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COMPETITIVE CONTRACTING FOR THE
ADMINISTRATION OF MEDICARE CLAIMS

oot et e

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 3, 1981

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON-HEALTH,
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 9:46 a.m. in
room 2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. David Duren-
berger (chairman) presiding.

: Present: Senators Durenberger, Dole, Heinz, Baucus, and Grass-
ey.

[The committee press release announcing this hearing and the
tqpltlanin]g statements of Senators Dave Durenberger and Bob Dole
ollow: :

~ (Press Release No. 81-179) .
SENATE FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH SETS HEARING ON COMPETITIVE
CONTRACTING FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF MEDICARE

Senator Dave Durenberger (R., Minnesota), Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Health of the Senate Committee on Finance, announced today that the Subcommit-
tee will hold a hearing on Thursday, December 3, 1981, to review the issue of com-
petitive contracting for the administration of medicare claims.

B ['iIl‘Hp h?aring will begin at 9:30 a.m. in Room 2221 of the Dirksen Senate Office
uilding.

Senator Durenberger noted that the last four administrations as well as various
commissions and task forces have considered changes in medicare that would enable
the Department of Health and Human Services to select contractors on a competi-
tive basis and to permit the use of incentives in compensating intermediaries and
carriers. In recent years the Department has engaged in several experiments to
evaluate the feasibility of these changes. The objective of this hearing will be to
review the status and results of the Department’s efforts to determine if competitive

ed price or performance incentives contracts would have the effect of inducing
effective, efficient, and economical performance of claims processing under medi-

care.

The Subcommittee anticipates hearing testimony from the administration, the
U.S. General Accounting Office, associations representing intermediaries and carri-
ers, intermediaries and carriers involved in the experiments, and other interested
ﬁlaéties. ?peciﬁcally, the Subcommittee expects the testimony to address the follow-

questions:
hould the current'l?y used cost reimbursement method of payment be replaced by
competitive contracts
at has HCFA learned from its coxgé)etitive contracting experiments?

What problems have been encountered?

‘How would a system of competitive contracting affect the quality of service pro-
vided to beneficiaries?

Should a system of cost or performance incentives be implemented at this time?

Could the number of intermediaries and carriers be reduced without adversely af-
fecting the quality of services to beneficiaries?

1)
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Would this result in lower administrative costs? ’

What would be the effect of combining the functions of intermediaries and carri-
ers in certain areas? .

Should it be done only for dealing with specific services like home health?

Should changes be made to the nomination process?

If so, what changes and why?

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR DAVE DURENBERGER

Unlike many other contracts entered into by the Federal Government, HCFA con-
tracts to administer the medicare program are not the result of competitive bidding.
In accordance with Title XVIII of the Social Security Act, HCFA contracts on a cost
reimbursement &w to administer medicare. Under these rules, neither a profit nor
a loss is allowed, It is expected that nearl three-%uarters of a billion dollars will be
paid to about 110 contractors during fi year 1982, '

It has been suggested that greater competition could lead to increased efficiency
and economy in our Nation’s health system. With this in mind, Congress enacted
section 222 of Public Law 92-603 in October 1972 which gave the Department au-
thority to experiment with competitive fixed price or performance incentive con-
tracts. The Department believed that such contracts would have the effect of induc-
ing effective, efficient, and economical performance of claims processing under
medicare. In response to this legislation, HCFA has engaged in several experiments
to test out this theory. .

The objective of this hearing will be to review the status and results of th
Department’s efforts.

subcommittee is also interested in hearing testimony on the effect of compet-
itive oontractin%eon the quality of service provided to beneficiaries, the n to
reduce the number of intermediaries and carriers, and any suggestions for changes
in the part A nomination process. -

As you may know I have a particularly strong interest in these competitive ex-
periments and their results, in that I have co-sponsored legislation designed, in part,
to encourage competition in the health insurance industry.

I look forward to hearing from the administration, the U.S. General Accounting
Office (which has recently completed its review of HCFA’s competitive fixed-price
experiments), associations representating intermediaries and carriers, and those in-
termediaries and carriers who have been involved in the experiments.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BoB DoLE

I am deeply concerned over the ever—increasing cost of publicly financed health
care programs. However, I am equally concerned that efforts to reduce the costs re-
lated to these progams do not result in a reduction of the quality of services pro-
vided to medicare beneficiaries.

The last four administrations as well as various commissions and task forces have
considered changes in medicare that would enable the Department of Health and
Human Services to select contractors on competitive basis and to permit the use of
incentives in compensating intermediaries and carriers. This suggested change is
based on several studies which cite potential cost savings if competitive bidding to
select medicare contractors was permitted and the nomination process eliminated.
In June 1979, the then administrator of the Health Care Financing Administration
estimated that these contracting changes could save the Federal Government $56
million over a 3-year period.

In these times of fiscal restraint, we must look very carefully at opportunities for
potential cost savings. However, any contemplated chanses to the administration of
the medicare program should give full and serious consideration to maintaining the
high quality of services to which the elderly of this Nation are entitled. I look for-
ward to hearing from our witnesses today on their experiences with the contracting
experiments and any suggestions they might have regarding changes in the system.

Senator DURENBERGER. The hearing will come to order. My
apologies for the delay in starting the hearing. There is some indi-
cation that there will be a brief recess in the neighborhood of 10:30.

Unlike many other contracts entered into by the Federal Govern-
ment, HCFA contracts to administer the medicare program are not
the result of competitive bidding. In accordance with title XVIII of

the Social Security Act, HCFA contracts on a cost reimbursement
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basis to administer medicare. Under these rules, neither a profit
nor a loss is allowed. It is expected that nearly three-quarters of a
billio?gggllars will be paid to about 110 contractors during fiscal
year .

It has been suggested that greater competition could lead to in-
creased efficiency and economy in our Nation’s health system.
With this in mind, Congress enacted section 222 of Public Law 92-
603 in October 1972 which gave the Department authority to ex-
periment with competitive fixed price or performance incentive
contracts. The Department believed that such contracts would have
the effect of inducing effective, efficient, and economical ];:erform-
ance of claims processing under medicare. In response to this le%'s-
l%tion, HCFA has engaged in several experiments to test out this
theory.

The objective of this hearing will be to review the status and re-
sults of the Department’s efforts. The subcommittee is also inter-
ested in hearing testimony on the effect of competitive contracting
on the quality of service provided the beneficiaries, the need to
reduce the number of intermediaries and carriers, and any sugges-
tions for changes in the part A nomination process.

As you may know, I have a particularly strong interest in these
competitive experiments and their results. And that I have cospon-
sored legislation designed in part to encourage competition in the
health insurance industry.

I look forward to hearing from the administration, the U.S. Gen-
eral Accounting Office, which has recently completed its review of
HCFA'’s competitive fixed price experiments, the associations repre-
senting intermediaries and carriers and those intermediaries and
carriers who have been involved in the experiment.

Do any of my colleagues have any opening comments they would
like to make?

Senator Baucus. Mr. Chairman, I have a couple of words here.

STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCLUS, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF MONTANA

Senator BAucus. Mr. Chairman, in our desire to make the ad-
ministration of medicare cost effective, I believe we should not lose
sight of the fact that by and large that Blue Cross/Blue Shield
plans and commerical companies that have been serving as medi-
care agents have been doing- a good job. Despite medicare’s many
complexities, its administrative costs amount to only about 3 per-
cent of total program costs. Ninety-seven percent is paid out in
benefits.
It is not fair to compare medicare’s administrative costs with
those of private health benefit programs. Private pro?lams have
- marketing costs; they often pay taxes; and many have higher pay-

ment rates than medicare. Even though comparisons are difficult, I
-thinll:)lit is fair to say that medicare’s administrative costs are rea-
. sonable.

This is not to say that substantial economies are not possible.
They are. But given the present level of efficiency, we will have to
be sure that no major, disruptive changes in administration be
made until we know how they will affect the other 97 percent of
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S~
the program in terms of service to beneficiaries and providers in
accuracy of payment.

Poorly planned administrative changes can very easily be penny-
wise and pound foolish. Last month, for example, HHS was propos-
ing to cut medicare auditing costs by $40 million even though a
dollar spent on auditing has been shown to save $7 in payment
errors. I doubt that many of us would want to save $1 if it cost us
$7 to do so.

Competitive contracting could result in the same sort of penny-
wise, pound-foolish economy unless the Government can assure
that the lowest bidder will maintain an acceptable level of program
integrity and service.

The testimony that we will hear today will be helpful in deter-
mining what steps can be prudently taken at this time to improve
the operation of the medicare program.

Thank you. '

Senator GrassLEy. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have an opening state-
ment.

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you very much. Our first witness
will be Gregory J. Ahart, Director, Human Resources Division,
Government Accounting Office, Washington, D.C.

Greg, we welcome you here today and look forward to your com-
ments. Can you identify your colleagues?

Mr. AHART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With me today, on my
right, is Mr. Robert Ifferi of the Human Resources Division. And
on my left is Mr. Barry Tice. Both have had a heavy part in the
work that we will be discussing this morning.

I have a rather lengthy statement I would like to file. And I will
try to summarize it as quickly as I can.

Senator DURENBERGER. Without objection, your full statement
will be made part of the record.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF GREGORY J. AHART, DIRECTOR, HUMAN SERvICEs Division, U.S.
GENERAL Aocourmno OFFICE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, we are pleased
to be here today to discuss our review of the three experiments
with competitive fixed-price contracting under part B of Medicare.
Our review of the experiments in Maine, upstate New YorXk, and
Illinois was requested in January 1980 by the Chairman, Subcom-
mittee on Health, House Committee on Ways and Means. The Chair~
man asked us to review the three experiments as a followup to
our Jugg.l979 report l/ to the Congraess on Medicare claims
processing.

In that report we expressed some concerns about the poten-
tial impact of competitive fixed-price contracting on the
Medicare program. We recommended that the experimental fixed-
price contracta be thoroughly evaluated by the Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS) before any broad legislative
changes are made in Medicare's contracting provisions.

As requested by the Chairman, the objectivas in our recently
completed review were to (1) follow up on the recommendations
made in our June 1979 report, {(2) evaluate the performance of
the three experimental fixed-price contractors and (3) relate
the results of the experiments to the legislative issue of

conpetitive fixed-price contracting in Medicare. As requested,

1/"More Can Be Done to Achieve Greater Efficiency in Contracting
for Medicare Claims Processing,"” HRD-79-76, June 29, 1979.

(This report is in the official committee files:]



our major emphasis was on the performance of the cxperi&cntal‘
contractor for Illinois because of reports of beneficiary and
provider dissatisfaction with the claims processing and related
services provided by the new contractor.

Our report entitled "Experiments Have Not Demonstrated
Success of Competitive Fixed-Price Contracting in Medicare”
(HRD=82~17) addressed to the Chairmen, Subcommittees on Health
and Oversight, House Committee on Ways and Means, will be
released in the next few days.

In summary, the results of Medicare's three fixed-price
experiments have -varied. Contractor performance has ranged
from satisfactory in the Maine experiment to unsatisfactory
in the Illinois experiment. Performance in upatata‘kew York
is now considered satisfactory after an initial é6-month period
of unsatisfactory performance.

There were different circumstances associated with each
experiment that weighed heavily on the results. Although much
can be lsarned from these experiments, we believe they are
inconclusive as to whother the broad application of competitive
fixed-price contracting in Medicare can produce adminjistrative
cost saving; without unacceptable negative effects on program
payments and services.

To authorize HHS to use competitive fixed-price con-
tracting in the Medicare program, except in experimgnta. the

Congress would have to enact legislation. We believe such



legislation would be premature at this time. We do not have

a closed mind on this issue, however. If and when a competitive
fixed~price procurement approach can be designed and implemented
to assure consistently acceptable or improved levels of perfor-
mance 23 terms of beneficiary and provider services and accuracy
of program payments, we would be willing to reexamine the issue.
BACKGROUND

Medicare contracts with carriers which process claims
for physician and other practitioner services (part B) and
intermediaries which process claims for institutional services
(part A). As required by Title XVIII of the Social Security
Act, these contracts have traditionally been on a cost reim-
bursement basis.

In addition to the three part B competitive fixed~-price
experiments, there is only one experiment with competitive
fixed-price contracting in part A. This experiment places
all part A services in Missouri under one contractor. Pre-
viously, there were five intermediaries aefvicing institutional
providers in Missouri. The contractor became fully operational
on July 1, 1981.

HCFA has two experiments underway with incentive contracting.
One experiment is in New York, where the workloads of seven Blue
Cross plans have been consolidated, and only one plan now hﬁa a

sybcontract 1/ with Medicare. This part A contract is a negotiated

1/The prime contractor remains the Blue Cross Association.



fixed-price experimental contract containing provisions for both
liquidated damages for substandard performance and incentive
payments if performance standards are exceeded. The part B
experiment in Maina was recently recompeted and the ccontract
modified to include certain incentive provisions.

Section 12 of the Medicare-Medicaid Anti-Fraud and Abuse
Amendments (Public Law 95-142), enacted on October 25, 1977,
directed us to study the claims processing system under Medicare
to determine what modifications should be made to achieve more
efficient claims administration.

In our June 29, 1979, report, we cited many opportunities for
HHS to improve its administration of Medicare and recommended a
number of actions for the Congress and HHS. We stated that, while
competitive fixed-price contracting may well be the ultimate and
most desirable goal for modifying Medicare's administrative struc-
ture, we believed there was insufficient information to make such
a legislative change at that time.

We suggested that a more logical and prudent approach would
involve a tripartite strategy featuring

--a careful and objective evaluation of the ongoing experi-

ments in competitige fixed-price contracts to assess their
effect on benefit pafments and services to providers and
beneficiaries,

--further experiments aimed at evaluating (1) whether it was

feasible to merge parts A and B under a single contractor
and (2) whether incentive contracts will work successfully

in the Medicare program, and



--immediate action to reduce the number of contractors in

the program by eliminating the less efficient performers.

Our recently completed review of the three part B
experiments involved analyzing various performance data compiied
by the Health Care FPinancing Adminigtration (HCFA) for all
three contractors and reviewing the steps taken by HCFA and
the contractors during the transition phase of the contracts--the
period when the new contractors were transferring records
and files from the incumbents and preparing their processing
systems to bagin operations. Where major processing problems--
such as claims and correspondence backlogs-~arose after the
implementation tegan, we reviewed the actions taken by HCFA and
the contractors to resolve themn.

Much of our work had already been done for the Maine contract.
In our 1979 report, we reported on the transition phase and
the early months following implementation. The remaining work
involved analyzing the more recent performance data supplied by
the contractor and HCFA.

In New York we concentrated primarily on reviewing the steps
HCFA took to determine that the new contractor had accurately
transferred records and files from the previous contractors and
that it had properly set up and tested its new data processing
system. Most of our work involved reviewing the records and
files of these activities at HCFA's offices in New York City

and interviewing the HCFA staff who worked with the contractor.
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de also discussed these transitionaI efforts with the managers
at the contractor's Medicare offices in Binghamton, New York.
Our work in Illinois was on a much broader scale. Although
we began with the same objective as in New York, several circum-
stances required us to modify our approach. During gﬁr review,
most of which was performed at the contractor's offices in Des‘—
Plaines, Illinois, we received numerous complaints and allegations
about the contractor's performance. Bacause of the seriousness
of these problems, the requestor asked us to shift the focus
of our review to address these allegations. Additionally, we -
could not follow the approach we took in New York of reviewing
the step-by-~step transitional tasks because of the lack of
documentation at HCFA and the contractor in Illinois.
Formal monitoring of the ehtee_contractors' performance is
based on two sets of standards--System One and System Two.
System One has five workload-related stqndards and is measured
on the basis of reports submitted by the contractors, which
include quality assurance analyzes. There are seven System
Two standards which are based on the contractors' compliance
”with all pertinent operational instructions in seven functional
areas. The\;;}ee experimental contracts also included provisions
for monetary penalties for substandard performance. The penalties
are assessed for any standards failed in a 3-month period.
The penalties range from $10,570 per standard in Maine to
$52,250 per standard in Illinois.
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Two of the five workload standards pertain to claims -
processing quality. Two error rates are considered-~the
occurrence error rate 1/ and the payment/deductible error rate. 2/
The payment/deductible error rate is very important because
it reflects the accuracy of the contractor's benefit payments.
THE MAINE EXPERIMENT "

Blue Shield of Massachusetts (BSM) completed the final year
of its fixed-price contract to process Medicare part B claims
in Maine on September 30, 1981. HCFA estimated that it saved
$341,400 by awarding this contract on a competitive basis.
BSM's performance has been satisfactory and better than its
performance under a traditional cost-reimbursable contract
to process similar cla@ys in Massachusetts. The performance
penalties associated with the fixed-price contract acted as
a major incentive for effective performance. The bet;er
performance under the fixed-price contract may also be partly
attributable to the performance standards developed for the

experiments.

l/The estimated number of errors made in the processing of
claims for every 100 claim line items in the universe of claims
processed in the reporting period.

2/The estimated amount of payment/deductible dollar_ errors for
every $100 of submitted charges in the universe of claims
processed. Payment/deductible dollar errors include actual
dollar amounts paid in error, actual dollar amounts not paid
which should have been paid, and dollar amounts misapplied
~~(either over or under) to the deductible.
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BSM began claims processing in Maine on December 1, '1977.°
HCFA's monitoring of performance began on April 1, 1978. For
the 13 evaluation periods (quarters) ended June 30, 1981, BSM,

— e ———

on a cumulative basis, has passed 147 of the aggregate 156 con-

traét standards. The nine failed standards all relate to claims
proc;;;ing err;;s detected through HCFA's quality assurance
program.
Although the transition of carrier responsibilities in
~ Maine went well, this may be largely because BSM kept many of
the claims processing features of the previous carrier, which
B ﬁ;intained/Fonsistency in payments to providers and eliminated
'*pbtentialzbroblems arising from an entirely new processing
system. Because of this approach, however, BSM had to maintain
a basically separate staff and was not able to benefit from_
potential economies of scale from having the same system for
both Maine and Massachusettsa. BSM's financial reports indicate
that the company incurred a loss on the contract.

THE NEW YORK EXPERIMENT

Blue Shield of Western New York (Buffalo Blue Shield)

is in the third year of its experimental fixed-price contract
—— to process part B claims for upstate New York. The experiment

saved an estimated $10.8 million in administrative costs, . and
is progressing smoothly arfter overcoming some initial performance
problems.

Buffalo Blue Shield encountered difficulties when it began
processing claims, however, resulting in large backlogs of claims

and correspondence and high clerical error rates. It was able
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to_straighten these initial problems out after about six months,
and HCFA now considers the carrier an above-average performer.
Buffalo Blue Shield's initial difficulties were caused largely
by problems that could be experienced by any Medicare carrier

in taking over a new service area. They included a‘new‘and
inexperienced staff, medical policy differences between qufalo
Blue Shield and the prior carriers, and the difficulty of con-
verting files from the prior carriers.

. Contract standards were not applicable during Buffalo Blue
shield's first 7 months of operations. For the six evaluation
periods (quarters) beginning January 1980, and ending June 30,
1981, Buffalo has passed 69 of the 72 aggregate contract standards.
THE ILLINOIS EXPERIMENT

Electronic Data Systems Pederal Corporation (EDSF) is
in the third year of its experimental fixed-price contract to
process part B claims in Illinois. The experiment saved an
estimated $20.6 million in administrative costs, but during the
first year of the contract, Ebé? experienced numerous perfor-
mance problems resulting in disruptions of services to benefi-
ciaries and providers, a relatively high degree of inaccuracy
in processing aq& paying claims and a lack of responsiveness to
beneficary and provider inquiries. Wwhile EDSF has made improve-
ments, performance problems continue to exist, particularly in
beneficiary services and the administration of program payments.
EDSF's payment errors from April 1, 1979 to June 30, 1981, have
exceeded $67.6 million. This is about-$34 million more than would

90-593 O—82——2

-
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have been made by EDSF if it had met the contract standard
for error rates each quarter. While overpayments and under-
payments have been almost equal, adjustments favorable to
claimants have far exceeded overpayment adjustments, and_an
estimated $27.7 million in overpayments remains unrecovered.
The problematic nature of the contract has required HCFA to
use far more resources for monitoring than originally planned,
including a special unit established to monitor EDSF exclusively.
The $20.6 million estimated savings in administrative costs
from the award process ard the contract penalties HCFA has
collected have been significantly eroded by the Government's
additionalymonicoring costs and the excessive overpayment
errors.

Since the contract standards went into effect with the
quarter ended December 31, 1979, EDSF has failed 55 of the
aggregate Bé\ﬁtandardé for the seven quarters evaluated 1/
Most of these failures are in the workload-related standards
which EDSF has met only 5 times out of 45, including the first
6 months of the contract when financial penalties (liquidated
éamaqes):were not applicable.

Of the 12 contract standards, EDSF has consistently
failed 6 to 2 of them each quarter. Six of the standards

have never been passed. There has been a gradual improvement,

1/Pive of the failures are considered tentative as EDSF has
the opportunity to correct the deficiencea found and reverse
HCFA's decision.
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™~

however, 1in its performance against some of the standards, as
shown by the table in appendix I.

For each performance standard failed, EDSF's contract pay-
meiits are to be reduced by $52, 250 atarting with the quarter
ended December 31,1979. EDSF is subject to $2.9 million in
liquidated damages for failing to meet the contract standards
through the quarter ended June 30,1981--$1.6 million for failing
System One standards and $1.3 million for failing System- Two
standards. 1/

In appendix I we show the prior carriers' (Chicago Blue
Shield and céatinentgl) average occurrence and payment/deductible
error rates for calendar year 1978. Also, to the extent they
could be reconstructed from readily available data, we added
other comparable statistics for the prior carriers related to
the EDSF contract standards for claims processing in 15 days
or less and for claims pending over 30 days. These data show
that EDSF did not begin to compare favorably with the previous
carriers for the timeliness standg;d until the quarter ended
September 30, 1980, and for the claims pending and payment/
deductible standards untilfthe quarter ended December 31,

1980. For the fourth indicator (occurrence error rate), EDSF

has never compared favorably with the prior carriers.

1/As of October 21, 1981, HCFA has officially assessed EDSF
a total of $1.8 million.
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A CHANGE TO COMPETITIVE FIXED-PRICE
CONTRACTING WOULD BE PREMATURE AT THIS TIME

We have historically supported the use of competitive
fixed~price procurement by the Government, where conditions
are appropriate. Generally, this type of procurement results
in a fair and reasonable price for the Government, and places
.the greatest risk of performance on the contractor. Because
the contractor assumes full responsibility for all costs over
the fixed price, there is incentive for effective cost control.

A change to fixed-price contracting in Medicare would
require a change in legislation. Current law provides that
HHS enter into cost reimbursement contracts with carriers and
intermediaries which result in neither a profit nor a loss
from carrying out Medicare activities. As we stated in our
June 1979 report on Medicare contracting, a change in the
legislative contracting authority may well be the ultimate
and most desirable goal for modifying the administrative
structure of Medicare. However, we believe such a broad
legislative change wﬁhld be premature at this time because
the circumstances and the results of Medicare's three fixed-
price experiments in part B have varied, and the experiments
are inconclusive as to whether competitive fixed=-price con-
tracting can be carried out successfully in Medicare. 1In
addition, the fgllowing factofs further support our position

that such a broad change would be premature.
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1. A thorough evaluation of the experiments by HCrA has
not been completed and the results analyzed. HCFA awarded a
$500,000 contract in September 1981 for an independent evalu-
ation of the experimental contracta. The scope of work covers
all phases of the contract procurements, beginning with the
preparation of the RFP through the transition, implementation,
and operational phases. The scope is much broader and more
complex than the scope of our review of the experiments. Also,
HCFA has underway several other contracting initiatives, in-
cluding experiments involving different types of contractual
arrangements and different modes of contractor selection and
reimbursement. Little is known about the resulta of these
initiatives.

2. The results of the part B experiments have revealed
several weaknesses in the contracting procedures followed by
HCFA in these e;perimenta. The contractor selection process
and contract design used by HCFA in the experiments were
insufficient to assure a smooth transfer of responsibilities
between contractors or to gafeguard the Government's and the
beneficiaries' interests in the Medicare program. Performance
and beneficiary services deteriorated to varying degrees during
and after contractor changeover, and program payments were not
adequately controlled. HCFA has stated that what it learned
from these experiments will enable it to more effectively

manage future contract initiatives.
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3. More improvements can be made under existing contracting
authority to achieve some of the advantages sought by competitive
fixed-price contracting-~chiefly, administrative cost savings
and fewer contractors--through consolidation of workloads and
and the elimination of high cost contractors.

4. Long~term expectations of cost savings from competitive
fixed-price contracting should be viewed with caution. Only
the administrative costs (accounting for about 3 percent of
program costs) are being competed. Also, where administrative
cost savings are realizable, we believe these savings are
gané:ally only realizable from the initial contract change,
and that recompetiég the contracts might not produce additional
savings béyond those already"realized. The re~competition of
the Maine contract seems to support this hypotheses 1/.

ANALYSIS OF DUPLICATE
PAYMENTS MADE BY EDSF

In our recent report we recommended that the Seéretary
of HHS girect HCFA to analyze the large amounts of unrecovered
overpaymehts in Illinois-~now estimated to be about $27.7 millien.
We believe that HCFA should analyze the overpayment situations

detected through the quality assurance program to determine

1/BSM was the low bidder on the new 36-month contract and won
with a price of $9,866,706, including implementation costs.
This price is considerably higher than the contract price of
$5,285,000 for the previous 39-month contract although such
a comparision is made difficult by several factors, such as
inflation, increases in claim volume, certain changes in
the contractor's work requirement, and financial incentive
provisions added to the new contract.
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if some of the incorréct payments can be identified and
recovered. HHS has agreed with this recommendation.

our analysis of some of these situations showed certain
commonalities to these overpayments that suggest that further
analysis to identify patte;ns to these errors may identify specific
cases. For example, many cases of duplicate payments were made
as a result of multiple account numbers for physicians. There
have also been many instances of wrong procedure codes being
used by data entry personnel that have resulted in duplicate,
as well as other incorrect payments. Further HCFA analysis
of the quality assurance results could lead to identification
and recovery of 1ncorrect-payments.

Because all carriers make overpayments to varying degrees,
and the quality assurance programs only specifically identify
a small percentage of such cases, we developed a computer
model to demonstrate the feasibility of going back through
paid claims history to identify specific overpayment cases
for potential recoveries. We focused our efforts on duplicate
payﬁen;s in Illinois not dnly because of the relatively large
amount oérestimated overpayments, but because we believed the
conditions during EDSF's first year of operations were conducive
to an abnormally high number of duplicate claims being paid.
These conditions were principally (1) claims processing delays
which generally lead to repeated claims submissions from

beneficiaries and providers, and (2) a high clerical error rate
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which can lead to identical claims being processed differently,
and possibly not being detected as duplicative.

Our pri&ary csjective was not to estimate how many over-
payments or duplicate payments the contractor may have_made, but
rather to identify specific cases of overpayments and to facili-
tate the recovery of these monies. We obtained claims history
records from EDSF involving 1 million beneficiaries and claims
payments made by EDSF from Aprii 1,71979, through July 30, 1980.
We randomly selected for detailed analysis the histories for
10 percent of the beneficiaries.

Medicare claims Tan involve one service or a number of
services rendered over a period of days, weeks, or months.
Information describing each service is coded by carrier
petsonnéi and entered into the carrier's computer system as
an 1ndi;idua1'c1aim line item. For the 98,755 beneficiaries
we randomly selected, EDSF's records showed about 2.2 million
claim line items with allowed amounts of $62.6 million. l/

Our computer model included several definitions for potential
duplicates and analyzed EDSF's claims history for payments that -
matched the characteristics of our definitions; We used several

variations of key claims data to define a potential duplicate.

1/There were 191 beneficiaries whose individual histories were
80 large that we had to process them separately. The results
for these beneficiaries are not included in our findings.
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Our objective was to continually refine our model until the
proportion we analyzed manually had a significantly high
percentage of actual duplicates (generally, greater than

70 percent). If this could be accomplished, we believed a
similar analysis by HCFA or EDSF of the remaining 90 percent
of the beneficiaries' records should be productive.

Although our review of duplicate payments*is continuing,
the analysis completed to date has identified many instances
of duplicate payments. For example, we identified 3 types
of potential duplicate situations, which our analysis of sample
claims showed would have a high percentage of actual duplicates.
In these 3 situations, we identified 2,725 potential duplicate
payments-~each involving allowed amounts of $25.00 or more,
aﬂa totalling about $240,000. Based on our review of a sample
of 137 of these situations, we estimate that about 90 percent
of the payments were duplicative. 1/

Although we are unable to reliably project the total
dollars involved in our 3 categories because of the small
size of our samples and the variability of actual payments,
we believe it is reasonable to assume that if our model,

Y
or a similar model, was used to analyze the full beneficiary

1/To determine if these and other identified duplicate payments
were later refunded, or otherwise voided, we requested canceled
checks in several cases of allowed amounts over $100.00. We
have received complete information on 20 cases involving
the 3 categories discussed here, and checks were issued
and cashed in all but 2 cases. On 2 cases, checks were voided
after July 30, 1980, therefore the voided transactions wete
not identified in the history records we used.
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history through July 30,1985. the same relative proportion ot
actual duplicate payments could be found. We plan to discuss
our results with HCFA and EDSF in the near future with the
view of determining the feasibility of recovering these amounts.
CONCLUSIONS -
i To use competitive fixed-price contracting in the'Medicara
program, other than through experiments, the Congress would have
to provide HHS with authorizing legislation. The results to date
from the Medicare part B experiments indicate that administrative
costes savings will result initially, but too many problems are
associated with other aspects of contractor performance to assure
the success of such contracting on a broader scale. The only
experiment in part A is just underway.
Because it is not possible to predict what the circumstances
would be in a broader appliﬁation of this contracting strategy
in parts A or B, but recognizing what the risks are in terms of
program payments and services to beneficiaries and providers,
we believe a change in legislative contracting authority would
be premature at this .time. However, as indicated earlier in -
my statement, we continue to have an open mind on this issue,
if and when such risks sgn;bg_agequately control;ed.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes our statement. We will be
pleased to respond to any questions you or other members of the e

Subommittee may have.
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STATEMENT OF MR. GREGORY J. AHART, DIRECTOR, HUMAN RE-
SOURCES DIVISION, GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTING OFFICE,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. AHART. In our June 29, 1979, report to the Congress on medi-
_care contracting, we cited many opportunities for HHS to improve
its administration of medicare and recommended a number of ac-
tions for the Congress and HHS. We stated that competitive fixed-

rice contracting may well be the ultimate and most desirable goal

or modifying medicare’s administrative structure.

‘[The GAO report entitled “Experiments Have Not Demonstrated
Success of Competitive Fixed-Price Contracting in Medicare” jis in
the official committee files.] »

We believed, however, that there was insufficient information to
make such a legislative change at that time because the effects of
such fixed-price procurement on benefit payments and beneficiary
and provider services have not been determined.

S has conducted three experiments with competitive fixed-
rice contracting in part B of medicare in Maine, upstate New
ork, and Illinois. We have reviewed the three experiments as a

followup to our 1979 report.

In summary, the results of medicare’s three fixed-price experi-
ments are varied. Contractor performance has ranged from satis-
factor{Iin Maine to unsatisfactory in Illinois. Performance in up-

“state New York is now considered satisfactory after an initial 6-
month period of unsatisfactory performance.

There were different circumstances associated with each experi-

ment that weighed heavily on the results. Although much can be
learned from these experiments, we believe they are inconclusive
as to whether the broad application of competitive fixed-price con-
tracting can produce administrative cost savings without unaccept-
able negative effects on program payments and services.
. To authorize the Department to use competitive fixed-price con-
tracting in the medicare program, except in experiments, the Con-
gress would have to enact legislation. We believe that such legisla-
tion would be premature at this time. We do not, however, have a
closed mind on this issue. If and when a competitive fixed-price
procurement approach can be designed and implemented to assure
consistently acceptable or improved levels of performance in terms
of beneficiary and provider services and accuracy of program pay-
ments, we would be willing to reexamine the issue.

Our review involved analyzing performance data for all three
contractors and reviewing the steps taken by HCFA and the con-
tractors during the transition phase of the contracts. Where major
processing problems arose after implementation began, we re-
viewed the actions taken by HCFA and the contractors to resolve
them. Much of our work had already been done for the Maine con-
tract. In our 1979 report, we reported on the transition phase of the
early months following implementation.

In New York, we concentrated primarily on reviewing the ste
HCFA took to determine that the new contractor had accurately
transferred records and files from the previous contractors, and
1;haé:e it had properly set up and tested its new data processing
system.
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Our work in Illinois was much broader. During our review, we
received numerous complaints and allegations about “the
contractor’s performance. Because of the seriousness of these prob-
lems, we shifted the focus of our review to address these allega-
. tions. Additionally, we could not follow the approach we took in

New York of reviewing the step-by-step transitional tasks because

i)lfi ‘the lack of documentation at HCFA and at the contractor in

inois.

Formal monitoring of the three contractors’ performance is based
on five workload related standards, and seven standards based on
the contractors’ compliance with all pertinent operational instruc-

-tions in seven different functional areas. The contracts included
provisions for monetary penalties for substandard performance.

Blue Shield of Massachusetts, which had the contract in Maine,
completed the final year of its contract on September 30 of this
year. HCFA has estimated that it saved $341,000 by awarding this
contract on a competitive basis. The carrier’s performance has been
satisfactory and better than its performance under a traditional
cost-type contract in Massachusetts. The performance penalties
acted as a major incentive for effective performance.

For the 13 evaluation periods, which are quarters under these
contracts, ended June 30, 1981. The carrier had passed 147 of the

___aggregate 1566 contract standards.

o n New York, Blue Shield of Western New York is in the third
ear of its contract. The experiment saved an estimated $10.8 mil-
ion in administrative costs, and is progressing smoothly after over-

coming some initial performance problems.

For the sixth evaluation period beginning January 1980 and
ending June of this year, the carrier has passed 69 of the 72 aggre-
gate contract standards.

In Illinois, Electronic Data Systems Federal Corp. is in the third
year of its experimental fixed price contract. The experiment has
saved an estimated $20.6 million in administrative costs. But
during the first year of the contract, EDSF experienced numerous

rformance problems resulting in disruptions of services to

neficiaries and providers, a relatively high degree of inaccuracy

— in processing and paying claims, and a lack of responsiveness to
beneficiary and provider inquiries. While EDSF has made improve-
ments, performance problems continue to exist; particularly, in

. _ . beneficiary services and the administration of program payments.

The problematic nature of the contract has required HCFA to use
far more resources for monitoring than it originally planned. The
—————$20.6 million estimated savings in administrative costs from the
award process and the contract penalties HCFA has collected have
been significantly eroded by the Government’s additional monitor-
--—  ing costs and the excessive ovez;‘payment errors. EDSF has failed 55
of the aggregate 84 standards for the 7 quarters which have been
evaluated. Most of these failures are in the workload related stand-

— Senator DURENBERGER. Are in the what?

Mr. AHART. Workload related standards. As I pointed out, there
were five workload related standards and seven compliance typé
standards in the contracts. - :
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We, in GAO, have historically supported the use of competitive
fixed-price procurement by the Government where conditions for
such procurement are appropriate. Generally, this type of procure-
ment results in a fair and reasonable price for the Government,
and places the greater risk of performance on the contractor. Be-
cause the contractor assumes full responsibility for all costs over
the fixed price, there is an incentive for effective cost control.

Current-law provides that HHS enter in a cost reimbursement
contract with carriers and intermediaries which result in neither a

rofit nor a loss from carrying out medicare activities. As we stated
in our June 1979 report, a change in the legislative contracting au-
thority may well be the ultimate and most desirable goal for modi-

ing the administrative structure of medicare. However, we be-
lieve such a broad legislative change would -be ‘premature at this
time because the circumstances and the results of medicare’s three
experiments in part B have varied. And the experiments are incon-
clusive as to whether competitive fixed-price contracting can be
carried out successfully in medicare.

In addition, the following factors su%.p?rt our position that such a
broad change would be premature at this time:

First, a thorough evaluation of the experiments by HCFA has
not yet been completed and the results analyzed. It has awarded a
$500,000 contract this taRzaxst September for an independent evalua-
tion of the experimental contracts. :

Second, the results of the part B experiments have revealed sev-
eral weaknesses in the contracting procedures followed by HCFA
in these experiments.

Third, more improvements can be made under existing contract
authority to achieve some of the advantages sought by competitive
fixed-price contracting—chiefly, administrative cost savings and
fewer contractors—through consolidation of workloads and the
elimination of high cost contractors.

And finalelg, the long-term expectations of cost savings from com-
petitive fixed-price contracting should be viewed with caution. Only
the administrative costs, which account for about 8 percent of pro-
gram costs, are being competed. Also, where administrative cost
savings are realizable, we believe these savings are generally re-
alizable only from the initial contract change. And the recompetizf
of contracts might not produce additional savings beyond those al-
ready realized. The recompetition of the Maine contract seems to
support this hypothesis. -

just want to mention, Mr. Chairman, that we recommended
- that the Secretary of the Department direct HCFA to analyze the
large amounts of unrecovered overpayments in Illinois which are
now estimated at about $27.7 million. We believe that HCFA
should analyze the overpayment situations detected through the
quality assurance program to determine if some of the incorrect
payments can be identified and recovered. The Department has
agreed with this recommendation.

To sum up, to use fixed-price contracting in the medicare pro-
gram, other than through ex;;eriments, Congress would have to
ﬁlrovxde additional authorizing legislation. The results to date from

e medicare part B experiments indicates that administrative cost
savings will result initially, but too many problems are associated
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with other aspects of contractor performance “o assure the success
of such contracting on a broader scale. The only experiment'in part
A is just underway. 4 o

Because it is not possible to predict what the circumstances
would be in a broader application of this contracting stra in
parts A or B, but recognizing what the risks are in terms of pro-

am payments and services to beneficiaries and providers, we be-
ieve a change in legislative contracting authority would be prema-
ture. However, as indicated earlier, we continue to have an open
mirlxl(id on the issue if and when such risks can be adequately con-
trolled. ‘ C

That summarizes my statement, Mr. Chairman. We will be
" pleased to respond to questions. , -

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you very much. I want to start
with asking you to give all of us a bit of an overview of what we
are talking about here. As a major buyer of health care for our
many citizens, Government apparently made a decision at some
point to experiment with some cost saving techniques—namely,
competitive bidding. And, in effect, HCFA has been used to carry
out those experiments. Can you give me, first, some kind of a dollar
dimension for these experiments? How many dollars in benefits
were involved during the course of this project? And what was the
cost in terms of our payment to the involved contractors?

Mr. AnArrt. I think we would be happy to do that. Let me ask
Mr. Tice to give you that kind of dimension on the three experi-
ments that were involved here.

Mr. Tice. I don’t have the benefit payments for the three experi-
mental contractors. Is that what you are asking?

Senator DURENBERGER. Yes. Do you have a ballgark figure?

Mr. Tice. The ballpark estimate of EDSF benefit payments in II-
linois—and EDSF, among the three contractors, is processing the
largest workload—I believe its benefit payments have been be-
tween $1 billion and $1.5 billion during the little over 2 years.

Senator DURENBERGER. And what was their contract?

l\g. Tice. Their contract was for $41.8 million in administrative
costs.

Senator DURENBERGER. $41.8 million. All right. So we have a
small %):rt of the overall medicare payment here that we are deal-
ing with. }

y concerns regarding your testimony—and it will be the gener-
al thrust of my questions—deal with your conclusion that it 18 pre-
mature for us to make any judgment as to where we ought to go
from here. The results of the demonstrations can be taken in sever-
al ways. One, we can say that there were failures with the contrac-
tors that caused the experiment to fail or at least not to deliver the
information we need. Or we could say that HCFA, didn’t set up the
appropriate parameters, nor the discipline, nor the guidelines, nor
the reporting techniques, nor the evaluation, in such a way so that
even if the contractors were doing a good job or were trying or will-
ing to do a good job, we end up not really knowing any more than
we did when we started. What are your suggzstions with regard to
the role that HCFA ought to play on our behalf? What arrange-
ments ought to be or they with contractors that differ from the ar:
rangements that were made over the last 4 years? .
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 Mr. AHART. Well, let me try to answer that in a general way, Mr.
Chairman. And perhaps my colleagues can give me some help a
little bit later on. :

T think by the very nature of experiments—experiments are un-

~ dertaken so that you can learn something of value for the future.

That’s what was done in this case. This is what we had suggested
that be done in our 1979 report. So I don’t think you can call an
éxperiment a failure even though everything doesn’t come out ex-
actly the way you would like to have it come out. I think we would
all like to have them be total successes. ,

In each of these contract situations, each of the three experi-
ments, there were differing situations. In Maine, you had kind of a”
takeover of an existing system largely. It's a fairly small operation
relative to the other contracts and so on. And it went quite well.

In Illinois, on the other extreme, you had a contractor who had
no previous experience as a carrier, a full-functioning carrier, al-
though it had supported a lot of carriers in the data processing
function. It was asked to take over a very large workload from two
previous carriers, so they had the consolidation function as well as
gettins: up to speed and operating as a carrier. You would expect
more difficulties there than you would in the Maine situation.

What we would see now is as good an evaluation as could be
made by HCFA of the experience under the three contracts, and
try to learn from that what kind of situations are susceptible to
perhaps changeover on a competitive-situation as opposed to others
where it might not be the best way to go. And try to learn as much
as we can about what kind of contract, terms and conditions ought
to be built into any future contracts if they go further. '

I think there has to be serious concern tgiven as to whether or
not the somewhat attractive projected benefits in savings in admin-
istrative costs—whether they are a one-time thing, which appears
to have been the case in Maine, as opposed to something that will
continue. Once you have a contractor in place, they are doing the
job; they are obviously in a position to have a little bit of an edge
over anybody else who would want to come in and take over that
particular responsibility. ,

The Maine contract, under the recompetition, they came under a
fairly high unit cost. The contractors, as we understand it, lost

- " money on the first contract, the experimental portion of the con-

g?ct. Maybe it will make a little money this time around. We don’t

OoW.
But I think by the nature of experiments, we try to learn as
much as we can from them. In this particular case, a very impor-

‘tant thing that has to be considered is what kind of service is being

iven to the beneficiaries. They are the ones that the Government
is in ‘the business of trying to help. And unless it can be done, re-
competed and have a changeover without a great deal of disruption
to the service and deterioration of the services even for a 6~-month
or 1-year feriod—-service to the people that this program is trying
to help—then we have some question as to whether a little ible
savings on administrative costs is really in the interest of what the
Government is trying to accomplish. And I think we need to be as-
sured on that point before we just go out and say everything should

~ go fixed-price competitive to save some administrative_ costs.

90-593 O—82——3
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Senator DURENBERGER. Let me yield to the Senator from Iowa.

Senator GrassLey. Thank you. Have the problems and difficul-

tieg of the contracts, particularly the ones in Illinois, been cleared

up _ |

Mr. Auart. Some of the difficulties are continuing, Senator.

Some of them have been largely cleared up. But it has taken a long

i};)i;nde to get to where we are now. There are still things that have to
one.

Senator GrRASsLEY. Considering all three States, some of them
with unique difficulties, have there been difficulties common to all
three experimental programs?

Mr. AHART. Well, I think, yes, certainly but in different degrees.
I think anytime that you have a takeover and a switch of contrac-
tors, you will expect that there will be some difficulties during the
transition period. The transition process went very rapidly in
Maine; it went a little bit slower in New York, but they had-it
Fretty well cleared up at the end of 6 months. It has gone extreme-
y slow in the Illinois situation. But anytime you have a takeover
responsibility by one contractor of another, you will expect that
there will be a few things that get a little bit out of joint. _

Senator GrassLey. You indicated that you aren’t prepared, be-
cause of the results of the study or the lack thereof, to recommend
going permanently to competitive bidding. Is there anythingk we
can get out of you other than that now is not the time to make a
change? Is there any leaning one way or the other?

Mr. AHART. Well, our natural leaning is toward competitive con-
tracting, as I Eginted out in my statement. But the circumstances
for it have to be appropriate to it. Here you are competing on only
8 percent of your program costs. And unless you can assure your-
self that the savings on that can be attained at the same time that

ou keep the quality of the services to the providers, and keep the
“integrity of the program payments at the level that you could
glcihli;eve under the other method, we don’t think you ought to go

at way. .

If at some point in the future we can determine, yes, you can
control the integrity of program gayments, that you can keep the
-quality of service to providers and beneficiaries that you need and
still have some savinﬁ on administrative costs, then we would say
that would probably be a good way to go. But I think you have to
have that assurance on the other aspects of the program.

Senator GrassLey. Is there anything wrong with the current
method of evaluation? ' g

Mr. AHART. I would like to have Mr. Iffert’s or Mr. Tice’s point
-on that. There is a change that is taking place now on the way
they evaluate the cost-type contractors. The standards for the ex-
perimental contracts were tailored specifically to those contracts
and basically geared, as 1 understand it, to the standards being
geared to the average performance of the costl-ctrpe contractors. So
that would be kind of the baseline for what kind of performance
that they required. - -

I don’t know of anything specific that we would have suggested
differently at the time, but my colleagues might. - )

Mr. IrrerT. Well, I think one of the criticisms of the contract
standards that is probably well taken is that it is a cut-and-dry,
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Blass-or-fail situation. If you missed by a tenth of a percent, you are
the same trouble if you missed by 10 percent, which I don’t
:hir&l; is to the Government’s interest and necessarily to the con-
ractors.

Now I understand that on the new Maine contract they have -
tried to compensate for this by making both the incentives and the

nalties graded so that there is some financial reward and some
inancial penalty geared to the extent to which a standard is
missed. :

‘Senator GrRassLEY. You spoke to an actual action of your agency
to support competitive bidding. And I assume that we are into

- these experiments because of recommendations of GAO in the first -

placz.é ) ave your leanings changed as a result of these experi-
men -

Mr. AHART. I think our overall bias is in favor of competitive
contracting.

Senator GrassLEy. But that would probably be in any Govern-
. ment program?

- Mr. AHART. That'’s correct.

Senator GrassLEY. Which would be natural. But is your support
for competitive bidding in the medicare program any less now than
it was 2 or 3 years ago? '

Mr. AHART. Yes. I say, I think our overall bias is in favor of
competitive contracting generally. But the circumstances have to
be appropriate. For example, in a lot of research and development
contracts, where the quality of performance is the factor that you
realli want to maximize I'm not sure that you always want to go to
get the person that gives <irou the lowest price. If you are buying
something off the shelf and you know exactly what you are buying
in terms of quality in product, then yon ought to get it at the place
where you can get it at the least cost.

In the medicare situation, as I pointed out, the very important
parts of that are the integrity of the prgfram ayments which is 97
percent of the total dollars and the quality of service that is given
to the providers and the beneficiaries, who are really the people we
are trKi.ngeto help; also, the providers that we are trying to get to
help the beneficiaries. And these are the most important parts, the
integrity of payments and the beneficiary and provider services.
And we are not sure that you want to maximize savings in the 8-
percent administrative cost if you have to trade off in any deterio-
ration on either of those others. -

Mr. Tick. I think if I could just elaborate a minute on why we
seem to be leaning toward competitive contracting but basically
noncommittal at this time—as we mentioned in the statement,
there is a lot of contract initiatives that HCFA has underway
where the results are not known. For example, the part A pro-
gram, which is heavily dependent—the. administrative costs are

eavily dependent on auditing of the hospitals. No one knows what
effect competitive contracting will have on that program. The three
exﬁtji_menta, of course, have all been in lpart B.
- Another examplé would be that in all three experiments, HCFA

- used basically a similar evaluation methodology. But they did

~ make some ¢ es. For example, in the Maine contract, the price
- was given a weight of 86 or 40 percent. And in Ill_inois it was given
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a weight of 456 percent. And in New York it was increased to 50

percent. .

We think HCFA needs to sit back and learn from these experi-
ments and decide whether that evaluation methodology was appro-
priate. And if they should go forward with competitive contracting,
what would be the evaluation methodology that they would put in
place. Should price get 20 percent?

Senator DURENBERGER. Minute’s up. Senator Baucus?

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ahart, in your
judgment, does HCFA presently have enough legislative authority
to conduct the proper amount of experimental competitive bidding
contract procedures, and to get the kind of information you think
necessary before we can make a formal decision?

Mr. AHART. Yes. I think the provisions of section 222, which were
addressed, give them rather broad experimental authority to ex-
periment with different ways of administration to improve the pro-

am overall. And I don’t think we would have any specific prob-

ems with that.

Senator BAucus. In the meantime, do you recommend ang inter-
im legislative changes to help HCFA monitor or to help HCFA ad-
minister the present program it has? . .

Mr. AHART. No. I wouldn’t think we would have any suggestions

along that line, Senator.
" Senator Baucus. What additional manpower requirements would
there be if we were to go all the way here? Is additional manpower
needed to monitor the services to be provided or not provided?
Manpower to set up the standards, et cetera.

Mr. AuArr. Well, I think that is a tough question to answer.
They, obviously, have to have manpower now, resources to monitor
the contracts whether they be cost-reimbursement or fixed-price
competitive. We did point 6ut in the statement that we found in
our review that because of the problems that were associated with
the Illinois contract that they had to put a lot more resources in
that than they had anticipated. So they ought to have enough re-
sources to do what is necessary to properly control any type of con-
tractor including those under cost reimbursement as well as those
under fixed price.

Senator Baucus. Thank you very much.

Senator DURENBERGER. Senator Dole.

Senator DoLk. I apologize for arriving late. I have no questions,
but I would 1f'ust say generally that this Committee is going to have
a responsibility of finding more ways to save money in the next few
months. We are not going to overlook competition as an area that
we ought to consider. I assume, based on what I have heard from
GAQO, that that’s at least the direction in which you lean. If we can
find a more cost effective wﬂa‘v, I would hope we would find support
for that in the committee. Maybe more time is needed, but we are

going to start looking at some of the providers of medicare, not just . -

the beneficiaries, in our efforts to save money. |
I assume that OMB is putting together a nice. little package for
us as we speak. And we will probably see most everybody: here

Senator DURENBERGER. One last question, if I might. I am very
sensitive to the time on behalf of the later witnesses. ‘ .

- N
R S
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In my opening statement I indicated that I was curious about po-
tential changes in part A as well as the experimental contracting:
we are addressing here. In your statement I think you indica

- that in l;your 1979 report you recommended a three-part approach
- for HCFA which included experimentation on merging of parts A
and B under a single contractor as well as reducing the number of
contractors. What's your level of satisfaction regarding HCFA's
action in monitoring the experiments overall; particularly, with
regard to the things that I have just expressed a concern about?

. r. TicE. In terms of combining parts A and B consistent with
our 1979 report, to my knowledge, HCFA has not started an experi-
ment anywhere in the country that would consolidate parts A and

.. B. I know that they had attempted such an experiment in the
. States around Colorado. And just recently, I think it was around

November 20, the Federal court decision blocking the experiment -
had been reversed on appeal. And I assume they are proceeding-
with that experiment. But it hasn't started yet.

Mr. AHART. I think overall HCFA has tried to get a range of ex-
periments, part A, part B. Part B is further along. They have one

in ‘frocess on part A. They are moving toward a combined part A
and B. They have also used some of the other techniques that we
suggested in the 1979 report. They have done some consolidation of
contract areas under part B combining the areas previously served
by high cost or low performance contractors with areas under con-
tractors that had a better performance record or better cost record.

- So they are moving in several different directions. And I think

they need to move in several different directions and learn as they
%oé And try to do the things that make the most sense for the
uture. -

Senator DURENBERGER. I guess what I am getting at is very
simply this: The chairman of this committee has just indicated
that while we sit here, other forces are at work to reduce the bene-
fits gz:t of medicare because the system of financing people’s needs
has been so poor. There are a lot of innocent folks out there relying
on medicare that will be hurt by this. It seems to me that we spend
a fair amount of time scrutinizing contractors when we should also
be looking at the performance of HCFA. I would like to ask you

.. - whether if you had the responsibility for all these billions of dollars

+ and all of those people, would you go to HCFA to try to improve
the way that we get the money to those people? What kind of a job
has that organization done for us, and for the American people
over the last 4 years? HCFA has had the authority, as the Senator -
pointed out in his questioning, they haven’t come up with anything
that we can use to change this system, to find the savings—not on
the backs of the folks out there—but in the way we process the
pay&nent for claims or whatever other arrangements could be
made. - ‘

Mr. AHART. I guess I wouldn’t condemn them quite as strongly as
you seem to be condemning them, Mr. Chairman. I have been in-
volved with medicare, I guess, since its inception. Mr. Iffert has
had a long experience with it. We've done a lot of work over the
years to try to 5&% them some help and the Congress some help in

.. “ways in which that program can be improved.
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It is a terribly difficult one. The medical industry is a terribl

luralistic one. The beneficiaries need service from a system whic

don’t think a lot of them understand terribly well. I don’t think
we know nearly enough about how gou can use the financing
mechanism which medicare or medicaid are. How you can use that
well to try to influence the industry toward providing good serv-
ices, quality services, with less cost. I think we have ledarned a lot
in the same 15 years that medicare and medicaid have been in ex-
i%tence. I think we have got a lot more to learn. It's a very difficult
thing. - ’
I éﬁnk HCFA has suffered to some degree by—first there was
fragmentation, before we had HCFA, between medicaid and medi-
care. There was a trade-off made in 1977, I think it was, to bring
them together under HCFA so that we have medicare and medic-~
aid at least run out of the same Federal agency. I think there has
been concern there. A lot more needs to be done to better integrate
those two. And let each learn from the other.

It is just a very difficult undertaking. I think the tack that we all
have to take, whether it's Congress, GAQ, HCFA or the industry, is
to learn as much as we can as we go; find those things that work,
and use those things that work. But not go off deep ends and try to
run with a new idea just because it sounds good without really test-
ing it out. And mafun‘ g sure that we are not trading off some
things on the beneficiary side or on the industry side for the sake
of a few dollars here and a few dollars there that bring about re-
sults we really didn’t anticipate and would not find acceptable had
we known in advance. -

Senator DURENBERGER. Any other questions?

Senator Baucus. Mr. Chairman, what has been the experience of
other Government programs in the area of competitive bidding?
For example, medicaid.

Mr. AHART. Medicaid, I'm not sure that there has been too much
competitive bidding except for the data processing and claims proc-
essing services. Mr. Iffert would know more on that than I would.
C PUS has had some experience too. -

Senator Baucus. Could you tell us very briefly about CHAMPUS
and/or medicaid experiences with competitive bidding?

Mr. IrreErT. Well, I imagine that the great experiment on medic-
aid that we were very heavily involved with came back in 1975 in
North Carolina when the State threw the whole program up for
bid. And that not only included administrative costs, that included
benefit payments too. It was fixed-price. There was only one bidder.

d it was a $400 million contract. And within a year, the thing
collapsed. One of the problems—I guess we were one of the few to
realize it—was that the company that won—who they are isn’t
really important—didn’t have a whole lot of money. And there are
a lot of risks involved in medicaid. And when the claims started
- comix;g in that were considerably higher than anticipated, they
couldri’'t pay them because there wasn’t any money in the bank.

They tried to reneﬁotiate it and the State was not willing to do
that because they thought it was a firm fixed-price contract. I
think our friends in EDS kind of helped bail them out.

teSex.}at’or Baucus. Other States have taken the same kind of
steps
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Mr. Irrert. There have been many, many drug contracts that
were done on that basis. There, because the benefit payments are
not that big, the risks weren’t that big. ,

Senator Baucus. What about the CHAMPUS experience?

Mr. IrFeRT. Well, the CHAMPUS experience has been just on the
claims processing side of it.

Senator BaAucus. What has your experience been there?

Mr. IrrERT. OK. : -

Senator Baucus. Very briefly.
. Mr. IrFerT. Very briefly. They started back in 1976. And they

‘threw it all out at once. And within a year I guess you could say
that that part of the program, particularly in the Southwest, was
in shambles. Contractors left after 1 year. And CHAMPUS had to
go back, in effect, to bring the people that they had lost back in.

The last time we looked at it, based on 1979 performance data,
there were considerable improvements from what had happened
before, but there were still problems with beneficiary services and
the controls over payments. That'’s the last time we have looked at
it. However, if you talk to the people at CHAMPUS today, they
;will tell you that competition is the way to go, but I can’t validate
t. -
Senator Baucus. Thank you very much.
Senator DURENBERGER. Any other questions?
[No response.]
Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you for your testimony.
Mr. AHART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Responses by Hon. Gregory J. Ahatt to questions asked by Sena-
tor Durenberger follow:]
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20348

December 30, 1981

Mr. Robert E. Lighthizer
Chief Counsel
Coomittee on Finance
Unites States Senate
Dear Mr. Lighthizer:
In accordance with Senator Durenberger's request of December 10, 1981,
enclosed is my response to the questions to be answered for the record in
connection with our testimony at the December 3, 1981, hearing on

competitive contracting for the administration of Medicare claims.

Sincerely yours,

ppd € Bl -}

Gregory J. Ahart
Director -

Enclosure
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QUESTION 1:

ANSWER :
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How many cost-type contractors would have met the experimental
contract standards?

For the functional System Il standards, we have no way of

knowing because there has been no published information applying
these standards to the cost-type contractors. For the

statistical or workload standards, however some,comparisgﬁs can

be made in the quality of claim processing area (occurrence and
payment-deductible error rates). The EDSF-contract sets the
standards at the median rates for the cost-type ;ontractors and for

the Buffalo Blue Shield and Massachusetts Blue Shield contracts,

" at the 60th percentile--so between 60 and 50 percent of the cost-

QUESTION 2:

ANSHER

type contractors would meet the standards and between 40 and 50
percent would not. In the timeliness of claims processing area,

we estimate that for any giver quarter for the perjod October 1979
through June 1981, between 65 to 75 percent of the cost-type
contractors would have met the experimental contract standard for
processing 75 percent of ‘the claims within 15 days.

Do you believe that the standards under the experimental contract
standards are too strict?

The contracts do not provide for liquidated damages during the
first 6 months of operations, so it would be fair to conclude

that HCFA gave some recognition to possible transitional problems.
Otherwise, the standards appeared to\;et goals for what would be
considered "average" performance. It seems to us that if one
objective of the experiments was to find out whether improved
parformance would result, it would not make much sense to set the

goals or standards which were much below average. -
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In your opinion, are the criteria, currently in use sufficient
to measure carrier performance?

The criteria or standérds currently being used to evaluate the
performance of the Medicare contractors is part of the Contractor
Performance Evaluatioakg:ogram (CPEP), which became effective for
the Part B carriers October 1, 1980. The standards for the

Part A intermediaries became effective a year earlier. For both

carriers and intermediaries, the standards consist of two parts.

“One part relates to the statistical standards which for cafriers

covers (1) unit cost of claims processing, (2) timeliness of
claims processing, and (3) quality of claims processing. _The
second part relates to the functional standards which involve
compliance with operatioﬁzixinstructions in various functional
areas such as beneficiary services and utilization review. The
standards are imposed on an annual basis, although the progress
in meeting the statistical standards are computed and reported
quarterly and the HCFA Regional Office monitO(jng for compliance
with the functional standards is an ongoing process.

Overall, we view CPEP as a significant improvement in HCFA's
capability to measure and compare contractor performance.
However, on the basis of completed ;r ongoing work we have
reservations concerning the sufficiency of the éarriers’ CPEP
standards in two areas. One area pertains to undetected under-
payments to beneficiaries on unassigned claims whereé the ~
submitted charge exceeds the allowed charge by relatively high

percentage and dollar amounts. As discussed in a recent report

—
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to Senator Chiles (HRD-81-126, September 3, 1981) HCFA's claims
processing standards require carriers to identify for manual
review and resolution those claims where submitted charges are
reduced significantly for payment purposes. CPEP does not address
how well carriers review these types of claims, but because they
often involve underpayment situations, we believe it should:_;

_ The second area involves reviewing for the medical necessity
of services claimed. Although this activity is covered in the
CPEP functional standard pe;taining to utilization review, we
question whether it receives the attention or weight it deserves
because our ongoing work has shown that this can be a very cost-
effective activity. -

How rigorously has HCFA applied these criteria in evaluating
carriers?

As previously indicated, CPEP is a annual evaluation, which for

the carriers became effective October 1980, Thus, the first
evaluation period is for the year ended September 30, 1981.
Although we have reviewed the methodology to be applied by the
HCFA Regional Offices in perfonning these evaluations, we have
not as yet had an opportunity to make detailgd reviews at
selected carriers as to how the prescribed methodology has been
actually applied. Therefore, we do not believe we have

sufficient information to adequately respond to this question.
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Senator DURENBERGER. The next witness will be Dr. Paul Will-
ging, Deputy Administrator of the Health Care Financing Adminis-
tration. -

While we welcome you here today and suggest that your state-
ment in full will be made part of the record without objection.
Please introduce your colleagues, summarize your statement, and
we ;;ill worry about whether or not we have to vote while you are
testifying. ‘

STATEMENT OF DR. PAUL WILLGING, PH. D., DEPUTY ADMINIS.
~" “TRATOR, HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION, WASH.-
" INGTON, D.C.

Mr. WiLLGING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do appreciate the op-

portunity to discuss with you today our experiences with our con-

" "tracting strategy within the Department of Health and Human

Services. I'm accompanied today by Mr. George Thompson, the As-

sociate Administrator for Health Care Financing Administration

for Operations, and by Mr. John Jansack, the Director of our Office

-— of Program Administration which has responsibility for managin%

our contracts, both the cost contracts and the new experimenta
contracts.

- _I will summarize very briefly my written statement. I think I
would start by observing that the decision in 1965-66 to go to pri-
vate industry to process claims for the medicare program was, in
retrospect, a very good one. I think the data, with respect to the
cost of managing the medicare program, confirms that it was a
wise decision; 1.8 percent of the total cost of the medicare program
is accounted for in our contractor dollars—a very favorable ratio
for administrative costs.

: I think further that the decision in terms of how we structured
- that initial contracting si'stem was -a good one. We are talking
about a major, new, complex program, a program which had, obvi-

ously, elicited some tension and concern on the part of the Ameri-

can health care industry. The decision to go to cost contracts, to
~include a nomination process, and to limit the contracts to health
-insurers,-given that period, was, in retrospect, a good decision.

Times have, however, changed. The program is much more com-

flex. The program is much more costly. The decisions made in

19656-66 I do think warrant reconsideration.

The number of contractors we have is unwieldly -even for a %‘o-

gram this size. We have 109 contractors. That is too mang'. e

. nomination 1r:lrocess prevents both certain kinds of consolidations
~~  and geographic consistencii/ within State areas. And I think, in par-

ticular, the lack of an ability, other than through a demonstration
process, to-use the competitive forces within the system and to de-
velop contracts on something other than a cost basis creates diffi-
culties in terms of stimulating efficiency and innovation.
- In 19717, we set out to demonstrate through our experimental au-
thority a very basic hypothesis: That we could, indeed, achieve sub-
stantial, dramatic administrative cost savings by using something
other than cost contracts by using competitive forces and at the
same time maintaining, if not indeed improving, the level of serv-
ice to beneficiaries and providers. :

-
* -
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There is no question in my mind that we have proved that hy-
pothesis. Certainly, there is no dispute even with our colleagues in
the General Accounting Office that we have produced major sav-
ings in administrative costs. ‘

.u‘e three contracts on the part B side alone will save over $50
million.

"I think with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to devi-
ate briefly from my summarization and react to the testimony pro-
vided by the General Accounting Office.

Obviously, we disagree. The Department believes that the hy-
pothesis has been tested; the hypothesis has been proven and we
are ready now to move out with operational authority in terms of
an ability to use as one of a number of tools available to us compet-
itive procurement and other than cost-based contracts. :

The GAO has suggested that it is premature to ask for that legis-
lative authority. I think there are some problems with the GAO
report. I think one of those problems is the fact that of our six ex-

riments—most of which admittedly are still underway—the GAO

as focused primarily on an admittedly difficult situation in the
State of Illinois. I think we would agree with the GAO that the
costs—the costs in inconvenience, the costs in terms of disruption
to the providers, to the beneficiaries in the State of Illinois—were
intolergble. Were we ever to anticipate underfoing/that kind of a
circumstance in the future, we would certainly be reticent about
movin% forward any more rapidly than we have.

But I think we have to look at the basic premises that-we have
been trying to test and see to what extent the Illinois experiment
itself has either proven or disproven those premises.

I have already indicated that Illinois is only one of six experi-
ments. I think that the problem we have with the GAO report is
that it looks primarily at the Illinois experience with res either
to the contractual standards within the Illinois contract itself or in
terms of a comparison with other national standards. _

- There is no question that EDSF has failed and continues to fail
some of its contract standards. There is no question that even
today EDSF is not among the best contractors in the part B
program. . 4

I think it is more important in terms of testing our hypothesis,
however, to compare the situation in Illinois today with the situa-
tion in Illinois prior to this contract. I think we would see a some-
what different story when we make that kind of a comparison.

Even in terms of the contract standards, I think it nnsgrtant to
note that in Illinois Electronic Data Systems Federal , has
standards in many areas which are higher than those that we
expect our other cost contractors to meet. Its payment deductible
error rate, for example. In order to avoid being assessed liquidated
damages,- EDSF has to achieve an error rate lower than that
" achieved by 50 percent of all of the other contractors. The same is
true of the occurrence error rate. In terms of reviews, EDSF has to
. exceed standards achieved by other contractors. ' -

Currently we have, I think—in most of the areas of greatest con-
cern, the providers, beneficiaries and the Federal Government—a
largely satisfactory situation in the State of Illinois. In terms. of the
timeliness of claims processing, for example, EDSF, has 13.7 per-
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cent of its claims ﬁnding over 30 days. Its contract standard is 12

percent. It is failing its contract standard with respect to aged
claims, claims over 30 days in the hopper. If the national average is
15.2 percent, here we have, I think, an examBle of a standard
which is set very high in the State of Illinois. EDSF is failing that
standard yet it is doing better than most of the other contractors
on the average in the country.

I think it’s important to bear that type of comparison in mind in
addition to simply comparing of EDSF's abilities against its con-
tract standards or EDSFE’s cagacities against national averages.

I would like to focus ve rieﬂg again on one of the more criti-
cal points brought out in the GAQO report—the overpayment error
rates. ,

We have, as one of many standards in testing our contractors,
one which relates the percentage of erroneouslg paid claims to the
totality of the claims ﬁgid by a contractor. EDSF, for every $100 of
benefits paid out to beneficiaries and providers, spends $2.40 of
that erroneously. Yet in terms of the prior incumbents, Blue Shield
of Illinois and Continental, the figure for Blue Shield was 2.6 per-
cent; the figure for Continental was 3.3 percent. Now my sugges-
tion is that we are in better shape even in terms of overpayments
today in Illinois than we were under the previous cost contracts.
Does that mean we are satisfied with the 2.4 percent error rate? Of
course not. The national average is closer to 2 percent. We expect
EDSF to reach 2 percent. Until they reach 2 percent, they will con-
tinue to be assessed liquidated damages according to the terms of
the contract.

Are we satisfied with the amount of time it took to achieve the
current status in Illinois? Of course not. I think it has been intoler-
able. The beneficiaries and providers in the State of Illinois have
had to suffer the disruption, the inconvenience that they have—but
does this, in effect, violate the basic premise of the hypothesis that
we set out to prove. We think not. :

We do know what went wrong in the State of Illinois. It had
nothing to do with the concept of competition; it had nothing to do
with the concept of using something other than cost contracts. We
made mistakes ourselves in Illinois. We asked EDSF to undergo not .
only a major consolidation of large workloads and a fixed-price con-
tract, but we asked them also to deal with massive new coding
changes which in turn confused their own work force, which in
turn confused the providers, and which in turn led to a backlog of
claims and unacceestably high error rates.

We have learned from this. We have made some major changes
in the wa;i'hwe undergo transitions with respect to experimental
contracts. The problem in Illinois was the transition problem. We
have changed our approach to testing the capability of contractors
to assume those transition responsibilities. We have léarned to test
only a very limited number of changes when we move into one of
‘these new environments. We will not combine testing consolida-
tion, new coding systems, new telephone communications, and the
like at the same time. We will limit the amount of risk that has to
be undertaken in these kinds of changes. And we will allow much
greater periods of time and assure ourselves that we are ready to.
go operational before we actually try to do so.

-
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I think we know what went wrong in Illinois. We have applied
‘the lessons learned in Illinois to the more recent demonstrations on
the part A side in New York where we consolidated seven contrac-
tors into one. It became the largest part A contractor in the coun-
try with ne_problems in terms of transition.

We have consolidated workloads in the State of Missouri in a
new experiment. No problems during transition.

Transition had been our problem in Illinois. We have learned
from that. We don’t anticipate that will happen again. We do think
that the hypothesis has been tested; that the hypothesis has been
proven. And we do ask the Congress to provide the legislative au-
thority to allow us to use competitive procurements, to allow us to
use other than cost-based contracts as one of the tools available to
us to continue to manage as efficient a system as we can for proc-
essing medicare claims.

Thank you very much. I would be happy to respond, with my col-
1 es, to any questions you may have.

e prepared statement follows:]

\

STATEMENT n; PauL R. WiLLGING, PH. D., DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR

— SUMMARY

One ofxthe major goals of the Health Care Financing Administration is to provide
g::t highest quality service to our benefjciaries at the lowest possible administrative

Present medicare contracting mechanisms do not give us the flexibility needed to
select and reimburse intermediaries and carriers in the most efficient way possible.
A number of studies have been conducted which have recommended changing the
wgf‘v in which HCFA deals with its contractors.
o pursue these recommendations HCFA has developed an initiative to formulate
necessary changes in the medicare contracting process.
We are currently usinfl our experimental authority to conduct a number of ex-
periments to determine the most appropriate ways to select and reimburse contrac-

rs.

We have also undertaken a number of administrative actions under present law
to improve cost contractor efﬁciencsy. - R

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee. I am Paul R. Willging, the Deputy
Administrator of the Health Care Financing Administration. With me today is
George A. Thompeon, Associate Administrator for Operations. We are pleased to be
here to discuss our efforts to improve the administration of Medicare through
changes in contracting techniques.

Mr. Chairman, there are 28 million aged and disabled beneficiaries who depend
on Medicare for their health insurance coverage. The goal of the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration is to provide the highest quality service to our beneficiaries.
Ta achieve this goal, HCFA developed an initiative to pursue changes in the

edicare contracting process which would improve the quality of service to provid-
ers and beneficiaries, while simultaneously reducing costs to the Government. The
major-elements of this initiative are (1) a gradual reduction in the number of con-
tractors through consolidation of workloads, (2) vigorous application of contract
standards of performance, and (3) use of additional tools prgnanl' y experimental
competitive contracting, for selection and reimbursement of contractors.

BACKGROUND

In 1965, when the Medicare program was enacted, the Congress adopted as part of
the Act an administrative structure which was compatible with the historical pat-
tern of administration used by the private health insurance industry. The Federal
Government contracts with public or private organizations to facilitate paymentas to

roviders of services and beneficiaries. These orgFanizations are known as interme-
gmn' ries under part A and carriers under part B. Federal funding for Medicare con-
im982 rs has increased from $98 million in 1969 to $625 million now requested for
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Medicare intermediaries and carriers perform the same basic function in the adju-
dication of claims (e.g., claims review and payment, medical review, benefic
services, etc.) and provide similar auprort services such as professional relations, fi-
nancial accounting and statistical activities. In addition, intermediaries handle pro-
vider reimbursement and audit. Provider reimbursement activities include estab-
lishment, review and revision of interim reimbursement rates and periodic initerim
payments, recoupment of overpayments, and consultant services to providers in es-
tablishing and maintaining provider accounting systems. Provider audit includes au-
diting, final cost settlements, and appeals as they relate to settlements.

Medicare intermediaries and carriers are selected without competitive contracting
and are reimbursed for their administrative costs under the basic principle of no
excess profit and no loss. Intermediaries and carriers are paid a profit allowance
_ equal to the return on their non-Medicare business. These contractors are not at

risk with respect to eA)rogram benefit payments as these payments are entirely un-

" derwritten by the Federal Government. .

The original Medicare legislation provided two methods for the selection of con-
tractors. In selecting carriers under B, the Department had the authority to
enter into contracts with private and public insurance companies to handle physi-
cian services. Carriers were selected by the Department and assigned to serve specif-
ic ieographic areas as determined by the Defenment. The De?artment‘ was specifi-
cally exempted by law from Federal competitive bidding requirements in selecting
carriers. Initial carrier selections were based on the insurance company’s experience
in health care reimbursement and its financial stability. Currently, there are 41 car-

riers. .
— The method of selection of intermediaries under part A was through a nomination
process whereby hospitals, skilled nursing facilities, home health agencies aid other
providers nominated an organization through which they wished to deal with Medi-
care. Providers also had the option to deal directly with the Department. Upon
notice to the Department, a provider could change its intermediary; thus, a provider
could “shop” for an intermediary that met its needs. Under the original Medicare
law, the Government could not require providers to use a particular intermediary,
since to do so would violate the providers' rights under the nomination provision.

The enactment of Public Law 95-142 in 1977 gave the Department some flexibility
with respect to the nomination and termination process. These amendments author-
ized the Department to assign and reassign providers to available intermediaries
subject to certain appeal rights, and to designate regional and national intermediar-
ies for a single class of providers (e.g., home health agencies) when it is in the best
interest of effective and efficient pm{am administration. Thus, a provider might
not be serviced by the intermediary which it originally nominated. ere a provid-
er is assigned to another intermediary, the intermediary does have the right to

appeal.
a result of the original nomination procéss, the Blue Cross Association (BCA)
was selected as fiscal intermediary by the bulk of hospitals and by substantial num-
bers of skilled nursing facilities and home health agencies seeking participation in
the program. A prime contract was awarded to BCA which in turn subcontracted
with its local Blue Cross Plans around the country to perform the actual functions
réquired of an intermediary. The remaining provider groups and other individual
roviders nominated commercial insurance companies or the Government.' Current-
, there are 68 intermediaries.

The administrative structure under which the Medicare program operates was

originally adogt;;d to insure a smooth and timely acceptance and implementation of
the program. Providers were afforded an opportunity to actively participate in pro-
gram implementation through the nomination process. The private health insur-
ance industry became active participants in performing intermediary and carrier
functions. The noncompetitive approach to selecting contractors and awarding con-
tracts and the reimbursement of all reasonable costs provided an incentive to pri-
-vate and public insuring organizations to participate.

‘ PROBLEMS
The existinbg structure served reasonably well the needs of the new p . How- -
ever, after 1 years'th::ipecial needs of a8 new program—gaining provider accept-
ance and providing needed flexibility to achieve quick plementation—are no

longer the critical problems facing the program. ‘
' liﬁore important now are the demands of an ever increasing workload, initiatives

for cost containment, developments in technology, and the need to increase benefici- -

ary understanding and ‘effective use of this complex program. There is substantial '
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evidence that the use of Medicare cost-based contracts as the single contracting ap-

does not provide sufficient incentives for efficient, innovative, and cost-effeéc-
tive operations. In 1980, for example, Medicare part A unit costs ranged from §2. 6
to $6.08 per claim among the contractors. Similary,.part B claims ranged from $1.88

to per cl . : i Loy

gcause contractors are reimbursed for whatever reasonable costs they incur and
receive a ranteed profit on their investment for Medicare administration, they
have no financial incentive to be innovative in attempting to improve services to
beneficiaries or in saving money. Moreover, the lack of flexibility and authority in
the contractor selection process prevents the Government from testing the range of
available alternative mechanisms, and choosing those which seem more likely to
achieve program objectives. .

Thus, the intial administrative structure which addressed original p m needs
is no longer appropriate in today’s environment. The contractor geographic configu-
ration determined in 1965 is very unwieldly today. Differences in workload mix,
volume and efficiency have affected the cost of operations among contractors. Under
part A of the program, the opportunity for providers to nominate and change inter-
mediaries at any time creates conflicting pressures for the intermediary. If an inter-
!naliargdiaaudite ills and cost reports diﬁgently, the provider may well seek another
intermediary. .

Basic principles of {)Bublic administration and sound business practiced suggest

best able to serve the public when freed to contract with
 those entities able to do the job at the best price. In contrast, the current system,
where this flexibility is very limited and contractors are paid on a cost-plus basis,
must deal constantly with problems of performance, costs, and conflicting pressures.

A number of groups which have studied Medicare contracting mechanisms have
recommended basic changes. In 1974, the Adviso?r Committee on Medicare Admin-
istration, Contracting and Subcontracting (the Perkins Committee) recommended
the development of incentive mechanisms to assure higher carrier performance and
experimentation with eomg‘etitive contracting. o

n 1978, an internal HCFA “Steering Group on Administration of Medicare/Med-
icaid Programs” recommended: combining administration of parts A and B; reduc-
ing the number of contractors; eliminating the nomination process; and selecting
contractors on a competitive basis to enhance coordination, improve program man-

ment, contain administrative and program costs, and promote effective delivery
of services to providers and beneficiaries.
.~ In 1979, the General Accounting Office’s report, “More Can Be Done to Achieve
Greater ﬁﬁ‘iciency in Contracting for Medicare Claims Processing,” contrained var-
fous recommendations aimed at achieving more efficient and economical claims ad-
ministration. One of GAO’s recommendations was that HCFA should experiment
further with incentive-contracting on either a cost or fixed-price basis. S

In 1980, the President’s Management Improvement Council recommended that we

roceed with the legislative initiative to authorize a comprehensive approach to

edicare contracting. Other recommendations were to develop a full Medicare con-
tracting position, and to consolidate Medicare contracts based on optimum workload
volume, combining part A and Part B claims proceasinx.

In accordance with these recommendations, HCFA developed its initiative to
change the non-competitive cost-based Medicare contractci:‘f program to improve the
quality of service to providers and beneficiaries at reduced cost to the Government.

EXPERIMENTS

I would now like to discuss the experimental contracts. The basic goals of our ex-

gerhnenga are to provide a better level of service to beneficiaries at the lowest possi-

le administrative cost. To meet these goals we disigned a series of experiments to
identify the optimum contract workload.

Develop the best means of selecting and reimbursing contractors, and develop
more approriate methods of encouraging contractor performance through the use of
positive and tvaieﬁative incentives. We have learned a great deal from our experi-
ments which will help us to improve Medicare contracting arrangements. Explora-
tion of these issues will involve a limited series of projects designed to test specific
contracting variables in both part A and part B of Medicare. .

PART B EXPERIMENTS

In December 1978, HCFA completed a two-year, negotiated contract with the in-
cumbent carrier, Maryland Blue Shield, to test reimbursement for Medicare admin-
7 istration on the basis of a fixed rate per claim.

90-598 O—82——4
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In 1977, Maine became the site of the first part B experiment to test select
carriers on a competitive basis and to reimburse them on a fixed price basis wit
liquidated damages as a mechanism to encourage high quality performance, Massa-
chusetts Blue Shield won the competitive fixed price contract which ran from De-
cember 1977 through September 1981 (8 years, glus a 1 year extension). *

In 1978, HCFA decided to embark on a part B contracting experiment in the State
of Illinois to test consolidation of two large carrier workloads, to further test con- .
tractor selection by competition and reimbursement on a fixed price basis, and to
test opening up competition for carrier contracts to organizations other than health
insurance companies. On March 31, 1978, we issued a detailed Request for Propos-
als. After formal evaluation of all proposals, Electronic Data Systems Federal Corpo-
ration (EDSF), a nonhealth insurance o?wization, was awarded the contract.
Actual claims processing commenced on April 1, 1979 when EDSF assumed the
workload for Cook County. Thereafter, on July 1, 1979, it assumed the workload for -
the remainder of the State. .

" The third competitive fixed price contract was in upstate New York. The purpose
of this experiment was to further test consolidation of carrier workload by the com-
petitive selection process, fixed price reimbursement, and the use of the consolida- -
tion process to achieve greater uniformity in program administration in the affected
geographic area. Under this contract, three incumbent cost-reimbursed contractors
were replaced. One of the incumbents, Blue Shield of Western New York (BSWNY),
was the successful bidder over one other incumbent and four other bidders. The con-
tract covers the period November 1, 1878, through September 30, 1982, and became
oEeratiqnal during June to October 1979 as the three previous service areas were
phased in

On October 1, 1981, the initial part B experimental contract for Maine with Mas- ~
sachusetts Blue Shjeld expired. The Maine contract was- recompeted to test the

-

* . market for recompetition and to test the addition of financial incentives to fixed

rice reimbursement as a mechanism for encouraging- high quality performance.
e recompetition was won by Massachusetts Blue Shield, the incumbent, and will
run for three years with an option to extend for a fourth year.

PART A EXPERIMENTS

In 1979, HCFA decided to extend the experimental contracting program to part A
in the State of Missouri and the Kansas City, Kansas metropolitan areas to test
competitive selection, fixed price reimbursement, and liquidated damages tied to

ormance standards in the part A environment. The winning bidder was Blue

oss Hospital Services, Inc., of St. Louis. Through court action an attempt was

made to stop the designation of the single contractor. However, the final ruling
upheld our authority to conduct the experiment.

The second part A experiment is a negotiated fixed price experiment to test incen-
tive payments for performance substantially exceeding expectations or assessment
of liquidated damages for performance below specified levels. This contract was ne-
gotiated with Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Greater New York. During the period No-
vember 1980 to May 1981, the new part A central site, located in Syracuse, assumed
té!tx: tglaims processing workloads of the seven previous part A subcontractors in the

‘ ~

COMBINED PARTS A AND B EXPERIMENT

A combined part A and B experiment had been initiated but delayed until recent-
ly by a legal challenge. The experiment seeks to combine the administration of
Medicare parts A and B for the States of Colorado, Wyoming, and Utah under a
single contractor. On November 1, 1979, as a result of litigation initiated by current
Medicare contractors and hospital associations, HCFA was enjoined from proceedizg
with the fixed price procurement in these three Sates. The Department appeal
the decision to the U.S. Court of Ap‘?ea]s and on November 20, 1981, HCKFA was
notified that the decision was favorable to the Government. We are now studying
the dg_cisio:x and the Secretary will reassess and determine the future course of this
experiment. ‘

LESSONS LEARNED

As a result of the experiments conducted thus far, we have learned a number of
very valuable lessons regarding competitive contracts that should improve future
contractor transitions. First, we have learned that contractors can maintain a high
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level of service to beneficiaries in a competitive environment as demonstrated in the
Maine and New York contracts.

Second, competitive-bid contracts do result in cost savings% for all of the experi-
mental contracts let to date, we estimate we have saved $58 million over conven-
tional cost contracts,

Finally, we have learned a number of important lessons concerning various con-
tracting modes and how implementation of new contracts should be handled in the
future. For example, we have learned that transitions to new contractors always
raise potential disruption but can be managed effectively if steg: are taken to mini-
mize risks. Further, the operational readiness of the successful offeror should be
fully and formally tested before it is permitted to become operational. This should
include assessing the operational readiness of contractor staff by monitoring train.
ing programs and assisting the incoming contractor in the ordering and inventory of

uire HCFA forms.

n addition, during the transition process, attention should be directed toward as-
suring the new contractor’s ability to provide superior beneficiary services and pro-
vider assistance. - :

For the operational term of the contract, it is essential that specified performance
standards and levels of productivity be clearly established in the contract. HCFA
monitoring of performance measures, such as number of claims processed, ci:ality of
claims e‘rrooessed and percentage of claims pending over 30 days snould be intensely
pursued during the initial operational period. .

‘These lessons have already been useful in managing transitions to new carriers

outside of the experimental program and have led to specific actions in the Maine
recompetition to build these risk protections into the Request for Proposals and
transition management process. -
- In addition to these ongoing efforts to learn from the experiments, a formal evalu-
ation of the experiments is being conducted by an outside contractor through our
Office of Regearch, Demonstrations, and Statistics. This assessment will provide us
with important information regarding the overall contracting experience and a
better sense of how the experimental contracts interrelate.

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES

In addition to our experiments, HCFA has also been engaged in other efforts to
improve cost contractor efficiency. Some of the actions we are taking to achieve this
oal include not renewing contracts with poor performers and contracting to consoli-

te workloads where appropriate. As a result of these actions, since 1979 we have
reduced the number of contractors from 128 to 109. The carriers in Delaware and
the District of Columbia have been replaced. Also, we have reduced one contractor’s
workload from 18 States to 3, and we are in the process of consolidating another

' company’s workload so that it will be serving as an intermediary in 16 States in-
stead of the present 36 States. In addition, HCFA with the ;‘tﬁpport and help of BCA
has reduced the number of Blue Cross Plans serving as Medicare intermediaries in

New York from seven to one and in Tennessee from two to one. The number of car-
riers in Wisconsin was reduced from two to one, and after one carrier, South Dakota -
Blue Shield, withdrew from the program, North Dakota Blue-Shield assumed their

~~ workload. We are also in the process of assigning home health agencies to regional
-+ intermediaries. S
Within the constraints of the experimental authority under current legislation,
HCFA has been able to demonstrate the benefits derived from introducing greater
competition into the contractor selection process, reducing the number of contrac-
tors, and allowing contractor reimbursemént on an other-than-cost basis with liqui-
dated damages and incentive payments to encourage quality performance. We
expect to use the “lessons learned” from our current experiments in designing new
experiments. We will continue to take vigorous administrative action to nonrenew
or terminate poorly performing cost contractors and reduce the number of cost con-"
tractors through nonrenewal of contracts and consolidation where this would im-
~prove the efficient and effective administration of the Medicare program. '
‘In addition, we are reviewing contractor functions, procedures and performance
- standards, in light of current and anticipated budget restrictions, to ascertain those
which can be reduced or eliminated in order to realize administrative cost savings

. without sacriﬁcini the quality of services.

... Depénding on the results of our current activity in designating regional interme-
diaries for home health agencies, as now required by law, the potential exists for
,extendini the use of the re'ﬁ?nal intermediary authority to other classes of provid-
ers, e.g,, hospital or SNFs. The feasibility of such an initiative is the subject of cur-
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rent study. While we intend to exercise more intensely our current authority to
assign or reassign providers to intermediaries, the process is expected to take some
time because of several technical requirements in the law. ‘

During the next four years, additional experimental contracts are being planned
to test other modes of selecting and reimbursing Medicare contractors. HCFA ex-
pects to develop a Medicare dpart A experiment which will provide for separate con-
tracts for bill processing and reimbursement audit function. We are also looking at
the ibjlity of eliminating individual claims altogether under part A and paying

roviders on an estimated brsis prior to final settlement. Additional combined part
\PVB experiments are also planned as well as a part A/B experiment for the selec-
tion of a contractor to serve Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

CONCLUSION

" In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we believe the experiments to date confirm the
ﬁ(elgfnents of common sense, sound business practices, and the in-depth studies of

icare contracting—that the Federal Government should have the authority to
select Medicare contractors competitively, on the basis of quality and cost of serv-

ices.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared testimony, I would be happy to answer
any questions you may have. :

Senator DoLE. Let me say we have a vote in progress. Senator
Durenberger rushed over to vote so he should be back shortly.

Senator GrassLey. Well, as you stated, your testimony differs
considerably from that of the General Accounting Office. But based

_upon what you know about the experiments you are ready to move
forward and request the necessary legislative chanlges—and I
assume that's what the administration did last March. Is my recol-
lection right? : SR o

Dr. WiLLGING. That’s correct, Senator. I think that the legislative
proposal which was essentially to remove the nomination process
and to allow reimbursement on other than a cost basis is still
viable. I think it is safe to say that we have learned considerably
from these experiments. I am not sure we are as convinced today
that simple fixed-price reimbursement is the way to go. I think we
have to pay more attention to the background of those who bid for
these contracts. Processing medicare bills is not simply a paper
process. It is not simply passing pieces of paper through a comput-
er system. There are beneficiary relationships; there are provider

- relationships; there is an understanding of health care delivery and
{mailcing that is critical to effectively managing a medicare con-

ract.

We have learned from that. We would not perhaps implement
the type of legislative authoritg that had been requested in exactly
the same way that we would have imﬁlemented it 4 years ago for
example, blanketing the country with nothing but competitively
Erocureci fixed-price contracts. The implementation plan, I think,

as undergone some changes. But I do think we are ready for the

_ leg’glative authority. ’ T :

. nator GRASSLEY. You state that fixed-price contracting ought to
be available as an rnative. But that would indicate that your
Department isn’t sold on it as the way of bringing the program
dramatically under control. ~

Dr. WiLLGiNG. Well, I would suggest that I think to the extent
we are talking about the administrative processes, we do have the
process under control. I don’t think that changing the contractvt'nuq
approach within the Health Care Financing Administration: |
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deal with some of the much larger issues that this committee is
concerned with, It will not change the approach we take to reim-
bursing hospitals, for example. It will not change_the approach we
have in terms of some of our coverage issues as far as medicare is
concerned. I think it will provide a much more innovative, efficient

- gystem in terms of the actual processing of bills, gnd the reim-

bursement process within medicare. )

Senator GrassLEy. Have you changed your figures of projected

‘savings from suggested cost savings that were available in your

March statement to us. -
Dr. WiLLgINGg. We are reanalyzing the cost savings available in
terms of how we would implement the authority. I think we have

to look, as has been suggested in previous testimony, at contracts

currently in place, even cost contracts, as to whether or not one ac-
tually saves money by going out competitively. As Mr. Ahart sug-
gested, when we recompeted in the State of Maine, we perhaps did
not save any money. We had a contractor performing very well
there. We have some very good performing cost contractors in the
program. We have to ask ourselves—and this is currently bein

analyzed within the Department—the degree to which one shoul

be perhaps more flexible in terms of where one applies this tool.

Does it make sense to go out_and compete where you have a well-

. performing contractor when the costs are perhaps going to be

’

higher simply because of the cost of preparing bids? Perhaps not.
That'’s the sort of thing we want to look at in terms of reanalyzing
the figures. However, there will be savings over time, I think there
is no question. :
I think that the very availability even-under an experimental au-
thority of different contracting mechanisms have contributed to a

-dramatic reduction over time in-the cost of processing claims in

medicare. In 1976, it cost us $3.14 to process a part B bill. In 1980,
it cost us $2.61 to process a part B bill. I think simply having the
tools available to us instills a discipline and an integrity in the
system which will be beneficial across the entire array of contrac-
tors even those not competitively procured.

Senator GrAssLEY. Maybe I was misjudging what I thought was:

obvious,, but wasn’t the goal of the experiments to find out if we
wouldn’t be savin%hmoney?
Dr. WiLLGiNG. The goal was to find out if we could save money

- and at the same time maintain an acceptable level of service. We

will save money. - |
Senator GRASSLEY. But there-was no idea that we would come up
with a cost-fixed contract and move forward with it if it was more
expensive; was there?
. WiLLgING. I think that to be quite frank in terms of the
Health Care Financing Administration, myself included at that

" time, that we were looking at a concept and I would describe it

fairly frankly as being competition for competition’s sake. I think
where I have reanalyzed my position, as have many of my -staff—
the issue now is the best possible service at the owes:exossible

. price. That does not always mean competition. And, indeed, I sus-

gect that having gone out and recompeted in Maine, it may not

ave been thg best approach to take.

A\
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Our problem is that in the absence of the broader legislative au-
thority, we had no choice but to récompete in Maine if we wanted
to maintain a fixed price contract since we don’t have the authori-
ty to develop noncost contracts on a negotiated basis.

Senator GrassLEy. Well, then 2 years ago it left open the possi-
bility, under the concept of competition for the sake of competition,
of moving forward even if it did cost more money.

Dr. WiLLGING. I think we perhaps did not think it through that
well at that time, sir.

‘Senator DoLE. Since we are in the second round of voting, I think
;ve kwill temporarily recess. Senator Durenberger is on his way

ack.

‘Before I left, I just pulled out a report from 1970 which then esti-
mated—in 1965 it was estimated that by 1990 medicare would rise
to the figure of $8.8 billion. It's now over $50 billion. We really
have a responsibility in this committee to address this runaway
program. And we are goingeto pursue every idea we can to save

~-money. We must. I think Senator Durenberger wanted to go into
that In more detail. But we will stand in recess for about 2 min-
utes.

[Whereupon, at 10:46 a.m., the hearing was recessed.]

- AFTER RECESS

Senator DURE‘JBERGER. I don’t know how many of my colleagues
will get back. In the meantime, I will continue the questioning.

What is the value of HCFA in this process? You are in effect,
asking us to trust you on the basis of the GAO recommendation
and what we have seen so far. You are asking us to trust you in an
area which is easily misunderstood. For example, there is the pub-
licity on the Illinois case and the situation over on the House side
when there were hearings on competitive contracting. I'm on the
Governmental Affairs Committee. One of my colleagues there, Sen-
ator David Pryor, is an expert on contracting. And he has made
contracting out to be an evil part of the governmental process. You
just have to trust those people out there to do public good if they
are in the for-profit business or something like that. _.

So I feel, personally, that we have a lot at stake in competitive
contracting as well as in what I spoke to earlier. But, in effect, you
are asking us to put an awful lot of trust in your good judgment or
in you as a person or as a new administration in HCFA or some-
thing else. And I would like you just for a minute or two to answer
the question of why we should trust you.

Dr. WiLLciNng. Well, I won’t ask you to believe that it is just be-
cause I am a nice guy, Mr. Chairman, although that is indisputably
true. [Laughter.] :

I think Congress provides us with legislation to implement. Con-
gress has provided us, and_we all recognize this in the medicare
Erogram, some strange legislation to implement. The way we reim-

urse hospitals in _this country has not been the most efficient, in-
novative approach. You have spoken to that issue; the Department.
has spoken to that issue.

What . you havé to ask of us and what you legitimately ask of us
in the Health Care Financing Administration is how good a job do
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we do of ifnplementing that legislation? How good a fOb do we do of
pag'ing those bills within the framework of the legislation provided
8

u

I think—and we don’t take credit for this in HCFA alone, I think
it is also our colleagues in the contractor community who have
done a superb job to date of fulfilling that trust.

A program which expends only 1.8 percent on the administrative
costs through contracting, I think, is a track record of which many
industries would be proud. However, in terms of these specific
questions before this committee—should we make changes in that
contracting process? You shouldn’t just trust us. You should test us
as to whether we know what it is we are talking about. Do we
know what went wrong in Illinois? Are wu: confident and are vou
confident that we know how to chan?e what went wrong in Illi-
nois? Should Illinois be used as the sole test as to whether we are
ready to move on? Illinois is just one out of six demonstrations that
we have conducted or are conducting thus far. We do know what
went wrong in Illinois.

What went wrong in Illinois had nothing to do with the hypoth-
esis of competitive contracting. I don’t believe it had anything to do
with the hypothesis of using contracts other than cost contracts.
We made a bad decision in terms of coding in the State of Illinois.
The contractor made a bad decision in terms of location in the
State of Illinois. We tried to test too many things in Illinois: con-
solidation, large workloads, coding, new systems in terms of benefi-
ciary inquiries. That was a mistake. We don’t do that anymore. We
do not intend to do that in the future.

But if you believe we know what went wrong and that we can
avoid these mistakes in the future, then we would agree that we
must avoid them. If we were to anticipate in any new operational
approach to competition or to other than cost based contracts—if
we were to anticipate the same 2-year disruption in every one of
those, we would be no more anxious to move ahead than you would
be to have us move ahead. )

But we do know what went wrong. We believe the hypothesis has
been tested. We think we are now ready to move, albeit, not in a
massive, altogether within 2 year’s approach but we are ready,
now, to move into operational authority.

Senator DURENBERGER. OK. Let me ask you another question
that is kind of a general t, question, but it was part of the re-
sponsg of GAO to the question we have 'f"ust discussed.

The reference to provider relations. This whole process. And the
difference in the way we contract part A and part B. Discuss with
me, just very generally, the problem of hospitals, in particular, I
suppose, the value of good provider relations. And how that affects
who should be making the choices or influencing the choices in this
whole &rocess that we are dealing with.

Dr. WiLLGING. The question of provider relationships, Mr. Chair-
man, is clearly one that we have reassessed in terms of our experi-
mental authority. It is critical. I must admit to my own failings in
this regard. I came out of the medicaid program. I had dealt with
the competitive structure in medicaid. All fiscal agent contracts in
medicaid are competitively procured. But they are, to a consider-
able extent, claims processing types of activities.
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Provider relations is a critical component of the functions per-
" formed by our medicare contractors. I think that that had been one
of our biggest difficulties in Illinois.

In Illinois, 2 years ago, I don’t think you could have found a pro-
vider who would have had much good to say about the Department,
about the Administration, about EDSF, or about medicare in gener-
al. That has changed. And growing provider satisfaction is reflected
not only in a number of our performance indicators, but in such
indicators as the assignment rate in the State of Illinois. The
number of physicians who are, in effect, willing to take assignment
is nt;)ow l:iigher in the State of Illinois than it was before EDSF came
on board. »

We have also learned that- we have to provide greater attention
in our procurement process to the nature of the experience held by
the vendors in terms of being able to bid for these kinds of con-
tracts. The ability to push paper through systems is not sufficient.
Price alone cannot be as critically viewed as we did in some of our
previous contracts. Provider relations—a demonstrated ability to
effectively deal with that function is indispensable. .

_Senator DURENBERGER. Let me ask you a couple of specific ques-
tions. You talked about consolidation in a general way in your
opening statement. Tell me what you believe to be the real value of
consolidation of intermediary carriers.

Dr. WiLLGING. There are three values, Mr. Chairman. I believe
the previous question about consolidation was perhaps interpreted
differently than I would have. We have been doing an awful lot of
consolidation. We would like to, in terms of future demonstrations,
test combined A and B. But that is not where we feel consolidation
can most fruitfully take place now. : -

When when we talk about consolidation, we are talking about
combining a number of part B contracts in a State or combining a
number of part A contracts. I see three values in that. V

One is the fact that by increasing contractor workloads, in many
areas, you achieve fairly dramatic economies of scale.

Second, we, within the Health Care Financing Administration,
uire less overhead resources to monitor those contracts.

r ,
d, third, we achieve greater geographic consistency in terms of

- coverage determinations, and in terms of the way we process bills,

We have done a fair amount of consolidation. We consolidated
two part B contractors a couple of years ago in the State of Wiscon-
sin. We consolidated two part A contractors starting last October 1
in the State of Tennessee. We have been pleased and gratified with-
the support provided us by the Blue Cross association in consolida-
tions in the State of New York where we moved from seven con-
tractors to one. And proposed consolidations in the States of Penn-
sylvania, Ohio and West Virginia.

We had, I believe, over 130 some contracts a number of years
ago. We are now down to 109. There is only so far one can go with
the present nomination frocess however, in terms of consolidation.
We are able to do it with the B
are our prime contractor and essentially the subcontracts in the -
various States can be more easily consolidated with their support.

But we have more-intermediaries than the Blue Cross associ-
ation. That’s the reason for our desire to remove the nomination

lue Cross association because they =
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‘rrocess, but not to move away from the concept that the familiar-
ty, the ease of relationship, between the intermedia and the pro-
viders is still a critical function and is something that has to be
preserved even if not through the formal mechanism called the
nomination process. ‘ -

Senator DURENBERGER. May I ask you if you have considered im-
plementing any kind of a es:iystem of either cost or performance in-
‘centives for negotiated fixed-rate contracts? :

Dr. WiLLainGg. Without legislative change, we may not do that,
Mr. Chairman. -

Senator DURENBERGER. I understand that, but would you recom-
g;ex:;l that we consider appropriate legislative authority to prevent

a .

Dr. WiLLGING. That is part of what we are looking for. There are
really two separate issues. One is the method whereby we procure
a contractor, competitive versus noncompetitive. The other is the
method whereby we reimburse a contractor. They do not necessar-
ily have to %}) and in glove. Even in terms of our experiment in
the State of New York with Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Greater New
York, we did not use a competitive process to procure that contrac-
tor. We did, however, use a different reimbursement process where
there are incentives and disincentives built into what is essentially
a fixed-price contract. Yes, that is the kind of authority we would
be looking for.

Senator DURENBERGER, Let me ask you a related question. One of
‘the policy issues we will soon address—it will be forced on us in
some fashion either by the reaction to the budget cuts or forced on
us by Governors, State legislators and a lot of other people—is
mal%ng some general decision about the Federal role in income se-
curity. —

As you well know, most of the Governors in this country have
taken a strong position in favor of federalizing a large part of the
income security system. Specifically—as it relates to this commit-
tee—such programs as AFDC and medicaid.

On the other hand, the President, with his experience in Califor-
nia and with the advice of persons who léd him through that expe-
rience, Mr. Carlson, has taken thé position that you cannot federal-
ize needs-based systems. And as long as I have you here with your
own background, let me ask you if you have some general views on
the possibility of federalizing completely the public subsidization of
health care. To what extent is it important to have someone be-
sidgs cg};& Federal Government interested in efficiency, effectiveness
‘an . i

Dr. WiLLciNGg. Mr. Chairman, you don’t expect me to answer
that vﬁ,illeetion’ do you? [Laughter.] '

I try to be circumspect, prefacing my remarks with a state-
ment that they are personal in nature and only personal in nature.

I have spent some time in the medicaid program. There are -
clearly in terms of a broader attempt by the Federal Government
to deal with the totality of the health care financing system in this
country,—advantaﬁles if the Federal Government could deal with
them together with the same kind of authorities.

- In terms of medicaid specifically, however, it is a State-based J)ro-
- .. gram. And it is with the exception of problems we have had in
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some States, reasonably well managed. It is much-different from’
medicare in that it is better able to deal with the particular cir-
cumstances in given States. That is the beauty of medicaid with re-
.- spect to optional services; and with respect to the provisions for the
medically needy program; with respect to the provisions in terms of
reimbursement. I would like to think that we have incredible ad-
vantages accruing to us from the fact that there is a program like
that attuned uniquely to the needs of States and localities. I would
think that that should not change. And I think that is as far as I
safely would choose to go on that question.
- . .- Senator DURENBERGER. I want you to feel free to respond in a
‘personal way—as opposed to an official way. [Laughter.
Dr. WiLLGING. This is off the record, Mr. Chairman? [Laughter.]
Senator DURENBERGER. Let me ask you just to add an observa-
tion as it relates to a particular category of persons. I am talking
about those who are medicare eligible. The interplay between .our
medicare program and our medicaid program is creating substan-
tial problems for medicaid. Specifically, I think, and for the States.
Would you have some general, and again personal, comments as to
whether or not a stronger Federal role would not be more appropri-
ate for that category of persons? ~
Dr. WiLLGING. Well, we already do have a large number of dually
entitled citizens. Approximately 4 million are eligible both for
medicare and medicaid. I think in the absence of any basic legisla-
tive and structural change in the nature of the programs, there
still is a broad arena of activities available to us to make life easier
in the case of those particular individuals, even in the more mun-
dane area of claims processing. It is very difficult the way we cur-
rently structure the system. Difficult for the providers, difficult for
the beneficiaries to deal with two separate programs.
- And even more confusing when one takes into account the fact
that Teimbursement differs across those programs. In terms of the
- areas of demonstration, we have in front of us things we would like
to do above and befvond the six that have currently been conducted.
We-would-like to look for ways wherein the individual or the pro-
vider would submit only one bill to one program or the other, to
make it as easy and smooth a process as ible. That won’t
change the nature of the benefits, of course. That won'’t change the
nature of the reimbursement system. But within our purview,
within our present authority, I think we can at least minimize the
burden, the inconvenience on the beneficiary. And that is where
we would like to move in the future. _ o .
Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you very much for your testimony. .
| Dr. WiLLaiNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. '
a~—:~-——=c—~~-fRee nses by Dr. Willging to questions by Senator Durenberger
fo lowSo ' R

—_— Dn@mm oF HearLtn aAND HUMAN Snvrcné, :
‘ , HEeALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION,

L . Washington, D.C., January 26, 1982.

Mr. ROBERT E. LIGHTHIZER, : a
Chie, Counse&)(‘bmmittee on Finance,
ashington, D.C. ‘

—— - DrArR MRr. LionTHizER: In response to the request of Senator David Durenberger,
: enclosed are our answers to the questions relrsang to the December 8, 1981 hearing

R
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. on competitive contracting for the administration of Medicare claims. If we can be

of any further assistance, please advise me.
Sincerely yours,
Paur R. WiLLgiNg, Pu. D,
Deputy Administrator.

Enclosure.

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DURENBERGER

Question 1. On what basis did you select the locations for your experiments? Was
the ability to project the results a factor? S

Answer. Each of the areas selected for the experimental contracts was a deliber-
ate decision to test specific variables.

In the Maine Part B experiment, HCFA was testing the economic efficiencies
attendant to competitive selection of a contractor for a relatively small volume aree.
- where a cost contractor had voluntarily withdrawn from the program.

In the Illinois Pait B experiment, HCFA tested the ability to improve services and
reduce cost to the Government by combining the territories of two Medicare cost
contractors into a single competitively sel contractor. . .

In Upstate New York, Part B experiment, HCFA tested the administrative and
cost efficiencies of combining the territories of three Part B contractors operating in
the same State under a single competitively selected contractor. ‘

In the New York Part A experiment, HCFA sought to test the viabiligsgf a nego-
tiated fixed-price contract with incentive payments. This experiment reduced
the number of subcontracting Blue Cross Plans participating in the Medicare pro-
gram in the State of New York from 7 to 1.

In the Missouri Part A experiment, HCFA was testing the viability of using a
comfetitive procurement to combine the territories of 5 intermediaries under a
single contractor.

r%fro combined Part A/B multi-State procurement, affecting State of
Colorado, Utah and Wyoming sought to test the economies of scale and efficiencies
of expanding the competitive procurement to select a single contractor to serve the
combined Medicare workloads for the Part A and Part B of the three States.

This project was delayed due to litigation. However, the Government has received
a favorable decision from the United States Appellate Court and is, therefore, now
reassessing this project to determine the future course of action. -

Question 2. In your statement, you indicated that HCFA has developed an initia-
tive to change the noncompetitive cost-based Medicare program. Please explain the
alternative approaches included in your initiative. Do you believe a legislative
change is needed? If so, what do you intend to propose?

Answer. This initiative will be included in the Department’s fiscal year 1983 pro-
posals, We will respond as soon as possible with details.

. Question 5. How appropriate would a change in the law be at this time consider-
ing that the results of the ABT Associates evaluation of the experiments will not be
completed until the end of September 1982?

Answer. This initiative will be included in the Department’s fiscal year 1983 pro-
posals. We will respond as soon as possible with details, '

Question 4. Some of your experiments seem to be testing several factors such as
competition, fixed price, use of incentives, and consolidating service areas and con-
tractowo‘rs. ;Iow will HCFA determine which factors led to the various experimental
outcomes

Answer. The relationship between some of the factors and outcomes has become
evident through informal evaluations. For example, it has already been demonstrat-
ed that competitive contracting is a viable alternative to current contracting meth-
odology, and that prospective contractors have displayed interest in engaging in the
competitive process. Administrative costs can be reduced without degradation, and
often w’th improvements, in service to both beneficiaries and providers.

- Contracts with positive and negative incentives have produced innovations and

. operational methodologies that were heretofore not seen in coet reimbursement con-
- tracts. Initial operational problems have been encountered in consolidating service

areas and contractors, but they were co R K

~ The relationship between the factors and outcomes will be formally addressed in

an evaluation contract-awarded on September 29, 1981 to an outside consultant—

The Associates Inc., 1621 New Hampeshire Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036.
Report is due in late September or October of 1982. o

tion 6. When was the evaluation tool designed? Shouldn't this huve been at -

- the'time the experiment was designed?
' : -/
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Answer. A tgmﬂ-an.m of continuous performance monitoring and evaluation was de- __
signed with the inception of Medicare fixed-price contracting. This proﬁ@m called
for: regional office monitoring of the experiments and submittal of monthly reports;
and periodic review of contractor performance by Central Office staff,

In addition to the ongoing evaluation by HCFA it was determined that an exter-
nal evaluation by an independent organization was appropriate and awarded it to
ABT Associates, Inc. with latitude to design the protocol. -
. Quesin ltion?d What efforts have you made to evaluate all the other carriers current-

ace ,
yAngwer. In the beginning of the Medicare program, contractor performance was
measured and evaluated by central office performance review teams. This function
was subsequently given to regional office_staff in an effort to decentralize various
organizational responsibilities. In 1972, regional office staff preparing Annual Con-
tractor Evaluation Reports (ACERs) which are still prepared-toda{ and are based on
the results of several reviews of each contractor done throughout the course of the

year.

The Contractor Performance Evaluation Program (CPEP), developed, in part, in
response to.Public Law_95-142 (the Medicare-Medicaid Anti-Fraud and Abuse
Amendments of 1977), is a further refinement of earlier evaluation programs and
currently serves as the performance evaluation system for all cost contractors, both
Part A and Part B,

The objective of the CPEP is to enhance the quality of contractor performance
through a system of contractor review and t;fgraisal with res to nationally man-
dated performance standards and criteria. HCFA regional offices have the primary
responsibility for reviewing, evaluating, and determining the ade(‘uacy of contractor
performance. HCFA central office focuses on achieving reasonably uniform results
within the context of national ground rules governing review and evaluation poli-

cies.

Question 7. Is there a need for greater flexibility in future experiments to allow
for adjustments in contract price, subject to negotiations for inflation and changes
in workload? Would greater flexibility attract a great number of bidders?

Answer. In our negotiated fixed-price contract with Blue Cross and Blue Shield of
Greater New York for operation of Medicare Part A in New York State are includ-
ed provisions for negotiated adjustment in contract price due to inflation and sub-
stantial changes in workload. We plan to continue to experiment with factors that
provide flexibility. We plan to have Irospective contractors factor in projected infla-
tion in their “bid price”. We would, of course, also provide for negotiated adjust-
ments for unforegeeable situations which impact the scope of the contractor.

Greater flexibility in contract terms would eliminate some of the risk involved in
participating in an experimental contract and would probably attract more poten-
tial contractors.

Question 8. GAO has suggested that the Illinois experiment cost additional money
because of the degree of oversight needed. Are you in agreement?

Answer. Because the nature of the earlier problems which surfaced under the Illi-
nois contract, additional attention from HCFA was neceesaﬁly to assure all corrective
measures weré completed. Comparable time and effort is directed to regular Medi-
care cost contractors that experience-similar difficulty. The only information availa-
ble on the overseeing and evaluation of EDSF contractor is an estimate from the
Chicago Regional ce regardin‘g its time. The jorial Office estimates that a
¥roximately 18,75 person years of regional office staff time for the period October 1,

978 to June 80, 1981 has been devoted to this function for EDSF.

Question 9. How has the performance of those participating -in the experiments
compared to the performance of the cost-reimbu contractors?

Answer. In the areas of costs of rg;oceeamg Medicare workloads, processing times

ental contractors com very favorably with
the cost contractors. The one excertion is EDSF in Illinois. While EDSF did encoun-
ter significant problems in its initial performance as a Medicare carrier, it currently
compares favorably with cost contractors in timeliness of claims processing and cost

r claim processed. EDSF still has some problems in the quality area but continues -

significantly improve. ‘ ) B

Question 10. Given th ial nature of the Medicare program, catriers and inter-
mediaries are expected to do more than merely process claims and pay bills. Consid-
eganlﬁyour expgrienoe with the experiments, should future contracts be limited to -

h %
Answer. The Administration will address the issue of e;ﬁan ing Medicare con- -
to entitied other than the health insurers in legislation to'be submitted to

Congrees in 1982, However, HCFA would anticipate continuing to permit qualified

—~——
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" organizations which are not health insurers to participate in HCFA'’s experimental

contracting activities. B
Through these additional experiments HCFA hopes to gain more knowledge of
what is and i$ not feasible in contracting for Medicare intermediary and carrier

. 8ervices.

Question 11. Several years ago the Department of Defense converted its contracts
with fiscal intermediaries under the Civilian Health and Medical Program of the
Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) from a cost-reimbursable to competitive fixed-price
basis, in which a set fee is paid for each claim processed. As part of this conversion
process, the number of intermediaries was reduced from nearly 100 to 9. What

~ can be learned from this?

Answer. HCFA is, of course, interested in learning from the experience of other

. components of the Government, such as CHAMPUS.

However, we must recognize that the CHAMPUS program is a much smaller pro-
than Medicare and therefore not entirely comparable.

" .. The CHAMPUS program has a smaller beneficiary population, addresses a differ-
ent age group of beneficiaries, and has a smaller volume of claims and total amount

of benefit payment.
Question 12. Have you considered implementing a systerm of cost or performance

- incentives or negotiated fixed rates with your current contractors?

- Answer. Although these alternative approaches may be desirable, current legisla-
tion precludes us from reimbursing contractors on other than a cost basis. Only
undenit the experimental contracting provisions have we utilized either of those ap-
proaches. 4 ,

Question 13. Considering the favorable November 20, 1981 decision of the U.S.

* Court of Appeals regarding your experiments in Colorado, Wyoming, and Utah, why

~-would you not proceed as planned?

Answer. HCFA does intend to proceed with a combined Part A and B experiment.

' However, since two years have elapsed since the initiation of the experimental pro-

 jous options for streamlining t.

curement, we need to reevaluate whether the original site is appropriate. In addi-
tion, we must update the Request for Proposal (RFP) to incorporate enhancements

- applicable since the original RFP was released.

Question 14 .What is your opinion of the suggestion in an OMB staff paper that 156
“years of technological advances now offer alternative approaches to Part A process-
ing, possibly eliminating the entire intermediary claim processing function?

~ Answer. We have studied that paper and agree that new technology might pro-
- duce cost savings.

We currently have und'erwa{‘ a major Medicare initiative which is evaluating var-
e Medicare program including those discussed in the
OMB paper.-We are planning to test some innovative approaches.

“ - "Question 15. What plans do you have with respect to the Office of Direct

Reimbursement? ‘
- Answer. We are studing various methods to determine the future course of ODR’s
.role in the Medicare Program. - )

 Question 16. What is the value of consolidating intermediary and carrier oper-

> ations?

- Answer. HCFA plans to test this question in a future experiment. Some possible

"~ advantages are:

Reduced cost through combination of administrative functions.
Integration of functions that are common to the two programs, such as provider

" and beneficiary relations, utilization control and fraud and abuse activities.

"Reduce the number of contractors in the program and the adjunct overhead cost.
Facilitate the Government day-to-day monitoring of contractor performance.

 Senator DURENBERGER. The next witnesses will be Mr. L. E.

~ Carter, second .vice fesidentz Travelers Insurance Co., Hartford,

‘Conn., on-behalf of the Health Insurance Association of America;

 .accompaniéd by Mr. William C. White, Jr., vice president, The Pru-

: dential Insurance Co. of America, Millville, N.J.; and Mr. Frederick

- J.*Mellay, J¥.; vice president of Equitable Life Assurance Society of
" the United States; New York. S Lo Do

LPU

... Have there been any substitutions or absences? Mr. Carter, you
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- STATEMENT OF L. E. CARTER, SECOND VICE PRESIDENT, TRAV-

R e

ELERS INSURANCE CO. HARTFORD, CONN,, ON BEHALF OF THE
HEALTH INSURANCE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA | |

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman; with me today is Fred J. Malley, as
ou have mentioned, vice president of the Equitable Life Assurance

gociety. Mr. William White can’t be with us today because of ill- -

ness. :
We alt_fpear on behalf of the Medicare Administration Committee
of the Health Insurance Association of America and the 11 member

companies that have served as medicare carriers and intermediar-
ies since the program began. |
Because of the fact that we will not cover the entire statement, I
would ask that it be included for the record. , _
Chairman DURENBERGER. I beg your pardon? ‘
Mr. CARTER. I just asked that our written statement be included.
Chairman DURENBERGER. Without objection it will be, and you
may summarize that statement.
e prepared statement follows:] -

STATEMENT OF THE MEDICARE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE OF THE HEALTH
INSURANCE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, SUBMITTED BY L. E. CARTER, CHAIRMAN

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Health, I am Luther E.
Carter, Vice President, Medicare Administration, The Travelers Insurance Compa-
ny. With me are Mr. Frederick J. Malley, Jr., Vice President of the Equitable Life
Assurance Society of the United States; and Mr. William C. White, Jr., Vice Presi-
dent of the Prudential Insurance Company of America. ‘

We appear on behalf of the Medicare Administration Committee of the Health In-..
surance Association of America and the eleven member companies! that have
served aus1 &‘;Igdicare carriers/intermediaries since the inception of the Medicare Pro-
gram in . _ ,

We appreciate the opportunity to present our view on this most important sub-
{;eﬁt. Before addressing the specific questions raised by this Subcommittee—I would

ike to say that we are not sure that the questions you have outlined reach the crux
of the problem, or that the changes being considered will bring about the desired
results. It may well be that the problem is not with the contractors or the type of
contracts. The Medicare program has been a successful cooperative effort in its joint .
administration by the Government and private contractors based on the contractual

( hl;iory of no profit/no loss. In recent years, however, administration of the program

become so highly structured in a process oriented manner that there is little
room for innovation or for contractors to manage effectively. The total administra-
tive costs of the program in fiscal year 1981 were less than 2.8 percent, of which the
Health Care Finan Administration utilized a substantial portion. (i.e., The total
administative costs were $1,165,000,000. Of this HCFA costs were $461,000,000 and
the carriers/intermediaries costs were $694,000,000, The total contractors’ costs

" were less than 1.7 percent).

We strongly beligve that the administration of the Medicare. am could be
substantially improved if HCFA were to-limit its activities to estab ishin%f)ouc&
setting t oriented goals, and monitoring those results. This would enable. s!
Stf?':cti?l reductions at HCFA and would permit the contractors to operate in a more
e ve manner. :

Should the currently used cost reimbursement method of paymeni be replacéd by'oom-
petitive contracts? o : ‘

- The clamor for a change in contractii ‘stra iea in recent rears seems to ig ore
the successful development and admlnhill?tratiot:%f the MedicayrePrOQram smigg its

_inception. The percentage of administrative costs to total program costs is among

3 Actna Life & Casualty; Connecticut General Life Insuyas : itable Life A
g , g;d States; alener:le ife Inpurance Company; Equitable Life Assur-

" - ance Society of the Uni American Lif : |
‘Life lnsuranmee Com L[? Mutual of Qmaha 06 Comt e Eapany acropolitan
tﬁ e Insu Co

_ yrancé Company; Nationwide Mutual Insurance -
Company; Occidenta rance Company rnia; Pan American Life Insurance Com<'. .
pany; Mmﬂﬂwwamwo&meriwm%ﬁveleg Insurance Companty, =
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the lowest in Government. Unit cost for claims processing has continued to decrease

despite inflation, many program changes, etc. The recent abatements in program ac-

tivities will even more dramatically reduce the cost. :
We believe it is accurate to state that the Government’s procurement policy is

. generally based upon obtaining the best price for the Government. This is as it -
- should be, Frovided the Government is wise enough to interpret whether the best

y the best value. All too frequently, the lowest price disregards the qual-
ty of service and other essentials that go into the administration of health careé
services as can be seen 80 clearly in one of the experimental contracts administered
by a data processing ﬂg;n. }in i:lnl-;t instance there u:if{e <lisxgn}:mstratedtaéong ;_ieiaxl:ys in°
claim payments, poor benefic service, poor Y rcentages of improp-
erly pgiamaims, and allegations of admin?:tzat?ve wrong-doig% such as destruction

frice is tru

~ of correspondence and records, improper counting of claims to avoid penalties, etc.

The Health Care Financing Administration has indicated that substantial savings
would result from fixed price contracts; yet the evidence seems totally to the con-
trary. For example, the only experimental fixed price contract that has been rebid
thus far is that for Maine. The initial contract was awarded for $2.88 per claim or

. about twelve (12) cents below the national average for cost t; contracts. Recently,

the contract was again offered for bid, and awarded at an estimated $3.30 per claim
or sixty-eight (68) cents above the national average for cost type contracts.

thi' e we continue to believe that the administration of Medicare under the pres-
ent administrative structure has been of substantial benefit to the Government. We
have realized the need for experimentation. We are, however, most concerned that
this successful g am is not permanent! damaiead by a major shift to contracting

strategies which though not yet fully evaluated, have shown little evidence of suc-

cess. _

How would a system of competitive contracting affect the quality of service provided
to beneficiaries?

" 'This is one of -the more crucial problems involved in rebidding the Medicare con-

- tracts on a periodic basis. There would be a constant upheaval in beneficiary serv-

ices, and one need only talk with the beneficiaries in Illinois to gain a full apprecia-
tion of this impact. At best, beneficiaries are confused by the Medicare Program—

. They would just get familiar with interpreting one contractor’s claim documents,

then along comes another. Improved management of program payments and im-
provement of service. to beneficiaries and providers mfl result only with a stable
contract environment consisting of experience and successful contractors. We be-

 lieve that widespread and hasty competitive contracting would cause a serious dete--

-rioration in beneficiary services.

.. Should a system of cost or performance incentives be implemented at this time?

L

? gtalllgdlscarded in favor of fixed price contracting. We
o uve

Récords will show that this Committee of the Health Insurance Association of
America has strongly favored the use of incentives since the Medicare

- began. In 1978, we made a thorough study of Medicare contracting strategies and

developed a model Cost-Plus Incentive Fee contract for the then Bureau of Health
Insurance's consideration. To the best of our knowledge, this effort on our part was

4 believe that Cost Plus Incen-
ee contracts offer advantages of cost benefit reduction to the Government as

"~ well a8 incentive to contractors to perform-effectively and efficiently to realize a

- enced_thir
should be, imposed for poor performance.

- profit. These contracts would provide for more meax;h:ﬁfn\;l partailcti tion by experi-
_penalties

third party companies, while acknowledging may be, and

R Could the number of intermediaries and carriers be reduced without adversely affect-

© papers that' administration o
- number of contractors. To our knowledge there is no hard evidence t6 support this.

ing the quality of services to beneficiaries?
‘The Health Care Financin? Administration has indicated elg various position
“of the program could be improved by reducing the

- ‘Some of the objectives stated by HCFA to support a reduction in contractors are

“debatable and may be in conflict with each other or the overall goals of m

& viable competitive contracting market place for the effective and efficient adminis-

- tration of Medicare.

While it may be argued that there are all too many contractors now, there ap-

pgz:is to be no magic number that will ‘assure effective and efficient administration
of the

"~ fective an
- "nate such contractors.

' . The real test should be whether there now exists a number of inef- ..~
Y ﬁ inefficlent contractors. If so, then HCFA now has the au‘thc')ri!g"Q to termi-

-
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What would be the effect of combining the functions of intermediaries and carriers
in certain areas? .

Assumln%ethe provider nomination process was changed, there are other factors
that must be considered before adoKting a Bgeneral overall policy of combining the
administration of Medicare Parts A and B in geograxhic areas. While there are
some common elements of the administration of Parts A and B, there are also many -
dissimilarities. The actual claims processing of the two Parts is completely different.
In fact, because of these extreme differences, existing contractors that administer
both Parts A and B generally have not found it to be cost effective to develop &
common claims processing system. . . :

A single beneficiary master regord could provide improved coordination of clinical
data, but because claims under Parts. A and B are received at different times, sig-
nificant use of the clinical data would have to be on a post-facto basis. Exchange of
data between separate contracts for A and B could produce the same results. It may
be true in some cases that a combination of Parts A and B under one contractor
would reduce administrative costs, but this result is related to the contractor’s.
workload volume, rather than to economies-achieved as a result of combining the
claims processing functions. It must be remembered that in Medicare Part A the
contractor is dealing with institutional claims review, and all that implies, plus a
. careful audit of provider costs; while Part B involves a reasonable charge bill payinj
operation for professional services, durable medical equipment, and other person
supplies and services. : ’

ntensive efforts to combine these areas could well be as counterproductive as the_
Health Care FinancineﬁiAdministration’s efforts over the past several years to com-
bine Medicare and Medicaid. ,

Should changes be made to the nomination process?

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1980 authorized the Secretary to desig-
_nate regional intermediaries to handle Home Health Agencies. This process has not
yet begun. Before any modifications are made to the nomination process for other
providers, we urge that your Committee and HCFA fully evaluate both the cost and
administrative effectiveness of this Home Health Agencies change.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we believe that the current method of contracting
for Medicare administrative services has been proven effective, both in terms of cost
and performance. By all standards the program has been well administered. The
contractor costs have been continually reducing and now amount to less than 1.7

rcent. The experimental fixed price contracts have not proven effective either in

rms of costs or performance. We do not recommend a change in contracting strat-
:sy other than ible consideration of Cost Plus Incentive Fee. There is an old

e that may be appropriate in this instance, “If it ain’t broke, don't fix it.”

e wish to thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for the gp_ortunity to present our
views on this most important subject. We will be pl to respond to any ques- -
tions you may have. : » ) ‘

Mr. CarTER. Before getting into the specific questions raised by -
~ the subcommittee, we would like to say that we are not sure that
the questions raised or the changes being considered will bring ..
about the desired results. It may well be that the problem we are
 addressing ‘here in the medicare program is not the type of con-

tracts nor the contractors themselves. o o
1t has been said several times today that the medicare program
has been a very successfully administered one in the joint adminis-
tration between the Government and the private sector. One of the
things we would like to point out is that in fiscal year 1981, the
total adminigtrative costs of the program were about 2.8 percent.
And I would like to further point out that only about 1.7 percent of -
that is involved in the contracting of medicare costs, In"other
‘words, you are only talking about 1.7 percent, not 8 percent. - -+ -
A’large portion of those administrative costsﬁigf course, are con -

sumed by the Government itself. We feel that this is an area whicl

could receive some consideration. For instance, over the last fey '

years the medicare program has become one that is very highl: -
‘ strqcturedf in-a process 'or_ienbed manner. We believe that%'}}fgl‘%

N oo
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- for instance, were to limit their activities more toward establishing

- policy, setting goal oriented results or final results, and then moni-
_toring those results, that substantial savings could be achieved.

'+ I would say that HCFA, over the last few months, has: been
making some substantial progress along this line. -

. As'to the questions themselves, about replacing the cost-type con-.
~tracts with competitive ones, we think from what has been said
- here this morning-and from our exlperience that all of this clamor
to replace cost-type contracts completely ignores the successful de-
- velopment and administration of the medicare %?;gram to date.
‘The unit cost for claim processing has constantly been declining in

" “the face of substantial inflation and a lot of program changes. ‘

 'The recent cutbacks in funds and the abatements of activities
that are now taking place are going to show an even more dramat-

" ie¢ drop in those costs. : '
- We think it's fair to state that the Government’s procurement

. policy is based on obtaining the best price for the Government. We -

agree with this as long as the Government is wise enough to inter- -

Fret'that the best price is truly the best value. Occasionally the

owest price disregards-quality, and we think that has been very

clearly demonstrated in the experiment in Illinois, and there’s no

point in rehashing the disaster that occurred there; it's been gone
- over several times this mornin%salready. '

, HCFA is indicating that substantial savings could result from
fixed-price contracts. I think that this is perhaps the most impor-
tant point that we have to make today, that there has been only

- one of those contracts, so far, that has been rebid, and, as pointed
out, that was in' the State of Maine. : ' '
 The initial contract was awarded at $2.88 a claim, which at that
time was 12 cents below the national average for all of the cost
contracts. However, recently this contract was again “offered for-

- bid. It was awarded at an estimated $3.33 per claim, or 68 cents

_ -higher than the national average for cost- contracts. We think

- that this is a very important point that should be considered.

© We, as an industry, are not against competition. I think the in-

.-surance industry is perhaps oné of the most competitive in the

- country. However, medicare itself may well not lend itself to com-

 petition, by the very nature of the product. It’s not like building

- tanks and planes, and as was pointed out earlier, you are talkin,

- about.%n infinitesimal part of the total program here—less than 1.

- ‘We, as I stated before, do not:feel there is a need to change con--

- tracting strategies and that the Government has received and con-
‘tinues to receive substantial benefits from the cost-type contracts.

- As to how a comgﬁtgtiv_e contract affects the quality of benefici-

~ aries’ services, we k that this is one of the most crucial prob-

. lems involved. Were competitive contracts to be rebid on a periodic

* basis, you are going to have a constant upheaval in beneficiary .

- services. One only need to talk to some beneficiaries in:Illinois to

.. get a full appreciation of that impact. - T

. * At best, the beneficiaries are confused with the medicare pro-

- gram. Were you to rebid these contracts periodically, beneficiaries

a:g Jjust going to get used to one contractor when along comes an-

4 00503 O-82—8
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We feel very strongly that the improved -management of program
payments and.improved service to-beneficiaries will result only
where you have a stable contractor with experience and a success-
ful track record in handling those beneficiaries. L

As to cost or performance incentives, the records will show that
this committee of HIAA has strongly favored the use of incentives
since the program began. As a matter of fact, in 1978 we expended
a great deal of time in developing a model cost-plus-incentive-fee
contract which was submitted to the, then, Bureau of Health Insur-
- ance for consideration. To our knowledge, this was totally discard-
ed in favor of fixed-price contracting.

As to the number of intermediaries and carriers, HCFA has on"
various occasions issued positiox;dpa rs indicating that the number
of contractors should be reduced. We have found little or no evi-
denve to su;;iport this theory. - _ -

Some of the objectives that have been stated by HCFA, we think,
are debatable, are in conflict with one another, and in some cases
would tend to eliminate the—competitive marketplace that they
strive to create. _

There may be too many contractors; I don’t know. I doubt that
there’s a magic number. But I think the real test of whether or-not
there’s too many is, are the ones they have operating ineffectively
or inefficiently? If they are, then HCFA now has the authority to
eliminate those contractors, and we would certainly have no dis-
agreement were that to be done. . -

. As to the effect of combining the functions of intermediaries and

carriers in given geographical locations, of course this would .
assume that the provider nomination process is changed. And even
were that the case, there still are a lot of factors to-be considered.
When_you are dealing in medicare, part A and B, there are a
numbér of common. elements in those two programs. However, we
think there are more dissimilarities than there are similarities.
The actual processing of claims under part A and B are:really to-
tally different. We have a number of carriers and intermediaries
now who operate in given geographical areas, and generally it has
been found that those contractors have not develo a common
:lalm processing system because it-simply has not been cost effec-

ive. : : :
Théte could be some benefit from the coordination and -use of
clinical data. However, because of the very nature of part A and B,
claims come in at different times, and it's almost an impossibility
to coordinate that data. And even were this true, exchange of data
between the existing contractors would produce the same result. :

Senator DURENBERGER. Are we getting near the end?

Mr. CARTER. Yes, sir. o o

Senator DURENBERGER. Go ahead.

Mr. CARTER.-Thank you.

We feel that a lot of effort to combine part A and B ‘could be as

counte;'&roduﬁctive as the efforts have been to combine medicare
and medicaid. <+ ‘

In éonclusion, Mr. Chairman, we béliev,e that the current method.

~ of contracting has been proven effective both in terms of cost and
performance. By all standards, the medicare program has been .-
well administered. On the other hand, thé experimental fixed-price.. .

“ .
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- contracts have not jproven effective either in terms of costs or per-  _
formance. We don’t recommend a change and, to quote an old
adage, “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” We think that well might be
' a’p&lropriateuin this case., - - |
- We want to thank you for the opportunity of presenting our
views. We would be happy to respond to aami'l uestions.
- Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you. I wi happy to give you
. that opportunity. Let’s start with “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.”
That’s a matter of pereeption, and one of the reasons that we
- have been going into these experiments, competitive contracting —
- and so forth, is that one perception of whether the system is broke
- is whether or not we can afford to finance the accessories. A lot of
people in the health care society are trying to find ways to expand
the scope of our coverage and the quality of our coverage to as
" many as possible. So I take it, when you say “If it ain’t broke, don’t
~ fix it,” you are not sayini that we should not be experimenting or
exg}oring alternative methods of claim handling. « -

r. CARTER. We agree completely, Mr, Chairman, that experi-
mentation should take place. I don’ feel that the experiments thus
- far, though, have proven effective, or, more importantly, that they —
have been evaluated sufficiently to make a decision.
~ Senator DURENBERGER. All right. Now, that's the part I wanted -

to get to second, in terms of the evaluation.
u ou were here for the GAO and the HCFA testimony. We are
- now faced with making a decision between HCFA that says “Give
us some legislative authority and trust us to use it,” and GAO—a
osition that you apparently agree with, at least the major part—
‘We can’t trust them yet.” ,
How would you condense the principal objection that you have to
our trusting HCFA at this point? Or would you have for us some
suggestion by way of legislative language that would go along with
‘their request for greater authority .but set out some statutory

: _guidelines so that we could trust that authority?

- Mr. CARTER. I agree largely with the testimony of the General
‘Accounting Office earlier, that HCFA currently has authority to

~ make changes in contractors that are inefficient.

+ It was my understanding, contrary to Dr. Willging’s statement,

" that HCFA does have the authority to go back—for instance, in the
State of Maine, they did have the authority to go back and reinsti-
tute a cc:gt-ty;zq contract if it proved to be more cost effective than

recompeting it. o - -

-~ Senator DURENBERGER. Do you believe they currently have.that

authority? ' y
Mr. CARTER. That is my understanding. I could be wrong, and I

may. be subject to correction. o o

. nator DURENBERGER. Would they have, in your opinion, or

- should they have, at HCFA, authority to use cost-plus-incentive-fee

and fixed rate prog:‘ams simultaneously? e ~

-+ Mr. CARTER. I'think only under the experimental authority that

\ is:g;anfed_ to them under section 222, at this point in time. Yes, sir.

~ Senator DURENBERGER. All ﬂﬁ{mt S , e

. .. Let me deal with sgmethiggi at you said in your summary, that -

prqbablYoufht to be clarified for the record in casé’the Chair misg- .. -

.~ understood it. First, I think you said something that everyone can p—
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agree with in this day and age about the approach the Government
takes toward regulating behavior of society in this country that we
ought to be more performance or results oriented rather than con-
centrating on telling people how to get to those particular results.
In other words, we ought to be looking at what we got for our
money and not how we got it. And as a general rule, it is one that'l
easily subscribe to in the whole area of regulatory reform, environ-
mental health, safety, and so forth. T

I would raise a question, though, as it relates to the access of
people to health care. : . |

It is certainly possible, in certain situations, for a contractor to
provide us with an end result that saves us money compared to the
way things were handled in the past. But that could be at the ex--
pense of, sax, provider relations, the subject we got into a little bit
earlier. And it could result in providers pulling out, thus denying
persons access to health care. ' '

So, would you in some way modify the general concept of per-
formance orientation to say that maybe in this process we ought to
look to some degree at how we get there? :

Mr. CARTER. Harking back to something Dr. Willging said, obvi-
ously it’s not a case of “just trust us.” I think you will find that, in
the case of the insurance industry, one of our major assets is our
regutation. And the fastest way to lose that reputation is to pro-
vide poor service, Senator, to beneficiaries. And I believe the re-
cords will show that that's one area in which we have excelled over
the life of the medicare program. ‘ |

I'm not saying that others wouldn’t do as well, but I think the
experience that we have seen to date shows that, particularly in
the area of beneficiary services, we have excelled in that area.

‘Senator DURENBERGER. Well, that’s getting me to my final and
related question,“%ause I think I heard you say that one of our
problems here is getting hung up between low bidders and quality. .
And I think the implication of what I heard you say is that you
sacrifice quality to take a low bidder in this situation, -

_Mr. CARTER. Well, I' guess we can only refer back to some of the
experiments that have taken place to date. I think they have
shown, at least in one instance, that that has beenthe case.

" Senator DURENBERGER. But let’s just take the insurance industry
as an example. Is that what you would say about the health insur-
ance industry in this country? They stay awai; from this contract-
ing process? Is the low bidder always the one that delivers the least
quality service? - ‘

Mr. CARTER. No. I would not say that.

Mr. MALLEY. I think, also, Mr. Chairman, in answer to that, I
think we would shy away from that type of a proach if it meant
}tf:vm ian impact on our image, which is what Mr. Carter referred
to earlier. ° S ' ' i ‘
I mean, medicare, to us, constitutes such an insignificant part of
our total business. You take our company, for example. It's about

Tost in-the shuffle some-

place along’the-line, and we are not about to jeopardize 98 ‘or' 99

‘the 1 percenit ‘on which we are making absolutely no profit.

" percent of our business by-having a poorperformance record: f%

- would make absolutely no gense to us,
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Senator DURENBERGER. And I am not in either the insurance in-
dustry business or the claims handling business, so I need to ask
these questions. I have heard today for the one-thousandth time
~ that the insurance industry is the most competitive industry in

- America. And I keep trying to find out what keeps the industry so

com;;‘etitive? Is it the fact that they can hold down the cost to the

- purchaser of their service, or is it that they are uniquely qualified
to win out on the basis of quality of service? Or is it something in
between? )

The importance of the quesfion is that in this experiment we
seem to have several different types of contractors. We have insur-
ance companies in some traditional sense, but we also have some-
‘ bod}y" like EDS, and then there may be others that I'm not familiar

with. They are not in the insurance business, they are in the data
processing business. I wouldn’t want your characterization of the
Illinois experience—you called it a disaster—to lead me to believe
that only the insurance industry can handle experimental contract-
" ing because any other kind of a data processing industry always
leaves the consumer with less than adequate quality. ) ‘

On behalf of the industry, I would like to hear you speak to that

. issue, because it bothers me.

Mr. CARTER. I did not mean to leave the impression that because
the Illinois situation happened to be handled by someone other
than an insurance company that that was the only problem here.

I would refer back to somethin% else in my statement, and that is
" the fact that medicare itself probably does not lend itself to com-
petitive contracting—competitive fixed-price _contracting—the
reason being that it is so difficult to measure service, and it’s so
difficult to set up a contract that will cover all of the eventualities.-
The medicare program is a constantly evolving thing. There are

ggogram changes, regulatory changes, coming out on a daily basis.
‘ it makes it extremely difficult to set that up on a fixed-price
basis. That is the kind of problem I was drivinq at. “

Senator DURENBERGER. All right. And that's what 1 wanted to
give .you the opportunity to lay out in the record.

Mr. MaLLey. I would agree, Mr. Chairman. We are not trying to
- contend that we are the only ones that have that expertise. I think,
as Dr. Willging indicated, there are some of the early problems in

. - Illinois that were due, perhaps, to the fact that the winning bidder

on that particular procurement hapxened to have most of his expe-
‘rience in the data processing area. And as Dr. Willging said, there
is a lot more to the medicare claims process than just putting
. things into a computer; there is the very important elements of
beneficiary and provider services. EDS can defend themselves on
this, but from my kndwledfe of them, they'did not have that kind
- of background experience. I think they have come a long way now
- in accumulating that type of experience over the last 3 years, as .

" has been indicated in the improvement in their statistics.

" basis, because

 ~8o0 what I think we have to be careful of is awarding one of these
. ‘ch%txlxtélaqt’s:to somebody that doesn’t have that kind of background to

o the very important elements of this program on a going-in

l?’think we will live to regret ftogxd 2 or 8:years is
 too long aperiod of time to have to wait to gét things tirned
-~ around to a satisfactory level. AR R
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Senator DURENBERGER. Senator Dole? ,
Senator DoLk. I have only one I&uestion. Did either of your com-
ies particigate in any of the Maine, Illinois, or New York bid-
gﬁl\. lEact;ivit:ies
r. CARTER. No, sir. ‘

Senator DoLe. You didn’t consider that of any import. -

Mr. CARTER. Do you mean the two companies that we represent

Seiiator DoLE. The two companies you represent.

Mr. CARTER. No; we did not.

Senator DoLE. You did not. And the reason you did not?

Mr. MaLLey. Well, we saw fit not to bid on them because we
thought the future of the medicare business was uncertain, at best.
We already were involved in administering the program in four
States. And until things settled down and it became a little more
clear as to what thefuture direction would be, we opted not to bid.

Senator DoLe. What about Travelers? Did you think about it?

Mr. CARTER. Yes. We looked at the situation and felt that it just
did not offer an opportunity to realize a profit and a very definite
possibility of losing a substantial amount of money.

[Responses by Mr. L. E. Carter to questions by Senator Duren-
berger follow:] :

THE TRAVELERS INSURANCE COMPANIES,

. . Hartford,€onn., January 4, 198%.
Mr. RoperT E. LIGHTHIZER, .

Chief Counsel: Committee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. LiouTHizER: Attached are the Health Insurance Association of
America’s responses to the seven questions arising out of the Hearing held on Dec.

8, 1981. -
We ?preciate the opportunity to include our comments.
ery truly yours, .
~ LuTHER E. CARTER,
Chairman, Medicare Administration Committee,
- Health Insurance Association of America.
Enclosure.

1. Do you feel that the experiments already initiated by HCFA, when completed,
will provide us with adequate information on which to determine the appropriate-
ness of a change from contracting?

We do not believe that the experiments currently underway will provide adequate
information for several reasons:

HCFA has limited the Part B experiments to fixed lg‘l"iee contracts. They have de-
clared the experiments a success even though they have not been evaluated. The
only exgaerimental contract that has been rebid (Maine) resulted in a cost of 68¢ per
claim (8 percent) higher than the average cost contract.

Little effort is beh:ﬁ expended to assess the impact on program benefit dollars.

To our knowledge, the calculated “sa ”” do not tak: into consideration the ter-
mination costs of existing contractors, nor the costs to *cbid the contracts.

The value of the cost orgstractors’ assistanice to HCFA (Technical Advisory
Groupe) is not being considered. =

The im of these contracts on the availability of contractors,

The culty in measuring the impact on beneficiary services.

The above list is not comprehensive. We are concerned that with the attitude dis-
pl?yed tgal date, the evaluations will be geared toward supporting an already precon-
celv . =

2. t are your thoughts on legislation that would give the Department greater
flexibility in dzterminiﬁ the t)ge of contra needeg? Perhaps allowing Ef‘ De-
. partment to use cost plus, incentive fee, and fixed rate simultane_ousl?? . : Lo
" - Based on the findings of the Genera{ Accoun Office, and the fact that HCFA
is only now beginning an evaluation of the experiments, the results are obviously

2
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inconclusive. We feel that HCFA currently has adequate authority to continue ex-
perimentation, in¢'nding other types of contracts. : .
8. You indicate concern for beneficiary services when there are ﬁperiodxc changes
in the intermediary or carrier. How long should contracts be in effect? Would simi-
larity in claims forms help in the transition? Is this possible?
It is difficult to state how long a contract should be in effect. On the one hand, it
is not realistic to expect a contractor to forecast costs for beyond a three year
riod. Yet on the other, to change contractors on this time frame would be disrup-
tive‘t‘o bt:neﬁciary services, decrease contractor productivity, and incur-large transi-
on costs. : —_
This brings us back to the basic question of whether-or not Medicare lends itself
. to other than cost contracts. We think not.
We feel that, at a minimum, contractors should not be changed for a period of five

to six years.

‘Medicare claim forms are now relatively similar. The major problem lies with the

difference in‘the way the contractor works with beneficiaries and providers.

4. You mentioned a “‘cost plus incentive fee”’ in your statement—can you briefly

give us more details? , .
Most Medicare contractors have eglreferred the cost reimbursement contracts' be-
- cause of our experience that the Medicare program does not lend itself to rigid fixed
é'lpc&.) contracti}x:g. We have, however, favored trying the Cost Plus Incentive Fee

- approach. -

—~ .The Cg’gl"‘ contract is a cost reimbursement type with an opportunity for a fee
based on a relationship of the total allowable cost to a et cost. The final fee is
determined after completion of the contract. This of contract offers mutual
benefits to both ies. It would satisfy the contractor's concern about recovering
its costs in face of an ever-changing program, and to earn a profit. N ‘
It also satisfies the government's belief that the assuin;rtion of some risk promotes
better performance.-The CPIF technique works especially well when the procure-

ment is initiated on a sole source basis. This would alleviate the constant upheaval

in béneficiary services and eliminating the substantial termination cost.
5. What is the form of your contracts with private industry? Do they pay “cost”
for claims processi

Our contracts wﬂg’ private industry are generally written on a risk basis whereby :

" a rate structure is developed that takes into consideration previous and projected
_claim experience, administrative expenses, and potential profit.

Certain other plans (i.e., Administrative Services Only) are written on the basis
whereby the policyholder assumes the liability and our companies basically charged
a fee for service for processing claims. This fee includes both administrative costa
and profit factors. - S
LN t is your opinion of the suggestion in_an:OMB staff paper that 15 years of
-technological advances now offer alternative approaches to Part A processing, possi-
bly eliminating the entire intermediary claim processing functions?

t is our observation that this pro was tl1l:robal:ly written by a computer sis-
tems analyst with little or no knowledge of the Part A Medicare program or the
functions performed by the intermediaries. -

.- It proposes to trade $150,000,000 (.8 of 1 percent) in administrative costs for an
automated system with no concern for the program benefit dollars, i.e., it makes no
- provision for review and determination of coverage services, apparently allowing all
. costs claimedal:iv a provider as long as some technical edits are met. -
. The paper addresses itself to the large automated hospitals and does not consider
. the large majority of providers that do not fall into this calﬁory (small, rural and
t{ hospitals, skilled nursi.nf facilities, rural health clinics, home health agen-
cles, outpatient physical thg:cagy acilities, etc.).
e r suggests a di operational relationship between the providers and
HCFA. has not proven to be effective in the past. '
. - We are providing the OMB with a detailed response on why this proposal should
 not be considered. In summary, we feel that it fails to consider pertinent interme-
© diary ﬁmctiﬁns and neglects to consider the cost in terms of ir expenditures
:ﬁmm ollars, as well as the submstantial impact on HCFA- and related
rative expenses. It is surprising to us that this proposal which is totally
~ lacking in concern for total program do. ever got beyond its first level of review.
. 1. 0One argument eﬁmt the nomination is that providers could “sh&);"
for qn?intermedis_ry t met their needs. t has been your experience in

- experience is that providersdo not “sho " for an intermediary that meets
their needs. In reality, requests by Qrovidera tquhangé intermediaries are few in

a
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number. For a re%ueet to be approved; the provider must document and prove that
such change would be in the best interest of the Medicare program; Thesere(‘um ‘
aré ‘closely screened by HCFA and few are approved. We do not beliéve that this.
process has disadvantaged the Medicare program in any way. - S

I

Our next panel will be a trio of Blues: Bruce Cardwell, vice presi-
dent of Government Brog’rams, Blue Cross and Blue Shield Asgoci-
ations, Washington, D.C,; Sheila Smythe, executive vice president,

. Blur; Cross and Blué Shield of Gréater New York, New York, N.Y.;
John Larkin Thompson, president, Blue Shield of Massachusetts,
Boston, Mass- ’ - o . :

- Senator DURENBERGER. All right. Thank you very much, gentle-

"~ men. I appreciate your testimony.

" STATEMENT OF BRUCE CARDWELL, VICE PRESIDENT ‘OF GOV-
ERNMENT PROGRAMS, BLUE CROSS AND BLUE SHIELD ASSOCI-
ATIONS, WASHINGTON,D.C. * . . - RS
Mr: CARpwELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . ,
I would like to start out, on behalf of the trio, by summarizing
- both the experience and the position of the Blue Cross and Blue
.= Shield Associations-and our member plansg in the matter of medi-
o care experimentation. I would like to offer alse’our suggestions and
' recommendations  for further improvements in the administration
-— 7 and management of the program. I o
.— Both Ms. ,SmKthp,and r. Thompson are here because they both
: have had firsthand practical.experience with two of the experi-
" . ments. The thing that distinguishes their experience is' that Mr.
-.Thompson’s experience deals with a competitively awarded con-
tract under the Secretary’s experimental authority. Ms. Smythe is
. experienced with a.project that was initiated by the Blue Cross
‘system itself and was negotiated around a fixed price, but also
using the experimental authority. C
I want you to have a full opportunity to hear from them, to ask
“them questions; but, as I say,.let me cover some of-the basic issues ~
on behalf of all three of us and on behalf of our plans at large. -- -
You have already been told now, by just about every witness, .
that this grogram:has had a long and continuing history of growwag E
. stability. I would add to that our experience and my own person: |
o egferience, having been both-in the Government and now worlg.l%g
with Blue. Cross and Blue Shield. I think it's the single Federal
social service program that enjoys the most citizen confidence. Ahd
, I think that in examining ways to improve or alter the adminijstra-
-———tive structure of the system we should keep the attitudes of con- -
~sumers; beneficiaries, providers, and the citizenry at largs, in mind.

We ghould take. steps that do not destabilize the system and steps

that do not lower consumer confidence in it. =~ o
It's also been mentioned that the pr%am has a record of grow-

. - ing improvement—self improvement. And that is beyond doubt.-. -
A Mr. Willging said that much of the improvement had occurred just

inthe last several years. I would like to amend that by noting, and .

it's in our statement, that if you examine the program’s record of

_. ... petformance both in lowering its ¢cost of operations and improving .

ts grodu»ctivi~ you will find that throughout the 1970's, starting
_ th 1970, in fact; and going through theé end of the-period, there
-~ “are some remarkable achievements, The cost droppese 49 percent

.
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after adjustment for finﬂétio‘n‘} and ‘productivity went up 80 percent.

If you examine those same statistics in terms of real dollars, no ad-

‘justment for inflation;, there was still a cost reduction achieved

~ over the period of 16 percent.

None of this is to say that there is not room for further {mpfove- |

" ment in the program’s administration. There certainly is. The' very

‘nature of the program is that it changes, and so must its adminis-

¢ tration.

At the risk of covering points that have been made by dthérs and
that you, yourselves, may already have examined, I would like to

“ just offer three observations: first, that there is a cost-versus-bene-

fit risk involved in any change in an intermediary or acarrier.

¢ There is no clear-cut criteria. GAO doesn’t have one, HCFA doesn’t

have one, and the contractors do not have one that can measure

this risk in advance: In fact there is no guarantee that a replace-

ment contractor will necessarily improve on or even-match the per-

- formance of the original contractor. A price-motivated decision will
“not satisfy that question, : .

 Next, as we have emphasized- throughout cur submissions b_o:th’e,

" . committee, with every changeover there is a risk of disruption and
..~ dislocation. And if the experiments have shown anything so far, its
- the fact that that is one of the things that inherently foilows a
2. changeover in contractor.

. On the point of the 1.7 percent of the total program costs that
represent contractor expenses, we must appreciate that within that
margin there is still a very narrow margin for further improve-
ments. And the kinds of improvements we are looking for are-not
gtl within the control of the contractor. Many of them reside

g ‘beﬁond his reach and have to do with the behavior of providers, the

avior of beneficiaries, and custom and culture in the communi-

' i,ty. So there is a very narrow margin within which we are working.

when we make these experiments. B
The chairman had raised a question about -perception, when

- someone suggested that the sgisntem was doing very well and if it

wasn’t broken, why fix it? I think there is an explanation why we

- -came to be here, why we are talking about the role of competition

as one possible way to improve or modify administration of medi-
care. i . _‘ - . T . v ‘ QP
The first is that a fixed price offers new motivational incentives

.. not found in cost reimbursement, that the contractors will, it is as-

sumed, be motivated to find new and better methods to adopt ad-

- vanced technology and to consolidate-their operations, ¢ut their

- _ overhead, and do all kinds of things that would cut costs, that the
‘price will motivate the contractor to do that. Cost reimbursement, -

. 1t is'assumed, does not. I use the word “assumed” because I want to
- speak to each of these in a minute. - e

- enited, that

"7 Next, the present configuration of medicare contractors consists

© of ‘too-many parts and pleces—there are 109 of them. Why must
. there be 1092 Why ‘mus|

) n't that inherently too many? — .~
And, finally, that the system should be more data processing ori-
a(i;ra'n‘c’:ed data processing_technology could bring effi-

- ‘ciencies that woiild both: cut costs and at the same time maintain

 the quality -of operations and benefits. We don’t agree that fix
- priceisn y the best way to motivate médicare contradtors,
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| . 70 |
| recogmzing that Blue Cross and Blue Shield are nonprofit organiza-

\ ‘tions. - - »

We see the objective application of output-oriented performance-
requirements built into contracts, including cost requirements, as a
more effective motivational force, at least for us. Such s’tancia'rds,
coupled with peer pressure and our own self-image among the.
Blues and among other nonprofit contractors, we believe are pow-
erfull( motivators. We think those motivators™are actually now at
- work. - C

We don’t disagree that there is room to improve overall efficien-
cy by consolidating contracts and reducing the number of contrac-
tors. And I would like to go on record at this time to say that the
Blue Cross and Blue Shield Associations are prle_f)ared, on their own ™
initiative, to offer such consolidations to the Health Care and Fi-
nancing "Administration. And Ms. Smyths’s experience represents

_an example of how that might be done.

Finally, we are quite prepared to acknowledge that not all of the
contractors are good performers. And we certainly believe that the
Secretary should, in fact he must, have a continuing program to
drop poor performers. _ :

And, again, we are prepared to come forward with our own pro-
grams within the present system to improve performance, includ-

ing cost reduction. .

t me go next to the question of the issue of fixed price versus
cost reimbursement. We would like to remind the committee, based
on our experience, that-we no longer have an operational cost re-
imbursement arrangement in place for medicare administration.
Although the contracts are centered around the principle of cost
reimbursement, thg have evolved toward something that for prac-
tical purposes is really a modified fixed price.

This has come about because through the years the Government
has learned how to seal off and limit the options of the contractor
to exercise his own choices about how the work is performed. This
is done in two ways: First, there is a budget that is agreed to in
advance, and that budget is full and final. It cannot be changed
and reimbursements will not be made above the budget amount
unless they are pre-cleared in advance with the Government and,
‘in effect, something equivalent o a change order takes place, al-
- though it doesn’t carry that formal a label. , -

. Second, the performance standards and criteria that have
evolved and been put in-place during the last 2 years are very proc-
ess oriented. They tell the contractor what he must do, how_he
must do it, and in our opinion, and as one of the early witnesses
said, we think that this approach to performance measument is -
oing to, in the long term, inhibit cost savings and cost efficiency
gecause it prevents the contractors from applying_their own busi-
ness experience and their own business acumen to the basic proc-

v

esses of the program. In other words, the Government tells the con- :

‘tractors what to do, when to do it, and how to do it. T
~ So the idea that the Government just runs around and ga£ the -
contractors whatever the contractors say et:ﬁyspent shoul put
aside, because it does not exist. This ig really, essentially, a modi-
fied fixed-price contract. A |
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~ On the midtter of the nominétién process;‘ we still believe that it

is a useful device for determining and arranging for provider input

in the business of how to select a contractor, will he have the ca-

‘pacity to perform, and the liké. And we would  urgé the committee

- to keep in mind the important role that the provider plays in such

_ processes, If it's not done through the nomination-process, per se, it
should, we believe, be done through some other arrangement, -

"~ T would close, Mr. Chairman, by noting that we are not con-

“cerned about competition:in and of itself..-We are -a non-profit orga- -
nization; we are mission oriented; we are not profit oriented. But, -
nonetheless;, we are in business. And to carry oh our community - -
gervice and our mission, we have to succeed in business. And in-

that process we do compeéte with other people who are in the same.

business; we compete quite well. - S
We are holders of a large share of the health insurance system.
We have succeeded in four out of the five highly experimental con-
- tracts. We have been the successful bidder. If t
public policy, we believe we could again succeed. - ‘
" The question is: Should it become -peimhanent public. policg?
Should it be coupled with some sort of mandated changeover of the
system. We t not. We would recommend against it. *
Senator DoLe. If the other members of the panel wish to give
theiri statements now, we can then ask questions of the entire
- panel. - ) . . :
" Mr. CARDWELL. All right. Why don’t we ask Ms. Smythe to de-

were to become

scribe very briefly the experimental contract for the State of New

York under Part A of Medicare? ,

~ Senater DoLk. Let me indicate, so you'll know what’s happening,

- there is another rollcall vote, in process. So if you see some of us
- coming and l‘goiug, you will know the reason. We still hope to make
- ‘a good record.

__STATEMENT OF SHEILA SMYTHE, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT,

BLUE CROSS AND BLUE SHIELD OF GREATER NEW YORK, NEW.

YORK, N.Y.

 Ms. SmyTHE. The seven Blue Cross ’ art A intermediaries in New

- York State believed, after 15 years of the medicare program, that
there were some changes that could be effected to the advantages
of all of those in this important program. And so we and our prime
contractor, the Blue Cross Association, approached HCFA with an

- unsolicited proposal. - EE . .
- Essentially, we believed we had a meaningful concept, which I'll
elaborate on in a minute, which came at the right time, in the
ht environment, and which received a receptive audience in
HCFA, also within the Blue Cross system, and among the provid-
ers, most especially, the hospitals. | -
“ But, most importantly, we believed that what we had conceived

. would be transparent to the medicare beneficiaries. We believed = .-
* that this was all important as we watched some of thé problems -

* that had developed over time, ,
" We also wished that our program would be geared to continue to
. serve this special and important population, and we engineered it

- —

.5

i .to be staffed by personnél whose sole ¢concentration would be to =~



. contihue to recognize the balance of the-needs. of HCFA, which
-were to hdve fewer contractors and lower administrative costs,
with the needs of the providers who ¢learly would benefit from im-
proved use of technology and other operating efficiencies, and also =
with the needs of our own Bluie Cross philosophy and;: apparently, ~”
that of many ‘members of:this committee; namiely, that the pro- -
.- gram benefits, -pa{menté and services should at the least not be

.7 jeopardized and, at best, further enhanced. = - R ‘

. Let me backtrack.-The late 1970’s -provided changes in.technol-
"~ - ogy and méthodology that set the environment in' New. York State
- for the 1980’s and for the concept that we devised. = ,

The technological advances in ‘computer hardware and software
have beén addressed in many arenas of our society; and I will-not
dwell on them here. It is clear that they also advantaged the medi-

, care program by centralizing certain of the core paper-factory tyy

- _ - of functions.- But further, in New York State, the upgrade in the

coding of the hospital diagnosis to the ICDA version 9 had been
completed in all the hospitals in the State. Furthermore, and very,
very significantly, in New York State we had just implemented as
a cooperative venture, heavily spearheaded by Blue ss and in-

; - cluding the State, the insurance industry, hospitals, and the-Feder- -

- 7" al Government, a uniform hospital inpatient billing form which
: provided a common set of data elements; and also a uniform hospi-
tal discharge data set, which meant that all the information going
to all fpaaty’ersrfrom hospitals in the State were essentially using the
same form, or at the very least the data elements. -
Additionally, the State of New York was closer to completing the
implementation of a single medicaid State-administered operatio;
And finally, and very importantly, more of the hospitals, especiall
the larger medical centers, had made advances in-their own hospi--

_tal computer operations, significant in terms of future savings to .
both the medicare programmatic and administrative costs and I .-
think very relevant in terms of some of the things that have been -
talked about this morning, in that it is not just computers, it is not
just paper, but it is a tie-in with provider audit, provider cost-con-
tainment and beneficiary services, that really gets to the heart of .
the medicare program and its effectiveness. 3 B
~ The _heart of this concept, then, was to centralize some of the

“basic: EDP paper-type activities while freeing the seven plans but
under a’single plan’s management and instruction, to utilize their™
local expertise and hone their talents in the areas of cost contain-
ment, hospital audit and reimbursement, and beneficiary and pro- -
_vider relations at the local grassroots level. . .7
- In summary, our goal was to reduce administrative costs reason-

- ably while making services more meaningful for providers® and
‘ ?:crieﬁcixanisﬁ furt‘l;,u.ar, to -utilize ti;!he Blue Cro;s':fsh reggurces néorfetgf-s
ively while not jeopardizing the savings in the 98 percent of the

“..-." " ‘program benefit costs, and also to better serve the Government.
< Lest 1 conclude by painting too rosy a*;;;gteure, let me say that =

~the path that has led here today has not been easy. It has taken * -

| ‘long hours of discussion, a changing-of views and a compromising —-
© on all sides, and a hammering-away at.allowing reasonable costs .
.- -and time to allow for-intensive planning and training, and a super- =

-<<D
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" abundance of commupication before, during, and after the transi-
tion and implementation: . S , | o
We were helped in no small measure by the providers, the hospi-
tals- most especially, who recognized - our co?s of professionally
trained staff and were willing to cooperate and trust, and: also the.
full 'support of the Blue Cross plans in the State, although it might
. haye been perceived by som¢ that they were losing some of .their -

" individual authority, and our understanding that at all costs it had

- to be, as I have said before, as transparent as humanly possible:to
" the medicare beneficiary. - ' ‘ -
-We invite you to visit the statewide program. We believe that, so
- far, we would consider ‘the transition and early' implementation
and operation to be a cautiously optimistic success. S
‘As Dr. Willging noted, we are today the single largest part A
subcontractor undei the Blue Cross Association prime contract. We
' process some 4 million claims a year under part A.
‘Thank you, sir. ‘ v ‘
Senator DoOLE.- I think what we’ll do, so I won’t miss the vote,
we'll stand in recess again for about 2 minutes. And I think either
~ or both Senators Heinz and Durenberger will be here in a minute
or two. . : : :
Thank you. : :
.'Mr. CARDWELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :
- [Whereupon, at 11:53 a.m., the hearing was recessed.)

AFTER RECESS

~'Senator HeiNz. Gentlemen, I am sitting in for the chairman of
the subcommittee, Dave Durenberger, and I only heard a portion of
'your opening statements. I was here for some o Mr. Cardwell’s tes-
timony. I am informed, Mr. Cardwell, that you have completed
- _your statements. I understand that your two associates may have
some comments of their own. Is that correct? e
Mr. CArDWELL, If the committee is interested, I would like to
sugdgest that you hear from Mr. Thompson. His experience has had
to do with the Maine competitively bid contract. It's the only one of
the competitive contracts that has been rebid, and he was also in-
volved in that rebidding process. s -
Senator HeiNz. Mr. Thompson; please proceed.

' STATEMENT OF JOHN LARKIN THOMPSON, PRESIDENT, BLUE
SHIELD OF MASSACHUSETTS, BOSTON, MASS.

 Mr. TrHoMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer just a few ob-
‘servations based on our Maine experience, without going over all of
the testimony that has tprec\e.ded my ag)jpearance. S
- 'We were the success ul-bidder in 1977, and again recently in the
‘rebid process, in the State of Maine. It's worthwhile noting that in
neither case were we the low bidder in-the sense of the cost that
‘was put in ‘that element within the contract. In both of those in-
- stances we were the second-lowest, but experience factors in the
bidding process generated us as the successful contractor. L
" We initially ot involved in the Maine experiment because back
in 1976 and 1977 there seemed to be a policy direction within -
HCFA that the entire medicare program was: going to a fixed-price
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competitive-bid process. And Maine offered the opportunity to get
some experience in what is a different process from what we had
‘experienced' in ‘Massachusetts. It was a »xjeasonabl¥ small State, so
the exposure was not unjustified from the standpoint of the experi-
-ence to be gained. ' R .
It ‘has been a very interesting experience for us, and I am
~ pleased that it has been a satisfactory one, in the sense that my
organization has dgerf‘ormed well in Maine. Happiness in_our busi-
ness, in the wor
contract. - , .
 We rebid because we felt we had gained some experience during
the 8 years and the option year, and felt that we would like to try -
again in that environment. : |
That aside, I think it's fair to recognize that there are some as-
pects to the fixed-price environment that I think as a policy issue
are really quite troublesome.
Earlier testimony pointed out that the process by which we are
evaluated, the process by which we either pay penalties or gain in-
centives, is a highly process-oriented process. There are some 97
elements that are bei_pﬁvaluabed of our productivity'on a quarter-
ly basis; 97 different benchmarks to be measured to determine
whether we’ve done well or not. I think you can aggreciate that
with that number of different critérion standard being applied,
that at least the hope for opportunity for innovation is substantial-
ly diminished; because if we make an error, if we wind up being
penalized, each penalty is some $10,500. You, as the contractor,
wind up, to-a certain degree, almost becoming myopic over the
need to juggle these 97 interrelated points to make sure that no
one of those lights goes off and trips your penalty. S
Another part of the program that I think deserves special consid-
eration was what would have happened had we not been the suc-
-cessful bidder second time around? We would have been disappoint-
ed, to be sure, but the groviders and beneficiaries in Maine would
have been faced with dealing with and interrelating to a whole
new set of characters coming into the State. :
‘When we first went in there in 1977, it was a difficult process. I
was personally involved in meetings with representatives of the
 "Maine Medical Society, the Maine Chiropractic Society, and a
number of other provider groups and beneficiary groups. It was not
an easy transition. They viewed Massachusetts as outsiders; they
were uncomfortable that it was somebody other than an institution
with which they had a relationship coming into their area. It was
:}!11 extremfly‘ cult process to gain a working relationship with
ose people. - ) »
~In addition, it cost them some money, which does not appear and
cahnot appear in the GAO accounting process; but it cost the pro-

of Peanuts, is having a satisfactory fixed-price -

viders some money because they had to adjust to the changes we

- -made in coding systems, That 18 disruptive to providers. Had we
not won in 1981, the providers would then have been faced with a
- turnover of their carrier and going through that process all over

.. Fortunately, we have been able to maintain the assignment rate -
in ‘Maine at some 60 percent. Maine has run at about that level
‘over the eptiré period we have been there, - ... - . i

S : - S . -
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» I am not sure, but I think itissomethmg you}havéitgﬁmsiderr’ .
" very seriously, what happens to the assighment rate-if you say to

those providers, on a 8- or 4-year basis you are going to deal with:
somebody different, whether there is any pportupgy to maintain

that rate of a‘ssi%nment. And, at least on the part B side, the“ulti-
mate essence of the program as it relates to beneficiaries is the ca-
pacity to provide a high level of assignment to protect the benefici-

aries. . ‘
‘Part of the testimony; in fact a substantial amount of it today, .

- has dealt with the issue of generating a lower cost to the program -
R A_,i)]{is‘g_‘oing t,hro‘_u’?il; this route. Again, it's just interesting to note, at

‘moment, that the price in Maine is substantially higher on a

~ - "per-claim basis than the price in Massachusetts. The Massachusetts
~ --part B program, which we also administer, is on a cost-reimburse-
- ment basis. Maine is on the fixed-price basis. And there is a differ-
ential today of some 45 or 50 cents a claim. The services we provide

. -in "Maine are more expensive than they are in‘: Massachusetts—

services to providers and beneficiaries. But if cost is the driving ele-
ment, if cost is the issue that is going to control whether this be-

" ‘comes a permanent part of the medicare program, at least at this

time the cost in those two contiguous States is less in Massachu-

- setts than it is in Maine. It's somewhat of an anomaly, as you can

:  Qovernment’s. And that has been
- though'the statute doesn’t necessarily support that. - -

" Senator Durenberget’s questions follow:]

" Attention: John Kern, Professiorial Staff Member.

“have an open ¢

- see. . R
~ - I would be pleased to respond to any questions, if you would like
- to'put them forth. But I would like to reaffirm one point made ear-

er by ‘Mr. Cardwell, and that-is that there ought not to be any
lusions that those people who are operating in the carrier envi-
ronment throu%{xout the country on cost reimbursements somehow
eckbook on the Federal Government. Our budgets
are in fact fixed budgets. They are negotiated between ourselves
and the regional office representing HCFA, and while the statute is

‘written in the terms of reasonable cost reimbursement—and that's
" the standard that is applied—as a practical matter we come up

with a prospective budget, and we have to live with it. If we spend
over that, then it comes out of our ﬁo,cket and not the Federal
the’ practical experience, al-

Senator HEiNz. Mr. Thompson, thank f;,'ou very much. I do have a'
number of questions on behalf of myself and other-members of the

., . committee, but I am not going to ask them verbally because they
- may cover some of the issues which you addressed when I was not"
- - present. So I will, if I may, submit these questions to you for writ-
- ten responses to be included in the hearing record. B

[Responses by Mr. James B. Cardwell and John-L. Thompson to
BLUE CROSS AND BLUE SHIELD ASSOCIATION,
- Chicago L., December 28, 1981.

""" "Hon, DAVID DURENBERGER,

Chairman, Finance Committee, - - -
S bcfbm,,',t’t?ge ormealth, Washington, D.C. : : l
2 . DURRNBERGER:-Attached are the Blue Cross and Blue Shield Associ-

- DRAR MR
ations answers to questions ggaed by the Senate Finance Committee following our
3 'teétiaony of Deee?nb,er 8, I Sar ‘%i
- ments, T -

81 regarding Medicare Competitive Bidding Experi-

- - -

-
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" Answers to the questions posed to Blue Gfoss and Blue Shield of Greater New . -
York and to the Massachusetts Blue Shiéld Plan will be submitted under separate” .

_ cover a8 soon ag they are received. .

The ‘Associations would be pleased to offer its comments on any{afhéifi,guegﬁéns '

the Committee might have on this topic.
" Sincerely, . : "

' JAMES B. CARDWELL,
Senior Vice President, . -
Government Programs Division.

1. How wotild you describe the degree of support for competition among your
- members? Would they be inclined to support a system of positive and negative .in-
centives without competition? - o ‘ — o

" We would describe support among our Plans for the principle ‘of competitién as
" being high. Because it is the basis on which they conduct their businesses genérally,
Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans have not objected to the principle of competition

for use in the Medicare cgm, but rather to the specific structure, process and. -

‘ P 1
-frequency utilized by Hi ! experiments and advocated by the Administration
" in its recent legislative proposal. We do not believe the /approach to competition

' .-which' they advocate to be suitable for- Medicare and its special characteristics and
needs. Nor do we bélieve it can fulfill the claims and objectives of its advocates. In"

fact, we go further and predict that it would destabilize the program severely and
that it would eventually drive up the program’s overall costs. -~

In considering the questions, we would note that competition is already present in .
Medicare administration among the ‘“cost reimbursement contractors” ard is grow- . =

ing with the emergence of performance standards. Each contractor’s performance is
reviewed and evaluated in all aspects continually throughout each year. The evalua-
tions are available to other contractors and to the public. That creates a peer pres-
"‘sure"amon? contractors to improve performance, In addition, within each contract,
all levels of management are concerned that their Medicare operation not be rated
as a poor perforiner. Poor performance evaluations have to be explainéd to Boards
of Directors and to the membership at large. Further, those contractors with con-
sist:nt(lg{spoor performance know they are exposed to nonrenewal of their Medicare
contracts. , . . .
Review of general contractor performance over the last five years and longer will
demonstrate consistent improvement in performance. We believe this is the result,
‘i:n' gt: small part, of competition among contractors for continuation of their con-
racts. : "
“Use of the competitive principle, a8 employed in the current HCFA experiments,
is of another sort. It has been overly preoccupied with price and participation- by
bidders with vadrious backgrounds, and ignores the service and quality needs of the

Medicare prol?ram.. Undertaken on a large scale, this could undermine the

pragram’s stability and entail major risks of operational breakdowns.
‘e also call the Committee’s attention to the fact that there -have been instances,

outside the experimental process, where cost reimbursement contractors have been .
selected through successful competitions, based on a weighing of cost vs. Gapacity. .

.;:rhhi: selection of a Part B replacement carrier for Washington, D.C. is an example of

One consideration in evaluating either approach to.competition or the concept of -

cost reimbursement itgelf is to ize that current “cost reimbursemaent” contrac-
tors have limited opportunities to be innovative in their administrative duties. Al}

- contractors are bound to follow proscriptive and rather detailed’ General Instruc- -
tions issued by HCFA covering all aspects of their contractual responsibilities. They

are all obliged by their contracts to do things the samé way and in the same time-
frames. They cannot, therefore, introduce new.and perhaps better and more effi-
cient techniques which they have learned in their own lines of business, or which

" work better In a particular part of the country they are serving. We introduce this, -

" point at-this time because we see this as a lost opportunity under existing law. In

addition, when problems develop in Medicare ‘administration, ¢urrent contractors
are not free to resolve the problem. Instead, thgilhave to go through a complex and

od to
rational -

~ lengthy grooess of debate and clearance with HCFA. Contractors are req
raise problems with HCFA and to walit for a revised national policy and ope )
 instructions before a ‘change can be effected. This is also a lost opportunity for use
“of competitive performance challen%es among current Medi -contractors—and
~ the_lost opportunity would not be eliminated by merely requ contracts to be
awarded competitively. v | SR B

v




Our testimony has identified the complex interrelationships that exist in"'Medi- -
care among the Governinent, the contractors, the health' care providers' and
-beneficiaries. In assessing the role and method of competition, these must be sensi-.
 tively balanced to assuré the smooth operation of the program, with-due andbails Lo
anced regard for cost efficiency vs. prog effectiveness. Our general podition s -

RS

~ that evolutionary movement is a more desirable approach to administrative reform . -

and that abrupt, widespread and periodic disruptions in what has-been a generally -
well-og;rated_ and accepted prt()‘gram should be avoided—at all cost. -~ - - .
‘We believé the Plans would also s‘u‘fport. in the great majority, the concept of -
positivé and negative incentives with or without competitive ldgng. Again, it be-
comes a question of how the idea is carried out. There are already: positive and neg-
ative incentives at work within the present program. Good pérformance evaluations -
- are a positive incentive for the current contractors, while ggor evaluations are a
negative incentiveé. The presence or absence of provider and beneficiary satigfaction -
- and acceptance also represents an important incentive (of disin¢entive)—one'that is
now present in the program. Success in this regard with respect to Medicare is im-
‘portant to the Plans’ general business reputation and success. Thé .presence or ab-
- -sence of periodic operational crises and relationshigeproble'ms are recognized by all
edicare managers at all organizational levels as being important. These serve as
strong incentives to reach the highest possible levels of performance. =~ - ‘
"~ "We assume the Committee’s question is reallg directed at financial in¢entives and
nalties. We find the basic idea to be acceptable, but arée concerned about whether
e idea is introduced abruptly and whether the specifics of such a techniqué would
‘result in equity, balance and flexibility. N i , S
‘ Use of financial incentives and. penalties might possibly improve frogram admin-
- istration, However, as with some of the other administative techniques that have
'~ appeared to have promise in the past, we would fear that this one might also
" become overblown, costly, excessively rigid and not balanced in terms of an equita-
= - blé opportunity for on both sides. Its original promise might soon become lost
-~ to the burgepmg life and ends of the process itself. A careful examination of this
technique as used in the current HCFA experimental competitive contracts should
provide some early evidence of whether the idea will work well in practice. We are
alsot lnctgorested in the evaluation of nonfinancial incentives in the case of non-profit
contractors. . o , -
2. Are the cutrent standards that the intermediaries and carriers are measured
against sufficient? o e - :
In our opinion, the answer is no, We find HCFA's present performance “Criteria
. and Stgndards” to be excessive. They are not sufficiently output oriented and are
too ‘process oriented. They center too much on whether a HCKA defined process is
“being carried out precisely, without regard to the value of the process itael,!?
- HCFA has issued a very large body of General Instructions to its contractors. The
.~ ‘.terms of the contracts obligate the contractors to follow each of those General
- Instructions precisely and in detail. In effect, these General Instruction ooyetlni‘ﬁll ‘
aspacts of the"Medicare program, tell contractors what to do, when to do it and how - ;
- t0.do it. Failure to follow ong.instruction is technically a breach on contract and
- invites a failure rating against.a performance criteria or standard—even where
such jndividual breaches in agd of themselves do not affect an end result. L
o The apparent theory behind this approach to performance measures, Criteria and
. Staqdarss, rds and General Instructions, is that if a contractor precisely follows all the
detailed General Instryctions, he.or she has taken the first and most important ste
towardc%_oqd ﬁerformancel Only if the contractor acceptably meets this primary test
‘ will HCFA then look at output measures, unit costs and timeliness of processing L
. - claims and auditing of providers. ... . .= . e T R
"~ __: Performance Criteria are those that,grimarily measure how well the contracter -
, follows ' HCFA’s General :Instructions. Performance Standards are quantified- per- :
° formance measures that show the contractor’s cost efficiency and ‘timeliness ‘of
-, . claims processing and provider audits. Unless the contractor satisfies the Criteria
... meas HCFA will not review. costs, claims processing results or provider audit
;.- results, HCFA views the compliance with the process-oriented criteria as establish:
ing .the “integrity” of the contractors’ ‘rerformanoe.‘*'l‘heretbre. unacceptable ' per-
' formance in area renders its cost and other output resylts as suspect. - i
© o -Without .exoe%il;ion. the contractors see this order of priority as faulty. It puts the = '
- cart before the 'horse. In their ylewpoint, it is more important for the contractors’ o
costs to be acceptable, for beneficiary claims to have rocessed in a timely way .-
. and for providers to have been effectively avdited. Thie contractors see little value
- and'many impediments in-having to follow each General Instruction to the‘last

- —
-
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letter. Many of the detailed procedures ingluded in HCFA’s Genersl Instructions are

_seen as either completely unn or in need of redesign. ' ‘ .
- Finally, th,g present evaluation a,ng monito processes offer too many opportu-
_ nities for subjective judgments by the many Federal contract examiners across the
' country and have become so detailed and pervasive as i have taken on a life of
. their own—in contrast to their intended go£e of improved overall J:e ‘ormance. Con-
*. tractors have begun to be conditioned by this preoccupation with form and detail
.~and aré now spending almost as much time on oornplm with the detail itself as
they are with the conduct of the basic work. It is reaching a point where decisions
aré made around the effects on performance evaluations rather than on program
goals or the adequacy of service, quality and efficiency. ,
8. Do you have any comment on the -“cost-plus” concept?
e are not fully familiar with the HIAA concept. o
lue Cross and Blue Shield are non-profit underwriters and are generally not con-
cerned about the “no-profit” limitations of the_current Medicare contracting ar-
"~ rangement. In fact, there is a Soesibility that the recovery of full costs, plus a fee,
- could raise problems for some Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans under the enabl
laws of their States—if the premise of a fee implied a profit. We have not examin

this question in depth and do not want to suggest it as an insurmountable obstacle.

But, we do see a need to proceed with caution. It may be possible to rationalize the
_fee as simply a device to assure that none of the. administrative costs. the Plans
incur are transferred by inadvertence to its other linés of business. During periods
of rather arbitrary budget limits, such as the one we are now going through such
_transfers of Medicare ¢osts have been a real concern for Blue Cross and Blue Shield

Plans. . S
“In case, we would be prepared to discuss the possible advantages of the HIAA

- pro ' e °
4, You note that the system is not ready for the integration of A and part B -

at the_carrier and intermediary level. What do you believe would be needed to allow
such a determination to be made? L s
In its statements supporting the merger of Part A and B administration, HCFA
has advanced a number of reasons why they believe such mergers would benefit
Medicare. Such mergers would, they claim: Reduce the number of contractors,
" thereby reducing administrative costs, improve controls over program administra-
‘tion and improve uniformity; provide opportunities to reduce administrative costs
through economies of scale, and provide opportunities to develop and use “integrat-
~ed” EDP processing and data storage systems which mitght e ce the effective-
ness of utilization review and other important aspects of Medicare administration.
« Our position on this question has always been that these stated expectations de-

serve attention and testing to determine whether the results would be.as stated.-

Such tests should also measure whether or not the improvements, when weighed
against the disruption of established arra,ng:menta. produce a signiﬁcant and long
~ term gain: It is not, or should not‘simlgli{ a matter of whether fewer contracts
° result, for example. Consideration of what has

- " the change is also relevant. o ‘

‘There are factors that come into play in the consideration of such mergers that
‘are not.readily apparent but can affect the overall result. By concent::t volyme,
we could influence relocations to major population centers with higher r an
other costs. This could cancel out efficiency gains associated with the idea of inte-
gration. High volume operations also tend to geooxne autonomous and are less likely
- to share costs and resources with non-Medicare linés of business in the same setting.

—-.In other words, by concentrating Parts A and B, there could be some loss of other

cost; opportunities. o .
*  Evidence inpmedicare operations tends to show that the cong:rt of economy. of
- scale has a point of diminghmg return and does not always function the same way
- in a service industry of this type as it .may in manufacturing or other industrial

G

been lost or weakened as a resqlt of

settings. The idea of an integrated EDP system for Parts A and B has npt been -

clearly demonstrated as being more cost effective. L , :
both carrier and interm con-

___. There are quite a few cyrrent contractors with

t;
~ diate opport to study “merged” Parts A and B administration without tainti

e b alas ey it B etuly. the aects of Rasd prics competition snay
27 7 penalties. 1’134 mixing of different questions in the same experiment may have been
a mistaﬁl;e 03;‘] tha other Medicare experiments. As a minimum, they make them
r uate. = . i N S ‘
Oné could suppose that in these locations, the contractor, already having both

Part A and B Q;ntracta, would have merggdnzhm ’ tivi

¥ L P - S

““tracts in the ; e organization. It wotild ap that these locations offer an imme-.

e adminiiraive fnirions st are
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‘contemplated as susceptible of mergihg. If thoﬁ haven't already doneé so, it would be
enlightening to find out why. In andy case, such locations offer an opportunity to ex-

amine the idea without changing sites and without incurring the of disruption
B of 5 B e e ppeals’ ruling of November 20 on the legality of
-6, In* 0 8. Cou ! of November § ol
HCFA 0 aetﬁiltlional

's part A experiments, do ?you envision any further legal action if
" part A experiments are initiated : :

We do not envision any further legal action in the casesin point. Our general
policy is to avoid litiggetion. We rrefer negotiation and discussion of differences and
-.serious problems are better resolved through those means. We cannot say that situ-
ations won't develop where it might be necessary to litigate, but we will certainly do
our best to avoid them. E -

6. One argument against the nomination process is that providers could “shop”
for an int?erm‘ediai'y that met its needs. To what extent do providers change inter-

m es? .
We do not have data immediately available for all intermediaries. However, our
‘own data should be reasonably representative. For a 14-month period ending Octo-
" ber 80,1981, there was a total number of provider changes amounthf to only 85 of

the 12,000 providers sérved by the Blue intermediary, i.e., BCA and the sub-
contracting Plans. That is .0029 of 1 percent.

We do not believe providers have ever been entirely free to move from one inter-
mediary to another to find what they may perceive as an easier or more advanta-

ous relationship. Nor do we believe that any significant number of providers -
: &k there is that much to be gained by such changes. .

There are, from time-to-time, a limited number of instances where personal rela-
tionships become strained, or where there are temporary operational problems at
the intermediary level which lend to requests for a ¢ :.gfo

“There is a high level of uniformity among intermediaries in the meth techs
niques and diligence em&l;)yed in the tproc:ees What providers normally look for-is a
capacity to understand that custom of the community and to be efficient and timely
in the processing of audits. -

In any event, we believe the HCFA has sufficient legislative authority to deny
and change an interm where examination of the rationale for change suggests
“shogping" or other invalid reasons for the change.

“Shopping”’ is not a real problem at this stage of the program.

7. Do you feel that the experiments already initiated by HCFA, when completed,
will provide us with adequate information on which to determine the appropriate-
ness of a change from cost oontmcth??

We would ex that careful and objective evaluation of the completed experi-
- ments will provide a degree of insight ns to the effects of a change from cost reim-
bqrs&mlﬁtxt contracts—but not as much as an objective observer at arms length
m °. - -

o believe the experiments were not well conceived or organized at the outset for
purposes of later evaluation; nor—we sense, is there 8%" way to overcome this defi-
cienﬁly'sat this late date, Further, we sense that all HCFA wanted to demonstrate in
the first place was that the approach would cut raw costs. ‘

There 18 evidence that HCKA, at 1 is satisfied with a conclusion that the ini-
tial contracts were cheaper, without stu ying whether cost savings will be sustained

,‘ . over time or what the effect has been on service and quality. Sxmilarl{, except for -

. mix

GAO, we see no interest in testing whether or not the other effects of the process
counterbalance the one-time, short-term administrative cost reductions. For exam-
- ple, before any of these experiments were completed and evaluated, HCFA moved to
- .put this ﬁmumment technique in place as a matter of permanient policy.
‘ In their present state, the experiments cannot be accepted as pure tests of the
. effects of ;riodicﬂxed-gli'iee competitive procurement. They have all mixed multi-
alne variables, each of which might have a unique influence on the outcome—
ancial &enaltxe;e -and incentives and a new method of contractor selection were
ed with a new pricing method. It will be difficult to determine whether the re-
sults of the experiments result from competition per se, from the use of fixed price
g,ef se, the use of financial incentives/penalties per se, or from a combination of all

It would also appear that a true test of periodic fixed-price competitive procure-
- ments should involve a series of such competitions in the same place. The periodic-
ity of the concept is ce a significant factor. How can it be said that the con:
“ cept has been tested and evaluated if there has not.been two or more such competi-
tions in the same location? The closest we have come to this is the extension of the
Maine experiment, where some differences in cost appear to have occurred. It could

‘_‘:‘;,. R L



'80‘”

also be questioned whether this was a true competition sineé the only oﬁher bidder
withdrew. : . --

All the experiments tended to make the bid price the prfm determinéntfgr “
awarding the contracts. That characteristic oertainl[v._“had major influence over the

interests of potential bidders, the orientation of theif proposals and the manner in
which they are ca out their contracts. There may be some to be
learned from a periodic fixed-price corx setitive bid which make price equal or even
less important than service to beneficiaries, cost-effective performance in' audit or
claims review, etc. C

, we see no criterion in place, no controls in thie experiment to determine:

the influence of the various factors on the result. The transitional experience sug-- '

este to us the need for ter weighting for capacity, and potential quality of per-:
ormance. Yet, the expemnts cannot tell us whether the priceg will éhange if these
factors are given greater weight. - o ) :

8. What are your thoughts on legislation that would give the Department greater
flexibility in determining the type of contracting needed? Perhaps allowing the De-
partment to use cost, cost plus incentive fee and, fixed rate simultaneously?

PROBLEMS TO-BE SOLVED

We feel that events have obecured the problems that were originally cited as
being solved through enactment of mandatory price-based competitions and by in-
troducing monetary incentives and penalties. Thus, we would like to start by re-
‘viewing the original ideas about problems to be solved and gains to be rdade
through new legislation in this area. The assumptions were, that— B

1. By authorizing the Secretary to convert the present system to one that is detey-

mined by price based competition, poor performers and extraneous contracts could -

bezdrop more easily, -
would be reduced.
o DROPPING UNSATISFACTORY OR UNNEERDED CONTRACTORS

No one questions the need for the Secretary to drop inefficient or unneeded con-
tractors. But, an examination of present law shows that it is sufficient for this pur-

pose (42 USC, SEC. 1395h). We even see the Secretary’s present authority as being .

sufficiently flexible to permit cost-based competitions as a means of selecting re-
placement contractors. The recent replacement of the Part B carrier for the Wash-
n, D.C. area is an example to this. . ’ o
short, the Secretary should not use the lack of direct competitive bidding au-
thority or the cost reimbursement principle as an excuse for not acting in' those in-
stances where it is appropriate to drop or replace a contractor. S

_ IMPROVING EFFICIENCY/REDUCING ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

- Admittedly, incentives for improved productivity balanced against incentives for
improved quality are always in order. Our concern is that fixed price and/or mone-

incentives-and penalties will, over the long term, push quality to the

ultimate disadvanﬁ? of the program. In fact, it is our contention that the ultimate
“cost of bringing quality of performance back into balance, once it gets out of line,
-will always-exceed any near-term cost reduction. Also, we respectfully remind the
"Committee of the sustained record of decreasing costs and increasing productivity
under the present pricing system. ‘ ‘

As n in our testimony; we believe the present cost reimbursement system has -

) B{eusing fixed price and/or monetary incentives, the net cost of Medicdre

o e

-~

al evolved into a fixed price equivalent and we see the need for care to see = - .
that this evolutionary pattern does not also eyentually push against effective per- -

formance. __ , . ‘

" While the concept of greater flexibility in contractor selection and prich:f ‘meth-
ods ap; advantageous on its face, we do not believe that broader latitude is
needed at this time. - w o

l“imaullh ﬁ if‘monetary incentives are to be employed for non-profit organizations
such as

ue Croes and Blue Shield, we would urge that the program also consider: .

~—

" ‘non-monetary incentives. We see the development of output oriented:performance

.and cost standards as being the most important step to take in this direction.
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Bws Smm.n oF MASSACHUS
- Boeton, Mass., Deoember Il, 1981, .
Hon. Davm Dumauon

Chdirman, Committee on 'Finance, U.S. Senate. Subcomm;ttee on Health, Dirkeen
Senate Oﬁ“ice Building, Washington, D.C. - R
MR. CHAIRMAN: [ am pleased to respond to the various written questions put A
f’orth the Subcommittee as follows: .
t changes & hatt;e made in your operations based on mput received fnom HCF‘A :
men ‘
Blue S}uelge of Maseachusetts (BSM) 1977 gm posal assumed that the prooedure
code structure’ utilized by Union Mutual Life Insurance Company could be convert-
ed to the procedure g structure in use-in Massachusetts. It became apparent,
uring the implementation phase of the contract that the difficulties inherent in '
pﬁ‘one coding s, J'stem to the other were significant. It was a HCFA decision -
develop and maintain separate coding systems for its two ‘Medicare oon-

: With that exception, virtually all changes made in the operation on directives re-
ceived from HCFA have been the direct result of quarterly performance evaluation
- reviews. Most of these ¢ es have been procedural rather than substantive. An-
unfortunately large proportion of the HCFA-recommended modifications have in-
~ volved essentially cosmetic changes intended to bring the final '&roduct more com-
pletely in line with the requirements of a emif;ic reviewer:- The impact of such
- changes on the rapid, accurate processing of ¢ or on the level of service afford-
ed the beneficiary and provider communities is marginal. Examples: of changee re-
quested bleCFA are listed below
cases of prolonged hoepitalization with associated levels of medical care,
the pr:teg'ment utilization review department which processes these claims was
to obtain the PSRO’s determination reg: the medical neceede
of the hespital stay. While the determination on the claim for medical care is
not de oFen ex;t on he deeision of the PSRO, the PSRO documentation must be
o procedure has never. been reqmred for the: processing of“
- - exmilar clauns subtnitted in Maseachusetts
’ b. Instructions to corresl;;:n ence personnel regarding the. appropmbe formatv:
axlid wo:digtg of letters to neficnanee changed several times over the course of ..
- the contra ,
¢. The correspondence invento control report whxch is used to prepare the -
_~ 'quarterly reports submitted to HCFA was ¢ edtmcetoeecommodate vary- .~
ing definitions of “reopening” as opposed to “informal review.’ ,
These changes, and numerous others, were implemented as a result of deﬁcienclee :
noted in the quarterly. contractor evaluation reviews, under standards set in the
Maine Monitoring_Plan. Emphasis on performance evaluation during the course of
the contract dictated the form.of the recommendations.. The recommendations and
geu' etm uent im lementetion were intended to produce a passing score relative
e Moni ring Plan rather than to improve the efﬁciency of the oper- -

ation. - .. RN
2. Do you have any s tions.as to what.actions HCFA and HCFA Regwnal -
ﬁcee might take to assist icipating in_fyture experiments? oF e

. To provide the greatest poesible assistance to future contractors, HCFA should re-
. examine the entire contractor evaluation process in a more realistic light. At least . -
gsome part of the rationale behind the incorporation of performance standards into .
these contracte was to ensure e,q uate or unsatisfactory perfo ce re-
ing m an- unrealisticall tgrice 1is-understandable and such protec-
tion should certainly be afforded bo ernment and the public in any future
= . progurements, However. the momtoring p in_effect for _current experimental e
-~ contractors go far beyond reasonable req mente -
. The performance evaluation/liquidated” damagee provisione of the current Maine L
. contract require & level of performance considerably higher re-
¢ more, every aspect of the contraetor operation from: cianns control to timely re
valuated annually and dam agee any. o:i':&
estoBSMwebeixey this has tedmeeeriousdmtortiooofthe and

The Part B contract ie by its nature a senge contract. Iden’iy, tll:ﬁ primary L

= inedmmmwrinx eoul be to improve service w .
. Froceeaing and reducting ezﬁf"‘m The pe: onnance evflf&tion criteria should not inter - - -
N with the management techniguee achieve theee

ng

tiously b revipwing a PROCESS the~~'
then a pnao#’cr Contmuoue, strinseet~ vtev? of :wh dmntngc the P’rzoe-: SR

e
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changes the process itself and the end rapidly beoomes the means. The result is
mmaﬁx&:&nt, from -the pempective "both organizations, purely to satisfy stand.

ment of the program for the beneﬂt of the beneficiary runs a

ards t manage.
r second and is uently lost sight of al her. Ironi , the evaluation eri- = -~
e eeees'::&y fs’m ad'guate performance from 6 beneﬁciary‘s per-

tena do not n
Performance levels in future eontracts shouIa be set such that carriers and inter-

to use thejr diacretion and udgment to ensure efficient and cost-effective man-
agement. If it were poesiblegmeindniﬂte fixed-price contract in the sam¢ manner

in which an orgnnizetnon administers a oost contract, the government would benefit -
from incmued efficiency, economy of scale and reduction gvooet, Realistically, dam-
be assessed for clearly unsatisfactory or irresponsible performanee*

aﬁh demonstrably affects the providers and beneficiaries in the service area. High

_ inventories in ejther claims or correspondence, or numbers of cl pending-

80 daﬁeor more are examples of situations where pen ties should bé incurred.
rebid. for the Maine contract exceeds the national average cost per claim.

Can you explain this increase in your new bid? Doesn’t this seem to argue against the -
reason for competitively bid contracts, which are supposed to result in lower costs? -

- The rebid for the Maine contract is the direct result of four years of experience

& fixed-price contract m an environment that requires that primary em-

managmg
phasis be based on the of standards. In pre our bid for this contract
~ we evaluated the 1981 3ackage and the liqmda%egeslinoentxm section
‘ of the RFP with great care. Obviously, the largest portion by far of the bid price is
""in personal service costs and that level w mf rojected consist-
__--ent with the effort necessary to meet the minimum satisfactory levels set forth in
the contractor performance evaluation criteria. It must be remembered that the

"level of performance required of a fixed-price contract is significantly higher than -

-“that required of a cost oontracwr It follows that it costs more to do better. In addi-
tion, fixed-price contractors must be able to estimate the inflation factors which will
‘apply to the future life of the contract, potential volume increases, liquidated dam-

‘ages and a series of other &otential risks. Staffing, space, etc. must be adequate to -

- , ciw;r all the possibilities. Some of the specnfic reasons for the difference 'in cost in-
. clude: -
v - a, High levels of performance requirmg well tramed stable and expenenoed :
staff and supervisors. -
b. Liquidated damage avoidance, extra personnel reti:g‘ed ‘to. do dally per-

formance momtoﬂn? angorte fast reaction to deteriorating performance, cross-

training of personn supervisors to manage volume fluctuations.

uirement within.the RFP to locate within the State of Maine and thus

, be unab e:to share aﬁiﬁes, management, etc. with current operations.
- d. Requirement to have a separate data processing system, obviously increas-
M-ﬁnghcoet du& to the low volume in Maine, otherwise stated » DO opporaml
: economies
T e, Added rsonnel and gsystems monito expense due to incentive -
. ments baaedpe ‘best in na{xsg: performarxixgg l:vpeela with lnoentive me:gt

prospects v low and Bote for liquidated damages based
‘nation” performance leve tlgml groe reasonably
- 4 -Should-positive and/or ttve incentives in- compehhve oommcnng?

_ As indicated in the response fo question number 2 we beliéve negative incentives -

o should be used to ensure the program :ﬁalnat disastrous management Beneficiaries
-~ and providers shonldubr: rotgeted to degree poesible from an ‘irresponsible or

unscrupulous contractor. However, we ?ereewe no real‘ benefit to thé in

the award of incentives. 'l‘he incentlve el of perfonnanoe ia an extremely costly

. &gpmtion. ‘Furthermore, the degree of ani pect such perfo‘rmanee has on

- as & whole is minor. Very little has been gained when @ beneficiary

.recelves a reply to an inquiry in nine ratherthantenorworkloadreporteare
toutinel{l:ubmimd five before the due date. - -

- tlhy oes not- theMedicareB rogramasan:gportuni-

- “gotwinhm’ taigr:cl:'i 1'"’?@{ et hion tontly mwixﬁf:’ém

FE n a ormanoe eno genera ntive

. pagment would-be
in t iam pmgmm tcnd eo create ngniﬂcant pmbkma under a-

ediaries can benefit from their experience. Contractors should have the flexibility

ty for

“"M“m“’"" ‘ the M °° R rogiami poss & , continuing problem to the fixed-price

" con em
Mqiorlegielaﬁvoor:guh r a long and tedious proc- °
. es tn;lynit, evelug.tion. requ % ent in g ne;e‘iiation of pﬂee ad-




- cause the failure of a standard and payment of damages.
- ment that carriers develop more extentively for ans_ible worker’s compensation
to cause a failure in the days

" contract expected to yield a profit?

8

-justment and implementation of the change. Where as in our case, ﬂxe contractor - ‘.

. .- also functions as a cost-reimbursed carriei in another State, the problems are com-
_ Kgunded. ‘We are reluctant to undertake costly major implementation efforts in our

ine operation without reasonable assurance that funding will be approved. How- ‘; .

ever, the process of dpproval on a request for a price adjustment can take-as much
as nine months, Common sense dictates that the implementation -efforts for both
contracts be run in parallel to minimize cost and disruption to processing. We have,
on occasion, implemented major changes prior to approval fot those very reasons.
Delays in negotiation of other modifications have forced us to process differently in
Maine as com with Massachusetts. o - :

. _As frustra as the change request process can be, however, major or minor
changes in the p can cause much more serious problems. The Medicare B
operation is so complex and interrelated that a change in any area can have a far-

. reaching impact. pro‘g‘ram modifications must be considered not only in terms of

cost, but also in terms of the potential disruption of some kee:‘ functions which could

'or examplé, a requjre-

benefits could increase the development rate enoug
work on hand over 80 days standard.
. Moreover, with the start of this fiscal year, we are faced with a new problem in
~ this area. Cost-reimbursement contractors have been instructed to abate or reduce
certainh services in order to reduce costs. We anticipate that similar directives will
- be received during the course of this year and next. Most of the changes are ex-
-~ tremely intelligent and will have no discernible negative impact on the i)rogtam
" None of these changes are applicable to the operation in Maine. Somewhat less than
three months into the operational period of the contract, BSM is processing Massa-

chusetts claims very differently from Maine claims. The flexibility and potential for .

back-up we had anticipated from two Medicare v‘:H)erm;ions has been effectively elimi-
nated. As further changes are received it will become—increasingly difficult to
manage both contracts. ' : : T
. Based on your participation in the fixed-price experiments, what do you believe
to be the positive and negative aspects of fixed-price competitive contmcti:s?
- 'The fixed-price procurement process gives HCFA an alternative method of replac-
a contractor where is no obvious successor.

e have indicated what we feel to be the negativé aspects of fixed- rice contract-

ing in our responses to questions 1-5 above. Essentially, we believe the competitive
bi l’tproeests is not appropriate for a service contract. The cost to the program of the
perfo

rmance standards/liquidated provisions of the contract is completely.

disproportionate to the gains achieved in level of performance. The Performance
Evaluation Criteria hinders efficient, cost-effective management. :
~7. Was your first experiment financially profitable to you? Is your bid on the second

} yie ¢ - -
BSM elected to bid on the Part B contract in Maine in 1977 becausé we perceived
major change in contracting methodology were in the wind. We were anxious to
pa‘ritlg;p?at:t’ thd?&ﬁn:t fixed-price experiment. We did not expect to. make a profit
and, we not. - : - o
When the contract was rebid we felt an obligation to cipate. After almost
four years of successful administration of the program in Maine, we were reluctant
to withdraw. We had established a ‘good working relationship with the beneficiary
and provider communities, and we felt we had an obligation to continue that rela-
.tionship. Our bid reflects our best estimate of the actual operating costs for the
-period. It is not our intention to make a profit; it is our hope that we will break

It 'was a pleasure to have the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee on
~ this important matter. Should you desire any additional information, we would be

- bl%?ﬁm%o

~ JOHN LARKIN Tuéumk,
L " President.

Senator Henz, Thank you very much.
" Mr. CarpwrLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. -
"[The prepared statement of the previous panel follows:] _. -
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* STATEMENT OF JAMES BRUCE CARDWELL, ON BEHALF oF THE BLUE CRross AND BLUE

, SHIELD ASSOCIATIONS ’
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am James Bruce Cardwell, Senior

" " Vice President of the Blue Cross and Blue Shield Associations. I am accompanied by
" Ms. Sheila M. Smythe, Executive Vice President of Blue Cross and Blue Shield of

Greater New York and by Mr. John Larkin Thompson, President of Blue Shigld of
Massachusetts. Both Ms. Smythe and Mr. Thompson have had first-hand experience
_with experimental, fixed-price contracts for Medicare administration. »

We would start, Mr. Chairman, by noting the continuing involvement of Blue
Cross and Blue Shield in all aspects of the Medicare program—going back to its in-
ception in 1965. Today, of the 114 private sector Medicare carriers and intermediar-
ies, 88 are Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans. '

On the subject at hand, we would also note that, of the five eip'erimental carrier

.and intermediary contracts let so far,—four invofve Blue Cross and Blue Shield

Plans—two of which are represented here today by Ms. Smythe and Mr. Thompson."

We want the Committee to have an opportunity to hear directly from both Ms.

E;n{the and Mr. Thompson. But, with you permission, I.-would first like to offer a"
c

ground and summar{ of the Blue Cross and Blue Shield position concerning not
just competitive bidding, but improved Medicare management in general.

BACKGROUND

We will not take much of the Committee’s time in a review of the origins of this
subject, except to say that many of the questions now being addressed by this Com-
mittee have been around for a long time—going back at least to the early 1970’s.
The Medicare provisions of the Social Security Act are clear in their intent that the
private sector carry out the basi¢c processes of settling beneficiary and provider
claims, evaluating utilization review and other provider practices, and assisting
beneficiaries in the exercise of their benefit rights. With the exception of the Illinois
experimental contract, these functions have always been performed on behalf of the
Government by established health insurers—commercial carriers and Blue Cross
and Blue Shield Plans.

This arrangement has prevailed for over 15 years and, on the whole, has grodueed
a remarkably stable and well-managed ? am—one that enjoys a high egree of
- beneficiary satisfaction and confidence. In fact, citizen confidence in Medicare has
increased during a period when confidence in most institutions, particularly Govern-

ment, has declined. Mr. Chairman, we see this as the program's crowning achieve-

ment, one that should be kept in clear perspective as this Committee examines ways
in which to improve the program’s administration. "

Throughout the 1970’s, the program has maintained a steady record of increased
efficiency at the contractor level—a record of lower unit costs and improved produc-
tivity. m 1973 through 1979, after adjusting for inflation, costs have been re-
duced by 49 percent and productivity has increased almost 80 percent. Even with
inflated dollars, administrative costs of Medicare contractors have dropped by a net
of 16 percent during the same period. ~ :

None of this is to say that there is not room for further improvement in the
p 's administration or that the program should resist chanﬁ:. To the contrary,
we believe that further improvements are achieveable and that the inherently
changing nature of the benefits pro?'ram itself will always call for modifications in
the program’s administrative practices. Later in our testimony, -ve will offer our

recommendations for ways in which further improvements may be made in Medi¢

care management.- :

£

ROLE OF COMPETITION

Moving to the specific subg‘ect of this hearing, the question, of course, is: Where. .

does a marketplace competitive bidding process fit in any effort to perfect the

program’s administration? Can it make the program better? Can it make the pro-'

gram more efficient? Can it improve the quality of program services-to providers
- and beneficiaries? - : '
'In examining these questions, several important considerationsneed to be kept in

-~ mind— L
‘1. First, Medicare consisis of a complex set of relationships—between Govern-

- ment, the local community, hospitals and other institutional providers, physicians’

and other professionals, various vendors and suppliers and, finally, between alf of
these parties and the beneficiary. The carrier or intermediary pla
pivotal role in the balancing of these relationships. How well_th

is done deter-

l\;g’acritical and -
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mines both the cost and quality of the program as well as the degree to which the
program may or may not enjoy beneficiary and public confidence. It is a role, the
success of which depends on knowledge of and experience with the community and
the various ies at interest

fact, there is no guarantee that a reglacement contractor will necessarily improve
" on or even mateh the performance of the original contractor. -

" 8. Next, as we will emphasizd throughout our testimony, with every c eover,
there is a risk of disruption and dis

cannot be measured objectively in dollars and cents or unit costs. The experimen
contracts have produced some situations where these dislocations have disrupted
service and, as a result, increased costs. : ,

4. Finally, although they represent significant amounts in their own right, con-
tractor administrative expenses account for less than 2 percent of total benefit
costs—and it is a simple fact that the net margin for further administrative gavings
within that 2 percent is limited. In contrast, the margin for increaainﬁlbenefit costs
‘through miscalculations in the selection and placement of carriers or intermediaries
is relatively high—perhaps very high. : .

In the face of these factors and, if, as we say, the program is working relatively
well and shows strong signs of self-improvement, one might ask why its administra-
tive structure needs to be changed in the first place. In short, if it is not broken,
why fix it? Although it is a bit nebulous and cloudy, wé believe the answer can be
found in a rather natural and lingering %1°estion that has always been in the back-
ground of the Medicare program. The Congress initially decided that the basic
nature of Medicare, with its complex set of interrelationships, did not lend itself to
competitive, price-based selections of carriers and intermediaries. However, because
price-based competiton is the traditional method by which Government business is -
_ conducted with_the private sector, it is'only natural that the question of why Medi-

care should be among the exceptions to the rule would be raised from time-to-time.
But, during the last several years, as total program costs have risen, what had only
" been an occasional question about price-based competitive bidding has become a );‘r&
occupation, at least with the Executive Branch. We believe this preoccupation.
been driven by three assumptions: ,
1. That fixed price offers motivational incentives not found in the present cost re-
. imbursement system, incentives that will make contractors inherently more effi-
cient. Contractors will, it has been assumed, be motivated to find new and better
methods, to adopt advanced technology, to consolidate operations, to pare their over-

" head and to do a host of other things that will cut costs—without impairing quality. .

‘2. That thifpresent configuration of Medicare contractors consists of at least some
marginal performers and too many individual contractors, and that the mere proc¢-
ess of open competitions will provide a_convenient apolitical way to drop poor per-
formers and reduce the number of individual contractors. ' ,

3. That the system should be more data prooesstn%‘oriented and that competitions
would encourage non-health organizations to bring their expertise into the program.
This expertise is expected to make the claims, audit and reimbursement and benefi- -
gliary_serviee processes less labor intensive, more impersonal, and, thus, more effi-

- cient. o
: We would like to comment on o_aach of these assumptions:

' Motivational factors

. Fint{n:ve accept the assumetion that there are circumstances where price can mo-
~ tivate roved efficiency. But, we think the opportunities for improved efficiency
are marginal in most Medicare settings and that many of the present variables that
.might offset administrative coets are beyond the contractors control—unless he
‘wants_to short cut the ezuality of the reimbursement process or beneflciary service.
We that fixed price is the best way to motivate Medicare contractors. We
see the objective application of output oriented quality and performance standards—
inclu cost standards—ab a_more effective motivational force, garticularl for
non-Yro t contractors such as Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans. Such'stan
coupled with peer pressure and self image among non-profit contractors are power- .
ful motivators. They are already at work. ‘ 5

Consolidation of contracts —

On_-the matter of reducingﬂthe number of contractors, we do not argue that the

m could not be more efficient, or at least as efficient, with fewer contractors.
Nor do we argue that poor or marginal (including high cost) contractors should be
- retained. They should not, They need not.- Again, the use of objective, output meas-

—

2. There is & cost ve. benefit risk involved in any change in an intermediary or
carrier, and there is no clear-cut criterion that can measure this risk in advance. In -

ocation which, under many circumstances, ..

-

2 e e
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‘Human Services. Instead, we think such a ¢
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ures of performance can provide a clear and effective: way to identify poor perform-

~ors, The. Secretary already has clear authority to drop them when he finds them

and by perfecting the program’s performance criteria, he will have thé means by
which to exercise that authority. . A : " . N
We would like to use this opgm-tumty to go on record with the Committee to the ..
effect that the Blue Cross and Blue Shield Associations are prepared.to offer consoli-
galatgd; contracts in these States where we are currently represented by .multiple-

We balieve we can do this without undue disruptién and with improvémente in’

- efficiency, in fact, Ms. Smythe is here today representing just such a consolidation,
one that was put in plaancyét using the Secre

s present experimental authority.

This man‘ﬁ:ment consolidated under a single Blue Cross Plan for the entire Sta
of New York what had been seven separate intermedi operations, This consolida-
tion came about as a result of an unsolicited %ro made by the Part A Blue
Cross Plans in New York in collaboration with the Blue Cross Association. The con-
tract, which started in 1980, is scheduled to run until 1984. It has a fixed price with
penalties for performance shortfalls and incentives for performance gains. It in-
cludes beneficiary service components, continues the basic provider relationshipe
that had previously existed and is suggorted by those providers. Most important, be-
cause it was a cooperative venture between the original contractors and the new
central contractor and hecause it included a provider and beneficiary relations tran-
sition plan, the changeover from the old to the new has occurred without disruption
in either provider or beneficiary services and without alarm or uncertainty on the
part of the elderl{.j Because it takes advantage of higher volumes and centralized
processing technology, it has also, so far at least, resulted in lower unit costs. We
see this contract as a model alternative to larie scale, mandatory competitive bid-
dminstration—a proposal that was

gress. .
any event, Mr. Chairman, the Blue Cross and Blue Shield Associations are pre-
, at their own initiative, to offer consolidations of multiple intermediaries in

“ the same State. We believe that, approached with adequate care and planning and

with adequate arrangements for local needs, consolidations can be achieved without

" impairing program quality. ]

Improving contractor performance

Similarly, we are also grepared to work with the Government to correct demon-

strable performance problems. We believe that improved performance should be a -
permanent goal of every contractor and that poor- performance can be corrected
without undue disruption. But, again, an orderly and well-planned transition is
critical. As with pricfng, we see the development by the Government of objective,
out-put oriented performance standards as the way to identify poor performance— -

and as the justification for their contractor changes. ' ‘ :

Making carriers and intermediaries data processors -

‘Finally, conversion of the intermediary and carrier role to that of a data proces-
sor, would, in our judgment be a serious mistake, leading to higher ultimate rejm-
bursement levels and a preoccupation with form over substance. Such a concept ig-
nores the basicnature of the work to be gierformed-— e need for carriers and inter-.
mediaries to have established relationships within the community. They need to .
have knowledge about grovider and beneficiary custom and practice and effective’
methods for dealing with them. Most important, carriers and intérmediaries need to
have gained the confidence of those with whom they interact. .

The data processing model also ignores the importance of non-data processing

' 5ractices that are vital to the efficlency and effectivenees of the p. —utiliza-

on and medical review and audit and reimbursement. While advanced systems and
uniform codes and methods can contribute f ca,ntﬁto the efficiency of these
e .

- processes, the processes themselves are, neve: : erently dependent on spe-
cially trained and exmrienced professional workers. The faults inherent in the data
processing a ve, we believe, alrgady bgq;; demoristrated by the Part B ex-

018.
As with GAO, when we test the above assumptions ¢ the experience gained
to fixed-price competi-

. 8o far, we conclude that, as a general proposition, a ¢

tion, per se, will not achieve the result ex by the Department of Health and

: pacted g)trodueeepa:tl?lgh risk of disrupt- -
lnanedicare' are’s vital proceeses without compensa 3 gains in cost. -
--In our.view, other alternatives for change should be sou&ht In examining such --
alternatives, we recommend that first priority be given to the maintenance of pro-

~gram stability—the smooth and efficient interaction between Government, the pro-
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viders of care and the bensficiary. We believe every contemplated change ﬁm admin-
t‘i?trative design, policy and practice should be tested for its effect on these objec-
ves. co ‘ o L
| EFFECTIVENESS OF EXPERIMENTAL CONTRACTS
~ We have already spoken aboyt the Blue Cross organizations initiated experimen-
_tal Part A Medicare contract for the entire State of New York. Unlike the market-
place competitions, this contract was negotiated with the Government follo

an
unsolicited proposal made in 1979 by the seven New York Blue Cross Plans, As indi-
cated, we see this as a model for future contract consolidations. Its approach offers a

~-significant opportunity for improved efficiency, including net cost uction, without

serious risk of disruption or dislocation. ‘ .
Insofar as the marketplace competitions are concerned, three Part B and one Part
A competitions have been carried out to date, with Blue Cross and/or Blie Shield
Flﬁns idding on all four and winning the competition in three out of the four, as
OollQW8— . . .
Blue Shield of Massachusetts, Inc. (BSM) was the successful bidder in 1977 for the
role of Part B Medicare carrier for the entire State of Maine, replacing a single
: state-wide commercial carrier who voluntarily withdrew from the program. The ex-
o gerimental contract expired in 1980 and BSM was awarded a successor contract in
R une of this year. The successor contract was awarded as a result of a second experi-
mental competition. , : , ' ‘ C
Blue Shield of Western New York (BSWNY) was the successful bidder in 1978 for
. the role of carrier for Upstate New York (47 counties). The contract took effect in
1979 and expires in 1982. This contract replaced three separate contracts, two of
- which were held by Blue Shield Plans and one of which was held by a commercial
carrier. BSWNY was one of the two original Blue Shield contractors. -
- Blue Cross of Missouri (BCM) was the successful bidder in 1979 for the role of
Part A Medicare intermediary for the entire State of Missouri. This contract i8 just
now getting underway and expires in 1984. — ' N
, B&g‘; Ont(iaxperienoe with these three experimental contracts, we offer the follow-
observations: - ' :
mfn all three cases, the Blue Cross and Blue Shield bidders weighed various consid- -
- erations in the design of their bids, including their capacity to fulfill performance
| requirements, their capacity to manage a smooth transition, the potential impact on
.- their public image and, finally, unit cost. : ‘
- On‘the matter of Yrioe, it should be borne in_mind that these are non-profit bid-
_ders. They were not loo for profit. They were motivated more by their own role
o 6 as a participant in the program and with consideration for an opportunity to
exm their own experience. - : ' .
R e the quoted unit price was lower than that which prevailed prior to the com-
E;tition, the quoted price was calculated to win the competition—to a point. A price
e was drawn at the point where a lower bid implied serious risk of failing the
contract’s performance requirements or incurring tensions with the community.
We are not giving awag any trade secrets when we say that in the case ¢f BSM -
and BSWNY, neither bidder has experienced a profit. In fact, in both cases the con-
tractors actually sustained net losses in cost centers assigned to the contracts. ‘
In the case of Upstate New York, the transfor of the old contracts to BSWNY
produced significant transitional difficulty for the beneﬁciarg Po ulation, for provid-
ers and for the contractor. There was significant adverse publ ci& and only tﬁm h
an extraordinary effort by BCWNY. over a period of almost a year (including the
expenditure of large sums not calculated in the contract price) has the service area
- been restored to normal. ) _ :
- By and lm,nthese same adverse transitional experiences did not occur in the
case of the e changeo\'rer. But, this is only because the contractor, Blue Shield
of Massachusetts, and the New England Regional Office of HCFA had an opportuni-
ty to continue many of the systems and methods of the previous carrier, including
adopting some of the previous carrier’s medical procedure coding. This was possible
for the contractor because the contract represented a fresh start within the State
alx:d Bgs,M was not bound by the reimbureement practices of its home state, Massa-
g and BSM have concluded that abrupt, arms-length changeovers of

Both BCWNY
the kind fostered b
Sy, 1t Bosomee 8 matter of degree, This conclsion 1 aiso shaced by the Blus
‘ comes 8 matter . ¢on on : the Blue
wamd Blue Shield Associations on behalf o?oqlf] of our member Plans. y Y

marketplace competitions imply serious disruptions anddislo- S
circumstan



- source of the change.
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THE HHS APPROACH TO FIXED PRICE. - - .

These two Plans and the' Associations are also concerned about the way the D
partment of Health and Human Services (HHS) approaches the concept of fixe

price in actual practice. What has evolved, whether t rquggal']x negotiated contracts ¢ '

_ experimental competitions, is a one-sided fixed price, imbalanced in favor. of HH!

In short, HHS expects the contractor to accept many changes in the scopé and cha '

acter of the work to be performed and changes in the &erformanq'e .standards use
to measure penalties—without adjusting the price. At the same time, HHS expeci
the contractor to fulfill all terms of the contract, at the original price. The fact :
that, éxcept for extraordinary cl;:ges rresulting from modifications of law or regul:
tion, does not seem prep to adjust the price.- Anothér extreme may t
found in the fact that the Western New York RFP and‘the latest Maine RFP bot
stipulated the right of the Government to modify performance ‘criteria ‘durln%ﬁ;
contract period—without necessarily changing the contract price. This “all for
attitude” will not, in our’judgement produce successful fixed-price contracts ove
the long run. As GAO oFines their report, such an approach invites respondent
- to cover their bets by:either hedging the price or by lowering the quality of thei

product. This risks higher ultimate cost for the Government, both in administrativ

expenses and the cost of beneficiary care.
| " PIXED PRICE VERSUS COST REIMBURSEMENT

. The'ﬁl,ue Crogs and Blue Shield associations fgenerallf{ aocelrt the concept 6f fiie;
pricing for Medicare contracts—providing sufficient flexibi

changes in the substantive aspects of the program or in output requirements.

_The opportunities for price adjustments must be equally applicable to both lsen .

ties. If the Government changes its requirements midstream, then so shou

or she should suffer the consequences.

change the price, Similarly, if the contractor falls short of contract requirements, h
In our opinion, the best general approach to fixed price in these ¢ircumstance -

would be a price gau]gled to units of output—workload—with clearly defined ’out%tin
measures built into the contract’s terms and conditions. The reason we suggest t
general approach is' not that we see inherent advantages in the fixed price approacl

: ty is included in' th .
contract terms to recognize changes in workload and to recognize Federally initiate - -

com to cost-reimbursement. Instead; we take this position at this time us,

we- see the cost-reimbursement s»rinciple as having been steadily compromised b;
the Government's application of it to Medicare. As a result, we believe the time ha
come for a reevaluation of the pricing mechanism used in Medicare contracts. .

For a number of years, the contracts have, for all practical purposes, evolvex
toward what is now a modified, fixed-price contract. Evolution has occured as 1,
result of the Government’s use of bottom-line, absolute l:;%fets. coupled: with re
quirements for preclearance of any budget changes, reg

In terms of its effect on the cost of administration and the prerogatives of th

o contractor, this ment i8 now equivalent to a fixed price—but with none of th

. flexibility normally associated with fixed price. At this stage of the relationship be
-tween the parties, any assumption that the present contracts bind the Governmen

"~ to for whatever.the contractor does is incorrect. . :

We are not yet prepared to sugeat where performance incentives and penaltie
fit into a proper pricing method, but we do believe they need to be explored. The:
haye, of course, been included in the ex?:rimental coptracts, but their influence 0
. the cost and quality of those contracts is not clear. If they are made a permanen

rt of all contracts, they must be designed in a way that permits flexible and.equa

reatment of the parties. , o

In sumary, it is our position that a change in the pricing mechanism, whether i1

the form o fixed price or another formula, is now needed to address the imbalanc_.
that exists in favor of the Government. - R

THE NOMINATION PROCESS

. "l‘hla has been a fundamental part of the Medicare Part A intermediary arrange
. ment from the beginning of the program. One of the implications of large scale com
titive biddll)ng has been its inherent influence. with tﬁe nomination of a given in

eaed
oa
P

rs in contractors due

. leas of how the change is brought about. . -

ess .of the nature o .

i

rmiediary by one or more hospitals or other institutions. The ‘bidding gorooee |
. woy lermine tmed] lnsteaC'hdn&%ove ,
ln”' ormance and eonsolidatim interfere with the nomination procees, reggor% i



" .. unique knowle and ‘experience about the requirements of thé program, the ¢har- |
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Our position is that, although we do not believe it should oven"ide the :selection’

. out of poor performers, the provider nomination process continues to have an imgfarg- '

“tant role to play in the selection of qualified intermediaries. The provider.

acter of the medical community, and most important what constitutes good interme-
diary practice. This valuable insite should not be ignored. Thus, we believe all pro-

~ viders must be consulted and their cooperation sought before a changeover is made, -
‘We see this as an important of any changeover transition plan. If managed

well; it can help avoid dislocations and tension with ‘providers, beneficiaries and the

~.community at large. We cannot stress too strongly the importance of this aspect of

“..Medicare administration,

-
, >~ B

" ig that the:comb

'

. " Our experierice with the negotiated New York Statéconsolidation and with simi-

lar consolidations in' Ténnessee and West Virginia have demonstrated what can
aloEg rathor than faoed with o talt ey i e o here providers are con-
julted rather than faced a accompli. e former case, transitions are
-manafeable. In the latter they can be traumatic. We strongly recommend the con-

.sultative approach. . 7 ) L
- . MERGERS—PART A AND PARTB . S
" This subject has been raised from time-to-time by both HHS and the GAO. As.
with other ass\;m&tiona about contractor consolidations, the assumption in this case
nbind&d administration of Part A and B at the carrier and interme-
diary level ﬁviéleé:roduce;economies of scale and opportunities for the greater applica-
tion of advanced data processing technol(pﬁy. A principal feature of this idea 1s that
combined data bases for Parts A and B will result and that this will improve record-

C ‘ke%)ing and reimbursement and: medical review at the local level. ‘ :

6 are not certain that these anticipated advantages can be realized through

- such mergers. First, there is the fact that the two aspects of the program function

differently relative to the Eroviders of care. Hospitals and institutions are organized
and behave one way and physicians and other individual providers another, .. -
Next, we call the Committee’s attention to the fact that across the Medjcare
structure, of:rational ATand B claims processing and related systems capable of pro-
ducing .the integrated processes that are sought have not been -g:arfected.,,lt would
take both time and considerable money to produce and install such systems, particu- ‘
larly on such a large scale. We estimate that design of such systems alone will cost
tens of milliona-of dollars. And the cost of installation at multiple sites would be
even greater. More important, there is no way- of knowing whether this speciai
effort and expense will result in a significant improvement in overall efficiency. .
Also, as with other consolidations, there is always the need to take cost of the
changeover and its implications for disruption into account. ‘
Finally, we note that, within the glresent configuration of carriers and interme-
diaries, thére are a number of combined A and B contractors—longstanding situa-
-tions where a single contractor operates both Medicare A and B on behanLg of the
Goverment. It must be noted that while many of these arrangements have involved

~ central management of Parts A and B, none of them has produced the kinds of inte-

S fe?iwfl process of the kinds that are sometimes talked about in discussion of the sub-

= terest of both sides of the relationship and offer the

© L. credited for havinf recogn
.. - this far.’But, despite the
ot 'criﬂcize}:ineir'greupt g::;m

- out that they have been a part of all .
“would algo point out that their development has occurred as a cooperative venture

n other words, expérience has shown that the fundamental differences in the -

“two Parts of the program require separate support systems,
.7 " IMPORTANCE OF PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND CRITERIA

_Throughout the presentation, we have pointed to the importance of objective per-
- formance standards and criteria in the management of Medicare and in the des
of an effective and equitable relationship between the Government and the Medi.
care carriers and intermediaries. In fact, we believe their future refinement and use
is vital to the future success of the program. They are abeolutely critical to any sig-
nificant improvements in Medicare administration. Tha{ can serve the mutual in-
' » Government a practical and
workable means bf which to measure comparative efficiency and performance—and
by which to objectively make contractor changes. - = N

- Lest we imply that such atandardsl and criteria are not ?et, in’use, we would point ~ -
a of all 0

‘Medicare contracts for the past two years. We
between the Government and the Medicare contractors. The Government should be

that have been made we ‘are constrajined

ized their value and for haviﬁf‘ taken their development ~ |
ic design and the way.in‘whi.ch‘th‘e}y have thus far-been = *




applied to practical situations. Our criticism, shared by all Medicare contractors, is
- that the present standards and criteria are not sufficiently oriented toward objective . -
' output measures, and are too numerous and detailed. These shortfalls make them'

less effective than they might otherwise be—than they should be. , K
More significant is the fact that,in their present form, they are centered too much

on internal operating processes of thé contractor and the way work is organized at

the contractor level. This focus on how the contractor goes about his or her work

discourages contractors from their own initiative and from applying their own
" business success and acumen to Medicare. This :gproach also obscures and confuses .
the outprt ml;o:;ures that are currently included in the overall performance mea- -

surement package. - R , .
Despite aese criticisms, we continue to-believe in the essential yalue of perform-~ ©

ance standards and believe that they can be perfected to significant advantage for =~ = =

both the Government and the contractors. L , . "
' SUMMARY :
- _The Blue Cross and Blue Shield Associations agree with the conclusions of the -

GAO to the effect that experiencé with experimental price-based contracting does .

) thxi):d(ilemonstrate “that competitive fixed-price contracting will work successfully in -
B care.” a ‘ -

We go further and say that rigid market-oriented contracting is simply not in the
best interest of the program. The fact that the concept would apply to only 2 pér
cent of the program’s total cost and puts the remaining 98 per cent at risk is, in our
opinion, a powerful argument against a wholesale changeover in the way Medicare
administration is structured. . - L _ -

But, at the same time; we accept the position of the Department of Health and
Human Services that administrative imdprovements are in order, particularly in the

. case of marginal or poor performers and in the case of multiple contractors in given

States—providing these two problems are approached with adequate planning and
provision for transition from one contracting arrangement to another. - ‘

We do not believe consolidations beyond a State basis 'arée in order at this time
because of the magnitude of change required to put them in place. We do not see
any. cost-benefit gain from such changes as justﬁ'ying the disruptions that would
follow. Nor do we see an adequate capacity on the part of the Government to
manage such large changeovers without serious risk to the program’s ongoing oper-

'~ - ations."But, a8 noted, we do see circumstances where' intra-state consolidations are
manageable and offer somé opportunities for img‘roved e ciengr. b ‘
- We do not see the system as being ready for integration of Part A and Part B at

" the carrier and intermediary level. At the most, the concept should be considered at
this time only on an experimental basis. : e , 4

. On the matter of the nomination process for Part A, we recommend its-continu-
. ation. Thus in instances wheré performaice di¢tates a change in a contractor, pro-

" viders should be given ‘the opportunity to nominate that substitute best able to
maintain strong operational relationships. We see provider cooperation as being_im-
portant to both the long term %ality and cost of the program. :

. The Associations believe that, administrated even-handedly and monitored
through meaningful performance standards, the concept of cost reimbursement con-
tinues to be the most a%%?priate‘ ::proac to this kind of activity. However, we
believe the principle has'been erroded significantly through recent practice and that
the time is ripe for the principle to be restored or for alternatives to be considered.

At this stage, we believe the number one priority of both the Government and the
contractors should be the perfection ¢ { practical, output oriented performance stand-
ards. More than any other action that could be taken at this time, this one can con-

‘tribute the most to an efficient, effective, mutually acceptable contracting relation-

.ship between the Government and its carriers and intermediaries. : ‘

I would close, Mr. Chairman, by emphasizing one point—our conclusion that
Eﬁedlcare administration i illeuited for a gﬂqe-dominated marketplace strategy
hould not be taken as an indication that Blue Croes and Blue Shield wishes to

,_othlvn% could be further from the truth. In our private businees,

in' the market

-

‘avoid competition,

© L We Bl every day ,
i thg success of that mission can only be realized through success in the marketplace.

- .-Similarly, where competitions have been held in Medicare—the experimental
oom&titions—-,-we have been the winners in three out of four cases. We think we can ,
continue to win if this becomes permanent publimlicy. o . ' R
. Thank you for the oppo: unit{ to_testify on important subject:. We are pre<” . .
- pared to try to answer any.questions that you might have. C T R

— .

lace, While community service is our mission, - =



R

" agencies; free speakers; educational materials; and perhaps most importantly, bene-
aﬁi\ry:aide volunteers who work directly with bene ciariz tohe,lp'tggm ﬁleycla,ims,
. answer questions and explain-their rights, -~ -~ - . -7 T o EN
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Senator HEINz. Our next witness is Lester Alberthal, president of
Electronic Data Systems Federal Corp. |

Mr. ALBERTHAL. Mr. Chairman, we have approximately a 13- or
14-minute statement. In the:interest of time, if we could have that

Senator Heinz. Without objection, the entire stdatement,

Mr. ALBERTHAL. The entire statement? s ‘

Sex:‘lator Heinz. The entire statement will be made a part of the
record. L ‘ : ~

Mr. ALBERTHAL: And you would like me to summarize?

Senator HeiNz. Go ahead and abbreviate it. ,

Mr. ALBERTHAL. Thank you. -

[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF Lester M, ALBERTHAL, JR., PRESIDENT OF E.D.S. FEDERAL CORP.
My name is Lester M. Alberthal, and I am President of EDS Federal Corporation.

- For the past 15 years, our company has served as a data processing subcontractor

for twelve Medicare carriers. Two of our subcontracts are part of competitive bid-
ding experiments in Maine and New York. We also serve as the Medicare carrier in

Tlinois under an experimental contract. We have learned a great deal which should

be of value to this Subcommittee as it considers competitive contracting for the ad-

ministration of Medicare claims. ‘ - '
Virtually every authoritg' that has examined the current claims contracting proc-

ess has concluded that it should be replaced with a mechanism that will infuse com-

- petition into the contractor selection process. This recommendation was made by

the Perkins Committee in 1974, the Rubel Report in 1978, the President’'s Manage-
ment Improvement Council in 1980, the Senate Governmental Affairs’ Permanent

tition. - .
' As you know, Medicare law currently requires HCFA to award carrier contracts
only to health insurance companies and to reimburse these companies for, the costs
of claims processing. The contracts between HCFA and these carriers are exempt

: /; TR

"filed in the record we would be happy to.summarize, or we can do-
the entire thing. B | "

. Subcommittee on Investigations in 1981 and by each of the last four Administra-
‘tions. We, at EDSF, b: on our experience, agree with these proponents of compe-

from the normal competitive biddin uirements of federal procurement, and are

routinely and automatically renewed. Historically, they have been subject to mini-

mal performance evaluation. “Cost-reimbursement” of carriers, coupled with the

:_ergtditioaglabsence of any serious performance evaluation, has led to a far from per-
system. : :

Conventional, cost-reimbursed carriers have repeatedly been criticized for ineffi-
ciency, unresponsiveness; and lack of uniformity in policy and procedure. As an ex-
ample, although- HCFA has for some time required that-carriers have tape-to-tape
ca‘s:abilit* carriers have been slow to offer this claims processing option. EDSF was
able to offer tape-to-tape claims processing very early in the Illinois contract.

We db not suggest that all carriers are failing to carry out their responsibilities.
Many are performiag well. However, under the current system, they are not ac-
countable enough for their performance and.their costs. They bear no risk. Rather,

the government carries it all. This fact has contributed to the h in the cost to

the government of claims processing to a staggering $700 million annyally. If this
trenﬁ continues uncheckedpwg'bell?egvé that‘theserig‘sta will swell by mw {o $2 bil-
lion annually. (See exhibit by o ‘ ' '

~ - " Substantial coet savings can be achieved by transferring some of the risk from the

government to claims processors. Contractors which are at risk will -_hg}na‘ their .

;,akilla, cut tl;e fat and red ), and operate at peak efficiency.

tape Ccy.

‘We have heard that competitive bid results in a reduction’ of services to
beneficiaries p}?micians and suppliers. s experience in Illinois demonstrates
that a high level of services can go hand in hand with oomr:tit!ve‘. bidding. In 1li-
nois, we provide a multiplicity of services to beneficiaries inclu se for

" senior citizens groups and clubs; training workshops for the staffs o »”éen'_io,r citizens
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- Wé also provide services to physicians and suppliers including: regular meetings
with professional societies-and groups; workshops; on-site visitl:gy field representa-
tives; and prompt response to questions. - . ) . :

Thus, although costs have declined in Illinois, services have not. As any student of
the competitive marketplace knows, competition occurs both in'price and in service.
'EDSF belleves that services will be enhanced through the infusion of competition *
into the claims processing selection process. ) Lo o

In addition to dispelling the notion that competitive approaches to contractor se-

— Jection will reduce service, the EDSF experience in Illinois, as well as the experi-

, ments conducted to date in New york and Maine,.has provided us with other in-

' ‘ siights about the benefits and difficulties that flow from competitive selection tech-
niques. In a nutshell, the results of these experiments are clear: competitive bidding
in Medicare claime contracting works. By the two quintessential criteria—carrier .
performance in claims processing and cost savings to Medicare—-these experiments -
must be judged a success. o

First, in each of the three states, the experimental carriers are now ﬁrforming
their claims processingvfunctions quite acceé»tabl . Their scores under Medicare's
Carrier Performance Evaluation Program (CPEP) are encouraging. Under CPEP,
each carrier is evaluated in accordance with performance standards in three areas—
cost, timeliness and %’uality. In two out of these thrée areas, timeliness and quality,
the Maine and New York experimental carriers score amoni1 the top fifty percent of

carriers. Even my own com‘ﬁany, which got off to a rough start under its experi-

mental contract;-is in the middle ranges among carriers in terms of timeliness and

- quality. HCFA has not ranked the three experimental carriers in terms of its third

major performance criterion, unit cost of claims processing. If it did, all three of the

experimental carriers would rank within the top ten among the total group of 556

_carriers. The average unit cost per claim for experimental contractors was ﬁ.«ﬂ in

“fiscal year 1980 compared to a national average of li2.68 for all cost contractors. In

short, the experimental carriers compare very well with conventional carriers in
terms of the government’s own performance standards. :

Second, the experimental carriers have shown that competitive contracting saves
Medicare dollars. I am not privy to the latest cost information from Maine and New.
York, but in a draft version of the forthcoming GAO report, which was made availa-
ble to us last summer, these two projects were credited with saving the program
$341,400 and $10.8 million respectively. I can speak with some confidence on the
‘amount of money which the EDSF experimental contract in Illinois has saved Medi- - <
care. To date, the savings have amounted to $10 million in administrative costs. By S
the end of our contract, those sa will rise at least another $10 million to a total - -

- of $20 to $30 million, (See Exhibit II)) : - : o
086 administrative cost savings are clear. They are based on the contract price,
and they are a matter of record. Are there othur costs to Medicare for which we are——— -
responsible and which must be offset against these obvious administrative cost sav- :
ings? We think not. We are aware of two suggestions of additional program costs -
resulting from the Illinois contract, but neither suggestion stands up under close in=" -
spection. First, it has been charged that EDSF has somehow “cost’” HCFA the sala- -
ies and overhead of the HCFA and other HHS personnel who have been ‘assigned -
. to monitor the Illinois project. Yet these “costs” are precisely what one would

=... expect as of a large-gcale experiment of this nature. These are costs which are

X -attributable to the scope of the mandate to HCFA to conduct experiments with com-
petitive claims contracting, and not to the competitive claims contractor itself.

It has also been charged that EDSF is responsible for some $256 million in
unrecovered: overpayments to physicians and beneficiaries in Illinols. charge
originated in last summer’s draft GAO report. A detailed rebuttal of this claim is

~ beyond the:scope of ray oral testimony today.-I will only say that it is based upon a
-.sampling method that is unsound and that' GAO’s conclusion is therefore specula- -
tive and unsupported. For further rebuttal of this claim, I refer the Committee -
O members and their staffs to the relevant portions of our written submission, which :
;7 wewill be within the next few weeks. -~ . N S
© _-Overall, our benefits payments under the experimental contract in Illinois have
- been consistent with the pattern established by the previous carriers. For examgle,
cal 1978 was the last full year of operation for the prior carriers in [llinois. For
- that fiscal year, these f;:e.rriem'ex rienced an increase of 28.9 percent in Medicare
benefit payments per Part B enrollee. For the next three fiscal years, during which =~ .
. EDSFproee!adc ims in Illinois, the corresponding average annual increaser;; s
= gptoles was 242 peroont (Soe Exhibi rotsceecr doplts th Tk et siaout
.- - almost exactly the game as that of our p or; des e fact that d our . .
- periodof opergtionﬁge general CPI and medical cgre?c@mpqqent of theucrﬁqboth e

J
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- dollars are saved when contracts are awarded eompe&glvely. Increased use of com-
' petitive contracting will provide HCFA an invaluable tool inasam that the
. clainis proceesing function is handled as efficiently and effectively as le.
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Increased faster than during our predecessor’s last year. As there has been no great

~ bulge in the rate of growth in our benefit payments, we must ask where these mas-

sive “overpayments” are hiding.

Some disruption in claims processing and payment delivery has occurred with
each of the experimental contracts as the changeover to the new contractor was
made. The amount and duration of the disruption has ranged from minimal in
Maine, to serious in Illinois. I think we would all subscribe to the same goal: to hold
any disruption of payments and beneficiary services to an absolute minimum. From
our dﬁeﬂenw in ois, we have identified many of the causes of these transition-
al culties, and we have developed recommendations, which if implemented,
would control and even eliminate many of the froblems we have experienced there.

Our major conclusion is that there is a limit to the change which can be com-
pressed into the trgnsition period. In Maine, only the manner of contractor selection
and the manner of contractor reimbursement was changed. Accordingly, disruption
was limited and short-lived.

In New York, greater changes were tested. The contractor was replaced, geo-

graphic areas were consolidated, and difforent medical procedure systems

were imposed. Correspondingly, in New York, several additional months were re-
quired for the carrier to overcome its trangitional problems and to reach acceptable
performance levels. -

In the Illinois exieriment, HCFA tested sweeping changes. There was a new con-
tractor, a new method of paying that contractor, a new procedure coding system.
Two incompatible procedure coding systems were converted to a new single
statewide system that was unknown to providers in the state. Also, a new set of

. physician profiles was adopted. Two previous carrier areas were consolidated into

one single area for the entirety-of a large and populous state. A toll-free telephone
service was provided to Medicare beneficiaries for the first time. In -addition to these

roblems, we suffered from the self-inflicted burden of an abysmally poor choice of
ocation for our carrier operations. As a result of our poor site choice, we encoun-
tered extreme difficulty in recruiting and retaining personnel and were forced to
ﬁmﬁ;e i: substantial portion of our claims processing to two additional sites within

ois. .

Since our rough start, however, we have improved steadily. We have learned that
even uniquely difficult transitional problems can be overcome. We have also learned
that many of the disruptions we experienced can be anticipated and prevented in

- the future. Therefore, we offer the fo lomngfg:r recommendations:

First, the responsibility for processing ¢ should be transferred from the old
contractor to the new one based on the date the health service is performed. This
would allow the prior contractor to complete the processing of these claims which
are already in the pipeline. It would prevent the priér contractor from passing de-
layed claims onto the new contractor.

Second, changes in medical procedure coding systems should be deferred for sever-
al months after the change-over to allow the new contractor’s operations to stabi-

-- lize, This brief deferral would allow the new contractor a period of time to educate

both the providers and its own employees regdardmg the new system,

Third, novel and untested features in the Medicare program, such as toll-free tele-
phone lines, should not be implemented until the transition period is over. Once the
new contractor’s operations are stabilized, its management will be able to devote
full attention to implementing these new features efficiently and effectively.

Fourth, to make these contracts attractive to potential claims processors, the con-

. tracts should be awarded on the basis of a fixed rate per claim, rather than a fixed

price for the total contract. We believe that the fixed-rate formula will make the
risks of these contracts more reasonable, and will attract more competitors. ‘
In conclusion, we should not forget the p of these three experiments: HCFA

"has sought to identify the problems which might arise in competitive bidding, to de-
termine whether those %ro ylems can be solved, and to assees ev?tether thgil%sn.g-urm

benefits of competitive bidding outweigh any short-term disruptions. This p

" has been fulfilled. The problems have been solved, or are on the way to be "ioi]ved.v
" The long-term benefits outweigh the short-term difficulties. ‘I‘hz:.vwe beiﬁgvo that. -

competitive bidding for selecting Medicare claims processors should be significantly.
e;pap:ged. The emriments ggducted thus far ixf "Maine, New York, and Illinois
" Hdve established that ¢laims proceesing functions are performed and ve

© —
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RXHIBIT I: PROJECTED GROWTH IN MEDICARE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

Medicare administrative costs are projected to rise du the 1980's fi
rent level of $700 million annuallypto almost $2 billg:gannually ab;o i%s%’.%cﬁﬁ
wth will result from the interplay of four factors: growth in the beneficiary popu-
tion, increase in the utilization of medical care, the general rate of inflation, and

offsetting productivity gains by Medicare claims processors. The effect of these four
factors Blustratad graphically in the chart below and is explained in the text fol-
lowing.
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Source: HCFA and SSA Data

During the 1980's, there will be an increase in the number of persons eligible to
receive Medicare benefits, and in the number of persons who actually receive Medi-
care benefits. This growth in the beneficiary population, which itself is largely the
ﬁoult of an aging Soipulation, will place an additional administrative burden on the

edicare system. Using HCFA historical data, EDSF projects that the growth in the
beneficiary population during the 1980’s will increase the base level administrative
cost for the program by $171 million. Administrative costs will also be increased by
growth in the utilization of medical care, as patients require more numerous and
more complex treatments and procedures. Growth in the level of utilization, some-
times called “intensity,” is an historically established phenomenon. Within the
Medicare framework, one measure of utilization is the number of claims submitted
per beneficiary per year. Using this definition together with historical data, EDSF
proiects that the growth in utilization by Medicare beneficiaries during the 1980’s
will be responsible for an increase of million in the base level administrative
costs of the program. Taken mether. the l5:~owth in beneficiary population and the

wth in utilization of care will increase Medicare administrative costs from a base
evel of $700 million to $1.479 billion by 1990.

The impact of inflation and productivity afains on Medicare administrative costs
during the 1980’s is problematic. The general rate of inflation will drive up the costs
which are experienced by claims processors. On the other hand, as claims processors
become increasingly expert at their task, and as they acquire time-saving technol-
ogy, their productivity will increase and the unit coet of claims processing will be
lowered. Neither the general rate of inflation, nor the rate of productivity gains in
claims p ing, can be projected with certainty for the balance of the 1980’s.
EDSF believes that, in the best case, productivity gains will completely offset the
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results of inflation. In this best-case scenario, with inflation and productivity cancel-
ling each other, Medicare administrative costs at the end of the decade would rise

" no higher than the 1981 base level of $700 million, plus the amounts attributable to
subsequent increases in beneficiary population and jn utilization (i.e., a total of
$1.479 billion). In contrast, a worst-case scenario would see inflation far outdistance
Productivity gains and drive total administrative costs for the program to $2.898 bil--
ion. Using historical trends and the best information at its disposal, EDSF believes
that the impact of the general rate of inflation on Medicare administrative costs
through the 1980’s will be substantially offset by productivity gains. EDSF projects
that inflation (less productivity gains) will be responsible for a modest additional in-
crease in Medicare administrative costs of $4056 million. As a result, EDSF projects
actual growth in administrative costs to a level of $1.884 billion by 1990.

EXHIBIT 1I: ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS SAVINGS FOR HCFA UNDER THE ILLINOIS.PROJECT

EDSF projects an administrative cost savings for HCFA of $27.2 million over the
life of the Illinois experimental contract. These savings are measured by the differ-
ence between what HCFA will pay EDSF under this contract and what HCFA
would have had to pay EDSF’s two predecessors, Illinois Blue Shield and Continen-
tal Casualty Insurance Company, had the{)sretained their carrier contracts. The
gablevibelow sets out the data upon which EDSF bases its projection of $27.2 million
in savings. ;

[in thousands of doflars}

Fiscal years—
1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

Amounts actually paid (or to be paid) to EDSF under the lliinols

contract:
A-1: Annual .~ 6,210 6688 835 9,614 10868
A-2: Cumulative 6210 12958 21314 30928 41796
Amounts which would have been paid to Chicago Blue Shield and
Continental Casualty:
B-1: Annual 1141 14797 15760 17,637 19671
B-2: Cumulative 1141 15938 31,698 49335 69,006
Cumulative savings to program ) . (5128) 2980 10384 18407 27,210

The amounts which HCFA has paid to EDSF, or which will be paid to EDSF,
under the Illinois experimental contract are reflected in columns A-1 and A-2 in
the table. These amounts are derived from the schedule agreed upon by EDSF and
HCFA as part of the contract.

The amounts which would have been paid to Illinois Blue Shield and Continental
Casualty durin%the fiscal years covered by the EDSF contract are shown in col-
umns B-1 and B-2 of the table. These numbers are derived by a two-step process:
first, determination of what the unit cost per claim processed would have been in
Illinois had Illinois Blue Shield and Continental Casualty continued to function as
the Medicare Part B carriers for the years covered. by the EDSF contract; second,
multiplication of these unit costs by the actual or grojected volume of Medicare Part
B claims in Illinois during the years of the EDSF contract. The first step, calcula-

“tion of the unit costs of the predecessor carriers, is complicated by the fact that
these carriers, like other carriers in the Medicare program, experienced productivity
gains and lowered unit costs during the 1970’s. The starting point for this calcula-
tion is the predecessor carriers’ unit cost per claim for the last full year during
which they had claims prooessiﬁ responsibility. That base figure was $3.26 per
claim for 1978. If it is assumed that, for the period FY 1979-1983, these carriers
would have continued to improve their productivity at the pre-1979 rate, then their
unit processing costs for the years 1979-1983 would have been reduced to the follow-
ing levels: FY 1979-$3.183; 1980-%3.04; FY 1981-$2.92; FY 1982-$2.82; FY 1983-
$2.72. Using these unit cost figures, the second step in calculating the amount which
HCFA would have paid Illinois Blue Shield and Continental Casualty is relativel
straightforward. These unit cost levels, when multiplied by the claims volume in I{
linois during the EDSF years, yield the amounts shown in columns B-1 and B-2 of
the table. As the table shows, the cumulative administrative cost savings to HCFA
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under the Illinois experimental contract were $10.4 million through the end of FY
1981, and will reach $27.2 million by the end of the contract. ‘

EXHIBIT 1I1: RATES OF GROWTH IN BENEFITS PAYMENTS UNDER ILLINOIS CONTRACT

The rates of growth in benefit gayments under the Illinois experimental contract
are consistent with the corresponding rates of growth du the last full year when
EDSF's predecessors, Illinois Blue Shield and Continental ualty, acted as carri-
ers. The predecessors’ last full f-ear was 1977-78. EDSF's years are 1978-79 (in part)
and 1979-80 and 1980-81 (in full).

The consistency in the rate of growth in benefit payment between EDSF and its
gre%éceasors is shown in three ditferent measures: benefit dollars paid per enrollee;

nefit dollars paid per beneficiary; and total benefits 1paicl. .

1. Benefit dollars paid per enrollee.—During FY 1977, EDSF’s predecessors paid
$1384.91 per enrollee (i.e., per individual enrolled in the Medicare Supplementary
Medical Insurance Program [Part B). For FY 1978, the corresponding figure was
$167.11, leaving the l!~)Y:'ede<:esmr carriers with a rate of increase of 23.9 pe
tween FY 1977 and 1978. Starting with the FY 1978 level of $167.11, the benefit
dollars, ga.lqrﬁer enrollee have risen during the EDSF years in Illinois to $301.27 for
FYD 19 Ilfl' is works out to an annual increase rate of 24.3 percent during EDSF’s
years in lllinois.

2. Benefit dollars paid per beneficiary.—In the rate of growth in annual ents
Eer benetf':ciary (i.efa per enrollefc who receives health benefits during t| ey!;',ear),

DSF again compares favorably with its predescessors. Durlg’? FY 1971, the pay-
ments per beneficiary in Illinois were $256.91, while for FY 1978 the corresponding
figure was $312.71. As a result, the predecessor carriers experienced a 21.72 percent
increase in arments per beneficiary between these two years. Starting from a base

int of $312.71 I’g‘erbenei‘nciary in 1978, these payments have risen to $508.47
or FY 1981 during the liy'sears of the EDSF contract. The annual rate of increase
durir* EDSF’s years works out to 19.61 percent.

3. Total beneﬁé:voaid. EDSF’s predecessors paid out $169,680,000 in total Part B
benefits duri 1971. For 1978, they paid out $213,164,000, yielding a 25.7
percent rate of increase between these two years. Durin ﬁDSﬁ"s—yegrs in Illinois,
there has been an increase in total benefits paid from $218,164,000 in FY 1978 to
$404,076,000 in FY 1981. This %rowth in benefits paid reflects an average annual
increase of 26.4 percent during the EDSF years.

Thus, in each of these measures, payments per enrollee, payments per beneficiary
and total benefits paid, the annual rates of increase experienced by EDSF are

—within 1 percentage point of the rates of their predecessors. The consistency be-

tween EDSF’s rates of payments increase and those of its predecessors is particular-
ly noteworthy in light of the growth in beneficiary population, in the rate of utiliza-
tion, and in the overall rate of inflation during EDSF’s years in Illinois. Between
1978 and 1981, both the beneficiary gopulation and the rate of utilization grew in
Illinois. Furthermore, EDSF had higher rates of overall inflation to contend with;
the CPI increased from 6.8 gercent in 1977 and 9.0 percent in 1978 to 13.3 percent
and 12.4 percent in 1979 and 1980, respectively. Each of these factors—higher bene-
ficiary population, hi%\ser rate of utilization, and higher rate of inflation—placed
upward pressure on EDSF’s payment levels. Yet the increases in its payments levels
are consistent with those of its predecessors.

STATEMENT OF LESTER M. ALBERTHAL JR., PRESIDENT, ELEC.
TRONIC DATA SYSTEMS FEDERAL CORP., WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. ALBERTHAL. My name is Lester M. Alberthal, Jr. With me is
Kim Hill of EDS Federal Corp. Mr. Hill is the vice president of
EDS Federal and is responsible for the division that the Illinois
contract is operated within, within EDS. :

For the past 15 fyears our company has served as a data process-
ing subcontractor for 12 medicare contract carriers. Two of our sub-
contracts are part of competitive bidding experiments in Maine
and New York. We also serve as the medicare carrier in Illinois
under an experimental contract.. '

We have learned a great deal which should be of value to the
. subcommittee as it considers competitive contracting for the ad-

ministration of medicare claims. Virtually every authority that has
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examined the current claims-contracting- process has_concluded
that it should be replaced with a mechanism that will ex
claims contracting to the discipline of the competitive marketplace.
Conventional cost-reimbursed carriers have been repeatedly criti-
cized for inefficiency, unresponsiveness, and lack of uniformity in
policy and procedure. We believe that contractors which are at risk
will sharpen their skills, eliminate waste and redtape, and operate
at peak efficiency. We also believe that our experience in Illinois
proves that a high level of services to beneficiaries and to providers
can go hand in hand with comfpetitive bidding.

In a nutshell, the results of the experiments are clear: competi-
tive bidding in medicare contracting does work. By the two quintes-
sential criteria—carrier performance in claims processing and cost
savings to medicare—these exgerim'ents must be judged a success.

First, in each of the three States the experimental carriers are

‘grf()rming their claims processing functions quite acceptably.
eir scores under medicare’s carrier performance evaluation pro-
gram, CPEP, are encouraging. .

Second, the experimental carriers have shown that competitive
contracting saves medicare dollars. For example, the savings to
date to medicare under my firm’s Illinois contract have amounted
to $10 million. By the end of our contract we project our savings
will rise another $10-plus million to a total of $20-plus million.

The GAO, in its just-released report, suggests that EDSF has
somehow cost the Government $27.7 million in unrecovered bene-
fits paid. I reject this charge categoricall . It is based on a sam-
pling method that is unsound, and it is therefore speculative and
unsupported:” Further, this charge is refuted by the fact that our
benefit payments have been consistent with the pattern established
by our predecessors in Illinois. Thus, our average annual increase
in ﬁayments per beneficiary of 24.3 percent is virtually identical
with our predecessor’s increase of 23.9 percent during the last year
of operation. Obviously, there has been no great bulge in the
growth of our benefit payments; therefore, we must ask, where is
this “massive”’ overpayment of $27.7 million, and where is that
overpayment hiding?

There are likely to be problems when medicare changes carriers
and changes the method of carrier selection. One of the most im-
portant lessons that we have learned is that there is a limit to the
change that can be compressed into a transition period. In general,
where there is the greatest number of changes tested, there will
probably be the greatest disruption to beneficiary and provider
services. In Illinois HCFA tested the most sweeping changes, in-
cluding a new method of choosing a contractor, a new method of
paying that contractor, a new procedure coding system, a first-
time-ever toll-free telephone service. In addition, we were forced to
change our claims processing location during midstream. There-

- fore, 1t i8 not surprising that the Illinois project produced the most
serious disruption in beneficiary and provider services; neverthe-

- less, after a rough start, we have improved steadily, and we have
learned that even uniquely difficult transitional problems can be

' overcome.

To ease disruption in the future transitions, we recommend the

following: ~
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One, the responsibility for processing claims should be trans-
ferred from the old contractor to the new one, based on the date
the health service is performed. :

Two, changes in medical procedure coding systems should be de-
ferred for several months after the changeover to allow the new
contractor’s operations to stabilize.

Three, novel and untested features in the medicare program,
such as toll-free telephone lines, should not be implemented until
the transition period is over.

Four, to make these contracts attractive to potential claims proc-
essors, the contract should be awarded on the basis of a fixed-rate
claim charge rather than a fixed price for the total contract.

In conclusion, I suggest to the subcommittee that these experi-
ments have effectively tested competitive bidding and that competi-
tive bidding has met the test. We believe that competitive bidding
for selecting medicare claims processors should be expanded. In-
creased use of competitive contracting will provide HCFA an in-
valuable tool in assuring that the claims processing function is
handled as efficiently and as effectively as possible.

That concludes my summary statement. I would be happy to
answer any questions that you have, sir.

Senator HEINz. Mr. Alberthal, thank you very much. I do know
that Senator Durenberger and Senator Dole do have some ques-
tions. I am not going to plagiarize by asking them of you. And I
make the-same request of you that I did of the previous witnesses,
which is that you respond to the questions put to you in writing,
for the record.

[The questions follow:]

RespONSE By LESTER ALBERTHAL TO QUESTIONS ON TESTIMONY GIVEN IN THE
DeceMBER 3, 1981 SENATE FINANCE HEARINGS :

1. Based on your participation in the fixed-price experimeris, what do you believe
to be the positive and negative aspects of fixed-price competitive contracting?

One positive aspect i8 that administrative dollars can be saved while the same or
additional services are provided to the beneficiaries and providers. This has been
demonstrated in each of the experiments. Another positive feature is that competi-
tive contracting encourages carriers to be creative and efficient by providing free-
dom to utilize upgraded systems and operations. Competition also encourages new
organizations to serve as carriers and intermediaries. A negative aspect of fixed-
price competitive contracting is that the transition period is vulnerable to disru
tion if too much change is attempted. As stated in our testimony, we believe this
controllable. A second u::gative aspect is that unless a fixed rate rather than a
fixed-price contract is , risks to the contractor may be too great. This could re-
strict the number of bidders for the contracts.

2. To w‘}mt extent did the HCFA regional office fail to provide assistance when

uested?

We viewed HCFA, as all carriers do, as the monitoring agency and not as a sup-
plemental resource. We do believe that more public education prior to the experi-
ment at the regional level may have reduced some of the confusion for beneficiaries
and providers. Many beneficiaries concluded that savings were being made by reduc-
ing the benefits. Many continue to believe that Medicare pays 80 percent of their
medical expenses. The experiment was blamed when the provider’'s charge was not
paid in full by the program.

3. What changes have you made in your operations based on input received from
HCFA during the experiment?

Adjustments that were required to comply with various performance standards
have been made. All carriers consider thg routine and minor in nature.
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4. In response to the GAO report you had indicated that the distribution of errors
generally follows a 50-50 split between overpayments and underpayments. Your tes-
timony indicated that éou no longer hold that position. Would you explain?

In response to the GAO draft report our original objective was to verify GAO’s

uantification of underpayments and overpayments. We did not and do not contest
the GAO's findings of payment errors in its limited sample, nor do we contest the
GAO's findings that the errors in this sample were split evenly between underpay-
ments and ove ents. However, we have been primarily concerned from the be-
ginning with whether its methodology %x;ovides an adeguat,e base for extrapolating
to the actual amount of overpayments. Even today GAO continues to term these as
“estimated overpayments” and has not been able to more specifically support the
$27.7 million figure. Subsequent to our response to GAO, we condu a number of
reviews to determine more definitively the real overf)ayment problem. As we stated
in our testimony, growth in benefit payments in Illinois has been consistent with
the pattern established by the previous carriers. This point is illustrated in an at-
tachment to our written statement. Further, as the GAO itself concluded, underpay-
ments have been largely corrected. Hence they do not function to offset any alleged
“overpayments.” Since they are not offaetgg underpayments, these alleged ‘“‘over-
payments” should produce a “bulge” in EDS’ benefit payments in Illinois. Yet, as
we pointed out, it is precisely this “bulge” which is missing. Therefore, we conclud-
ed that, because the underpayments were corrected and because the total benefits
paid have increased at the normal rate, benefit dollars have not been wasted in Illi-
nois and the GAO's conclusions are unsupﬁorted. :

5. The lengths of the contracts used in the experiments have varied. What in your
opinion would be an optimum period of time for a competitive contract?

We believe the contract length of b years to be appropriate. This time period is
at::guate to encourage prospective contractors to make the financial investments
needed to bid. It allows potential contractors to submit lower bids because a longer
period is assured to recoup investments. Perhaps most important, this length mini-
mizes needless turnover in the program and avoids disruption that might result
from using contracts of shorter duration.

6. Should positive and/or negative incentives be used in competitive contracting?

Positive incentives should be introduced as well as negative incentives. Negative
incentives encourage contractors to meet the minimum requirements to avoid penal-
ties. However, negative incentives alone do not give the contractor encouragement
to perform above the accretptable level. Positive incentives would encourage contrac-
tors to exceed avera%e performance to reap financial benefits.

7. Do changes in the Medicare program tend to create significant problems under
a multi-year fixed rate contract? .

No. ‘ﬂ‘;xs' is not a prcblem if a mechanism is provided in the contract to address
significant changes in the Medicare program.

) §? What should be avoided during the transition between carriers or intermediar-
ies

As stated in our testimony, changes in medical coding systems, cha.nﬁes in billing
profiles and the addition of untested services should be deferred past the transition

period.

9. Do you have any suggestions as to what actions HCFA and the HCFA regional
offices might offer to assist those i,i)art_icipating in further experiments?

‘Further experiments should utilize the assistance of HCFA regional offices to ’Fhro-
vide more education to beneficiaries and providers about the experiment itself. This
should be started several months before transition and should continue through the
transition period. Erroneous information caused unneeded fears for many benefici-
aries and contributed to much of the confusion.

Senator HEeINz. Let me ask if you have any comments on any of
the previous testimony that was given this morning.

Mr. ALBERTHAL. Not particularly at this time. We are prepared
to follow up and answer any questions that the committee would
have and expand our documentation to cover those.

Senator Heinz. Well, let me thank you and our previous wit-
nesses for having been here this morning. I think you have helped
us establish a record that is very useful to the committee.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:21 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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[By direction of the chairman the following communications were
made a part of the hearing record:)

StaTeMENT BY RoBERT C. WINTERS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, THE PRUDENTIAL
INsURANCE Co. OF AMERICA

INTRODUCTION

This statement is submitted by Robert C. Winters, Executive Vice President of
The Prudential Insurance Company of America.

‘Prudential was founded in 1375 as a life insurance company, and has grown over
the past 106 years to become the country’s largest insurer and one of its largest fi-
nancial institutions with over $60 billion in assets. Prudential has been a health in-
surer since 1916 and today is the single largest health insurer in the country. Our
&:xp and individual health plans cover 16.1 million people in all 50 states and

ada. Total claims g currently exceed 20 mil''on a year with benefit pay-
ments exceeding $2.3 billion during 1980.

The Prudential has played a major role in government health insurance since the
start of the Medicare am in 1966. In New Jersey we have administered Medi-
care Part B (for the entire State) and Medicare Part A (for over half the institution-
al providers) since the start of the Program. Prudential was selected to administer
the Medicare Part B Program in the State of North Carolina effective July 1, 1969.
The same year, we were chosen as fiscal agert to administer the major part of the
Medicaid Program for the State of New Jersey, effective with the ning of that
gogram on January 1, 1970. Subsequently, Prudential was designated as the Part B

rrier in the State of Georgia as of April 1, 1970. Prudential continues to fill the
role as carrier, intermediary and fiscal agent for all of these ams.

Most of Prudential’s claim volume and experience is in Medicare Part B claim

rocessing. In fiscal year 1967 our unit cost averaged $2.51 per claim. Our current

art B unit cost is $2.45 per claim. Considering the 180 percent rate of inflation
over the past 15 years, a reduction in processing costs represents a significant
achievement. The Part B national average unit cost was $2.69 during fiscal year
1980. This record of unit cost achievements is attributable to continuing systems im-
provements and the use of effective cost ¢ontrols.
ualling cost containment is the importance of quality claim processing.
Prudential’s Part B occurrence error rate has shown steady reduction; our New
Jersey operation has one of the lowest error rates in the nation. In addition, our
record of improvement in claim service is excellent. In fiscal year 1975, 563.2 percent
of our Part B claims were processed in 15 days. Currently, over 90 percent of all
claims are processed in 15 days or less.

Because of Prudential’s Medicare contracting experience and our position as the
country's leading health insurer, we feel we are well qualified to comment upon the
subject matter before this Committee. Specifically, our experience in the Adminis-
trative Services Only (ASO) market has special application in this context.

Prudential has contractual “ASO" ments with 368 group accounts under
which we administer, on a non-insured basis, their health insurance benefit plans.
AlSp contracts are similar in nature to contracts for the administration of Medicare
claims.

ANALYSIS OF COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROCESS

Problems

Prudential believes that much valuable information, applicable to the Medicare
competitive bidding process, can be gained from a review of ASO arrangements. Our
ASO experience suggests several problems with present Medicare bidding.

1. Bidding process.—The present request for proposal (RFP) is too complex, re-
quires much irrelevant information, is costly to prepare and tends to discourage
companies from entering the bid rocess. J

2. Service requirements.—The established service requirements are inappropriately
enforced. The penalties for not meeting service objectives are unnecessary and tend
to increase the cost of contracts.

8. Pricing.—The requirements for a multi-year, guaranteed, aggregate price is un-
realistic and encourages conservative (inflated) pricing.

Recommendations ,
Several solutions suggested by practices in the private sector are recommended:



101

1. Bidding process.—The RFP should be divided into two phases. The first ghale
should be an initial request to determine which carriers are interested in bidding.

It should be limited to information sufficient for HCFA to determine which of
these carriers qualify for a more extensive phase 2 review. o

Phase 1 should provide the carriers with background information on the contract;
e.g., geographic region, number of beneficlaries covered, contract term, ete. It shoulcf
set forth the deadlines for submission of information, the date of announcement of
the award of the bid, and the effective date of the contract. It should also include
the basic HCFA requirements for servicing the contract.

Phase 1 should milueet a brief questionnaire from each of the prospective bidders.
This questionnaire should contain information sufficient for HCFA to decide wheth-
er a carrier has the basic qualifications necessary to icipate in phase 2 bidding.
Information such as current volume of claims handled by the carrier, total claim
staff available to pay claims, averge claim turnaround time, degree and type of
claim computerization, ¢laim payment locations, the number of complaints filed
against the company with State Insurance Departments, and a copy of the
company’s latest annual report should be included.

Depending upon the response in this preliminary phase, HCFA could determine
the number of companies available for the more comprehensive second phase bid-
ding. If the response proves insufficient to permit a meaninﬁful competitive bidding,
a decision could be made to continue the existing contractual arrangements.

The second phase of bidding should be more extensive and comprehensive. The
focus should be on the claims payment capability of the carriers, including an on-
site review by HCFA, and the actual cost projections.

While it is important to concentrate on a carrier’s ability to meet the service re-
" quirements set forth under the contract, the extensive detail required by recent

aFPs is unnecessary for an effective evaluation. For example, it should not be nec-
essary for HCFA to review proposed career training and development J)rograms. in-
formation concerning key personnel to be assigned to the project, and the descrip-
tion of communication channels between the contractor and the government.

The preparation and review of this information is of questionable relevance to the
performance of the contract, and is unnecessarily costly and time consuming in the
preparation of the bid and its evaluation.

2. Service requirements.—~HCFA should establish service objectives at the outset of
the contract, e.g. claim turnaround time, error ratio, etc. However, these factors
should not be used to adjust the agreed upon cost of the contract during its term,
but rather, should be a factor for consideration at the conclusion of the contract, to
evaluate whether that contract should be renewed. Contracts should not automati-
cally be re-bid at the conclusion of their term. Instead, a contract should be re-
tn:wed, unless the in-force contractor has not satisfactorily performed during its

rm.

Prospective bidders should make a commitment to what they realistically expect
their service results to be, but should not be penalized during the course of the con-
tract for failure to meet those expectations.

The competitive pressure to keep a contract is sufficient incentive for a carrier to
continue to provide the best possible service. When one considers the expense of the
bidding process, the hiring and training of staff to meet contract obligations, and
the investment in equipment, the treat of termination of the contract is a sufficient
incentive for a carrier to meet or exceed its service objectives. This incentive is suffi-
cient without penalties. The effect of the threat of imﬂposition of penalties is only to
im:mlmt' the cost of the contract, as bidders seek to ofiset against the contingency of
penalties.

8. Pricing.—The bid price should be broken down into two components: (1) a dollar
cost per ¢ payment, and (2) a flat monthly fee recognizing administrative ex-
penses such as overhead and profit. This could be expressed as a fee per beneficiary,
downscaled as the number of beneficiaries covered increases. These fees should be
guaranteed for the first year of the contract and permitted to increase during subee-
quent years dependent upon some predetermined index. By permitting an annual
ad{ustment a carrier is more likely to ?alow a lower initial fee if that fee is not
su gect to the vagaries of inflation in the later years.

It should be recognized that preeently, Medicare administrative expenses account
for less than 2 percent of the total Medicare cost. Accordingly, the margin for fur-
ther administrative saving with that 2 percent is limited. In contrast, the potential
for increased benefit costs because of cutbacks in claims control administration is
relatively high. This emphasizes the importance of evaluating claims control proce-
dures during the bidding process. There is a far greater potential for savings & the
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\
system in effective claims control than the potentially false savings generated by
cuts in the administrative budget. - :
Attached to our statement (Exhibit I) is a sample solicitation and quotation from
a recently bid Administrative Services Only contract that provides examples of sev-
eral of the points set forth above.

(Exhibit 1]

ADMINISTRATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Question 1. Has many locations scattered throughout the country. Given this fact,
where are your various claim offices located in relation to their operations? Please
indicate which of these offices would be equipped to pay Life, Medical, A&S, Vision
Care, and Dental claims. -

Answer. In determining the proper claim payment facilities for Company it is im-
portant to assure that there be a sufficient volume of claims at each facility for
eoonom{ and control purposes. Consideration should also be given to the establish-
ment of a centralized banking account for use with PRU- C under the Mini-
mum Premium Plan. '

After review of the aphic distribution of the eligible employees and the Mini-
mum Premium Plan banking arrangements, we believe one centralized claim pay-
point will provide the most efficient and cost effective service possible. We recom-
mend the claim payment facilities located at our Pittsburgh Group Claim Office lo-
cated in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania be utilized for the service and benefit payment of
Company's health claims. {)eath claims would be paid out of our Central Atlantic
Home Office located in Fort Washington, Pennsylvania.

course, we would be willing to process claims from additional payment facili-
ties if desired. Prudential has established local group claim offices throughout the
United States with major payment facilities concentrated in or around our nine re-
gion:lidhome offices. Exhibit I outlines the locations of these group claim offices na-
tionwide. ‘

We would welcome the og%ortunit to meet with Company and discuss, in detail,
tl;eilr specific objectives for both localized service and cost efficiency to the payment
of claims.

Question 2. Please describe your systems and procedures for paying claims to both
patients and providers from the time the claim reaches. your claim office throuﬁh
the mailing of payments and their accompanying explanations. Assume for the
moment that you would be utilizing a direct type of system (i.e. claims with the ex-
ception of Life, AD&D, A&S, and Dependents Life would not require the employer
to complete a portion of the form).

Answer. Medical dental claims can be paid on a direct certification basis with
Prudential handlixﬁsall claim matters on a one-on-one basis with each employee.
Our ability to do this is contingent upon our receiving sufficient information to ade-
quately determine eligibility. It will be necessary for Company to furnish Prudential
a mt:gnetlc tape or a list containing the information required to set up an eligibility
roster.

Each employee will receive a descriptive booklet outlining the Plan Benefits, as
well as a wallet-size Health Insurance Plan Identification Card which will describe
the benefits afforded by the coverage. Each employee will be given a supply of forms
in a claim kit for use in filing claims. Instructions on how to go about submitting
claims will be printed on the forms. Included on each claim form will be the address
and telephone number of the Central Atlantic Regional Home Office Claim Division.

Using this system minimizes the role of Compan{ in its claim flow. All contact
with providers of medical and dental services as well as contact with the employees
is performed by Prudential. Benefit checks will be sent directly to the insu or
assignees; copies can be sent to Company if desired.

Prudential has a fully developed functioning on-line computer claim systems in
operation for the payment of medical and dental claims. These systems have been
functioning efficiently for some years and our claim and system st'g)trort staff is
thoroughly familiar with its operation. Continually revised and updated, we consid-
er both PRUTRAC and S ental to be the most advanced claim processing s
tems in operation in the country. Exhibit II graphically explains the PR C
system, and Exhibit III graphically explains the Speedental system.

Both PRUTRAC and Speedental utilize typewriter cathode ray tube terminals
which are connected on-line to a large computer. By using a time-sharing system,
each terminal user has immediate access to the oomﬁuter and can, in effect, “‘con-
verse” with it. The comfueer has disk storage capabilities which are used to store
programs, employer and group plan details, claim histories, eligibility rosters, ad-
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dress ﬁles(i i:cl'ls Disk files also provide temporary storage for the current day’s claim
payment de ,

en medical claims are received at Prudential, they are opened and employer
eligibility is confirmed. The claim examiner than evaluates the claim, determines
that it is payable, and subsequently enters pertinent data regarding the claim into
the computer via the terminal. The interaction between the examiner and the com-
- puter is carried out in a conversational mode which guides the examiner and allows
continuous cross-checking. The examiner has instant access to action taken on prior
claims. This information plus a detailed record structure of your benefit program
insures accurate claim processing. ~
" The_current day's claim details are temporarily stored in the computer. At the
end of each day, this information is checked for accuracy and transferred to magnet-
ic tape. This transaction tape is then comﬁuter ’Fhrocessed in an overnight cycle to
produce the Explanation of Benefits and check. The system produces data which is
su%& utilized by our claim accounting and statistical systems.

PR utilizes on-line claim history records. These records provide instant
access to claim data and are used by Prudential claim personnel to check past claim
history when processing ¢laims. The actual paper claim files backing up these rec-
ords are available at the Prudential claim payment facility.

Prudential’s philosophy has always been that the purpose of a health and welfare
program is to pay benefits when due. Each claim is given the consideration we
would expect to receive on our own claim. We pay no more and no less than pro-
vided by the program, making appropriate and no less generous administrative in-
terpretations when necessary. Our claim practices are consistent with this philos-
ophy and we are guided by the following princiiples:

_Claims will be evaluated by trained, capable people under experienced supervi-
sion. -

Benefit provisions will be applied uniformly.

Claims will be processed promptly.

Benefits are either payable or not payable; compromises are rare and involve ex-
ceptional circumstances.

Questionable claims will be thoroughly investigated and fully documented before
a decision is made.

Claim decisions will be based upon factual information only.

Claim decisions will not be influenced by the amount at risk.

Where circumstance indicates, professional medical and legal advice will be
sought and res . ~

Claims which are not payable will, before action is taken, be reviewed by a person
with greater authority than the person authorized to pay the benefit and any dis-
puted decision will be reviewed by management.

Whenever benefits are not payable, the claimant will be given a prompt, complete
explanation and told of our willingness to reconsider based upon any pertinent addi-
tional information.

As with medical claims, dental claims will be paid on a direct certification basis.
The claim kit will contain claim forms with instructions for submission.

The claim form with Part 1 completed by the employee should be taken to the
dentist on the first visit. ’

The dentist will perform an examination, recommend treatment and estimate the
charges for performing the necessary services.

If the estimated fee is $300 or less, the dentist will proceed with the necessary
treatment and submit the completed claim form to Prudential.

If the estimated fee exceeds $300, the dentist will submit the proposed plan of
treatment to Prudential before treatment is begun. This procedure is designed so
that the employee and the dentist will clearly understand what procedures are cov-
ered and how much the plan will pay before the dental work is started. The
dentist’s report should include: a list of dental services recommended; the charge for
each service; and supporting X-rays.

If the treatment is for orthodontic services, the dentist’s report should contain: a
classification of the malocclusion or malposition; recommended treatment; an esti-
mate of how long the treatment will last; and, the estimated total charge.

Prudential will review the recommended plan of treatment, indicate all parts of
the treatment covered by the Dental Plan, and prepare an estimate of Plan benefits.

We will then return the estimate of benefits to the dentist. The employee and
dentist can then review the estimate and the employees portion of the fee, and
decide whether any changes should be made in the treatment recommended.

The dentist should proceed with the treatment agreed upon. By following the
above guidelines, prompt payment of claims can be assured. :
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When dental claims are received at Prudential, they are oi)ened and employee eli-
gibility is confirmed. A claim examiner then reviews each claim, determines if it is
i):yab e and inputs it directly to the computer through one of the terminals located

the claim area. If the claim had been previously predetermined, the claim exam-
iner verifies that the services actually rendered conform to the previously approved
treatment plan. The computer comgaree the individual claim data to a master
policy record, calculates benefits and produces a magnetic tape output containing
each day’s entire claim input.

The computer tape is processed on an overnight basis to produce checks, Explana-
tion of Benefit forms, all the necessary accounting and statistical records, as well as
updated individual claim histories in microfiche form for the claim examiner's
future reference. :

Benefit checks are generally paid directly to the employee who is then responsible
for payment to the dentist. However, space is provided on the claim form to author-
ize benefits to be paid to the dentist.

You will find Prudential to be both flexible and innovative in developing effective
claim methods which get the job done with minimal paperwork while also providing
adequarte financial safeguards. We will work closely with L. B. Foster Company in
developing claim procedures best suited tb your particular needs.

Question 5. Please sctgl:pl us with copies of the various claim forms your system
would utilize for Medical, Dental, and Vision care.

Answer. Please refer to Exhibit IV for a sample of each of these claim-forms.

Question 4. Describe in detail your system for maintaining patient records so as to
assure completeness and accuracy with regard to claim payments.

Answer. Please refer to question 2.

Question 5. Assuming that your system would involve direct payment of claims to
patients and providers, what type of updated information with regard to additions
and terminations would you need from the employer and with what frequenc{;s

Answer. Prudential’s ability to properly administer claims on a direct pay basis is
dependent upon our receiving sufficient and periodic information to adequately de-
termine eli§ility. The information required includes: name of employee; social se-
curity number; whether or not dependents are covered; effective date of coverage;
and termination date of ema?loyment.

This information is usually provided by our larger policyholders on a magnetic
tape. Our systems staff would work with L. B. Foster Company to devise a simple
computer format for providing and periodically updating the information

‘Question 6. In terms of working days, what is your normal turn-around time for

" ‘payment of the various types of claims assuming that all information is complete?

Answer. Our objective 18 to process 85 percent of all claims in ten calendar days.
We are currently processing over 90 percent of all claims within 10 calendar days.
This includes dental claims above $300 which have not been submitted for pre-deter-
mination of benefits. For pre-determinations, we expect to provide 10 day service if
the claim does not require referral to our dental consultants. If the claim requires
referral, turnaround will take approximat':ldv two weeks.

We would anticipate meeting our stated objectives on L. B. Foster Company’s
medical and dental claims. :

Question 7. Please furnish us with copies of your sample payment vouchers and
the accompanying explanations which would be sent to patients and providers.

Answer. Please refer to Exhibit V. .

Question 8. Indicate the percentile level below which your system would consider
(l:)l:u:\:l to be within the range of reasonable and customary for both Medical and

ntal.

Please refer to question 9.

tion 9. What methodol does your system utilize to determine reasonable
and customary allowances? With what frequency is it updated? Recognizing that
reasonable and customary allowances vary within different parts of the same metro-
politan area, how is your system refined to cope with this?

Answer. To determine reasonable and customary benefit charge levels, the Pru.
dential accumulates and maintains profiles derived from fee data received for bene-
fit determination pu from doctors and dentists across the country.

Since physician and dentist fees reflect differing costs of doing businees in various
parts of the country, the profile sgztem recognized these regional differences. The

- country is currently divided into 248 population areas on dem phic and
economic characteristics. These areas are identified by the first three digits of the
zip codes. Large urban areas, such as Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania have been subdi-
vided 8o as to more accurately reflect local economic conditions, while smaller areas
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* have been expanded beyond municipal boundaries in order to obtain a more repre-
sentative cross-section of charge data. ‘

Fee information for the most recent twelve month period is used as the basis for a
Surgical Fee Guide, a Dental Procdure Fee Guide, and a Dentist Fee Guide which
are the basic tools for reasonable & customary determinations. The fee guides are
updated quarterly and at that time this latest information is released to all claim
paying personnel. The R&C factors were last updated on Sept. 1, 1981.

Among-other pertinent data, the Guide reflects for each surgical and dental proce-
dure within each of the 243 areas the dollar value of the charge representing the
90th percentile. This charge is the one which is at least as great as 90 percent of all
chax;ges recorded in that area for a given procedure. Prudential utilizes this prevail-
ing fee calculation procedure in its determination of the level that represents a rea-
sonable and customary benefit.

With the advent of Prudential’'s PRUTRAC and Speedental computerized claim
glayment systems, the profile information is “on line” for the use of the claim exam-

er. These systems also insure that an examiner cannot exceed the reasonable and
cu:itomary fee for a given procedure without the claim receiving higher technical
review.

Our experience shows that Prudential’s fee evaluation grmdures permit us to be
responsive to changing patterns of both physician’s and dentist's charges and to
changes in the demogragl‘:ic and economic makeup of communities throughout the
country. At the same time, they meet the needs of policyholders, claimants and
g::_eﬁt providers by providing consistent benefit determination on a nationwide

is.

Question 10. What types of assistance do you provide the employer and/or employ-
ees, in terms of litigation or peer review, when a providers charges are grossly in
excess of reasonable and customary allowances?

Answer. When charges for covered services exceed the customary allowance, we
pay the amount determined by our surgical or dental fee profile. The difference be-
tween the fee charged and the benefit paid is shown as an ineligible expense on the
Explanation of Benefits. :

those infrequent instances when our determination is questioned by the physi-
cian or dentist, we request additional information concerning the disputed item or
service. Whenever our determination of a “reasonable and customary'’ fee for a sur-
gical or dental procedure has been questioned, we:

(a) Request a copy of the operative notes.

() Ask the physician or dentist if there were any 'poet«-operstive complications or
extenuating circumstances which would explain his fee }:-..g higher than expected.

(c) Reevaluate the reasonable and customary surgery or dental fee.

If necessary, the Prudential utilizes the services of Medical or Dental Review
Committees where such committees have been established and where experience
has shown that the committees are c;l:iilective in their evaluation of case situations.

We also have available our own medical department and consultants who review
case situations and work at maintaining liaison with the medical community. Addi-
tionally, many of our Prudential people serve on state or regional Health Insurance
Council Committees. Through their interface with local organizations, dentists, doc-
tor?i; ;md hospitals, they have achieved a cooperative atmosphere, lessening potential
problem areas.

In making the reasonable and customary determination, we recognize that a
doctor or dentist and his patient may tﬁree upon a fee and we have no desire to
interfere with any arrangements made. However, should the physician’s or dentist’s
charge be greater than the prevailing rate, and the employee choose not to pay the
excess, he ma¥ expose himself to possible legal action by the physician or dentist for
that amount. If the provider sues the employee to collect the excess portion, Pruden-
tial, at the employee’s request, will provide his attorney with the basis for our “rea-
sonable and customary’’ determination. Furthermore, if we are joined in the suit as
a co-defendant, we would defend our position accordingly.

tion 11. What types of claim payment information would your eoxalsmny be
willing to provide the employer? With what frequency? Are there any additional
charges for this information which were not included in your rate or retention set-
ing process, and if so what are they?
er. Prudential will furnish Company with a Claim Experience Report and a
Group Insurance Benefits Payment Listing. These reports are routinely furnished at
no cost and are included respectively as Exhibit VI and Exhibit VII.

The computer produced Claim Experience Report will contain the premium and
claim figures on an empl?{\;ee and dependent basis, accumulated from the last poli
anniversary to the ‘To’ date shown on the second line of the report. This repo:
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helpful in examining claim experience and isolating specific problem areas of claim
activity, is produced monthly.

The Group Insurance Benefits Payment Listing shows each individual claim pay-
ment made under the plan. The claim payments are listed alphabetically by name
of the insured employee. Pertinent details of each claim are shown. This report fa-
cilitates a review of each employees claim history, and can be produced on an
annual, monthly, quarterly, or year-to-date basis.

Additionally, both the PRUTRAC and Speedental systems generate a number of
other statistical reports. Reports available from the PRUTRAC system include the
Reasonable and Customary Savings Report, the Health Claim Service Index Report,
and the Benefit Plan Management Report which provides a summary of claim exﬁ
rience and the effect of deductibles, coinsurance, and coordination of benefits.
ports available from the Speedental system include the Analysis of Dental Proce-
dures/Benefits Report, the Coordination of Benefits Saving Report, and the Report
of Dental Procedure Utilization. All of the policyholder statistical reports, available
upon request, are described in detail in the respective PRUTRAC and Speedental
sections of this pro 1.

An additional charge is made for the PRUTRAC Automatic Claim Analysis
Report and the P” (Speedental Customer Oriented Output from Prudential)
- reports. Each request for the PRUTRAC Automatic Claim Analysis Report will
result in some inventoried costs. For each request for SCOOP reports a charge of
$300 is made for the first exhibit produced. For each additional exhibit requested at
the same time, the charge is $150. - '

As is Prudential's custom of providing t}uality‘service utilizing the latest techno-
logical advancements, we expect to install a new dental claim payment system in
the fall of 1982. This advanced claim payment system, known as PRUDENT, will
allow for-the production of SCOOP reports at no additional cost.
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California Hospital Association

1023 12th Street Sacramento, CA 95814 916/443-7401

December 18, 1981

The Honorable David Durenberger
Chairman, Subcommittee

on Health
Senate Committee on Finance
United States Senate
2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Subject: Hearing on Competitive Contracting for the
Administration of Medicare, December 3, 1981

Dear Senator Durenberger:

The California Hospital Association (CHA) respectfully submits the
following comments and recommendations for inclusion in the record
of your December 3, 1981, hearing on competitive contracting for
the administration of Medicare, -

There are two components of this issue we would briefly like to
address: Fixed-price contracts for Medicare program administra-
tion and provider nominations of intermediaries, -

First, based on two years of experience with the state's Medicaid
program, the California Hospital Association has very strong reserva-
tions about national fixed-price contracts for the administration of
the Medicare program. In fact. while we recognize the need for cost
saving measures, we reluctantly must argue against such proposals
because it may further expose California hospitals to the same sort
of financial dama%e they are suffering under the state Medicaid
(Medi-Cal in California) intermediary fixed-price contract with
Computer Sciences Corporation, Our arguments would center around
the design of the contract and specifications of the request-for-
proposal to bid: The greater the emphasis on screens and edits, the
more likely the system would have a disastrous impact on providers
due to excessive delays in claims payment. In California, the

state obtained a highly sophisticated system for reviewing claims

to prevent fraud and abuse, however, the grimary purpose of the
system, which is to pay claims, has been badly mismanaged.
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After two {ears and despite CHA's efforts to make the Biyment
system work properly, many computer programming and administrative
problems continue to remain unresolved. A survey in early 1981 -
conducted by the accounting firm of Ernst and Whinney for CHA, shows
Medi-Cal accounts receivable at 176 hospitals increased an average
of 32 percent in 1980, the first full year of the contract. The ~
report also found that hospitals were spending an average of
$17,146 for clerical help and $20,693 in interest expense annually
because of fiscal intermediary problems.

Hospital claims are subjected to more than 1,100 edits, and 60
percent of claims submitted are suspended before payment. The
vast majority of these are the result of "system deficiencies"
or the state's inability to maintain current eligibility files.,

Two audit reports, prepared in mid-1980, one a state Health and
Welfare/State Controllers office study and the other an Auditor
General's investigation for the Joint Legislative Audit Committee,
blamed payment delays on inadequate Department of Health Services
management and poor computer service,

In November, 1980, Beverlee Myers, Director of the Department of
Health Services, told the Commission on California State Government
Organizations and Economy that among the shortcomings of the CSC
contract, itself, was its "fixed-price nature" and the many levels
of review any changes must go through.

In short, CHA must continue to endorse the current system of Medicare
program administration. However, at the same time we recognize the
cost saving potential of fixed-price contracts: The key element is
equitably balancing the understandable need by the government for
protection against fraud and abuse and the equally understandable
need by providers for prompt claims payment. To us, an equitable
fixed-price contracting system for Medicare program administration
would require close negotiations by the affected parties to avoid the
current inequities we have in the Medi-Cal program.

In vegard to our current intermediary system, we hope that budget
proposals to further reduce reasonable cost reimbursement for the
intermediaries will not be accepted. Hospitals, especially in
California, are experiencing growing financial hardships as a
result of reimbursement restrictions. Any delays in Medicare pay-
ments could, in some instances, lead to hospital closures.

Next, we want to express our continued support igr the current
provider intermediary nomination process. However, we would like
to suggest that the law be strengthened to give a provider's nomi-
nation more weight. Current law requires the Secretary of Health
and Human Services only to take the providers nomination into
consideration when selecting intermediaries--he is not bound in
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any way to accept the nomination, While we would desire such an
arrangement, we recognize the implications of such a mandate and,
in turn, suggest that if the Secretary selects ap intermediary
other than the nominee, he be required to publish findings as to
why he chose that particular intermediary.

Further, we also propose that hospitals be consulted during the
periodic examination of the respective intermediaries. Since the
outcome of this evaluation will affect the extension of the existing
contract, it is essential that the provider, who is the most at
risk, be asked for a performance assessment.

In closing, thank you for the opportunit{ to present our concerns,
a

If there are any questions, we would be happy to meet with you or
the appropriate members of your staff,

rp

vernment Relations

JHF:dm

cc: Paul D, Ward
William Abalona -
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Statement of the American Hospital Association
to the
Subcommittee on Health
of the
Senate Committee on Finance
December 18, 1981

The American Hospital Association (AHA), on behalf of its more than 6,100
meaber institutions and 30,000 personal amembers, is pleased to have this
opportunity to present its views to the Subcommittee on Health regarding
potential changes being considered in the current contracting methods and

srrangements for the administration of the Medicare prograa.

The Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) ¢ontinues to show an inter-
est in altering the time tested and proven Medicare-hospital intermediary
process. This interest stems from a belief that the current method of award-
ing intermediary contracts and of permitting hospitals to nominate their

intermedfaries, as provided by statute, is inefficient and costly.

The Health Care Financing Administration (HCFA), argues that by changing from

cost reimbursed intermediary contracts to fixed-price contracts awarded on the
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basis of competitive bidding, and by eliminating the right of hospitale to
nouinate their fiscal intermediaries, federal expenditures for adainistration
of the Medicare program can be reduced. HCPA supports this contention, based
on results of three experiments with Part B fixed-price contracts conducted in
Maine, New York, and Illinois. An ARA review of these studies finds that the
HCFA arguments to modify the existing system, based solely on the results of

these experiments, are not defeasible.
ARA's Position

We believe that the current hospital intermediary system is working well and
that alterations in contracting methods would cause needless disruptions in a
system that is currently providing excellent service at a relatively low
price. Further, we believe that the complexity of the Medicare program and
the related complexity of the fiscal intermediary function preclude awarding
contracts based solely on a price determinant. Finally, we believe that the
right of providers to nominate their intermediaries must be upheld as an
integral part of the current Bystem. HCFA can and should seek refinements and
improvements through adoption of a uniform claim form and paperless claims
processing and by using existing legislative authority to ferret out poor
performers or high cost intermediaries, without disruption of the entire

contracting process.
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Current Program Administration

The Medicare program is a complex entitleaent program covering 28 mfllion
individuals, as of September 1, 1981. Part A benefit payments for FY 1981
amounted to $28.1 billion. HCFA administers the program with the assistance
of 69 intermediaries, with current costs for program administration amounting
to only 1.7 percent of tﬁtal program costs. This compares very favorably to
commercial insurance company administrative costs which, according to a New
York State Insurance Department report, approximate 14.5 percent, and Blue

Cross administrative costs, which approximate 7.3 percent.

Since the inception of Medicare, program administration has progressively
become more efficient, resulting in reductions in unit costs and improvements
in productivity. According to the Blue Cross and Blue Shield Associations,
between 1973 and IQZ?, after adjusting for inflation, administrative costs
were reduced by 49 percent and contractor productivity increased by almost 80
percent. We believe that these reductions in cast are attributable to the
eiperience gained by contractors in administering the program. Certainly the:

are not indicators of a poorly run program in need of najor‘nodifications.

The cost reductions have been achieved despite the fact that the work of the
contractors is not simply a matter of "paper-pushing” or claims payment. In

addition to assuring the clerical accuracy of the claims, the intermediary
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nust verify beneficiary eligibility, determine coinsurance and deductible
levels and lifetime reserve days, and establish that the services provided are

medically necessary and of acceptable quality, etc.

In addition to their important claims processing role, intermedigries are
responsible for determining the actual cost of the services rendered.
Hospital services, in accordance with the Medicare statute, are paid on the
basis of reasonable costs. Thus, payments made on the basis of claims are
merely interim payments subject to adjustment at the end of the hospital's
fiscal year. Actual cost determinations are made by applying Medicare cost
finding principles to claims data and other data supplied by the hospital.
The intermediary is responsible for auditing the data and making a final
gettlement with the hospital. Such functions require conaiderable'unas;:
standing not only of Hedlc;re'a rules and policies but also of the particular
practices of individual hospitals. Existing intermediaries have gained the
expertise needed to perform this function efficiently through their long-tera

involvement in the program and their close relationships with hospitals.

Knowlgdge gained from hosplt;l—internediaty relationships has led to subtle
refinements in the administration of the program. Intermediartes and hospi-
tals have engaged in mutually beneficial educational programs, developed
workable channels of communication, and begun to develop cost saving elec-

tronic claims systems.
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We believe that altering the current method of contracting would {nevitably
lead to major disruptions in the system. This is particularly true {f )
contracts would be rebid on a one or two-year cycle. Long=~term relationhips
would be dggtroyed. and sophisticated software and electronic claims comauni-
cations systems would be abandoned only to be recreated when a new contractor

would. take over.

Experiments in Part B Contracts

Service disruptions are an inevitable outcome of any change in a system as
complex as that which is responsible for Medicare's contracting methods and
arrangements. To date, no fixed price Medicare Part A contracts have been
evaluated; however, experiments in Part B contracts may give us some indica~

tion of the impact of such changes on hospitals were the system to be

disrupted. /

In experimental Part B projects in New York and Illinois, contractors
initially experienced high claims backlogs, poor quality assurance, and high
correspondence and review levels. Of particular interest to hospitals is the
impact of the new system on claims payment. In Illinois the contractor failec
to process at least 75 percent of the claims in 15 days or less, as required
by HCFA standards, between June 30, 1979 and June 30, 1980. If all hospital

claims payments were aini}arly delayed, hospital cash flow could be impacted
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by as much as $57 million for each day the claims were not paidl. In order
to recover this temporary deficit, hospitals would be forced to borrow, incur-~
ring interest expense that would have to be borne proportionately by all

payers, including Medicare.

Other payers' experiences wi;h fixed-price contracts further illustrate the
disruptions that can occur. In 1975, the Department of Defense's Civilian
Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) awarded an
intermediary contract in the Southwest based solely on a low bide. The results
were poor service to providers, claims backlogs, and an increase in unpaid
CHAMPUS receivables. CHAMPUS was forced to terminate its contract and return
to its previous system, but not without a significant progran disruption. No
funds were saved, providers and beneficiaries became dissatisfied, and exten-

sive cbats were incurred.

More recently, in 1978, California Medicaid awarded a fixed~price intermediary
contract to Computer Service Corporation (CSC). The result has been elimin-
ation of provider relations staff, poor service for patients and providers, -

and av increase in the number of days of claims processing of Medfcaid

~

I ﬁ3te=‘ Assumes that $15 billion will be paid to non-Periodic Interim Pay~-
ment (PIP) hospitals in FY 1982 over 260 working days.
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accounts receivable--from 70 days prior to CSC implementation to 100 days

currently, a 43 percent delay.

Service disruptions would be more frequent if fixed-price contracts were rebid
every year or two. Hospitals and contractors just beginng to establish a
viable working relationship and gaining an undergtanding of the system would
suffer a disruption simply because a new, lower bidder would -appear.

We would also point out that claims processing systems require a substantial
investment in cap(tal for such items as electronic data processing equipment,
software packages, steff training and education, and production techniques.
With the exception of insurance companies which already have a need to develop
these systems, we believe the ability to recover capital investments could
limit the number of potential companies which would be eligible to compete in
a HCFA low-bid system. Over time, a potential monopoly of one or two non-in-
surance companies could donfnate the systeam, since others, which would lose
bids every year or two, would be unable to recover their capital investments.
Creating a monopoly situation uo#ld be counterproductive to the gonpetitivc
bid process. In time, tﬁe cost of all capital investments would be borne in
the price of the contract HCFA would have to award the surviving company.

We believe that the Congress and HCFA must recognize the inevitable din;up-

tions that would become part of a fixed price contracting scheme. We further

. .
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believe that the full cost of the changes to all participants--beneficiaries,
hospitals, and government--must be calculated in evaluating the appropriate-
nees of a fixed-pricc contract, not just the apparent low price of such a

contract.

Inplementation of a competitive bidding process for intermediary contracts,
would fgnore the non-quantiffable service component of an intermediary's
responsibilities. Competitive didding is an effective cost saving mechanisa
when used to purchase services that are easily measured. In purchasing ser-
vices that are not easily measured, however, quality considerations must be
included in the process. If they are not, quality may be replaced by a con-
cern for the bottom line. Initial savings achieved through fixed-price
contracts could well be lost if claims were processed etr;neoully. payments
delayed, or errors introduced because providgro had not been adequately edu-
cated by an Internediary in completing their claims requests. Price alone
cannot ensure reliability, understanding of the'progral. or good working

relationships with providers. -

For exaaple, HCFA estimates that the experimental contracts have saved
$341,400 1n Maine, $10.8 million in New York and $20.6 aillion in Illinois.
HRowever, performance in these ex;erilents, according to the General Accounting
Office (GAO) has ranged from satisfactory in Maine and New York to unsatis-
factory in Illinois. In Illinois alone overpayments to providers and benefi-

claries are estimated to be $27.7 million. In addition, no pricetag has been
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egtimated for the delayed claims processing, correspondence, and veview acti-
vities. We believe that a cost benefit analysis in Illinois may actually show
that the true costs of the fixed-price contract could well exceed those of the
traditional cost reifmbursed contract. In Maine we know that this is true just
on the basig of the contract cost. The recently reawarded contract apparently
calls for a per claim cost of 68 cents more than the national Part B dverage

. processing cost of $2.62~-a 26 percent increase, making for a total_of $3.30.
Nomination Process

The use of competitively bid contracts as proposed by HCFA for Medicare would 5
eliminate the hospital's right to nominate its intermediary. This right was
included in the original Medicare legislation in order to ensure acceptance
and smooth operation of the program. We believe that the exercise of this
right has not only achieved its original goal but‘alao continues to ensure a
well run program. As a result of this right, hospitals retain a method of
commenting on intermediary performance. This 1s a useful check and balance on

the system.

Further, we believe the nomination process has fostered the longstanding use~
ful businese relationships we mentioned earlier. This has led to gtability in
the system, a stability of value to Seneficiariea, providers, and the federal

government. To eliminate the nomination process would disrupt the system.
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Conclusion

HCFA contends that it needs flexibility in managing its programs that would be
provided by competively bld»contracts and the elimination of provider nomin-
ation of intermediary. We concur with GAO's recommendation that such systems
improvements can be made within existing legislative autﬁ;rity. Savings can
be achieved by consolidating workloads aﬁa eliminating high cost or poor
performers. Such a consolidation with the consent of the hospitals has been
implemented in New York. Because it is a cooperative venture of new and old
contractors, disruptions have been minimized. We therefore urge that the
Congress require HCFA to use its present authority to make whatever improve-

ments are necessary in the least disruptive manner.

We cannot overemphasize the proven effectiveness of the current system,
especially in the area of audit review and settlement. Totally disrupting the
system to achieve.some potential savings in claims processing would not save
scarce federal-resources. Rather, it would create a potential for annual
massive disrupt@ons every time hospital—intermediary relationships changed.
AHA remains totally opposed to any changes in the right of hospitals to
noainate their fiscal intermediaries.

\

\

i

AHA ‘would be “pleased to respond to any questions the members of the %Pbcom-

mittee may have regarding our position.

O



