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Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   0:04
Back to the Medicaid Enterprise Community of practice sessions, today's session is a follow up to last month's COP where we discussed the operational report workbook.
There were, thankfully a lot of questions during the last presentation, so we're hosting today's office hours to give you all another chance to talk to our ORW subject matters and work through any questions or just clarifications that you may have needed.

Umm before I turn it over to Alejandra Johnson and Emily Armstrong, I wanted to note just one slight change to how we're handling questions today.

In previous COP sessions, we used the chat functionality. However, this time we've enabled the Q&A feature, so if you prefer to type your questions in, please just use the Q&A section instead of the chat. But if for whatever reason that's not working, just use the chat, we'll figure it out. But we prefer use of the Q&A section.

As and I think we are good to turn it over to AJ and to Emily. We are not doing a formal presentation again because this is just office hours and it's your opportunity to sort of spam us with questions that you have related to the ORW.

Alejandra.

But Emily, did you all want to say anything before we get started? Or should I just open the floor for questions?
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   1:38
Thank you, Kia.

This, you know, wanted to acknowledge that.

We continue to, you know, hope to address questions via e-mail as well. So, today's not going to be the last opportunity or time that you will have with CMS to support you in the transition to the new template. In addition to that, you know, I hope that you all also know that we conduct and will continue to offer one-on-one sessions with your and individuals that are responsible for submitting the templates or the reports to CMS.

Finally.

We have a strong team behind us that support with the process and of the files, you know, as you can imagine, we get a lot of files every day and so.

My team tries to move through those files pretty quickly.

As much as possible, we try to communicate the results of the process and of the file to each of the States. I hope that you have seen an improvement in the type of communication that you're getting from the team. Whenever we encounter any issues or whenever we have feedback to the state are continuing to look at ways as to how to better improve that our communication to the state and then also making sure that we involve the State office or team so that they can also support or be aware of issues as they come up primarily you know our priority is to make sure that states are ready to submit operational reporting workbooks with the new template by July 1.

However, just know that the operational reporting requirement is a different, you know sort of requirement that is not tied to the use of the new templates.

That is, you know, currently a requirement for any request or any approval of enhanced FFP for your operations.

So, with that, I you know, enough of the chat box.

I want to sort of like open it to the floor to go through any pending questions that you might have.
Have with me today the metrics processing team and they will also be helping me and respond in and providing responses to the questions. So.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   4:21
So while people queue up questions, there is one in the chat.
From Karen Ashley Baker. Do you want me to read it or are you able to?
I can read this so everyone can see it, but it looks like a multiple part question, so I'll just go 1 by 1.

We would like clarification on whether plans of action and milestones should be submitted as part of the ORW package, or if they must be maintained in a separate designated repository or location.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   4:54
Yeah. Thank you for that question.

That you know as part of like our ongoing release and communication around operational reporting workbook we identified that there needed to be a separation of these files. You know the POAM is includes and you know, you all know this, but you know just to level set it includes very sensitive information that pertains specifically, to security related, you know updates and so security and privacy related updates and so we created a separate folder for states to submit those POAMs there.
So that allows and reduces the, you know the access to only a limited number of staff that is designated by each of the state. All states you have received an e-mail from your state officer team to provide you with instructions as to where to submit your quarterly POAM updates, and I can also drop that language here in the chat just so that everyone's clear about that requirement.

So just to clarify, ORWs and POAMs reside in different folder locations in the CMS box repositories.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   6:19
Alejandra, can I just? Yeah. Can I jump in here with a quick update?

Thank you for that. That that POAM definitely goes in a separate subfolder.
If the question also includes asking whether to report the privacy and security metric in the ORW 2, and that is correct.

For every system that the state is submitting operational report data, there is the list of 22 conditions for enhanced funding and three of those conditions have there's a single metric that applies to three of those conditions.

It's their CEF 9, 12 and 18. It's one metric, and that metric can be sourced out of the POAM, and that metric should be included quarterly in the operational report workbook for each system.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   7:16
Karen did that address your question?
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   7:19
Yes, thank you.

I also had the question about if sample reports for the metrics.

Are they to be uploaded in the same way as the O, RW? Or is there a separate folder for those as well?

You know, like some of the metrics will say, provide reports or sample reporting.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   7:44
The let me see if I understand you. If there is a metric which is actually sourced in a different report, should the state upload that separate report with the ORW? Is that the question?
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   7:57
Yes, ma'am. Yes.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   7:59
OK.

Great. OK, good. Thank you.

No, no, there's no need. no need to.

No need to up to upload the supplemental reports with the ORW. Instead in the ORW if you make the metric an attestation, tight metric, and so it would be value type numerical and then just define that zero is no or fail and one is yes or pass the state within a test whether it has provided that report and include a name for that report too. In case in case the state is.

Asked to provide the report to CMS.

So, there's no need to include it separately with the ORW, though, no.
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   8:39
OK.
Perfect. Thank.
Thank you for that clarification.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   8:45
Sure, you're welcome.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   8:49
Thank you both.

Jeff Seed also put a question in regarding the PDMP frequency.

So, frequency of submission of PDMP 345 and six as well as mechanism of submission of agreements as per metric PDMP 3.

Why? Also, why would state to state agreements need to be submitted monthly?
And Jeff, I don't know if you want to come off mute and discuss that a little further.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   9:24
Sure.

So, if you look at PDMP 3, it's you have to have state to state agreements, right?

You either have them or you don't. If you have them, would you really want them one every month? And two, how should they be?

Should they separately just be deposited in the box, or do you want them somehow tucked in the spreadsheet?

How would you like that done?

That's one I'll start there first.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   9:53
Sure. And I think, Alejandra, I'll, I'll jump in here if that's OK. I Jeff, I think that the answer to this question in terms of uploading separate agreements.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   9:57
Yeah.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   10:03
Please don't.

[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   10:03
Oh, we don't. Yeah, we.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   10:14
I did.

I did meet with them, sorry.

I apologize for that.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   10:19
So yeah, so I was going to say, Jeff, I think in terms of the agreements. No, no, please don't.

I think if you treat it again like an attestation type metric and just list it as a numeric value and 0 know or fail. Yeah yes. No exactly.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   10:34
So yes, no.

Got it. OK.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   10:38
In terms of the timing, I think that's really something to be discussed with your state officer who be able to clarify that with you around the expectation for that.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   10:49
OK.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   10:49
Can I just add something here?

I think, Jeff, I think initially when the metric was drafted, I think the intent here was to for states to know that, you know in alignment with like our regulations is that if CMS ever wanted to get copies of those agreements that they could share or reach out to the state and request access, but you know not necessarily.

I understand like the way that we reach right now is that we're asking for a copy of it.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   11:17
Right.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   11:18
It typically happens during like cert reviews.

That's when we might request a copy, but not necessarily.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   11:23
So Oregon has been one of the states that went through PDMP certification.

So, I and it was me.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   11:28
Right.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   11:29
So I'm aware, but I just wanted to clarify relative to this process what the expectations are within this, that's why so understood.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   11:31
Yeah.
Right.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   11:42
Got it.

I'm well aware of how you're linking this specification.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   11:42
Thank you. Thank you.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   11:45
I get it.

Been doing APDs for about 10 years, so I understand.
And further to that, looking at PDMP 4, it's just really from my standpoint of practicality, you know, it's a report that's looking at, you know, user access, et cetera.
Do you really want it every month or is like quarterly or something like that a bit? I think you're going to bounce me back to my state officer who actually bounced me to you.

So that's why I'm here.

So, but I can ask him if need be.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   12:16
Now, yeah, it make.

No, I can tell you that.

PDMP 3 and four makes sense to report a quarterly at the station.

We are working to revise the cadence of each of the metrics.

Quarterly, if quarterly makes sense for both of this, I think it was just being attestation, not necessarily the report.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   12:39
OK.

Five. It specifies, actually, that it's an annual report.

So that's again just trying to clarify you know.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   12:48
Same if it's an annual report that the station would be an annual at the station.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   12:50
And then.

OK. And then same with six. So, I think you more or less answered, but I just wanted to kind of highlight the issue here, and we'll do as such. Thanks.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   13:03
Yep, we.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   13:04
Actually I have another question if I could sorry. Please finish.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   13:07
Go ahead.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   13:08
My bad for being rude.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   13:10
I just want to share with you all that CMS is aware that you know we.

We want to improve the metrics and also specify the recommended cadence for each of the metrics.

So, we have on GitHub and so that is something that we are working on and hoping to lease within.

Next year, if we can get clearance and approval.

Hopefully that's something that will help and to address a lot of those questions.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   13:39
OK.

May I ask another question since I have the floor? Or would that be rude?

I'm not seeing anything in the chat.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   13:46
No, please go ahead.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   13:48
So I'm from Oregon.

We have what I will label a non modularized MMIS, so for the attestations where it is by module, how would you like us to respond?

Relative to this, in that that tab, should we just pick one that could censor all the 22 right and repeated for each module?
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   14:06
Yeah, that's a great question, yeah.

Yeah.

So yeah, that's a great question.

So exactly the ORW is in the architecture, it's organized by module, but we recognize that many state systems do not really fall into the distinct module types.

Many have outcomes that apply to different modules, and so what we recommend is when initially populating, initially populating the ORW. If you sort the modules by the outcomes that apply to the system for which you're reporting.

So, let's say you have your MMIS that you're reporting on, and it has outcomes from claims processing, financial management and TPL. Let's say for example, if there are only a couple of those outcomes that apply to your system, the state needs to attest to all the outcomes for.
Those 3 modules CPFM TPL.
And just populate the related system name in that column B and then you can filter according to column B.
Did you follow me on that one?
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   15:22
OK, I more or less I'm going to point out another issue here.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   15:28
Mm-hmm.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   15:28
We have had metrics in our APDS for years that which far preceded CMS actually having metrics by module by anything. And so, for the MMIS for instance, I don't think any of us any of ours are going to correspond to clearly to any of the metrics articulated on GitHub.

So not quite what you've explained. You know, just trying to point out the reality here.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   16:01
I think, Jeff, I would recommend that we schedule a one-on-one with your state if you don't mind.

I think those are specific questions specific to your state. I think it's better if you just allocate some time with the team.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   16:10
No problem.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   16:17
But we'll take your information and reach out if you don't mind.
[image: ]
Seed Jeff   16:22
No problem.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   16:24
Yeah.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   16:25
Thanks Jeff.

Thanks, AJ.

We have a few questions in the Q&A section.

And I'm trying to make sure I get the oldest ones first.

So, Brian Kolbert from Colorado, I think.

It says I am new to this process for data upload transferring from the older Excel file to the new ORW was hoping for clarification regarding metric ID versus metric value.

The ORW looks like the metric value for Idaho for enrollment.

And eligibility would be ID EE1 and the outcome reference number would be EE 1.
Then ID EE1 metric value would have an outcome reference number of EE 2.
Is that correct?
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   17:14
I feel like I need to see it document. I'm sorry.

There definitely Brian, between the older version of the operational report workbook and the newer template, the metric IDs have changed.

In the newer workbook, in the instructions row there is a sample for how to how to build the metric IDs for each of your outcomes and metric I metrics for each of the outcomes.

We'd be very happy to have a call with you separately, though, if that would be a better way of making sure we address all your questions.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   18:04
Brian, I didn't see you respond or anything.

So, are you OK with the TA call?

A thumbs up would be oh, we can hear you now.
[image: ]
Colbert, Brian - CO 2nd   18:10
Can you hear me?

Yeah. Sorry, I was muted.

Yeah, it was kind of. It might be easier just to explain; it sounds to me like the metric ID is something that we determine and the metric the outcome reference number is no. Maybe that's backwards.

I'm looking at the old, now I'm looking at the new one.

So, the reference outcome is what you guys determine, EE1, and then in the actual data structure, there's a column for metric value. You're saying that we have to determine what that is.

For each one. Is that correct?
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   18:47
So it yeah, that's great question.

So, the outcome reference number is actually sourced from the MES certification repository on GitHub.

That's where you can find the list of all the outcome reference numbers for each module. The metric IDs are then defined largely on the outcome reference number used.

There are other details in there too, such as the States abbreviation, and whether or not it's ACMS required outcome versus a state specific outcome.

But the metric ID is built upon the outcome reference number, and value type is defined by the state depending on what it is reporting for each metric.

So, if it's a numeric value, the state is reporting then that would be a drop down for numeric, and if it's a percentage then there's a drop down for percentage. That part is really defined based on the state’s metric.
[image: ]
Colbert, Brian - CO 2nd   19:43
I guess what I was getting at is.
The top. The second tab on the rows has prebuilt what you can put in there.
It so like I select enrollment eligibility, the options it auto populates. What EE0? One through EE 2 or 20 and then you know, we build our metric definitions off of that, and then when we get to the metric data tab, there is metric ID and then there is metric value and so.

That's where the confusion was because while looking at an old workbook like for instance, I would see our metric, outcome reference would be EE 1 through 20, and then when I look at the definitions 1 through 20, like the very first one, EE 1, and then 1 through 20 is the outcome references and EE 1.

They're all E1.

I was like that doesn't make sense to me.

So yeah, I mean, we can have a follow up clarification call if that would be that would probably make the most sense.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   20:56
I think so, yeah.

I think so.

You have lots of great questions there and I think it would be helpful if we can do a walkthrough of the operational report workbook and make it specific to you and to your questions. And I have your contact information, so I will reach out separately.
[image: ]
Colbert, Brian - CO 2nd   21:07
Yeah, that would be great.

OK, I did have another follow up question if that's all right.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   21:13
Thank you.

Oh, sure.
[image: ]
Colbert, Brian - CO 2nd   21:17
Can you? We recently submitted our last Excel file for the EE reporting, and we got it back with a bunch of errors and I went through everything. One of the errors and many of them were not correct, and so I was just curious if you could.

Clarify what process you guys go through for receiving those files and then confirming those errors.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   21:40
Sure. When you up when a state uploads a file to the state submission folder, it's metrics folder on box. Then we run the files through Python script and so that Python script has the coding built into it. And you know in terms of checking for errors, that's much faster than any of us eyeballing the files and identifying if there are errors or if it's in.
[image: ]
Colbert, Brian - CO 2nd   21:53
Python OK.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   22:04
Successfully. So yeah, it's Python script that is reading the files in.

And again.

And I think that might be best addressed in a call and we can walk through the errors.
[image: ]
Colbert, Brian - CO 2nd   22:09
OK.

That'd be great. Thank you.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   22:15
Thank you.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   22:18
Thank you.

We have a couple more questions.

I don't see any hands raised, but we have a couple more questions in the Q&A, including two from Karen Ashley Baker.

Again, so these are similar to the first questions that she asked, but the first one is when the FM metrics, the financial management metrics are generated or maintained within another module such as claims processing.

Is it acceptable to document this alignment in the ORW comments or notes section?
Instead of duplicating reporting across multiple modules.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   22:55
Sure. So let me just make sure I understand.
So in the.
Is it a separate system?
I guess would be my question if is the CP system capturing all the outcomes and metrics for the state's FM system.
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   23:13
In some cases.
In some cases, they're duplicative.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   23:18
And so then, yeah.
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   23:19
Yeah. So, we didn't know if we.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   23:23
I'm sorry, I didn't mean to cut you off. Yeah.
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   23:25
No, that's OK.

So, what I'm asking is if they're duplicative, do we need to list them on each one, or can we reference in the comments that this was covered in claims, or this was covered in financial management?
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   23:41
Sure you can. Actually, if it's so, two things, I think. If there are two different outcomes, let's say for purposes of example like  a CP outcome and an FM outcome that are each captured through one metric value, then you can list those two outcomes in the outcome reference box and I think then to avoid duplication just I would make a note that it is that this metric is fulfilling the outcome for the other, whichever one you have not included, yeah.
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   24:24
Right, OK. OK. Thank you.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   24:30
And Alejandra anything that you would add to that to change to anything you'd add to that answer, yeah.
Yeah. OK.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   24:42
Thank you.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   24:43
Thank you.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   24:43
And Karen, you had two questions.

Did you want to address the second one as well?

Clarifying whether the ORW security metrics should be recorded on the federal fiscal or state fiscal year.
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   24:56
Yeah, I think we talked about that last time in the presentation.

I just wanted to get clarification on it.

We had different interpretation of that, so if we could just get it clarified here, please. 

Thank you. Yep.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   25:08
That's why we're here.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   25:11
Yeah, we typically, you know, recommend federal fiscal year.

So, because we are aligned in, you know the operational reporting with APD or FFE funding request. And so, you know you can just sort of like align it to that. As far as the cadence, you know there's oftentimes we receive, you know recommendations from the state in your IAPD that's when you would say to the state officer team like, hey, we are proposing this metric and we are going to propose to submit it quarterly or annually based on you know the requirement. And so, if for any reason you know you want to change the cadence, you would go through your state officer team, and the updates should be submitted via the APD process.

That's how the APD vehicle is how we approve revised outcomes and metrics. And in in that table or in your submission to in the IAPD, you can request the change.
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   26:00
OK.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   26:13
To the cadence like the example that Jeff brought up earlier, that annual PDMP, you know cadence that that's correct?
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   26:19
Mm-hmm.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   26:22
So if you aren't already aligned in with that annual cadence, you know, make sure that you do that via your APD update.

Again, I want to recognize and call out.

I hear a lot of the questions that are coming up are specifically tied to the outcomes and metrics.

And so.

There is a lot of work that we're doing.

We recognize that the cadence in get on GitHub in some cases is not clear.

So, if the state wants to propose a quarterly cadence or update of a cadence, that's like an annual attestation, please work with your state officer team.

It makes sense to us, but we want to make sure that you know that is something that the states you know, that's coming from a state request.
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   27:12
Yeah. OK.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   27:12
Mm-hmm.
[image: ]
Karen Ashley-baker   27:13
Thank you so much for that explanation. That helps.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   27:21
I see Michael has raised his hand.

Floor is yours, Michael.
[image: ]
Pancook, Michael J   27:25
I just had a quick follow up from that.

Alejandra would the best place for us to sort of communicate a difference in cadence would that be through an OAPD update or is there other ways that you would prefer to hear that?
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   27:43
For the metric. So, I want to make sure that I'm careful here.

So, we still expect the monthly submissions, but the cadence of the metric update might change, right?

And so, if the outcome and metric that you submitted via your APD is the same, you're just changing the cadence.

You can just in the ORW there's a place where you can change that to say we are reporting on this quarterly, right? Emily, there's a there's a section there allows you to select monthly, quarterly or annual in the new template.
[image: ]
Pancook, Michael J   28:07
Oh, OK.
OK, OK.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   28:18
Yes, that is. That's correct.

But yes, it.

I think we really want it documented officially in an update too.

Yeah. Thank you.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   28:25
OK.
[image: ]
Pancook, Michael J   28:27
In an APD update.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   28:29
Correct, yes.
[image: ]
Pancook, Michael J   28:30
OK, awesome.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   28:30
Thank you.
[image: ]
Pancook, Michael J   28:30
Yep, no problem.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   28:36
All right.

Thank you.

Up next, this is from Kim Laney Gonzalez.

Second, OK, if the state's approved OAPD only included CMS required and state specific metrics and never incorporated the CEF's metrics, does CMS now expect the state to begin reporting on the CES even though they were not tied to the OAPD originally?
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   29:05
It's a bit of a nuance there, right?

I'm trying to be careful here.

How I answer the question, I don't mean to you know, in any way come across as you know.

As thinking that the funding is not in alignment with the conditions for enhanced funding, because everything that we approve, you know, if it's enhanced funding those OAPDs and IAPDs have to be in alignment with the conditions for enhanced funding and every submission that you send to CMS states are attested to CMS that they are in alignment with those conditions, right?

So, via the ORW, the intention is that we continue to track that the state is compliant with those CEFs, and if for any reason at any point does fall out of alignment from what a state has submitted with the, you know, IAPD or OAPD, then that would be flagged for us.

But again, I hope I didn't misunderstand that question.
[image: ]
Laney Gonzalez, Kim   30:14
Well, something you said made me want to clarify.

So, in the past approved APDS, oh, APD specifically, there was an attestation section for CEFs. I was thinking in the true sense of like tracing this through the metric worksheet where if you had an outcome noted that there would maybe be a corresponding metric, and if that's not the expectation, then I think I think we're good.

But I right now we.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   30:44
It's the privacy.
[image: ]
Laney Gonzalez, Kim   30:44
Aren't we aren't.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   30:47
Is it the privacy metric that's the CF that's costing computer?
[image: ]
Laney Gonzalez, Kim   30:49
Any of the 22?
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   30:52
Oh, any of the 22.
[image: ]
Laney Gonzalez, Kim   30:53
We yeah, just I. I mean, unless one of the state specific metrics covers it, which I don't think that they do for the ones I'm helping with, but, I mean, there's definitely like they checked the box.

Yes, we you know, attest to these things for certified you know for, you know, enhanced funding, but it does.

It's not being measured perse, like we would measure some of our claims metrics, if that makes sense, at least not that I know of.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   31:24
Right. So, there's just the one metric which is the privacy security one, which applies to the to three of the conditions for enhanced funding. And it's just that it's the one that applies to CEF 9, 12 and 18.
[image: ]
Laney Gonzalez, Kim   31:32
OK.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   31:36
It's just the one metric.
[image: ]
Laney Gonzalez, Kim   31:38
OK.

Yeah, they've it hasn't been reported on from what I can tell.

I'm covering this while we're in between, like managers that handle this for South Dakota, so I will dig into that.

Thank you.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   31:53
Sure. And you know, again we'd be happy to jump on a call if that would be helpful too.
[image: ]
Laney Gonzalez, Kim   31:58
OK.

Yeah. We'll let you know. Thanks.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   32:00
Thank you.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   32:03
And while we're talking about CEF, Diane Langley added in here is CMS expects states to submit an updated POA document for each module on a quarterly basis, and this is specific to the CEF metric data requirements for open privacy and security risk that are included.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   32:28
And sorry, the question is should a state submit a quarterly plan for each module on a quarterly basis? Is that right?
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   32:28
Up.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   32:35
For the privacy and security risk, yes, yes.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   32:37
Right, that. Yeah.

So, so the state should have a POAM for each, for it's just for any of its systems that are receiving enhanced funding. There should be a POAM.

That POAM report should be submitted to the state specific POAM folder under accounts, and then that's the same.

The CEF metric is that privacy and security metric, which is then reported quarterly in the ORW and there are actually three values for that metric.

One is the count of very high-risk issues.

The second is the count of high-risk issues and the third is the count of all total open issues.

But it's just the one metric ID.

Does that help? Yeah.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   33:25
And Diane, you, I see a thumbs up in the chat.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   33:28
OK, great.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   33:29
OK, and then another one, I guess CEF is a hot topic at the moment.

This one is from Michelle Shores, and your other question is up next, Michelle.
So if you want to just come off and feel welcome to regarding the new safeguard, CEF 9,12 and 18, if we start reporting them as zero in the new March template starting June, is this acceptable for current operational modules? Excuse me.

In production, as this is before the federal fiscal year in October.

I think that's a yes, but.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   34:08
And I'm sorry the modules are live now.

Did I understand that correctly?
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   34:13
Yes, Emily.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   34:17
And so you'd report in June.

Well, I actually I defer to CMS on.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   34:24
It kind of, yeah.

It's this is again tied back to my earlier comment in your IAPD or OAPD the state attests to meeting the conditions for enhanced funding, and if we're any reason you cannot meet those conditions, the state would mark those either non applicable or explain why that system doesn't meet the conditions. And if for any reason your state officer has any issues.

With your justification or explanation why, you have any marked as non-applicable or not meeting that condition, you should expect you know a conversation or a question from your state officer.

So again, unless they were not applicable or you have a mitigation in place and a justification documented in your APD, then you know the current approach and you know providing that update in the APD is OK, if that does, that makes sense.
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   35:29
So it's not necessarily not applicable.

This isn't in anticipation of the POAMs beginning to be reported quarterly.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   35:41
OK.
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   35:43
So.

I'm updating all of the ORWs currently over to the March final template to submit the first week in June, so I am adding that mapping and the metric definition.

To accommodate for those CEFs so they will be present when those POAMs start being reported, of course quarterly.

My question is, if I add them now, is that OK and is it OK to report as zero until the POAM start being reported with the real metric values?
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   36:27
It's OK for the POAM, yeah.
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   36:29
OK, awesome. Thank you.

And I apologize.

I always bring complicated questions.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   36:38
You know, there was a lot of.
The POAMs have been provided to CMS.

You know, throughout the years I know this and I know I also know that you know, they're being provided directly to state officers in a lot of cases. And so, I hope that you understand like the quarterly, like POAM updates are not necessarily a new requirement. So, I understand that the way you know the state's reporting is new.

And so, yes, we have flexibility there.
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   37:11
Yep, totally get it.

Been doing this a while as well as well, so this is just where it's impacting the ORW.

So, we capture those values. Awesome. Awesome.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   37:17
Yes.
Yes, ma'am.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   37:24
And Michelle, did you want to talk about the PBM metric values?
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   37:28
Yeah, if you don't mind, we have an APD and an updated draft ORW for our post Orr submission that we're finalizing today with our business units. And one thing we uncovered is we did perform a technical review with MITRE.

And we're currently reporting the PBM 04 as two separate metric values.

That's percentage rebate invoice per dollar.

And issued timely invoicing within the established parameters of ±5 days. As of note just for discussion, this is exactly how it is contained in the CE FS or outcomes of metric templates from the GitHub MITRE reviewed our draft for the system and eliminated the time invoicing.

My assumption was they rolled it up just to the percentage rebate.

I'm not sure if that's the right implementation because we do currently separate those in the legacy system and we did submit it previously in draft with that breakout?

So, I just want to make sure as we land on this this afternoon that if we do need to include the issue timely invoicing as a separate metric definition. So, I'd have a PBM 4 for percentage rebate and then I'd have a PBM 4 for the issue timely invoicing.

Is that the correct logic?
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   39:14
It well, without seeing the report I it sounds it, it would be if it's all PBM 04, it'd be two different metrics though, since one is a percentage and one is measured in days.
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   39:23
OK.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   39:28
But was this this your post ORR? So I assume this has been a conversation with the team that's supporting you, is that correct?
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   39:38
That's correct.

When we went through our technical review, I believe Tammy just said.

I think this is a cut and paste issue, so I wanted to take the opportunity today just to kind of vet it.

I think it needs to be the two separate metrics broken out, but when I reviewed it this morning, I was like, you know that Craig, actually our team may brought it up.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   39:54
Yes.
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   40:00
So I'm going to go ahead and accommodate for that.

Because I'm hearing the pause that that tells me that's the actual way to get it done.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   40:12
OK, OK.

I.

I mean, I don't want to.

Don't want to green light an answer.

I would strongly encourage that you have a conversation. If you have questions about it.

I think particularly post ORR you know this is a critical point for the team for ensuring that your outcomes and metrics are really well defined and agreed upon, but based on what you'd said here, Michelle, it sounds as though I would capture it as two different metrics under PBM 04.
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   40:42
Thank you. I think that's the way it needs to be.

I think it was just a formatting error that we didn't all highlight during that discussion.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   40:49
OK. OK. Well and if you know, good thing to raise too with the team in your next conversation.
[image: ]
Shores, Michelle S (Contractor)   40:55
Thank you, will do.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   40:57
Thanks.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   40:59
Thanks. I'm glad we were able to get your questions answered and I see Gary Parker, your hand is up.

I've not been ignoring you.

We just had a lot happening in Q&A section.

Do you want to come off mute and on video? Hi.
[image: ]
Parker, Gary   41:12
Hey. Yeah, so, hey, Allendale, how are you? Long time.

Mine's a little bit of a different question.

It regards health information exchange metrics. And so, Alabama runs the HIE here in our state. So, we're a little bit different, but it really goes back to for this ORW reporting in the method that we're moving to, this is a different a whole different aspect, at least for us. Because most of my reporting has been done either through APD or through my status reports to my original officer. So, it's more of an FYI when you start looking at Alabama's HIE ORW report. There are no specific numeric values in in the GitHub notification, because there's really no required CMS outcomes. We do have four, we've identified 4.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   42:04
Correct.
[image: ]
Parker, Gary   42:06
And I kind of just, I took the format of our MMIS reporting and follow the same convention of naming our metrics like AL and HIE 1.

I don't know.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   42:18
Mm-hmm. Mm-hmm.
[image: ]
Parker, Gary   42:19
Just want to do that. If that's acceptable, just let me know if I need to change that naming convention on our ORW because we're kind of making these up, not making them up, but the naming conventions that we go.

I'd appreciate any feedback that when you get back on that so.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   42:34
Sure. Yep. Yeah, no, no worries. And thanks for the heads up.
It sounds as though you, the state's doing it the right way. And yeah, that's right.
There aren't any CMS required outcomes for HIE, so you won't find the outcome reference numbers listed on the GitHub.

So yeah, that's all good and for sure as your, as the state submits its ORW with the HIE data.
[image: ]
Parker, Gary   42:50
Yeah, that's correct. OK.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   42:58
We can either review it, or the best approach is if you upload it.

To your metrics folder.

We'll run it through the code and then it'll let us know if there are any errors and there will be an e-mail back to the state officer and to you to share the feedback and likely the corrections too.
[image: ]
Parker, Gary   43:04
Mm-hmm.
Oh.
OK.
All right.
Sounds good. Thank you much.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   43:16
Thank you.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   43:21
Right, I am looking.

I only see there are two comments in a chat that I'll get to in a moment, but I see one additional question. I'm just trying to find it because I scroll past it again.

A moment.

OK, found it. Sorry about that.

This one is from Heather McFarlane, and she's asking do we include historical months when we switch to the new ORW template where we report each month in a different workbook? Or add new tabs for each month?
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   43:55
Great question.

So, do you submit historic data? Has the state submitted its data up to date for the modules? I guess that's really where that question would start. If the state has not submitted its data so far for module, please get your data in as soon as possible. We'd be happy to set up a separate call if that would be helpful to talk through any issues. And as far as separate sub bidding, a separate ORW for each month. No, we would not recommend that the way. This ORW is set up. It's really designed that the state populates the attestation tab and the metric definitions tab maybe once or as updates are needed, and then just continually update the metric data tab monthly with the update.

We really want to try once a state has its ORW set out for each of its systems, we really want to try and minimize any duplicative work. So, if you can just include the next month's data in the same ORW, that would be ideal.
On the other hand, if it's easier for the state to submit a whole new ORW, then by all means do it.

Just it feels like it's extra work for the state.
[image: ]
McFarland, Heather   45:23
Yeah, for sure.

So, I mean, if I start, you know we're we've submitted today just using kind of the whole template, so.

If we start on this new template, we get it all filled out. Then you're saying you know for the next month I can just go in and if my values have changed, I can just type over and change those metric values and submit now for this month.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   45:40
Oh, oh, I'm sorry.

No, no, no that not.

That's not quite what I was saying.

So, you would submit your let's say you’re April month, the month of April data and then you when it's when you have your May data then in the rows below that you would update and populate the may dates, yeah.
[image: ]
McFarland, Heather   45:50
Yes.

OK.

Yeah. So just keep adding. OK? Yes. Adding like we do now.

OK, perfect.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   45:59
Yes, apologies.

Yes. Yeah.
[image: ]
McFarland, Heather   46:01
Thank you.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   46:03
That's actually that's a really important point. If a state finds that it has updated metrics that it would like to report and it's and it's just the week before.
For two weeks or a month before submitted metrics. If the state, then submits the updated metrics and uses the same month as the. If you want to update your metrics, submit it as the same month and any new data will be will overwrite what you previously submitted but, that's, that's a plus minus.

So just be aware that if you submit a new set of data, it will overwrite.

What you had last submitted?

Did I explain that clearly?

I don't want to.

I hope that's clear.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   46:45
So.

And Emily?

Patrick Beasley is asking if you can share an example.

And I think that might help clarify. But if we can't do that right now, maybe we can follow up offline with them.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   47:01
Sure. An example as in a metric that might be fully finalized, say six, six weeks out, the state submitted a metric at three or four weeks and then at six weeks. That data is then definitive, and the state would like to update it. Then just upload the new the updated values and it will overwrite the previous.
[image: ]
Laney Gonzalez, Kim   47:33
So the date field would stay the same, you would just change the value in whatever column to the right that is.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   47:43
If the state is correcting a value, yes. So if you submitted data for January, February, March and you wanted to change your March data and then you would submit just the March or you could, you know whatever, just make sure it's reported according to that date, the date you want to change the metric for.
[image: ]
Laney Gonzalez, Kim   47:46
OK.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   48:03
Boy, I'm, I'm really mincing this up badly.

Sorry if you've submitted a data a metric in March and in April you needed to correct it, then submit the corrected value with the March date, because that's what we'll get overwritten. Right. So, you'd have new data submitted with April, but if you want to correct your March value, then submit the corrected value under the March date.

Good.
[image: ]
Colbert, Brian - CO 2nd   48:34
I had a clarifying question for that.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   48:37
Sure.
[image: ]
Colbert, Brian - CO 2nd   48:39
Just so I understand correctly, in that same example, let's say that we needed to make a correction to a March element.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   48:47
Mm-hmm.
[image: ]
Colbert, Brian - CO 2nd   48:48
We would just replace the existing data on the spreadsheet, right?
We wouldn't be adding another block of. That's right. OK.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   48:53
Correct. No. Yeah, yeah.
[image: ]
Colbert, Brian - CO 2nd   48:55
That's what I want to clarify. So, there's always only going to be one set of data for each month, even if we make updates right? OK.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   48:57
Correct.

Correct, yes. Yeah.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   49:05
I just wanted to ask if the who, what the; was it Patrick that had the follow up question if you wanted to have a call with the state or Emily I don't know if you capture the earlier the original question we can definitely provide you with additional examples if needed.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   49:32
Yes. I'm sorry, was it Patrick who had asked?
[image: ]
Patrick Beasley   49:36
Yeah, no problem.

We actually we have a TA call set up for tomorrow to go in more detail.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   49:42
OK, OK.
[image: ]
Patrick Beasley   49:42
Is this is? I'm a new submitter, a previous you know employee who was working on this is left and I'm taking over and so I've been submitting the information as was.
I just want to make sure you know that we're on the same page of how you want it set up and in which formats and everything. So yeah, we can go into more detail on that tomorrow. Thank you.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   50:04
Sounds great then. Thank you.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   50:04
And just flagging it was Heather McFarland, who asked the initial question on this topic.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   50:11
Thank you.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   50:16
So I saw a couple more questions coming in. This is from Sandra Richardson.

Can you please explain the resubmission process? Steps to be taken and how a state should notify a resubmission has been uploaded.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   50:34
Sure. So if a state submits a file and then is requested to, if the state then hears from us that there are corrections needed to the file, then submit the file with the same original date and just give an underscore resubmit or correction or something so that we can identify that it's actually the next version of that original file. If the state is submitting data within two weeks and I would put the new submission date on the file.

We'll see it. We have.

We have a long list of state files and we'll see it.

We'll track it.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   51:21
Thank you, Emily.

We are at 2:00. Go ahead.
[image: ]
Richardson, Sandra   51:24
I.

I'm sorry, I have a follow up question on that. When we make the, do the resubmission, do we need to send a notification via e-mail or to our state officer?
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   51:27
OK.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   51:34
No.

Oh well, it's.

I think it's helpful to let your state office or no, from our perspective, we get the alerts from box. We'll see the file come through, but unless you have specific questions or you, I think it's just a good point to let your state officer know. But really, defer to them if you've, if you've had a conversation with them and they're fine.

Not, but I think just to confirm with your state officer maybe, the best way to best way to approach this? Confirm if they would like to be notified or not, but the resubmission, but it's probably just a good practice.
[image: ]
Richardson, Sandra   52:15
OK. Thanks.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   52:20
And Kathleen, I see your note that you were guided to just submit one month at a time, not a rolling mass of data.

So, Emily, I don't know if you want to just reiterate and we can probably. Clarify that internally as well.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   52:40
Sure. And I really think it's up to the state if it's easier for the state to just submit month by month, then please do.

If it's easier to update the next month's data on the metric data tab, then please do.  That we again, we want it to be a streamlined and straightforward for the state as possible, provided we receive the data, then it's really entirely up to you how and what method works best for you to submit monthly data.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   53:11
Thank you.

And this will be our last question.

Because we're at 2:54. But this is from Lynn Hom. And the question is, can you update the ORW instructions on resubmissions, whether it is corrections?

So, I don't.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   53:31
Uh.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   53:32
Lynn, do you want to come offline and just or come off mute? I'm sorry.
[image: ]
Hom, Linn@DHCS   53:38
Yeah, sure.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   53:39
Thanks.
[image: ]
Hom, Linn@DHCS   53:40
So I just wanted to ask.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   53:40
We.
[image: ]
Hom, Linn@DHCS   53:43
There was the comments about resubmission and new data and what Emily was talking about overriding, I mean.

You said something about underscore, with resubmission or whatever. I mean is that what you're asking? If we have to resubmit, if there's any corrections?
Because there is brief instructions on when we have to resubmit with. I think with a new date and so with the underscore resubmission.

I don't believe it's in the instructions in the introduction tab, so if there's any guidance that CMS can provide to further instruct states on how to resubmit, whether it's corrections to data or. You know, whatever scenario we have, it would be helpful because, you know, I'm sure we will have.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   54:33
Sure. Yeah.
[image: ]
Hom, Linn@DHCS   54:35
Programs on the California side that will probably have to resubmit for whatever reason.

And we don't want to get confused on you know what submission it is, because if it has the same file name, it's going to be very confusing.

Which one's the most recent?

A submission to CMS.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   54:54
Right. So. So yeah. No, that's excellent.

Thank you, Lynn.

I think and I didn't mean to create confusion; we have at the moment a number of files that need correction only on the attestation tab. The data values aren't changing, it's just we send files back and say, can you please correct this one, this one tab and; so, it's really a pretty quick turn around and in that case, it's essentially the same file, but it's just been corrected.

So those files it's helpful to see that it is just a resubmit. And we'll see that in the title. If that's included in the file title and I was just suggesting underscore resubmission because that it's evident then that it is really just a resubmission if it's if there's been a significant chunk of time and the state is now submitting new data in the file then yes, please include the new date.
[image: ]
Hom, Linn@DHCS   55:48
OK. All right.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   55:49
Yeah.
[image: ]
Hom, Linn@DHCS   55:50
All right, so as you're getting these comments, if you can incorporate that into any new instructions or guidance in the in the workbook, that'll be helpful.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   55:56
Sure. Yes.
[image: ]
Hom, Linn@DHCS   55:58
Because I just want to be sure that if a program has to resubmit for whatever reason, we make sure that we name the file correctly so that we know what we're sending.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   56:10
Sure. And bottom line is that all the files will be ingested. So, I would have you know if you name the files so that it makes sense and it's clear for the state and the state programs and that's probably the best way to do it.
[image: ]
Hom, Linn@DHCS   56:11
Thank you.

OK.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   56:25
Yeah. And I just want to like to add that we can, we're looking at updating our FAQs on GitHub as well as the reporting section within GitHub, just to make sure that the instructions are you know better documented for States and also looking at whenever you are receiving the feedback from the metrics processing team. We'll make sure to you know at specific instructions for resubmissions.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   56:46
Mm-hmm.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   56:55
As far as the template, I don't know.

We don't have a lot of flexibility on revising the instructions there, but I think we have other ways to share that process to the state team.

We'll take that back.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   57:12
Yeah, it's very helpful. Thank you.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   57:12
Thank you.
Thank you.

We are at 2:58.

Thank you all for the great conversation and your participation. As you can see, we've already posted the poll on the screen.

We appreciate your responses if you're able to take a few seconds and do those.

Also, next week we are doing the May edition of the CoP, and the topic will be the analysis of alternatives. That is May 20th at 2:00 PM Eastern. I dropped the link to register in the chat. Your state officers if they haven't already sent it, they will be sending it again soon.

But yeah, we do look forward to having you on the next CoP. And thanks everyone.
I really appreciate your time and, you know, we'll talk to you next week.

Have a great day.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   58:07
Thank you.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   58:07
Thank you, Kia. Thank you, Emily. Bye.
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   58:08
Thanks. Thank you.
[image: ]
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