policy requires
documentation and evaluation of assets which may include annuity contracts, burial contracts, trusts, life
estates, and non-homestead real property. There are additional considerations when an applicant has a spouse or
other dependents that live in the community. Uncompensated transfers made by the applicant or the applicant's
spouse up to three years, five years for transfers into trusts, prior to the date of application must also be
evaluated. These types of assets require significant documentation and can be difficult for both the applicant and
county agency staff to obtain and evaluate.
.
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The county agency sends a pending notice 10 days before the end of the processing period when the applicant
has failed to provide needed information. The notice tells the applicant what is still needed and informs the
applicant that the application will be denied at the end of the processing period if the necessary information is
not received. A denial notice is sent at the end of the processing period when the applicant fails to pr-ovide the
required information.
The county agency sends a pending notice at the end of the processing period (45 or 60 days as appropriate) to
explain the reason for the delay when an eligibility determination cannot be made due to circumstances beyond
the applicant's control.
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42 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), § 435.911; Minnesota Rules Chapter 9505.0090, subpart 1.
42 CFR § 435.911.
Minnesota Rules Chapter 9505.0090, subpart 1.

Brief Summary of the Report Data
Data gathered for the report provides the following information about MA applications for persons residing in
nursing homes and intermediate care facilities:

SOURCE: Minnesota Department of Human Services Data Warehouse

During the 2005 legislative session, representatives of nursing home providers raised concerns to legislators
about cash flow problems they were experiencing due to delays in processing MA applications for residents of
long-term care (LTC) facilities. The representatives stated that nursing homes' ability to remain solvent was
being compromised when MA applications are not processed within the standard processing periods.
Initially, legislators proposed House File 1828 which required counties to pay nursing homes the non-federal
share of MA payments from the date the applicant is eligible for MA until the date the county issues a notice of
eligibility. The legislation was later amended to require the following:

Required Report
Subdivision 1. Pending application. By December 15 of both 2005 Cl?d 2006, the commissioner must deliver
to the legislature a report that identifies: (1) each county in which an application for medical assistance from a person identified as residing in a longterm care facility is or was pending, at any time between January 1 and December 1 of the calendar year to
which the report relates, for more than 60 days in the case of a person who is disabled, or for more than 45
days in the case of a person who is age 65 or older; and
(2) for each of the identified counties: the number of applications described in clause (1), the average number
of days the applications were pending, the distributio~ of days for applications that were pending, and ~hat
percentage of the applications, respectively, the county approved and denied.
Subd. 2. Time to process application. The report must include specific recommendations for how counties, as
a group, could shorten the time it takes to act on the applications described in subdivision 1, clause (1).
Minnesota Statutes §256B.0185 (2005).

Summary 2005 Report
Last year's report was published in March 2006 and can be found on the Department of Human Services public
website at:
http://edocs.dhs.state.mn.us/lfserverlLegacy/DHS-4724-ENG
The March 2006 report provided background information on:
• Costs for nursing home care
• MA coverage for nursing home care
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Data indicates the applicant used a basis of eligibility other than Age 65 or Older or Disabled or Blind but lived in a nursing facility.
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• MA rules for persons requesting payment of long-term care services including treatment of income, assets,
and asset transfers
• Minnesota's request for federal approval to expand asset transfer rules
• The Deficit Reduction Act of 2005 (DRA)
• Rules about delays in processing MA applications
In addition, the report presented the data required by the legislation and recommendations for decreasing the
application processing timeframes.
This year's report will:
•
•
•
•

Present 2006 data compared with 2005 data
Discuss the status of the recommendations made in the March 2006 report
Discuss continued recommendations for future progress
Provide a summary of the DRA changes (See Appendix G)

DHS used data stored in the data warehouse for this report. Tlie data warehouse stores information that is
extracted from MAXIS, the system used by county workers to determine MA eligibility. The data extracted are
dependent on the information the worker enters into MAXIS.
The report data identifies:
• MA applications that were approved or denied bs:tween January 1, 2006 through December 1, 2006 and
• Applicants who are coded in MAXIS as residing in one of the following types of LTC facilities: Nursing
Facility I (NFl), Nursing Facility II (NFII) or intermediate care facilities for people with mental retardation
or related conditions (ICF-MR) on the date they filed the MA application. 5

Data Limitations
• Data is not available to determine which applications are pended due to circumstances beyond the
applicant's control.
• The same application may be included in the report twice. This happens when a work~r approves an
application and transfers it to another county on the same day.
• The report counts applications, not applicants and therefore it may include information about multiple
applications filed by the same individual when those applications were approved or denied between
January 1, 2006 and December 1, 2006.
• Information about applications where the worker did not know or did not code the applicant as residing in a
LTC facility is not included in this report. This may occur in two situations:
1. The application doesn't include information that indicates the applicant resides in a LTC facility and the
applicant doesn't follow through with the application. In this situation, the application is automatically
denied by'the eligibility system on the 45th day and so, would always be processed timely.
2. The worker determines the applicant is ineligible and doesn't take the time to enter the facility
information. In this situation, the factor that causes the applicant to be ineligible is typically known early
in the application process and rarely results in an application that is not processed within 45 days.

5

NFl, NFII and iCF-MR are the only LTC facilities that receive MA payment for cost of care and so are the only LTC facilities
included in the Report. The statewide average payment rate for skilled nursing facility care (SAPSNF) is updated annually on July
1st. See Minnesota Health Care Programs Manual § 0909.27.11.03.
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• The report does not reflect data regarding MA enrollees who live in the community and enter a LTC facility
at a later date. People who are enrolled in MA are not required to file an additional application when their
circumstances change. Delays in payments to LTC facilities do not typically occur in these situations because
the worker is familiar with the enrollee and his or her circumstances are already verified and documented in
the system.

Presentation of Data
The data are reported for three groups of applicants according to their basis of eligibility for MA:
1. Applicants with an age 65 or older MA basis of eligibility;
2. Applicants with a disability or blind MA basis of eligibility; and
3. Applicants with no basis of eligibility or a family and children's MA basis of eligibility but who are residing
in a LTC facility. (Note: This group contains data where a coding error makes it unknown whether the
person is age sixty-five or older or has a disability. However, it is assumed that the person is in one of these
categories because he or she resides in a LTC facility.)
For each group the data is broken out as follows:.
• Total number of applications in the state
• By county:
• Total number of applications processed;
• Total number of applications that took 45 days or less to process or 60 days or less to process for persons
with a disability;
• Total number of applications that took more than 45 days to process or more than 60 days to process for
persons with a disability;
• Distribution of processing days for applications that were pending;
• Percentage of applications that took 45 days or less to process, or 60 days or less to process for persons
with a disability that were approved or denied; and
• Percentage of applications that took more than 45 days to process, or more than 60 days to process for
persons with a disability that were approved or denied.

Application Information
• Counties processed 4,559 long-term care applications between January 1, 2006, and December 1, 2006. The
total number of applications is down from 5,828 in 2005.
• The average number of days an application pended in 2006 has dropped significantly to 38 days as
compared to 59 days in 2005.
• Approximately 51 % (2,337) of all applications were processed within the standard processing period. The
overall average is slightly less than the 55% figure in 2005. However, there is an eight percent increase in the
number of applications for persons who are blind or have a disability that are processed within the standard
processing period.
,
• Approximately 49% (2,221) of all applications were not processed within the standard processing period.
This overall average is up slightly from the 45% figure in 2005.
• Approximately 28% (1,291) of all applications were processed by Hennepin and Ramsey c;ounties. This
represents a two percent increase from 2005.
• Of the applications that were not processed within the standard processing period, approximately 42% (932)
were processed by Hennepin and Ramsey counties. This percentage is down slightly from 2005.

4
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Processing Times for Residents of Long Term Care Facilities Age 65 or Older:
2005 Data Compared with 2006 Data
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Processing Times for Residents of Long Term Care Facilities Age 65 or Older:
2005 Data Compared with 2006 Data
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Application Processing Times for Residents of Long Term Care Facilities who are Blind or have a
Disability January 1, 2006 through December 1, 2006
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Application Processing Times for Residents of Long Term Care Facilities who are Blind or have a
Disability January 1, 2006 through December 1, 2006
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Status of Recommendations from March 2006 Report
Need for Centralized Special Unit
A centralized special unit at DHS was recommended to assist counties with the complex issues that arise in
determining MA eligibility for people residing in nursing facilities. Emphasis on support to counties relating to
policies that affect MA eligibility for people requesting payment of long-term care services has been established.
Teleconference training sessions we're held in November to review the DRA provisions and provide guidance to
counties around implementation issues. In addition, internal meetings have been established to provide prompt
. answers to policy questions submitted by county agencies. DHS continues to explore ways to further develop
support for counties. DHS plans to make training about policies and procedures related to eligibility for people
who request MA payment of LTC services available to all county agencies later in 2007.

Improved Communication
Nursing facilities and county social service agencies were encouraged to establish clear lines of communication
to prevent residents from filing applications prematurely. Some counties have reported establishing periodic
meetings with nursing facilities in their county to provide a better understanding of the process. It is unknown
if efforts to establish more effective lines of communication on a case by case basis have been implemented.

Encourage Face-to-Face Interviews
Face-to-face interviews were recommended as a way to facilitate better communication between county workers
and families resulting in more timely and accurate eligibility determination. Requiring a face-to-face interview
for purposes of accessing health care benefits is viewed as a potential barrier to receiving coverage. Counties may
strongly encourage face-to-face interviews but they cannot require an interview. Some counties have increased
efforts to offer face-to-face interviews. Counties continue to be encouraged to provide opportunities for face-toface interviews with authorized representatives of people residing in long-term care facilities.

Regular Review of Pending Applications
Prompt review of applications upon receipt and timely requests for needed verifications was recommended. In
addition, it was recommended that cOl).nty supervisors monitor pending application reports to assure that the
application processes were prqceeding appropriately.

Minnesota Health Care Programs Manual Changes (HCPM)
A new Minnesota Health Care Programs Manual (HCPM) was introduced on-line in December 2006. The
redesign provides workers greatly enhanced search and indexing capability, which enables location of needed policy
information more efficiently. While it is too soon to evaluate the effect of the new manual, it is believed that better
organized and clear information will contribute toward more timely and accurate eligibility determinations.

Continued Recommendations for Future Progress
DHS established the Health Care Program Eligibility and Integrity Advisory Committee in July 2004 to gain
collaborative support and perspective in the development of policies, procedures and tools necessary to ensure
that Minnesota health care programs are accessible, efficient, and compliant with state and federal laws. The
committee is made up of regional representatives from the 13 regions in Minnesota who serve as the region
spokesperson and liaison to the Health Care Eligibility and Access Division ofDHS.
In October 2006 regional representatives were sent the following questions and asked to collect feedback from
their regions for discussion at the October meeting:
1. Did your county make changes to the application process during the past year as a result of the LTC
Application Processing Report? If so, what changes did you make?
2. In the past year did the application processing time at your county increase, decrease or remain the same?
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3. Do you feel the new DRA provisions will have an impact on processing LTC applications? If so, what impact
do you anticipate?
4. Has your county experienced improved communications with nursing facilities in the past year?
Responses were liot collected specifically by county or region but were discussed at the October meeting. The
following is a summary of the feedback from this discussion:
• Counties are concerned about processing of LTC applications.
• Some counties made changes in their processes including encouraging and scheduling face-to-face
appointments with authorized representatives, conducting informational meetings for potential applicants,
and reorganization of workers to accommodate specialized case loads.
• Counties have made efforts to develop better communication with nursing homes.
• Some counties report increased monitoring of pending application reports by supervisors.
• Counties agree that the increased complexity ofMA rules, especially related to the DRA changes have
increased processing time for many cases during the past year.
• While some counties felt that processing timeframes had been reduced, many counties felt that efforts to
reduce processing timeframes have been offset by the increased time needed to explain these rules to families
and increased collection of required documents and verifications.
• Counties are experiencing increased representation of applicants by attorneys, as well as increased requests
for hardship waivers from people who are ineligible for payment of long-term care services due to
uncompensated transfers.
All of the recommendations made in the March 2006 report remain valid ways of reducing application
processing timeframes. Information obtained from the Health Care Program Eligibility and Integrity Advisory
Committee at the October 2006 meeting along with the data presented in this report indicates that continued
efforts to implement these recommendations are needed.

The DRA has provided a significant challenge to county agencies in processing MA applications for people
residing in nursing facilities as well as those requesting services through the MA home and community-based
waiver programs for people who are elderly or who have a disability. Application processing periods have not
been reduced in the past year. However, it is important to point out that the increased challenges of the DRA
have contributed a substantial amount of additional complexity to processing these applications. This suggests
that county agencies have increased efforts to provide more timely eligibility determinations and that these
efforts have been offset by the increased demands of the D RA provisions.
The DRA provision that shifts the start date of the penalty period imposed when a person or a person's spouse
has made an uncompensated transfer has had the most significant impact on application processing. In the
past, penalty periods started in the month following the month in which the transfer was made. In mO,st cases
a person waited out the penalty period before applying for MA. Under current DRA policy, the penalty period
doesn't start until a person applies for and is otherwise eligible for MA payment of LTC services but for the
penalty period. This policy has resulted in many people applying for MA simply to start the penalty period
clock ticking~ The result is additional applications in the queue for county agencies to process from persons for
whom MA cannot pay the long-term care facility. These applications slow down the process for people who are
eligible for MA payment of their long-term care facility costs.

As stated in the March 2006 report, there are many reasons that a long-term care facility resident's application
for MA may not be processed within the required time periods. The problem remains multi-dimensional and
continues to require cooperation between the applicant, the authorized representative, third parties involved in
the applicant's financial matters, the county agency and the nursing home.
.
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AppendixG

• A person must document citizenship and identity in order to be eligible for MA. People who receive or
previously received Supplemental Security Income (SSI) or Social Security Disability (SSDI), Medicare
recipients, and children receiving N-E foster care or adoption benefits are exempt from citizenship and
identity documentation requirements.
• The "look-back" period for uncompensated transfers made by a person or the person's spouse prior to a
request for MA payment of long-term care services is expanded from 36 months to 60 months. The 60
month look-back period will be phased in beginning in February 2009. Starting with an increase to 37
months in February 2009, the look-back period will increase by one month, each month until it reaches 60
months in January 201l.
• The first month of the penalty period for uncompensated transfers changes from the month following the
month in which the uncompensated transfer is made to the first month in which a person requests MA
payment for long-term care services and is otherwise eligible for MA payment of long-term care services but
for the penalty period. For enrollees, the first month of the penalty period is the first month that the county
agency can give advance notice of a penalty period or up to 3 calendar months following the report or
discovery of an uncompensated transfer, whichever is sooner.
• A person who requests MA payment oflong-term care services must disclose any interest the person or the
person's spouse has in an annuity.
• A person and a person's spouse must name the state a preferred remainder beneficiary of certain annuities in
an amount not to exceed the amount ofMA paid on behalf of the annuitant.
• A person who has more than $500,000 in home equity is not eligible for MA payment oflong-term care
services. The home equity limit may be waived if the person demonstrates a hardship.
• States may develop Long-Term Care Partnership programs. Minnesota is in the process of implementing a
partnership program. For more information can be found on the DHS public website at: www.dhs.state.
mn.us/dhs16_137036

