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Dear Ms. Mitchell:

The Hospital & Healthsystem Association of Peunsylvania (HAP), on behalf of its
members—more than 225 acute and specialty hospitals and health systems—and the
patients they serve, appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Department of
Health’s proposed regulations to implement the Quality Health Care Accountability and
Protection provisions of Act 68, as well as to update HMO regulations.

Hospitals and health systems believe that Act 68 is an important first step to providing
managed care accountability. Effective implementation of Act 68 can benefit patients by
fostering greater coordination and cooperation among health plans and health care
providers. We support the establishment of regulations that will provide managed care
accountability and assure appropriate health insurance practices. We believe this is
vitally important to Pennsylvania hospitals and health systems, as they strive to deliver
appropriate and necessary health care to patients and serve community health needs.

In reviewing the proposed regulations, we want to commend the Department for
including the following requirements in the proposed regulations:

O Establishing plan reporting requirements that will help ensure effective oversight as
well as provide the public with data on plan performance;

[0 Requiring that a health plan’s definition of medical necessity be the same across all
relevant documents (e.g., marketing literature, subscriber handbooks, provider
contracts, etc.) to ensure consistent and uniform decision-making related to health
care services, particularly concerning coverage and exclusions that are dependent
upon evidence of medical necessity; and

O Reinforcing that managed care plans can establish informal dispute resolution
raechanisms with health care providers to resolve routine procedural issues and
service denials without the need to involve the enrollee.
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However, we have significant concerns about the following provisions:

o

Language in the summary of the proposed rulemaking in th emergency
services (9.672) and health care providers (9.681), whi isinterprets the
regulations - The regulations state that enrollees are to receive the same benefit level
for either emergency services provided by non-participating providers or services for
which there are no participating health care providers in the plan’s network capable of
performing the needed services. The language in the summary of the proposed
rulemaking states that emergency services will be at the "same rate” and that services
for which there are no participating health care providers in the network will be at the
"same terms or conditions.” These interpretations are in conflict with the regulation’s
intent to protect the enrollee by assuring that services in these two cases are provided
at the same benefit level to the enrollee. In both cases, the summary could be
interpreted to establish "default” payment rates for non-participating providers. Not
only is this interpretation in error, it is also beyond the statutory authority of the
Departinent to dictate provider payments. Further, any attempt by the Department to
establish payment standards would interfere in the contracting process between health
care plans and health care providers, thus, removing any incentive to negotiate fair
payment rates.

O The lack of on-going operational standards for utilization manacement -

Licensed insurers, managed care plans, and certified utilization review entities are
required under Act 68 to comply with utilization management operational standards.
HAP does not believe that the proposed regulations provide adequate standards for
on-going utilization review processes. Just as the Department outlines on-going
quality assurance standards, it should do so for utilization management as well. HAP
views the standardization of utilization management processes as a major component
of Act 68 and believes that establishing a section for on-going operational utilization
menagement standards is a critical part of assuring managed care accountability.
The ability of providers to advocate for their patients - Act 68 created the ability
for health care providers to advocate for their patients” health care needs. The
regulations should prevent health plans from establishing inappropriate barriers for
providers seeking to advocate for patient care. Health care providers should explicitly
be permitted to obtain written consent at the time of treatment in order to
appropriately and effectively advocate for their patients. The regulations also should
clearly state what is required in the consent so that providers may create their own
forms.
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00 The lack of consistency between Department of Health and Insurance
ent regulations repardin ergency services, continui I

direct access to obstetric and gvnecologic care - While HAP recognizes that each
Department has different regulatory authority under Act 638, it is essential that the
requirements for cmergency services, continuity of care, and direct access to obstetric
and gynecologic care be consistent. This will ensure more uniformity in
interpretation by health plans, providers, and enrollees, as well as improved oversight
of health plans by the regulating agencies. HAP urges that the Department of Health
proposed regulations be modified to be consistent with the Insurance Department’s
regulations in each of these areas.

O The need to ensure that there is effective monitoring. validation, and
enforcement of managed care plan practices - Another critical piece of Act 68 is
the establishment of enforcement by both the Department of Health and the Insurance
Department. The regulations need to clearly articulate how the Department of Health
will ensure that there is effective on-going monitoring of plan practices; validation of
accreditation when used in lieu of Department inspections; and enforcement of
managed care plan accountability.

a assure that applicability of each section_of the regulations i
consistent with state statutory requirements - In the Department’s ambitious effort
to streamline and consolidate HMO and managed care regulations, extreme care must
be taken to ensure that the applicability of regulations is consistent with statutory
authority. HAP has identified three arcas in the regulations where the applicability is
not consistent with state statute, These include: 1) the section dealing with
investigations which solely identifies HMOs, even though Act 68 granted the
Department the ability to enforce compliance for other managed care plans; 2) the
section on complaints and grievances which identifies authority under the PPO Act,
but only includes "gatekeeper” PPOs; and 3) the section on health care provider
contracts in which the Department inappropriately extends HMO hold-harmless
requirements to other types of managed care plans. Further, it is unclear in these
regulations, what happens to existing regulations for PPO entities that are not
"gatekeeper™ PPOs, but are otherwise subject to the 1986 amendments (P.L. 226, No.
64) to the Insurance Company Law of 1921. It appears that non-gatckeeper or
“passive" PPOs no longer have any regulations. Finally, while HAP commends the
Department for recognizing that plans and providers can adopt informal dispute
resolution mechanisms, the provision doing so is in the wrong section of the
regulation. The informal dispute resolution mechanism is in § 9.711 on alternative
provider dispute resolution, which in Act 68 was solely related to external grievance.

a,/27
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In addition, we have attached detailed comments that further describe HAP’s above
concerns, as well as other issues we believe must be addressed to assure Pennsylvanians
that licensed insurers and managed care plans are accountable under the provisions of the
state’s HMO Act and Act 68. The detailed comments relate to areas that we believe are
not sufficiently clear, not addressed appropriately, or need to be strengthened to ensure
enrollee protections. Comments are provided for each subchapter of the proposed
regulations.

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Department’s proposed
regulations. HAP is committed to improving the accountability to patients receiving care
in hospitals and health systemns across the commonwealth. We strongly encourage the
Department of Health to establish regulations that require health insurers and managed
care plans to demonstrate their accountability and effective compliance with the HMO
Act and Act 68.

We look forward to working with the Department during the protnulgation of these
regulations. Please feel free to contact me at (717) 561-5344, if you need further
clarification on our comments.

Sincerely,

Yty # Busamd

PAULA A. BUSSARD
Senior Vice President
Policy and Regulatory Services

PAB/mns
Attachment

c Robert S. Zimmerman, Jr., Secretary of Health
Richard Lee, Deputy Secretary for Quality Assurance, DOH
John R. McGinley, Jr., Chairman, IRRC
Meclia Belonus, Senior Policy Analyst, Governor’s Policy Office
Howard A. Burde, Esq., Deputy General Counsel, Office of General Counsel
Diane Koken, Insurance Commissioner
Harold F. Mowery, Majority Chairman, Senate Health & Welfare Committce
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¢’s:  Vincent J. Hughes, Minority Chairman, Senate Health & Welfare Committee
Dennis M. O’Brien, Majority Chairman, House Health & Human Services
Committee
Frank L. Oliver, Minority Chairman, House Health & Human Services Committee
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The Hospital and Healthsystem Association of Pennsylvania
Comments on the Department of Health
Managed Care Organization Regulations

In reviewing the Department of Health’s proposed regulations, The Hospital &
Healthsystem Association of Pennsylvania (HAP) has identified several areas where we
believe additional clarification or changes should be made. HAP believes that these
changes will assure Pennsylvanians that licensed insurers and managed care plans are
accountable under the provisions of the state’s HMO Act and Act 68—the Quality
Health Care Accountability and Protection Act.

Subchapter F. Genera

§ 9.602 Definitions

Most of the definitions are derived from either the HMO Act or Act 68. However,
there are several definitions that the Department of Health has developed that we
believe are problematic, including:

@ Emergency services — The definition of emergency services must be made clear so
that consumers trust that emergency care is there when they perceive a need, and that
providers receive appropriate reimbursement. HAP believes that this definition must be
the same as the Insurance Department's definition to ensure consistency as to what
constitutes an emergency, and subsequently, what costs will be construed by insurers as
reasonably necessary but to also allow for greater clarification and understanding by
enrollees and providers.

© Inpatient services - This is a new definition in which the department has included
care provided in skilled nursing facilities. Skilled nursing services are entirely different
from inpatient services and should be defined separately. Therefore, HAP strongly
recommends that the Department delete reference to skilled nursing services in the
definition of inpatient services.

® HAP also recommends that the regulations more broadly define PPQs, both
“gatekeeper” and “passive” PPOs. It is unclear in these regulations, what happens to
existing regulations for PPQ entities that are not “gatekeeper” PPOs, but are
otherwise subject to the 1986 amendments (P.L. 226, No. 64) to the Insurance Company
Law of 1921. It appears that non-gatekeeper or ‘‘passive” PPOs no longer have any
regulations.
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§ 9.603 Technical Advisories

The regulations state that the department has the authority to issue technical advisories
to assist plans in complying with the HMO Act, Act 68, and other regulations. HAP
contends that these technical advisories are not regulations. Also, it is unclear whether
the public protections afforded undex Pennsylvania’s regulatory review act would be

provided, particularly the opportunity for public review and comment. Therefore, HAP
recommends that this section be deleted.

§ 9.604 Plan Reporting Requirements

These reporting requirements are essential for ensuring public accountability of
managed care plan practices. However, HAP would recommend that the department
establish requirements for the reporting of utilization review timeliness, how the plan
tests for reviewer reliability in making quality of care decisions, and a summary of the
content of grievances and complaints (e.g., how many were brought by consumers
versus providers, how many grievances and complaints were resolved at initial and
subsequent levels, etc.). HAP believes these additional reporting requirements not only
will enhance the department’s ability to oversee managed care quality but also will
provide important information for consumer decision-making.

§ 9.605 and § 9.606 Investigation/Penalties and Sanctions

© HAP believes that these requirements are essential to ensure appropriate oversight
by the Department of Health of managed care plan practices. In addition, HAP
recommends that §9.605(a) be modified to include provider complaints relating 1o
quality of care or service as well.

©  §9.605 provides the department the authority to conduct investigations. Since the
subchapter is applicable to managed care plans, (b), (¢), (d), and (¢) should not be
limited solely to HMOs. Fuxther, in (b) the department should not limit its opsite
mvestigation only to IDS subcontractors, but rather should include the right to
investigate all subcontractors, whether they assume risk or not. Therefore, HAP
recommends that this subsection be modified to reflect the department’s broader
investigatory responsibilities under Act 68 and (b) should be modified to allow the
department to investigate any subcontractor.
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Subchapter G. HMOs

The requirements in the section regarding the application for certificate of authority
update existing Department of Health standards. However, HAP believes the
department should incorporate a requirement in this section that HMOs are required to
notify the Department of Health of any significant change in its operations or structure
JSfrom that reported in the application for a certificate of authority.

§ 9.634 Location of HMO activities, staff and materials

e

HAP commends the Department for requiring HMO medical directors to be licensed in
Pennsylvania. HAP also would recommend that the HMO quality assurance/
improvement commitiee shall only include Pennsylvania licensed health care providers.

§9.651 HMO provision and coverage of basic health services to enrollees

While the operational standards generally update existing HMO requirements, HAP -
believes that the inclusion of skilled nursing care in the definition of an inpatient service
creates a problem. Since skilled nursing care is included in the definition of inpatient
services, should it be mterpreted that skilled nursing care is now to be construed as a
basic health service for all HMO enrollees? Further, skilled nursing care is not, and
should not be considered, a substitute for inpatient acute care or rehabilitation care.
Therefore, HAP again recommends that skilled nursing care should be deleted from the
definition of inpatient service.

§9.653 Use of co-payments and co-insurance in HMOs

HAP feels this section is vague. HMO co-payment requirements can be used to
establish a “gate” by requiring significant co-payments for out-of-network care (such
as a 50/50 co-payment arrangement). It is imperative that these arrangements are
looked at carefully for their impact on access to care and that the regulations reflect
that the department will be doing so.

§9.655 HMO external quality assurance assessment

While it is applaudable that the department has established standards for external
quality assessment, HAP believes that the regulations should clearly provide linkage to
the Department’s enforcement and sanction authority. HAP also does not believe it is
appropriate to extend the initial external quality review of the HMO, by the department
Jrom 12 months to 18 months.
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Subchapter H. Availability and Access

§ 9.672 Emergency Services

As drafted, these regulations are different than those included in the Insurance
Department regulations. The requirements must be consistent between both
departments’ regulations, not only to ensure more uniformity in the interpretation as to
what constitutes an emergency and subsequently what costs will be construed as

reasonably necessary, but to also allow for greater clarification and understanding by
enrollees and providers.

HAP strongly recommends that the Department of Health regulations be modified to
reflect recognition that emergency services also include the evaluation, stabilization,
and treatment of the individual meeting the prudent layperson definition of emergency
service. Therefore, HAP proposes the following language be added to this section:

Plans are required to al] reasonably necessary costs for patients meeting the
prudent Jayperson definition of emergency services, to include: emergency.
transportation, services reasopably necessary to screen the patient, services
reasonably necessary to diagnose, stabilize and treat the patient.

HAP would also like to point out that the regulations state at § 9.672(f) that the benefit
for emergency care provided by a non-participating provider be at the same benefit
level as that provided by a participating health care provider. However, on page 6414
of the summary of the proposed rulemaking, it states that the plan pay for emergency
services provided by a non-participating provider at “the same rate.” HAP contends

that the statement in the summary is incorrect and reflects an inaccurate interpretation
of the regulation.

It is the benefit level to the enrollee that must be the same, not the provider payment
rate. The regulation is designed to protect consumers from additional out-of-pocket
expenses, not to establish payment rates for plans for non-participating providers. Non-
participating providers are entitled to bill managed care plans for their services, and the
Department of Health does not have the statutory authority to establish a “default”
payment rate for emergency services. Non-participating providers are entitled to fair
and reasonable payments and billing charges to the plan as appropriate.

Further, the statement in the summary presumes that only a single “payment rate”
exists. Every participating hospital and emergency physician may negotiate a different
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payment rate with a health plan. Thus, even if the department had the statutory
authority to implement such a requirement, it is simply unworkable.

Therefore, it is imperative that the language in the summary of the proposed rulemaking
be corrected to reflect the appropriate interpretation of the regulation.

§ 9.675 Delegation of Medical Management

HAP supports the inclusion of this section to protect both managed care enrollees, as
well as health care providers. However, HAP would suggest that the Department of
Health require plans to disclose in communications to enrollees and health care
providers when medical management decision-making is delegated. This is important
to ensure that enrollees and/or providers know whom and how they should contact
when questioning or disputing a decision about medical necessity or appropriateness of
care—the subcontractor or the plan.

§ 9.677 Medical Necessity

©® HAP believes that this section is essential as consumers and health care providers
have experienced the use of differing definitions of medical necessity in various
contracts and other documents used by a health plan. This has resulted in health plans
not applying a uniform definition of medical necessity, thus creating barxiers to care
and/or denying appropriate reimbursement.

© HAP also would encourage the department to include a provision stating that it
will periodically evaluate the process by which a plan makes decisions on medical
necessity (e.g., testing reliability) to ensure that different clinicians would likely make
the same decision given the same information.

§ 9.679 Access requirements

© The access standard implies use of a motor vehicle to access care. Therefore, the
regulations should clearly state this, and also state that the standard will be modified in
areas where there is no accessible or affordable public transportation.

© Subsection () states that access shall be ensured based on specific distance
standards “or based on the availability of health care providers.” HAP believes that this
statement is too broad and vague and should be clarified in the regulation.
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§ 9.681 Health Care Providers

©® HAP, again, would like to point out that the interpretation found in the summary of
the proposed rulemaking on subsection (c) is similar to the section regarding emergency
services, and again, could be construed as establishing a “defanlt” payment rate for
services provided by non-participating providers. The intent of the regulation is to
protect the enrollee from additional out-of-pocket expenses. In the summary of the
proposed rulemaking, this section is interpreted to be at the same “terms and
conditions,” an mappropriate intexpretation that clearly exceeds the statutory authority
of the department. Further, imposing this provision would remove any incentive for a
plan to negotiate with health care providers needed to assure access to appropriate and
necessary sexvices within the network and would impose contract terms, including
payment rates, on providers who in no way have agreed to such terms and conditions.
Therefore, it is imperative that the language in the summary of the proposed rulemaking
be modified to accurately reflect the interpretation of the regulation.

®@ Further, subsection (c) states that a health plan “that has no participating health care
provider available . . . shall arrange for and provide coverage for services by a non-
participating health care provider.” 4s written, this is confusing since it is by contract
or agreement—including a limited participation agreement (i.e., one limited 1o
payments for certain services or circumstances)—through which plans “arrange for”
available services. Subsection (v) should instead state:

f no participatine provider is available he: shall cover benefits

services ined by a beneficiary from a non-participating provider withs
financial penalty to the enrollee.

© HAP also recommends that the requirement related to written procedures be
modified to reflect the definition of emergency services, specifically recognizing serious
injury, impairment or dysfunction.

§ 9.682 Direct Access to Obstetric and Gynecologic Care

The regulations as drafted allow plans to establish prior authorization requirements for
services not considered to be “routine.”

HAP believes that it is inappropriate for the Department of Health to distinguish
berween routine and non-routine obstetric and gynecologic care, as Act 68 did not make
any differentiation.
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Further, the department is proposing to allow managed care plans 1o define “routine.”
This will result in differing definitions across managed care plans and thus, create
differing access to these services by women.

The issue of direct access to obstetric and gynecologic care also has been approached
differently by the Department of Health as compared to the Insurance Department, At a
minimum, the provisions for both departments must be the same; otherwise there will be
inconsistent application and enforcement of this consumer right. HAP supports the
provisions incorporated in the Insurance Department regulations and believes that they
will result in more consistent application of this requirement. Therefore, HAP
recommends that this section be amended as follows:

Managed care plans shall permit enroliees direct access to obstetric and
gynecological services for matemity and gynecological care, including

medically n ary and appropriate follow-up care and referrals. for dia; ic
testing related to maternity and gynecological care from particjpating health care
providers without prigr approval from a primary care provider. No time
restrictions 1 apply 10 the direct accessing of these services b ollees

A managed care plan may require a provider of obstetrical or gynecologic

services to obtain prior authorization for selected services such as dia ic
testing or subspecialty care (e.g roductive endocrinologv. oncologi
gynecology and matemal and fetal medicine,

§ 9.683 Standing Referrals

The regulations omit reference to the requirement under Act 68 that the treatment plan
be approved by the plan “in consultation with the primary care provider, the enrollee,
and, as appropriate, the specialist. HAP recommends thai this requirement be included
in this section.

§ 9.684 Continuity of Care

HAP believes that the Department of Health and Insurance Department requirements
Jor provisions related 1o continuity of care must ensure consistent application and
enforcement of this conswmer right, as well as to allow for greater clarification and
understanding by enrollees and providers.
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Subchapter 1. Complaints and Grievances
§ 9.702 Complaints and grievances

HAP recommends thar this section be clarified as to which entities this subchapter
applies. The PPO Act does not distinguish between “gatekeeper” and ‘passive
Satekeeper.” As such, it is imperative that this clarification on applicability be made
and specifically state whether PPQs will be required to maintain grievance systems
under these regulations or under other existing Department of Health PPQ regulations.

§ 9.703 Health care provider grievances

The implementation of this new requirement under Act 68 has been problematic.
Several plans have not accepted written consents obtained by the provider at the time of
treatment and instead are requiring the consent to be obtained at a date subsequent to
the treatment. Several plans are requiring providers to use the plan’s consent form,
even after the provider has obtained written consent from the patient. Some plans are
treating every provider dispute as 2 grievance needing the patient’s written consent.
These types of requirements create barriers for providers, who are seeking to advocate
on behalf of the patient, which is the intent of Act 68. Further, the lack of clarity also
creates situations where the patient is caught between the managed care plan and the
health care provider, which Act 68 was explicitly drafted to prevent.

® The regulations need to clearly ensure that providers are able to advocate on
behalf of their patients and that unreasonable or inappropriate barriers are not put in

the way by managed care plans. The regulations should clearly state written consent

may be obtained at the time of treatment. Therefore, § 9.703 (b) must be modified 10
read:

(b) A health care provider is permitted to obtain consent at the time of
treattnent. A health care provider may not require an enrollee to sign afn]

document authorizing the health care provider to file a grievance as a condition
of providing a health care service.

© HAP agrees that once a health care provider files a grievance, the health care
provider needs to see the grievance through the grievance process. Therefore, § 9.703
(¢) should be modified to read:

(c) Once a health care provider files [assumes responsibility for filing] a
grievance . . .
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© Additionally, subsection (d) states that providers may not bill enrollees once a
grievance has been initiated by the health care provider until the grievance is
completed. This subsection only applies to provider-initiated grievances. It is HAP's
understanding that the provider may bill the patient if the grievance is initiated by
enrollee or if the enrollee rescinds the consent for the provider to grieve. Further, it is
HAP's understanding that the provider may bill the patient if neither party grieves. It is
HAP's belief that any contrary interpretation would be beyond the statutory authority of
the Department of Health.

@ Finally, the regulations should also specify the types of information required 1o be
included on a written consent form and allow for providers 1o develop their own
consent forms consistent with the regulations. The Department of Health regulations
specify the language that constitutes acceptable “hold-harmless” language for
inclusion in provider contracts. In a similar vein, HAP recommends that the
department consider modifying § 9.703 (f) and (g) to specify acceptable language for
consent to file a grievance in § 9.703 as follows:

Pennsvlvania law penmits an enrollee of a managed care plan or, with the
enrollee’s written consent, a health care provider, to request that the plan
reconsider a decision made concerning the medical necessity and

appropriateness of a health care service. This request is known as a grievance.
2) (1)The consent to file a erievance must identify the enrollee. the heaith care
rovider, and the aged care plan; a brief description of the ice; and the
date(s) of service.

The consent to file a grievance shall clearly disclose to the liee i
writing that the consent precludes t lee from filing a erievance on the
same issue unless the enrollee. during the course of the grievance, rescinds in
writing the previous written consent.

(2) (3) The consent to file a grievance shall inform the enrollee of the right to
rescind a consent at any time during the grievance process.
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9.704 Internal complaint process

In this section, the date by which the decision must be rendered is suggested but not
expressly stated. Therefore, HAP recommends that subsection (¢)(1)(iii) should clearly
state that the “initial review commirtee” shall issue a decision within 30 days.

§ 9.705 Appeal of a complaint decision

HAP believes that the time frame for the appeal of complaint decisions to the
departments by consumers is too restrictive. HAP recommends that consumers should
have additional time to file their complaints and would recommend that, at a minimum
consumers should have 30 days.

§ 9.706 Enrollee and provider grievance system

©  The letters used by most managed care plans are form letters and do not take into
account the patient’s individual medical or behavioral health situation. During the past
year, HAP has provided the Department of Health with examples of denial letters that
do not include the clinical rationale for the decision to deny. HAP recommends that
what is expected in the content of the denial letters be more clearly specified in the
regulations. It is imperative that health care providers receive this information in order

to change or improve health care delivery, or 1o clarify the information provided to the
plan for determination.

© Each individual patient has unique circumstances that may or may not be addressed
through review criteria. Therefore, HAP also believes that the regulations should state
that utilization review criteria may be used as a tool in decision-making, but are not
appropriate as the sole mechanism on which decisions are made.

® Act 68 was designed to improve managed care accountability regarding decisions
on medically appropnate treatment. It is problematic that plans approve services
prospectively and/or concurrently, and then retrospectively deny those services. Teo
make the process truly accountable, plans should be required to abide by their
prospective and/or concurrent decisions, unless the provider was derelict in providing
information needed to make an appropriate decision. Failure to include this
requirement also discourages providers and patients from exercising their due process
rights to appeal decisions, because the plan may essentially change their decision at
any lime,

10
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® In this section, the date by which the decision must be rendered is suggested but not
expressly stated. Therefore, HAP recommends that subsection (c)(1)(iii) should clearly
state that the “initial review commirttee” shall issue a decision within 30 days.

© While HAP would agree that the physician or licensed psychologist need not
personally attend on-site the second level review, their participation in the decision
making should be via telephone or teleconference, and not be written. Allowing the
latter does not foster two-way discussion during the review and also defeats the purpose
of the act which states, “any initial review or second lever review conducted under this
section shall include a licensed physician, or, where appropriate, an approved licensed
psychologist, ... Therefore, HAP recommends that the regulation be modified to delete
the use of written involvement and that the requirement that any such written report be
prepared in advance of the review be delered as well.

@ Since health care providers can grieve on behalf of an enrollee, (c)(2)(ii)(A4) must
be modified as follows:

(A) The plan shall provide reasonable flexibility in terms of time and travel
distance when scheduling a second level review to facilitate the enroliee’s

or health care provider’s attendance.

§ 9.707 External grievance process

@ For purposes of clarity, subsection (g) should state that the 3 business days to
object apply when the CRE is assigned by the department or by the plan.

@ Act 68 is silent on what fees the prevailing party is to pay. Therefore, HAP
believes that it is beyond the scope of the Department of Health's statutory
responsibilities to determine that attorney’s fees are not included in the fees that are
imposed on the nonprevailing party. This language must be deleted from subsection (I).

© Further, the regulations fail to indicate what occurs if the provider prevails on
some, but not all, disputed issues. The regulations either should be modified to allow
Jor proration in such circumstances or else “prevailing” must be defined more clearly.

§ 9.708 Grievance reviews by CRE
It is unclear what is meant in subsection (e) by the definition of emergency in the

enroliee’s certificate of coverage. Act 68 defines emergency services and that should be
the definition used by the external review entity.

11
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§ 9.709 Expedited Review

Subsection (2) authorizes expedited review for disputes that jeopardize “the enrollee’s
life, health or ability to regain maximum function,” but fails to identify the party
responsible for making that deterrnination. HAP believes that the regulation needs to
address this issue so that enrollee’s immediate health needs are not unduly jeopardized
by a health plan.

§ 9.711 Alternative provider dispute resolution system

® HAP recommended that the department clearly state that the regulations do not
preclude informal dispute resolution processes that would encourage plans and
providers to resolve any contractual disputes that may arise at the least adversarial
basis. HAP commends the department on the inclusion of this provision. However. it is
not opriate for this provision 1 be included in this section of the regulation. The
section in Act 68 on alternative dispute resolution was solely related to the external
grievance process. Therefore, HAP recommends that the provision allowing an
informal dispute resolution between providers and health plans be moved to § 9.702.

@ Further, an informal dispute resolution mechanism is voluntary and involves a
waiver of rights. Accordingly, there is no valid reason for the department to mandate
that a decision reached in the informal dispute resolution mechanism be ‘final and
binding.”

@ A new section on alternative dispute resolution to the external grievance process,
including requirements/standards that needs to be developed. This new section should
make clear that the alternative dispute resolution to the external grievance may not be
utilized for grievances brought by an enrollee.

© HAP does not believe that denials based on procedural errors or administrative
denials should require written consent by the enrollee for the provider to seek
resolution of these issues. These are just the types of issues that should be handled
through an informal dispute resolution mechanism and that reference should be
included under

§9.702.

© Additionally, the regulations stare that the alternative provider dispute resolution

would include denials based on procedural errors and administrative denials involving
the level or types of health care services provided. Act 68 intended the alternate dispute

12
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process to be agreed to by a provider and a plan through contract in lieu of an external
grievance process. Therefore, an alternative process could include any issue to which

providers are entitled to grieve and the regulations should be modified to clearly state
this.

® It is also unclear why the department included 9.711(b) in this section. Again, the
alternative dispute resolution was envisioned under Act 68 to be in lieu of the external
review and it is inappropriate to include § 9.711(b) in this section.

Subchapter J. Health Care Provider Contracts

§9.722 Plan and health care provider contracts

O § 9.712 states that this “subchapter applies to provider contracts between managed
care plans subject to Act 68 and health care providers.” HAP believes that in § 9.722,
the department has inappropriately extended certain statutory requirements for HMOs
to those managed care plans subject to Act 68, which are not HMOs. In particular,
(e)(1), which is the traditional HMQ hold-harmless language, is being extended to other
managed care plans, absent statutory action that authorizes the department to do so.
Therefore, the department needs to identify that § 9.722(e)(1) only applies to provider
contracts with HMOs.

® In addition, HAP acknowledges that the language used in § 9.722(e)(1)(iii) is the
traditional hold-harmless language that evolved in state application from federal HMO
law and regulation. It is HAP’s understanding that this language is designed solely to
protect enrollees from being billed by health care providers in the event of plan
insolvency or a breach by a plan of the provider contract. It is HAP s opinion that any
other application of this regulatory language in a health care provider contract is
inconsistent with the historical intent and interpretation of “hold-harmless"” provisions.

(3] HAP recommends that the department should require that any changes to
contract terms are mutually agreed to and resulting policy/procedure changes are
communicated to providers at least 60 days in advance. This will enable providers to
respond to contract changes on a more timely basis. Further, HAP believes that a
provider contract should be voidable by the provider if the contract is not approved by
the department of Health prior to its implementation. Therefore, HAP recommends that
the following language be added to § 9.722 (e):

13
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(e)(8) Language requiring that any amendment to the contract must be mutuatly agreed
to and confirmed in writing, except in the event of an amendment that is required by
court order or by Federal or State Law.

eX9 ge requiri at the plan must give at least 60 davs notice to an enroliee
and provider prior to adding. modifying or withdrawing any policy or procedure
implemented pursuant to the contract, except in the event that a policy or procedure that
is required by court order or by Federal of State Law.

e)(10)Lan ¢ stating that a contract is voidable by the provider if its not approv

the Departinent of Health prior to the contract’s implementation.

O Further, in § 9.721, the summary of proposed rulemaking discusses the Secretary’s
“authority to require re-negotiation of provider contracts when they require
excessive payments.” To be fair, and for reasons of protecting public health, the
department’s review rights and re-negotiation authority should equally encompass
situations where rates appear to be inadequate and could jeopardize the quality of
care. This is especially important since a small number of dominant health plans
insure the vast proportion of lives covered under managed care arrangements n
Pennsylvania. The department’s general rulemaking autbority is this area extends
beyond its mandate under 40 P.S. § 764a(e) to ensure that risk assumption by a
PPO will not lead to under-treattnent. See 71 P.S. § 532(g). Under-reimbursement
also is encompassed by provisions of 40 P.S. § 1558(a), which permits the
Secretary to require re-negotiation of contracts that are inconsistent with purposes
of the HMO Act. § 9.722 (f) should be amended to include:

4) Include no reimbursement system that will lead to under-treatiment or
jeo; ize the guality of care.

Subchapter K. Utilization Review Entities

§ 9.742 Certified utilization review entities

HAP recommends that a new section, titled Utilization Management Standards, be
added. Such a section should clearly articulate the on-going utilization management
standards that apply to licensed insurers, managed care plans, or certified utilization
review entities. All three types of entities are required to comply with the utilization
management operational standards outlined in Act 68, but the department does not
provide adequate interpretation of some of those standards or how it will validate or
enforce compliance with those standards on an on-going basis.

14
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Additionally, the department’s regulations outline on-going quality assurance
standards for HMOs, and HAP believes that on-going standards should be articulated
Jor utilization management. It is imperative that on-going utilization review standards
Jor licensed insurers and managed care plans or utilization review entities be stated.
HAP views the utilization management requirements as a major component of Act 68
and believes that such standards are a critical part of a managed care plan’s overall
responsibility in the area of quality assurance.

Therefore, the regulations should clearly specify the utilization management
requirements consistent with the HMQ Act and Act 68 that managed care plans,
licensed insurers or certified utilization review entities are expected to adhere to, and
how the department intends to validate adherence to and enforcement of these
provisions. At a minimum, this new section should include: 1) utilization management
structure; 2) clinical criteria for utilization management decisions; 3) qualified
professionals; 4) timeliness of utilization management decisions; 5) and the other
operational standards described in Act 68.

©® Utilization Management Structare

HAP recommends that the department consider adding the following language with
regard to utilization management structure. This would be consistent with the way the
department has dealt with quality assurance standards.

¢ managed care plan’s, licensed insurer’s and ’s utilizati agement

res an shall be clearlv defined. The m: ed care plan, licens
insurer or C ill have a written description of its utilization management

rogram, including the ’s structure and individuals’ responsibility and

accountability within that structure.

Responsibility e copduct of the utilization management activities shall be
assigned to appropriate individuals. and the managed care plan. licensed insurer

or CRE shall ensure ¢ ¢ isms are in place whereby a health care provider

is able to verify that an individual requesting information on behalf of that entity is

a legiti I entative of the managed care pl icensed insurer or CRE

a) ecommlttee as outlmedmthe ana ed care plan, lice ] insurer.
or CRE utilization management program.

s
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® Clinical Criteria for Utilization Management Decisions

HAP is aware that utilization management decisions that result in denial of payment
are often made on the basis of utilization review criteria and that use of utilization
review criteria often guide the determination of medical necessity. HAP believes that
the department needs to make clear in regulations that utilization review criteria may
be used as tools in decision-making, but that other factors which play into the issue of
medical necessity must also be considered in those decisions. For instance, nationally
developed utilization management criteria are often designed to be appropriate for the
uncomplicated patient and for a very complete delivery system. They may not be
appropriate for the patient with complications or for a delivery system that does not
include sufficient alrernatives to inpatient care for that particular patient. Therefore,
HAP believes that the department s regulations should spell out that other factors
should be considered when applying criteria to a given individual as these factors will
often assist in making the determinations of what is medically necessary care.

The use and procedures for the application of utilization managemen: criteria provide
the basis for decision-making, and ultimately the determination of medical necessity. It
is often the basis around which a denial for requested services is made. HAP believes
the department has the awthority to promulgate utilization management standards in the
same manner that is has for quality assurance, credentialing and access requirements

under the HMO Act and to strengthen the interpretation of the provisions included in
Act 68.

Therefore, HAP recommends that it is imperative that the department consider
including the following utilization management standards to address criteria for
utilization management decision-making.

The criteria for determining medical appropriateness shall be clearly documented
d include procedures for applving criteria b e ¢ individual
tient. such C idities. complications. prosr treatmen

psychosocial sitnation and home environment as well as characteristics of the local
delivery system that are available for that particalar patien

16
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Participating providers actively engaged in the delivery of health care shall be

involved in the development or selection of the criteria, and in the development
view of procedures for applving the criteria.

The utilization review criteria shall be reviewed at regular intervals and updated

as necessarv.

The licensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE shall state in writing how health
care providers can obtain the utilization management criteria and make the
criteria available upon request.

The licensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE shal] ¢valuate the consistency
with which the health care professionals involved in utilization management apply
the criteria in decision making.

e mana e plan, licensed insurer or must demonstrate that utilization
management decisions are ropriate and that there is consisten application

of utilization management clinical criteria and procedures among the managed

care plan’s, licensed jnsurer’s or CRE’s designated physician and non-physician
professional review staff.

@ Timeliness of Decision-Making and Communication of Utilization
Management Decisions

HAP believes that the issue regarding the communication of utilization management
decision needs to be further delineated in the Department of Health regulations. Act 68
indicates that prospective, concurrent and retrospective utilization review decisions
must be communicated within a certain time frame after the plan receives all supporting
information reasonably necessary to make the decision. However, it is still unclear
whether that decision should be verbally communicated first within the original time
frames outlined in the act or whether the decision needs to be communicated in writing
within the time frames outlined in the act. Ultimately, the act does indicate that all
decisions must be communicated in writing. HAP would encourage the department 1o
more explicitly spell out the time frames for decision-making and written
communication of those decisions. Further, it is incumbent upon the department to
ensure that managed care plans, licensed insurers and certified utilization review
entities are adhering to those standards by requiring periodic reporting. The
department should periodically review those reports, validate the information, and take

appropriate action when managed care plans, licensed insurers or CREs fail to meet
i
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decision-making and communication standards. HAP recommends the following
language with respect to utilization management decision making and communication
of those decisions.

The licensed insurer, manaced care plan or CRE conducts utilization review based
on the medical necessitv and appropriateness of the health care service being

uested. make, jzati nagement decisions in a timely manner
communicates its decisions i iting to enrollee and heal

The licensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE shal) notify the bealth care
provider. of additional facts or information required to complete the utilization
review within forty-eight (48) hours of receipt of the request for service.

A prospective utilization review decision shall be communicated with
business days of the receipt of all supporting information reasonably necessary to

complete the review. The licensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE shall give
enrollees and providers written or electronic confirmation of its decisions within
0 (2) business days of ¢ nicating its decision.

A concurrent gtlhzatzgn review decision shg__ll be commumcated within one (1)
usines ’ g g :

complete thg review. The licensed msurer, mnaged care plan or CRE shall give
enrollees and providers written or electronic confirmation of its decisions within

one (1) business day of communicating its decision.

A retrospective utilization review decision shall be communicated within thirty
(30) days of the receipt of all supporting information reasonably necessary to
complete the review. The Jicensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE shall give
enrollees iders written or electronic confirmation of its decision within

davs of communicating its decision.

The man:_l_ged care plan, licensed insurer ox CRE shall have systems and

rocedur cludin: fficiently gualified physici vsi
and resources. to meet the time frame requirements for utilization management
decision-maki d munication of those decisions.

18
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The department shall implement appropriate measures to ensure that managed
are plams. licensed insurers or CREs are meeting the time frames required for
utilization decision-making and communication of those decisions.

HAP also believes that the intent of Act 68 was to increase the managed care plans’,
licensed insurers” or certified utilization review entities’ accountability for utilization
review decision-making. As HAP stated previously, these entities should be required to
abide by their prospective and/or concurrent utilization management decisions, unless
the provider withheld information or did not provide the information to make an
appropriate decision. Failure to include such a requirement puts providers and
enrollees at risk for demial of services/care at any time. HAP recommends that the
department consider language that states:

A ] icensed insurer, or hall not retrospectively den
ayment for a th care service if uthorized repr: tive o j
reviously authorized provision of the service and the provider did not withhold
any information reasonably necessary to ospective and/or concurrent

authorization.
@ Quglified Professionals

HAP recommends that the department reiterate the requirements for personnel
conducting utilization review as specified in the act and that compensation to any
person or entity conducting utilization review cannot contain incentives to approve or
deny payment for the delivery of any health care service. The department should also
again state that a utilization review that results in a denial of payment for a health care
service must be conducted by a physician or psychologist within the scope of his/her
practice and clinical expertise.

As articulated earlier in HAP'’s comments, the professional judgements and clinical
rationale 1o support the denial determination are noticeably absent in denial letters sent
10 enrollees and providers. Again, HAP strongly urges the department to provide
guidance as to what constitutes a clinical rationale, and to require plans to explain the
clinical rationale in writing. The National Commission on Quality Assurance (NCQA),
which accredits health plans, states that the managed care organization must provide
the reason for the denial, including an easily understood summary of the utilization
management criteria. NCQA also provides examples of appropriate reasons. NCOA
also explicitly states that statements such as “The treatment is determined to be not
medically necessary,” “ The treatment is not a covered benefit,” or “ The proposed
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length of stay does not meet our utilization management criteria,” are not acceptable
reasons for the denial. It is important that the department provide such guidance.
Orherwise, enrollees and providers will continue to receive form letters that simply
indicate that the service was not determined to be medically necessary or appropriate.

Additionally, HAP requests that the department consider mandating that the name of
the physician or psychologist who made the denial determination appears in the letter.
In repeated examples of denial letters, the name of physician or psychologist who made
the determination does not appear in the letter communicating the denial. It is
therefore impossible for a provider or enrollee to definitively know that this same
physician or psychologist is not involved in a subsequent review if the determination is
appealed. Failure to identify the individual who made the determination is inconsistent
with the intent of Act 68 to ensure accountability for utilization management decisions.

Finally, the department should develop mechanisms to ensure that plans, licensed
insurers, and CREs are complying with these requirements. The department should
impose appropriate sanctions under § 9.606, if these entities are not using physicians or
psychologists to make denial determinations or failing to impart the clinical rationale
Sfor denial determinations in writing to providers and enrollees.

®© Other Operational Requirements

HAP recommends that requirements around telephone access for utilization
management, maintenance of adverse utilization management decisions for a period of
three years and confidentiality requirements of medical records and other medical
information used in utilization management decision-making be detailed in this section.

§ 9.747 Department review and approval of a certification request

HAP supports the “in-lieu” concept, however, the regulations should also incorporate
a provision that ensures that the department has the ability to periodically validate the
resulls of the accreditation process to ensure compliance with state law and regulation.

§ 9.748 Maintenance of Certification

The regulations state that the department may determine on-going compliance. HAP
recommends that the regulations regarding oversight be strengthened. This section
should clearly demonstrate that the department will determine on-going compliance.
Therefore, HAP recommends that (a) be modified to read as follows:
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the Departm cnt |may|'wﬂl do any of the followmg
Subchapter L. Credentialing

HAP recommends that this section also include language that specifies how the
department will monitor and validate compliance with standards of a nationally
recognized accrediting body to ensure compliance with state law and regulation.

1/17/00
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Dear Ms. Mitchell:

The Hospital & Healthsystem Association of Pennsylvania (HAP), on behalf of its
members—more than 225 acute and specialty hospitals and health systems—and the
patients they serve, appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Department of
Health’s proposed regulations to implement the Quality Health Care Accountability and
Protection provisions of Act 68, as well as to update HMO regulations.

Hospitals and health systems believe that Act 68 is an important first step to providing
managed care accountability. Effective implementation of Act 68 can benefit patients by
fostering greater coordination and cooperation among health plans and health care
providers. We support the establishment of regulations that will provide managed care
accountability and assure appropriate health insurance practices. We believe this is
vitally important to Pennsylvania hospitals and health systems, as they strive to deliver
appropriate and necessary health care to patients and serve community health needs.

In reviewing the proposed regulations, we want to commend the Department for
including the following requirements in the proposed regulations:

O Establishing plan reporting requirements that will help ensure effective oversight as
well as provide the public with data on plan performance;

O Requiring that a health plan’s definition of medical necessity be the same across all
relevant documents (e.g., marketing literature, subscriber handbooks, provider
contracts, etc.) to ensure consistent and uniform decision-making related to health
care services, particularly concerning coverage and exclusions that are dependent
upon evidence of medical necessity; and

O Reinforcing that managed care plans can establish informal dispute resolution
mechanisms with health care providers to resolve routine procedural issues and
service denials without the need to involve the enrollee.
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However, we have significant concems about the following provisions:

0O Language in the summary of the proposed rﬁlemaking in the area of emergency
services (9.672) and health care providers (9.681), which misinterprets the

regulations - The regulations state that enrollees are to receive the same benefit level
for either emergency services provided by non-participating providers or services for
which there are no participating health care providers in the plan’s network capable of
performing the needed services. The language in the summary of the proposed
rulemaking states that emergency services will be at the "same rate" and that services
for which there are no participating health care providers in the network will be at the
"same terms or conditions." These interpretations are in conflict with the regulation’s
intent to protect the enrollee by assuring that services in these two cases are provided
at the same benefit level to the enrollee. In both cases, the summary could be
interpreted to establish "default” payment rates for non-participating providers. Not
only is this interpretation in error, it is also beyond the statutory authority of the
Department to dictate provider payments. Further, any attempt by the Department to
establish payment standards would interfere in the contracting process between health
care plans and health care providers, thus, removing any incentive to negotiate fair
payment rates.

O The lack of on-going operational standards for utilization management -
Licensed insurers, managed care plans, and certified utilization review entities are
required under Act 68 to comply with utilization management operational standards.
HAP does not believe that the proposed regulations provide adequate standards for
on-going utilization review processes. Just as the Department outlines on-going
quality assurance standards, it should do so for utilization management as well. HAP
views the standardization of utilization management processes as a major component
of Act 68 and believes that establishing a section for on-going operational utilization
management standards is a critical part of assuring managed care accountability.

O The ability of providers to advecate for their patients - Act 68 created the ability
for health care providers to advocate for their patients’ health care needs. The
regulations should prevent health plans from establishing inappropriate barriers for
providers seeking to advocate for patient care. Health care providers should explicitly
be permitted to obtain written consent at the time of treatment in order to
appropriately and effectively advocate for their patients. The regulations also should
clearly state what is required in the consent so that providers may create their own
forms.
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The lack of consistency between Department of Health and Insurance
Department regulations regarding emergency services, continuity of care, and
direct access to obstetric and gynecologic care - While HAP recognizes that each
Department has different regulatory authority under Act 68, it is essential that the
requirements for emergency services, continuity of care, and direct access to obstetric
and gynecologic care be consistent. This will ensure more uniformity in
interpretation by health plans, providers, and enrollees, as well as improved oversight
of health plans by the regulating agencies. HAP urges that the Department of Health
proposed regulations be modified to be consistent with the Insurance Department’s
regulations in each of these areas.

The need to ensure that there is effective monitoring, validation, and
enforcement of managed care plan practices - Another critical piece of Act 68 is
the establishment of enforcement by both the Department of Health and the Insurance
Department. The regulations need to clearly articulate how the Department of Health
will ensure that there is effective on-going monitoring of plan practices; validation of
accreditation when used in lieu of Department inspections; and enforcement of
managed care plan accountability.

The need to assure that applicability of each section of the regulations is
consistent with state statutory requirements - In the Department’s ambitious effort
to streamline and consolidate HMO and managed care regulations, extreme care must
be taken to ensure that the applicability of regulations is consistent with statutory
authority. HAP has identified three areas in the regulations where the applicability is
not consistent with state statute. These include: 1) the section dealing with
investigations which solely identifies HMOs, even though Act 68 granted the
Department the ability to enforce compliance for other managed care plans; 2) the
section on complaints and grievances which identifies authority under the PPO Act,
but only includes “gatekeeper" PPOs; and 3) the section on health care provider
contracts in which the Department inappropriately extends HMO hold-harmless
requirements to other types of managed care plans. Further, it is unclear in these
regulations, what happens to existing regulations for PPO entities that are not
"gatekeeper” PPOs, but are otherwise subject to the 1986 amendments (P.L. 226, No.
64) to the Insurance Company Law of 1921. It appears that non-gatekeeper or
"passive"” PPOs no longer have any regulations. Finally, while HAP commends the
Department for recognizing that plans and providers can adopt informal dispute
resolution mechanisms, the provision doing so is in the wrong scction of the
regulation. The informal dispute resolution mechanism is in § 9.711 on alternative
provider dispute resolution, which in Act 68 was solely related to external grievance.
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In addition, we have attached detailed comments that further describe HAP’s above
concemns, as well as other issues we believe must be addressed to assure Pennsylvanians
that licensed insurers and managed care plans are accountable under the provisions of the
state’s HMO Act and Act 68. The detailed comments relate to areas that we believe are
not sufficiently clear, not addressed appropriately, or need to be strengthened to ensure
enrollee protections. Comments are provided for each subchapter of the proposed
regulations.

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Department’s proposed
regulations. HAP is committed to improving the accountability to patients receiving care
in hospitals and health systems across the commonwealth. We strongly encourage the
Department of Health to establish regulations that require health insurers and managed
care plans to demonstrate their accountability and effective compliance with the HMO
Act and Act 68. '

We look forward to working with the Department during the promulgation of these
regulations. Please feel free to contact me at (717) 561-5344, if you need further
clarification on our comments.

Sincerely,
PAULA A. BUSSARD

Senior Vice President
Policy and Regulatory Services

PAB/mns
Attachment

c: Robert S. Zimmerman, Jr., Secretary of Health
Richard Lee, Deputy Secretary for Quality Assurance, DOH
L¥6hn R. McGinley, Jr., Chairman, IRRC
Melia Belonus, Senior Policy Analyst, Governor's Policy Office
Howard A. Burde, Esq., Deputy General Counsel, Office of General Counsel
Diane Koken, Insurance Commissioner
Harold F. Mowery, Majority Chairman, Senate Health & Welfare Committee
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Frank L. Oliver, Minority Chairman, House Health & Human Services Committee
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The Hospital and Healthsystem Association of Pennsylvania
Comments on the Department of Health
Managed Care Organization Regulations

In reviewing the Department of Health’s proposed regulations, The Hospital &
Healthsystem Association of Pennsylvania (HAP) has identified several areas where we
believe additional clarification or changes should be made. HAP believes that these
changes will assure Pennsylvanians that licensed insurers and managed care plans are
accountable under the provisions of the state’s HMO Act and Act 68—the Quality
Health Care Accountability and Protection Act.

Subchapter F. General
§ 9.602 Definitions

Most of the definitions are derived from either the HMO Act or Act 68. However,
there are several definitions that the Department of Health has developed that we
believe are problematic, including:

© Emergency services — The definition of emergency services must be made clear so
that consumers trust that emergency care is there when they perceive a need, and that
providers receive appropriate reimbursement. HAP believes that this definition must be
the same as the Insurance Department s definition to ensure consistency as to what
constitutes an emergency, and subsequently, what costs will be construed by insurers as
reasonably necessary but to also allow for greater clarification and understanding by
enrollees and providers.

® Inpatient services - This is a new definition in which the department has included
care provided in skilled nursing facilities. Skilled nursing services are entirely different
from inpatient services and should be defined separately. Therefore, HAP strongly
recommends that the Department delete reference to skilled nursing services in the
definition of inpatient services.

® HAP also recommends that the regulations more broadly define PPOs, both
“gatekeeper"” and “passive” PPOs. It is unclear in these regulations, what happens to
existing regulations for PPO entities that are not “gatekeeper” PPOs, but are
otherwise subject to the 1986 amendments (P.L. 226, No. 64) to the Insurance Company
Law of 1921. It appears that non-gatekeeper or “passive” PPOs no longer have any
regulations.
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§ 9.603 Technical Advisories

The regulations state that the department has the authority to issue technical advisories
to assist plans in complying with the HMO Act, Act 68, and other regulations. HAP
contends that these technical advisories are not regulations. Also, it is unclear whether
the public protections afforded under Pennsylvania’s regulatory review act would be
provided, particularly the opportunity for public review and comment. Therefore, HAP
recommends that this section be deleted.

§ 9.604 Plan Reporting Requirements

These reporting requirements are essential for ensuring public accountability of
managed care plan practices. However, HAP would recommend that the department
establish requirements for the reporting of utilization review timeliness, how the plan
tests for reviewer reliability in making quality of care decisions, and a summary of the
content of grievances and complaints (e.g., how many were brought by consumers
versus providers, how many grievances and complaints were resolved at initial and
subsequent levels, etc.). HAP believes these additional reporting requirements not only
will enhance the department’s ability to oversee managed care quality but also will
provide important information for consumer decision-making.

§ 9.605 and § 9.606 Investigation/Penalties and Sanctions

© HAP believes that these requirements are essential to ensure appropriate oversight
by the Department of Health of managed care plan practices. In addition, HAP
recommends that §9.605(a) be modified to include provider complaints relating to
quality of care or service as well.

O §9.605 provides the department the authority to conduct investigations. Since the
subchapter is applicable to managed care plans, (b), (c), (d), and (e) should not be
limited solely to HMOs. Further, in (b) the department should not limit its onsite
investigation only to IDS subcontractors, but rather should include the right to
investigate all subcontractors, whether they assume risk or not. Therefore, HAP
recommends that this subsection be modified to reflect the department’s broader
investigatory responsibilities under Act 68 and (b) should be modified to allow the
department to investigate any subcontractor.



Subchapter G. HMOs

The requirements in the section regarding the application for certificate of authority
update existing Department of Health standards. However, HAP believes the
department should incorporate a requirement in this section that HMOs are required to
notify the Department of Health of any significant change in its operations or structure
Jrom that reported in the application for a certificate of authority.

§ 9.634 Location of HMO activities, staff and materials

HAP commends the Department for requiring HMO medical directors to be licensed in
Pennsylvania. HAP also would recommend that the HMO quality assurance/
improvement committee shall only include Pennsylvania licensed health care providers.

§9.651 HMO provision and coverage of basic health services to enrollees

While the operational standards generally update existing HMO requirements, HAP
believes that the inclusion of skilled nursing care in the definition of an inpatient service
creates a problem. Since skilled nursing care is included in the definition of inpatient
services, should it be interpreted that skilled nursing care is now to be construed as a
basic health service for all HMO enrollees? Further, skilled nursing care is not, and
should not be considered, a substitute for inpatient acute care or rehabilitation care.
Therefore, HAP again recommends that skilled nursing care should be deleted from the
definition of inpatient service.

§9.653 Use of co-payments and co-insurance in HMOs

HAP feels this section is vague. HMO co-payment requirements can be used to
establish a “gate” by requiring significant co-payments for out-of-network care (such
as a 50/50 co-payment arrangement). It is imperative that these arrangements are
looked at carefully for their impact on access to care and that the regulations reflect
that the department will be doing so.

§9.655 HMO external quality assurance assessment

While it is applaudable that the department has established standards for external
quality assessment, HAP believes that the regulations should clearly provide linkage to
the Department's enforcement and sanction authority. HAP also does not believe it is
appropriate to extend the initial external quality review of the HMO, by the department
Jfrom 12 months to 18 months.



Subchapter H. Availability and Access

§ 9.672 Emergency Services

As drafted, these regulations are different than those included in the Insurance
Department regulations. The requirements must be consistent between both
departments’ regulations, not only to ensure more uniformity in the interpretation as to
what constitutes an emergency and subsequently what costs will be construed as
reasonably necessary, but to also allow for greater clarification and understanding by
enrollees and providers.

HAP strongly recommends that the Department of Health regulations be modified to
reflect recognition that emergency services also include the evaluation, stabilization,
and treatment of the individual meeting the prudent layperson definition of emergency
service. Therefore, HAP proposes the following language be added to this section:

Plans are required to pay all reasonably necessary costs for patients meeting the
prudent layperson definition of emergency services, to include: emergency
transportation, services reasonably necessary to screen the patient, services
reasonably necessary to diagnose, stabilize and treat the patient.

HAP would also like to point out that the regulations state at § 9.672(f) that the benefit
for emergency care provided by a non-participating provider be at the same benefit
level as that provided by a participating health care provider. However, on page 6414
of the summary of the proposed rulemaking, it states that the plan pay for emergency
services provided by a non-participating provider at “the same rate.” HAP contends
that the statement in the summary is incorrect and reflects an inaccurate interpretation
of the regulation.

It is the benefit level to the enrollee that must be the same, not the provider payment
rate. The regulation is designed to protect consumers from additional out-of-pocket
expenses, not to establish payment rates for plans for non-participating providers. Non-
participating providers are entitled to bill managed care plans for their services, and the
Department of Health does not have the statutory authority to establish a “default”
payment rate for emergency services. Non-participating providers are entitled to fair
and reasonable payments and billing charges to the plan as appropriate.

Further, the statement in the summary presumes that only a single “payment rate”
exists. Every participating hospital and emergency physician may negotiate a different



payment rate with a health plan. Thus, even if the department had the statutory
authority to implement such a requirement, it is simply unworkable.

Therefore, it is imperative that the language in the summary of the proposed rulemaking
be corrected to reflect the appropriate interpretation of the regulation.

§ 9.675 Delegation of Medical Management

HAP supports the inclusion of this section to protect both managed care enrollees, as
well as health care providers. However, HAP would suggest that the Department of
Health require plans to disclose in communications to enrollees and health care
providers when medical management decision-making is delegated. This is important
to ensure that enrollees and/or providers know whom and how they should contact
when questioning or disputing a decision about medical necessity or appropriateness of
care—the subcontractor or the plan.

§ 9.677 Medical Necessity

© HAP believes that this section is essential as consumers and health care providers
have experienced the use of differing definitions of medical necessity in various
contracts and other documents used by a health plan. This has resulted in health plans
not applying a uniform definition of medical necessity, thus creating barriers to care
and/or denying appropriate reimbursement.

® HAP also would encourage the department to include a provision stating that it
will periodically evaluate the process by which a plan makes decisions on medical
necessity (e.g., testing reliability) to ensure that different clinicians would likely make
the same decision given the same information.

§ 9.679 Access requirements

© The access standard implies use of a motor vehicle to access care. Therefore, the
regulations should clearly state this, and also state that the standard will be modified in
areas where there is no accessible or affordable public transportation.

® Subsection () states that access shall be ensured based on specific distance
standards “or based on the availability of health care providers.” HAP believes that this
statement is too broad and vague and should be clarified in the regulation.



§ 9.681 Health Care Providers

© HAP, again, would like to point out that the interpretation found in the summary of
the proposed rulemaking on subsection (c) is similar to the section regarding emergency
services, and again, could be construed as establishing a “default” payment rate for
services provided by non-participating providers. The intent of the regulation is to
protect the enrollee from additional out-of-pocket expenses. In the summary of the
proposed rulemaking, this section is interpreted to be at the same “terms and
conditions,” an inappropriate interpretation that clearly exceeds the statutory authority
of the department. Further, imposing this provision would remove any incentive for a
plan to negotiate with health care providers needed to assure access to appropriate and
necessary services within the network and would impose contract terms, including
payment rates, on providers who in no way have agreed to such terms and conditions.
Therefore, it is imperative that the language in the summary of the proposed rulemaking
be modified to accurately reflect the interpretation of the regulation.

® Further, subsection (c) states that a health plan “that has no participating health care
provider available . . . shall arrange for and provide coverage for services by a non-
participating health care provider.” As written, this is confusing since it is by contract
or agreement—including a limited participation agreement (i.e., one limited to
payments for certain services or circumstances)—through which plans “arrange for”
available services. Subsection (v) should instead state:

If no participating provider is available, the health plan shall cover benefits and
services obtained by a beneficiary from a non-participating provider without
financial penalty to the enrollee.

® HAP also recommends that the requirement related to written procedures be
modified to reflect the definition of emergency services, specifically recognizing serious
injury, impairment or dysfunction.

§ 9.682 Direct Access to Obstetric and Gynecologic Care

The regulations as drafted allow plans to establish prior authorization requirements for
services not considered to be “routine.”

HAP believes that it is inappropriate for the Department of Health to distinguish
between routine and non-routine obstetric and gynecologic care, as Act 68 did not make
any differentiation.



Further, the department is proposing to allow managed care plans to define “routine.”
This will result in differing definitions across managed care plans and thus, create
differing access to these services by women.

The issue of direct access to obstetric and gynecologic care also has been approached
differently by the Department of Health as compared to the Insurance Department. At a
minimum, the provisions for both departments must be the same; otherwise there will be
inconsistent application and enforcement of this consumer right. HAP supports the
provisions incorporated in the Insurance Department regulations and believes that they
will result in more consistent application of this requirement. Therefore, HAP
recommends that this section be amended as follows:

Managed care plans shall permit enrollees direct access to obstetric and
gynecological services for maternity and gynecological care. including

medically necessary and appropriate follow-up care and referrals, for diagnostic
testing related to maternity and gynecological care from participating health care
providers without prior approval from a primary care provider. No time

restrictions shall apply to the direct accessing of these services by enrollees.

A managed care plan may require a provider of obstetrical or gvnecological
services to obtain prior authorization for selected services such as diagnostic
testing or subspecialty care (e.g., reproductive endocrinology, oncologic

gynecology and maternal and fetal medicine.

§ 9.683 Standing Referrals

The regulations omit reference to the requirement under Act 68 that the treatment plan
be approved by the plan “in consultation with the primary care provider, the enrollee,
and, as appropriate, the specialist. HAP recommends that this requirement be included
in this section.

§ 9.684 Continuity of Care

HAP believes that the Department of Health and Insurance Department requirements
Jor provisions related to continuity of care must ensure consistent application and
enforcement of this consumer right, as well as to allow for greater clarification and
understanding by enrollees and providers.



Subchapter 1. Complaints and Grievances

§ 9.702 Complaints and grievances

HAP recommends that this section be clarified as to which entities this subchapter
applies. The PPO Act does not distinguish between “gatekeeper” and “passive
gatekeeper.’’ As such, it is imperative that this clarification on applicability be made
and specifically state whether PPQOs will be required to maintain grievance systems
under these regulations or under other existing Department of Health PPO regulations.

§ 9.703 Health care provider grievances

The implementation of this new requirement under Act 68 has been problematic.
Several plans have not accepted written consents obtained by the provider at the time of
treatment and instead are requiring the consent to be obtained at a date subsequent to
the treatment. Several plans are requiring providers to use the plan’s consent form,
even after the provider has obtained written consent from the patient. Some plans are
treating every provider dispute as a grievance needing the patient’s written consent.
These types of requirements create barriers for providers, who are seeking to advocate
on behalf of the patient, which is the intent of Act 68. Further, the lack of clarity also
creates situations where the patient is caught between the managed care plan and the
health care provider, which Act 68 was explicitly drafted to prevent.

©® The regulations need to clearly ensure that providers are able to advocate on
behalf of their patients and that unreasonable or inappropriate barriers are not put in

the way by managed care plans. The regulations should clearly state written consent
may be obtained at the time of treatment. Therefore, § 9.703 (b) must be modified to

read:

(b) A health care provider is permitted to obtain consent at the time of

treatment. A health care provider may not require an enrollee to sign af{n}
document authorizing the health care provider to file a grievance as a condition
of providing a health care service.

® HAP agrees that once a health care provider files a grievance, the health care
provider needs to see the grievance through the grievance process. Therefore, § 9.703
(c) should be modified to read:

(c) Once a health care provider files [assumes responsibility for filing] a
grievance . . .



® Additionally, subsection (d) states that providers may not bill enrollees once a
grievance has been initiated by the health care provider until the grievance is
completed. This subsection only applies to provider-initiated grievances. It is HAP's
understanding that the provider may bill the patient if the grievance is initiated by
enrollee or if the enrollee rescinds the consent for the provider to grieve. Further, it is
HAP's understanding that the provider may bill the patient if neither party grieves. It is
HAP's belief that any contrary interpretation would be beyond the statutory authority of
the Department of Health.

®© Finally, the regulations should also specify the types of information required to be
included on a written consent form and allow for providers to develop their own
consent forms consistent with the regulations. The Department of Health regulations
specify the language that constitutes acceptable “hold-harmless’ language for
inclusion in provider contracts. In a similar vein, HAP recommends that the
department consider modifying § 9.703 (f) and (g) to specify acceptable language for
consent to file a grievance in § 9.703 as follows:

(f) Pennsylvania law permits an enrollee of a managed care plan or, with the
enrollee’s written consent, a health care provider, to request that the plan
reconsider a decision made concerning the medical necessity and
appropriateness of a health care service. This request is known as a grievance.

{g) (1)The consent to file a grievance must identify the enrollee, the health care
provider, and the managed care plan; a brief description of the service; and the
date(s) of service.

(2) (2)The consent to file a grievance shall clearly disclose to the enrollee in
writing that the consent precludes the enrollee from filing a grievance on the
same issue unless the enrollee, during the course of the grievance, rescinds in
writing the previous written consent,

(2) (3) The consent to file a grievance shall inform the enrollee of the right to
rescind a consent at any time during the grievance process.



9.704 Internal complaint process

In this section, the date by which the decision must be rendered is suggested but not
expressly stated. Therefore, HAP recommends that subsection (c)(1)(iii) should clearly
State that the “initial review committee” shall issue a decision within 30 days.

§ 9.705 Appeal of a complaint decision

HAP believes that the time frame for the appeal of complaint decisions to the
departments by consumers is too restrictive. HAP recommends that consumers should
have additional time to file their complaints and would recommend that, at a minimum
consumers should have 30 days.

§ 9.706 Enrollee and provider grievance system

©® The letters used by most managed care plans are form letters and do not take into
account the patient’s individual medical or behavioral health situation. During the past
year, HAP has provided the Department of Health with examples of denial letters that
do not include the clinical rationale for the decision to deny. HAP recommends that
what is expected in the content of the denial letters be more clearly specified in the
regulations. It is imperative that health care providers receive this information in order
to change or improve health care delivery, or to clarify the information provided to the
plan for determination.

® Each individual patient has unique circumstances that may or may not be addressed
through review criteria. Therefore, HAP also believes that the regulations should state
that utilization review criteria may be used as a tool in decision-making, but are not
appropriate as the sole mechanism on which decisions are made.

® Act 68 was designed to improve managed care accountability regarding decisions
on medically appropriate treatment. It is problematic that plans approve services
prospectively and/or concurrently, and then retrospectively deny those services. To
make the process truly accountable, plans should be required to abide by their
prospective and/or concurrent decisions, unless the provider was derelict in providing
information needed to make an appropriate decision. Failure to include this
requirement also discourages providers and patients from exercising their due process
rights to appeal decisions, because the plan may essentially change their decision at
any time.
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© In this section, the date by which the decision must be rendered is suggested but not
expressly stated. Therefore, HAP recommends that subsection (c)(1)(iii) should clearly
state that the “initial review committee’ shall issue a decision within 30 days.

© While HAP would agree that the physician or licensed psychologist need not
personally attend on-site the second level review, their participation in the decision
making should be via telephone or teleconference, and not be written. Allowing the
latter does not foster two-way discussion during the review and also defeats the purpose
of the act which states, “any initial review or second lever review conducted under this
section ghall include a licensed physician, or, where appropriate, an approved licensed
psychologist, ...” Therefore, HAP recommends that the regulation be modified to delete
the use of written involvement and that the requirement that any such written report be
prepared in advance of the review be deleted as well.

® Since health care providers can grieve on behalf of an enrollee, (c)(2)(ii)(A) must
be modified as follows:

(A) The plan shall provide reasonable flexibility in terms of time and travel
distance when scheduling a second level review to facilitate the enrollee’s

or health care provider’s attendance.

§ 9.707 External grievance process

® For purposes of clarity, subsection (g) should state that the 3 business days to
object apply when the CRE is assigned by the department or by the plan.

® Act 68 is silent on what fees the prevailing party is to pay. Therefore, HAP
believes that it is beyond the scope of the Department of Health's statutory
responsibilities to determine that attorney’s fees are not included in the fees that are
imposed on the nonprevailing party. This language must be deleted from subsection (1).

® Further, the regulations fail to indicate what occurs if the provider prevails on
some, but not all, disputed issues. The regulations either should be modified to allow
for proration in such circumstances or else “prevailing”’ must be defined more clearly.

§ 9.708 Grievance reviews by CRE
It is unclear what is meant in subsection (e) by the definition of emergency in the

enrollee’s certificate of coverage. Act 68 defines emergency services and that should be
the definition used by the external review entity.
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§ 9.709 Expedited Review

Subsection (a) authorizes expedited review for disputes that jeopardize “the enrollee’s
life, health or ability to regain maximum function,” but fails to identify the party
responsible for making that determination. HAP believes that the regulation needs to
address this issue so that enrollee’s immediate health needs are not unduly jeopardized
by a health plan.

§ 9.711 Alternative provider dispute resolution system

©® HAP recommended that the department clearly state that the regulations do not
preclude informal dispute resolution processes that would encourage plans and
providers to resolve any contractual disputes that may arise at the least adversarial
basis. HAP commends the department on the inclusion of this provision. However, it is
not appropriate for this provision to be included in this section of the regulation. The
section in Act 68 on alternative dispute resolution was solely related to the external
grievance process. Therefore, HAP recommends that the provision allowing an
informal dispute resolution between providers and health plans be moved to § 9.702.

®  Further, an informal dispute resolution mechanism is voluntary and involves a
waiver of rights. Accordingly, there is no valid reason for the department to mandate
that a decision reached in the informal dispute resolution mechanism be ‘final and
binding."”

® A new section on alternative dispute resolution to the external grievance process,
including requirements/standards that needs to be developed. This new section should
make clear that the alternative dispute resolution to the external grievance may not be
utilized for grievances brought by an enrollee.

© HAP does not believe that denials based on procedural errors or administrative
denials should require written consent by the enrollee for the provider to seek
resolution of these issues. These are just the types of issues that should be handled
through an informal dispute resolution mechanism and that reference should be
included under

$9.702.

® Additionally, the regulations state that the alternative provider dispute resolution
would include denials based on procedural errors and administrative denials involving
the level or types of health care services provided. Act 68 intended the alternate dispute
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process to be agreed to by a provider and a plan through contract in lieu of an external
grievance process. Therefore, an alternative process could include any issue to which
providers are entitled to grieve and the regulations should be modified to clearly state
this.

® [t is also unclear why the department included 9.711(b) in this section. Again, the
alternative dispute resolution was envisioned under Act 68 to be in lieu of the external
review and it is inappropriate to include § 9.711(b) in this section.

Subchapter J. Health Care Provider Contracts

§ 9.722 Plan and health care provider contracts

O § 9.712 states that this “subchapter applies to provider contracts between managed
care plans subject to Act 68 and health care providers.” HAP believes that in § 9.722,
the department has inappropriately extended certain statutory requirements for HMOs
to those managed care plans subject to Act 68, which are not HMOs. In particular,
(e)(1), which is the traditional HMO hold-harmless language, is being extended to other
managed care plans, absent statutory action that authorizes the department to do so.
Therefore, the department needs to identify that § 9.722(e)(1) aenly applies to provider
contracts with HMOs.

® In addition, HAP acknowledges that the language used in § 9.722(e)(1)(iii) is the
traditional hold-harmless language that evolved in state application from federal HMO
law and regulation. It is HAP’s understanding that this language is designed solely to
protect enrollees from being billed by health care providers in the event of plan
insolvency or a breach by a plan of the provider contract. It is HAP's opinion that any
other application of this regulatory language in a health care provider contract is
inconsistent with the historical intent and interpretation of “hold-harmless” provisions.

® HAP recommends that the department should require that any changes to
contract terms are mutually agreed to and resulting policy/procedure changes are
communicated to providers at least 60 days in advance. This will enable providers to
respond to contract changes on a more timely basis. Further, HAP believes that a
provider contract should be voidable by the provider if the contract is not approved by
the department of Health prior to its implementation. Therefore, HAP recommends that
the following language be added to § 9.722 (e):
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(e)(8) Language requiring that any amendment to the contract must be mutually agreed

to and confirmed in writing, except in the event of an amendment that is required by
court order or by Federal or State Law.

(e)(9) Language requiring that the plan must give at least 60 days notice to an enrollee

and provider prior to adding, modifying or withdrawing any policy or procedure
implemented pursuant to the contract, except in the event that a policy or procedure that

is required by court order or by Federal of State Law.

{e)(10)Language stating that a contract is voidable by the provider if its not approved by
the Department of Health prior to the contract’s implementation.

© Further, in § 9.721, the summary of proposed rulemaking discusses the Secretary’s
“authority to require re-negotiation of provider contracts when they require
excessive payments.” To be fair, and for reasons of protecting public health, the
department’s review rights and re-negotiation authority should equally encompass
situations where rates appear to be inadequate and could jeopardize the quality of
care. This is especially important since a small number of dominant health plans
insure the vast proportion of lives covered under managed care arrangements in
Pennsylvania. The department’s general rulemaking authority is this area extends
beyond its mandate under 40 P.S. § 764a(e) to ensure that risk assumption by a
PPO will not lead to under-treatment. See 71 P.S. § 532(g). Under-reimbursement
also is encompassed by provisions of 40 P.S. § 1558(a), which permits the
Secretary to require re-negotiation of contracts that are inconsistent with purposes
of the HMO Act. § 9.722 (f) should be amended to include:

(4) Include no reimbursement system that will lead to under-treatment or
jeopardize the quality of care.

Subchapter K. Utilization Review Entities

§ 9.742 Certified utilization review entities

HAP recommends that a new section, titled Utilization Management Standards, be
added. Such a section should clearly articulate the on-going utilization management
standards that apply to licensed insurers, managed care plans, or certified utilization
review entities. All three types of entities are required to comply with the utilization
management operational standards outlined in Act 68, but the department does not
provide adequate interpretation of some of those standards or how it will validate or
enforce compliance with those standards on an on-going basis.
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Additionally, the department’s regulations outline on-going quality assurance
standards for HMOs, and HAP believes that on-going standards should be articulated
for utilization management. It is imperative that on-going utilization review standards
Jor licensed insurers and managed care plans or utilization review entities be stated.
HAP views the utilization management requirements as a major component of Act 68
and believes that such standards are a critical part of a managed care plan's overall
responsibility in the area of quality assurance.

Therefore, the regulations should clearly specify the utilization management
requirements consistent with the HMO Act and Act 68 that managed care plans,
licensed insurers or certified utilization review entities are expected to adhere to, and
how the department intends to validate adherence to and enforcement of these
provisions. At a minimum, this new section should include: 1) utilization management
structure; 2) clinical criteria for utilization management decisions; 3) qualified
professionals; 4) timeliness of utilization management decisions; 5) and the other
operational standards described in Act 68.

©® Utilization Management Structure

HAP recommends that the department consider adding the following language with
regard to utilization management structure. This would be consistent with the way the
department has dealt with quality assurance standards.

The managed care plan’s, licensed insurer’s and CRE’s utilization management

structures and processes shall be clearly defined. The managed care plan, licensed
insurer or CRE will have a written description of its utilization management
program, including the program’s structure and individuals’ responsibility and

accountability within that structure.

Responsibility for the conduct of the utilization management activities shall be
assigned to appropriate individuals, and the managed care plan, licensed insurer
or CRE shall ensure that mechanisms are in place whereby a health care provider

is able to verify that an individual requesting information on behalf of that entity is
a legitimate representative of the managed care plan, licensed insurer or CRE.

The utilization management plan shall be evaluated and approved annually by an
appropriate committee(s) as outlined in the managed care plan, licensed insurer,
or CRE utilization management program.
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® Clinical Criteria for Utilization Management Decisions

HAP is aware that utilization management decisions that result in denial of payment
are often made on the basis of utilization review criteria and that use of utilization
review criteria often guide the determination of medical necessity. HAP believes that
the department needs to make clear in regulations that utilization review criteria may
be used as tools in decision-making, but that other factors which play into the issue of
medical necessity must also be considered in those decisions. For instance, nationally
developed utilization management criteria are ofien designed to be appropriate for the
uncomplicated patient and for a very complete delivery system. They may not be
appropriate for the patient with complications or for a delivery system that does not
include sufficient alternatives to inpatient care for that particular patient. Therefore,
HAP believes that the department s regulations should spell out that other factors
should be considered when applying criteria to a given individual as these factors will
often assist in making the determinations of what is medically necessary care.

The use and procedures for the application of utilization management criteria provide
the basis for decision-making, and ultimately the determination of medical necessity. It
is often the basis around which a denial for requested services is made. HAP believes
the department has the authority to promulgate utilization management standards in the
same manner that is has for quality assurance, credentialing and access requirements
under the HMO Act and to strengthen the interpretation of the provisions included in
Act 68.

Therefore, HAP recommends that it is imperative that the department consider
including the following utilization management standards to address criteria for
utilization management decision-making.

The managed care plan, licensed insurer or CRE shall use written criteria based

on sound clinical evidence and specify procedures for applying those criteria in an
appropriate manner.

The criteria for determining medical appropriateness shall be clearly documented

and include procedures for applying criteria based on the needs of the individual
atient, such as age, comorbidities, complications, progress of treatment

psychosocial situation and home environment as well as characteristics of the local
delivery system that are available for that particular patient.
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Participating providers actively engaged in the delivery of health care shall be
involved in the development or selection of the criteria, and in the development
and review of procedures for applving the criteria.

The utilization review criteria shall be reviewed at regular intervals and updated
as necessary. '

The licensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE shall state in writing how health
care providers can obtain the utilization management criteria and make the

criteria available upon request.

The licensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE shall evaluate the consistency
with which the health care professionals involved in utilization management apply

the criteria in decision making.

The managed care plan, licensed insurer or CRE must demonstrate that utilization
management decisions are appropriate and that there is consistency in application

of utilization management clinical criteria and procedures among the managed
care plan’s, licensed insurer’s or CRE’s designated physician and non-physician
professional review staff.

® Timeliness of Decision-Making and Communication of Utilization
Management Decisions

HAP believes that the issue regarding the communication of utilization management
decision needs to be further delineated in the Department of Health regulations. Act 68
indicates that prospective, concurrent and retrospective utilization review decisions
must be communicated within a certain time frame after the plan receives all supporting
information reasonably necessary to make the decision. However, it is still unclear
whether that decision should be verbally communicated first within the original time
frames outlined in the act or whether the decision needs to be communicated in writing
within the time frames outlined in the act. Ultimately, the act does indicate that all
decisions must be communicated in writing. HAP would encourage the department to
more explicitly spell out the time frames for decision-making and written
communication of those decisions. Further, it is incumbent upon the department to
ensure that managed care plans, licensed insurers and certified utilization review
entities are adhering to those standards by requiring periodic reporting. The
department should periodically review those reports, validate the information, and take
appropriate action when managed care plans, licensed insurers or CREs fail to meet
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decision-making and communication standards. HAP recommends the following
language with respect to utilization management decision making and communication
of those decisions.

The licensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE conducts utilization review based
on the medical necessity and appropriateness of the health care service being
requested, makes utilization management decisions in a timely manner and
communicates its decisions in writing to enrollee and health care providers.

The licensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE shall notify the health care
provider of additional facts or information required to complete the utilization
review within forty-eight (48) hours of receipt of the request for service.

A prospective utilization review decision shall be communicated within two (2)
business days of the receipt of all supporting information reasonablyv necessary to
complete the review. The licensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE shall give
enrollees and providers written or electronic confirmation of its decisions within
two (2) business days of communicating its decision.

A concurrent utilization review decision shall be communicated within one (1)
business day of the receipt of all supporting information reasonably necessary to
complete the review. The licensed insurer, managed care plan or CRE shall give
enrollees and providers written or electronic confirmation of its decisions within
one (1) business day of communicating its decision.

A retrospective utilization review decision shall be communicated within thirty

30) days of the receipt of all supporting information reasonably necessary t
complete the review. The licensed insurer. managed care plan or CRE shall give

enrollees and providers written or electronic confirmation of its decision within
five (5) days of communicating its decision.

The managed care plan, licensed insurer or CRE shall have systems and
procedures in place, including sufficiently qualified physicians, non-physician staff
and resources, to meet the time frame requirements for utilization management
decision-making and communication of those decisions.
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The department shall implement appropriate measures to ensure that managed

care plans, licensed insurers or CREs are meeting the time frames required for
utilization decision-making and communication of those decisions.

HAP also believes that the intent of Act 68 was to increase the managed care plans’,
licensed insurers’ or certified utilization review entities’ accountability for utilization
review decision-making. As HAP stated previously, these entities should be required to
abide by their prospective and/or concurrent utilization management decisions, unless
the provider withheld information or did not provide the information to make an
appropriate decision. Failure to include such a requirement puts providers and
enrollees at risk for denial of services/care at any time. HAP recommends that the
department consider language that states:

A managed care plan, licensed insurer, or CRE shall not retrospectively deny
payment for a health care service if an authorized representative of that entity
previously authorized provision of the service and the provider did not withhold

any information reasonably necessary to grant prospective and/or concurrent
authorization.

© Qualified Professionals

HAP recommends that the department reiterate the requirements for personnel
conducting utilization review as specified in the act and that compensation to any
person or entity conducting utilization review cannot contain incentives to approve or
deny payment for the delivery of any health care service. The department should also
again state that a utilization review that results in a denial of payment for a health care
service must be conducted by a physician or psychologist within the scope of his/her
practice and clinical expertise.

As articulated earlier in HAP's comments, the professional judgements and clinical
rationale to support the denial determination are noticeably absent in denial letters sent
to enrollees and providers. Again, HAP strongly urges the department to provide
guidance as to what constitutes a clinical rationale, and to require plans to explain the
clinical rationale in writing. The National Commission on Quality Assurance (NCQA),
which accredits health plans, states that the managed care organization must provide
the reason for the denial, including an easily understood summary of the utilization
management criteria. NCQA also provides examples of appropriate reasons. NCQA
also explicitly states that statements such as “The treatment is determined to be not
medically necessary,” * The treatment is not a covered benefit,” or ** The proposed
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length of stay does not meet our utilization management criteria,” are not acceptable
reasons for the denial. It is important that the department provide such guidance.
Otherwise, enrollees and providers will continue to receive form letters that simply
indicate that the service was not determined to be medically necessary or appropriate.

Additionally, HAP requests that the department consider mandating that the name of
the physician or psychologist who made the denial determination appears in the letter.
In repeated examples of denial letters, the name of physician or psychologist who made
the determination does not appear in the letter communicating the denial. It is
therefore impossible for a provider or enrollee to definitively know that this same
physician or psychologist is not involved in a subsequent review if the determination is
appealed. Failure to identify the individual who made the determination is inconsistent
with the intent of Act 68 to ensure accountability for utilization management decisions.

Finally, the department should develop mechanisms to ensure that plans, licensed
insurers, and CREs are complying with these requirements. The department should
impose appropriate sanctions under § 9.600, if these entities are not using physicians or
psychologists to make denial determinations or failing to impart the clinical rationale
Jor denial determinations in writing to providers and enrollees.

® Other Operational Requirements

HAP recommends that requirements around telephone access for utilization
management, maintenance of adverse utilization management decisions for a period of
three years and confidentiality requirements of medical records and other medical
information used in utilization management decision-making be detailed in this section.

§ 9.747 Department review and approval of a certification request

HAP supports the “in-lieu” concept, however, the regulations should also incorporate
a provision that ensures that the department has the ability to periodically validate the
results of the accreditation process to ensure compliance with state law and regulation.

§ 9.748 Maintenance of Certification
The regulations state that the department may determine on-going compliance. HAP
recommends that the regulations regarding oversight be strengthened. This section

should clearly demonstrate that the department will determine on-going compliance.
Therefore, HAP recommends that (a) be modified to read as follows:
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Maintenance-... and maintaining its certification during the 3-year certification period,
the Department [may] will do any of the following. ..

Subchapter L. Credentialing

HAP recommends that this section also include language that specifies how the
department will monitor and validate compliance with standards of a nationally
recognized accrediting body to ensure compliance with state law and regulation.

1/17/00
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Dear Commissioner McGiniey

We are submiting the enclosed comments on the proposed reguiations 10 implement (P.L. 484, No. 68), the

Managed Care Accountability Act. We are also writing in support of the comments ‘submitted by the
Pennsyivania Health Law Project as our own. These comments detail our objections

In an overview sense, we are concerned with the following areas

Only requires descriptions of what the plan intends to do

No standard for ownersip’s background in health care management, previous experience, eic
i-e.. virtually anyone can own and operate an HMO

s No mandatary on-site inspection by DOH

. '

No readiness review by DOH to see if what the applicant said they intend 10 do (e.g., adequate
health care services
L]

staff, quality assurance, phone system, etc.) is in place before they enroll memoeré and provide

L

Board of Directors with 1/3 enroliees need not be in place for the first 18 months of operanon. No
pronibition against enroliee board members being employees;

* No requirement for the pian 1o use generally accepted medical standards for utilization review

No standards for quality assurance

B. No assurance of adequale network: Says “a network is required for approvat of a certificate of authority

No definition of what an adequate network is

. &6 & ¢ o

No definition of what specialties must be covered (including whether pediatric or aduit);
No enrollee/provider ratios,

No access standards for appontments,

No review of travel time to appointments

C. Very limited plan gversight by DOH in that

No external review by anyone far the first 18 months of HMO operation and then only by a firm
L J

hired and paid for by the plan with plan getermining the scope of review;
No requirement of carrective action, etc., If extemal review finds problems;
No public access 10 external review,

*

No assured further external review needed for three years, even if serious problems

230 STATE STREET. HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 171011147 « 717-238-9321 « FAX 717-238-8541
<
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¢ No requirement that DOH regulators ever step foat in a plan — permits DOH to rely exclusively on
extarnal reviewers hired and paid far by the plan to do any extemnal reviews;
+ No standards of scope of review required by the exiermnal reviews.

DOH Investigations of Plans

» Placed financigl business of the plant off imits for DOH investgations, apparently preciuding an
inquiry into whether reimbursement decisions impact quality of care and access to services.

DOH Review of Plans’ Financial Incentives

* Applications for Cenificate of Authonty require a detailed description of the types of financial

incentives that a plan may use, rather than a detailed description of the acfual incentives that the
plan will yse.

Approval of Plans

e Does not permit deemed approval of plans if DOH fails to act on apphcation for Certificate of

Authority within 60 days. Plans must demonstrate tnat ney meet DOH stanaaras in order to gan
a Certficate of Authority.

Copaymaents Not Limited

» Does away with limits on copayments, and provides that DOH will review the 'mpact of

copayments on access, continuity of care, quality and cost effectiveness, gnly upon request by
the Department of insurance.

PCPs

No langer requires that PCPs be trained or experienced in primary care medicine.

¢ No longer requires a minimum number of PCPs (and total physicians in the HMO's network)
based on the plan’s membership.

* Requires plans 1o make a PCP available 1o each enrollee, and requires plans to have a pracess to
atlow a switch upon advance notice. Does not define advance notice. Sets minimum standards for
PCP office hours, availability, hospital admifting pnvileges, etc.

Medical Necessity

¢ Elminates language from Department of Health's 1% draft, which required that: "(a) A plan shall
adopt and maumam a deﬁnmon of med;cal necess-ty whieh is con gg_:gm mgg national and mdum

. DOH faulsto requne plans to consvder mformauon prowdea by the enroliee, the enroliee’s family,

the primary care practitioner, as well as other providers, programs, and agencies that have
evaiuated the individual.

Quality Assurance Standards

e Heanh pians are required to have a gquality assurance process, but no specific standards or
outcome measurements are mentioned. As long as the plans have a process and follow that
process, DOH won't 100k behind it to see f the process actually results in qualty care. This
section does not really set out Quality Assurance Standards at all.

+ Does not provide for the development of a uniform member sausfaction sufvey to be made
available to the pubiic, as recommended by DOH workgroup.
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Quality Assurance Reviews

L 4

Generally requires that external Quality Assurance Assassments be done by an entity appointed
by the pian, after a plan has been in business for 18 months; and every three years thereafter to
study the quality of care beng provided and the effectiveness of the plan's Quaihty Assurance

Program. Does not set standards relating to quality improvement and health outcomes to be the
basis of assessments,

Restricted Networks

*

Allows pians to make only part of their network of providers available to enroliees, upon adequate
disclosure 10 polential enrollees. Does not require disciosure to current enroliees, and does not
set minimum standards for disclosure. such as inclusion of ianguage in provider directory and/or
marketing and enroliment materials

Drug Formuiary Disclosure

*

Requires a plan to disclose existence of any restnctive drug formulary, and to disciose whether a
specific drug fe coverad within 30 days of a written request of an encoliee. Does not extend this
disciosure requirement to potential enrollees.

OBIGYN Access

Limits the Act's requirement that plans must provide “direct access to OB/GYNs by psrmitting an
enraliee 10 select an health care provider participating in the plan to obtan matemity and
gynecological care. .without pnor authorization,” by prohibiting plans from requiring prior
authorization for any OBI/GYN sefvices considered “routine,” but aliowing plans to require prior
authorization for any “non-routine.”

Access to Emergency Services

Limits the Act's provision on Emergency Services by requiring that plans use the Act definsion
only in administering benefits, adjudicating claims, and processing complaints and gnevances,
thus limiting the application of the gefinition.

Reetates the Act's proscription on requiring prior authorization before seeking Emergency
Services to state that a plan cannot deny payment of a claim for which there was no prior
authorization; thus implicitly allowing plans to require prior authorization, but simply precluding
them from denying payment for failure to acquire prior authorization.

Pravider Access Requirements

L

Retains the current requirement that hospitals, PCPs and frequently used specialists be available
within 20 minutes or 20 miles in urban areas, and 30 minutes or 30 miles in rural areas. No
definition of frequentty used specialists. No standards for less frequently used speciaiists. No
standards for providers who are not hospitals, PCPs or specialiets (such as drug stores, home
health agencies or surable medical equipment providers).

Access for Persons with Disabilities

Requires a plan to assure ADA compliance on physical accessibility and communication.
Does not estabiish specific standards to be monitored ana enforced by DOH.
Does not require special needs units.
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Standards for enrollee rights and responsibilities = Non-English-speaking enrollees.

§2136 of the Act requires pians to provide: "(5) a descnptson of how the managed care plant
addresses needs of non-English-speaking enrollees.” However, the DOH-proposed reg only
requires: *(2) Instructions as to how non-English-speaking and visually-impaired enrolilees may
obtan the information 1n an alternative format.” Does "addressing the needs of non-English-
speaking enrollees’ as required in the Act mean more than providing Instructions as to how they
can obtain the information “in an altemative format?”

Disclosure of Enroliee Rights and Responsibilities

Generally requires plans 10 have policies to assure disciosure of rights under Act 68 and
Insurance Department regulations, including instructions for non-English-speaking and visually-
impaired persons 10 obtain information in alternative foomats Does not specify the nghts or
reference specific sections of the Act or reguiations.

No longer requires the heaith pian to provide and notify members of rights such as: the right to get
current, complete information from their physician of their diagnasis, treatment and prognosis in
undersiandable terms (uniess medically unadvisable); the right to obtain emergency services
without unnacassary deiay; the right to truthful and accurate written information from the plant that
someons of average intelligence can understand; the right to know the name, professional status
and function of anyone providing them health services.

No longer requires the health plan to routinely tell dissatisfied members of their nghts under the
complainugrievance system and how to file a complaint/grievance at sach paint in which a
potantial dispute with the HMO is identified.

Continuity of Care

Reduces the already limited discussion of “cause” in the Act by discussing terminations for cause,
but failing to define or even repeat the examples from the Act

Health Care Provider Contracts

' i imil care. Bonus, wihhold pOOIs "ate.
based on low uuluzauon can consutute 51% of the total health care provider payment by the plan.
Although gag clauses are banned by the regulations, these regulations permit huge financial

incentives which can in and of themseives make physicians feel constrained to limit
commumcatmn w-th patlems

_ELQQ (for mstanoe HCFA deﬁncs sunsunual ﬁnancaat nsk wnich coula mﬂuonce provider
judgement as 25% of potential payments for covered services).

Permits plans to get around Act 88 proections b ecti i
Aithough the reguiations prombr HMO-provider contracts from containing language that permits
the plan to sanction, terminate or fail to renew a providers contract for advocating for necessary
heaith care, filing grievances, etc., the HMOS may deselect physicians after the end of the contract
year. There is no requirement that the contracts provide a reason for non-renewal and an

opportunity for heaith care providers to appeal, if the HMO has sanctioned, terminated or failed 1o
renew a contram for an mpen‘mssuble reason.

regulatovy contractmg with prov:ders quahty assurance etc
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*

Permits foreign HMOs to get excaptions 10 PA law requirements without notice to public ana
opportunity to comment.

Utilization Review

L ]

Fails to requira that where pians fail to adhere to the time lines mandated by the Act, the services
which has been prescribed must be deemed approved.

Fais to require utilization review enuties to comply with the requirements of the Act. The
regulations request a description from each applying URE of how and whether It could meet the
requirements, but do not actually required that the URE comply with the Act. Also doesn't require

all UREs to disclose any business relationship they might have with a plant for whom they are
doing utilization review.

Enroliee Dispute Resolution Process:

10 Expedited Complaint Revi

Does not provide for expedited review of complaints (matters invoiving issues other than medical
necessity, such as coverage), even if the enraliee’s life, health or abiity to regain maximum
function would be piaced in jeopardy.

No longer requires that first level complaint and grievance decisions contain- a description of the
reviewers understanding of the members dispute; clear terms and in sufficient detail for the
member to respond funther, references to the evidence and documentation used as a basis of
decision; a statement that the decision is binding unless the person appeals.

No longer requires that members be given at least 15 days' advance written notice of the second
level complainvgrievance committee hearing, be given a description of the commiltee’s
pracedures to prepare, and be re-advised that they can be assisted by an uninvolved HMO staff
person if they need heip preparing.

Dloes not require plans to make availabie 1o the enroliee all documentation relating to the 1ssue in
dispute.

No longer requires that the second level review committee (for complaints and grievances) be
made up of at least 173 HMQ members, and that the consumer atiending to be told which of the
committee is staff and which members.

Does not require plans to make available for questioning, at the second level review, those
persons who made the detarmination in dispute

No langer requires that an HMO staff person knowledgeable about the grievance/compiaint be
present at the secand levei review 1o present the HMO's view of why the denial should be upheld,
and that the staff person may be questioned by the member and by the committee.

No longer requires that if an HMOQ attarney 1s present, he/she cannot argue the HMO’s case and
instead must assist the committee to assure a far hearing and that all issues are properly
addressed. No longer requiring that an HMO may only have an attorney present 1o represent their
staff, if they provide another attamey to represent the committes.

No ionger requires all second level grievance/complaint commitiee membars to be present at the
hearing and instead allows physician members 1o participate in the hearing and in the decision by
a written report.

No lenger requires that the second level grievance/complaint committee base their decision solely
on matenals and testimony presanted at the hearing.

Does not require the decision to articulate a getailed basis, including reference to the standard
used and the evidence considered.

Allaws plane to send notification of decisions to gither the entofiee or provider, contrary to Act 68,
which requires notification 1o boath.
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Data Collection, Review and Dissemination by DOH

Requires annual submission to DOH of data regarding enroliment/disenroliment, utilization review,
complainv/grievance, number of physicians leaving the plan, but does not require the submission
of HEDIS data, nor does it make any data avallable to the public in a user friendly format as
recommended by DOH workgroup of providers, consumers, plans and government officials.

Delegation of Medical Management

.

Allows the delegation of virtually any aspect of medical management (utilization review, guality
assurance, case management, etc.} upon prior approval of the contract by DOH. Does not have
explicit standards for delegation of thase functions except for utilization review ang when an
integrated delivery system is invoived.

Is cumbersome n routling communication o the enrolises through the plan, rather than directly
from DOH and the cenified review entity. Fails to require that if the plan is successful on an
enroliee-fited complaint, the plan must still pay the cost of the review, as required by Act 68.

External Grievance Process

*

Fails to estabhish minimum provider cradentialing standards for education, traning, experience,
record-keeping, equipment, facility, etc. Fails to require review of practitioner's substance apuse
fistory, board certification, maipractice history, efc.

Lack of coordination with Insurance Dept. Regs. The Insurance Depariment issues final regs
which they have since withdrawn. Several sections of the Health Depariment regs cover the same
topics as the Insurance Depanment regs. However, despite frequent assertions that the two
Departiments are working closely together, these shared sections are drafted very differently, often

with canflicts between the versions of the two Departments. Some of the topice where Health and
Insurance regs conflict are:

§ 9.682. Direct accass for obstetncal and gynecological care;

§ 9.683. Standing referrals or specialists as primary care providers; and

§ 9.684. Continuity of care.

Attached please also find the comments of the Pennsylvania Health Law Project, which we endorse.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM M. GEORGE, President
RICHARD W. BLOOMINGDALE, Secretary-Treasurer

Attachment

cc

WIFCW1776

Roben E. Nyce, Executive Diractar, IRRC
Senator Harola F. Mowery, Majonty Chair
Senator Timothy F. Murphy, Vice Chair

Senator Vincent J. Hughes, Minority Chair
Representative Dennis M. O'Brien, Majority Chair
Repraseantative Frank L. Oliver, Minority Chair
Commissioner Arthur Caccodnili, IRRC
Commissioner Robert J. Harbison, iit, IRRC
Commissioner John F. Minzer, IRRC
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PA Health Law Project
Comments to DOH Proposed Managed Care Regs

Subchapter F GENERAL

9.602 Definitions
Enrollee

The proposed definition is 100 narrow and fails 10 include parents of minor enrolices or
legal representatives of those enrollees who may be incomperent. It is inconsistent with
the DOI regulations which define “enrollec™ 1o include paremts and legal representatives,
but only for purposes of complaints and grievances. However, even the broader DOI
definition is insufficient in thar these representarivas must also be able 10 request
information on drug formularies under 9.673, must be able 1o request a standing referral

or a specialist as PCP under 9.683, must be able to act on an enrollee’s behalf 1 obuain
connnuity of care under Y.684, erc

Accordingly, the defimnon should be rovised as follows.

Enrollee—A policyholder, subscriber, covered person, member or other individual who is
entitled fo receive health care services under a managed care plan. The tern includes an
individual authorized to act on the enrollee’s behalf.

imary Care ider
The proposad dafinition describes only the duties, and not the medical credentials
required of a PCP While it is important that CRNPs be included as PCPs, it 1s also
mmportant for cnrollees 1o know the medical background or experience of providers listed
as "PCPs” m the plan’s network. There should be some uniformity establishad across

plans on the general background or expenence required to list someone as a “PCP” ina
provider directory.

The current HMO rules require 2 PCP 1o either spend half their ime as a primary care
provider, or have limited their practice for at Jeast two years 10 general practice, family
medicine, internal medicine or pediawics. Without any guidance on PCP credennals, it
would be difficult 1o ascertain whether or not a plan’s PCP network consists of
appropniately qualified providers

»  Should we recommend the current HMO stundard apphes? Something else?

Gatekeeper

The definition presented here is very different trom vhe definition originally proposed and
it directly conflicts with DOI's proposad definition It permirs any provider, as opposed
to a prnimary care provider, 1o be a gatekeeper. It also fails to require a gatekeeper be a
provider of services to an enrollee, bur rather permits the gatekeeper to solely be a source
of referral or approval for services. The definition should be revised as follows.
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Garekeeper—A hoatdr-primary care provider selected by an enrollee or appoimed bya
managed care plan, managed care plan or agent of a managed care plan serving as the
pﬁmxuy care provxder from wmeh-whom an enrollce

beneﬁ-ts-shall obtain covercd hcalth care services, a rcfeml. or approval for
covered, non-emergency health services as a precondition to recelving the highest
level of coverage available under the managed care plan.

If even one reason for a managed care plan’s decision is the medical necessity or
appropriateness of the health care service, an enrollee’s request 1o reconsider that
decision should be designated as a grievance. Any other reasons given for the decision
and relanng to the issue of medical necessity should be combined in order that the entire
claim may be reviewed. Such issues ¢learly fall under the expertisc of DOH , and not
DO], and enrolleas must be allowad 10 obrain external review of their claim if they are
not sansfied with the rosults of the plan’s grievance process.

The proposed rule should be revised as follows:

Grievance—

(1) a request by an enrollea, or a health care provider with the wrinten consent of an
enrollee, To have a managed care plan or CRE reconsider a decision selely
concerning the medical necessity and appropriateness of 4 health care service. If
the managed care plan, 2tc.

.

Integrated Delivery System (IDS)

The definition proposed here is very different from the one sat forth in the DOL

regulations in several ways:

1. Under 111), DOI requires that the health care services be ““a defined set” and that the
benefits be provided  principally through its participating providers”.

2. Under (iv), the proposed rule allows an 1DS 70 accept full responsibility for
conducting quality assurance, credentialing, etc. By contrast, DOI's definition does
not permit an IDS full responsibility for any of these functions and instead requires
the 1DS 10 act ~ in conjuncrion with the managed care plan and under compliance
monitoring of the managed care plan’s[sic),”

3. The proposad rule allows an DS 10 also conduct “enrollee services™ acuvities. The
DOI rule does not

4. The DOI rule permurs an IDS to perform “claims processing and other functions”,
while the DOH proposed definition does not includa those activines.

Managed Care Plan

The defininon needs 1o be ravisad as (i)(B) and(C), integration of financing and delivery
and the providing of financial incentives, are not functions or duties of a gatekceper It
must also be noted thart the proposad definition differs from the DOI definition The
defimtion offered by DOI includes the following language not found in this rule: * The
term includes mnunaged carc plans that require the enrollee To obtain a referral from any

[ ]
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primary care provider in its natwork as a condition 10 raceiving the mghest lavel of
benefits for specialty care.”

The definition should be revised as follows:

Managed care plan or plan—1) u health care plan that uses a gatckeeper 1o Gi-M
manage the utilization of health care services; (B)Hintegrates the financing and delivery
of health care sérvices to enrollees by arrangements with health care providers sclectad 10
participate on the basis of specific standards; ¢S)-P-and provides financial incenrives for

enrollees 10 use the participating health care providers i accordance with procedures
established by ihe plan.

() a managed care plan mcludes, etc.

The proposed defininon diffors from the definition set forth in the Actitself The Act
states the service area 1y the one for which the managed carc plan is ligensed or has been
1ssued a certificars of authoritv, and not simply the area “for which the plan has received
approval”. The defiminon should be revised accordingly.

Service urew--The geographic ares for én-which the plan is licensed or has raeaived
approval-to-oporate-by-the-Deparimenthas been issued a certificate of authority.

Usilization review
The definition proposed goes beyond the Act in that it allows UR to be performed by any
health plan, and not jusr a utlization review entity. The definition should also reference

the "CRE” as definad 2arher in the rules. Accordingly, the definition should be revised as
follows:

UR—Utihzanon review—
Q@) a4 system of prospective, concurrent or retrospective UR, performad by u certified

unlization review entity (CRE) er-health-caro-plan—of the medical necessity and
appropnateness of health care services prescribed, ete.

9.603 Technical advisorfes.

Purchasers, providers and the public should also be abie to access the information that an
technical advisory has been issued, as well as the content of the advisory in order o
detenmine and monitor whether managed care plans are following the Department’s

guidauce on how to comply with the Act and regulations. Accordingly, this section
should be revised as follows

 The Department may issue technical advisaries to assist plans in complying with the
HMO Act, Anicle XXI and this chapicr. The tachnical advisonics do not have the force of
law or regulation, but will provide guidance on how a plan may maintain compliance
with the HMO Act, Article XXI and this chapter. Prior to release of the technical



Jan-18-08 03:55pm  From-PA, AFL-CIO 7172388541 T-037 P.11/28 F-781

advisory, the availability and means for obtaining the rechnical advisory shall be
published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin by the Department.

9.604 Plan Reporting Requirements

These proposed reporting requirements are not sufficient 1o demonstrate o the
Department compliance by managed care plans with Act 68 Second, this section fails w
mcorporate some reporting requiraments regarding complaints and grievances as well as
utlization data, found in the curreat HMO rule. See, 9.73(8); 9.91(aX3). Third, the
Deparmment deleted an important provision detailing financial penalties for late
submission of the reports. Such a provision is eritical to assure plan compliance with
these important reporting requirements.

Finally, this section fails to incorporate several specific data reporting recommendanons
made by the DOH Workgroup. The Workgroup had recommended. a phase in of Hedis
dara collection; the estabhishmenr of an advisory panel on daws; and quarterly and annual
data made available in user-friendly reports to purchasers, providers and the public to
allow companson across differcnt managed carc plans/health care providers of costs,
quality and outcomes. See, 4.2.6 and 7, 43.4; 4.7 4.

Accordingly, this sechon should be revised as follows:

Plan reporting requirements

(@) Annual reports

A plan shall submit 1o the Deparmment on or before Apnil 30 of ¢ach year, a detailed
report of its activities during the preceding calendar year. The plan shall subnur the report
m a format specificd by the Depurtment in advance of the reporting date, und shall
mclude, ar a minimum, the following information In addition, the plan shall make the

data reported available to the public in a user-friendly format approved by the
Department.

(3) Data relating 1o complaints and gricvances This data must include, at a minbnum:
(2) total compliaints and complaint rate by medical nature of complaint
(quality of care, days to appointment, specialist referrals, requests for

Interpreter services, denials of emergency room claims, erc) and by the
non-medical nature of the complaint (plan office staff, office waiting time,
erc.) :

(b) Resolution of the complainis

(¢) Total grievances, the grievance rate by the same indicators as above, and
resolution of the grievances

(d) Total provider appeals by nature of the gricvance (quallty of care,
denial of referrals requested, denials of claims, lack of timely payment

etc.) and resolution of those appeals.
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(4) A copy of the current enrollec hieramre, including subscription agreements, enrolles
handbooks, and aay-annual mass communications to enrollees concerning complaint and
grievance rights and procedures.

(12) Quality improvement reports
(13) Any change in utilization criteria since the last report
(14) Formularies and the process 1o obtain prior authorization or an exceprion

(15) The number of requests made for a standing referral or a PCP as specialist, the
number granted and the number denied.

(16) A report on the monitoring activitles for IDS and medical management
contracts

(37) The number, type and reason for payment for procedures to out-of-network
providers

(18) A report on activities to accommodate access needs for persons with disabilities,

to provide services to persons with limited English, and to accommodate persons
with sensory disabilities.

(19) A report on the provider complaint process, including the number of
complaints filed by type of provider and the outcome of the complaints

(20) If applicable, a report on utilization for persons seeldng drug and/or alcohol
treatment, by rype of service provided.

(21) A copy of the annual financial report given to the Commissioner.

(b) Quarterly reports. Four times per ycar, 2 plan shall submirt to the Deparment two
copies of a brief quarterly report summarizing key utilization, enrollment, and the
complaint and grievance system data specified in (a)(3), by product line (e.g.
Medicare, Medicaid, erc.) The utilization data shall include, at 2 minimum,

(1) the hospivalization experience of the plan in termas of the number of days

of inpatient hospital experienced per 1,000 enrollees, on a quarterly, year-to-
date and annualized basis; and (2) the average number of physician visits per
enrollee on a quarterly, year-to-date and annualized basis. Each quarterly report
shall be filed with the Departtnent within 45 days following the close of the preceding
calendar quarter. ‘The plan shall submit each quarterly report in a formart specified by

the Department for-that-quasisrlyropert-and shall also make the data public in a
user-friendly format.
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(¢) Financial penalties for late submissions. Plans failing to submit the annual or
quarterly reports by the required deadlines shall be fined $100 per day for every
day the report is overdue.

9.608 Deparmment investigations.

The Department must be able 10 investigawr informution contained n enrollee gricvances
(whether mitaited by the enrollee or a provider) as well as complaints, and also in
provider appeals.

The proposad language specifies that the Department must have free access to all books,
plans and documents that relave to the HMO's business “other than financial business”. It
is not clear why the Departmenr cannot access any financal information regarding the
health plan Surely such information may be directly relared to quality of care or sarvices,
or deficiencics found in those areas. The plan’s financial business practices and financial
solvency will likely have a clear impacT on 1ts provision of services and benefirs, provider
conwachng and credentialing, how 1t operates its complaint and gnevance sysiem, ete. It
is hard to imagine how the Department can adequately montor quality of care of services
or ensure health plan compliance with this Act and other laws without ever being able 1o
access or invesngare the plan’s financial business practices or records.

This section should ba ravised as follows:

(a) The Deparmment may investigaie information contained in annual, quarterly or special
reports, enrolles complaints or grievances relating 1o quality of care or service, provider

appeals relating to quality of care or service, or the deficiencies identified in the course
of external quality reviews.

(d) The Dcpmmcnr.or its agents shall have ﬁée access 1o all books, records, papers and
documents that relate to the business of the HMO ;-etherthan-finenetal-busindss-.

9.606 Penalties and sanctions.

This secuion has bean substannally revised and goes a long way toward complymmg with
the DOH Workgroup recommendanion for a full range of regulatory tools to ensure
compliance. Some additional revisions are naaded, however, 1o lighten these provisions

and assure enroilees are informed and protected. Accordingly, this section should be
revised as follows:

(a) For violations of Article XX1 and this chapier, the Deparmment may take one or more
of the tollowing actions

(1) Impose a cavil penalty of up 10 $5,000 per violarion.

(2) Mamtain an action in the name of the Commonwealth for an injunction to prohibir the
activity that violates the provision. If the Deparament is successful in obtaining

injunctive rolief, the defendant plan shall pay the reasonable costs of such action
to the Commonwealth.
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(3) Issue an order temporasily prohibiting the plan from enrolling new members until the
plan comes into compliance with the provisions of the Act and regulations.

(4) Require the plan to develop and adhere 10 2 plan of correction approved by the
Deparment. The plan must notify enrollees of the presence of 2 plan of correction
within 60 days of its approval by the Department and wineh-the plan shall make it
available to enrollees upon wrinen request. The Depurtment will monitor
implementation and compliance with the plan of correction.

(¢) The Department shall publish anmually the list of plans, by area served, with no
deficiencies or plans of correction for the year.

DoH Act 68 proposed regs- Part H
{sections that raise the biggest problems are i bold, our proposed language is n inalics)

§9.672 Emergency services-

(b) No denial for lack of prior authorization of emergency services- This should be
supportad,

(¢) "A plan MAY apply the prudent layperson standard .in adjudicating related claims
for emergency services " §2101 of the Act incorporates the prudent layperson standard in
the definition of "emergency service”. Since the regulation is dealing with ~claims for
emergency services” it would be contrary 1o the Act’s definition of “cmergency services”
for the Department not 1o make mandatory the use of the prudent layperson standard.
The term “related” in the regulanon is unclear. “Related™ to what?

(d) Ambulance in an emergency is an emergency scrvice- This should be supported.

(¢) Plan may not require use of a particular ambulance service in an emergency- This
should be supported.

§9.673 Prescripuon drugs

(a) Disclosure of effect of formulary- This should be supported.

(b) Plans must respond to enrollee raquests ragarding coverage of a specific drug within
30 days- The addinon of a hme limit s new. Putting a time limit into the regs 1s probably
helpful in terms of making this provision enforceable. However, 30 days scems a long
time 10 give the HMO 1o respond 1o whar should be a simple quesnon.

(¢) & (d) Exceptions process- This should be supported

§ 9.674. Quality assurance standards

*This section remains weak! As in the 1” draft, health plans are required to have a QA
process but no specific standards or outcome measurements are mentioncd. As long as
the plans have a process and follow thar process, DoH won't look behind it 1o see if the
process actually results in quality care.

(a) Plans must have a QA plan- Failed 10 adopt our recommendation that the plans be
acceprable to the Depariment.

(b) QA plan slandards- Failed to adopt our recommendartions that:

(a4 The quality assurance plun muxtinclude regularty updated standards for health
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promotion, early delection of diveuse and wryury prevention for ull ages, systems io
1dennfy special chromic and acute health care needs ar the carhest posuible moment.
These standards shall be made known to providers and enrollees  The quadity
assurance plan must bs regularly updated with the invoivement of providers and
members.

() The quality assurance plan should mclude measures of consumer satisfacnon
(established by a review of consumer appeals, consumer requests 10 change a
primary ¢are provider, consumer sausfaction survey ouicomes, and volumary plun
and primary caré provider disenrollments), maximum appowntment waliing mes, dt
least three clinical quality improvement study acnivities, including one behuvioral
health and two populanon based prevenuve swdies. Mimimum qualily improvement
initiatives for the provision of pravennve, acute and chromic care services, ralsvant 1o
the health needs of the plan’'s members. and a mmumum of 10 quabty improvement
minarives

(c) The quabty assurance plan must have systems in place 10 idenufy special chronic and
acule health care needs of members at the earhest possible point 10 assure effecnve
and early «ntervention.

(d) The quality assurance plan must include the conducting of an annual member
sausfacion survey with an instrument develaped by the Department. The results of
such surveys must be reported to the Department and to the public.

(e) Where quality assurance sitandards are not mei, « quality improvement plan must be
developed and implemented 1o reach the standard.

(.) The plan's wtdizauon standards shall -

(1) Bz apphed consistendy and equitably;

(2) require that the member's specific indwwidual haulth status be taken into uccount;

(3) based on sound clirucal and sciennfic evidence,

(4) made under the direcnon of the plan medical director,

(5) current, subject to input from plan providers and made knowr 1o plan provsders;

(6) not huve financial or other incentives thar adversely affect quahy of cure:

(7) be otherwise in compliance with Act 68 and the s1andards for utilizanon review
entitics set forth therein.

(k) include a medical necessity definanion that complies with the Aet and Sechon 9 47 of

these regulanons that provides for qualily health care for enrollees of all ages. including
those with chromic health care conditions

() Inciude standard consumer satisfacuon quesniony and survey process desigruted By

the Department.
(1) Include quality assurance measures specific 10 service delwery ro special
populations.

(m)Include coordinanon requirements 1o behavioral health care other support systems
essennal for special populations, including referrals 10 community-based pragrums
that could serve other ¢nrollee needs.

The Deparnnent shall evaluate each plan’s quality improvement efforts for effecnveness

on an annual basis. The results of the plan’s key health improvement intnanves amd

required intzrvennions must be made known 10 consumears and providsrs. The

Department shall recogmze excellence in meenng managed care quality objecnves and

shall serve as a clearinghouse for best prucnces. The Department shall also davelop a
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process for regularly updating sis guality improvement standards This process shall
wclude all stakeholders, including consumers.

§ 9.675. Delegation of medical management.

(2) Unlike the 1™ drafy, these proposed regs require that the plan get approval from DoH
of any contract to delegate medical management.

(¢) DoHl accepred our recommendation that compensahon to contractors performng
medical management not include incantives to deny payment for services.

(d) Lists the requirements for plan oversight of the medical managemenr conwactor. The
list remains esseatially the same as the 1¥ draft and fails to accept any of our
recommendations including that the contractor report to the plan on a2 monthly basis
rather Than quarterty and that the random sample that the plan must perform have enough
people to have validity and be done annually.

§ 9.676 Standards for enrollea rights and responsibilines

Most of the specifics regarding disclosure of information to enrollees and
prospective enrollees has been elirninated because these matters arc covered in the
Insurance Dept regs. This is a prime example of wWhy it is essential for the Health &
Insurance regs to be considered by the IRRC at the same time.

Non-english speaking enrollees- §2136 of the Act requires plans 1o provide: *(5)
a description of how the managed care plan addresses the needs of non-english-speaking
enrollees.” The DoH proposad reg only requires: “(2) Instructions as to how non-English
speaking and visually-impaired enrollees may obmrin the information in an alternanve
formar.” We believe that “addressing the needs of non-english-speaking enrollees as
required in the Act means more than just providing instructions 1o non-English speaking
enrollzes as 1o how they can obmin the information “in an alternative formar.”
Furthermore, there does nov appear to be any mention in the Insurance Depr. regs on the
nghts of non-english speaking enrollees.

§ 9.677. Requirements of deflnitions of "'medical necessity."

* Eliminates very important language from the 1% draft! The 1¥ draft required
that: “'(a) A plan shall adopt and maintain a defimtion of medical necessity which is
consistent with nanonal and mdustry standard defimtions of medical necessaty, is not
unduly restrictive and not rely on the sole interpretation of the plan or plan’s medical
director.” That language has been eliminated!

DoH also failed to adopr our recommendanon that “Plans must consuder
information provided by the enrollee, the enrollee ‘s fam:ily, the primary care practioner,
as well as ather providers, program, and agencies that have evaluated the mdividual

§ 9.678. Primary carc providers

“(€) A plan MAY consider a physician in & nonprimary care specialty as a
pnmary care provider”. This provision is confusing as it makes n0 mention of the
sequirement for plaas 10 allow specialists 1o serve as PCP for certain enrollecs
(§2113(6X11) of the Act ). This requirement 1s covered in §9.683 of DoH's regs and in

§154.11 of the Insurance regs (now withdrawn). A reference to these sections would be
useful,
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§ 9.679. Access requirements in service areas
The proposed regs replace the requirement on plans, in the 1* draft, 1o “ascertain
participanng providers', .  ability To provide ...care” as part of provider recredentialing,
with a much vaguer requirement: ~(c) A plan shall demonstrate at all umes that it has an
adequare number and range of health care providers....”
DoH failed 1o accept our recommended language: “Urgent care appointments musi
be availuble withire 24 hours and in no case should other appoiniments have wurting

Limes greater than 43 days. Appomtments for prenatal care should not have wainng
umes in excess of 30 days. ™

§ 9.680 Access for persons with disabilities
This basically tracks the act.

§ 9.681. Health care providers

*(d) A plan shall have written procedures governing the availability and
accessibility of frequently utilized health care services. . The purpose of this section,
which did not appear in the 1 draft1s puzzling. The services listed are basic services thar
every HMQ is required 1o provide such as well patient exams & emergency care. If this
provision 1mplies that plans may impose some limits on the availability & accessibility of
these services, 1t is extremely froubling.

§ 9.682. Direct access for obstemical and gynecological care

The Insurance Dept. has already promulgated regs on this although they were
withdrawn. Despite fraquent asscrtions thar the rwo Depariments are working closely
together, DoH’s proposed regs conflict in some regards with Insurance’s. For example:
Insurance’s regs malke it clear that prior authorization is not needed for “follow-up care
and referrals™ while DoH’s do not. Insurance regs state “no time reswrictions shall apply”.
DoH’s do not. DoH''s proposad regs allow plans 10 require prior authonizanon for
“"nonroutine procedures” while the Insurance regs give specific examples of the kind of
ob/gyn services a plan could prior authorize and do not use the term “routne
procedures”. Insurance’s regs prohibit plans from paying less for directly accessed
ob/gyn services than for ob/gyn services which the prior authorizes. DoH's do nut. Once
again, a prime example of why the DoH and Insurance regs should be considered ar the
same time. It isnotarall clear why DoH has chosen 1o issue proposed regs oa this topic.

§ 9.683 Standing referrals or specialists as primary care providers

Insurance has already issued regs on this although they have recently been
withdrawn. As with the rcgs on dircct access to ob/gyn scrvices, these regs conflictin
some regards with Insurance’s. Dol s regs require notice of the plan’s decision W be
made within 45 days; Insurance is silent on this point. DoH requires a denial by a plan of
a request for a swanding refirral to include informanon about appeal rights, Insurance is
silent DoH'’s are far more detailed than Insurance regarding the process for deciding
whether an énrollee can get a standing referral or specialist as PCP. Once agam, a prime
example of why the DoH and Insurance regs should be considered at the same time.

10
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§ 9.684. Continuty of care

Here again, DoH has issued regs on a topic already covered by Insurance and
once again, there are conflicts berween the ™wo sets of regs. DoH's regs requare the plan
70 noufy patients of the right to continuity of care when they terminate a provider;
Insurance’s do not. Once again, a prime example of why the DoH and Insurance regs
should be considered at the same ume.

David Gates January 13, 2000

Subchapter K: Utilization Review

The proposed regulations do not incorporate or provide regulatory guidance on
key utilization review requirements of Act 68 The proposcd regulations fail to address
the General Assembly’'s concerns over potential conflicts of interest berween plans and
CRESs, insuring thar the personnel conducting utilization review remain licensed i good
standing, applying timeframes for review, and prohibiting incentives offered by plans 1
CREs Additionally, the Act requires thar UREs meer cartain criteria before they can be
cernfied as CRESs (thus, before they can conduct UR for a plan). These regulanons
nclude u mechamsm for inquiring about the URE's ubility to meet the criteria but,
exclude any provisions that would acrually require CREs 1o meet the criteris or hold them
responsible for failure to meet the criteria.

1. Adequate Department review of applicants and existing CREs must occur.
a crions 9.747 and 9.7 e De must clarify that it shall have

asseis 1o the books, recordsy, staff, facilities, and agy other information it finds
necess e apphe the existing CRES' hiance wi
the Act and the regulanons In sechon 9.747, the Department of Health
provides that it will have access to the applicant's books, records, staff,
facilines, and any other information it finds necessary to determine an
applicant's compliance with Act 68 and this subchapter. This provision
should be revised 10 indicate that the Dapariment shalf have accass 10 these
items for all applicants. Likewise, a provision must be addad to Section
9.748 10 indicate that the Deparmment shall have access 1o such informartion

with regard o all existing CREs.
b. 8 requircs Department to implem require t of the Act and
)1 1% t eXereise 1ts oblipanion 10 ov 2 the CREs. In both

Section 9.747 (relating ‘o applicants) and 9,748 (relating to existing CREs),
the draft rcgulations provide that the Department may forego an inspechon or
Act 68 comphance assessment where the applicant or CRE is accredired by a
nationally recognized accrediting body whose standards meet or exceed the
standards of Act 68 and this subchapter. Being accredited and being overseen

11
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are not one and the same. The Department must review the achons or
inacnons of existing CREs in fulfilling its obligation to implement the
requirements of Act 68. Addinonally, the Department must assume
responsibility for insuring not that the applicant or CRE is accredined bur that
it complies. Accordingly, the Department should freely consider thara CRE
is accredited in conducung irs oversight activities but, accreditation should not
be a subsntute for the oversight activines. — Is there an accrediting body? —
maintenance and reanewal of cenificanion must include on-site inspection

c. The Department's review of compliance with the Act and the regulafions must
include a review of decisions rendered by the CRE  Arguably, it might be
unplicit in the provision as 111s wrinen, thal in having accaess 1o the books,
recurds, staff, facilines, etc., the Deparmment will have access 1o and will
revicw the decisions rendered by the CRE for their compliance with the Act
and the regulanons. in actuality, the Deparment must review the decisions
rendered by the CREs for compliance with the Act and the regulanons and the
regularions should explicitly state that the Department will being underraking
this Jevel of scrutiny to assure compliance This will assure CRES, plans, and
enrollees that the Departiment will be actively working 1o insure compliance
with Act 68 and the regulations.

Scope of Department review. Under Section 9.742(b) the department may
subject a CRE 10 additional review, suspension or revocartion of certification if it
determines that the CRE is failing to comply with the tarms of Act 68 or this
chapter. What about non-compliance with DOl regs? Smce the Department of
Health has assumed the role of certifying CRESs and governing their conduet, it
musT act 10 insure compliance with all parts of the Act and both department
regulations, 10 the extenrt that they apply to CREs.

No timeframes as provided in the Act. Section 2152 of Act 68 requires that
URESs conduct utilization reviews based on the medical necessity and
appropriateness of the health care services being reviewed and provide
notification withun set ime frames These timeframes are nowheare restared,
referenced, or reaffirmed in the regulations. The General Assembly believed 1t
important enough 1o legislawe timeframes and these imeframes must be followed.
These nmeframes require a CRE 1o render and communicate 1) a prospective
decision within 2 business days, 2) a concurrent decision within 1 business day,
and 3) a retrospective decision within 30 days of receipt of all supporting
information reasonably necessary 1o complete the review. Additionally, CREs are
required by the Act 1o notify providers within 48 hours of receipt of request tor
review of the need for additional information. These imeframes are in place 1o
ensure prompt access 10 health care services,

Regulations allow conflicts of interest with no pratection for consmmers from
such conflicts even though the Act prohibits such conflicts.

12
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regulations reguj ditonal information ragardin; 10T icts of

intere icants who seek 10 do internal and & jevance

reviews buy nor from a CRE that would only make the initial decision. The

General Assembly sought 1o protect against and prevent potential confliets of
interest between the 2ntity making the utilization review and the plan, where
the job is not being done by the plan. Not only do the regulations contradict
the inteny of the General Assembly 1o protect against potennal conflicts of
interest in only select circumstances but, it also defies logic Where there is a
truly independent ennty rendering the ininal decision of medical necassity and
appropriateness, that decision is more credible and more supportable. Both
the plan and the cnrollee with face « more fundamentally fair judge and the
issue of bias will not need 10 be addressed on appeal. Addivionally, the
enrollee has the right 1o object 10 a CRE on the grounds of conflict of interest.
The Department is impeding and, perhaps, constructively denying that right
by disabling the enrollee frorp leamning about confliers on interest

A licensed insurer pec fied ] : UR fo
anvone This means that an insurance company may pose as the outside,
“independent” CRE for another insurance company or the parent or subsidiary
of irself without having 10 go through the certfication process. The
certification process is the only possible mechamsm for soring out potential
conflicts of interest. - why not require them to ger a separate certification tor
CRE ? Addwionally, section 9.742(c) allows a hicensad insurer or planto be a
CRE wathourt having 1o obtain a cartificate as a CRE provided they comply
with the standards and procedures of §2152 (the Act says comply with the

subarticle and 1t suys i1 in §2151) - a1 a minimum must be required to comply
with §215] and §2152.

ion 9.7 application re s i eac whi

applicant is providing UR. The CRE must be required 1o update this
information no less often than at the time of renewal, avery 3 years

¢n tho S a s who would orm i 1and &
reviews must disclosc potential conflicts of inwerest, the regulations do pot
define porential confhicrs of interest. fr must be made clear whart is meant by
these terms.  For example, 1t must be made clear that not entity can be

certified as a CRE that is participating as 4 reviewer for DPW fair hearings
process, 21¢C.

en tho indivi s a nght to objectio a C ounds of
. 1ct of § the individual has only 3 days witun whij do so
has no ffective way of discovering conflicws, gspecially where notall CREs
st di e

Other problems with the CRE application.

13
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opli th

wview. Secuon 9 744 requires more specnﬁc mfonnauon of apphcants for
internal and external grievance review than section 9.743 does for applicants
for ininal review. § 9.744 requires, for example, applicants provide that
“name, title, address and telephone number of 2 primary and at least one
backup designee with whom the Department may communicate ..~ whereas,
§9.743 requires nothing more than the “name, address and telephone number
of the entity ... The Deparmment should be consistent and require the same
specificity of all CREs, in recogninion of the fact that the initial decisions are
an important point at which a individual’s health and the health care process
can be significantly thwarted.

b. 1ons hicant here it has been denic
accredingrion. The applicant is not, however, required 10 provide an
explananon of rejection for accreditation Perhaps there are some grounds
thar should not be determinative $or whether the URE can become a CRE.

<. 2 Tions fail 1o inquire into the hicensu standi (the
applicant. Secnion 9.745 lists many factors that the Department may consider
of the officers, directors, or management personnel of an applicant. The
Deparment should also look 1o current licensura and standing in the medical
profession,

d JRES not exisyng at the time of 10 eC
icant s required 10 )i ients jchithas ¢ cted
UR. How can a new company start up if it must be cartified 1o do UR work
but may not become so certified withour having done such work before? Ifa
company can meet the requirements, there must be another way

6. Daes not require CREs to actively comply with the Act. The CRE provisions
discuss at great length what must be queried in an application for a prospective
CRE. The regulations, howeaver, wholly fail 10 articulate that CREs are required
To comply with standards established in the Act. The regulations fail to sct forth
thar withour the ability To meer certain requirement and the affirmation that the
applicant will meet the requirements, a ceriificate will not be granted. This must
be added to the regulations. CRESs must not merely be interrogated about whether
they could comply, they must be instructed thar they are required 1o comply and
they must be held to the requirement,

7. Does not establish unitorm standards for utilization review by CREs thus
breeding inconsistent decisiorunaking by the CREs. Work group recommended
thar DOH require that utilization standards be applied consistently and equitably,
require that the member's specific individual health status be considered, be based
on sound chnical and scientific evidence, he made under the direction of the plan
medical director, clinical standards for utilization review be required 1o be

14
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current, subject to inpur from plan providers and made known 1o plan providers,
not have financial or other incentives that adversely affect the quality of care,
comply with Act 68 prior authorization requirements and include standards and
rime frames for PA procedures of plans, and include a review of the plans’
medical necessity definitions

Subchapter L: Credentialling

This Subchapter does not establish uniform standards for credentialling, nor does
it prohibit recredentialling based on non-risk adjusted uiilization data. These are tembly
important features that have been excluded. It disturbs any health care recipient w think
that their providers may have been selected by random standards or criteria thart differ
from the ones their friends or family members’ providers may have had to meer. The
Standards work group recommended that DOH require minimum credentialling and
recredentialling standards, based on current industry standards. The work group also
recommended that plans be prohibited from basing thewr recredentialling decisions solely
on economics. Recredentislling should be based on the initial factors that determined
credentialing plus performance factors that include member complaints and satisfaction
infarmation, preventive and health maintenance information, on site review and
utilization but, not economics.

| No enforcement mechanisms. Section 9.761 requires plans 10 establish and
maintain credenualing systems. This section and subchapter fail to require plans
to comply with their credenvialing systems. According 1o the language, plans may
establish and maintain but need not follow their systems. Addinonally, there is no
DOH oversight of the credentialing systems or process. This is especially true in
light of the fact thar providers who are demied credennaling are given no

administranve means or mechanism through which to seek DOH review of the
plan decisions.

2 Credentialing is not defined and no basics of what credentialing includes are
provided. There is no definition of credentialing provided in the regularions.
Addivionally, the regulations do not aven set forth the most minimum of factors
that should be included in any conceptualization of “credennaling”, such as a
providers current licensure, malpractice insurance, education, hospiral privileges,
efc. Standards must be ascribed. A1 the least, these bare minimums musy be
mcluded.

3. The regulations violate the intent of the General Assembly by interfering
with direct access to OB/GYN care. Enrollces are provided with direct access
to OR/GYNs without impadiment by plans In §9.761(a)X8), the Department
purports to provide plans with the ability to limir the providers 1o whom enrollees
may directly access by allowing them 10 evaluate providers who may be directly
accessed for OB/GYN care. The Department has no autharity for this.

15
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3. The regulations require a provider or prospective provider 1o request, in
writing, the credentialing requirements. If a plan can hold providers and
applicants 1o standards, these standards must be provided fo providers and
applicants without request Applicants should recejve them with thaw applicarion
packets. Providers should receive them when the requirements changz and when

they are being recredentialed.

16
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AT By: PA Health Law Projact; 215 625 3878; Dec-29-99 7:27RM; Page 2

Y.621 Applicability
Just applics to HMOs

9.622 Prohibition against uncertified HMQA.

Includes forcign HMOs. No requirement for recertification every 3 yra.
as recommended by the workgroup. §1.5

9.623 Pre-application development activitjes.
A nctwork is required for a cerrificatc of anthority.

9.631 Conlenl 01 appiication for HMUO cemf. of aulhornty.

Includes rcquired submission of standard form provider and IDS contract.
lngluding K bewween IRS and providers? Yes. 9.72¢  Including a detailed

description of the Lypes of finaacial incentives the HMO may unbze. How
delailed? Tncludes a degniled descriprion of the applicant’s inccntives and

mechanisms for cost-control within the struciure and funcrion of the applieant
Whar _docs _this mean?

Requires detailed description of inccntives and mechanisms for cost conwol.
However, no speciflc authority for the DOH to question plun
assumptions and incentive factors utillzed for reasonableness und
potential risk transfer to providers as recommended by workgroup
§2.11. Note proposed § 9.605, restricting DOH inquiry into the
Nnancial business of the plan. No licens¢ application fce to fund
review by DOH staff per workgroup recommendation §3.1.2.

9.632 HMO certificate of authority review by the Department.
Within Y0 days, but go automatic appraval il not acied wpon.

9.633 HMO board requircments.

1/3 members, und the selection process shall be struciurad 0 ohtain diverse
representanan of corollees.

9.634 Loucation of HMO acrivitics. staff and mawerials.
9.635 Delegation of HMO operations.

Appears to have no limits exceplt that medical managcment delegation must be
in accardance with 9.675.

2.636 lssuance of a certificate of authority W a farcign HMO.
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inT By: PA Healtn Law Projeet; 215 625 2874; Dac-28-09 7:27PM; Page 3/6

Operational Standards

9.651 HMO provision and coverage ol basic health services o enrollees.

HMO shall maintuin an adequate network of providers. Fails to develop,
monitor and enforce standards to be used 10 evaluate network
capacity, including PCPs, specialisis, hospitals, ancillary practitioners
and other frequently utilized services, per workgroup
recommendation §3.2.3, May exclude coverage of services customarily
excluded by indcmnity insurers. Enrollee may not be required to go out of

neiwork tor emergency servicas, and u plan can’t require & provider 1w dadvise an
cnrollee 10 stay in plan fur emergency Rrervices.

9.652 HMO pruvision of other than basic health services w0 cnrullees.
HMOs may provide other ihan basic coverage so long as the network is adequate,
contracis meet the requirements of 9.722, and grievance and complaint

procedures apply. Ignores workgroup recommendation § 3.9.1., which
would require disclosure of basic services to members.

9.653 Use of copayments and coinsurances in HMOs

DOH will review un regussl of Ins. Scope of review limited ta access, countinuity,
quality and cost cffectiveness. JIgnores workgroup recommendation to
DOH to review amd monitor copayments, to set maximum I[imits, and
to perlodically update and publish these so that they do not become
barriers to care. § 321, Ignores workgroup recommendation §
3.9.1., which would require disclosure of copaymeénts to members.

9.654 HMO provision of limited networks to select enrollecs.

Offering limited subnetworks is OK only with adequate disclosure to poicntial
corollees (what 1s. adequate? workgroup recommended disclosure In
provider directory and/or in the marketing and enrollment materials

§2.14). Consistent with workgroup recommendation § 3.9.1. whagabout
nuuce o current corollees?), and if the neiwork is adequatc, within yeasomable

traveling distance, and the earollee can go our of limited nctwork if needed.

9.655 HMO cxternal quality assurunce assessment

Required within 18 mo. ot certif of authority, and every 3 yrs. therealler. Can

be combiged with an accreditation review. Fails to implement workgroup
recommendation that within 6 to 12 months of licensure, DOH staff
conduct An omnsight visit to review the plan’s quality improvement
plan, per recommendativn ¥ 3.7.1. It shall study the quality of cdre being
provided, und the effectivéness ol the quality assurance program. Fails to
require that DOH develop, monitor and enforce standards relating to
quality improvement and health outcomes, which are to be the basis
for external reviews, per workgroup recommendation § 3.7.2.
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‘Nt By: PA Health Law Project; 215 625 3879: Dec-29-99 7:28PM; Page 4/86

9.656 Standards for approval of point-uf-service opricas by HMOs
Requircs u furmal product filing with DOH, and must periodicslly inform the PCP
of self-referrals, investigate PCP praciices with higher than average self

referrals, provide disclosure of cosls, and does not encourage self referral. Why
does DOH care if therc are high self referrals?
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Subchapter ). Health Care Provider Conuvacts

9.712 Applicability.
Applies 10 all managed care plans

9.722 Pilan and health care provider contracis.

Standard furm K to be submincd for DOH approval prior 10 use, and any change

10 days prior to use. (What happenps if nol acied upon?) Does not contain an
explicit 48 day deemer provision, as recommended by the workgroup.

Does not expitcitly allow negotiations to result in  customized
contracts as to other provisions. $2.9

The K may nor contain & provision allowing a plan w0 sunctlon, termigate or {fuil
o renew for: advocacy, belping wirh grievance, protesting a plan decision, policy
or practice. or wtaking § 2133 permitted actions.) (Comment: Suppose indirecily,
referrals, ctc. arc factored into rates, bonus, ctc.? Is DOR going to lowk at this?
Should at least say: dircc(ly or indicectly.) Workgroup & 2.10 g

Confidentiulity protcction language must be in the K, with DOH, DOl and DPW
access (0 the recurds for QA, investigation of complaints, and ather compliance.
Workgroup § 2.10 b and e.

Must require the provider (v purlicvipale and asbide by decisions of plan's QA, UR
and Grievance systems. Workgroup § 2.10 d (Why and _how UR and
gricvange. or was Ihe provider relerenced here mgant to include [DSs?)

Language concerning: prompt paymcnr of ciaims, adherence to federal and state
laws, (Workgroup § 2.10 g,) requiriag the prcwn.lcr to give 60 days advancc

written notice. of t:rmlnduon of thc provxdet (qumsn__th_ahnm_mtusu_m

rengw?) No provision for immediate termination of provider who iy
harming patients, or had license suspended per Workgroup 3 2.10 f.

Plan must describc the bonus and withhold factors.

Cannot weigh utilizuiion higher than guality, enrollec services, and ather raciors
collectively. (Confusing. Are they lumping quality, enrollee services and other
factors together? Also., how define enrollee services?)

9.723 [Integrated dehivery systems. (IDS).

Ks between IDS and plan, and IDS and providers must meet the requirements of
e previous reg.
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‘Nt By: PA Healtn Law Projest; 215 625 3879; Rec-20-99  7:28PM; Page 6/6

9.724 HMO-IDS contract.

DOH must approve the K. The IDS doesn't aecd ity own license. The IDS cannoi
delay, reduce or deny services because of the relationship beiween the HMO and
the IDS or its providers. IDS providers must meet the HMO's ercdentials. The
HMO remains directly accounable 1o DOH, and the IDS must cooperate with the
HMO and DOH regarding acccss 1o records, on-site reviews. 1DS agrees that any
delegated functions are subject 1o HMO and DOH review and validaiion. 1DS
agrees to provide required data to the HMO and DOH. IDS must be certified 1f
performing UR. IDS must agree that it and providers will hold members
harmiess. Must provide for Act 68 vonunuity of care if IDS K is wrminated.
Consistent with workgroup recommendation § S§.3.7. Must safcguard
againet significant disrupiion of contipuity if the IDS K is suspended, werminated
or unexpectedly nol rencwed, (Enforcement?) Bither party can ferminate upon
60 days notice for qo reason, (Why is this u reg.?)

otice f #r
Delegation of medical managemcnt must meer § 9.675.

9.725 IDS-Provider Ks.

Nothing in the agreement shall limir the HMO’s ensurance of QA, Utilization
management., (why?) enrollcc complaint and grievance sysiems. DOH can

monitor HMO systems, and HMO has authority over providers. Must include aa
acceptable hold bharmless clause.

Subchapier K. Urilizution Review Units.

9.741 Applicability.
To UR eatities needing certification.

9.742 Cecriified Utlization review cntities (CREs).

Entities must be licensed, and renewed cvery 3 yrs. DOH may rcnew, suspead or
revoke if CRE fails to comply with Act 6& or this chapwcr. A licenscd insurer or
plun need not ger a separate certification.

9.743 Contcat of an application for certificayon as a utilization review entily.
Includes liat of ecach plan for which UR is currendy performed, (Any
requirement for. updaiting?) Description of: selection and credenrialing
procedures, ability to arrange for a wide runge of providers to review,
confidentiality, prompt response to calls, sbility 10 verify ID of plan, cupacity
maintain- a3 written record of UR devisions, including a detailed justification of all
required notifications for 3 yrs. Does nout set forth the specific standards
for timeliness or canfidentiaslity of records, per workgroup
recommendations £3.5.4, and .5 but iustead reforences the Act. The
regs should set out the statutory requirements. No credentialing
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SUBJECT:

PANPHA’s Comments on the Department of Health's Proposed Regulations to
Implement Act 68 of 1998, the Managed Care Accountability Act.

The Pennsylvania Association of Non-Profit Homes for the Aging (PANPHA) represents 369
nonprofit providers of housing, health care and services to over 68,774 elderly and disabled
persons in the State. Our members employ over 50,638 persons. We appreciate the opportunity
to comment on several aspects of the proposed Department of Health (DOH) regulations.

1. Lack of Definitions in the Proposed Regulation

Act 68 requires that DOH promulgate “such regulations as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this article.” (Section 2181) Under the section of Managed Care Plan
Requirements (Section 2111), it is required that a managed care plan shall “assure availability
and accessibility of adequate health care providers in a timely manner, which enables enrollees
to have access to quality care and continuity of health care services.” It is our belief that the

regulatory oversight of DOH requires the Department to assure that managed care plans
comply with Section 2111.

It is difficult for us to understand how DOH can determine compliance by a plan in the absence
of definitions for this section. Whether one uses the saying, “reasonable men can differ”, “it’s in
the eyes of the beholder”, or “the devil is in the details”, the lack of regulatory definitions to
give guidance to the Department as it assesses compliance with this requirement is a serious
concern. Itis not in the best interests of the consumers of the Commonwealth to leave the

interpretation of “availability”, “adequate”, “timely manner”, “quality care” up to the managed
care plans to define. While we can appreciate the challenge in defining these critical elements,

someone will define them and it should be the regulatory department rather than individual
managed care organizations.
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Stacy Mitchell, Director Page 2
January 18, 2000

We are also concerned about the lack of any standard definition for “medical necessity”. It
appears from these proposed regulations, that the Department will not provide even basic
parameters for what is expected in the definition of medical necessity. Earlier drafts of this
regulation included language from DOH which, at least, put some parameters to the definition.
(The earlier draft required that “(a) A plan shall adopt and maintain a definition of medical
necessity which is consistent with national and industry standard definitions of medical
necessity, is not unduly restrictive and does not rely on the sole interpretations of the plan or
the plan’s medical director.”)

Under Section 9.655(c) of the proposed regulation, what are the “assessment factors required by
the Department”?

2. Technical Advisories

While PANPHA is supportive of departments to issue interpretive guidelines on regulations, it
does seem to us as we have worked with departments (including DOH), that not all
interested/ affected constituencies have access to these advisories. Proposed Section 9.603
should include language that the issuance of a technical advisory will be noted in the
Pennsylvania Bulletin, with information on how to obtain a copy.

3. Consistency Needed

Managed Care Organizations have the joint oversight of the Departments of Health and
Insurance. Itis in everyone’s best interest if there is consistency between the regulations from
the two departments. We hope that the staff of the IRRC would be most mindful of the
importance of comparable language in both sets of regulations.

Thank you, again, for the opportunity to comment.

cc: Harold F. Mowery, Jr., Majority Chair, Senate Health and Welfare Committee
Vincent Hughes, Minority Chair, Senate Health and Welfare Comumittee
Dennis O'Brien, Majority Chair, House Health & Human Services Committee
Frank Oliver, Minority Chair, House Health and Human Services Committee
Rich Sandusky, IRRC

TOTAL P.@3
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Re: Department of Health Proposed Rulemaking — Managed Care Organizations —
Pennsylvania Bulletin, Vol. 29, No. 51, December 18, 1999.

Dear Ms. Mitchell:

I am writing as President of the Pennsylvania Medical Society to offer comments on the
above captioned proposed rulemaking relative to the Quality Health Care Accountability
and Protection Act (Act 68 of 1998). I am aware of and appreciate the effort the
Department has put forth in seeking input from affected parties, including the Medical
Society, in drafting these regulations.

I must begin my comments by expressing dismay over the handling of the definition of
“medical necessity” in the proposed regulations. By reading the Department’s comments,
which precede the proposed regulations, it is clear that you recognize that health plans may
have multiple definitions of medical necessity. In the proposed regulations you have
addressed the medical necessity issue regarding health plans with multiple products and
multiple operating procedures within products. These regulations only require consistency
of medical necessity definitions within a plan’s products. It doesn’t remove the
inconsistency of definitions between plans.

The Society contends, and so commented on to the draft regulations, that there is no
justification to permit medical necessity to be defined differently between plans than within
plans. A health care provider should not have to consider which plan the patient is covered
under before determining whether the treatment needed by the patient will be determined to
be medically necessary by the plan.

The Society has offered several definitions of “medical necessity” including one adopted by
the American Medical Association. That definition is as follows:

“Health care services or products that a prudent physician would provide to a patient for the
purpose of preventing, diagnosing or treating an illness, injury, disease or its symptoms in a
manner that is: (1) in accordance with generally accepted standards of medical practice; (2)
clinically appropriate in terms of type, frequency, extent, site, and duration; and (3) not
primarily for the convenience of the patient, physician, or other health care provider.”



Ms. Stacy Mitchell, Director
January 18, 2000
Page 2

The paramount issue with respect to the definition and its use is consistency in its
application and understanding between patients, health care providers, and the insurance
industry.

We also strongly recommend that medical necessity definitions be required to reflect the
presenting symptoms and condition of the patient at the time and place the services were
recommended or provided. Subjecting the service to retrospective review on the basis of
information not available at the time the service was provided is unfair to the patient and the
health care provider.

The Department has recognized the legislature's intent by requiring application of a prudent
layperson standard and the use of presenting symptoms for evaluating emergency situations.
There should not be a dual standard for non-emergency care!

The Medical Society recommends that the Department define medical necessity using
a prudent physician standard or at least define the standards the Department will
require in approving a health plan’s definition of medical necessity.

Attached are specific comments offered on behalf of the Society. These comments relate to
specific sections and subsections of the proposed regulations. When referring to Society
comments on the previous draft regulations, I will use the term “draft regulation.”

If you have any questions concerning these comments or would like to discuss further,
please contact Mr. Donald McCoy, the Society’s Director of Policy and Regulatory Affairs.

On behalf of the Pennsylvania Medical Society, I appreciate this opportunity to offer
comments on these important regulations.

Sincerely,

)O\fvm 7 gm‘"' me

Donald H. Smith, MD
President

Cc: Chair, Senate Public Health & Welfare Committee
Chair, Senate Banking and Insurance Committee
Chair, House Health and Human Services Committee
Chair, House Insurance Committee
Independent Regulatory Review Commission
Secretary of Health
Commissioner of Insurance

DNM/doc/cor/Mitchell2000



PENNSYLVANIA MEDICAL SOCIETY
Comments
Department of Health
Proposed Rulemaking
Managed Care Organizations
PA Bulletin, Vol. 29, No. 51, December 18, 1999

9.602. Definitions

Gatekeeper PPO — The definition of Gatekeeper PPO in the draft regulation included the statement “A
gatekeeper PPO is a managed care plan.” This statement provided clarification as to the application of
Act 68 requirements to such entities.

The Medical Society recommends the insertion of the phrase “A gatekeeper PPO is a managed care
plan.” at the end of the definition of “Gatekeeper PPO.”

Inpatient services — The definition in the draft regulation included reference to “medically necessary
physician services.” The services included in the proposed definition exclude any reference to treatment
services and includes only facility services offered ancillary to treatment.

The Medical Society recommends the insertion of the phrase, “and all diagnostic and treatment
services provided by health care practitioners” after “diagnostic testing.”

POS plan — Point-of-service plan — The definition deletes previous language of the draft regulation
designating point-of-service plans as managed care plans for the purposes of the Act. Again, it is
important that all entities intended to fall under Act 68 requirements are clearly designated.

The Medical Society recommends that the phrase “A POS is a managed care plan.” be inserted
after the last line of the definition.

9.603. Technical advisories.

The Medical Society is concerned that the Department’s intention to use technical advisories to convey
additional information will not permit stakeholder input or allow for public notification of the
promulgation of the advisories. An example of the Society’s concern is the technical advisory on use of
nurse practitioners as gatekeepers which was sent only to managed care plans in 1995. The advisory was
promulgated to physicians, yet the Society had no opportunity for input prior to its publication and found
out about it after the fact.

The Medical Society recommends that any technical advisories be proposed for board stakeholders’

comment prior to publication. The Society further recommends that notice of the publication of
technical advisories be given through the Pennsylvania Bulletin.

9.633. HMO Board requirements.

The Medical Society had raised in its previous comments, the issue of the qualifications of the plan’s
medical director and members of the plan’s quality assurance/improvement committee. As required by
the Act, individuals rendering decisions as to the medical necessity of services rendered or proposed are
to be licensed and, depending on the level of review, have added qualifications including active clinical
practice and specialty certification. The proposed regulation addresses the issue of licensure but not the
added qualifications.



The Society also recommended that a provision be added to permit the medical director and the quality
assurance/improvement committee 1o have direct access to the plan’s board to discuss issues relative to
quality and access to care provided through the plan’s network. Plan policies and standards which
adversely affect quality and/or access must be addressed appropriately and expeditiously as soon as the
problem is identified.

The Medical Society recommends that Section 9.633, HMO Board requirements, be amended by
the addition of qualifications for the medical director and members of the quality
assurance/improvement committee of each plan. These requirements should address active clinical
practice and certification. The Society further recommends that the health plan’s board structure
be required to include a mechanism for the medical director and the quality
assurance/improvement committee to report problems affecting quality or access as soon as the
problems are identified.

9.651. HMO provision and coverage of basic health services to enrollees.

This section requires HMOs to provide and cover services “according to its definition of medical
necessity.” As stated in the Society’s comment letter, we believe that the Department of Health must be
active in the review for approval of the plans’ definition of “medical necessity” prior to its use.

The Medical Society recommends that Subsection 9.651 (¢) be amended by the insertion of the
phrase “, approved by the Department” after the word “necessity.”

Under subsection (c)(1) (Emergency services), the wording of the subsection has been changed from "the
plan shall not require...to utilize a participating provider. . ." to "the plan may not. . ." Even though both
words in context have the same result, the word “shall” denotes the intent in stronger terms. Additionally,
added reference should be made to the prudent layperson standard to insure compliance with that
standard.

The Medical Society recommends that Subsection 9.651 (¢)(1) be amended by adding, "In

considering emergency services, the plan shall provide coverage according to the prudent layperson
standard." Also substitute the word “shall” for the word “may.”

9.653. Use of co-payments and co-insurances in HMO:s.

The draft regulations permitted the Department to establish maximum co-payments and co-insurance
amounts and set specific maximums which could be applied. The proposed regulations permit the
Department, upon request of the Insurance Department, to review a plans’ benefit structure to determine
whether the co-payment or co-insurance amounts might limit access to health care or otherwise affect
accessibility of services. The regulations don’t establish any criteria to be used to make any decision
regarding availability or accessibility, leaving a lot of room for interpretation.

The Medical Society recommends that language be inserted in Section 9.653 establishing some
standard for the test for availability and accessibility or some maximum threshold on the level of

co-payment or co-insurance which may be requested.

9.636. Standards for approval of point-of-service options by HMOs.

The draft regulations contained a phrase limiting out-of-pocket expenses of enrollees who exercised a
POS option which was intended to prevent use of such expenses to unfairly restrict POS services,
especially out-of-network. The Society believes that the omitted provision provided a needed safeguard
for patients.



The Medical Society recommends that Subsection 9.656 (b)(2) be amended by the insertion of the

phrase “Such expenses shall be reasonable and not designed to unfairly restrict access to such
services.” to the end of that subsection.

9.672. Emergency services.

The Medical Society is pleased with the correction reported in the December 25, 1999, Pennsylvania
Bulletin changing the language of subsection (c) to read that the plan ghall apply the prudent layperson
standard. . . emergency services.

The Society is also pleased with the addition of a new subsection (f) which requires that the plan shall
cover emergency services at the same level of benefit for both network and non-participating health care
providers.

9.673. Plan provision of prescription drug benefits to enrollees.

Subsection (a) discusses the plan’s requirement for disclosure to enrollees that restrictions in drug
availability may result from use of a formulary. There is no requirement for a listing of what those
restrictions might be as there was in the draft regulations. Such information would be useful to the
enrollee and their health care provider in considering changes in plan coverage.

The Medical Society recommends that Subsection 9.673 (a) be amended by substitution of the word
“any” for the word “that” and the insertion of the word “which” after the word “availability” at
the end of the sentence.

Subsection (d) requires the plan to distribute its policy and process for seeking exceptions to the plan’s
formulary to participating providers. The subsection should be amended to require disclosure to the
enrollee and to a non-participating provider when appropriate for the provision of care utilizing the
formulary.

The Medical Society recommends that Subsection 9.673 (d) be amended by the insertion of the

phrase. “and to the enrollee or non-participating health care provider providing care to the
enrollee, upon written request.” after the word “prescriber.”

9.674. Quality assurance standards.

Subsection (b)(1) requires a plan to maintain a written description of its quality assurance program and
related activities and to make this information available upon request to the Department.

The Society would suggest that such information be submitted to the Department so that the Department
and interested parties can review the program information.

The Medical Society recommends that Subsection 9.674 (b)(1) be amended by deletion of the phrase
“and shall make ... upon request.” and the insertion of the phrase “and shall submit this

information to the Department at the time of application for certificate of authority and when any
changes to the program are made.”

9.677. Requirements of definition of “medical necessity.”

Addressed in cover letter from the Medical Society.



9.678. Primary care providers.

Subsection (d) permits plan to consider the use of a certified registered nurse practitioner (CRNP) as a
primary care provider. There is currently no provision to require the plan to inform the enrollee
concerning the appropriate scope of practice of the CRNP or of the required collaborative arrangement
between the CRNP and the physician.

The Medical Society recommends that Subsection 9.678 (d) be amended to include a requirement

for _the plan to notify the enrollee that the CRNP is not a physician, to identify the physician with
whom the CRNP has a written collaborative agreement, and to permit the enrollee to select another

primary care provider.

9.679. Access requirements in service areas.

Subsection (c) requires plan to demonstrate the adequacy of its provider network by number and
specialty. No standards for determination of network adequacy are included. Are the requirements of the
original HMO statute still applicable? Do they still provide an adequate level of care?

The Medical Society recommends that Subsection 9.679 (¢) be amended to address the issue of
adequacy of provider network more completely by identifying what criteria will be used by the

Department to determine network adequacy.

9.681. Health care providers.

Subsection (a) requires plans to provide a directory of network providers. There is no requirement of how
the directory is to be structured; what information is to be included; what is the frequency of updating;
and what guarantee there is of the accuracy of the information.

Enrollees and providers have criticized the plans for inaccurate listings that may affect the patient’s
ability to select a plan with the providers of the patient’s choice.

The Medical Society recommends that Section 9.681 be amended to require health plans to publish
the directory of health care providers annually, providing quarterly updates and an ability for
telephone and/or on-line 24 hour verification of information on network providers. The Society
also recommends that the format of the directory include the identity of all licensed health care
providers who may be associated by practice, including the hospital privileges of each provider;
and in the case of nurse practitioners, the identity of that practitioner’s collaborating physician.

9.682. Direct access for obstetrical and gynecological care.

The Society commented on the use of the term “routine” in this section when describing access to
obstetrical/gynecologic care. The term is undefined and open to misinterpretation. As pointed out in
previous Society comments, use of the term could limit such services to annual examinations.
Gynecologic problems and symptoms, by their nature, are not routine.

The Medical Society recommends that the word “routine” be deleted from Subsection 9.682 (b).

9.704. Internal complaint process.

Subsection (1)(iv) requires the plan to notify the enrollee in writing of the decision of the initial review
committee. In situations where the complaint involves the performance of the health care provider, that
provider should also be notified and given information of his right of appeal of any adverse decision.
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The Medical Society recommends that Subsection 9.704 (1)(iv) be amended by the insertion of the

following language after the first sentence: “If the complaint involves the performance of services
by the health care provider, the provider shall also be notified in writing of the committee’s
decision.

9.706. Enrollee and provider grievance system.

Subsections (1)(iv), (2)(ii), and (2)(v) require plan notification of the party requesting the grievance of the
decisions and the rights of appeal at each level of the grievance process. The Society believes that both
the enrollee and provider should be notified simultaneously of the plan’s decision. If both parties are
notified, by virtue of the requirement for enrollee consent for the filing of the grievance, then both parties
should be notified of the outcome of the process.

The Medical Society recommends that Section 9.706 be amended to require notification of the
enrollee and the provider in all decisions related to the grievance filed.

Subsections (3)(i) - (ii1) include reference to the use of licensed psychologists rendering decisions at the
initial and second level grievance process. The statute permits psychologists to participate in reviews of
services that are within the licensed psychologists’ scope of practice. Psychologists shall not participate
in reviews of care involving inpatient hospitalization and in the administration of drugs. Additionally,
they would not be the equivalent of a psychiatrist and should therefore not be used to render medical
necessity decisions concerning medical services rendered by physicians.

The Medical Society recommends that Subsections 9.706 (3)(i) — (iii) be amended to clarify the
limitations on the use of psychologists initial and second level grievance reviews.

9.708. Grievance reviews by CRE.

Subsection (d)(2) describes the criteria for reviewers participating in the external grievance process. The
criteria includes the term “active clinical practice”. Although defined in statute, there may be
misinterpretation since the definition is not included in the regulations.

The Medical Society recommends that the definition of “active clinical practice,” as defined in the
statute, be added to the definition section of the regulations.
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