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REPORT ABSTRACT 

Working under the guidance and direction of the Audit Committee (AC), the Auditor of the Board 
provides an independent means for assessing management’s compliance with policies, programs 
and resources authorized by the Board of Supervisors (BOS). Further to this process, efforts are 
made to gain reasonable assurance that management complies with all appropriate statutes, 
ordinances, and directives. 
 
This agency plans, designs, and conducts studies, surveys, evaluations, and investigations of 
County agencies as assigned by the BOS or the AC.  For each study conducted, the agency 
focuses primarily on the County's Corporate Stewardship vision elements. The agency does this by 
developing, whenever possible, information during the studies performed which are used to 
maximize County revenues or reduce County expenditures. 
 
To assist the Office of Financial and Program Audit (OFPA) with executing the responsibilities 
under our charge, members of the Fairfax County BOS submit study recommendations of which 
the findings and management responses are included in published studies. This process is utilized 
to provide the constituents, BOS and management reasonable assurance that fiscal and physical 
controls exist within the County.  
 
Additionally, this agency conducts follow-up work on prior period studies. As part of the post 
study work conducted, we review the agreed upon managements' action plans. To facilitate the 
process, we collaborate with management prior to completion of studies. Through this 
collaboration, timelines for the implementation of corrective action and status updates are 
documented for presentation at the upcoming AC Meetings.  
 
The results of studies may not highlight all the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 
enhancements and/or expense reductions which could exist.  Items reported are those which could 
be assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results.  The 
execution of the OFPA’s studies is facilitated through various processes such as sample selections 
whereby documents are selected, and support documentation is requested for compliance and 
other testing attributes. Our audit approach includes interviewing appropriate staff and 
substantive transaction testing.  OFPA staff employs a holistic approach to assess 
agencies/departments whereby the review is performed utilizing a flow from origination to 
closeout for the areas under review. 
 
There are several types of studies performed by OFPA, e.g., operational, financial, compliance, 
internal controls, etc. To that end, it is important to note; OFPA staff reserves the option to 
perform a holistic financial and analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization 
being reviewed where appropriate.  This practice is most often employed to perform reviews for 
highly transactional studies. 
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Overview 

In the March 2022 Audit Committee quarterly report, OFPA identified several areas for 
enhancement in the oversight of external systems procured by the County’s agencies with P-Cards. 
Some systems procured by these agencies have not been interfaced with FOCUS whereby manual 
journal entry uploads are required. Several systems are operating without disaster recovery 
modes, these items are operating without adequate data backup. The external system inventory 
file used for oversight has a considerable amount of missing information of which the onus is on 
the agency to provide to DIT to monitor these items.  
 

• Active Critical Systems Not Interfaced to FOCUS 

Management agrees with the recommendation. The FOCUS team will work with each respective agency to 

understand the 15 external system’s financial functions. 

➢ Status:  The FOCUS team is working with each respective agency to understand the 15 external 

system’s financial functions, confirm their current method to posting financial transactions to FOCUS 

(such as manual journal entry (JE) or the JE Upload tool) and determine the necessity and feasibility of 

creating an automated interface to FOCUS. Once information is gathered, the external system 

inventory will be updated, and the FOCUS team will coordinate with the respective agencies to plan 

and schedule the agreed upon interface builds. Review in progress; target due date is 10/31/22. 

 

• Active Critical Systems w/o Disaster Recovery (DR) Mode 

Management agrees with the recommendation. DIT will review and update the system inventory to reflect those 

systems that have disaster recovery in place.  

➢ Status: Completed. Identified systems have an SLA in place for DR either on-premises or on cloud.  

 

• External Systems w/FOCUS Functionalities 

Management agrees with the recommendation. DIT and the FOCUS Team will liaise with the respective agencies 

to better understand the 6 systems core functionalities and whether those can be performed in FOCUS. 

➢ Status: DIT and the FOCUS Team are working with the respective agencies to better understand the 6 

systems core functionalities and whether those can be performed in FOCUS. On initial review, most of 

the 6 systems provide agency/industry specific functionality, such as healthcare management, that is 

not a function of FOCUS. Since these systems may also perform some financial subfunctions, we will 

discuss and determine if any additional interfacing is needed with FOCUS.  Review in progress; target 

due date is 10/31/22. 

 

• Active Systems w/Expired Vendor Dates and Costs 

Management agrees with the recommendation. DIT is actively reviewing and updating contract expiration date. 

➢ Status: Completed. 
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• Incomplete External Systems Inventory Tracker Agency Reported 

Management agrees with the recommendation. DIT will review and update the External Systems Inventory 

Tracker for completeness. 

➢ Status: Instead of a moratorium on the procurement of systems with a Pcard, DPMM has implemented 

a multifaceted education and outreach effort to curtail the procurement of systems with the Pcard.  

Efforts include reminders during Pcard Program Manager meetings, additional stress placed on this 

topic in PCard training, and additional emphasis on the topic in an upcoming release of an updated 

Pcard Procurement Technical Bulletin.  The first round of outreach has occurred and education and 

outreach will be ongoing to ensure that all stakeholders are trained and remain aware of the policy. 

This recommendation is complete.  IT Purchases is reflected in the updated 70-07 IT Policy, which will 

be released shortly. 

 

• External Systems procured by Agencies (using P-cards) 

A moratorium on the procurement of systems with a Pcard would mandate a moratorium of the entire Pcard 

program, which is cost prohibitive.  

➢ Status: Instead of a moratorium on the procurement of systems with a Pcard, DPMM has implemented 

a multifaceted education and outreach effort to curtail the procurement of systems with the Pcard.  

Efforts include reminders during Pcard Program Manager meetings, additional stress placed on this topic 

in PCard training, and additional emphasis on the topic in an upcoming release of an updated Pcard 

Procurement Technical Bulletin.  The first round of outreach has occurred, and education and outreach 

will be ongoing to ensure that all stakeholders are trained and remain aware of the policy. This 

recommendation is complete.  IT Purchases is reflected in the updated 70-07 IT Policy, which will be 

released shortly. 
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OVERVIEW OF MUTUAL AID AGREEMENT 
OVERVIEW AND UPDATES 
 
The results of this study may not highlight all the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 

enhancements and/or expense reductions that could exist. Items reported are those which could be 

assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results. Office of 

Financial and Program Audit (OFPA’s) studies are facilitated through several processes such as sample 

selections, compliance support documentation, and various testing approaches. There are several 

types of studies performed by OFPA, e.g.: performance, operational, financial, compliance, etc. To 

that end, it is important to note OFPA staff reserves the option to perform a holistic financial and 

analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization being reviewed where appropriate. 

This practice is most often employed to complete reviews for highly transactional studies. 

 

We performed a review of the Northern Virginia Mutual Aid Agreement, through which Fairfax 

County cooperates with local law enforcement authorities during an emergency beyond the 

capacity of a signatory jurisdiction. Under this agreement, fire and rescue services (EMS and 

Helicopter transports) are provided in response to calls for surrounding jurisdictions. Other 

jurisdictions respond to calls in Fairfax County based on service needs or the closest available unit. 

The County participates in mutual response and automatic dispatch agreements with surrounding 

jurisdictions. The County owns and operates two Bell 429 helicopters to support law enforcement 

and Medevac trips. This study was performed to identify if opportunities exist for revenue 

enhancement or expenditure reduction. 

 

Under the terms of the MAA, Helicopter Division provided a total of 429 trips to other jurisdictions 

in FY2021. Of these, only 10 were Medevac transports; the remaining 419 trips were conducted 

in support of law enforcement. Emergency Medical Services provided 56,703 transport services to 

non-County residents from FY2017-FY2021. Residents of other jurisdictions are billed for County 

EMS transports, provided that relevant billing information can be obtained from the patient.    

 

We liaised with Helicopter Division and EMS staff throughout the review to align our 

understanding of the operations with actual practices.  

 

MAA/EMS operates under Board of Supervisor settled policies, which provides approved 

operational guidance. With that, this Audit Committee approved study will, in several instances, 

present areas identified as BOS Settled Policy Description/Discussion Items as opposed to 

Observations and Recommendations.  
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The graphs below indicate the summary data of MAA/EMS non-County resident collection and 

helicopter flight hours  
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The following tables detail the BOS Settled Policy Description /Discussion Items, observations, and 
recommendations for this study along with management’s responses. 
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STUDY AREA 1 

MAA/EMS NON-COUNTY RESIDENT GROUND TRANSPORTS CLAIM BILLINGS ANALYSIS 

BOS Settled Policy Item Description 

 
We reviewed the MAA/EMS Transport Claim Billings to identify areas to enhance revenue and/or offset 
the operating costs for these services.  Partners (local jurisdictions) in the MAA benefit financially from some 
of the County’s practices. These practices also result in using the County’s general fund to support the costs 
of services to the partner jurisdictions. The results of our analysis revealed two areas whereby collections 
are decreased through “Discounts” and/or “Uncollected Balances.”  There are two points of discussion we 
are raising in relation to these items: 

• Write-off of claims aged past 180 days, and 

• The lack of effort to participate in the collection of aged claims after 180 days. 
 
As purported by EMS management, approval to discharge claim receivables after 180 days is in alignment 
with the direction of the Board of Supervisors. We could not locate documentation to support this assertion. 
The table and graph below detail the average annual discounts and uncollected monies (~$3.5M or 46% 
of  Gross Charges), and five-year discount and uncollected monies (~$17.4M or 46% of  Gross Charges) 
dollar magnitude of revenue that has been discharged.  Given the consistency in this five-year trend, the 
monies will continue to be discharged resulting in the ongoing support of our MAA partners at the cost of 
the County’s general fund. 
 

 
 
 
We identified a rate of uncollected balance to net charges of 35% from FY2019-FY2021. Thus, the 
estimated uncollected net charge available for potential recovery is $5,497,484 * 35% = $1,924,119 
over 3 years. 
 
 
 
 
 
The table and graph below highlight further exposure from Non-County Resident EMS transports. 
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BOS Settled Policy Item Discussion 

 
Given the Board of Supervisors’ settled policies under which these EMS services are provided, OFPA is not 
recommending a remedy to recover the financial exposure reported in this study. This data provided is 
presented for advisory purposes.  
 
With that, I respectfully mention (without recommendation) that the extension of collection times and efforts 
through our contracted collection vendor Nationwide Credit Corporation (NCC) could extend the recognition 
of partner jurisdictions’ ground transport receivables on our books and may reduce some of the revenue 
leakages.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

             STUDY AREA 2 
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MAA/EMS NON-BILLED NON-COUNTY RESIDENT TRANSPORTS ANALYSIS 

Observation 

 
We reviewed EMS transports to non-residents of the County that were never billed due to unidentifiable 
patient information. EMS management asserts these non-billed transports were a combination of Patient 
Identifiable Information (PII) that could not be obtained, or the patient did not meet medical necessity for 
transport, or worker’s compensation, or other reasons not specified. In these instances, the patient cannot 
be billed for the transport. 
 
OFPA identified 12,087 such transports from FY2017-FY2021. The gross charges for these transports were 
~$7.9 million; all of these charges were uncollected. Inova Fairfax Hospital processed 4,081 transports 
from FY2017-FY2021 that were never billed because medical staff did not obtain PII from the patient. The 
gross charges for these transports were ~$2.7 million. The top 5 hospitals by incident count (Inova Fairfax 
Hospital, Reston Hospital Center, Inova Alexandria Hospital, Mount Vernon Hospital, and Inova Fair Oaks 
Hospital) combined for 9,569 transports and ~$6.3 million in gross charges. 
 
The tables below detail the financial exposures resulting from these transports. 
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Recommendation 

Purported by EMS management, hospitals provide PII to EMS management to facilitate the billing 

process.  

 

We recommend staff develop a process to analyze the gaps between patient intake, discharge, and 

collection of PII. The results of these analyses should be used to identify the root causes for the PII 

collection failures. 

   

OFPA Data Scientists data-mined the records to identify and rank the providers that are contributing to 

this revenue leakage. We further recommend the staff start the analysis by focusing on the top 5 service 

providers.  

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

Daniel Shaw 

(Assistant Fire Chief) 

 

Mark Kordalski  

(Deputy Fire Chief) 

 

Chinaka Barbour  

(Fiscal Services Division Director) 

 

Arsenio DeGuzman 

(Program Manager, EMS 

Billing/Accounting) 

10/31/2022 

  

Dan.Shaw@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Mark.Kordalski@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Chinaka.Barbour@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Arsenio.Deguzman@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

  

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   
 

12,087 out of 56,703 (or 21.3%) of non-resident transports were deemed unbillable during the claim 
submission process. EMS transports are sometimes unbillable due to missing or incomplete data. 
FRD will commence tracking errors and identifying root causes through these existing processes:  
 

• Review of the billing vendor’s daily client receipts to reconcile missing data. 

• Program Manager’s review of unbilled transports using bi-weekly lists, which will be reconciled 
to monthly patient records for transports not deemed a medical necessity.  

• Reconciliation of all monthly/quarterly transactions, audits and KPI analysis.  

• Semi-monthly review of contract performance meetings with billing vendor, Client Manager 
and Executive Director to resolve outstanding issues. 

• Annual vendor reviews/evaluations to set contracted rates based on average net collections. 
 
 
 

 

 

mailto:Dan.Shaw@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Mark.Kordalski@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Chinaka.Barbour@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Arsenio.Deguzman@fairfaxcounty.gov
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STUDY AREA 3 

EMS CONTRACTORS DATA ENTRY ERRORS ANALYSIS  

FOR NON-COUNTY RESIDENTS’ TRANSPORTS 

Observation 

We reviewed EMS transport data for non-residents to identify errors in billings. OFPA analysis revealed 
four types of data entry errors for these transports: duplicate line-items incorrect mileage charges, incorrect 
transport mileage, and discounts exceeding gross charges. 
 

• 17 duplicate transports from FY2017-FY2021. These line-items share identical unique identifiers 
but have different gross charges recorded. As purported by EMS management, duplicate line-items 
reflect billing adjustments that were made to earlier transports. 

 

• 539 transports from FY2017-FY2021 where the mileage charge was calculated incorrectly. 
Mileage incurred for EMS transports is charged at $12/mile. For these transports, the mileage 
charge was lower than $12/mile. 

 

• 2 transports from FY2017-FY2021 where the transport mileage was recorded incorrectly. The 
mileage for these transports were recorded as 93.7 and 90.9 miles from pick-up to drop-off. 

 

• 7 transports from FY2017-FY2021 where the discounts exceed the gross charge of the bill. 
 
565 transports from FY2017-FY2021 were recorded incorrectly. ~74% of these errors occurred in 
FY2018; as purported by EMS management, these transports were coded incorrectly by the billing vendor 
in 2017 due to staffing changes.  
 
OFPA reviewed the contract between the County and Change Healthcare, LLC and found no performance 
measures pertaining to billing accuracy. 
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Recommendation 

Based on our review of the contract, no performance measures for this contractor could be identified. In 
the absence of performance measures, we recommend that staff liaise with Change Healthcare to develop 
a process to track errors and identify root causes. 
 
This information should be used to implement processes to reduce errors and staff rework.  Rework by staff 
comes at a financial cost and additional labor hours.  
 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

Daniel Shaw 

(Assistant Fire Chief) 

 

Mark Kordalski  

(Deputy Fire Chief) 

 

Chinaka Barbour  

(Fiscal Services Division Director) 

 

Arsenio DeGuzman 

(Program Manager, EMS 

Billing/Accounting) 

10/31/2022 

  

Dan.Shaw@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Mark.Kordalski@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Chinaka.Barbour@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Arsenio.Deguzman@fairfaxcounty.gov 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

 
565 out of 56,703 (or 0.9%) of data entry errors for non-County resident transports. These data were 
generated from a multi-source summary report. 
 
These errors reflect incorrect matching of billing or payment adjustments which were corrected during 
the billing cycle.   
 
FRD will reinforce the daily billing information collection and contract monitoring activities to ensure 
errors are minimized to the greatest extent possible. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

mailto:Dan.Shaw@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Mark.Kordalski@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Chinaka.Barbour@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Arsenio.Deguzman@fairfaxcounty.gov
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STUDY AREA 4 

MAA/EMS BILLING CONTRACTORS PROCESSING TIME ANALYSIS  

FOR NON-COUNTY RESIDENTS’ TRANSPORT  

Observation 

We reviewed the processing time for EMS transport bills issued to non-residents. FCFRD contracts with a 
third-party vendor to process EMS bills: Med3000 from FY2017-FY2019, and Change Healthcare LLC 
from FY2020-FY2021. For claims with adequate billing information, ~80% of bills were processed 
between 0-30 days after transport. Less than 1% of transports were processed over 180 days after 
transport.  
 
As purported by EMS management, there are situations for which bill processing time can be significantly 
delayed; examples of these include patients involved in traffic accidents or legal settlements. 
 
The table and graph below detail the bill processing time for claims with adequate billing information. 

Conclusion 

OFPA finds this process acceptable.  We Pass Further Audit Work (PFAW). 
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STUDY AREA 5 

HELICOPTER LAW ENFORCEMENT TRIPS ANALYSIS 

BOS Settled Policy Item Description 

The Fairfax County Police Department (FPCD) Helicopter Division operates 2 helicopters for law 
enforcement support and Medevac trips. As part of the County’s participation in the MAA, the Helicopter 
Division supports law enforcement endeavors in other jurisdictions. The MAA does not provide the option to 
bill other jurisdictions for Helicopter Division law enforcement trips made to partnering jurisdictions.  
 
Costs associated with Helicopter Division law enforcement trips within the County are considered operating 
expenses supported by the County’s general fund. Although the MAA does not presently include language 
to facilitate billing partnering jurisdictions for law enforcement trips outside the County, the expenses 
incurred from these trips can be considered potential billable revenue. 
 
The tables and graph below detail the financial exposure associated with Helicopter Division law 
enforcement trips both within and outside of the County. This exposure was calculated using an estimate for 
Helicopter operating costs per flight hour provided to OFPA by the Helicopter Division.  
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BOS Settled Policy Item Discussion 

The MAA details how law enforcement trips for partnering jurisdictions are provided, and how costs are 

paid.  There is no billing option for partnering jurisdictions under this agreement. Costs associated with 

these services are operating costs supported by the County’s general fund.  

 

We respectfully mention (without recommendation) the consideration of staff to liaise with OCA, 

Department of Finance and FCPD Finance Department could be useful in evaluating billing functions to 

identify billing opportunities.  

 

This process would assist the County in recovering costs and reducing the use of the County’s general fund 

to support other jurisdictions.  
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STUDY AREA 6 

HELICOPTER DIVISION NON-COUNTY RESIDENT MEDEVAC TRIPS 

BOS Settled Policy Item Description 

 
OFPA reviewed the Helicopter Division Medevac trips made in support of FCFRD’s EMS services when air 
support is necessary.  
 
There were 33.3 flight hours for Medevac trips to non-County Residents between FY2019-FY2021. Only 
9.9% of non-County Resident flight hours were associated with Medevac trips.  
 
The Helicopter Division does not bill for Medevac transports. Purported by FCPD Helicopter Division 
management, “the County does not have the 14 CFR Part 135 Air Carrier and Operator Certification which 
is needed to bill for these transports.” We've reviewed this assertion with the FCPD Helicopter Division; they 
concur with our conclusion. Additionally, the related BOS approved MAA precludes the County from billing 
for these services.  
 

 
 

BOS Settled Policy Discussion Item 

OFPA finds incorporating Medevac billing to be cost prohibitive.  
We Pass Further Audit Work (PFAW) 
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EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES (EMS) 

STUDY 
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OVERVIEW OF EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 
OVERVIEW AND UPDATES 
 
The results of this study may not highlight all the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 

enhancements and/or expense reductions which could exist. Items reported are those which could 

be assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results. Office of 

Financial and Program Audit (OFPA’s) studies are facilitated through several processes such as: 

sample selections, compliance support documentation and various testing approaches. There are 

several types of studies performed by OFPA, e.g.: performance, operational, financial, compliance, 

etc. To that end, it is important to note OFPA staff reserves the option to perform a holistic financial 

and analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization being reviewed where 

appropriate. This practice is most often employed to perform reviews for highly transactional 

studies. 

 

This study included a review of operations, cost and vehicle fleet replacement by the County’s Fire 

and Rescue Department (FCFRD). EMS staff provides emergency transport services to individuals in 

need. Transport services are categorized into three areas with fees: Basic Life Support (BLS) - $500 

fee, Advanced Life Support Level 1 (ALS1) - $650 fee, and Advanced Life Support 2 (ALS2) - 

$800 fee. Additionally, a $12 per mile fee is charged for miles incurred from pick-up location to 

hospital. These fees remain unchanged since June 2008. Total EMS expenditures in FY2017 – 

FY2021 ranged between ~$65.9M - ~$73.4M. Total EMS revenues in FY17 – FY21 ranged 

between ~$19.6M - ~$21.3M.   

 

Emergency Medical Services provided a total of 208,838 ground transports to County residents 

from FY2017-FY2021. The FCPD Helicopter Division provided a total of 44 Medevac transports to 

County residents in support of EMS operations from FY2019-FY2021.  

 

Fairfax County Fire and Rescue Department is committed to a “service first” philosophy; through 

this mission, we liaised with EMS and Helicopter Division staff to align our understanding of the 

operations with actual practices.  

 

EMS operates under Board of Supervisor settled policies, which provides approved operational 

guidance. With that, this Audit Committee approved study, will in several instances, present areas 

identified as BOS Settled Policy Description/Discussion Items as opposed to Observations and 

Recommendations.  

 

The following tables detail the benchmarking of the County’s EMS fee rates with other 

comparable jurisdictions as well as summary data for County resident billings and collections. 
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The following tables detail the BOS Settled Policy Description/Discussion Items, observations and  
recommendations for this study along with management’s responses. 
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STUDY AREA 1 

EMS COUNTY RESIDENT GROUND TRANSPORT CLAIM BILLINGS ANALYSIS 

BOS Settled Policy Item Description 

We reviewed the EMS Transport Claim Billings to identify areas to enhance revenue and/or offset the 
operating cost for these services. Some of the County’s financial practices have resulted in the use of the 
County’s general fund to support EMS services to constituents. The cost of EMS services provided to the County’s 
constituents are partially offset by insurance companies’ coverage. The results of our analysis revealed two 
areas whereby collections are decreased through “Discounts” and/or “Uncollected Balances.” There are three 
points of discussion we are raising in relation to these items: 

• Claim balance discharge not covered by the insurance companies, 

• Discharge of the full claims not covered by insurance companies and not billed to constituents, and 

• The lack of effort to participate in the collection of aged claims. 
 
As purported by EMS management, approval to discharge the claim receivables is in alignment with the 
direction of the BOS. The following statement from a May 2004 Public Hearing Notice was provided by EMS 
management to support the above assertion “It should be noted that ability to pay would not in any circumstances 
preclude medically-required transports nor would residents unable to pay be subjected to extraordinary collection 
efforts.”  While this statement refers specifically to “extraordinary collections efforts,” it is unclear if this 
statement is designed to mean EMS staff should forgo customary collection efforts.  
 
The table and graph below detail the average annual discounts and uncollected monies (~$11.6M or 41% 
of  Gross Charges), and five-year discount and uncollected monies (~$58.2M or 41% of  Gross Charges) dollar 
magnitude of revenue that has been discharged.  Given consistency in these trends, the monies will continue 
to be discharged resulting in the ongoing support for these services through the County’s general fund. 
 
These data are further highlighted in the table and graph below.  
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This information is being presented as context to the discussion above.  Some alternative financial practices 
could be employed to enhance revenue and provide cost mitigation (relief to the general fund) to provide 
these services to our constituents should any consideration be deemed appropriate. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

BOS Settled Policy Item Discussion 

Given the Board of Supervisors’ settled policies under which these EMS services are provided, OFPA is not 
recommending a remedy to the financial exposure reported in this study. The data provided is presented for 
advisory purposes.  
 
While keeping in view our constituents’ contribution to the general fund through various levied taxes, I 
respectfully mention (without recommendation) the consideration of a modified billing mechanism for 
receivables currently abated through our write-off process. This could also be facilitated through added 
efforts from our contracted collections vendor NCC. These considerations could reduce some of the claims’ 
revenue leakage.   
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STUDY AREA 2 

EMS NON-BILLED COUNTY RESIDENT TRANSPORTS ANALYSIS 

Observation 

We reviewed EMS transports to County residents that were never billed due to unidentifiable patient 
information. For these transports, neither the receiving hospital nor EMS staff obtained Personal Identifiable 
Information (PII) from the patient. In these instances, the patient cannot be billed for the transport. As purported 
by EMS management, examples of instances where medical staff were unable to obtain relevant billing 
information include transports from homeless shelters, or if the patient was in custody at the time of the 
transport. 
 
OFPA analysis identified 22,431 such transports from FY2017-FY2021. The gross charges for these transports 
were ~$14 million; all of these charges were uncollected. Inova Fairfax Hospital processed 8,130 transports 
from FY2017-FY2021 that were never billed because medical staff did not obtain PII from the patient. The 
gross charges for these transports were ~$5.2 million. 
 
The tables below detail the financial exposure resulting from these transports. 
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Recommendation 

Purported by EMS management, hospitals provide Patient Identifiable Information (PII) to EMS management 

to facilitate the billing process.  

 

We recommend staff develop a process to analyze the gaps between patient intake, discharge, and 

collection of PII. The results of these analyses should be used to identify the root causes for the PII collection 

failures. 

   

OFPA Data Scientists data-mined the records to identify and rank the providers that are contributing to this 

revenue leakage. We further recommend the staff start the analysis by focusing on the top 5 service 

providers.  

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

Daniel Shaw 

(Assistant Fire Chief) 

 

Mark Kordalski  

(Deputy Fire Chief) 

 

Chinaka Barbour  

(Fiscal Services Division 

Director) 

 

Arsenio DeGuzman 

(Program Manager, EMS 

Billing/Accounting) 

10/31/2022 

  

Dan.Shaw@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Mark.Kordalski@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Chinaka.Barbour@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Arsenio.Deguzman@fairfaxcounty.gov 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

The billing information collection and contract monitoring activities in place are the same for both 
County residents and non-residents with only one exception on the payment receiving end.  The sole 
exception is when County residents provide insurance information, FRD accepts whatever the patient’s 
insurance pays as payment in full and waives any remaining out-of-pocket co-payment or deductible 
requirements.  Consequently, FRD’s response to this recommendation is the same as in slide 12 above. 
 
22,431 of 208,838 (or 10.7%) of County resident incidents that were deemed unbillable during the 
coding and claim submission process.   
 
FRD will immediately reinforce the daily billing information collection and contract monitoring activities 
already in place to further ensure errors are minimized to the greatest extent possible. 
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STUDY AREA 3 

EMS CONTRACTORS DATA ENTRY ERRORS ANALYSIS  

FOR COUNTY RESIDENTS’ TRANSPORTS 

Observation 

 
We reviewed EMS transport data for County residents to identify errors in billings. OFPA analysis revealed 
four types of billing errors for these transports: duplicate line-items, incorrect mileage charges, incorrect 
transport mileage, and discounts exceeding gross charges. 
 
We identified 82 duplicate transports from FY2017-FY2021. These line-items share identical unique 
identifiers but have different gross charges recorded. As purported by EMS management, duplicate line-items 
reflect billing adjustments that were made to earlier transports. 
 

• 1,783 transports from FY2017-FY2021 where the mileage charge was calculated incorrectly. Mileage 
incurred for EMS transports is charged at $12/mile. For these transports, the mileage charge was 
lower than $12/mile. 

 

• 31 transports from FY2017-FY2021 where the transport mileage was recorded incorrectly.  
 

• 25 transports from FY2017-FY2021 where the discounts exceed the gross charge of the bill. 
 
~62% of 1,921 total errors occurred in FY2018 (staffing changes at billing vendor); as purported by EMS 
management, these transports were coded incorrectly by the billing vendor in 2017 due to staffing changes.  
 
OFPA reviewed the contract between the County and Change Healthcare, LLC and found no performance 
measures pertaining to billing accuracy. 
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Recommendation 

Based on our review of the contract, no performance measures for this contractor could be identified. In the 

absence of performance measures, we recommend that staff liaise with Change Healthcare to develop a 

process to track errors and identify root causes. 

 

This information should be used to implement processes to reduce errors and staff rework.  Rework by staff 

comes at a financial cost and additional labor hours.  

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

Daniel Shaw 

(Assistant Fire Chief) 

 

Mark Kordalski  

(Deputy Fire Chief) 

 

Chinaka Barbour  

(Fiscal Services Division 

Director) 

 

Arsenio DeGuzman 

(Program Manager, EMS 

Billing/Accounting) 

10/31/2022 

  

Dan.Shaw@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Mark.Kordalski@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Chinaka.Barbour@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Arsenio.Deguzman@fairfaxcounty.gov 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

 
The billing information collection and contract monitoring activities in place are the same for both 
County residents and non-residents with only one exception on the payment receiving end.  The sole 
exception is when County residents provide insurance information, FRD accepts whatever the patient’s 
insurance pays as payment in full and waives any remaining out-of-pocket co-payment or deductible 
requirements.  Consequently, FRD’s response to this recommendation is the same as in slide 17 above. 
 
1,921 out of 208,838 (or 0.9%) of data entry errors for County resident transports which exit in a 
multi-source summary report.  
 
FRD will reinforce the existing daily billing information collection and contract monitoring activities to 
further ensure errors are minimized to the greatest extent possible. 
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STUDY AREA 4 

EMS BILLING CONTRACTORS PROCESSING TIME ANALYSIS  

FOR COUNTY RESIDENTS’ TRANSPORT 

Observation 

We reviewed the processing time for EMS transport bills issued to County residents. FCFRD contracts with a 
third-party vendor to process EMS bills: Med3000 from FY2017-FY2019, and Change Healthcare LLC from 
FY2020-FY2021. For claims with adequate billing information, ~86% of bills were processed between 0-30 
days after transport. Less than 1% of bills were processed over 180 days after transport.  
 
As purported by EMS management, there are situations for which bill processing time can be significantly 
delayed; examples of these include patients involved in traffic accidents or legal settlements 
 
The table and graph below detail the bill processing time for claims with adequate billing information. 

Conclusion 

OFPA finds this process acceptable.  We Pass Further Audit Work (PFAW). 
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STUDY AREA 5 

EMS VEHICLE REPLACEMENT ANALYSIS 

Observation 

We reviewed the EMS vehicle fleet to identify rolling stock exceeding useful life, mileage, or other criteria. 
Vehicles that meet these criteria should be replaced to avoid excessive maintenance costs. As purported by 
EMS management, EMS transport units have a 10-year life cycle—5 years in front line service and 5 years 
in reserve fleet service.  There is no minimum mileage requirement for a vehicle’s retirement from the fleet. 
 
OFPA analysis identified 8 vehicles in service for over 10 years, beyond the lifespan for EMS transport units. 
Of these, 1 vehicle incurred a maintenance cost (~$160k) exceeding its purchase price (~$140k). 
 
The table and graph below detail the replacement analysis performed by OFPA. 
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Recommendation 

We recommend staff review vehicles which exceed replacement criteria. These vehicles should be brought 

into consideration for updating the fleet. 

 

General Services Administration/Office of Inspector General minimum fleet replacement standards’ 

guidance for: 

▪ Non-Diesel Ambulances – 7 years or 70,000 miles. 

▪ Diesel Ambulances – 7 years or 100,000 miles. 

 

While the years-in-service requirements exist; given the criticality of the functions provided by our fleet, we 

also recommend the consideration of employing mileage replacement standards. 
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Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

Daniel Shaw 

(Assistant Fire Chief) 

 

George Robbins 

(Fire Battalion Chief) 

 

Chinaka Barbour  

(Fiscal Services Division 

Director) 

 

10/31/2022 

  

Dan.Shaw@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

George.Robbins@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Chinaka.Barbour@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

The vehicles included in slide 51 are volunteer owned and do not maintain the same replacement 
standard as County-owned vehicles 
 
FRD will continue to evaluate the current replacement plan with Department of Management and 
Budget and Department of Vehicle Services. 
 
The current replacement plan of 10 years includes 5 years in front line service and 5 years in reserve 
status.  While a mileage standard for vehicle replacement does not exist, we will work with leadership 
on the recommendation.  
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STUDY AREA 6 

HELICOPTER DIVISION COUNTY RESIDENT MEDEVAC TRANSPORTS 

Observation 

 
OFPA reviewed the Helicopter Division Medevac trips made in support of FCFRD’s EMS services when air 
support is necessary.  
 
There were 27 flight hours of Medevac trips within the County between FY2019-FY2021. Only 2.6% of 
County Resident flight hours were associated with Medevac trips.  
 
The Helicopter Division does not bill for Medevac transports. Purported by FCPD Helicopter Division 
management, “the County does not have the 14 CFR Part 135 Air Carrier and Operator Certification which 
is needed to bill for these transports.” We've reviewed this assertion with the FCPD Helicopter Division; they 
concur with our conclusion.  
 
 

 
 
 
 

Conclusion 

OFPA finds incorporating Medevac billing to be cost prohibitive.  
We Pass Further Audit Work (PFAW) 
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ADDENDUM SHEET 

OFPA (September 2022 /Agency Report and/or Debriefing) 

9/20/2022 

The table below lists discussions from the Audit Committee. 

Location in Report Comments 
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ERRATA SHEET 

09/20/2022 

Staff will include any comments, corrections and/or concerns in the table below for OFPA records.  This 

form will not be altered after the meeting has been concluded. Thank you all for your participation in 

the study process.  

Name & Contact: 

Location in Document Error/Concern Correction / Comment 

   
   
   
   

   
   
   
   

   
   
   

   
   
   
   

   
   
   

 

~End~ 
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                                                                   LIST OF ACRONYMS 

AC Audit Committee 

ALS Advanced Life Support 

BLS Basic Life Support 

BOS Board of Supervisors 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

DIT Department of Information Technology 

DOF Department of Finance 

DR Disaster Recovery 

EHLF Emergency Helicopter Landing Facility 

EMS Emergency Medical Service 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FATO Final Approach and Takeoff 

FCFRD Fairfax County Fire and Rescue Department  

FCPD Fairfax County Police Department 

FOCUS Fairfax County Unified System 

HPZ Heliport Protection Zone 

LLC Limited Liability Company 

MAA Mutual Aid Agreement  

NCC Nationwide Credit Corporation 

OCA Office of County Attorney 

OFPA Office of Financial and Program Audit 

PFAW Pass Further Audit Work 

PII Patient Identifiable Information  

TDPC Touchdown/Positioning Circle 

TLOF Touchdown and Liftoff Area 
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