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Alaska State Legislature

716 W. Fouxth Ave. .
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2133 House Of Representatlves district 11:
258-8191
Sand Lake
W hile in Session:
Alaska State Capitol Spexard
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 Taku-Campbell
465-4968

Representative Jim Nordlund
SPONSOR STATEMENT

HJR 52 urges the amendment of the Social Security Act to increase
federal funding for Alaska's Medicaid program. Currently, the federal
government sets its medical assistance percentages based on each state’s
per capita income. Those percentages range from 50% to 79%, with
Alaska’s matching rate set at only 50%.

We all know that Alaska's per capita income appears high until you
consider our high cost of living and medical care. An American Chamber of
Commerce study shows that health care costs in Anchorage, Fairbanks,
Juneau and Kodiak are between 171 and 190% of the national average.

The federal government already takes into account these higher costs
by adjusting our poverty guidelines up 25%. Medicare regulations also
recognize the higher cost of health care by providing a funding adjustment
of 25% for nursing facilities in Alaska.

Amending the Social Security Act to include a similar 25%
adjustment in the federal medical assistance formula would increase the
percentage for Alaska's medicaid program to 62%. This would mean an
additional $31,000,000 in federal funding and would require no increase in
state General Fund dollars. The savings could be used for other state
purposes while Alaska residents in need of Medicaid would still receive
the care they need.

An increase in the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage would also
increase funding for aid to families with dependent children, foster care
assistance and the JOBS program (Job Opportunity and Basic Skills).

Since Medicaid eligibility is determined according to each state's
poverty level, the 25% federal adjustment to Alaska's poverty guidelines
increases the number of people we have to cover. This is unfair. On one
hrnd the feds tell us we have to cover these individuals, and yet they
don't give us the additional assistance to make it equitable. Given the
state's current financial situation, it seems that now is the time to request
our fair share.
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Position Paper

A resolution urging the Congress to amend the Social Security
Act so that the higher cost of living in AlasKa is reflected
when the per capita income of the state is used as a factor in
determining the federal share of Medicaid costs.

POSITION

The Department of Health and Social Services strongly supports
House Joint Resolution No. HJR 52 which urges Congress to
amend the Social Security Act so that the higher cost of
living in Alaska is reflected in the formula used to calculate
the Tfederal financial contribution for programs including
Medicaid and Add to Families with Dependent Children.

Historically, the federal law has mandated a formula which
uses a cost of living differential to set a higher poverty
level for Alaska. This has the effect of mandating a greater
number of eligibles for such programs as Medicaid and Aid to
Families with Dependent Children. The federal law fails to
specify the use of a cost of living differential to establish
the match rate for federal Tfinancial contributions to these
same programs. The result is that Alaska receives in excess
of 40 million dollars less in federal dollars every year than
the amount that we believe an equitable formula would provide

to us.

All of the current health care reform proposals except the
Chaffei Bill employ the same federal match rate formula.
Passage of these proposals will Tfurther exacerbate the
financial burden to Alaska. Senator Stevens instigated the
inclusion of this Alaska-specific language in the Chaffee
Bill. This was a very important step that we believe must be
taken further. The Social Security Act must be amended this
year to include this Alaska specific language.

We support Representative Nordlund®s resolution to encourage
this action by our Congressional delegation.

Recommended by: (f <4 *. $  Ir)nr N
Kimberly Busch
Director

Division of Medical Assistance

Date : 1 - ~ 1 - fY

- -pproved by:
Margaret7R . Lowe , M .Ed ., Ed .S,

Commissioner

Date 9¥
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Medicaid Services
Reduced To Meet
Budget Constraints

R eductions in Medicaid services

were implemented this fall
because FY93 medical payments
exceeded projections, the FY94
medicaid budget request was not fully
funded by the legislature and, some
one time costs were incurred through
legal settlements.

Medicaid, an “entitlement program"
created by the federal government to
provide medical service for low-income
citizens, is funded jointly by a state
and federal match formula. The
program is intended to help those who
are elderly, blind, or disabled, and
families with dependent children who
do not have sufficient money or
insurance coverage to pay for health
care.

The Division of Medical Assistance
is limidng the services it pays for in
the following ways:

Increases for inflation adjustments for
physicians and dentist fees and for
residential psychiatric treatment facility
services will not be made; and
payments to doctors who assist in
surgery will be reduced;

The amount paid to some
transportation providers will be capped;
Payment for growth hormones will
only be made if the treatment is

prescribed by a board-certified
endocrinologist to address certain
specific medical needs;

The maximum number of
chiropractic visits paid for in one year
will be reduced from 24 to 12 and
payment for x-rays to chiropractors will
be limited to one x-ray per year instead
of the current three; and,

Prior approval will be required for
magnetic resonance imaging (a
diagnostic service similar to x-rays).

"In keeping with our mission, we
want to ensure access to medical care
by low income Alaskans who meet
regulatory eligibility and medical need
requirements,” said Kim Busch,
Director of the Division of Medical
Assistance. “To that end, the Division
reduced expenditures through program
changes which limited rather than
eliminated optional Medicaid services
or eligible groups.”
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WINTER 1993

Featured speaker Burdena Pasenelli, Special 'gent in charge of the Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI),
Alaska meets with students at McLaughlin during Red Ribbon Week.

D

Botulism_\n Aldaka::fs:?r~-- V"b.'..
a r* oW ee rttii-L <
- Division of Public'HcaltAJ Sectiono f / / if
Epidemiology™P.0. Bar 240249,'Asukorage, T'1-i?
AK 995240249.:"/
T - Ti-tA
The-Alaska Division of Public-vAvT-

Health,' the Arctic Irivesdganons
Program, of the US. Centers. foc.-.'|&Tj;;
Disease. Controland Prevention,: and.--
the. Alaska-Area’ NativetHealth-*K:
Service of the.U.S Indian Health ":br-\:
Service have.produced this: o
monograph.to;give Alaska-healthm
' caie-providers .anup-to-date.summary

of botulism in. Alaska." -T.

winTER 1993

Deputy Commissioner Mel Krogseng
ligning Memorandum of Understanding
hetween the Division of Public Health's
Alaska Cancer Prevention and control
program and the American Cancer
Society, Alaska Division Cancer.
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FEDERAL MEDICAL ASSISTANCE PERCENTAGE
(FMAP)

T HE FEDERAL B UD G ET FO R THE M ED IC A ID PRO G R AWM WAS A PPRO X IM A TELY

THE FEDERAL SHARE OF M EDICAID IN ALASKA FOR THAT PERIOD W AS §107.700.C00, 0R

L ESS T H AN $ 1 0 F EV ERY $§1000 IN THE FEDERAL B U DG ET
T H E PR O PO SETD ADJU STM ENT TO THE FM AP FO R A LA S KA W 0 U LD IN C R EA SE FEDER AL
FUNDING F O R M ED IC A ID I'N A LA S KA B Y A B O U T 530 M ILLIO N & 0R 10 C ENTS FO R EV ER Y

SHOWSTHECOSTOFUV\NGFOR4COMMUN\T\ES\NALASKAWH\CHRANGEBETWEEN

M ED IC ARE REGULATIO NS RECOGNIZE THE HIGHER CO0OSTS 0 F HEALTH C ARE IN A LA SKA

B Y PR OV IDING A FUNUDING ADIJUSTM ENT O0OF 25% FOR NURSING FACILITIES IN THE STATE

ELIG IB ILIT Y FO R M ED IC A ID IS B A SED IN PART 0O N FEDERAL PO V ERTY G U ID ELIN ES

ESTABLISH ED B Y THE U. S$. DEPARTMENT 0 F HEALTH A N D H U M AN S ERUV ICES

PO V ERTY G U ID E L IN E S FO R THE ST ATE 0 F A LA SKA A R E A D JU STETD u r B Y 25 %

A CCO RDING TO THE FEDERAL REGISTER ToO REFLECT THE HIGHER CO0OST O0F LIVING IN

THE AFDC , FO STEHR C ARE A ND JO BS PRO G RAMS

A D JU STIN G THE FM AP FOR A LASKA W ILL H AV E NO IM PACT 0N THE FM AP FOR 0 T H ER

FEDERAL MEDICAL ASSISTANCE PERCENTAGE (FMAP)
LPiPI QHH E8-SI



FACTSHEET IN SUPPORTOFTHE FMAP ADJUSTMENT

Sections 1101(a)(8)(B) and 1905(b) of the Social Security Act establishes for each state
participating In the Medicaid program afederal matching rate known as the Tederal Medical
Assistance Percentage" or FMAP. The FMAP is that percentage of the state's Medicaid
expenditures paid by the federalgovernment The matching rate Is established on the basis
of the ratio between each state's per capita Income and the per capita Income of the United
States. The Intent behind these sections is to assure that states that are poorer In relation to
other states will be required to bear a lesser share of the burden of their Medicaid
expenditures, with the federal government picking up a larger share. Currently, federal
matching rates range from 50% to 79%.

Alaska Is unfairly disadvantaged by the current statutory formula. For Alaska the current
FMAP rate 1s50%, aresult of the fact that the Alaska per capita income looks very high In
comparison to the per capita Incomes of the lower 48 states. However, a simple comparison
of per capita income fails to take Into account the dramatically higher cost of living and of

medical care In Alaska.

Currently Medicare regulations recognize the higher costs in Alaska by providing for an
adjustment of 25% for nursing facilities in Alaska. Federal poverty guidelines are also
adjusted by 25 %for Alaska. The statutory provisions that determine federal matching rates
by reference to state per capita Income should incorporate a similar cost of living adjustment,
so that thelhare ofthe Medicaid expenditure burden borne by Alaska will be comparable to
that of states where resldentsjuUh-lower per capita Incomes also benefit from significantly
lower living costs.

The attached legislation to amend sections 1101(a)(8)(B) and 1905(b) would employ an
"adjusted per capita Income" (per capita Income diulded by 1.25) to compute the federal
matching, FMAP, for Alaska.
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L M EDIC AL A SSISTANTCE PERTCENTAGE (FM AP

P IS CALCUTLATED ACCOT RDING TO A FORMUTLA BASED ON PER CAPITA INCO M
IN DIV ID U AL STATE IN RELATION TO THE PER CAPITA INCOMTE OF THE UNITED
M U LA IS DEFINED IN THE S$0TCIAL SECURITY ACT UNDER SECTIO N 1101 (a)(8)(B)

T 10 N 1905 (b)

IS D EFIN ED IN THE S$SOCIAL SECURITY ACT SECTIO N 1101 (a)(8)(B) AND S§SECTIO N

(STATE PER CAPITA 1 NCOME)2 6\
oot el S NN

Population figures arefrom the U .S. D epartm entofCom m erce-1U .S Census B ureadu

Incom e figures are 'personallinconm . *which Indudes in con ¢ ¢erived tron stlsouvrces

D ata Is from the U .S D epartm ent of Commerce-B8ureau of Econom ic Analysis

N TS M ADE TO THE FM AP W ILL IM PACT THE FEDERA AL FUNDING AV AILAGBLE TO
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FY 1994 Federal Financial Participation

Proposed FMAP Increase for Alaska

AFDC «Program

Total Eligible for Federal Match $113,600,800
Federal Match @ Proposed Rate 70.432.400
Federal Match @ Current Rate e e s
Proposed Federal Fund Increase 13,632,000
Medicaid - Program

Total Eligible for Federal Match $258,035,000
Federal Match @ Proposed Rate 159,981,700
Federal Match @ CurrentRate i ais s
Proposed Federal Fund Increase 30,964,200
AFDC & Medicaid Increased Federal SFY 94 Budget $ 44.596.200
Funds

The $44.5 million dollars represents an Increase in federal funds to the State of Alaska
Medicaid and AFDC programs. This estimation Is based on the state FY 94 budget. If the
proposed change to the FMAP calculation would pass and be effective for FY94, it would
mean thatfederal participation for funding the Alaska Medicaid and AFDC programs would
Increase by the $44.5 million, which would reduce the state portion of the Alaska Medicaid
budgetby $30,9 million forFY 94 and reduce state expendituresfor AFDC by $13.6 million.
That Is, overall the state budget for the programs would not change, but the federal
participation would Increase, thereby dec-easing the state GF expenditure

WISEOW.06 'CN XVJ 30NV1SISSU lyQIQHH Ofrw QBH £6-31-330



This letter Is to update you with additional Information in support of the change we would
like to propose to the Social Security Act regarding the Federal Medical Assistance
Percentage (FMAP), the federal matching for Medicaid and other programs. Atthis time we
would like to share with you the results of our continued research and other efforts to bring
equity to the matching formula for the states of Alaska and Hawaii.

On December 12,1991 Congress passed the Medicaid Voluntary Contribution and Provider
Specific Tax Amendments of 1991. This law was enacted to establish new limitations on
Federal Financial Participation (FFP) when states receive funds donated from providers and
revenues generated by certain health care related taxes. This legislation was conceived in
response to financing methods developed in some states as a method of shifting the burden
of Medicaid financing to Increase Federal participation, a practice labeled as "a financing
scaml and 'sleight of hand” by OMB Director, Richard Darman.

Currently there are at least 29 states operating 34 different provider tax or donation programs
which cost the federal government $6.8 billion INnFY 92. The George Washington University
publication "State Health Notes™ begins Its June 29 issue with the headlines "lllinois Explores
New Provider Tax; Other States May Follow". The lead article states that Illinois Governor
Jim Egan has decided to press the issue with the new provider tax legislation by modifying
the state’s existing assessment program to protect an estimated $735 million in federal
matching funds. This exemplifies the magnitude of and tenacity for these programs which
are designed to draw Medicaid money from the federal government to subsidize state
Medicaid expenditures.

In spite of HCFA’s best efforts to demolish this type of federal underwriting of Medicaid, the
legislation which Congress finally enacted has been less effective than was hoped for by that
agency. Future costs associated with this method of burden-shifting are shown in the current
Federal Medicaid baseline spending projections. The followingtable shows amounts included
in the fiscal year 1993 Federal Medicaid budget associated with State tax and donation
programs. These projections which were derived from estimates provided by states show
projected federal medicaid spending associated with these programs (in billions of dollars)

FY93 11.3
FY94 14.4
FY95 18.0
FY96 22.00

The States of Alaska and Hawaii however, have never used a provider tax "“scam" or
collected provider donations to “creatively" fund our Medicaid programs. Medicaid In Alaska

WISS8WLOB 'ON XM 30NyiSISSU 1U0IG3W 2W | G3M E8-S1-03G



has always been paid for with 50% FFP and 50% State general funds void of any contrived
funding mechanism. At this time we still are not initiating a device to finance our Medicaid
program through the use of "artificial* provider taxes or donations. AH we are seeking is to
have our programs funded in terms of dollars that recognize our true costs in these unique
settings.

CONSIDERATIONS FOR EQUITY

COST OF LIVING

Alaska Is unfairly disadvantaged by the current statutory formula. Alaska’s current federal
matching rate Is 50%, a result of the fact that the Alaska per_capita income looks very high
In comparison to the per capita incomes of the lower 48 states. However, a simple
comparison of per capita Incomes fails to take into account the dramatically higher cost of
living in Alaska and the even more egregious cost of health care Inthe state. According to
the most recent OPM survey data, residents of Juneau experience a cost of living that
exceeds the national standard by more than 32%. The cost of living is even higher in more
remote Alaska locations.

These data are confirmed in a study by the American Chamber of Commerce Research
Association (ACCRA). Quarterly the association produces the ACCRA Cost of Living Index
to provide a reasonably accurate measure of living cost differences among urban areas. The
four Alaska communities Included in this index all registered current living costs at more than
30% above the average for all participating areas. The Composite Index score for
Anchorage was 131%, Fairbanks-130%, Juneau-133%, and Kodiak-146%.

The attached chart displays the ACCRA cost of living data for 34 representative communities
when sorted by Health Care Cost standing. The cost of health care in Alaska far exceeds
that of any other state. The health care segment of the ACCRA unadjusted composite index
reveals the Index for Alaska as: Anchorage--179%, Fairbanfc- 19Q%. Juneau-182% and
Kodiak—iVI1% or the national average: '

The ACCRA index reflects cost differentials for a mfdmanagement standard of living. This
standard is set by a weighting structure in which home ownership costs are more heavily
weighted than they would be if the index were designed to reflect the average costs for all
urban consumers. The remaining charts demonstrate the change In the ranking status of
urban areas where the index Is recalculated based on a consumer package more in line with
a Medicaid eligible’s spending ability. That is to say, the mortgage cost has been removed
from the calculation. These charts are prepared from ACCRA data for a representative
selection of 34 communities: big-small; urban-rural; and nationwide.

When the cost of the mortgage is removed from the composite figure the two Alaska
communities included in the 34 immediately come to the top of the list with an even more

2
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substantial gap between Alaska and the other states regarding consumer prices. (Kodiak Is
now at 141% and Anchorage at 127% with the next two communities, Washington D.C.
and Los Angeles, at nearly 10 and 15 percentage points less than Anchorage in living costs.)
This large gap demonstrates that Federal match for Medicaid cannot buy services in Alaska
comparable to the lower 48 states. ~

The principals of benefit adequacy and horizontal equity support cost of living differentials In
program funding. A health care program receiving federal binding should provide horizontal
equity which means adequate and equal treatment of people in similar circumstances.
Uniform_henefits seemingly would provide horizontal equity in dollar tenn*HaflJBJBITTfThe-iL
cost of living varies substantially, the purchasing power of a given amount of money Is higher

In areas with lower living costs, and the amount of services purchased In one location would
not be affordable in another location with a higher cost of living, Financial adjustment to
reflect cost of living differences-wauld. equalize the real purchasing power oTthe programs
and produce equal treatment for the Alaska Medicaid population.

PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY AND COSTS

Medicaid in Alaska has several program areas where coverage Is based on federal poverty
levels as a guiding criteria. These programs probably account for at least half of the Medicaid
eligible population and an even greater percentage of people actually served under Medicaid.
The poverty level is established for the 48 states by family size; guidelines are updated
annually from the Department of Health and Human Services.

As prescribed by Federal regulations, the poverty iev.els-for Alaska are set at 125% of poverty
Inthe 48 states, and poverty levels in Hawalii are 115% of US poverty. The Federal Register
states this adjustment simply and dearly. °In view of substantially higher costs of living in
Alaska and Hawaii, the OEO Income Poverty Guidelines for determining program eligibility *
In Alaska will be 25% higher, and in Hawaii Ib%-~higher. than the~hational guidelines."

Federal financial participation for the Medicaid program is based on the Federal Medical
Assistance Percentage (FMAP) which is calculated according to a formula based on per capita
income In the state in direct relation to the per capita income of the United States. This
formula is defined in the Social Security Act under section 1101(a)(8)(B) and section
1905(b). It Is to this formula that we hone to add very simnleJanouage which will reflect
consideration for our documented higher living costs and higher medical care costs In the
states of Alaska and Hawaii-only.

The methodology used by the federal government to determine the FMAP available to Alaska
and Hawaii for the Medicaid program truly produces inequity and diminishes our two states'

abilities to purchase care for our Medicaid populations. Amending the Social Security Act
to correct this inequity would have increased the federal match by approximately

3
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/ $40,000,000 in SFY 93 in Alaska and $54,000,000 in Hawaii for both the medically Indigent
| people and the health care industry. While significant for these two states, this Isan Increase
X of less than 0.2% in federal matching for Medicaid program expenditures. By adjusting the

FMAP formula it provides the federal government the opportunity to recognize the true value
of per capita income in the financing side of Medicaid for Alaska and Hawaii as it already
recognizes our higher living costs in determining who and how many are eligible for program
benefits, and still have no impact on the FMAP of other states.

The following is a copy of the language proposed to amend the FMAP formula In a way
which will provide relief from the horizontal inequity experienced in the states of Alaska and
Hawaii In relationship to our burden of providing higher cost medical care for an expanded
Medicaid eligible population. Please contact Kim Busch, Director of Medical Assistance in
the Department of Health and Sodal Services, at 465-3355 for more information regarding
the FMAP formula and the proposed amendment to the Sodal Security Act.

Proposed Amendment to the Social Security Act

Section 1905(b) ofthe Sodal Security Act [42 U.S.C. § 1396d(b)J shall be amended to read
as follows:

The term "Federal medical assistance percentage” for any State shall be 100 per centum less
the State percentage; and the State percentage shall be that percentage which bears the same
ratio to the 45 per centum as the square of the per capita income of such State bears to the
square of the per capita Income of the continental United States (induding Alaska) and
Hawaii: exceptthat (1) for Alaska and Hawaii, the State percentage shall be that percentage \
which bears the same ratio to 45 per centum as the square of the adjusted per capita Income /
of such 5State bears to the square of the per capita Income of the 50 states: (2) the Federal
medical assistance percentage shall in no case be less than 50 per centum or more than 83
per centum; and (3) the Federal medical assistance percentage for Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, and American Samoa shall be 50 per centum.
IAdiusted_per_capitajncom.g! for Alaska .shall be.determined bv dividing the state three year
average per capita income, by 1.25, and for Hawaii by dividing the state three year average
per capita income by 1.15. The Federal medical assistance percentage for any 5tate shall
be determined and promulgated in accordance with the provisions of section 1101(a)(8)(B)
of this title. Notwithstanding the first sentence of this section, the Federal medical assistance
percentage shall be 100 per centum with respect to amounts expended as medical assistance
for services which are received through an Indian Health Service facility whether operated
by the Indian Health Service or by an Indian tribe or tribal organization (as defined in section
1603 of Title 25).
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A NO 9074635154

MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE

COL SORTby HEALTH CARE COSTSTANDING

COSTOFLIVINGANALYSIS

Location Health Care Composite Grocery Housing Utility Trma. Misc

5% 100% 13% 23% 9% 10% 35%

1 Anchorage, AK 178.5 131.0 132.1 141,1 985 106.9 131.1
2 Kodiak, AK 171.4 145.7 160.6 156.8 1728 112.2 130.2
3 Washington, DC 142.2 134.4 118.6 175.8 113.7 130.4 112.4
4 Los Angeles, CA 136.5 132.6 107.7 185.3 80.0 119.6 116.4
5 Springfield. MA 110.4 118.7 109.9 135.8 134.9 111.2 100.3
6 Phoenix. AZ 117.0 100.5 100.0 92.6 100.1 106.8 1029
7 Klamath Falls, OR 112.6 93.1 66.5 89.6 75.6 105.0 93.0
8 Albany, NY Ji2.s 114.2 110.8 119.8 128,2 104.4 110.3
9 Pittsburg, PA 111.0 107.3 103.4 97.5 149.7 107.B 104.9
10 Visalia, CA 110.1 114.9 107.8 128.9 118.8 100.5 108.4
11 Dallas, TX 107.3 99.1 100.8 23.1 116.0 103.2 9s.5
(2 Vermilion, SD 106.1 93.4 100.0 88.8 102.7 90.0 100.0
13 Midland, MI 104.t" 109.2 106.0 124.6 87.5 100.1 (06.9
14 Charleston, SC 103.5 99.4 93.7 96.7 992 902 105.9
16 SantaFe. NM 103.3 107.3 98.2 133.4 84.9 102.3 97.7
16 Gainesville, FL 102.4 101.7 95,9 107.0 82.5 107.7 1027
17 Springfield IL 102.4 97.8 103.0 92.7 90.6 1012 100.3
18 Carlsbad, NM 102.3 88.7 1025 73.8 66.8 106.0 94.1
19 Milwaukee, WI 101.2 104.9 99.5 124,0 95.5 102.1 95.3
20 Sioux Falls, SD 99.4 92.2 97.1 80,7 84.5 99.7 91.9
21 Cincinnati, OH 98.7 106.7 102.7 1126 942 102.6 109.1
22 Cheyenne, WY 97.8 99.2 106.3 95.i 81,1 103.6 103.5
23 Bloomington, (L 86.7 102.7 98.1 98.0 130.1 1015 102.3
24 Pueblo, CO 96.4 86.0 97.1 73.3 78,6 832 93.2
26 Memphis, TN 96.3 94.7 100.0 82.9 89.8 101.5 101.4
29 Tuba, OK 94.7 88.5 98.3 727 90.6 91.4 95.3
27 Macon, GA 94.3 100.1 96.7 942 106.6 95.6 106.6
28 Baton Rouge, LA 93.8 97.7 100.5 84.8 117.9 100.7 101.6
29 Birmingham, AL 93.5 99.2 96.2 94.8 121.4 98.7 99.2
30 Bellingham, WA 90.3 93.5 64.3 92.1 84.8 91.0 97.7
31 Lubbock, TX 87.5 94.0 99.3 86.3 83.9 Ji.o 100.9
32 Louisville, KY 85,2 92.1 88.2 892 79.7 929 99.7
33 FortWayne, IN 83.7 90.6 942 89,8 98.3 98.6 86.6
34 Fayetteville, AR 74.9 87.9 942 76.4 86.6 95.G 94.8

DEC-15-93 WD 1445

Prepared using data from the ACCRA COST OF UVINQINOEX, First Quarter 1992 tor
a representative setecioo of 34 communities.
The Indexreflects cost dUferentfala (or arrtdmanagement (*32,000/yr.) standard of living.
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12
13
14
15
16
17
IB
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

LooaSlon

Kodiak, AK
Washington, DC
Loa Angolas, CA
Anohorago, AK
8pr|ngflald, MA
Visalia, CA
Albany, NV
Midland, Ml
PltUburg, PA
Santa Fa, NM
Cincinnati. OH
Mllwaukae, WL
Bloomington, IL
Gainesville, FL
Phoenix, AZ
Macon, QA
Charleston, SC
Birmingham, AL
Chayonno, WY
Dallas, TX
SprtngBold IL
Baton Rouge, LA
VarmllBon, BD
Menvphla, TN
Lubbook, TX
Beltingtiam, WA
Klamath Falla, OR
Sioux Falla, SO
Loulavllie, KY
Fort Wayne, IN
Carlsbad, NM
Tulsa, OK
Fayottavjila, AR
Pueblo, CO

Composite
100%

145.7
134.4
132.6
181.0
118.7
114.9
114.2
109.2
107.3
107.3
108.7
104.9
102.7
101.7
100.6
100.1
99.4
99.2
99.2
99.1
97.8
97.7
06.4
B4.7
04.0
83.5
83.1
92.2
92.1
90.6
BB.7
60.5
B7.9
B6.0

COL SORThy COMPOSITE STANDING

Qroctsy
%

160.6
116.6
107.7
132.1
109,8
107,6
110.6
106,0
103.4
08.2
102.7
09.6
98.1
95.9
100.0
06.7
os,r
86.2
106.S
100.8
103.0
100.5
ioao
toao
89.3
84.3
86.G
97.t
08.2
94.2
102.S
98.3
94.2
97.1

Buid ondalafromlhe ACCRACOST OF UVINQ INDEX, Flrat Quartar 1992

for a rapratentative aelection of 34 communities,
Th« Index reflects coal differentials fora mMmanoflement standard of living.

\FMAP\COL-100X.WK3

COSTOFUVIN

Housing

20%

166.8
175.6
165.3
141.1
135.0
128,9
110.8
124.8
97.5
133.4
112.6
124.0
88.0
107.0
92.6
84.2
90.7
94.8
89.1
93.1
02.7
64.8
68.6
82.9
86.3
92.1
69.6
60.7
89.2
B9.B
73.6
72.7
76.4
73.3

ANALYSIS

UtHil
P

1728
1127
BO.O
98.5
134.0
11B.B
128.2
87.5
149.7
84.9
94.2
85.6
130.1
82.6
100.1
106.6
98.2
121.4
81,1
118.0
90.6
117.8B
102.7
89.6
83.8
84.8
73.8
64.5
79.7
98.3
66.6
90.6
86.6
70.5

Trane.
t0%

1122
130.4
118.6
108.9
111.2
106.5
104.4
loai
107.8
1023
1026
1021
101.6
107.7
106,6
85.0
80.2
98.7
103.6
103.2
101.2
100.7
90.0
101.5
87.3
81.0
105.0
89.7
92.9
96.6
106.0
91.4
95.6
83.2

Health Caro

%

171.4
1422
136.5
178,5
116.4
110,1
1125
104.6
111.0
103.3
98.7
101.2
96.7
1024
117.0
84.3
103.6
93.5
07.6
107.3
1024
93.6
106.7
86.3
87.5
90.3
112.6
99.4
85.2
83.7
1023
94.7
74.9
96.4

Mtsc

35%

130.2
1124
116.4
1311
106.3
108.4
110.3
106.8
104.B
97.7
109.1
85.3
1023
102.7
1029
106.6
105.9
99,2
103.5
96.5
100.3
101.6
100.0
101.4
100.9
97,7
93.0
91.9
89.7
66.6
94.1
05,3
94.6
93.2
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COSTOF UVINQ ANALYSIS

COL SORThy HOUSING

Loo*Hon Composlto Grocery Housing IMHy Trans. Hae/th Cara Mlisa

100% 13% 20% 9% 10% 5% 35%

1 LoeAngetee, CA 132 fi 107.7 105.3 80.0 110.6 136.5 116.4
2 Waahlinglon, DO 134.4 m e 175.6 11317 1384 1422 1124
3 Kodiak. AK 146.7 1Q0L0 156.0 1728 1122 171.4 130.2
4 Anohorego, AK 131.0 1321 141.1 08.5 106.9 176.5 131.1
6 SpringQold, MA 11B.7 109.9 135.8 134.0 111.2 1184 106.3
6 Santo Fe, NM 107.3 08.2 133.4 84.9 1023 103.3 97.7
7 Visalia, CA 114.9 107.8 128.9 118.8 106,6 110.1 1014
a Midland, Ml 109.2 1080 124.6 87.5 100.1 104,6 106.0
0 Milwaukee, WI 104.9 09.5 124.0 95.5 1021 101.2 05.3
10 Albany, NY 114.2 110,0 110.0 128.2 104.<* 1t2.5 110.3
ti Cincinnati, OH 136.7 1027 112.6 04.2 1026 08.7 109,1
12 QalnesvUe, FL 101.7 05.9 107.0 62.5 107.7 102.4 102.7
13 Bloomington, IL 102.7 08,1 98.0 130.1 10t.5 96.7 1023
14 PlUsburg, PA 107.3 103,4 87.5 149.7 107.8 111.0 104.9
16 Charleston, SC 99.4 03.7 96.7 09.2 90.2 103.5 105.9
16 Cheyenne, WY 99.2 108.3 95.1 011 103.6 07.8 103.5
17 Birmingham, AL 99.2 08.2 84.8 121.4 08.7 93.6 £3.2
16 Maoon, OA 100.1 98.7 94.2 106.6 05.6 04,3 106.6
10 Dallas, TX 99.1 100.8 83.1 116.0 1032 107.3 96.5
20 Springfield IL 97.6 103.0 92.7 00.0 101.2 1024 100.3
21 Phoenix, /&Z 100.5 toao 92-8 toai 106.B 117.0 1029
22 Bellingham, WA 93.5 94.3 92.1 64.8 91.0 80.3 07.7
23 Fort Wayne, IN 90.0 94.2 69.8 08.3 08.6 83.7 80.6
24 Nemeth Falla, OR 93,1 96.8 89.8 75.8 105.(1 1128 03.0
26 LotiisviUs, KY 92.1 8B.2 69.2 79.7 92.9 65.2 99.7
20 VerntUllon, SD 99.4 1080 38.B 1027 90.0 108.7 100.0
27 Sioux Fella, SD 92.2 97.1 B8.7 64.5 99.7 09.4 81.9
26 Lubbook, TX 94.0 99.3 88.3 83.9 97.3 87.5 100.0
29 Baton Rouge, LA 97.7 100.6 84.0 117.9 100.7 93.8 101.6
30 Memphis, 7N 94.7 100.0 82.9 69.B 101.5 96.3 101.4
31 Fayetteville, AH 87.9 94.2 76.4 86.6 95.6 74.9 94.8
32 Carlsbad, NM 88.7 102.5 73.8 66.3 106.0 1023 94.1
33 Pueblo, CO 88.0 97.1 73.3 70.5 83.2 98.4 93.2
£4 Tulsa, OK 88.5 08.3 72.7 80.6 91.4 94.7 95.3

Bated ondale fromthe ACCRA COST OF LIVING INDEX, Flid Quarter 1092
(or e representative eeleotlon 0134 oommuniUes.
The Index raffedj coat differentials (Ol' - midmanegement atandard of living.

VFMAP\houe©-eLWK3
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Location
1 Kodiak, AK
2 Anchoiege, AK
3 Washington. DC
4 loa Angelos, CA
5 Spilngtlold, MA
6 Albany, NV
7 Pittsburg, PA
8 Vtialla, CA
9 Bloomington, IL
10 Cincinnati, OH
11 Phoenix, AZ
12 Midland, M
13 Balon Rouge, LA
14 Macon, GA
15 Dallas, TX
16 Btimkigham, AL
17 Chayanno, WY
18 Chatlerton, SC
19 Spilnglield IL
20 Gainesville, FL
21 Vsrmllion, SD
22 Memphis, TN
23 MHwaukoe, WI
24 Santa Fe, NM
£5 Lubbock, TX
20 Tulsa. OK
27 Klamath Falls, OR
26 Caitabed, NM
29 Billlnghsm, WA
30 6Foux Falls, SD
31 Louisville, KY
32 Fayeticviio, AR
33 Fort Wayne, IN
34 Puablo, CO

With
Mortgage
Composite

145.7
131.0
134.4
132.6
116.7
114.2
107.3
114.9
1027
100.7
100.5
109.2
97.7
100.1
89,1
99.2
99.2
99.4
97.8
101.7
86.4
94.7
104.9
107.3
94.0
80.5
93.1
08.7
93.5
92.2
821
87.9
90.6
86.0

COST OF UVINQ ANALYSIS
COL SORT by COMPOSITE STANDING

COMPARISON OFUVINQ COSTS WITHand WTHOLTTMORTGAGE PAYEMNTS

Without
Mortgage
Composite
100%

141.0
120.7
117.9
111.B
111.7
111.6
110.7
109.1
104.2
104.1
103.2
102.9
102.5
102.1
101.1
100.7
100.6
100.2
99.5
99.3
99.1
89,0
97.1
96.9
96.7
94.4
94.2
94.1
93.7
93.2
929
92.1
90.6
90.6

Grocery
13%

100,6
1321
118.6
107.7
109.9
110.8
103.4
107.0
031
1027
100.0
106.0
100,5
90.7
100.6
90.2
100.3
03.7
<03.0
85.9
100.0
100.0
99.6
9P,2
99,3
90.3
96,6
102.6
94.3
97.1
80.2
04.2
84.2
97.1

Pis pared using data from the ACCRA COST OF LMNQ INDEX, Rirt Quarter 1992
for m rsprasenUUvo selection of 84 communities rwllonwldo.

WOH-SOHT ‘*A3

Utility
13%

1728
98,5
118.7
€eo.o0
134.9
128.2
149.7
110.8
130.1
94.2
100.1
87.5
117.9
100.6
110.0
121.4
81,1
99.2
90.6
825
102.7
89.8
955
84.9
83.9
90.6
75.6
66.8
84.0
84.5
79.7
86.6
98.3
70.5

Tmne.
14%

112.2
106.0
130.4
119.6
111.2
104.4
107.8
106.5
101.5
1026
106.0
100.1
100.7
85.6
103.2
98.7
103.8
90,2
101.2
107.7
BO.O
101.5
1021
102.3
97.3
91.4
<05.0
106.0
91,0
99.7
929
95.6
90.6
03.2

Health
Care
7%

171.4
1785
1422
136.8
110.4
1125
111.0
110.1
80.7
98.7
117.0
104.8
93.0
94.3
107.3
935
97.8
1035
1024
1024
106,7
98.3
101.2
103.3
075
94.7
1126
102.3
90.3
99.4
85.2
74.9
03.7
90.4

Mite
43%

130.2
1311
112.4
116.4
106.3
110.3
104.9
108.4
1023
109.1
102.9
100.9
101.6
100.6
96.6
99.2
103,5
105.9
100.3
102.7
100.0
101.4
95.3
97.7
100.9
95.3
93.0
94.1
97.7
81.9
9a7
94.8
80.6
912



COST OF LIVING ANALYSIS
COL SORT by COMPOSITE STANDING

COMPARISON OF LIVING COSTS WITH and WITHOUT MORTGAGE
PAYMENTS

OBSERVATIONS - How the Housing Cost Factor skews the
composite index.

When mortgage payment is removed from the composite cost of living determination, the
variance or range of difference between highest and lowest Is reduced by 9.4 percentage
points.

Prioritizing the communities based on the composite number w/ mortgage, there are 12 cities
In the range of 100% + 5.0%.

Prioritizing the communities based on the composite number without mortgage, there are 17
cities, or one-half the population, in the range of 100% + 5.0%.

The cost of a mortgage Is 28% of the composite figure when It Is included; this is more than
twice the weight of any other single factor accumulated. (Groceries are next high at 13%.)

The range Inthe mortgage factor Isfrom 185.3 in Los Angeles and 175.8 in Washington DC
to 72.7 in Tulsa. This is a difference of 112.6 percentage points.

The one overriding assumption in all these numbers is: this Index reflects cost differentials\ *
for a mldmanagement standard of Ilvino; a family of four with income at $32.000 annually. /

The possibility of these AFDC and Medicaid recipients paying a mortgage for housing at this
income level is unrealistic. For this reason the mortgage payment was dropped from the
COL calculations.

Furthermore, there are several programs which subsidize housing expenses for the poverty

and near-poverty income levels, thereby rendering any comparison of housing costs
Ineffective at this Income level.

WISE9W.00 'ON XUd 30NVJ.SISSU TOO03H LM\ QM 88-SI-OHQ






.OUSE COMMITTEE REP" T

9)
Date Referred: March 18, 1994

Date of Committee Action: 3

FURTHER REFERRALS.

The HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered: SSHJR 54

SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 54

Relating to medical savings account legislation.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

be replaced with

[ ] have attached amendments(s)

do pass

[ 1 do not pass

[ ] no recommendations

[ ] individual recommendauons
[ ]

additional referral to the

ADOPTS:

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTEF.(s):

[ ] fiscal impact

[>% zero fiscal note lAoivsti. IYfSS

SIGNItfGpO PASS/

SUPPORT MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCT LEGIS

| ] die same dtle
-1 ] a new title

Committee
letter of Intent
(Depl) APPROVES PREVIOUS: (DeptiDatc)
[ ) fiscal nore(s)
L ] zero fiscal note(s)
D P OTHEB/JjIIECOMMEND /tftONS. D NP N R
J
/
/

AN 'S S 16 N A TURE



STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. ssHJR 54
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:

Revision Date: Dept.Affected NONE
Title: RELATING TO MEDICAL SAVINGS

ACCOUNT LEGISLATION. BRU:

Sponsor: REP, |JQTT Components:

Requestor: ___ REP, kQ.TT.

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

OPERATING FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00
Personal Services O 0 0 0 O 0 OO 0 0 O 0
Travel OO OO 00 OO 00 00
Contractual 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Supplies OO 00 OO 00 00 OO
Equipment 00 00 00 00 OO 00
Land & Structures O 0 O O 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0
Grants, Claims 00 00 00 OO 00 00
Miscellaneous O 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 O 0
TOTAL CPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITA!, EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES

TPk Rt oo 0.0 oo 3.0 oo oo
ﬂBG:NHm oo o o o o o o o o o o
1AF o o o o o 0.0 o o o o
ﬂm:m%nmﬂps o o o o o o o o 0.0 o o
TBFEAHIA o o o o o o o o 0 o o o
Oy o o o o 0.0 o o o o o o
TOTAL o O o o o o o o 0.0 o o
ESTIMATE OF ANY CURRENT YEAR (FY M) COSTJ

POSITIONS:

Full-Time 0 0 0 _0j 0 0
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0 0 0
AVALYS . (Attach a seperate pege if necessary)

Prepared By: HOUSE HESS COMMITTEE Phone: 465-3759
Division: Date:5-21-94
Approved By: REP. CON BUNDE. CO-CHAIR

Agency: REP. CYNTHIA D. TOOHEY, CO-CHAIR Date:3-21-94

HOUSE HESS COMMITTEE

PAGE OF
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MfiR 21 '=si 04:34PM GOLDEN RULE IMS.

Gddenf*ule,

Representative Cynthia Tooley

Co-Chair, House HESS Committee

House of Representatives

State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99SQ1 March 21. 1994

Dear Rep. Tooley:

Not only do I endorse Representatives Kott and Davis®™ resolution
relating to Medical Savings Account legislation, but I alao applaud
the Alaska Legislature for considering an "American Solution” to the
problem of increased spending for health care.

I am aware that the plight of the oft-mentioned 37 million Americans
without health insurance is not a result of lack of access. With the
exception, of about 1% of the population, uninsurability due to health
status is not the problem. Cost is the major deterrent, and "job-
lock™ 1is also a significant factor.

As the resolution so succinctly states. Medical Savings Accounts will
address those problems by empowering people to make their own deci—
sions and alt the saute time reducing costs throughout the system.

If 1 or my associates can be of assistance to you. please feel free to

contact me.
Golden P.uic Insurance Company Golden Rule Insurance Company
Home Office Golden RuIeB ilding
9%5E? Ru¥%%ﬁndwg Wood aY Drive 1719
cveuth Stree 1S,.Indi
LawrencevtlJs. IUiflOts 62430 ?F BD& 79%4%8-
Telcpnono (613) 9A3-800Q
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COMMITTEES: . . . INTERIM:
HEALTH. EDUCATION goutfe of "EpresiEntatibefi EAGLE CENTER, SUITE 141

& SOCIAL SERVICES EAGLE RIVER, AK 99577
JUDICIARY PHONE (907) 694-8944

STATE AFFAIRS FAX 694-8945

SPECIAL COMMITTEES: SESSION:

MILITARY & VETERANS AFFAIRS STATE CAPITOL
OIL & GAS JUNEAU, AK 99811

PHONE (907) 465-3777

Representative Pete Kott

SPONSOR STATEMENT
HIR 54 - Supporting Medical Savings Account Legislation

As medical costs nationally and in Alaska continue to rise, the
need for innovative approaches to health care cost containment
becomes more acute. Medical Savings Accounts (MSAs) offer an
approach to reducing health care costs that appeals to market forces
and minimizes government intrusion into the market MSAs allow
employers and self-employed individuals to purchase a high-deductible
catastrophic medical policy and put the premium savings into a special
savings account to pay for routine medical care. The funds in the MSA
belong to the insured and, if not spent, accumulate as savings, pre-
funding future medical care expenses.

Because MSAs belong to the employee, they are fuIIY portable and
are not relinquished when the individual changes employment Over
time, MSAs have the potential of building a substantial savings
account for the individual, if the person exercises prudence ii use of
medical care. MSAs will enable a person to purchase health insurance
coverage during periods of unemployment if the person so chooses.

MSAs are an attractive health care option because they encoura%e
individual restraint as a means of containing costs. This is compatible
with the free market in that it protects individual freedom and rewards
prudent decision-making.

HJR 54 urges Congress to enact legislation that will make Medical

Savings Accounts a viable option in the national effort to reduce and
contain health care costs. | urge its speedy passage.

SPONSOR STATEMENT



Medical Savings Accounts:
Putting People First In
Health Care

By

Victoria C. Craig

Director of Research

The Council for Affordable Health Insurance

February, 1993

MED'CAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS: PUTTING PEOPLE FIRST IN HEALTH



Executive Summary

Each ofi:sis mortal — we getsick and we die. And when we do get sick, it
is the health care system thatreaches outto heal and to comfort us. The health
care system will touch each of us at our most vulnerable and intimate
moments. How to reform that system is not an abstract exercise, it is a
decision that will affect us personally for the rest of our lives. And itis a
decision that must put people - patients -- first, because the only purpose of
thisorany other health care system must be the care and comfortofthe patient.

The Council for Affordable Health Insurance has carefully reviewed the
numerous health care reform proposals in the states and at the Federal level.
The Council believes that they are all fundamentally flawed because they do
not address the real problem in the health care delivery system today — the
difference between the person who receives the care, and the person who pays
the bill. The Council supports something truly revolutionary for our health
care system — a return to market principles through the establishment of
medical savings accounts.

Medical savings accounts (M SAs) are tax -defe. ‘. set up to pay for
routine medical care and to allow for the build-up a to pay for future
medicalexpenses. MSAswould allow employers, self-employed individuals,
and others to purchase ahigh-deductible policy and put the premium savings
into a medical savings account to pay for routine medical care. The funds in
the MSA belong to the insured, and if not spent, accumulate over time as
savings, pre funding future health care expenses.

M SAs have many unique advantages.
* MSAs is the one idea that has the potential to actually reduce health care

costs without resorting to rationing.

* M SAsrestore the patient/physician relationship, making the patient a buyer
as well as user of care.

e MSAs will create ademand for information about the quality and price of
health care.

*« MSAs will reduce administrative costs,

* MSAs will putinsurance companies back in the business of providing real
insurance.

« MSAs will end the struggles over state mandated benefits.



By incorporating medical savings accounts with other concepts that have
always been the strength of our country — individual freedom and
responsibility, afree marketforgoods, services, and ideas, arobustcompetitive
environment, and limiting government’s involvement to protecting those
who are incapable of caring for their own needs; we can fix the current health
care delivery system instead of destroying it.

This will in turn best accomplish the purpose of a health care system reform
— an optimal balance of quality, affordability, and accessibility.



Overall Costs of an MSA

Question: Will administrative costs of the insurance company increase
because they will be writing more individual policies? How will this
affect the price of the policy?

ANSwer: It is not clear that there will be more individual policies since we
anticipate joint participation between the employer and employee. In fact, if
there were an increase in individual policies, that would probably mean that
the cost of administering an individual policy would be less than that of a
group policy. Itmust berecognized thatadministrative costs of the insurance
companies will fall since they will not be handling the small dollar claims.
And every dollar saved in administrative expenses is a dollar directly
available to increase MSA contributions or reduce the cost of the entire
insurance program.

Statement: Proponents claim that insurance costs would go down under
their plan because consumers would buy their insurance directly from
insurers and not through employers. They claim that getting rid of the
“third party inthe transaction” would greatly reduce administrative red
tape and cost. Itcould beargued, however, that eliminating the employer
would lead to increased administrative costs.

Answer: The statement misses the point. We would encourage employers
to incorporate the MSA concept into their program. No one is trying to ge

rid of the employer, but rather to advocate individual responsibility. That;

why we envision joint participation, as it is the most efficient and cost
effective way to reduce health care costs over a period of time.

Question: Would health insurance premiums be reduced substantially
enough to cover the deducible of a catastrophic policy as the medical
savings account concept proposes?

ANSwer:. Our actuaries have developed the following estimates based on
some of the largest sources of claims data available in the country. These
premiums are based on a plan which pays 80 nercent of the first $5,000 of
expenses after the deductible and 100 percent thereafter, and assumes a 75
percent loss ratio, and a 40-45 year old head of household.
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Annual Premium

Deductible Individual Family of 4

S 250 $2,108 $6,223
2.500 1J 32 Uuoeb

Difference 976 3,117

The MSA arrangementisnaturally more attractive for families since children’s
costs are more heavily weighted toward first-dollar expense than those for
adults. For about a 40% increase in premiums, the per person $2,500
deductible can be changed to a per family deductible of $2,500. In this
example, the S6,223 currently being spent for the $250 deductible plan could
be split as follows:

Premium for a $2,500 per family deductible $4,348
Contribution to the MSA S1,875

The maximum out-of-pocket exposure under the $2,500 deductible plan is
$3,500 or ($2,500 + (.20 x $5,000)). The maximum out-of-pocket exposure
under the $250 deductible plan assuming a maximum imposition of three
deductibles and three stop-loss expense amounts per family is $3,750 or
(3[$250 + (.20 x $5,000)]). Thus the maximum potential out-of-pocket is
actually $250 less under the $2,500 family deductible even before we
consider the amount in the MSA. With the MSA contribution, the financial
protection for the family has actually increased by $2,125. In this example,
the individual may wantto increase the deductible furtherto, say,$5,000. The
annual premium for a $5,000 family deductible would be $3,135 and the
maximum out-of-pocketexpense would be $6,000. Thus, the $6,223 premium
for the $250 deductible plan could be split with $3,135 going towards
insurance and $3,088 to the MSA. In this case, the increase in maximum out-
of-pocket expense would be ($6,000-$3,750) or $2,250 which is more than
covered by the MSA contribution.

Question: Would raising the deductible from their typical levels of $100
or $250 up to $3,000 really reduce the premiums by 66 percent, thereby
assuring that employees would assume no risk of making out-of-pocket
expenses with their own money other than out of the MSA?

Answer: It could be as much as two-thirds, but the $4,500, $3,000, and
$1,500 figures are meant to be illustrative only. In some cases, they may be



pretty close to the mark, but they will vary widely depending on location and
demographics of a particular group. If we use instead numbers based on the
same claims data from above, we get a table:

Deductible Individual Familv

$ 100 $2,236 $6,726

3.000 1,039 JL244

Premium Savings $1,197 $3,882
% Reduction 54% 58%

Question: The reduction in health premiums by 66 percent appears to
be implausibly large. It implies that employers currently spend $3,000
in premiums to reduce each employee family’s deductible by at most
$2,900 (from $3,000 to $100). Because many families spend less than
$2,900 per year on covered care, the cost of providing low deductible
policies ($3,000 per employee) would be far in excess of the expected cost
of the extra care the additional premiums cover, right?

Answer: This is precisely the irony. At lower deductible levels, employers
may spend more than one dollar for every dollar of added coverage. This is
largely due to the increasing certainty of use ofbenefits as deductible amounts
getlower, combined with the administrative add on of processing these small
claims through the insurance mechanism. While a typical health insurance
loss-ratio is 75 percent (meaning 25 cents ofevery premium dollaris spenton
taxes, administration, and marketing costs), the distribution of these expenses
ismuch heavierin the handlingofsmall claims where third party involvement
is both unnecessary and inefficient.

The costeffectis particularly true for family coverage. For instance, using the
numbers above, the cost to reduce the deductible for a family of four from
$3,000 per person to $100 per person is ($6,726 - $2,844) or $3,882. If we
adjust the $3,000 deductible premium so thatit applies on a per family basis,
we get ($2,844 x 1.40) or $3,982 and the cost of the deductible reduction
becomes ($6,726 - $3,982) or 52,744,

This $2,744 ofsavings realized by increasing the deductible to $3,000 will not
bediminished by expense loads— every penny is available to spend on health
care services or left in the iMSA for the future. Another way to look atitis that
the premium savings representaverage healthcare expenses of (.75 x$2,744)
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or $2,058, and an average increase in the MSA of $686, which makes the
option even more attractive to the consumer.

Question: Isitrealistic to think that insurers would be willing to sell high-
deductible policies? Would policies be affordable?

Answer: Low-cost, high-deductible policies are available today. Whatis not
available is the ability to invest the premium savings in atax-free account for
the purpose of offsetting medical expenses below the deductible amount.
Below the table shows some of the annual premiums for policies available in
June, 1992. The premiums are based on afamily with two adults, age 35, with
one child.
X
Individual Health Insurance Annual Family Premiums With $2,500 Deductible
(June, 1992)

W ashington Fyramid Time American
National Life Insurance Community
City S1.369 S1,622 S$1.310 S1.083
Cincinnati
Suburb 1,369 1,622 1,310 1,032
City 1,369 1,537 1,404 1.259
Indianapolis
Suburb 1,213 1,451 1,216 1,135
City 1,542 1,622 1,572 1,032
Peoria
Suburb 1,542 1.622 1,572 1,032
City N/A 1.878 1,253 N/A
Portland
Suburb N/A 1,878 1,164 N/A
City 1.369 1,451 1,123 N/A
Des Moines
Suburb 1,213 1,281 1,123 N/A
City 1,836 2,135 1,872 N/A
Dallas
Suburb 1,680 1,281 1,123 N/A
City 1,525 1,622 1,497 N/A
Richmond
Suburb 1,525 1,537 1,497 N/A

(Cents have been truncated to make the chart easier to read)



Some observations about these figures:
1 These policies are on the market today.

2. They are sold individually, not in groups. Medical savings accounts are
intended chiefly as a group insurance program and may save additional
premiums through economies of scale and the administrative advantages of
mass purchasing.

3. These policies contain a per-person deductible, not a family deductible.
Going from a per-person to a single family deductible would raise the
premium cost by approximately 40 percent.

4. There are extremely wide variations in health care costs and utilization
patterns in the United States. These are somewhat reflected on this table in
the premium differences between Des Moines and Dallas, but the truly high
cost areas (New York, Boston, Los Angeles, and San Francisco) are not
included here. Premiums that are appropriate in Des Moines would be fartoo
low for New York (as would deductible levels), and it is important that any
legislation allow for the dramatic differences in regional costs.
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Golden Rule Employees
Enthusiastic About Medical Savings Account

An earlv-January survey demonstrates that employees of Golden Rule, an Illinois-
based life and health insurer, are very pleased with their new Medical Savings Account
(MSA) plan, are using the funds to pay for services not covered previously, and are saving
money for themselves and their company. Sixty-five percent of the employees enrolled in
the MSA rate their new form of health insurance as "excellent, "and another 32% rate it as
"good." Only 2% rate it "only fair,” and no one rated it "poor." The employees
overwhelmingly prefer the MSA to their former plan, by a margin of 82% to 1%.

"By any standard of comparison, these numbers represent a strong endorsement of
the Medical Savings Account,” according to Sid Groeneman, a Research Manager for
Market Facts, Inc., the firm that conducted the January 7-13 survey for Golden Rule.

The Medical Savings Account is a new form of employer-provided health coverage
which uses financial incentives to encourage consumers to purchase health care services
more carefully, promoting efficient utilization. With "first-dollar coverage" provided by the
MSA, employees can minimize their deductibles and copayments, or avoid them entirely.
Under Golden Rule’s plan, employees not exhausting the money in their account can choose
to receive an end-of-year refund or retain the money in an interest-bearing account to pay
for next year’s expenses. Golden Rule’s MSA plan also offers employees more choice in
how they can spend their benefits, as the funds can be used for products and services not
covered by most traditional™ plans such as dental care, eye care, and preventive care.

Most Golden Rule employees chose the MSA originally, at least in part, because they
believed it might save them money. As it turned out, they were correct: 93% of enrolled
employees received a refund check, averaging $602. The refunds applied to the period from
May through the end of 1993, and likely would have been higher for a full calendar year.

-MORE -
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The few MSA-plan employees who didn’t receive a refund are just as pleased with
the plan as those who did receive a check in December: 19 of the 28 who didn’t receive a
refund rated the MSA plan as "excellent" (68%), and the remaining nine rated it as "good."

"The thing 1’m most pleased about with the Medical Savings Account is the benefit
it represents for the single mother," said John M. Whelan, president and chief executive
officer. "lIfshe has a child that needs to go to the doctor, she now has first dollar coverage,
and she isn’t penalized with either a deductible or copayment. It makes it easy for her to
take her child to a doctor.”

The popularity of the plan extends beyond sheer economics, as 29% also gave a
coverage-related reason for choosing the MSA. Most of them mentioned that the MSA pays
for routine medical care or miscellaneous expenses not covered by traditional insurance,
some noted dental expenses or vision care, and a few mentioned prescription drugs or other
items. And about 15% of the employees opting for the MSA mentioned choosing it because
they think it helps reduce health/medical expenses for the company or the country.

If it becomes more widely adopted, the MSA form of health coverage should make
use of health and medical care services more efficient system wide. And, while saving
money, its proponents believe that it can also promote wellness by expanding consumers’
options.

Since Golden Rule’s Medical Savings Account went into effect in May 1993,one-fiftfc
of enrolled employees started using a medical service they hadn’t used before DECAUSE 0 fthe
plan, while only 3% indicated they stopped using some service they had been using earlier.
Looking toward the future, over half (51%) of the employees think they or their family
might use a service they hadn’t used before, such as vision or dental care, because of the
plan; 4% think they might stop using some medical service or health product.

Twenty-one.percent reported "shopping around" or "comparing prices" MOIE since the
plan went into effect; 9% reported g/hopping or comparing prices
0

Since the Medical Savings Account went into effect, employees have changed their
patterns of purchasing health care. One employee said she liked the plan because she now
has an incentive "to check on the surgeons’ fees before any surgery and even with the
regular doctors."”

-MORE -



" FACTS 3

The telephone survey of Golden Rule Insurance employees was conducted by the
Washington and Chicago-area offices of Market Facts, Inc., an international survey and
market research firm headquartered in Arlington Heights, Illinois. Market Facts made three
attempts during the week of the survey to reach and interview the 708 Golden Rule
employees for whom phone numbers were available. Five hundred twenty employees were
interviewed (73% completion rate). Only 28 employees refused to be interviewed (5% of
the eligible employees contacted).

Market Facts conducts research for many of the country’s leading corporations,
associations, non-profits, and government organizations at all levels. The company recently
completed its second personnel survey for the U.S. Postal Service (Summer, 1993), and is
about to begin a third USPS survey in 1994. This series includes all USPS employees (over
716,000 in 1993) and represents the largest civilian employee surveys ever conducted.

- GRAPHS ON NEXT PAGE -



Key Findings from Jan. 7-13 Survey
of Golden Rule’s Employees
Enrolled in the Medical Savings Account Plan
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MEDICAL COSTS IN ALASKA

Alaska has the highest health care costs in the nation. According to
Dr. Rodman Wilson costs in Anchorage are 40% higher than in Seattle.
In a newspaper article in March of 1993, Ms. Betty Wood, President of
Blue Cross. Washington/Alaska stated that coronary bypass heart
operations were three times as expensive in Anchorage as compared to
Seattle, The manager of the Alaska Truckers Association said that he
inquired about tying into a Washington State group health insurance
plan for the trucking industry and he was told that the Alaska
participants would pay a 40% surcharge.

The reason for this situation IS overinsurance or excessive demand for
medical services.. This is caused by the 130,000 Alaskans who are
enrolled in group health insurance plans provided by the State of
Alaska, by municipal governments, and by school districts.

The model of these plans is the Aetna plan covering 13,500 Employees
of the State of Alaska who are in the Alaska State Employees
Association which negotiates this plan. As of March of 1993 this plan
had a deductible of $100, 90% coinsurance to $3,950, and 100% payment
beyond that number.

Suppose that the Union had negotiated a clothing purchase plan instead
of the group health insurance plan? State Employees could go to any
store that sold clothing and buy as many articles of clothing as they
wished. They would be required to have these purchases approved by a
Licensed Clothing Advisor who would receive 10% of the purchase as
compensation for advice. The participant would be required to pay the
first $100 of the transaction and then 10% of the next $3,950. For
amounts over this number the State would pay 100%. There would be no
restrictions on the cost of the clothing or accessories. They could
buy Gucci shoes and Brooks Brothers Suits. These purchases would not
be taxed as income by the Internal Revenue Service.

If such a plan were to be put into force, Nordstrums, Pennys, Lamonts

and other clothing establishments would be jammed with shoppers. The
management would expand the Tfacilities and hire more sales and
warehouse people. The stores would raise the prices because with the

State of Alaska paying the bills, no one will be concerned about cost.

The only difference between the Clothing Purchase Plan and the Group
Health Insurance plan is that medical services are intangible and
cannot be stored.

The State of Alaska has more people in the service of State and Local
government and school districts than any other state, as a percentage
of the population. All the group insurance plans of these lesser
governmental entities follow the pattern of the State plan negotiated
by the Alaska State Employees Union. For example, the group insurance
plan of the Copper River School District which has about 100 employees
is a clone of the State plan although it iIs not administered by the
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Aetna. It is my estimate that there are 130,000 participants and

their dependents in these plans. Private employers such as the banks
and the energy companies must pattern their plans after the State
Plan.

In February of 1993, the negotiators for the State of Alaska attempted
to make some changes to the plan to moderate an anticipated increase
in premiums. Aetna had told the State that rates would increase by
30%, This meant an increase in payments to Aetna of about
$20,000,000. The negotiators for the state asked the Union to accept
a change in the deductible from $100 to $250.00 and a change in
coinsurance from 90% of the first $3,950 to 80% of tne first $5,000 of
expense. This change was refused by the Union and the matter has gone
to an arbitrator to decide whether the State can alter these
provisions.

Why did costs double in the years form 1988 to 1992? According to an
article in the Anchorage Times in October of 1989, the 13,500 State
employees and their dependents made 338,800 claims in 1988. This is
25 claims per participant. In 1992 the employees made 685,000 claims
or about double the number of claims.

Dental and vision claims remained about the same, The increase was 1in
medical claims.

No analysis has ever been made in the State Plan of who makes the
claims. Figures in most plans show that 25% of the people make 80% of
the claims. Half the people in a plan will make less than 10% of the
claims and about 20% of them will not see a physician in the course of
a year. Federal Express with 47,000 employees found that 16% of the
participants made 80% of claims. I believe that these figures would
apply to the State. If my surmise is correct then there are 3.750
participants and their families who made 80% of the claims.

There 1s no reason why the participants in these governmental plans
should not demand as much expensive and extensive health care 1is
available. From the point of view of the doctor he has every reason
to supply these services and even urge upon the patient more elaborate
and costly procedures. His income and career will benefit by so
doing. These fortunate people in the governmental plans have free
medical care of the finest quality and this has created unlimited
demand and rising costs.

The State will pay $80,000,000 to pay for the medical, dental and
vision costs of 13,500 State Employees. This is about $6,000 per
participant or $500 per month. We estimate that there are 30,000
people in the plan, including dependents, the cost is about $2,700 per
individual.

These government employees have unlimited access at no cost to the
finest in health care. On the other hand, there are 60,000 to 90,000
Alaskans who have no access to health care outside of what they can
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pay for themselves. Anchorage has 30,000 of these uninsured people.

On February 6, 1993 there was an article in the Anchorage Daily News
concerning the financial problem at the Anchorage Neighborhood Health
Center. This is a Community Health Center whose expenses are met in
part by the Federal government. These centers were established to
provide health care to poor people for a modest fee. The center
treated 9,400 people iIn a year at a cost of $4,000,000. The doctors
at the center work on salary. The cost per person was $425 per year.

Why does it cost the State $2,700 per person for health care as
compared to $425 for the Neighborhood Health Center? A partial
explanation is that the Health Center provided basic medical care. We
know that hospital charges are about 50% of medical costs so let us
double the cost for the Health Center per person to $850. This is 30%
of the cost of the State.

The reason for the difference is the State plan is Third Party
payments and medicine for a fee with complete choice of physicians
available to the participant. The Neighborhood Health Center is
direct service with a small payment for service based on the patients
ability to pay. It resembles the British System of National Health
Service.

The State Group Health Plan could be changed to save millions of
dollors. For example a vairxble deductable could be used as in the
Forbes Plan which is attached. Payments could be made to those who
made no claims.

William A. Barnes SR..

Written at Anchorage, AK. April 6, 1993
430 W. 7th St. #201

Anchorage, AK 99501

Tel. 907-276-8998

800-770-8998
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‘This Christmas is turning out to be
golden for hundreds of Golden Rule
employees, thanks' to an innovative
health program thatJust could become
a model for other employers.

This past year, Golden Rule Chair-
man J. Patrick Rooney gave his em-
ployees a choice between regular, low-
deductible health insurance and a
new Medical Savings Account plan.

Because low-deductible insurance Is
so costly, the company devised the
new plan: cheaper insurance with a
higher deductible, along with a sav-
ings account to cover expenses hot
incurred under the old plan.

The old plan for families had a
S250 deductible and a co-pay that
stopped at S1.000, for a total out-of-
pocket employee expense of S1.250.

.The new plan set a S3.000 deduct-
ible. no co-pay, and thus cost Golden
Rule far less, but the company then
gave the employee $1,750 to cover the
additional deductible expenses.

That made the two plans seemingly
equal in merit: in both cases, the
employee's out-of-pocket expenses
would be the same, S1.250. But there
ar£ some important differences.

.Hot only did Golden Rule save mon-
ey Qn the MSA plan, but now. at year-
enf, employees are being reimbursed
any money not spent from their
accounts.

The total reimbursement? An in-
credible $468,000.

Under current law, the MSA pro-
ceeds are taxable Income, as opposed
to the tax-free nature of traditional
health benefits. But the MSA plan
generally would be the better option
for those who are able to keep their
health costs down In a given year.

The Medical Savings Account plan
has some additional benefits. First,
the account could be used to pay in-
surance premiums between Jobs. If an
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employee loses his or her Job or is out
on strike, there would be money in the
account to continue health insurance.

Too. as Rooney has pointed out. the
incentive for employees to be prudent

about their health cost spending
would be revived under the MSA plan,
for employees know they would recoup
any unspent money.

In other types of employee health
savings accounts, the money reverts
back to the employer if it isn't spent
by year's end. Thus, especially if It Is
the employee’s own money deducted
from his or her paycheck, the employ-
ee has a built-in urgency to try to
spend the money allocated to the fund,
not cut back on health expenditures.

One of the best offshoots of such a
plan is that it would encourage more
employers to provide health insurance
for their employees. People whose
companies pay for their insurance of-
ten don’t realize how much their em-
ployers are paying on their behalfs.
According to Rooney, annual family
premiums In Indianapolis average
S4.300. In Cincinnati, the cost is
slightly higher, S4.500. In Des Moines,
that figure nears S4.700. In Washing-
ton. it’s closer to S$8.200.

Small businesses often don't provide
group insurance, not because they
don’t care about their employees, but
because they can’t afford it. That

might chaVige if they paid for.more
reasonably priced high-deductible in-
surance and employee MSAs.

Congress could get the ball rolling
even further by modifying the tax .code

to allow MSA money to be treated like
an Individual Retirement Account,
with the fund allowed to accumulate
tax-free until It was spent. In fact,
Rep. Andy Jacobs. D-Ind.. and Sen.
Dan Coats, R-Ind., both have intro-
duced legislation to that end.

INFORMATION

In particular. Coats” "HealthSave
Proposal” would call for participating
employers to purchase an umbrella
policy for employees for catastrophic
medical costs. They then would pro-
vide each employee with an MSA of
$3,000 per annum, which would re-
main on account, tax-free, for future
medical bills and other limited uses,
such as long-term care and education.

Coats also has called foran Increase
in tax credits for those whose employ-
ers do not offer such coverage.

Americans recognize their critical
need for affordable health care, but
they also want choices. Golden Rule's
MSA plan ought to become a promi-
nent player in the debate over health
care options before Congress.
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Health Care Reform

A former .Spedkernf incHome
of Represantattives once des:ribad
some pending legislatin by saying:
"An indefinable something is to he
done in a way nobody knows how.
nt a time nobody knows when, that
wdl accomplish nobody knows
what."

110w “stret foran acourate
assessment of today™s retiaal

su Onnnid F For

health care debate?

An indefinable somethin# is to he done, because the Clinton
adhiinistration hes staked most of itspolitical cpital on bring-
ing menifest change tothe way we Arericans purchase and
receive health care.

Itisto» =donein a way nobody knows Imw _because tre
adhinistration hes kept searet itshealth care plans not intre
name of reform but in the interest of plitics.

Icistohe done at a time nobody knows when, because tre
adhiinistration hes discovered tret reither Congress nor tre
ration istirilledwilh itseconomic plan and health care reform
inohes tirkeringwith one-eiighth of the gross damestiic prod-
wct of the Uniited Stales.

And itw ill accomplish nohodv knows what, because te
typesof programs, tre edent of the goverrment™s involhve-
ment. and theeconomic and sociall costs they willl inour have
never before been seen, o the results can only be speculated.
Supply Sldo Controls Don't Work

The besis of the problem isthis: Al of these iidess for health
care reform impose aottrols on the supply sice of theeconom-

icinterdage, But theempirical evidence isthat aontrols on
the supply sice sinply don™t work.

Medicaid isan ecellettexanple. Statisticias &l us tret
tre average natiael medical aost of the normal ly-iinsured,
nnnelder ly popullation, including the deductibles and co-
insurance they pay aut of tteirown podets, i551.49%5 per per—
.

1h\ the average ratiaal aost for nnnelderly Medicaid
petients i;5.1.313 . <. more then twice as much!

So what nre we accoplishing by aontrolling mediical ermme
asts? We aredenying low-income peoplle conveniient, qality
medical care.  Irsteed, we"re sending them toemergency
rooms— often inambulances— ataastmany times greater then
ifthose ptientsvere sinply able to visit aneighborhood

Unforturetely, itisthissame supply sice phillosophy tret
drives the administration”s most frequently-mentioned ickea for
antrolling medical aosts- managed corpetition.

Demand Side Idea Makes More Sense

Whille 1don“twant todeny the Clirton plan a fairhearing, |
thirkwe nill would profit hy examining an icea from te
demand sick. Isknown as the Mediical Savings Account and
italloss employers o replace coventional insurance plans
wirth individLal savings acoounts forenployees™ medical

expenses

Hereshow itworks: The average employer ratiorel by paid
about 54.600 in 1992 for health care coverage on an irdividal
worker and family. Natiorwide, the amual deductible aver-
ages S212 for one person and 5531 fora family. So when tte
employee co payment s included, the employee typicallly hes
an average aut-of-podet aost of 51000 1© 52000 for any seri-
ous medical expense.

Rut inmost partsof the United States, theemployer could
buy a catastrgphiic poliicy for the worker nnd hiis family tret
will pay all medical expenses above $3,000 for just 35 1 40%
of the aost he has been paying.

Ifthe employer puls $2,000 into a Medical Savings
Account, tretemployee isguaranteed the same protection he
«r she had under the previous insurance prograns. Here's the
difference: ifthe employee doesn™t spend dll of the $2,000. tre
unspent balance ishis to keep.

Providing Information to Assisi Physicians in the Stale of New York

September 199}

That Works: Medical Savings Accounts

Inatypical Averican city such asCincimati, 23% of al
families willl spend lless then $500 a year on health carc. Those
families could retain a savings of $1.500 or more— iftheir
employers put at lesst $2,000 into treir Medical Savings
Account.

Ifthe employee had a S100-000 heart trargplant gperation
during the next year, his out-of-podet assts would stilll be
only 51,000- no higher llimthey arc today with converttional
insurance  Ihe difference sthis: with the Medical Savirg-.
Account, the insurance company doesn™t get involved untill the
Tamily’smedical expenses exceed 53.000. The employee s
insures the farst$3,000.

Each year, theemployee will receive $2.000- ad, at tre
end of the year, he would be able to rdll over any money
remaining inhis Medical Savings Account intoan IRA.

Practical Solution to Cost Control
Medical Savings Accounts offer the most practical method

far getting heallth carc spending under antrol.

« Individials woulld have an incentive lo sperd treir health
carecllarswisely- theywould he using theirmoney, rot
romeone de"s.

1 The account coulld he used to pay forany medical expense
recogniised by the Interrel Revenue Service, including pre-
\ertive aiic, eye ca ¢, denial carc nnd amual physicals

« Escalating premium increeses foremployers would stop.

« The acoountswould be fullyvested intreemployee and
portzble They would leavewithhim w hen he changes jds.

« Paperwork would be reduced for providers and insurance
companies uiilke, because there ksno insurance claim lofilll
aut and no priorapproval tbe dotained until the expense
exceeds $3,000

= Medical Savings Accountswould ket individuals choose
treir physicians, rather then have bureaucrats choose for
them.

« Medical Savings Accourtts would alsoprovide an incentive
lo stay healithy by nllowing individals to receive preverntive
carc- suchasmammograms and pap smears— they might
have avoided previously because their insurance dich*t cover
itor they didnthave tre ceeh.

The Mediical Savings Account conoept works. At Dominion
Resources, Irc., a Virginia uliE’y, aconbination of Medical
Savings Accounts and other inoerntives has held health care
aost inoreeses toan average of just seven-tenths of one percent
over tre kst three years.

People spending treirown money spend itmore wisely. So
why hesn®t acnmmon-sense solutian of such obvious menll
been adopted nationwide?

Federal Tax Code Presents Obstacle

Tlic primary dustecle isthe presant feceral lax code When
an employer spends acollaron an enployee”s health insur-
ance tochy, tretdollar isexcluded from theemployee”s tax
ahle income. But, ifthe employer wants toestzblish a Medical
Savings Accountt for the enployee, thatdollar ssbject lo
feckral, stateand local taxes— including social seaurity tac
Looking at itanother way, today™s tax lans encourage us
use health insurance.

The Medical Savings Account would restore conpetition in
the health care maiketplace, because the first $3,000 employ-
ees spend would be theirown money -

A sinple revision of our presant lax codes would make
Mediical Savings Accounts economically atlractive to more
Arericans ai.d begin to apply the brakes to our aut-of-cotrol
healith care asts.

But timt isn"t the only advartage of the Medical Savings
Accournt.

When employees lose treir jabs today, the COBRA legisla-
tin guarantees them the right to stay insured by paying an
insurance premium llo their former erployer. The reason most
employees don*tdo ttet is because they don’thave the cash
awaileble to pay the premiums thet are recuired.

But, ifthey had a Medical Savings Account, they would
have tax-free money in that account thet could be used to pay
Continued on Page 17

IContinuedfrom page 53-.
the COBRA payment and keep insurance in
elfect intill they got anew jdb.

1E°F nf nil uninsured persons are without
coverage for four months or less, and 7(1%
arc wiihwl coerage far 12 months or kes,
the Mediical Savings Account would permit
these people tostay insured.

In other words, 25 million Americans- or
70% ol e million uninsured- could stay
insured without: new aosts to enployers and
without new payroll taxes on the workers.
This is possible sinply by permitting work-
ers to ncciiinulalc money in a Medical
Savings Acoount.

Ihc remaining 12 million uninsured could
he acconrmodalcd by treatirg all Avericans
equally on ihc tax deduction for health
hoelils.

Itsestimated thet tax faimesswould brirg
aother 9 R milllion Areriicans into the health
insurance system at a ret ast 1o the feckral
goverment of only $8 hillicn a ye.v— srall
potatoes indeed when compared o the 5150
billion tre White llareplanmay ast! Then,
if the govermment woulld privatise Medicaid
fo- tiennn elderly, we could begin to trest
tre poor with decency and regect. We could
[t them go 1o a ncigliborimod doctor insteed
nfan emergency room, nnd we could aut tre
aost of Mediicaid by relf.

Savings for the American People

A firel point is tret this proposal provides
much-needed savings for the American peo-
ple. You’ll recall tret the individal retire-
ment account was one of Ihc most popullar
tax berefits ever ofored the Anerican woik-
cnx- before itwas repealed!

The Medical Savings Account brings tret
idea bark. Itembodies the much-hal lyhoocd
tax aut for the middle class- about which
we have heard very little lately from our
elected leaders in Washington. And itpro-
vides each of us with a privite-soctor solution
toour retian"smounting healthcare aisis.

Insteed of wailing for the adhinistration
‘o produce the "indefineblle something' in*h
way nobody knows how' and “atn lime
nobody knows when."* each of us should €l
our represantatives in Congress now tmtwe
support the Medical Savings Account as the
most prectical method for gelling health care
spending under arrol.

Let me conclude hy confiding with you tret
theSpeaker of die House Iquoted inthe begin-
ningof Uitsartide- theman wlw so succinctly
stimarind the Clinton administration’s july~
rigoed approach 1o health care reform- was
Congressman Thomas B. Reed of Maine, lie
>ervcti inCongress between 1877 and 18991

Donald E. Eoy
MSSNY Executive Vice Presidait
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A proposal for medical savings

he sense of anticipation in the air is palpable.
The adminstration is gearing up its publicity
campaign to sell Hillary Rodham Clinton’
health care plan, and congressional Demo-

It is in that $3,000 category that real sav.ngs can
take place. Insurance companies currently find that
the vast majority of their claims, over 90 percent, fall
into this area. It would be up to the individual con-

crats tremble at the thought of having to vote for asiemver to spend the money as each sees fit. If the

round of taxes to pay for it. Meanwhile, the Repub-
licans have been quietly putting together some ideas
of their own that could come in handy if the Clinton
plan turns out to be so unwieldy and expensive that it
sinks under its own weight.

One proposal that holds out a good deal of promise
is the medical savings account. According to the Na-
tional Center for Policy Analysis, which has been work-
ing with Republican senators and representatives, the
medical savings account plan would have the virtue of
cutting costs, simplifying the system and giving con-
sumers more independence in their choice of health
care. Here is how it would work:

Currently, the average cost of employment-based
family medical insurance plan runs to $4,500 a year.
Part of that is paid by the employer and part by the
employee. Instead of the money going to an insurance
company as a premium, under this proposal, it would
be paid into a tax-free medical saving account, to be
spent on health care at the discretion of the consumer.
Some people would want to buy into the company plan;
others might choose a health maintenance organi-
zation (HMO); and others again might want simply to
buy a catastrophic health-insurance plan, which can
make a lot of financial sense.

Currently, such catastrophic insurance policies cost
about $1,500 to $1,700 a year. Catastrophic insurance
covers most of the costs of hospitalization, which ac-
counts for the majority of the real big-ticket items —
major surgery, broken limbs, etc. — that people tend
to worry about. By definition, these plans have a high
deductib.e — generally $2,500 to $3,000 for the family.
That may sound like a lot, but it more or less cor-
responds to the amount in the medical saving account
when the piemium has been paid.

money is really yours, then chances are you'd want to
shop around and compare prices. You would also want
to make sure you got the best value for your money.
And you would weigh more carefully whether a visit
to the doctor is really necessary. An element of com-
petitiveness and accountability would be introduced
into the system that is currently lacking, which is one
reason that health care costs are zooming out of sight.
And, not insignificantly, paperwork for the vast num-
ber of minor expenses currently billed directly from
the doctor’ office to the insurance company would be
reduced.

Perhaps the best part for the consumer is that the
money not spent would stay in the account from year
to year, earning interest. Few people have health care
expenses of $3,000 in a year, so most folks would find
their balances growing. At retirement, the final sum
would be paid out and possibly rolled over into a pen-
sion plan.

But how about thosp who are currently without
insurance? An element of tax fairness could be intro-
duced by making health care premiums tax-deductible
for the self-employed. In the lower income ranges, a
refundable tax credit could help pay for insurance, and
those without incomes could be given health care
vouchers, much as they are given food stamps today,
to pay for catastrophic insurance and out-of-pocket
expenses. That would take them out of the vastly ex-
pensive Medicare system.

Right now, it does not seem that Mrs. Clinton’ task
force has much interest in practical and common-
sense approaches such as this. But when the dust
settles after the health care battle that will surely
come, perhaps the medical savings account will look
like an idea whose time has come.



HERE'S HEALTH-CARE REFORM THAT WORKS

.o v The Tax Tra,

It's no mystery Why our health-care spending has skyrocketed. Under
the law, employers can deduct the cost of health insurance for their employ-
ees, hut employees cannot deduct insurance they buy themselves. That makes
it cheaper for employers to buy insurance than for employees to buy their
own. Health-policv analyst Eric-Charles Banfield notes that when federal,
state and local taxes take 40 percent of an employee's income, the worker
must earn $3353 to buy a S2000 insurance policy.

W hat’s more, since employees pay taxes on their salaries but not on their
health benefits, they want ever more generous benefits. The result: Today
employers offer their workers extravagant coverage for everything from
psychological co< nseling to cosmetic surgery. That makes these services
appear free and, savs economist John Goodman of the National Center for
Policy Analysis, “As long as medical care appears to be free, there will be
an unlimited demand for it, driving up costs.”

If individuals could deduct the cost of health insurance they bought
themselves, many might choose to buy their own—especially if not getting
it at the office meant they could earn higher salaries. And if they bought
their own. most people would choose more efficient, high-deductible poli-
cies. “Insurance should be disaster protection for when the house burns
down or the young breadwinner dies." writes Jonathan Kwitnv, author of
Acceptable Risfe. “Yet when it comes to health, we send for insurance
accountants and adjusters every time we catch cold." The IRS leaves us
almost no choice.



all been rather loose affiliations built on contacts. Corporate
medicine won"t replace that. But as time moves on you"ll see
more and more systems operare as single entities. They will
provide health networks™ (Phil West, 2/23). The bill will come

before House cmtes. 3/9 (AHL sources).

*7 VIRGINIA: PHYSICIANS DEVISE A CLINTON PLAN ALTERNATIVE

A group of VA doctors proposed an alternative no Pres.
Clinton®"s health reform plan 3/5, "that they say would be less
bureaucratic and more patient-friendly.” The proposal, dubbed
the "American Health Care Plan,”™ would allow people "to put aside
monthly amounts into a tax-free medical savings account and
buy a high-deductible, catastropnic-coverage health 1iInsurance
policy.” The plan was developed by the Jeffersonian Health
Policy Fdn., an organization founded by the physicians. The
monthly contribution no the savings account for a family of four
would be approximately $400 and the proposed deductible would be
$3,000. JHPF®*s Joe Elton said the plan is "just like an IRA" -
any money in an individual®s account that is not used for medical
expenses iIn a given year will "roll over tc the following year."
ElIton noted that "patients would be paying for their care with
their own money and they could choose their own doctors and
treatments.”™ RICHMOND TIMES-DISPATCH notes that ™"poor people
would pay what they could afford from their medical savings
accounts and ... would receive the care they need from physicians
of their own choosing.” The physicians treating them would be
paid iIn tax credits.” The group will present the proposal to

members of Congress 1in Washington, DC. this month (3/6).
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STATE OF ALASKA FISCAL NOTE dill Version: SS 53

1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (S) Publish Date: 1/2—|/5|_3_

Revision Date: Dept. Affected: Health and Social Services

Title: Annulling changes made by certain regu- BRU: Assistance Payments
l[ations...relating to funding of abortion services... _Component: AFDC

Sponsor: Senate HESS Committee

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 00220

Expenditures/Revenues:
OPERATING FY94 FY9S | FY96 FYO7 FYos FY99
PERSONAL SERVICES I

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS (297.3) (321.5) (347.7) (376.1) (406.7) (439.9)1

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING (297.3) (321.5)1 (347.7)1 (376.1) (406.7) (439.9)1

CAPITAL

REVENUE FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts (148.7) (160.8) (173.9) (188.0) (203.4) (219.9)1
1003 GF Match (148.6) (160.7) (173.8) (188.1) (203.3) 220.0)1
1004 GF l
1005 GF/Program Receipts 1
1006 GF/MHTIA |
Other 1
TOTAL (297.3) (321.5) (347.7) (376.1)1 (406.7) (439.9)1
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME Changesin ~ 55 .~ 53 (
TEMPORARY reiiect NO FISCAL CHANGE from the original

fiscal note. This fiscal note is appropriate.
Estimate of cur’ent year (FY93) impact: 0.0

date Comte Aide (initial)

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

The fiscal analysis above is based upon the 'savings* to the AFDC program resulting from abortions paid for by the
General Relief Medical program. Additional information is attached.

This fiscal note is provided to show the estimated cost reduction associated with the proposed legislation. The FY 94
budget, however, does not include adjustments for these cost reductions. No assumption should be made that
budget components may be decreased if the legislation passes. The FY 93 impact is shown as 0.0 because there
was no consideration of the cost of the regulations addressed by the bill within the FY 93 budget.

Prepared by: Phone: 465-334,7

Division: Jan Hansenl Director. Division of Public Assistance Date: 1A
Approved by Commissioner: Theodore A. Mala. MD. MPH f 111 Date: _
Agency: Department of Health & Social Services i | |

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

Page 1 Of
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JUFT _VUAS- -AFDC



BILL NC. SB 53

ANALYSIS (Cont.)
Aid to Families- with Dependent Children

This bill will annul regulations intended to reduce the number of
pregnancies that would be aborted because of the availability of
payment for that procedure under the General Relief Medical program
(GRM) . Many of the children who would otherwise be born would be
eligible for certain state funded public assistance services.
Consequently, this fiscal note relates to the number of children
that would not be born and the resultant reduction in utilization
of gertain state funded services those children would likely have
used.

It is assumed that 329 births would be avoided as a result of this
bill. That number is based on 40% of the total number of abortions
performed with medical assistance funding during FY 91. Of the
329, 1t i1s assumed that 55%, or 181 would have beeneligible for
public assistance programs.

Of the 181 eligible for public assistance, it is assumed that 60%,
or 109 would receive Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
for an average of 6 months during a year; 65 of these children
would be new additions to existing cases, at a cost of $118 per
month, and 44 would be first children that bring their parent into
AFDC as new assistance cases with and average cost of $952 per case

per month. The FY 94 costs associated with these children are as
follows:
65 children X $118 per month X 6 months = $ 46,020
44 children X $952 per month X 6 months = $251,328
Total AFDC costs: $297,348

Revenue sources:
50% GF Match: $148,674
50% Federal Receipts: $148,674

For subsequent years it is assumed that the average annual increase

in AFDC caseload will be 5% per year and that there will be an
adjustment each year of 3% for increases in the cost of living.

H:\POLICY\HSSPLAN3\AFDC.FN



FISCAL NOTE A.
STATE OF ALASKA Bill Version: S& -53
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (S) Publish Date:  //an AT

Revision Date: Dept. Affected: Health and Social Services

Title: Annulling changes made by certain regu— _BRU: Medical Assistance

idtions...rc.ating to funding of abortion services... Component: Medicaid Facility
Sponsor: Senate HESS Committee

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 00230

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY94 FY95 | FY96 FY97 FYos FY99
PERSONAL SERVICES i

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EOUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS (454.0) (526.7) (610.9) (708.7) (822.1) (953.6)

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING (454.0) (526.7)! (610.9) (708.7) (822.1) (953.6)

CAPITAL ! |

REVENUE FUND SOURCE | |

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts (227.0) (263.3) (305.5) (354.3) (411.0) (476.8)1
1003 GF Match (227.0) (263.3) (305.4) (354.4) (411.1) (476.8)1
1004 GF {

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHT1A

Other
TOTAL (454.0) (526.7) (610.9) (708.7)1 (822.1) (953.6)!
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME ch'noesin o
TEMPORARY reflect NO FISCAL CHANGE from the original

fiscal note. This fiscal note is appropriate,
Estimate of current year (FY93) impact: 00

date Comte Aide (initial)

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

The fiscal analysis above is based upon the 'savings! to the Medicaid Facilities component resulting from abortions paid
for by the General Relief Medical program. Additional information is attached.

This fiscal note is provided to show the estimated cost reduction associated with the proposed legislation. The FY 94
budget, however, does not include adjustments for these cost reductions. No assumption should be made that

any actual 'savings' will result from passage of the legislation. The FY 93 impact is shown as 0.0 because there

was no consideration of the cost of the regulations addressed by the bill within the FY 93 budget.

Prepared by: Phone: 465-3355

Division: Medical Assistance. DHSS Date: /-
Approved by Commissioner: Theodore A. Mala, MD, MPH Date: o L
Agency: Department of Health & Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor’s Legislative Office

(Rev 11/92)93fisnojd3/D8R Page 1 Of



BILL NO. SB 53

ANALYSIS (Cont.)
Medical Assistance
Medicaid Facility Component

This bill will annul regulations intended to reduce the number of
pregnancies that would be aborted because of the availability of
payment for that procedure under the General Relief Medical program
(GRM). Many of the affected women would otherwise continue full-
term pregnancies and would be eligible for certain state funded
public assistance services as a result. Consequently, this fiscal
note relates to the number of women who would not continue their
preganancies and the resultant reduction in utilization of certain
state funded services those women would likely have used. It is
assumed that the effect of this bill would be to reduce the number
of pregant women who would otherwise be eligible for medical
assistance iIn proportion to the number of abortions performed.

It is assumed that 329 births would be avoided as a result of this
bill. That number 1is based on 40% of che total number of abortions
performed with medical assistance funding during FY 91. Of the
329, it is assumed that 55%, or 181 women would have been eligible
for medical assistance programs for the pregnancy.

The cost of providing birthing and related services on an inpatient
basis to pregnant women are estimated at $2,508 per pregnancy. For
the estimated 181 eligible births these costs total $454,000 in FY
94.

For subsequent years utilization is anticipated to grow at 11% and
inflation is calculated as 5%.



FISCAL NOTE v 3
STATE OF ALASKA Bill Version: S P> S 3
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION . ]
(S) Publish Date: o 1w s

Revision Date Oept. Affected: Health and Social Services
Title: Annulling changes made by certain regu- _8RuU: Medical Assistance
lations...relating to funding of abortion services... _Componeni: Medical Non—Facility

Sponsor: Senate HESS Committee
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 00229

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY94 FY95 FY96 FYQ97 FYos FY99
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

ECUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS (694.4)

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING (694.4) 1

CAPITAL

REVENUE FUND SOURCE

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts (347.2)

1003 GF Match (347.2) | (402.7)

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHT1A

Other
TOTAL (694X1 (1.257.3)1  (1.458.5)1
POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY Changes in )

reflect NO FISCAL CHANGE from the original
Estimate of current year (FY93) impact: éispcal ael\-%"s fiscal note is app"tﬁi(ajﬁ
ANALYSIS (Attach a separate page if necessary) date Comte Aide (initial)

The fiscal analysis above is based upon the 'savings' to the Medicaid Non-Facilities component resulting from abortions
paid for by the General Relief Medical program. Additional information is attached.

This fiscal note is provided to show the estimated cost reduction associated with the proposed legislation. The FY 94
budget, however, does not include adjustments for these cost reductions. No assumption should be made that

any actual 'savings* will result from passage of the legislation. The FY 93 impact is shown as 0.0 because there

was no consideration of the cost of the regulations addressed by the bill within the FY 93 budget.

Prepared by: c- <~--— Phone: 46S-3355

Division: Medical Assistance. DHSS I Date: / - 2 ¢ ~£ ?

Approved by Commissioner:

Theodore A. Mala, MD, MPH Date: /131 F 93
Agency: (s » Department of Health & Social Services \ia !

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

(Riw t1/92)93ftanoJda/0OBR Page 1 of 2
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BILL NO. SB 53

ANALYSIS (Cont.)
Medical Assistance Administration, BRU

Medicaid Non-Facility Component

This bill will annul regulations intended to reduce the number of
pregnancies that would be aborted because of the availability of
payment for that procedure under the General Relief Medical program
(GRM) . Many of the children who would otherwise be born would be
eligible for certain state funded public assistance services.

Consequently, this fiscal note relates to the number of children
that would not be born and the resultant reduction in utilization
of certain state funded services those children would likely have

used.

It Is assumed that 329 births would be avoided as a result of this
bill. That number is based on 40% of the total number of abortions
performed with medical assistance funding during FY 91. Of the
329, 1t is assumed that 55%, or 181 would have been eligible for
public assistance programs after childbirth as would the pregnant
mothers previous to childbirth.

The cost of providing prenatal, postpartum, and other medical
services to pregnant women and newborns and their parent are
estimated at 53,836 per pregnancy. For the estimated 181 eligible
births these costs total $694,400 in FY 94.

For subsequent years there is an assumed 11% utilization increase
and a 5% inflation cost.

H:\POUCT\HSSPLAN3\NON-FAC.FN



STATE OF ALASKA

FISCAL NOTE

1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:

Title:

Annulling changes made by certain rcgu—

lations...relating to funding of abortion services...

Sponsor:
Requestor:

Expenditures/Revenues:
OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPUES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

I CAPITAL
1 REVENUE FUND SOURCE

FUNDING:

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHT1A

Other

TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY93) impact:

ANALYSIS:

Senate HESS Committee

JL
Bill Version:

(S Publish Date:

Dept. Affected: Health and Social Services
BRU: Medical Assistance

S & £T3
/lpl /R

Component: General

FYO94 FYOS
288.7 334.9
288.7 3349 !

1
288.7 334.9
288.7 334.9

(Attach a separate page if necessary)

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 00232
(Thousands of Dollars)

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99
388.5 450.6 522.7 606.31
388.5 450.6 522.7 606.3 !

l
l
(Thousands of Dollars)
388.5 450.6 522.7 606.3
388.5 450.6 522.7 606.3
[ L l
Chanaes in @22 ~)

Relief Medical

reflect NO FISCAL CHANGE from the original
fiscal note. This fiscal note is appropriate.

date Commite Aide (initial)

JE s

The fiscal analysis above is based upon the 'costs* to the General Relief Medical program resulting from abortions
paid for through GRM. Additional information is attached.

".his fiscal note is provided to show the estimated cost increase associated with the proposed legislation. The FY 94

budget, however, does not include adjustments for these cost increases. No assumption should be made that
any actual ‘new costs' will result from passage of the legislation. The FY 93 impact is shown as 0.0 because there was no a

Prepared by: *
Division:

Approved by Comm issioner
Agency: /J5

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

N

Department of Health .

Medical Assistance. DHSS

Theodore A.. Mala, MD, MPH
Social Services

Phone: 465-3355
Date: | _ 3 =«

/ Date: ja

For further distribution information call the Governor’s Legislative Office
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BILL NO. S3 53

ANALYSIS (Cont.)
Medical Assistahce Administration, BRCJ

General Relief Medical, Component

This bill will annul regulations intended to reduce the number of
pregnancies that would be aborted because of the availability of
payment for that procedure under the General Relief Medical program
(GRM) . Many of the children who would otherwise be born would be
eligible for certain state funded public assistance services.
Consequently, this fiscal note relates to the number of children
that would not be born and the resultant reduction in utilization
of aertain state funded services those children would likely have
used.

It is assumed that 329 births would be avoided as a result of this
bill. That number is based on 40% of the total number of abortions
performed with medical assistance funding during FY 91. Of the
329, it is assumed that 55%, or 181 would have been eligible for
public assistance programs.

The associated costs with each abortion are estimated to be $880.
For the estimated 329 abortions the total cost is estimated to be

$288,700.

For subsequent years there is an assumed 11% utilization increase
and a 5% inflation cost.

H:\POLICY\HSSPLAN3VCRM.FN



No. 5

FISCAL NOTE Bill Version: Sft 53

STATE OF ALASKA

1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (S) Publish Date: A 92/%2 3
Dept. Affected: Health and Social Services
Annulling changes made by certain regu- BRU: Medical Assistance Administration
lations...relaxing to funding of abortion services... Component:  Claims Processing

Senate HESS Committee
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 00243

Expendrtures/Revenues:
OPERATING FY94 FY95 FY96 FYO97 FY98 I FY99

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL (74.2) (86.1) (99.8) (115.8) (134.3)1 (155.8)1

SUPPUES |
EQUIPMENT |
LAND & STRUCTURES |
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

|
TOTAL OPERATING (74.2) (86.1) (99.8) (115.8) (134.3)1 (155.8)1

CAPITAL

REVENUE FUND SOURCE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts (55.6) (64.6) (74.8) (86.8) (130.7) (116.8;
1003 GF Match (18.6) (21.5) (25.0) (29.0) (33.6) (39.0)
1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA

J

1

Other

TOTAL (74.2) (86.1)1 (99.8) (115.8) (134.3) (155.8)1

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME )

PART-TIME Changes in )

TEMPORARY reflect NO FISCAL CHANGE from the original
fiscal note. This fiscal note is appropriate,

. . * !
Estimate of current year (FY93) impact: 0.0 . JkJU

date Comite Aide (initial)
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

The fiscal analysis above is based on avoidance of the projected costs for processing new claims for newborns
and mothers who will utilize the Medicaid program should this bill pass. Additional information is attached.

This fiscal note is provided to show the estimated cost reductions associated with the proposed legislation. The FY 94
budget, however, does not include adjustments for these cost reductions. No assumption should be made that

any actual 'savings* will result from passage of the legislation. The FY 93 impact is shown as 0.0 because there

was no consideration of the cost of the regulations addressed by the bill within the FY 93 budget.

Prepared by: ?-J . Phone: 465-3355
Division: ‘Iviedical Assistance. DHSS Date: / - 2 £- OS
Approved by Commissioner: Theodore A. Mala, MD. MP Date:_l_p d k |
Agency: Department of Health & Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR’'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor’s Legislative Office

(R«vii/92)93fi*nojok»/0 Bn Page 1 of



BILL MO. SB 53

ANALYSIS (Cont.)
Medical Assistance Administration, BRU

Claims Processing, Component

This bill will annul regulations intended to reduce the number of
pregnancies that would be aborted because of the availability of
payment for that procedure under the General Relief Medical program
(GRM) . Many of the children who would otherwise be born would be
eligible for certain state funded public assistance services.

Consequently, this fiscal note relates to the number of children
that would not be born and the resultant reduction in utilisation
of certain state funded services those children would likely have

used.

It Is assumed that 329 births would be avoided as a result of this
bill. That number is based on 40% of the total number of abortions
performed with medical assistance funding during FY 91. Of the
329, it iIs assumed that 55%, or 181 would have been eligible for
public assistance programs.

The processing costs associated with each claim are estimated to be
$6.23. For the 181 births it 1is assumed that there will be
approximately 65 claims per birth for prenatal care, childbirth,

and postpartum care.

For subsequent years there is an assumed 11% utilization increase
and a 5% inflation cost.

H:\POUCY\HSSPLAN3\CLAIMS.FN



HOLIJSE COMMITTEE REPORT
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Date Referred: March 26, 1993 FURTHER REFERRALS: Judiciary
Finance

Date of Committee Action: 3

'‘Die HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered: CSSB 531FIN1 am (efd fid)

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 53(FIN) am(efd fid) ANNULLING ABORTION FUNDING REGULATIONS
"An Act relating to payment for abortions under Medicaid and general relief medical assistance; annulling
changes made by certain regulations adopted by the Department of Health and Social Services relating to
funding of abortion services under the general relief medical program.”

RECOMMENDATIONS: f 1the same title

be replaced with J 1 a new title

[ ] have attached amendments(s)
do pass
] do not pass
] no recommendations

] individual recommendations

] additional referral to the Committee
ADOPTS: letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (Dep) APPROVES PREVIOUS: (Dept/Daie)
. 0
| 1 fiscal impact 5 XI'caUoted)® HiSS /h°th 5
[ 1 zero fiscal note [ ] zero fiscal note(s)
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3/31/93

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATT T ICOTT
TO: CSSB 53(FIN) am (efd fid)

Page 1, line 6, through page 2, line 24:
Delete all material and insen:
"* Section 1. INTENT. The intent of this Act is to annul the changes made by certain
regulations that were filed with the lieutenant governor in J. * 1993 so that abortions are
eligible for funding under Medicaid and the general relief medical program to the same extent

that they were funded under those programs in December 1992.”

Renumber the following bill sections accordingly,

Page 2, line 28:

Delete all material,



AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE KOTT

TO: CSSB 53(FIN) am(efd fid)
Page 1, lines 1-4:
After "Act," delete remainder of the title.

Insert "annulling changes made by certain regulations adopted by the Department
of Health and Social Services relating to funding of abortion services under the general

relief medical program.

Page 1, line 6, "Section 1.
Delete subsection (a).

Page 1, line 14
After "intent," delete "of sec. 4."

Page 2, line 4 and following:
Delete Sections 2 & 3 of the bill.

Page 2, line 28:
Delete Section 5 of the hill

Renumber remaining parts of the bill as appropriate.



2- — w
AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE KOTT

TO: CSSB 53(FIN) am(efd fid)

Page 2, line 7:
Delete the period.

Insert "except as provided in subsection (c) of this section."”

Page 2, after line 10:
Insert a new subsection (c) to read:

"(c) The amount of state funds expended under this chapter to pay for abortions in
any fiscal year may not exceed the amount appropriated by the legislature from the
permanent fund dividend account for the same fiscal year for the purpose of funding

abortions."

Page 2, line 13
After AS 47.25.200, delete "or any other provision of law,"”

Insert "except as provided in subsection (c) of this section,”

Page 2, after line 24:
Insert a new subsection (c) to read:

"(c) The amount of state funds expended under this chapter to pay for abortions in
anv fiscal year may not exceed the amount appropriated by the legislature from the
peimanent fund dividend account for the same fiscal year for the purpose of funding
abortions."



AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE KOTT

TO: CSSB 53(FIN) am(efd fld)

Page 2, line 7:
Delete the period.

Insert "except as provided in subsection (c) of this section.”

Page 2, after line 10:
Insert a new subsection (c) to read:

"(c) The amount of state funds expended under this chapter to pay for abortions in
any fiscal year may not exceed the amount held by the Department of Revenue in the
Abortion Services account as provided in AS 43.23.026.

Page 2, line 13:
After AS 47.25.200, delete "or any other provision of law,"

Insert "except as provided in subsection (c) of this section,”

Page 2, after line 24:
Insert a new subsection (c) to read:

"(c) The amount of state funds expended under this chapter to pay for abortions in
any fiscal year may not exceed the amount held by the Department of Revenue in the
Abortion Services account as provided in AS 43.23.026.

Page 2, after line 28:
Add a new section to the bill to read:

Sec 6. AS 43.23 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 43.23.026. DIVIDEND CHECK-OFF FOR ABORTION SERVICES. There
is created in the general fund an Abortion Services account. The Department of
Revenue shall prepare the permanent fund dividend application to allow applicants
to designate an amount up to and including the total amount of the current year
dividend check to be deposited in the Abortion Services account. Permanent fund
dividend contributions shall be deposited in the Abortion Services account. Funds in
the Abortion Services account may be appropriated by the legislature to the
Department of Health and Social Services to fund abortions as provided in AS
47.07.067 and AS 47.25.197.

Change the bill title to reflect these changes.

Q)
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AMENDMENT K

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE KOTT

TO: CSSB 53(FIN) am(efd fld)

Page 2, line 15:
After "therapeutic" delete "or elective'



AMENDMEN

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE KOTT
TO: CSSB 53(FIN) am(efd fld)

Page 2, line 6:
After "procedures™ insert "or treatments"

Page 2, line 8
After "procedure™ insert "or treatment”
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DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
STATE OF ALASKA

(907) -165-3867 or 465-2450

FAX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street, Suite 409
Mail Slop 3101 Juneau, Alaska 99801-2105
MEMORANDUM March 30, 1993
SUBJECT: Procedure to be used in a Committee Meeting: Reconsidera-
tion
TO: Representative Pete Kott
FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Director

Division of Legal Services

You have asked whether a notice of reconsideration may be given as to an action
taken in committee. The Uniform Rules are silent on this. Traditionally, the
procedure used in committee meetings has been less formal than the procedure used
by the fuil legislature. This lack of formality is acceptable under Mason’s Manual.
Sec. 632:

1 The rules of procedure in the committee are the same as the rules
of the body insofar as such rules are applicable to committee proce-
dure. But insofar as the conditions permit, the rules limiting debate
should be relaxed in order to give free discussion and not to handicap
the work of the committee. The principal rules which are thus not
enforced in their vigor are the following: That no motions to close or
limit a debate are allowed, that it is not necessary to arise and address
the body before making a motion, that the chairman does not rise to
put a question, that he does not leave the chair to speak or to make
motions, that motions are not required to be seconded even though this
requirement may still be retained by the body, and that a member may
speak more than once at the same stage of consideration of a question.

2. There can be no appeal to the presiding officer of the body from
decisions on points of order made by committee chairmen.

Note that, basically, committees follow the rules applicable to the body as a whole,
so the rules regarding reconsideration should apply on the committee level.



Representative Pete Kott
March 30, 1993
Page 2

Mason’s Manual also specifically addresses the question of reconsideration in a
committee.

Sec. 635. Reconsideration by Committee.

1 A standing or special committee has a right to reconsider any action
taken by it so long as the subject matter remains in the possession of
the committee.

2. Reconsideration in a committee is generally subject to the same
rules di. in the body. The principal variations are that even when there
isa time limit on the motion to reconsider in the main body a reconsid-
eration can be moved at any time while the matter still remains before
the committee, and that a reconsideration may be moved by any
member, even though he was absent when the vote was taken.

It seems clear that a motion to reconsider can be made in a committee and that the
Uniform Rules apply to these motions to the extent that they can be made
applicable, except that the time limit on making the motion does not apply. The
Uniform Rules treat reconsideration quite differently from Mason’s Manual, and
under sec. 461, it appears that Mason’s uses the terms "motion" and "notice of a
motion to reconsider” interchangeably. Therefore, | believe that the Sec. 635
provision that a member of a committee can move to reconsider a vote on a matter
at any time while the matter remains before the committee applies to a notice of
reconsideration. So, notice of reconsideration in a committee can be given at any
time. But, as Mason's observes in sec. 461(2), "In practice the right is closely
restricted in time because the motion cannot be made after the subject of the vote
is out of possession of the body.”

So, if a vote deals with reporting a bill from committee, notice of reconsideration
must be given at the meeting the vote is taken. Otherwise the report may be read
across and the matter will have left the possession of the committee.

It must also be remembered that, under Uniform Rule 30, reconsideration of a
motion to amend is not available. If the matter under consideration is an amend-
ment, a motion to rescind should be used.

TBC:pl
93-251.pIm
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Alaska State Legislature

Plata* inter into the record my teatimony tothe x v s & & J & & s
committee name

committee on d h ¥k -
Vil dckE
Today we're not asking you to decide on the legality of abortion. The question Is
on funding of abortion services under the general relief medical program. Not If
abortions should be legal - they are guaranteed Inthe constitution - but If they

should only be guaranteed to women of high Incomes.

Denying aborrion services to poor women In Alaska Is discrimination. It Is unfair
for low Income women to be victimized by the governor's personal beliefs which
violate a women's constitutional right to choose. The regulation as established
violate right to privacy, equal protection, civil rights and due process which are
guaranteed Inthe Alaska constitution. Without passage of SB53 the regulations,
effective February 19, force poor women to carry pregnancies to term even
when that Is against their best Interest and that of their families. Rural women,
Including Ketchikan women, are hitthe hardest since they would have to raise
not only the funds for an abortion but for travel to one of the Tew cities where
abortions are available.

The governor's new policy would, as the Dept, of Health and Social Services
admits, cost the state millions of additional dollars In medical and welfare costs.
If state funds are spent on unwanted pregnancies, this reduces the funds avail-
able for needed health care and other services.

| personally believe this Issue does not belong in government. It's a personal
decision, a very difficult one, that should be made by the woman not by politi-
cians. I'msure many of you agree. Unfortunately, It hassbecome a political
issuel. Again, today the decision you have to make Is on funding. lask you to
support SB53 that will guarantee this constitutional right to women regardless of
Income.

Reprinting (Cationdl)

Address
2-zr- ftaar
Phona No.
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Alaska State Legislature

Please enter into me recara my testimony to me ,
committee name

committee on
bill/subject

Testifier
Representing (Optional)
Address

Phone No
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