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Executive Summary  
 

Pursuant to Act 55 of 2013, the Department of Human Services (DHS) was 
required to convene a Task Force to develop recommendations for a 

methodology to determine reimbursement for actual and projected costs of 
child welfare services which are reasonable and allowable.  The Task Force 

developed written recommendations as to the methodology for purchase of 
out-of-home placement services from providers which were shared with the 

General Assembly in May 2014. 
 

On June 22, 2018, the General Assembly enacted Act 40 of 2018, which 

amended the Human Services Code, Section 704.3.  DHS reconvened the Rate 
Methodology Task Force (RMTF) to address the amendment, which provided 

DHS the opportunity to adopt components of the recommendations released 
May 2014. 

 
DHS solicited participation of those members who participated in the initial 

RMTF.  Many were able to participate again.  For those who were not able to 
participate, replacement representation was selected to ensure that the RMTF 

was a fair representation of providers and County Children and Youth Agencies 
(CCYAs).  Please see Appendix A for a list of participants.   

 
DHS convened a Steering Committee of key members from the RMTF to 

determine the schedule and agenda for meetings.   
 

All participants were invited to participate in an “On-Boarding” meeting to 

revisit the work completed by the initial Task Force.  The RMTF then met 
monthly for a period of nine months.     

 
The RMTF participants created a Charter (Appendix A) to reflect the goals 

and objectives of the work: addressing the requirements in Act 40 of 2018 
and providing greater detail regarding the challenges in the contracting 

process between providers and counties.  Members then reviewed 
recommendations from 2014 that had not yet been implemented and agreed 

that the following no longer met the current needs for providers and CCYAs: 
  

• Actual Cost Report – This recommendation was specific to identification 
of allowable costs for federal and/or state reimbursements using the 

actual cost of care for Congregate Care and Foster Family Care 
providers.  The development of independent auditor procedures for the 
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review of provider cost reports (Agreed Upon Procedures) and the 
inclusion of a Rate Adjustment Factor (RAF) were dependent on this 

recommendation. 
• Rate Adjustment Factor – The recommendation was to utilize a RAF 

because the Actual Cost Report and Agreed Upon Procedures (AUP) use 
historical costs.  The RAF would be applied directly to the total actual 

costs as well as the federal and/or state participation levels.    
• Agreed Upon Procedures – Specified parties agree on the procedures 

and assume responsibility for sufficiency since they understand their 
own needs.  A Certified Public Accountants (CPA) firm is engaged to 

issue a report of the findings based on the specified procedures as well 

as provide validity and accuracy of the private agency’s Cost Report 
prior to transfer of the Cost Report to DHS. The AUP ensures proper and 

standardized allocation of costs and proper allowability of costs. 
 

The above recommendations were discussed, and all members agreed that 
the current budget documentation review process adequately met the state’s 

requirements to determine allowable costs.  Adopting the above 
recommendations would result in additional costs for providers, counties and 

the state with little change in the results. 
 

The RMTF utilized research conducted in the initial meetings.  An overview of 
the current budget documentation review process was provided.  Additional 

research was completed to collect information and analyze data: 
• Participation levels approved by DHS versus actual contracted rates; 

• Provider budgeted rates versus participation levels approved by DHS; 

• Number of counties whose Juvenile Probation Office (JPO) and CCYA 
collaborate for contracting purposes;  

• Challenges encountered by providers concerning the contract 
negotiation process; and 

• Review of the Needs-Based Plan and Budget (NBPB) process.  
 

Based on the amount of research conducted, discussions occurred to 
determine the appropriate areas of focus.  The RMTF determined the 

establishment of ad-hoc workgroups (Appendix B) was necessary to outline 
the primary challenges encountered surrounding the contract negotiation 

process, maintaining sustainable contracted rates for providers and reviewing 
the budget documentation process.  The ad-hoc workgroups were tasked to 

continue research initiated by the larger Task Force, analyze data collected, 
and develop appropriate recommendations within the specified timeframes.   
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Detailed information and final recommendations are included within this report 
in the subsequent sections. 

 
The Task Force requests the ability to reconvene the RMTF in six months 

following review of the recommendations with the Pennsylvania Child Welfare 
Council.   

 
1. Background  

 
Following the Office of Inspector General’s audit of DHS’s federal Title IV-E 

foster care claims for periods between 1997 and 2002, the Administration for 

Children and Families (ACF) required that a Program Improvement Plan (PIP) 
be submitted and steps taken to assure DHS’s compliance with Title IV-E of 

the Social Security Act and the Code of Federal Regulations 45 C.F.R. § 
92.40(a) which includes the assurance of accurate and reasonable calculations 

of residential foster care per diems.  Part of this PIP included developing a 
standard format for contracting and invoicing which would support the portion 

of per diems allowable for Title IV-E reimbursement.  As a result, DHS’s Office 
of Children, Youth and Families (OCYF) issued a bulletin in 2008 that 

mandated counties and providers gather and forward certain fiscal information 
to DHS for the determination of maximum allowable state and federal          

Title IV-E reimbursement. 
 

As a result of a lawsuit filed by several providers, Northwestern Youth 
Services, Inc. v. Com., Dep’t of Pub. Welfare, 66 A.2d 301 (Pa. 2013), the 

Supreme Court of Pennsylvania determined that DHS did not have the 

authority to institute the process through a DHS-issued bulletin but should 
have followed the regulatory review process to require the submission of cost 

information.  Upon issuance of the Supreme Court’s decision on April 24, 2013, 
DHS ceased the review of provider budget documentation. 

 
Act 55 of 2013 amended the Public Welfare Code by adding a new section, 

Section 704.3.  This section required a provider to submit documentation of 
its cost of providing placement services to DHS and authorized DHS to use the 

documentation to support the claim for federal and state reimbursement.  
Pursuant to Act 55 of 2013, DHS was also required to convene a Task Force 

to develop recommendations for a methodology to determine reimbursement 
for actual and projected costs of child welfare and juvenile justice services 

which are reasonable and allowable. The Task Force submitted written 
recommendations as to the methodology for purchase of out-of-home 
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placement services from providers and related payments to the General 
Assembly May 2014 and for other purchased services December 2014. 

 
Act 40 of 2018 further amended Section 704.3 to permit DHS to adopt 

components of the recommendations of the RMTF that were released May 
2014.  DHS reconvened the RMTF to address the amendment.   

 
1.1 Problem Statement 

 
The provision of services to children under the care and jurisdiction of child 

welfare and juvenile justice is complex. There are funding challenges; evolving 

statutory and regulatory requirements; the introduction of value-based 
services; increased attention on evidence-based programs and services; the 

need for increased accountability; shifts in priorities; and, most importantly, 
increasing diversity, complexity and immediacy of the needs of children, youth 

and their families. 
 

The Task Force is an opportunity to make changes to improve the system's 
strengths and coordination and decrease its deficiencies to ensure sustainable 

service delivery that leads to improved outcomes for Pennsylvania’s children 
and families.  

 
1.2 Guiding Principles 

 
A methodology process to determine reimbursement for actual and projected 

costs, which are reasonable and allowable, must:  

• Determine reasonable and allowable reimbursement of actual and 
projected costs for services provided through a standardized and 

streamlined process; 
• Reflect the times and current environment.  However, opportunities for 

periodic review and revisions should be built in to ensure that changing 
circumstances are regularly addressed; 

• Be sensitive to deadlines.  Timelines require both accurate and swift 
processing of information critical to state, county and provider budget 

and contract approvals; 
• Be transparent and provide all stakeholders with reasonable and timely 

access to details of the process, requirements and decisions made; 
• Reflect the statutory and practice base of Pennsylvania's juvenile justice 

and child welfare system — state supervised, and county administered 
with significant private provider provision of service; 
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• Provide counties with the ability to purchase the services and 
interventions most appropriate for children under their jurisdiction; 

• Support the provision of services provided by a private sector which 
encourages innovation and requires accountability; 

• Satisfy the federal and/or state requirements to access funding as well 
as provide counties with the budget information to support the total 

costs of the provider for consideration in the contract negotiation 
process; 

• Support access to funding resources to provide for a workforce of 
qualified and adequately compensated individuals, understanding that 

successful outcomes are most often directly connected to the 

relationships established with children, youth and their families; 
• Satisfy Generally Accepted Accounting Principles and audit 

requirements; 
• Support the use of best practices and evidence-based services which 

align child, youth and family strengths and needs to promote improved 
outcomes for children and families; and 

• Support access to funding resources that encourage the implementation 
and delivery of desired outcome focused practices.  

          
1.3 Goals 

 
• Review the 2014 recommendations for out-of-home placement costs to 

determine which recommendations ensure federal reimbursement;  
• Improve the existing method to include allowable costs for purchased 

services as part of the NBPB request; 

• Increase awareness of the Task Force members as to operational and 
budgetary realities and constraints at all levels - providers, counties, 

state and federal 
• Address budget and contracting concerns in an open and transparent 

process that validates the partnership and relationship among private 
providers, counties and DHS in responding to the public mandates 

addressing child safety and community protection; 
• Consider funding implications related to the implementation of juvenile 

justice and child welfare initiatives; 
• Review the 2014 recommendations for out-of-home placement costs 

that address the purchase-of-service process between counties and 
service providers; 
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• Clearly identify the protocols to be followed to ensure that 
documentation requested from services providers and counties is 

sufficient to support claiming for federal and/or state dollars; 
• Determine which cost report format should be utilized to document a 

service provider’s budgeted costs that support the identification and 
delineation of allowable costs for federal and/or state reimbursement;   

• Develop recommendations as necessary for statutory and regulatory 
changes to support the process and protocols developed by the Task 

Force. 
• Consider funding implications related to the implementation of current 

and future federal and state statutes and regulations; 

• Consider funding implications and options related to emerging practice 
precepts such as performance-based contracting and outcomes-based 

payment contracts as they relate to equity in access to services as well 
as consistency in access to funds; and 

• Evaluate, on an on-going basis, the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
process through the use of data. 

 
The RMTF continued to conduct regularly scheduled meetings for the next ten 

months (Appendices C-K) to begin the process of analyzing resolutions to 
the identified challenges within the contracting process between providers and 

counties and begin adopting the recommendations in a timely fashion.  The 
RMTF determined the primary focus was to address any immediate changes 

that can occur that don’t require additional legislation, regulatory change or 
time to implement.  

 

2. Recommendations Adopted Fiscal Year 2019-20 
 

The Budget Documentation Review process has continued to evolve since its 
inception with the single goal of accurately establishing the allocation of costs 

into allowable maintenance and allowable administrative categories.  Regional 
trainings are offered annually to provide guidance and instruction on 

completion of the Budget Documentation Packets.  During the trainings 
conducted in the fall of 2018, providers and counties were asked to provide 

feedback regarding the review forms and process.  Based on the feedback 
provided and known concerns from ACF about the process, suggestions for 

improvement were presented to the RMTF for implementation in Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2019-20.  Improvements included: 
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• Distributing FY 2019-20 budget packets and conducting training early 
enough to support the contract negotiation process prior to the start of 

FY 2019-20. 
• Adjusting the Budget Documentation Packet submission timeframe to 

March 1, 2019 with trainings provided January/February 2019. 
• Revising OCYF 3170-13-01 Bulletin, along with the Budget 

Documentation Packets, to reflect changes that have occurred since the 
Bulletin was released in 2013. 

• Exploring the need to update the Residential budget template in order 
to accurately separate costs between administrative and maintenance 

expenditures. 

 
A review of the budget documentation process conducted by ACF identified 

the need to separate costs allowable for the proper and efficient administration 
of the Title IV-E state plan from those costs to be determined to be the costs 

identified as Title IV-E maintenance related activities in residential settings. 
As a result, it was decided to add a Case Management job category to the staff 

roster and to split the approved calculated per diem between maintenance 
and administrative costs.  

 
Task Force members agreed to adjust the Budget Documentation Packet 

submission deadline to March 1, 2019, if there were no penalties for non-
compliance.  Members understood the new truncated submission timeline 

might be a challenge for some in the first year.  Members determined the 
adjusted deadline was plausible and identified the need to communicate as 

soon as possible to providers and CCYAs which would allow them ample time 

to begin preparations and conduct internal discussions. 
 

OCYF released a draft Bulletin in January 2019 that provided instructions for 
completion of the budget documentation for FY 2019-20.  The draft 

incorporated changes made to the process since 2013, including the 
adjustments agreed upon by the RMTF, and identified the March 1 deadline.  

Regional trainings were held in February for the upcoming FY 2019-20 
submission.  OCYF Bulletin #3170-19-01 (Appendix L) was released March 

8, 2019.   
 

3. Ad-hoc Workgroups  
 

Once the RMTF finalized the FY 2019-20 recommendations, the focus became 
the establishment of the ad-hoc workgroups. The focus centered around the 
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challenges encountered throughout the contract negotiation process, 
providers’ ability to be involved in the CCYAs NBPB, analysis of federal and 

state participation levels and county-contracted rates along with a review of 
the budget documentation process.  The Task Force members established the 

following:   
• Budget Documentation Review and Standardized Time Study Process; 

• Data and Analysis Collection; and 
• Inclusion of the Providers in the Needs-Based Plan and Budget. 

 
The Task Force members decided the participants of each workgroup would 

consist of DHS, county and private provider members of the RMTF as well as 

additional providers, county fiscal and DHS staff.  Each workgroup consisted 
of a Chair and Co-Chair to facilitate meetings and communicate with the larger 

Task Force.  
 

4. Budget Documentation Review and Standardized Time Study 
Process  

 
4.1 Members of the Budget Documentation Review and Standardized 

Time Study Process Workgroup 
 

The Budget Documentation Review and Standardized Time Study Process ad-
hoc group built upon the efforts of a prior workgroup.    A listing of participants 

is included as Appendix B.  
 

4.2 Purpose of the Budget Documentation Review and Standardized 

Time Study Process Workgroup 
 

The purpose of this group was to: 
 

• Review the current placement services budget documentation process 
to develop recommendations on any changes necessary to either the 

budget documentation and/or instructions.  
o Review current timeframes to determine whether they currently 

meet the needs of all stakeholders and if not, develop 
recommendations for timeframes and deadlines.  

• Review the OCYF Standardized Time Study Pilot Process to determine 
the need for statewide implementation.  Implementation of OCYF’s 

standard time study process would ensure consistency across providers 
as well as eliminate challenges encountered by providers whose own 
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time study process or other quantifiable methodology is not accepted by 
OCYF during the review of their budget documentation. 

• Determine whether to establish guidelines for providers of treatment 
programs on how to develop budget documentation.  Such guidelines 

would ensure consistency across all treatment providers in the 
development of the budget documentation.  

• Determine the need for a standard job description and program 
description template/criteria. Establishing standard description 

templates/criteria would allow for further streamlining and efficiency to 
the current budget documentation review process.  

 

4.3 Process of the Budget Documentation Review and Standardized 
Time Study Process Workgroup 

 
The Budget Documentation Review and Standardized Time Study Process 

Workgroup adopted a Charter on March 28, 2019. (Appendix M) 
 

The workgroup convened on a nearly weekly basis holding mostly Web-based 
conference calls.  Additionally, the workgroup met twice for in-person 

meetings on April 8, 2019 and April 22, 2019.  
 

Tasks were assigned to members between calls or meetings as the need 
presented itself.  Additionally, the workgroup reviewed information provided 

by Public Consulting Group (PCG) related to other states potential 
ramifications for provider non-compliance.  

 

The workgroup gathered feedback through the Pennsylvania Council of 
Children, Youth and Families Services (PCCYFS) for providers who were 60+ 

days delayed or had not yet submitted their FY 2018-19 placement services 
budget documentation.  This outreach was done to gather information from 

those providers on potential barriers to having timely submissions and to 
identify other resources that may be provided to assist providers.  

 
The workgroup gathered feedback through PCCYFS’ Chief Financial Officers 

(CFO) workgroup on options for ramifications being discussed along with 
feedback on proposed changes to be recommended for the placements 

services budget documentation.  Lastly, the workgroup requested feedback 
from others who complete the budget packets related to methodologies 

available for separating shelter related expenses and additionally, the 
proposed changes to the placement services budget documentation was 
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provided for feedback.  This allowed for additional input from a wider range of 
provider representation.  

 
4.4 Recommendations of the Budget Documentation Review and 

Standardized Time Study Process Workgroup 
 

This workgroup proposes the following recommendations: 
 

• Budget Documentation and Review Process  
 

Residential Placement Services Budget Documentation shall separate 

shelter related expenses for the youth from the administrative 
facility/operational expenses.  Shelter related expenses were identified 

as the following costs: Rent, Maintenance and Utilities.  The residential 
placement services budget documentation will identify Administrative 

Facility (Rent/Depreciation, Administrative Maintenance, Administrative 
Building Utilities), Shelter Facility (Rent/Depreciation), Shelter 

Maintenance and Shelter Building Utilities within the Facility/Operational 
and Direct Care Expenses section of the Residential Facility Expenditures 

worksheet (Appendix N).  
 

Through the updating of the bulletin and respective instructions, 
providers will be given a suggestion for a methodology on how to 

separate Administrative and Direct Care Rent/Depreciation, 
Maintenance and Building Utilities. Providers will continue to have the 

option to establish a quantifiable methodology that best represents their 

organization and structure, however for those providers who may need 
assistance in developing a quantifiable methodology, one will be 

provided to them.  
 

The staff reporting within the Residential, Foster Family 
Home/Supervised Independent Living (SIL) and Indirect Administrative 

Expenditures packet will be further streamlined to address provider 
concerns of completing the budget documentation in a timely fashion 

while continuing to ensure validation of staff salary allocations and 
distribution of allowability (Appendix N). The Staff Projection Sheet 

within the Residential and Foster Family Home/SIL packets have been 
eliminated.  The staff roster within these two workbooks have been 

updated with the following changes: 
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• Eliminated individual staff identification column.  This will allow 
providers to report staffing by position/titles.  When developing a 

projected staff roster six months in advance of a fiscal year, it is 
difficult to know which individual staff person will be working in 

the program, however the provider will know how many of each 
position/title is needed to operate the program/services.  

• Added Prior Actual Audited Salaries and Full Time Equivalent 
(FTE). Due to the elimination of the Staff Projection Sheet, there 

is still a need to capture the audited staffing costs.  This 
information was therefore added to the staff roster to show the 

change between audited and projected salaries.  

• Eliminated the following columns: Full Time or Part Time, Weeks 
Worked During the Year, Total Annual Salary Paid and Percentage 

of Total Salary Allocation to this Facility.  As the staff roster is now 
reflected by position/titles and not individual persons, the 

elimination of staff specific information is not necessary.  
• Added the following columns: Projected Budget Year Number of 

Staff, Projected Budget Year FTE, Total Budgeted Salaries 
Allocated.  This replaces the former individual reporting into the 

aggregated position/titles information.  
• Job Categories will now report the percentage of salary that should 

be allocated in each job category.  Percentages will be determined 
by the provider’s OCYF Standard Time Study results and/or 

provider’s established quantifiable methodology that has been 
pre-approved by OCYF for use.  

• Added Actual Audited FY and Projected Budget FY Salary 

Distribution sections.  These two sections identify the job 
categories within each fiscal year reporting.  As percentages are 

entered in the previous section, these two sections will 
automatically distribute the Actual Audited Salaries and Total 

Budgeted Salaries across the applicable job categories.  Providers 
will not need to complete these two sections. As part of OCYF’s 

quality assurance review, once percentages are validated, the 
salaries will automatically distribute where applicable.   

• Added a Comments column where providers are able to provide 
additional clarifying information that will assist the reviewer in 

understanding the staff roster. 
 

• Timelines and Deadlines 
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The workgroup discussed the impact of the changes made to the 
workbook and considered the challenges providers would face in 

implementing such changes.  All members of the workgroup agreed on 
implementing the workbook changes effective beginning in FY 2021-22.  

This will allow OCYF time to present the changes to providers during the 
FY 2020-21 regional trainings.  Additionally, OCYF plans an early release 

of the FY 2021-22 templates, instructions, trainings and additional 
technical assistance requested by providers.  

 
The workgroup considered timelines and deadlines relevant for 

providers/DHS/CCYAs to ensure timely submission and review of 

information. Members of the workgroup agreed that submissions will be 
accepted on March 1st through April 15th, contingent on the changes to 

the staff reporting being made within the budget templates.  Providers 
that have trouble meeting the deadlines identified due to extenuating 

circumstances must contact OCYF through the resource account ra-
ocyfcontracts@pa.gov no later than April 1st to request an additional 15-

day extension through May 1st. The request must include a reasonable 
explanation for the extension, which could include, but is not limited to, 

the following items: 
• Turnover in leadership or fiscal staff; 

• An agency merger or acquisition. 
 

The provider will receive a response to their extension request within 
five business days.  If DHS does not grant the extension, providers can 

take appropriate action consistent with an established dispute resolution 

process.  It is assumed that all reasonable requests will be honored on 
a case-by-case basis.  Requests for extension will be prioritized in the 

order they are received (i.e. there is no expedited review of extension 
submissions).  

 
For Chapter 6400 Licensed Providers, the March 1st – April 15th deadline 

is only applicable for ongoing client cases where a previously approved 
rate is in effect and the child will be remaining in care.  It is understood 

that due to the nature of placements in these facilities, individual 
submissions will be made by providers at the time of placement 

throughout the course of the year.  
 

Any new service/program/provider seeking an established level of 
federal/state financial participation by July 1st will be held to the March 

mailto:ra-ocyfcontracts@pa.gov
mailto:ra-ocyfcontracts@pa.gov
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1st – April 15th deadline.  It is understood that new 
service/program/provider submissions may come in throughout the 

course of the year as they may be created in response to a county’s 
immediate need.  

 
County foster family care supervised independent living and congregate 

care programs have a deadline of June 30th.   This allows priority 
response to private provider submissions that require a county contract 

negotiation process.  
 

1. Ramifications for Non-Submission   

 
Any provider that does not meet the deadline (or extended deadline with 

approval) will receive an automatic continuation of their previous year’s 
state determined maximum allowable federal/state level of participation 

as the basis for county negotiations.  Provider agencies are only eligible 
once every five years for an automatic continuation of the previous 

year’s approval.  This continuation of the previous year’s federal/state 
level of allowable cost determinations will only be valid for one year, 

during which it will be expected that the county agency and provider will 
meet to ensure the provider complies with rate methodology 

requirements for the next budget reporting period.  If a provider fails to 
comply with DHS’s placement services budget documentation review in 

the following four years, the provider would no longer be eligible for 
federal/state dollars.  The county may still choose to contract with the 

provider utilizing 100% county funds.  

 
A list of provider’s submissions and related documents will be 

communicated to the county agencies to allow county agencies the 
opportunity to conduct follow-up. 

 
The workgroup recommends DHS develop a dispute resolution process 

with timelines that allows providers a mechanism to resolve any areas 
of disagreement with the State Review Process findings.  The dispute 

resolution process should be outlined in 3170 Bulletin, when updated for 
FY 2020-21.  
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2. Guidance for Providers of Treatment Services   
 

The workgroup discussed the need for consistency in how providers are 
developing their placement services budget documentation when their 

program includes treatment services that are Medical 
Assistance/Managed Care Organization (MA/MCO) funded.  The 

workgroup identified at least three different methods currently utilized 
by providers which leads to inconsistency in how the allowable levels of 

federal/state financial participation.  To ensure consistency across all 
providers whose programs offer treatment services that are MA/MCO 

funded we have identified one method to be utilized in the development 

of the placement services budget documentation.  The workgroup 
recommends that, where treatment services are covered by MA/MCO 

funding, a provider shall not include any associated treatment related 
costs (personnel, facility/operational, etc.).  As a result of the exclusion 

of treatment related costs, the provider will not be required to report 
the applicable MA/MCO budgeted revenue.  

 
3. Guidance for Standard Job/Program Description Criteria  

 
The workgroup discussed whether it would be beneficial to establish a 

template for providers to use in the development of program 
descriptions and job descriptions.  It was agreed by members that a 

template would not necessarily be beneficial, however criteria for what 
needs to be included in a program/job description should be identified.  

The workgroup recommends that DHS identify the criteria needed within 

a program/job description be reported through the updated 3170 
Bulletin.  The development of such criteria would allow for a further 

streamlined and efficient state review process as it will reduce the 
number of questions currently posed through either missing and/or 

unclear information.  
 

The workgroup also recognized that the establishment of the criteria’s 
set may require providers to change current program/job descriptions 

which may or may not be feasible to be changed immediately.  It is 
understood that providers may delay the updating of their program/job 

descriptions as changes occur within the agency.  However, as part of 
the state review process, questions may arise to meet the requirement 

of understanding program services/delivery to ensure adequate support 
of federal/state reimbursement.   



 

17 
 
 

 

 
4. Guidance for Standard Time Study Process  

 
The workgroup discussed OCYF’s current Standard Time Study Pilot and 

whether such process should be implemented statewide.  Members of 
the workgroup that are also participants in OCYF’s standard time study 

pilot provided feedback on the benefits of participating in the process.  
Participation in OCYF’s Standard Time Study Process will ensure 

consistency across all participating providers, eliminates the potential 
for time study (or other methodology) rejection during the state review 

process, places the administrative responsibility of the process on OCYF, 

and further streamlines the state review process.  The workgroup also 
recognized that some providers may be conducting their own time study 

process for multiple purposes (not just for placement services budget 
documentation) while other providers may be utilizing another 

quantifiable methodology that is not time studies that has previously 
been approved by OCYF without concerns presented.  The workgroup 

evaluated that mandating OCYF’s Standard Time Study Process 
statewide would not be beneficial for all providers and may 

unintentionally cause additional burdens on providers.  
 

The workgroup members agreed to the following recommendations for 
a standard time study process: 

 
• Providers operating Federal Title IV-E eligible programs will be 

required to participate in OCYF’s Standard Time Study Process, 

unless exception is granted by OCYF. 
• Exception may be requested by providers who; 

o Conduct their own time study process for multiple purposes 
beyond the placement services budget documentation 

process; 
o Have another quantifiable methodology that has either been 

previously approved in prior state review processes or they 
believe will meet standards for establishing accurate data 

for allowability of federal/state participation.  
• Providers seeking an exception under the criteria set above must 

complete an OCYF Time Study Exception form no later than 
August 15th preceding each fiscal year budget submission 

deadlines.   
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• Along with the OCYF Time Study Exception form, providers will be 
required to submit the following: 

o Any time study guide/instructions provided to staff in the 
completion of the time study process (if applicable). 

o Any time study codes/definitions to be used by staff (if 
applicable). 

o The time study template to be used by staff (if applicable). 
o A completed time study per each unique position/title must 

be submitted for review if available. 
o If using a method other than time studies, an example of 

how the data is collected and calculated.  

• Request for an exception will be processed on a first come, first 
served basis.  Providers will receive a final determination on 

whether their process has been approved by DHS within 15 
calendar days. If a provider disagrees with the final determination, 

the provider can request the decision be reconsidered within DHS 
for supervisory review.  Any requests for reconsideration shall be 

made within 10 business days and DHS shall respond within 10 
business days. 

• The following process will be used for implementation of the 
statewide time study process: 

o All providers participating in OCYF’s time study process will 
have their programs and job descriptions evaluated in Fall 

2019. 
o Final determinations for staff participating in time studies 

will be released to providers in December 2019. 

o Time Study trainings will occur in January/February 2020. 
▪ Trainings will include a mix of regional, on-site and 

web-based based on providers needs.  
o The first round of time studies will occur between April/May 

2020. 
▪ Completed time studies must follow within 2 weeks of 

time study reporting period.  
o Second rounds of time study will occur in 

September/October 2020. 
▪ Completed time studies must follow within 2 weeks of 

time study reporting period.  
o Results of both time study rounds will be sent to agencies 

between December 1st, 2020 and January 31st, 2021. 
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▪ This will allow for providers to insert the percentage 
allocations to the updated staff rosters beginning in FY 

2021-22. 
 

5. Data and Analysis Collection 
 

5.1 Members of the Data and Analysis Workgroup 
 

A listing of participants is included as Appendix B.  
 

5.2 Purpose of the Data and Analysis Collection Workgroup 

 
The purpose of the group was to support the larger Task Force with data 

collection and accompanying analysis to assist in making informed 
recommendations. The group began meeting every two weeks by Zoom 

conference and face–to-face meetings.  Additional work was done by 
participants, including data analysis, to increase efficiency of the workgroup.  

Recommendations were formed by the group and communicated through 
email and Google Docs.  Agreement and/or disagreement regarding proposed 

recommendations was discussed prior to the final recommendations being 
communicated to the larger Task Force.  

• Support the data requests as established by the RMTF and other ad-hoc 
workgroups, such as and not limited to the following questions:  

o What is the difference between federal and state participation 
levels and county contracted rates?  

o What are the provider contracted rates compared to a national 

standard of inflation increases over five years? 
o What are the differences between state facility (Youth 

Development Center (YDC)/Youth Forestry Camps (YFC)) and 
private provider contracted rates? 

o What cost drivers are not realized in allocations, budgets or cost 
of care projections? 

o How are salaries comparable across the private provider, county 
and state   workforce for similar positions?  

o How are fringe benefits comparable across the private provider, 
county and state workforce for similar positions? 

• Determine what data is currently available and how it can be analyzed 
to present recommendations that support a financially sustainable 

system.  
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• Identify data regarding outcomes of the Child Welfare System and 
Juvenile Probation Services.  

• Collect data that can support accurate cost projection information to be 
submitted to counties for inclusion in the NBPB process.  The state needs 

justification from counties and therefore providers to better 
justify/quantify private provider budget increases.  

 
5.3 Process used by Data and Analysis Workgroup 

 
The workgroup conducted approximately seven meetings that discussed 

questions to be addressed, data to be collected, analysis processes and 

additional supports needed.  Data was collected from several resources 
throughout state, county, and provider networks.  OCYF provided several data 

sets to this workgroup to be analyzed.  All identifying information was 
removed from the data prior to analysis by the group so that the data did not 

identify any specific services or individual providers.  When utilizing public 
information, such as county starting salaries, identifying information was 

included. 
 

Prior to workgroup development, the Task Force articulated certain data they 
wanted collected and potentially analyzed to develop informed 

recommendations; some of which were identified in purpose section above. 
These questions drove the workgroup’s activity to provide information based 

on the conversations of the Task Force.   
 

Some of the data analysis was performed by outside resources such as the 

International Institute for Restorative Practices Graduate School’s Senior 
Institutional Analyst, OCYF staff and contractors, and Provider Organizations 

such as PCCYFS, Juvenile Detention Centers Association of Pennsylvania 
(JDCAP) and The IMPACT Project.  The workgroup discussed data and 

assessment protocols and agreed upon data collection and analysis 
methodologies.  

 
At each of the main Task Force meetings, the workgroup reported and 

discussed the progress of collected and analyzed data.  Discussions revolved 
around relevancy of information and if it helped to inform the original 

questions.  Gaps in data were identified as well as additional potential data 
gathering processes.  The members agreed that even though some areas were 

within the scope of this workgroup, others could not be completed in the 
timeframe.  This workgroup’s recommendations will cover both the areas for 
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which data was assessed and those that will need more resources, time and 
energy to collect and analyze.    

 
Results from the Data and Assessment Workgroup 

 
Results from the Data and Assessment workgroup can be found in Appendix 

O.  Areas to highlight from this report are:  
 

• The difference 
between 

budgeted 

participation 
levels and 

contracted 
rates can be 

seen in graph 
1.1. Key 

findings were 
that more than 

70% of 
residential 

services were 
more than 

5.1% below budgeted participation levels as compared to contracted 
rates and 40.39% of these services were below 20.1% of the budgeted 

participation levels.  

• Foster care had 43.9% below 5.1% with 55.92% of these services 
contracted rates were in the range of 0 to -5% (see graph 1.1).  Foster 

care service rates had less variance and the rates were more 
compressed.  

• A trend analysis was conducted comparing Consumer Price Index Urban 
(CPIU) over five years from FY 2013-14 contracted rates until FY 2017-

18 contracted rates.  
o A surprising data point within the trend analysis was an aggregate 

average of foster care rates showing an increase of only $.92. This 
is an average aggregated increase of 1.4%, basically showing no 

increase over five years. 
o Analysis of sample services for contracted rates as compared to 

the CPIU over five years provided another data point to compare 
trends. The average contracted rate to five-year CPIU difference 
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within Foster Care resulted in -$2.23 and Residential a -$40.48. 
Basically, concluding that contracted rates are not keeping with 

the rate of inflation.  
• Provider to county salaries overall showed a gap.  Starting salaries for 

providers were at $31,103 bachelor’s degree and $36,354 master’s 
degree.  When provider salaries are compared to county salaries, which 

are not determined based on type of degree, the differences can change 
dramatically within the regions but also need to be compared within the 

same employee competitive marketplace.  The range of starting salaries 
for Case Worker (CW) 1-2 averaged between $31,303 to $39,199 and 

CW 3 - $35,000 to $44,265 (see table 2.1).   

 

2.1 
County 

Caseworker 
starting 
salaries 

Corrected 
Mean 
Starting 

Salary 

Mean Starting 
Salary, Outliers 
Removed using 

Std. Dev. 

Mean Starting 
Salary, Normalized 
for 37.5 Hour 

Weeks 

CW 1 $31,303 $31,343 $31,204 

CW 2 $34,716 $34,445 $34,473 

CW 3 $38,726 $38,726 $38,237 

• Fringe benefits seemed to be one of the largest gaps between provider 

and county employees.  
o By taking each county’s benefit percentage and creating an 

average and median benefits to salary ratio; the result is 44.66% 
and median is 43.30%.  

o If removing the highest and lowest two counties salaries to 
benefits averages; the result is 44.26% and the median remains 

the same at 43.3%. 
o State programs YDC/YFC salary to benefits average 83%.  

o Audits were conducted consisting of thirty members of PCCYFS 
that represented different sizes and regions; the benefits ratio 

ranged 13-38% with an average of 26%. 
• The amount of mandates that have been implemented without 

appropriate funding was eye-opening for the workgroup. Several 

initiatives proved to be expensive that drove direct costs and 
maintenance/operational costs higher without immediate 

reimbursement.  The nature of the system is to project out one and a 
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half years for cost reimbursement. When new mandates are initiated 
without appropriate funding and are placed in the NBPB process, 

providers need to find other resources to fund these mandates. See full 
report: 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TkD7ierVPlcQ2bcfq_5OrPxRbVfnvOdv/
view?usp=sharing 

• The Juvenile Justice Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol (SPEP) 
outcome data was impressive.  

o 253 services were represented in the SPEP outcome report with 
more than 85% showing a score of 50 or higher.  

o When a provider scores 50 or higher they have a statistically 

significant probability of reducing recidivism according to Lipsey 
(2010 Update Assessing the Effectiveness of Programs for Juvenile 

Probationers). 
o Youth receiving target duration and dosage of services are not as 

good as the system would hope and improvement processes are 
being implemented to hopefully improve these outcomes (phone 

interview – EPIS Center).   
 

5.4 Recommendations of the Data and Analysis Collection Workgroup 
 

This workgroup proposes the following recommendations: 
 

1. Continuing Data Analysis and Collection 
 

An ongoing oversight committee should be implemented, or an 

additional responsibility added to the tasks of the current Resources and 
Cross-Categorical Subcommittee of the Pennsylvania Child Welfare 

Council. This group will be responsible for developing recommendations 
regarding the collection and dissemination of the current data points 

identified below, development of processes to collect further data 
needed, and determining the method and timeline of how available 

information should be shared with provider, county, and other 
stakeholders.    

 
On an annual basis the following are recommended: 

• Data points need to be collected on an on-going basis as data is 
available and shared with provider, county, and other 

stakeholders.  Members of this workgroup should convene to 
review available data at meetings or events such as: Child Welfare 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TkD7ierVPlcQ2bcfq_5OrPxRbVfnvOdv/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TkD7ierVPlcQ2bcfq_5OrPxRbVfnvOdv/view?usp=sharing


 

24 
 
 

 

Council Meetings, PCCYFS Policy Days, Pennsylvania Juvenile 
Justice Chiefs Providers Meeting and at Pennsylvania Children and 

Youth Administrators, Inc. (PCYA)/ County Commissioner 
Association of Pennsylvania (CCAP) and Rehabilitation and 

Community Providers Association (RCPA) events. This information 
should be made available virtually as well.  

• Methodologies to collect this data should include notations of 
potential skewing of results, outliers, or assumptions of data.  For 

example, a mother/baby program or Medical Assistance funded 
program may show a drastic difference between contracted rate 

and participation level.  

• Data points and the potential usefulness of this data are as 
follows: 

o Budget documentation submission deadline, date of actual 
submission, date preliminary review marked as incomplete, 

date preliminary review marked as complete submission, 
date assigned to an OCYF reviewer, and OCYF’s finalization 

date time periods in aggregate.  This information will be 
used to better understand the submission process deadlines 

and delays as well as the efficiency of review.  
o Average differences of the budgeted levels of federal and/or 

state participation compared to the provider contracted 
rates and separated by foster care and residential services.  

This information is helpful to better understand if there is a 
gap between posted budgeted participation levels and 

contracted rates but does not address the reasons why.  

Additional review of the specific budget documentation and 
conversation with the contracting county(ies) would be 

necessary to determine why there is a gap. A suggestion is 
to collect and share information using the following 

thresholds as appropriate due to varying provider 
submission requirements:   

o 0% to 5% below; 
o 5.1% to 20% below; 

o and more than 20.1%. 
o Average starting salaries for County CW 1, 2, and 3 provided 

by county and regionally within PA.  Salaries can be broken 
out by caseload level, by OCYF regions, and 37.5 workweek.  

In the workgroup, two standard deviations were used to 
control for outlier salaries.  County salary information is 
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currently collected annually by OCYF and provides 
information of acceptable competitive salary ranges for 

similar staff education and experience.  
o An average ratio of county fringe benefits and payroll taxes 

to salaries.  This can be a sample of the counties and the 
information will provide a comparison data point for county 

and provider benefit ratios.  This sample will not address 
differences in compensation packages which may explain 

variances.  
o An average ratio of provider fringe benefits and payroll 

taxes given every two years or when a salary study is 

conducted by organizations such as PCCYFS, RCPA or 
JDCAP.  Utilizing a sample of providers, ranges of provider 

and county ratios should be compared to determine 
reasonableness with a crosswalk from the county to provider 

averages.  This should provide guidance to ensure 
competitiveness in the recruitment of quality staff at both 

the county and private provider level.  
o OCYF should share the aggregate purchased service 

requests approved for inclusion in the County Child Welfare 
Appropriation and, if possible, separate maintenance 

expenditure adjustments approved as part of the overall 
purchased service request. 

o Additional recommendations of potential data points were 
explored; however, the workgroup was not able to collect or 

analyze these data points within the timeframe.  Additional 

areas include child welfare financial health indicators from 
other states, number of services or agencies running at a 

deficit, cost of keeping services alive versus the cost of 
quality services, comparison of rates of like services from 

other states, and putting costs to mandates. 
• The final recommendation included that provider, county and 

state stakeholders choose an agreed upon independent, unbiased 
entity to collect and analyze data on an ongoing basis.  

 
Additional data analysis on an on-going basis, but not necessarily 

annually, the following are recommended: 
• Rate trend data over a minimum of five years including a sample 

size of approximately 100 service rates (50 Foster Care and 50 
Residential) as compared to the CPIU (or other recognized 
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National marker), over that same period can help provide a picture 
of system financial health.  The trend data collection should be as 

appropriate, every 2-3 yrs. 
o Service rates can be separated by all services into buckets 

based on their variance between their “Average Total Per 
Diem” and “Maximum Total Per Diem.” (see Residential 

Services Chart and Foster Care Services Chart in Data and 
Analysis PowerPoint).  

o Calculate the percentage of total services in each bucket. 
Then multiply percentage of all services by 50, rounding to 

the nearest 0, to find out how many service rates should be 

randomly sampled from each bucket.  
o Service identification numbers from each category were put 

into a randomization tool (https://www.random.org/lists/), 
one bucket at a time. The top X providers from each were 

selected from each randomized list, where X equaled the 
number of services selected. 

▪ Results of this trend data included analyzing average 
and median current contracted rate difference from 

CPIU over five years measured by percentage and 
dollars and comparison of aggregate rate increases 

from year one to year five in foster care and 
residential services.  (Appendix O).  An analysis of 

potential suppression or at inflation rate increases will 
be helpful at determining if there are gaps in 

contracted service rates.  

 
The following areas were identified for review, but the workgroup lacked 

enough time and data to make recommendations: 
• Some members of the workgroup had a hypothesis that services are not 

funded at the cost of care.  The workgroup made some efforts to create 
a daily calculation of the difference between contracted costs and 

budgeted participation levels, but the group understood that care days 
or units of service were not available, and outliers not excluded.  

o Data points are needed between contracted and budgeted 
participation levels, the units of service per day or annualized, as 

compared to the difference of this same calculation for budgeted 
participation levels.  

o This can be a sample population that is the same methodology or 
same sample set or like the trend analysis methodology.  

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xtJvnFgn24UF75OTq1ekcFxW3f3xHxSz/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xtJvnFgn24UF75OTq1ekcFxW3f3xHxSz/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xtJvnFgn24UF75OTq1ekcFxW3f3xHxSz/view?usp=sharing
https://www.random.org/lists/
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This information will provide an analysis of the costs to fund 
services to the full participation of allowable costs.  This could 

provide insight into how large of a gap is being created, if any, 
between allowable budgeted participation levels and contracted 

rates over time.  Once enough analysis has been conducted, this 
information can be used on an annual basis for county, state and 

providers. 
o Comparison of service private provider rates to state YDC/YFC 

rates. (See Legislative Budget and Finance Committee report). 
Although there is skepticism about this comparison of services, 

looking at the cost drivers of staff salaries, benefits, staff turnover, 

administrative costs could be beneficial.  
o Data that includes when a new mandate from federal, state, or 

county legislation or determination requires a private provider to 
perform functions for which it has no current funds and/or the 

availability of new funds are either nonexistent, minimal, or 
delayed. Outcomes that measure the impact of the mandate 

would also be helpful to better understand the significance of the 
change.  See full PCCYFS report written by Dr. Joe Abraham for 

the original RMTF was updated for the current RMTF May 2019.    
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TkD7ierVPlcQ2bcfq_5OrPxRbVfn

vOdv/view?usp=sharing  
o System aggregate outcomes were collected and should be part of 

this discussion.  When investing into the health and well-being of 
youth and families, reducing recidivism and improving services to 

meet needs – how might that be reported? Juvenile Justice 

System Enhancement Strategy (JJSES) provides a specific map on 
reducing recidivism and continual quality improvement.  The SPEP 

was a source of outcomes for the services in juvenile justice.  Data 
points should include total number of services SPEPed, number 

and percent of services scoring higher than 50, quality of service 
data, duration, and dosage of service to youth.  The Children and 

Youth system uses the Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) 
as outcomes for safety, permanency, and well-being.  This is a 

state and federal process that can be found in public 
documentation and may provide a trend analysis to see if the 

Children and Youth system is improving.  
• Financial health of the child welfare system was difficult to ascertain.  

These data points need to be further explored and defined. Several 
discussions during the Task Force focused on indicators of financial 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TkD7ierVPlcQ2bcfq_5OrPxRbVfnvOdv/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TkD7ierVPlcQ2bcfq_5OrPxRbVfnvOdv/view?usp=sharing
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health for state, county, and providers. Indicators included county 
reserve amounts, provider reinvestment funds (retained earnings), 

administrative costs as compared to direct costs, line of credit 
availability, and cashflow. There was a proposal to possibly follow the 

credit bureau ratings to show health of an organization or to look at New 
York’s new system of contracting only to financially stable service 

providers. These data points were not researched or clarified.  Future 
work can look at New York’s indicators which might help inform how 

counties can determine reasonableness of service providers financials.  
 

6. Inclusion of the Providers’ Needs in the Needs-Based Plan and 

Budget 
 

6.1 Members of the Inclusion of the Providers’ Needs in the Needs-
Based Plan and Budget Ad-hoc Workgroup 

 
A listing of participants is included as Appendix B. 

  
6.2 Purpose of the Inclusion of the Providers’ Needs in the Needs-

Based Plan and Budget Workgroup 
 

The purpose of the workgroup is to make recommendations to improve the 
NBPB process and to ensure meaningful involvement of state, county and 

providers in the process to support the ability of providers to deliver quality 
services to children and families and achieve the desired outcomes.  

 

DHS’s request to the Governor’s Budget Office for funding of the systems, 
relies heavily on accurate information provided by the CCYA through the 

NBPB.  The NBPB is the only tool available that communicates the funds 
needed by counties and therefore must document reliably and in detail, both 

the costs anticipated for counties and providers.   Negotiating rates for 
services between counties and private providers should occur annually and is 

not necessarily related to the NBPB projections. 
 

Over time, gaps have developed between the federal and/or state participation 
levels established by OCYF, the rates negotiated and paid by counties to most 

providers as evidenced by the information collected by the Data Analysis 
Collection Ad-hoc Workgroup.  
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6.3 Process Used by the Provider Inclusion in the Needs-Based 
Budget Process 

 
The workgroup process consisted of approximately four meetings and several 

documents that were shared through email correspondence.  The members 
developed a problem statement and then broke the problem down further by 

developing a list of contributing factors.  After identifying the main problem, 
the group developed recommendations based on some overarching 

objectives.   Limitations were identified that will likely require an ongoing need 
for data, analysis and potentially additional recommendations beyond the time 

limits of the RMTF.   

 
During the process, surveys of both CCYAs and providers were conducted to 

ensure that both the problem statements and recommendations were 
accurate.  Changes were made to reflect the information received.   

 
The budget preparation process for the Pennsylvania Child Welfare and 

Juvenile Delinquency system is complex.  The process is intended to be 
collaborative, but with hundreds of providers, sixty-seven CCYAs and the 

same number of Chief Probation Officers (CPOs), working on tight deadlines 
to produce the information that OCYF needs, the efforts to collect and provide 

information are, for several reasons, often fragmented and incomplete. 
The workgroup identified contributing factors creating a challenge to this 

process: 
• Many providers do not adequately understand the NBPB process and the 

requirements counties have in developing the plan, conducting hearings 

and determining ‘reasonableness.’  This can lead to untimely or 
incomplete information submitted to and by counties for inclusion in the 

budget.  An informal polling of providers reveals that few have 
developed a routine process to deliver NBPB forecasted cost-related 

information to counties in a timely way.   
• It appears that Counties may not understand the degree to which 

provider increases can be included in the NBPB.  A survey done by PCYA 
shows a difference in understanding between what administrators think 

can be included and the instructions provided by OCYF trainings.  Terms 
like “program enhancements,” “maintenance costs,” and “Cost of Living 

Adjustments” (COLA), are interpreted differently. 
• There is a perceived lack of transparency and communication between 

counties and providers regarding the degree to which provider requests 
have been included/approved within the NBPB.  
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• The data and reports that currently exist are not sufficient to identify 
the reasons for the gap between participation rates and contracted rates 

in the system, contributing to feelings of misunderstanding and mistrust 
among many stakeholders. 

• There are variations in the ways that counties communicate internally: 
child welfare to juvenile probation; Commissioners to controllers and/or 

administrators, which makes provider interactions with counties more 
difficult. 

• Some changes providers make in their programs or administration are 
the result of mandates for which no funding is available at the point of 

the change.  Sometimes these costs get included in county budget 

requests, but they may not be funded, at least in the first year or two.  
Two of the most often discussed examples are the Prison Rape 

Elimination Act (PREA) and proposed Federal changes to the ‘Fair Labor 
Standards Act’ –though eventually struck down by a Federal Court, 

many employers had changed employee salaries by 10-20%.  See full 
PCCYFS report written by Dr. Joe Abraham for the original RMTF was 

updated for the current RMTF May 2019.    
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TkD7ierVPlcQ2bcfq_5OrPxRbVfnvOdv/

view?usp=sharing 
• Timing issues can greatly impact the process.  Providers submit 

information about their ‘upcoming’ needs in the spring or nearly fifteen 
months prior to the next fiscal year, prior to when rates are negotiated 

for the upcoming fiscal year.  Counties use the information to develop 
their NBPB, which is due eleven months prior to the beginning of the 

next fiscal year.  Frequently, counties and providers experience new 

requirements, changes in personnel and more/less/different child and 
family needs.  Sometimes the effect can be that rate increases 

requested by counties and approved by OCYF are repurposed by the 
county and do not get to the provider. 

• When providers are unable to negotiate a contracted rate that supports 
their cost of care, providers either adjust service delivery to match 

funding or run deficits within the programs. 
• Counties and providers report significant difficulties recruiting and 

retaining a well-qualified workforce.  
 

The workgroup developed goals based on the contributing factors: 
• To increase the capacity of the state, counties and providers to respond 

to the changing nature of the child welfare and juvenile justice 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TkD7ierVPlcQ2bcfq_5OrPxRbVfnvOdv/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TkD7ierVPlcQ2bcfq_5OrPxRbVfnvOdv/view?usp=sharing
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environment by connecting the importance of a highly trained, well 
compensated workforce to improve outcomes for children; 

• To improve the quality of the partnership between the major system 
stakeholders – the state, the counties and providers, by increasing 

process of communication, data collection, and transparency of costs;  
• To improve the quality and timeliness of information conveyed and 

considered as part of the NBPB; and 
• To develop the means to regularly evaluate the needed capacity of the 

system, to ensure all stakeholders are heard, to ensure that providers 
can maintain fiscal solvency in order to be able to provide quality 

services both now and in the future, and to act to make improvements 

for the future. 
 

6.4 Recommendation of the Provider Inclusion in the Needs-Based 
Budget Workgroup: 

 
This workgroup proposes the following recommendations: 

 
1. Training to Offer Guidance to Providers and Counties 

 
• OCYF will continue to provide trainings to both providers and 

counties, including some joint trainings, around the Needs-Based 
Plan and Budget.  These trainings shall occur annually and include 

a facilitated discussion between the state, counties and providers 
relating to concerns about requests, funding, system needs, and 

the process.   The trainings will utilize the data reports collected 

as recommended in the Data Analysis and Collection workgroup. 
o Nature and types of requests for increases that are 

appropriate for inclusion as part of the NBPB (e.g., salary 
adjustments, healthcare costs, capital improvements), 

including appropriate documentation to support such 
increases; 

o The ‘Provider Request for Needs Based Budget Inclusion’ 
template tool (Appendix P) was created and distributed 

among providers for feedback.  This tool is an optional 
means of communication to assist counties with NBPB rate 

increase justifications on behalf of the provider for 
maintenance and/or program enhancements.  Counties will 

be able to submit this tool along with their NBPB as 
justification on behalf of the provider while simply 
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referencing the attachment within their narrative. During 
the pilot phase, currently in process, many counties are 

providing the feedback to the provider in a transparent 
manner.  The form also allows for counties to reciprocate 

communication to the provider regarding the county's plan 
to request higher rates for the provider within their NBPB 

submission 
• In addition to the OCYF training described above, PCCYFS, PCYA, 

and CCAP, with participation from OCYF as appropriate, will 
develop training and tools to assist counties and providers with 

more effective ways of communicating their funding requirements 

and issues.  This training will occur each year and will include, at 
a minimum: 

o County decision making timelines, including the NBPB 
hearing; and 

o Best practices on effective communication between counties 
and providers regarding the cost of care, including the use 

of the feedback tool, to ensure adequate funding and 
improved outcomes. 

 
2. Continuing Efforts 

 
• PCYA will provide information on the concerns and issues brought 

forward by the taskforce to the CCAP Human Services Committee 
and will work with PCCYFS to develop a future presentation to the 

CCAP Board of Directors and general membership on these issues 

and recommendations. 
• In addition to the development of the trainings and best practice 

protocols and tool for counties and providers mentioned above, 
OCYF, PCCYFS, PCYA and CCAP will provide opportunities for 

ongoing discussions about retention and recruitment of a well-
trained work force, provider concerns regarding gaps between 

cost of care and county negotiated rates, the requirements/costs 
required to improve outcomes and county funding and decision 

making. 
• It is recommended the charter of the PA Child Welfare Council 

subcommittee, Resource and Cross-Categorical Subcommittee, 
include a yearly assessment of the capacity and fiscal health of 

the child welfare and juvenile delinquency system.  The financial 
health of the system and its major assets, a well-trained and 
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compensated workforce, is inseverable from the goals the Council 
has established.  However, sound the policy, it will not move 

forward without a regular check-in on the capacity of the system 
and any necessary adjustments. 
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Appendix A: Task Force Charter and Committee Participants 

 
2018 Rate Methodology Task Force Charter  

Purpose 
 

Act 55 of 2013 required the Department of Human Services (DHS) to convene 
a Task Force to review and provide recommendation to the General Assembly 

on a methodology to determine reimbursement for actual and projected costs, 
which are reasonable and allowable, for the purchase of services from 

providers and for other purchased services.  In May 2014, the Rate 

Methodology Task Force (RMTF) submitted recommendations to the General 
Assembly regarding a methodology for out-of-home placement costs.  Many 

of the administrative recommendations have been implemented.  
 

Act 40 of 2018 amended the Human Services Code to permit DHS to include 
components of the Task Force recommendations as part of the provider 

documentation to ensure federal reimbursement. The Task Force has been 
reconvened to review the recommendations made by the original Task Force 

in 2014 and identify an action plan to move those recommendations that 
ensure federal reimbursement forward. 

 
The Task Force will also utilize this opportunity to review and develop 

recommendations and action plans to improve the overall budget 
documentation review and contracting process that will contribute to the 

strength and adequacy of the reimbursement system, regardless of funding 

source.  
 

Problem Statement 
 

The provision of services to children under the care and jurisdiction of child 
welfare and juvenile justice is complex. There are funding challenges; evolving 

statutory and regulatory requirements; the introduction of value-based 
services; increased attention on evidence-based programs and services; the 

need for increased accountability; shifts in priorities and; most importantly; 
increasing diversity; complexity and immediacy of the needs of children, youth 

and their families. 
 

The Task Force is an opportunity to make changes to improve the system's 
strengths and coordination and decrease its deficiencies to ensure sustainable 
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service delivery that leads to improved outcomes for Pennsylvania’s children 
and families.  

 
Guiding Principles 

 
A methodology process to determine reimbursement for actual and projected 

costs, which are reasonable and allowable, must:  
• Determine reasonable and allowable reimbursement of actual and 

projected costs for services provided through a standardized and 
streamlined process; 

• Reflect the times and current environment.  However, opportunities for 

periodic review and revisions should be built in to ensure that changing 
circumstances are regularly addressed; 

• Be sensitive to deadlines.  Timelines require both accurate and swift 
processing of information critical to state, county and provider budget 

and contract approvals; 
• Be transparent and provide all stakeholders with reasonable and timely 

access to details of the process, requirements and decisions made; 
• Reflect the statutory and practice base of Pennsylvania's juvenile justice 

and child welfare system — state supervised, and county administered 
with significant private provider provision of service; 

• Provide counties with the ability to purchase the services and 
interventions most appropriate for children under their jurisdiction; 

• Support the provision of services provided by a private sector which 
encourages innovation and requires accountability; 

• Satisfy the federal and/or state requirements to access funding as well 

as provide counties with the budget information to support the total 
costs of the provider for consideration in the contract negotiation 

process; 
• Support access to funding resources to provide for a workforce of 

qualified and adequately compensated individuals, understanding that 
successful outcomes are most often directly connected to the 

relationships established with children, youth and their families; 
• Satisfy Generally Accepted Accounting Principles and audit 

requirements; 
• Support the use of best practices and evidence-based services which 

align child, youth and family strengths and needs to promote improved 
outcomes for children and families; and 

• Support access to funding resources that encourage the implementation 
and delivery of desired outcome focused practices.  
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• Ra 

Rationale 
 

Recognizing that funding for child welfare and juvenile justice-related services 
is built upon a complex mix of local, state and federal dollars, a valid, 

verifiable, and well-documented methodology process for determining the 
levels of state and federal participation is essential.  Recognizing as well that 

the majority of counties purchase services from private service providers, a 
valid methodology is needed to ensure that reasonable and allowable dollars 

are connected to supporting continued delivery of these mandated and desired 
programs and services. 

 
This Task Force is reviewing the May 2014 recommendations submitted to the 

General Assembly to determine if revisions are needed to the previously 
developed methodology that supports the reimbursement for purchased 

services based on the actual and projected costs incurred by providers, which 
are reasonable and allowable as defined by the related funding sources.  The 

Task Force will also address the challenges experienced in the purchase-of-

service process between counties and providers.  The broad scope of the costs 
of doing business as a service provider in the Commonwealth will be compiled 

and considered.  The scope of this work includes the development of 
documentation details and formats to ensure that federal and/ or state funding 

to support the costs of providing placement services to children and youth 
continues without disruption.  

 
Goals 
 

• Review the 2014 recommendations for out-of-home placement costs to 

determine which recommendations ensure federal reimbursement;  
• Improve the existing method to include allowable costs for purchased 

services as part of the needs-based plan and budget request; 
• Increase awareness of the Task Force members as to operational and 

budgetary realities and constraints at all levels - providers, counties, 

state and federal 
• Address budget and contracting concerns in an open and transparent 

process that validates the partnership and relationship among private 
providers, counties and the Commonwealth in responding to the public 

mandates addressing child safety and community protection; 
• Consider funding implications related to the implementation of juvenile 

justice and child welfare initiatives; 
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• Review the 2014 recommendations for out-of-home placement costs 
that address the purchase-of-service process between counties and 

service providers; 
• Clearly identify the protocols to be followed to ensure that 

documentation requested from services providers and counties is 
sufficient to support claiming for federal and/or state dollars; 

• Determine which cost report format should be utilized to document 

a service provider’s budgeted costs that support the identification 
and delineation of allowable costs for federal and/or state 

reimbursement;   
• Develop recommendations as necessary for statutory and regulatory 

changes to support the process and protocols developed by the Task 
Force. 

• Consider funding implications related to the implementation of current 

and future federal and state statute and regulations; 
• Consider funding implications and options related to emerging practice 

precepts such as performance-based contracting and outcomes-based 
payment contracts as they relate to equity in access to services as well 

as consistency in access to funds; and 
• Evaluate, on an on-going basis, the effectiveness and efficiency of the 

process through the use of data. 
 

2014 Administrative Recommendations 
 

The following 2014 administrative recommendations were adopted by DHS:  
• Eliminated the county-reviewer in the pre-contractual budget 

documentation review process; 
• The Office of Children, Youth and Families (OCYF) adheres to a 120-day 

timeframe for completion of the review once a complete submission is 

received; 
• OCYF implemented a standardized time study pilot in FY 2015-16 which 

includes guidance and training opportunities for participating providers; 
and 

• OCYF has approved a waiver of Title 55 Pa Code §3170.84 (a)(2) since 
FY 2014-15. 
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Points for Discussion 
 

The following recommendations require additional analysis and discussion: 
• Review Actual Cost Report, more specifically identifying actual total 

costs and allowable Act 148 and Title IV-E costs; 
• Discuss the Rate Adjustment Factor (RAF) since the RAF is applied to 

total actual costs as well as Act 148/Title IV-E county share 
reimbursement rates; 

• Review and discuss Agreed Upon Procedures to ensure continuation of 
proper allowability of costs and proper and standardized allocation 

costs; 

• The Standardized Service/Jobs Descriptions defining specific position 
categories, characteristics and specific activities; and 

• Review timelines and deadlines associated with cost report submission, 
consideration of request for 30-day and 60-day extension. 

 
The remaining items will also be considered: 

• Review of current data on negotiated rates/ranges of purchased 
services; 

• Compilation of county-specific contract standards to address equity, 
consistency and accuracy in the associated contract process;  

• Benefits to full implementation of a standardized time study process; 
• Adoption of revisions requested by the Administration for Children and 

Families to ensure federal reimbursement; 
• Consider separately identifying residential facility rent expenses 

between those considered federally reimbursable as an administrative 

expense and those that are federally reimbursable as a maintenance 
expense; and    

• Other items as identified by the Task Force. 
 

Boundaries 
 

• A fresh approach and willingness to think openly and constructively is 
required; 

• Discussion should focus on general funding and purchase of 
service/contracting methods and not specific public or private agency 

experience; 
• Active and regular participation in the Task Force discussions is 

expected.  Once a vote is taken on an issue/topic/recommendation; it 
will not be revisited due to an absent participant's request.  The timeline 
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for development of recommendations requires preparation and 
participation; 

• All recommendations are subject to legal review and approval by the 
General Assembly as needed for statutory amendments; 

• The need for compromise and negotiation is integral to successful 
outcomes, and all alternatives proposed will be given due consideration 

by the Task Force as a group; 
• Written records of meetings will reflect areas of consensus as well as 

unresolved/ disputed points of discussion; 
• Development of additional operational ground rules will be addressed as 

the group convenes and will include consideration of a process to report 

minority opinions, agreements, consensus, and how votes on issues will 
be taken.  Votes will be taken by a two-thirds majority vote.  Motion will 

be made with a second motion and final vote; and 
• Since appointment to the Task Force is person-specific and the 

appointed individual holds the authority to vote, no substitutes/proxy 
votes can be considered. 

Timeframes: 
Timeframes 

 
The meeting dates and locations are as follows: 

• While most meetings will be conducted where in-person attendance for 
presentations/ discussions will be strongly encouraged, there will be 

occasions where conference calls/WebEx sessions will be available.  In-
person meetings will be held in the greater Harrisburg area.  Frequency 

and duration of Task Force meetings will be determined by the larger 

Task Force; 
• The need for smaller ad-hoc workgroups is identified to support the work 

of the larger Task Force.  These ad-hoc workgroups may be convened 
by providers, the counties and/or DHS as needed to ensure that the 

process remains focused and timely. The composition of the groups may 
vary, based on topics.  The determined need and identified members 

will be determined by the larger Task Force; 
• The reconvened Task Force held an On-Boarding meeting on Wednesday 

September 12, 2018; 
• The reconvened Task Force kickoff meeting was held on Monday October 

15, 2018; and  
• Monthly meetings are scheduled through June 2019. 

Com 
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Communication Plan 
 

• DHS will provide record keeping services at each scheduled session and 
will distribute documentation to all Task Force members within a timely 

manner; 
• All work compiled through ad-hoc workgroups will be complied by the 

workgroup members and presented to the larger Task Force; 
• Progress and status updates will be distributed to all stakeholders Via e-

mail and conference calls; 
• Interim reports will be provided to the General Assembly as an update 

on progress, decisions made and to request feedback as appropriate; 

and 
• At the conclusion of each meeting, the Task Force members will indicate 

which key messages can be shared. 
Task Force Members: _ __ _ _ 

Task Force Members  
 

The Task Force will include the following: 
• The Deputy Secretary for the Office of Children, Youth and Families or 

a designee of the Deputy Secretary; 
• One representative from each of the Program, Policy and Fiscal Bureaus 

of OCYF; 
• No fewer than four representatives from County Children and Youth 

offices; 
• Two representatives from County Juvenile Probation offices; 

• One or two representatives from the County Commissioners Association 

and/or a county commissioner or executive; 
• No fewer than five private service provider agencies representing the 

diversity of purchased services; 
• One representative from the Pennsylvania Council of Children, Youth 

and Family Services; 
• One representative from the Juvenile Court Judges’ Commission; and 

• One representative from the Rehabilitation and Community Providers 
Association. 

 

Note: It is anticipated that some county and provider representatives 

may change as the focus of the Task Force moves from placement 

services to other non-placement and community-based options. 
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Private Providers 
 

Nancy Kukovich, Chief Executive Officer 
Adelphoi 

 
Kim Young, Vice President 

The Bair Foundation 
 

Craig Adamson, President 
Community Service Foundation Buxmont (CSF Buxmont) 

 

Jay Deppeler, President and Chief Executive Officer 
Edison Court 

 
Michelle Gerwick, Chief Financial Officer 

George Junior Republic 
 

Mark Palastro, Chief Financial Officer 
Holy Family Institute 

 
Trish Fawver, Corporate Vice President of Finance 

Merakey 
 

Robert Haussmann, Chief Information Officer 
Tabor Community Services 

 

County Children & Youth Agencies 
 

Dan Evancho, Assistant Deputy Director 
Allegheny County Department of Human Services 

 
Michelle Horst, Program Specialist 2/Contract Manager 

Tabita Quashigah, Fiscal Contracts Program Specialist 1 
Dauphin County Children and Youth 

 
Diane Cottrell, Northwest Regional Lead and Contract Consultant 

Erie County Office of Children and Youth 
 

Elaine Kita, Administrative Officer II 
Northampton County Children, Youth and Families Division 
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Chris Simi, Deputy Commissioner, Finance 

Philadelphia Department of Human Services 
 

Anne Bennett, Fiscal Officer 
Union County Children and Youth Services 

 
County Juvenile Probation Offices 

 
Bill Rufe, Deputy Chief Juvenile Probation Officer 

Bucks County Juvenile Probation Department 

 
Susan Claytor, Deputy Director 

York County Juvenile Probation  
 

County Commissioners 
 

Jack Matson, County Commissioner 
Jefferson County  

 
Commonwealth Staff and Associates 

 
Cathy Utz, Deputy Secretary 

Office of Children, Youth and Families 
 

Gloria Gilligan, Director 

Bureau of Budget and Fiscal Support 
Office of Children, Youth and Families 

 
Roseann Perry, Director 

Bureau of Children and Family Services 
Office of Children, Youth and Families 

 
Melissa Erazo, Operations Supervisor 

Public Consulting Group 
 

Sandy Shedlock, Operations Manager 
Public Consulting Group 

 
Additional Members 
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Richard Steele, Executive Director 

Juvenile Court Judges’ Commission 
 

Brian Bornman, Executive Director 
Pennsylvania Children and Youth Administrators, Inc. 

 
Teri Henning, Executive Director 

Pennsylvania Council of Children, Youth and Family Services 
 

Robena Spangler, Director 

Rehabilitation & Community Providers Association 
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Appendix B: Task Force Ad-hoc Workgroup Participants  

Ad-hoc Workgroup Participants 
 

Budget Documentation Review and Standardized Time Study 
Process Workgroup 

 
Co-Chairs 

Melissa Erazo, Operations Supervisor 

Public Consulting Group 
 

Ed DePasquale, Chief Financial Officer 
Adelphoi  

 
Members 

Nancy Kukovich, Chief Executive Officer 
Adelphoi 

 
Michelle Gerwick, Chief Financial Officer 

George Junior Republic 
 

Emily Reed, Director of Finance 
Families United Network 

 

Beth Ramsey, Senior Accountant 
Adelphoi 

 
Tabita Quashigah, Fiscal Contracts Program Specialist 1 

Dauphin County Children and Youth 
 

Diane Cottrell, Northwest Regional Lead and Contract Consultant 
Erie County Office of Children and Youth 

 
Elaine Kita, Administrative Officer II 

Northampton County Children, Youth and Families Division 
 

Anne Bennett, Fiscal Officer 
Union County Children and Youth Services 
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Evelyn Cruz, Fiscal Officer 
York County Office of Children Youth and Families 
 

Data Collection and Analysis Workgroup 

Co-Chairs 
Dr. Craig W. Adamson, President 

Community Service Foundation Buxmont (CSF Buxmont) 
 

Diane Cottrell, Northwest Regional Lead and Contract Consultant 
Erie County Office of Children and Youth 

 

Members 

Robert Haussmann, Chief Information Officer 

Tabor Community Services 
 

Nancy Kukovich, Chief Executive Officer 
Adelphoi 

 
Dr. Joe Abraham, President and Chief Executive Officer 

The IMPACT Project, Inc. 
 

Courtney Wagaman, Executive Director 
The IMPACT Project, Inc.  

 
Anne Bennett, Fiscal Officer 

Union County Children and Youth Services 

 
Teri Henning, Executive Director 

Pennsylvania Council of Children, Youth and Family Services 
 

Gloria Gilligan, Director 
Bureau of Budget and Fiscal Support 

Office of Children, Youth and Families 
 

Wayne Bear, Executive Director 
Juvenile Detention Centers & Alternative Programs/County Commissioners 

Association of PA 
 

Sandy Shedlock, Operations Manager 
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Public Consulting Group 
 

Inclusion of the Providers’ Needs in the Needs Based Plan and 

Budget Workgroup 

Co-Chairs 

Nancy Kukovich, Chief Executive Officer 

Adelphoi 
 

Brian Bornman, Executive Director 
Pennsylvania Children and Youth Administrators, Inc. 

 
Members 

Dr. Craig W. Adamson, President 
Community Service Foundation Buxmont (CSF Buxmont) 

 
Robert Haussmann, Chief Information Officer 

Tabor Community Services 
 

Michelle Gerwick, Chief Financial Officer 
George Junior Republic 

 

Jay Deppeler, President and Chief Executive Officer 
Edison Court 

 
Kim Young, Vice President 

The Bair Foundation 
 

Dan Evancho, Assistant Deputy Director 
Allegheny County Department of Human Services 

 
Elaine Kita, Administrative Officer II 

Northampton County Children, Youth and Families Division 
 

Tabita Quashigah, Fiscal Contracts Program Specialist 1 
Dauphin County Children and Youth 

 

Bill Rufe, Deputy Chief Juvenile Probation Officer 
Bucks County Juvenile Probation Department 
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Susan Claytor, Deputy Director 
York County Juvenile Probation  

 
Jack Matson, County Commissioner 

Jefferson County  
 

Gloria Gilligan, Director 
Bureau of Budget and Fiscal Support 

Office of Children, Youth and Families 
 

Roseann Perry, Director 

Bureau of Children and Family Services 
Office of Children, Youth and Families 

 
Sandy Shedlock, Operations Manager 

Public Consulting Group 
 

Teri Henning, Executive Director 
Pennsylvania Council of Children, Youth and Family Services 
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Appendix C: Task Force On-Boarding Presentation, September 12, 
2018 
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Appendix D: Task Force Kick-Off Meeting, October 15, 2018 
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Appendix E: Task Force Meeting, November 28, 2018 
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Appendix F: Task Force Meeting, December 14, 2018 
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Appendix G: Task Force Meeting, January 29, 2019 
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Appendix H: Task Force Meeting, March 15, 2019 



 

143 
 
 

 



 

144 
 
 

 



 

145 
 
 

 



 

146 
 
 

 



 

147 
 
 

 



 

148 
 
 

 



 

149 
 
 

 



 

150 
 
 

 

 

  



 

151 
 
 

 

Appendix I: Task Force Meeting, April 9, 2019 
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Appendix J: Task Force Meeting, May 8, 2019 



 

155 
 
 

 



 

156 
 
 

 

 

  



 

157 
 
 

 

Appendix K: Task Force Meeting, June 7, 2019 
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Appendix L: Children, Youth & Families Bulletin #3170-19-01  
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Appendix M: Budget Documentation Review and Standardized Time 

Study Process Charter 

 
Rate Methodology Task Force 
 

Charter for Ad-hoc Workgroup – Budget 
Documentation/Standardized Time Study Process 

 
March 11, 2019 

 

Rationale 
 

This workgroup will review the current placement services budget 
documentation process to develop recommendations on any changes 

necessary to either the budget documentation and/or instructions. 
Additionally, the workgroup will review OCYF’s Standardized Time Study Pilot 

Process to determine the need for statewide implementation. Current 
timeframes will be evaluated to determine whether they currently meet the 

needs of all stakeholders. This workgroup will develop recommendations that 
ensure federal and/or state reimbursement. 

 
Workgroup Members 

 
OCYF/DHS – Melissa Erazo, Samantha Feldman 

 

County – Diane Cottrell, Anne Bennett, Elaine Kita, Evelyn Cruz, Tabita 
Quashigah 

 
Providers – Ed DePasquale, Michelle Gerwick, Trish Fawver, Beth Ramsey, 

Emily Reed, Joe Niezgoda 
 

Outside Consult – on as needed basis as determined by the ad-hoc workgroup 
 

Boundaries 
 

Focus on current budget reporting document and ancillary support. 
 

1. Approach and willingness to think openly and constructively. 
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2. Reporting forms and corresponding instructions will be updated as 
needed. 

3. All recommendations are subject to the entire Rate Methodology Task 
Force. 

4. Discussion will focus on general criteria, not provider specific 
information. 

 
Goals 

 
1. Update Budget report format for residential providers that will address: 

a. Split of shelter related expenses (rent, utilities, communications, 

etc.) between Maintenance vs. Administrative Expenses 
i. What are suggestions for methodologies that can be 

provided to placement service providers in identifying how 
to split costs.  

 
2. Determine need to establish guidelines for providers of treatment 

programs on how to develop budget documentation to ensure 
consistency across all treatment providers. 

 
3. Evaluate current timeframes to determine whether they meet the needs 

of all stakeholders: 
a. If timeframes do not meet needs, determine new 

timelines/deadlines that meets the needs of all stakeholders; 
b. Determine the need for an ‘adjustment of approval’ based on 

missed timelines/deadlines. 

 
4. Determine the need for a standard job description and program 

description template. 
 

5. Determine need to implement OCYF Standardized Time Study Process 
statewide: 

a. Determine timeframe for time study process; 
b. Determine whether any changes need to occur to current process. 

 
Timeframes 

 
Final draft documents and recommendations of all deliverables identified in 

goals above will be ready for presentation to the Rate Methodology Task Force 
no later than Friday May 3rd, 2019.   
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Impact 

 
The work of this ad-hoc group will lead to a streamlined focus and final 

recommendation by the Rate Methodology Task Force for a placement services 
budget documentation process that meets the needs of state, county and 

provider interests. 
 

Communication 
 

Members of the Ad-hoc audit/cost report group will attend workgroup 

meetings and/or conference calls to ensure clarity and focus. 
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Appendix N: Proposed Residential Budget Packet FY 21-22 
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Appendix O: Data and Analysis Collection Trend Rate and Data 

Results 
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Appendix P: Provider Request for Needs-Based Budget Inclusion Tool 
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