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DECISION 

The New York State Department or Social Services (State)
appealed a decision by the Realth Care Finencinl 
Administratlon (Alency) dlsallowlnl $85,293 clat.ed under 
title XII of the Soclal Security let (ict). Tne dhallow_ 
ancc was taken by the Agency on tha Iround that the Stete's 
clai.s were not flIed wIthin the applicable time lllllits 
llll?osed by ~ectlon 11)2 of the Act and tha 1111plement1nl
regulations. The State contended that the di"allowanca lIlust 
be reversed based on the Agency's failure to foliOw tha 
procedures set out 1n ij5 CfR 201.15 when It aeferred the 
clilla.:s prIor to taking the disallowance. The Board rejected
this argument in a separate decision Issued in this case, 
however. New 'foriC Oepartment of SOcial SerVices, OGlB Ho. 807 
(HOV~lIlber 11, 1986). Accord1nll:ly, we consider here thll; 
State'S further contention that the Claims were tImely 
fUed. 

The cost~ cla1~ed represented Medical assistance 
expenoitures orlgin~lly paid from State funds on behalf or 
indIviduals whom the State later Jeter~lned were eligible for 
Medicaid. The State arsued that the expenditures ~~re not 
lIlade until th. State recogniZed tnat they were eliglale for 
!'"llderal financial p.rticlpation, in whleh case the State .,t 
the fl1lnl deadline. The State also argued that the clal.s 
fell withIn the 9tatutory exception to the ti~e ltlllits for 
"audit exceptions, or adju9tments to prior year coats." The 
State noted, however, that the Board had rejected similar 
arguments in New York State Oepartment of Social Services, 
DGAB No. 521 (M8rch 6, 198ij), and reQue:lted tnat tbe Board 
issue a su..ary decision based upon Its holding In OGAB 
No. 521. The "lleney shted it it had 00 objection to the 
issuance of such a su~r1 decision. 

In DGAB No. 521, the Board held that ~erely having a State 
audIt which showed that the State had underclalmed w~s not 
enoush to brinl the State within the exception for "audit 
exceptions, or adjustments to prior year oosts.- Tne Board 
also held that tha reclassification of expenditures from 
non-federal participating to tederal partlctpatins did not 
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arrect the time when the expenditures ocourr~d. There 13 
thus no bas\3 for the State's position that the claims In 
the case before us now were timely fIled. 

Accordtngly, baaed on DGAB Mo. 521, we auataln the 
disallowance In tbe a.aunt of '05.293. 

Norval O. (Oohn) ::iettle 


