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’QRAFT ~ FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY
POLICY PRINCIPLES FOR SECTION 1115 WAIVERS

1e Departmeﬁt 6f'Health and Human Services and the relevant
Congressional committees support the waiver process grénted under
Section 1115 of the Social Security Act which allows for
demonstrétion projects to test genuine innovations in policy and
~administration.‘ The Department also believes that it should be
'possible to administer Section 1115, within the intent of the
law, with substantially more flexibility, responsiveness, and
creativity than has been the case in recent years. In the spirit
:of real partnership with state governments, we are committed to

making the waiver process work far better for all concerned.

Timeliness and "Hassle Factor"

For Medicaid waive:s, HCFA has already bggun ;o implement
‘procedures to substantially reduce processing time for 1115
waiver requests, while simultaneously minimizing the burden ‘on

l applicants.' Among the steps taken so far are'



- Expanding préfaﬁplication cbnSultation with states;

- Setting, and sharing with applicants, a well-defined
schedule for each application, with established target dates for
processing and reaching'a decision on the application;

- Maintainin§ a pplicy of one .consolidated request for
further information;

- Sharing proposed terms and conditions with applicants
before making final decisions; and most importantly

~'Establishiﬁg concurrent, rather than sequential, review of
waivers by HCFA éomponents, other units of DHHS, and OMB. The
sucéess of this strategy is evident in the approval of the major
health reform proposal from Hawaii in. under three months.

In the future, HCFA will be taking additional stéps to

simplify and streamline the waiver process, including{

- Expansion of technical assistance activities to the

states; ~

- Reallocation of internal resources to waiver'projects; and

most importantly

- Development of multi-state waiver;solicitations in areas
of priority concern, inéluding integrated long-term care system
developmeht, services for édolescents, and services in rﬁralA

areas.



Many of these procedures have been in place for some time
for AFDC waivers at ACF where response times are usually short.
ACF will continue to work to streamline the AFDC waiver process

and respond to state concerns.

Approval Criteria

The Department believes that the language of the statute
requires that waivers should be used for projects that are real
tests of legitimate policy approaches. Within that framework, we

are prepared:

- to grant waivers to test the same or related policy
innovations in several different states;

- to approve waiver'projects ranging in scale from
reasonably small to state-wide or multi-state; and

-~ to consider joint Medicare-Medicaid waivers, such as those
granted in the PACE and SHMO demonstrations, and AFDC-Medicaid

waivers.

We must reserve the r;ght,vof course,'to disapprove or limit
waiver epplicaticns which we believe involve unacceptable policy
. approaches (such as reducing access to health care), create |
potential violations of civil rights laws or equal protection
‘requirements or constitutional problems. We would also stress
the importance of having states engage in broad public

consultation before the development of waiver projects.



Duration

Inherent in the ﬁotion of demonstration projects is that

~ they be time-limited.. We.are committed, however, to approving
waivers of at least sufficient duration to give new policy
approaches .a fair test,. and to ptovide for reasonable evaluation
results prior to the conclusion of the demonstration, recognizing
particularly that new approaches often involve considerable
starﬁ-up time and allowance for implementation delays. We are

| also committed,*when successful demonstrations provide an
appropriate basis, to working with state governments to Seek.

" permanent statutory changes incorporating those results.

Ezaluation

The concept of avalua?ion is also inherent in the definition
of waivers as tests of policy innovations, but our standards for
evaluation design can be more flexible and project-specific than
has been the case in the past, especially with fespect to
Medicaid‘waivers; - In particular, while within site randomized
ldesigns continue to be the preferred approach for AFDC waivers, :
fthey will rarely be appropriate to large-scale Medicaid | |
demonstrations. We are also eager to ensure that the evaluation
process be as unintrusive as possible to the beneficiaries in

terms of implementing and operating the waivered policy approach,



while ensuring that critical lessons are learned from the

demonstration.

Cost Neutralit

Our fiduciary obliéations in a period of extreme budgetary

stringency require maintenance of the principle>of cost

neutrality, but we believe it should be possible to maintain that

principle more flexibly than has been the case in the past. In
particular, we think it appropriate that cost neutrality be
determined over the life of a demonstration project, not on a

year by year basis, since many demonstrations involve making "up-

front" investments in order to achieve out-year savings. We also

‘recognize the difficulty of making appropriate baseline

projections of Medicaid expenditures, and are open to development

of a new methodology in that regard.
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POLICY PRINCIPLES FOR SECTION 1115 WAIVERS

Last February, in discussions with the nation's Governors, President Clinton talked

about the need for new thinking to address some of our nation's most significant social
problems. He stressed that new ideas were needed and that to affect real change,
those ideas must be tested in the public arena. He acknowledged the historic and
essential role of states in the testing of new programs and looked forward to a
pannership with states in the development and testing of social change. At that
meeting, the President: '

+ committed his administration to supporting state-initiated research and
demonstration projects that test new policy approaches to current social
problems, |

« supported experiments that test alternative ways to administer and deliver
those programs, and |

» directed the Department of Health and Human Services to work with the
National Govemors’ Association to reexamine the poficies and procedures that
give states the ability to test innovations. '

This document reflects the Department's efforts to meet the President's directives.
Working with NGA and state representatives, the Department reviewed its authority,
policies, and procedures in granting innovation waivers under Section 1115 of the
Social Security Act. 'i'hrough these policy principles, the Department reaffirms the
President's commitment to an 1115 waiver process that is substantially more flexible,
responsive, and creative than has been the case in recent years. In the spirit of real
partnership with state governments, the Department is committed to makmg the waiver
- process work far better for all concerned.

Approval Criteria : g
Under Section 1115, the Department is given latitude to consider and approve research '
and demonstration proposals with a broad range of policy ob;echves The
Admmnstrauon will:
. work with states to ‘develop resaarch and demonstrauons in areas cons:stent
with its own pohcy goals; ‘ «
» consider proposals that test attematlves that diverge from that policy direction,
» consider, as a criterion for approval, a state’s ability to implement the research
or demonstration project, and
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» give the state a full explanation of its decision if its proposal is denied.

Of course, the Administration reserves the right to disapprove proposals that create
potential violations of civil rights laws or equal protection requirements or constitutional
problems. '

Within that overall policy framework, the Administration is prepared

o to grant waivers to test the same or relatéd policy innovations in numerous
states {Replication is the only valid mechanism by which the effectiveness of
policy changes can be assessed.);

» to approve waiver projects ranging in scale from reasonably small to state-
wide or multi-state; and ,

« to consider joint Medicare-Medicaid waivers, such as those granted in the
PACE and HMO demonstrations, and AFDC-Medicaid waivers.

Duration .
The complex range of policy issues, design methodologies, and unanticipated avents
inherent in any research or demonstration makes it very difficult to establish a singular
Administration policy on the duration of 1116 waivers. However, the Administration is
committed, through negotiations with state applicants, to
« approve waivers of at least sufficient duration to give new policy approaches a
fair test, ‘
» provide reasonable time for the collection of meaningful evaluation results
prior to the conclusion of the demonstration, and
= recognize that new approaches often involve considerable start-up time and
allowance for implementation delays.

To give some certainty in the development of waiver applications, states should
assume a five year duration. States may request, with justification, a longer or shorter
- demonstration period.

- The Administration is also committed, when successful demonstrations provide an
_appropriate basis, to working with state governments to seek permanent statutory - -
. changes incorporating those results. In such cases, consideration will be givento a -
reasonable extension of existing waivers so as to prevent unnecessary disruption in
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programs likely to be continued on a permanent basis.

Evaluation |

As with the duration of waivers, the complex range of policy issues, design
methodologies, and unanticipated events also makes it very difficult to establish a
singular Administration policy on evaluation. This Administration is committed to a
policy of meaningful evaluations using a broader range of evaluation strategies (true
expenmental, quasi-experimental, and qualitative designs) and will be more flexible and
project-specific in the applicatibn of evaluation techniques than has occurred in the
past. This policy will be most evident with health care waivers. It should be noted that
the Administration prefers a within-site randomized design approach for most AFDC
waivers. However, in some cases, the Administration will consider evaluation designs
with control groups in other geographic locations.

The Administration is also eager to ensure that the evaluation process be as un-
intrusive as possible to the beneficiaries in terms of implementing and operating the
waived policy approach, while ensuring that critical lessons are leamed from the
demonstration: R

Cost Neutrality
-Qur fiduciary obligations in a period of extreme budgetary stringency require
maintenance of the principle of cost neutrality, but the Administration believes it should
be possible to maintain that principle more flexibly than has been the case in the past.

« The Administration will assess cost neutrality over the life of a demonstration
project, not on a year by year basis, since many demonstrations involve
making "up-front” investments in order to achieve out-year savings.

« In certain circumstances, a state may wish to test an innovation selectively
through the 1115 waiver process that could otherwise be done statewide
using a plan amendment process at consid'erablé cost to the state and federal
government . The State will be permitted to determine the state and federal
costs as if it had submitted a plan amendment for the innovation and then use .
those costs as baseline in assessing the cost neutrality of tha waiver.

« The Administration also recognizes the difficulty of making appropriate
baseline projections of Medicaid expenditures, and is open to development of
a new methodology in that regard.



NGA REDRAFT ~ FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY - | July 28, 1993

Timel | Administrative Complexit

The Administration has begun to implement procedures that will minimize the
administrative burden on the states and reduce the processing time for waiver
requests. Among the steps taken by the Health Care Financing Administration {HCFA)
so far are:

expanding pre-application consultation with states,

setting, and sharing with applicants, a well-defined schedule for each
application, with established target dates for processing and reaching a
decision on the application;

maintaining a policy of one consolidated request for further information;
sharing proposed terms and conditions with applicants before making final
decisions; and most importantly .
establishing concurrent, rather than sequential, review of waivers by HCFA
components, other units of the Department and the Office of Management and
Budget. The success of this strategy is evident in the approval of the major
health reform proposal from Hawaii in under three months. The Administration
is committed to making the Hawaii waiver process the rule and not the
exception to the rule.

- By the end of the year, HCFA will complete the following to simplify and streamline the
waiver process:

L

*

L 4

expand technical asslstance activities to the states;

reallocate internal resources to waiver projects; and most importantly
develop multi-state waiver solicitations in areas of priority concern, including
integrated long-term care system development, services for adolescents, and
services in rural areas. '

Many of these procedures hévs been in place for some time for AFDC waivers at the
Administration for Children and Families (ACF) where response times are usually short.
ACF will continue to work to straamlme ths AFDC watver process and respond to state

concems
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POLICY' PRINCIPLES FOR SECTION 1115 WAIVERS

The Department of Health and Human Services and the relevant
Congressional committees support the waiver process granted under
Saction 1115 of the Sccial Security Act which allows for
demonstration prqjecta to test genuine innovations in policy and
administratioﬁ. fhe Department also believes that it should be
'possible to admiﬂ}éter Section 1115, wi?hin the intent of the
law, with substantially more flexibilit}, responsiveness, and
creativity than has been the case in recent years. In the spirit
of creative partnership with state goverumenls, we are committed

to making the waiver procesé work far better for all concerned.

Timeliness and “Hassle Factor"”

I
k

For Medicaid'waivers, HCFA has already begun to implement
procedures to substantially reduce processing time for 1115
waiver requests, ?hile simultaneocusly minimizing the burden on

applicants. Among the steps taken so far are:
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- Expanding gfe-application consul#ation witll states;

- Setting, and sharing with applicants, a wgll-defined
schedule for eachAapplication, with established/dates for
processing and reaching a decision on the application;

- Maintaining a policy of one consclidated request for
fu;thér informatibn;

- Sharing proposed terms and conditions with applicants
before making fin?i decisions; and most importantly

- Establishiﬁg concurrent, rather #han sequential, review of
waivers by HCFA components, other units of DHHS, and OMB. The

success of this strategy is evident in the approval of the major

health reform proposal from Hawaii in under three months.

In the futurg, HCFA will be taking additional steps to

simplify and strcémlinc the waiver procéss, including:
{f? N

- Expansion‘§f technical assistancé activities to the
states; |

- Reallocation of internal resources to waiver projects; and
most importantly |

- Developmené:of multi-state walver sovlicilations in areas
of priority conce%b, including integratéd long-term care system
development; serviées for adolescents; and services in rural

areas.
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Many of these procedures have been in place for some time
for AFDC waivers at ACF where response times are usually short.

ACF will continue to wourk to streamline the AFDC waiver process

and respond to state concerns.

Approval (riteria

The Department believes that the language of the statute
requires that waivers should be used for projécts that are real
tests of legitimate policy approaches. Within that framework, we

are prepared:

- to grant Q&ivers to test the samé ot related policy
inno&ations in séveral different states}
- to approve waiver projects rangiﬁg in scale from
reasonably small to state-wide or multi-state; and
'~ to consider joint Medicare—Medicéid walvers, such as those

granted in the PACE and SHMO demonstrations, and AFDC-Medicaid

waivers.

We must rese%ve the right, of course, to disapprove or limit
waiver a?plications which we believe involve unacceptable policy
approaches (such as reducing access to health care), create
potential violatiqns of civil rights laws or equal(protection
requirements or c9nstitutional problems. We would stress the
importance cof having states engage in bﬁoad public consultation

before the development of waiver projects.



“

JUL-22-1993 13:19 FROM TO 4567733 P.@S

puration

Inherent ih the notion of demonstiration prpjccts is that
they be time limitcd. We are committed; however, Lo approving
waivers of at leasl sufficient duration to give new poLiCy
approaches a fair test, and to provide for reasonable cvaluation
resulls prior to the conclusion of the demonstration, reuognizing
particularly that new approaches often involve considerable
gtart-up time aﬁd allowance for implementation delays. We are
also committed,.when gucceessful demonstrations provide an
appropriate basis, to working with state governments‘to seek

permanenl statutory changes incorporatinq those results.

Evaluation r
¢

‘'he concept of evalualion is also inherent in the definition
of waivers as tests of policy innovatiuns, but our standarde for
evaluation design can be more flexible and project-specific than
has been the case in Lhe past, especialiy with respect to
'Medicaid waivers. In particular, wnile within sile randomized
desiqns continue to be the preferred approach for AFN. waivers,
they will rarely be appropriate to large-scale Medicaid
dnmnnstrationé. We are also eager tu ensure that the evaluation
process be as unintrusive as possible to the beneficiaries inm

terms of implementing and operating the waivered pelicy approach,
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while ensuring_thét critical lessons are learned from the

demonstration.

Cost Neutrality

Our fiduciary obligations in a period of extreme budgetary
stringency require maintenance of the principle of cost
neutrality, but we believe it should be possible to maintain that
prindiple more flexibly than has been thé case in the past. 1In
particular, we think it appropriate that cost neutrality be
determined over the life of a demonstration project, not on a
year by year basis, since many demonstrations involve making “up-
front"” investments;in or@er to achieve out-year savings. We also
recognize the difficulty of making approériate baseline

‘projections of Medicaid expenditurcs, and are open to development

of a new methodology in that regard.
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, DRAFT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY

POLICY PRINCIPLES FOR SECTION 1115 WAIVERS

Teparinmeny reiognizes ved g 5& State cenv.
The Department of Health and Human Services and the relevant

Congressional committees support the waiver process granted under

Section 1115 of the Social Security Act which éllows for
demonStratioh projects to test[?enuine innovations in policy and
administrat{gﬁ} The Department _agfse believes that it should be
possible to administer Section 1115, Within the intent ofvthe
1a§, with substantially more flexibility; responsiveness, and
creativity than has been the case in recent years. In the spirit
of:real partnership with state gbvernments,‘we are committed to

making the waiver process work far better for all concerned.

Timeliness and "Hassle Factor"

For Medicaid waivers, HCFA has already begun to implement
procedures to substantially reduce processing time for 1115
waiver requeéts, while simultaneously minimizing the burden on

,

appiiéants. Among the steps taken so far are:



- Expanding pre-application consuitaeion with states;

- Setting, and sharing with applicants, a well-defined
schedule for eachtapplieaﬁien, with established target dates for
processing and reaching a decision on the application;

. Maintaining a policy of Qne'consolidated request for
further information; | |

- Sharing proposed terms and conditions with‘applicants
before'making final decisions; and most impoftahtly

- Establishing concurrent, rather than sequential, review of‘
waivers by HCFA components, ether enits of DHHS, and OMB. The
success of this strateqgy is evident in the approval of the major

health reform proposal from Hawaii in under three months.

In the future, HCFA will be taking additional steps to

simplify and streamline the waiver process, including:

- Expansion of technical assistance activities to the -

states;

- Reallocation of internal resources to waiver projects; and
moet importantly .

- Development of multi-state waiver solicitations in areas
of priority concern, including ihtegrated lohg¥term care systemr
development, serviees for adolescents, and‘serviees in rural

areas.



Many of these procedures have been in place for some time
for AFDC waivers at ACF where response times are usually short.
ACF will continue to work to streamline the AFDC waiver process

and respond to state concerns.

Approval Criteria

The Department believes that the language of the statute
requires that waivers should be used for projects that are wesg
tests of{légitimate policy approaches/. Within that framework, we

are prepared:

- to grant waivérs to test the same or related poiicy
innovations in several different states;

- to approve waiver projects ranging in scale from
reasonably small tQ state—&ide or multi-state; and

- to'consider joint'Medicare—Medicaid waivers, such as those
granted in the PACE and SHMO demonstrations, and AFDC-Medicaid

waivers.

We must reserve the right, of course, to disapérovevor limit
‘wéiver ap?lications which we believe involve unacceptable policy
approaches (subh asyreducing access to.heaith care), create
potential violations of civil rights laws or equal protection

requirements or constitutional problems. We would also stress

the importance of having states engage in broad public

4 &p.?
consultation before the development of waiver projects. ¢§u&fb
l demenshrode Hhe ability o} the state +H ~ N
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they—be—time=timited.. We are committed ~however,. te approving
waivers of at least sufficient duration to give new policy
approaches a fair test, and to provide for reasonable evaluation
results prior to the conclusion of ﬁhe demonstration, recognizing
pafticularly’that new approaches often inVolve considerable

- start-up time and allowance for implementation delays. We.are
aléo committed, when successful demonstrations proVide an

apéropriate_basis, to working with state governments to seek

permanent statutbry changes incorporating those results.
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Evaluation

The concept of evaluation is also inherent in the definition
of waivers as tests of policy innovations, but our standards for
$y v evaluétion,design can be more flexible and projeét—specific than
1; has been the:¢ase in the past, especially with respec£ to
Medicaid waivers., in particular, while within site randbmizéd
/ deéigns continue to'be the preferred approéch fof AFDC waivérs,

7

Ask. ;.ugth‘?y will rarely be appropriate to large-scale Medicaid

fD demonstrations. We are also eager to ensure that the evaluation
sdcl\.‘}: g\} . .

war § process be as unintrusive as possible to the beneficiaries in

e

e@duaﬁﬁgte:ms of 1mplem§nt1ng and operating the waivered policy agproach,
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while ensuring that critical lessons are learned from the

demonstration.

:COSt Neutrality

Our fiduciary obligations in a period'of extreme budgetary
stringency require maintenance‘of the principie~of cost
~neutrali£y, but we believe it should be possible to maintain that
principle more flexibly than has been the case in the past. 1In
particular, we think'it appfopriaﬁe that cost neutrality be
’determined over the life of a demonétration project, not on a
yvear by year basis, since many demonstrations involve making "up-
front" investments in order to achieve out-year savings. We also
recognize the difficulty of making appropriate baseline
projections of Medicaid expenditures, and are open to development

-0of a new methodology in that regard.

Crrcept problema - ]
ARDC - can W PN TLIS Ve s .
+> iM;ﬂemgrrf pr'oqr'umclfwhg-&S
approvalble Mrmc,\.. state
planm byt not glatew &e -

o

MARY Jo/pavin




LS Bl =" S -2 S B A AR <4 Lada VS M d Faobese (o e dd

1D+ O~
DRAFT - FQR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY
POLICY PRINCIPLES FOR SECTION 1115 WAIVERS

The Department of Health and Human Services and the relevant
Congressional committees support the waiver process granted under
Section 1115 of the Social Sercurity Act which allows for
demonstration prbjects to tést genuine innovations in pelicy and
administratioﬂ. The Department also believes that it should be
possible to administer Section 1115, within the intont of the
law, with substantially more flexibility, responsiveness, and
creativity than has been ﬁhé case in recent yeafs. In the spirit
of Tvawalive partaecship with state governments, we are committed

to making the weiver process work far better for all concerned.

Timeliness and "Hassle Factor"

For Medicaid waivers, HCFA has already begun to implement
procedures to substantially reduce processing time for 1115
waiver requests, while simulteneously minimizing the burden on

applicants. Among the steps taken so far are;
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- Expanding pre-application consultation wit ptates;

- Setting, and sharing with applicants, a wgll-detined
schedule for each applicetion, with established/dates for
processing and reaching a decision on the application;

' - Maintaining a policy of one consolidated request for
further information; |
| - Sharing proposed terms and conditions with applicants
before maklng final dec151ons, and most ;mportantly

- Establishing concurrent, rather than sequential, teview of
waivers by HCFA components, other units of DHHS, and OMB. The
succeés of this strategy is evident in the approval 6f the major

. health reform proposal from Hawaii {m under three months.

In the future, HCFA will be taking additional steps to

simplify and etreamline the wailver process, including:

= Expangion of technical assistance actlvitles to the
states | |

- Reallocation of internal resources to waiver projects; and
most xmportantly

- Develupment of multi-slale waiver solicitatione in areas
of pricority concern, including integrated léng-term care system
development; services for adolescents; and services in rural

areas .
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Many of these prccedufes have been in place for some time
for AFDC waivers at ACF where response times are usually short.

ACF will continue t¢ work to streamline the AFDC walver process

and respond to state concerns.

Approval iteria

The Department believes that the language of the statute

requires that walivers should be used for projects that are real

‘tests of 4aé1timate poliw@ Within that framework, we

are prepared' Prow\\smq and onovah e poliey
approachos _

- to grant waivers to test the same or related policy
innovations in eeveral different states;

- to approve waiver projects ranging in scale from
reasonably small to state-wida ar molti-state; and

- to consider joint Medicare-Medicaild waivers, such as those
granted in the PACE and SHMO demanstratibns, and AFDC-Medicaid

waivers.

We must reserve the right, ¢f course, to disapprove orvlimit
waiver applicatlions which we bellicove dinvolve unacceptable policy
approaches (such as reducing access to health care), create
potential violations of civil rights laws or equal protection
requiremonts or constitutional problems. We would etress the
importance of havmg states engage in broad -paisEse consultation N
before the development of waiver é;ggggggt——“_-mh——H_TQ—M_-*M“M\ "
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Duration

Inherent in the notion of demonatration projects ic that
they be time-limited. We are committed, however, to approving
waivers of at least sufficient duration to give new policy
approaches a féir test, and to provide for reasonable evaluation
results prior to the conclusion of the demonetration, recognizing
particularly that new approqﬁhes ocften involve consideiable
start-up time and allowance for implementation delays. Ve are
also committed, when successful demenstrations provide an

 appropriate basis, to working with state governments to seek

permanent statutory changes incorparating those results.

Evaluation

The ccncept of evaluation is also inherent in'theAdefinition
of'waivers ae tests éf policy innovaotions, but our standards for
evaluation deéign can be moré flexible and project-specific thén
has been the case in the pasf, especially with reapect to
Meaicald walvers, In partlicular, while within slite randomlzed
designs continue to be the preferred approach for AFDC waivers,
they will rarely be appropriate to large-scale Medicaid
demonstrations, We are also Bager to ensure Lhal Lhe evaluation
'procass be as unintrusive as poseible to the beneficiaries in

terms of implementing and opérating the waivered policy approach,
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while ensuring that criticel lessons are learned from the

demonstration.
9] € t

Qur tiduciary obligations in a period of extreme budgetary
stringency require maintenance of the principle of cost
ﬁeutrality, but we believe it should be possible to maintain that
principle more flexibly than has been the case in the past. In
particular, we think it appropriate that cost neutrality be
datermined cver the lifes of a demonstration project, not on a
year by year basig, since many demonetrations involve making "up-
front" investments in order to achieve oﬁt—vear savings. We alsc
récegnize the difficulty of making eppropriate baseline
‘projections of Medicald expenditures, and are open to development

of a new methodolegy in that regard.
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Pogcv PRINCIPLES FOR SECTION 1115 WAIVERS
Last February, in discussions with the nation's Governora, President Clinton talked
about the need for riew thinking to address soms of ¢ our nation's most significant soclal
problems. He streséed that new ideas were needed and that to affect real change,
those ideas must bé tested in the public arena. He acknowledged the historic and
essential role of steités in the testing of new programs and looked forward to a
partnership with states in the development and testlng of social change. At that
meeting, the Pres:dent ‘ ;

° oommiﬁed his administration to supporting state-lnmatad research and
demonstrahon projects that test new pali *approaches to current soclai
problems, :

. supported’«‘experlments that test a!tematwe ways to administer and deliver

- those programs, and

o directed tha Department of Health and Human Services to work with the
National Governors’ Association to reexamine the policies and procedures that
give states the abllity to test innovations,

This document mfl§ms the Department's efforts to rﬁaet the President's directives.
Working with NGAfiand state representatives, the D‘épartment reviewed its authority,
policies, and procef%!ures in granting innovation walvers under Section 1115 of the
Soclal Security Act Through these policy principles;, the Department reaffirms the
President's commitment to an 1116 walver process that Is substantially more flexible,
responsive, and creative than has baen the case in‘freoent years. In the spirit of rea!
partnarship with state governments, the Department Is committed to making the walver

¥

process work far better for all concerned. *

Approval Criterig :
Under Section 1115, the Department is given latituciie to consider and approve ressarch
and demonstrationiproposalis with a broad range ofSpollcy objectives. The
Administration wilhza ~.-
«  work with states to develop research and damonstratnons in areas consistent
with its own policy goals, i '
¢ consider proposals that test afternatives that diverge from that policy direction,
. consider.ifas a criterion for approval, a state's ability to implement the research
or demonstraﬂon project, and #
it

i - i

i . g
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e give the sfiate a full explanation of its decision If its proposal is denied.
‘ i 4
Of course, the Aérﬁ%nistmﬁon reserves the right to d?sapprove proposais that create
‘potential violations of civil rights laws or equal protection requirements or constitutional
problems. B
Within that overall pol cy framework, the Admxmstration Is preparsd
e to grant walvers to test the same or related policy innovations in numerous
states (Repl cation Is the only valid mgchanism by which the eﬁactlveness of
policy changes can be assassed.); ’
o to apprm/e waiver projects ranging In scale from reasonably small to state-
wide or muitl-state' and B
o to conslder joint Medicare-Medicald wawers. such as those granted in the
PACE an? HMO demonstrations, and AFDC Medicaid waivers.
Dumten ¢
The complex range 'of policy issues, design methodologies. and unanticipated events
inherent in any research or demonstration makes lt‘fvery diffioult to estabilgh a singular
. Administration policy on the duration of 1118 waivers Howevar, the Administration [s
committed, through negotiations with state app 'cants. to ‘
¢ approve waivers of at least sufficient duratlon to glve new policy approachss a
fair test, 1 g
+ provide réasonable time for the collection ot meaningful evaluation results
prior to the concluslon of the demonstratién, and
. recogmze that new approaches often involve considerable start-up time and
allowance for implementation delays.
rn §
To give some cartainty in the development of walvér applications, states should
assume a five yaar ‘duration. States may request, wuth Justification, a longer or shorter
demonstration perlod 1
The Admums’tratlon Is also committed, when successful demonstrations provide an
appropriate baszs««to warking with state govemmants to seek parmanent statutory
changes lncorporatlng those results. In such caaes, consideration will be givento a
reasonable extenslon of existing waivers so as to pravent unnecessary disruption in

LS YN
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programs likely to be continued on a permanent basis

As with the duration of walvers, the complex range of policy issues, design
methodologles, and“ unanttcipated avents also makes it very difficult to establish a
singular Admimstratlon policy on evaluation, This Admlnlstratmn Is committed to a
pollcy of meaningful evaluations using a broader range of evaluation strategies (true
experimental, quasi"'iexpedmental and qualitative de"‘signs) and will be more flexible and
project-specific in tbe application of evaluation techmques than has occurred in the
past. This policy wm be most evident with health care waivers. it should be noted that
the Administration pre!ers a within-site randomized deslgn approach for most AFDC
walivers. Hnwevet,‘*m some cases, the Administration will consider evaluation designs
with control groups'in other geographic locations,

The Admlnlstratiorﬁ?ia also eager to ensure that the evaluation process be as un-
intrusive as poss!blé to the beneficiaries in terms of"‘"implementing and operating the
waived policy appmach while ensuring that critical lessans are learned from the
demonstration; i

; !
?15
5.

R e

‘Cost Neutrality
Our fiduciary obhgatlons in a period of extreme budgetary stringency require
maintenance of the principle of cast neutrality, but the Administration believes it should
be possible to mamtaln that principle.more flexibly than has been the case in the past.

e The Admlnlstration will assess cost neutrahty over the life of a demonstration
project, not on a year by year basis, slncez’many demonstrations involve
making up-front" investments in order to achleve out-year savings.

s In certatn’*curcumstances, a state may wish to test an innovation selectively
through the 1115 waiver process that could otherwise be done statewide
using a plan amendment process at considerable cost to the state and federal
govemmem The State will be permntied to determine the state and federal
costs as if It had submitted a plan amendrnent for the innovation and then use
those costs as baseline in assessing the cost neutrality of the walver.

« The Adminlstrahon also recognizes the dufﬁcuity of making appropriate
basellneaprojections of Medicald expenditures, and is open to development of
a new mathndology in that regard ¥
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The Admmlstratlon has begun to :mplement proceduras that will minimize the
administrative burdan on the states and reduce the processing time for waliver
requests. Among the steps taken by the Health Care Financing Administration (HCFA)
so far are: % £
. expandmg,pre-appucatlon consultation with! states;
+ setting, and sharing with applicants, a well-defined schedule for each
apphcatuon, with established target dates fcr processing and reaching a
decision on the application; a:-
. mamtainlng a policy of ona consolidated request for further information;
« sharing pmposed terms and conditions wuth applicants before making final
decismnsﬁand mast Importantly {
. establlshiﬁg eoncurrent, rather than sequehtlal review of waivers by HCFA
components. other units of the Department and the Office of Management and
Budget. The success of this strategy Is evident in the approval of the major
health re!orm proposal from Hawaii in under three months. The Admmistmtion
is committed to making the Hawall waiver process the rule and not the
excephonfto the rule, ' ‘4
:g’ b
By the end of the year HCFA will complete the follomng to simplify and streamline the
walver process: ! : B
« expand techmcal assistance activities to the states;
. reallocaté internal resources to waiver pfo)ects, and most lmportantly
e develop multu-state waiver solicitations in 3 areas of priority concern, mclud
lntegrated long-term care system develepment services for adolescents, and
servicas in rural areas. }J
Many of these pr&éedures have been in place for ébma time for AFDC waivers at the
Administration fonChlldren and Families (ACF) where response times are usually short.
ACF will continuerto work to streamline the AFDC wawar process and respond to state

concerns. g g
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" Adminrstracan “wort] [“JOLICY PRINCIPLES FOR SECTION 1115 WAIVERS

Plo&d VN E P DLPO{’F{WVL{— / g
hast February, in discussions with the nation's Govemors, President Clinton talked
abowt the need: far new thinking to address some of our nation's most significast social
problems. He stressed that new ideas were needad and that to affect real€henge,
those idea? ust be tested in the publie arena J-Ie acknowladged the Mstoric and
essential role o states in the testing of new prngrams and looked forfward to a
- partnership with'stages in the development and testing of social ghange. At that
meating, the Presldan : N
* Pre omb e . commttted his adspinistration to supporting statg4nitiated rasearch and
w " be prod Fled demonstration projedts that test new polic.y pproaches to current social
In Cover (4. prablerns, Va
Fom the . orted experiments thalgst aherpé to admini d deli
Eyeniingy supp experiments thatest akerpative ways to administer and deliver
those pragrams, and g
* OGC qd\/‘beg, C’Bé‘
#he Presiclont dirg d ‘the Department of Heg uman Services to work with the
Shou ld not- lg< Nationél Governors’ Associdtion to reex amine the policies and procedures that

Porty te . i
2ol ':rfj ’Bbhweyt + give st%tas the ability tgAast innovaﬁong

D{‘ the Depor tment ",

e Tt should This document réﬂects tha epenment’s efforts to meet th\President's directives.

&‘j {_affzf' Working with NGA angVstate representatives, thmDepaﬂment nviewed its authority,
H@Oﬁ ey policies, and pr agures in granting Innovation walvers under Section 1115 of the
sxclusiyely Social Security A ct Through these policy prindples, the Department reaffirms the
with NC(Aﬁ President's 2 mmitment to an 1115 waiver pmoeks that is substantially mdee fiexible,

responsj¥e, and: creaﬁve than has been the case’in recent years, in the spirtxf real
parntngrship with "state govemments, the Departm%nt Is committed to making the\ver

".x

process work far‘s*«better for all concerned. 5

i
&

§ :

< seonsistuat o Hh Hhe Soaal Securrly Ac:f")
Approyal Criteria ?
‘Under Section 1116, the Department is given Iaﬁn:d\o consider and approve research
and demonstration pmposals with a broad range ot policy ob;ectives The

Adminrstraﬁon wil! £
o work wﬂp to ‘develop. resaarch and demonstraﬁons in areas consistent
D¢ 0' e,
it policy goals, o ¢ ’

. conslder proposais that test alternatives that diverge from that policy direcﬁon.
. cunsider as a criterion for approval, a state s ability to implement the rasearch

‘z,

or demonstration project and N
‘
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give the state a full explanation of its deasion it its proposal ia denied.
x%

¢ lin
- Of course, the Admlnistration reserves the right ¢ to disapproveﬁ:‘r?:ﬁ;nil?s thai,lcreate

potential wolaﬁons of civil rights iawior equal protectmn requirements, or constitutional

" problems. At e e States, we siel +o p ve -
- ond eh l«an(_a_. bu’!tﬁt,( aﬂ mi&s +o qual SenV s . 30\!9»'»4::«3
ction S and

Within that overaii policy framework, the Administration is preparad ifsa'pc;;avﬁ P posoﬁ

+ to grant walvers to test the same or related policy innovations in — \that;
states [ nepucaﬁeamn@/vmmchmﬂmmnme«eeuvmsw
paiicymnoaa.can_ha.assemd 'j'

e to appmve waiver projects ranging in scaie from reasonably small to state-
wide dr muili-state. and

e to coné ider joint Medicare-Madicaid wafvers. such as those granted in the
PACE %nd HMO demonstrations, and A“FDC Medicaid waivers.

Sy W L wicdo TO caforn
Duration \.&f‘ %Wm@ ‘“ﬁ; e tesrms of— ek ovad
The complex raﬁge of poiicy issues, design methodologies, and unanticipated events heathls
‘Inharent in any rasearch or demonstration makss it very difficult to establish a Mw Cone_
Administration pbiicy on the duration of 1115 waivers. However, the Administration is . “‘FN
committed, thruugh negotiations with state applicants to %‘"[ 2 Y
. approve waivers of at least sufficient duradon to give new poiicy approaches a M
fairtasy C=' 31 3P0 Syeard £ ot
. pmvide*reasnnable time for the coliaciion of meaningful evaluation results \ M
prior { tosathe conclusion of the demonstraﬁon. and
. reeognize that new approaches often involve considerable start-up time and
ailowanoa for implementation delays. ;
. w§ . ii
\\-ﬁigiva some cdriaim)i in the development of waiver applications, states should
assume a five year dura@ States may requasi with justification, a longer or shorter
@ﬁonstration period ,

Tdeportmein i(' » ’
“The Ardministfaden is alsc committed when successh:i demonstraiions provide an
apprcpdata basis, to working with state govemments to seek permanent statutory -
. changes incorporaiing those results. (| E! such cases, consideration will be given to a

reasonable extension of existing waivers so as to . prevent unnecessary disruption in

mus++ g{ove.’a e ; /
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programs likely ;p be continued on a paermanent paszs. —

Fe) H
3 S

As with the duration of walvers. the complex range af policy issues, design
methodologiea and unanticipated events aiso makes it very difficult to establish a

Sin P
: shgahv Admlnlstraﬁan policy on evaluation. This Admini ,glon is m@nitted toa Wnewzsa
policy of meaningful evaluations using a broader: range of evaluation strategieerue elai !wa'r'v

experimental, quasiexperimamal and qualltative designs)jand will be more flexible and
project-spacific in ‘the application of evaluation technlques than has occurred in the
past. This paﬁq will be most evident with health care %alve%m@ shogld be &med that
the Admlnistraﬁon prefor@wﬂhin—site randomi zed designAapproagh for most AFDC -
waivers. E!_owever. in some cases, the Administration will co valuation dpsigns

with contmi groups in other geographic iocations., in ThoZe Zases L«Jh ere.

- sych ongppvoach. 15 metodola u(d fna pnreperea b ™ |
Lo Sida E‘E’a (+ermo Hie evaldah'onm gesi% P ate e epk will
The Administraﬁan ls also eager to ensure that the eva u on p cess be as un-

intrusive as possible to the beneficiaries in terms: of implementing and operating the
walved policy approach while ensuring that cﬁﬁcsl lessons are learned from the
demonstration. i

Our fiduciary obligaﬁons in a period of extreme budgstary stringency mqufre
maintenance of the principle of cost neutrality, but the Administration believes it should
be possible to maintajn that principle more ﬁe;dbly than has been the case in the past.

e The Administratian will assess cost neutraﬁty over the life of a damonstration
pro)act. not on a year by year basis, slncg many demonstrations involve
mn!dngi»,upfront" invastments in order to achieve out-year savings.

\Cm cenain circumstances, a state may wtsh to test an innovation selectively
through the 1115 walver process that could otharwlse be done statewide
' usinga plan amendment process at considerabie cost to the state and federal
govammem The State will be permltted to determine the state and federal
~ costs as If it had submitted a plan amandment for the innovation and then use .
—ly those césts as baseline in assessing the*cost nautrality of the waiver:{
e The Administrat:on also recognizes the d‘fﬁcu!ty of making appropriate
' baseline projections of Medicaid expsnditures. and is open to deveiopment of

a new methodulogy in that regard. i
O A wxm« oV el o5t J
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)Z? .;
Timel I!HHI' Complex |
The Administration has begun to implement prccedures that will minimize the
administrative burden on the states and reduce the processing time for waiver
requests. Among the steps taken by the Health Care Financing Administration (HCFA)
 sofarare: *« ~

. expandlng pre-application cnnsultabcn wlth states;

. satﬁng.uand sharing with applicants, a well-deﬁned schedule for each
applicaﬂcn, with established target dates for processing and reaching a
dedslon on the application; H

° maintalning a policy of one consolldatod request for further information;

e shaﬂng" pmposed terms and condmons wlth applicants before making final
decisioﬁs, and most importantly %

. establlshlng concurrent, rather than soqusmial review of waivers by HCFA
eomporfents. other units of the Dopattmem and the Office of Management and
Budge: The success of this strategy is~evidant in the approval of the major
health reform proposal from Hawalii in gndgr thr? W hs. The Administration

is oornmmed to making(the-Hawall lo and not the
exoapﬂen to the rule,
g* © Sheps
\\f’By the end of tha' yeq HCFA will compiete the followlnq\ta simpllly and streamiine the

~ walver process: : 'A i
° expand;&achnical assistance activities to the states,
. rea!locaie internal resources to walver projects. and most importantly
» develop multi-state walver solicitations in areas of priority concern, including
integreted long-term care system devalaprnant services for adolescents, and
ssrvleas in rural areas.

‘?e

S g

Many of these pmoaduras have been in place for some time for AFDC walvers at the ,
Administration for Children and Families (ACF) where response times are usually short.
ACF will conﬁnua to work to streamllna the AFDGx waiver pmcass and rospond to state
concems, ! o co
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o Al regsrrwzazs tz
" Adrminishacon T B POUCY PRINCIPLES FOR SECTION 1115 WAIVERS

reeloed Wit v Depar“mm{- 4 .
hast February, i in (discussions with the nation’s Govsmors President Clinton takgd
abowt the need 1or new thinking to address some: of our nation's most significadt social
problemg. He stressed that new ideas were needed and that to affect rea}thange,
those idead\ust’ be tested in the pubfic arena. He acknowledged the Mistoric and
essential role o states in the testing of new programs and looked fpfward to a
partnership with states in the development and testmg of social ghange. At that -
meeting, the Preside
¢ Pre amble . commmed his adxinistration to sz:pporﬁiig statgAnitiated research and
will be mod((,«) demnstratlon projedts that test newpoﬁqr gproaches to current sodiai
in Cover I+ pmb{ams. /
Fow the . supported experiments that pst aterpd ve ways to administer and defiver

Setreatn
j those rams, and a
«OGC adviSes prog

#e President * dnreded the Depantment of Heafth hod Human Services to work with the
Should not e National: Govemors Assacition to reexammine the policies and procedures that
;‘;ﬁ:} f‘j%_a‘;;mw}_ give statgstheabtlrty tgfes mnqvaﬁons.s:

Df the Depor tment- . - 5

o Tt should This document reﬂects yDepartment's efforts to'meet thd\President's directives.

T;‘;*‘{_aﬂwaf' Working with NGA ang/State representatives, the Department Yayiewed its authority,
n@oﬁa,@& polides, and p ocid res in granting - mnovahonwa)vers under Sedtion 1115 of the
2xclusively Social Security A c.t. Through these poficy principles, the Department taaffirms the
with N President's 2 mnﬁtmentto an 1115 waiver process that is substantially mce flexible,

responsj¥e, and aaatsve than has been the case in recent years. In the spiritqf real
partmdrship with state govemments, the Depanmem is committed to making the wgiver

pricess work far better for aa concerned. g

, | Crterl ;;‘ & consighztt '-;N‘H" Hhe Sooal Securrhy 4(:‘1‘) |

‘Under Section 11 15 the Department is given faﬁtudé{o congider and approve research
and demonstrabon proposals with a broad range of policy ob;ecﬂves The

A&mvmstraﬁon wﬂlg §
. wowe;states to develop. rasearch and aemonstraﬁons in areas conslstem
f fme;q
iCy goals, : R : :

e consider pmposals that test alternatives that diverge from that pollcy direcﬂon,
. cons'def.gas a criterion for approval, a state s abifity to implement the research
or aemnstrahon project, and
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E give the state a full explanation of its declsvon if ts proposal is demed}f_/
c lim
Of courss, the Admmstrauon reserves the nght to d‘sappro roposals tha

potential wotaboﬁs of aivil rights lawg« equal pratection raqmremems or constitutional

};,g

pfOb'BmS i
¢ i ! ix

Within that everai! policy framework, the Adrrimstrauon is prepared vg P POl
to gram ‘waivers to test the same or rslated policy innovations inf \that/

»

to apprwe waliver projects ranging in mle from reasonably small to state-
wide or: mulﬂ-stata, and

o to conssﬂer int Medicare-Medicaid wamsrs. such as those granted in the
PACE él?wdAHMO demonstrations, and Aim-m&md waivers.

The complex rango of pofcy issues, design metho&logias, and unanticipated ev‘enms
inherent in any msearch or demonstration makes i! very difficult to establish a
Administration posa/ on the duration of 1115 wawars. However, the Administration is .
committed, thfwgh negotiations with state appli cants. ‘ /,//,/5
. appmwawers of at least sufficient dureﬁon to give new policy approaches a M / "
fair to -es Bt-osyga@ﬁ
e provide .:easonabie time for the eolledwn of meaningful evaluation results
prior to the conclusion of the demonsMon, and
° reoognlze that new approaches often mvotve considerable start-up time and
allowanca for implementation delays.
;«; ¥
~\-ﬁ’§gm some cenmmy in the development of waiver apphcations, states should
assume a five year dumjgj_rl) States may tequsst, mn justification, a longer or sho@
_(@monstration pe,giod . .;‘,
” D<paHnM(~ . 4
' The Administration is also commttad whon successful demonstrations pruwde an
appropriate basis,é;io working with state govemmms to seok permanent statutory -
. changes incorporanng those results, G such casas, consideration will be given to a
reasonable extons:on of existing waivers so as to pravam unnecessary disruption in
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darnot t!&(m'
awfhor‘lf&j

'eé"f‘gﬂ".ssc'cm agd 2

SR R P
R A+ ¢ T

3t



JUL-26—-19383 19:30 FRUH? % TD 94567739 F.8a4
g

{

T S

NGA heomrr?f- FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY July 28, 1993

programs likely to be continued on a permanent basB‘_L;

Evaiuation
As with the durahon of waivers, the complex ranga of policy issues, dasign
rg;athodolognes. and unanticipated events also makes it very difficult to establish a
943&« Admlmstrahon policy on evaluation. Thls Admini ,gnon r{s co%mtted toa - ‘un netesr
policy of meamngful evaluations using a broader range o evah:atwn strateg:es[me 1\ elakved;
- experimental, qua&expeﬁmrﬂa& and quafitative: destgns) and will be more fiexible and ’
' project-specific mfthe appfication of evaluation techmques than has occurred in the
past. This pohqrmll be most evident with health care \q*auvers @ srnglg be Qoted that
the Admimstraﬁon prefers}mthm-sne randomlzed deslgr“approagh for most AFDC

3P, s
R
R 4":&

B e AR e

b
R

- with control 9"°UP8 in other geographic locaﬁorE ;
such on fpgroach— ?s mz%oda!o r(ﬁ Mq 0. c‘ases where

in |
r 1

WS'G‘L@:- 0\{'{"@(}’\&‘}1& Lva (A&h' fﬁfbp f&g*‘ ‘ﬁf"- WP}‘ Wi
The Administration is also eager to ensure that the avalua%on prgcess be as un-

intrusive as posaible to the beneficiaries in terms of implemenﬁng and operating the
waived policy approach while ensuring that critlcai lessons are leamed from the
demonstration. a{ _ é :
Our fiduciary obfigations in a period of extreme budgetary stringency require
" maimenance of the principle of cost neutrality, butxthe Administration believes it should
be possible to nuintnln that principle more ﬂexwy than has been the case in the past.
« The Admmstrahon will assess cost newaity over the fife of a demonstration
project, not on a year by year basis, sinca many demonstrations invoive b
making aup-ﬂ'om‘ investments in order m::hieva out-year savings. @ a});jx 8.
\\Cln certam circumstances, a state may msh to test an innovation selectively
| through: the 1115 waiver process that could otherwise be done statewide f}éﬁ‘ FM
| | using a ptan amendment process at cons:derable cost to the state and foderal
govemmam The State will be permmed to determine the state and federal
costs wlf it had submitted a plan amendment for the innovation and then use .
' those oosts as basefine in assessing the cost neutrality of the wawarj
« The Adnmstrabon also recognizes the difﬁamy of making appropriate
baseﬁneapmpchons of Medicaid expandftums. and is open to development of
a new methodology in that regard
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The Adrrdmstrahan has begun to implement prooedures that will minimize the

administrative burders on the statas and reduce the processing time for waiver

requests. Among the steps taken by the Health Care Financing Administration (HCFA)

so far are: : :?f - »f«

. expand‘ng pre-appfication consuRtation wﬁh states;

o sotting, and sharing with applicants, a wall-deﬁned schedule for each
applicaﬁon, with established target dates for processing and reaching a
dedsien on the appkcation; :

'3 mainlnmmg a policy of one eonsoﬁdatodxraquest for further information; -

« sharing’ proposed terms and conditions with applicants before making final
deasnons, and most importantly ':ff

. estabismng concutrent, rather than soqusmial ‘review of waivers by HCFA
components, other units of the Dcpartmam and the Office of Management and
Budgel. The success of this strategy s e\ddent in the approval of the major
healh reform proposal from Hawali in undor thrz. hs. The Administration
is comnﬂned to mkmg[:w ver :

exeepﬁon to the rule.

'7,

o ALY

Steps

\‘[_’By the end of the: ye;rlHC FA will compbla the folbwinq‘to simpMy and streamfine the

waiver process: sg 5
. expand\techrwal assistance activities to the shtes,
. malbcate internal resources to waiver propcts, and most impoﬁanﬁy
. devabp;mulﬁ-state waiver sokcitations i m areas of priority concern, including
mtegrated long-term care system devabpmem, services for adolescents, and
semces in rural areas. *

i y
Many of these procedures hava been in place forésome time br AFDC waivers at the
Administration for Children and Famihies (ACF) whera response times are usually short.

 ACF will cominue to work to straamline the AFDC wawar process and respond to state
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4 ' E " Washington, D.C. 20201

4 5 July 28, 1993

MEMORANDUM TO: Kevin Thurn 5
‘ ' i Bruce Vladeck
Rozann Abato B
. Joe Antos :
i David Cooper ¢
‘ ‘ Judy Feder/Naomi, Goldsteln

& Mary Jo Bane 5
~ Howard Ralston

. Ken Apfel/Christy Schmidt Bayne
v Karen Pollitz
Richard Tarplin -
Patricia Murdock
David Cade ‘ i
e Kathi wWay i
: Michael Wald :
FROM: ' John Monah \'?

' “ Director, Intergovernmental Affairs

i ewp A
“ e il

SUBJECT: % ' Draft 1115 Polic&--Copy'Sent to NGA for Review -
Attached is a copy of the Department's draft policy principles for
Section 1115 waivers. This document was sent to NGA for review

Wednesday, July 28, 1993. NGA wlll subnit comments to the
Department as soon as possible.

If you have any quastions about thls document please call Ann
Danelskl at 690 6060.

Attachments
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Duration

The Administration is also committed, when successful demonstrations provide an
appropriate basis, to. working with state governments to seek permanent statutory
changes mcorporatmg those results. In such cases, cons1derauon will be given 10 a
reasonable extensmn of cx:xstmg waivers.

O

1
_ " >
Cost Neutrality t \y wle 0 :
e 't . ( Lo oule lel w0

In asse:ssmg budget neutrality, the Depamnem on an exceptional basis,

will consider methodologies in which expansions that would be permitted

as State Plan Amendments are included in the definition of baseline costs,

provided that federal costs under such a.waiver would be less than would

be expected under the State Plan Amex;‘dment.

14
‘é‘

- When a: state requests only a waiver of "statemdeness requirements, to
test on a substate scale a policy that could be adopted statewide with a
State Plan Amendment, modifications to the usual cost-neutrality
requirements may be considered if a sound evaluation is planned. When
requestsfor "statewideness” waivers for policies that could be mplemented :
by a plan change are part of a larger demonstration, the entire
demonstration must be covered by cost-neutrality terms because the eﬁects
of pamcu]ar demonstratnon policies cannot be isolated.
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Here is an éttempt to boil the earlier three paragraphs down to one
bullet. I haven’t run this by either HCFA or ACF, but will send

them copies;' I will send a copy Ann Danelski, as you requested.

® When a*state requests only a fwalver of "statewideness",
requlrements, to test on a substate scale a policy that could _
be adopted statewide with a state plan amendment, modifications
to the usual cost- neutrallty requirements may be considered if
a sound evaluation is planned. Wwhen requests for
"statewideness" waivers for policies that could be implemented
by a plan change are part of a larger demonstration, the entire
demonstration must be covered by cost-neutrality terms because
the effects of particular demonstration policies cannot be

lbolated
- Q6o Aﬂh%&WfAkL JAU4£Q #buyééf gxu%?éM4¢Z§/ w0 ij&zMzZLuéj
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Note to: Nancy-Ann

From: Cheri

Overall, the cost neulrality section looks ok. It is my understanding that the second
bullet is designed for AFDC waivers and is not likely to be used for Medicaid
_ waivers.

The firsl bullel addresses the issue of whether Lo include costs associated with
optional eligibility expansions, for which States have not yet submitted a State plan
amendment, in the baseline. HCFA allowed Hawaii to do this under the
HealthQUEST demonstration for children with incomes up to 300% of poverty.

Allowing Slales lo include Lhe costs associated with purely hypothetical program
changes in the baseline could be costly. | A State, for example, could claim that it
would have raised hospital reimbursement rates by 50% in the absence of a
demonsiration and proceed Lo pad its baseline by that amount.

Therefore; you may wish to recomrunend that only the costs associated with
expansions Lhat will be implemenled as parl of a demonsiralion be considered for
inclusion in the baseline.

The first bullet would be amended-as-follows:
- it

In assessing budget neutrahty the Department on an exceptional basis;
~consider methodologies in which ~expansions that would be permiitted as Sta
Plan Amendments and m n are
included in the definition of basdline costs, provided that Federal custs under

such a waiver would be less than would be expected under the State Plan

Amendment. “"“‘*’“‘?‘?*W G /w*mv‘ %&W AN .&?k{)C'
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%' 1115 Waiver Policy Principles
é: B

In response to the NGA's request, plaase review the proposed draft
language for a bullet on cost~neutrality in the Department's 1115
waliver policy pr1nc1p1es.

4} i
OMB Draft ﬂ J
o When a state requests only a walver of M"statewideness”
requlrements, to test on a substate scale a policy that could
be adopted statewide with a state plan amendment,
modlflcatzons to the usual cost—neutrallty requirements may
be con91dered if a sound evaluatlon is planned. When reguests
for ”statewxdeness" waivers for policies that could be
implemented by a plan change; are part of a larger
demonstration, the entire demonstration must be covered by
cost-neutrality terms because the effects of particular
demonstration policies cannot be isolated.

OR 1 ;
< Py

x

¥

HCFA ORD Draft

o - In assessing budget neutrality, the Department is prepared on
a case by -case basis to consider the cost of eligibility
expan51ons,that are permitted under state plan amendment, as
part of basellne costs. &
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'I' FROM:

SUBJECT: 4

Washington, D.C. 20201

July 28, 1993

Bruce Vladeck

Kevin Thurm

Judy Feder/Naom1~Goldsteln
Mary Jo Bane -

Ken Apfel/Chrlsty Schmidt Bayne
Jerry Klepner |

Karen Pollitz

David Cooper

David Cade :

Richard Tarplin

Patricia Murdock

Kathi Way

Micheal wald

Howard Ralson

Rozann Abato

Joe Antos

John Monahag@!fV: . :
Director, Imtergovernmental Affairs

4
Recommended Editg to NGA Draft 1115 Policy

Attached is the revised version National Governors' Association
(NGA) /Department draft policy principles for Section 1115 waivers.
This document reflects changes resultlng from yesterday's 5:00 p m.
meetlng/conference call with NGA. :

Please review the draft by 3:30 p.m. today and give any comments
to Ann Danelski at 690-6060. As promised, the draft will be sent

to NGA for review by C.0.B. .today.
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Dear

Attached is a copy of the new policy principles that will govern the Department’s
consideration of waivers pursuant to Section 1115 of the Social Security Act. These
principles reflect theé commitment President Clinton made to the nation’s govermors to
streamline the waiver process and to establish procedures by which federal agencies can
work constructively with the states to facilitate testing of new policy approaches to
social problems. The Department has already:started to embrace the new policy
principles, and within the next 12 months the Health Care Financing Administration
hopes to complete a set of internal changes which will simplify and streamline the
waiver process. :

Our discussiéns with the National Governor’s Association have been enormously
helpful in the deve]opment of these policies. We recognize the historic and essential
role of the states in the testmg of new ideas and programs and look forward to a
fruitful partnership with states in addressing the significant social problems facing us.

?
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E“
POLICY PRINCIPLES FOR BECTION 1115 WAIVERS

‘Agg;oval cr;;g:ia : ' ;

Under Section 1115, the Department is given latztude, consistent -
with the Social Security Act, to consider and approve research

-and demonstration proposals thh a broad range of policy

objectives. " The Department will:

®

] work with states to develop research and demonstrations

‘ in areas consistent with the Department's policy goals;

. ‘ :f’?

o consider proposals that test alternatlves that diverge
fromfthat policy directlon“ and

o conSLder, as a crlterlon for approval, a state's
ability to lmplement the research or demonstratlon
projéct. :

v',?
\ 1,,

of course, the%Department reserves the right to disapprove or
limit proposals on pelicy:- grounds. ' The Department also reserves
the right to disapprove. or limit proposals that do not come
within the intent of the laws governing section 1115 and those
that create potential,violations of civil rights laws or equal
protection requirements . or constitutional problems. Like the
states, the Department seeks proposa&s which preserve ana enhance
beneficiary access to quallty servzces.

Wlthln that overall policy framework‘ the Department is prepared
to:

° grant waivers to test the same or related policy
‘ innovations in multiple states, (replicatjon is a valid
mechanism by which the effectlveness of policy changes
can be assessed), : ;
o 'approve waiver projects ranglng in scale from
' reasonably small to state-wide or multl-state and
)‘ L
o con51der joint Medicare-Medicaid waivers, such as those
granted in the PACE and SHMO demonstratlons, and AFDC—
nedlcald walvers. S g

Duration g ’ A :

The complex range of policy 1ssues,‘da51gn methodologles, and
unanticipated ‘events inherent in any: research or demonstration
makes it very difficult to establish a single Department pol;cy
on the duratlon of 1115 waivers. Hoyever, the Department is
committed, through negotlatlons wltﬁ‘state appllcants, to:



'Evaluation % | &

Cest Nent;glitz
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° approve waivers of at least sufficient duration to give
new pollcy approaches a fair test. The duration of
waiver approval should be congruent with the magnitude
and complexity of the program, e.g., large-scale
statewide reform programs will typically require
walvers of five years. B
-a i
) provide reasonable time for the collection of
' meaningful evaluation results prior to the conclusion
of the demonstration, and f
o recognlze that new approaches often involve
considerable start-up tlmeland allowance for
1mplkmentatlon delays. %

The Departmenttls ‘also committed, when successful demonstrations
provide an appropriate basis, to working with state governments
to seek permanent statutory changes ﬁncorporatlng those results.

,3

%
As with the duratzon of waivers, the complex range of policy
issues, des;gn methodologies, and unanticxpated events alsc makes
it very difficult to establish a single Department policy on
evaluation. This Department is committed to a policy of
meaningful evaluatlons using a broad range of approprlate
evaluation strategles (1nclud1ng true experimental, quasi-
experimental, ‘and qualltatlve desxgns) and will be more flexible
and project-spec1flc in the application of evaluation techniques
than has occurred in the past. This policy will be most evident
with health care waivers. Within-site randomized design is the
preferred approach for most AFDC waivers. However, in those .
cases where siuch an approach is mathodologlcally inappropriate
the Department will consider alternative evaluation design.
The Department is also eager to ensure that the evaluation
process be as~un1ntrusxve as-possible to the beneficiaries in
terms of 1mplement1ng and coperating ‘the waived policy approach,
while ensuring that crltlcal lessonsfare learned from the
demonstratlon. o

>

3

our fiduciary’ oblmgatlons in a per;ad of extreme budgetary

stringency require maintenance of the principle of cost

neutrality, but the Department beliéves it should be possible to

maintain that principle more rlexlbly than has been the case in

the past. ; ﬁ

o The - Department will assess cost neutrality over the
llfe of a demonstratlon pro;ect not on a year-by-year

3,&‘
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\b&SlS, since many demonstratlons involve making "up-
front" investments in order to achieve out~-year
av1ngs. o7

B

The Department is preparedito evaluate, on a case-by-

caseibasis, waiver proposals that involve eligibility

expansions otherwise permitted on the basis of State -

Plan 'Amendments, when the proposal would produce

savings in federal costs relative to non-waivered

ellglblllty expansions.

states may be required to conform their demonstration
to the terms of national health care reform, including
global budgeting requirements, and to the terms of
natxonal welfare reform.

The Department also recognlzes the difficulty of maklng
apprbprlate baseline projectlons of Medicaid
expendltures, and is open to development of a new
methodology in that regard.

ime ess a dr istrative lexit

The Departmentfhas begun to 1mplement procedures that will
minimize the administrative burden on the states and reduce the
processing time for waiver requests.’ Among the steps taken by
the Health Care Financing Admlnlstration (HCFA) so far are:

o

<

expandlng pre-appllcatlon consultatxon ‘with states;’

Q
settlnq, and sharing with appllcants, a well-defined
schedule for each application, with established target
dates for processing and reaching a decision on the
applgcatlon, j
'malntalnlng a policy of one consolldated request for
further information; R

sharlng proposed terms and’conditlons with applicants
before making final dec151ons, and, most importantly,

establlshing concurrent, rather than sequential, review
of waivers by HCFA components, other units of the
Department and the Office bf Management and Budget.

The Success of this strategy is evident in the approval
of the major health reformtproposal from Hawaii in
under three months. The Department is committed to
makrng an expedited walverfprocess the rule and not the
exceptlon to the rule.
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HCFA will compiete the following steps to simplify and streamline
the waiver process- e

o . expand technical assistahc%'activities‘to'the states;

o <reallocate internal resources to waiver pro;ects, and
mostalmportantly, - §~ A

o develop multi-state walverésollcltations in areas of'

prlority concern, includlng integrated long-term care
system development services for adolescents, and

serv1ces in rural areas.

.Many of these procedures have been in place for some time for
AFDC waivers at the Administration for Children and Familijes
(ACF), where response times are usuanly short. ACF will continue
to work to streamline the AFDC walver process and respond to

state concerns;, y
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From HHS staff, I received a proposéd addition to the bullet you
asked me to send them yesterday. It reads:

"In asse551n§1budget neutrality, tﬁe Department is prepared on a
case by case*basis to consider the; cost of eligibility expansions
that are permltted under the state' plan amendment, as part of the
baseline costs."

The use of the definite article before "state plan amendment" is
confusing to me, but I take it the intent is to say, "if a state
could do it with a plan amendment, 'the feds will count it in the
baseline, instead of as a cost of the demonstration."
If that is the intent, it seems to me to represent a large fiscal
risk to the federal government. States could say that, because
they could have doubled their AFDC Jbenefits, or greatly expanded
their Medlcald population or services, that should be considered
in the ba:ellne. In the past, we have resisted that kind of
reasonlng x

."t B
As I understand it, part of the motlve behind the sentence guoted
above is to conform stated policy to what HCFA did with Hawaii’s

Medicaid waivers. I only know a little about the Hawaii waivers,
but have doubts that it represents ‘a good precedent for welfare
walvers. |
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TO: Isabel Sawhill

FROM: Richard B. Bavier
Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL

CcC: Barbara S. Selfridge

SUBJECT: RE: waiver policy

Generally, I think the draft position is good.

1) No mention is made of the Food Stamp Program, which has
similar demonstration waiver authority in section 17(b) of the
Food Stamp Act. That omission may be appropriate in a letter that
is supposed to cover all HHS waivers under section 1115. However,
a parallel communication from Agriculture and/or something from
the White House that states a unified position on what the draft
position terms "AFDC waivers" probably would be needed.

The Food Stamp Program gets involved in welfare demonstrations in
two ways. Some States want Food Stamp Program waivers, as well as
1115 waivers. But even those that don’t must include food stamp
spending in cost-neutrality calculations. AFDC changes often lead
to changes in food stamp spending.

At some point, the Administration probably needs to state that:

a) It will provide a coordinated, concurrent review of welfare
demonstrations that involves all the executive branch agencies
that need to be involved.

b) It will include all relevant open-ended entitlement programs
in cost-neutrality calculations, and will figure cost-neutrality
across these programs (so that savings in one .can offset costs in
another). As a suggestion, the following might be inserted in the
second sentence of the cost neutrality paragraph in the draft
position, between the word "determined" and the word "over",

"considering all affected entitlement programs."

2. In the past, when Medicaid waivers were approved as part of a
welfare reform demonstration, we have required that the evaluation
design cover those Medicaid waivers as well. I’m not aware of any
intent on HHS’s part to say evaluation of these Medicaid waivers
should no longer be so rigorous, so I’d suggest that the second
sentence in the Evaluation section be modified to read:



»
£

"In particular, while within~site random assignment of cases to
treatment and control groups remains the preferred approach for
evaluation of welfare waivers, including AFDC and Medicaid wailvers
that are part of welfare demonstrations, they will rarely be
appropriate to large-scale, exclusively Medicaid demonstrations."

3. I don’t think the first sentence in the Evaluation section of
the draft position gets across the point we’re trying to make.

The current wording could lead someone to conclude that evaluation
standards "for AFDC waivers" will be more flexible and
project-specific than in the past. 1I’d suggest substituting for
the first sentence in the Evaluation section: :

"The concept of evaluation also is inherent in the definition of
wailvers as tests of policy innovations, but our standards for
evaluation recognize that no single model will be appropriate for
all the waivers granted under section 1115."

4. My own view is that we should make clear that geographical
area as well as duration should be appropriate in light of the
research purposes of the statutory authority. Since I got
involved in developing multi-program waiver policy in 1987, I’ve
been concerned that we often give statewide waivers because
governors want to present demonstrations as implicitly-permanent
state~wide program changes. Then, often, our research sample is
drawn in just a few sites within the State.

Just as we shouldn’t use 1115 authority to give waivers that last
longer than it takes to find out what happened, we shouldn’t give
them for programs that are much broader than we need to find out
what happened. I realize that can be a pretty subjective
judgment, but it is a principle I think we ought to state.

I have to admit, such a policy would not sit well with governors.
And so far, the only criticism we’ve received on this particular
point was in the suit against California’s benefit-cutting demo.

5. When HHS gets feedback on this draft policy, I think you and
Nancy-Ann should attach a note that says you want to hear from HHS
about their monitoring of cost-neutrality of demonstrations
already underway. This is a real weakness in the whole waiver
strategy. I have talked with HHS staff about this regularly for
about a year now, but they always seem to have more pressing
things to do than put a good system in place. There is a lot of
money being governed by these cost-neutrality terms. A few months
ago, it could be a mess that the current Administration found when
it arrived, rather than one it owns. That argument will get
increasingly less convincing.
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Duration

The Department also is committed, when successful demonstrations
provide an appropriate baeis, to working with state governments to
seeX permanent statutory changes incorporating thome results. 1In
such cases, consideration will be given to a reasonable extension
of axisting waivers. :

1it

OPENING OFFER

e In assaséing budget neutrality, the Department would not
rule out consideration of other cost neutral arrangements

proposed by states. g _zgéggfﬁ;ﬂﬂw,,ﬂ—f

FINAL OFFER o

e In assessing budget neutrality, the Department, on an

: exceptional basls, may consider methodologies in which
Medicaid eligibility expansions that would be permitted
as State Plan Amendments and will be implemented under
the demonstration are included in the definition of
baseline costs, provided that federal costs under such
a waiver would be less than would be axpected under the
state Plan Amendment...(additional ¢lause suggested Dby
OMB)...and the aexpanaion is not part of an AFDC
demonstration. ~

OPTIONAL

o When a state requests only a waiver of "statewideness"
requirements, to test on a substate scale a policy that
could be adopted statewide with a State Plan Amendment,
modifications to the usual cost-neutrality regquirements
may be conaidered if a sound evaluation is planned. When
requests for "statewideness" waivers for policies that
could be implemented by a plan change are part of a
larger demonstration, the entire demonstration must be
covered by cost-neutrality terms because the effects of
particular demonatration policies cannot be isolated.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
29-Jul-1993 07:37pm

TO: (See Below)

FROM: Richard B. Bavier

Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL

SUBJECT: 7/29 16:18 draft of cost-neutrality paragraph

It looks like the principal change from the earlier version you
read to me is the addition of the clause, "provided that federal
costs under such a waiver would be less than would be expected
under the State Plan Amendment."

It may be the hour, but I'm having trouble understanding what it
means. It seems to mean that, if a demonstration that includes a
waiver that could be approved in a State Plan will cost less than
approving the State Plan amendment would, then it would be OK to
count the costs of the waiver in the baseline. If that's it, I
think we are back at our problem that we don't know in advance
what these demonstrations or plan amendments will cost. So I
don't see how the policy could be administered.

It really seems that HCFA wants a policy for these statewide
Medicaid-only waivers that it would be unwise to adopt for welfare
waivers (including the associated Medicaid waivers). If that is
the case, I'd suggest striking the paragraph that begins "In
assessing budget neutrality...." and adding a new paragraph after
the remaining one that begins, "When a state..."

"When a State requests only Medicaid waivers for a statewide
demonstration, not as part of a welfare demonstration, the
Department may consider including in the cost-neutrality baseline
the costs of Medicaid expansions that could have been approved as

state plan amendment." gacl _puets 4 uh%ﬂ&mu+t%9AZaa&4 Fhe olemeonbralim,

I am not recommending this as waiver policy. However, if HCFA
wants this policy and EXOP agrees, let's just state it clearly and
make clear that it applies only to these statewide, Medicaid only
cases.

My home phone is P6/(b)(6)

Distribution:

TO: Kathryn J. Way
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Wendy C. New
Barbara S. Selfridge
Keith J. Fontenot
Victor Zafra

Cheri M. Rice
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DRAFT

Dear ‘
Attachcd isa copy of the new pohcy pnnc:ples that will guide the Departmcnt s
consideration of waivers pursuant to Section 1115 of the Social Security Act. These
principles reflect the commitment President Clinton made to the nation’s governors to
streamline the waiver process and to establish procedures by which federal agencies can
work constructively with the states to facilitate testing of new policy approaches to
social problems. The Department has already started to embrace the new policy
principles and within the next 12 months hopes to.complete a set of changes which will

streamline and simplify the waiver process.

Our discussions with the National Governors’ Association have been enormously
helpful in the development of these policies. We recognize the historic and essential -
role of the states in the testing of new ideas and programs and look forward to a
fruitful partnership with states in addressing the significant social problems facing us.

i
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7 ‘ Sincerely,
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NGA REDR&PT #4 - FOR DISCUSBIOB PURPOSES ONLY
POLICY PRINCIPLES FOR BBCTIOB 1115 WAIVERS

Approval Crltg;;

Under Section 1115 the Department is glven latitude, subject to
the requirements of the Social Security Act, to consider and
approve research and demonstration proposals with a broad range
of policy ob]ectlves. The Department will:

1

o work<with states to develop research and demonstrations
in areas consistent with the Department's policy goals;

o consider proposals that test alternatives that diverge
from: that policy dlrectionp and

o consxder, as a criterion for approval, a state'’s
ablllty to implement the research or demonstration
proj ect . '

[afhgébﬁﬂﬁ ’I;e Department reserves the right to disapprove or
limit proposals on policy groundei] The Department also reserves
the right to disapprove or limit proposals that create potential
violations of c1v11 rights laws or equal protection reguirements
or constitutional problems. /Like the states, the Department
seeks proposals which preserve and enhance beneficiary access to

quality servicesy X

b wWithin that ovarall pollcy framework, the Department is prepared
to:

° grani waivers to test the éame or related policy
innovations in multiple states, (replication is a wvalid
mechanism by which the effectiveness of pollcy changes
can be assessed),

o appreve waiver projects ranglng in scale from
reasonably small to state—wlde or multi-state, and

5

o consxder joint Medicare-Medicaid waivers, such as those
granted in the PACE and SHHO demongtrations, and AFDC-
Meditaid waivers.

Duration ‘ g v %

The complex range of policy 1ssues, desmgn methodologies, and
unanticipated ‘events inherent in any research or demonstration
makes it very ‘difficult to establish! a single Department policy
on the duration of 1115 waivers. However, the Department is
committed, through negotiations with state applicants, to:
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o approve waivers of at 1east sufficient duration to give
new polxcy approaches a fair test. The duration of
waiver approval should be congruent with the magnitude

and complexity of the project; e.qg., 1arge~scale
statewide reform programs will typically require
walvers of five yearsn,m%

o provzde reasonable time for the collection of
meaningful evaluation results prior to the conclusion
of the demonstration; and i

o recoqnlze that new approaches often involve
considerable start-up time and allowance for
1mplementatlon delays. g

The Department,ls also committed, when ‘successful demonstrations
provide an appropriate basis, to worklng with state governments
to seek permanont statutory changes incorporating those results.

Evaluation g
As with the durat1on of walvers, the’ complex range of policy
issues, designimethodologies, and unanticipated events also makes
it very difficult to establish a single Department policy on
evaluation. Thls Department is committed to a policy of
meaningful evaluatlons using a broad .range of approprlate
evaluation strategles (including true experimental, quasi-
experimental, and qualltatlve designs) and will be more flexible
and prOject-speclflc in the appllcatlon of evaluation techniques
than has occurred in the past. This policy will be most evident
with health care waivers. Wzthln-51te randomized design is the
preferred approach for most AFDC walvers. However, 1ﬁ:these»r-

e X WL .ul’ol“‘"t—r-— b

~fhe Department will con51der alternatlve evaluatzon d251gn$obwbmbﬁuﬁL

The Department:is also eager to ensure that the evaluation Ahu?wawvwﬂ
process be as unintrusive ag possible to the beneficiaries in- .. wa _
terms of lmplementxng and operating the waived policy approach,
while ensuring! that critical lessons are learned from the
demonstratlon g

: . -?
m )

Cos ggutra;ity -
2 ¥

our flduciary obllgatlons in a periocd of extreme bhudgetary

stringency requlre maintenance of the principle of cost

neutrality, but the Department believes it should be possible to

maintain that pr;nclple more flexmbly than has been the case in

the past. N r

=] The Department will assess cost neutrality over the
11fe>of a demonstration prOJect, not on a year-by-year

-?
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basxs, since many demonstrations involve making "up-
front“ investments in order to achieve out-year

savxngs.

% gl

States may be required to conform their demonstrations
to the terms of national health care reform, including
global budgeting requxremants, and to the terms of
natlonal welfare reform. !

The Department also recognizes the dlfficulty of making
appropriate baseline projections of Medicaid
expenditures, and is open to development of a new
meth%éology in that regard.

The Departmentnhas begun to zmplement procedures that will
minimize the admlnlstratzve burden on the states and reduce the
processing tlme for waiver requests.? Among the steps taken by
the Health Care Financing Adnznlstratlon (HCFA) so far are:

o]

o

i
expandlng pre-appllcation consultatxon with states;

settxng, and sharing with applicants, a well-defined
schedule for each application, with established target
dates for processing and reaching a decision on the

appllcatlon,

malntainlng a policy of one consolidated request for
further information; &

5

$
sharing proposed terms and%conditlons with applicants
before maklng final dec151ons, and, most importantly,

establlshlng concurrent, rather than sequential, review
of waivers by HCFA components, other units of the
Department and the- Office of Management and Budget.

The Success of this strategy is evident in the approval
- of the major health reform: proposal from Hawaii in

under three months. The Department is committed to
making an expedited walver process the rule and not the

exceptlon to the rule. :
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HCFA will complete the following steps to simplify and streamline
the waiver proce33° ,

‘expand technlcal asszstance actlvitles to the states;

o

o reallocate internal resouxces to waiver projects; and
mostélmportantly, ; A '

o develop mu1t1~state waiver "'solicitations in areas of

prlorlty concern, including integrated long-term care
system development serv1ces for adolescents, and

serv1ces in rural areas.
Many of these procedures have been in place for some time for
AFDC waivers at the Administration for Children and Families
(ACF) , where résponse times are usually short. ACF will continue
to work to streamline the AFDC walver process and respond to

state concerns. 5
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