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HOSPITAL REIMBURSEMENT SYSTEMS USED BY
PRIVATE THIRD PARTY PAYORS

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1982

U.S. SENATE,
COoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
SuBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m., in room
2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. David Durenberger
(chairman) presiding.

Present: Senator Durenberger.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

oY)



PRESS RELEASE

FCR IMMEQIATE RELEASE CC“MITTEE ON FINANCE

Leaguvst 19 , 19872 UUITED STATES SENATE
Sudbcommittee o- Health
2227 Dirksen S:znate Office Bldg.

EE ON HEALTH SETS HEARING ON
USED BY PRIVATE THIRD PARTY PAYORS

in2 Honorable Dave Durenberger (R., Minn:socta), Chairman of
2 Scbcormittee on Hzaltn of the Committes on Finance, announced
day that thne subcommittee will hold a hearinc on the systems
d by private third party payors to reinburss hospitals and
er 1nstituticnal providers. Tne hearing is another in a
1es fccused on the future of the Covernment's two largest
lth care programs--medicare and medicaid.

zotember 16, 1982
€ing.

The hearing will beg:n at 9:30 a.,m. on €
1n Rocm 2221 of the Dirksen Senate Office Buil

Senator Durenberger noted that, "we are zt a crossroads in
national health policy. 7The current proposal o extend the so-
alled 223 limits to ancillary service operating costs, modify
ne current medicare reimbursement system to include case-mix
djust-ents, and relate payments to0 a8 cost-per-czse basis is the
1rst step toeward a reimbursersnt system which would reward
fficient previders of health care. As part of the Tax Eguity
nd Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, the Secretary of Hzalth
and Human Services wi1ll be reguired to develop medicare
prosvective reimbursement proposals for hospitels, skilled
avrsing facilities, anéd other providers, and to report on those
proposals 1n the near future.

ju
rs
f1

[T

"This hearing will provide, 1n anticipaction of the
Secretary's report, an opportunity to assess the various
reimbursement systems, including prospective pzyments, used by
private third party payers. There is a great cCeal to learn from
third party payers before we begin consideraticn of any proposal
the Secretary may advance."

Future hearings in the subccmmittee's series will examine
the role of the consumer in the hesalth care marketplace,
especially the use of ccst-snaring, vouchers, cr other incentives
that encourage the individual to make wise health care choices.
Th2 subcommittee will also look at the role of the health care
provider--physicians as well as nurses, psychologists and other
nonphysician providers--in delivering quality, cost effective
care.



3

Senator DURENBERGER. The hearing will come to order. I apolo-
gize for the delay this morning, and the inconvenience to any of
the witnesses. :

At my urging, the Senate Finance Committee included a provi-
sion in the recently enacted Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility
Act which ree«éuires the Secretary of Health and Human Services to
develop a medicare prospective payment proposal for hospitals and
nursing homes. Secretary Schweiker is already hard at work draft-
ing that proposal, and this subcommittee will be working closely
;_vxtel:i the Department in the coming months as the details are re-
ined. -

Today we are continuing our series of hearings on health system
reform. The purpose of this hearing is to draw upon the experience
of the private sector in the area of hospital reimbursement. The ex-
Eerience of Blue Cross, the commercial insurers, and HMO’s can

elp clarify and hopefully resolve the many issues we face in re-
forming hospital payments under medicare. When we consider
prospective payment legislation for medicare early in 1983, we
want it to work.

There is little disagreement that cost-based reimbursement
under medicare has not worked. It has destroyed the financial rea-
sons for hospitals to be efficient. Prospective payment promises to
correct that disincentive. By agreeinito a payment amount in ad-
vance, hospitals will be rewarded for keeping costs down.

In the first of our hearings on future directions for health care
financing, we heard from States and hospitals that have had expe-
rience in prospective reimbursement. Togay we will hear from the
health plans that must live with both prospective and retrospective
payment systems.

am anxious to learn about the various reimbursement systems
used by private party payors. I would like to know more about the
Fsrocess by which health plans negotiate with hospitals over rates.
there a critical mass of patients below which plans have no nego-
tiating leverage? What are the differences between negotiatin,
with all hos[f)itals in a community as opposed to selected ones only?

We would like to devise a medicare program which encourages
hospitals to be efficient, but which does not unfairly limit the abili-
ty of health plans to negotiate rates and to effectively compete for
business. We must be careful not to look only at the hospitals and
the incentives operating on them to be efficient; we must also take
into account the incentives operating on health plans to keep pa-
tients out of the hospitals. Total mix of services is the bottom line,
and we must be careful not to overlook that fact in our drive to
straighten out hospital payment.

Finally, I think it’s important to emphasize that our ultimate ob-
jective must be to assure that our elderly citizens have access to
quality health care at an affordable price.

I look forward to the comments of the witnesses, all of whom
come with stellar reputations; many of whom have been here
before. And I welcome all of you back today.

Because Senator Baucus, who is a ranking member of this sub-
committee, is tied up on the Senate floor and because other mem-
bers of the Finance Committee are engaged in debate over tuition
tax credit, I doubt very much whethér we are going to have a lot of
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attendance at this hearing this morning. And for that reason, we
have encouraged the witnesses to take a little more time in ex-
plaining their positions. Normally, we give you 5 minutes, and then
jump all over you with prepared questions. Today, we have tried to
reverse that procedure, and ask you to go in depth into some of
these issues; take more time in your presentation.

And I will be asking each of you some questions, all of which will
be aimed at trying our best to find some common denominator that
will heltP us shape a prospective system.

Our first set of panelists will from the commercial insurers.
That’s Mr. Henry DiPrete, vice president, group operations, John
Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co. of Hartford, Conn.; and Mr.
James Moorefield, president, Health Insurance Association of
America, Washington, D.C. -

Would you like to come on up?

STATEMENT OF JAMES L. MOOREFIELD, PRESIDENT, HEALTH
INSURANCE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. MoorerieLp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is James
L. Moorefield and I am president of the Health Insurance Associ-
ation of America, which is a trade association representing ap-
proximately 350 of the commercial insurers of this country.

With me today, as you have noted, is Henry DiPrete who is vice
president of Xzoup operations of the John Hancock Mutual Life In-
surance Co. As you have also noted, Gene Burton, who was a signa-
ture on the full statement we filed with you, unfortunately was not
able to attend today so Hank and I will carry on the discussion
from that point.

Mr. Chairman, we are firmly convinced that this Nation and its
population enu'og*s the highest standards of health care of any coun-
try in the world. But because the cost of such care continues to es-
calate well beyond the cost of all other goods and services in this
country, some reforms of the system are really needed.

In this oral presentation, we will present an overview of where
our industry is today, a review of recent activities in the several
States, and specific recommendations that we believe are neces-

sary.

Modern health care, as you will recall, began back in the Great
Depression years of the early 1930’s really to assure the solvency of
the Nation’s hospitals. The real boom in the sale of group health
insurance took place during the time of World War II. There was a
tremendous growth. By the end of that great war, there were some
32 million persons that were covered for hospital expenses and in-
hospital surgical expenses.

e emfhasis on a prepayment mechanism to primarily cover
the cost of hospital related costs changed with the introduction of
major medical insurance by the Nation’s insurance companies in
1955 when some 5 million persons were provided with coverage
that covered the cost of both in and out of hospital health care that
was prescribed by a physician.

Today, more than 154 million are covered by major medical in-
surance policies. Our recent survey conducted by our association
indicated that 73 percent of the employees with major medical ex-
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nse policies had maximum benefits of $250,000 or more. And that
gg rcent had out-of-pocket limits of $1,000 or less.

e trend today, however, is to emphasize more outpatient cover-
age to avoid more costly inpatient care.

Mr. Chairman, we are a competitive industry with over 700 pri-
vate or commercial insurance companies competing with some 70
Blue Cross and Blue Shield plans, with alternative delivery sys-
tems, such as health maintenance organizations, IPA’s, provider
plans, and a variety of uninsured plans that are sponsored by em-
ployers, labor unions and third party administrators.

The recent trend toward uninsured or self-insured plans, if you
prefer, is a relatively new and rapidly expanding form of competi-
tion. It has resulted in part from the enactment of ERISA, which
enables self-insurers to get out from under State insurance laws
which mandate specific costly health insurance benefits. It is also
the result of employers seeking to reduce their cost of money by
avoidance of State premium taxes and the required holding of re-
serves of insurance companies.

Our companies, to meet this fierce competition, have developed
new cost containment devices to reduce the cost of health insur-
ance and, in turn, to contain the cost of the Nation’s health care.
We employ the use of coordination of benefits, second surgical opin-
ions, preadmission testing, ambulatory surgery and nursing in
home care. More than 90 percent of our business includes the use
of deductibles and coinsurance, which seeks to make the consumer
a more prudent, more cost conscious purchaser of health care serv-
ices.

Many of our companies are also supporting various alternative
delivery systems including HMO’s and ﬁreferred provider plans.

Finally, a number of our companies have joined together recent-
ly to advance the state of the art in claims processing through the
use of modern computer networks that are hooked into hospital
terminals to produce the electronic transmission of claims, which
we feel has a tremendous cost saving potential:

In other ways we are trying to modify health care behavior of
the consumer. Through the HIAA, we have financed a study by Dr.
Charles A. Berry, the former Medical Director of the U.S. space
program, which found that worksite disease-prevention programs
are achieving significant cost reductions for employers in terms of
improved productivity, reduced absenteeism, and lower health care
costs. Insurers have taken the result of this study to their group
health clients in an effort to start disease prevention programs
such as smoking cessation, high blood pressure detection, exercise
programs, and the like.

In addition, the association recently initiated and is financing a 3
year project that will develop cost effective and efficient health

rocesures that could be easily used by doctors in their practices.
}%hls. study seeks to motivate people to improve their behavior by
dieti:lg, exercising, smoking less and controlling their use of drugs
and alcohol.

Although our business is doing its best to deescalate the rising
cost of health care from both the supply and the demand side by
the design of its %roducts and otherwise seeking to be a prudent
purchaser of health care services, we feel the urgent need to get all
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parties together to look at possible long-range payment reform. For
this reason, we have called for the appointment of a Presidential
Commission which would include all parties of interest from both
the public and the private sector—the providers, business, labor, in-
surers, and Government. And we would ask them to report back
within a year with recommended reform.

At the same time this study would be underway, we have urged
the adoption by the several States at the earliest possible date of
hospital prospective budget review systems, whether they be volun-
tary or mandatory, which would seek to dampen hospital inflation.
And finally, we request authority to enable our member companies
to join together in negotiating with the providers. i

Mr. Chairman, in order to tell you what is going on in the States,
I-}Ilank DiPrete is here with me and I ask you to recognize him at
this time.

STATEMENT OF HENRY DiPRETE, VICE PRESIDENT, GROUP
OPERATIONS, JOHN HANCOCK MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE CO.

Mr. DIPRETE. Thank you, Jim.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to briefly stress three points this
morning with you. First, regulation of our industry; second, access
to coverage by consumers; and, third, reimbursement form issues
primarily related to hospitals.

Insurance, and particularly health insurance, is one of the most
stringently regulated and supervised of businesses. State insurance
codes deal with virtually every phase of a company’s operations, in-
cluding specific provisions for domestic and foreign companies, un-
authorized insurers, information and privacy, investments, holding
company systems, mergers and consolidation, reinsurance, unfair
trade practices, claims procedures, and detailed chapters dealing
with health insurance product itself—including individual, group,
franchise, and blanket forms of insurance.

The enforcement procedures under State regulation are varied
and effective. The authority of a carrier to transact business in a
State can be suspended or revoked for violation of statutory or reg-
ulatory requirements. And the insurance commissioners can
impose fines and penalties. Additionally, most States have statu-
tory authority to obtain injunctions against any act or conduct of a
health insurer that is in violation of the law or regulation, or may
be considered to be unfair or misleading to the public.

Furthermore, approximately 85 percent of all health insurance is
provided for through group contracts and the demands of the poli-
cyholder, whether expressed because of product choice, the needs of
its covered members, or through the mandates of collective bar-
gaining that must be met. The marketplace thus performs a highly
effective regulatory function.

John Hancock goes head to head daily with Blue Cross plans and
companies like Aetna, Travelers, and Prudential in competition for
group accounts. The marketplace affords us no opportunity for
shoddy performance or otherwise we would not only fall short of
our nlt(aw business goals, but also our own customer base would be
at risk.
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In addition to regulating health insurance, some States have also
moved into the areas of guaranteeing its availability. Nine States
since 1974 enacted what are generally referred to as State health
insurance programs. Maine, Minnesota, New York, and Rhode
Island have enacted State catastrophic plans. These plans pay for
the medical expense of eligible citizens—eligibility being deter-
mined by the exhaustion of health insurance benefits the person
has, plus the expenditure of a specified amount of money, usually
expressed in terms of minimum dollar amount or percentages of
annual earnings.

Connecticut, Indiana, Minnesota, North Dakota, and Wisconsin
have enacted comprehensive insurance availability plans. Under
these plans, a prescribed level of health insurance coverage is es-
tablished that carriers must offer in addition to other coverages the
carriers may write. Associations in these States have been estab-
lished through which such coverage is made available to persons
who are uninsurable and member carriers share the excess losses
of these pools. In these States there are no uninsurables because
there is guaranteed access to coverage.

Various programs for hospital reimbursement reform are also
underway at the State level. In 1982, Massachusetts and New York
joined Maryland and New Jersey as States which have established
comprehensive statewide programs for cost review at hospitals. Al-
though each State differs considerably in details and mechanics,
they all have these six characteristics in common:

One, a statewide prospective budget review process for al: hospi-
tals in the States.

Two, incentives and penalties for hospitals designed to encourage
and reward cost-effective management. .

Three, equality of treatment as to payment for all patients re:
gardless of the third party involved.

Four, uniform reporting requirements for all hospitals.

Five, utilization review for all patients in the hospital.

And, sixth, a system of payer discount based on objective factors
which result in actual cost savings to the hospital.

The new private sector initiative in Massachusetts is particularly
exciting because it was inspired by the business community. This
new program means less State regulation and creates incentives to
down-size the system, to reduce hospital utilization, and to shift
more care from inpatient to outpatient settings.

On Monday of this week, Massachusetts was granted its medi-
care waiver only 4 weeks after filing its amended waiver applica-
tion. And the coalition is indebted to the administration for putting
them on an incredibly fast track in order to meet its implementa-
tion deadline.

Waivers like that recently granted for Massachusetts, and earlier
-for Maryland and New Jersey, are important because it means that
equity is created in the payment system for all patients, however
insured, effectively stopping the cost shifting phenomenon which
threatens the viability of private health insurance in this country.

In the coming months you will hear arguments favoring the New
Jersey DRG approach or the Margland approach or the Massachu-
setts plan. We submit that each State should determine which ap-
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proach works best. We further submit that there is likely no single
approach which will work best everywhere.

Finally, too, a word about a bill signed in July by the Governor
of California which authorizes insurance companies to negotiate
preferred provider and exclusive provider contracts. This legisla-
tion will permit an insurance company to seek out and contract
with hospitals, physicians, or other health providers who operate
efficiently and whose utilization patterns reflect concern about
health care cost. An insurer will be able to offer lower cost plans
which lock in participants to using only services of participating
providers.

The implications of this legislation are significant for the health
insurance industry. The legislation provides companies flexibility
in determining reimbursement practices. Thus, true market forces
will be stimulated at the provider level.

Mr. MoorerieLp. Thank you, Hank.

[The combined prepared statement of James L. Moorefield, Henry
A. DiPrete, and Burton E. Burton follows:]



9

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES L. MooreFiELD, HENRY A. DIPRETE, AND BURTON E.
BURTON, REPRESENTING THE HEALTH INSURANCE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

My name is James L. Moorefield. I am President of the Health
Insurance Association of America. The 350 member companies of the
Association write about 85% of the private health insurance business
in the United States., With ;e today are Henry DiPrete, Vice Presi-
dent, Group Operations, of the John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance
Company and Burton E, Burton, Senior Vice President, of the Retna
Life and Casualty.

We appreciate this opportunity to share our thoughts with you
as you continue your examination of different methods to bring
reform to the nation's health care system. We are firmly convinced
that this nation and its population enjoys perhaps the highest
standard of health care of any country in the world. Yet, primarily
becauge the costs of such care continue to escalate well beyond the
costs of other goods and serviceg in this country, some reforms of
the system are needed. We believe that all parties-~-government,
providers, insurers, and consumers--can and should join together
in the development of the needed reforms.

We will present an overview of where our industry is today,

a review of recent activities in the several states, and specific
recommendations for necessary action.

Modern health insurance began during the Great Depression of
the early 1930s. To assure the solvency of the nation's hospitals
in those days, the Blue Cross movement was born as a prepayment -
mechanism to cover the costs of hospital care. By 1940, some
12 million Americans had hospital expense protection and some

5 million were covered for the costs of in-hospital surgical expenses.
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The real boom in the sale of health insurance coverage took place
during World War II. Inasmuch as wages were frozen and fringe
benefits were not, employers and unions bargained on the basis of
fringe benefits; and group health insurance experienced a tremendous
growth. By the end of World War II, there were some 32 million
persons covered for hospital expenses and in-hospital surgical
expenses.

The emphasis on a prepayment mechanism to primarily cover the
costs of hospital-related care changed with the introduction of
major medical insurance by the nation's insurance companies in
1955, when some 5 million persons were provided with .coverage that
covers the costs of both in- and out-of-hospital health care pre-
scribed by a physician. Subject to deductibles and coinsurance
designed to provide consumers with continued interest in the cost
of health care, these policies provided broad benefits against
catastrophic ;pisodes of illness. Today, more than 154 million
Americans are covered by major medical expense policies. Insurance
companies alone provide such protection to more than 107 million
persons, or well over 90% of the people covered by insurance
companies against health care costs. A recent survey conducted by
the Association indicated that 73% of the employees with major
medical expense policies had maximum benefits of $250,000 or more
and 66% had out-of-pocket limits of $1,000 or less.

Begides major medical insurance policies, which reimburse
individuals on the basis of usual and customary charges of healtn

care providers, insurance companies today also provide hospital
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indemnity coverage (dollars per day of confinement) and disability
income protection (short- and long-term), which provides periodic
payments when the insured is unable to work as a result of sickness
or injury. Many varieties of these forms of covevage have been
initiated and expanded over the years.

Today,., insurance companies together with Blue Cross plans
and other insurers provide health insurance protect}on to more
than 186 million persons or some 8 out of every 10 Americans.
Included among the benefits provided are dental and, tu a lesser
extent, preventive care services, The trend today is to emphasize
more outpatient coverage to avoid more c¢ostly inpatient care.

We are a competitive industry with over 700 private insurance
companies, some 70 Blue Cr;ss and Blue Shield plans, alternative
delivery systems such as Health Maintenance Organizations, IPAs,
preferred provider plans, and a variety of uninsured plans sponsored
by employers, labor unions, and third party administrators. This
recent trend towards uninsured or self-insured plans is a rela-
tively new and rapidly expanding form of competition. It has
resulted, in part, from the enactment of ERISA, which enables
self-insurers to get out from under state insurance laws mandating
specific costly health insurance benefits. It is also the result
of employers seeking to reduce their costs of "money"” by the avoid-
ance of state premium taxes and the holding of reserves by insurance
companies. -

To further illustrate how much competition exists, the maximum
market share of an individual insurer does not exceed 15% in any

state and is usually less than 19%.
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Our companies, in order to meet the fierce competition that
exists, have developed a number of new cost containment devices
and undertaken significant efforts to reduce the costs of health
insurance coverages. As examples, we employ the use of coordi-
nation of benefits, second surgical opinions, pre-admission testing,
ambulatory surgery, and nursing and home care. As has been
indicated, more than 90% of our business includes the use of
deductibles and coinsurance which seek to make the consumer a more
prudent, cost-conscious purchaser of health care services. Many of
our companies are supporting various alternative delivery systems,
includirg health maintenance organizations and preferred provider
plans. Finally, a number of our companies have joined together
to advance the state of the art in claims processing through the
use of modern computer networks hooked into hospital terminals to
produce the electronic transmission of claims, which we feel has a
tremendous cost savings potential.

At both the institutional level through the Association and
at the individual company level, we are seeking to modify the health
care behavior of the consumer. Through the HIAA, we hﬁve financed
a study by Dr. Charles A. Berry, former Medical Director of the
U.S. Space Program, which found that worksite disease-prevention
prograﬁs are achieving significant cost reductions for employers in
terms of improved prodﬁctivity, reduced absenteeism, and lower
health care costs. Insurers have taken the results of this study
to their group health clients in an effort to start disease pre-

vention programs such as smoking cessation, high blood pressure
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detection, exercise programs, and the like. The Association also
recently initiated and is financing a three-year project that will
develop cost effective and efficient health procedures that could
be easily used by doctors in their practices. The study seeks to
motivate people to improve their behavior by dieting, exercising,
smoking less, and controlling their use of drugs and alcohol,
Although our business is doing its best to de-escalate the
rising cost of health care from both the supply and demand side
by the design of its products, and otherwise seeking to be a prudent
purchaser of health care services, it feels the urgent need to get
all parties together to 1?ok at possible long-range reform. For
this reason, we call ngrthe appq{;iment of a Presidential
Commission which would include all parties of interest, from both
the public and private sectors, and would report back within a
year with recommended reforms. At the same time, while éhis study
would be underway, we urge the adoption by the several states,
at the earliest possible date, of hospital prospective budget
review systems, whether voluntary or mandatory, which would seek
to dampen hospital inflation. Finally, we request authority to
enable our member insurers to join together in negotiating with
providers. Henry DiPrete will now discuss some of the activities
going on in the several states designed to address needed reform

in the health care system.

11-627 0 - 83 - 2 Vo
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As Jim mentioned, I am going to discuss three areas of potential
concern to this Committee and indicate how, at a state level, they
are being addressed, with what success, and where improvements may
be needed. The areas are:

1. responsiveness of health insurance to consumer needs and
protection of the consumer;

2, availability of health insurance coverage; and

3. control of the claim-cost component of health insurance
premiums so that available coverage is alsc affordable.

The first of these areas has been of concern to states since
the inception of health insurance. With the exception of relatively
recent inequities resulting from ERISA preemption for self~-insured
plans, which Mr. Burton will discuss, regulation and the dynamics
of the marketplace already address this area.

Insurance, and particularly health insurance, is one of the
most stringently regulated and supervised of businesses. Every
aspect is totally prescribed and continuously scrutinized. The
typical state insurance code consists of chapters of laws dealing
with virtually every phase of a company's formation and operation
including specific provisions for domestic and fotéign companies,
unauthorized ;nsurers, insurance information and privacy, invest-
ments, holding company systems, merger and consolidation, reinsurance,
unfair trade practices, claims procedures, and detailed chapters
dealing with the health insurance product itself--including individual,

group, franchise, and blanket forms of coverage.
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These laws are implemented th{ough a complex system of
regulatory requirements adopted by the Insurance Commissioner of
each state. These regulatory requirements span the entire scope
of the company's operation from policy form content, filing and
approval, marketing techniques and practices, advertising, premium
rates, claims procedures, and overinsurance to various disclosure
requirements and notification procedures.

The enforcement procedures under state regulation are varied
and effective. The authority of a carrier to transact business in
a state can be suspended or revoked for violations of statutory or
regulatory requirements, and the Commissioners can impose fines and
penalties. Additionally, most states have statutory authority to
obtain injunctions against any act or conduct of a health insurer
that is in violation of the law or regulation, or may be considered
to be unfair or misleading to the public.

Furthermore, as Jim Moorefield has indicated, insurance is
already highly competitive and its products, marketing methods, and
service goals are greatly influenced and directed by demands of
consumers. Approximately 85% of all health insurance is provided
through group contracts; and the demands of the policyholder,
whether expressed because of product choice, the needs of its
covered members, or through the mandates of collective bargaining,
must be met. The marketplace thus performs a highly effective
"regulatory" function.

In addition to regqulating health insurance, some states have
also moved into the areas of guaranteeing its availability and

moderating its cost.
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In the area of guaranteed availability, nine states have,
since 1974, enacted what are generally referred to as state "health
insurance programs.” For example, a Hawaiian Act required employers
to provide to their employees, as a minimum, a prescribed level of
prepaid health care coverages. This Act was rendered null and
void by a Federal District Court opinion on the grounds that state
laws imposing such requirements on employee welfare benefit plans
are preempted by the Federal Employee Retirement Insurance Act
(ERISA) and was affirmed on appezl.

Maine, Minnesota, New York, and Rhode Island have enacted
state "catastrophic" plans. Under these acts, the plans pay for
the medical expenses of eligible citizens--eligibility being deter-
mined by the exhaustion of any health insurance the person has,
plus the expenditure of a specified amount of money, usually expressed
in terms of minimum dollar amounts or percentages of annual earnings.
These plans are state funded; Minnesota, Rhode Island, and New York
being funded from the states' general revenue, and Maine being
funded by a special tax on the sale of cigarettes. .

Connecticut, Indiana, Minnesota (two plans), North Dakota,
and Wisconsin have enacted com;rehensive health insurance availa-~
bility plans. Under these plans, although there are differences,

a prescribed level of health insurance coverage is established
that carriers must offer in addition to other coverages the car-
riers may write. State associ;tions in these states have been
established through which such coverage is made available to

persons who are uninsurable and member carriers share the excess
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losses of these pools. From an operational point of view, the
Connecticut plan has functioned the most efficiently. The Wisconsin
and Indiana plans, enacted in 1980 and 1981 respectively, have not
yet become operational.

Although none of the state plans are identical, they can,
except for Hawaii, be viewed as falling into one of two categories,
depending on their purpose. The purpose of the state comprehensive
plans (Connecticut, Minnesota, Indiana, North Dakota, and Wisconsin)
is to address the problem of the uninsurable. The social-medical-
economic problems of these two categories of persons are obviously
quite different.

In any discussion of possible solutions to the nation's health
care cost problems, HIAA believes that it is proper to place heavy
emphasis on a flexible and workable state role based on successful
prototypes. This emphasis is consonant with the Administration's
expressed desire to revamp the federal-state partnership in govern-
ment and also allgwa for varying programs among states with unique
cost and delivery problems.

Finally, regulation and availability would be moot points if
health insurance were not affordable. States have begun to work
on this problem as well.

In 1982, Massachusetts and New York joined Maryland and New
Jersey as states which have established comprehensive statewide
hospital cost review programs. Although each state differs consid-

erably in detail and mechanics, they all have these characteristics:
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1. a statewide prospective budget review process for all
hospitals in the state;

2. 1incentives and penalties for hospitals designed to encourage
and reward cost-effective management;

3. equality of treatment as to payment for all patients
regardless of the third party payor {(private or governmental)
involved; N

4. uniform cost and utilization reporting requirements for
all hospitals;

5. utilization review for all patients in the hospital;

6. a system of payor discounts based upon objective factors
which result in actual cost savings to the hospital.

In addition, the Massachusetts and New York programs establish
relief funds for hospitals which incur large losses due to bad debt
and charity care.

It is important to focus on how these laws were developed.

For instance, in Massachusetts, a negotiating team of insurers,
providers, state government, and business met for nine weeks in
intense sessions and reached agreement on complex amendments to

a bill which HIAA had originally drafted. HIAA firmly believes

that the Massachusetts program will be effective because all parties
with a direct stake in hospital payment reform actively participated
in designing a solution. In New York, a special commission of the
legislature with similar multiparty participation created the New
York approach. It is only on a state level that such participation
and such imaginative and progressive solutions can be found, allowing

maximum flexibility for a state to meet its own health care needs.
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In developing these bills, the critical role of the federal
governm;nt in health care financing was recognized. 1In both
Massachusetts and New York, federal waivers are required to trigger
fully-effective operation of the cost control programs. Both
waiver applications are under review programs. Maryland and New
Jersey already have such waivers which permit Medicare and Medicaid
to pay hospitals along the same lines as other payors, as defined
by state law,

Such waivers, along with the provisions mandating equity of
payment for all patients, however insured, effectively stops the
cost-shifting pﬁenomenon which threatens the viability of private
health insurance in this country. Perhaps more important to this
Committee is that legislation like this and waivers have saved
Medicare and Medicaid programs significant sums while assuring
quality care. It is not surprising, then, that HIAA believes strongly
that the federal government should recognize the role of state
solutions to the health care financing crisis and encourage and
participate in more of these innovative responses to this problem.

Finally, a word too about a bill signed in July by the Governor
of California which authorizes insurance companies to negotiate
preferred-provider and exclusive-provider contracts. This legis-
lation will permit an insurance company to seek out and contract
with hospitals, physicians, and other health care providers who
operate efficiently and whose utilization patterns reflect concern
about health care costs. An insurer will be able to offer lower
cost plans which "lock" participants in to using only the services

provided by p&rticipating providers. -
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The implications of this new legislation are significant for
the health insurance industry. The legislation provides companies
with that flexibility in developing reimbursement practices which
is esgential for interjecting true competitive forces into the
health care market. It is a hopeful alternative to "regulated
pro-competition" which would try to achieve cost containment through
onerous, expensive regulation of insurers, hospitals, and employers.

There are, however, many unanswered questions about how
insurers will be able to take fg}l advantage of this new authority.
In particular, recent Supreme Court decisions subjecting various
health care reimbursement functions to antitrust scrutiny will have
to be analyzed very carefully to guard against possible violations.
Also, as Mr. Moorefield indicated, no single insurer is likely
to have enough leverage in a given market area to inspire providers'
wholehearted cooperation; we are not Medi-Cal. Medi-Cal, on the
other hand, will have this leverage; and, to the extent that Medi-Cal
negotiated "discounts" reflect its buying power rather than its
ability to insist on efficiencies, the monies Medi-Cal "saves”
will be shifted to the bills of patients insured by the private
sector. Although insurers will also have to evaluate the novel
administrative challenges inherent in negotiating and monitoring,
this bill may offer insurers an opportunity to make a significant
contribution in controlling health care costs. California's
experiment has not yet been implemented--the bill is not effective
until January 1983--and the results must be monitored to ensure
that it is saving money not merely shifting cost; but it is an
intriguing concept which deserves a trial.

Gene Burton will now address what we feel needs to be done.
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The health care financing system has mat;red considerably
over the last decade. In the first stage of development, the
emphasis was on growth and expansion of access and coverage. It
was during this first stage that we witnessed the burgeoning of
employer group coverage, the introduction of large-scale govern-
mental programs and the ignition of the subsequent explosion in
medical technology.

We have now entered stage two in which we are all having to
come to grips with the economic consequences of the astounding growth
and success of our health care system. The new focus is on cost
containment. It is surprising to find that we must now reexamine
some of the economic and regulatory assumptions that supported our
growth stage and to ask which of them may no longer be compatible
with our readjusted priorities.

The health insurance business shares your strong commitment
to cost containment. Nevertheless, we find that we must struggle
under some formidable hardicaps. The field on which we compete is
strewn with regulatory and economic obstacles that significantly
interfere both with our ability to serve our customers and with
efforts to improve the efficiency of the health care fina;cing and
delivery system as a whole.

Put another way, what would the insurance industry like to
do and Qhat are the barriers to their doing it?

Let us first identify these handicaps, all of which are externally
vimposed upon us. Then we will return to a discussion of each of

them. Our customers are the ones who absorb most of the cost shift
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that results from underpayment of providers by Medicare and Medi-
caid. As you know, these shortfalls in government payments have
been growing steadily larger and more burdensome for private patients.
Then, unlike the noninsured plans with which we compete, we are
subject to stringent state regulation. Our product design crea-
tivity is also stifled by a range of provider protection laws.
Unlike our chief competitors in many instances, we pay state premium
taxes and federal income taxes on the earnings on our reserves.

In addition, the highly competitive nature of our business and the
antitrust laws preclude us from collabgorating effectively for cost
containment purposes.

If the efficiency of our health care system is ever going to
be improved through more meaningful patient participation, we must
first make certain that the choices available to consumers are not
economically biased because of governmental constraints. Wwhen
individuals or employers choose a third party payment mechanism,
the choice should be among realistic alternatives. This is not
fully possible today.

what we would like to see is a "level playing field"™ for all
third party payors including Medicare and Medicaid. When Medicare
pays less, private payors pay more--in effect constituting
a hidden tax on non-government patients which will amount to
almost $6 billion in 1982 and is expected to double by 1985.

We find that many individuals and employers are increasingly
frustrated when they realize that a large and growing portion of

their health care expenses is paying not for their own care--over
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which they have at least some control--but for care given to public
patients. We estimate that 16 percent of the hospital expenses
incurred by our pcligzﬁoldqxs is being paid for care rendered to
Medicare and Medicaid ﬁatients.

In addition, the cost shift severely impedes the ability of
private payors to compete with government programs under a voucher
system. i

We want Medicare to pay on the same basis as other payors,

We believe the provision in the recently-enacted tax bill providing
for Medicare recognition of qualified state hospital payment pro-
grams is a major step in the right direction. We are also pleased
to see that a consensus is rapidly building for hospital payment
reform which includes agreement on the need for a prospective rather
than retrospective method of reimbursement; the need for a target
budget which includes incentives to reduce unjustified utilization;
~and a unjform definition of reimburseable costs which includes all
legitimate items of hospital expenses. The prospective payment
system being developed by the Departmené of Health and Human Services
is an important step toward Medicare health care reform, and we
strongly recommend that it be applied to all payors.

Another possibility would be to require Medicare-approved
hospitals to allocate equally among all private patients that
portion of their budgets not reimbursed by Medicare or Medicaid.

Second, as with the Medicare cost shift, state regulation
does not apply evenly to various classes-of payors. Employers

that self-insure employee welfare benefit plans are exempted from
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state regqgulation by the preemption clause in Section 514(c) of
ERISA. Such noninsured plans are not subject to the myriad legis-
lative and regulatory requirements imposed upon insured plans.
These requirements, which vary considerably from sta;e to state,
typically include a wide range of mandated benefits, free choice

of provider provisions, and continuation of coverage and conversion
options which are often quite costly. Employers may avoid these
obligations as well as the necessity of maintaining reserves and
paying premium taxes simply by not insuring their plans.

In order to nurture competition in the health care field, we
should assure that all competitors are subject to the same rules.
Insurance laws and regulations serve a beneficial purpose in pro-
tecting the insured public. However, ERISA now precludes the
states from regulating the affairs of noninsured health plans, but
at the same time the federal government has failed to requlate
these health plans.

The very fact that these plans are unregulated makes them
increasingly attractive funding alternatives for employers. Indeed,
as much as 50 percent of the new health-related business written
by Aetna and other major insurers is no longer conventional health
insurance. This is an obstaclé to competition that we are not able
to overcome without Congressional support.

It is also a very real impediment to innovative plan design
by insurers. My own company, Aetna, is encountering considerable
difficulty as we continue trying to adapt to existing state laws

an original benefit design «ralled CHOICE, which we think combines
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the best features of conventional health insurance and an HMO in
;ne plan.

We recommend that Congress require that state taxation and
regulation apply equally to all funding mechanisms. We are not
proposing a substitution of federal for state regulation. How-
ever, our business does support, for example, Section 3605(a) (ii) (I)
of S. 1541 (the Retirement Income Incentives and Administrative
Simplification Act, introduced by Senator Nickles) which would
amend ERISA to preempt state mandated benefit laws for insured
as well as for non-insured employee benefit plans. This simple
change would be a first step along the way to more equitable
competition and more rational benefit design.

For example, we would like to set up programs in every state,
as we have done in Connecticut, to guarantee the availability of
health insurance to all individuals. Nine states to date have some

“kind of state pool for uninsurable individuals. However, again,

ERISA is a major barrier to our seeiing state laws setting up these
prqQqgrams. We fee} strongly that all competitors in the employee health
benefit market should share proportionately in any pool losses.
However, ERISA preempts state laws to the extent those laws require
self-insured plans to participate in the state pools. Thus, self-
insured plans are effectively shielded from the economic burden

of the pools, a burden which falls on an ever-decreasing base caused
by existing legal barriers to equitable competition. The problem

could be solved either by an amendment to ERISA or by legislation

authorizing insurers to set up such pools and requiring all employee
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health benefit plan funding mechanisms to participate in such a
pool as a condition of income tax deductibility.

In a similar vein, there are any number of state laws enacted
to protect the interests of different classes of providers, These
laws often operate to prevent the establishment of preferred provider
plans by insurers and stand in the way of negotiations between
insurers and providers. As Hank DiPrete mentioned, an interesting
experiment is beginning on this subject in California; and we should
know before too long whether competition among providers will be
enhanced by California's effort to stimulate negotiations,

Last, we would like to share data and engage in joint cost
containment activities, such as negotiating with health providers,
the development of physician profiles and patterns of care, and
other such activities, Specifically:

1. 1Insurers should be authorized jointly to collect, analyze
and use information on the quality, cost, or utilization of health
care services, including the development of reasonable, or pre-
ferred utilization practices as guides for insurance reimbursements
to providers. 1In other words, commercial insurers should be able
to join together to assemble data.

2. Insurers should also be empowered collectively to negotiate
with health care providers to develop utilization standards.

It should further be possible for insurers jointly to contract
with review organizations to provide peer review and concurrent
hospital review for private patients and to provide data to such
organizations. R
As Jim Moorefield mentioned earlier, we feel that the magni-
tude of the health cost problem demandz the involvement of all
affected parties--government, providers, insurers, business, and
consumers.
Mr. Chairman, this Cormittee has some difficult problems.
The HIAA is ready to commit time and resources to develop a solution.

Be assured that we will help in“any way we can.
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Mr. MoorerFieLp. Mr. Chairman, the health insurance business
shares dyour strong commitment to cost containment. Nevertheless,
we find that we must struggle under some very formidable handi-
caps. Put another way, we might ask what would the insurers like
to do, and what ere the barriers to their doing it?

What we would like to see is a level playing field, if you will, for
all third party payers, including medicare and medicaid. When
medicare pays less, private payers pay more. And, in effect, this
constitutes a hidden tax on non-Government patients, which will
amount to almost $6 billion in 1982. And because of the recent en-
actments of Congress could possibly double by 1985—$6 billion to
possibly $12 billion.

We find that many individuals and employers are increasingly
frustrated when they realize that a large and growing portion of
their health care expenses is paying not for their own care over
which they at least have some control, but for the care given to the
public patients. We estimate. that 16 percent of the hospital ex-
penses incurred by our policyholders is being paid for care ren-
dered to medicare and medicaid patients. This cost shift—as we
have termed it—severely impedes the ability of private payers to
compete with Government programs under any voucher system.
We want medicare to pay on the same basis as other payers.

We believe that the provision in the recently enacted tax bill
providing medicare recognition of qualified State hospital payment
programs is a major step in the right direction.

e are also pleased to see that a consensus is rapidly building
for hospital payment reform, which includes, agreement on the
need for a prospective rather than retrospective method of reim-
bursement, the need for a target budget, which includes incentives
to reduce unjustified utilization, and a uniform definition of reim-
bursable costs, which includes all legitimate items of hospital ex-
penses. ,

" The prospective payment system being developed by the Depart-

ment of Health and IYI!tlx‘man rvices, to which you referred, could

be an important step toward medicare health care reform. But, Mr.

gll;airman, we strongly recommend that that system be applied to
payers.

Another possibility would be to require medicare aﬁproved hospi-
tals to allocate equally among all private patients that portion of
their budget which is not reimbursed by medicare or medicaid.
Second, as with the medicare cost shifts, gtate regulation does not
apply evenly to various classes of payers. Employers that self-
insure employee welfare plans are exempt, as we have already
noted, from State regulation by the preemption clause in section
514(c) of ERISA. Self-insured plans are not subject to the myriad
legislative and regulatory requirements imposed upon insured

lans. Insured plan requirements, which vary considerably from

tate to State, typically include a wide range of mandated benefits,
free choice of provider provisions, and continuation of coverage and
conversion options, which are often quite costly.

Now employers may avoid these obligations as well as the neces-
sity of maintaining reserves and paying premium taxes simply hy
not insuring their plans. This is an obstacle to competition that we
are not able to overcome without congressional support.
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Now we are not proposing a substitution of Federal for State reg-
ulations. However, our business does support, for example, section
3605(a)iiXI) of S. 1541, the Retirement Income Incentive and Ad-
ministrative Simplification Act introduced by Senator Nickles.
That would amend ERISA to preempt State-mandated benefit laws
for insured as well as noninsured employee benefit plans. This
simple change would be a first step along the way to more equita-
ble competition and more rational benefit design

We would like to see programs in every State ag have been set
up in Connecticut, which Hank just referred to guarantee the
availability of health insurance to all individuals. Five States, as
he referenced, to date have some kind of State pool for uninsurable
individuals. We feel strongly that all competitors in the employee -
{walth benefit market should share proportionately in any pool
osses.

However, ERISA preempts State laws to the extent that those
laws require self-insured plans to participate in the State pool.
Thus, self-insured plans are effectively shielded from the economic
burdens of the pool. The problem could be solved either by an
amendment to ERISA or by legislation authorizing insurers to set
up such pools, and requiring all employee health benefit plans
funding mechanisms to participate in such a pool as a condition of
income tax deductibility. '

In a similar vein, Mr. Chairman, any number of State laws oper-
ate to prevent the establishment of preferred provider plans by in-
surers, and stand in the way of negotiations between irsurers and
the providers. As Hank DiPrete mentioned, an interesting experi-
ment is beginning on this subject in California. And we should
know before too long whether competition among providers will be
enhanced by California’s efforts to stimulate negotiations.

Last, we would like to share data and engage in joint cost con-
tainment activities, such as negotiating with health providers, b
developing physicians’ profiles and patterns of care, and other suc
activities.

Mr. Chairman, this committee has some difficult problems. The
HIAA is ready to commit time and resources to develop a solution.
Be assured we will help in any way we can, and we ask to be called

upon.

I have filed with the committee, Mr. Chairman, several publica-
tions of our association which may be helpful to you in the way of
background, including a revised copy with our proposed solution on
the cost-shift problem,

To be better able to answer your questions, I do have several as-
sociates from industry and member companies and from staff who
are technicians in this area. And with your pleasure, I may refer
some of the questions you direct to us to them for answers. They
are seated right here behind me: John Ahearn, who is counsel for
the Aetna Life; Dick Mellman, who is vice president and actuary of
the Prudential; Joe Peel, the association’s general counsel; Dave
Robbins, the association’s vice president and controller; and John
TI‘Oﬂ, I think you know, who is vice president of the Travelers.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you very much for your testimony.
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In reviewing the testimony of the three types of payers who we
have invited to come here today, I know we are going to hear a lot
about level playing fields. I don’t know who invented that term. It
seems to be of rather recent origin. I was tempted to ask Gene Mc-
Carthy about it on the plane yesterday.

I don’t know how much we need to get into questions on the
level playing field issue because each of the three groups has done
a pretty good job in the prepared testimony. But 1 know we could
get into a debate here today about State rate setting for example,
and I have some fairly strong feelings on that myself. And we did
have at least part of a hearing on that subject earlier.

As we look at the issue of the playing field, one of the things we
could probably agree on is that there ought to be some equality in
the competition among health plans as far as the application of
Government legislation and Government regulation. And you have
cited the problem created by ERISA relative to competition with
the self-insured. You cited the distinctions regarding premium
taxes. You mentioned the issue of antitrust. And I am glad you
speak to these issues in this context.

But there have to be those out there who are interested in, No. 1,
keeping people healthy, and No. 2, making sure they receive only
the amount of sick care they really need and they get that care in
the most appropriate setting. Some of these people might believe
that carrying the level of playing field too far is going to work
against accomplishing the objectives of access, efficiency, and hold-
ing down costs. I guess I am not one of those who believes right off
the bat—unless you can persuade me otherwise during the course
of testimony today—that it is necessary for every hospital to
charge exactly the same amount for a procedure regardless of
where it may occur in the country, where it may occur in the com-
munity or for which payer it is performed.

What level of business—of patient coverage—is necessary for an
insurance company to apply some leverage in negotiating hospital
rates? Furthermore, I'd be interested in your comments on charge-
based payment systems.

Mr. MooreFIELD. Hank.

Mr. DiPreTE. OK. I'll start. It’s a tall order, Mr. Chairman, but
let me start on that because several light bulbs were going on as
you were speaking.

I think we are probably, in terms of competition at the provider
level perhaps, all reaching in the same direction. One of the objec-
tives is to get the consumer or the patient back in the act, if you
will, so that he can exercise what limited rational choices are avail-
able to him. A start in that direction would be to get away from
the retrospective cost-based reimbursement system where he is to-
tally insulated, as is the payer, from the hospital or the provider's
cost of doing business, if you will. That’s one start in the right di-
rection,

Another would be, through education and through marketplace
forces, begin to effect benefit plan redesign so that the patient will
have some incentive to make more rational choices—using an out- -
patient setting when it is more cost effective to do so than an in-
patient setting, ambulatory surgery, and that kind of thing.

11-627 0 - 83 - 3
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All of these things are beginning to gel as a result of a massive
educational effort. Inflation of health care costs, accelerating as
they have been, is helping to change attitudes. But at the provider
level, whether the prospective payment system is expressed in
terms of charges or something else, we certainly feel that negotia-
tions should be a part of the environment.

What we are concerned about is what currently exists today—
that the negotiation is really only one sided. The provider, as long
as he can negotiate and give something up with one payer because
he can shift that to somewhere else in the system, isn’t really a
system savings at all. It’s a shell game. That’s what concerns us. So
we have to make some starts, prospective reimbursement bei:ﬁ
one. Another one being plan redesigh, education, and getting
parties in the act.

Senator DURENBERGER. Let me follow up on that. My impression
is that in most cases when you talk negotiations, you are larfely
negotiating with a customer who buys one of your health plans
rather than negotiating with a health care provider. Now there are
some changes comingeinto the industry. Most of them that I am
aware of appear to related to physicians, the people who are
making the choices among ambulatory and hospital services. And
that’s an appropriate place to start. }

I'm curious to know how often insurers ptaaf the beneficiary and
how often they directly reimburse the hos%i ?

Mr. DiPreTe. There may be others with more specific statistics
on this, but in }11?.% own company’s experience, John Hancock, over
the years the shift has gone away from direct reimbursement, par-
ticularly in hospital care, to assigned benefits. It's almost impossi-
ble for a person to be admitted to a hospital today without the pa-
tient assigning whatever benefits are payable to the hospital so
that the hospital is paid directly.

On the medical side, particularly major medical, the patient does
receive direct reimbursement for the most part from companies
like mine.

Senator DURENBERGER. But, in effect, what's the next step? Say
ou have an assigned benefit. Is the next step to negotiate with the
ospital the payment of the benefit? And how often is payment

simply made on the basis of a reasonable and customary c arii‘.?

r. DIPRETE. There is some negotiation. And I must say that
cause there are some 7,000-some odd hospitals out there, and we
are only one company—the negotiating process will center around
where there are large market shares more so than where there are
not. A simplistic example would be where my company for one has
successfully negotia what we will call “prompt payment dis-
counts.” Because of a mechanized claim payment system we can
assure the hospital that they will receive the pﬁments within b
working days, i you will, or 10 working days. The value of that
money is worth something to them and they are willing to reduce
charges by a negotiated amount for that. But it's very small. And
it’s a relatively new phenomenon.

Senator DURENBERGER. I wonder if any of the other people have
examples. What other forms of hospital reimbursement have mem-
bers of the association used and with what success or lack of suc-
cess? Does anybody else want to step up and respond?
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Mr. Troy. Senator, John Troy from Travelers. I think except
where you have a patient base that you can assign to a specific hos-
pital—there are virtually no examples of negotiations by insurance
companies with hospitals other than in this prompt payment area.
There is virtually none. Now I think the hospital wouldn’t dare ne-
gotiate with Travelers to give us a discount because they know that
our other associates would be there the next day trging to get the
same kind of consideration. The differentials that Blue Cross has
are based on large part on State statutes so that they are exempt
from the antitrust laws.

But if Travelers went in and got a discount, then the hospital
wouldn’t be able to refuse to negotiate with Aetna or Prudential or
any of the other insurance companies.

nator DURENBERGER. Why wouldn’t they be able to refuse to
negotiate with them?

r. TROY. Because of the antitrust laws. The antitrust laws are
protecting the ability of the hospital to negotiate solely with Blue
Cross as far as patients that are not under preferred provider
plans. Usually it’s the State action exemption of the antitrust laws
that is protecting the hospitals from not going beyond that. And a
lot of history is behind it as well. So I think the reason the hospi-
tals don’t negotiate with any one insurance company is that they
know they will have to negotiate with all of the insurance compa-
nies.

And with the Federal Government shifting $6 billion and some
cost shifting involved with the Blue Cross contracts and the HMO
contracts, obviously the hospitals can’t iive a discount to every-
body. They have to pay for this discount that they are giving to the
other payers. That increases charges. Some of the differences in
charges to patients are enormous.

Senator DURENBERGER. This is all very helpful. Let me be sure
that I understand the position of the association. Is it the position
of the association that you would like to see commercial insurers
having the same opportunities to negotiate discounts as are cur-
g;ntly? provided, in some cases, the HMO’s, and in most cases, Blue

088

Mr. MoorerFIELD. And we further need the joint negotiation au-
thority. And that's where the antitrust problems hang us up now.
‘Now the California experience is not for two or more companies to
join together. It’s single. It specifically permits a sinﬁle company, if
it has the leverage to negotiate, to do so. We feel that we have to
have the joint neiotiation authority. As the statement will show, in
any given State there is no commerical insurer that has more than

5 percent of the market. And that’s of all the private; leaving out
the public sector. And most of them are down in the 4- and 5-per-
cent range nationally, at most. And as represented here, we have
got the giants of the industry.

In 1980, there was only one company that had just slightly in
excess of 4 percent of the market share. So no single company has
the leverage to really negotiate in a community or nationwide as
the Blues and the Government have.

Senator DURENBERGER. Your testimony seems to be strongly sup-
portive of State rate setting. Later this morning we will hear about
some of the anti-discount, anti-incentive results of rate setting in
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some States—I could read your testimony to say that while you are
against negotiating period, you would rather substitute some kind
of a State dprocess in which everybody is going to get paid the same
thing. And, in effect, the State will negotiate annually for either
reductions in payments or discounts or whatever.

Mr. MELLMAN. Mr. Chairman, Richard Mellman of the Pruden-
tial. My company is the 4 percent. I think it’s important that we
define terms because as you know, we are talking about——

Senator DURENBERGER.. Please do, because I don’t understand
half of them.

Mr. MELLMAN. We are talking about more than $100 billion ex-
penses by Americans per year. This word “discount” is a good place
to start. All Americans love a discount. Everytime we buy a car or
refrigerator, we seek a discount. And what we are really talking
about here is underpayment in relation to the true cost, which nec-
essarily results in overcharging other people.

Now to the extent that a payer can provide certain economies to
the hospitals which results in savings to that hospital—I believe we
will all agree that it is proper that there be a differential in cost
for that. And Hank talked about prompt payment discounts. Since
the hospitals get paid faster, they are entitled to more money, and
less money from the payer. That’s an example.

But there are many more things involved here. For example,
some negotiations involve the unwillingness to recognize certain
dollars of cost that the hospital incurs. And to the extent that some
payers, be they covered or private, don’t pay for those things, the
hospitals are loaded onto the others.

And we have differentials today which amount to $300 per day
per patient where insurance companies are paying out at the rate
of $800 per day per patient. And the Government and Blue Cross
are paying that same hospital at the rate of $500 per day for the
patient for the same kind of treatment. That’s the kind of thing to
which we object when we talk about a level (i)laying field.

Senator DURENBERGER. Dick, I understand that. None of us likes
the cost shift that is inherent in differential payment schemes or
discounts. Let’s not talk discount because I know that is a bad anti-
trust word. We will just presume there is another word for it like
“level playing field.” .

If you also believe in a marketplace for the provision of health
care, one of the purposes for changing the way medicare reim-
burses is to try to help everybody in the system—all payers—
imi)act favorably on the cost of hospital based health care. And
unless we all get on the same playing field and we all have the
same opportunities to negotiate with hospitals, it is going to be
very difficult to effectively contain hospital costs. There will always
be some shifting.

If all the third party payers, whether it is us or you or the Blues
or HMO’s, are on the same playing field negotiating and the hospi-
tal is still left with a gap, then that gap is either eaten by the indi-
vidual or by a good hospital administrator or by a food set of hospi-
tal trustees or by a community. That pressure will drive hospitals
to seek less expensive ways of providing health care. And I think
it's that kind of force in this system that we are trying to build. We
are not aiming to set just one fee for health care in this country
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and force the whole system to bring its quality down—but unless
we get real life market forces working out there, we are left with
State rate setting or federally imposed regulatory processes that do
just that: reduce quality and encourage inefficiency.

Mr. MELLMAN. I would like to leave you with one illustration. If
you think in terms of the way gas stations operate. If I drive my
car around with an empty tank of gas, I can see the prices posted
at the stations. And I can buy my gasoline for $1.24 or $1.23 or
$1.22. At some stations they give you 5 cents a gallon off for cash
instead of credit cards. at’'s a reasonably level playing field,
which is cogr'lﬁ)etitive. But I don’t have to drive in and bargain at
the pumps. That’s what we are trying to avoid.

Senator DURENBERGER. Was there one other comment? I do want
to ask a question or two about whether or not the signs are ever
going to go up in front of hospitals or doctor’s offices. [Laughter].

Mr. Troy. I think it would be a good question to ask because we
don’t want a level playing field, which we feel would come out of
the prospective reimbursement system, to provide all-players with
allowances. And if we don’t want that, what do we think is going to
be produced in terms of the public policy by allowing a given set of
payers to have differentials? In other words, why would a hospital
give a payer a differential? Not for having less patients in the hos-
pitals—for putting more patients in the hospitals.

I just don’t see anything coming out of these massive negotia-
tions except some——

Senator DURENBERGER. Before I get to the ﬁrice of gasoline, let
me ask you what experience the industry has had negotiating with
physicians. Is there any opportunity in the arrangement between
an insurer and a physician, the physician being the one that ulti-
mately makes the decisions relative to hospitalization? Are there
i).ppgrtunities that ought to be explored by us along that particular
ine ‘

Mr. DIPRETE. Again, this is part of the historical evolution that
has taken Ylace in society largely as the result of marketplace
forces. Until 20 or so years ago, almost all, if not all; commercially
insured programs had fixed fee schedules for medical, primarily
surgical, procedures. The patient, then, could determine from the
doctor what the actual charge was and the plan typically paid a
fixed amount based on that diagnosis.

Collective bargaining and marketplace demands have changed
over the years so now the vast majority of plans are what we would
call “reasonable and customary.” To one degree or another, medi-
care and other programs are on that kind of a program.

I believe marketplace forces—through benefit plan design—Iled
us to where we are today. And they will have to lead us to where
we are %oing if we are going to post prices or pay out a fixed
amount for a diagnosis, or an illness, or a specific procedure, put-
ting the consumer back in the process of negotiating, if you will,
the difference, if an{:1

Mr. MooRrerIELD. Mr. Chairman, there is also a recent example of
an obstacle to such negotiations. Joe Peel, our general counsel,
could recite that.

Mr. PEeL. Yes, sir. Through the years, there have developed a
series of laws throughout the States, we call the freedom of choice
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laws. In essence, the insurance code in those States says that in the
private health insurance business you cannot make your benefits
contingent upon the insured person going to a icular hospital
or ﬂparticular doctor. This element certainly has been a dampening
influence upon the attempt of single insurers to negotiate directly
with the hospitals or doctors.

Senator DURENBERGER. How many States?

Mr. PeEL. I would say around 30 to 35. We have not completed
our research on that. We are currently involved in this due to the
developments in California that Mr. Moorefield indicated. I just
want to point out that the California legislation did specifically
amend the California insurance code to repeal this impairment.

Senator DURENBERGER. What experience has the industry had
with diagnostic grouping? I ask that because HHS is exploring that
option.

Mr. MELLMAN. They have this program in New Jersey, which is
my home State. There are very few hard data that the State de-
partment of health has come out wittl';(i'et. They do have reports on
the 1980 experience which represented approximately one-third of
the hospitals. The hospitals are phasing it in over a 3-year period.
They are in the third year right now.

e 1981 statistics are expected shortly, I am told. We are confi-
dent that the sf'stem—is working well. And it is cost effective. The
hospitals have learned to live with it and like it. And it is produc-
ing significant savings for the public in terms of holding inflation
well below the national average. And it does that because it simply
changes the incentives. They treat the patient and get him out.
There’s more preadmission testing going on. There is shorter
length of stay.

Senator DURENBERGER. What kind of information and data do
igu think should be available to payers and in what form should it

available? What would be he{fful, for example, in negotiations,
as we talked about earlier? And you might even expand that to
what kind of information and data g;iﬁht be helpful to consumers.

Mr. MooReFIELD. If I may, I will on Vice President/Control-
ler Dave Robbins to tell what is now going on. And then maybe
some of the others. -

Mr. RoBBINS. We have been collecting data on the range of surgi-
cal charges, which we do make available to our member companies.
We do not, however, have specific data as to what hospital dura-
tions are, what the utilization rates are, or by type of payer or di-
agnosis. We believe that if such data could collected we could
get a better handle on what is happening with respect to hospital
care. That is one of the reasons why we are suggesting that.

Senator DURENBERGER. But the only experience, is in States that
collect the data?

Mr. RoeaiNns. I think Dick is probably more familiar with Mary-
land than I am.

Senator DURENBERGER. Dick? -

Mr. MeLLMAN. Well, I can summarize it. The data to which Dave
Robbins just referred that we would like to collect on the diagnosis,
discharge, paver category, the Maryland system has been collect-
ing. But there was a question of how it might be used. And al-
though I don’t have the full particulars—maybe counsel can fill me
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in—but this past June the Justice Department did grant a letter to
the State agency, the rate setting commission, that it could be used
and distributed for that peer type of comparison. They are eagerly
looking forward to the result. And, hopefully, if it is valid and
useful in containing the cost, as has happened in Maryland, then it
might be extended to other States. But there is that antitrust ques-
tion. You have to have Justice clearance on it.

Mr. DiPRETE. Mr. Chairman, I might add that for some years the
HIAA has been collecting medical-surgical data from the various
carriers that participate in this data pool. But on advice of our own
counsel, we have not provided or issued provider specific data. So it
has limited value. If one can’t hang out their sign in front of the
right gas pump, if you will—

Senator DURENBERGER. Let me ask a final and related question.
We are going to have some difficulty, I assume, with the AAPCC—
the average adjusted per capita cost formula. What information is
available to you now with regard to the kinds of things we are
looking for in the AAPCC? And what kind of difficulty do you
think we might have in coming up with appropriate cost formulas?

Mr. MeLLMAN. I believe the AAPCC is a nice adjustment method.
The problem, however, is how you overcome the pressure from the
fact that the people who are paying on the basis of charges have a
16-percent subsidy to pay built in, which Mr. Moorefield alluded to.
Somehow, you have got to come up with_a 16 percent saving to
offset that.

Senator DURENBERGER. And that is going to differ by diagnostic
procedures, I imagine. It is going to differ by community. It is
going to differ by hospital. Is that right? )

Mr. MeLLMAN. No question about it. In meny States, the Blue
Cross pays on the basis of charges, and so the governmental part is
spread over the entire private sector. And it is less than 16 percent.-
In some States it is concentrated on just the amount Blue Cross
doesn't pay, so it is more than 16 percent in some cases. So it defi-
nitely depends on that.

Senator DURENBERGER. Other than that problem, do you see any
other problems or opportunities for us right now?

Mr. MeLLMAN. My opinion would be that without solving or re-
ducing the cost shift probléms the opportunity for insurance carri-
ers to participate will be extremely limited. However, it is conceiv-
able that in HMO'’s you might be able to produce utilization sav-
ings such that offset that.

Senator DURENBERGER. Let the record show that the questions
that I wasn’t able to ask for reasons of time will be submitted to
you for the record. And any other additional information beyond
your statement that you would like to submit would also be help-
ful. Senator Baucus also has some questions which we will submit
to you for the record.

[The questions from Senators Durenberger and Baucus and the
answers from Mr. James Dorsch of the Health Insurance Associ-
ation of America follow:]
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Questions from Senator Durenberger

1. To hold down your premium costs, do you have any experience
with or plans to offer insurance which emphasizes preferred
{lower-cost hospital or physician) providers and which
includes out-of-pocket beneficiary payments if care is
delivered by non-preferred providers?

Answer

In general, our member companies have had little experience
with preferred provider plans because of the legal barriers to
insurance companies setting up such plans. We know that many of
our members are examining with great interest the new law in
California to see what opportunities it provides. We would not
necessarily be privy to any plans they intend to inaugurate there
since that is a very competitive market place and our members are
in competition with one another.

Aetna Life and Casualty has initiated a type of preferred
provider plan in Chicago called "Choice." Explanatory material
from their press conference earlier this year follows:
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NOT BEFORE 4 P.M., FEB. 1, 1982

UFE & CASUALTY

CONTACT: Bob Norton
(203) 273-3388

WASHINGTON, Feb. 1 -- Aetna Life & Casualty sald today it has
developed the first new concept in employee medical care programs since

the introductfon of health insurance and health maintenance organizations

{HMOs ).

Aetna President William 0. Bafley said the program, called CHOICE,
"marks a major step by the private sector towards stimulating constructive

competition in health care delivery and financing.*

Leslie Levy, M.D., president of Aetna Healthcare Systems Inc., safd

CHOICE combines the best features of HMOs and traditfonal health insurance.

"Unltke pre-paid group practice imo:, CHOICE provides peopie freedom
to choose their own personal, private physicfan for primary care. Unlike
tradftional insurance and Blue Cross/Blue Shield, it also assures cost-
effective speclalty and referral care by physictans and hospitals who

are recognized for their excellence," he said.

Pending I11inois regulatory approvals, CHOICE will be available later
this year in the Chicago area and Aetna expects to extend 1t into other

m2jor metropolitan areas over the next several years.

- more -~



Bernard J. Lachner, president and chief executive officer of the
Evanston (111.) Hospital Corp., said that as the first participants in
CHOICE, the members of the hospital's professional staff “are very proud
to take suc‘;[ an active role in joining Aetna to bring an exciting new

concept to the health care field."

Lachner, who 1s {mmediate past chairman of the Board of Truste;s of
the Amerfcan Hospital Assocfation, expressed confidence that other leading
doctors and hospitals would become involved. He added that "CHOICE could
provide a powerful stimulus for other physicians and hospitals to become -

more cost effective.'~

Dr. Levy said CHOICE is a new concept for two principal reasons. First,
{t strengthens primery care relationships by having patients establish and

maftntain an ongoing relatfonship with a primary care physician.

-~

Under CHOICE, the primary care physician is the patient's 1ink to all
non-emergency medical care. This relationship, Dr. Levy said, which is
similar to pre-paid group practice HMOs, provides continuity of care and

helps control unnecessary treatment. -

"However, it accomplishes this without limiting patients to
physicfans employed by an HMO and without 11miting physicians to a

particular mode of practice,” Or. Levy said._

Second, while strengthening the primary care relatfonship, CHOICE
extends patfients’ freedom of choice by providing them an opportunity to
select physicians and hospitals they might not otherwise have access to

through thefr own doctors, Dr. Levy said.

- more -
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"CHOICE provides an opportunity for physicians and hospitals working
with Aetna to demonstrate that excellent medical care can be less costly

than averagé care,” Bafley said.

Aetna said that employees and employers will share in the savings

realized under CHOICE.

(Editor's Note: This announcement was made at a news conference in
the Natfional Press Club, Washington, D.C. Aetna Life & Casualty is based

in Hartford, Conn.)

/17



CHOICE NEWS Conference
Washington, D.C.
February ), 1982

1. Q.
A,
2. Q.
A,
3. Q.
A.
4. q.
A,

CHOICE
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Don't other insurance companies or hospitals have programs similar to
CHOICE?

NO. There is no program we know of like CHOICE. Kaiser-Style HMO plans
do offer comprehensive structured services, and some insurance companies
and hospitals are involved -- but these prograams do not offer freedom of
choice in personal physicisn services. This, combined with CHOICE's
emphasis oo primary care, and its assured access to recognized referral,
specialty, surgical and hospital care make CHOICE unique!

What are the main things that make CHOICE so innovative? =

CHOICE . is a way to harness the proven strengths of fee-for-service private
practice medicine to meet individual patient needs with excellent and
personal care at affordable costs. Unlike other programs, CNOICE emphasizes
the personal needs of patients by offering simultaneously the promise of
freedom of choice and cost-effectiveness. CHOICE aligns the strongest of
drives and motivations already present in the mainstream of responsible medi-
cine with producing the right bottom line financial result for those who pay
the bill.

I don't have a "personal' physician. Can I still join the program?

The CHOICE program feels that personal physicians -- or primary care physi-
cians as they are somatimes called -~ are essential both to assure the best
care for each patient, and to assure the most appropriate cost for each
patient's care. CHOICE, therefore, requires speciffcation of s personal
physician at the time of enrollment. For people who don't already have
personal physician relationships they value, CHOICE will make available
nanes and other particulars about some selected physicians who have esta-
blished a relationship with CHOICE precisely for the purpose of caring for
patients who don't yet have personal physicians.

How do you define & personal physician?

A personal physician is the doctor a person goes to see first. He or she

18 somsore who knows you over & period of time and determines whether and
vhen a person may need various kinds of medical ser\ices including the deter-
mination as to the need for referral care. Most people will choose an in-
ternist, pediatrician, obstetrician-gynecologist, family practitioner or
general practitioner for this purpose. However, CHOICE will permit patients
to arrange for any licensed physician to serve as their personal physician.
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WOICE' — 2

5.

7.

Q.

A.

A.

Q.

A,

Do you think you'll encounter difficulties convincing the public it's in
gheir inctersst to have you choose their surgeon and hospital?

Aetna 1s not "choosing" anyone's surgeon or hospital. In fact the situation
1s quite to the contrary. Often when people develop a worrisome problea
they feel they have little choice but to go to the surgeon or hospital that
has been recommended, or the one vhere their personal physician has staff
privileges.

CBOICE provides patients an opportunity to select a recognized set of refer-
ral physicians and surgeons and a recognized hoapital before they encounter a
threatening problem ~- thus avoiding the situation of someons else choosing
for the patient. 1f a patient -~ or his or her personsl physician -- desires
a particular referral physician from smong the CHOICE referral physicians,
the program will make every effort to honor that request. Within the CHOICE
program there will often be & great number of physicians from which to choose.
For example, the CHOICE program with mesbers of the Evanston Bospitsl profess-
fonal staff will include over 200 highly qualified referral physicians.

What if someons in my family requires some specisl care that's not available
at a CHOICE hospital? Will CHOICE pay my bills?

CHOICE's contracting referral specialty physicians and surgeons and the hos-
pitals they use will be well squipped to desl with almost any medical condi-
tion. In those rare cases vhere in the judgement of the CHOICE referral
phyaician other physicians or hospitals sre needad to provide the right care
for a patient, the CHOICE program will pay for such servicaes.

will Aetg:'l relationship with doctors and hospitals or other medical facil-
fties be exactly the same in all locationa?

So far as enrollees are concernad it might appear 8o — all CHOICE physicians
and hospitals will have reputations for excellence and personal attention for
patients. However, though the kind of care and doctors and hospitals will be
the same, the specifics of their relationships with Aetna will be very differ-
ent — because different physicians and hospitals -~ vhether in the same
matropolitan area or a different one, will have different needs and concerns.
Aetna's CHOICE program is flexible enough to comfortably accommodate these
differences.

Will CHOICE cost me less thap the traditional insurance or Blue Cross/Blue
Shield plan or t ans available where I work?

This will depend largely on the type of benefit package your employer selects
and, of course, on wvhethar or not you contribute to the cost of your health
plan. If you do contribute to a traditional insurance or Blus Cross/Blue
Shield program, we think you'll pay less or receive more valusble benefits.
CHOICE will be priced competitively with HMO's.



CHOICE
9. Q.
A.
10. Q.
A,
1. Q.
A.

Will CHOICE provide coverage for dental care?

At present the plan covers medical care related services and the orsl surgery
services covered by traditional insurance plans only.

Will CHOICE cover prescription drugs?

Yes, prescription drug coverage is included.

Will CHOICE provide a better benefits package than other plans relative to
its price?

Ve think it will in several ways. CHOICE banefit packages will be very -
comprehensive and competitively priced. CBOICE will include coverage of
preventative services, it will have no deductibles and it will have limited
cost-sharing by the snrollee. Many services will be provided with no cost-
sharing by the enrollee. This will be particularly trus of situations

vhere the enrollee has no control himself over the "need" for care -- in the
case of serious illnesses needing referral care, for example. We anticipate
savings from CHOICE's emphasis on primary care and preventive services -- and
especially from the cost-effactive medical practice by the specialty, referral
physicians and hospitals from which enrollees will receive anticipated care.
These savings are built into our benefit design and pricing.

e



Leslie Levy, M.D., President
Aetna Healthcare Systems, Inc.
CHOICE Press Conference
February 1, 1982

Washington, D. C.

Thank you, Mr. Bailey. And thank you all for joining us here today.

In a few minutes I'm going to describe for you the concept~of our new
program, CHOICE. I'11 talk about how it compares to HMOs and traditional
insurance and tell you why we think it will work. Before I do that,
however, I want to tell you about some of the thinking that has gone into

CHOICE.

Some of our considerations will surprise you ==~ so I ask you to reflect
for a moment as a patient, before jumping headlong into the usual facts of

who, what, when, and where.

Medical care, and patient-doctor relationships are a highly emot;onally
charged subject. The very strongest of ﬁuman emotions are center stage in
health care transactions. A patient's fear of death and disease --- and
physicians' devotion to patients and pride in their skills are among those

emotions --- you write their stories daily.
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Yet when people --- whether they are policymakers, physicians, employers or
insurance executives - talk about health care problems and new programs to
address those problems, inevitably they talk as if the problems and
snlutions are completely within the realm of economics. In doing this they
almost totally ignore the much broader scope of human b@havior involved.
Such a narrow focus upon economic solutions is a universal characteristic,

whether proposed programs are public sector or private sector.

This fundamental issue is our first point of departure:

While it is clear that the most vexing contemporary health care problem is
the cost of health care --- an economic result --- it is just as clear that
altering that economic result requires something much broader than a

program conceived merely in economic terms.

The economic result -- the cost of health care -~ is a result of many more

complex behaviors than the subset of economic behavior.

In order to address as complex a problem as health care costs, one needs an
approach that can address the broad scope of non-economic behavior, as

well as the economic behavior.

11-627 0 - 83 - 4
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To put this in a medical perspective --- to design a program aimed at
treating health care costs we need to treat the whole patient not just the

economic disease!

Having said that, you might have formed the impression that I'm about to
tell you we will endeavor to build a chain of HMOs cast in the image of the

Kaiser plan.

That is not what we are about.

Like anyone looking at providing alternatives to traditional group health
insurance, we looked at Kaiser --- and we admired their success at cost
containment. But we concluded that, in addition to enormous
start-up-costs, as seen in the federal HMO program, that the model's appeal

would be too limited for the clients a national company like ours serves.

We also observed that neither of the two HMO models in existence, the
Kaiser style HMO nor the IPA, would be the best competitor that Aetna could

put in the marketplace,.

This statement shouldn't shock or surprise us --- the Kaiser-style HMO was

never designed or intended to be a competitor.
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Recently, writing in the November, 1981 issue of The Internist, Kaiser's

own Dr. John Johnson put it this way:

"It should be remembered that the prototypical prepaid group
practice did not arise denovo after a preconceived grand plan;
but rather under unique circumstances, in certain places and
times, when traditional systems were unprepared or unwilling
to provide the medical care needed at an affordable price.

It was much later, when some of these plans had shown

remarkable success in the private gector with no federal
funding, that an administration in need of new proposals
to control runaway medical costs devised legislation to
encourage their fOuﬁdation and growth by creating health

maintenance organizations."

Dr. Johnson's emphasis on circumstances, times and piaces is highly
significant Kaise;'s historical success is & function not only of its good
staff and energy but also of the times, places and circumstances. Kaiser's
growth can be related closely to the westward migration of our population

after World War II.

With an apology and request for tolerance for my beginning with such a
philosophical approach I want to move directly to highlighting some

specific considerations that have gone into our program as a result of
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this outlook. 3roadly classed there are patient concerns and physician

concerns,

Patient care is what the system is about, so let's talk about that first.

PATIENT CONCERNS - PERCEIVED QUALITY

The Kalser style model of prepaid group pracrtice HMOs and a number of
other mature prepaid group practices enjoy reputations for high quality
care. However, it is often 'difficult, regardless of the facts, for
miniature copiles elsewhere to convince "consumers,' as the economists like
to call people, that their physicians and hospitals can match the quality
of physicians and hospitals with established reputations in the community.
--- We concluded from this that Aetna must provide a program with

unquestioned quality of care.

PATIENT CONCERNS - FREEDOM OF CHOICE

Another patient concern that is at least as important to address is freedom
of choice. While Kaiser benefited greatly in the period after World War II
from the westward migration of our population, and today's Sun Belt
migrants are a good market for similar plans --- in most of the country
lots of people have relationships with personal physicians which they
value. The Kaiser HMO can do a superb jcb oé meeting the needs of the

medically unattached. But it doesn't meet others’ needs as well. This was
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identified as an area where we must be very different from prepaid group
practice HMOs. The Kaiser model requires people to give up most of their
freedom to choose a personal physician --- indeed, the freedom to keep the

physician they now have.

This drawback in the competitive appeal of the mini-Kaiser-style HMO is so
powerful and well recognized that some proponents of competition have begun
suggesting that freedom of choice itself is one of the root evils of our

health care system. As you'll see in a few moments, when [ revisit this

point --- we disagree -~- we propose instead to strengthen freedom of

choice.

PHYSICIAN CONCERNS - FREEDOM OF PRACTICE MODE

It is certainly true that compared to 20 and 30 years ago, significantly
more young physicians are willing and even eager to practice as employees
or as part of other collectives such as large partnerships or corporations.
However, we mustn't forget the also increasing number of physicians in solo

and very small group practices.

In the heat of the health policy debate, physicians are often relegated to
being "providers,” the economist's counterpart for 'consumers.' Providers
those depersonalized technology driven automatons are devoid of

problematic, noneconomic needs.



But physicians are people ~-- and --- if they are to meet the very personal
needs of their patients, their own personal needs cannot be forgotten.
(This is a good example of what I meant when I talked earlier of a broader

approach than merely economic considerations.)

Consequently, we decided that here too we should part company with the
Kaiser model. Copying, it even in miniature, doesn't provide for the type
of practice environment that most physicians (and patients I might add)

find comfortable and supportive of their needs.

Moreover, copying the Kaiser model HMO restricts us to competing with

similarly directed developers for the services of a minority of physicians.

To create the strongest competitive program, then, we will accommodate the
varying practice environment needs of the majority of responsible

physicians.

PHYSICIAN CONCERNS ~ PLURALISTIC PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS

Like the mode of practice, methods of physician payment are the subject of
vigorous inquiry and debate., Some have sirgled out fee-for-service as a
root evil. Generally the critics of fee-for-service give short shrift to

its strengths and ignore the abuses that have occurred under other methods.
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The focus on imputed virtues and evils of various payment methods has
unfortunately diverted attention from & much more basic issue ~-= the
motivations, professional integrity, and clinical competence of the

physicians involved in any system.

To create the strongest competitive program in the marketplace, we think
that first considerations should be clinical competence, professional
integrity and motivation and genuine concern for patients --- the
particular method of physician payment is then simply what is mutually
agreeable to the parties involved in creating the program. While we will
use many payment methods, fee-for-service will be a primary one so long as

that is the desire of responsible physicians.

SIMULTANEQUS COST CONTAINMENT AND FREEDOM OF CHOICE

So, what I've been saying about patient and physician concern all boils
down simply to the idea that to be an effe.tive competitor a program has to

provide simultaneously, both cost containment and freedom of choice.

This is an important notion --- Traditional insurance and similar programs
do well on the freedom of choice --- less well on cost containment. The

prepaid group practice is in the opposite condition.
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To understand how CHOICE solves the problem of having both, let's consider

for a moment what freedom of choice really means.

THE REAL MEANING OF FREEDOM OF CHOICE

We think we know all about it -~ like motherhood, apple pie ~- but do we

really? Let's consider freedom of choice for a moment.

Under traditional insurance it's a right many people enjoy and use
constructively for their own benefit. People choose and maintain
relationships with personal physicians for a whole host of subjective
personal reasons -- whatever their reason they are important to a

patient's sense of well-being.

In contrast to the meaningful use of freedom of choice with personal
physicians --- when it comes to referral and specialty care, freedom of
choice is more a potential right than an actuality. While people are
relatively good judges of personal physicians --- because they can tell 1if
a physician listens and cares =-~~ most people are not able --- especially
after they have developed a potentially serious and threatening problem ==~
to take an active part in seeking and choosing an outstanding quality
réferral physician or surgeon. Instead, they depend on family members or
friends --- or if they are so fortunate, they depend on their personal

physician.
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However, the nature of wmedical practice in most major metropolitan areas is
such that the professional contacts of the personal physician may become
the limiting factor in freedom of choice. While some personal physicians
do refer widely most limit referréls to their own particular circle of
professional contacts. The results are uneven. Some patients get excellent
care. But sometimes excellent care may instead be with another physician a

few miles away =--- and at another hospital.

The distinction in the operation of freedow of choice between personal
physician services and referral care services is at the heart of our design

of the CHOICE program.

Qur objective is to build on and strengthen patients' petrsonal physician
relationships ~-- and to provide a meaningful cholce =--- not just a
potential --- for referral and specialty care. A choice that provides an
opportunity to choose outstanding, recognized specialists, surgeons and

hospitals ahead of time --- before they are needed.
SO WHAT NOW IS CHOICE ABOUT?
CHOICE 1s a two level program =--

Two levels to correspond with the two levels of medical care I've been

discussing.
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There's a program of personal care and a program of referral specialty and

associated hospital services.

The personal care program not only allows people --- but in fact it
requires people --- to choose their own physician for primary care.
Employees and families will be free to choose any licensed physician for
personal medical services --- so primary care choices resemble traditional

health insurance plans.

The CHOICE program emphasizes primary care, as do prepaid group practice
HMOs. It will provide payments toward personal physician services

including office visiis. and it will feature some first-dollar payments
intended for a conservative program of preventive services. But unlike

traditional insurance, these payments will only be made to the particular

personal physician designated by the enrollee.

For those enrollees who do not already have valued primary care physician.
relationships, the CHOICE program will suggest consideration of a select
group of primary care physicians who are interested in such CHOICE patients

and have established a relationship with CHOICE for that purpose.

If non-emergency medical services beyond the primary care level are needed,

enrollees in CHOICE will receive those services through referral'



physicians and surgeons and hospitals which the enrollees have selected and
who have established reputations and are recognized in their community for

excellence.

Assuring all enroliees access to such physicians and hospitals is
accomplished by contractually and administratively linking specific
physicians and hospitals to the CHOICE program. Then an enrollee can
specify at the time of enrollment a particular set of referral physicians

and hospitals along with his own choice of personal physician.

Thus, CHOICE extends patients’ freedom of choice beyond what they have at
present by providing them an opportunity to select physicians and hospitals

they might not otherwise have access to through their own doctors!

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The distinction between personal physician services and specialty/referral

care 1s very convenient from a financial point of view:

Personal physician services amount to relatively small dollars.
Whereas specialty referral, surgical and associated hospital

care is where the big dollars are!
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Because the importance of the distinction betweep personal physician
services and referral care is not yet widely recognized as important, data

regarding the cost split is not readily available.

But looking at this slide we can see the preponderance of expenses which
are usually paid by health benefits plans are on referral care. Most
hospital care is associated with non-emergency referral care. And the
distribution of our payments for physician services under group insurance
indicate that at least two-thirds or more of those payments are for
referral physician services and services assoclated with referral care as

well,

Consequently something of the order of three-fourths of present claim costs

are associated with referral and specialty care.

CHOICE VS. TRADITIONAL INSURANCE AND HMO'S

Let's examine how patients personal physicians and referral care relate to
each other and the system. 1It's illuminating to contrast the CHOICE
program with traditional insurance and closed panel HMOs.

Schematically we'll consider the three approaches beginning with

traditional insurance.
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This diagram represents patients' use of personal physicians and referral

specialists and hospitals.

Traditicnal insurance here is used as a generic term which includes plans
written by companies like ours, and those provided by Blue Cross/Blue

Shield and under employer self-administered plans.

Traditional insurance is terrific in that it allows patients to go to the
personal physician of their choosing. That's very important because the
subjective quality of the relationship is very important to a patient's
sense of well-being. Different patients need different personal
physicians, so that's partly why there is a high level of satisfaction with
traditional insurance. Notice the small dollar sign associated with the

different personal physicians.

Notice, however, that those personal physicians refer patients to different
specialists and hospitals --~ and that those specialists and hospitals
range from cost-effective to wasteful -~- and occasionally worse. And

notice the large dollar signs on specialists and hospitals.

In contrast to the reasons for different patients choosing different

personal physicians --- almost always good by definition --- some of the
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reasons the personal physicians have for choosing some referral physicians

and hospitals are not so good.

Within specified limits, traditional insurance mechanisms pay for services
regardless of who provides service. As a result, the premiums charged for
traditional insurance mechanisms are a weighted average of whatever

combination of cost-effective, wasteful and mostly in-between specialists

and hospitals are chosen.

In passing, I'd observe that a Foundation IPA Model which encompasses a
large number of a community's physicians and hospitals would act in this
context like traditional insurance --- the only exception is that we can
expect it to cut out what is beyond wasteful and hope it puts a slight

squeeze on the system overall.

Now look at the prepaid group practice style HMO.

‘

In sharp contrast to traditional insurance forms, the Kaiser style HMO
offers the patient a very limited number of personal physicians because the

patient is limited to those employed through the plan,
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However, in a successful closed panel HMO, specialty and referral services
are provided through specialists and hospitals chosen from near the more

cost effective end of the spectrum,

So while the freedom of choice under traditional insurance is attractive,
it permits the choice of wasteful or even incompetent physicians along with
outstanding ones. The Kaiser style HMO does better here, because it
controls the flow of patients to specialists, surgeons and hospitals ~---
but it accomplishes this control at very high cost --~ the cost of .
sacrificing patient freedom of choice which means the cost is diminished

market appeal.

In contrast to both traditional insurance and the Kaiser-style HMO, CHOICE
combines the best features of the Kaiser style HMO with the best features
of traditional insurance. CHOICE will produce cost containment precisely

because it expands meaningful freedom of choice and assures access to

physicians and hospitals with outstanding reputations.

COST CONTAINMENT IN CHOICE

How will CHOICE produce cost containment? The answer 1s certainly not

through one magic pill or potion.
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CHOICE focuses comprehensively on the entire complex of behaviors that

produce health care costs.

CHOICE has substantial effects on physician behavior, hosptial behévior,
and system behavior. Physician behavior with respect to cost has a great
deal to do with which physicians have the decision making power to spend

the bulk of the program's financial resources.

CHOICE will work with referral physicians who don't do unnecessary tests
and surgery. They don't need to order every test and procedure possible
because they know their fields well enough to select the right ones. ---
Because, they are already busy and so already have good incomes --- and the
professional satisfaction that comes from caring for patients who really
need them --- they have little reason for unneeded surgeries or
hospitalization. What is at least as important is that these physicians
have non-economic reasons for their behavior as well. The kind of
physicians who will be referral physicians in CHOICE are particulary
concerned and distressed about exposing patients to added risks of

procedures whose value is doubtful.

That, along with geniune concern for patients, is what excellence in care

us about!
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CHOICE is a comprehensive approach --- and so has important features for
the economic determinists as well: CHOICE reverses the perverse incentives
that are a side effec£ of all traditional insurance mechanisms. By this I
mean that in the traditional system --- physicians who practice wasteful
medicine are rewarded by more income. Similarly, hospitals that encourage

wasteful physicians derive more income, whereas responsible physicians and

hospitals may lose revenue,

In the CHOICE program the opposite 1s true --- cost-effective clinical
decision making --- and good hospital utilization review programs, for
example translate to lower program costs =--- which will bring more patients
who really need care --- and will then mean more revenue to the contracting
physicians and hospitals. -This, coupled with the strengthened primary care
physician role and relationships with f{ts emphasis on preventive services,

makes CHOICE a program designed for cost-effectiveness.

§

Pending Illinois regulatory approvals, CHOICE will be available to

employees and their families through Chicago employers within the next six
months. The nation's first CHOICE program in the Chicago area will provide
an opportunity to select any personal physician and to receive referral and
specialty care through private practice physicians on gpe staff of Evanston

Hospital in the northern suburbs of Chicago.

11-627 0 ~ 83 - 5
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The physicians and the hospital exemplify the standards of excellence and
the personal concern for patients that will be characteristic of all
physicians and hospitals who join with Aetna to provide for the referral

and specialty care 1in the program.

I'm going to turn the microphone over to Bernard J. Lachner now, who is
president and Chief Executivé Officer of Evanston Hospital. He will share .
his perspectives and the perspectives of the professional staff members at

Evanston Hospital.

Thank you.
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Questions from Senator Durenberger

2. If a uniform payment system is put into place for all payers,
on what basis would you compete with the Blues or with other
commercials?

Answer

The insurance premium on which carriers compete is broken
down into basically two components. One is the claims experience
which is based on the price of the services covered, and the other
is the expected volume of services delivered in the care and treat-
ment of the patient. Both of these factors are controlled by the
provider, and together they represent more than 90% of the average
group medical and hospital expense premium. The balance of the
premium, namely, the retention, involves the expenses of the carrier
for acquisition, administration, taxes, and a net operating margin.

With a uniform payment system in place, competition would be
based primarily on differences in "demand" for care or the volume
side of the claims expense, and differences in the retention (the
expense controlled directly by the carrier). Under such circum-
stances, the demand can be affected by differences in coverage
(e.g., deductibles, co-insurance, and utilization review). The
retention is affected by the services provided by the carrier and
differences in acquisition. and other administrative expenses.

3. Outside of fixing a rate for all payers, which would seem to
discourage competition, what value is there to State rate-
setting?

Answer R

It reverses the current incentives to increase revenues through
unjustified utilization and encourages hospitals to reduce utili-~
zation as the most effective method of improving their operating
margins. -

It is an equitable system in that only cost-justified
differentials are recognized between patients.

It is designed for "cost containment" for all patients not
"cost predictability" for some at the expense of others.



Questions from Senator Baucus

1. You stated that State regulation of health insurance is
effective. This may be much more true now than it was a few
years ago, before medigap. Are there any remaining areas
where you believe improvement is needed?

Answer

The ERISA preemption provision, Section 514 (c), has created
serious problems for state regulation, through no fault of the
states, :

By operation of the preemption provision, non-insured plans,
particularly uninsured multiple employer trusts, have been able
to avoid state regulation, with its accompanying financial tax
and other regulatory requirements. In some well publicized cases,
these plans have become insolvent. The states have been able to
become involved .'ith these plans only after great difficulty and
after considerable damage has been done.

Another problem raised by the ERISA preemption provision is
the inability of insurers to successfully implement plans to
guarantee the availability of health insurance to uninsurable
individuals through a state pooling system. Through operation of
the preemption provision, self-insured plans cannot be made subject
to state laws requiring participation in the pools and leaves
insurers with an ever decreasing base caused by these legal barriers.
This again is not a fault of state regulation, but one of operation
of federal law which, irgpnically, is to protect recipients of
employee welfare benefits.

ERISA preemption has also resulted in an inequity of competition
among financing mechanisms by providing self-insured plans with an
immunity from state mandatory benefit laws. These state laws, even
though mostly enacted with good intention, have disrupted insurer
attempts to provide employers with sound and competitive plans.
Should an employer wish to provide his employees with different
benefit structures, the insurer has no choice but to remain with
the state mandates. Uninsured plans have no such problem under
the ERISA preemption.

It is our belief that amendments to the ERISA preemption
provision, as outlined in our statement to the Committee on
September 16, 1982, are essential, promoting sound competition
in health care financing among all financing mechanisms. These
aberrations can be corrected in the public interest and result
in much-needed assistance to the states in their continued effec-
tiveness of regulation,



Questions from Senator Baucus

2. Much has been made of the advantage that Blue Cross enjoys
as a result of its so-called hospital discount. How do you
account for the success private insurers have had in
marketing their insurance?

Answer

The Blue Cross discount varies widely, and in most areas of
the United States it is either minimal or non-existent. Where the
discount is large (e.g., in excess of 6%), it is a barrier to
competition between carriers. Where it is minimal, the carriers
have effectively been able to compete with the Blue Cross plan
primarily with respect to differences in retentions (i.e., the
amount controlled by the carrier directly) because of greater
flexibility in contract design, more effective administration,
and better service.

Where the discount is substantial the differences in retention
are so modest that they are offset by the size of the discount.
Thus, true competition is impossible and results in~market domi-
nation by the carrier which has the largest discount. This is
true of the current Blue Cross operation in Massachusetts, Michigan,
New York, and Pennsylvania, as well as a few other states.

3. In your testimony you refer to the problem of a single
insurer not having enough patients in any one hospital to
negotiate a favorable payment rate as many Blue Cross plans
do. What is the size of the payment differential that
generally occurs?

Answer

Please see the attached Hospital Relations Bulletin, "Blue
Cross Hospital Payment Differentials,”" which is submitted for the
record.
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RE: BLUE CROSS HOSPITAL PAYNENT DIFPFERENTIALS

INTRODUCTION

This release is a third in a series on hospital-payment differentials as an increasingly
significant problem wiiich, {n the short term, threatens to produce intensified adverse
health-insurance experience with longer-term potential for undermining the viability

of private health insurance itself. Please refer to the first release, #2-81, dated
February 12, 1981, for additional background information on the general subject of
differentials. The second release, #6-81, dated August 26, 1981, identified the growing
government hospital-payment shortfalls unde® Medicare and Nedicaid as major driving
forces shifting to private-sector patients a disproportionate financial burden for the
payment of hospital services. 'his phenomenon has been labeled as Wospital cost Shifting
and 1s reflected in the differentials between the higher rates paid by private patients
compared to Nedicare and Nedicaid payments for the same services.

However, not all private-sector payors and patients bear this cost-shift burden fairly.
In particular, Blue cross Plans in many areas of the country pay hospitals significantly
less for services provided to their subscribers than the charges pald by insurers and
self-paying patients, even though the services rendered may be identical. As a result,
the insurance industry should expect intensified adverse experience arising not only from
Medicare and Medicaid differentfals, but also Blue cross differentials which are continu-
ing to escalate. The purpose of this release is to examine Blue Cross hospital-payment
differentials in order to properly understand their impact.

BLUE CROSS HOSPXTAL PAYNENT DIFFERENTIALS

The payment agreement between a Blue Cross Plan and individual hospitals sets the frame-
work and ground rules for any subsequent differentials. In general, each plan usually
offers the same type of agreement to each hospital in its area. Thus, Bluve Cross Plans,
for purposes of this discussion, can be separated by the type of hospital-payment agree-
ments with which they have become identified, namely, charge-paying and non-charge payfng
Blue Cross Plans.

CHARGE-PAYING BLUE CROSS PLANS

Approximately 55% of the 67 Blue Cross Plans operating in the United States, representing
approximately 43% of total Blue Cross Plan hospital payments nationwide, pay for their
subscribers' hospital services on the basis of charges, as do other private-sector patients.
Due to historical development factors, these plans are generally located outside the North-
east and the eastern portion of the Midwest. As indicated on CMART I (see page 8), many
plans pay 1002 of charges and are thus shown as having a "0 differential, while others

pay a percentage less than charges as indicated.

Please note that the indicated differentials in caarr r are generally uniform between all
hospitals in the plan area and maintain a year-to-year fixed percentage relationship to
the full charges paid by other private-sector patients. In other words, the differential
does not change, regardless of the increase in hospital charges.? (These differentials

IAu charge-paying plans have some type of requirements relating to hospital-charge increases.
Such requiremants may vary from merely advance notice in some plans to a formal review procers
o & a Divtoi
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in others. The plans in Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Ohio(Cincinnati)
ard Wisconsin have established more formal mechanisms including review boards for hospital charge
increases. NWith the exception of Wisconsin, these review boards ultimately are responsible to
the Blue Cross Board of Trustees. The Wisconsin Board consists of appointees by Blue Cross, the
Hospital Association and the Governor.

must not be confused with the non-charge related differentials identified in the next sec-
tion and displayed in CHART II [ses Page 10]).)

Consequently, in Blue Cross charge-paying-plan areas, all private-sector patients share
the responsibility for paying for not only the hospital-cost increases due to inflation,
but also the growing cost-shift burden generated by government-payment cutbacks under the
Nedicare and Nedicaid programs. From the insurance industry's viewpoint, these charge-
paying Blue Cross Plans, regardless of whether or not they pay hospitals 100% of charges
or some fixed percentage less than full charges, have maintained a stable relattonship
with all-other-sector patient payments.

However, this picture is beginning to change rapidly as plans in these historically "safe"
marketing areas begin to negotiate increased differentials to help offset their own adverse
experience generated by hospital-cost inflation and the mounting cost-shift burden from the
Nedicare and Nedicaid programs. Indeed, such activities represent a general maovement among
charge-paying plans fostered by the staff of the Blue Cross and Blue Shield Associations
to aggressively implement the Blue Cross hospital-payment agreement as a cost-containment
vehicle. The following developments are cited as examples of the trend:

0 The Northern California Blue Cross Plan has approached fts member hospitals
with a request for a 5% differential;

0 The Nisconsin Blue Cross Plan has initiated discussions with some 32 of its
largest hospitals for the purpose of establishing a 4% to 5¢differential;

0 The Xxentucky Blue Cross Plan 15 moving toward a negotfated payment rate with
a 3% differential;

0 The Texas Blue Cross Plan 1s seeking to 1imit hospital price hikes to 10%;

0 The cincinnati Blue Cross Plan has negotiated differentfals with at least
five of 1ts member hospitals. . .
No doubt, hospitals will remain generally cool to the idea of giving differentials to Blue
Cross where none existed previously. This will be especially true as hospitals shift costs
to their private patients to recover increasing Nedicare and Nedicaid payment shortfalls.
Granting differentials to Blue cross will, to a greater or lesser extent, restrict hospi-
tals® ability to recover the cost-shift burden from Blue Cross.

However, other factors may argue for a growth in differential activity:

0 The continued interest of the Blue Cross and Blue Shield Associations to maximize
the leverage of the reimbursement agreement to reduce adverse experience and im-
prove the Blue Cross competitive position.

0 Insurance department pressure to stabilize the growing number of financially-weak
plans by eliminating or curtailing open-ended charge-payment systems, in order
to alleviate the painful process of approving rate increases at a level otherwise
required in the absence of modifying the hospital-payment agreement;

0 The general tendency of hospitals, {n current Blue Cross charge-paying plan areas,
to maintain the ability to set charges at their own desired level regardless of
the specific fixed Blue cross discount tied to those cha:ges;

0 Competition among hospitals for patients where declining utilization presents a
revenue problem.
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Consequently, even in the areas where Blue Cross Plans.have paid on the same basis as
private insurers, the competitive enviromment is beginning to change. Blue Cross Plans
will more aggressively utilize the leverage of their hospital-payment agreements to cur-
tail adverse experfence which, in turn, may produce increased payment differentials and
a competitive disadvantage for other private-sector payors.

NOW-CHARGE PAYING BLUE CROSS PLANS

Approximately 45% of the 67 Blue cross Plans operating in the United States, representing
approximately 57% of total Blue Cross Plan hospital payments nationally, reimburse hos-
pitals on a basis other than billed charges. The differentials enjoyed by these plans are
substantially different, both in orfgin and impact, from the differentials existing in
charge-paying siue Cross Plans. The level of differential for these plans indicated in
CHART Ir are by no means uniform throughout the plan area and differ markedly between hos-
pitals, as indicated by the wide range in many instances where data are available. More
important, the differentials have no fixed stable relationship to hospital charges at all.
Indeed, these differentfals have been increasing steadily, due primarily to the fact that
non-charge Blue Cross payments are generally {nsulated from the Nedicare and Nedicaid
cost-shift burden which falls exclusively on charge-paying private-sector payments.

Historically, these types of differentials arise because certain hospital financial re-
quirements are efther partially or totally disallowed by the Blue cross reimbursement
contract. Typical financial elements excluded from the payment rate are: a proportion-
ate share of the cost of care incurred by patients who do not pay their bills (bad debts
and charity); equity capital accumulation for replacement, growth and development; research
and certain education costs, to name the major items. Some plan contracts are more or less
generous than others, depending on the scope of the definition of allowable costs and the
absence or presence of a "plus factor” which is paid to partially compensate for the other-
wise unrecognized costs. The size of the differential, which varies by hospital, depends
on the dollar amount of the financial elements not recognized and the proportion of the
hospital patients who pay charges, since 1t is the charge-paying patients who will be sur-
charged in order to make up for the Blue Cross disallowances. The greater the proportion
of charge-paying patfents using the hospttal, the lower the differential, because disallow-
ances will be spread among a larger population.

Clearly, these types of reimbursement systems, by their very definftion, pay less than char-
ges. The differentials enjoyed by Blue Cross Plans in these areas appeared to be a rela-
tively stable quantity, at least unt{l the mid-1970s. However, many factors affecting the
r‘r(uor$ recent hospital economic environment have caused these differentials to escalate mar-
edly:

0 Unacceptably hi?h rates of average hospital-cost inflation which has led several
plans to place limits on reimbursement increases. For instance, the Nichigan
Blue Cross Plan has developed a prospective payment program which permits Blue
cross payments to increase at levels lower than overall hospital inflatfon.

0 Increased cost-shifting to private patients by deepening cutbacks in Nedicare and
Nedicaid payments accentuated by: rising hospital bad debts caused by medicaid
eligibility reductions; the growing proportion of Nedicare hospital utilization
due to the aging of the population; and federal government charity-care requirements.

0 Record hospital "profit" margins generated as a hedge against an uncertain future.l

b

In 1975, aggregate “profit" or operating margins for community hospitals nationwide, based on
the balance of total revenue less total expense, was $286 million or .7% of total revenue. In
1980, this had increased to $2.9 billion and 3.6% of total revenue.

SOURCE: American Hospital Association Annual Statistics
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Non-charge paying Blue Cross Plans are insulated from.the full effect of these factors.
Thus, the majority of the increasing financial burden fails on charge-paying patients
?n'lyI. thereby driving the differential between Blue cCross payment and charges to record
evels.

COST JUSTIFIBD DIFFERENTIALS

The insurance fndustry supports the principle that all patients should pay for hespital
services on the same basis, regardless of third-party sponsorship (or lack of it). Any
differentials established should be based solely on actual cost differences generated by
the patient or the third-party payor acting on the patient's behalf. Generally, this
position has remained academic because there have been few real opportunities to challenge
the cost justification of Blue cross differentials with any meaningful expection of cor-
recting an inequitable situation.

Yet, the insurance industry has experienced notable successes in reversing substantial
Blue Cross differentials fn the states of Maryland and New Jersey. In 1974 maryland
Blue Cross was required to relinquish its approximate 15% non-charge based differential
in return for an interim 4% differential as a fixed percentage of charges by a decision
of the Naryland Health Services Cost Review Commission (MHSCRC). 1In 1980 the New Jersey
Blue Cross differential of approximately 25% (also non-charge based) was reduced sub-
stantially and 1s currently 6.18% of charges for hospitals subject to the wew Jersey
Hospital Rate Setting Program.

The remarkable improvement in these inequitable Blue cross differential situations has
occurred as a direct result of implementing legislation in both states establishing a
hospital prospective payment system requiring:

1. A uniform definition of hospital financial requirements as the basis
for rates to be paid by all payors; and,

2. Cost justification of payor differentials.

Under these systems, Blue Cross is not allowed to continue categorically avoiding respon-
sibility for any valid financial element of a hospital's budget such as uncompensated
care, equity capital accumulation, research and education costs, identified previously.
In addition, Blue cross must accept the same rate of increase, year-to-year, as all other
payors. Significantly, it is only these types of programs which have been able to extend
this same basis of payment to Nedicare and Nedicaid, thereby correcting not only the Biue
Cross differential, but also the wedicare and Nedicaid payment differentials, as well.
The success of these two programs argues_convincingly that correction of the differential
problem for all payors require¥ a system that addresses the cost-containment problem
across the board for all payors.

Blue cross is not 1ikely to give up differentials in states where it has negotiated agree-
ments with hospitals that provide at least a modicum of influence over its own payment
increases, unless an alterrative could be implemented which would be at least as effective
in restraining payment increases. Similarly, the Nedicare and Nedicaid programs will not
relinquish their ability to make unilateral cutbacks in payment unless participation in
some alternative system promises cost containment for the government. Moreover, because
the non-charge bas--. ~tuye Cross Plan differentials are largely a reflection of insulation
from the cost-shift _r.:n, Blue cross will fiercely resist equity with other private
payors, unless equity with Nedicare and Nedfzard 1s alse achieved.

To date, only Maryland and New Jersey have implemented systems with the ability to set
overall hospital rates prospectively in 2 manner and at a rate applicable to all patients.
By reducing the rate of increase in total hospital revenue, the program is able to gener-
ate sufficient savings to offset the acceptance by Blue Cross, Nedicare and Nedicaid of
the previously unrecognized financial requirements.
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Confidence in the Maryland and New Jersey systems to generate these results has been
well placed. Naryland Blue Cross, for two consecutive years (1978 and 1979), was re-
quired to make refund payments in excess of $15 million to its subscribers because the
projected 13% rate far exceeded the 7% actual increase in experience. Moreover, this
was accomplished despite the previously referenced dramatic reduction in the Blue Cross
differential, From the period, 1977 to 1980, Nedicare and Wedicaid saved $52.5 million
(4.9%) and $33.9 million (7.08%), respectively, according to a calculation accepted by
the federal government. Overall, the Maryland system has demonstrated accumulated
savings of approximately 19.5% or $282 million in the perfod from 1975 to 1981.1
Although, to date, the New Jersey system has recorded the experience of only 26 hospi-
tals during the first year of program implementation, the results in that state parallel
those in Maryland. According to the first annual report of the New Jarsey Hospital Rate
Setting Commission, increases in revenues and expenses in 1980 over 1979 are significant-
ly below the national average.

At the same time, these programs should not be viewed by the insurance industry as
totally and instantly resolving the differential issue. Rather, their advantage is that
they provide the industry with an opportunity for the first time to participate in the
determination of differentials. At the very least, this process has served to explode
many of the myths advanced by Blue Cross Plans regarding the cost savings of Blue Cross
practices in comparison to those of private insurers.

The Maryland Health Services Cost Review Commission (MHSCRC) produced some préliminary
results in its study completed in late 1981 which, though stil11 subject to audit, show
clearly that there are very little actual cost differences between Blue Cross and pri-
vate insurers. Indeed, even the statistics submitted by alue cross consultants in the
debate on the Harford Memorial Hospital (Maryland) differential, as well as the Blue Cross
application for a statewide differential submitted to the Illinois Health Finance Author-
1ty (an agency similar to those established in Maryland and New Jersey)2, reinforced
this canclusion.

BLUE CROSS AND PRIVATE INSURANCE

HOSPITAL PAYMENT DIFFERENTIAL (%)

MHSCRC STATEWIDE BLUE CROSS SUBMISSION BLUE CROSS SUBMISSION
DIFFERENTIAL PRICING IN HARFORD MEMORIAL ILLINOIS STATEWIDE
CATEGORY STUDY (1/82) ROSPITAL (11/81) DIFFERENTIAL (8/79)
Incurred
Bad Debt .93 .94 .61
Administra-
tive Costs .483 .474 .045

The result relative to incurred bad debt should be especially satisfying to the insurance
industry because Blue Cross pPlans have generally argued that the wide variations in insur-
ance program self-responsible amounts create hospital bad debts. Indeed, these statistics
indicate that hospitals have been successful in collecting self-responsible amounts without
causing any significant administrative cost increase. Consequently, the substantial dif-

lkaryland Health Services Cost Review Commission, "Disclosure of Hospital Pinancial and Statisti-
cal bata,” February 3, 1982.

zi‘ho Illinois General Assembly failed to extend the Illinols Health FPinance Authority's enabling
legislation beyond its O b 1, 1982 date. As a result, the proceeding on the Blue
Cross differential application will not be concluded.

"This statistic, in addition to the administrative cost areas, encompasses differences in nursing
costs and other patient s_rvices.

‘Includes accounting, admitting, billing, collection, medical record, nursing and social service
costs.

slncludes only admitting, billing, collection and medical record costs.
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ferentials currently enjoyed by Blue cross Flans in many areas can, in no way, be justi-
fied on the basis of a cost relationship.

Moreover, the HIAA has argued that differences fn actual incurred bad debt should not be
used as 3 basis for a differential because to do so would be an encouragement for totally
comprehensive coverage and a discouragement for the co-payment and deductible features
aimed at bringing about overall cost and utilization reductions.

Because the traditional arguments based on cost differences in incurred bad debt and
administrative cost areas provide practically no basis for any significant differential,
Blue Cross Plans in various localities have arqued the justification of their differen-
tials on a different basis, namely, "averted bad debt." Indeed, this basis constitutes
the major portion of the total 5.07% requested in Harford Memorial and the 5.0% requested
in I1Vinofs. The amount of "averted bad debt" differential slue Cross will arque for
under the Maryland Differential Pricing Study is yet to be determined and will be the
major focus of the MHSCRC hearings expected in late 1982.

Blue Cross reasons that its underwriting practices make coverage avaflable to high-risk
groups and individuals which would otherwise not be available through private-insurance
programs. According to Blue Cross, these enrollees would fncur increased amounts of
bad debt through less comprehensive and more expensive private health-insurance coverage
if Blue Cross coverage were not avaflable. Blue cross then proceeds to calculate the
amount of this “averted bad debt" which it then credits to itself as a differential a-
mount. The insurance industry has maintatned the positipn that "averted bad debt” is
not a legitimate basis for a cost-justified differential, The HIAA maintains that in .
Maryland, New Jerseyl and 1111nois:

0 Blue Cross has provided no evidence that it provides unigue coverage which
could not be provided by insurers operating under circumstances similar to
those enjoyed by Blue cross, and,

0 The methodology variously employed by Blue Cross to place a value on its
"unique" practices is deficient in design and rests on assumptions that
cannot be substantfated.

Regardless of the outcome of this debate, the fnsurance industry has been provided the
opportunity to act as a participant in determination of the Blue Cross differential. In
all other states, the insurance industry, at best, fs merely an observer of hospital/aive
cross payment discussions and a passive recipient of their impact.

In the absence of any prospect of expanding such programs to a significant number of ad-
ditional states, HIAA's efforts have focused on supporting legislation requiring atl
private-sector patients to fairly shoulder their responsibility for hospital financing,
including the cost-shift burden from Nedicere and Medicaid. Under such legistation, any
agreement between a hospital and a third-party payor providing for differentials which
are not cost justified and not maie available to all payors whose practices produce
simitlar cost savings would constitute an unlawful act. The insurance industry con-
tinves to aggressively pursue this strategy in Alabama, Ohic, and Pennsylvania.

CONCLUSION
Growing hospital differentials between government payment and private-sector-patient

payments constitute the major obstacle to both cost containment and payment equity.
In those areas where Blue Cross has successfully insulated itself from the major impact

H

The New Jersey Hospital Rate Setting Commission has granted Blue Cross an interim differential

of 6.18% consisting of the following components: 1.76% for incurred bad-debt differences; .89%
for Patient Account Cost differences; and 3.53% reflectiny Blue Cross total subsidy to commun-

ity-rated groups from experience-rated groups. This last element was granted in lieu of a
larger differential requested by Blue Cross on the basis of “averted bad debt” which is still
under study. Reconsideration of this issue by the Commission is currantly underway.
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of hospital cost-shifting due to Medfcare and Nedicaid cutbacks, it fs a particular prob-
Tem for private insurance and other non-slue Cross sponsored patients. Indeed, as those
cutbacks continue to deepen, Blue Cross, as well as Nedicare and Medicaid payments, as &
percentage of charges, will continue to decline even more rapidly.

Yet, hospital-payment differentials are not so much a problem in themselves, as they are
a symptom of a problem which {s more fundamental - the fragmented hospital-payment system
which continues to operate with no agreement between hospitals, government and private-
sector payors on a single definftion of hospital-financial requirements and a permissible
rate of {ncrease in those requirements year to year. Some of the other symptoms of this
fundamertal problem are:

A. Incentives for hospitals to increase cost and utilization of services §n order
to maximize revenue and improve operating margins;

B. Financial instability for some hospitals, not due to thefr inefficiency or qual-
ity-of-care deficiencies, but as an ironic reward for rendering needed communtty
service by treating a substantfal number of poor, near-poor and elderly patients;

C. Denfal of access to care for the elderly and the poor as hospitals claim they
;:anm{n a:ford to treat such patients and maintain the fiscal integrity of their
nstitutions;

D. Elimination of competition between private-sector payors as the ability to com-
pete has less to do with efficiency and service differences and more to do with
the1a?11itydto obtain and mafintain non-cost justified hospital-payment differ-
entials; and, -

E. Severe limitation, due to the Nedicare and Nedicaid cost-shiftin?. of the cost-
containment potential of private-sector initiatives, such as utilization review,
co-payment and deductible features, and promotion of out-of-hospital benefits as
an alternative to more costly care.

A1l of these symptoms are interrelated with the differential problem. Consequently, any
solution of the differentfal issue must alsoc take into account the more fundamental prob-
lem reflected by these symptoms.

Traditionally, the HIAA has attempted to deal with these issues on the state level. HKow-
ever, it has become painfully clear that after years of effort and few (if significant)
successes, it 15 next to impossible to deal on a state-by-state basis with what is clearly
a national problem.

This conclusion is reflected in the recent (January 9, 1982) BIAA Health Care Payment Re-
form Package. Among the key features in that proposal is national legislation establish-
ing temporary, short-term, state-by-state 1imits on permissible hospital revenue increases
applicable to the rates pafd by all payors. The objective of that provision is to bring
hospital costs under some interim control, stem the increase in the differentials due to
the cost-shifting burden, and provide time for a Presidential Commission to propose inno-
vative approaches to long-term health-cam-pa.:ment reform to be implemented by Congress
and the Administration. [f these recommendations are to be effective, ultimately, they
must address inequitable hospital-payment differentials as an all-pervasive symptom of
the fundamental problems in the current hospital-financing system.

Any questfons regarding this bulletin should be directed to: Mr. Thomas O'Hare, Director,
Health Care Management Programs, Health Insurance Association of America, 332 5. Michigan
Avenue, Chicago, 111{nofs 60604, 312/322-0832.

DISTRIBUTION: Council Relations Officers/ Chief Recipients-Group & Individual/ Committee on Con-
sumer & Professional Relations/ Health Care Nanagement Cosmittee/ State Council Chairpersons/
Staff I & I
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BLUE_CROSS PLAN HOSPITAL PAYMENT DIFFERENTIALS CHART I
CHArRGe-PavING BLUE CRoss PLaNs
Differential Percent Percent of Distribution of Persons Urnder Age 65 With
ow _Chargesa Hospital Expense Coverage By State and Type of Insurerd
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Chart II, Page 12.
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i
Differential Percent Percent of Distribution of Persons Under Age 65 With
By Location ow Charges Hospital Expense Coverage By State and Type of Insurer
' INSURANCE
BLUE CROSS CONMPANIES OTHER

NE 30 61 9
Omaha 2.0 '

N 53 a5 2
Concordd 2.0 f

N 59 32 9
Newark 6.187
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Non-CHARGE PavinG BLue Cross PLANS '

Differential Percent Percent of Distribution of Persons Under Age 65 With
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Notes 10 CHArTs | & 11

Unless otherwide indicated, the differential percent below charges in each
plan area Is taken from "Hospital-Blue Cross Contract Provisions, July 1981,"
published by the American Hospital Association, Division of Health Financing
Policy, Office of Public Policy Analysis, February 1982, Catalog #073200.
Copies of this 86-page report, which reviews Hospital-Blue Cross contracts in
detal)l may be purchased for $8.75 for non-members and $7.00 for members by

writing to: Order Processing Department

American Hospital Association
840 North Lake Shore Drive
Chicago, !Illnqis 60611

The 1980 statistics are derived from Health Insurance Association of America,
Blue Cross/Blue Shield Associations, U.S. Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices, and U.S. Bureau of Census. Statistics apply on aggregate statewide
basis only. Consequently, these statistics may not reflect the specific market
shares applicable to a specific Blue Cross Plan in the states with multiple
plans.

The Oakland Plan covers the northern half of the State of Nevada, while the
Los Angeles Plan covers the southern half of that state, which has no local
Blue Cross Plan. However, both plans are in the process of merging in order
to form a single California Blue Cross Plan.

Information obtained from the Colorado Hospital Association staff indicates
that Blue Cross differentials range from 0% to 5%. With a few exceptions,
hospitals grant Blue Cross at least a 2% prompt-payment differential. In ad-
dition, a class-of-payor differential is granted to Blue Cross, depending on
the level of aggregate annual Blue Cross payments to an individual hospital,

as follows: . guer $2 million - 3%
-- Over $1 to $2 million - 23
-- $500,000 to $1 million - 1% -
== Under $500,000 - 0%

The Rockford Blue Cross Plan merged with the Chicago Blue Cross Plan in 1982.
However, the Rockford Blue Cross Hospital Payment Contract, which Involves no
differentials, wil) remain in force for the immediate future.

Information from the Xansas Hospital Association staff indlicates that there are
three types of Blue Cross payment systems operative in the state. Approximately
135 of the state's community hosplitals are paid 1003 of charges under a relatively
recent Blue Cross rate-review program. Six hospitals are under a Blue Cross
Budget Review System whereby the plan currently has no differential, but maintains
the option of disallowing hospital cost elements it believes unreasonable. A third
option applicable to five hospitals is a "fair payment' program which Is based on
allocation to Blue Cross of only costs which it incurs. This last option has the
greatest opportunity for a differential, although no more than three hospitals are
granted a 3% prompt-payment discount under this system. Y

11-627 0 - 83 - 6
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Conversations with State Hospital Assoclation staff Indicate that several
hospitals, most commonly proprietary institutions, apply charge Increases
to non-Blue Cross patients inmediately, but walt for approval through the
Blue Cross rate-review process before applying such increases to Blue Cross
patient rates. -

An additional 2% differential s granted to Blue Cross for prompt payment
which is also avallable to all patients who remit their hospital bills upon
discharge. A 13 differential is available for payment within 30 days.

in addition, the plan also covers Vermont and offers to Vermont hospitals a
cost plus 3% reimbursement agreement In addition to the prospective charge-
based negotiated rate.

A prompt-payment differential is also available to all payors, amounting to
5% for payment on or before day of discharge (or earlier billing) and 4% for
payment within 15 days, then grading down to 0% for payment after 105 days.

The Canton, Lima and Youngstown, Ohlo plans merged with the Cincinnati plan
in 1975. However, each plan ares malntains a separate hospital reimbursement

contract. -

This statistic indicates that the plan has palid 14.5% above billed charges In
at teast one hospital, as reported in the AHA survey.

Plan also covers State of South Dakota.

Plan pays hospitals on the basis of a prospective analysis of budgets and rates.
The percentage of charges paid varies to the extent that costs or charges are
disallowed in the prospective analysis. State Hospital Associatlion staff indi-
cates that, ordinarily, 20% to 25% of the hospitals in the area would be granting
Blue Cross some differential below charges. However, this situation s further
complicated by the fact that all hospitals in the plan area have been granting
Blue Cross a 3% differential because of the plan's low-planned reserves. This
situtation will continue until the plan achieves 60-days operating expenses in
reserves. Because the current reserve level is only 3 to 4 days, Hospital Asso-
ciation staff does not anticipate any change in the current differential situa-
tion in the foreseeable future.

Charges are paid with a net-income limitation of 43. Hospital Assoclation staff
estimates that this produces an aggregate differential of 3% to 43.

The AHA survey results Indicate a single, average differential for all Upstate
New York plans at 26%. No indication of the range is listed.



Questions from Senator Baucus

4, Blue Cross has argued that it is entitled to a discount
because hospitals receive certain indirect benefits from Blue
Cross. For example, Blue Cross has argued that it sells
policies to high-risk groups at premium rates they can afford
by pricing the policies below cost. Blue Cross argues that
this reduces hospitals' bad debts. Do you believe that
payment differentials might be justified where a plan
provides this or some other special indirect economic benefit
to hospitals?

Answer

The insurance industry believes that hospital payment differ-
entials should be limited to the economic cost differences experienced
by hospitals in the provision of services to differing patient classes.
This would include prompt payment, admitting, billing, credit and
collection cost differences.

However, Blue Cross claims such differentials must go beyond
differences in hospital cost to include differences in: 1) lower
bad debt alleged to be produced by any Blue Cross service contracts
and 2) bad debts avoided by the provision of coverage to alleged
disavantaged population frequently at rates below costs. Both of
these reasons are inappropriate.

Relative to the first point, the question is whether there is
any substantial difference between the bad debts incurred by pri-
vately insured patients and those with Blue Cross services benefit
coverage, and if so, should this be allowed as a differential.
Studies to date indicate that there are only minimal differences
between Blue Cross and private insurance bad debts which suggest
hospitals are effectively able to correct self-responsible portions
of private insurance to the extent that they exist. For example,
the Maryland Differential Pricing Study completed in late 1981
indicates that the difference in incurred bad debt levels between
Blue Cross and privately insured patients is approximately .9 of
1%, while a study done by Blue Cross in Illinois indicates that
the amount of approximately .6 of 1%. Even with the minimal &if-
ferences, no differential should be granted, because to do so
would merely foster full service benefit programs and create a
disincentive for maintaining a self-responsible portion in the
payment of hospital services which could serve to reduce cost and
utilization as indicated in the recent Rand Study "Interim Results
of a Study of Cost Sharing and Its Impact on Utilization of Health
Care Study Services" (New England Journal of Medicine, December 17,
1981). e

Consideration of the second point raises three questdions: a)
Does Blue Cross really provide unique coverage? b) What is its
value; and, ¢) If properly quantified, should the determined value
be used as a basis of a hospital payment differential.

- T
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New Jersey Blue Cross has been granted a payment differential
based on the allegation that its community rated subscribers
constitute a "Second Medicaid program"™ which makes health
insurance coverage available to the poor, near-poor and those
in poor health. After granting that differential, the
Commission required that a study of Blue Cross aubscribers

be conducted to identify if, in fact, Blue Cross was pro-
viding coverage to a disadvantaged group. The study, com-
pleted by the Eagleton Institute, which is a research
organization housed at Rutgers University, showed that the
population covered by Blue Cross is not poor, not economically
disadvantaged and, for the most part, considers itself to be
in relatively good health.

Assuming for the moment that some group has been identified

as being covered uniquely by Blue .Cross, what should be used
to measure the value of that practice? - It should not be the
amount of money Blue Cross loses on that line of business
because to do so would merely incorporate any inefficiences

in administration or poor underwriting practices. At most,

the value of this practice cannot exceed the excess morbidity
or benefit paid beyond that which would be considered standard.

Regardless of how such unique practices, if they do exist,

are valued, their quatifications should not be used as a
hospital payment differential. Blue Cross Plans are generally
established as non~profit hospital prepayment service cor-
porations under special enabling statutes which envision
certain responsibilities and privileges, Chief among the
privileges is the exemption from taxation, including premium,
property and income taxes. To allow a differential for a
unique activity is to expect similar behavior from organiza- -
tions which are constituted differently, namely Blue Cross

and private insurance companies and should not be expected

to necessarily act in similar fashion. By the same token,
Blue Cross should not be receiving a differential in hospital
payment rates in addition to the exemption from taxation which
more than offsets the alleged value of the unique practice.

To do so would constitute a double subsidy to Blue Cross which
would restrict the insurance industry's competitive marketing
of non-group insurance including the provision of insurance

to high-risk population. Commercial insurers also sell to
high-risk individuals and groups. There is price competition
in this market as well. Why should one competitor be allowed
to price its product "below cost" and then get a financial
reward which will be made up directly from higher costs to
other competitors? That in itself gives not one but two
artificial competitive advantages for which we see no social
or economic value.
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Senator DURENBERGER. At this point, I am going to recess for ap-
proximately 5 minutes before we go to the next panel.

Mr. MoorerFIELD. Mr. Chairman, we thank you very much for
this opportunity.

[Whereupon, at 10:40 a.m., the hearirg was recessed.]

AFTER RECESS

Senator DURENBERGER. The hearing will come to order. Our next
withess will be Mr. Bernard Tresnowski, president, Blue Cross &
Blue Shield Association, Chicago, I1l. Barney, come on up. I didn't,
unfortunately, have the benefit of your prepared statement when I
flew out to Minnesota for the primary and had some reading time.
You have heard the drift of some of my questions. Feel free to take
whatever time you need to deliver your statement.

STATEMENT OF BERNARD R. TRESNOWSKI, PRESIDENT, BLUE
CROSS & BLUE SHIELD ASSOCIATION, CHICAGO, ILL.

Mr. TresNowskl. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am
Bernard Tresnowski, president of Blue Cross & Blue Shield Associ-
ation. I have asked a couple of members of my staff to sit to my
left here. Immediately to my left is Mr. La% Morris who is senior
vice president of professional and provider affairs; and to his left is-
Mr. Bob Snyder who is director of our payment and utilization pro-
grams. You can relax. They are not going to say anything unless I
ask them to respond to a question.

They are particularly expert on some of the individual plan situ-
ations. And under the assumption that you might want to ask a
:ge:iﬁc question about that then they are the experts that can do

at.

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you for inviting them.

Mr. TresnowsKl. I will take advantage of your offer not to read
my statement with the understanding that it will be introduced
into the record.

Senator DURENBERGER. It will be made a part of the record.

Mr. TresNOowsKI. I do appreciate your taﬁing the time to read it
because we think it is an important statement in the interest of
what this committee’s objectives are.

Obviously, this Congress faces some very severe budget problems
and difficult policy issues as it seeks the most cost-effective way to
pay for health care services. I would quickly add to that the fact
that the Blue Cross and Blue Shield plans are faced with many of
the same kinds of problems in dealing with the ‘acreasing health
care cost problem in the United States.

In my prepared statement I noted that there were five major

ints that I wanted to convey to the committee. The first was that

ospital pa‘{ment methods should be designed to contain costs, but
they should also generate levels of payment adequate to assure the
availability of needed services—a fundamental principle, we think.

Second, we also believe that there js no single best payment
method that exists, given the gener variahions in community
needs and resources that exist in this great land of o?és.

. Third, regardless of the payment method, the results in our &)‘1{1
ion depend on effective design and implementation. In our Y g-
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ment and based on our experience, these are as important as the
method itself.

And, fourth, we believe deeply that coordinated actions to influ-
ence utilization in the supply of health resources are an important
element in cost containment, along with the payment system.

And, finally, the design and implementation of successful cost
containment programs need to be sensitive to the differences
among communities, and the factors in those communities that
give rise to unnecessary expenditures for health care.

In my prepared testimony I outlined our approach to effective
payment, and cost containment programs that fit local circum-
stances and markets. I also provided examples of some plan pro-
grams that have produced good results. In addition, calling on our
experience both as medicare contractors and as private payers, I of-
fered some assessments of alternative directions that may be con-
sidered for the medicare program per se, which I realize is a major
interest to this committee.

I think, Mr. Chairman, you know about Blue Cross and Blue
Shield“}alans. We serve 80 million Americans in our private mar-
kets. We serve another 20 million Americans through our govern-
ment contracts. You also know that by design, our organization is
structured to relate to local health care delivery and competitive
circumstances. This structure that is the Blue Cross/Blue Shield
organization brings to our role as medicare intermediaries and car-
riers the ability to adapt a single national program to the wide
variations and local community characteristics.

Indeed, it was our basic structure thai was attractive to the Fed-
eral Government at the time that the medicare program was en-
acted. The ability of a large and experienced organization to take a
gnigrain of the size of medicare and implement it at the communi-

y level.

Our experiences both in terms of our private markets and our
government markets has shown us that when you look at the pay-
ment systems, they need to be built upon some very specific objec-
tives. And in my written statement, I laid those out. And I won’t go
into those in detail except to say that predictability is important,
fair and equitable payment is, access to care is, the quality of the
health care system is, cost effective management is, as well as the
efficiency of the system and the feasibility of the system, the re-
sponsiveness of the system to individual, hospital, and communit
needs, and, obviously, the communitywide involvenient in the defi-
nition and design of the system.

It’s our opinion that achieving those objectives requires that Blue
Cross and Blue Shield plans be prudent and responsible purchasers
of care for their subscribers. Just as any responsible purchaser
seeks fair prices for goods and service through a process of negotia-
tion, thus Blue Cross and Blue Shield plans have used negotiation
as the basis of payment programs—the outcome generally taking
the form of contracts between our member plans and the providers.

As a prudent purchaser of care for our subscribers, we seek rec-

ition in our payment negotiations for our business and our un-
rwriting practices that, in fact, lower hospital costs by limiting
revenue losses cau by bad debts, carrying charges, and other
factors. These practices include prompt or advanced payments that
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improve provider cash flow, comprehensive benefits, continuity of
coverage through conversion privileges, and coverage of high risk
populations and individuals.

ince these practices reduce hospital operational costs, it would
be irresponsible for us, as a prudent carrier—a prudent purchaser
on behalf of our subscribers—to fail to negotiate a reasonable eval-
uation of these business and underwriting practices in our hospital
payment arrangements. ‘

Clearly to the extent that some carriers pay slowly, provides
sparse coverage, fails to cover poor risks, are inattentive to ques-
tionable utilization or ineffective in other ways, the cost of provid-
ing care to their customers will be higher than it needs to be. The
differentials that result from our negotiations have been labeled
“cost shifting”’ by those who oppose recognition of the work of pru-
dent business practices.

To the contrary, the business practices that earn a price differen-
tial avoid cost shifting by covering the actual cost incurred by the
carrier’s subscribers. -

While there are no easy or standard solutions to the problems of
increasing hospital costs, negotiated reimbursement methods which
require hospitals to operate within specified financial limits can
and do have an effect on costs. Most Blue Cross plan payment
methods are based on this principle, and its effective implementa-
tion. As noted in my written testimony, Blue Cross plans are pay-
ment methods, that while they vary in overall design, detail and
administration, are classified into general categories—cost based
and charge based. And within either of these categories payments
can be paid prospectively or retrospectively.

And as I indicated, it isn’t 80 much the particular approach you
use but the design of the system and how it is implemented. In
some States, as you know, where Blue Cross plans are subjected to
mandated State rate regulations, the plans reimbursement meth-
ods and the amount they pay are determined by the State’s review

body.

H’;wever, we firmly believe that nongovernmental approaches
offer the greatest potential for restraining the rate of increase in
hospital costs. In my written testimony I have described five plan
g‘%yment programs which demonstrate the basis for this belief.

ree are planwide programs and two are experimental, limited
area programs. I am not going into those in detail. You can ask
questions. Rhode Island’s maxi-cap ﬁrogram established in 1974 is a
prospective cost based system which uses a budget review and ne-
gotiation process to establish payment rates for the Blue Cross plan
and the State medicaid program.

In Michigan, the prospective reimbursement system is a program
wherein a committee composed of major involved interests set a
percentage increase tarfet or screen which applies to hospitals’ ex-
penses. A program similar to the Michigan one was recently imple-
mented by the Massachusett’s Blue Cross plan. Under this pro-
gram, 8 maximum allowable cost or the acronym MAC is deter-
mined for each hospital. This is the maximum amount the hospital
can spend and be guaranteed proportional reimbursement from the
Blue Cross plan during the year. -.
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Under an experimental grogram in operation in Rochester, N.Y,,
the Blue Cross plan and 17 participating area hospitals jointly de-
termined an overall limit of the hospitals’ combined annual net pa-
tient revenue. And within that overall limit, they distribute those
revenues among the individual hospitals based on a process of ne-
gotiation.

Another experimental hospital payment Erogram that we arv
testing at the moment is in two plans—North Dakota and in Mas-
sachusetts. This program involves a capitation payment method,
which pays a hospital g:cospectively a fixed amount for each cov-
ered Blue Cross plan subscriber.

In mK written testimony I make the very important point that
even the best payment program, however well implemented,
cannot constrain hospital costs by itself. Cost is a function not onl
of the price but of the utilization and the intensity of service.
payment program to be fully effective must be auﬁmented bly a
comprehensive program of cost containment to influence all of
those factors. And in our testimony, we went into some detail on
that. I simply, at this point, refer to the fact that the five compo-
nents of a cost containment program are utilization review, medi-
cal necessity programs, benefit design, health planning, and alter-
native delivery systems.

I would make one other point. In combining payments in cost
containment programs it means pagers have got to be prepared to
invest in administrative areas such as these programs to realize
much larger savi in benefit payouts. This is especially notewor-
thy in the shortsightedness of current medicare budget policy that
doesn’t recognize the opportunity in benefit savings from the rela-
tively smaller investment in administrative costs. And we were
particularly pleased to see the Senate Finance Committee paid at-
tention to that at this last round.

ain, as noted in my written testimony, after looking at the
medicare current payment program against our principals, it is my
conclusion that- while improvements are necessary and possible,
medicare has been successful in doing what it was designed to do.
And in our testimony we offer some suggestions on how that pro-
gram might be improved in its current mode.

However, we do offer some payment technitl;‘ues with which medi-
care might experiment. These ideas relate directly to hospital pay-
ment, but clearly there are other possibilities involving incentives
for physicians or incentives for beneficiaries.

Earlier we pointed out what some Blue Cross plans are doing in
payment. We believe the system in place in Rhode Island, for ex-
ample, is transferable to the medicare program. The capitation pro-
gram we are testing could also be used for medicare.

Let me just identify a couple of others very briefly. One experi-
mental approach which we have brainstormed on might be an al-
ternative payment program for perhaps 200 hospitals throughout
the country in which medicare and medicaid are a significant part
of the hospitals’ case load, and which cumulatively represent a
good portion of medicare’s costs.

Now you could develop a voluntary program to provide a more
flexible payment approach for medicare designed to deal with
issues such as charity care, clinic operations or teaching costs. And

b
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to ggrticipabe in such a program, of course, the hospital would have
to be prepared to disclose budget information and be subject them-
selves to negotiate a utilization of payment levels.

Another possibility is that of selectively contracting with hospi-
tals that meet established cost and quality standards of the medi-
care program. Such a program would have to be sensitively de-
signed, of course, to insure that hospitals are provided with enough
funding to protect the goal of access and quality. It would be neces-
sary to recognize that there are certain services which are both
unique and costly, and which only selected institutions can provide.
_ Another payment approach that can be tested is an extension of

the current target rate concept, which was just recently included in
the medicare reimbursement arrangement. That is to make the in-
dividual provider target rate the actual fixed payment rate. This
change would heighten the incentive by increasing the potential
for reward as well as loss to the provider.

The final suggestion is that you consider creating an opportunit,
for hospitals voluntarily to group together and work toward a col-
lectively target payment level, similar to the type of program we
have been experimenting with in Rochester, N.Y. Under this, indi-
vidual institutions could be above or below the ceiling as long as
glles whole cluster met the goal of the target for that group of hospi-

Let me conclude by reiterating two points within which every-
thing I said here or in my written testimony needs to be consid-
ered. And they are that medicare, like most financing systems, has
multiple objectives. And these objectives must be balanced against
the goal of cost containment. And those are the difficult questions
that need to be weighed when considering this matter.

Also, a critical in, ient in any payment or cost containment
approach is careful implementation. That actual cost containment
will depend on this as much as the ideas themselves.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity-to appear today.
And we would welcome questions you may have.

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you very much for your testimony.

Blue Cross serves 80 million Americans?

Mr. TResNOwsKI. Yes.

Senator DURENBERGER. And the commercial insurers cover 20
million?

Mr. TresNowskI. No; 20 million is government programs so that
adding the private market and the government market it is rough-
ly 100 million. We like to say that we touch the lives of 100 million

ericans.

Senator DURENBERGER. Undoubtedly you do. Within the 80, how
many are medicare aged? In other words, I want to find out what
your experience is with the same kind of population that we are
dealing with. And what is the nature of that experience?

Mr. TresNowskl. Well, there are 9 million medicare eligible
beneficiaries that are covered under our complementary coverage
programs. And they would be included in the 80 million.

Senator DURENBERGER. That will include the people in the Feder-
al employee health benefit plan?

Mr. TrEsNOWSKI. Yes; it would.
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Senator DURENBERGER. I think I heard you suggest that prospec-
tive reimbursement under medicare would be an improvement.
And in 5 months, we may have prospective reimbursement. But it
isn’t necessarily the answer to all the problems of medicare, includ-
ing accessibility, quality, and cost containment. Is that a correct in-
terpretation of your statement?

Mr. TresNowsk! If it wasn’t explicit, let me make it clear. I
don’t know that anybody is sitting over in the Health Care Finance
Administration with a magic bullet to solve the hospital payment
arrangement under the medicare program. A lot of very, very g
minds have been put to the subject of medicare reimbursement
over a long period of time.

And as we said in our statement, we really shouldn’t scrap the
system we have now. The devil you know versus the devil you
don’t. That system has served the program very well. We think
that the changes that were recently made, which provides some
upper limits, provides for the first time an incentive in the target
rate approach, needs to be played out a bit and worked through.

If you are going to make any changes—and the reason we sug-
gested what we did in our statement is you ought to take a couple
of ideas and experiment with them around the country. It could be
disastrous to make one fell swoop change in the reimbursement
system in a program as large and as comprehensive and as com-
plex as the medicare program is.

The recent waiver in Massachusetts, the medicare program for
that payment system, I think, is a good example. That waiver was
granted under the experimental authority that the Secretary now

as under the statute. And it will be worthwhile to evaluate that
in that context. And if that makes sense, then it offers the basis on
which to take that experiment and incorporate it in the existing
payment system.
ut, as I say, I don’t know anybody sitting over there that has
got a magic answer to it. And I would frankly be surprised if in 5
months, Mr. Chairman, they come up with a magic solution for
you.

Senator DURENBERGER. Behind the move from rgggfs}pective to
prospective payment, there is not only a feeling of disaffection for
retrospective but also a movement in the direction of capitation.
That is evident by the fact that we incorporated an HMO voucher
proposal into the tax bill.

In your opinion, is this movement toward prospective payment
and capitation a good way to go? Do you feel that we should not try
to do it overnight and should just test the water as we move in that
direction, or do you feel that based on the tremendous amount of
experience your organization has had that this is an impractical
way for us to head with medicare and medicaid?

- Mr. TresNowsKi. The trend of the times today is away from ret-
rospective cost-based reimbursement. The trend of the times today
is away from Federal and State regulation around very prescriptive
ways to Sfy for care. The trend of the times today is around negoti-
ations, the HMO notion in terms of negotiating with physician
groups or hospital groups to represent a fair price to the market-
place for those services. The notion of preferred provider organiza-

A
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tions is another trend of the times so that you sit down and negoti-
ate a price that a buyer is willing to pay for those services.

The law that was enacted in California is another example of
that. All of that leads me to conclude—and not just me, but our
organization to conclude—that capitation is a critical component of
that. In other words, you sit down with a physician group or a hos-
Fital group and identify a given population and pay for that popu-
ation on a capitation basis. .

What is needed most importantly is to change the incentives in
the system—to reverse them. And to turn them inward into the
system. And a capitation payment allows that to happen.

You have to be very careful, though, that when you do that you
have carefully designed the system so it doesn’t have the opposite
effect. And I suppose that’s the basis of my word of caution. That
in implementing it, that it be done slowly and cautiously and care-
fully over time.

Senator DURENBERGER. OK. And I appreciate those comments.
I'm bothered when you say “trend of the times.” Implicit in that is
that 10 years from now there will be another trend—or 15 or 20
years from now. In talking about capitation in particular, I feel the
significance of the trend is more long range. In other words, it is a
trend to put more of the decisionmaking with regard to health and
sick care in the hands of individuals.

Mr. TRESNOWSKI. Yes. .

Senator DURENBERGER. That trend forms the basis of my ap-
proach to health issues as chairman of this subcommittee. I believe
that we must have the individual playing a much larger choice in
his or her health care.

But how do you facilitate those choices, and how do you make
those choices realistic. And in cases where others have to make
choices on people’s behalf, such as those of you who design and sell
benegts, how do you maximize access, quality, and cost contain-
men

One of the elements is information. Information helps us in nego-
tiation and it helps us in making personal choices.

What kinds of information are important to those of you who are
?roviding health plans for Americans? What kind of additional in-
ormation would be helpful to you in negotiating on behalf of those
people for more efficient, more cost effective health care? In that
same context, can you comment on the AAPCC? And please be as
ls)ge{:‘iflicfﬁ possible about what kind of data and information would

e .

Mr. EI‘RESNOWBKI. I would like to have Larry Morris comment on
this if he knows something else. But let me say that I am not
aware of any particular problems in terms of access to information
to improve the qualitl);o the negotiating process. In other words, 1
don’t see any particular barriers to it. In the medicare program, as
you know, there are a very comprehensive set of cost finding sched-
ules and cost report information. '

In our negotiations, of course, depending on how it is done, there
is detailed budget data supplied by the institution. So I don’t think
there are any particular barriers to it. I think the problem, if there
is one, is that we lack a good data base in terms of an understand-
ing of health patterns and their relationship to cost. And that’s not
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somebody hiding information. It's just that we haven’t put our full
imagination to the process of developing data bases that would
assist us to do that.

Larry, did you want to add anything?

Mr. Morris. I think, Mr. Chairman, that I agree. The problem is
not so much access to data as improving the analysis of the data
and the putting of it to practical use. We have a good bit to learn
about how to interpret what we now know. There are now coming
into being some improved systems for doing that. There has been a
good bit of research done in the last few years about how levels of
care can be judged, and the conclusions drawn about that.

This is also a significant question that is being addressed in dif-
ferent ways in a lot of places simultaneously about how best ac-
counts and other community interests can be pulled into the issue
of how can the health care system be effective; how can congruent
objectives be put into place. But I don’t really think the problem is
so much barriers.

Senator DURENBERGER. Well, when I asked the commercial insur-
ers the question about the AAPCC, their answer was that the big
problem with it would be the cost shift. According to your testimo-
ny you either deny the existence of cost shift or you characterize it
some other way.

Is there a problem with a cost shift by any definition that would
affect our coming up with an accurate formula for the AAPCC?

Mr. Tresnowskl. Well, is there a problem in cost shift? I think
that, yes, there are cost shifts. But the cost shifts are defined, I
think, quite differently than perhaps was represented here.

For example, let's take medicare. The assertion was made that
medicare represents a $6 billion cost shift. And I don’t believe that.
I just don’t think that is true. If you look at the medicare law, the
medicare law was never written from its very inception to include
elements of cost that are included in the definition that derives $6
billion. So I think that's a considerable overstatement.

On the other hand, if you look at some of the policies that have
developed in the medicare program, there are some policies that
have, in fact, caused medicare to be a bit inconsistent. For exam-
ple, the dropping of the nursing differential and picking up a spe-
cific focus on malpractice costs. I mean the two principles are in-
consistent. It's not a question of whether you drop one or the other
but you ought to drop both to be consistent across. And to the
extent that you are inconsistent, then you have disallowed a cost
and that could be added up and turned into cost shiftiex:ig.

But I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that if you added all that up,
ﬂou would get a conservatively lesser number than was included

ere.

The real problem of cost shifting is not associated with what's
covered costs in a payment arrangement. The real problem of cost
shifting is in the benefit structure and the eligibility because to the
extent that the benefits are not comprehensive, to the extent that
they create bad debts, to the extent that those things accumulate,
they fall heaviest on those carriers that have the most comprehen-
sive coverages. And that is where cost shifting occurs; not in terms
of what the covered costs are.
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Senator DURENBERGER. Since you fall in that category, let me ask
you another question about the art and the process of price negoti-
ation. On what basis do you begin negotiations? Is it strictly an his-
torical price or is there also an element of cost? Describe for us the
process of negotiation that Blue Cross is generally involved in. .

Mr. TresNowskl. OK. I'm going to ask Bob Snyder to comment
on that. He deals with those negotiations more directly than I do.

Let me just make the initial observation that the negotiation

rocess, as you well understand, is quite diverse across the system.
t depends on the resources in the community; it depends on the
personalities in the community; it depends on what the objectives
of the negotiation are. For example, in the State of Massachusetts
our representatives, our plan people, there have described mara-
thon sessions in negotiation around some velz small points. But
there are some basic principles engaged in it. And I would like for
Bob to comment on what those are. Bob.

Mr. SNYDER. I think the negotiation fproces;s takes place perhaps
at three le‘els. First, the negotiation of the basic payment system.
And the elements that would be covered under the payment
system. That kind of negotiation takes place less frequentl be-
cause aﬁnce a basic design of the system is in place, it isn’t modified
annually.

The second level of negotiation then takes place in terms of what
happens annually or mag'be even less periodically with respect to
the level of payment or the level of cost.

And then a third level of negotiation may be over individual hos-
pital problems or provider problems that may arise in some inter-
im period. And that could just be sporadic. And the Blue Cross
plan has frequently looked to help the hcspital solve a particular
prog%em, and negotiations will e place around that kind of a
problem.

Senator DURENBERGER. Do you negotiate from a different base
for no:z:iroﬁt versus for-profit? For example, the issue of the cost
of capital. Would one of you address that?

Mr. SNYDER. Generally, the elements of payment for proprietary
and not for profit will not vary in a specific plan payment mecha-
nism. Some plans do provide a return on equity for proprietary in
their payment system. Other plans do not. And it varies around
the country depending on how the specific negotiation and pay-
ment system develope«i

Senator DURENBERGER. There’s no one general rule about this?

Mr. SyNDER. No.

Senator DURENBERGER. On a community-by-community basis,
how much of your leverage in negotiations depends on market- _
share? I think of Des Moines where you have a huge marketshare.
What part does that large volume play in negotiating, and what
should we learn from this about our own position? -

Mr. TresNowsKI. Actually the most important thing to keep in
mind in terms of marketshare is that the larger share you have,
the more responsibility you have to the community. And, therefore,
the more intense you are with regard to the negotiation process.

Second, I would say cbviously that the more marketshare you
have, the more opportunity you have to sit down with providers
and sort out evaluation of these business and underwriting prac-
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tices and make determinations of what is to be paid and what is
not to be paid. But I would quickly add, Mr. Chairman, that we
have a number of plans around the country. Even though we cover
80 million Americans in our private business, that marketshare
varies. There are parts of the country—States—where we enjoy
only 6 to 6 to 7 percent marketshare. And even in those situations,
our planners do go out and sit down with the providers, and negoti-
ate. We just think the principle of negotiation is valuable regard-
-less of the marketshare. Clearly, the marketshare gives you greater
oiaportunity. It places greater responsibility on you. But the princi-
ple of negotiation is there notwithstanding the size of your market.

Senator DURENBERGER. In your statement you appear to dismiss
cost sharing as a mechanism for cost containment. What is the
function of deductibles and coinsurance? And what has been your
experience generally with consumer cost sharing?

r. TResNowski. Well, I don’t know that we spoke to it specifi-
cally, but let me speak to it now. Cost sharing—its primary ol‘:ijec-
tive in our opinion is to reduce the premium cost. And that it does
very nicely. nd, the question of what impact it has on the con-
sumers’ behavior is very much up in the air. And contrary to what
a lot of people might think, we have had very much of an open
mind on that question. We have watched very carefully the results
of the Rand study which seemed to indicate that deductibles and
copays do impact on the use of service.

e Rand study held back on its subsequent findings, which have
not been published yet, on just exactly how that falls on the popu-
lation. Does it fall on those segments of the population that can
least afford to have it fall on in terms of access to care? So that
remains an open question in our mind.

And third, I would say to you that we are not stuck in the mud
on the matter of cost sharing as a matter of basic Fhilosophy.
Today, we have a broad product line. We will make available to the
public products which include cost sharing and deductibles and co-
pays. The interesting part of that, of course, is that the American
public, in a competitive environment, still opts substantially for
comprehensive coverage.

And the last point I would make is that under those circum-
stances because the subscriber is out of the transactions, we feel a
very special responsibility to represent him vis-a-vis the delivery
system, which we do.

Senator DURENBERGER. You say it is still an open question with
regard to the effectiveness of cost sharing. Is it still an open ques-
tion as to the effectiveness of cost sharing at the front end? In
other words, at the premium level versus the utilization level,
which is copayments, deductibles, and so forth. Is that still open?

Mr. TrResNowskKl. As I say, there’s no question that it affects the
premium. It does indeed. It makes a dramatic difference.

Senator DURENBERGER. Tell me a little bit about health planning
as it relates to what we are talking about. How do you feel about
health planning as a necessary component of cost containment?

Mr. SNOWSKI. Let’s try not to be ideological about it; let’s be
very practical. I try to be practical by saying that in the statement
we have pointed out that a cost containment program is an interre-
lationship of several important strategies. A payment strategy is a
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critical one. Utilization review strategy is a critical one. But I
would say to you that you could have an effective payment system
with a lot of incentives to reduce costs and to impact on utilization.
You could have an effective utilization program. But if you leave in
place capacity or you promote the opportunity for increased capac-
lti that is not necessary, then you have got a problem. And that's
where health planning comes in.

Now one can argue about what is the proper vehicle for health
planning. The debate between whether it should be highly regulat- -
ed under Government auspices, certificate of need legislation, et
cetera, or should it be under voluntary initiative, and so on.

Blue Cross has had a long and, I think, respectable historg in
that respect. Planning in this country began in communities where
they were supported largely by Blue Cross plans. As one locks back
over time, distinguished areas were Pittsburgh, Cleveland, Detroit,
and Rochester, N.Y., where effective planning took place at the
community level. What you do is you bring the people of interest
together in that community and you begin to make decisions about
the proper distribution of resources.

That, really, is the objective that needs to be served. I think it
would be.tragic if, at this state in our development in the health
delivery system, if we were to just dismiss planning as an unimpor-
tant strategy. It's a critical strategy.that needs to be employed.

We have supported certificate of need legislation because there
needs to be a point in the process of planning where there is a
“yes” or “no” decision. And we think that those laws have served
that objective. But planning is a critical part of it.

Senator DURENBERGER. Under the current setuﬁ, the closest we
get to people in the medicare program is through the paperwork
that is processed at a regional level. As I understand it, Blue Cross
is a large number of mainly State associations, hooked together in
a national association.

Do you feel there mi%ht be some advantages to medicare if it
starteg to look a little bit more like Blue Cross? Also, has Blue
Cross thought about the value of becoming more of a national pro-
gram with local or State implementation rather than a widely di-
:ﬁr:.i?ﬁed group of State associations? Can you talk to us about

a
. Mr. TresNowsKL. Sure. One of the great debates in the industry
in this country—it's part of the folklore, I suppose—is the balance
between centralization and decentralization. And clearly, we have
that debate ad nauseam in our organization, given some of the ten-
sions that develop over that issue.

I think that like any other issue of that kind you need a iroggr
balance between centralization and decentralization. We think that
there is considerable value to local community identification and
understanding community needs. And, thus, we have supported
plans in that regard. There are certain unifying principles, though,
that need to be applied under a decentrahzeci arrangement. And
that's the role that we have played through the association.

. And the medicare program per se—we take a great deal of pride
in the fact that we have been involved in that program and have
brought to it, as I said in my statement, “The ability to relate a
masgive program to the community level and to be sensitive to it.”
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And the transactions that play out in that program are very com-
plex. }:&nd we think we brought an important equation to that rela-
tionship.

We tgink that that structure could be exploited more than it is.
We have argued that for a long, long time. Even in the area of the
payment arrangement. And the Secretary is now beginning to take
advantage of that, and the Massachusett’s waiver is a good exam-
ple of that. And as in my testimony, I said that there are other op-
portunities such as the Rhode Island system and so on. So we think
there is some opportunity to use that structure more than it has
been used. )

Senator DURENBERGER. What is your experience, if any, with pre-
ferred ;l)‘xl;ovider plans?

Mr. TresNOWSKI. I'm going to let Larry comment on that. He’s
been closer to it. But let me just make the observation that the ’I)‘ll-le-
ferred—we were talking a moment ago about current-trends. The
current notion of a preferred provider organization amuses me in a
sense because what we have now done is recreated Blue Cross like
it used to be. Many years ago, Blue Cross had participating hospi-
tal requirements. And we went out and negotiated. And only dealt
with certain institutions that we felt met quality standards and the
cost standards and so on. And legislation was adopted in many of
the States to r:guire us to contract with any licensed institution
and the so-called freedom of choice laws and that sort of thing.
Now we have come full cycle again, and we are now talking about
preferred provider organizations, which is just another term, in my
Judgment, for what Blue Cross and Blue Shield stood for for many
years. The law in California just puts a cap-stone on that 180
degree turn. But that’s just sort of a commercial for the fact that
there is nothing new under the Sun. ’

But in terms of what we are currently doing about it, Larry, if
you would comment on that.

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I haven't got very much to add. The
basis of this system has been contacts with hospitals and physi-
cians and other providers of care. The preferred provider organiza-
tion introduces a-selective contracting, which as a matter of practi-
cal market fact is probably going to develop most rapidly on a local
business basis. Therefore, our role has been to follow vemlosely
the experiences of the individual funds, which to date been
more in terms of debate, negotiation, brokering than actual experi-
ence with the program. It is really quite a new concept despite the
fact that it has been widely broadcast very quickly.

We have an internal working group charged with doing that and
addressing some of the legal question; some of the market ques-
tions; some of the provider relation questions that are implicit in it.
But to be perfectly honest, there is very little concrete experience
at this point.

Senator DURENBERGER. I'm looking at page 20 of your testimony
under benefit design. I'm wondering if you feel the provider should
play any role at all in the decision to have the patient share in the
cost. Right now, the physicians clearly have an option to do so
under medicare by not taking assignment. I am wondering what
your feeling is about whether the hospitals should also be allowed
to play that kind of a role.
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Mr. TresNowskl. Well, obviously, the hospital plays an extreme-
ly important role in benefit design because you can’t as a carrier
sit there and design a set of benefits that the delivery system isn’t
prepared to deliver. In terms of cost sharing per se, I think, Mr.
Chairman, you are aware of the hospitals’ increasing attention to
cost sharing as a strategy to impact demand for care. Hospitals and
doctors, I suppose, have been justifiably concerned about being
placed in the position of rationing care in the United States. And
they don’t welcome that. And they would rather use some other ve-
hicle to accomplish the same purpose—something that impacts
demand for care and brings the subscriber back into the transac-
tion.

So I think that in terms of hospitals’ approach to that is that
they would be supportive. On the other hand I would say that—
again, thinking about how you go around in circles on some of
these things—that if you employ strategies such as cost sharing,
and it depends on the level and the amount, of course, then you get
into the questions of access of care. And you also begin to get into
questions of revenue streams for institutions. And then people
change their minds in terms of the efficacy of those strategies.

So I think, No. 1, yes, they are receptive to it. No. 2, it depends
on how they are constructed and implemented. And, No. 3, you
would have to watch it over time to see what kind of impact it does
have on access and revenue sources.

Senator DURENBERGER. The last question is about what experi-
ence you may have had with diagnostic groupings.

Mr. TresNowsKI. Diagnostic groupings. We’ve had very little ex-
perience with that in terms of a payment system. New Jersey is
the only experience, and that record is yet to be written.

I would caution with diagnostic groupings in this sense. That the
diagnostic groupings that are used today—mostly the Yale Univer-
sity ones—were developed as a management tool, and as a utiliza-
tion review tool. And they have been taken and employed in a pay-
ment setting. And it has caused some problems, at least based on
the early exPerience in New Jersey. -

But I don’t know that we have a definitive answer for you on
that. It needs to be looked at more carefully than it has. And I
think we need some more experience with that.

Senator DURENBERGER. Well, thank you very much for your testi-
mony.

Mr. TresNowskl. You are welcome.

[The prepared statement of Bernard R. Tresnowski and the an-
swers to questions from Senators Durenberger and Baucus follow:]

11-627 0 ~ 83 - 7
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF BERNARD R. TREsNOwski, BLug Cross & BrLue SHiELD
ABSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, 1 am Bernsrd R. Tresnowski,
President of the Blue Cross and Blue Shield Association. I appreciate
this opportunity to share with you some of our experience in developing
and {mplementing hospital payment and cost containment programs. Like
the federal government, Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans must deal with
the problem of increasing health care costs, We understand that this
Congress faces severe budget problems and difficult policy issues as

it seeks the most cost-effective ways to pay for health care sarvices.

In my testimony, I will comment on five major points:
- _ First, hospital payment methods should be designed to constrain
costs but still generate levels of payment adequate to assure

the availability of needed services.

- Second, no single best payment method exists, given the

reglonal variations in community needs and resources.

- Third, regardless of the payment method, results depend on
effective design and implementation; indeed, these are as

importaﬁ: as the method itself.

- Fourth, coordinated actions to influence utilization and
the supply of health resources also are key elements in

cost containment.

- Fifth, the design and implementation of successful cost
containment. programs must be sensitive to differencesamong
communities and the factors in them that give rise to

unnecessary expenditures for health care.
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-2-

In my testimony,QI will outline our approach to effective payment
and cost containment programs that fit local circumstances and markets.
1 will also provide examples of some Plan programs that have produced
good results. In addition, calling on our experience both as Medicare

_contractors and as private payors, I will offer some assessments of
alternative directions that may be considered for the Medicare program.
While public and private organizations differ in important ways, our
extensive natfonwide experience in health care financing has relevance

to this Committee.

The Blue Cross and Blue Shield organization has several distinguishing
characteristics. The 104 Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans are community-
based financing organizations. Each Plan has a public board that governs
its business activities, including contractual relatioﬂs with providers
and also with individuals and employer groups that reflect the level of

health care the people in a community are willing and able to buy.

Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans serve more than 80 million Americans
in the private health benefits market and another 20 million as contractors
for Medicare and other government programs. By design, "he Plans are
structured to relate to local health care delivery and ¢ ritive
circumstances. This structurz brings to our role as Medice e intermediaries
and carriers the ability to adapt a single national program to wide

variations in local coumunity characteristics.
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Payment Objectives and Processes

Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans' effective provider payment practices

are a basic element in developing successful products in the highly

competitive marker for group health insurance. Over the years, we

have assessed alternative payment methods. Repeatedly, the same basic

conclusions have emerged. They confirm the importance of:

x

*

sound objectives for a payment system;

careful implementation of the chosen system;
complementary programs to control utilization,
quality and institutional capacity; and

sensitivity to local problems and opportunities.

We have concluded that any sound payment system must build from

specific objectives. These include:

®

predictability of payment amount, method and timing for

all participants;

fair, equitable payment for service provided our subscribers;
subscriber access to medically necessary care delivered at
appropriate levels and at reasonable cost;

maintenance of a quality health care system;

cost~effective management of health care resources,

supported by involvement of providers in both the

positive and negative financial consequences of their actions;
administrative economy and feasibility; ‘
responsiveness t; individual hospital and community needs,
including recognition of community resource capabilities -
and limitations; and,

community~wide involvement in assessing and controlling

health care capacity.
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Achieving these objectives requires Plans to be prudent and
responsible purchasers of care for their subscribers. Even though
the market for health care services differs in significant ways from
- classical competitive markets, prudent business practices can be applied

to hospital payment. -

A responsible purchaser seeks fair prices for goods and services
through a process of negotiation. In a negotiation process, neither
party unilaterally sets prices, nor does any outside party. Negotiating
parties usually have conflicting interests and objectives, but the
negotiation process i{s a strong and proven mechanism fof balancing

interests and devising acceptable compromises.

For Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans, the outcome of negotiations
generally takes the form of contracts vetween Plans and providers. It
is important to note that the arrangements we negotiate have to be
acceptable to those who buy our product. We must maintain a balance
in access, cost and quality of care. Although the Plan has the leverage of
a large purchaser with unique business practices, the hospital has the
leverage of our accounts' expectations of access to care for their employees.
In other words, we operate in a competitive environment where our
customers, unlike Medicare beneficiaries, can turn to another carriex;~

if they are dissatisfied with our results.
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The negotiation process attempts to balance the responsibility
of a carrier to pay only a fair price for services received by subscribers
or beneficiaries against a hospital's responsibility to obtain fair payment

for these services.

We seek to base payment on the reasonable cost of providing care
to our subscribers and to negotiate what is reasonable with respect to
such elements as a return on equity for the hospital, Further, as a
prudent carrier, we seek recognition--in payment negotiatiqns--for our
business and underwriting practices that lower hospital costs by limiting
revenue losses caused by bad debts, carrying charges and other factors.
These practices include prompt or advance payment that improves provider
cash flow, plus comprehensive benefits, continuity of coverage through
conversion privileges, and coverage of high risk populations and
individuals. By high risk, I mean, for exanplé, individuals not in
groups, those in very small organizations, and those with exiscting
health problems. Our coverage of these people minimizes debt collection

problems and reduces the charity care load for hospitals.

Since these practices reduce hospital operational costs, it would
be irresponsible for a prudent carrier to fail to negotiate a reasonable
valuation of these business and underwriting practices in its hospital
payment arrangements. By the same token, it would be impossible for a
carrier to maintain such practices without such recognition of their value.
For example, our payment practices help us to underwrite the high risk

individuals who are avoided by most other carriers.’
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The negotiation process‘highlighta other aspects of the cost
equation. These include the cost of bad debts from other insurers'’
customers, who may be responsible for s significant portion of their
hospital bills; unnecessary or questionable use of services by these
patients; and capital expenditures or other investments not required

for the care of a prudent carrier's subscribers.

Clearly, different carriers bring different strengths to health
care financing. To the extent that some carriers pay slowly, provide
sparse coverage, fall to cover poor risks, are inattentive to questionable
utilization or are ineffective in other ways, the costs of providing care
to their customers will be higher than {t needs to be.- It 1s no more
unusual for hoséical prices to vary among payers than it is for interest
rates or other contract prices to differ among businesses with differing
financial charactefistics. There should be a price differential between
a payer that accepts hospital charges and a payer that effectively
negotiates hospital payment that is based on the actual cost of serving

subscribers or beneficiaries.

Put another way, negotiations between a hospital and a carrier with
sound business and underwriting practices--and dedicated to prudent
purchase of services on behalf of its subscribers--should result in
prices that differ from those the hospital expects other less effective

and efficient carriers to pay.
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The resulting differential has been labeled "cost-shifting' by

those who oppese recognition of the worth of prudent business practices.
To the contrary, the business practices that earn a price differential
avoid cost-shifting by covering the actual costs incurred by the carrier's
subscribers. Cost-shifting can and does occur when some payers do not

pay the reasonable cost of services rendered, when they provide poor or
inadequate coverage, when they delay payment, or take other steps that
create bad debt, increase revenue losses, or contribute to inefficient
health care delivery. Were all payers to act in this manner, hospital

costs and charges would be even higher than they are today.

Blue Cross Plan Hospital Payment Methods

While there are no easy or standard solutions to the problem of
increasing hospital costs, negotiated reimbursement methods which require
hospitals to operate within specified financial limits can--and do--have
an effect on costs. Most Blue Cross Plan payment methods are based on

this principle and its effective implementation.

In general, Blue Cross Plans have payment methods that--while they
vary in overall design, detail and administration--can be classified in
two categories: cost-based and charge-based. Within either of these

categories, payment may be made prospectively or retrospectively.
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Cost-Based Payment

Eighteen cost-based Plans pay on a retrospective basis. This
means that the level of reimbursable cost is determined after the
hospital's fiscal year, according to negotiated predetermined guidelines
that define allowable costs. Interim payments are made during the year

prior to the final settlement.

Four cost-based Blue Cross Plans pay on a prospective cost basis.
For these Plans, the level of reimbursable costs is determined prior
to the hospital's fiscal year through negotiation and/or budget review.
" If the volume of service exceeds prospectively agreed upon limits or
if cost uncreases beyond the hospital's control occur, retroactive

adjustment may be made.

Charge-Based Payment

Twenty-four Plans pay on the basis of charges which are negotiated

between the Plan and the hospital. In some cases, the negotiation process

focuses on charges for specific services; in other cases, it focuses on

limitations on certain financial elements such as the hospital's operating

margin. In the majority of chese Plané, hospital charges are reviewed and

approved prospectively, usually for the coming fiscal year.

Thirteen Plans pay on the basis of a schedule of charges established

by each hospital.



102

-9- -

In states where Blue Cross Plans are subject to mandated state
rate regulation, the Plans' reimbursement methods and the amounts they
pay are determined by the state rate review body. This occurs in

Maryland, Minnesota, New Jersey and New York.

State rate review, which often is equated with prospective payment,
has been offered by some as the solution to the problem of increasing
health care costs. Hhiie some studies of state rate review suggest
positive results, they do not provide sufficiently complete or reliable
evidence to support a policy of requiring or encouraging such programs.
In any case, state rate review i{s an approach distinguished not by its
elements of prospective payment so much as by {ts shift from private to
governmental decision-making. With that shift comes all the difficulties

of trying to use regulation to control complex economic behavior.

We firmly believe that non-governmental approaches offer the greatest
potential for restraining the rate of increase in hospital costs. A brief
review of five Plan payment programs will help demonstrate the basis for

this belief. Three are Plan-wide programs and two are experimental,

limited area programs.

The oldest of the three Plan-wide programs is Rhode Island's
"Maxi-Cap," established in 1974. This program is a prospective cost-
based system which uses a budget review and negotiation process to establiish

payment rates for the Blue Cross Plan and State Medicaid program,
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The system basically involves two steps. First, the Blue Cross Plan,
State Budget Office and hospitals voluntarily negotiate a percentage
limit or ceiling on the total annual increase in hospital operating
costs for the entire state. Second, each individual hospital's budget
is reviewed by the Plan and State Budget Offi:c with a final budget
negotiated among the three parties. When individual budget negotiations
are completed, the totals are compared with the pre-get limit. The
Maxi-Cap cannot normally be exceeded, although there is a contingency
provision for unforeseen and unpredictable expenses. The goal of
Rhode Island's Maxi-Cap program 1s to maintain a ceiling on the state's
total expenses while providing the flexibility to recognize any

individual hospital's specfal needs.

The Michigan Plan's Prospective Reimbursement System is another
innovative state-wide payment program. Under this program, a committee
composed of major involved interests sets a percentage increase target
or screen which applies to hospitals' expenses. Hospitals whose budget
increases are equal to or below the screen generally have their budgets
accepted without further review. Hospitals whose budgeted increases are
above the screen may elect to undergo a review in order to justify and
win acceptance of their higher spending levels. Budget reviews are
required, regardless of the size of projected increases, for hospitals
that are overbedded, have low occupancies, or have overspent the limits

in two preceding years.
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Based on the budget review process, a percentage increase is approved
for a hospital above or at the screen percentage. The approved percentage
increase forms the payment constraint for the upcoming year. At this
point, the Plan's share of the hospital's total approved budget is
determined. The Plan also provides, as part of its payment system,
incentive payments to hospitals whose actual allowable costs a.e below
their approved budgets. The incentive payment is equal to the Plan's
share of half the difference between the actual costs and the approved
budgeted costs. Hospital expenses in excess of the approved budget are
not reimbursed by the Plan. The objective of the Michigan Plan's
prospective reimbursement system is to introduce prospective limits
which put hospitals at risk by penalizing overspending and rewarding

those that are within pre-set financial targéts.

A program that is similar to the Michigan Plan's teéently has been
implemented by the Massachusetts Blue Cross Plan. Under this program, a
maximum allowable cost or '"MAC" is determined for each hospital. This
is the maximum amount the hospital can spend and be guaranteed proportional
reimbursement from the Blue Cross Plan during the year. If the hospital
spends in excess of its maximum, the Plan 1s not committed to make up the
difference. On the other hand, if the hospital succeeds in keeping its
costs below its '"MAC," it may keep the Blue Cross Plan's portion of the
savings. The program includes incentives and disincentives designed to
control patient and service volume. In areas of service where the Plan

wishes to encourage volume decreases, such as inpatient ancillary services,
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payments for volume increases beyond a specified level are set below the
marginal cost of an additional unit of volume. On the other hand, in
areas where the Plan wishes to encourage volume increases, such as
outpatient surgery, payment for the additional unit of volume may be

set at a level higher than the actual marginal cost. Thus, these
disincentives and incentives--combined with the maximum allowable

cost concept--introduce both risk and reward for the hospitals. The
Massachusetts Legislature recently accepted the MAC system as the

model for a proposed state-wide payment system for which it 1s seeking

a Medicare waiver.

An experimental program in operation in Rochester, New York
involves the Rochester Blue Cross Plan and nine area hospitals. Payments
by the Plan, Medicaid and Medicare are covered under the program. The
Rochester Hospital Experimental Paym;nt (HEP) program is similar to
Rhode Island's "Ma;i-Cap" program. Under the Rochester program, the
Blue Cross Plan and the participating hospitals jointly determine an
overall limit on the nine hospitals' combined annual net patient revenue.
Two percent is added to each year's overall limit as a contingency fund
for unexpected volume increases and Iincremental costs associated with
approved capital projects. For each individual hospital, a limit is
then placed on the amount of revenue the hospital may receive from
services to patients. If a hogpital's total net patient revenue from
all sources exceeds its allowable limit at the end of the year, the

excess revenue must be paid into the contingency fund.
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Another experimental hospital payaent program is being tested by
the Blue Cross Plans of North Dakota and Massachusetts. This program
involves a capitation payment method which pays a hospital a prospectively
determined, fixed amount for each covered Blue Cross Plan subscriber. In
return, the hospital assumes responsibility for providing or paying for
any covered hospital services its covered subscribers may need. Under
these programs, the Blue Cross Plan--on a monthly basis--pays each
participating hospital the agreed-upon capitation payment for every
Plan subscriber affiliated with that institution. As long as the sub-
scriber goes to his or her affiliated hospital, no further flow of funds
occurs. However, if a sudbscriber uses another hospital, the Blue Cross
Plan will pay that hospital on the traditional unit-of-service basis,
and the amount of that payment will be deducted from the affiliated
hospital's pool of funds. At the end of each of the first two years
of the experiment, each participating hospital's total capitation revenue
will be compared with the expenses it incurred in serving its capitated
population. If revenues exceed expenses, the hospital will retain a
portion of the difference. During the first two years, hospitals will
not be at risk for expenses in excess of revenues; however, in subsequent
years, it is expected that they will be liable for s;ch expenses. The
capitation method is based on the concept that prospectively determined
per capita payment creates a better economic environment for hospitals
and provides opportunities for them and their medical staffs to identify

and act in ways to provide health care more effectively and efficiently.
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The payment programs just described are diverse in structure,
methodology and operating environment. However, based on our experience

with various payment methods, some conclusions can be drawn from them.

First, no particular method has proven to be better than others in
fll circumstances. The appropriateness and effectiveness of a particular
payment method depends largely on factors such as the key characteristics
of the area's hospital industry and its community. There is sonsiderable
variation in such factors across the nation. In Massachusetts, for example,
the hospital industry is characterized by a hish concentration of large
teaching hospitals in the Boston area and a relatively rural area at
the other end of the state. This diversity requires a flexible system
with emphasis on individual hospital expenditures. In Rochester, New York,
there is a tradition of active involvement in the health care system by
the business community. The compactness of Rhode Island lends itself to
mauagement of the health system on a state-wide basis. The small number
of hospitals in North Dakota facilitates communication and experimentation.
Other areas have other special characteristics. The point is that the
payment systems which have been worked out in these areas tend to reflect

and accommodate those characteristics.

The variety of these dpproaches demonstrates that the effectiveness
of a payment system does not depend on whether the system is prospective
o{'retrospective. For example, Michigan's prospective system includes a
retrogspective adjustment tor volume increases beyond a predestermined
level, while most Blue Cross Plans which pay retrospectively first set

guidelines for allowed cost elements.
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Two elements of a payment system which help determine its effectiveness
are its specific design and its implementation. As noted previously, the
Blue Cross Plan payment programs that have been described are very diverse
in their structures and methodologies. In the Massachusetts Maximum
Allowable Cost system, for example, the focus of the incentive structure
1s on influencing particular utilizationhpat:erns, such as the volume of
inpatient days and ancillary services in indi{vidual hospitals. In the
capitation experiment in North Dakota and Massachusetts, the incentives
are directed primarily toward influencing hospitals to effectively manage
resources, direct care to appropriate settings, and still provide services

that satisfy patients.

Although these programs are diverse, they all have a few key elements
in common. First, these programs all involve a voluntary negotiation
process: all the participating parties mutually agree upon a price which
represents a fair payment for the services the hospital provides to the
payer's subscribers. Second, these programs attempt to constrain a
hospital's total spending by focusing not just on the payment per unit

but also on the hospital's total expenses and revenues.

The translation of these concepts into reality hinges on the imple-
mentation process. Implementation imposes a variety of requirements:
-~ A management staff skilled in negotiation, schooled in
payment objectives and with the latitude and authority

to make decisions.
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- A knowledge of community health needs and resources.

- Relationships with customers and providers to permit
evaluation and accommodations of the needs of each.

- Careful evaluation in advance of the consequences of
decisions and appropriate provision for dealing with them.

-~ Ongoing evaluation of the payment process and willingness

and ability to adjust it as circumstances require.

It is most important, however, to understand that even the best payment
program, however well implemented, cannot constrain hospital costs by itself.
Co;t is a function not only of price but of utilization and intensity of
service, A payment program, to be fully effective, must be augmented by

a comprehensive program of cost containment to influence all three factors.

Let me explain this linkage in terms of our experience.

Cost_Containment

An integral part of the Blue Cross and_Blue Shield organization's cost
con;ainment efforts is the Assoclation’s standard of membership that requires
Plans to have operational programs to control costs. This standard recognizes
that individual cost containment programs need to be sensitive to local
circumstances for much the same reasons that Plan payment programs must

be similarly responsive.

11-627 0 -~ 83 - 8
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We are aware that many causes of cost escalation arise from sigrificant
environmental circumstgnces. These include inflation in the general economy,
an aging population aﬁ§~EZEE;;T;§;;al and clinical innovation which create
powerful forces for increased utilization. Nevertheless, the dramatic
increases in health care costs in recent years and the resultant pressure
on our premiums and reserves make it clear that we need to be more eé;ective
in controlling costs. Therefore, we have initiated a major reassessment

of our cost containment strategy. The objective is to determine what

approaches suit today's circumstances,

Based on our experience, there are five cost containment strategies
with incentives for appropriate use and intensity of services that reinforce
constraints in the payment method. They are:

o utilization review;

-] nedical necessity; o

o benefit design; -

<] health planning; and

o alternative delivery systems.

Utilizacion Review
The last few years have seen important innovations in the design and
use of methods for monitoring and controlling utilizatfon of health care
services. Bette'. data, more infofmétive analysis, fucreased sophistication
in developing and applying standards, selective use of positive and negative
financial incentives--all these factors convince us that utilization review

programs will continue to be important cost containment tools.
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Precise estimates of the effects of utilization review programs
often are difficult to ascertain. However, a study done for us by
researchers from Johns Hopkins University has concluded that Blue Cross
Plan utilization review programs were factors in the steady decline during
the 1970's in Blue Cress Plan inpatient utilization rates. On the Medicare
side, the Health Care Financing Adminigtration has estimated that for
every one dollar spent by intermediaries on medical review, the government
saves nearly three. HCFA estimated that carrier Part B medical reviews
saved an average of five dollars for every one dollar spent. A recent
survey of several Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans found average savings
of over four dollars for every one spent on hospital reviews and an
average of more than seven dollars saved for every one spent on physician
reviews. The application of improved UR tools has promise for even better

results in the future.

Good results are especially likely if a UR program is matched to a
specific payment program. For example, a program that uses ;dmissions
as the unit of payment would appropriately be backed up by utilization
review that helps discourage inappropriate admissions. Programs for pre-

certifying admissions also build on strong UR efforts, as do benefit

designs promoting greater substitution of outpatient for inpatient care.

Given the enormous pressure on Congress to obtain short-term budget
savings, this Committee is to be commended for resisting some very strong

pressure to end Medicare utilization review. Last month’s budget conference
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was encouraging in its direction that the Secretary of Health and Human
Services improve and monitor medical review by Medicare contractors,
However, the amounts budgeted for contractors are not adequate to raintain,
much less improve, truly effective audit and review functions. Medicare
benefit payouts already are increasing and will continue to do so unless
the current budget policy 1s reversed to achieve savings in the relatively
large benefit payments rather than in the relatively small administrative
expenditures. It is our experience that the provider community can be
enlisted in responsible efforts to constrain cost while maintaining the

quality of care.

Medical Necessity Program

Some of you may be familiar with the 1980 report by the Government
Accounting Office that assesses the Blue Cross and Blue Shield organization's
Medical Necessity Program. This program is a cooperative effort of our
organization and the medical community to control costs and to improve
quality by reducing the use of outdated, ineffective or inappropriate
diagnostic or therapeutic procedures. First year findings from the
initial stage of the program indicated a 26% drop in targeted surgical
procedures and an 847% drop in listed laboratory procedures. One small
Blue Cross Plan estimated $7 million in savings is available within its
state just from not paying for routine admission tests without explicit
physician orders. Based on findings such as these, the GAO has recommended
that health insurance programs for federal employees adopt the approach
taken in the Blue Cross and Blue Shield organization's Medical Necessity

Progriﬁ.
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The base of the Medical Necessity Program is an ongoing Blue Cross
and Blui Shield Plan medical policy process that evaluates major and minor
changes in clinical practice and medical technology. The role of this
process in establishing guidelines for payment based on the best available
professional medical opinion and solid business judgments about the
conditions of payment is critical to our ability to reconcile the objectives
of cost containment and access to good quality care. The point here is
that a good price for an unneeded or ineffective service is a hollow bargain.
Providers are becoming increasingly aware of this, and one of our objectives

is to encourage and to support them in addressirg the issue.

Benefit Design
Benefit design is another important element of any comprehensive program
to influence service use and control costs. Cost sharing is frequently
described as cost containing. While 1t unquestionably does lower the
expenditure for premiums, we are not convinced that transferring part
of the outlay from group purchasers of care te individual patients can

really contain total costs.

One major prospective reimbursement proposal would allow hospitals
to surcharge Medicare bereficiaries beyond coinsurance and deductible
amounts. This approach may allow hospitals_to evade the cost control
intent of the prospective payment method by obtaining extra revenue from
the patient surcharges. The point, again, is that payment methods cannot
be viewed apart from the incentive and financing features built into the

benefit structure.
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A more promising benefit strategy i: to design benefit packages to
shifit hospital care to appropriate lower cost settings. Changes in clinical
practice and new technologies are enabling more and more complicated procedures
to be performed on an outpatient basis. Utilization review programs reinforce
the trend. And with the availability of more and better ambulatory care
capacity, consum;rs are learning to appreciate the economy and convenience

of such care.

Health Planning

However, it is important to point out that reducing inpatient hospital
use does not necessarily lead to major short-term savings in a straight-
forward way. This is because inpatient facilities continue to generate
a substantial amount of fixed cost regardless of occupancy. The need for
careful analysis of the real needs of the individual institution continues.
To realize the potential savings from reducing and shifting utilization,
unneeded hospital capacity must be phased out and inappropriate new invest-
ments avoided. When appropriate, investments in cost-effective alternative

sites of care should be encouraged.

The recent Congressional Budget Office study demonstrates that the
impact of health planning is difficult to document. However, we have some
evidence to suggest that it does produce results. The Johns Hopkins study
cited earlier found that Blue Cross Plan health planning activity helps

lower B3lue Cross Plan and community-wide hospital admission rates.
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These findings are consistent with the proposition that the supply of
health care resources is an important influence on the utilization of
health services. Thus, health planning is another component in a total
cost containment program that controls volume of setvice as well as unit

price.

As I testified before the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on
Health and Environment this past April, we believe that traditional cost
containment, as just described, can contain health care costs when intelli-
gently and energetically implemented. In addition, we believe that alternative
financing and delivery systems have much to offer in some communities.
They can be a laboratory for new cost containment tools that can be applied
to traditional care arrangements. Equally important, they can be used to

educate physicians about cost-effective care.

Alternate Delivery Systems
Alternate delivery systems such as HMOs are essentially a variant
of the negotiated payment approaches described earlier. Payers negotiate
special risk sharing arrangements with groups of providers with the
objective of limiting benefit payouts while maintaining access to quality

health care for members.

The involvement of Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans in alternate
delivery system is substantial. There are 54 Blue Cross and Blue Shield
Plan HMOs with more than one million members. Plans sell various services
to another 23 HMOs that have nearly 600,000 members. As you know, RMO

failure rates have been high, which is not remarkable for new and complex
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businesses. Ours have fared considerably better than average, reinforcing

the fundamental importance of effective implementation.

Another alternate delivery system concept of very recent Interest is
the so-called "preferred provider organization" or PPO. Put quite simply,
a PPO {s a small group of hospitals and physicians wﬂo agree to a negotiated
payment arrangement that is generally below usual hospital and physician
charges. Subscribers in a PPO would usually be free to select non-PPO
providers for their care, but would have to pay more to do so. Although
there are not many such PPO's, it is clear that among the key elements
in their success is the ability to negotiate advantageous payment and

other arrangements with health care providers.

Alternative Directions for Medicare =

At this point, I would like to comment on Medicare's performance
as measured against a reasonable set of payment system objectives, bringing
to bear Blue Cross organization experience with payment and related cost

containment activities.

Medicare Payment Objectives
First, there is little debate that the Medicare payment system
has assured beneficiaries good financial and geographic access to
health care. Also, providers have been paid promptly and predictably
for the obligations that Medicare has assumed. Finally, Medicare pays
full, reasonable cost of those services for which it has assumed
responsibility. It covers reasonable expenses for all direct patient

care plus bad debts resulting from beneficiary deductibles and cdinsurance.
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Clearly, the development of acceptable expense definitions
produces differences of interpretation and judgment. Reasonable
people may differ about whether Medicare should pay certain additional
costs 1f it is really to meet the objectives of the law. TFor example,
if the community is to have a supply of trained physiciang, then it is
arguable that Medicare should help pay for educating those physicians.
However, such issues fnvolve a relatively small part of the total cost

of delivering services.

There are areas in which we believe Meédicare could be improved;
one is the administration of the program. While the c¢ontractors'
costs of administering the Medicare program approximate only 2 percent
of the total cost of the program, there are substantial hidden adminis-
trative costs associated with Medicare requirements for hospitals and
other providers. Congress appears to be recognizing this, for instance,
by authorizing elimination of the so-called 'lesser of charges or costs"
provision--a complicated and costly provision to implement. Administrative
costs are an area of continuing concern for any\payment system and therefore

must be continually reviewed.

Next, we should examine how Medicare's payment system promotes
the effective management of health care resources. A basic question is
whether it offers providers incentives to achieve desirable results.
Medicare's emphasis on financial reporting and the associated allocation
of expenses has dramatically improved hospital financial reporting and

accountability.
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Better financial information has affected not only how care is
paid for but also how care is delivered. For example, this inform;;ion
is useful in indicating how home health, hospice and other ambulatory
services can best be joined to the hospital system, With improved
financial {nformation, hospitals are able to make better decisions on
éhe wost éoa: effective way to deliver care and the fina;;1a1 feasibility
of providing certain types of care. Further, while there is disagreement
about the mechanics, Medicare's move to limit allowable costs under
Section 223 has contributed to making providers aware of the need to
manage their hospitals within the available resources. However, Medicare

has failed, in general, to provide positive financial incentives for

improved management.

Another major objective of a payment system is responsiveness to
individual hospital and community needs. Here Medicare, as a national
program, often has lacked ch; flexibility and capacity that is inherent
in Blue Cross Plan approaches. Since this nation is not homogeneous,
either in its delivery structure or the needs of Medicare beneficiaries,
this 1s a serfous concern. We think that some change and greater
flexibility may be pussible, even within the scope of a nationwide program.

I will have more to say about this in a minute.

Finally, and in a sense this is the crux of the question before
you today, there remains the issue of how the payment system promotes
the delivery of good quality care at the lowest cost. Medicare clearly

has provided a financial basis for the provision of quality care.
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However, the payment system and benefit structure have not necessarily
provided the incentives for doing so at the lowest cost. For example,
the Secretary now has authority to eliminate the three-day hospitalization

required before an individual can be admitted to a skilled nursing facility.

This three-day stay may encourage inappropriate admissions and payment for

a higher level of care than is necessary. The payment system is only part of
the problem here; coverage is the other part. Such approaches as payment for
"swing beds" that can be used for either short term or long term care could
have contributed earlier to the solution of this problem. And a more
fundamental problem is worth noting again. If a hospital saves a dollar
through prudent management--such as with a swing bed program--and its only
reward is to lose that dollar, this is hardly a positive incentive for

efficiency and economy.

It is clear that the Medicare payment system has been relatively
successful in doing the job it was designed for--paying the reasonable
cost of care for its beneficiaries. Moreover, the program has many of
the elements necessary to achieve its cost objectives. This argues that
the program does not need immediate, radical change but that there should
be much more experimentation and legislative adjustment to rectify its
shortcomings. These should focus on the introduction of more positive
inceatives for afficicnc& and oﬁ the development of more flexible and
locally oriented approaches to payment. One way of doing this would be
to provide stronger encouragement and legislative direction to the
Secretary of HHS to enter into experimental arrangements. Experimentation
may very well show that Medicare should have more than one payment program,

as Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plan experience has demonstrated.
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Selected Areas for Medicare Experimentation
Let me offer some payment techniques with which Medicare might

experiment. These ideas relate directly to hospital payment, but

clearly there are other possibilities involving incentives for physicians
and beneficiaries. Earlier we pointed out what some Blue Cross Plans are
doing in payment. We believe the system in place {n Rhode Island, for
example, is transferrable to the Medicare program. The capitation payment
program we are testing could also be used by Medicare. However, I want

to offer some additional suggestions in payment approaches, many of which

incorporate some featuraes of the programs just described.
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One experimental approach might be an alternate payment program
for certain hospitals with special characteristics. There are a number
of hospitals, perhaps 200 throughout the country, in which Medicare and
Medicaid are a significant part of the hospital's caseload and which,
cumulatively, represent a good portion of Medicare's costs. These
hospitals are faced with many problems that are uniquely related to
the communities they serve. Some are the sole sources of care for their
service areas. A voluntary program could be established to provide a
more flexible payment approach for Medicare, designed to deal with issues
such as charity care, clinic opera:ion; and teaching costs. To participate
in such a program, hospitals would have to be prepared to disclose total
budget information and to subject themselves to negotiated utilization
and payment levels to control total costs in the institutions and to
reflect special community needs. This kind of flexible and community-
sensitive approach could serve multiple objectives for the government,
the institutions and their communities. It would, at the same time, enable
the present payment system to continue to operate in hospitals for which
it is more appropriate. Intermediaries could play an important role in

helping to design and implement these types of experiments.

Another possibility is that of selectively contracting with hospitals
that meet established cost and quality standards of the Medicare program:
Such a program would have to be sensitively designed to ensure that hospitals
are provided with enough funding to protect the goals of access and good

quality care. It would be necessary to recognize that there are certain
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services which are both unique and costly and which only selected
institutions can provide. Some allowance .would have to be made to

ensure continued availability of those services. In sum, the selection

of hospitals under such an approach would have to be carefully determined.
The position of teaching hospitals, inner city hospitals and other special
institutions would need thoughtful attention. Not only cost but quality

and access objectives have to be part of the contracting criteria.

A final suggestion is that you consider creating an opportunity for
hospitals voluntarily to group together and work toward a collective target
payment level. Individual institutions could be above or below the ceiling
as long as the whcig cluster met the goal. Under this concept, a major '
criticism of federal programs could be dealt with. Specifically,
different hospitals have different needs at different times. By allowing
hospitals to cluster together to meet an objective, Medicare could recognize
that fact and the need for flexibility for individual hospitals to achieve
goals over a long period of time. It could encourage them to think as
community systems, serving in a more cooperative way. More sharing of
services and expertise and less duplication could be an important outcome.
This sort of experiment would allow Medicare to take advantage of such
innovations as those in Rhode Island and Rochester. The geographic basis

should be -flexible. A statewide approach might be less feasible than

clusters based on medical service areas.
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Objectives and Implementation

Let me conclude my comments by making a few points that I think are
relevant to all of these experimental approaches and which I have tried
to emphasize throughout my testimony. In the first place, Medicare, like
most financing systems, has multiple objectives. Some have to do with cost;
others deal with less tangible factores such as access and quality. I have
suggested some ideas that could contain cost. However, the effect of any
in{tiative must be judged on the basis of its effect on each important
objective. I believe that the thoughts I have offered, if carefully
implemented, could maintain and perhaps improve the Medicare program's
effectiveness in several significant areas. A second point is that none
of these approaches will, merely by enactment, establish effective incentives
for-efficiency, quality of access. Implementation is as important as
concept, and Congressional and Executive oversight ought to be attentive

to the execution as well as the design of experimental changes.

I thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today and

welcome the opportunity to respond to your questions.
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BLUE CROSS AND BLUE SHIELD ASSOCIATION RESPONSE FOR
SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, HEALTH SUBCOMMITTEE

Questions from Senator Durenberger

Durenberger 1.

Response:

What circumstances lead your Plans to choose one method of
payment over another?

There are many reasons why a particular payment method may-be used
in a given Plan area. However, it is not so much a matter of se-
lecting a method as it is of evaluating and refining the elements
to be paid and the processes through which the level of Plan pay-
ment is determined. Most payment systems have evolved locally,
and changes in those systems have been negotiated incrementally.
These systems are not easily categorized, but have elements of
prospectivity and retrospectivity as well as cost and charge-based
payment. Cost-based payment arrangements developed as an alterna-
tive to the historic practice of paying a uniform fixed per diem
rate to all hospitals in a community. This evolution to payment
of cost was regarded as an improvement over uniform rates. As
other specific problems were identified, the definitions of cost
elements to be covered changed.

As time passed, some Plans changed from a retrospective cost system
which may or may not have exercised control over payments, tc a
system of controlled charges through which the Plan was able to
obtain a degree of contr~1 over the amounts it would pay. In the
process, the definition of allowable elements often changed. As

one parallel example, Medicare, when granting waivers in certain
states (e.g. Maryland), has agreed to change from a cost basis to

a charge basis in which its definition of allowable elements ex-
pands. This trade-off is made because of the potential for control-
ling the level of payment.

In sum, it is a combination of factors or series of events which
result in the use of a payment system that the Plan believes, when
combined with its other programs, can best serve its purpose in

the community. In racent years payment systems have been carefully
developed by Plans as they recognize the need to consider the vari-
ety of factors that affect the total amounts they pay. Neverthe-
less, because it is a negotiating process, and because there are
conflicting goals, the resulting payment system is frequently a
balancg between what the Plan and the hospital consider to be
optimal.
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Durenberger 2. Of all the systems you have in use, is there one in particular
that gives you a competitive advantage through reatizing lower
costs resulting in lower premiums?

Response: No. All of the payment systems currently used by Blue Cross
Plans are available to others, including our competitors. It
is fmportant to understand, however, that direct comparisons
between the costs of care for Blue Cross Plan and commercial
insurance subscribers are not easily made, because of differences
in business practices, comprehensiveness of coverage and other
factors affecting both costs and premiums.

Durenberger 3. For those 24 Plans which negotiate charges, what consideration
is given to' the costs on which those charges are based? If cost
is not involved, what basis is used to establish the highest
acceptable vs. lower possible charges for the Plan's negotiator?

Response: Plans that negotfate charges use a variety of means of considering
the acceptability of charges. Most of those Plans have defined
the financial requirements for which the hospitals can set charges
that the Plans will pay. Although there may be some variations
among Plans' definitions of financial requirements, all include
direct operating and overhead expenses, including depreciation.
Other elements dealt with in the definitions include bad debts and
charity care; level of operating margin; and payment for capital
requirements. Any or all of these elements, within their basic
definition, may be limited as to what is allowable.

Two basic approaches are then followed in assessing the accept-
ability of the level of financia) requirement. One is a review
process in which, similar to cost-based prospective budget systems,
Plans receive financial, statistical and budget data for review in
order to determine whether the hospital's requested budget level is
Justified.

A second approach is to compare the charges for services representing
the major share of hospital revenue with those of other similar
hospitals in the area. 1If the charges for a particular service are
out of 1ine, additional justification may be requested and the
negotiation process continues until a resolution is reached.

Ourenberger 4. In addition to payment per unit arrangements, you indicate that
total expense or revenue constraints are also a part of the
negotiated reimbursement systems now in use. Do you believe
overall expense or revenue is a necessary element for cost
containment and, if so, why?

Response: To be maximally effective, a program to control health care cost

must, in its design and implementation, be concerned with total
health care costs, not merely price per unit of care.. Total

11-627 0 - 83 - 9
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health care sperding is a function not only of price but of
utilization and intensity of service. A good price for an

urineeded or needlessly elaborate service is no bargain. There-
fore, hospital payment policies need to be supplemented by programs
concerned with appropriate service use. Programs that Blue Cross
and Blue Shield Plans have found effective include: utilization
review; medical necessity; benefit design; health planning; and
alternative delivery systems. The need for these elements to be
related to each other in a comprehensive cost containment program
is not always adequately appreciated.

The effectiveness of the above programs is not guaranteed merely
by their adoption. Each program needs to be designed and imple-
mented to take into account .the focus of other cost containment
programs and the characteristics of the community (e.q., over-

.or undersupply of hospital and physician resources, population

density, employment patterns). For example, if the hospital
payment program is based on admissions as the payment unit, then
the utilization review program would probably be most effective
if it discouraged inappropriate hospital admissions and encouraged
the substitution of less costly forms of care. The point here is
that no single cost containment program or set of programs will
fit all community circumstances.

Questions from Senator Baucus

Baucus

Response:

You stated that you have concluded that any sound payment system
should have communitywide involvement in assessing and control-
ling health care capacity. However, a community might want the
benefits of "excessive" hospital capacity because they know that
the costs will be borne largely by Blue Cross and private insur-
ance beneficiaries who live in other parts of the state or of the
country. Has this been a problem in your experience?

Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans in many parts of the country have
felt the costs of excess hospital capacity in their communities.

In addition to supporting community health planning and capital
“investment control programs, a number of Plans have sought, through
negotiation, financial aid and other means, to encourage the elimi-
nation or conversion of unneeded hospital facilities and services.
This involvement has taught us a great deal about how difficult

it is to reduce excess capacity--people may lose jobs, physicians
may lose places to practice, patients may be inconvenienced, and
communities lose an important symbol.

Although the economic and other benefits of keeping excess capacity
may be relatively clear to communities, it is true that the costs
are not particularly visible since they are relatively small and
are submerged in health service charges and insurance premiums.
Nevertheless, communities do pay a substantial portion of the cost
of their excess capacity. They bear the burden either through
individual payment of hospital charges or through insurance pre-
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miums. Most private insurance is group insurance that is rated
on the basis of the group's experience, that is, its history of
employee heatlh care expense. Since most employees get health
care where they live, this means that their companies' insurance
costs reflect 1bcal hospital costs, including those associated
with excess capacity. The concern of many community cost coali-
tions with health planning reflects the business participants'
health understanding of these economics.

In contrast, public insurance programs disperse the costs of
excess capacity through the tax system so that taxpayers in
other areas help support communities with excess capacity.

This suggests that government does need to be concerned about
excess capacity at the community level, and that the continuation
of some federal and state support for community health planning
and certificate of need programs is responsible public policy.

What factor(s) differentiate those Plans which are able to
negotiate discounts and those that are not?

Our records indicate that relatively few Plans actually negotiate
discounts--that is a payment rate which is expressed as hospital
determined charges less a stated percent. The majority of Plans
that pay less than such "billed charges” do so because they have
negotiated payment rates specific to the Blue Cross Plan. These
rates can be derived from cost-based retrospective or prospective
budget review formulas, or can result from direct budget negotia-
tions over charge levels that Plans will accept for services
provided to their subscribers. Hospitals independently decide

to charge other patients at a rate different from the rate nego-
tiated by the Blue Cross Plan. Three factors influence the
extent to which the level of Plan payment will differ from that
of other payers. First, is the history of payment arrangements
in the community. In those areas where the early payment arrange-
ments were based on a per diem charge, cost-based Blue Cross pay-
ment arrangements seemed to evolve. In other areas, Blue Cross
Plans paid charges based on discrete services for reasons unique
to those environments.

Second, while high market share is sometimes an advantage_in the
negotiation process, Blue Cross Plans, regardless of their market
shares, have strong negotiation positions due to a number of their
business practices (e.g., prompt payment, comprehensive coverage,
more liberal underwriting practices, community service, etc.) and
their local orientation.

A third factor is the hospital community's recognition that:

1) negotiations can be a positive influence for providing cost
effective care in the community; and 2) hospitals incur different
costs for different payor populations. This recognition is impor-
tant since Plans must ensure that their subscribers have appropri-
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ate access to health care services and therefore need to negotiate
2 payment arrangement successfully with an appropriate number of
hospitals in a community.

As noted earlier, however, from the hospital point of view, and
from the community point of view, “"the discount" does not tell
the entire story. The important factor is the percent of the
hospital bill that is actually paid or the percentage of premium
revenue paid out in health care benefits. Blue Cross Plans have
consistently outranked other payers in both these categories.

what is the basis for Blue Cross' nonprofit tax status and do
you feel it gives you a competitive advantage?

Most Plans originated in an era when nonprofit status was the
dominant institutional form in health care delivery and when

few if any other organizations were interested in underwriting
health care benefits. The mission of the Plans was to establish
a community-based financing mechanism to pay for hospital and
physician care for middle and lower income groups. Section 501
(c)4 status was, and remains, appropriate to the Plans' policies
and practices regarding open enrollment, non-cancellation for
health reasons, and the provision of a protective system for the
entire community.

Nonprofit status has its advantages and disadvantages. In today's
health care system, many organizations have found the advantages
of for-profit organization to be substantial, and this form is
much more significant today than 30 years ago. However, since

the assumption is often made, wrongly, that nonprofit status
means freedom from premfum taxes and a concomitant competitive
advantage, some attention to this particular jssue is warranted.

First, with respect to the application of premium taxes, many
Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans do pay state premium taxes or
payments in lieu of taxes. Moreover, the effective premium tax
rate for commercial companies is rarely the assessed rate.
Typically, tax credits for maintaining a home office or other
premises in the state, for investing in local securities and for
similar activities, plus deductions against federal corporate
taxes and other factors, significantly reduce and sometimes
eliminate the premium tax burden for commercial insurers.

Moreover, as a function of their nonprofit social welfare purpose
and organization, Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans generally
experience a level of state regulation not applicable to their
competitors. In many states, Plans suffer a serious cost dis-
advantage from strict state regulation, particularly regulation

of their premium rates. Plans' contracts and rates may require
approval by the state and are often the subject of public hearings.
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State regulation varies from state to state, but in general Blue
Cross and Blue Shield Plan operations tend to be much more heavily
scrutinized than those of commercial insurers. This scrutiny may
cover (in addition to rates) contract forms, kinds of benefits,
provider reimbursement, cost containment activities and financial
condition. In addition, Plans are regularly subject to thorough
investigations and examinations which often lead to published
reports. This regulation unquestionably imposes economic costs

on Plans, although the exact level of costs is difficult to
determine.

Your written testimony describes the diversity of payment
formulas in Blue Cross and some of the reasons for the
differences. Have you assessed the relative effectiveness
of the different payment approaches in containing hospital
cost?

As we testified, the factors that affect theé level of hospital
cost and its rate of change in a local community encompass a
wide range including hospital capacity, community
demographics, nature and scope of services available in a
community, local wage rates and other price factors that all
make effective comparative evaluation of payment programs
difficult. Researchers looking at the effectiveness of state
hospital rate regulation have found that the major problems of
separating the impact of these factors from that of the regulatory
process similarly makes evaluation of the latter difficult and
obscures the result.

In our testimony we cited several payment programs which we
believe are desirable because of their design. Moreover, in

the three Plans with some experience with these programs, results
are encouraging. The Rochester, Rhode Istand and Michigan Plans
had lower rates of increase in hospital benefit payments both per
inpatient day and per admission than the average for all Plans in
1981. On a state-wide basis, Rhode lsland rates of increase in
total and per capita h.spital expenditures were less than the U.S.
average consistently over the past several years. For hospitals
in the Rochester program, the increase in total expenditures were
9.1% and 10.1% for 1980 and 1981 respectively--both considerably
below the national average. Michigan's rate of increase in per
capita expenditures in 1980 was lower than the U.S. average, and
its rate of increase in tota) hospital expenditures was less than
the U.S. average in both 1979 and 1980.

Since the Massachusetts Plan's MAC program, and the capitation
payment experiments in North Dakota and Massachusetts were just
recently implemented, no results are available. However, we
believe that because they have the same structural elements as
the other three--that is, they all focus on total hospital costs
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or revenues and contain incentives for particular cost efficient
behavior--they too hold the potential for restraining hospital
costs. .

However, there are other Plans, whose payment programs we did not
cite as having the same elements, which have, nevertheless, ex-
perienced lower than average rates of increase in benefit payments.
This reinforces our belief that a variety of factors affect the
level and rate of change in hospital costs, and that definitive
statements of a particular payment program's effectiveness cannot
be made at this time. This is why we emphasized experimentation
with new programs in Medicare and urged that the adoption of any
new payment program for Medicare follow a deliberate and careful
process of testing.

Have you measured the impact that any of the medical review
programs have on hospital utilization or hospital expenditures?

Measuring the impact of medical review and similar programs on
utilization and cost is a difficult undertaking since unintended
consequences or side effects may be difficult to detect and since
effects may not be immediate. However, we have undertaken several
studies of review program effects.

For example, with respect to the Medicare program specifically,
a recent survey of several Blue Cross and Blue Shield Plans
reported an average four-to-one ratio of savings to costs for
hospital reviews and seven-to-one for physician reviews.

A study of the Federal Employee Program indicated that from 1975
through 1978, the number of paid claims for the surgical and
diagnostic procedures listed as "not generally useful” by the
Blue Cross and Blue Shield Association in the first phase of its
Medical Necessity Program declined 26% and 84% respectively.

With respect to the routine admission testing phase of the Medical
Necessity Program, a 1981 survey indicated that over 3,000 hospitats
in the United States have eliminated or reduced their requirements
for routine admission testing as a result of Plan implementation of
the policy.

Furthermore, the Oregon Blue Cross Plan has calculated the labora-
tory costs per diagnosis in the year before and the year after the
announcement of its routine admission testing policy. Extrapola-
ting from the Plan's sample, nearly $8 million can be saved annually
in Oregon if the policy is fully and effectively implemented.

More generally, in a study done for us at Johns Hopkins University,
researchers concluded that Blue Cross Plan utilization review
programs were factors in the steady decline in Blue Cross Plan
inpatient admission rates during the 1970's.
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Senator DURENBERGER. You have been very helpful.

If I can take a 3-minute break before we get to our final panel.
They are: Roger Birnbaum, Group Health and president of Rutgers
community health plan; David Pockell, regional manager, Kaiser-
Georgetown community health plan; and Thomas O. Pyle, Group
Health Association of America.

You are welcome to come up and array yourselves. And I will be
right back.

ereupon, at 11:38 a.m., the hearing was recessed.]

AFTER RECESS

Senator DURENBERGER. The hearing will come to order. It is diffi-
cult being in three places at one time, and I apologize to those of
you who might be inconvenienced by that fact.

Cur third panel has already been introduced. And you may pro-
ceed in any order. If you don’t have a predesigned order, we will go
with Roger first.

STATEMENT OF ROGER W. BIRNBAUM, TREASURER, GROUP
HEALTH ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, INC., AND PRESIDENT,
RUTGERS COMMUNITY HEALTH PLAN, NEW BRUNSWICK, N.J.

Mr. BiIRNBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Roger
Birnbaum, treasurer of the Group Health Association of America,
and president of the Rutgers Community Health Plan.

The Group Health Ase;och alifitiorll of America trepr'ffsste}alnts over 103
prepai up practice he plans, a majority of the group an
sta.lg mogglo I-ﬁVF ’s in the Nation. Our member plans serve :P roxi-
mately 8 million enrollees, 80 percent of the total nation MO
enrollment. The Rutgers Community Health Plan is a 6-year-old

oup practice HMO serving 43,000 enrollees in central New

ersey. .

GHYAA welcomes the opf)ortunity to testify before the Senate Fi-
nance Subcommittee on Health on the subject of prospective reim-
bursement. Let me state at.the outset that HMO’s are no stranger
to prospective reimbursement. Payment for health services pro-
vided by HMO’s has always been on a predetermined, prospective
basis. But our prospective payment is systemwide; not related to
specific procedures or to specific hospital stays. And this has been a
major contributing factor to the HMO track record in providing
quality, cost-effective health services to their enrolled members.

In fact, this subcommittee recognized the potential offered by
HMO's.in this respect by recommending that the law be amended
to authorize prospective reimbursement under risk-sharing medi-
care contracts with HMO’s at a rate equal to 95 percent of the
average cost of providing health services to medicare beneficiaries
in the fee-for-service sector, a pro that has now been passed by
the Congress and signed into law by the President.

We deeply share your interest in providing incentives for addi-
tional medicare recipients to enroll in HMO’s and believe that the
new statutory authority will go far in achieving that objective.

We also support additional initiatives contained in the Tax
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 to reward efficient
providers of care by developing prospective reimbursement propos-
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als to pay hospitals and other institutional providers under medi-
care. We do have concerns, however, that unless the unique struc-
ture of HMO’s is recognized and unless HMO’s are permitted to
maintain their traditional incentive-based design, these l1‘Jx'oposala
could seriously undermine the HMO’s ability to achieve their dem-
onstrated cost efficiencies.

Current interest in prospective reimbursement for hospitals is
borne out of a recognition that there is a disincentive in the tradi-
tional cost-reimbursement-oriented health care system to contain
hospital lengths of stay and to provide services in a more cost-effec-
tive manner. HMO’s, in contrast, are integrated systems that pro-
vide as well as pay for a comprehensive range of services. And be-
cause their prospectively determined per capita payments cover a
broad sg:ectrum of care—ran%'ng from ambulatory services to in-
patient hospitalization—they have an incentive to reduce inappro-
priate hospitalization. Moreover, because the HMO’s prospective
payment is population-based and covers a virtually complete range
of services, their incentives result in controlling admissions as well
as lengths of stay. This is in contrast to the per case method of re-
imbursing hospitals, which may well serve to contain length of
stay—the jury is out, as was noted earlier—but, if anything, can
provide an incentive to increase admissions.

I would like to comment briefly on the New Jersey experience
with respect to DRG’s. New Jersey has nine HMO’s with a com-
bined enrollment of over 160,000 members. And we have now had 2
to 3 years experience under New Jersey’s per case reimbursement
system. New Jersey's diagnosis-related group reimbursement
system provides that all ﬂayets or classes of payers reimburse a
hospital on the basis of that hospital’s approved rate for each of
some 467 different diagnosis-related groups. Payment rates do not
vary by lengths of stay as long as the stays fall within designated
so-called “trim points.” The law provides that payment differen-
tials may be granted to payers, and I quote: “for quantifiable eco-
nomic benefits rendered to the institution or to the health care de-
livery system as a whole.” But the State’s rate setting commission
has provided few guidelines for translating the legislative intent of
recognizing systemwide benefits offered by a payer, for example
HMO's, into preferential reimbursement rates, and has taken a
generally conservative approach in considering any deviations from
the standard uniform rates. :

The outcome of applying DRG reimbursement practices to New
Jersey HMO’s has been extremely negative, The bottom line so far
of the New Jersey HMO experience has been, in fact, an increase
in their hospital costs attributable just to the DRG program in the
range of 20 to 30 percent, an increase of cost, of course, that we are
forced to g:;s along to the enrolled members of the plan.

But I think even more significant from the standpoint of the
committee’s interest is that per case reimbursement, which, of
course, is based on the average length of stay, neutralizes and even
reverses the traditional HMO incentive to reduce length of stay.
Why should the HMO, in short, encourage hospital stays that are
below the average for a specific diagnosis if it must pay on the
basis of the average? More significant get, per case reimbursement
wiil not only increase costs to the HMO, to their competitive disad-
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vialntage, but can also increase cost to the health care system over-
all.
I would just like to read you one sentence from a management
letter written to the Rutgers Community Health Plan by our audi-
tors, Touche-Ross, in which they said as follows: “{Under DRG] if
pre- or posthospitalization services are currently being provided at
the health center, and it is anticipated that a patient will not fall
outside the trim points, the plan may want to have such services
performed in the hospital rather than the health center, thus re-
- sulting in a shifting of costs to the hospital.”

Now Touche-Ross was fulfilling their responsibilities in indicat-
ing what was appropriate to our HMO as their client in maximiz-
ing our cost containment potential, but clearly, their advice would
lead to a shift in services to more costly hospital facilities, counter
to thaoilobjective of cost containing efforts in the health care system
overall.

New Jersey’s new State health commissioner has recognized that
the inequities to HMO’s in the DRG system were unintended and
has recently proposed to HCFA that certain payers, particularly in-
dividual payers and HMO’s, be exempt under the medicare and
medicaid waivers granted by HCFA for the New Jersey DRG pro-

gram.

I would like to comment just briefly on HMO hospital reimburse-
ment practices. HMO’s, in a competitive market, have been free to
negotiate directly with hospitals in ways that serve to maximize
their potential cost effectiveness and encourage innovative delivery
and reimbursement arrangements. .

Most basically, HMO'’s can and do shop for hospital services on
the basis of price, consistent, of course, with their quality stand-
ards. In negotiating with hospitals, HMO’s can take advantage of
the volume of predictable business they bring to the institution,
prompt payment terms, and reductions in bad debts resulting from
comprehensiveness of coverage (for example, the hospitals have no
payments to collect from HMO subscribers because they don’t have
copagment and deductible provisions). The benefit of progressive
HMO efforts to reduce stays and contain costs also are areas
within which the HMO can negotiate.

Those HMO’s that do not own their own hospitals—that is, those
that must negotiate with independent institutions—employ various
methods to reimburse the hospitals with which they affiliate de-
pending in part upon the factors that I have noted. And I will just
indicate what some of them are. Some HMO’s do pay itemized
charges, but in many instances they are able to negotiate discounts
from those charges. More typically, HMO’s have paid an all-inclu-
sive per diem rate, which is a more predictable rate for the HMO,
Some HMO’s have contracted with hospitals to pay for a given
nummber of beds, whether or not those are utilized. And this gives
th?l hos;twitals as well as the HMO assurance of predictable revenues
and cost.

Still other HMO’s reimburse hospitals on a capitation basis,
again offering advantages to both institutions and giving the hospi-
tals incentives to contain costs so that they will operate within the
limits of that per capita payment.
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But regardless of the specific contractual arrangement, HMO’s
and hospitals cooperate in efforts to share services and optimize
the utilization of resources. And some of the specifics of those ap-
proaches are also noted in the testimony.

I would just like to summarize by saymg that HMO'’s remain a
singular model of innovation and reform in an otherwise cost-reim-
bursement-oriented health care system. In an industry notably
lacking the benefits of a competitive market, with disincentives for
consumers, payors, or providers to be concerned about cost effec-
tiveness, HMO’s and hospitals have employed considerable creativ-
ity in developing financing and delivery arrangements that can
benefit the respective instifutions, their patients, and the health
care system overall.

In developing new cost containment initiatives it is 1mperat1ve
that the design of one such measure does not result in the subver-
sion of another. In the case of the HMO, reliance on its global pros-
pective financing base, which has worked so well, should take prec-
edence over efforts to tamper with any of its individual parts.
Limiting the HMO’s ability to negotnate directly with hospitals
would greatly undermine the HMO's integrated financing and de-
livery structure and, I think even more important, choke off any
future innovative delivery and reimbursement arrangements that
can flow out of this negotiating process.

In examining necessary reforms to improve the cost effectiveness
of the traditional fee for service sector, we urge that HMO’s retain
the management flexibility to negotiate directly with hospitals in
ways that take maximum advantage of their existing mcentwes to
reduce hospital utilization and contain costs.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to share our experi-
ences with you this morning. And I would now defer to my col-
leagues to present their remarks. And then we would be pleased to
answer any questions that you may have.

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Roger W. Birnbaum and answers to
questions submitted by Senators Durenberger and Baucus follow:]
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. PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROGER W. BIRNBAUM, TREASURER, GROUP HEALTH
ABSOCIATION OF AMERICA, INC., AND PRESIDENT, RUTGERS COMMUNITY HEALTH PLAN

SUMMARY .

e HMOs contribute to cost containment in the health care system
overall through their efficient health care utilization patterns
resulting in reduction in the use of costly inpatient services,
and prospective hospi;ai~reimbursement pzoposals'should take
advantage of the existing incentives for cost effective HMO/

hospital relationships.

e The HMO's prospective payment system produces incentives to
control admissions as well as length-~of-stays, while per case
hospital reimbursement creates incentives which can help contain

length-of-stay but potentially increase admissions.

e By hamﬁerinq HMO negotiations with hospitals, the New Jersey
DRG system has increased HMO hospital costs from 20% - 308%
over the past 2-3 years and created incentives counter to
traditional HMO practices of providing pre- or post-‘hospitaliza-

tion services in their own ambulatory facilities.

e HMOs have devéloped a variety of mutually beneficial relation-
ships with hospitals, and pruspective hospital reimbursement
systems should permit HMOs to retain the management flexibility

to negotiate such relationships.
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I am Roger
Birnbaum, Treasurer of Group Health Association of America (GHAA)
and President of the Rutgers Community Health Plan. Group Health
Association of America represents over 100 prepaid group practice
health plans, a majority of the group and staff model health ‘
maintenance organizations (HMOs) in. the natioé. Our member plans
serve approximately 8 million enrollees, 80% of the total naticnal
HMO enrollment. The Rutgers Community Health Plan is a six-year old

group practice HMO serving 43,000 enrollees in Central New Jersey.

GHAA welcomes the opportunity to testify before the Senate
Finance Subcommittee on Health on the subject of prospective re-
imbursement. Payment for health services provided by HMOs has
always been on a predetermined, pfospective basis, a major con-
tributing factor to the HMOs' track record in providing quality,
cost-effective health services to their enrolled members. This
Subcommittee recognized the potential offered by HMOs in this
respect by recommending that the law be amended to authorize
.prospective reimbursement under risk-sharing Medicare concfacts
with HMOs at a rate equal to 95 percent of the average cost of
providing services to Medicare beneficiaries in the fee-for-
service sector (i.e., the adjusted average per capita cost, or
AAPCC), a proposal that has now been passed by the Congress and

signed into law by the President.

We share your interest in providing incentives for additional
Medicare recipients to enroll in HMOs and believe that the new

statutory authority will go far in achieving that objective.
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We also support additional initiatives contained in thé Tax
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 to reward efficient
providers of care by developing prospective reimbursement pro-
posals to pay hospitals and other institutional providers
under Medicare. We do have concern, however, that unless the
unique structure:of HMOs is recognized and unless HMOs are per-
mitted to maintain their traditional incentive-based design,
these proposals could seriously undermine the HMOs' ability to

achieve their demonstrated cost-efficiencies.

Current interest in prospective reimbursement for hospi-
tals is borne cut of a recognition that there is a disincentive
in the traditional cost~reimbursement-oriented health care
system to contain hospital lengths-of-stay and to provide services
in a more cost—effecti@e manner. HMOs, in contrast, are in-
tegrated systems that provide as well as pay for a comprehensive
range of services. Because their prospectively determined per-
capita payments cover a broad spectrum of care -- ambulatory
services as well as inpatient hospitalization -- they have an in-
centive to reduce inappropriate hospitalization. Moreover,
because the HMOs' prospective payment is population-based and
covers a virtually complete range of services, their incentives
result in controlling admissions as weli as length-of-stays.

This is in contrast to the'per case method of reimbursing
hospitals which may help contain length-of stay but, if anything,

can provide an incentive to increase admissions.
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New Jersey Experience

New Jersey's nine HMOs, with a combined enrollment of over
160,000 members, have now had 2-3 years of experience under New
Jersey's pes:Aase—*e&mbursement system. New Jersey's DRG
(Diagnosis Related Group) reimbursement system provides that
all payors or classes of payors reimburse a hospital on the basis
of that hospital's approved rate for each of some 467 different
diagnosis related groups. Payment rates do not vary by length-

of-stay as long as the stays fall within designated "trim points."
The law provides that payment differentials may be granted to
payors “for quantifiable economic benefits rendered to the
institution or to the health care delivery system as a whole,"
but the Staté's Rate Setting Commission has provided ;;w guide-
lines for translating the legislative intent of recognizing
system-wide benefits offered by a payor (e.g., HMOs) into pre-
ferential reimbursement rates and has taken a generally con-

servative approach in considering deviat .ons from the standard

of uniform rates.

Applying DRG reimbursement practices to New Jersey's HMOs
has had extremely negative consequences for these alternative
health care systems. The bottom-line of the New Jersey HMO
experience to date has been an increase in their hospital costs

attributable to the DRG program in the range of 20-30%.

More significant, per case reimbursement, based on average
length of stay, neutralizes and even reverses the traditional

HMO incentive to reduce length of stay. In short, why should
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the HMO encourage hospital stays that are below average for a
specific diagnosis if it must pay on the basis of the average?
Per case reimbursement will not only increase costs to the HMO,
to their competitive disadvantage, but to the health care system
overall as well. This was perhaps best expressed by the follow-
ing recommendation made by the Rutgers Community Health Plan's
auditors, Touche Ross & Company, in a recent management letter:

" (Under DRG) if pre- or post-

hospitalization services are

currently being provided at the

Health Center, and it is anticipated

that a patient will not fall out~-

side the trim points, the Plan may

want to have such services performed

in the hospital rather than the Health

Center, thus resulting in a shifting

of costs to the hospital.”
While the Touche Ross recommendations are clearly appro-~
priate to an HMOVattempting to maximize its immediate cost-contain-
ment potential, their advice would lead to a shift in services to more
costly hospital facilities, clearly counter to the objective of con-
taining costs in the health care system overall.

New Jersey's new State Health Commissioner has recognized the
unintended inequities in the DRG system, and has recently proposed to
HCFA (the Health Care Financing Administration of Health and Human
Services) that individual (i.e., non-group) payors and HMOs be made
exempt under Medicare and Medicaid waivers granted for the New Jersey
DRG program.

HMO Hospital Reimbursement Practices

HMOs, as model delivery systems in a competitive market,

have been free to negotiate directly with hospitals in ways
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that serve to maximize their potential cost-effectiveness and
encourage innovative delivery and refmbursement arrangements.

In negotiating with hospitals, HMOs can take advantage
of the volume of predictible business they can bring to the
institution; prompt payment terms; reductions in bad debts re-
sulting from comprehensiveness of coverage (i.e., no payments
to collect from the patient) and guarantee of eligibility;
and the benefit of progressive HMO efforts to reduce stays and
contain costs such as pre—édmission diagnostic testing and early

discharge programs.

HMOs (those that do not own their own hospitals) employ
various methods to reimburse participating hospitals, depending
in part on the above factors. They may pay itemized charges
or discounted charges; more typically they pay a more predictable
and cost-based all-inclusive per diem rate; some HMOs contract
with hospitals to pay for a given number of beds, whether fully
utilized or not, providing the institudtion with guaranteed
"occupancy® in consideration for a preferred rate; still other
HMOs reimburse hospitals on a capitation basis, providing greater

predictibility of costs to the HMO and revenues to the hospital.

Regardless of the specific contractual arrangements, HMOs
and hospitals cooperate in efforts to share services and
optimize the utilization of resources. These can include
arrangements to facilitate appropriate treatment of patients

who present themselves in emergency rooms; hospitals' agree-
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ments to accept the HMOs' pre-admission testing, utilization
review and early discharge programs; and sharing of costly

diagnostic and treatment services.

In summary, HMOs remain a singular model of innovation
and reform in an otherwise cost-re1mbursement-oriented.health
care system. In an industry ﬁotably lacking the benefits of
a competitive market, with disincentives for consumers,
payors or providers to be concerned about cost-effectiveness,
HMOs and hospitals have employed considerable creativity in
developing financing and delivery arrangements that can benefit
the respective institutions, their patients and the health

care system overall.

In developing new cost-containment initiatives it is
imperative that the design of one such measure does not result
in the subversion of another. 1In the case of ch; HMO, reliance
on its underlying global prospective financing base which Qas
worked so well should take precedence over efforts to tamper
with any of its individual parts. Limiting the HMOs' ability
to negotiate directly with hospitals would greatly undermine
the HMOs' integrated financing and delivery structure and

choke off future innovative delivery and reimbursement arrange-

ments.

In examining necessary reforms to improve the cost-
effectiveness of the traditional fee-for-service sector, we

urge that HMOs retain the management flexibility to negotiate
directly with hospitals in ways that take maximum advantage

of their existing incentives to reduce hospital utilization

and contain costs.
Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, we appre-

ciate the opportunity to share our experience and views with

you this morning. I would be pleased to answer any questions.

11-627 0 - 83 - 10
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oroup Health mmot;n\eﬂca.m u
October 7, 1982

Mr. Robert £. Lighthizer

Chief Counsel

Senate Finance Committee

2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Lighthizer:
Enclosed are the responses to the questions forwarded to me
by Senators David Durenberger and Max Baucus in connection with
the hearing before the Subcosmittee on Health on September 16, 1982,
at which our panel of witnesses testified.
Please contact me if any further information is needed.

Sincerely,

Q.Luﬁdw-

Candace Keller
Legfslative Counsel
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Group Health Association of America

You suggested that prospectively established rates are an efficient method of
reimbursement, insuring efficient use of services. On what basis (costs, etc.)
do you establish your rates?

HMO rates are established by projecting costs and revenues and taking
into consideration the market impact. A tolerable level of rate increase
is established by assessing the market. Revenues ari then projected by
forecasting membership growth and calculating the premium income for the
coming year based upon present year rates. Anticipated costs are estimated.
Any shortfall between the revenue projection and cost estimate must be
generated through increased premiums. The least predictable costs are hospital
utilization and referrals to physicians outside of the HM). W¥here the projected
premium Increase is not at a competitive level, increased efficiemrcy is sought
in these areas. The bottom line of the overall program, then, provides the
discipline which produces increased efficiency in health care delivery at
competitive rates. Fee-for-service providers are not so constrained and
therefore do not engage in this process.

wWhat value do you see in a prospective versus a retrospective system of
reimbursement?

If the question concerns the value of prospective budgeting for HMOs, the
primary value is that HMOs must operate within the limits of a predetermined
revenue base and must, therefore, have systems to assure the cost effective
delivery of high quality care. Retrospective budgeting (based on a fee-for-
service system) does not provide this incentive to contain costs.

If the question concerns the value of prospective budgeting for hospitals
from the perspective of HMO negotiations, the central point is that competition
can be used as a lever in hospital negotiations only if a prospective system of
reimbursement is used. This is the case where per diem, per capita or per
unit rates are used. The volume of services which an KMO may purchase must be
estimated; such prospective rates provide a much greater degree of predictability
in costs. Negotiations in this context permit HMOs to maximize bargaining power
with the hospitals in their service areas based upon such factors as the HM0's
ability to negotiate on behalf of blocks of patients and/or for blocks of beds,
the hospitals’ occupancy rates, et al.

How often do you have open enrollment? How is this influenced by your price
negotiations with institutions?

Open enrollment is conducted annually for new members of existing groups.
In other respects, HMOs also follow customary industry standards. The frequency
of open enroliment periods is not influenced by hospital price negotiations
but rather by statutory requirements and the usual practice in the marketplace.
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The Blues place a strong emphasis on the art and process of price negotiation.

On what basis do you begin your negotiations? Historical prices? Cost?

Is it generally related to the institution's own past behavior or of the industry
on average?

€Each negotiation is an individual situation affected by all factors upon
which the bargaining positions of the parties depend. Historical prices, the
institution's own past behavior and prices charged by other institutions are
all relevant. In many states, HMOs cannot get access to hospital cost data.
However, where such data is available, it is valuable and is used in neqotiations.
In any negotiation, the parties use their size and strength to arrive at the most-
advantageous aareement possible.

If cost is not involved, what basis is used to establish the highest acceptable
vs. the lowest possible charges for your negotiator?

Where hospitals of equivalent quality are competing with one another for
business, a wide variety of factors might prompt a hospital to alter its
chargez to an HMO and might be kept in mind by the HMO negotiator. Comparisons
among hospitals must recognize that the institutions may be building their charges
on different unit bases. Where an all inclusive per diem rate is used, it is
usuatly cost-based, and cost might also be a factor in bargaining, if cost data
is available. However, while cost may be a factor, it will not be the ¢ontrolling
factor, since the character of the marketplace, the relative positions of the
parties, the service or services bargained for and their relationship to the
hespital's bottom line and a host of other elements will have a strong impact on
the negotiation. No bargaining occurs unless more than one hospital of acceptable
quality is involved, and when this occurs, a1l parties bargain with their overall
best interests in mind.

Do you negotiate lower pricés with non-profit facilities or is a return on equity
allowed for all your providers?

Bargaining occurs to arrive at the best possible price irrespective of the
non-profit or for-profit status of the hospital. The status of the hospital -
has no impact upon negotiations.

Do non-profit vs. for-profit, rural vs. urban, or teaching vs. non-teaching
providers pose any particular difficulties in negotiating payments? What are
they? N

Rural and non-teaching hospitals generally have a lower cost structure
than urban and teaching hospitals respectively. These and other differences
do not produce any particular difficulties in the conduct of negotiations, and
it is the competitive situation or lack of it which will be the source of any
problems. Again, there is no distinction between aon-profit and for-profit
hospitals based upon their tax status.
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Do you feel any reimbursement in which Medicare negotiates prices independent
of the rest of the industry adversely affects the HMO industry?

To the extent that such a separate system of negotiation results in an
underpayment by Medicare (a payment set at less than cost) which hospitals
recoup through higher charges to other payors, HMOs are disadvantaged in the
same way as other private sector payors.

This is the extent of-the impact upon HMOs which are reimbursed by Medicare
on a cost-basis. Under cost-based contracts with HM0Os, Medicare continues to
reimburse hospitals directly or will do so at the HMO's election.

However, there may be special implications for HMOs which elect risk-based
Medicare contracts. Where payment to the HMO is based upon 95% of the cost
of providing care in the non-HMO sector, reductions in Medicare reimbursement
rates which do not reflect increased efficiency in tne delivery of services will
in time reduce the prospective payment to 2 level against which the HMO cannot
compete. The HMO's rate reflects the delivery of high quality health care in
a cost effective manner. Where efficiencies cannot be achieved in this context,
HMOs cannot compete with cost reductions.

Under a DRG-based system, since the norms used are not based upon HMO
performance, the Medicare rates upon which the prospective HMO payment is based
may be arbitrarily high or low vis-a-vis the HMG's enrolled population and will
increase the HMQ's difficulty in determining in advance whether it can compete
under the rate. To the extent that even the DRG rates are consistently lower
than the HMO can negotiate independently and to the extent that they reduce
the prospective HMO payment in a manner that cannot be matched through increased
efficiency, the HMO's inability to compete is again at issue. Under a DRG-based
system for Medicare, the prospectively reimbursed HMO's bargaining position with
hospitals with respect to services provided to 1ts Medicare population is likely
to be quite unpredictable and may constitute a significant disincentive for HMOs
to elect risk-based contracts.

How would you suggest we avoid hamming HMJs when we create a prospective payment
system? -

HMO negotiations with hospitals reflect the exercise of bargaining power
which grows from their structure as prepaid comprehensive health care delivery
systems and reflects their internal incentives to provide services in a cost
effective manner. The unique character of these negotiations produces the kind
of cost effective responses which legislators 2nd policymakers are seeking
therefore, prospectfve hospital payment systems should avoid disruption of HMOs
current freedom to negotiate favorable rates. In an all payor prospective
payment system, such as one based upon DRGs, inclusion of HMOs creates a dis-
incentive to maximize HMO efficiencies. When a DRG-based or similar system is
applied to Medicare alone, it is Medicare which will pay tie DRG rate despite
an average length of stay for HMQO patients which is consistently lower than
daverage or the performance of tests in the HMO's outpatient facilities which are
ordinarily performed in an inpatient setting by fee-for-service providers.

Special problems are posed by risk-based HMO contracts with Medicare, and
these require further study. One response is that HMOs should not be
required to participate in such a system, since their bargaining already
reflects the incentives the new system is designed to create. We are willing
to work with the Subcommittee on seeking other solutions which preserve the
benefits of HMO negotiating flexibility.
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STATEMENT OF DAVID POCKELL, REGIONAL MANAGER, KAISER-
GEORGETOWN COMMUNITY HEALTH PLAN, INC., WASHINGTON,
D.C.

Mr.-PockeLL. Mr. Chairman, my name is David Pockell, and I
am vice president of Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, and vice
president and regional manager of Kaiser-Georgetown Community
Health Plan. By way of further introduction, I should tell you that
I have functioned for some 10 years of my career as a hospital ad-
ministrator, and see this issue from-a variety of perspectives.

I won'’t describe the Kaiser Foundation health plan to you. I am
sure you are familiar with it. Except that I will indicate that the
vast majority of our health plan members in our larger regions are
served by hospitals owned and operated by Kaiser Foundation Hos-
pitals. The exceptions are the smaller regions in Colorado, Texas,
Connecticut, and here at Kaiser-Georgetown.

Today, I would first like to address my remarks to the hospital
reimbursement experience of Kaiser-Georgetown Community
Health Plan, a health maintenance organization which does not
own or operate its own hospital. I will next briefly describe some
problems with existing prospective payment systems.

The Kaiser-Georgetown Community Health Plan is a federally
qualified HMG, which provides and arranges for health care serv-
ices on a prepaid basis to approximately 75,000 voluntarily enrolled
members. Uniquely, it functions in three legal jurisdictions: The
District of Columbia, the State of Maryland, and the common-
wealth of Virginia.

Ambulatory services are provided at five medical facilities oper-
ated by Kaiser-Georgetown that are located throughout the metro-
politan Washington, D.C. area. A sixth facility will open in Mary-
land in November.

Since the program does not own or operate its own hospitals, it
arranges inpatient care for members at hospitals in the communi-
t

In two of the three jurisdictions in which we function, Virginia
and the District of Columbia, we are free to negotiate rates with
individual hospitals with no legal constraints. There is a consider-
able amount of give-and-take in those negotiations. We have found
that we have received some special consideration in rates and are
now beginning to achieve considerably better experience. This is in
part, we believe, because our growth has been considerable in this
area, and because hospitals recognize the value of dealing with an
organization that can provide them with a sizable patient popula-
tion.

We believe also that our willingness to openly discuss the issue
of cost while negotiating with hospitals—not to pretend that it’s
not an important issue in the relationship between health care or-
ganizations—assists us in strengthening our economic position with
the hospitals. '

However, in Maryland where hospital rates are controlled by the
State’s health services cost review commission, Kaiser-Georgetown
has had no success in negotiating any sort of special provision. I
should add that Maryland does not have a system of DRG’s similar
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~ to the one that Mr. Birnbaum mentioned in New Jersey. We are
veﬁ' grateful for that.
owever, the system, although it appears to have the effect of
controlling hospital costs, does have an inadvertently negative
effect on our organization’s ability to accomplish open negotiations
with the hospitals about rates. With limited exceptions, hospitals
are not allowed to recoup revenue losses that would result from
such discounts.

The commission is empowered to grant hospital discounts under
very special circumstances, but few third party payors can qualify.
The commission requires any third party payor that wants to
obtain a discount from a hospital to hold an open enrollment
period of 30 days without any medical screening. To ameliorate
this requirement, third party payors are allowed to exclude cover-
age for preexisting conditions for up to 1 year. They are also per-
mitted to impose other limits on coverage, such as deductibles and
other barriers to the provision of services, to protect them from
high enrollments of people who might be high utilizers and who
might join those plans during the open season.

e situation with the HMO, as you know, does not allow for nor
do I believe that HMO’s philosophically agree with those kinds of
barriers. So the open enrollment period would expose HMO’s to a
tremendous risk of adverse selection and make the economic value
of the discount that would be permitted under those circumstances
very questionable.

As of this time, only a few organizations have taken advantage of
the discounts and most of those have been indemnity or service
?_enefit carriers that could put the barriers in the way of utiliza-
ion.

We believe that were we able to freely negotiate with hospitals
in suburban Maryland, the fact that we have a considerable
amount of patient load and the fact that we will probably spend
somewhere between $3 and $4 million in one hospital would cer-
tainly demonstrate to a hospital that there might be some reason
that they would be willing to perform in a businesslike manner to
attract our patient load, all other things being equal.

Very simply put, were it not for the current reimbursement
system in Maryland, we would achieve substantial savings due to
our purchasing power. In our case, the system artificially—and I
believe unintentionally—thwarts the full realization of the benefits
of the marketplace. I also believe that that negotiation process has
benefits for the hosgital, and when it recognizes the benefits and
the give and take of negotiation, it is willing, under most circum-
stances, to come up with some economic reward.

My colleague, Mr. Birnbaum, already has done an excellent job
of describing potential negative consequences for HMO’s of a man-
dated prospective hosgital payment system based on DRG’s.

I want to add emphasis to his observation. The purchase of dis-
crete hospital services on a per admission, per diem, or per service
basis, regardless of the intent, can create incentives for unneces-
sary admissions, extending len%:hs of stay or provision of unneces-
sary services. This can occur whether the payments are made pro-
spectively or retrospectively. On the other hand, when payment is
made for a comprehensive set of services, including inpatient hospi-
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tal service and ambulatory services, on a prospective capitation
basis these incentives are eliminated. The leading example of this
method of payment is the health maintenance organization. Its
method of payment and benefits provide incentives for the most ap-
propriate use of resources.

The HMO medicare payment legislation recently enacted by Con-
gress represents the best way for medicare to purchase services for
- its beneficiaries. By prospectively paying HMO’s for medicare part

A and part B services on a capitation basis, incentives are created
to use resources efficiently and, in the case of hospital use, to
admit only when medically necessary and appropriate.
As the Congress considers prospective hospital payment propos-
- als, it will have to choose from a large number of options. Some of
the options and the way they are applied may have an adverse
impact on HMO’s. Such an impact should be avoided if at-all possi-
ble. We offer to provide you and your subcommittee with our
advice on the options presented, and the potential impact on
HMO’s and HMO hospitals.
[The prepared statement of David G. Pockell follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVID G. PoCcKELL, VICE PRESIDENT AND REGIONAL
MANAGER, KAISER-GEORGETOWN COMMUNITY HEALTH PLAN, INC.

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY
PRESENTED BY KAISER FOUNDATION HEALTH PLAN, INC.
SEPTEMBER 16, 1982

o
The Kaiser-Georgetown Conununit:y‘Health Plan is a federally

qualified Health Maintenance Organizatioh (HMO) which
provides and arranges for health care services on a prepaid
basis to approximately 75,000 voluntarily enrolled members
in the District of Columbia, Maryland and Virginia. Since
the Program does not own or operate its own hospitals, it
arranges inpatient care for members at hospitals in the com-
munity.

In two of the three jurisdictions we serve, Virginia and the
District of Columbie, 'Kaiser—Georg'et:own is free to negotiate
rates with individual hospitals. During the past year, the
Program had limited success in negotiating discounts because
the inpatient volume we were able to project was insuffi-
cient to induce hospitals to give significant discounts.

o
In Maryland, where hospital rates are controlled by the

state's Health Services Cost Review Commission, federally
qualified HMOs are not able to avail themselves of hospital
discounts enjoyed by indemnity insurers, Cross-Blue Shield,
Medicare, and Medicaid. This places federally qualified HMOs
at a competitive disadvantage.

o
Any mandated prospective hospital payment system based on

Diagnostic "Related Groups (DRGs) may have negative con-
sequences for HMOs that must purchase hospital services, and
could neutralize their cost-effectiveness.
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When payment 1s made for a comprehensive set of services,
including inpatient hospital services and ambulatory ser-
vices, on a prospective capitation basis, the incentive to
use resources unnecessarily is eliminated. The leading
example of this method of payment is the Health Maintenance
Organization. Its method of payment and its benefits provide
incentives for the most appropriate use of rasources.

As Congress considers prospective hospital payment pro-
posals, 1t will have to choose from a large number of
options. Some of the options and the way they are to be
applied may have an adverse impact on HMOs. Such an impact
should be avoided if at all possible. We offer to provide
you and your subcommittee with our advice on the options
presented and their potential impact on HMOs and HMO
hosﬁitals.

The HMO Medicare payment legislation recently enacted by
Congress embodies the kind of payment system that maximizes
efficient use of resources. It is the best way for Medicare
to purchase services for its beneficiaries. Kaiser Founda-
tion Health Plan believes improvement of the Adjusted
Average Per Capita Cost (AAPCC) accura:y is an extremely
important undertaking, and we urge the Department of Health
and Human Services to dedicate appropriate resources to
insure the task is completed as soon as possible.
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Statement of
Raiser Foundation Health Plan, Inc.
Before the Subcommittee on Health
of the Committee on Finance,
U. S. Senate

September 16, 1982

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I am David G.
Pockell, Vice President of Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, and Vice
President and Regional Manager of Kaiser-Georgetown Community
Health Plan.

Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, Kaiser Foundation Hospitals
and eight independent Permanente ' Medical Groups' comprise the
Kaiser-Permanente Medical Care Program. The Program 1is an
economically self-sustaining, organized health care delivery
system that provides health services on a prepaid, direCC-servige
basis to over four million members in California, Connecticut,
Colorado, the District of Columbia, Hawail, Maryland, Ohio,
Oregon, Texas, Virginia, and Washington. Kaiser-Permanente members
receive services through 30 hospitals, 75 outpatient facilities,
more than 4,200 full-time physiclans and over 37,000 employees.

Today I will first address my remarks to the hospital
reimbursement experience of the Kaiser-Georgetown Community Health
Plan, a health maintenance organization (HMO) which does not own
or operate its own hospitals. I will next briefly describe some
problems with existing prospective payment systems and conclude

with brief comments on the HMO Medicare payment legislation
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recently enacted by Congress.

The Kalser-Georgetown Communi&y Health Plan is a federally
qualified HMO which provides and arranges for health care services
on a prepaid basis to approximately 75,000 voluntarily enrolled
members in the District of Columbia, Maryland and Virginia.
Ambulatory services are provided at five medical facilities
located throughout the metropolitan Washington, D.C. area. A sixth
facility will open in Maryland in November. Since the Program does
not own or operate its own hospitals, it arranges inpatient care
for members at hospitals in the community.

In two of the three jurisdictions we serve,'Vitglnia and the
District of Columbia, Kaiser-Georéecown is free to negotiate rates
with individual hospitals. During the past year, the Program had
limited success in negotiating discounts because the inpatient
volume we were able to project was insufficient to 1induce
hospitals to give significant discounts. Recently we have
experienced an imérovementrrin our bargaining position as our
Health Plan membership has grown. Also, we believe our willingness
to discuss cost oﬁenly in our negotiations with hospitals has
strengthened our position.

In Maryland, where hospital rates are controlled by the
state's Health Services Cost Review Commission, XKaiser-Georgetown
has had no success in negotiating discounts. With 1limited
exceptions, hospitals are not allowed to recoup revenue losses

that would result from such discounts. The Commission is empowered
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to grant hospital discounts under circumstances which permit few
third party payo?s to qualify. The Commission requires third party
payors to conduct an annual open enrollment period of thirty days
without medical screening. To ameliorate this requirement, third
party payors are allowed to exclude coverage for pre-existing
conditions for up to a year. In addition, they are permitted to
impose a thirty-day limit on coverage for inpatient admissions,
and may impése coinsurance provisions up to 20 percent of covered
charges. Further, third party payors may require patients to pay
certain deductibles. Because federally qualified HMOs are pre-
cluded by law ﬁrom utilizing Qost of these protective measures,
the potential adverse selection resulting from an annual open
season without such protection would far outweigh the advantages
of any discount obtained. -

Only a few indemnity insurers, Blue Cross-Blue Shield,
Medicare and Medicaid have been able to obtain discounts. This
places federally qualified HMOs at a competitive disadvantage. In
addition, since this reimbursement system precludes' mutually
advantageous relationships between HMOs and hospitals, significant
savings are lost. ébr example, this year Kaiser-Georgetown will
relmburse hospitals ‘$3-4 million for patient care services in
Maryland. Were we able to negotiate a discount, our need to
increase members' rates would be reduced.

To put it simply, were it not for the current reimbursement

system in Maryland, we could achieve substantial savings using our
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purchasing power. In our case, the system artificially thwarts
" the full realization of the benefits of the marketplace.

My colleague Mr. Birnbaum already has done an excellent job
of describing potential negative consequences for HMOs of mandated
prospective hospital payment systems based on DRGs. I want to add
emphasis to his observations. The purchase of discrete hospital
services on a per admission, per diem, or per service basis, can
create incentives for unnecessary admissions, extended 1ength§ of
stay, or provision of unnecessary services. This can occur whether
the payments are made prospectively, or retrospectively. On the
other hand, ‘when payment is made for a comprehensive set of
services, including inpatient hospital services and ambulatory
services, on a prospective capitation basis, these incentives are
eliminated. The leading example of this method of payment (s the
health maintenance organization. Its method .of payment .and iés‘
benefits provide 1incentives for vthe most appropriate use of
resources.

The HMO Medicare payment legislation recently enacted by
Congress represents the best way for Medicare to purchase services
for 1its benefi;iaries. By prospectively paying HMOs for Medicare
Part A and Part B services on a capitation basis, incentives are
created to use resources efficiently, and in the case of hospital
use, to admit only when medically necessary and appropriate.

As the Congresé considers prospective hospital payment

proposals, it will have to choose from a large number of options.
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Some of the opcioﬂs and the way they are to be applied may have an
adverse impact on HMOs. Such an impact should be avoided if at all
possible. We offer to provide you and your subcommittee with our
advice on the options presented and their potential impact on HMOs
and HMO hospitals.

Since the HMO Medicare payment legislatfon contains most of
the features necessary to encourage HMO participation in Medicare,
I will conclude my remarks with comments on two issues germane to
the legislation.

First, the legislation mandates improvement of the method-
ology for calculating the Adjusted Average Per Capita Cost
(AAPCC), to insure its accuracy. Kaiser Foundation Health Plan'
believes this s an extremely important undertaking, and we urge
the Department of Health and Human Services to dedicate appropri-
ate resources to the task so that it can be completed ‘as soon as
possible. We have already dedicated considerable resources to this
task. A representative of our Program is serving on the task
force convened by the Health Care Financing Administration (HCFA)
to improve the AAPCC. In addition,.Kaiser Foundacton'Healch Plan
has submitted a proposal for a HCFA demonstration, which, among
other things, would test improvements to the AAPCC Calculation.

Finally, I would like to bring to your attention an omission
in the legislation. The new law denies HMOs that have contracted
to provide Medicare services on a risk basis, the opportunity to

avail themselves of the Medicare hospital discount enjoyed by HMOs
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with cost-based contracts. Currently, an HMO with a cost-based
Medicare contract has two reimbursement optfons. It may elect to
have HCFA pay hospitals directly for hospital services used by
patients of the HMO, in which case the amount is deducted from the
monthly payment to the HMO. Or it may accept a full monthly
payment from HCFA for all services provided, and have the freedom
to negotiate more favorable rates with individual hospitals.

An HMO with a risk-based contract, on the other hand, does
not have the option of having HCFA pay hospitals directly. It must
accept a total monthly payment from HCFA, and then attempt to
negotiate rates with hospitals which may often be higher than
those paid by Medicare. It 1s very thortant,’especially for HMOs
like Kaiser-Georgetown that do not own or operate their own
hospitgls, to have this option. Without the option, risk-based
HMOs are at a competifive disadvantage.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to share these

observations with you. I would be happy to answer any questions.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS O. PYLE, VICE PRESIDENT, GROUP
HEALTH ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, INC., AND PRESIDENT,
HARVARD COMMUNITY HEALTH PLAN, BOSTON, MASS.

Senator DURENBERGER. Mr. Pyle. .

Mr. PyLE. My name is Tom Pyle. I am president and chief execu-
tive of the Harvard Community Health Plan, as well as vice presi-
dent of Group Health Association of America.

The Harvard plan, a staff model HMO, serves nearly 130,000
members in greater Boston, most of them not from Harvard Uni-
versity. We enroll employees from over 1,700 employer groups.
About 90 percent of our enrollment comes from that source. About
8 percent of our members are nongroup members. In addition, we
enroll medicaid recipients; about 2 percent of our members are in
that category. We also have a small program for the working poor
subsidized by our other members.

We have our own hospital for approximately 25 percent of our
hospitalizations, the simpler stuff, and we make significant use of
seven other hospitals, six of which are Harvard teaching hospitals,
for the remainder of the hospital care.

- Our arrangements with these hospitals span charges, cost reim-
bursement, negotiated fixed price per day, capitation, and per epi-
sode payment. In one case, we make a capacity guarantee to the
hosgital. In several cases, we have more than one arrangement
with a given hospital.
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I think that pattern of reimbursement reflects our belief that the
current pattern of pure cost reimbursement is one of the major
sources of soaring hospital expenditures. We have a system in
which you get paid what you spend in essence. Although many pre-
liminary stegs have been taken to correct this, I would submit that
the playing field is currently underwater to pick up the analogy of
earlier statements.

It seems to me there are three ways to consider achieving hospi-
tal cost reduction. One way would be a Government sponsored re-

ional hospital system that would plan, coordinate, and operate

ospitals to assure effective interinstitutional management. Such a
solution would be very difficult to implement since it would involve
leveling some of the current players and would involve the taking
'of private property.

e problem with the second way, increased regulation, is that it
is usuall;; ineffective in controlling behavior in complex environ-
ments where there are a large number of variables and it's very
hard to anticipate all the ways they might interact. I think this
can be illustrated by two things. One is if you think about the
chaos that can be caused by a work-to-the-rule strike. If you would
like a simpler kind of situation, just think about trying to get an
unwillinf teenager to do his or her homework by setting down a
set of rules. It generally doesn’t work; they don’t want to do it.

Senator DURENBERGER. It sure helps. [Laughter.]

Mr. PyLe. The third possibility is to create a reimbursement
system with financial incentives for a hospital to change its spend-
ing patterns. I have tried to divide this concept of incentive into
two types: Bargained incentives and formula incentives.

Bargained incentives occur sim?ly when two parties make an
agreement in a buyer-seller type of relationship. In this kind of re-
lationship the buyer has the incentive to make sure that the seller
lives up to what the seller promised. Unfortunately, there are not
many payors for hospital services who are really buyers in the tra-
ditional sense.

Insurance companies, almost by the very nature of what they do,
are prevented from dealing aggressively on hospital bills because
everytime they deal a.%‘gressively, they are taking away what they
were guaranteeing to their customer. Withholding or reducing %?f'-
ment would obligate the customer, the insured, to pay the bill.
Even the self-paying patient doesn’t represent a normal buyer be-
cause the physician makes the decisions about what services are
going to be utilized. -

. I think the great advantage of the HMO is that it integrates the
aying and doctoring functions, and so we really are buyers. As has
n noted, we have this capacity to move business around, if you
will, blocks of beds that are being used, from one hospital to an-
other. In this way we can stimulate people to accept bargained in-
centives. I think we are the only payers in the health care industry
at the moment that can do that. As such, we not only have a part
in serving our own members, but we can influence the hospital
:gvstem and create the kind of economic behavior we would all like
see.

There has been a lot of talk this morning about cost shifting. I

have a slightly different view of it. Narrowly defined, the way it

-
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has been, cost shifting goes on_ all over our economy. That'’s the
way the economy works. People bargain for a variety of things.

en I talk about what an HMO does, I am assuming that when
we push on price, ultimately, the hospital has to push on costs or
they will go krupt unless all of the other players in the game
want to be entirely passive. We are doing that kind of pushing b
moving business around or threatening to move business around,
and I think that our pushing ultimately—not necessarily over the
short term—leads to efficient capacity utilization in decisions by
the hospital system. This is above and beyond and should not be
confuseg with the HMO savings created by using less days in the
hospital or by reducing the number of admissions. I think we dplay
a role in pressing the hospitals into being efficient, and I don’t
think they will be efficient if they aren’t pressed in that way.

This has been objected to because it really corrupts the level
glaying field concept. I would suggest that if you go out and try to

uy health insurance or life insurance, it is very hard to find a
level playing field. There are not regulated rates in those fields.

Because there are no true buyers other than HMOQ's, formula in-
centives, however, do have to be used in this field. These are not as
effective as bargained incentives. They really constitute regula-
tions. But they are the best thing that we have at the moment.

I think that in devile?ing these it should not be done like a cook-
book. A mandate to reduce expenditures expressed in broad terms
would be more effective than some highly specific formula which
very often becomes quite disfunctional over time. The Government
o:g‘l;:d to have full discretion to develop and modify the rules as
n

While this flexibility and exercise of judgment can present ex-
treme administrative difficulties, I thin t rigid rules almost
always guarantee perverse results. .

Massachusetts recently enacted legislation intended to move
away from cost reimbursement to a methodol based on incen-
tives. This legislation began as an initiative of the Business Round
Table responding to increases in the health care costs and in the
premiums of the liglsicies that they provide for their employees. As
they moved into this field and took a very strong legislative initia-
tive, they were rapidly joined by the traditional health players, the
hospitals, the insurers, and so on—a group that I sometimes call
the spirits of Christmas past in this field.

Compromise lefislation was fashioned, and I think it is probably
?retty good I;R'; ation althouTh it is very hard to understand. Un-
ortunately, O’s were excluded from the legislative process. 1
don’t think this is surprising since we are not part of the establish-
ment in this field, and you have heard other indications of that
kind of exclusion here today. As a result, the legislation as it came
out seems to prevent HMO’s from using their bargaining powers to
negotiate reimbursement arrangements with hospitals on some
basis other than the Yayment of full charges. Specifically, there is
one provision in the legislation which says that any company au-
thorized to sell accident and health insurance under chapter so-
and-so, which is a nonprofit hospital corporation or health mainte-
nance organization, may apply to the rate setting commission for a
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reduction in the charges it would otherwise be required to pay
under sections 53 to 57, inclusive.

It then says later that if the commission finds that the applicant
has implemented an activity or program resulting in quantifiable
savings to hospitals, they can get the discount. What that says is
that we ought to be managing their businesses rather than our
own because they are the ones that ought to produce the savings
beRxll;i what we produce ourselves.

is legislation, which isn't entirely clear—and there are differ-
ent interpretations of it—was interpreted by the president of the
Massachusetts Hospital Association in a letter to all hospitals in
the State in which he wrote:

All HMO's must be able to defend in objective terms any discount from charges
they get from hospitals. This seems like a protection for our hospitals because it will

gnevent situations like those now occurring in Minneapolis-St. Paul, southern Cali-
ornia and other areas where HMO's are leveraging discounts out of the hospitals.

God forbid they should spread to the East.

.Fortunately, with the help of the Department of Health and
Human Services—and this started with the Director of the HMO
program and moved up to the Assistant Secretary for Health Plan-
ning, and finally to the Secremr{‘;when the waiver was granted,
there was a condition on it that this legislation could not disadvan-
tage HMO’s. That was extremely important. I feel that we are in a
much better position today, but that perhaps won’t be possible in
other legislation that gets . I think this is a real danger to
HMO’s, and ultimately, to the whole system. :

It now appears that the Massachusetts’ law will be amended to
fix this, and I think that in other respects the experiment is prob-
ably quite promising. I hope that this kind of disincentive can be
kept out of legislation elsewhere in the country.

turning for just a moment to this cost-shifting argument, I
think that the cost shifting argument may be quite real with statu-
tory discounts. That's very different from a discount that arises
from the interaction between a willing buyer and a willing seller,
and I don’t think the hospitals really need to be protected from it.

Regarding the incentive system itself that might accompany
future legislation, I caution you to keep it simple if at all possible.
The Massachusetts legislation is so complex it is hard to under-
stand, and we have had a good deal of trouble finding anyone who
could really explain it to us. I am told by the hospital people that
without resorting to computer modeling, which they are now ac-
tively engaged in, it will be difficult for a hospital to figure out
what operational changes will be needed to keep it fiscally sound.
It will be even more difficult to predict whether the changes will be

those intended or a totally different set.

- Whatever system is ultimately chosen, it should encourage ex-
perimentation and variation, and should continue to preserve the
ability of the participants to do what I call hondling. ’}E;us bargain-
ing is terribly important because it does produce new variations
which may ultimately permit the creation of other buyers or buyer
surrogates who can do the same kind of job that HMO’s are able to
do at the present time. I think the preferred provider concept may
be one example of that.
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While HMO's have a unique position at the present time, we rep-
resent a minority market segment. I think we can stimulate the
hospitals, but I don’t think that we can be a controlling force in
changing their behavior. We need company in doing this. :

I thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts with you.

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Thomas O. Pyle follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF THOMAS 0. PYLE
PRESIDENT, HARVARD COMMUNITY HEALTH PLAN, INC.
BEFORE THE HEALTH SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE

September 16, 1982
Washington, D.C.

SUMMARY

e HMOs are the only class of hospital payor with the present capacity
to bargain effectively with hospitals.

e The new reimbursement system should not damage HMOs' capacity
to bargain with hospitals and to act as catalysts in changing
hospital behavior.

¢ The new system should be simple and should provide regulators with

broad goals rather than rules carved in stone.
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee:

-l = e

My name is Thomas 0. Pyle and I am the President of the Harvard
Community Health Plan, Inc., a staff model HMO serving nearly 130.000
members in greater Boston. The Harvard Plan enrolls employees from
over 1,700 employer groups and has enrolled a large non-group population.
In addition, we enroll Medicaid recipients and subsidize a program for

the working poor.

I am also Vice President of the Group Health Association of America.
I am pleased to appear before you today to share with you briefly some
of my thoughts concerning prospective reimbursement of hospitals.

We all know that the current pattern of cost reimbursement is one of
the causes of soaring hospital expenditures. To reduce hospital costs, or
at least to moderate the rate of increase, this method of reimbursement
will have to be replaced.- The question is no longer whether but when and
with what. '

There are three ways to consider achieving hospital-cost reduction:
One way is to establish a government-operated, regional hospital system
that would.plan, coordinate, and operate hospitals to assure effective
inter-institutional management. Such a solution would be very difficult

“to implement.

A second way {8 through increased regulation. The problem with
regulation is that it is usually ineffective in controlling behavior in
complex environments, i.e., where there are a large number of variables
and it is impossible to anticipate all the ways they might interact.

A third possibility 18 to create a reimbursement system with

financial incentives for a hospital to change its spending patterns.
There are really two kinds of incentives: bargained incentives and
formula incentives.
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Bargained incentives play out in a dynamic way between two parties
in a buyer-seller relationship. The buyer, with one set of incentives,
is half of this relationship, bargaining to get what he wants and measuring
performance against expectations. Unfortunately, while there are many
payors for hospital services, there are few buyers in the traditional
sense. Insurance companies pay hospital bills, but their obligation to
the individuals they insure prevents them from dealing aggressively on
hospital bills. Withholding payment would obligate their customer to
pay the bill. Even the self-paying patient does not represent a normal
buyer. The physician rather than the self-paying patient determines

what services will be ordered.

The HMO integrates the paying and doctoring functions. It is a
buyer. Through 1its capacity to move business (blocks of patients) from
one hospital to another, an HMO can stimulate hospitals into accepting
bargained incentives. It 18 probably the only payor in the health care
industry that can. As such, HMOs have a part to play beyond serving
their own members -- influencing the hospital system and creating the
kind of economic behavior we would all like to see.

Because there are no truebuyers other than HMOs, formulae incentives
must be used for other payors. These are not as effective as bargained
incentives. They really constitute regulation, but they ave the best
thing we have at the moment. The relgulatory authority that contréls
these incentives should not be given a cookbook. A mandate to reduce
expenditures expressed in terms of broad goals would be more effective.
The authority should have full discretion to develop and modify the rules
as needed. While this can present difficulties, rigid rules almost

guarantee perverse results.

Massachusetts very recently enacted legislation intended to move
away from cost reimbursement to a methodology based on incentives. This
legislation was enacted with the cooperation of a coalition where business
joined forces with Blue Cross, insurers and the hospitals to fashion a
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compromise. There was no analysis of the effect of this legislation on
HMOs, nor any attempt to use the natural incentives within an HMO to
best advantage in fashioning the bill. In fact, the legislation seems
to prevent HMOs from using their bargaining power to negotiate
reimbursement arrangements with hospitals on some basis other than the
payment of full charges. What the Massachusetts law provides in the
way of incentives through complex formulae and calculations, HMOs can
provide quite naturally across the bargaining table with a hospital.

At least one of the parties to these negotiations thought this legis-
lation would benefit hospitals at the expense of HMOs (and their
dembers). The President of the Massachusetts Hospital Association,

in a letter to all the hospitals in the state, wrote: '"All HMOs must
be able to defend in objective terms any 'discount' from charges they
get from hospitals. This seems like a protection for our hospitals
because it will prevent situations like those now occurring in
Minneapolis/St. Paul, Southern California and other areas where the HMOs
are levering discounts out of hospitals."

Fortunately, with the intervention of the Depértmenc of Health and
Human Services, it appears that the Massachusetts law will be amended
to assure that HMUs attain the independent right to contract with
hospitals in innovative ways. I hope the Medicare incentive system
you're considering will be kept free of the disincentives that were almost

established in Massachusetts.

Regarding the incentive system itself, I caution you to keep it
simple if at all possible. The biggest drawback of the Massachusetts law
is its complexity. Without resorting to computer modeling, it will be
difficult for a hospital to figure out what operationalgchanges will be
needed to keep it fiscally sound; it will be even more difficult to
predict whether the changes will be those intended or a totally different

set.

Whatever system is ultimately chosen, it should allow experimentation
and variation. Perhaps some of these variations will lead to the creation
of other buyers or buyer surrogates. HMOs are likely to represent a
minority market segment for a long time. As such, they can be a catalyst
but not a controlling force, and need company in dealing with hospitals
on a glve-and-take, willing buyer/willing seller basis.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my thoughts with you this

morning. I am, of course, happy to answer any questions.



- 165

Senator DURENBERGER. Mr. Birnbaum, in your testimony where
you are talking about the negotiating process you mentioned
prompt payment terms, which was the only thing that the commer-
cial insurers felt provided them with any negotiating leverage. But

ou also talked about volume, and you talked about reduction in
gad debts, the guarantee of eligibility, preadmission diagnostic test-
in% early discharge programs, and a variety of other things.
n your opinion, is that kind of leverage available to those in the
system other than the HMO's?

Mr. BIrnNBAUM. I think not in the current system because the
HMO, uniquely can direct patients to an institution. We control
the paying mechanism as well as the provider mechanism to them.
When we sit with a hospital, we sit really as a spokesperson for our
physicians as well as exercising the leverage that we have as ad-
ministrators. '

Just because of the way the traditional system is structured,
there is more of an arm'’s length relationship between your typical
third party payer and the provider, with the exception of the pre-
ferred provider arrangements which are now generating increasing
interest. I think most third party payers simply don’t have that
linkage that enables them to sit across the table with a hospital
administrator and talk about the kinds of volume and the case mix
and other cooperative arrangemeénts. We have one of our hospitals,
for example, administerinﬁ a laboratory for us. And I think there
can be arrangements back and forth that as payer providers we
can uniquely develop with participating institutions.

Senator DURENBERGER. Mr. Pockell, I wonder if you would take
this a step further and talk to us about your experiences in the
D.C. area—you have been here approximately 2 years, I guess—-and
how you use this leverage in the negotiating process. Also, who else
in the area uses such leverage? There is some competition.

Mr. PockeLL. Yes. There are three other group practice HMO's
in the area. One of them is linked rather closely to a university
hospital and I would suspect has less leverage in dealing with it,
although I don’t really know. The other is in a similar situation to
ours. .

It's really very interesting. We can sit down with a hospital ad-
ministrator in Virginia, and we can say to him, we have a popula-
tion here of 35,000 people. We know what their characteristics are.
We can reasonably project what their utilization of services is
going to be, and we have some idea of how that population is going
to grow over the next few years. That po‘Fulation is relatively dis-
gzrsed around nothern Virginia, around Fairfax and Arlington

unties and would probably end up in a variety of hospitals were
they in the fee-for-service system. They would go where their
doctor happened to practice or, in some rare instances where the
patient would prefer to go, but generally where the doctor prefers
to care for the patient.

We can go into an administrator and say, “We notice that your
occupancy of your hospital”’—and this is one of the few pieces of
data that’s readily available—“is lower than optimal. You have a.
good hospital. We would consider concentrating this 35,000 popuis-
tion in your hospital. All their hospitalization that was controlla-
ble, other than the kinds of things that are really of emergency
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nature that have to be taken to the nearest hospital, could be done
here, but that’s a big step for us to take. What do you think you
might want to do to encourage us to do that?”’

en the hospital administrator looks at this, he knows that he
has a lot of fixed costs in operating this hospital, and he knows
that the marginal cost associated with taking care of the additional
gopulation is going to be lower than the average cost. If it weren't,

e probablfr wouldn’t be interested in talking to us, but it almost
always will be unless the hospital is running a very, very high oc-
cuﬁangs:ate.

e knows, especially if a person in the Washington area is a
Federal employee—and I know that ¥ou are very interested in the
Federal employees’ health benefit plan—that the person may be
one of the many, many people who are subject to increasing
deductibles and coinsurance payments. Many, many people are
switching to lower option coverage, which increases the probability
of having the patient in the hospital pag a portion of his care out
of pocket, which vastly increases the hospitals’ exposure to bad
debt or at least to extension of payments over a longer period of
time. ’

He also knows that his other patient population is subject to a
lot of forces that he can’t control well. The physicians could be at-
tracted to another hospital by provision of certain conveniences for
those ﬁhysici_ans, or several doctors could retire and move their of-
fices. He just can’t control that very well. So it's very attractive for
that administrator to deal with us, and he may. He may just do it
in certain services. He may say, well, the occupancy level in this
service is high; and this level is low; and there is an economic in-
centive to me to have you bring the pediatrics care here, but not
the internal medicine, so I will only give you a special deal for the
pediatrics care.

There is haggling, as Mr. Pyle mentioned. There is haggling back
and forth about those economic issues. There are service tradeoffs
that may be provided in order to get the business, too. It's not
merely an economic tradeoff. He might provide us, for instance,
with a space to run an after hour I-\llﬁent care center, which is of
some interest to nonhospital based O’s.

What I have described to you, in fact, is what has occurred in
Virginia with us very recently. We look at Maryland, which is a
very similar place in many respects, with one exception. There are
several hospitals in really close competition with each other for pa-
tients, and some of them are doing better than others. They have
higher occupancy rates. There are some hospitals there who would
{':mt love to be able to attract certain kinds of activity into those

ospitals, and would certainly be willing to pay something for that.
They would be willing to iay something because they would gain
something. I don’t think that there is any mistake about it—the
hospitals are going to act in their overall best interests.

ose best interests are not only consonant with ours, but our
negotiations with hospitals could very well result in an overall
lower aver cost for the care of that hospital's patients. The
result could be to hold down hospital rates or contribute to the gen-
eration of capital to replace facilities or a whole variety of things.
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The system in Maryland makes it nearly impossible for the hos-
pitals to do that. This means, if we want to talk about crossover
payments, that we are sharing in the bad debt payments for all
those folks in the FEHBP that have switched to low option. We are
paying for some as of inefficiency that exist in those hospitals
that we mlggz be able to alleviate. That 'ﬂlation works both ways.

Senator DURENBERGER. OK. Let me take it another step. And
maybe one of you can speak to the situation. At some point in time
I would think that if this sort of negotiating process is successful in
bringing business to certain kinds of hospitals that other hospitals
may recognize it as an opportunity for them. Does some kind of
bidding among hospitals develop in any of the communities in
which HMO negotiations are going on?

Mr. PyiE. I can answer that it already begun in Boston. If it
is beginning in Boston, it will probably begin anywhere. I mean
that our hospitals are actively and aggressively seeking business.
We are getting very gentle overtures about the possibility of trans-
ferring certain services and things like that.

Senator DURENBERGER. What i8 your population?

Mr. PyLE. We have almost 130,000 members. The total f)opula-
tion is 2.7 million in the Greater Boston area so we are smali.

Senator DURENBERGER. Is anybody else in the Boston area in a
position to negotiate and to provide some of the benefits of negotia-
tion that we have talked about here this morning?

Mr. Pyre. There are a bunch of HMO’s getting started, and I
think some will be able to do that soon. But I don’t think that
anyone is able to very effectively do that at the moment with the
exception of the Blue Cross controlled HMO’s who ought to be able
btg do that because they can, I think, deal as a group if they want

Senator DURENBERGER. You made some reference to the process
by which the Business Roundtable approach became an arrange-
ment in which the present major payers found it in their interest
to get involved. Another trend of the times is the employer coali-
tion. And I take it that if that were carried to its ultimate that em-
ployer coalition might also be in a position to negotiate with cer-
tain hospitals for preferred rates. Is there some evidence that that
is going on in the country?

r. . I hear a lot of people talking about it. I don’t know if
it is really going on.

Senator DURENBERGER. Does anyone else have any evidence?

Mr. BirNBaUM. Well, I think there have been some limited areas
where perhaps a single em[;}gyer may be dominant in the commu-
nity and, therefore, would able to exert that kind of leverage.
Other than that, I think it has been very difficult for employers
dealing through an intermediary, like a third party, to y pro-
vide the kind of direct across the table bargaining that we have dis-
cussed here this morning.

Senator DURENBERGER. Can somebody explain to me the differ-
ences between HMO’s owning hospitals versus contracting?

Mr. PockeLL. I can try. In the situation in which I-worked at
Kaiser in southern California for a number ot;rears, almost all our
hospitalization occurred in our own facilities although we did occa-
sionally send things of a special nature outside. We were known to
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put out requests for proposals to the community and have them re-
spond if they wanted to provide us with cardiac catheterization
sgrvices or open heart surgery and stimulate competition by doing
that.

In our own hospitals, our ability to forecast not only our mem-
bership but the utilization of that membership is fairly sophisticat-
ed so we are able to plan and operate our hospitals on what is, in
essence, a prospectively set budget that is a portion of the dollar
that we charge for health care to our health plan members and
groups.

We don’t, then, bother to calculate charges for individual serv-
ices. In essence, we budget the hospitals on something like a capita-
tion basis only it’s much more refined than that. We assume that it
is going to cost a specific amount to operate that hospital for the
patient population in a year, and that’s their budget. They are held
accountable to meet that budget so that there is no reimbursement
system on a per case basis or a per patient day basis or on a per
service basis. Instead, it’s sort of amalgamated into an overall cost
for that population.

It’s very hard to translate that into the situation of a community
hospital. However, in Maryland when the hospitals go before that
rate review commission, they attempt to analyze what their costs
are going to be and then they try to translate that cost into a rate.
But the uncertainties that the hospital is dealing with for most of
its patient load are greater than the uncertainties that exist in a
hospital that is primarily or almost universally operating on behalf
of an HMO. They are really in two different economic worlds. Of
course, the incentive for non-HMO hospitals is still to increase pa-
tient days, the more patient days they have, the more money flows
into the hospital on the fee-for-service world, except when they are
working on per case reimbursement system. In our hospitals that
was not the case. The budget for our hospital was sort of set in ad-
vance, and there were no incentives to pack the rooms with pa-
tients.

Senator DURENBERGER. It seems to me that given the differences
in the testimony here today that some of those incentives are basi-
cally endemic to the way certain other payers are organized.
Kaiser seems to me to be as an institution uniquely situated with
regard to hospital care. And I am curious to know what else we
might be able to learn from an organization that has operated both
as a negotiator and a direct provider of hospital care. It might be
helpful to us in structuring the system for prospective reimburse-
ment.

Mr. PockeiL. One thing I might add, then, is that one of the
questions that we were asked most frequently when we moved into
town was when are you going to build your hospital? Or where are
you going to build it? Or how big is it going to be? Because they
know that Kaiser is typically a hospital-based program.

The issue of whether we ought to build a hospital or in the
larger regions whether they should expand within their own geo-
graphical area by cloning the existing system and building hospi-
tals is, today, an economic decision to some degree. I am able to
respond to those people by saying that if you don’t give us any
reason to build a hospital, then we may never build it. If you deal
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with us fairly and give us the recognition for the kind of a buyer
that we are, then we could get very large—the size of our other re-
gions that do have hospitals—and still never have any need to go
ahead and build our own facility.

Mr. BirNBAUM. I think it would be worth noting a characteristic
that the hospital-based and nonhospital-based HMO’s share in
common. And that is we are all paid for our services in the same
way. That is, we receive a total premium encompassing hospital
and ambulatory services so the revenue coming in is not bi rel-
ative to the type of Jn'ocedures or the volume of hospitalization
that we provide. And as a result, our hospitalization utilization
rates are amazingly similar, independent of the particular model.
This leads to a situation where if you look at the total expense allo-
cation of an HMO, for example, we spend on the average about a
third of our total health care budget on hospitalization, give or
take, depending upon the plan. I think that is generally about in-
verse to the proportion of the budget that a typical health insurer
would allocate to the hospital sector.

And so our bias is very much in the direction of nonhospital al-
ternatives as opposed to the usual mechanism that would be biased
gowgrd hospitals whether we own our own hospitals or whether we

on't.

Senator DURENBERGER. It would be helpful to have one or more
of you react to the DRG problem and why it seems to be your
advice that we stay away from that particular approach as we
move toward prospective reimbursement.

Mr. BIRNBAUM. Are you sufgestin that this be followed up with
written comment? I'm sorry. mlsseg' your——

Senator DURENBERGER. No.

Mr. BIRNnBaAUM. Why DRG's should be avoided? -

Senator DURENBERGER. Right.

Mr. BIrNBAUM. Let me respond only in terms of the problems we
see with respect to DRG as it applies to HMO's because I think I
would concur with the gentleman testifying earlier that we have
not had enough experience to know how DRG’s are going to impact
on the system overall. It's just too new; although I would note that
I think there is significant danger in the DRG mechanism focusing
too sharply on that stay, and as a result, putting institutions in a
situation where they are likely to make it up on admissions. I don't
see that DRG really is in a position to make much of an impact on
admission rates. And hospitals, as all institutions, are concerned
about their own economic survival, are likely to look for ways to
continue to recover their fixed costs and to avoid making the hard
decisions that we all have to make in our own organizations to
reduce costs.

With regard to DRG as it applies to HMO’s, I think the Erincipal
problem is one of really taking away from HMO’s what has been
our traditional incentive to control length of stay. It's very difficult
for me, under DRG, to sit with our medical group and begin exert-
ing the kind of pressure that's a classic HMO E enomenon of the
administrators and the physicians sitting together—exerting pres-
sure to really monitor length of stay closely.

Indeed, the extent to which we now have mechanisms to shorten
length of stay is really cost ineffective under DRG. Why should we



170

incur the cost of providing diagnostic services in our health center
when we are going to be paying for them a&am in any case in the
hospital because we are paying that flat DRG rate. )

e most dramatic example of where we have been hurt with
DRG is in obstetrical services, which constitute about 11 percent of
our admissions. We have an average length of stay of 2.9 days for
normal spontaneous deliveries. The State averages something in
the order of about 4.2 days. We are paying, in effect, on the basis of
that statewide average. And this is true of other diagnoses as well.
The physicians tend, with increasing experience under DRG, to let
the patient stay in the hospital until they get to the upper range of
the so-called trim points because there simply is no economic ad-
vantage to do otherwise. And there are similar situations in the
area of discharge planning relative to discharging early and provid-
ing for perhaps some physical therapy after hospitalization. Again,
why not do it in the hospital if we are going to be paying for that
sta&) anyway.

these are some of the perverse impacts. Now the DRG legisla-
tion does provide for some vague promise of reconciliation down-
stream. But downstream reconciliation or whatever one might
want to call it is just too remote and too indirect an incentive
mechanism to influence behavior. And I can’t tell our physicians
that in the next world if everybody continues to behave and control
the system that we may in some as yet to be defined way be re-
warded and be able to get some preferential treatment. It has got
to be direct, immediate, the kind of thing where, as you have heard
described, we can sit with administrators and say, OK, this is what
we can do. You can offer us this; we can offer you that; this makes

ood sense and you have made a sound business decision and we .

DRG ntorposss & regulatory meehanism that simply negates th

interposes a a mec, m simply nega e
ability to conduct thamd of process.

Senator DURENBERGER. Is there something inherently wrong in
DRG as opposed to other bases for determining payment? Is it not
possible to use that as the base?

Mr. BirNBAUM. Well, as I noted in the testimony, there are provi-
sions in the New Jersey statute that contemplate mechanisms to
grovide payer differentials for so-called quantitiable economic bene-

ts. But the process in really achieving these is so cumbersome, the
_length of time, the hem-i.ngs, the responses from other third party
carriers, from the public advocates office, et cetera, is such that by
the time the process has taken its course the immediacy and the
dynamic of the process has been fairly well lost.

It just has not proven to be effective. I think there is also inher-
ent In any rate setting mechanism a great reluctance to provide
one class of payers with something that is going to be unique to
that class of ﬁyers. You know, we all come in pleading special cir-
cumstances. And there has been a verf conservative environment
where a rate setting commission—and I think this is not unique to
New Jersey—really will be reluctant to grant favorable treatment
because they are going to then be confronted with other payers
coming in claiming inequity and special treatment. And they are
going to want theirs. And then the neatness of the standardized ap-
proach begins to disintegrate.
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We have seen and we were somewhat comforted earlier on with
the reassuring rhetoric about, yes, show us benefits to the health
care system and show us benefits to the institution. But as a practi-
cal matter, I think regulatory agencies find great difficulty in con-
verting some of these benefits to discounts and then being able to
defend not making similar o(gportunities available to other payers.

Mr. PyLE. I think that DRG is a beautiful illustration of the need
for flexibility. It is something that has given Roger and the other
HMO's in New Jersey a good deal of trouble. On the other hand,
we use what are essentially DRG arrangements with two hospitals
for noncomplex maternity. However, we negotiated the length of
stay in advance, as well as what the dollars were on that DRG; so
they are HMO specific, and they work very well. We have an in-
centive arrangement with the hospital whereby if there is a reduc-
tion in the length of stay that is substantial, we share in that. It is
working beautifully. We have just renewed the contract, I think,
for the fourth year, and we are all very happy with it. But it's a
flexibile, give-and-take, entered into relationship, not an arrange-
ment that is imposed.

A DRG system or almost any system one can think of, no matter
how good it is, instituted as an overall rigid system is going to end
up disadvantaging some significant section of this industry. :
- Mr. BIRNBAUM. There been one variation of DRG which

might be worth looking at. The DRG as it is now being adminis-
tered in New Jersey is based on average length of stay, which
really reduces the whole concept to one of the lowest common de-
nominator or at least somewhere along the middle. It has been pro-
posed—and it might be interesting to look at—that DRG i)ayment
be based on the most efficient payer so that in the example that I
indicated where a class of payers has a normal spontaneous deliv-
ery length of stay of 2.9 days, that the rate be based on the 2.9 days
rather than the 4.2 days. And then let's set that as the target
rather than creating a target that essentially accepts the status

uo as being optimal because it certainly isn’t. That's the reason
t 't:\ we are trying to address this systemwide problem to begin
with.

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you all very much for your testi-
mony. We appreciate everIyone’s participation in the hearing. And
it will all be very helpful, I am sure. The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.)

[By direction of the chairman, the following communications
were made a part of the hearing record:]
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I am pleased to offer a statement for the record on behalf of the
American Personnel and Guidance Association (APGA), and the American Mental
Health Counselors Association (AMHCA). AMHCA, with almost 62C0 members, is
currently the third largest and fastest growing division of the 40,000 member

American Personnel and Guidance Association.

WHO ARE MENTAL HEALTH COUNSELORS?

Mental health counselors typically possess a inaster's degree or doctorate
degree in mental healtn counseling, community counseling, or community mental
health counseling, from a variety of academic departments, including education,
and psychology. Certified Clinical Mental Health Counselors include those
persons who typically have a two years master's degree or higher and at least
-two years of supervised clinical counseling experience. Many members of the
American Mental Health Counselors Association are licensed 6y those states
that now provide licensure for mental health counselors, or certified by the
National Academy of Certified Clinical Mental Health Counselors (NACCMHC) and
listed in the register of NACCMHC. The certification process is a competency
based program requiring the master's degree or higher and is based on recom-
mendations of the Commission for Health Certifying Agencies. It also involves
a comprehensive examination. The American Mental Health Counselors Associa-
tion advocates voluntary certification for its members and licensure for those

in states offering it for professional counselors.

WHERE DO MENTAL HEALTH COUNSELORS WORK?

Several surveys have indicated that the majority of AMHCA members are em-
ployed in community mental health counseling centers. Other work settings in-

clude private practice, college counseling centers, private mental health agencies,

- 11-627 0 - 83 - 12
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and other psychological/mental health and university facilities, including
teachers. Approximately 20% of the members of AMHCA are also engaged in

full or part-time private practices. Another study showed that, excluding
student members, 70% of current AMHCA members hold a master's degree, 26% hold
a doctorate degree, and 4%, the educational specialist degree. Mental health
counselors work hand in hand with the other core providers, psychiatrists,
psychologists, clinical s;cial workers, and psychiatric nurses, and according

to estimates provide up to 50% of direct services to clients.

"MENTAL HEALTH COUNSELORS ARE COST-EFFICIENT

" The following data is excerpted from the most exhaustive manpower study
of mental health personnel across the Unfted States, performed by NIMH. While
the data is extremely detailed, only those {tems clearly contrasting numbers
and types of mental health professfonals will be shown for the sake of brevity
as well as for the need for awareness of the magnitude of the participation
of the "other mental health professfonal," i.e., not referring to psychiatrists,
- psychiatric social workers, and psychtatric nurses.
A. Federally Funded Community Mental Health Centers {CMHCs)

Number Percent
Mental Health Professfons
(MA or above) 9,714 30
Psychiatrists 3,908 12
Psychologists (MA or above) 5,257 16
Social Workers (MSW or above) 6,69 21
Regfstered Nurses (AA and above) 6,524 21
Total 32,094 100%

B. The NIMH data provides detafled information for:

1. Free standing psychiatric clinics (outpatient):;
2. Veteran's Adminfstration Hospitals (inpatient);
3. Nonfederal general hospitals (outpatient);

4. State and County mental hospitals;

§. Day/Night treatment centers;

6. Private Psychiatric hospitals;

7. VYeteran's Administration Clinics (outpatient).
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A cursory examination of the data will show that the largest profess-
tonal treatment staff in a variety of clinical settings (both outpatient and
inpatient) are basically mental health counselors. The highest percentage of
these cou05elors are found in community mental health centers, private psy-
chiatric settings, and veteran's administrations hospitals. The overwhelming
numbers of mental health counselors and clinical mental health counselors in
a1l of these clinical setting; attests to their worth as a part of the clinical
team. Although not recognized as “core providers", it is evident of their
impact on the mental health system. The problem 1ies in the fact that these
mental health counselors, while providing the majority of direct clinical
services, do not receive recognition by third party payees. B8y forcing mental
health counselors to look to other mental health professionals to "sign-off"
for their work, we are adding an increased cost to the provision of mental
health services in our country. -

Recent data (1978) indicated that two thirds of the members of the
American Mental Health Counselors Association ;eported salaries from $11,000
to $23,000 with a mean &f $17,000. Almost 70% of this same sample report
thetr major job duty as "counseling". Another {1981) study showed that 70% of
mental health counselors in private practice employed a sliding scale fee
system -- that is, fees based on tncome. The average fee was $35 for an indiv-
{dual sessfon and $23 for a group session. A comparison of this recent salary and
fee data to that for the other core providers clearly indicates the cost effic-
{ence of mental health counselors.

Mentai health counselors Qre providing qualfty cost-efficient services;
1t 1s time that their contribution to the mental health care system in the United
States receives full recognition by the federal government. Historically, the
other non-physician core-providers have struggled for the recognition that we now

seek. While we fight these fnternal battles, the taxpaying public continues to
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suffer, especially in rural areas, by not getting the mental health care
they need and/or by paying exorbitant prices for mental health services. -

The time has come (just as it had for the other mental health disciplines)

for mental health counselors to be recognized by mandate, for the depth and
variety of essential mental health services they provide to thousands of

clients each year.

SUMMARY

Mental health counselors are active and well organized and function
throughout the country in cities and towns of all sizes. In many underserved
communities, both rural and urban, we are often the only service providers for
individual and group counseling services. We provide intervention and pre-
ventative mental health care. Yet, for the most part, mental health counseiors
are forced to serve under the supervision of the other "core b;aviders“. The
fact that mental health counselors cannot practice 1nde§;ndently and qualify
for third party payments has more to do with the politics of "turfism" than
the issue of competence. Our cost-effectiveness in mental nealth services in
this era of the new federalism and fiscal restraint, provides strong jugtlflca-
tion for the recognition of mental health counselors as legitimate fifth core
service providers. In the current supervisory arrangement for reimbursement
by medicare/medicaid funds, and so forth, there is an administrative chain
of command for reimbursements that costs extra tax dollars: for example,
currently, the freedom of choice of patients is severely limited -- they must
always use the core mental health specialists, even if the public expenditure
1s going to be more than if the mental health counselor were another "recognized"
mental health specialist. This decreases competition and is inflationary for
federal, state, and local governments who ;;e trying to provide mental health

services to the taxpayer.



177

If mental health counselors were reimbursed directliy for their services
(without the need for supervision or "middlemen"), the savings of time and
tax dollars could be better spent on additional services to those-truly needing
mental health care.

The time is right, we can no longer afford to allow only an elite few to
provide the vital services needed b} so many thousands of our citizens. Day
after day, mental health counselors are on the job, providing direct services to
those in need. We must recognize the contribution they are making to the mental
health care system in the United States, we must recognize the effectiveness of
their services and the cost-effectiveness of this delivery system.

I urge you, for the good of the miliions of people in need of mental
health services in our country, to recormend that mental health counselors re-
ceive full recognition as core providers, and as bona-fide practitioners

receive third-party payments.
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ABSTRACT

Using techniques derived from the proprietary model, 22
selected disgnoses are analyzed ;o determine their relative
"profitability" within a hypothetical honpi;nl. Various
diagnoses rsuge from the highly profitable to those which
sctually produce a deficit. Therefore, regulation by DRG
provides hospitals with a financiasl inceative for.adjusting
their product mix (i.e., difagnostic mix) in order to improve
profitability. These incentives are viewed as distortions in
the medical care process causedby the nature of poorly conceived

regulation,
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Critics of the U.S. hospital industry have continually
suggested that hospitals are not effectively managed. Under-
lying much of this criticism and the more recent discussions
concerning the need for competition among hospitals {s the
assumption that hospital managers lack the fncentives for
effective management that are inherent in the for-profit,
comnerc!al‘enterprise. It must be a source of some dismay for
hospital administrators who have been around long eno;gh to
hear the once taboo idea of proprietary motivation in the
provision cf hgspital services being promoted as the latest

— .

regulatory panacea In fact, the varying regulatory approaches
to the problem of escalating hospital costs reflect a certain
ambivalence toward the role of the hospital in American society,
with the regulated-to-the-hilt public utility model at the one —
extreme and the completely deregulated neighborhood hospital
supermarkii'hi the other. In today's economic and political
environment, 1t is essential that we look beyond the rhetoric
and the buzz words to anticipate, as best we can, the implications
of any new government or industry sponsored policy initiatives.
This paper deals with some of the possible implications of reimburse-
ment by DRG. However, its major conclusfon - that even subtle
changes in the dynamics of the hospital can produce unantici-
pated results - applies to all forms of public policy intervention,

whatever the ultimate source.
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THE PROPRIETARY MODEL
Hospital executives always seem to suffer in comparison
with their counterparts from the proprietary, commercial sector.

It seems appropriate at this point to restate the basic, micro-

economic elements which are often referred to as the 'discipline"

of the proprietary model and also to review the somewhat
.different set of influences which have shaped the U.S. hospital
industry. Perhaps the most\elemental illustration of the
proprietary model 1is the ’yrofit-volume graph, also referred
to as the break-even chart for reasons which will become clear
(Figure 1). The profit-volume graph is a diagram showing the
expected relationship between cost and revenue at various
production volumes for each product. Basic to the proprietary
model is the idea that there are different kinds of costs in
any production process. Briefly stated, they are:

a) fixed costs - A cost which remains
constant over a particular period of time
and relevant range of production activity,
The fixed cost per unit becomes progressively
saaller as the volume Of production increases.
These costs do no vary at all with the
volume of production and are independent
of the level of activity within a time period.
Rent for production facilities, property
taxes, supervisory salaries and heating and
1ighting bills often behave as fixed or non-
variadble costs,

b) variable costs - A cost which fluctu-
ates in total fn direct proportion to pro-
duction increases and decreases. The variable
cost per unit remains constant within the
relative range of production activity.
Director labor and direct material costs
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vary with production incresses and are,
therefore, usually considered as varisble
costs.

c) semi-variable costs ~ A cost that
changes with production activity but not
proportionately. Semi-varisble costs have
both a fixed and variable cost element,

Yor exanple, a certain minimum amount of
maintensnce is necessary for most’ equip-

ment, regardless of the volume of activity
for which {t is used. Basic mainten-

ance represents & fixed cost. In addition,
maintensnce costs will increase with increased
use of ths equipment although not in direct
proportion to it. Theoretically, most

costs have both a fixed and variable component
and would be considered semi-variable.
Hovever, for practical cost accounting
purposes, most costs are considered to be
esither fixed or variable. In fact, financial
managers have developed a number of methods
for bresking down semi-variable costs into
their fixed and variable component.

ingsert FPigure I -+

The profit-volums graph shows the cost-volume-profit rela-
tionship of the proprietary company. Note the break-even point
wvhich represents the volume of units sold at which total sales
revenue and the total costs are equal. To the left of the
bresk-even point is the loss area, vhere the total cost line
exceeds the total revenue line. 1In the loes ares, the combin-
ation of fixed and variable costs are grestur than revenues, even
though the gap narrows as the fixed cost per sdditfonal unit

decreasss with increasing volums. To the right of the break-

even point, re have ded costs and the gap Incresses
wvith increasing production volume.

These revenus-cost-volume relationships suggest that the
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useful way of studying the profit factors of the business is to
consider not the profit per unit (which is different at every
volume), but rather the non-variable costs and the marginal income,
which is the difference between the gselling price and the marginal
cost. When viewed in this way, the much romanticized role of
the proprietary executiv; 1s really rather simple. There are
four ways, and only four, fn which the orofit of the hnainess can be
increased:

1. 1ncrease production volume

2. 1{increase selling price per unit

3. decrease variable costs per unit, and

4. decrease fixed costs

In this context, the "discipline" of tbe marketplace refers

to the fact that every profit maximizing strategy can have other

unintended ¢ q . For ple, reduced production costs
intended to increase profit per unit may also_decrease total profit

if those production changes impact negatively on total sales.

Selling price increases resulting in buyer sul;stltution of comparable
lower priced units from other manufacturers can trigger additional
price hikes as the company tries to recover, through pricing increases,
a profit picture which has deteriorated because of decreased salés
volume. One of the big-3 automobfile manufacturers experienced

this paradox of proprietary dynamics recently as its unpopular

large automobiles were experiencing dramatic price increases while

at the same time sales of those cares plummeted! The point here is
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that the proprietary company must search for the optimum balance

of production costs and volume consistent with the highest possible
(or acceptable) profit. Decisions concerning which products or
services are to be marketed, and in what numbers, depend upon
accurate and detailed information about the costs of production.
Proprietary mot{vation does, therefore, inject an undeniable pressure
on management to determine the resource absorbtion characteristics

and profitability potential for each of its various product mixes.

THE NEGOTIATED SURPLUS
Until very recently, the propriutary mcdel has not had a

great deal of relevance for the American hospital. As late as 1940,
only about 92 of the population was covered by some form of health
insurance.! Prior to that time, high unemployment and a faltering
economy had left many persons unable to finance their hospital
care. Hospital occupancy had dwindled and many were forced to
close, Administrators searched for a way to provide continuing
and stabilized incomes for the hosp.tals. With the 1930's came
the development of the Blue Cross plans and, subsequently, the
commercial companies became aware that the cost of medical care
could be insured in a manner consistent with the principles of
sound underwriting. Public demand for such coverage increased

and the period of greatest expansion in enrollment was during and
following World War II in the mid-1940's.2 By the late 1950's and

early 1960's, avareness developed concerning those segments of the
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U.S. population who had meager health insurance coverage or none
at s11.3 The poor and the aged were groups of particular interest
in this regard and various plec;-eal efforts eventually resulted
i{n she landmark Medicare and Medicaid legislation.

The growth of insurance has resulted in the addition of the
"Third Party” now imposed between the patient and the hospital.
Dollars do not flow directly from the patient to the hospital for
services rendered. Instead, various third parties collect dollars
from citizens and their employers and redistribute those dollars
to ho-;)iula on the basis of varying contractual arrangements.
While these contractual arrangements tend to differ in terms of the
benefit levels and eligibility requirements, they typically involve
the payments for hospital services based on the cost of providing
those services. We can refer to this period as the era of the
pegotisted surplus. A surplus is typically involved because the
third party payers are generslly receptive to the idea that
revenues should exceed costs in order to allow for some capital
growth or expansion of services. Even today, ther . is some
discussion concerning which of the various associated costs
(e.g., ressarch, education, depreciation) should be allowable
under reimbursement formulae.

In the context of the proprietary model, however, tha negotiated
surplus suffers from a fatal flaw. If a hospital is reimbursed
for vhatever it spends to provide services, plus a negotiated
surplus beyond that level, the basic financial incentive will be

to maximize costs. - For hospital executives in the era of thes negotiated
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surplus, the "philosophy of abundance” (i.e.,.more is batter) was
also good management. In particular, the increase in the intensity
of services, or the average pcr. diem volume of dlasl‘mltic and
therapeutic services, wvas encoursged because additions to direct
patient care costs ware not usually contested by third parties.
The discipline imposed upon the proprietary manager dy the market-
place consequences (sales) of his cost/volume decisions is largely
sbsent from thp hospital enviromment. The conu-.er (patient)
typically exercises very little influence on the decision to
purchase hospital services on his behalf. The profeasional values
of the admicting physicians promote the idea of maximizing treat-
ment and this is generally consistent with the needs of the
hospitsl as a financial entity to maximize revenues. Hocpit-al managers,
therefore, developed a vary rational approsch to survival 1in the
era of negotiated surplus, They simply emphasized the revenue side
of the proprietary equation, increasing voi\-c (utilization) and
tnefuling the selling price (costs plus the reimburssble surplus).
There vas still room for efficiency, of course. Thoss hospitals that
could minimize costs could experience marginal increases in the revenue
surplus per unit of service. Clearly, however, social and professional
status accrued to those institutions that were larger and more complex,
and those influences put the premium on managing revenus maximization,
not cost -lnhtntlon.'

The psst decads, especially tha last 3 years, has been charac-
terized by an increasing reslization that the mathods of financing

hospital care were contributing to dramaticrises in medical care costs.



In particular, the cost-plus method of payments has been singled
out as a special culprit. Various governmental initiatives can
be viewed, from another perspective, as a means for imposing some
of the discipline of the proprietary model onto the hospital
industry. Those intiatives, however, may themselves have some
unintende.d consequences!

The DRC is a culmination of a number of efforts which have
as their ultimate objective the more precise description of various
kinds of hospital "products.” Each manufactured commodity or
service absorbs resources (materials, energy, labor) during its
production and, as we have sern, those resources consumed are -
reflected in the costs of production. DRG reimbursement clearly
promotes increased cost consciousness. The misleading simplicity

of the use of a t;ooogeneous "

patient day" in management and planning
will be eliminated. Episodes of illness will display varying

cost and revenue patterns. It will be easier to describe departures
from clinically appropriate care in monetary terms. Theoretically,
such a system may also provide incentives for reducing the costs of
providing service since the hospital is allowed to share in any
surplus by "splitting the difference” with the third party payer.
The thrust of such regulation is to work at the margin of per u;\lt
costs for each DRG, allowing hospitals to keep a portion of the
difference between the negotiated rate per DRG and their actual
costs (if their costs are lower) but also denying reimbursement

‘for costs exceeding the negotiated rate.



DIFFERENTIAL PROFITABILITY OF THE DIAGNOSTIC RELATED GROUP (DRG)
: <
The {dea of regulating hospitals by DRG reimbursement rates,

however, has its own serious conceptual flaw: some DRG's are quite

simply more profitable than others. Certainly, hospitals may attempt

to reduce fixed or variable costs within any DRG in order to qualify
for their "bonus.” Such behavior would stimulate hospital efficiency -
at least until all the "fat" was removed from the cost profile of
each DRG, J3ut there is another strategy for the hospital to follow,
and that is to change the "product mix" by substituting more profit-
able DRG's for less profitable ones. This means of income maxi-

. mizing behavior would be one of the unxntendka conscquences of reg-
ulation by DRG, a kind of fatrogenic regulatory effect.

Bow can the differential profitability of the diagnoses be
demonstrated? 'l't.ble 1 1llustrates the nature of the relationships
among length of stay (LOS), average ancillary charges (AAC), average
routine charges (ARC), average total charges (ATC) and a measure of
service intensfity (AAC/LOS) for 22 selected disgnoses. While this
table represents the average experience of 40 hoq-»iul-. note that
for any single hospital, each diasgnostic group varies along two major
dimensions: LOS and AAC/LOS. The state of tha art of wedicine and
the physfologic rationale fnvolved in the diagnostic and therayeutic
decisions of the physician define an expected LOS and an expected
service intensity (AAC/LOS). From another perspective, however,
these clinical parameters also establish certain relationships

betwveen the costs of treating the patieat and the amount of revenue
¢
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generated for the hospital by each diagnostic group.
In order to illustrate the profitability of various diagnoses,
the foll;uing assumptions are made about the nature of the relation-
ship of the charges profiled in Table 1 and coste for a hypothetical
hospital:.
1. average routine costs are 75X of average routine charges (ARC)
2. average ancillary costs are 50X of average ancillary charges (AAC)
3. there 18 a fixed cost per admission of $500,
These three assumptions are consistent with the literature on hospital
costing and—nf‘lect,the consensus that the proportion of fixed to
total costs ranges from 301 to 80%.%5 The important point here
is that the ratio of costs to charges within any single hospital
can be calculated with some precision. Therefore, while these rela-
tionships will differ from hospital to hospitsl, the relative profit-
ability of iny diagnostic proup within any single hospital can be
measured.
From Table 1;-ve ses that diagnosis 250.0 ( Diabetes ) has
an _AAC of $629, ATC of $1758, a 10S of 9.4 days and an AAC/LOS of .
$67. We will depart from the table of actual charges and use an
ARC figure whith was calculated for a hypothetical single hospital
witk an average routine cost per day of $88, or an ARC of $1103 R
(3$117.33 x 9.4 and rounded to the nearest dollar) for diagnosis
250.0. As mentioned previously, Table 1 represeats the average
experience of 40 hospitals, therefore, the ARC vary to some degres

from diagnosis to disgnosis. Tor any single hospital, however, ARC



Table 1 - Actual A ge Charge Comp for 22 Selected Diagnoses*

Average Ancillary

Length of Average Ancillary Charges divided by Average Total Average Routine
Diagnostic Stay Charges Length of Stay Charges Charges
group (LoS) (AAC) (AAC/LOS) (ATC) (ARC)
650.0 3.27 720 . 220 1094 384
413.9 8.18 874 107 2055 1176
414.0 9,35 1621 ' 173 3014 1393
.411.8 9.74 924 95 2324 1400
626.2 4.12 659 160 1137 478
626.8 3.14 559 178 937 378
697.7 6.83 1399 205 2235 836
474.0 1.88 403 214 T 649 246
474.1 1.73 408 236 652 244
474.9 1.80 366 203 598 232
550.9 4.84 625 < 129 1200 575
722,17 10.92 833 76 2104 1276
vas.2 2.72 560 206 890 329
218.9 . 1.61 1123 148 , 2065 * 908
410.9 13.80 1269 92 3463 2195
250.0 9.40 629 67 1758 129
618.1 3.10 995 : 123 1952 ey
574.1 10.08 1254 124 2421 1167
470.0 3.02 620 - 205 1006 386
592.0 6.9 876 126 s 843
592.1 .24 606 116 ' 1192 se6
540.0 5.51, 736 134 1394 603

& frwrar Marviand Rlus Cross. Inc.

161
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per diagnosis will be quite similar, differing only with the variation

of the use of special care units (ICU,CCU) by diagnosis. The following --
calculations also assume that ancillary charges and costs are
incurred on s daily basis equal to AAC + LOS; that {s, ancillary
services are distributed equally with respect to each day of hospital
stay. Of course, ancillary services utilization will actually differ
from diagnosis to diagnosis but would be expected to follow a

"decay" pattern with more ancillary services provided in the first
fev days after admission and fewer ancillary services provided in
‘the days prior to discharge.® We will also assume for purposes of
the following calcuations that the fixed co;t of $500 is incurred

on the first day of hospitslization.

Based upon what we know to be relatfonships between the various
conponents of hé;bital charges for diagnosis 250.0 and the various
assumptions ve have made about the relationships between costs and
charges within our hypothetical hospital, we can describe the dynamics
of charging, costing and 10S in financial terms. Figure 3 is an
1llustration of these relationships - a profitlbiltty analysis of
diagnosis 250.0.

At the end of the first day, our hypothetical patient has
{ncurred total costs of $622; a $500 fixed cost assigned to the first
day of hospitalization, $34 in ancillary costs (501 of AAC#LOS and
rrunded to the nearest dollar), and $88 in routine costs (75% of
ARC+LOS and rounded to the nearest dollar), The hospital would

receive a total of §194 {n charges for that first day; $67 for -
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AACHLOS plus $117 for ARCiLOS, For each additional day of stay,
charges will exceed costs by $§62. This measure of marginal income
(MI) represents the daily difference between combined routine and
ancillary costs and charges. From a financial perspective, marginal
incoxe within a single hospital varies directly by diagnosis primarily
as a function of service intensity, or ancillary costs per day. It
is possible, therefore, to calculate a break-even point (BEP) defined
in both LOS days and total costs/charges dollars for each diagnosis.
At this break-even point, costs and charges are equal, For @iagnosis
250.0, the break-even point comes at 8.1 days of stay. Since the
average LOS for this diasgnosis 9.4 days, we will assume this to be
the upper limit for the hospital's utilizat{on experience. Therefore,
the profitability potential (PP) for each admission in disgnosis
250.0 at our hypothetical hospital is 1.3 days (BEP-ALOS) x $62
(marginal iﬁcome) and rounded to the nearest dollar, or $81. The
profit potential per day (PPPD), or PP:LOS, is $8.62. (Figure 2
f1lustrates the cost and charge dynamics, the BEP, the average LOS
and the profitability potential for diagnosis 250.0)

In order to demonstrate the wide wvariability in profit potential
represented by different diagnostic groups, note the different
pattern of costs and charges represented by diagnosis 414.0
(Isch. H.D. ) with an almost identical LOS (9.35 days) to that of
diagnosis 250.0. The service intensity for 414.0 is high for a
diagnosis with a relatively long LOS. The marginal income is

$115 per day. The BEP is 4.3 days, the PP is $581 and the PPPD is
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FIGURE 2 - PROFITABILITY GRAPH FCR Dx. 250.0
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$61.13. (Figure 3 illustrates the cost ind charge dynamics, the BEP,
the average LOS and the profitability potential for-diagnosis 414,0)

Table 2 1s a summary of these various relationships for our 22
selected diagnoses calculated under the assumptions related to a
hypothetical hospital. Note that a number of the diagnoses have
BEP's which are longer than the average LOS. In this context, those
disgnoses would be considered as units of service generating a
deficit, Note that, in the example, defficit diagnoses tend to
exhibit high intensity and relatively high marginal incomes but also
short average LOS. Highly profitable disgnoses tend to be character-
ized Ly a 10S of 7 days or more and a moderately high marginal
income. Short stay admissions tend to have another -financlal dis-
ad\ux;tage since there is a greater likelihood that raptd‘turnover
admissions will result in a higher frequency of empty beds attri-
buted to discharge/admission coordination.

Hospital reimbursement mechanisms based upon average charges
for diagnostic group, therefore, will provide financial incentives
for hospitals to:

) 1. favor highly profitable diagnoses to less profitable
.ones;
2. especially in periods of low occupancy, prefer an empty
bed to a deficit producing bed-day;
3, extend, whenever possible, the LOS for diagnoses with
high marginal incomes; and
&, especially in periods of high occupancy, reduce the LOS

for dfagnoses with low marginal incomes.
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FIGRE 3 - PROFTTABILITY CRAPH FOR Dx. 414.0
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Table 2 ~ For 22 Selected Diagnoses, Average LOS, Break-Even Points, Marginal

Incomes, Total and Per Diem Profitabilicy Potential

Diagnosis

650.0
413.9
414.0
411.8
626.2
626.8
697.7
474.0
474.1
474.9
£50.9
722.1
v25.2
218.9
410.9
250.0
618.1
574.1
470.0
392.0 1
592.1
540.9

(O)) ($) (O]
Marginal Profitability Profitability
(days) (days) income Potential Potential Per Day
Av.LOS BEP (M) (PP) {PPPD)
3.27 3.6 139 47+ (12.77)
8.18 6.1 82 121 20.90
9.35 4.3 115 581 62.14
9.74 6.6 76 239 24,54
4.12 4.6 109 (52) (12.62)
3.14 4.2 118 (125) (39.81)
6.83 3.8 130 390 57.10
1.88 3.7 136 (247) (131.38)
1.73 3.4 147 (245) (141.62)
1.80 3.8 131 (262) (145,55)
4.84 5.3 94 (4i) (9.71) -
10.92 7.5 67 229 20.97
2.72 3.8 132 (145) (53.31)
7.61 4.9 103 279 36.66
13.80 6.7 75 532 38.55
9.40 8.1 62 81 8.62
8.10 5.5 91 237 29.26
10.08 5.5 91 417 41.37
3.02 3.8 132 (103) ) (34.10)
6.94 5.4 92 142 20.46
5.24 5.7 87 40) (7.63)
'S.Sl 5.2 96 30 5.44

#* () show a deficit
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Such a set of income maximizing strategies would, of course, repre-
seat the best traditions of proprietary managerial discipline!
ébNCLUSION

The era of tﬂe negotiated surplus in the hospital industry was
a reflection of the assumption that each dollar spent on medical
care was a dollar well spent, Clearly, those days of innocence and
naiveté have been replaced by a legitimate concern about acceler-
ating costs and the need to monitor the efficiency with which hospitals
render services. Recent efforts at regulation, however, have revealed
serious limitations in the ability to nedtatg the often i{nconsistent
pressures placed upon the hospital by its dual identity. On the
one hand, the hospital must serve the needs of {ts various consti-
tuencies; that 1s, the patients it treats; the students Lt trains,
the researchers who use it as a laboratory and the employees who
depend upon its existence. From this point of view, the hospital
serves a number of social, professional and scientific objectives.
On the other hand, the hospital is also very much an economic entity
seeking to increase its fiq?ncial stabilicy ;hd fmprove its ability
to survive a changing financial eanvironment.

Recent regulation has failed to recognize this dual nature of
the hospital organization, encouraging instead the simple idea that
efforts to control the financial environment of the hospital would
have little or no effect on fts ability to achieve its various
objectives. This simplistic notion of hospital regulation 1is patently

absurd, of coursc, but nonetheless seductive to those politicians
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and officials who seek to measure the "success” of such regulation
by merely tracing the gross patterns of state and national hospital
expenditures over time.

This analysis has demonstrated the potential of a regulatory
device for providing financial incentives for distorting the legi-~
timate practice of medical art and science. Such potential dis-
tortions can be avoided by recognizing that clinical and financial
considerations are (nterdependeﬁt, and that attempts to influence
changes in one area will be invariably accompanied by changes in the
other. Such interdependence ought not to be a source of regret,

_ but rather should be viewed as an objective fact of organizational
1life. Hospitals are sacred places where modern miracles occur

and vhere the state of the art and science of medicine is advanced.
Hospitals are also crass economic entities where millions of
dollars are exchanged for services rendered. There is yet a great
deal to D2 learned about the fnterface of these two natures of
bhospital operations. Many of the important questions of quality
assurance and cost containment hinge on our ability to under-
stand the delicate balance of clinical and financial influence on
the medical care process. Regulation based upon the simplistic
notion that the discipline of proprietary management can be trans-
ferred directly to medical care without thoughtful modification is

merely a hoax.
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HEALTH INSURANCE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA
CHICAGO + NEW YORK =+ WASHINGTON

Chicago Office

LECAL DEPARTMENT 332 Sewth Michigan Avenus

Joe W. Peel, Generol Counsel Chicege, lllineis 60604
August 4, 1981 (313) 3220800
. No. 1-81
TO: HOLDERS OF THE HIAA DIGEST OF LAWS AND REGULATIONS

SUBJECT: LEGISLATIVE AND REGULATORY REFERENCE CHARTS RELATING
TO HEALTH INSURANCE

In July 1980 you received charts on individual state requirements for mandatory
benefits, mandatory availability, and other related matters. An update of those
charts is attached. In addition, a new chart on miscellaneous mandated benefits
is included. Please discard the previous charts and replace them in your binder
with the following: . .
Alcoholism

Allied Practitioners

Claims Settlement Practices

Continuation and Conversion

Discrimination

Drug Addiction

Group Replacement and Discontinuance
Handicapped Children

Home Health Care

Loss Ratio Requirements

Maternity and Complications of Pregnancy

Mental Illness

Newborn Children

Social Security Offsets -
Surgical Centers

Uniform Claim Forms

Miscellaneous Mandated Benefits

These charts are intended to augment the Digest material in a readily usable form.
You will want to check the citations in order to have a complete understanding of
the details of the requirements.

The charts were compiled by staff for quick reference purposes, and every effort
has been made to assure the accuracy of the information. There may be some in-
accuracies due to rapid changes which have taken place in the Legislatures and
Insurance Departments. When you refer to them, we will appreciate it if you will
call to our attention any errors or omissions. We will plan to send out updated
copies from time to time in order to keep them as accurate as possible.

Cordially,

JWP:iq Joe W, P§e1
Attachment
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ALCOHOLISM
- 7-81

Comments

Alabama

§27-20A-0)
et seq.

1719779

Grp., blanket, franchise,-nonprofit indemnity,
grp. -type seli-insurance and HMO K9 must
offer etective alcoholism benefit. Minimum
benefits include minimum of 30 days inpatient
treatment or its equivalent per calendar year.
Equivalency computed to equate 2 days treat-
ment in short-term residential alcoholism
treatment facility or 3 sessions of outpatient
treatment by M. D. or alcoholism treatment
facility to 1 day inpatient treatment.

Alaska

Arizona

20-841
20-934
20-1057
20-1376
20-1406

1/1/80

If K provides coverage for alcoholism, drug
abuse or psychiatric services, reimbursement
shall be made whether covered service rendered
in general hospital or psychiatric special hos-
_pital. Applles to Ks delivered on or after
1/1/80 and to existing grp. policies thereafter
on renewal, anniversary date or expiration of
collective bargaining agreement.

‘rkansas

California

§10123.6

1/1/79

Grp. medical expense insurers must offer
alcoholism coverage as may be agreed upon
between insurer & policyholder. The availa-
bility of such coverage must be communicated
to all grp. & prospective grp. policyholders.
Same requirement for health care service &
hospital service plans.

Colorado

§10-8-301

1/1776

Grp. must offer 45 days inpatient and $500
outpatient; coinsurance up to 50%. Each day
of confinement shall reduce days covered
under policy for illness & for minimum mental
illness coverage.

Connecticut

38-262b

| PA77-237
{(Laws '77)

5/10/74

10/1/77

Grp. hospital or med. expense Ks must include
same coverage for hospital ¢onfinement as for
any other disease; minimum of 45 days in
“'treatment facilities".

Grp. Ks must be offered providing outpatient
benefits. -

Delaware

Florida

§627.669

1/1/80

Grp. health insurers shall make available, if
req. by policyholder, specified ievel of benefits
for necessary care and treatment of alcoholics --

optional coverage,
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ALCOHO ;ﬂi{d

Comments

Florida
{Cont'd)

Policyholder may select alternate levels of {
benefits & grp. must have at least 25 eligible
employees, 75% of which must enroll. Basi:
benefit defined as intensive treatment pro-
gram for treatment of alcoholism with minimum
lifetime benefit of $2, 000, allowable maximum
of 44 outpatient visits, and outpatient visit
benefits not to exceed $25. Does not apply to
ind'l, short-term travel, accident only, limited
or specified disease, ind'l conversion or poli-
cies issued to persons eligible for Medicare.

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Llinois

§367(10)

10/1/73

Grp. policy with in-hospital coverage for sick-
nesses cannot exclude treatment of alcoholism
from such coverage. Does not apply to a policy
covering specified sicknesses only.

Indiana

Jowa

Kansas

KSA 40-¢,
105

7/1/78

Unless refused in writing, grp. insurers must
provide coverage for treatment of alcoholism,
drug abuse or nervous or mental conditions
for no less than 30 days per year in licensed
hospital or facility & outpatient benefits
limited to not less than 100% of first $100

& 80% of next $500 in any year.

Kentucky

304.32. IS8
304.38.197

304.18.130:
. 140; . 160

1/1/79

7/15/80

Grp. Ks providing major med. or outpatient
benefits must offer option to purchase mini-
mum benefits for alcoholism emergency
detoxification, residential or outpatient
treatment. Treatment in acute care hospitals
licensed by state and accredited by hospital
commission shall be treated by all health
care carriers as any other disease covered
in Ks. Also applies to grp. Ks issued by
nonprofit hospital, medical-surgical or
health service corporations or HMOs.
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Louisiana

T. 22,
§215.5

/1175

Grp., blanket & franchise policies must
offer coverage - no benefits defined.

Maine

Maryland

48A,§490F

7/1/81

Grp. expense incurred Ks & nonprofit
health service plans, must provide
minimum benefits for alcoholism treatment
in calendar/policy year; to include 7 days
emergency care, 30 days in type C or

D facility; 30 days outpatient group
major medical policies providing hospital/
medical care must provide benefits equal
to at least 1/2 those required, Overall
benefits may be limited to 120 days or
visits combined in covered person's life-
time and maximum outpatient benefit in
calendar or benefit period may be limited
to $1,000.

Massachusetts

C. 175
§110(H)

11176

Blanket & grp. Ks must provide as minimum
benefits: a) inpatient hospitalization bene-
fits of 30 days in any calendar year; b)
outpatient benefits of a maximum of $500
over a l2-month benefit perlod.

Michigan

500. 3425

500. 3609

1/1/82

1/1/82

Ind'l & grp. expense incurred policies

shall provide coverage for intermediate &
outpatient care for substance abuse.
Minimum of $1,500 in benefits per individual
per year with minimum adjusted annually
with increase or decrease in CPl for pre-
ceding year. If premium would be increased
3% or more because of coverage, insured
may decline.

Grp. policies shall offer inpatient benefits
for substance abuse as shall be agreed
upon between insurer & policyholder &

shall provide coverage for intermediate &
outpatient care as required by 500.3425.
Also_applies to Blues,

Minnesota

§62A.149

4/6118

Every grp. policy & grp. nonprofit health
service contract, upon issuance or renewal,
shall provide for payment of benefits for
treatment of alcoholism, chemical depen-
dency or drug addiction to any Minnesota
resident covered thereunder on same basis
as coverage for other benefits when treat-
ment rendered in a licensed hospital,
licensed residential treatment program
pursuant to diagnosis or recommendation
by M.D., nonresidential treatment program
approved or licensed by state. Inpatient
coverage to provide minimum of 20% total
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Minnesota
(Cont'd)

patient days, not less than 28 days per
12-month benefit period; ou(paﬂen! cav- {
erage to provide minimun of 130 hours
treatment per benefit period. Same
coverage required for individual policies

subject to insured refusal in writing.

Mississippi

83-9-27
83-9-29
83-9-30

/1475

Grp. Ks must provide benefits on same basis
as other illness up to $1,000 per year.

Missouri

§376.779

12/31/80

IndT, grp., health service corp., & sell-
insured plans providing hospital treatment
shall provide coverage for treatment of
alcoholism on same basis as other illness,
except may be limited tc 30 days in any
benefit peried.

All policies shall offer benefits for alcoholism,
chemical dependency & drug addiction which
cover (1) residential treatment, (2) non-
residential treatment. Benefits may be
limited to 80% of reasonable charges iq
maximum of $2,000 per benefit period.
Insured may reject, or elect coverage for
{1) or (2) or both.

Montana

33-22-701

10/29/19
1/1/82

lnluren & health service corps' hospital

licies must make
nvnﬂab!e benefits for care & treatment of .
mental illness, alcoholism & drug addiction {
on same basis as other benefits, except
inpatient benefits may be limited to 30
days per year; outpatient to $1,000 per
benefit period; and maximum lifetime
benefits to $10,000 or 254 of lifetime
policy limit whichever is less. Does not
apply to blanket, short term travel,
accident only, limited or specified disease,

Nebraska

L. 646
(Laws '80)

ind'l conversion or Medicare supplement Ks.
Grp. hospital service & HMO Ks which do
not provide basic coverage of 30 days .
inpatient treatment in 1 year period with

2 such periods in policy lifetime & 60 out-
patient visits in policy lifetime must so
inform applicants & insureds. Must offer
some coverage if specifically requested at
terms & conditions agreed upon between
insurer & insured, but may provide dif-
ferent or lesser benefits.

Nevada

689A.030(9) &
689A.046
689B.030(9) &
689B,036
HIAA IDB
Nev.1-75
695B.180
695C.170

11-627 0 - 83 - 14

711179

Ind'l, grp. health, HMO & hospital &
medic;l service Ks must provide opuonll
coverage for alcoholism which i

(a) if provide inpatient benefits--not leu
than 5 days room & board; (b) if provide
inpatient benefits in health care facility--
minimum of 30 days with maximum benefit
of $1,000; (c¢) if provide major medical--
outpatient treatment in health care facility
for at least 52 visits with maximum benefit
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Nevada
(Cont'd)

~ benefit of $800 provided treatment com-
mences within 7 days after completion
of inpatient treatment. Law unclear as
to whether minimum benefits are annual.
Also requires provision of "two such
episodes" of treatment plus an add'l 60
days outpatient coverage.

New Hampshire

New Jersey

17B:26-2.1
17B127-46

6/2177

Indl & grp. must provide for inpatient
& outpatient in licensed hospital, detoxi-
fication facility or state approved facility

New Mexico

same as any other sickness.

New York

North Carolina

. North Dakota

26-39-01
Dept.Bul.
No. 30

/1175

Requires 70 days inpatient; 140 days out-
patient; blanket, franchise & grp. policies
over 50 lives & which cover 70% or more of
grp.

Ohio

3923.29

1/1/719

Grp. medical expense Ks, other than acci-
dent only or specified disease, must provide
benefits for alcoholism on outpatient, inpatient
or intermediate primary care basis equal to
$500 in any 12-month period. Applies to

Ks issued or renewed after 1/1/79 & for
period ending 4 years thereafter.

Oklahoma

Oregon

743.412 &
743,557

10/4/77

Grp. Ks must provide, & ind'] Ks must pro-
vide at request of applicant, coverage not
less than $3,000 in any 24-consecutive month
period. Type of facllity may be limited.
Applies to renewal or extension of existing
Ks.

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

27-38-1

1980

10/1/80

All expense incurred policies shall provide;
inpatient--detoxification benefits not to
exceed 7 days per occurrence, with no more
than 3 such occurrences per year; rehabil-
itation services for 30 days in any 12-month
period, Outpatient--30 hours for each

ind'l under treatment & 20 hours for
remaining family members in any 12-month
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Rhode Island
{Cont'd)

period. Lifetime benefit of 90 days for
rehabilitative services. {Note: Also see
HIAA IDB Rhode Island 1-81 for Dept.
guidelines) .

South Carolina

South Dakota

58-17~30.5
58-18-7.1
58-38-11.1
.2
58-40
58-41

Any insurer providing coverage on expense
incurred basis must offer, in writing, in
policies issued or renewed after 7/1/79,
coverage for inpatient treatment of alcoholism
in licensed hospitals & residential primary
treatment facilities approved by state,
771719 carrying out program pursuant to diagnosis
& recommendation of M.D. Grp. offer to
include inpatient therapy & treatment in
approved inpatient alcoholism treatment
facility, Grp. benefit level on same basis
as other benefits but need not exceed 30

.| days care in any 6-month period & care per
recipient need not exceed 90 days during
life of K. Does not apply to grp. accident
only, limited or specified disease policies.

Tennessee

56-7-1003
1004

Unless specifically excluded, ind'l, franchise,
blanket or grp. Ks must provide benefits for
psychiatric disorders, mental or nervous
conditions, alcoholism, drug dependence or
medical complications of mental illness or
mental retardation. Benefits not defined
771174 but must be provided for services rendered
in health facility licensed in state as hospital
accredited by Jt. Com. of Accreditation of
Haspitals or facility owned or operated by
state which is especially intended for
diagnosis, care & treatment of psychiatric,
mental or nervous disorders.

Grp. hospital, medical or major medical Ks
shall make available outpatient benefits in
community mental health centers which shall
include minimum of 30 outpatient visits per
year & deductibles & coinsurance not less
7/1/80 favorable than illness generally. Benefits
shall be part of policy unless policyholder
rejects in writing. If K provides inpatient
benefits, shall include community mental
health centers with inpatient care facilities.

Texas

Utah

H. 257
(Laws '81)
§31-2012

Grp. policies shall contain optional rider
5/12/81 which provides coverage for alcoholism
treatment or detoxification in licensed

facilities or accredited inpatient hospitals.
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ALCOHOLI1SM
—— 7-81
Effective
Citation Date - Comments

Vermont

Ind'l & grp. policies shall include benefits
for drug & alcohol rehabilitation & treatment
in the 30-day period of coverage of inpatient
care specified for mental, emotional or
nervous disorders. Level of coverage for
38.1-348.7 711179 benefits for drug & alcohol rehabilitation
Virginia only may be different provided such benefits
cover reasonable cost for necessary services
& may be limited to 90 days active inpatient
treatment in covered person’s lifetime.
Grp. Ks shall offer as option alcoholism or
-1- drug treatment benefits same as illness with
38-1-348.8 LRLL minimum benefits 45 days in alcoholism or
drug treatment facility or intermediate
facility, 45 sessions of outpatient 1nd'l.
grp. or family counseling.

::'gi'igg Grp. policies must provide alcoholism
Washington 45'21'180 /1174 coverage in licensed treatment centers.
48:212190 Benefits not defined. 4
West Virginia
Wisconsin | e32.89 91174 Grp. Ks must include up to 30 days inpatient;

outpatient up to $500.

Wyoming
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ALLIED PRACTITIONERS

7-81
Effective
Citation Date C ts
. Chiropractor; right of insured to select
§27-1-10 11/1475 practitioner of healing arts
§27-1-11 10/19175 Dentists; dental hygienists
Alabama 27-1-15 8/23/7  |Podiatrists
§27-19-39 10/1/67 Optometrists in policies covering visual
- . service.
Alaska 21.89.040 5126176 Optometrists
§20-1376 1968 Podiatrist, optometrist or physician &
Arizona §20-1406 surgeon skilled in eye care, dentists
§20-841 1977 .
“§66-3212 273l [ Chiropractors; osteopaths
§66-3212.2 7/19/71 Optometrist
§66-3212.4 719175 Podiatrist
Arkansas §66-3212.6 779175 Peychologist
§66-3212(12) 5/17/81 -{Dentists
7/20/79* *Incjudes out-of-state grp. Ks
1959-69 Chiropractors, dentists, podiatrists, dis-
§10176 1/1/79* pensing opticians, psychologists, optom-
etrists, occupational therapists®, speech
B pathologists & audiologists (optional)*
. .lifornia §10127.5 /1N Clinical social worker, orthomolecular
1/1/80 medicine (optional)~-group only
§10176, Marriage, family & child counselors upon
§10177, 1/1/81 referral of physician or surgeon
§11512.8
. Osteopaths, chiropractors, podiatrists,
Colorado §10-8-103(3a) 1975 dentis‘:.s, psychologists, optometrists
75-117 1071775 Optometrists
§38-174h 10/1775 Dentists included in definition of physician
Connecticut §38-174d 10/1/75 Psychologists - group medical expense only
§38-174d(e) Social worker with master's degree if under
supervision of psychiatrist & rendered in -
child guidance clinic
T. 248516 6727778 [ Podiatrists
Delaware §717 10/11/63 Chiropractors
§2101 5/1/63 Optometrists
District of Act 1-86 10/7/75 | Optometrists, Psychologists
Columbia P » TeY g
Dentists included in definition of physician
Florida §627.419 10/1/74 Podiatrists; optometrists; osteopaths;
chiropractor (optional)
(fa‘:‘;‘éb) 211776 Optometrists
« orgia §56-3016 1974 Dentists
§56-3110 1974 Psychologists
§56-3111 1975 Podiatrists .
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ALLIED PRACTITIONERS
7-81

Effective
Citation Date Comments
Georgia 356-2445
(Cont'd) g:g-g:ﬁl 7/1/80 Applied Psychologists, chiropractors
Hawali §431-450 1967 Optometrists
§431-499 1974 Dentists
Idaho Ch. 21 1967 Podiatrists, optometrist
§41-2103 » Optometrists
364 8/5/69 Dentists
370b 9/19/6% Osteopaths, chiropractors
Illinois 370c 71077 Psychologists
364.1 1/1/80 Optometrists if optometric services covered
in K
. Ch. 6 . Dentists, podiatrists, osteopaths,
Indiana §27-8-6-1 2nsin chiropractors, optometrists
H. 2537 Chi
lowa (Laws 80) ropractors - if services not covered,
tline of coverage must so state
§514D.5(4) (e} | 7/1/80 ou
40-2,100 7/1773 Optometrists, dentists, podiatrists
Kansas 40-2,101 7/1/73 Chiropractors
40-2,104 7/1/74 Psychologists
§304.17.305 1972 Optometrists, osteopaths
. §304.17.315 1976 Dentists
Kentucky §304.17-305
§304.18-095 7/15/80 Chlropractors make available & offer
§304. 32-157
§22.662 1972 Podiatrists
§22-664 1972 Optometrists
§22-213.1 1974 Dentists,
"~ Louisiana §22-665 1974 * Psychologists
§22-668 1975 Chiropractors
§22-213.2 1977 Social worker supervised by M.D.
(optional in group only)
24-A, 2744 /1175 Psychologists--does not require coverage
(ind) of psychologist by any plan, but if there
10/1/75 is coverage, insured can choose any
(grp) psychologist or physician
Maine 24-A, 2437 10/1/75 Dentist included in definition of physician
24-A, 2840 1/1/80 Chiropractor--grp. policies shall offer to
grps. of 50 or more members
Art. 48A
470A, 477F Optometrists
489 Chiropractor
490 1974 Podiatrist .
490-1/2 Podiatrist, Dentist
490A Psychologist
M 490A-1 77117% Health care provider (not defined)
aryland 354N, 470M
I77R: 490A:2 YAl Nurse midwife
i’?;g" i79-0 7/1/80 Nurse practitioner--must offer
ot L IR TV Social worker
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ALLIED PRACTITIONLR®

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
1758 110(1) 974175 Podiatrists--grp. & blanket policles
17541088 7/{21/75 Dentist included in def. of physician
Massachusetts 1759110(F) Optometrists .
175§47B 1/1/76 Psychologist, psychotherapist--in outpatient
mental iliness coverage
§500.2243 7123765 Optometrists (grp. only)
Michigan §500. 3475 11/15/68 | Chiropractor, podiatrist, consulting
psychologist
$62A.03 871774 Osteopath, optometrist, chiropractor (irnd.)
§62A.043 8/1/76 Dentists, podiatrists
Minnesota §62A.15 8/1/73:76 | Chiropractors, optometrists (grp.) .
§62A.152 8/1175 Consulting psychologist; psychiatrist {(grp.)
$33-41-203 1966 Optometrists
§83-41-209 71174 Dentists
Mississippi §83-41-211 71174 Psychologists
§83-41-213 711179 Nurse practitioners
?L‘.i?,w) 4/24/80 Chiropractors
| Surgemn, optometrist, chiropractor, dentlst,
§375.936(11) ) ‘! pharmacist, pharmacy, podiatrist--unfair
Missouri discrimination to limit freedom of choice
Psychologists--in policies offering mental
§376.381(3) 1980 illness outpatient benefits, unless rejected
by policyholder
. Osteopaths, chiropractors, podiatrists,
ntana §33-22-111 1971 optometrists, clinical psychologists, pharmacists,
10/1/81 dentists N
£4-313 8724175 Osteopaths, chiropractors, podiatrists,
Nebrasks dentists, optometrists, psychologists
44-513.01 7112174 Psychologists
Osteopaths, chiropractors, podiatrists,
Nevad Ch.689A.380 1975 dentists, optometrists, those who practice
evada 1179 Orier;:d medicine
1 Psyc oIaE!sts
FAI5:S(ANTE) B7Z3769 Usteopaths, chiropractors, podiatrists,
§415:18V1 optometrists
New Hampshire §415:18-a 614176 Psychiatrists, psychologists, licensed
pastoral counselor (grp.)
§415:5(A)(9) 1975 Dentists
178:26~2¢,
ek f 675175 Optometrists, psychologists, chiropractors
17B:27-50 12723473 Psychologists
New Jersey 17B:27-51 1971 Optometrists
17B:51.1 615115 Chiropractors
17B:26-44.1 & R
17B:27-51.8 7/19/79 Dentists
§59-18-19 6715773 Chiropractors, dentists, osteopaths
New Mexico *12/33177 optometrists, podiatrists, psychologists®
741179 nurse midwives
164-7-a,b, Optometrists, podiatrists, dentists,
c,d,} psychiatrists or psychologists in polities .
oW York covering mental, nervous or emotional

disorders, physical therapists in outpatient

coverage (ind.)
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ALLIED PRACTITIONERS

. 7-81
Effective
Catation Date 7 Comments
§221.5 Optometrists {grp.
?é:n;{,:’;k §162 & 253 1/1/78 Social workers inpgrp policies covering
mental disorders
§58-260 1965;69; Chiropractors, podiatriais, dentists -
North Carolina RN optometrists, psychologists
§58-259.2 1973 Registered nurses
$25-03.99.1 Prohibition against inhibiting free cholce
of physician
North Dakota Ch.26-03.1 - Availability, at option of insured, coverage
04.1 711479 for chiropractic services (grp.)
Ch. 26-27
- §35323.23 Osteopaths, optometrists, chiropractors,
podiatrists
Ohio §3923,231 Psychologists
§3923,232 Dentists
TI1180% *also applies to out-of-state group policies
if "subject to jurisdiction of this state"
Title 36 .
§3634 Podiatrists; psychologists
§4404B Psychologists
Oklahoma §6051 Optometrists
§6055 Right of insured to select practitioner
of healing arts
Title 56
§743,123 1/1176 Psychologists
§743.117 9/13/67 Optometrists
Oregon Initiative 5 111180 Denturists in Ks covering dental health
§743.052 1971 Dentists for surgical services if policy
covers such service
§743.124 1979 Nurse practitioners
C.5 Art.IX31 Osteopaths, dentists, Hropractors.
(40PS§1511) 8/12/71 podiatrists
Act 16 Psychologists in Ks provnding reimbursement
Pennsylvania {Laws '78) June '78 for psychologically necessary services
P.A. 72 § 6/22(78 Physical therapists
C.5 Art.IX§2
(40PS5§2102) Optometrists
Ve1-18-25 1968 Persorl\s Ticensed under Chs. 30, 36, 37
in Title 5 - General Laws
Rhode Island Act 16 6/18/78 | Psychologists
(Laws '78)
38-35-90 5772 Podiatrists
South Carolina 3/21/80 Qral surgeons
38-35-445 1/22/80 Chiropractors-~shal) offer as option
§58-17-53 1966 Optometrists
§58-17-54 1970 QOsteopaths, dentists, optometrists,
South Dakota chiropractors, podiatrists
§58-17-54 201180 Physiclan's assistants, nurse practitioners,
§53-38-2 midwives
T 56~7-108 1974 Optometrists, clinical psychologists
ennessee 56-7-1002 1574 Dentists (ind.)
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ALLIED PRACTITIONERS

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Article Osteopaths, chiropractors, podiatrists,
3.70-2B dentists, optometrists

Texas 21.35A 8/29/77 Psychologist services--grp.

21.52 8729177 Podiatrists, chiropractors, dentists,
N 8/27/79 optometrists
§31-20-3 1968 Optonmetrists (grp.)

Utah §31-27-24 5/24/75 Psychologists, dentists, optometrists,
podiatrists, chiropractors, social workers
or other practitioner of healing arts

Bul. 79-3 5/8/79 Nurse midwives
. Vermont
38.1-347.1 1968 Chiropractors, optometrists, opticians,
Virgints 1973 psychologists, podiatrists, chiropodists;
1979 clinical socfal workers--must offer coverage
38.1-348.5 1968 Dentists
48.20,390 1963 Podiatrists
48.20.410 1965 Optometrists
48.20,411 1973 Registered nurses
Washington 48.20.412 1971 Chiropractors
48,20.414 1971 Psychologists
48.20.416 1974 Dentists
+ st Virginia §33-6-30 7112173 f::;;‘:{:;;‘&"' dentists, podiatrists,
§628.33 6/16/74 Chiropractors
§632.887 6/30/76 Health care professional--may not refuse
Wisconsin payment unless K clearly excludes services
of such practitioner
26-25-10T 1971 Reimbursement not denied if covered ser-~
Wyomin vices rendered by person licensed to treat
¥ g the illness or disability or perform the
service
-26-13-109(c) 1971 Dentists
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CLAIMS SETTLEMENT PRACTICES

7-81

The following states have legislated or regulated claim settlement practices:

Alabama
Alaska
Aritona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of
Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Rawali
Idaho
Ilinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi

Secc, 27-12-24
Sec. 21.36.125

Sec. 66-3005(9)

0

Sec. 790.03

Sec. 10-3-1104(h)

Missouri
Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

Ch. 676, Sec. 38-61(4)

18 Sec. 2304(16)
Reg. 26

Sec. 626.9541(9)

Sec. 431- 647
Ch. 13, Sec. 41-1329

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohjo
Oklahoma

Sec., 154.6 (Sec. 766.6)

Rule 9.19

Sec. 507B.4(9)
Sec. 40-2404(9)
Reg. 40-1-34

304.3-200(b)
22:657
24-A §2825

Ch. 176D Sec. 3(9)
500. 2006 &
500. 2026

72A.20(12)

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

375.936(10)
190-10.060

33-18-201

Sec.
Reg.

Sec.

Sec. 44-1525(9)
Rule 20_
686A.310
M-9 :

Sec.
Reg.

417:4.XV
M-10

Sec.
Reg.

17:29B~-4(9)
17B:30-13.1

59-11-13(1)
Sec, 40d
Reg. 64, Part 216 -

Sec., 58-54.4(11)
4NCAC.0319

Sec., 26-06-08 &
Sec. 26-30-04.9

Rule 3901-1-07

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

§4505
Sec. 746.230

Ch. 5, Sec. 5(10)

Reg. Ch. 146, Subrh. A

Rule 69-19
Reg. R2-75

Art. 21.21-2
Order No. 27085

T. 8, Sec. 4724(9)
Reg. 79-2
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CONTINUATION AND CONVERSION
7-81

Comments

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

§66-3712 -
3715 .

Reg. 19

7/20/79

Continuation of coverage for 120 days after
termination If employee requests in writing
within 7 days of termination, unleas policy
provides otherwise.

Dependent spouse ineligible for continuation
due to change in marital status eligible to
convert to ind'l policies subject to conditions
of grp. policy dealing with conveulon
privileges. Includes Blues.

b alifornia

10126
11512.6

10116

T. 10
§2560. 3(t)

1/1/76

1961

1/1175

Employee grp. hospital, medical & surgical
policies which provide for conversion on
termination of employment shall also pro-
vide conversion to spouse on termination
of marriage or death of employee. Applies
to renewals. Includes Blues.

Requires continuation of grp. coverage
during labor disputes.

Insurer may not refuse to continue cuv-
erage on spouse or ex-spouse while
continuing coverage for other spouse
following separation or dissolution of
married couple previously covered under

family or household K.

Colorado

10-8-116(3)

1/1/76

Based on NAIC Model Conversion Bill
without the rate & loss ratio limitations.

Connecticut

38-374(b)
38-2624

6/9/76

Grp. hospital, medical & surgical must
provide election for 39 weeks continuation
to any covered person upon termination for
any reason. Reguires 31-day notice to
elect continuation & payment of premium.

Delaware

. Tlorida

§627.6675

§627. 646

1/1/79

Similar 16 NAIC model Bill, except confains
no rate or loss ratio restrictions, applicable
to both grp. & ind'l. Conversion from
ind'l policy. Includes Blues.
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CONTINUATION AND CONVERSION
7-81
Elfective
Date Comments

Georgia

56-3004.1
56-3102.1

Ind'l/grp. policies maymot terminate coverag.
711780 to spouse of insured solely as result of
marital break.

Hawalii

A

l1daho

41-2213

7/1/18 Extension of benefits for dismemberment
loss.

Nlinois

73-356d

73-367e(A) (8)

73-367e

Ind'l & grp. Ks may not provide for termina-
tion of coverage for dependent spouse upon
10/1/75 termination of marriage except by valid
divorce decree. Ks must provide conversion
right to such terminated spouse.

On death of insured, grp. health coverage
91771 for dependents continues for 90 days.
Effective 10/1/77. Includes Blues. "

Grp. conversion based on NAIC model bill
2/116 without rate & loss ratio limitations.

Includes Blues.

Indiana

Iowa

509.3.4

8/15/75 Grp. Ks must provide conversion to ""benefits
similar' to those of the grp. K.

Kansas

KSA
40-2209
40-1802
40-1905

40-2209(D)

Substantially NAIC model bill with provision
of 6-month continuation of existing grp.
coverage. Premium for converted policy
issued pursuant to period of continued cov-
7/1/78 erage shall be expected to produce anticipated
loss ratio of not less than 80%. If grp. policy
terminated & not replaced, converted policies
may be issued at self-sustaining rates not
unreasonable in relation to coverage.

Employee or member not entitled to
continuation or conversion under grp.

policy If termination of coverage occurred
because employee/member is or could be

1980 covered by Medicare or any other insured

or noninsured grp. hospital, medical,

surgical plan.. If grp. policy not replaced
after termination of policy, conversion may

be issued in lieu of right to continue grp.
coverage at option of either employee or
insurer.
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CONTINUATION AND CONV ER%!ON
-81

Cotnments

Kentucky ~

304.18-110
304.32-151 &
152

1/1/175
7/15/80

Grp. policies to provide continuation of
coverage for earliest of a) § months after
grp. coverage would otherwise terminate,
b) failure to pay premium, ¢) date policy
terminated & not replaced within 31 days.
Conversion shall be made available following
period of continuation to employee or any
covered spouse and dependents upon death
or divorce of employee. Conversion cov-
erage to provide substantlally similar bene-
fits as original policy, including option to
continue maternity coverage if provided
under grp. policy.

Louisiana

Maine

Miryland

477K
354T

477N
354K

1/1/78
1/1/19

7/1/77

Grp. conversion required to coverages as
may be required by Commissioner. Applies
to grp. hospital, surgical or major medical
expense incurred policies other than specific
disease or accidental injuries only. Con-
tinuation of grp. coverage may be required
for period not to exceed 6 months.

Spouse conversion privilege at term. of mar-
riage or death of insured,if policy provides
insured conversion rights. Includes Blues.

Massachusetts

Ch. 175
§1i0g
176A§8D
17
smpey
§llod

10/2/76

1/1/68

Grp. Ks on contributory basis must provide
continuation of coverage to employee, spouse
& dependents for 39 weeks upon involuntary
layoff or death.

Grp. Ks must provide 31 days continuation
upon leaving the grp.

Michigan

Minnesota

62A. 146

62A.148

.8/1/73

8/1/13

Grp. Ks must continue coverage upon death
of employee for 1 year for covered survivors.

No employer or insurer may terminate grp.
coverage or restrict participation as to
covered employee solely because of absence
due to total disability.



Citation

218

Effective
Date

CONT/NUATION AND CONVERSION
7-81

Comments

Minnesota
(Cont'd)

62A.17
subd. 1-5

62A.17
subd, 6.

62E. 16

624,21
62C.146

8/1/73

6/3/77

8/1/77

7/20/17

No employer providing coverage for employ-/
ees & dependents shall terriinate, suspend
or otherwise restrict parti:ipation in or
receipt of benefits under such policy or plan
to a covered survivor within 1 year of the
covered employee's death. Such survivor ’
is réquired to pay full cost ¢f such extended
coverage. Terminated employce eligible to
continue coverage for 6 months or uantil
reemployed & eligible for grp. policy,
whichever is shorter. Includes Nlues.

Grp. policies must provide right of con-
version to a comprehensive qualified plan
as to '"covered" survivors of a deceased
covered employee at the end of the 1 year.
continuation period (see 62A.17, subd. 1-5
above). Includes Blues.

Grp. insurers, self-insurers & HMOs
must include right to convert to individual
qualified plan without addition of under.
writing restrictions, If individual leaves
group or group coverage is canceled or
terminated without replacement.

Grp. & ind'l policies may not provide for
termination of coverage for dependent
spouse upon break in marital relationship
except by valid divorce decree. Ks must
provide conversion right to terminated.
spouse most nearly similar to but not

i:eater than terminated coverage.
cludes Blues.

Mississippi

Missouri

Reg.
190-14.100

2/1116

Grp. Ks must offer conversion privilege to
surviving spouse & covered dependents on
death of insured.

Montana

S. 129
(Laws '81)

7/1/81

Persons covered by grp. disability Ks
issued or renewed after 10/1/81 may,
for period of 1 year with consent of
employer or trustees, continue coverage
after reducing regular work schedule to
less than minimum time required for
membership in grp. Grp. Ks issued or
renewed after 10/1/81 shall provide
conversion benefit on termination of
employment or employer's®discontinuance
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CONTINUATION AND CONVERSION
7-81

Comments

Montana
(Cont'd)

S. 314
(Laws '81)

120 days
after
10/1/81

of business, with conversion policy to be,
at option of insured, on any of the forms
then customarily issued to ind'l policy-
holders & with premium at insurer's then
customary rate applicable to coverage
under ind'l policy. Converted policy may
not exclude as preexisting condition any
condition covered by grp. K. Conversion
available to spouse & covered dependents
on death of insured or on cessation of
g?lng qualified family member. Includes
ues.

Similar to HIAA model for con:inuation or
conversion of ind'l Ks for spouse & depen-
dent children in event of death,” divorce,
separation or annulment from insured.
Includes Blues.

Nebraska

§44-1633
Bul.CB-52

§44-1636

9/30/78
4/18/80

7119780

Employer & employee trust grp. policles
shall provide continuation when coverage
terminated for other than employee mis-
conduct., Coverage on monthly renewal
basis until earliest of 6 months following
termination, eligibility for other grp.
coverage or Medicare, nonpayment of
premium, date employee exercises con-
version right, if any, or date grp. K
terminates.

Employer & employer trust grp. policies
on death of employee shall provide that
covered surviving spouse & dependents
shall be entitled to continue such cov-
erage subject to provisions of grp. policy.

Nevada

C.689B.120,
et seq.

C.695B.251 &

252, et seq.

1/1/80

Grp. Ks must provide conversion privilege
to employees covered for at least 3 months
fon termination for reasons other than ter-
imination of grp. K itselfl or failure of
policyholder or employee to pay premium.
Employee must make written request

& pay first premium within 31 days of
termination., Carrler must make available
lat least 3 types of conversion policies

but may elect to continue grp. coverage
for period not to exceed 3 months if
conversion offered on termination of con-
tinued coverage. Includes Blues.

New Hampshire

415:18VI1I

9/22/175

Grp. conversion based on N.Y. conversion
law but with richer benefits & other

variations.
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CONTINUATION AND CONVERSIOR
7-81
Effective
Dzte Comments

New Jersey

17B:26-2

17B:27-30
17:48-6.1
17:48A-7.1

Insurer shall make available to former
spouse benefits at least equal to basic
benefits issued to acceptable new non-grp.
applicants of same age & family status.

9/19/80

Grp. Ks shall continue coverage for
dependegts for at Jeast 180 days on
death of insured with payment of
_appropriate premium. Includes Blues.

New Mexico

New York

§1E2
§253

162.5¢
164.B(3)

1989 Conversion privilege

1/1/76 Amends benefits of old law

Grp. conversion Ks must contain rzquired
maternity benefits & must be same or
1/1/80 substantially same as those provided in
policy specifically approved as ind'l con-
version policy by Superintendent.

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

3923.122

3923.32

Grp. Ks must provide conversion for
persons covered one year, including
spouse & dependent children on death
of insured, on divorce, annulment or
1/1/76 legal separation, & for children Teaching
1/1/81 terminal age. Need not be provided
when comparable coverage exists. No
minimum level of benefits required. No
rate limitations.

Ind'l Ks providing hospital, surgical &
medical expense or hospital indemnity
benefits must provide continuation for
spouse on death of insured, on divorce,
annulment, dissolution of marriage or
1/1/81 legal separation. Spouse has option to
include covered dependent children for
whom spouse has responsibility for care
& support. Not applicable for covered
family member eligible for Medicare or
other similar federal or state program.

Oklahoma

4509

s Continuation must be provided for termina-
tion of coverage for at least 30 days.
Termination as to persons covered for at
1/1/76 {east 6 months shall not prejudice a claim
incurred prior to termination, & in such
case, benefits shall continue for 3 months
of bagic & for 6 months of major medical
coverage. Includes Blues. )
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Oregon

743.525

743,529

743.527

1967

mrun

10/3/79

Grp. expense incurred policies may provide
continuation of benefit provisions, or any
part or parts thereof, for family members
or dependents after death of insured.

Grp. hospital or medical policies shall
continue benefits for insured who is
hospitalized on date of termination of
policy if terminated policy is immediately
replaced by another insurer's gip. health
insurance policy. Obligation continues
until hospital confinement ends or hospital
benefits are exkausted, whichever is
earlier.

Grp. medical expense Ks where entire or
partial premium paid by employer under

a collectively bargained agreement will
continue coverage, upon timely payment of
premium, if cessation of work by insured
employee due to strike or lockout. Includes Blue

~ennsylvania

Ch. 2
§621.2(d)

31 PAC
C.145.4(c)

1/5/11

10/26/77

Similar to NAIC model but without rate
or loss ratio restrictions.

Ind'l policies containing conversion
privilege--no person shall lose con-
version due to change in marital status.
Tonversion policy must approximate
original coverage. Includes Blues.

Rhode Island

27-19.1-1

) 10/4/79

Similar to NAIC model but without rate
or loss ratio restrictions.

South Carolina

§38-35-946

1/1/79
911179

HIAA model grp. continuation and con-
version bill in substance. Also gives
employee alternate right to continue in

effect prior grp. coverage "for the frac-
tional policy month remaining at termination
plus 1 add'l policy month." Upon termina-
tion of continuance feature, employee has
right to conversion privilege. Includes Blues.

South Dakota

Chs.58-17
58-37
58-38
58-40
58-41

11-627 0 ~ 83 - 15

7/1/719

Requires accident or health policies covering
hospital or medical expenses of insured &
spouse to provide that on eligibility of one
spouse for Medicare or Social Security
disability benefits, the other is entitled,
without evidence of insurability, to an

ind'l policy, upon application within 60 days

& payment of premium. Conversion'policy |
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Effective
Date

CONTINUATION AND CONVERSION
7-81 (

Comments

South Dakota
(Cont'd)

.5. 200
(Laws '80)

Ch. 58-17
58-37
58-381
58-40
58-41

7/1/80

shall provide coverage then belng Issued

by insurer most nearly similar to existing

coverage. Insurer may continue existing

g?licy at appropriate premlum, Includes
ues.

Spouse conversion upon divorce to ind1
policy most similar to existing coverage;
allows centinuation of coverage under
existing policy. Includes Blues.

Tennessee

56-7-1501

1/1/81

Grp. expense incurred policies shall pro-
vide continuation of coverage for fractionsl
policy month remaining at termination plus

3 add'l policy months for terminated
employee having been continuously insured
for at least 3 months prior to termination.
Premium payment must be made in advance
to employer of full grp. premium. Employe-
entitled to conversion to one of three types
of ind'l policies meeting Basic requirements,
Insurer may elect to continue rather than \
convert coverage. Conversion available'to
surviving spouse & dependents on death

of insured or when cease to be qualified
family member under grp. policy. Apples

to grp. policies delivered or issved on or
after eff. date & to policles in effect on
1/1/8] ss of first anniv. date after 1/2/81.

Texas

‘Ar!. 3.51-7

Art.3.51-6(f)

8/29/77

6/7/19

Grp. Ks must provide continuation of cov-
erage during labor dispute as to contribu-
tory collective bargained plans.

Grp. AkH policy covering dependents may -
provide for continuation of coverage for
such dependents after death of insured for
perlod not exceeding 180 days, subject to
any other policy provisions relating to
termination of dependents' coverage.

Grp. hospital, medical or surgical expense
policies including Blue Cross, that provide
for conversion to ind'l policies by insured
on termination of membership or employ-
ment in grp. shall provide conversion
privilege to spouse of insured on death of



' Citation

Effective
Date

CONTINUATION AND CONVERSION
7-81

Comments

Texas
(Cont'd)

Art.3.51-6
Sec. 3A

8/21/19

insured, divorce from insured, or termina-
tion of insured's membership or employ-
ment with grp. for any reason, including
retirement. If conversion privilege
available to insured cn retirement or
termination provides for coverage of
spouse, insurer not required to issue
separate conversion policy to spouse.
Applies to policies delivered or issued

on or after 1/1/80,

Utah

§31-20-11
thru 19
Bul, 79-2

Bul. 80-1

s/13/79

5/13/79

Similar to NAIC model, except rating section
which allows premiums applicable to the

age, class of the person and coverage, but
without using health conditions in determining
a class. Excepts grp. policies which pro-
vide catastrophic, aggregate stop loss,
specified stop loss, and policies with a
deductible of $500 or more (sic). Includes
Blues & HMOs.

Dept. interpruts as requiring grp. con-
versian policies to cover pregnancy com-

; mencing during grp. coverage; need not

contain pregnancy benefits per se.

Vermont

Virginia

§38.1 -
348.11

1/1/80

NAIC model without rate or loss ratio
restrictions, 90 day continuation.

Washington

§48.21.075
48.44
48.46

Ch. 48.20
48.21
48.44
48, 46

9/8/75

6/14/80

West Virginia

33-16-3

33-16A

7/14/77

6/8/78

1

3

Grp. disability Ks must provide continuation
for up to 6 months when coverage is termin-
ated due to strike; thereafter, if coverage is
no longer available, must provide conver-
sion coverage. Level of benefits not pre-

! scribed, rates not restricted. Includes
' Blues & HMOs.

Ind'l Ks--spouse and/or dependents continu-
ation of coverage on termination of marriage
or death of insured.

Grp.- . blanket, service plan or HMO- -conver -
sion for insured & dependents on termination
;f_e-mp!oyment. Conversion for spouse &
dependents on termination of marriage or
death of insured.

_death of insured. e
Grp. Ks must provide continuation at same

premium rate for 18 months during involun-
tary layofl.
Conversion: NAIC model--Blues.




Citation

Effective
Date

CONTINUATION AND CONVERSION ‘
7-81

Comments

Wisconsin

632.897

5/14/80

Grp.--shall continue or convert to ind'T
policy with similar benefits coverage for
former spouse on divorce or annulment;
grp. member who terminates for reason
other than misconduct; spouse or dependent
on death of insured.

Ind'l--may not terminate coverage for spouse
solely because of break in marital relation
except on divorce or annulment; must offer
conversion policy; coverage shall continue
until 30 days after notice of right to convert
is sent.

Grp. /ind'I--may not deny eligibility for
coverage of dependent solely because child
does not reside with insured or solely
because child is dependent on a former
spouse rather than insured.

Wyoming

26-25-104
26-23-101

7/1/81

NAIC, without rating provisions; also applies
to certificates issued in state. Includes
prepaid plans. :
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DISCRIMINATION
7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Alabama
Alaska
Rule Sex & marital status - NAIC model reg.
4-14-209 6/77 ==
Rule 1/78 No unfair discrimination on basis of
4-14-213 blindness, partial blindness or physical
Arizona N——T—M“ li". AP .
§20-448.B 7/31/80 © unfair discrimination on basis of
hemophilia.
§41-1461 Employers of 15 or more--prohibition of
et seq ’ discrimination because of age of those
: 40-69.
Unfair trade practice to refuse or lLimit
66-3005(11)(a) 1975 coverage solely because of race, color,
creed, sex. E
Arkansas Rule 19 2/1176  ° No .unfarr_discrimination because of sex,
marital status.
o unfair discrimination because of physical
Rule 28 1/1/81 or mental impairment, blindness or partial
blindness.
. {Note: also applies to grp. out-of-state Ks).
Physical condition--grp. policies must
10123.1 vyn in:guae handicapped persons but need
not cover handicapped condition.
T.10.§2560 171176 Sex, marital status, sexual orientation.
20123.3 Insurer shall not discriminate against
10143 1/1/78 insured by reason of insured possessing
Tay sachs, sickle cell or thalassemia
California traits or X-ray linked hemophilia.
10140 Race, color, religion, national origin or
02 ancestry.
A. 24
(Laws '80) No unfair discrimination because of
if:;“ . 1/1/81 physical or mental impairment.
12.18 i
10119.7 1/1/81 May not exclude, reduce or limit solely
11512.18 because of ex DES.
Sex, marital status: Unfair trade practice
to use as basis of classification of risk
Colorado 10-3-1104 71174 unless actuarially justified or for purpose
771778 of identifying family units. Unfair dis-
crimination on basis of blindness, partial
blindness or specific physical disability.
Unfair labor practice to terminate woman's
Connecticut 31-126 10/1/73 ebrr.ployrnent or deny sick pay benefits
ecause of pregnancy.
PA 75-346 10/1175 Expands degim’tion of "physically disabled".
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. DISCRIMINATION
7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
_ Eliminates mandatory retirement in private
Connecticut PA 78-350 11779 sector. 4 P
{Cont'd) 38-61(12) 10/1/79 Blindness
10/1/80 Physical disability & mental retardation--

unfair trade practice to discriminate unless
based on sound actuarial principles or
actual or reasonably anticipated experience.
Age--may not deny coverage to persons
over age 65; may not deny availability of

T. 18§2315 3125174 same coverage as provided for those under
Delaware age 65, Medicare benefits may be offset.
T.18§2316 2/10/78 Prohibits discrimination in ind'l accident &

sickness insurance against blind & deaf.

- Refusal to insure or continue--{(a) race,
color, cread, marital status, sex, national
residence, sge, law occupation
unless reasonable relation to risk exists;
626.9541(24) (c) fallure to place collateral business with
- insurer; (d) refusal of coverage by another
insurer if such refusal occurs with such
frequency as to indicate general business
practice.
Severe disability, including spinal cord
disease/injury resulting in permanent &
626.9705 10/1/79 fota] disability; amputation of extremity
which requlres prostheses; permanent
Florida visusl aculty of 207200 or worse; neuro-
senory dealness --cannot refuse but need
not cover handicap already sustained.
Mental or physical handicap--refusal or

222’;2;;5‘ 117 unfalrly discriminatory rates--need not
' cover handicap already sustained.
626.9554 711778 Sickle cell trait--refusal or discriminatory
1627.9706407 rates.
’}_“4,; (‘!:l' /1178 Sex, marital status.
S. 688 771178 Age discrimination & retirement.
Employee retirement on basis of age to
S. 6“,7 extent permitted by Federal Age Dis-
(Laws '78) crimination in Employment Act.
Georgia
. Rule Virtually identical to NAIC model reg.
Hawali Ch. 1} 211179 on blindness.

I1daho




23¢A(a) & (b)

DISCRIMINATION
7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Rule 11176 Unfair discrimination based on sex, sexual
26.04 reference or marital status.
Eﬁg--my not cancel or deny or contain
3I56F 1/1/80 exceptions or exclusions solely because
mother of insured has taken DES.
di 1 - :
Dlinois 364 1/1/81 Ha'r::i'cnls:':f sabilities--may not unfairly
Employers--may not unfairly discriminate
because of race, color, religion, national
S. 13717 origin, ancestry, age (between
(Laws ' 80) ears), sex, marital status, handic-lg
!pﬁys ca) or mental unrelated to abi '22
or unfavorable milltary dischargs.
Indiana . -
NAIC model - unfair discrimination -
Rule 3/26/80 hysical or mental impairment. :
lowa 5078 4/13/76 nfair discrimination on basis of sex &
marital status.
Mr discrimina
. Reg.40-1-31  [2/15/77 Unfulr discrimination on basis of sex or
ansas Mental or pﬁy;icd handicaps--unfair
. - 40-2,109 7/1/80 Tacrimination.
Sex, race, religion--may not deny Issuance
Kentucky 304.12-085 or renewal; rates may be justified through
valid actuarial tables.
Louisiana
20.A Bl!ndness-(-clnnot be t;asil for ;elunl of
1 coverage (nor can deafness or develop~
Maine §2159-A mental disability as o 1) e
Where ind'l Ks already provide maternity
§2741 1041715 coverage, it must be provided regardiess
§2450 1979 of marital or dependency status.
§2832 - Same maternity rule for grp. Ks.
470P, ES--may not deny or cancel solely because
477C 7/1180 Insured exposed to DES.
May not aﬁierenane rates on basis of sex,
blindness or physical handlcaE or disabllity
48A 223(b)(2),|7/1179 r _genetic trait, Including sickle cell,
Maryland (3) & (4) 711780 halassimia -minor, hemoglobin C, Tay

Sachs or other genetic trait harmless in
tself unless actuarial justification made.

- May not cancel or refuse for any reason

based wholly or in part on race, color,
creed, sex, religion, national oﬂi’h;
place of residence, blindness or physical
hmdicag or disability.




DISCRIMINATION
7-81
Effective
Citation Date 3 Commfc_gts
ex--cannot be basis for denlal or
Massachusetts C.175524A 7431774 fimitation of coverage. .
Blindness or deafness-~cannot be basis
C.175§108A 10/10/74 for denlal of coverage--ind'l policies
Unfair methods of competition & unfair
acts or practices--race, color, creed
Michigan §2027 4/1/77 marital status, residence, a e, Eanalcap,
lawful occupation, sex or national origin,
Iocation of risk or denial of insurance by
another insurer,
Disability-~cannot be basis for denial of
. . coverage or rate differential except where
Minnesota 72A.20 812475 justified by actuarial, experience or other
- data,
et Reg. Blindness or partial blindness--no unfair
Mississippi LAsH 79-1 /28179 discrimination.
Reg.4CSR Blindness, partial blindness & physical
Missouri 1903.'13 170 8/11/78 disability; rate differentials permitted 1if
‘ affect expected risk of loss.
Reg. NAIC model regulation on blindness & -
6.6.1201 partial blindness.
Montana Reg.
6.61202-1203 2/1/79 Sex & marital status.
NAIC model Regulation on Discrimination on
Nebraska Rule 35 14177 Basis of Blindness or Partial Blindness.
Rule 28 10/1/77 Sex & marital status,
Sex, marital status--NAIC model sex
Nevada Reg. M7 1y discrimination regulation.
New Hampshire
Reg.11:1-4.2 [ 9/1/75 Sex, marital status .
New Jersey NAIC model--blindness, partial blindness,
Reg.11:4-20.24.2 physical or mental impairments.
New Mexico
Sex, marital status--may not be basis for
Reg. 62 1211172 discrimination In coverage--rate differentials
New York must be justified, - .
€ ° Reg. 75 711175 Complications of pregnancy covered as
§40-2 9/1/75 iliness.
P Exposure to DES no basis for denial, can-
§174-b 8/7/78 cellation, or refusal to renew.
58-251.7 771775 Disability--sickle cell or hemoglobin count--
North Caroli Ins.Dept. cannot be basis for denial of coverage or.
orth Carolina |- noyjce 4/8177 higher rates.
C. 894 Physical handicap or mental retardation
(Laws '77) 1/1/78 not basis for rei]usal. .

TN
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7-81

Comments

North Carolina
(Cont'd)

ANCAC.0317

12NCAC.. 0304

§58-251.5

1977

1973

Sex, marital status--unfair discrimination
to restrict, exclude, modify or reduce
coverage.

Sex--may not discriminate in any manner
on application.

Physically handicapped or mentally retarded
children--if policy provides coverage for
minor children, may not deny or charge
higher rates; may exclude benefits for
expense solely attributable to handicap or
retardation.

North Dakota

H. 1360
(Laws '79)

§26-30-04(11)
S. 2162
(Laws '81)

/1479

711175

Employers may not discriminate in employ~
ment practices, including compensation,
privileges & conditions, because of race,
color, religion, sex or national origin.

ace, color, creed, sex, national origin--
unfair practice to refuse to insure.

Visual acuity.

Ohlo

3999.16

3901.21(L}

H. 230
{(Laws '79)

7/23/76

8/31/76

11/13/79

Handicap--cannot be basis of discriminatory
standards or rates: reasonable classifica-
tions permitted.

Sex & marital status--unfair discrimination.
Employers of 4 or more state residents
may not discriminate because of age in
employment, inc. employer insurance
plans; ""age' defined as at least 40 but less
than 70 years old.

" Oklahoma

Oregon

793.037(2)
743.037

Reg.1C 61

746.015

743.125

10/5/73
/1775

1/1775

10/3/79

1/1/80

Sex, marital status--may not be basis for
different coverages. Same coverages
required for children of unmarried depen-
dents.

Unfair discrimination--sex & marital
status

Physical handicap, including blindness,
deafness, hearing or speaking impairment,
or loss or partial loss of function of one
or more of upper or lower extramities,
cannot be basis of discrimination unless
based on sound actuarial principles or
related to actual or reasonably anticipated
experience.

Policy may not be denied or canceled
solely because insured's mother was
exposed to DES.
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Effective
Date

DISCRIMINATION
7-81

Comments

Pennsylvania

C.5§5(a)(7)
(40PS§1171.5)

31PAC C.145

10/26/77

Age, sex, imarital status, occupation, race,

r on, residence, nationality, ethnic grp.,
asls for unfalr 5]:-

amily site--cannot be
cFTr'nhlndon among individuals of same class
as to eligibility amounts of coverage or

premium rate.
Sex, marital status--unfalr discrimination.
an———

Rhode Island

2

South Carolina

37.474.1

Reg. 69-32

6/29/76

715179

Physical condition--prohibits denial of
coverage based on eligibility for state
vocational rehabilitation.

NAIC Model Regulation on Blindness &
partial blindness.

South Dakota

58-33-19

v

Prohibits denldl or modification of terms
or type of coverage on basis of sex or
marital status; allows permitted rate
differentials. § -

Tennessee

Rule
0780-1-34

4/12/76

Sex or marital status-- NAIC Model Sex
Discrimination Regulation.

Texas

Bd. orders
.-32447,
32050

12/1/78

Substantially same as NAIC Mode! Sex
Discrimination Regulation.

Utah

§13-7-1
Reg. 78-2

80-14

80-17

5/7/73
9/5/18

10/1/80

10/1/80

Sex--cannot be basis of any discrimination.
Blindness or partial blindness--unfalr
discrimination unless based on sound
actuarial principles or experience.

Sex, marital status--reasonable & con-
sistently applied class rating differentials
allowed.

Unfair discrimination--physical or mental
lmgalrment (similar to NAIC Model)

Vermont

T.8§4724(7)(B)

Reg. 78-2

Bul, 49

1/1/76

9/4/78

3/1/80

Sex or marita) status cannot be basis of
discrimination against applicant or insured
except rates may be based on relevant
actuarial data or actual cost experience.
Blindness or partial blindness, unfair dis-
crimination unless based on sound actuarial
principles or experience.

Marital status in provision of maternity
benefits.

Virginia

38.1-52.7(3)

1979
1980

Blindness. partial blindness, mental or
hysical impairment--unfalr discrimination
unien Eau’a on sound actuarial principles

or experijence.
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DISCRIMINATION
7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Sex, marital status, sensory, mental or
48.30.300 1976 physical handicap--may not be basis for
(Ins. Code) denial, cancellation or refusal to renew.
Fair discrimination allowed when bona
fide statistical differences in risk or
. exposure substantiated.
Washington 49.60.178 Sex, marital status, race, creed, color,
(Human Rights| 6/7/79 national origin, or sensory, mental or
Act) physical handicap--may not be basis for
cancellation, denial or refusal to issue.
Change in physical or mental condition
or_health--may not refuse to renew; may,
48.18.298 141173 with spproval of commissioner, discharge
obligation by obtaining compatible coverage
for Insured with another insurer.
West Virginia
111. 32(5) 5712176 Discrimination in employment.
Rule 6.55 671176 g;:mr.;_eg dlucr.limlnau:n. fie ds
Wisconsin ysical & mental impalrment--unfa s~
%‘fli ‘2(637)“) :ﬁ;:; crimination unless based on actuarial

principles or experience.

Wyoming




DRUG ADDICTION
7-81

Effective .
Citation Date Comments
Alabama
Alaska
If K provides coverage for alcoholism,
drug abuse or psychiatric services,
20-841 reimbursement shall be made whether
20-934 covered service rendered in general !
Arizona 20-1057 1/1/80 hospital or psychiatric special hospital.
20-1376 Applies to Ks delivered on or after 1/1/80
20-1406 and to existing grp. policies thereafter
on renewal, anniversary date or expiration
of collective bargaining agreement,
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Ind'l & grp. hospital or medical expense
A policies must provide at least 30 days
Connecticut 38-174i 71715 inpatient & up to $500 outpatient for
accidental ingestion of a controlled drug.
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
g :
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois

Indiana




Citation
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Effective
Date

DRUG ADDICTION
2-81

Comments

Iowa

Kansas

KSA 40-2,
105

7/1/78

Unless refused in writing, grp. insurers
must provide coverage for treatment of
alcoholism, drug abuse or nervous or
mental conditions for no less than 30 days
per year in licensed hospital or facility

& outpatient benefits limited to not less
than 100% of first $100 & 80% of next
$500 in any year.

Kentucky

Louisiana

T. 22,
§215.5

9/7/79 -

Grp., blanket or franchise policy include
as option, to be'exercised by policyholder,
benefits for treatment of drug abuse pre-
scribed by physical in any hospital or
other public or private facility licensed

in state, No specific level of benefits
required. Policies in force $/7/79 shall
conform to provisions on or before next
renewal date.

’ Maine

Maryland

Title 484,
§354M
§477Q
§4775

7/1/19

Insurer must offer drug abuse treatment
coverage to grp. policyholders where new
or extended Ks cover 25 or more lives.
Coverage to include 21 days inpatient
treatment in licensed facility. Major
medical policies' coverage of outpatient
treatment to extent of 80% of cost but

not required to exceed $1, 000 in any

12 month period.

Massachusetts

Michigan

500, 3425

1/1/82

Ind'l & grp, expense incurred policies
shall provide coverage for intermediate
and outpatient care for substance abuse.
Minimum of $1500 in benefits per
individual per year with minimum
adjusted annually with increase or
decrease in CPI for preceding year,

If prernium would be increased 3% or
more because of this coverage, insured
may decline coverage,
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Effective
Date

DRUG ADDICTION
7-81

Comments

t‘é’;’;’g;’; 500. 3609

1/11/74
*1/1/82

Grp. policies shall offer inpatient benefits for
substance abuse as shall be agreed upon be-
tween insurer and policyholder and *shall

rovide coverage for intermediate and out-~
patient care as required by 500.3425.

Also_applies to Blues.

Minnesota §62A.149

4/6118

Every grp. policy ¢ grp. nonprofit health
service contract, upon issuance or renewal,
shall provide for payment of benefits for
treitment of alcoholism, chemical dependency
or drug addiction to any Minnesota resident
covered thereunder on same basis as coverage
for other benefits when treatment rendered
in a lcensed hospital, licensed residential
treatment program pursuant to diagnosis or
recommendation by M.D., nonresidential
treatment program approved or licensed by
state. Same coverage required for ind'l

Mississippi

policies subject to insured refusal in writing.

(. issouri T §376.779

12/31780

Al policies shall offer benefits for alcoholism,
chemical dependency and drug addiction which
cover (1) residential treatment, (2) non-
residential treatment. Benefits may be limited
to 80% of reasonable charges to maximum of
$2000 per benefit period. Insured may
reject, or elect coverage for (1) or (2) or
both.

Montana 33-22-701

10/29/79
1/1/82

Insurers & health service corps., hospital

& medical exp. policies must make available
benefits for care i treatment of mental iliness,
alcoholism and drug addiction on same basis
as other benefits, except inpatient benefits
may be limited to 30 days per year; outpatient
to $1000 per benefit period; and maximum
lifetime benefits to $10,000 or 25% of lifetime
policy limit whichever is less. Does not apply
to blanket, short-term travel, accident only,
limited or specified disease, ind'l conversion
or Medicare supplement Ks.

Nebraska

689A .030(9)
& 689A.047

Nevada 689B.030(9)
& 689B.037

H1AA 1DB
i Nev. 1-75

111175

Ind'l & grp. Ks must offer up to 10 days
inpatient in hospital and up to 30 days in
other than hospital to maximum of $1000;

outpatient up to 180 days, not to exceed

$800.
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DRUG ADDICTION

. 7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico -
New York
North Carolina -
26-39-03 Requires 70 days inpatient; 140 days out-
North Dakota Dept, Bul. 30 711175 patient -- grp., blanket & franchise Ks of
pt.Sul. 50 lives & which cover 708 or more of grp.
Ohio
Ok!ahoma
bregon .
{
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Unless specifically excluded, Ind'l, franchise,
blanket or grp. Ks must provide benefits for
psychiatric disorders, mental or nervous con-
'ditions, alcoholism, drug dependence or
medical complications of mental {llness or
56-7-1003 mental retardation. Benefits not defined
Tennessee 1004 711174 but must be provided for services rendered

in health facility licensed in state as hospital
accredited by Jt. Com. of Accreditation of
Hospitals or facility owned or operated by
state which is especially intended for diag-

nosis, care & treatment of psychiatric, mental.

or nervous disorders.

\
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Effective
Date

DRUG ADDICTION
7-81

Comments

Tennessee
(Cont'd)

7/1/80

Grp. hospital, medical or major medical Ks
shall make available outpatient benefits in
community mental health centers which shall
include minimum of 30 outpatient visits per
year & deductibles & coinsurance not less
favorable than illness generally. Benefits
shall be part of policy unless policyholder
rejects in writing. If K provides inpatient
benefits, shall include community mental
health centers with inpatient care facilities.

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

38.1 -
348.7

38.1 -
348.%

/1179

711778

Ind'l & grp. policies shall include benefits
for drug & alcohol rehabilitation & treat-
ment in the 30-day period of coverage of
inpatient care specified for mental, emotional
or nervous disorders. Level of coverage
for benefits for drug & alcohol rehabllitation
only may be different provided such benefits
cover reasonable cost for necessary services
& may be limited to 90 days active inpatient
treatment in covered person's lifetime.

Grp. Ks shall offer as option alcoholism or
drug treatment benefits same as illness with
minimum benefits 45 days in alcoholism or
drug treatment facility or intermediate
facility, 45 sessions of outpatient ind'l,

Washington

grp. or family counseling.

West Virginia

Wisconsin

§632.89

941174

Grp. Ks must include at least 30 days
inpatient; outpatient up to $500 per year.

Wyoming
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GROUP REPLACEMENT
AND DISCONTINUANCE

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Alabama
Alaska
. Rule

Arizona R4-14-210 NAIC Modet

Arkansas -
All grp. disability policies shall containa
reasonable extension of benefits upon dis-
continuance of policy for employees totally
disabled while insured & still totally dis-

Art. 1.5 abled at date of discontinuance., Carriers
§10128 5/18/77 providing replacement coverage with
§10128. 4 respect to medical expense benefits within
period of 60 days of discontinuance of
prior policy must immediately cover all
employees & dependents validly covered
. under previous policy.

California ; s
Employers shall notify employees in
writing at least 15 days in advance of
discontinuance, nonrenewal or cancet-
lation. 1If coverage provided by third

Labor Code party, failure of employer to give notice

§2806 1/1/80 shall not require third party to continue
coverage beyond point it would otherwise
terminate. Does not apply to plans
subject to ERISA.

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

. §627.6651 10/1/75 NAIC Model Group Replacement & Dis-

Flor:da §627.667 n continuance Regulation provisions.

Act 1194, Requires accident & sickness coverage of

Georgia (Laws '78) 171779 dependent children until age 25 if child is

(S. 474) student.
!
11-627 0 - 83 - 16



GROUP REPLACEMENT
AND DISCONTINUA %Kéf

Effective
Citation Duate Comments
Georgia Act 1420, Limits exclusions for preexisting illness
(Cont'd) (Laws '78) 7/1/78 for period in excess of 12 months,
(S. 530) .

Hawali

Idaho 41-2211 7/1/1s Similar to NAIC Model

Nlinois

v

Indiana

Tows
Policies terminated for any reason and

- pot replaced shall continue coverage for

6 months and then {ssue conversion

Kansas . | 40-2209(D) 7/1/80 policy under specific conditions. At
option of employee or insurer, conver-
sion policy may be issued in lieu of
right to continue grp. coverage.

Kentucky
Grp. & blanket Ks of 10 or more lives,
the succeeding carrier must provide the
lesser of the e~ plan benefits without
preexisting limitations, or the benefits

Louisiana §215.6 9/9/77 of the prior plan. Grp. & blanket Ks of
50 or more lives, the succeeding carrier
shall give credit for any deductibles or
waiting periods satisfied under prior
carrier's plan.

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts




GROUP REPLACEMENT
AND DISCONTINUANCE

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Michigan
Insured shall not be denied benefits solely
Minnesota 60A . 082 8/1/60 because of change in insurer writing coverage.
Rule dMCAR 6/22/81 Substantial deviation from NAIC model,
§1.9251,et seq.
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada )
NAIC model except for notice provisions
New Hampshire Reg. 19§V 17177 {NAIC §5) and extension of benefits
{NAIC §6).
New Jersey
Rule
New Mexico 11-3-1 to 3/1/73 NAIC Model Regulation
11-3-10
New York
North Carolina
o Bul All eligible persons covered under present
ept. Bul. carrier plan must be included, regardless
North Dakota 10 11/16/71 | 5¢ health condition, under plan of succeed-

ing carrier.

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

ennsylvania
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GROUP REPLACEMENT
AND DISCONTINUANCE

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
R.I. Re Provides minimum standards in those cases
X)'U.Il Pfx:t x| 10/9/78 where grp. replacement & discontinuance
' is required.
Grp. policies may not be cancelled unless
d
Rhode Islan H. 5690 grp. contract holder receives written
(Laws '79) 5/5/79 notice of cancellation by certified or
registered mail at’ least 30 days prior to
cancellation date.
South Carolina
/
South Dakota
- - Authority to Commissioner to establish rules
Tennessee 56-7-114 1976 & regulations.
Texas -
Utah
. Vermont -
Virginia R
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin Reg. 6.51 1/1/73 Substantially NAIC Model Group Replace-

ment & Discontinuance Regulation.

Wyoming
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HANDICAPPED CHILDI_;EN

ALL REFERENCE ARE TO HIAA MODEL BILL -8l
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Alabama
Alaska -
20-1342.901 Model bill. Applies to policies delivered
Arizona 20-1407 8-27-77 or issued for delivery more than 120
20-826 days after effective date.
66-3632.1 & _ Substantially model bill, ind'l and
Arkansas 66.3702 7-9-75 group policies
10277
California 10278 1971 Model bill
10118
Colorado
Connecticut 318-174(e) 1971 Model bill
Delaware
- 627.6
Florida 6::.62?: 10-29-70 | Model bill, except excludes Blues.
: _ Model bill, except handicap to be deter-
Georgia 56-2440 1972 mined by State Department of Education.
431-451 & 452
Hawaii 431-551&552]5.8.¢8 Model bill; includes life insurance,
433-20 & 21
41-2139
Idaho 241-3436 1972 Substantially model bill
Illinois 356(b) 1969 Not model bill, defective notice provisions
367(b)
7-8-5-2
Indiana 27-8-:- 1(08(?” 1973 Substantially model bill
lowa
Kansas
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ALL REFERENCES ARE TO HIAA MODEL BILL

HANDICAPPED CHXLDR%N
7-81

Effective
Citation Date Comments
Model bill, except does not apply to
Kentucky 304.17-310 | 6-13-68 group contracts
Louisiana §2i5:2 8-1-74 Substantially model bill
Maine
oA Substantially model bill
438 7-1-7 ubstantially mode -
Maryland 471(7) 7 No 31-day notice
Ch. 175
Massachusetts §108. 2(a)(3) 1965 Substantially model bill
Model bill, except applies to individual
Michigan §500.2264 1966 contracts only
Minne sota 62A.14 5-16-69 Model bill
83-41-205
Missisaippi 33_4?'_207 1972 Model bill with adult premium rates
Grp.
Substantially model bill, except applies
Missouri 376.776 10-13-67 | ¢o individual policies only
33-22-304
Montana 33-20-506 1971 Model bill
33-30-1003%1004
44-761(4) .
Nebraska 44-710.01(3) | 2-19-7¢ Substantiaily model bill
689A.045
Nevada 6::3. 035 11-1-73 Model bill, except does not apply to Blues
X §415.5{A) Not model bill. Contains language relating
New Hampshire |(3-a), 1969 to replacements, conversions & estates.
§415,18V
17B126~2(b) :
New Jersey 17B:27-30 1971 Substantially model bill
59.18-20 )
New Mexico 59.19-49 1969 Model bill
New York i::::ﬂ) 1966 Model bill; expanded to include children

with developmental disabilities.
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HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
ALL REFERENCES ARE TO HIAA MODEL BILL 7- 81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Individual policies covering dependents
New York 9-1.76 shall include any other unmarried child
ew Yor 164.2. B(3) incapable of self-sustaining employment,
{Cont'd) 1-1-78 regardless of age, because of mental or
physical handicap

North Carolina [58-251.3 7-1-713 Model bill
North Dakota
Ohio §3923,24 1 -1-7.2 Substantially model bill
Oklahoma
Oregon

617(A)9) Substantially model bill, except does not
Pennsylvania 57 2(6) 1-1-68 | {1clude Blues

T IReg.XX1IT

Rhode 1sland Part VII 10/9/78 Substantially model bill

$5(A)7)

38-35-450

South Carolina 38-35.950 4-23-70 Model bill

South Dakota 58-17-30.1 1969 Model bill, not Blues
5.7-68
Tennessee 56-7-1005 5.7-69 Model bill
(¢}4-H
Art.
Texas 3.70-2(c) 1971 Substantially model bill
$31-20-2 Model bill; does not apply to
Utah Reg. 80-12 | 4-4-74 Blues
87.A,8
Title 8
Vermont §4090 4-7-76 Substantially model bill
38.1-348.1

Virginia 32.195.20.1 | 7-1-74 Substantially model bjil
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"HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

ALL REFERENCES ARE TO HIAA MODEL BILL 7-81
Effective

Citation Date Comments

: .20, 4 %8 6-11-69 Model bill, not Blues. Substitutes term
Washington 48 94. 00 9-21-77 "developmental disability'" for ""mental

48.44.210 retardation'',

Reg. 33-28
West Virginia Series XIO 4/1/75 Essentially model bill

84. 02(H)

Model bill, except does not apply to

Wisconsin 8632.88 1972 group policies orp Blues ~ jind
Wyoming :2:2:::8: 1971 Model bill




Citation
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HOME HEALTH CARE
7-81
Effective
Date Comments

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

20-826
20-1342
20-1402

AllKs must provide benefits for services
rendered by home health care agency for
5.12-71 surgical, diagnostic & other services per-
formedoutside 2 hospital if coveredwhen
performedinhospital

Arkansas

California

10123.10

Grp. medicalexpenss insurance policies,
self-insuredemployee welfare benefit
plans & hospital & medical service plans
mustmake available benefits for home
health services by licensed home health
careagencieswhen (a)continued hosplitali-
zationwouldhave beenrequired; (b)plan
is established & approved by physician
1-1-79 within 14 daysofendofinpatient confine-
ment; (c)home healthcare commences
within 14 days of endofinpatient confine-
ment. Maylimitviaits, butnotless than
100inany calendar year or continuous
12-month period. Benefits maybe subject
to annual deductible of not more than $50 &
may be subjecttocoinsuranceofnotless
than 80% of reasonable charges.

Colorado

Connecticut

38-174k
38-1741

Individual & grp. K must provide benefits
for home healthcare servicesifcontinued
hospitalizationwouldotherwise have been
10-1.78 | requiredifhome healthcare were notpro-
videdexceptinthe caseofa terminallyill
person. Maylimit visits to BOper year:
$50 deductible:25% coinsurance.

Delaware

Florida

Ceorgia

Hawalii
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- HOME HEALTH CARE
7-81
- Effective
Citation Date Comments
1daho
Dlinoie
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Ind'l, grp., blanket, HMO expense incurred
Ks & nonprofit hospital, medical-surgical,
dental & health service corporations offer-
. ing hospital, medical or surgical expense
© | benefits shall make available & offer cov-
Kentucky 304.17.313 /1481 erage for home health care. Coverage
may limit visits to 60 per year. Medicare
beneficiaries eligible for coverage of those
~ home health services not paid by Medicare
and not exceeding maximum policy liability.
Louisiana
Ind'l, grp. or blanket policies providing
- coverage for inpatient hospital care shall
Maine -4, :;:;? ;%i%;’ make available that coverage for home
R health services.
Must make known to insured upon request
48A.§470J 7/1/7? of availability of home health care
Maryland *7/1/79 ¢(applies to health Insurance policies
providing coverage for Inpatient hospital
care on expense incurred basis).
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi




Citation
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Effective
Date

HOME HEALTH CARE
7-81

Comments

issourl

Montana

S. 49
(Laws '81)

10/1/81

Grp. insurers & health service corps. shall”
make available benefits for home health care.
Applicant may select any level of benefits
offered. Does not apply to blanket, short
term travel, accident only, limited, speci-
fied disease, ind'l conversion or Medicare
supplement Ks.

Nebraska

Nevada

689A,030.8
689B.030(4)

7/1/75

Ind'l & grp. Ks must provide benefits for
services on same basis as would be cov-
ered when rendered. in or by hospitals,
health care facilities, child care facilities,
grp. care facilities & skilled nursing
facility or hospitals.

New Hampshire

New Jersey
14

17B:26-40,
et se
)73:27%). 3,

£t sen

11/23/77

Ind'l & grp. policies must allow 60 home
care visits in any calendar year if policy
covers inpatient hospital care.

New Mexico

59-18-23 &
59-19-52

1/1/78

Ind'l & grp. hospital or major medical
expense policies issued after eff, dite
shall make available option of home “ealth
care coverage which includes at least

100 home visits per insured per year &
medical supplies, drugs, medicines k
laboratory services to extent benelfit
would have been provided on inpatient
basis,

New York

§162;§164

Reg. 81
(NYCRR 69)

164-7-f

171176

171718
4/1/76

Mandates home health care coverage in all
Ks. Apparently retroactive & extraterri-
torial in application.

Mandates availability in policies supple~
menting Medicare.

Ind'l Ks providing inpatient benefits snall
offer coverage for home health care.

North Carolina

North Dakota




HOME HEALTH CARE

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments )
Ohio
Oklz“oma .
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota -
Tennessee
"Texas
Utah
Must offer coverage of at least 40 visits
Vermont T.8§4096 10/1/76 per year; 9-month waiting period may be
required for maternity & childbirth coverage.
Virginia
Washington
Ind'l hospital or major medical policies
shall offer home health care coverage of
West Virginia §33-28-5a 1/1/81 at least 100 home visits per policy year;

4 hours of home health care services
considered one visit.
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HOME HEALTH CARE

Wisconsin

7-81
. Effective
Citation Date Comments
Policies providing coverage for inpatient
hospital care shall provide coverage for
home care. Maximum weekly benefit
’ need not exceed usual & customary weekly
§632.78(3) 8/1/78 cost for care in skilled nursing facility.

§632.78(3)(h)

If insured has two or more policles,
home care coverage required under only
one. Policy may limit number of visits
but not less than 40 in any 12-month
period.

Medicare supplement policies shall make
available coverage for supplemental
home care visits beyond those provided
by Medicare sufficient to produce an
aggregate coverage of 365 home care
visits per policy year.

Wyoming




LOSS RATIO REQUIREMENTS AND
REASONABLENESS IN RELATION
TO PREMIUM 7-81

NOTE: For purposes of this chart, it is assumed that health insurance premium rates
or rate classifications and/or manuals must be filed in all states. While there
may be an absence of clear statutory authority in a few states (particularly as
to group), in practice, forms usually are not approved unless the rates, clas-
sifications and/or manuals also are filed. It is not the function of this chart
to list the various requirements among the states for premium rate justification

other than the ind':ated reasonableness of premium and specific loss ratio

requirements indicated.

Many states are likely to request various kinds of -

support for rate filings, including actuarial memoranda and other subjective

requirements.

When looking at original rate filings ur subsequent rate increases,

generally these criteria are not specified in the statutes.

State Rate Review Criteria Loss Ratio Requirements
Alabama = -
Alaska - -
T IndT ({Including franchise) --
Arizona isap roival l{ uenefths no;“rer .
;38_1 4,17 elation to premium.
Ind'l AbH--reasonableness
Arkansas in relation to premium, -
. §66-3210 (5)
IndT hospital, medical, surgi- 50%-IndT hospital, medical, surgical
cal-~withdrawal of approval if cies
California benefits not reasonable in 35%-such policles with annual pre-
relation to premjum, miums per person of $7.50 or
310293 (a) less
558-medicare supplement
Adm, Code T. 10 $2222.10, et seq
Loss ratio under medicare 60¥-medicare supplement
supplement policies not less Rule 78-1 ~
than that prescribed by Com-
issioner.
10-8-102.5
Colorade Nonprofit hospital and health
service corps.~-not excessive -
or inadequate (filing required
th basic rating formula),
10-16-125
ALS--rates not excessive or NAIC guide for {filing and approval
nadequate; approval of rates. of AkH contracts.
38-165
Connecticut Health insurance for elderly-- Medicare Supplements ~ 65%
reasonable in relation to pre- Ind'l, 708 Grp
fum. Bul. 28
38-174 (c)
Ind'l-~-reasonable in relation Filing of anticipated loss ratios
) ) B tis, amd. 1001571
8 $2713 (4 ul, 71-15, amd. 10/15/7
Delaware Grp & blanket & health service
corps--not excessive or inade~
quate.
18 §2503
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LOSS RATIO REQUIREMENTS AND
REASONABLENESS IN RELATION
TO PREMIUM 7-81

State _Rate Review Criteria Loss Ratio Requirements
District of . - -
Columbia
~A&S--reasonable in relation TV to 658 benchmarks considered
Florida 0 premium. reasonable.
627.411 (5) FLA IDB 563A
Supplemental Guidelines (1973)
Georgla - -
.
Hawaii h - -
1dahe - -
Illinois - -
Reasonable in relation to Informally follows NAIC benchmarks.
Indiana remium. ok
27-8-5-1
Grp AtH--not excessive or Coomlssloner authorized to establish
Iowa inadequate; 508 deemed loss ratios for all ind'l health policies.
easonable. 514D
509.17 7/1/80 ,
Indl AtH--reasonable in Based on NAIC 1379 Loss Ratlo Guide-
Kansas elation to premium. lines without Medicare Supplement.
LO.ZZIS Reg. 40-4-1, amd 5/1/81
IndT health--reasonable in
Kentucky iehuon to premium. -
304.14-130
Louisiana - -
Ind'l--reascnable in relation
Maine to premium. -
24-A 52414
Health Insurance--reasonable
Maryland in relation to premium. -
48A 8376 (b) (6)
- ‘Reasonable in relation to
Massachusetts premium

t

€. 175, 3108, subsec. 8A

Ind'] policies - hospital, medical
expense: S0\-optionally renewable;
55%-conditionally or guaranteed re-
newable; 50%-guaranteed rate.
Loss of income: 60%-optionally renew-
able; 558-conditionally renewable; 50%-
guaranteed renewable; 45%-guaranteed
rate. NOTE: 5% less on above if average
annual premium less than $200, Specified
perils/short-term non-renewable/ i
. accident only: 454, Policies issued to
those aged 65 or older: 65%
211 CMR 47.09(4)
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LOSS RATIO REQUIREMENTS AND
REASONABLENESS IN RELATION

TO PREMIUM 7-81
State Rate Review Criteria Loss Ratio Requirements
Ind'l & family expense-- 65%-rated by age
reasonable in relation to 60%-collectively renewable or optionally
° Michigan remium. renewable
500.2242 (2) §5%-guaranteed renewable non-can or
guaranteed renewable or ind'l
accident
55%-all other insurance
Not applicable to credit health or
policies of less than $7.50 annual
premium.
MICH Rule 500.801 - .806
AtLS--reasonable in relation
to premium. Commissioner
shall establish schedule of
minimum anticipated loss ratios
Minnesota which, with exception of ind'l -
disability or income protection,
shall not be less than 50% after
irst year policy in force.
62A.02
Mississippi - -
Missouri - -
' Montana - -
ALS--reasonable in relation to
Nebraska remium. _
44-710
Ind'l--reasonable in relation to
Nevada remium. -

687B.130

New Hampshire

ALH--reasonable in relation to
remium.
5415:2

40%-short-term ind'l accident only,
nonrenewable

45%-all other ind'l accident only

45%-non-can ind'l disability income

50%-all other ind'l AWH

60%-franchise, except if number lives
covered 25 or less (excluding
dependents)-55%

55%-franchise accident only

NH Reg. No. 4, revised 10/76

New Jersey

Ind'l--reasonable in relation
O premjum,
17B-26-2

Dept. may require 75% anticipated
loss ratio on grp. conversions.

" New Mexico

Ind'l--reasonable in relation
%o premium, *
59-18-2
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LOSS RATIO REQUIREMENTS AND
REASONABLENESS IN RELATION

TO PREMIUM 7-81
State Rate Review Criteria Loss Ratio Requirements
- NAIC reasonableness in relation [All loss ratios 50% except:
to benefits. 45%-short-term non-can trip
New York 2141 (withdrawal), £154 (dis- 45%-accident only

approval)

40%-short-term nonrenewable accident
only

§0%-rated by age, over age 60

60%-franchise

60%-medicare supp!emeng benchmark

NY Adm. Code C. 1lI, s52.45, Reg. 62

North Carolina

Ind'l--reasonable in relation
to premium.
§58-254.7

North Dakota

Ohio

Tndi--reasonable in relation
fo premiur.
£3923.021

Oklahoma_

Oregon

Ind'l and fraternal benefit
health and ind'l health care
service contractars-reasonable
in relation to premium.
§743,009(6)

Pennsylvania

Formal approval of rates by
Commisgioner.
Ch. 2 8616

Tndividual A&H: (3) new filings-
45%-industrial

50%-all other

(b) rate revisions-
50%-industrial

60%-all other

PA. Adm. Reg. £89.83

Rhode Island

Health Benefits Plans-disapproval
if unreasonable in relation to prem
Reg.XX1]l, Part XI, &3

South Carolina

Ind'l accident, health or
AtH-disapproval or withdrawal
if not reasonable in relation to
remjum.
38-35-410

South Dakota

Tennessee

ALS-must be reasonabdble in
relation to premium based on
such reasonable regulations as
Commissioner may promulgate.
Experijence rated grp rates need
not be filed but must be
majintained by insurer and made
avallable for review on request
aof Commissioner.

§56-26-102

NAIC 1979 mode] guidelines in sub-
stance with certain modifications.
Includes Medicare Supplement loss
ratio of 60% individual; 75% group.
REG 0780-1-20, eff. 1/1/81

11-627 0 - 83 - 17
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Rate Review Criteria

LOSS RATIO REQUIREMENTS AND
REASONABLENESS IN RELATION
TO PREMIUM 7-81

Loss Ratio Requirements

Texas

Ind'l--Board may withdraw
approval if benefits not
reasonable in relation to
premium.

ART. 3.42(b} & (g)(1)

Utah

AlS--withdrawal of approval
or suspension of further sale
if benefits unreasonable in
relation to premium. Doesn't
apply to conversions issued
pursuant to contractual con-
version privilege under grp
or ind'! A4S when K contains
orovisions inconsistent with
requirements of Act or any
regulation issued pursuant
to it or to franchise policy
issued to employees or mem-~
bers being added to such
glans in existence.

$31-44-4 (H.B. 187, Laws 79)

NAIC 1979 model guidelines for filing
rates for individual A&S insurance
forms.
60%.
REG 80-20, eff. 9/1/80.

Vermont

Just, reasonable and
dequate.
s4656 (b)

Loss Ratios based on NAIC 1979
model guidelines for filing rates for
ind'l A4S insurance forms. Includes
Medicare Supplement--60% ind'l.

REG 80-1§7.A.15, eff. 7/1/80.

Virginia

Ind'l--Commissioner may dis-
approve or withdraw approval
if finds that benefits are or
are likely to be unreasonable
in relation to premium.
836.1-362.8

Washington

Any form of disability (ALS)--
reasonable in relation to
Eremlurn.

548.18.110 (2)

Medicare Supplement: 60% ind'l;
75% Baucus grp.

H. 297 (Laws '81) - 1/1/82

West Virginia

Reasonable in relatxon to
grermum.
33-6-9 (e)

Wisconsin

Ind'l--not excessive or in-
dequate .
s625.11

Informally follows 50% benchmark.

Wyoming

Reasonable in re]auon to
remium,
26-15-113

Generally, Dept. considers ratios
of about 65% acceptable.

Puerto Rico

ALS--fair in_relation to
premium.
T. 26 51112 (D)

NOTE:

Referencecto the NAIC benchmarks are to the 1956 gencral benchmark of 50%

if total annual or single A &4 S premium is over $10.

NOTE:

ponrenewable/accident only.
anticipated loss ratias and the

NAIC 1979 Loss R.tiv

that may be taken into account.

Guidelines 2re 60% OR; 55% CR/GR; 50% guaranteed rate

60% eligible for Mcd nare by reason of age; 5% specified accident/short-te

Includes criteria 10 be filed with forms to 1u;hfy
wzvious kinds of data and other consideration

Includes Medicare Supplement--
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MATERNITY AND
COMPLICATIONS OF PREGNANCY

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Alabama
Alaska -
Complications of pregnancy benefits same
as illness. Cannot deny maternity bene-
{its to insured or prospective insureds
Arizona Rule o 6/13/77 purchasing ind'l K when offered in family
- R4-14-209 Ks. Applies to all Ks delivered or issued
for delivery instate: to all existing grp.
Ks which are amended.
Complications of pregnancy benefits same as
Tﬁn:Od. tﬁay ;:o; lppiy ltglt;lry waitl:‘lg
eriods to exclude coverage for premature
Arkansas Reg. 19 2/1/76 glrth when normal maternsity included in K.
R Applies to renewals & grp. Ks as amended,
including out-of-state grp, Ks.
Involuntary complications of pregnancy
§10119.5 7/1176 coverage must be offered in all Ks. Can-
§10121 1/1/76 not refuse to offer maternity benefits
T.10 1/1/76 under individual Ks when offered under
82560, 3(e) family Ks.
Employer must treat pregnancy, child-
Labor birth & related medical conditions as
California Code 1/1/79 any other temporary disability but need
1420. 35 not extend disability leave past six weeks
for normal pregnancy.
Hlth& Safety Cd. Grp. policies offering maternity coverage
1367.7 shall offer coverage for prenatal diagnosis
Ins. Code of genetic disorders of fetus by diagnostic
10123.9 1/1/80 procedures in cases of high risk pregnan-
11512.16 cies. Terms & conditions to be agreed
upon between insurer & grp. policyholder.
Complications of pregnancy benefits
10-8-122 same as illness. Same maternity cov-
10-16-137 erage & benelits shall be offered to
Colorado 10-16-138 1/1/76 unmarried women as offered married
10-17-131 women. Applies to all Ks issued after
eff, date & grp. K8 on renewal or rein-
statement after eff. date.
Pregnancy & resulting childbirth or mis-
§38-37161(q) 1976 carriage as ""disease or injury" in state
P comprehensive health care law.
Connecticut Title 31 Unfair labor practice to terminate employ-
Ch. 557 10/1/73 ment or to deny sick pay benefits on the

§31-126

basis of pregnancy.
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MATERNITY AND
COMPLICATIONS OF PREGNANCY

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Delaware
Rule C. Cannot deny maternity benefits in ind'l K
4-43,01(c) when comparable family coverage offers
Florida Rule C. maternity benefits.
£-43.014f) Complications of pregnancy same as illness.
Complications ol pregnancy coverage re-
quired in all grp. major medical policies
Georgia 56-2443 /1777 which cover raaternity benefits. Applies
to grp. Ks issued for delivery, amended
or renewed after 1/1/78.
Hawaii
§§41-2140, Involuntary complications of pregnancy -
41-2210, coverage must be offered in policies which
41-3438, 1/1/17 provide maternity coverage, except ind'l
Idaho 41-3932, . noncancellable or guaranteed renewable
& 41-4023 Ks issued or delivered before 1/1/77.
Reg. 31 1/1/77 (Includes ind'l, grp., medical expense &
Reg. 7 3/1/62 disability income.)
Complications of pregnancy benefits same
as illness. Cannot restrict availability of
maternity coverages or benefits based
° upon marital status. Cannot deny mater-
Ilinois Rule 26.04 7/1/76 nity coverages to an ind'l who has not
purchased dependent or family coverage
when maternity coverages are otherwise
available. Applies to all Ks, endorse-
ments or riders issued on or after 7/1/76.
Indiana
Complications of pregnancy benefits same
as illness. Cannot deny available mater-
nity coverage to unmarried female if
Rule 510- same policy is available to married
Iowa 15.50-15.54 4/13/76 females. Applies to all Ks delivered or
(507B) issued for delivery in this state on or
after 4/13/76 & to all yxisting grp. Ks
which are amended or renewed on or
after 4/13/76,
Complications of pregnancy benefits same
Reg.40-1-31 as illness. Cannot deny coverages for
Kansas Butletin 2/15/717 maternity benefits to single insureds when
1977-3 such benefits are provided to covered "

spouses.
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Effective
Date

MATERNITY AND
COMPLICATIONS OF PREGNANCY
. 7-81

Comments

Kentucky

H. 299
{(Laws '78)

Elective abortions only by optional rider
& additional premium.

Louisiana

Maine

24A-§2832

§2741

1975

171776

Cannot deny maternity benefits to unmar-
ried women policyholders & minor depen-
dents of policyholders with dependent or
family coverage when married policy-
holders & wives of policyholders are
provided with maternity coverage. Applies
to all grp. & blanket insurance written or
renewed after the eff. date of this act &
shall include but not be limited to all
types & forms of grp. insurance issued
by ind']l companies or corporations,
Applies to all policies & plans issued or
renewed after the effective date.

Maryland

Article 48A
§354F, GLH
§470H&I
§47718J

S. 775

4701,
477

477P

1975
1975
1975
7/1/17

/3777

1975

1977

Maternity benefits coverage to be offered
to the same extent as hospitalization
benefit provided for any covered illness,
regardless of marital status. Applies

to temporary disability insurance poli-
cies, nonprofit health service plans,
individual or family basis policy forms

& grp. or blanket health insurance
policies. Does not require any insurer
to provide benefits for pregnancy or
childbirth in any policy.

Requires employers to treat pregnancy,
childbirth as a disability for purposes

of temporary disability plans. Can be
limited to 6 weeks.

Maternity benefits offered without regard
to marital status.

Grp./blanket insurers shall offer benefits
{or temporary disability caused by preg-
nancy or childbirth same as other covered
disabilities except ncrmal pregnancy
disabilities may be limited to 6 weeks.

Massachusetts

§201

§202

Civil Rights
Act

Employer shall not segregate, classify
or otherwise discriminate against a per-
son on basis of sex with respect to term,
condition of employment including a
benefit plan or system.
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Citation

Effective
Date

MATERNITY AND
COMPLICATIONS OF PREGNANCY
7-81

Comments

Michigan

§2027

4/1/17

Unfair methods of competition & unfair
act or practices--race, color, creed,
marital status, residence, age, handicap
or lawful occupation.

Minnesota

§62A. 041

Ch. 363
Minn. Human
Rights Act

6/4/71

673177

Same coverage for maternity benefits shall
be provided to unmarried women & minor
female dependents as is provided to mar-
ried women including wives of employees
choosing dependent family coverage. Ap-
plies to ind'l policies & to grp. policies

& to grp. policies of accident & health
insurance issued or renewed after 6/4/71.

Unfair employment practice for employer
or labor to treat women affected by preg-
nancy, childbirth or disabilities related
to pregnancy differently under fringe
benefit programs. .

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

689B.032

1/1/77

/1777

Complications of pregnancy to be treated
same as illness. Cannot deny maternity
coverage to unmarried female insured or
prospective insured purchasing an ind'l
contract when comparable coverage is
available to a married female insured or
prospective insured. Applies to all Ks
delivered or issued for delivery in this
state by any insurer on or after 1/1/77.
Grp. or blanket policy may not exclude
complications of pregnancy. Defines term.

New Hampshire
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MATERNITY AND
COMPLICATIONS OF PREGNANCY

Ch, 145

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Circular | Maternity coverage must be made available
Letters to single, divorced, separated and widowed
New Jersey 75-2& women on same basis as offered to married
76-2 women.
Admin,Code ' Complications of pregnancy--same as illness.
1:1-4.3 | Y76
New Mexico i
162a, 164a | 1976 Complications of pregnancy same as illness.
\ Normal maternity—coverage may be limited
i to 4 days hospital confinement. Note
i application of PL 95-555.
Ch. 843 i Mandates maternity coverage same as
New York {Laws '76) Hun any other sickness in all grp. & ind'l
Ks, except guaranteed renewable.
Grp. conversion Ks must contain required
' maternity benefits & must be same or
162.5¢ . 1/1/80 substantially same as those provided-in
' - policy specifically approved as ind'l con-
_ version policy by Supt.
Rule 11 Similar to the NAIC Model Sex Discrimina-
North Carolina | NCAC 1977 ation regulation. -
4.0107 Coverage for complications.
Prohibits insurance coverage of abortions
. S. 2385 except by optional rider for which additional
North Dakota (Laws '79) /1179 premium must be paid & except where
abortion necessary to save life of mother.
h If maternity benefits included, must be
Ohio ;:96133(1’(10) 8/31/76 | available to any ind'l covered by the
: policy in connection with family coverage.
Oklahoma
Must provide same henelits for maternity
Ch. 731 1973 to unmarried women as provided to mar-
743.037 1/1/7s ried women, including the wives of
1c-61 insured persons choosing family coverage.
Women affected by pregnancy, childbirth
Oregon or related medical conditions shall be
§659.010 to 0/4/77 treated the same for all employment
659.110 related purposes, including receipt of
benefits under {ringe benefit programs,
as other persons not so affected.
31 PA . . d
Pennsylvania Cons. Stat. 1977 Substantially similar to NAIC Model Sex

Discrimination Regulation.




MATERNITY AND
- COMPLICATIONS OF PREGNANCY
. 7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments

Provides that insurance K may exclude

Rhode Island R.1. Reg. 10/9/78 coverage for pregnancy "except for
XXi11 s
complications of pregnancy.”
South Carolina
South Dakota
Complications of pregnancy benefits same
as illness. Maternity benefits, if provided,
Ch. 0780- cannot discriminate on basis of marital

Tennessee 1-34.04 5/19/76 status. Applies to Ks issued 1/1/77; grp.
blanket & franchise amended or renewed
6/1/76; K forms filed for approval 6/1/76.
Complications of pregnancy benefits same
as illness. Exceptions or exclusions per-
mitted for normal pregnancy & childbirth.
Certain minimum benefits prescribed for
Texas maternity coverage if policy provides such
coverage. Applies to ind'l basic hospital,
. ’ medical & surgical expense policies, hospita.
indemnity, major medical expense & dis-
ability income policies.

Bd. Order

31704 12/1/78

Utah

Marital status in provision of maternity
3/1/80 benefits requires coverage of complications

of pregnancy.
4/22/81 State employment act construed to require

pregnancy coverage in employer grp.
plans.
Grp. hospital or major medical policies
T/1178 shall provide option for obstetrical
services same as physical illness generally. <
Ks providing benefits for accidents shall
include, same as for other covered acci-
dents or accidental injury, benefits for
7/1/81 pregnancy following rape which was

reported to police within 7 days following
occurrence. Time period extended to 180
days in case of rape or incest of female
under age 13.

WAC ! = Ind'l--may not exclude complications of

vashington | 284-50-320(6) {c) 371177 pregnancy. Does not include disabilit
| income protection policies. .

Bul. 49
Vermont

Bul. 54 Rev

38.1-348.9

Virginia

!
|
}
]
;
|
i
!
18.1-348.13 |

West Virginia

: Complications of pregnancy benefits same as
Wisconsin Rules Ins. 6/1/76 | illness. Applies to all Ks issued after 6/1/76 -
6.55 & grp. Ks issued prior thereto upon renewal
or amendment.

Wyoming
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MZNTAL ILLNESS
7-81

Alabama

Comments
L

Alaska

Arizona

20-841
20-934
20-1057
20-1376
20-1406

i1-1-80

If K provides coverage for alcoholism, drug
abuse or psychiatric services, reimburse-
ment shall be made whether covered service
rendered in gen'l hospital or psychiatric
special hospital. Applies to Ks delivered on
or after 1/1/80 and to existing grp policies
thereafter on renewal, lnnhSerury date or
expiration of collective bargaining agreement.

Arkansas

§66-3212 (11)

120 days
after
7-20-79

Indl & grp policies providing payment of any
health care services provided by hospitals or
related facilities shall cover on equal basis
services provided by licensed outpatient
psychiatric center. Also applies to out-of-
state grp Ks.

California

§10125

1-1-74

Group, hospital, medical & surgical -
must offer to policyholder such benefits
as may be agreed on

Colorado

10-8-116

1-1-76

Grp. hospital & medical expense Ks must
include as to basic policies 45 days inpatient
& 90 days ''partial''ona "2 for 1 day" basis;
astomajor medical Ks, same asbasicwith
apte 509‘: coinsurance (also see Alcoholism).

Connecticut

§38-1744

5-28-75

Allgrp. Ks mustprovide upto 60 days in-
pitient; major medical Ks shall provide
benefits (outpatient}after the applicable
deductible, ata 50% rate during any

"l zalendar year, upto $1,000.

Delaware

Florida

§627.668

Grp., HMOs & hospital/medical service -
plan corps. shall offer benefits same as
other illness except: inpatient may be
limited to 30 days per benefit year, any
excess need not be same as other illness;
if offering outpatient benefits, coinsurance
may not exceed 50%, maximum yearly
benefit may be limited to $500 for con-
sultations & dollar amounts need not be
same as applied to physical illness
generally,

11-627 0 - 83 - 18
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Effective
Date

MENTAL ILLNESS
7-81

Comments

Georgia

56-3110
56-3016

56-2447
{(S. 105 -
Laws '80)

711470

10/1/81

Policies providing hospital care which do
not cover mental illness must contain state-
ment in bold face type to this effect on .
policy & any identification card.

Major medical Ks issued, delivered or
renewed after 1/1/82 must make available
to insured, covered spouse & dependents
treatment of mental disorders same as other
physical illness. Need not cover outpatient
treatment for more than 40 visits per policy
year.

Hawaii

Idaho‘

Illinois

370c

7-1-717

Grp. Ks mustoffer benefits with annual max.
atleastlesserof$10,0000r25%of lifetime

Indiana

policy max, k coinsurance of50%orless.

Iowa

Kansas

KSA 40-2,
105

7-1-78

Unless refusedin writing, grp. insurers
must provide coverage for%reatment of
alcoholism, drugabuse or nervousor
mental conditions for nolessthan 30 days
per year inlicensedhospital or facility &
outpatient benefits limitedtonotless than
100% of first $100 & 80% of next $500inany
year.

Kentucky

Louisiana

Title 22
§213.2

7-1-75

Grp., blanket & franchise Ks mustoffer
benefits same asotherillness; no waiting
periods inexcess of 12 months; services
include psychologist and clinical social
workers wheninconsultation with physician.

Maine

§2838

—

3/28/80

Grp. & blanket policies covering hospital
care shall make available coverage of
outpatient mental health services by
community merntal health centers.

Maryland

354] &
47™

11

Grp. & nonprofit health service Ks must
of{er option of providing benefits for
cost of psychiatric care through partial
hospitalization.
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Effective
Date

MENTAL ILLNESS
7-81
Comments

Massachusetts

175§47B

671176

Ind'l, grp. & blanket, employee welfare
benefit plans must include 60 days inpatient
in mental hospital; general hospit ' same
benefits as for other illness; outpatient up
to $500 over 12-month period.

Michigan

Minnesota

§62A.152

62A.151

8/1/75

71115

Grp. Ks providing mental illness benefits
must provide 90% of first $600 outpatient
expense by hospital, community mental
health center or approved mental health
clinic,

Grp. policies, HMOs & health service
plans shall include benefits, on same basis
as other benefits, for treatment of emo-
tionally handicapped children in residential
treatment facility licensed by commissioner
of public welfare.

Mississippi

Missouri

§376. 381

8/13/80

Insurers, health service corps, HMOs shall
offer coverage of psychiatric services-for
recognized mental illness as follows:

(1) if providing inpatient benefits, same
as other illness; may be limited to 30

days in benefit period, (2) if providing
outpatient benefits, treatment in psychi-
atric residential treatment center on in-
patient or outpatient basis when prescribed
by physician specializing in treatment of
mental illness. Not less than 50% reason-
able charges to maximum of $1500 in
benefit period. Shall also offer 50%
reasonable charge for 20 psychotherapy
services rendered by physician specializing

" in treatment of mental illness or stcholo-
gist unless rejected by policyholder.

Frequency of sessions may be limited
but benefit shall be available for at least
one session in any seven consecutive days.

Montana

33-22-701

1/1/82

Insurers & health scrvice corps, hospital
& medical expense policies must make
available benefits for care & treatment

of mental illness, alcoholism & drug
addiction on same basis as other benefits,
except inpatient benefits may be limited
to 30 days per year; outpatient to $1,000
per benefit period; and maximum lifetime
benefits to $10,000 or 25% of lifelime
policy limit whichever is less. Does not
apply to blanket, short-term travel,
accident only, limited or specified disease,
ind'l conversion or Medicare Supplement Ks.
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MENTAL ILLNESS

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Nebraska
Nevada
Minimum grp, benefits: 1) for basic hospitat
expense policies same benefits as for any
other illness; 2) for basic medical expense
policies same benelitsas for physicians
RSA as for other illnesses - outpatient same asany
New Hampshire} 415,18.a amended | other illness, exceptmaybe limitedto 15
6-4-76 hours treatment over 12 months; 3)for
major medical, deductible & coinsurance
at least sameas for anyotherillness with
12 month maximum ofnotless than $3,000
per coveredindividual.
New Jersey
New Mexico -
Ch. 894 Must make available on request 1}inpatient -
New York . 1-1-78 notless than 30 days per calendar year
€ F §162 2)outpatient may be limitedto $700 per
calendar year. -
North Carolina
26-39-01 Must provide 70 days inpatient, 140days
North Dakota Dept. Bul. 7-1-75 outpatient for grp., blanket & franchise
No. 30 over 501lives & who cover 70% or moreofgrp.
Grp. medical expense Ks, other thanacci-
dentonly or specifieddisease that provide
benefits for mental or emotional disorders
. e “1oTo79 shall provide benefits onoutpatient basis
Ohio 3923.28 1-T1-79 equalto $500inanycalendar yearor12-
month period. Appliestonew & renewed
policiesafter 1/1/79 & for periodending
4 yearsthereafter. -
Oklahoma
Grp. Ks mustoffer benefits for atleast 30
Oregon 743.558 10-5-73 days inpatient: major medical outpatient
at 50% coinsurance upto $500 per year.
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
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MENTAL ILLNESS
7-81
Effective
Date Comments

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

56~7-1003
1004

Unless specifically excluded, indl,
franchise, blanket or grp. Ks must
provide benefits for psychiatric disorders,
mental or nervous conditions, alcoholism,
drug dependence or medical complications
of mental illness or mental retardation.
Benefits not defined but must be provided
21174 for services rendered in health facility
licensed in state as hospital accredited by
Jt. Com. of Accreditation of Hospitals or
facility owned or operated by state which is
especially intended for diagnosis, care &
treatment of psychiatric, mental or nervous
disorders.

Grp. hospital, medical or major medical Ks
shall make available outpatient benefits in
community mental health centers which shall
include minimum of 30 outpatient visits per
7/1/80 year & deductibles & coinsurance not less
favorable than illness generally. Benefits
shall be part of policy unless policyholder
rejects in writing. If K provides inpatient
benefits, shall include community mental
health centers with inpatient care facilities.

Texas

Utah

Vermont

T.B §4089

Grp Ks must provide option of ''45 day equiv-
alents of active case’ per policy or calendar
10-1-76 year; outpatient at 100% for first 5 visits,
80% thereafter, up to $500 per policy or
calendar year.

Virginia

38.1-348.7

Indl & grp Ks must provide same benefits as
for other illness, up to 30 days treatment
11-1-77 per yr. Grp Ks must offer outpatient same
as other benefits but may limit to $1, 000 per
benefit period at 50% coinsurance,
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MENTAL ILLNESS
7-81

Comments

Washington

West Virginia

33-15-4a
33-16-3a

7-4-77

Indl & grp Ks shall provide, unless rejected
by policyholder, at least 45 days inpatient in
mental hospital, outpatient benefits at 50%
coinsurance up to $500 up to 50 visits per
year & services in comprehensive health
service organization; community mental
heaith center; by psychiatrist or psychologist.
Inpatient in regular hospital--same as other
illness.

Wisconsin

632.89

9-1-74

Grp Ks must include at least 30 days inpatient
coverage and up to first $500 of outpatient
service each calendar year,

Wyoming

26-25-102

No indl or grp policy providing coverage for
mental illness or mental retardation shall
exclude benefits for services provided by

tax supported institution of state, provided
such institution establishes and utilizes PSRO
or comparable peer review programs, that
its operations are subject to review accord-
ing to federal and state law, and that charges
are made for such services.




NEWBORN CHILDREN

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Alabama §27-19-38 4127175 g:::;sai:;i?lly model bill without notice
Alaska Title 21 8124175 Model bill
21.42.345
Title 20
Arizena 20.1342 8/8/74 Substantially mode! bill
20,1402
66-3249 211175 Substantially model bill without notice
66-3250 provision.
Coverage for newborn shall be same as
for other family members and shall include
Arkansas 101/475 coverage for illness, Injury, congenital
66-3248 3/13/81 defect, premature birth, & tests for
hypothyroidism & phenylketonuria as well
as any testing of newborns hereafter
. mandated by law.
California g“g"%_ . ;m;\: Model bill by interpretation.
fd_lg_'lAz‘;"B Substantially model bill--elective coverage
Colorado 10-16-134 71112 with regard to ind'l accident & sickness
. 10-17-130 . insurance policies.
Connecticut . Title 38 10/1/74 Substantially model bil)
§38-174(g) Y
. 18§3335 & Substantially model bill by interpretation,
Delaware 18§3510 11723174 includes routine care.
Ind? ¢ grp. policies shall include newborn
children coverage, including premature
District of birth. Applies to policies delivered,
Law 3-33 P
Columbia Act 3-99 10/20/79 renewed, amended or reissued after 120days
¢ following eff. date & to children born
more than 120 days after eff. date.
Substantially model bill without notice
provision; includes premature birth.
Florida 22376215, ;oﬁ;?;;;. Shall include transportation costs to &
‘ from nearest special facility to maximum
of $1,000.*
Georgia {Si;'_'szl 117174 Substantially model bill )
Title” 23~ Substantially model bill except does not
Hawaii [T 6112174 include Blues. Adds well-baby care.*
(Laws '81)*
§41-2210 Interpreted as the model bill - ind",
Idaho §41-2140 LA grp. & blanket disabllity insurance.
Illinois 356(c) 8127175 Substantially model bill, includes premature

birth.




NEWBORN CHILDREN

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Indiana A 10/1/75 | Model bill
lowa Xy | s Model bill
Ch. 40
Kansas :or_‘z 1zoz 711174 Substantially model bill
IDB 14
§304.17-042
§304.18-032 10/1/76 Mode! bill
§304.32-153
Ind'l, grp., blanket, HMO, or service or
Kentucky §304.17.185 indemnity Ks providing maternity benefits
5304.18.033 shall offer option for routine nursery care
i for well newly born child for up to 5 full
days in hospital nursery. -
T. 22 Substantially model bill--applicable to grp.,
R.S. 22 742173 family grp., blanket & franchise HtA
§215.1 insurance only.
Policies providing coverage for family mem-
bers shall offer coverage for transportation
by ambulance, inc. alrtransport, of newly
born to nearest available hespital or neo-
Louistana natal special care unit within state for
treatment of illness, injury, congenital
9/1/79 defects & complications of premature birth.
Policies in force on 9/1/79 have unti
9/1/80 to offer such coverage. All other
policies issued more than 90 days after
9/1/79 must comply.
2452319
Maine 24A§2743 6112175 Substantially model bill
24A§2834
Maryland 48A-438A 1/1/75 Model bill
C.175847C Not model bill; includes premature birth;
Massachusetts C.176A88b 111775 includes adoptive children =
- §500. 3403 Substantially model bill except does not
Michigan §500. 3611 313175 include Blues.
. §62A.042 1/1/74 Substantially model bill without notice
Minnesota §62C.14(14) | 1971 provision.
$83-9-33 474714 Model bil
Mississippi 11179 Transportation of newborn child to ¢
{rom special facility.
Missouri §376.406 8/13/74 Substantially mode! bill
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NEWBORN CHILDREN

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
33-22-504(grp.) [372774 Interpreted as model.
e Amended to require immediate coverage of -
Montana g;;g_?g‘l’glnd'l) 10/1/81 newborn under all indN policies including
those that do not insure dependents.
Nebraska 44-710.19 1/1176 Model bih
Title 57 Substantially model bill; Includes premature
Nevada 689A.043 8/31/75 birth. Major medical policies to include
689B.033 necessary transportation costs to nearest
6958.193 specialized treatment center.
New Hampshire |RSA415:22 775175 Substantially model bil)
§17:48A-5
New Jersey §17B:26-2g 11/27/75 Substantially modetl.bill
§17B:27-30
Substantially model bill.” Adds require-
ment that coverage include, where neces-
sary to protect life of infant, transportation
“| (including air transportation) to nearest
59-18-21 available tertiary care facility. All policies
59-18-22 6120175 providing maternity coverage on expense
New Mexico 59-19-50 711118 incurred basis must provide, where neces-
59-19-51 sary to protect life of infant or mother,
coverage for transportation (including air
transportation) for medically high-risk
N pregnant women with impending delivery
) of potentially viable infant to nearest
tertiary care facility for newly born infants.
§164,Subs. Family coverage shall provide coverage
New York 2(B)(3) s from moment of birth.
North Carolina §58-251.4 547113 Substantially model bill
North Dakota [ 26303381 17,379 Substantially AAP/HIAA model bill
Ohio §3923.26 171775 Substantially model bill
Oklahoma T.36§56058 911175 Model bill
Substantially model bill except does not
Oregon T.55§743.120 1111716 includes Blues.
ChiZ,Art.IX
Ch.5§1(40PS771
Pennsylvania §2(40PS§772) 8/1/75 _ Substantially model! bill
§3(40PS§773)
§4(40PS§774)
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NEWBORN CHILDREN

7-81
. Effective
Citation Date Comments
R.LRe Requires newborn children coverage to the
Rhode Island )Ex'mg' 10/9/78 same extent as existing children or the
insured. :
South Carolina §38-35-70 Model bill
gg:ifgi - Substantially model bill. Al ind'l &
South Dakota 58-17-30.4 grp. policies must provide coverags at
58—28-32. 201477 next anniversary date of policy.
Tennessee 56-7-100Y 4/22/176 Model bill
Texas ’3‘.1'716-2(0) 8/21/13 Substantially model bill
Utah 31.33-2(6) 5/13/75 Substantially model bill
Vermont T.8§409) 41151175 Substantially model bill
Virginia §38.1-348.6 711176 Substantially model! bill
.21 . . 4
Washington 50 4?3%5:51)) 2116174 Substantially model bill without notice
48.44.212 provision.
West Virginia §33-6-32 2/11]15 Substantially model bill
Policies providing coverage for member
. N 632.91 - of insureds family shall provide benefits
Wisconsin Reg.3.38 611726 applicable for children to newly born from
moment of birth.
Wyoming 2:;2:’;;“' 5/30/75 Model bill
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SOCIAL SECURITY OFFSETS
7-81
Effective
Date Comments

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

Reg. 18
§V.A.6(b)

HIAA IDB
Ark. 1-80

IndT may not reduce benefits due to
471575 increased SSA benefits or other govt.
plan after effective date of benefit period.
Dept. will approve grp. Ks which include
9/80 integration of SS benefit language subject
to specific conditions. .

California

10127.1

10127.15%

Cannot reduce benefits during a benefit
period for increases in S.S. benefits.
1-1-77 Applies to renewals, and to outstanding
- grp. Ks when renewed, amended or
expiration of bargaining contract which-
- ever is later.
Any provisions for reduction because of
7.7-717 increase in S.S. benefits shall be null &
void with respect to any increase which
occurs on or after effective date.

Colorado

10-8-116(6)

Benefits may not be reduced for increases
in S.S. effective after claim commenced -

Connecticut

§38-174j

38-378(c)-1.
(F)(3)

Grp.accident, health or accident & health
or hospital or medical expense Ks cannot
1-1.76 reduce benefits because of 'the disability
benefits" increases on or after date claim
1/1/81 commences. No such policy shall contain
an offset proviso.

Ind'l--may not reduce benefits because
171779 of increase in SS benefits during benefit
period.

Delaware

Florida

Reg.
C.432.06(6)(c)

Ind'T""no reduction In benefits because
11175 of increase in SS benefits during benefit
period.

Georgia

§56-2444

Prohibits grp policies from reducing
7-1-79 benefits because of changes in level of

S,S, benefits

Hawali

431-521

-~ Grp. disability Ks cannot reduce benefits
1-1-.78 due to 5.5. increases effective after
claim incurred.
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SOCIAL SECURITY OFFSETS

- 7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Cannot reduce benefits due to S.5. in-
41-2141 7-1-78 creases. Provisions to contrary to be
Idaho 41-2216 e null and void with respect to any increase
occurring on or after effective date.
Claim for individual Ol"’gtp- loss of time
benefits may not be reduced because of
Ulinois 355.1 10-1-73 S.S. cost of living increase while bene-
fits for that claim are payable.
Indiana
lIowa
Grp. or blanket disability Ks may not
KSA reduce benefits because of S.S. increa-
Kansas 40-2209 7-1-7 ses which become effective after first
40-2210 day for which disability benefits become
payable.
Ind'l--may not reduce benefits because
Rule 40-30(C) - of increase in SS or similar benefits in
benefit period.
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
48A§470F Ind'l, grp. & blanket Ks may not reduce
Maryland 477G ' 7-1-75 benefits because of SS increases.
Individual & grp.disability Ks cannot
Massachusetts 175§110F 10-1-74 be reduced by an increase in federal
S5.S. benefits once payment of disability
benefits has commenced.
Michigan
Individual & grp. Ks cannot reduce bene-
{its due to increases in S.S., Railroad
Minnesota 62A.18 1-1-76 Retirement, Veterans Compensation or

Workmen's Compensation effective after
loss commences.

Mississippi
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SOCIAL SECURITY OPF§{EG'{S

Effective
Citation Date Comments
Disability Ks may not reduce benefits due
to S.5. payments unless policy provides
R a minimum b;.neﬂt after such reductions
i 1 eg. 3.1.76 of at least 15% of stated benefits or $50
Missour 190-14.09055 per month, whichever is greater. No
reductions permitted for S.S. increases
after claim incurred.
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
Grp. & blanket A%H Ks may not reduce
New Hampshire| 415:18(I)(0) 6-7-75 loss of time benefits as a result of in-
creases in benefits under S.S.
New Jersey
New Mexico
Reg. 62 1. No subsequent reduction in benefits fol-
New York 52.18(b)(13) 5-1-72 lowing change in S.S. levels
Grp. & ind'l policies integrating benefits
12NCAC. 0545 9-26~78
North Carolina shall not reduce benefits because of changes
4NCAC.0313(2) 1979 in Jevel of SS benefits.
North Dakota )
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
No claims for loss of time in grp. &
. Title 40 . individual A&H shall be reduced by rea-
Pennsylvania 619. 1 1972 son of cost of living increase under S.S.

while benefits are payable for thatclaim.
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SOCIAL SECURITY OFFSETS

" 7-81.
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Rhode Island
Reg.R2-76 7-19-76 Ind') & grp. disability Ks cannot reduce
South Caroli Reg.69-34 - due to increases in SS- effective after
N rotina §G (6)(c) 138 claim incurred.
Individual & grp.disability Ks cannot
58-18-11.1 reduce due to increases in 5.S., Rail-
South Dakota 58-17-10.1 7-1.76 road Retirement, Veterans Disability,
' Workmen's Compensation, or similar
loss, effective after claim incurred.
Tennessee
Texas
Ind'l--no reduction because of increase
Utah Reg. 80-12 9-1-80 in SS or similar benefits during benefit
§7.F.3. period. Does not apply to business
i - buyout coverage.
IndT & grp.--may not reduce berefits
Bul. 28 2-14-75 because of SS or other govt. program
Vermont increases.
Reg. 80-1 7-1-80 Indl--same as above; does not include
_§7.F.(3) business buyout coverage.
Ind'lI--shall not reduce benefits because
of increase in SS of similar benefits
. Reg. 19 1. during benefit period (applies to new
Virginia §8.E(J) 1-1-81 policy forms approved after 7/1/81 &
policies delivered or issued for delivery
after 7/1/82).
. WAC 1 Ind'l--may not reduce benefits because
Washington 284-50-355(2) | 31777 of increases in SS benefits.
Reg. 33-28, Ind'l--may not reduce benefits because
West Virginia Series XIII 4-1-75 of increases in S5 or similar benefits.
§4.07(C) Does_not_include business buyout coverage.

Wisconsin

Wyoming
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SURGICAL CEN.I:IEBRIS

Effective
Citation Date Comments
Alabama
Alaska
20-826 Services coveredina hospital mustbe cov-
Arizona 20-1342 1974 eredinfree standing surgical facility. Ap-
20-1402 plies to individual & grp. policies.
Allindlvidualor grp. hospital or medical
expense policiesissuedmore than 120 days
after effective date must provide benefits
66-3212(10) | 7-6-77 for treatmentinlicensedoutpatient surgery
centersonequal basisastreatmentinhos-
vitals or related facilities. *Includes out-
Arkansas 7-20-79% [ of-state grp. Ks.
If policy provides inpatient benefits,
must offer identical coverage for such
H. SZ(I 3-12-81 services delivered on outpatient basis,
(Laws '81) . Grp. Ks shall conform on first anniv,
of issue date after eff. date, Policy-
California
Colorade
Conn;cticut
Delaware
Ambulatory centers - Grp. k Individual
395,22 expense [ncurredpolicles mustprovide
Florida 395'01(5 10-1-77 coverage if it would have beencovered
. ) onaninpatient basis.
Definesambulatory surgical centera
Ind'l policies providing medical &
56-3016(c)& surgical inpatient benefits shall provide
Gedrgia | Reg. C. 9-1-80 for outpatient benefits, at certain out-
120-2-10.03 patient facilities, including physician

& dentists services.
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SURGICAL CENT?Elgf

Effective
Citation Date Comments
Hawail
Idaho
Nlinois
Indlana
Iowa
Kansas
- All individual, grp.or blanket policies pro-
I;:‘S ‘(‘:' deing coverage onexpense incurred basis
. 1. shall provide coverage for treatment by
Kentucky 304. 19 t0-1-78 ambulatory surgical center on same basis
304.32 as coverage providedfor same treatment
in hospital.
All health & accidentinsurance policies
providing surgical coverage shall provide
N benefits for services inlicensedambulatory
Louisiana RSz2:223 9-9-77 surgical center uptolimitin policy, pro-
. videdsuch services wouldhave beencovered
if performedon inpatient basis.
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
All Ks must specifically include coverage
Minnesota 62A.153 8-1.76 for ambulatory surgical centers approved
by State Board of Health.
Mississippi




211

SURGICAL CENTERS

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
“ | Reg. Individual & grp. Ks T“t cover same ambu-
Missouri 190-14,090 3.1-76 latory surgical center servicesas covered
(6) for inpatient - benefitlevels notprescribed
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
Ind'l Ks providing inpatient benefits shall
New York 164-7-j 1-1.77 offer coverage for ambulatory care.
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
No entity providing grp. coverage may dis-
. criminate in payment for or recognitionof
Cklahoma S. 774 6-15-76 ambulatory surgical centers; however,
benefitsare notprescribed
Oregon
] -

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

11-627 0 - 83 -~ 19
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SURGICAL CENTERS

7-81
Effective
Citation Date Cumments
South Dakota
Tenncssee
Texas
Third party payors shall reimburse
Utah - 26-32-17 1976 benefits for licensed ambulatory surgical
facility same n-)uupml
Vermont
Virginia
Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming
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UNIFORM CLAIM FORMS

' 7-81
Effective
Citation Date Comments

Alabama

Alaska

Arizoma

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware
Requires Commissioner toprescribe
standardclaim forms for hospitals &

Florida Ch.77-46 1-1.78 phyeicians. Excludes claims submitted
or processed by electronicor electro-
mechanical means.

Georgia

Hawali
In the absence of insurer's claim forms,

Idaho Rege 35 .8-15-80 iproviders shall use AMA uniform claim
form.

lllinois

,

Requires Commissionertoprescribe uni-

Indiana Ch. 5.5 6-1-77 formaccident & health claims forms. In-

surers mayalsoacceptother forms for
additional information.

lowa
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UNIFORM CLAIM FORMS

7-81
Effective
- __Citation Date Comments
Kansas
Requires Commissioner to prescribe
Kentucky S. 40 uniform claim forms to be used by
(Laws '80) insurers.
Loulsiana
Maine
S. 1073 Ind'l & grp. claim forms must conform
Maryland (Laws '80) 7-1-80 to requirements of commissioner,
Massachusetts
Michigan
Requires Commissioner to prescribe
Minnesota §62A.025 - 8-1-75 uniform claim forms for each class of
provider.
Requires Commissioner toprescribe
proofofloss form in consultationwith
Mississippi the Health Insurance Council, State
Hospital Association & State Medical
Association.
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska -
689A Authorizes Commissionertoestablishby
7-1-75 regulationuniform claim forms, & requires
689B hospitals to use AHA approved hospital forms.
Nevada Department regulation deems H1AA uniform
Ins. Dept. 7.1-76 forms developed with AMA & ADA approved
Bul. LH-% =t= for uniformuse. Other forms may be used

uponapproval.

New Hampshire

New Jersey
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UNIFORM CLAIM rb_llugls

Effective
Citation Date Comments
New Mexico
Requires Superintendent to establish stan-
dardclaim forms for hospital, physician,
174-a & other health care provider claimsaiter
New York 1-1-78 areviewofclaim forms currently utilized
rubd. 7 bycarriers & providers. Carriersnot
precludedfrom using additional forms for
further claim information.
A&H claim forms m st conform to
North Carolina |58-257.1 1955 standard language approved by Com-
missioner.
North Dakota
Ohlo
Oklahoma
. Prescribes healthinsurance claimforms
" Dept. Re applicable for all health care provider ser-
Oregon 1c Psé» Ly vices except vision, drugs & claims
N other than on an expense incurred basis,
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Allows Commissioner to prescribe
Tennessee 56-7-1008 uniform claim forms to be used by
v health care providers.
Texas.
Utah
Vermont
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UNIFORM CLAIM FO_;!L;?

Effective

Citation Date Comments
Virginia . 1§

Ins. Comm. Requests all insurers to use uniform
Washington Bulletin 3.22.78 claim forms {as per HIAA uaiform

78-4 forms program).

Prescribes uniform claim forma for all

West Virginia Reg. 33-2 1-1.81 }Jfﬁls?-ﬁx'(“tﬁﬁ%ﬂ:kg:eﬁt diQ:Acb’ :i;n

Series XVII and vision care. '
Wisconsin
Wyoming




MISCELLANEOUS
. . MANDATED BENEFITS
7/81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
North Dakota
(Cont.)
Prisoner 26-03,1-13 7Mn Continuation of coverage for juvenile de-
Coverage linquint while in legal custody of state
'(Cont.f institution or agency as long as juvenile
meets all other usual qualifications and
continues to pay premiums.
Ohilo
Hospitals H. 1215 8/26/16 Policies providing coverage for mental ill-
(Laws 76) ness shall provide for confinement in tax-
supported institution of state or municipality
thereof, ,
Kidne 3923.25 1972 Pol!clis providing for kldney’dialysh shall
malpis include benefits whether inpatient or out-
patient. .
Oregon
Hospitals 743,126 111172 May not exclude covera-ge. except for mental
. {llness or psychiatric care, for service ren-
dered in hospital owned or operated by state
or political subdivision.
Rhode Island B
Hospitals Reg. XXIII, 10/9/78 Hospital indemnity policies--VA hospitals:
art VII, same benefits must be provided for 1st 35
3(B)(2)(3) days of any one confinement same as other
hospitals; may reduce to 2/3 benefit after
35th day.
South Dakota
Worker's H. 1111 7/1/81 Grp insurers required to offer to extend
Comp - (Laws 81) coverage for persons opting out of worker's
compensation.
Tennessee
Hospitals 56-26-124 171175 Indl/grp Ks cannot exclude benefits on
grounds that service rendered in tax sup-
ported institution if such institution charges
patients in absence of insurance. .
Sterilization | 56-7-1006 1176 If providing benefits for sterilization, no

disclaimer, restriction or limitation because
of insured's reason for procedure.




MISCELLANEOUS
MANDATED BENEFITS
7/81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Texas
Hospitals Art. 3.42B May not prohibit payment for nonindigent
person in state or local govt. hospital pro-
vided charges are regularly and customarily
charged to nonindigent persons.

Art. 3,70-2(D) ~ No ;olicy providing coverage for mental
illness/retardation may exclude benefits
provided in tax-sponsored state institution
provided charges are regularly and custom-
arily made to nonindigent persons.

Vermont
Hospitals Reg. 80-1 7711180 VA exclusion prohibited in hospital {ndemnity
Bs.D. policy.
Washington !
Hospitals WAC 284-50~ fun VA exclusion prohibited in hospital indemnity
320(5) . policy.
Right_to Die H. 264 612179 No insurer shall require person to execute

(Laws 79) directive for withholding or withdrawal of
life-sustaining procedures as condition of
being insured.

West Virginia
Hospitals leg. 33-28 471175 VA exclusion prohibited in hospital indemnity
eries XII policy.
3.01(F)
Wisconsin
Hospitals 632.89(2) 1/1/8} Grp Ks may not limit coverage of services
provided by state or county inpatient facility
other than as limited for other inpatient
treatment.

632.8%(2m) 17118} Any insurer providing hospital treatment
coverage liable to state or county for costs
incurred for inpatient services regardiess
of patient's liability for service to extent
insurer is liable to patient for service pro-
vided in other inpatient facilities,



MISCELLANECUS
MANDATED BENEFITS
7/81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
New Hampshire -
Hospitals Reg. 19 111777 May not exclude benefits for hospitals
IV.A.5 operated by state, county, city or other
political subdivision.
Reconstructive B Indl, grp & blanket Ks may not exclude
Surgery--  [Reg. 19 11777 coverage for reconstructive surgery inci-
ependent VI ¥ dental to or following surgery resulting from
CF%FFe—n_ T trauma, infecon or other disease of involved
—_— part or for congenital disease or anomaly of
covered dependent child which resulted in
- . functional defect.
Specified Reg. 19 17177 Specified disease coverage not permitted
ﬁssuse HI.G. unless K also provides basic hospital ex-
pense, basic medical-surgical expense,
hospital confinement indemnity or major
medical expense coverage. .
4
New Jersey
2nd Surgical|17B:26-2.2 7/19/80 Indl/grp Ks covering surgery on inpatient
5Elnion 17B:27-46.2 basis shall offer 2nd surgical opinjon pro-

11:4-16.6(a)g 3/20/81 gram which must cover 3rd surgical opinion
in same manner. If insurer provides such
services at no cost to insured or patient,
insurer may provide reduced benefits for
surgical charges for elective surgery if per-
formed without first obtaining 2nd or 3rd
confirming opinion.

Specified Cir. Ltr, 5717176 Dept. no longer considers for filing any
Disease 76-3 specified disease benefits.

New Mexico

~ Hospitals Rule 80-6 1/1/81 Insurer may not limit or restrict freedom
of choice in hospitals maintained by state
or political subdivision.

Right to Dic|S. 166 No {nsurer shall require person to execute
(Laws 77) right-to-die document as condition of being
insured.
New York
Emergency |164-7-h 11177 Ind] Ks providing inpatient hospital bene-
are {its must include coverage for emergency

medical care in medical facility, Need not
be provided unless carc rendered within

12 hrs after 1st appearance of illness or

72 hrs after accident.




MISCELLANEOUS
MANDATED BENEFITS
7/81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
New York
(Cont.)
Nursin 164-7-1 pYRYAL] Indl Ks providing inpatierit hospital berie-
Homes fits shall offer nursing home care coverage.
Qutpatient [164-7-¢ 11/70 Indl Ks to reimburse for lab tests and
Dlagnostic diagnostic xrays whether done inpatient
Stu%z or outpatient,
2nd Surgical 164-7-g 711176 Indl Ks providing inpatient surgical bene-
Opinion fits must include coverage for 2nd surgical
opinion.
Specified Reg. 52.16 5III;IZ Prohibits policies which provide additional
EEsease benefits for specified disease unless policy
qualifies as basic hospital, basic medical or
major medical insurance,
North Carolina|
Hospitals 58-251.6 1975 Grp Ks may not exclude benefits for hospital
. or physician charges in state tax-supported
institution, including charges for care of
' cerebral palsy, orthopedic and crippling
disabilities, mental and nervous disorders,
mental retardation, slcoholism and drug
dependency and respiratory illness. Bene-
fits must be no less favorable than if ren-
dered in or by other public or private
institution or provider. Includes community
mental health centers and other health clinics
_certified as Medicaid providers,
North Dakota
Assignment [26-03-39,2(1) 1979 Indl/grp Ks may not deny or prohibit in-
of Faxment sured from assigning to Social Service Board
any rights to medical benefit coverage.
Medicaid 26-03-39.2(2) 1979 Indl/grp Ks may not limit or exclude pay-
ment if insured eligible for medical assistance
benefit.
Prescribed |26-03.1-04.1 11179 Grp & nonprofit medical service corp.--as
ﬁrugs option, coverage for prescribed drugs.
Prisoner 26-03.1-12 3721475 Incarceration not grounds lo;' cancellation.
Coverage Continuation of coverage to same extent

coverage continued for general public as
long as prisoner meets all other usual
qualifications and pays premiums.



MISCELLANEOUS
MANDATED BENEFITS
7/81
Effective
Citation Date Comments

Illinois . - -

(Cont.) ,
Mastectom may be limited to provislc;n of prosthetic
{€ont)) devices and reconstructive surgery to with-

in 2 years after mastectomy.
Rape 356e 8/26/75 Hospital or medical expense incurred K may
VicEm 367(11) not preclude benefits for expense of exam-
ination, testing or treatment of victim of
rape or attempted rape.

Indiana
Laetrile Bul. 38 8/22119 Policles not excluding laetrile treatment neﬂ———~

cover if prescribed by physician.

Kansas . 4 -

Right to DiefS. 99 711479 Insurer shall not require person to execute
(Laws 79) declaration directing withdrawal or withhold-
e ing of life sustaining procedures as condition
for being insured.
Louisiana -
Hospitals 22.659.A Insurers may not exclude payment of bene-
fits rendered in state-owned hospital.
Medicaid 22.659.B Insurers may not exclude payment of bene-
- fits reimbursable in whole or part by
Medicaid.
Maryland
Blood s8atar0G 1975 Indl/grp Ks may not exclude payment for
477H blood products which would otherwise be
covered under K.
Dept. of 48AR470N 1980 On notification by Dept., indl/grp insurers
Aealth & 477U shall reimburse Dept. for cost of its serv-
Fental Hygiene ices to insured regardiess of any K provision
which would require pnyment to policyholder
or other payee.
Hospigals 4884708 Indl/grp Ks covering TB, mental tilness
or other illness may not exclude payment
for treatment in state or municipal ho-pihl.
even {f institution deemed charﬂab!e. —-z




MISCELLANEOUS

MANDATED BENEFITS
7/81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Maryland
{Cont.)

Medical 48A%470L 1978 Indl/grp Ks may not deny or reduce bene-

Assistance 477Q fits because service rendered to insured

.5rogram eligible for or receiving state medical assis-
tanee.

Massachusetts
Hospitals Reg. 211 VA exclusion prohibited in hospital indemnity
CMR 42.00 policy.
c.175822, Policies may not exclude certain expenses
para, 2 in soldiers' homes.

Specified Reg. 211CMR 9179 Such coverage must be sold as supplement

Disease/ 47.07(1) (a) - (e) to basic hospital ins. benefits, to begin when

Cancer Only 7 basic coverage exhausted. Must cover 11
other diseases than cancer.

Minnesota =
Mental H. 1251 5/23/79 Insurers may not reduce or deny benefits
Retardation/ {(Laws 79) because services rendered to persons eli-
eptics gible for assistance or services rendered
by agencies administering to mentally re-
tarded or epileptic.

Reconstructive Health Ks must provide benefits for recon-
urgery--  |62A.046 ?/1/80 structive surgery of covered dependent
ependent . children as result of congenital disease or

ren anomaly.

2nd Surgical{62E.06(1)(e) 17119 Comprehensive Health Act requires coverage

Opinion for 2nd surgical opinion on procedures ex-
pected to total $500 or more.

Mississipp!

Hospitals 83-9-7 B/6168 Ks providing coverage for TB, mental ill-
ness or other illness shall not exclude bene-
fits when patient hospitalized in tax sponsored

= institution of state or municipality thereof.
Missouri o
Q" ——

Hospltals Reg. 190-14.030[ 12/74 VA exclusion prohibited in hospital indemnity

policy.
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MISCELLANEOUS
MANDATED BENEFITS
7/81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Alabama
Hospitals 27-19-28 9/20/7 Indl/grp Ks providing coverage for psychi-
atric treatment or mental filness shall not
exclude hospitalization benefits for mental
patients in tax-supported institutions of
state or municipality thereof.
S. 103 5/19/80 Insurers cannot take state appropriations
(Laws 80) to Univ. of Alabama and Univ, of South
Alabama in account on patient care costs.
Arizona
Sickle Cell |36-797.43 7/31/80 Dept. of Health Services to develop & oper-
nemia ate program for diagnosis, care & treatment
of children with sickle cell anemia. Third
party payors to reimburse Dept. for part
or all costs based on responsibility to pay.
California
Children's |10123.5 1979 Grp Ks & hospital, medical or surgical plans
Preventive |[11512.17 shall offer benefits for comprehensive pre-
are 1367.3 ventive care of children as may be agreed
upon between insurer and policyholder.
Hospitals 10178 1978 No denial of claim for hospital, medical or
1980 surgical service in nongovt. charitable re-
search hospital which makes no charge for
services in absence of insurance.
Mastectomy |[10123.8 7/1180 Grp & self-insured plans providing coverage
for mastectomy shall include coverage for
prosthetic devices and reconstructive sur-
gery.
Prisoner 10123.11 7/1/80 Grp Ks shall not deny claims for sole reason
Coverage 11512, 21 insured confined in city or county jail -5
prisoner or in juvenile detention facility .f
otherwise entitled to benefits under policy.
Sterilization | 10120 1970 If providing benefits for sterilization, no
exception, reduction or limitation based on
insured’s reason for procedure,
Connecticut
Hospitals 38-378(b) 1 VA exclusion prohibited in hospital indem-

nity policy.



MISCELLANEOUS
MANDATED BENEFITS
7/81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Connecticut
{Cont.) _
Specified Bul., HC-17 4/1/76 Specified disease Ks prohibited and policies
Disease & riders previously approved withdrawn.
Florida
Hospitals 627.645 10/1/77 No claim for payment of medical care or
treatment of child in licensed nonprofit
hospital shall be denied solely because
treatment & care primarily of charitable
nature,
10/1/80 May not deny claims for services in hospitals
accredited by Jt. Com. on Accreditation of
Hospitals & Amer. Osteopathic Assn. of Re-
habilitative Facilities solely because hospital
lacks major surgical facilities & is primarily
of rehabilitative nature, if rehabilitation
specifically for treatment of physical dis-
ability.
Georgia
College 56~3105(8) 1/1/79 K shall continue coverage of dependent
Students child until age 25 (even if child has reached
age specified in policy for termination) so
long as child continues to be both dependent
and full-time student for 5 calendar months
or more in secondary institution,
Idaho
Hospitals Reg. 30 VA exclusion prohibited in hospital indemnity
policy.
1linois
Homemakers| 370d 1/1/80 Business overhead expense coverage must
- be made available to homemakers covering
expense incurred by members of household
due to incapacity of homemaker; 80% of
eligible expense or $300 per month, which-
ever is lesser.
Mastectomy | 356g 7/1/81 1ndllérp Ks providing coverage for mas-
367 tecomy shall offer coverage for prosthetic

devices or reconstructive surgery for mas-
tectomies performed after 7/1/81., 1If no
evidence of malignancy, offered coverage
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MISCELLANEOUS
MANDATED BENEFITS

7/81
Effective
Citation Date Comments
Wisconsin
{Cont.)
Kidney 632.78(2) 6/2/76 Policies including hospital expense incurred
isease coverage must contain provision for hospital
- fnpatient and outpatient kidney disease treat-
ment; may be limited to dialysis, transplanta-
tion and donor related services in amount not
less than $30,000 per year.

Skilled 632.78(4) 11/29/79 Policies providing hospital benefits, with

Nursin exception of hospital indemnity policies,

Care shall provide coverage for at least 30 days
skilled nursing care to insured entering
such facility within 24 hrs after hospital
discharge. Coverage shal apply only to
care certified as medically necessary and
for continued treatment of same medica}l or
surgical condition for which insured trcated
in hospital.

TB 632.90 8/5/73 Policies including hospital or medical expense

coverage must contain provision for maximum
90 days continuous coverage of costs for TB
charges, fees or maintenance, including in-
patieAT and outpatient dispensary charges
or fees,




