IMPACT OF FUNDING REDUCTIONS SURVEYS FY09-10 
Purpose

In the past year, Five County Mental Health Authority has twice administered the Impact of Funding Reductions survey that was originally developed by the Orange-Pearson-Chatham LME.  The purpose of the survey was to measure the impact on Providers of reductions in IPRS funding from the state, and Medicaid rate reductions precipitated by projected deficits in the state budget for FY09-10.   The survey was first administered in late November of 2009, and again in September of 2010.   There were 41 providers that responded to the initial survey and 33 responded to the second survey.  Responses have been compared between the first survey that measured the impact in the middle of the fiscal year, and the second survey that measured the impact over the entire fiscal year.    
Method

The survey consisted of a total of eighteen questions that measured impact on providers and consumers of reductions in State (IPRS) funding, Medicaid rate reductions, the elimination of Community Support Services, and the plans to establish Critical Access Behavioral Health Agencies (CABHA). Survey data was primarily collected online through SurveyMonkey, and each provider was asked to submit only one survey per agency.  Any agency with either a state funded (IPRS) contract or Medicaid Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with Five County Mental Health Authority was eligible to participate.
Figure 1 shows which disability populations were served by providers who participated in the survey.

Key:  ADM = Adult Mental Health		CMH = Child Mental Health                               ADD = Adult Developmental Disabilities      CDD = Child Developmental Disabilities                  ASA = Adult Substance Abuse                       CSA = Child Substance Abuse                           MR/MI = Persons with both Mental Retardation and Mental Health Diagnoses 
As can be seen from Figure 1, providers of developmental disability services were more heavily represented in the year end survey while mental health providers were more heavily represented in the mid year survey.  Approximately 40% of the providers in both surveys serve individuals with a dual diagnosis of mental retardation and mental illness.    
Figure 2 shows the counties served by the providers participating in the survey.  Since the percentages are higher for every county for the second survey compared to the first, it appears that more of the larger providers with sites in multiple counties participated in the second survey.  This impression is confirmed by a review of the roster of participating providers in both surveys.  Twenty one providers participated in only the first survey, 11 participated in only the second survey, and 20 participated in both surveys.  

Of the providers who responded to one or both surveys, 6 had IPRS contracts only during FY09-10, 7 had only Medicaid MOA’s and 19 had both IPRS and Medicaid MOA’s with Five County MHA.   
Results

Results were calculated separately for each survey and compared for the purpose of determining how the impact of funding may have changed over time.   Figure 3 shows the percentage of reduction in IPRS budgeted funds reported by each provider at mid-year and the end of the fiscal year.   From mid-year to the end of the fiscal year, the percentage of providers who reported a reduction of 30% or less went down while the percentage reporting more than 30% went up, suggesting the impact was greater as the year progressed.  

Figure 4 shows the impact of those IPRS funding reductions as reported by providers.  While staff reductions was the most frequently reported impact, the percentage reporting staff reductions was even higher at the end of the year than at mid-year.  At mid-year there were a higher percentage reporting a change in service array and/or change in how service was delivered.  This may in part be related to changes made by Five County in the benefit grid, reducing the maximum number of hours for some services such as Developmental Therapy and Community Support, and the phasing down of Community Support Services.  

Figure 5 shows the number of consumers whose services were reduced due to IPRS reductions.  There was not much change in those percentages from mid-year to year end with 1 to 10 being 
the most frequent number reported on both surveys.  About 25% of respondents on both surveys said they did not have an IPRS contract.   
Figure 6 shows the number of IPRS consumers discharged due to funding reductions.  The percentage of providers reporting that no consumers were discharged fell from 39% at mid-year to 35% at year end, while the percentage reporting 21 to 30 went up from 5% at mid-year to 10% at year end.  The other categories changed by smaller amounts.  

The mid-year comments regarding loss of IPRS funding reflected that consumers were getting less service, in some cases less than they needed, and that the reduction in service was having a negative impact on consumers.  Other consumers were discharged altogether because the service was no longer available or the provider no longer had a contract for the service.  Developmental Therapy and Personal Assistance were most often mentioned as the services reduced or lost.  The end of year comments were similar in nature and continued to emphasize that consumers were not getting the services they needed, and it was resulting in more aggressive behavior, more use of crisis services, and having to place new persons requesting services on waiting lists.  The comments also stressed that some providers had cut back on transportation services specifically, or limited the geographic areas to which they would travel in order to deliver services.  
Figure 7 shows the impact of Medicaid rate reductions on providers.  The vast majority were either moderately or greatly impacted, with the percentage reporting being greatly impacted increasing over time.  

Figure 8 shows specific impacts of the Medicaid rate reductions.  The most common responses were changes in staff salary and reductions in staff for both survey periods.  By the end of the

FY09-10, the percentage of providers reporting changes in service array and how the service is delivered went up substantially compared to mid-year reports.  The meaning of this result is not entirely clear.  It may be the case that some providers were adding services in order to apply to be certified as Critical Access Behavioral Health Agencies (CABHA), while others gave up certain services due to the impact of rate reductions.  The comments do not shed additional light on this question but do mention that the caps on allowable service units for some services have had a greater impact on providers and consumers than the Medicaid rate reductions themselves.
Figure 8 shows the number of Medicaid recipients that have had their services reduced.  These numbers did not change substantially over time and may again reflect more about service caps than Medicaid rates.  

 Figure 9 indicates that considerably more Medicaid recipients were discharged by the end of the year than was true at the mid-year point.  The reasons for this are not clear but perhaps this is again a reflection of multiple factors influencing Medicaid services including lower caps placed on authorized services, and the phase out of Community Support except for those who continued to be eligible for the Case Management component of this service.  

Figure 10 shows the impact on Community Support Providers of the planned phase out of Community Support and the later decision to continue authorizing only the Case Management component of the service with greatly reduced service caps.  Those providers who offered the service were greatly impacted while more than half of the respondents did not provide this service.  

Figure 11 shows provider reports about the impact of the Critical Access Behavioral Health Agency (CABHA) certification rules on their agencies. 

At mid-year, approximately 45% reported they were planning to apply to become a CABHA, and by year end approximately 40% reported they were in some stage of this process.  The percentage of providers that reported they were not eligible for CABHA status went up from 42.4% at mid-year to 50% at year end, probably because there was a higher percentage of providers of developmental disability services in the second survey, and CABHA’s only apply to mental health and substance abuse services.  Approximately 10% of respondents in both surveys indicated they would continue to provide services that did not require CABHA status.  
SUMMARY 
The results of the Impact of Funding Surveys conducted in the first half of FY09-10 and repeated after the end of the fiscal year, demonstrated that reductions in state (IPRS) funding and Medicaid rate reductions both had a significant negative impact on consumers and Providers.  IPRS funding reductions resulted in more consumers having the amount of service reduced than consumers being discharged altogether.  The reductions also reduced access to new consumers requesting services resulting in waiting lists for the first time in the Five County catchment area.   Medicaid rate reductions had a similar impact with far more consumers having the amount of service reduced than being discharged from service altogether.  
IPRS funding reductions and Medicaid rate reductions both had a very negative impact of providers, with approximately 60% reporting reductions in staff, and between 40% and 65% reporting reductions in salary to employees.  Other major impacts included reduction in employee benefits, changes in service array, and changes in how the service is delivered.  
Between 30% and 40% of Community Support providers reported the planned phase out of Community Support greatly impacted them.  Between 40% and 45% of respondents reported they were attempting to be certified as Critical Access Behavioral Health Agencies (CABHA’s), 10% were planning to continue providing services that did not require CABHA status, and almost half reported their services would not be impacted by the CABHA requirements.  

Figure 7 - Impact of Medicaid Rate Reductions
Mid Year	None or minimally/no or few Medicald services provided	Some impact but not significant	Moderately impacted	Greatly impacted	Not applicable	8.3000000000000046E-2	5.5999999999999994E-2	0.30600000000000038	0.5	5.5999999999999994E-2	End of Year	None or minimally/no or few Medicald services provided	Some impact but not significant	Moderately impacted	Greatly impacted	Not applicable	3.2000000000000042E-2	9.7000000000000045E-2	0.25800000000000001	0.54799999999999993	6.5000000000000002E-2	Figure 8 - Impact of Medicaid Rate Reductions 
Mid Year	Reduction in staff	Reduction/change in employee benefit package	Change in salary to employees	Change in service array	Change in office hours	Change in how service(s) is delivered	Closure of site(s) serving Five County consumers	No longer acccepting new Medicaid referrals	Not applicable	0.65700000000000136	0.34300000000000008	0.65700000000000136	0.25700000000000001	0.17100000000000001	0.28600000000000031	2.8999999999999998E-2	0	0.114	End of Year	Reduction in staff	Reduction/change in employee benefit package	Change in salary to employees	Change in service array	Change in office hours	Change in how service(s) is delivered	Closure of site(s) serving Five County consumers	No longer acccepting new Medicaid referrals	Not applicable	0.58599999999999997	0.31000000000000055	0.62100000000000111	0.44800000000000001	0.13800000000000001	0.37900000000000061	3.4000000000000002E-2	0	0.13800000000000001	Figure 8 - Medicaid Recipient Service Reduced 
Mid Year	None	1 to 10	11 to 20	21 to 30	30+	Not applicable (do not provide Medicaid funded services)	0.35100000000000031	0.2160000000000003	0.16200000000000001	5.4000000000000034E-2	0.18900000000000031	2.7000000000000055E-2	End of Year	None	1 to 10	11 to 20	21 to 30	30+	Not applicable (do not provide Medicaid funded services)	0.38700000000000062	0.22600000000000001	0.129	3.2000000000000042E-2	0.161	6.5000000000000002E-2	Figure 9 - Medicaid Recipients Discharged
Mid Year	None	1 to 10	11 to 20	21 to 30	30+	Not applicable (do not provide Medicaid funded services)	0.75700000000000123	5.4000000000000034E-2	0.10800000000000012	0	5.4000000000000034E-2	2.7000000000000055E-2	End of Year	None	1 to 10	11 to 20	21 to 30	30+	Not applicable (do not provide Medicaid funded services)	0.58099999999999996	0.19400000000000001	3.2000000000000042E-2	0	0.129	6.5000000000000002E-2	Figure 10 - Impact on Community Support Providers 
Mid Year	None or minimal	Some impact but not significant	Moderately impacted	Greatly impacted	Not applicable	0	6.1000000000000013E-2	9.1000000000000025E-2	0.27300000000000002	0.57600000000000062	End of Year 	None or minimal	Some impact but not significant	Moderately impacted	Greatly impacted	Not applicable	3.6000000000000011E-2	0	3.6000000000000011E-2	0.39300000000000074	0.53600000000000003	Figure 11 - CABHA Status of Providers
Mid Year	Has been certified as a CABHA	Expects to be certified by December 31, 2010	Have not yet passed the desk review 	My Agency will qualify as a CABHA 	Will not quality as a CABHA 	Don't qualify but plan to make changes 	Not eligible but continue to provide other services 	Planning to merge to become a CABHA 	Not applicable due to services provided.	0.24200000000000021	3.0000000000000002E-2	0.18200000000000024	9.1000000000000025E-2	3.0000000000000002E-2	0.42400000000000032	End of Year	Has been certified as a CABHA	Expects to be certified by December 31, 2010	Have not yet passed the desk review 	My Agency will qualify as a CABHA 	Will not quality as a CABHA 	Don't qualify but plan to make changes 	Not eligible but continue to provide other services 	Planning to merge to become a CABHA 	Not applicable due to services provided.	0.17900000000000021	0.17900000000000021	3.6000000000000011E-2	0	0	0	0.10700000000000012	0	0.5	Figure 1 - Populations Served by Survey Participants 
Mid Year	ADM	CMH	ADD	CDD	ASA	CSA	MR/MI	0.61000000000000065	0.51200000000000001	0.43900000000000061	0.36600000000000038	0.29300000000000032	0.22000000000000008	0.43900000000000061	Full Year	ADM	CMH	ADD	CDD	ASA	CSA	MR/MI	0.51500000000000001	0.45500000000000002	0.57600000000000062	0.42400000000000032	0.27300000000000002	0.21200000000000024	0.39400000000000085	Figure 2 - Counties Served by Survey Partipants 
Mid Year	Franklin	Granville	Halifax	Vance	Warren	0.82900000000000063	0.78	0.65900000000000136	0.78	0.75600000000000123	Full Year	Franklin	Granville	Halifax	Vance	Warren	0.90900000000000003	0.87900000000000122	0.75800000000000123	0.90900000000000003	0.84800000000000064	Figure 3 - Amount of IPRS Budget Reduction
Mid-Year	No budget reduction	Less than 10%	Greater than 10% but less than 30%	Greater than 30% but less than 50%	50% or greater	Not applicable	2.8999999999999998E-2	0.14300000000000004	0.34300000000000008	0.114	0.114	0.25700000000000001	End of Year	No budget reduction	Less than 10%	Greater than 10% but less than 30%	Greater than 30% but less than 50%	50% or greater	Not applicable	3.3000000000000002E-2	6.7000000000000004E-2	0.30000000000000032	0.13300000000000001	0.2	0.26700000000000002	Figure 4 - Impact of IPRS Funding Reductions FY09-10
Mid-Year	Reduction in staff	Reduction/change in employee benefit package	Change in salary to employees	Change in service array	Change in office hours	Change in how service(s)is delivered	Closure of site(s) serving Five County consumers	No longer accepting new IPRS referrals	Not applicable	0.54100000000000004	0.29700000000000032	0.40500000000000008	0.35100000000000031	0.18900000000000031	0.43200000000000038	0	0.10800000000000012	0.2160000000000003	End of Year	Reduction in staff	Reduction/change in employee benefit package	Change in salary to employees	Change in service array	Change in office hours	Change in how service(s)is delivered	Closure of site(s) serving Five County consumers	No longer accepting new IPRS referrals	Not applicable	0.60000000000000064	0.26700000000000002	0.4	0.30000000000000032	0.16700000000000001	0.26700000000000002	0	6.7000000000000004E-2	0.26700000000000002	Figure 5 - Number Consumers with Services Reduced 
Mid Year	None	1 to 10	11 to 20	21 to 30	31+	Not applicable (no IPRS contract with Five County)	0.16200000000000001	0.24300000000000024	0.10800000000000012	8.1000000000000003E-2	0.16200000000000001	0.24300000000000024	End of Year	None	1 to 10	11 to 20	21 to 30	31+	Not applicable (no IPRS contract with Five County)	0.129	0.29000000000000031	0.129	6.5000000000000002E-2	0.129	0.25800000000000001	Figure 6 - IPRS Consumers Discharged  
Mid Year	None	1 to 10	11 to 20	21 to 30	31+	Not applicable (no IPRS contract with Five County)	0.39500000000000074	0.18400000000000027	5.3000000000000012E-2	5.3000000000000012E-2	7.900000000000014E-2	0.23700000000000004	End of Year	None	1 to 10	11 to 20	21 to 30	31+	Not applicable (no IPRS contract with Five County)	0.35500000000000032	0.19400000000000001	6.5000000000000002E-2	9.7000000000000045E-2	6.5000000000000002E-2	0.22600000000000001	