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Background 
Medicaid is the largest payer of long-term services 
and supports (LTSS) in the United States, spending 
$228.7 billion to serve nearly 10 million people using a 
variety of home and community-based services (HCBS) 
and institutional facilities in 2023.1 For those who 
design programs and track progress toward serving 
more people in home and community-based settings 
and reducing the use of institutional services, it is 
important to understand the types of users and 
expenditures across states and Medicaid 
delivery systems. 

Currently, Medicaid LTSS user and expenditure data 
tables and briefs are produced using the Transformed 
Medicaid Statistical Information System (T-MSIS) 
Analytic Files (TAF), which includes information on 
enrollment, enrollee characteristics, service use, and 
expenditures. Although TAF data quality (DQ) has 
improved over time, data issues and anomalies continue to affect the accuracy of LTSS user and 
expenditure calculations for some states. 

The DQ Atlas, a web-based tool illustrating the quality and usability of TAF data, includes several relevant 
topics for understating the quality of LTSS user counts and expenditures generated from TAF data and 
serves as a starting point for assessing TAF’s suitability for a given analysis for each state.2 However, the 
DQ Atlas alone does not provide sufficiently detailed information to assess the accuracy of LTSS user and 

1 See “Trends in Users and Expenditures for Home and Community-Based Services as a Share of Total Medicaid Long-
Term Services and Supports Users and Expenditures, 2023” at https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/long-term-
services-supports/reports-evaluations.  
2 The DQ Atlas can be accessed at https://www.medicaid.gov/dq-atlas/. 

Key findings 
• Ten states received high concern ratings for

HCBS managed care expenditures, the most
of any LTSS TAF data quality (DQ) measure
analyzed.

• Forty-three states were rated low concern,
medium concern, or unclassified for all
institutional LTSS (ILTSS) measures; 39 states
were rated low concern, medium concern, or
unclassified for all HCBS measures.

• High concern ratings were more frequent for
HCBS measures compared to ILTSS measures 
and for expenditure measures compared to 
user count measures, indicating that more 
caution should be used interpreting HCBS 
user counts and expenditures.  

https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/long-term-services-supports/reports-evaluations
https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/long-term-services-supports/reports-evaluations
https://www.medicaid.gov/dq-atlas/
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expenditure output. To fill this gap, we developed a set of eight TAF DQ measures to detect potential 
issues with the underlying data for LTSS user and expenditure outputs by both service category (HCBS 
and institutional LTSS [ILTSS]) and delivery system type (fee-for-service [FFS] and managed care [MC]) 
(Table 1).  

Table 1. LTSS TAF DQ measures 
DQ measures for LTSS users DQ measures for LTSS expenditures 
HCBS FFS users HCBS FFS expenditures 
HCBS MC users HCBS MC expenditures 
ILTSS FFS users ILTSS FFS expenditures 
Il LTSS MC users ILTSS MC expenditures 

DQ = data quality; FFS = fee-for-service; HCBS = home and community-based services; ILTSS = institutional long-term services and 
supports; LTSS = long-term services and supports; MC = managed care. 

These LTSS-specific DQ measures follow the basic measurement principles used for DQ Atlas assessments 
and provide (a) additional information about the aspects of TAF that are most relevant for identifying 
LTSS users and calculating expenditures and (b) a quick reference to support interpretation of LTSS 
analytics publications.  

This brief provides a short summary of the methodology used to construct the DQ measures, a detailed 
analysis of the 2023 LTSS TAF DQ measures by state, and recommendations for using measure results. 

Methodology 
The eight LTSS TAF DQ measures are based on 2023 TAF data, FY 2023 CMS-64 data, 2023 TAF Release 1 
DQ Atlas assessments, and information on HCBS authorities from the Medicaid and CHIP Scorecard, as 
described below.  

1. Existing DQ Atlas assessments. We included TAF DQ Atlas topics that are relevant to LTSS user and
expenditure calculations and specific to either ILTSS or HCBS.3 For these assessments, the DQ Atlas
assigns the following ratings: unusable, high concern, medium concern, low concern, or unclassified.
The rating is based on performance according to criteria specific to each assessment. Unclassified is
reserved for states where the assessment does not apply. For example, if a state does not provide
LTSS through MC, it would be rated unclassified on an assessment of LTSS MC data.

2. Comparing TAF data to CMS-64 data. We compared LTSS categories in the CMS-64 to the user and
expenditure categories we identified in the TAF. If we did not identify TAF users or expenditures for a
particular LTSS service category, but the state reported more than $1,000 in CMS-64 expenditures (or
vice versa), we flagged it as an issue that could contribute to the measure ratings.4

3. Comparing TAF data to HCBS authority status. We compared public information about the HCBS
authorities in each state to the HCBS programs for which we have identified users or expenditures in
the TAF. We flagged HCBS authority service categories —section 1915(c) waiver programs, section

3 The LTSS TAF DQ measures incorporate the following DQ Atlas assessments, with the relevant file(s) listed in 
parentheses: Type of service (LT, OT), Claims volume (LT, OT), Comprehensive MC plan encounters (LT, OT), FFS long-
term care expenditures (LT), Missing payment data—encounters (LT, OT), Missing payment data—FFS claims (OT).  
4 To avoid capturing anomalies or small prior period adjustments in service categories that were no longer relevant in 
a state, we only included categories showing at least $1,000 in expenditures in the CMS-64. To flag a service category 
as present in the TAF but not in the CMS-64, we needed to identify at least 11 TAF users. 
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1915(i) state plan HCBS benefit, section 1915(j) self-directed personal assisted services (PAS) option, 
or section 1915(k) Community First Choice option—that are found in the TAF data that did not appear 
in the HCBS by Authority Medicaid and CHIP Scorecard measure for the state.5,6 The HCBS by 
Authority Medicaid and CHIP Scorecard measure indicates a state’s HCBS authorities at a specific 
point in time; the 2023 HCBS by Authority measure shows a state’s HCBS authorities as of May 31, 
2023.  

4. Comparing TAF LTSS Users to LTSS Expenditures. In the TAF, we compared the ILTSS and HCBS
service categories for which we identified users and expenditures. We flagged categories if they only
had users or expenditures reported in the TAF. We included all institutional and HCBS categories in
LTSS user counts and expenditure calculations.

For each of the eight LTSS TAF DQ measures, we assigned each state a rating of high concern, medium 
concern, low concern, or unclassified, as described below. States and other interested parties that use 
LTSS user and expenditure results (for example, to track state progress toward rebalancing) may want to 
consider these new state DQ ratings when interpreting LTSS user and expenditure calculations.  

• High concern: Major problems in the completeness or reliability of the TAF data are likely to impede
analysis of a given topic.

• Medium concern: Some problems were identified that may affect the usability of the TAF data for
analyzing a given topic.

• Low concern: No major problems were identified that would affect the usability of the TAF data for
analyzing a given topic.

• Unclassified: The topic is not applicable to the state.

The eight summary measures are based on a state’s performance across all relevant assessments for each 
measure. For most DQ Atlas assessments, states received a high concern rating for a measure if the 
relevant DQ Atlas ratings are unusable or high concern and a medium concern rating for a measure if the 
relevant DQ Atlas ratings are medium concern.7 States also received a medium or high concern rating if 
we flagged relevant service categories in our comparisons of the LTSS user counts and expenditure 
information based on the other comparisons described above.8 States received a low concern rating for 

5 Sections 1915(c), 1915(i), 1915(j), and 1915(k) refer to section 1915 of the Social Security Act. 
6 The full measure description is available at https://www.medicaid.gov/state-overviews/scorecard/measure/Home-
and-Community-Based-Services-by-
Authority?keywords=%5B%226%22%5D&measure=CD.2&measureView=state&stratification=659&dataView=pointIn
Time&chart=map&timePeriods=%5B%22May%2031,%202024%22%5D.  
7 The Comprehensive MC plan encounters assessment can only result in a medium concern LTSS TAF DQ rating 
regardless of the DQ Atlas rating for the assessment because the percentage of HCBS or ILTSS delivered through 
comprehensive MC plans can vary across states. Additionally, the FFS long-term care expenditure assessment can only 
result in a high concern rating when the DQ Atlas rating is unusable because the methodological differences between 
the TAF and CMS-64 mean that discrepancies in expenditures between the two files might not always indicate a 
quality issue in the TAF. Only when the difference in expenditures between the TAF and CMS-64 is greater than or 
equal to 50 percent (resulting in unusable rating in the DQ Atlas) do we assign a high concern rating for the FFS 
expenditure summary measure. DQ Atlas assessments of high or medium concern result in a medium concern rating 
for the FFS expenditure summary measure. 
8 For the HCBS measures, we first identified the service categories representing the largest, second largest, and third 
largest proportion of users and, separately, expenditures. A state received a high concern rating if we flagged the 

https://www.medicaid.gov/state-overviews/scorecard/measure/Home-and-Community-Based-Services-by-Authority?keywords=%5B%226%22%5D&measure=CD.2&measureView=state&stratification=659&dataView=pointInTime&chart=map&timePeriods=%5B%22May%2031,%202024%22%5D
https://www.medicaid.gov/state-overviews/scorecard/measure/Home-and-Community-Based-Services-by-Authority?keywords=%5B%226%22%5D&measure=CD.2&measureView=state&stratification=659&dataView=pointInTime&chart=map&timePeriods=%5B%22May%2031,%202024%22%5D
https://www.medicaid.gov/state-overviews/scorecard/measure/Home-and-Community-Based-Services-by-Authority?keywords=%5B%226%22%5D&measure=CD.2&measureView=state&stratification=659&dataView=pointInTime&chart=map&timePeriods=%5B%22May%2031,%202024%22%5D
https://www.medicaid.gov/state-overviews/scorecard/measure/Home-and-Community-Based-Services-by-Authority?keywords=%5B%226%22%5D&measure=CD.2&measureView=state&stratification=659&dataView=pointInTime&chart=map&timePeriods=%5B%22May%2031,%202024%22%5D
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any measures applicable to the state for which they did not receive a high or medium concern rating. 
States received an unclassified rating if the measure is not applicable to the state. 

While the measures provide an overview of LTSS TAF data quality, there are limitations to the 
methodology. For one, the measures assume the CMS-64 data used as a benchmark is accurate; however, 
there may be cases where differences between the data sources are due to inaccuracies in the CMS-64 
rather than the TAF. Additionally, we use the TAF data to identify the largest HCBS programs within each 
state. If the TAF data have underlying quality issues, the programs we identify as the largest might not be 
correct. Finally, the measures may not identify all potential DQ issues. A full description of the 
methodology and limitations is available in Section VII of “Methodology for Identifying Medicaid Long-
Term Services and Supports Expenditures and Users, 2023,” available on Medicaid.gov.9 

TAF HCBS DQ Measure Results 
Using 2023 TAF data, Figure 1 summarizes state performance on the four HCBS summary measures. For 
each of these summary measures, between 6–10 states received a high concern rating (Figure 1).  

service category representing the largest proportion of that state’s users (for the user measures) or expenditures (for 
the expenditure measures). A state received a medium concern rating if we flagged the service categories 
representing either the second or third largest proportion of the state’s users or expenditures. For the ILTSS measures, 
a state received a high concern rating if we flagged its nursing facility users or expenditures and a medium concern 
rating if we flagged its mental health facility or intermediate care facilities for individuals with intellectual disabilities 
(ICFs/IID) users or expenditures. 
9 See https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/long-term-services-supports/reports-evaluations.  

https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/long-term-services-supports/reports-evaluations
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Figure 1. Distribution of state results for HCBS TAF DQ measures, 2023 

Sources: Mathematica analysis of the 2023 TAF Release 1, the FY 2023 CMS-64, the 2023 TAF Release 1 DQ Atlas, and the 2023 
Medicaid and CHIP Scorecard. 

Note: Analysis includes all 50 states and the District of Columbia. 
CHIP = Children’s Health Insurance Program; CMS = Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services; DQ = data quality; HCBS = home 
and community-based services; FFS = fee-for-service; MC = managed care; TAF = Transformed Medicaid Statistical Information 
System Analytic File. 

Figure 2 shows the ratings for each HCBS measure by state. High concern ratings are shaded orange, 
medium concern ratings are shaded yellow, low concern ratings are shaded green, and unclassified 
ratings are shaded gray.  

Overall, 39 states and the District of Columbia (DC) received low concern, medium concern, or unclassified 
ratings across all four of the HCBS measures, indicating that, for most states, any DQ concerns are minor. 
However, 12 states received a high concern rating for at least one of the four HCBS measures. Below, we 
detail the DQ concerns that generated the high concern ratings. 

Figure 2. 2023 HCBS TAF DQ measure ratings by state 

State HCBS FFS users HCBS MC users 
HCBS FFS 

expenditures 
HCBS MC 

expenditures 
Alabama Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Alaska High concern Unclassified Medium concern Unclassified 

Arizona Low concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 
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State HCBS FFS users HCBS MC users 
HCBS FFS 

expenditures 
HCBS MC 

expenditures 
Arkansas Low concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

California Low concern Medium concern High concern High concern 

Colorado Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Connecticut Low concern Unclassified Low concern Unclassified 

Delaware Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 
District of 
Columbia Medium concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

Florida Low concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

Georgia Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Hawaii Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Idaho Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Illinois Low concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

Indiana Medium concern Medium concern High concern High concern 

Iowa Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Kansas Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Kentucky Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Louisiana Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Maine Low concern Unclassified Low concern Unclassified 

Maryland Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Massachusetts High concern High concern High concern High concern 

Michigan Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Minnesota High concern High concern High concern High concern 

Mississippi Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Missouri Low concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Montana Low concern Unclassified Low concern Unclassified 

Nebraska Medium concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Nevada Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

New Hampshire Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

New Jersey High concern High concern High concern High concern 

New Mexico Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

New York High concern High concern High concern High concern 

North Carolina Medium concern Medium concern High concern High concern 

North Dakota Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Ohio High concern High concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Oklahoma Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Oregon Low concern Low concern Low concern High concern 

Pennsylvania Medium concern Medium concern High concern High concern 
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State HCBS FFS users HCBS MC users 
HCBS FFS 

expenditures 
HCBS MC 

expenditures 
Rhode Island Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

South Carolina Low concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

South Dakota Medium concern Unclassified Medium concern Unclassified 

Tennessee Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Texas Low concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

Utah Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Vermont High concern High concern High concern High concern 

Virginia Medium concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

Washington Low concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

West Virginia Low concern Low concern Low concern Medium concern 

Wisconsin Low concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

Wyoming Low concern Unclassified Low concern Unclassified 
Source: Mathematica analysis of the 2023 TAF Release 1, the FY 2023 CMS-64, the 2023 TAF Release 1 DQ Atlas, and the 2023 

Medicaid and CHIP Scorecard. 
Note: Analysis includes all 50 states and the District of Columbia. 
CHIP = Children’s Health Insurance Program; CMS = Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services; DQ = data quality; HCBS = home 
and community-based services; FFS = fee-for-service; MC = managed care; TAF = Transformed Medicaid Statistical Information 
System Analytic File. 

• Five states (Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, and Vermont) received high
concern ratings for all four HCBS measures.

– Massachusetts, Minnesota, and New Jersey received high concern ratings for all four HCBS measures
because high concern ratings for the other services (OT) file claim volume assessment in the DQ Atlas
suggests these states may be over- or under- reporting claims in the TAF OT file. We identify HCBS
users and expenditures based on the OT file, and we may therefore be over- or under-identifying
HCBS users or expenditures for these states. We did not find any other DQ issues in Massachusetts
and Minnesota that would result in a high concern rating. However, we found additional issues that
would result in a high concern rating for HCBS FFS expenditures and HCBS MC expenditures for New
Jersey. Specifically, for the FFS expenditures measure, New Jersey did not have the approved HCBS
authority for its largest expenditure service category, section 1915(c) waiver programs. For the MC
expenditures measure, a high concern rating for the OT file component of the DQ Atlas assessment of
missing payment data on encounter claims suggests that a high proportion (more than 20 percent) of
New Jersey’s OT encounter claims are missing payment information. As a result, TAF data may
underestimate HCBS MC expenditures for the state.

– New York and Vermont received high concern ratings due to issues with their largest HCBS user and
expenditure service categories in the TAF data. These issues suggest that these states are not
correctly assigning the HCBS service category (i.e., section 1905(a) state plan personal care services,
section 1915(i) state plan HCBS benefit, or section 1915(c) waiver programs) on some claims
submitted to T-MSIS. For New York, the largest service category for HCBS users and expenditures was
the section 1915(i) state plan HCBS benefit. The state reported FFS and MC users and expenditures for
section 1915(i) state plan HCBS benefit, but did not have approved section 1915(i) state plan HCBS
benefit authority, and did not report FFS expenditures for section 1915(i) state plan HCBS benefit in
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the CMS-64. For Vermont, section 1915(c) waiver programs was the largest service category for HCBS 
users and expenditures. The state reported FFS users and expenditures and MC users, but did not 
have approved HCBS authority for that program, and we did not identify section 1915(c) waiver 
programs MC expenditures for the state. Vermont also received a high concern rating for HCBS MC 
expenditures because an unusable rating for the OT file component of the DQ Atlas assessment of 
missing payment data on encounter claims suggests that a high proportion (100 percent) of the 
state’s OT encounter claims are missing payment information. Consequently, TAF data may 
underestimate HCBS MC expenditures for the state. 

• Five states (California, Indiana, North Carolina, Ohio, and Pennsylvania) received high concern
ratings for two of the four HCBS measures.

– Ohio received high concern ratings for both HCBS FFS and MC users due to issues with its largest
HCBS user service category, section 1915(j) self-directed PAS option. The state reported FFS and MC
section 1915(j) self-directed PAS option users but did not have HCBS authority for the section 1915(j)
self-directed PAS option and did not report FFS expenditures for the section 1915(j) self-directed PAS
option in the CMS-64. These issues suggest the state is not correctly assigning the HCBS service
category on some claims submitted to T-MSIS.10

– California, Indiana, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania received high concern ratings for both HCBS FFS
and MC expenditures. California received these high concern ratings because high concern ratings for
the OT file component of the DQ Atlas assessments of missing payment data on FFS claims and
encounter claims suggest a high proportion of the state’s OT claims (more than 20 percent of FFS OT
claims and 40 percent of encounter OT claims) are missing payment information. Thus, TAF data may
underestimate HCBS FFS and MC expenditures for the state. Indiana, North Carolina, and
Pennsylvania received these high concern ratings due to issues with their largest HCBS expenditure
category, section 1915(j) self-directed PAS option. None of these states had approved program
authority for the section 1915(j) self-directed PAS option, and Indiana and Pennsylvania did not report
FFS expenditures for the section 1915(j) self-directed PAS option in the CMS-64. These issues suggest
that these states are not correctly assigning the HCBS service category on some claims submitted to
T-MSIS.

• Two states (Alaska and Oregon) received high concern ratings for one of the four HCBS
measures.

– Alaska received a high concern rating for HCBS FFS users because it did not report any expenditures
in the CMS-64 for its largest HCBS user category in the TAF, section 1905(a) state plan rehabilitative
services. This suggests the state is not correctly assigning the HCBS service category on some claims
submitted to  T-MSIS.

– Oregon received a high concern rating for HCBS MC expenditures because a high concern rating for
the OT file component of the DQ Atlas assessment of missing payment data on encounter claims
suggests that a high proportion (more than 20 percent) of the state’s encounter OT claims are missing
payment information. Thus, TAF data may underestimate HCBS MC expenditures for the state.

10 Because we separately identify a state’s top three largest user categories and top three largest expenditure 
categories, a state may receive high concern ratings for user measures but not for expenditure measures (and vice 
versa) if their largest user and expenditure categories are not the same. This can occur if a state’s largest user 
category is for a service category that typically has low expenditures per user or if a state’s largest expenditure 
category is for a service category that typically has high expenditures per user. 



Mathematica® Inc. 9 

TAF ILTSS DQ Measure Results 
Figure 3 summarizes state performance on the four ILTSS summary measures. For each of these measures, 
2–5 states received a high concern rating (Figure 3).  

Figure 3. Distribution of state results for ILTSS TAF DQ measures, 2023 

Source: Mathematica analysis of the 2023 TAF Release 1, the FY 2023 CMS-64, and the 2023 TAF Release 1 DQ Atlas. 
Note: Analysis includes all 50 states and the District of Columbia.  
DQ = data quality; ILTSS = institutional long-term services and supports; FFS = fee-for-service; MC = managed care; TAF = 
Transformed Medicaid Statistical Information System Analytic File. 

Figure 4 shows the ratings for each ILTSS measure by state. High concern ratings are shaded orange, 
medium concern ratings are shaded yellow, low concern ratings are shaded green, and unclassified 
ratings are shaded gray. 

Overall, 43 states and the District of Columbia received low concern, medium concern, or unclassified 
ratings across all four ILTSS measures, indicating that, for most states, any DQ concerns were minor. Eight 
states received a high concern rating for at least one of the four ILTSS measures; the DQ concerns that 
generated the high concern ratings are detailed below. 

Figure 4. 2023 ILTSS TAF DQ measure ratings by state 

State ILTSS FFS users ILTSS MC users 
ILTSS FFS 

expenditures 
ILTSS MC 

expenditures 
Alabama Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 
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State ILTSS FFS users ILTSS MC users 
ILTSS FFS 

expenditures 
ILTSS MC 

expenditures 
Alaska Low concern Unclassified Low concern Unclassified 

Arizona Medium concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

Arkansas Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

California Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Colorado Medium concern High concern Medium concern High concern 

Connecticut Low concern Unclassified Low concern Unclassified 

Delaware Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 
District of 
Columbia Low concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Florida Low concern Medium concern High concern High concern 

Georgia Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Hawaii High concern Low concern High concern Low concern 

Idaho Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Illinois Low concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Indiana Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Iowa Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Kansas Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Kentucky Low concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

Louisiana Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Maine Low concern Unclassified Low concern Unclassified 

Maryland Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Massachusetts Low concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Michigan Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Minnesota Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Mississippi Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Missouri Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Montana Low concern Unclassified Low concern Unclassified 

Nebraska Low concern Low concern Medium concern High concern 

Nevada Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

New Hampshire High concern High concern High concern High concern 

New Jersey Low concern Low concern High concern Low concern 

New Mexico Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

New York Low concern Medium concern Low concern Medium concern 

North Carolina Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

North Dakota Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Ohio Low concern Medium concern Medium concern High concern 

Oklahoma Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 
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State ILTSS FFS users ILTSS MC users 
ILTSS FFS 

expenditures 
ILTSS MC 

expenditures 
Oregon Low concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Pennsylvania Low concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Rhode Island Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

South Carolina Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

South Dakota Low concern Unclassified Medium concern Unclassified 

Tennessee Low concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Texas Low concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Utah Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Vermont Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

Virginia Low concern Low concern Low concern Low concern 

Washington Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Low concern 

West Virginia Medium concern Low concern Medium concern Medium concern 

Wisconsin Medium concern Medium concern High concern Medium concern 

Wyoming Low concern Unclassified Medium concern Unclassified 
Source: Mathematica analysis of the 2023 TAF Release 1, the FY 2023 CMS-64, and the 2023 TAF Release 1 DQ Atlas. 
Note: Analysis includes all 50 states and the District of Columbia. 
DQ = data quality; ILTSS = institutional long-term services and supports; FFS = fee-for-service; MC = managed care; TAF = 
Transformed Medicaid Statistical Information System Analytic File. 

• One state (New Hampshire) received high concern ratings across all four ILTSS measures.

– New Hampshire received high concern ratings on all four ILTSS measures because a high concern
rating for the DQ Atlas assessment for the type of service code in the long term care (LT) file suggests
the state is not correctly populating the type of service on its LT claims. Because we use the LT file to
identify institutional users and expenditures and we identify the type of institutional service using the
type of service code, if the type of service is not coded correctly, we may be miscategorizing
institutional services. The state also received a high concern rating for ILTSS MC expenditures because
the DQ Atlas assessment of missing payment data on encounter claims suggests that a high
proportion (more than 40 percent) of New Hampshire’s encounter LT claims are missing payment
information. Therefore, TAF data may underestimate ILTSS MC expenditures for the state.

• Three states (Colorado, Florida, and Hawaii) received high concern ratings for two of the four
ILTSS summary measures.

– Colorado received high concern ratings for ILTSS MC users and expenditures because we identified
MC nursing facility users but no MC nursing facility expenditures in the TAF, which suggests the state
is not reporting data for nursing facility services correctly.

– Florida received high concern ratings for ILTSS FFS and MC expenditures. It received the FFS rating
because an unusable rating for the DQ Atlas assessment of FFS long-term care expenditures suggests
discrepancies between the institutional expenditures reported in the CMS-64 and those in the TAF.
Therefore, TAF data may underestimate ILTSS FFS expenditures for the state. It received the MC rating
because a high concern rating for the LT file component of the DQ Atlas assessment of missing
payment data on encounter claims suggests that a high proportion (more than 40 percent) of the
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state’s encounter LT claims are missing payment information. TAF data may therefore underestimate 
ILTSS MC expenditures for the state. 

– Hawaii received high concern ratings for ILTSS FFS users and expenditures because the state reported
FFS nursing facility expenditures in the CMS-64, but we did not identify FFS nursing facility users and
expenditures in the TAF. This suggests the state is not reporting data for nursing facilities correctly.

• Four states (Nebraska, New Jersey, Ohio, and Wisconsin) received a high concern rating for one
of the four ILTSS measures.

– New Jersey and Wisconsin received high concern ratings for ILTSS FFS expenditures because an
unusable rating for the DQ Atlas assessment of FFS long-term care expenditures suggests
discrepancies between the institutional expenditures reported in the CMS-64 and those in the TAF.
Therefore, TAF data may underestimate ILTSS FFS expenditures for these states.

– Nebraska and Ohio received high concern ratings for ILTSS MC expenditures because an unusable (for
Nebraska) or high concern (for Ohio) rating for the LT file component of the DQ Atlas assessment of
missing payment data on encounter claims suggests that a high proportion (more than 50 percent in
Ohio, and 25 percent in Nebraska) of their encounter LT claims are missing payment information.
Therefore, TAF data may underestimate ILTSS MC expenditures for these states.

Conclusions 
Most states received DQ ratings of medium concern or better across all four HCBS measures (39 states) 
and all four ILTSS measures (43 states). On average, states performed better on the ILTSS measures 
compared to the HCBS measures. Eight states received a high concern rating for at least one ILTSS 
measure, and only one state received a high concern rating on all four ILTSS measures. In comparison, 12 
states received a high concern rating for at least one HCBS measure, and five states received a high 
concern rating on all four HCBS measures.11 

Overall, for both HCBS and ILTSS measures, states performed worse on expenditure measures than on 
user measures, with more states receiving high concern ratings on expenditure measures. This may be in 
part because the CMS-64 contains easily observable benchmarks for expenditure information but no 
similar benchmarks for user counts. Generally, performance was similar between the FFS and MC versions 
of the same measure, except for ILTSS expenditures, for which 16 more states received a medium concern 
rating for the FFS measure compared to the MC measure.  

The DQ Atlas assessments were the primary factor in most ratings. Other common factors were 
discrepancies between the TAF and the CMS-64 and, for HCBS measures, differences between the TAF 
and a state’s active HCBS authorities. Discrepancies between users and expenditures within the TAF were 
less common.  

Identifying these DQ issues is important for interpreting results in LTSS analytic publications. Interested 
parties can consider these new state-level DQ ratings, particularly high concern ratings, when interpreting 
LTSS user and expenditure calculations. For example, ILTSS expenditure data and LTSS expenditure 

11 Because the HCBS DQ measures include more components than the ILTSS measures, there are more opportunities 
to find issues in the quality of states’ HCBS data. More information on the components of the HCBS and ILTSS 
measures is available in Section VII of “Methodology for Identifying Medicaid Long-Term Services and Supports 
Expenditures and Users, 2023,” at https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/long-term-services-supports/reports-
evaluations.  

https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/long-term-services-supports/reports-evaluations
https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/long-term-services-supports/reports-evaluations
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rebalancing rankings for states with high concern ratings on the ILTSS expenditure measures (Colorado, 
Florida, Hawaii, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Ohio, and Wisconsin) should be viewed with 
caution. For medium concern ratings, interested parties may want to understand the specific issues 
behind the rating to determine any potential impact on their use of the data. The specific data issues that 
generated each rating for each state are described in “Data Notes for Medicaid Transformed Medicaid 
Statistical Information System Analytic File Long-Term Services and Supports Annual Expenditures and 
Users, 2023.”12 The DQ ratings also present states with an opportunity to identify areas for improvement 
in their TAF reporting. States interested in addressing the DQ issues identified in these ratings should 
contact their CMS state T-MSIS technical assistance (TA) representative along with their internal T-
MSIS team.  

12 Available at https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/long-term-services-supports/reports-evaluations. 

https://www.medicaid.gov/medicaid/long-term-services-supports/reports-evaluations
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