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Introduction

States have a long history of using home visiting to promote the health and well-being of women, chil-
dren, and their families, and to target interventions for some of their most vulnerable populations. Home
visiting typically provides social, health, and/or educational services to parents and young children that
can help support healthy child development, prevent health and social problems such as child abuse
and neglect, and identify opportunities to intervene early in a child’s life to avoid costlier interventions in
the future. Home visiting programs, which families enroll in on a voluntary basis, have positive impacts
on child outcomes, such as reduced hospitalizations and increased school readiness, and promote safe
and healthy homes by fostering positive parenting practices.

Home visiting programs also generate a wide range of cost savings to society. A recent review of ev-
idence-based programs found the average cost of home visits to a family for 45 weeks was $6,554,2
however, every dollar invested in the programs can yield up to $5.70 in savings in the long run. These
sizeable savings result from reduced health services utilization -- including emergency department visits
-- and decreased special education placements and grade repetition, which leads to higher educational
attainment and economic success later in life.?

States use public and private funds to support home visiting programs, including state general reve-
nue, Medicaid, and federal funding, such as the Maternal and Infant Early Childhood Home Visiting
(MIECHV) program. In 2010, 46 states and the District of Columbia invested close to $1.4 billion in
home visiting programs and other early childhood programs that included home visiting services.* In
spite of these investments, many states’ programs only reach a fraction of eligible families due to insuf-
ficient resources and funding.? In 2016, the Centers for Medicaid and Medicaid Services (CMS) and the
Health Resources and Services Administrations (HRSA) highlighted available federal funding sourc-
es, including Medicaid, for these programs and underscored the importance of using multiple funding
streams to expand these valuable home visiting programs across the country.®

This issue brief highlights the Medicaid financing authorities and mechanisms available to support home
visiting services. It also explores:
* New opportunities to integrate home visiting into state health reform efforts;
+ How states are currently using Medicaid to finance home visiting; and
+ Additional funding sources, including MIECHYV, that states are using to implement and/or ex-
pand home visiting programs.
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Defining Evidence-Based Home Visiting Programs

Evidence-based home visiting programs provide a comprehensive array of in-home services and supports
to families and young children on a voluntary basis. To be recognized as an evidence-based model, the
home visiting program must have positive impacts across several domains, such as child and maternal
health, child development and school readiness, family economic self-sufficiency, and reductions in child
maltreatment.”

There are a variety of models that have demonstrated effectiveness in serving pregnant women and chil-
dren from birth through kindergarten.® These models differ in respect to the intensity of services provided
and their target population. Common program components include the use of trained providers such as
nurses, social workers, child development professionals, and other paraprofessionals, to deliver services,
and standard curricula or operation manuals to ensure fidelity to the home visiting model.

Home visiting programs also typically include the following services.®
Screening: Home visitors use standardized screening tools to identify potential physical, so-
cial-emotional, and developmental issues in infants and young children, and identify problems
among parents, such as trauma, intimate partner violence, and mental health and substance use
disorders.
Case Management: Case management services support individuals in accessing medical, social,
and other services that can mitigate any identified issues. The support can include developing a
care plan, referring the child and family members to additional services and supports, assisting in
coordinating services, and following up to ensure the child and families’ needs were met.
Family Support and Counseling: Family support and counseling helps parents and caregivers
address the specific needs of their children, and promotes the use of healthy coping mechanisms,
positive parenting skills, and problem-solving techniques.

Pathways for Using Medicaid to Support Home
Visiting Services

Medicaid is the largest single source of health insurance in the U.S., covering more than 68 million indi-
viduals as of April 2017. It plays a significant role in covering children and pregnant women, financing
nearly half of all U.S. births." Many states use Medicaid to fund individual home visiting services or
home visiting programs. Home visiting services are discrete medical, behavioral or educational activities
provided in the home, whereas home visiting programs provide a comprehensive set of health, social,
and educational services and typically include several program components (e.g., screening, case man-
agement, family support and counseling). An estimated 33 states cover home visiting services for preg-
nant women, new parents, or infants through Medicaid,'? and approximately one-quarter use Medicaid
to support home visiting programs.

Home visiting is not a mandated or fully-defined set of services under the federal Medicaid program. As
such, states must leverage one or more categories of Medicaid benefits in order to use federal funds for
home visiting services. Medicaid financing of home visiting is complex because of the range of services
that home visiting can entail, and the requirements underlying the various federal Medicaid authorities
and mechanisms that states can use in order to pay for services.

Some states use existing authorities under their Medicaid state plan, or they design their approaches
and seek approval from CMS through state plan amendments to cover Medicaid-eligible services that
are provided through the home visit. Other states use Medicaid waiver authorities, either separately
or in addition to state plan benefits, to achieve the desired design, scope, and program goals of their
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home visiting programs. These waiver authorities allow states to waive certain federal Medicaid require-
ments'®in order to restructure how Medicaid pays for and delivers care to beneficiaries. Under some
waivers, states can expand services to include those that go beyond what Medicaid traditionally covers,
such as housing supports.'

The State-Federal Medicaid Partnership

Medicaid is a joint federal-state program that provides health care coverage to low-income populations,
which has historically included children and their parents, seniors, individuals with disabilities, and pregnant
women. Medicaid is funded by both the state and federal government, with states administering the Med-
icaid program following federal guidelines. CMS, the federal agency that oversees the Medicaid program,
uses the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) to determine the proportion of Medicaid service

costs that it provides to each state. FMAP provides a higher reimbursement -- or federal match rate -- to
states with lower per capita incomes compared to the national average. Each state must develop a state
plan that details the scope of services provided and get it approved by CMS in order to receive the federal
match. CMS requires states to cover a set of mandatory benefits (e.g., hospital, physician, and nursing
home services), and states can also receive a federal match for optional services (e.g., prescription drugs,
and targeted case management).

Some approaches pose a greater administrative burden than others. States consider a range of factors
when selecting Medicaid financing mechanisms to support home visiting. These factors can include:

+  Whether the state already has authority to fund home visiting services under the existing Med-
icaid state plan or if it needs to develop a state plan amendment or waiver in order to create the
authority to finance home visiting services; and

+  Which Medicaid benefits categories fit the models, providers, and home visiting systems cur-
rently in use in the state.®

Targeted case management (also known as medical assistance case management) is a Medicaid ser-
vice that has been widely used to support interventions for pregnant women, infants, and young chil-
dren, as many of these services are provided in a home setting. Targeted case management is a service
under Medicaid that assists beneficiaries in gaining and coordinating access to necessary medical,
social, and educational care and other services tailored to their needs.'® Traditionally, states have used
targeted case management to increase use of prenatal care through maternal and infant case manage-
ment programs.'” Increasingly, states are using targeted case management to fund services delivered
as part of home visiting programs, which are typically more robust in intensity and structure than mater-
nal and infant case management programs.

While targeted case management is the most common financing approach used by state Medicaid
agencies to support home visiting services, states have a variety of other Medicaid financing strategies
that they can use. For example, Early Periodic Screening, Diagnostic, and Treatment (EPSDT) is the
benefit within Medicaid for children and adolescents under the age of 21. EPSDT is a comprehensive set
of services that can include any Medicaid-covered service deemed medically necessary to correct and
ameliorate a health condition.'®* EPSDT covers screenings, case management, and counseling -- all of
which are key components of home visiting programs -- and these services can be delivered in a home
setting.” Additional Medicaid financing strategies for home visiting services include traditional medical
assistance services and administrative case management,® as well as the use of waiver authorities,
such as 1115 waivers and 1915(b) waivers.
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Other Medicaid waivers and service options that states could use to support home visiting services
include Medicaid home health services, rehabilitative services, therapy services, preventive services,
1915(c) Home and Community-Based Waiver Services, and other benefit categories. Few, if any, state
Medicaid agencies use these mechanisms to cover early childhood home visiting programs. Their un-
der-utilization may result from their tightly targeted definitions of which populations can be served or
what services can be covered. Ultimately, the selected financing mechanism depends on each state’s
unique environment. See Table 1 (on page 10) for a summary of key Medicaid financing authorities and
mechanisms that states typically use to support home visiting.

The following highlights key states with longstanding home visiting programs supported, in part, by
Medicaid.

Kentucky’s Health Access Nurturing Development Services (HANDS) is a statewide voluntary
home visiting program that is supported by Medicaid through targeted case management, along with
other state and federal funds. HANDS, which is administered by the Kentucky Department of Public
Health, serves parents during the prenatal period through the child’s third birthday (families must enroll
before a child is 90 days old). HANDS began as a pilot program operating within 15 local county health
departments in 1999 and was expanded to every county in the state by 2003. In 2002, the state be-
gan covering certain home visiting services within HANDS under Medicaid targeted case management
through a state plan amendment. The state uses State Tobacco Funds as the state match for federal
Medicaid dollars.?!

Services provided through HANDS include health education, developmental and social-emotional
screenings for children, domestic violence and perinatal depression screenings for parents/caregivers,
and referral coordination. Health prevention is also a key focus of the program. Home visitors work with
families to establish medical homes and maintain up-to-date immunizations and well-child visits. Home
visiting providers can be licensed public health or registered nurses, social workers, early childhood ed-
ucation specialists, or paraprofessionals (high school or GED completion) with home visiting training.?
While HANDS was originally limited to first-time mothers, Kentucky was able to leverage MIECHV funds
to expand the program to women who already had a child. It currently serves all counties in Kentucky
and supports 12,000 families annually.

Originally piloted in 1997, Oklahoma’s Children First program is a statewide effort designed to pro-
vide family support through home visiting services to low-income mothers expecting their first child.
Children First, which uses the Nurse Family Partnership (NFP) model and is administered by the Okla-
homa Department of Health, is one of three home visiting programs operating in the state. Currently, it
is the only home visiting program in Oklahoma that can bill Medicaid for services. Trained public health
nurses located in county health departments provide home visiting services. Services are billed to Med-
icaid under targeted case management (HCPC? T1017) or nurse assessment (HCPC T1001). These
billing codes only cover a subset of services provided during a home visit. The annual program budget
is $8.5 million, which comes from state general revenue funds ($7.5 million), Medicaid ($1 million), and
the federal MIECHV program ($400,000).

The services provided through Children First are voluntary and are available starting at a woman’s preg-
nancy through her child’s second birthday. To be eligible, a woman must be a first-time mother, earn up
to 185 percent of the poverty level (women who qualify for WIC or Medicaid meet the criteria), and enroll
prior to her 29th week of pregnancy. In FY 2016, Children First served about 2,500 families in Oklahoma
with 90 percent receiving coverage through Medicaid.
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Michigan’s Maternal Infant Health Program (MIHP) is the largest home visiting program in Michigan,
serving Medicaid-eligible pregnant women and their infants. MIHP originated from Michigan’s Maternal
Support Services (MSS) and Infant Support Services (ISS) programs, which addressed maternal and
infant psychosocial and developmental issues and barriers to perinatal care. In an effort to increase
coordination, promote standardization, and support a population-based approach, the Michigan De-
partment of Health and Human Services (MDHHS) merged MSS and ISS -- creating MIHP. MIHP is ad-
ministered by the state Medicaid agency, located within MDHHS. The program is included in Michigan’s
state Medicaid plan. Until recently, MIHP had been administered as a fee-for-service benefit. As of Jan.
1, 2017, the state rolled MIHP services into the state’s Medicaid managed care contracts. A managed
care organization (MCO) can contract with MIHP providers to provide services to pregnant women and
infants enrolled in that specific MCO.2*

The goal of MIHP is to promote healthy pregnancies, positive birth outcomes, and healthy infant growth
and development. Services are designed to supplement regular prenatal/infant care and to assist med-
ical care providers in managing the beneficiary’s health and well-being. MIHP services include social
work, nursing services (e.g., health education and nutrition education), breastfeeding support, nutrition-
al counseling, and beneficiary advocacy services. Services are provided by a licensed social worker
or licensed registered nurse. An infant mental health specialist, international board certified lactation
consultant, or registered dietician can also provide services depending on the needs of the mother and
child.»

State Health Reforms Generate New Opportunities
State Medicaid agencies are in a period of rapid transformation to improve health outcomes and the
quality of care provided to Medicaid beneficiaries while containing costs. States are testing and imple-
menting a variety of alternative payment models and care delivery strategies that are designed to offer
greater flexibility in how they deliver and pay for care. These models include provision of services as
part of managed care, value-based payment approaches, and formation of accountable care organiza-
tions (ACOs). Such health reform initiatives provide new opportunities to consider the role of Medicaid
in supporting home visiting.

Medicaid Managed Care

Increasingly, state Medicaid programs are serving Medicaid beneficiaries through managed care deliv-
ery systems. As of July 2017, nearly all state Medicaid agencies (47 states and the District of Colum-
bia) provided services to beneficiaries through managed care organizations (MCOs). State Medicaid
agencies contract with MCOs to provide a defined set of services to Medicaid enrollees. MCOs receive
a monthly per member per month (PMPM) fee or a monthly case management fee, depending on the
MCO model used. While some programs carve home visiting services out of managed care and con-
tinue to cover them through a fee-for-service system, some states, such as Minnesota, Michigan (pre-
viously discussed), and Virginia, partner with MCOs to cover home visiting services through contract
requirements or other arrangements.

In Minnesota’s Family Home Visiting program, local public health departments and tribal nations
administer voluntary home visiting programs. They have the option of providing traditional home visiting
or selecting from one of four evidence-based models (NFP, Healthy Families America, Family Spirit, or
Family Connects) that best fits the needs of their communities. Minnesota requires its Medicaid MCOs
to contract with local public health departments that provide home visiting services to eligible Medicaid
enrollees. The MCO covers Medicaid-eligible services provided in the home by a public health nurse,
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such as health counseling, medication management, and nursing assessment and diagnostics testing.
The Minnesota Department of Health provides additional funding to the local public health departments
and tribal nations through Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), state-designated NFP fund-
ing, the Title V Maternal and Child Health Services Block Grant, and the MIECHV program to cover
services that are not Medicaid-eligible and to support administration of the home visiting programs.

Virginia has a robust set of voluntary home visiting programs?® representing each of the state-level
public and non-profit organizations that deliver in-home parent education and family support services to
families from pregnancy to school entry. The programs were designed to bring together home visiting
and early childhood leaders to enhance collaboration and facilitate more effective system building at the
state and local level. Virginia also established Early Impact Virginia, which serves as a consortium of
early childhood home visiting programs to promote coordination across the various programs.?” Current-
ly, three of the home visiting programs receive funding from Medicaid — two have contracts with MCOs
and the third receives reimbursement through targeted case management.

The Comprehensive Health Investment Project (CHIP) of Virginia was the first home visiting program to
successfully secure funding from Medicaid MCOs for home visiting services. CHIP of Virginia is a local-
ly-developed hybrid model, utilizing a team approach consisting of a parent educator and a community
health nurse to work with families. CHIP of Virginia programs are either Parents as Teachers (PAT) affil-
iates or they utilize the PAT curriculum. To be eligible, a family must have a child between birth and age
6 or be pregnant, and have an income at or below 200 percent FPL (i.e., Medicaid-eligible). The core
services provided include screening, assessment and planning; education and support; and follow-up,
referral and outreach. In 2003, CHIP of Virginia received a grant to partner with Optima Health Plan, a
Medicaid MCO, to pilot “Partners in Pregnancy,” which provides home visiting and case management
services to high-risk pregnant women and infants enrolled in the plan. An evaluation of Partners in
Pregnancy found that the program resulted in average net savings of $2,287 per pregnancy.?® Based on
the pilot’s positive outcomes, Optima expanded Partners in Pregnancy, covering the Medicaid-eligible
services that CHIP of Virginia provides to high-risk pregnant women. CHIP of Virginia also was able to
establish a contract with a second MCO based on the demonstrated return on investment. Through its
contracts with the MCQOs, CHIP of Virginia is able to bill for specific Medicaid-covered services. NFP also
has contracts with several Medicaid MCOs in Virginia. Additionally, Healthy Families programs that are
hosted by a public behavioral health organization may receive reimbursement for targeted case man-
agement services for children at risk of serious emotional disturbance.

Value-Based Payment Models

State Medicaid programs also are implementing a range of alternative payment models to both support
innovative delivery models and improve the quality of care. In addition to PMPM payments, alternative
payment models currently being used by Medicaid include episode-based payments, through which a
provider receives a set payment for a defined set of services, and population-based payments, through
which providers receive a set budget and are accountable for covering the majority of services for a
specific population.
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Defining Alternative Payment Models

To improve health outcomes and contain costs, state Medicaid agencies are moving away from a fee-for-
service payment system that rewards volume, to value-based payment models that link payments to perfor-

mance and quality. Such alternative payment models include the following:*

Additional payments: An additional PMPM payment that is paid to providers to cover care management
and other support services provided to Medicaid beneficiaries, or to support practice transformation efforts.

Episode-based payments: A fixed amount paid to a provider for a defined and discrete set of services
involved in treating a specific condition or health event.

Population-based payments: A provider or provider group are accountable for delivering the majority of
services to a specific population for a set amount of money.

New York has integrated home visiting into its Medicaid payment reform initiative. In 2014, CMS ap-
proved New York’s Delivery System Reform Incentive Payment (DSRIP) Waiver program,® a compo-
nent of its Medicaid 1115 Waiver demonstration. New York’s DSRIP program, implemented by the New
York State Department of Health, is designed to incentivize provider collaboration at the community level
to improve the quality of care delivered to Medicaid beneficiaries. Its goal is to achieve a 25 percent
reduction in avoidable hospitalizations.®' Through DSRIP, New York is funding Performing Provider Sys-
tems (integrated delivery networks made up of Medicaid providers and community-based organizations)
to implement a range of care management and population health initiatives. New York is aiming to shift
at least 80 percent of its managed care payments to value-based payments by 2020.

Each Performing Provider System must implement between five to 11 projects, under the guidance of
the state, that fall under three domains: system transformation projects, clinical improvement projects,
and population-wide projects. Participating providers receive incentive payments for reporting mea-
sures and for meeting the project performance goals. One project they can opt to implement is an
evidence-based home visiting model for high-risk pregnant women in order to, “...reduce avoidable
poor pregnancy outcomes and subsequent hospitalization as well as improve maternal and child health
through the two years of the child’s life.”2 Currently, two Performing Provider Systems (Bronx-Lebanon
Hospital Center and Sisters of Charity Hospital of Buffalo) are using DSRIP funds to expand home vis-
iting programs in their communities.3?

Accountable Care Organizations

With increased awareness of the impact that economic and social conditions have on health outcomes,
states are looking for new service delivery models that can better support population health, such as
ACOs. ACOs are groups of providers and hospitals that have agreed to be accountable for the coordi-
nated care of a given population, and typically use a population-based payment approach. ACOs allow
flexible spending to cover services and programs that may go beyond state plan services, or allow such
programs to be built into global budgets.®* ACOs present another opportunity to support home visiting
through Medicaid, however no state is known to have integrated early childhood home visiting services
into their ACO models to date.
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Other Government and Private Programs That
Support Home Visiting

Most states use a combination of multiple federal programs and state and private funds to support home
visiting programs. The Maternal, Infant and Early Childhood Home Visiting (MIECHV) program is one of
the largest federal investments supporting evidence-based home visiting programs. MIECHV, which is
administered by HRSA in collaboration with the Administration for Children and Families (ACF), provides
grants to states, territories, and tribes to implement home visiting models. In FY 2016, MIECHV-funded
home visiting programs served more than 160,000 parents and children in all 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and five territories, which represented a five-fold increase over those served in FY 2012.%
Other federal programs that support home visiting include the federal Title V Maternal and Child Health
Services Block Grant, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), and Child Abuse Prevention
Funds. States also use general revenues for home visiting at varying levels of investment.

Additionally, states use philanthropic and private funds to support their programs. Pay for Success
(PFS), is an emerging model for private-public partnerships that has been garnering interest for its po-
tential to support home visiting programs. In the PFS contracting model, a private investor provides the
upfront capital to implement an evidence-based social service program in collaboration with a govern-
ment agency. The government repays the investor if the program meets the agreed upon goals. South
Carolina is currently using PFS, in conjunction with Medicaid, to expand its home visiting program.

In April 2016, South Carolina launched the nation’s first — "
PFS initiative focused on improving health outcomes ggrli;he?a;:?“gfsgl:r:s:vzfu?;: -
for Medicaid-eligible mothers and children. The South

. . *  Reduction in preterm births
Carolina Department of Health and Human Services, - Reduction inp child hospitalizations and

which administers Medicaid and the PFS initiative, used emergency department usage due to injury
+ Increase in healthy spacing between births

a 1915(b) Medicaid We}iyer to s.upport the eff(.)rjcs of NFP . Increase in the number of first-time moth.
program.®® The PFS initiative directed $30 million — $17 ers served in areas with high concentra-
million from philanthropic funders and $13 million from tions of poverty.

Medicaid — to expand the NFP’s evidence-based ser-
vices to an additional 3,200 first-time, low-income mothers across the state. South Carolina used a
1915(b) Waiver because it allowed NFP to bill in real time for the cost of home visiting services, among
other items. This program serves 30 of the state’s 46 counties and is available for Medicaid-eligible,
first-time mothers. To receive nurse home visiting services, a woman must enroll by the 28th week of
her pregnancy, and the family can continue to receive services until the child’s second birthday. The pro-
gram focuses on four outcome metrics to assess NFP’s impact. The state made $7.5 million available for
success payments based on NFP’s performance on each metric.3” As of December 2016, the program
had enrolled more than 1,100 mothers, which represented one-third of the total enrollment authorized
by the waiver.

Federal, state, and private funding sources typically have different eligibility requirements, service pro-
visions, and measurement standards, and may only support a subset of the home visiting programs
administered by a state. Additionally, multiple state agencies may be involved in the administration of
home visiting programs. Utilizing multiple funding sources requires states to develop strategies for coor-
dination and alignment of the funding in order to maximize resources and leverage investments.
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Conclusion

Home visiting programs provide valuable services that have demonstrated positive impact on the health
and well-being of women and children while generating savings. States have a long history of support-
ing home visiting by using a variety of private and public funding streams, including Medicaid. Medicaid
provides multiple pathways that states can use to finance home visiting services, from waivers -- such
as 1115 and 1915(b) waivers -- to state plan coverage options, such as targeted case management
and EPSDT. The optimal pathway depends on a state’s unique environment, target population, and
capacity to develop a state plan amendment or waiver if the coverage authority does not already exist.
As Medicaid payment and delivery systems evolve and provide more flexibility in the types of services
covered and how they are paid for, there may be new opportunities to leverage Medicaid support for
this valuable service.
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Table 1. Federal Medicaid Waiver and State Plan Authorities’

N'I::t‘:?\r:r:\lir;?n Overview Pospel.:-l’a;:jon Key Considerations for Home Visiting Financing
Advantages:
. . . . - 1115 waivers give states flexibility to waive freedom of choice of
f?:;tt',ﬂﬂ 1,[1; Z(;’;?me;g'ivn? Sr?\fgs,[;;f't'%nims provider, comparability, and statewideness, which allows them to
ity 9 mp programs Defined in the develop home visiting programs that target specific populations.
by waiving certain provisions of federal Medicaid waiver: can be | Other Considerations:
1115 Waiver law. These waivers are typically used to expand statewide or - Developing an 1115 waiver is a time- and resource-intensive

eligibility to individuals not otherwise eligible

for Medicaid, provide services not traditionally
covered, or implement innovative service delivery
systems.

target specific
populations

process, which typically involves extensive state and federal
review.

- Waivers must be budget-neutral.

- 1115 waiver programs are limited to five years.

Examples of States Using This Mechanism: MD and VT

1915(b) Medicaid
Freedom of
Choice Waiver

The 1915(b) waivers allows states to forego
statewideness, comparability of services, and
the freedom for Medicaid beneficiaries to choose
their providers. The 1915(b) waivers are typically

Defined in the
waiver; can be
statewide or

target specific

Advantages:

- In allowing states to waive statewideness, freedom of choice,
and comparability of services, states can provide a specific
set of services, such as home visiting services, to a targeted
population.

- It allows for the use of cost savings to provide additional
services to beneficiaries, such as non-medical services that are
sometimes difficult for Medicaid to reimburse.

used to implement managed care programs. populations Other Considerations:
- Waivers must be cost-effective based on actuarial rates.
- 1915(b) waivers are limited to two years.
Example of State Using This Mechanism: SC
Advantages:
- No additional state plan amendment is needed to offer these
) . . ) services in the home if they are already included in the state

R g e

Medical and may choose which optional benefits to ﬁ;ll:il\g;c;ltcsald ;:;Jt\éered by the same Federal Medical Assistance Percentage

Assistance offer, which are detailed in the state plan. These ; . . . .

Services services can be provided in an office setting or as statewide qthgalg?sgrs\;s:a;att#;?:re defined as “medical assistance” are

a part of a home visit. covered, which may not include all educational and case
coordination activities provided through home visiting programs.
Examples of States Using This Mechanism: Ml
Advantages:
Administrative case management (ACM) ) Errg\\//ig:igﬁtee\s/i;Ii?;(r:gllslgr:/?cgzterm|n|ng the entities that can
Administrative famh?atgs access to anq coordinates o All Medicaid - ACM does not require a state plan amendment.
Medicaid program services, such as eligibility L . P
Case determination, outreach, securing service recipients Other Considerations:
Management authorizations’ and assi‘stin with service statewide - ACM does not cover direct medical services, so states would
coordination ’ 9 need to cover such services provided during a home visit under
’ an alternative service category.
Examples of States Using This Mechanism: IL
Advantages:

Early. Periodic - EPSDT covers a comprehensive set of services (e.g.,

Scrgénin EPSDT is the Medicaid program benefit for All Medicaid screenings, case management, and counseling) that can be

Dia nosig, eligible children and adolescents under age 21. recipients provided in a home setting

andgTreatr;1ent This benefit provides a comprehensive array of under age 21 Other Considerations:

(EPSDT) prevention, diagnostic, and treatment services. statewide - EPSDT covers children and pregnant women up to the age of
21. Pregnant women ages 21 or older would not be eligible to
receive services through this option.

o Advantages:
;Zeoi;gﬁqgegrg\:%%n:gg%iE:;}eggng_'(\:’"e;:;?tes - This benefit option allows states to target home visiting services

Enhanced benefits to pregnant women beyond what it Pregnant tor:erll;;netn:;lée gzlt'_vea%?%p&iﬁg and postpartum services to

Pregnancy typically provides to other Medicaid-eligible Medicaid OthF:er %onsiderapt)iong' ’

Benefit individuals, as long as the services are related to | recipients ’

pregnancy or to conditions that may complicate
the pregnancy.

- This benefit option requires a state plan amendment.
- Women are only eligible to receive services through this option
during pregnancy and 60 days postpartum.

Targeted Case
Management

Targeted case management (TCM) includes
services that help eligible individuals access
needed medical, social, educational, and other
services. Services must include: assessment
services, development of a specific care plan,
referral to services, and monitoring of activities.

States identify
targeted groups
to receive TCM

Advantages:

- TCM allows states to target home visiting services to specific
populations and/or geographic areas.

- States have flexibility in defining the qualifications of providers
who can deliver these services, which allows them to reimburse
for services delivered by lay providers.

Other Considerations:

- TCM requires a state plan amendment.

- Medical services are not a part of TCM and must be billed
separately.

Examples of States Using This Mechanism: CO, KY, NY, OK|,

OR, SD, TN, VA, WA, WI, and WV

1. Table 1 highlights the key Medicaid financing authorities and mechanisms that states typically use to support home visiting. The state examples are non-
exhaustive and reflect those known to be using the specified Medicaid financing mechanism to support home visiting services or programs.
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Resources for Additional Information on Home Visiting

Coverage of Maternal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting Services: Joint Informational Bulletin
This bulletin, released by the Centers the for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) and Health Resourc-
es and Services Administration (HRSA), describes how components of home visiting programs can be
funded or reimbursed by federal sources.

Evidence-Based Home Visiting Models
This webpage, created and maintained by U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, provides

an up-to-date list of evidence-based home visiting models, including descriptions of the programs and
evidence of their effectiveness.

Expanding Home Visiting Research: New Measures of Success
The Pew Charitable Trusts’ Home Visiting Campaign sponsored independent research to build evidence

to inform policymakers’ decisions and advance effective practices in home visiting programs. This brief
highlights key findings from that work and identifies opportunities for program improvements.

Home Visiting: Improving Outcomes for Children
The National Conference of State Legislatures maintains a webpage highlighting the current research

on home visiting programs and policy options for states. It also tracks state home visiting legislation that
has been enacted since 2008.

Home Visiting Promising Practices in the States
The Pew Charitable Trusts produced a series of briefs that highlight promising state practices in home

visiting that can serve as models for improving the efficiency and efficacy of state home visiting invest-
ments.

Maternal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting (MIECHV) Program

This HRSA webpage provides additional information about MIECHYV, including information on the state
and tribal grantees and the latest reports about the program.

Medicaid and Home Visiting: Best Practices from States
This report from the Center for American Progress highlights states’ strategies for using Medicaid to

support home visiting. It discusses barriers and challenges to leveraging Medicaid funding for these
services and outlines state and federal policy options for streamlining the accessibility of Medicaid funds
to support home visiting.

The Next Horizon for Home Visiting: A White Paper on Policy Discussions Among Stakeholders
This white paper by Zero To Three documents a policy discussion involving local and national stakehold-

ers about next steps for the MIECHV program. It explores the successes and challenges of MIECHV
and discusses priorities for moving the program forward.

State-based Home Visiting Strengthening Programs through State Leadership

This issue brief, written by Kay Johnson with support from the National Center for Children in Poverty,
examines how state-based home visiting programs are structured, financed, and responding to diverse
family needs. It also describes strategies states are using to strengthen home visiting programs.

uccessful Early Childhood Home Visitation State tem
Zero to Three held a webinar and released a self-assessment tool to inform and evaluate the develop-
ment of state-based home visitation systems. The webinar highlights innovative components of home
visiting systems in four states (Colorado, New Jersey, Virginia and Washington), and the toolkit helps
states define their home visiting system, assess their system’s capacity, and prioritize areas for improve-
ment.

NATIONAL ACADEMY FOR STATE HEALTH POLICY | Download this publication at www.nashp.org


https://www.medicaid.gov/federal-policy-guidance/downloads/cib-03-02-16.pdf
https://homvee.acf.hhs.gov/models.aspx
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/pcs_assets/2013/homesummitbriefpdf.pdf
http://www.ncsl.org/research/human-services/home-visiting-improving-outcomes-for-children635399078.aspx
http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/about/news-room/press-releases/2013/08/05/home-visiting-promising-practices-in-the-states
https://mchb.hrsa.gov/maternal-child-health-initiatives/home-visiting-overview
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/early-childhood/reports/2017/01/25/297160/medicaid-and-home-visiting/
https://www.zerotothree.org/resources/1392-the-next-horizon-for-home-visiting
http://www.nccp.org/publications/pdf/text_862.pdf
https://www.zerotothree.org/resources/643-successful-early-childhood-home-visitation-state-systems

Medicaid Financing of Home Visiting Services for Women, Children and Their Families

Endnotes

1.

11.
12.

15.
16.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Shelley Peacock et al., “Effectiveness of Home Visiting Programs on Child Outcomes: A Systematic Review,” BioMed Central Public Health 13
(2013): 17, doi: 10.1186/1471-2458-13-17.

Heather Zaveri, Andrew Burwick, and Erin Maher, “The Potential for Cost Savings from Home Visiting Due to Reductions in Child Maltreatment,”
Casey Family Programs, April 2014, http://www.chapinhall.org/sites/default/files/documents/EBHV%20Cost%20Savings%20Brief.pdf.

Lynn Karoly, Rebecca Kilburn, Jill Cannon, “Early Childhood Interventions: Proven Results, Future Promise,” RAND Corporation, 2005, http://
www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2005/RAND_MG341.pdf.

“States and the New Federal Home Visiting Initiative: An Assessment from the Starting Line,” The Pew Center on States, August 2011, http:/
www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/wwwpewtrustsorg/reports/home_visiting/homevisitingaugust2011reportpdf.pdf.

U.S. Departments Of Education and Department Of Health And Human Services, “Collaboration and Coordination of the Maternal, Infant, And
Early Childhood Home Visiting Program and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Part C Programs,” Joint Policy Statement, January 19,
2017, https://www2.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/earlylearning/files/ed-hhs-miechv-partc-guidance.pdf

Vikki Wachino and James Macrae, “Coverage of Maternal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting Services,” CMCS and HRSA Joint
Information Bulletin, March 2016, https://www.medicaid.gov/federal-policy-guidance/downloads/cib-03-02-16.pdf.

“Home Visiting Evidence of Effectiveness: Outcomes,” U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, accessed May 25, 2017, https://homvee.
acf.hhs.gov/outcomes.aspx.

“Home Visiting Evidence of Effectiveness: Program Model Reports,” U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, accessed February 2017,
http://homvee.acf.hhs.gov/implementations.aspx.

Vikki Wachino and James Macrae, “Coverage of Maternal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting Services,” CMCS and HRSA Joint
Information Bulletin, March 2016, https://www.medicaid.gov/federal-policy-guidance/downloads/cib-03-02-16.pdf.

. “April 2017 Medicaid and CHIP Enroliment Data Highlights,” Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, accessed June 25, 2017, https://www.

medicaid.gov/medicaid/program-information/medicaid-and-chip-enrollment-data/report- hlthlqhts/mdex htmI
“Births Financed by Medicaid,” Kaiser Family Foundation, October 2016, http://www.kff.org/medi .
Medicaid Coverage of April 2017 Pregnancy and Perinatal Benefits: Results from a State Survey," Kaiser Family Foundation, April 2017, http://
files kff.org/attachment/Report-Medicaid-Coverage-of-Pregnancy-and-Perinatal-Benefits

. Federal statute requires that state Medicaid programs make services available to all eligible individuals regardless of their geographic location in

the state (referred to as “statewideness”). Services must be provided in the same amount, duration, and scope to all enrollees (“‘comparability”),
and enrollees must be able to select their health care providers from any who participate in Medicaid (“freedom of choice”). States can waive
statewideness, comparability, and freedom of choice through Medicaid waivers, but not state plan amendments.

. Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, “At-a-Glance Guide to Federal Medicaid Authorities Useful in Restructuring Medicaid Health

Care Delivery or Payment,” Technical Assistance Tool, April 2012, https://www.medicaid.gov/State-Resource-Center/Medicaid-State-Technical-
Assistance/Health-Homes-Technical-Assistance/Downloads/At-a-glance-medicaid-Authorities.pdf

Kay Johnson, “Using Medicaid to Finance Home Visiting Services: A Checklist for State Decision Makers,” December 2016.

“Medicaid Benefits: Targeted Case Management,” Kaiser Commission on Medicaid and the Uninsured, accessed March 2017, http:/kff.org/
medicaid/state-indicator/targeted- -management.

. Sara Rosenbaum et al, “Medicaid and Case Management to Promote Healthy Child Development,” The Commonwealth Fund, June

2009, https://publichealth.gwu.edu/departments/healthpolicy/DHP_Publications/pub_uploads/dhpPublication_ FB044708-5056-9D20-
3D1C4A53DFAB85ECY.pdf.

. “Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnostic, and Treatment,” Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, accessed April 2017, https:/www.

medicaid.gov/medicaid/benefits/epsdt/index.html

. “EPSDT - A Guide for States Coverage in the Med|ca|d Benefit for Children and Adolescents,” Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services,

June 2014, https: .

State Medicaid programs are able to cover case management services (e.g., assessment, service planning, arranging additional services, and

monitoring) through targeted case management or administrative case management. However, unlike targeted case management, administrative

case management can only be used for the administration of the Medicaid program and cannot be used be to assist beneficiaries in accessing

non-Medicaid services.

“Maternal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting Program in Kentucky — Competitive Application,” Kentucky Department of Public Health,

submitted to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services June 28, 2011, http:/healthcarereform.ky.gov/grants/Documents/Maternal,%20

Infant%20and%20Early%20Childhood%20Home%20Visit%20Program%20in%20Kentucky.pdf.

“Health Access Nurturing Development Services (HANDS) Program,” 902 KAR 4:120, http://www.Irc.ky.gov/kar/902/004/120.htm.

HCPC (Healthcare Common Procedure Coding System) is a uniform coding system that health care professionals use to identify the medical

services and procedures for which they bill insurance programs.

“Maternal Infant Health Program Operations Guide,” Michigan Department of Health and Human Services, 2017, http://www.michigan.gov/
ments/mihp/Post_MIHP. ration ide_Final_1.1.17.v.2_549733_7.pdf (accessed March 2017).

“Medicaid Provider Manual,” Michigan Department of Health and Human Services, accessed April 2017 http://www.mdch.state.mi.us/dch-

medicaid/manuals/MedicaidProviderManual.pdf.

The home visiting programs in Virginia include BabyCare, CHIP of Virginia, Early Intervention — Part C, Early Head Start/Head Start, Healthy

Families, NFP, Parents as Teachers, Project LINK, Resource Mothers Program, and Virginia Healthy Start (Loving Steps). The programs are

administered by or contracted with one of the following state agencies: Virginia Departments of Health, Social Services, Education, or Behavioral

Health and Developmental Services. Combined, the programs serve more than 9,000 families across the state, and were supported by $27

NATIONAL ACADEMY FOR STATE HEALTH POLICY | Download this publication at www.nashp.org


http://www.chapinhall.org/sites/default/files/documents/EBHV%20Cost%20Savings%20Brief.pdf
http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2005/RAND_MG341.pdf
http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2005/RAND_MG341.pdf
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/wwwpewtrustsorg/reports/home_visiting/homevisitingaugust2011reportpdf.pdf
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/wwwpewtrustsorg/reports/home_visiting/homevisitingaugust2011reportpdf.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/earlylearning/files/ed-hhs-miechv-partc-guidance.pdf
https://www.medicaid.gov/federal-policy-guidance/downloads/cib-03-02-16.pdf
https://homvee.acf.hhs.gov/outcomes.aspx
https://homvee.acf.hhs.gov/outcomes.aspx
http://homvee.acf.hhs.gov/implementations.aspx
https://www.medicaid.gov/federal-policy-guidance/downloads/cib-03-02-16.pdf
https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/program-information/medicaid-and-chip-enrollment-data/report-highlights/index.html
https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/program-information/medicaid-and-chip-enrollment-data/report-highlights/index.html
http://www.kff.org/medicaid/state-indicator/births-financed-by-medicaid
http://files.kff.org/attachment/Report-Medicaid-Coverage-of-Pregnancy-and-Perinatal-Benefits
http://files.kff.org/attachment/Report-Medicaid-Coverage-of-Pregnancy-and-Perinatal-Benefits
https://www.medicaid.gov/State-Resource-Center/Medicaid-State-Technical-Assistance/Health-Homes-Technical-Assistance/Downloads/At-a-glance-medicaid-Authorities.pdf
https://www.medicaid.gov/State-Resource-Center/Medicaid-State-Technical-Assistance/Health-Homes-Technical-Assistance/Downloads/At-a-glance-medicaid-Authorities.pdf
http://kff.org/medicaid/state-indicator/targeted-case-management
http://kff.org/medicaid/state-indicator/targeted-case-management
https://publichealth.gwu.edu/departments/healthpolicy/DHP_Publications/pub_uploads/dhpPublication_FB044708-5056-9D20-3D1C4A53DFA85EC7.pdf
https://publichealth.gwu.edu/departments/healthpolicy/DHP_Publications/pub_uploads/dhpPublication_FB044708-5056-9D20-3D1C4A53DFA85EC7.pdf
https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/benefits/epsdt/index.html
https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/benefits/epsdt/index.html
https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/benefits/downloads/epsdt_coverage_guide.pdf
http://healthcarereform.ky.gov/grants/Documents/Maternal,%20Infant%20and%20Early%20Childhood%20Home%20Visit%20Program%20in%20Kentucky.pdf
http://healthcarereform.ky.gov/grants/Documents/Maternal,%20Infant%20and%20Early%20Childhood%20Home%20Visit%20Program%20in%20Kentucky.pdf
http://www.lrc.ky.gov/kar/902/004/120.htm
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mihp/Post_MIHP_Operations_Guide_Final_1.1.17.v.2_549733_7.pdf
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mihp/Post_MIHP_Operations_Guide_Final_1.1.17.v.2_549733_7.pdf
http://www.mdch.state.mi.us/dch-medicaid/manuals/MedicaidProviderManual.pdf
http://www.mdch.state.mi.us/dch-medicaid/manuals/MedicaidProviderManual.pdf

Medicaid Financing of Home Visiting Services for Women, Children and Their Families

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

million in private and public investments in 2016.

“The State of Early Childhood Home Visiting in Virginia,” Early Impact Virginia, January 2017, http://homevisitingva.com/
HomeVisitingReport2017.pdf.

“Partners in Pregnancy,” Association of Maternal and Child Health Programs, November 2008, http://www.amchp.org/programsandtopics/
BestPractices/InnovationStation/ISDocs/Partners%20in%20Pregnancy-VA_2015.pdf.

“The Role of State Medicaid Programs in Improving the Value of the Health Care System,” National Association of Medicaid Directors, March
2016, http://medicaiddirectors.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/NAMD_Bailit-Health_Value-Based-Purchasing-in-Medicaid.pdf

Delivery System Reform Incentive Payment (DSRIP) programs are part of broader Medicaid 1115 waivers, and provide state Medicaid agencies
with funding to incentivize infrastructure improvements, care delivery redesign, and improvements in the quality of care for low-income
populations through value-based payments.

“Delivery System Reform Incentive Payment (DSRIP) Program,” New York State Department of Health, updated February 2017, https://www.
health.ny.gov/health_care/medicaid/redesign/dsrip/.

“New York State Delivery System Reform Incentive Payment Program Project Toolkit,” New York State Department of Health, October, 2014,
https://www.health.ny.gov/health _care/medicaid/redesign/docs/dsrip_project_toolkit.pdf.

Rachel Herzfeldt-Kamprath, Maura Calsyn, and Thomas Huelskoetter, “Medicaid and Home Visiting: Best Practices from States,” Center for
American Progress, January 2017, https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/early-childhood/reports/2017/01/25/297160/medicaid-and-home-
visiting.

Anna Spencer, James Lloyd, and Tricia McGinnis, “Using Medicaid Resources to Pay for Health Related Supportive Services: Early Lessons,”
Center for Health Care Strategies, December 2015, http://www.chcs.org/media/Supportive-Services-Brief-Final-120315-1.pdf

“Home Visiting,” Health Resources and Services Administration, accessed June 2017, https://mchb.hrsa.gov/maternal-child-health-initiatives/
home-visiting-overview

“Section 1915(b) Waiver Proposal for MCO, PIHP, PAHP, PCCM Programs and FFS Selective Contracting Programs,” South Carolina
Department of Health and Human Services, December 2015, https://www.medicaid.gov/Medicaid-CHIP-Program-Information/By-Topics/
Waivers/Downloads/SC_Enhanced-Prenatal-Postpartum-Home-Visitation-Managed-Care.pdf

“South Carolina Nurse-Family Partnership Pay for Success Project,” South Carolina Department of Health and Human Services, 2016, https://
www.scdhhs.gov/sites/default/files/NFP%20PFS%20Fact%20Sheet%20scdhhs.pdf.

About the National Academy for State Health Policy:

The National Academy for State Health Policy (NASHP) is an independent academy of state health policymakers working together to
identify emerging issues, develop policy solutions, and improve state health policy and practice. As a non-profit, nonpartisan organization
dedicated to helping states achieve excellence in health policy and practice, NASHP provides a forum on critical health issues across
branches and agencies of state government. NASHP resources are available at:

Acknowledgments:

This issue brief was written by Becky Normile, Alex King, and Karen VanLandeghem of NASHP with support from the Alliance for Early
Success. The authors would like to thank Helene Stebbins and Mimi Aledo-Sandoval of the Alliance for Early Success for their guidance
and support of this work. The authors also would like to thank Kay Johnson of Johnson Group Consulting for her review and guidance on
the issue brief.



http://www.nashp.org
http://homevisitingva.com/HomeVisitingReport2017.pdf
http://homevisitingva.com/HomeVisitingReport2017.pdf
http://www.amchp.org/programsandtopics/BestPractices/InnovationStation/ISDocs/Partners%20in%20Pregnancy-VA_2015.pdf
http://www.amchp.org/programsandtopics/BestPractices/InnovationStation/ISDocs/Partners%20in%20Pregnancy-VA_2015.pdf
http://medicaiddirectors.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/NAMD_Bailit-Health_Value-Based-Purchasing-in-Medicaid.pdf
https://www.health.ny.gov/health_care/medicaid/redesign/dsrip/
https://www.health.ny.gov/health_care/medicaid/redesign/dsrip/
https://www.health.ny.gov/health_care/medicaid/redesign/docs/dsrip_project_toolkit.pdf
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/early-childhood/reports/2017/01/25/297160/medicaid-and-home-visiting
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/early-childhood/reports/2017/01/25/297160/medicaid-and-home-visiting
http://www.chcs.org/media/Supportive-Services-Brief-Final-120315-1.pdf
https://mchb.hrsa.gov/maternal-child-health-initiatives/home-visiting-overview
https://mchb.hrsa.gov/maternal-child-health-initiatives/home-visiting-overview
https://www.medicaid.gov/Medicaid-CHIP-Program-Information/By-Topics/Waivers/Downloads/SC_Enhanced-Prenatal-Postpartum-Home-Visitation-Managed-Care.pdf
https://www.medicaid.gov/Medicaid-CHIP-Program-Information/By-Topics/Waivers/Downloads/SC_Enhanced-Prenatal-Postpartum-Home-Visitation-Managed-Care.pdf
https://www.scdhhs.gov/sites/default/files/NFP%20PFS%20Fact%20Sheet%20scdhhs.pdf
https://www.scdhhs.gov/sites/default/files/NFP%20PFS%20Fact%20Sheet%20scdhhs.pdf

