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MEDICARE VOLUME PERFORMANCE
' STANDARDS

FRIDAY, MAY 18, 1990

U.S. SENATE,
SuBcOMMITTEE ON MEDICARE AND LONG-TERM CARE, .
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,
Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 9:37 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John D. Rocke-
feller, IV (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Also present: Senator Durenberger.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

[Press Release No. H-31, May &, 1990)

FiNANCE SuBcoMmiTTEE TO HoLd HEARING ON MEDICARE PHYSICIAN PAYMENTS; Rec-
OMMENDATIONS FOR MEDICARE VOLUME PERFORMANCE STANDARDS TO BE CONSID-
ERED -

WasHINgTON, DC—Senator John D. Rockefeller 1V, (D., West Viriinia). Chairman
of the Senate Finance Subcommittee on Medicare and Long-Term Care, announced
Tuesday that the Subcommittee will hold a hearing on recommendations for the
Medicare Volume Performance Standards (MVPS) for_fiscal year 1991,

The hearing is scheduled for Friday, May 18, 1990 at 9:30 a.m. in Room SD-215 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

“Last year, Congress enacted historic legislation to rationalize Medicare physician
payments. A key component of that legislation, MVPS, will encourage more effi-
cient medical behavior and closer physician involvement in Medicare program
polic{." Rockefeller said.

“This hearing on the fiscal year 1991 MVPS sets us on a better course for plan-
ning and evaluating payment policies,” Rockefeller said. :

Recently enac &}’\ysician payment reform legislation directs the Secretary of
Health and Human Services and the Ph{aician Payment Review Commission to rec-
ommend to Congress a rate of growth for payments for physician services for the
coming fiscal year. Congress considers this advice and then sets the MVPS, which is
the rate of growth in spending for physician services reimbursed by the Medicare
program.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D, ROCKEFELLER 1V, A US,
%ﬁ‘%ggl! FROM WEST VIRGINIA, CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOM.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Good morning. There is a wonderful old
saying: Be careful what you wish for or you may get it. That is
what Senator Durenberger and I, and our colleagues on this com-
mittee and others wished for very hard and worked for very hard,
and worked for with House Members for a better Medicare pay-
ment system for doctors and we got it, or we shall see.

Today, we face the considerable task of getting this new program
up and running. We want to hear testimony on the fiscal year 1991

(1)
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MVPS, a key component of the payment reform legislation last
year, established this performance system as a better and more
thoughtful way for Congress to update physician payment each
year. The premise is relatively simple: Each year, we set a goal
after the rate of growth in spending for physician services.

Then we evaluate this goal, and our decision on the update will
be based on how well the program and physicians perform relative
to that goal.

Last year, because of the short time, we directed the Secretary to
set the goal for fiscal 1990, and he has done so. It is 9.1 percent.
That means that during the fiscal year we are now in, we expect
physicians, on a collective basis, to hold down the rate of growth in
spending for their services to 9.1 percent.

Next year, we will look back to see how they did and then set the
MEI update for fiscal 1992, From now on, however, Congress will
set the dgoale;. That is the point. That was the point of the legisla-
tion and beginning with this coming fiscal year. We will do so ad-
vised by the Secretary and the Physician Pay Review Commission,
and importantly, and David and I made sure of this, by physicians
themselves. They are mandated into the process.

We expect to set reasonable goals based on the factors outlined
in the law: Inflation, enrollment growth and agin%, changes in
medical technology, evidence of access problems, if there are any,
and inappropriate utilization of ph{qician services, if there are any.

To say the least, this is a comlg icated process, especially as we
strive to implement the new RBRBS fee schedule and to improve
Medicare’s data system, still 2 years off, and I expect that we will
start carefully in settinq our program goals.

‘“Doctor Durenberger,”’ do you have a statement?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAVE DURENBERGER, A U8,
SENATOR FROM MINNESOTA

Senator DURENBERGER. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. Let
me just associate myself with your remarks. Let me also compli-
ment not only you, but the witnesses today and the associations
and organizations they represent, because without the folks out
there, the process here in Congress would not have accomplished
last November what it did accomplish.

Let me say that those of you who are getting to know the Chair
of the subcommittee better know that he comes with these very
long memos that Karen has prepared for him, and with at least
three colors of highlighters. I haven't figured out the code yet, but
I haven’t been able to gef&past—-——

Senator RockereLLER. Yellow and orange.

Senator DURENBERGER [continuing]. Yellow at this stage, but he
has got yellow, orange, and ireen. Some day, somebody will write a
story about how he made public policy by color as well as intuition.

Let me also say something else, because these subjects are com-
plicated, maybe two other thoughts that occur to me. One is that to
the degree that we are trying to make changes, substantial changes
in the wai we acquire and deliver health care in America by
changing the way we finance that system, and I don’t know that
that i1s the best way to go about it, but that is the one we clearly
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have been doing, it makes a big difference who is chairing the Fi-
nance Committee, as well, because as we all are learning in the
budget process, the reconciliation process, the ‘“do not watch my
lips” or “do watch my lips process,” that it always comes back to
this committee, the Finance Committee, to make the decisions
about whether we are going to concentrate only on the deficit, only
on the revenues, or we are going to do some public policy.

So I just want to make sure that since there is only two of us
-here, the Chair and the ranking member of the Health Subcommit-
tee, that we all realize that in—particularly in the time when we
are concentrating only on the deficit, that somebody will recognize
that without the Chair of this committee continually pushing us in
the direction of using this process to make good, better albeit, in-
cremental health policy, that we wouldn’t be able to do it.

And also to say that the President and this Administration,
while its focus seems to be on lips, is more substantially, all of the
time, moving in the direction of facilitating progress in sensible
health policy, and Dr. Wilensky is not only the latest, but probably
the best example that we have of that.

So having said that, let me say I am looking forward to where
the two designees, the DHHS and PPRC, are with regard to this
major challenge that we have all agreed to lay out for ourselves.
Then to conclude with one final observation, and that is Jjust listen-
ing to, if I may just say, Gail and Karen, without being official
about it, listening to them converse over here, the really good thing
for me, having been at this now for eleven or twelve years, is not
just watching people come closer together from what once appeared
to be disparate points of view, but to watch the consistency with
;vhich thoughtful people continued to deal with intractable prob-
ems.

I think as long as we have people like Dr. Wilensky, who are
willing to take on the impossible challenge of HCFA at this par-
ticular point in time, and as long as people like Dr. Davis are will-
ing to continue to try to work as hard as they can to make this
whole system work, regardless of the politics, regardless of all of
the rest of this sort of thing, 1 think Jay and I and Lloyd Bentsen
and Bob Packwood and everybody else who usually sits around
here are very, very fortunate to have all of you out there on whom
we can continually rely on to help us with these efforts.

Obviously, we can extend that to the staff and the representa-
tives of all the associations. The staff of PPRC, of course, is very
important, and the medical associations, in this case, are probablK
more important, because this whole system is not going to wor
unless the physicians in this country want it to work and help us
make it work, and that is the message that I think we will keep
rearticulating during the course of these hearings.

Senator RockeFELLER. Thank you, Senator, Durenberger.

Dr. Wilensky, I share his views about you, as you know, and you
" have indicated to me that you, in previous testimony, you are going
to be very aggressive in mplementini all of this, and you have
been. It really is a st;unning1 process. It is a fascinating process. It is
all mixed up. As we do this, pretending that the medical world
exists in a vacuum, of course it does not. It is subject, Medicare, to
the budget summit. It gets its cuts. So that is one world, and then



4

this formula is another world, and judgment calls have been made
by HCFA and by PPRC.

It is a fascinating process, because some of the numbers and the
indexes aren’t in yet. We can’t measure some of the things that we
are required to. it is a fascinating and complex process and ex-
traordinarily important, and we embark on it now with your testi-
mony.

STATEMENT OF GAIL R. WILENSKY, PH.D., ADMINISTRATOR,
HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Dr. WiLensky. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and mem-
bers of the Subcommittee. I am happy to be here this morning to
discuss the Administration’s Medicare Volume Performance Stand-
ard recommendation for fiscal year 1991,

As we begin discussions of an appropriate MVPS for fiscal year
1991, we should remember that Medicare expenditures for physi-
cian services continue to grow at unacceptably high rates. Between
1984 and 1990, Medicare physician spending increased at an aver-
age annual rate of 12 percent per year.

For fiscal year 1991, the HCFA Actuary currently projects a 13.2
percent rate of growth in Medicare physician gayments. This
growth rate is more than twice the current rate of inflation. It is
also much higher than the growth rate of other social programs
such as Social Security and Medicare part A. In this time of large
Federal budget deficits, we cannot continue to ask American tax-
payers to subsidize such large increases in physician spending.

As you know, the Secretary is required to recommend, on April
16th of each year, a Medicare Volume Performance Standard for
the following fiscal year. The Physician Payment Review Commis-
sion then comments on the Secretary’s recommendation by May
16th of each year. If Congress does not act on the Secretary’s rec-
ommendation, the MVPS rates of increase will be established
through a default mechanism set forth in the law.

In making an MVPS recommendation, the Secretary is required
by statute to consider inflation, changes in the number of enrollees,
the aging of enrollees, technology, evidence of lack of access to
Medicare physician services, evidence of inappropriate utilization
ogeservices and other factors that the Secretary considers appropri-
ate.

After considering these faclors, we are recommending for fiscal
year 1991 an MVPS of 8.7 percent for sur%erg and 10.5 percent for
non-surgery. We recommend an overall MVPS of 9.9 percent.

My written statement describes in detail the factors we consid-
ered in making our fiscal year 1991 MVPS recommendation. I will
outline them only briefly for you.

As I describe the components of our recommendation, it may be
he{gi‘ul for you to refer to Table 1 attached to my full statement.

e estimate that the effect of inflation for fiscal year 1991 will
be 8.6 percenta%e points. The increasing number of Medicare bene-
ficiaries adds 1.2. percentage points, and the aging of the Medicare
population adds 1.2 percentage points. In addition, as you have in-
dicated, we recommend allowing 8.7 percentage points for other
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factors, such as new growth in technology. access and utilization.
This is one-half of the 7.4 percent estimated annual growth in ex-
Eenditures for the period 1986 to 1990, in excess of that attributa-

le to inflation, enrcllment and aging.

While we cannot measure the precise effects of these factors indi-
vidually, we believe that a 3.7-percentage point allowance for them
is generous. Let me spend a moment discussing why we believe
that 3.7 percent is an appropriate level for these factors.

. In developing this recommendation, we examined growth and
spending for physician services for the total U.S. population. We
found that national per capita expenditures for all physician serv-
ices increased at an avera%e rate of 3.3 percent above price in-
creases from 1984 to 1988. This 3.3 percent is very comparable to
our recommended increase of 3.7 percent. If we look at technology,
access and utilization as separate factors, the generosity 6f our 3.7
percent recommendation becomes clear.

A quantitative factor for technology has not been identified sepa-
rately because the definitive data that are currently available
would not allow us to quantify the effects of technology on total ex-
penditures for physician services.

In terms of access, we have no evidence of a general access prob-
lem for Medicare beneficiaries. Medicare physician participation
rates and assignment rates are at an all-time high. So at this point,
we have no reason to believe that we have to increase the MVPS to
ease any current general access problems. Of course, we will con-
tinue to examine the issue of access to physician services for Medi-
care beneficiaries.

Finally, we know that some portion of historical growth and
volume and intensity of physician services is attributable to inap-
propriate utilization. The exact amount attributable to inappropri-
ate utilization cannot be determined at this time, but several stud-
ies over the years have indicated that between 5 percent and as
much as 30 percent of services performed may be ‘inappropriate.
We have not adjusted our recommendation downward, however, to
account for this,

Thus, while one could argue that no factor at all should be al-
lowed for future increases in technology, access and utilization, our
recommendation allows for 3.7 percentage points.

In recommending the fiscal year 1991 MVPS, we considered only
one additional factor: The impact of legislative changes enacted in
OBRA in 1989. The actuary estimates that OBRA 1989 will result
in increases in fiscal year 1991 of 1.9 percentage points for non-sur-
gical services and 0.1 percentage points for surgical services.

In recommending the fiscal year 1991 MVPS, we made an adjust-
ment for the effects of OBRA 1989 and surgery versus non-surgery,
since the legislation affects these two tyres of services differently.

We also recommend adjusting the fiscal year 1991 standard to ac-
count for legislation which may be enacted later this year. Such an
adjustment is necessary. Changes in law that affect Medicare bene-
fits or the prices paid for Medicare services will raise or lower the
baseline rate of increase in Medicare physician spending.

If an adjustment is not made, the MVPS would be established
and measured relative to a baseline rate of increase that is no
longer applicable. We believe that physicians.should be held ac-
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countable for their actions, and not for program changes which are
enacted by Congress.

I would also like to point out that on May 3, 1990, we published a
notice in the Federal Register S%if%ing the definition of surgical
services for purposes of the MVPS., We define surgical services as
those services reported on the Medicare claims form as surgery
performed by surgical specialists and services performed by assist-
ants at surfery. Let me emphasize that we do not intend to intro-
duce specialty payment differentials into the fee schedule.

Before concluding my statement, Mr. Chairman, let me say just a
few words about our budget proposals.

The Administration’s fiscal year 1991 .savings proposals can be
ﬁouped into three broad categories; A proposal to provide the full

EI update for primary care services only; proposals to ensure
that over-valuations are not built into the reform base; and other
proposals that represent what we believe are solid health ﬁolicy, in-
dependent of the fee schedule. Our ‘proposals would slow the rate of
growth in physician expenditures from 13.2 percent to a more ap-
propriate 8 percent.

In concluding my remarks, I would like to mention that imple-
mentation of physician payment reform is proceeding well. The im-
plementation process is extremely complex, and the time framee
imposed by the law are extremely challenging. I look forward to
keeping you informed of our progress in implementing this legisla-
tion over the coming years.

I will be pleased to answer any questions that you may have.
d'['Iihe prepared statement of Dr. Wilensky appears in the appen-

ix.

Senator RockkFELLER. Thank you, Dr. Wilensky.

I am trying to calculate here. If the Administration’s part B
budget were enacted, it would reduce projected rate of spending

rowth from 13.2 percent to 8 percent in fiscal 1991, You have got,
et me see, a 13.2 baseline just generally on part B. If you take off
9.9, you ﬁet down to 3.3 percent. Then you note that we should
assume that your volume performance recommendation should be
modified to take into account the legislative changes in which you
include budget cuts.

Dr. WiLENskY. The MVPS which we have proposed for 1991 is
based on current law only. It is not based on an{l cnhanges that may
occur. We have indicated that in calculating the 1991 MVPS, we
included the anticipated effects of OBRA 1989 as they relate to
fiscal year 1991 because there were some benefit expansions that
would increase spending0 that we didn't think ought to be held
against the physicians. So we wanted to take account of them, but
we don’t have any law that may be passed later this year in the
MVPS calculation.

Senator RocKEreLLER. That is interesting. Let me clear this up.
Z&u are not disagreeing with me that budget cuts should be includ-

Dr. WiLensky. We think any changes in current law, in laws
that are actuallir enacted that would impact in the relevant period,
ought to be included if they either increase or decrease spending,
so that we don't look at ogserved spending and pick up changes
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that have to do with an expansion or reduction in benefits and at-
tribute them to physician behavior.

Senator RockErFELLER. Then if you follow that logic out, does that
mean that if the Congress were to enact the President’'s Medicare
budget, which, of course, involve cuts——

Dr. WiLENsKY. Right.

Senator ROCKEFELLER [continuin%]. Which takes you then from, if
you calculate 8 percent minus 3. Eercent, down to 4.7 percent,
does that mean that the Secretary’s Performance Standard Recom-
mendation would drop to 4.7 percent?

Dr. WiLenskyY. That is correct, if all of the changes were enacted.
The reason is because the baseline rate of increase would be drop-
ping significantly. Again, the point is——

Senator ROCKEFELLER. See, that brings up this really important
matter of: What are we considering this as two separate worlds or
one world? In other words, are we looking at the physician pay-
ment-and the discipline behavior modification, our behavior modifi-
cation, et cetera? As we were doing that last year, I am not sure we
were thinking about the budget process, Krograms, quite as much,
but now clearly, with the budget cuts, these two worlds begin to
merge, and so the logic of the 4.7 is correct. That is a fairly severe
judgment, nevertheless, logical, mathematically necessary because
you re&r,‘esent the Administration and potentially somewhat severe.

Dr. WiLensky. We think any changes in law, including benefit
ex%ansions that could occur as they occurred in OBRA 1989, need
to be taken into account.

We, in fact, have said, as I have said in this testimony, that an
adjustment needs to be made before the 1991 MVPS is firmly set to
take account of any later economic information we have. We are
using the MEI and other inflation figures that we know as of
today, but which may not be accurate in September. But more im-
portantly, if there are any changes in law in either direction, they
need to be reflected or we will be hitting the doctors for actions
that are outside their control. That is really the point. We have in-
cluded the OBRA 1989 benefit expansions in mental health and
Pap smears because we don’t want to have the increased spending
that would be associated with that for the medical specialists to
count against them. So we raised the MVPS for nonsurgeons over
what it would have been for the surgeons, because that is where
the benefit expansion is.

So it is not our proposed cuts that we are including; it is any
change in law that would reflect in the baseline spending that
needs to be accounted for, increases or decreases in that law.

Senator RoCKEFELLER. I understand that. I think, as I indicated
at the beginning, one of the issues here is a judgment call, so you
have math on the one hand and judgment on the other hand, and
the point is, I think, how much can doctors reasonably be expected
to control the growth in the volume intensity, those things which
th%y do control

r. WILENSKY. Right.

Senator RoCKEFELLER. Not those things which they don't control,
but those things which they do control. All of the witnesses which
follow you will say that your judgments have been too harsh. So for
the record, other than what you cite for volume control in the gen-

a—
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eral health care system, how can you expand on your recommenda-
tion of a 3.7-percent growth rate for volume and intensity?
Dr. WiLENSKY. Since this was my idea, let me try and do that for

you.

While I don’t want to make light of the differences, I think it is
important to put them in some perspective. We are recommending
3.7 percent as the residual factor, and PPRC is proposing 2 percent.
So-while it may suggest there are enormous differences, we don’t
want to make light of that 1.7 percent differential, but to put it in
perspective.

What we thought was important was to look at all of the measur-
able effects that we knew about: Inflationary changes; the changes
in enrollment; the changes in the aging of the population, and to
account for those changes as they impact spending and then look
at what was left. What was left was 7.4 percent.

That represented what all of us, at least most of us in this room
today, have said are excessively high rates of increase that have
been occurring over a substantial period of time. These high rates
of increase are in the existing base that we are now working on.

We know that there is a fair amount, although we don’t know
how much, of inappropriate utilization. There may be some under-
utilization, as well. Most of the findings thus far have indicated
more in the way of overutilization.

That would suggest backing away from where we are to a nega-
tive factor as opposed to this positive factor.

The second issue which I mentioned is, there is no evidence, that
I am aware of, in any overall sense, that access to g)h sician serv-
ices is any problem for the Medicare population. So I think that
our attitude was that over a sustained period of time, we have had
unacceptable rates of-increase. If we could, after adjusting for all
those things that we know about, reduce the residual, which is the
volume intensity that has always escaped us when we go to try to
target price increases by half; that was a reasonable thing to do.

enator ROCKEFELLER. Everybody is at the bud%at summit, Ev?wy-
thing is on the table. Will you be advising the President and Mr.
Darman about the impact of severe Medicare cuts on the viability
of the new MVPS process, which the Administration so desperately
fought for last year?

Dr. WiLENsKY. Well, we have been involved in the budget process
that has occurred thus far. I assume to the extent that Medicare or
any other programs that are under HHS's jurisdiction get involved
in any additional discussions, that we will have input into that.

The question of whether what we have on the table thus far is
likely to put in jeopardy the existing new system is something that
I don’t agree with. Whether or not something might come out of
the budget summit——

Senator RockerELLER. I didn't ask.

; Dré WiLENskY. That, I don't know. I assume that we would have
nput,

. Senator RockereLLER. Will you be giving them advice or remind-
ing them of these Medicare cuts? Because again, these two worlds
merge now all of a sudden, and you know, you fought very hard for -
this particular type of formula last year, and we got it, but they
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are at the summit now, and the budget cuts on Medicare are a very
substantial factor.

Dr. WILENSKY. Again, the proposals that are up there already, we
have had as much input, probably, as we are going to have in the
near term.

For additional discussions, again, I assume that we will be in-
volved either in the reconciliation bill or in the budget on an on-
going basis, and I certainly intend to be.

Senator RockereLLER. That is fair enough.

Do you have, at the present time, an estimate on the default per-
formance standards for fiscal 1991? What would be the default per-
formance standards for surgical and non-surgical services? Does
this include a 2-percent sequestration cut under Gramm-Rudman,
should that occur?

Dr. WiLENsKY. The answer is yes. We have an estimate of what
the default will be, and, as you know, the calculation of that is
specified by statute. It depends on the Medicare fee increases, the
enrollment increase, the average volume intensity over a b-year

eriod, and any changes in law and regulation that affect the base-

ine rate of increase.

The number that we have, the bottom line number that we are
projecting, which would include a 2-percent sequestration, is 11.6
percent,

Senator RocKEFELLER. 11.6 percent?

Dr. WiLEnsky. That includes the 1-percentage point reduction
that comes off of the baseline. We started with a 13.6.

Senator RoCKEFELLER. Because there is some ambiguity there, is
there not, in the language of the law which has occurred to us?
That is, some can say that if Congress defaults, there is only a
single performance standard; others say that——

r. WiLensky. We have not made a definitive decision about if
th:re is a default, whether we would have surgery and non-surgery
rates.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Yes.

Dr. WiLENSKY. Yes, as | have indicated, in the MVPS that we are
recommending, we are setting the same rate for surgery and non-
surgery. The only difference that we have allowed is to reflect the
effects of OBRA 1989 benefit expansions, which are not the same
for the two. .

So that while our MVPS recommendation looks as though it is
different for surgery and non-surgery, it actually is the same, be-
cause the only area of difference is the OBRA expansion.

The reason we have taken that ﬁosition with regard to the
MVPS as opposed to the default, which we have not quite gotten to
yet, is that after reviewing data from 1986 to 1990, we found that
there. is no empirical justification for a differential. We are not
saying that we would not be open to considering a differential at a
later time, but based on the empirical evidence that we had, which
was then supported by a second data set, we don’t believe that
there is empirical justification now to go ahead with a differential.

Senator RocKEFELLER. I will yield to Senator Durenberger.

Senator DURENBERGER. Gail, would you mind slowly going back
over the 13.6 and telling me what the 13.6 is?

Dr. WiLENsKY. No, that would be fine.
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Senator DURENBERGER. Slowly——

Dr. WiLENskY. Do you want me to go from 13——

Senator DURENBERGER. I didn’t hear the question or the answer,
and I apologize for that. I was thinking of something else. But
when | heard 18.6—~

Dr. WiLENsSKY. That got your attention.

Senator DURENBERGER. And it was generous. What does it mean?

Dr. WiLENskyY. That is what g'ou start from. What you actually
end up in the default is either 11.6 or 12.6.

Senator DURENBERGER. What does 13.6 represent?

Dr. WiLENsKY. It-includes inflation of 3.6 percent; enrollment of
1.2 percent——

Senator DURENBERGER. 1.2?

Dr. WiLENsKY. Yes. Volume and intensity of 7.5 percent and
OBRA 1989 changes of 1.3 percent for a total of 13.6.

Even without sequestration, according to statute, you would have
a statutory reduction of 1 %ercent.

Senator DURENBERGER. This is that SPSAF where we do 1 per-
cent, that extra 1%2 and then 2 percent?

Dr. WiLENsKY. Yes. Now, the assumption is, if you get to the de-
fault, probably, there will be no reconciliation bill and we will be
under sequestration. Then our estimate is that it would be 11.6 per-
cent, and that reflects a 2-percent reduction including an estimate
of the physician behavioral offset which would result in 11.6.

Senator DURENBERGER. Obviously, we are not at the summit, so
there is a little deficiency here, probably, in understanding every-
thing there is to understand about sequester, but does it make any
difference to the average physician in America if the sequestration
i? ot"?, say, a $60 billion sequestration versus $100 billion sequestra-

on

Dr. WiLENsKY. It depends whether or_not it is trying to affect
physician services. Our estimate of what will be affected is the 2
percent as it is now scheduled.

Senator DURENBERGER. If you had a $34 billion sequester, which
was what they ori inall{ predicted, now they have got it up to $60,
it may go up to $100, let's say. In the average physician’s reim-
bursement for next October, November and Decomber, what is he
going to see? Is he going to see an 11.6-percent increase in his pay-
ments, rather than a 13.6-increase?

Dr. WiLEnsky. Well, there wouldn’t be except for the statutory
maximum deduction of 2 percent. The fact is normally, yes, there
would be, but this will cap it.

Senator DURENBERGER. But the dollar volume is not going to be
effected because of the 2-percent cap.

Dr. WILENSKY. So unless that changes, it is protected.

Senator DURENBERGER. That is what I want people to under-
stand, I think, that that is——

Dr. WiLENsKY. Otherwise, it obviously would be much greater.

Senator DURENBERGER. Let me ask another question that is sort
of preliminary to exploring the issues that the chairman was ex-
ploring.

Both he and I, travel our very conservative charge states, and
when we got home in November, we were told that we didn’t move
the system quickly enough; in other words, the two of us should
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have gone for a 3-year implementation or immediate implementa-
tion, not 5-year implementation, but we apparently satisfied people
that we also have to represent national interests and they would
never even get what they wanted if we had not done a 5-year deal.

Now in the last few months, we have been hearing from princi-
pally—at least speaking for myself, from rural primary care physi-
cians that the first year before we actually get into fiscal 1991, I
think, before we ever get into the actual implementation, their fees
are going to be reduced and that the promises that their Senator
gave them that somehow, this was going to increase payments to
family practitioners and primary care, is a lie and that as a matter
of fact, their reimbursements are going down.

Do you understand that problem, and can you address it?

Dr. WILENSKY. Let me comment to both parts of your statement.
I can’t pass up this notion that we aren’t moving quickly. Let me
explain some of what has to happen before we start in 1992, be-
cause the notion that we are doing this in a slow manner perform-
ance is really——

Senator DURENBERGER. We are the ones that set this up, so that
is not a problem. That is not the criticism.

Dr. WiLENSKY. Also, the fact of the matter is, the notion that this
could be done any quicker doesn’t recognize the massive reform of
a payment system that has to occur.

Senator DURENBERGER. We convinced them that there is massive
reform necessary, that the brightest people in the world are work-
ing on it, and now they say, “But the first thing they have come up
with is a cut at the level where you promised us it was going up.”

Dr. WiLeNsKkY. The problem that exists has to do with the earlier
phase-in of the balance billing limitation relative to the other
changes. Now, our understanding of the actual impact ic that it is
an extremely limited problem. The balance billing limilation of 125
percent phasing down from 150 percent is starting before some of
the other changes.

So there is a brief window where it is possible, depending on pre-
vious charges, that cuts could happen.

Senator DURENBERGER. If, in fact, the two of us on behalf of
about 70 percent of our colleagues can demonstrate that, that will
be at least, as a minimum, a discouraging factor in the implemen-
tation. It might even be a costly factor. Do you suppose it might be
possible for us to work together to try to find some way to over-
come that temporary 1l-year problem?

Dr. WiLENsKY. I assume it is pretty straight-forward. It would re-
quire a legislative fix.

Senator DURENBERGER. But I mean that probably, we could find
one, right?

Dr. WiLensky. I think those two phase-in schedules could defi-
nitely be sequenced differently from what they are now.

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you.

Dr. WiLeNsky. I assume it was not intended to have this out-
come; although it is very limited, it was not intended to have it
occur at all.

Senator DURENBERGER. I realize that none of this is easy, and I
suppose it is just a matter, as we are traveling, and we have an
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opportunity, maybe others don't have, of discovering some of the
problems. '}‘his one was hardly predictable.

Now let mie make sure that I understand the areas in which you
and the PPRC will differ, and I presume you know that. I could
save myself some time by asking a general question, but first, I
takﬁ ;t on the inflation issues you are not going to disagree much,
right

Dr. WiLensky. We should not.

Senator DURENBERGER. And on the number of enrollees or on the
aging of the enrollees?

Dr. WiLENsKY. Right.

Senator DURENBERGER. Those sort of volume or fee level numbers
don’t differ? i

Dr. WiLeNskY. There are only two points I am aware of where we
differ, and I will tell you what they are if you would like.

Senator DURENBERGER. Yes.

Dr. WiLENsKY. The first has to do with how much of the histori-
cal volume and intensity to include, and their recommendation
was, as best I can remember, and Karen may wish to give a differ-
ent interpretation, a flat off-the-top 2-percent reduction. Qurs was
to take what we observed and to say 50 percent of that was tolera-
ble for the future.

The second point has to do with the differential with regard to
surgery and non-surgery. We believe it occurred because we added
additional years of data in terms of what we were looking at his-
torically with regard to changes in surgery versus non-surgery ex-
penditures. We have recommended no differential between sur-
geons and non-surgeons except for the OBRA 1989 benefit changes,
because in looking at 1986 through 1990 BMAD files, the physician
expenditure files, we found no empirical justification for a differen-
tial. Looking at a second data set supported that. Our understand-
ing is that PPRC looked at 1986 through 1988 data, in which there
is a ({ifference, and on that basis, recommended a 1-percent differ-
ential.

Senator DURENBERGER. Again, just to make sure—and thank you
very much for that response, because it helps me a lot. I thought I
heard you in your testimony say that the lack of access was
not—-—

Dr. WiLENsKY. Overall lack of access for the entire Medicare pop-
ulation does not appear to be a problem.

Senator DURENBERGER. Then you said that at least at this stage,
you have not factored in evidence of inappropriate utilization.

Dr. WiLENskY. Which would have reduced it.

Senator DURENBERGER. Right.

Dr. WiLeNsky. Right. We have not because most of our informa-
tion is based on four or five studies of five procedures.

Senator DURENBERGER. Yes. So we are kind of down to the——

Dr. WiLENskY. What feels right?

Senator DURENBERGER. Yes. And as I recall your testimony
again, I think you said you took an 1986 to 1990 time frame?

Dr. WiLENSKY. In terms of surgeons versus non-surgeons, it was
1986 to 1990; the volume intensity 1984 to 1988; 1984 to 1988 for
the overall economy; 1986 to 1989 for Medicare specific data.
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Senator DURENBERGER. In there, I suppose the largest factor is
technology, is it not that kind of thing? Could you identify a factor
that might help us discuss with them the difference?

Dr. WiLENskY. That has been cne of the great unknown chal-
lenges that keep health care economists in business, and has been
for the last 20 years. This issue of what technology contributes to
health care exgenditures varies all over the map. Estimates have
ranged from 10 percent to 40 percent when we try to answer the
question. When we try to answer the question specifically, it is usu-
ally dumped in as a residual volume/intensity factor, and we
cannot come up with anything else.

Some of HCFA estimates attribute national health expenditure
increases of 25 or 30 percent to volume as well as intensity and
technology.

The reason it is so hard is because usually we try to look at the
impact of specific technologies, so we might want to look at ocular
implants or MRI's or CT scans. In fact, we usually do not do a very
good job on determining the overall impact, because we find that
on a per-unit basis, the costs go down. If you do a lot of angioplas-
ties rather than bypass surgery, the cost will go down from that
technology, but since it is a lot less invasive and a lot less painful,
people who might never have had bypass surgery are likely to have
angioplasty, and some of them that do end up needing bypass sur-
gery anyway. And so, trying to figure out the impact on a system
when you look at it technology by technology gets very complicat-
ed. In trying to get all the technologies together, you just have
people trying to tease out residuals in an economic fashion.

Senator DURENBERGER. My last question, if the chairman will in-
dulge me? . —

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Sure, go ahead. -

Senator DURENBERGER. As I think about this particular area we
are talking about now, your 7.4 percent area, I tend to think about
it largely from the standpoint of the way we practice medicine or
the way we deliver health care, and I know it is much too early in
t}}:is process for you to come up with a scientific way to measure
that.

But the tendency is going to be at this stage, to look at the
sgstem as though it is several hundred thousand individuals out
there practicing against this amount of inflation, this number of
enrollees, this much technology, et cetera. Where the reality is that
when we get down, I guess, when we get dewn to this particular
large factor, the main difference between whether we continue at
the rate we have been at or we reduce that rate is going to be the
:vay medicine is practiced and health care is delivered in this coun-

ry. :

So my question is: Is it appropriate for us or for you to begin to
look at groups of physicians, and I do not mean that in the organi-
zational sense as much as I mean—or maybe I do. I mean, can we
begin to look at the way, in certain areas, medicine is practiced dif-
ferently, thus reducing, for whatever reason, utilization, appropri-
ate use of technology, more efficiency—I do not know what it is—
reducing that historic increase. Would that be at least an appropri-
ate additional piece of evidence to look at so we do not end up in
some debate where one group says, “Take off 2,”” and you say, ‘“Cut

35-362 0 - 91 - 2
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it by 50,” and everybody says, Dick Darman is a bad guy, and we
are not really dealing with reality.

Dr. WiLeEnskY. There is no question that it would be a whole lot
better to have an idea about what we would like to do, and what
we would like not to do. That is one of the justifications for the in-
creased emphasis on effectiveness and outcomes research, to get
away from doing things we ought not to be doing.

But the other point is the whole organizational structure of the
health care delivery system. It is one of the reasons that I personal-
ly, and the Department, are very strong advocates of coordinated
care strategies of all sorts. We think that the incentives are much
better in terms of the practice style, in addition to providing better
information about what services are available.

There is no question that the MVPS is a very crude mechanism.
Next year, we will probably give you a number for technology. but
it won’t be based on much harder science than saying about what
half of what we obszerved seems right, because the fart of the
matter is, when all is said and done, we do not know it. We have
not been able to figure it out for the last 50 years, and we probably
won’t next year, either. But if we can get a better estimate of the
impact of different organizational forms, of being in thesr primary
care networks, PPO arrangements or an HMO and decide that is
the model we want to use, we can either try to push physicians or
gatients into those models or we can say, “We are going to reim-

urse on this kind of basis. You do what you want, but we are
using that as our standard,” and set up an incentive that way.
When you decide what you want to do, there are all sorts of ways
to get there.

ut we are just taking about a few areas. It is not like we have
not been looking for cost containment strategies for awhile except
for effectiveness. That is quite recent.

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you. Thank you very much.

Senator RockereLLER. Dr. Wilensky, you gave a 3.3 percent for
volume growth in the general health care system. Number one, I
would like to know if that is a credible figure, not Medicare, but
just the general health care system. Is that a credible figure?

Dr. WILENsKY. It is the figure. I do not know if it is credible.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Because it is interesting that volume and
intensity, therefore, of Medicare services, what you are saying, has
always outpaced the general population services by a factor of 2.

Dr. WiLENsKY. That is not really so surprising. I have to say—
and I do not know whether this is good to “fess up” or not—that
particular piece of information came to me after the 3.7 as a cor-
roborating piece of information to say this seeined like a reasona-
ble number. After the general view, the 8.7 seemed like an appro-
priate number.

Now, the question as to why that might occur has several rea-
sons: In the first place, Medicare beneficiaries are much better in-
sured than the rest of the population, and we know that leads
people to demand more and it leads physicians to initiate more
services, and there is empirical evidence indicating that this
occurs.

_So it is not surprising that we would historically see more utiliza-
tion. The Medicare population is much better insured. Everybody
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has something, and 80 percent have a lot. The other point is that
they are older and sicker and need more health care.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. I understand that, and I was questionini,
trying to figure out if you take out those that do not have healt
insurance at all——

Dr. WiLENSKY. That is reducing the 3.3.

Senator ROCKEFELLER [continuing]. In the general gopulation.

Dr. WiLeEnsky. Right. The 3.3 picks up the fact that our 1 mil-
lion uninsured are all in the under age 65 category.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Are there some things—-—putting that aside
for the moment—that the private side is doing with respect to
volume control that Medicare is doing?

Dr. WiLENsKY. The private system in the last 2 years has been a

lot tougher than Medicare has been. There is a lot more use of de-
ductibles and co-payments. The big movement in the 1980’s on the
part of business has been away from first dollar coverage, which is
exactly what you get when you provide wrap-around coverage to
Medicare.
- In addition, there is selective contracting that sometimes goes on;
there is pre-admission screening and review and a whole series of
strategies; a lot more push from the private sector toward all man-
aged care activities, where there are 30 million people in HMO’s
and PPO’s. In Medicare, we have one 1% million beneficiaries in
fizk-based HMO contracts out of 33 million, which is not a whole
ot.

Senator RocKEFELLER. Exactly.

Dr. WiLENSKY. So there are all kinds of things going on. The pri-
vate sector is being much tougher about trying to impact the
system than the public sector has been.

Senator RockerFeLLER. That will be part of the interesting future,
won'’t it, to see where that can be transmitted?

Dr. WiLENsKY. I suspect that will continue, but it may mean that
there are things that we have felt unable to do in the public sector
that, when they become sufficiently accepted in the private sector,
we can follow.

Senator RockerFELLER. Yes. Yes. I want to work my way towards
linkage. Let us draw aside the proper rate of volume growth.

The Secretary has recommended a 10-percent increase for next
year in the rate of spending. Coml;;ared to virtually anything else
In government, that is a lot. If physicians meet the performance
standards, can I then assume that the Secretary will recommend a
full MEI update for 1993?

Dr. WiLENSKY. I do not know. It depends on where we are in the
whole budget process, I suspect. But I have no reason to believe
otherwise.

Senator RockereLLER. Okay. Because that sort of gets to it, in a
way, because the whole point is that—and the Administration
fought for this, and granted, you weren’t part of that at that time,
but the whole concept of linkage—and that is that you will warn
physicians for what they do to control their own or modify their
own behavior, control their own volume and intensity, and then so-
called punish them, so to speak, if they do not, but in any sense,
there is meant to be linkage. That is the incentive. It is the philoso-

phy.
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But in a sense, if, because of the budget summit or other things
like ‘the judgment factor, the linkage disappears, then can you
really gxpect doctors to respect this process and to react to this
process

Dr. WiLENsKY. Let me go back and review with you what is in
the update factor. I think if we are comparing it, say, to what hap-
pened with prospective payment, there are components that you
want to look at. Certainly, you will want to include an inflation
factor, and you are going to want to give an adjustment for aging
of the population and the additional enrollees.

The question ’Iyou will still be left with is the one that Mr. Duren-
berger raised. There will be some amount of volume and intensity
increase, and the question will be for us to recommend and for you
to decide whether or not that increase represents either appropri-
ate medical care or whether it represents a style of practice that
we want to foster. But when we decide what that is, then I agree
with you: We ought to give the full amount for it. But it doesn't
mean it would necessarily be either the 3.7 or the 5 percent PPRC
example, because that would assume that you think that either 3.7
or 5 percent of this residual intensity/volume is where we want to
keep the system in the future, even though we may, by then, have
evidence of 20 percent inapl;:ropriate utilization or inappropriate
practice orﬁanization styles that are leading to excessive use.

You would want to give the full amount of whatever we think is
right and not reduce it arbitrarily for any other reason. That is a
part of this mechanism. It will be especially important because of
the balance billing limitations that will become effective at the
same time. That takes out a very important safety valve that we
have had, and it means that while access is not a problem now, if a
lot of gaming goes on in the pricing of medical care, it obviously
could become sometime in the future, an issue that we want to be
concerned about.

Senator RocKEFELLER. All of which I understand and listen to
with interest, but it doesn’t get the, I think, the point of my ques-
tion. In other words, the link is the philosophy of the discipline.
That is really the most important aspect of it. ghysician behavior,
Fhiﬁian volume intensity control and update are just flat-out
inked. -

Now we are talking about the realities of the situation where
they, in fact, may not be. Would you disagree with that statement?

Dr. WiLENSKY. As I understand your concern, the purpose of
having the Volume Performance Standard was, in fact, to link the
update in the future year to the difference between what we set it
at and what we got.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Right.

Dr. WiLeNskY. [ assume if the Congress had wanted to have an
automatic mechanism, you would have passed an expenditure
target which would have locked into law exactly the relationship
between what you got and what you wanted, and that the fact that
yov.t .didn’t indicates that you would like to have a little more dis-
cretion.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Right.

Dr. WiLENskY. I do not know of any planned attempt to try to
get around the intent of having a volume performance standard
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provide an update factor. The fact is, once you start setting prices,
which is what you are doing in a relative value scale, you got to
figure out how you are going to update them, and how well you did
compared to how well you wanted to do is certainly an important
factor in terms of developing the update.

It might not be the only factor you want to use, because you also
might think that there is still something amiss in the system. It is
different to do it with background data than it is to do it on purely
budgetary grounds, which is I think what you are really asking me.
I do not know if we are going to do that.

Senator RockerFeLLER. That is fair enough. Let me ask one final
question. There has been a lot of concern expressed over the Secre-
tary’s definition of services covered under the surgical performance
standard. Specifically, the concern focuses on the definition of that
surgery includes all surgical services performed by surgeons. I rec-
ognize that the Secretary’s notice specifies that this definition will
not lead to payment differentials by physician specialty. I appreci-
ate that, because clearly, that was the intention and the will of the
Congress, so to speak.

But could you explain for me why your surgical MVPS will not
produce a specialty differential in payments and why the Depart-
ment chose this particular definition?

Dr. WiLENsky. The latter is easier. It is the only thing we can do -
right now with the data we have got. We agree that procedure-spe-
cific definitions, irrespective of who does them, are better than a
procedure linked with who does them. So if we had our druthers,
we would not include the “Who does it” as the primary classifica-
tion. Right now, it is what is done and is it done by surgeons or
asgistants at surgery. We would rather have something that is
strictly surgical procedures, irrespective of who does them, and we
intend to have that in the future.

We have had 120 days to get to where we are now. We just do
not have a data set that accommodates otherwise. There is nothing
in the fee schedule that will lead to having differential payments.
That is clearly contrary to the whole spirit of the reform.

To the extent that you get differential behavior and differential
updates, there will be a short period in which it is the “Who is
doing the activity?” that relates to the increase. But there is no
question that we will alter the definition of surgery and non-sur-
gery as soon as our data set will allow us to do it and that there
will not be differential payments for doing a procedure if a medical
specialist does it or a surgical specialist does it.

Senator ROCKERFELLER. Are you looking at about a two-year re-
quirement for the data? -

- Dr. WiLENSKY. Let me talk to my experts here.

The answer I got is, “We hope 2 years.”

Senator RockKEFELLER. Okay. Senator Durenberger, do you have
any other questions? >

nator DURENBERGER. No, Mr. Chairman.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Are you sure? [Laughter.]

Senator DURENBERGER. Yes.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. An unusual answer.

Senator DURENBERGER. I will conclude with an observation on
Jay’s question a little earlier about a deficit strategy, and just to
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reinforce on this side of the aisle, I guess, the significance of the
advice that has to be given to the Administration with regard to
the budget summit and that is, I think we all know that in the rest
of the developed countries of the world that have more of a nation-
al health care delivery system, they are moving the direction of ra-
tioning, as they tighten up their budgets, but they form up as
queues, and principally, everybody is treated the same: You either
get it or you do not get it. If you are wealthy enough to take the

ridge from Norway to Great Britain or Canada to the United
States, that is okay, but generally, there is a system in place by
which people eventually get care.

In this country, every time we cut across-the-board on payment
to providers, we are cutting people all over rural America and all
over the core of our cities out of the system in one way or another,
because they are not going into good health care or whatever the
reason is. We just have to stop this across-the-board percentage re-
duction, because we now know from looking at RBRBS, that it does
not hurt as much in Miami as it does in Montevideo, Minnesota,
and it does not hurt as much in some other high-})riced lace or
some other high-priced specialty as it does in the hills of West Vir-
ginia.

Every time we do a 2 percent or a 4 percent or a 7 percent or a
whatever it is reduction, we are just hurting more in this than a
lot of folks who do not have access to the system they need.

So I hope there is a strong feeling on the part of those in the
know, who know how the system really works, that even though
this is the fastest growing part of the budget, this is one that has to
be off limits in this discussion that is going on.

Dr. WiLENsSKY. 1 think the problem that you have mentioned will
be helped significantly when RVS starts being put in place. Part of
what has happened is that these areas in West Virginia and rural
parts of West Virginia and rural parts of Minnesota have had, his-
torically, very low levels of payment. When you couple that with
lower charges for primary care as well, changing the relative
values or relative weights in payments will significantly help. It
will be much less harmful if a percentage reduction occurs if you
have things in the proper perspective relative to each other than
where they are now, where we know there are historical inequities
with regard to payments to rural physicians and historical inequi-
ties with regard to primary care.

I think honestly, when you are talking about the kinds of big dol-
lars that you are talkin%l about in the deficit reduction, there is no
way you are going to have a program like Medicare be put off
limits. It is just too big a part. Tgat 18 my personal opinion.

Senator DURENBERGER. Jay’s point earlier was that this is 1981
to the hospitals, you know? It didn’t really hit until 1983.

Dr. WiLENsKY. Right.

Senator DURENBERGER. Everybody in this room knows that begin-
ning in 1985, we took this strategy that was supposed to be good for
cost containment and we abused it with the budget cuts every year,
and we said to the hospitals, “If you do good, you are going to get
rewarded,” and instead, you know what we did to them. Everybody
out there knows that happened, and so here we sit in the 1981 of
DRG’s or the 1990 of the 1992 PPS, the RBRBS, and they are all
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saying, “I can see it. You know, as long as George’s lips do not
mbc())ve, they are going to destroy this great system they are talking
about.”

This whole system is designed to get voluntary participation, all
the folks, everybody has to make some sacrifice in this whole
‘system, and it is pretty hard to get volunteers when some guys are
closeted at the top of the mountain some place doing deficit reduc-
tion while we are sitting here trying to explore the intricacies of
human behavior and the impact of all of these systems.

That is just a way to grind an ax that both of us have the same
handle on, I think.

Dr. WILENSKY. Presumably, nothing is going to happen unless
the majority of you guys agree with it, also.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Dr. Wilensky, I thank you very, very
much. You are a superb witness and a superbly prepared and in-
formed witness.

I would ask, as time goes along—you know, this is a process
which we, those have argued for 3 years, and I think one House
member has argued for 2 years for RBRVS, and we came out of it
with a 5-year hope, and the predicate is we can make mistakes and
we have got to leave time. Even Doctor Hsiao admitted that it was
not necessarily perfect, so this whole process requires good judg-
ment and fair judgment.

So as we go along on this, either privately to Senator Duren-
berger and myself or publicly, we welcome how you think we can
refine this, make it work better, because we would welcome that,
and I thank you very much.

Dr. WiLENsKY. Good. That is a very important consideration, be-
cause, in fact, what we are doing is a demonstration involving
480,000 physicians, unlike PPS, which had been ir the works for 10
years and tried out in New Jersey. We are going to be rolling out a
payment system that will probably have values rolling off the
printing press as we go forward with our fees; and have never tried
it.

So I think the acknowledgment that there will be mistakes made
and that it will require Judgment and understanding on our parts
will be very helpful.

Senator RocKEFELLER. Which however, should not be interpreted
by anybody who might be listening to either of us saying that, that
this is just kind of an open system waiting:for pressure to bend us.
I mean, the good judgment factor, the tough judgment factor is im-
portant all along that line.

Dr. WiLensky. We are planning to implement on time and as
written in statute, by January 1992,

Senator RockerFELLER. Thank you very, very much.

Our next witness is Karen Davis, one of the commissioners of
PPRC. Karen, we welcome you. You have been here many times.
We look forward to what you have to say.
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STATEMENT OF KAREN DAVIS, PH.D., COMMISSIONER, PHYSI-
CIAN PAYMENT REVIEW COMMISSION, WASHINGTON, DC, AC-
COMPANIED BY PAUL GINSBURG, M.D., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Dr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be here.
I am accompanied by Dr. Paul Ginsburg, executive director of the
Ph‘%sician Payment Review Commission.

e are delighted to be here to talk about the implementation of
the Medicare Volume Performance Standard. What I plan to do
today is to describe the commission’s recommendations for the
Medicare Volume Performance Standard, rates of increase for
1991, and discuss what must be done by the medical profession and
thehFederal Government to make this system a success, as all of us
wish,

On May 15th, the commission did submit a report to Congress, as
required by law, containing its full recommendations for the
volume performance system rate of increase for 1991. For at least a
decade, the growth of physician expenditures has placed increasing
financial burdens on beneficiaries and has drawn on Federal re-
sources that might more apPropriabely be devoted to other public
needs. It is the commission’s judgment, shared by the Congress,
that growth in physician expenditures must be lowered to a more
sustainable rate.

As you have heard from Dr. Wilensky, the Secreta?r recommend-
ed a volume performance standard rate of increase for fiscal year
1991, a total of 9.9 percent, with 8.7 percent for surgery and 10.5

rcent for non-surgery. The Secretary made a full allowance for
inflation, enrollment, zxanges in average age of beneficiaries, prior
legislation, by providing an allowance for an increase in volume
and intensity per enrollee of half of the historical trend.

The commission recommends a somewhat different volume per-
formance standard rate of increase of 11.2 percent overall with 9.3
percent for surgery and 12.1 for non-surgical services. In addition,
we recognize that these rates of increase would be adjusted when
one is considering the update to take into account the effects of -
subsequent legislation on 1991 expenditures.

The commission—as did the Administration—considered the ef-
fects of factors spelled out in the legislation. We had the Medicare
actuary give us information on inflation, growth and numbers and
average age of Medicare enrollees, and concurred with the Admin-
istration’s estimates in those areas.

However, the commission found no satisfactory way to estimate
accurately the effects of new technology on expenditures. In look-
ing at access, we felt that across the board, Medicare beneficiaries
do not generally experience deficiencies in access, although there
" are certainly problems in certain rural or urban under-served
areas. We felt those could be better addressed by other policies.
There is also substantial information, as Dr. Wilensky noted, that a
number of services are inappropriate and could be eliminated with-
out any effect of ciuality. It might even improve quality.

Therefore, we, like the Administration, stress the importance of
exercising considerable judgment. The commission’s approach, how-
ever, was somewhat different from that of the Administration’s.
We began with a baseline projection of what Medicare spending
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would be in 1991, in the absence of any legislation, and then we
looked at how much you could slow that growth without having an
adverse affect on access for beneficiaries or quality of care. It was
our judgment that in the initial years, the ability of physicians to
affect medical practice is the factor that limits the pace at which
the growth rate can be slowed.

We took the Medicare actuary’s projection of what would happen
to Medicare physician ex{)enditures in 1991 in the absence of new
legislation, and that 'vas 13.2 percent for fiscal year 1991. We, then,
would reduce that by 2 percentage points to 11.2, So that is basical-
ly the way we came up with our Volume Performance Standard
rate of increase. Take the baseline projection and subtract off of 2
percentage points.

We further recommended that the VPS rates of increase for sur-
gical and non-surgical services be 1 percentage point further apart,
and as Dr. Wilensky mentioned, that is another area in which we
differed from the Administration. We base that on evidence that
we have that the Medicare volume of surgical services has grown
less rapidly in recent years, and we particularly note the flattening
of the rate of cataract surgery that has been a major factor. So it
was our judgment that having a 1 percentage point difference be-
tween surgery and non-surgical services would, in fact, yield an
equal effort on the part of surgeons and non-surgeons to achieve
the Volume Performance Standard.

We also noted that the recommended rates of increase will need
to be adjusted for subsequent legislation affecting fiscal 1991.
Again, I think it is a point that came up in the questions earlier.
However, we made a distinction between legislation, budget-cutting
legislation, if you want to call it that, that focuses on price of serv-
ices under Medicare part B and that that focuses on curbing utili-
zation, for example, changes in prior authorization of assistance at
surgery or anything that would affect carrier and PRO activities. If
there are budgetary changes that would affect the volume of serv-
ices, we think that ought to be counted toward helping meet the
t?‘rget rather than having the target over and above all legislative
changes.

I would stress that the commission views the 1991 Volume Per-
formance Standard as the first step in a long-range plan to slow
expenditure growth to sustainable levels, such as the trend and the
rate of growth of the Gross National Product. We believe that this
can be done over a 5-year period; so we are making it very clear
that while we are taﬂy(ing about 2 percentage points in the first
year, that we would see further tightening over time until we suc-
ceed in slowing growth something closer to _the rate of growth of -
the economy as a whole.

We think this can be done over the next several years, while
maintaining access and quality of care. However, I think the chal-
lenge will fall primarily to the medical profession, and it is impor-
tant that the medical profession receive strong support from the
Department of Health and Human Services, particularly two agen-
cies within that Department, both the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration and the new Agency for Health Care Policy and Re-
search., We are pleased that the Congress has established the new
Agency for Health Care Policy and Research and given it funding.



22

We think that funding will need to expand further to support addi-
tional research on effectiveness.

The new agency must also be encouraged to disseminate the in-
formation that they obtain from studies and from the profession’s
efforts. They need to improve and test the methods used to develop
guidelines and to eggluate their effects and actual practice. We
also believe that the Health Care Financing Administration, in ad-
dition to administering and developing the new Medicare fee sched-
ule, must improve both their review methods and the criteria used
by PRO’s and carriers.

We think it is particularly important that profiling methods be
available to carriers and PRO’s so they can target their divect
review activities. It is also important that the Department, make
the information available to the medical profession, beneficiaries
and the public about utilization, appropriateness and access to
services, We think it is important that the Medicare carriers pro-
vide physicians with data comparing their own utilization patterns
with those of their peers.

The main indication that one would be going too quickly would
be any evidence on reductions in access to care. Therefore, we
think it is particularly important for the current beneficiary
survey to obtain information on access move forward under the
guidance of the Health Care Finance Administration, Therefore,
the commission urges Congress to support funding for the Agenc
for Health Care Policy and Research, and HCFA, to improve PR
and carrier review. We would also note that it is important that
beneficiaries also be involved in this effort and that practice guide-
lines that can be used by beneficiaries be developed, as well.

The goals of the Volume Performance Standard cannot be
reached overnight. Growth can be slowed within a 5-year period to
a sustainable level. However, the commission feels that it will need
to reassess the situation every year in light of more recent informa-
tion on access to services, technological change, appropriateness of
current practice and the ability to identify and reduce services of
little or no benefit.

We recognize that we are moving into new territory. However,
we would note that other societies have been able to hold expendi-
ture growth in health care to levels they consider affordable. With
these new policies and programs, we have an unprecedented oppor-
tunity, not only to bring the growth and expenditures to a sustain-
able level, but to maintain access and quality and to imnprove the
value received- for these expenditures. This will require prudent
and thoughtful management of the Volume Performance Standards
system of the Congress and strong support by the Federal Govern-
ment for the medical profession.

Thank you.

The premed statement of Dr. Davis appears in the appendix.]

nator KEFELLER. Thank you Karen. We will get away from
the “Dr. Davis,” “Dr. Ginsburg” stuff.

Senator Durenberger?

Senator DURENBERGER. Karen, why do we not just begin by
asking {you to characterize the Administration’s response, and just
so—at least on paper—the resgonse will relate to a question. You
recall that I went through with Dr. Wilensky the analysis of their
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MVPS recommendation where she thought that inflation, enroll-
ment, aging and those kinds of issues were treated basically the
same and that the difference would come in the so-called factors
other than inflation, enrollment and aging. Then we began to ex-
plore with each other what was contained in those factors. She in-
dicated ‘that from their standpoint, they took the historical data,
gave it a percentage, divided it by two and at this stage, the main
variable between your recommendations and the Administration’s
recommendations lie in that area.

Now, could you just help the two of us and others who will take
the time to try to understand the decision that we have to take
during the course of the next few years? What are some of those
factors are that are in there; how, in the thoughtful way, thinking
about the fact thut maybe the first time we do this, we are not
going to be perfect, but at least we ought to pointing our colleagues
in some direction? '

Should we, in effect, settle for a 2-percent off like you have rec-
ommended or a 7.4 divided by 2? Or should we, right here in the
beginning, be looking more carefully at some of the ‘“Factors other
than inflation, enrollment and aging?”’

Would it be safe this year to just adopt some kind of a percent-
age, but warning our colleagues that is not what we are going to do _
next f'ear? When we come to this next year, we hope to have addi-
tional information about the way medicine is practiced, about tech-
nology, about some of these other factors.

Dr. Davis. Yes, I would be happy to contrast what we have done
with what the Administration Eas done. As I have indicated, we
have used the Medicare actuary’s estimates about increases in in-
flation, enrollment and aginf of the population, as well as the
effect of the 1989 OBRA legislative changes. So where we do differ
is with regard to a factor for volume, intensity, technology, access,
and services. What the Administration did was to figure out what
would haﬁpen in 1991 in the absence of legislative changes. They
took the historical trend for 5 years in volume intensity and pro-
jected that forward. That gave you an overall increase of 13.6. It
gave you a 7.4 projected increase in volume, and they took half of
that. So that is how they came to their bottom line number of 9.9.

We did something a little bit differently in getting the baseline
for 1991, We didn’t take the 5-year average of volume intensity and
project it forward. We took the actuary for Medicare’s best esti-
mate of what will be Medicare physician outlays in 1991 over 1990,
given more recent trends. So it is not just taking a 5-year average
and extrapolating forward. It is a more refined methodology that
the Medicare actuary uses. We took as our starting point 13.2 for
what will be happening next year if we do not do anything. HCFA
took 18.6, which is the equivalent to default mechanism in the law
that takes a 5-year average of volume growth. So having gotten the
13.2, we reached a judgment of how much the medical community
could be expected to adopt, change their practices, change their
trends, ferret out some inappropriate utilization and reached a
judgment that you could come down 2 percentage points from that
13.2. So that is how we get the 11.2 overall figure.

In terms of what we should be doing in another year, we certain-
ly hope to have additional information on technology trends. We,
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in fact, took an informal survey of all of the specialty organizations
to tell us about new technologies that they thought were effective,
and their implications for vo%:lme and intensity. We put together
quite a bit of information on access. We reviewed all of the litera-
ture that exists to date on inappropriate use of services. We looked
at PRO and super PRO review decisions. So we did have a substan-
tial amount of information available to us. But we would certainly
hope in another year to have far more information and fine-tuned
information on trends and technology, access to care, extent of in-
appropriate services. Also, as soon as the new agency gets going,
we hope that new research will be forthcoming over time.

But it is certainly our judgment that there is quite a bit of inag:
ropriate utilization in the base and that there are not major pro
ems with access to care as a whole for Medicare beneficiaries, and

that one can certainly slow the growth in utilization. We would
see, over time, while we would reach a judgment, year-by-year, that
could, in fact, begin to slow the Medicare Part B physician outlays
to something like the rate of growth in the %ross national product.
So we do not just see 2 percent as being overly stringent and there-
fore being maintained over a 5-year period, but as we learn more
and as physicians are able to modify the practice, that we could go
tighter than that over time. ~

Senator DURENBERGER. Without suggesting any criticism at all of
the approach that they took at HCFA, I take it none of this gets
done in a vacuum. You know, you are not sitting on one side of the
world, and they are sitting on the other side of the world. I mean,
you understand the way they are headed in the last—I mean, you
all were involved in the legislation, so you have all followed this
progress.

What it looks like to me is that one side chose to use historic
data and the other side used historic data; actuaries cannot operate
without historical data either, but they did more projecting based
on what was happening from the middle eighties or the early eight-
ies on towards the nineties.

Dr. Davis. That is correct.

Senator DURENBERGER. So it is kind of an honestly different way
to begin with process. The end result is not overly larger. I mean, it
is like yours would be, what, 1.2 or 3 percent greater?

Dr. Davis. We certainly do work closely with HCFA and had the
HCFA staff and the actuary appeared before our meeting at the
end of April, so certainly, we cannot take full credit for the method
we have taken. We have certainly drawn on their expertise and in-
formation.

I wonder if Dr. Ginsburg would like to comment.

Dr. GinsBURG. One thing that was fortunate was that this differ-
ence in approach between the actuary’s best projection versus the
historical average did not turn out to give an end result that was
very different as far as what we started to work from.

But that was fortuitous, because there were two differences that
mostly canceled each other out. One of the differences we have
been over, but the other one was that the legislation, in specifying
the default mechanism, directs the Secretary to add up the differ-
ent components; in other words, take inflation and enrollment and
the 5-year average of volume and intensity, add-those components
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up. If you talk to an actuary or economist, they will say, “Well, it
probably shouldn’t have been written that way. The components
should have been come compounded,” and the actuary’s projection
of 13.2 percent is actually compounded.

So in the sense the actuary made a judgment that the volume
and intensity, which historically grew at 7.4 percent, would more
likely be growing at 6.6 percent in 1991. So in a sense, that is a 0.8
percentage point difference. Then when the difference between
compounding and adding was brought in, the final difference be-
tween 13.6 and 13.2 was smaller. So it was fortunate that this dif-
ference in approach didn’t make a large difference in the starting
point and that the main difference between the commission and
the Department is the judgment as to how far below that baseline
to go this year.

Senator DURENBERGER. Now let me ask you: Given the realities
that we have been discussing in terms of budget deficits and budget
reconciliations and so forth, to the degree that we move downward
from even the Administration’s recommendations here in adopting
a congressional MVPS or whatever it is called, where will the ad-
verse impact be felt first and most deeply out there other than just
the discouragement on the part of the people who believe? On
whom will the adverse impact fall, or can you tell, as you are pro-
jecting, where it will fall most obviously?

Dr. Davis. We have to keep remembering that we are talking
about slowing the rate of increase. We talk about budget cuts.
Somehow we get a vision that we are going below what we are
doing now. When we look at the CPI for physician fees, we see that
it is going up faster than for the CPI overall. We are talking about
slowing the rate of increase in the price that physicians are paid
for services to something a little more comparable with what is
true in the economy as a whole.

It is certainly our judgment that there will not be an adverse
impact on beneficiaries, that beneficiaries will have access to care;
they will have physicians willing to take care of them; that they
will have quality services. Obviously, there is an impact on the
physician community, but again, we estimate that in 1991, that
fewer than 1 percent of physicians would have more than a 5-per-
cent change in their revenue coming from care for Medicare benefi-
ciaries, so again, relatively modest impacts even on the flow of rev-
enues to physicians.

Now, again, that varies across specialty and across geographic
areas with the kinds of recommendations we have made over time.
Certainly, there is going to be more constraint as we move to a
Medicare fee schedule, on surgical and high-tech services as op-
posed to increasing compensation rates for the provision of primary
care services.

Senator DURENBERGER. You have left me at least with the im-
pression that somewhere between the 13.2-percent recommendation
from PPRC and the current rate of growth in the general economy
is a direction we ought to be headed. That is a fairly substantial
piece, I take it, to get from here to there, unless I misunderstood
your response. How feasible is it, and who has to, in effect, give us
the most in the system if you are going to move from your current
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estimate of growth at 13.2 percent to the rate of growth in the gen-
eral economy, which I assume is at least half of that or less?

Dr. Davis. I think if you look, again, focusing on this volume per-
formance, volume intensity component type of VPS, again, while
we project 13.2 to be baseline, we are recommending holding that
to 11.2, That implies a 4.7-percent allowance for renewed volume
and renewed intensity as contrasted with the HCFA allowance of
3.7. So we are saying that there should continue to be a 4.7-percent
annual increase In new services.

Now, the question is: What kind of limitation would coming
down to that involve? We think certainly, there is room to take out
of the base certain inaEpropriate services that are currently being
rendered. We also think that there is some evidence that one could
have economies, for example, in the use of assistance at surgerg'. So
there are certainly ways in which one would control or slow down
the rate of increase in volume and the numbers of services, particu-
larly expensive services, that could be achieved without in any way
cutting into necessary care or the quality of care for Medicare
beneficiaries.

Senator DURENBERGER. Just one last question on that point. For
those of us on the Pepper Commission who found areas to agree on
rather than disagree on, I think one of the areas was the restruc-
turing of the financial access into this system. Since you have
pointed to the appropriateness of the utilization of certain kinds of
services as a place of opportunity, I would guess that some of us—I
know I am—are thinking about the need to restructure that whole
Medicare benefit.

Since we are talking about Medicare here, has the commission
discussed—as we move into this era in which we are going to try to
bring down the percentage growth through these Volume Perform-
ance Standards, have you discussed at all what you might recom-
mend to us by way of needs to restructure the current Medicare
insurance program so that there might be more appropriate incen-
tives in that system for the Medicare beneficiaries to work with the
providers to achieve some of these ends that we are thinking about
trying to achieve? We are all on this “MEDIGAP” bill that is float-
ing around, but that really isn’t Medicare restructurin%; that is
sort of trying to send signals to a market that maybe should not
even exist if we had an appropriate Medicare insurance program.

What is the commission doing in this area?

Dr. Davis. Certainly, the commission is familiar with the recom-
mendations of the Pepper Commission. We are J)articularly inter-
ested in some of the recommendations that would have given a roll
to the PPRC to look more broadly at the need for health system.

Congress has asked us to look at the Medicaid physician payment
system, and we have a study under way, and we will be making a
report to Congress in another year on that aspect. We also know
that we are in the business of health policy and not in budget-cut-
ting policy and that what we view our responsibility as a commis-
sion i8s to make recommendations that, in fact, make quality health
care accessible to all Americans, and so we also discuss the impor-
tance of looking at this not as a deficit reduction approach, but the
need to reallocate resources within the governmental spending on
health care toward higher priority areas, whether it is child health
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or health care for the uninsured or improving the Medicaid pro-
gram, both with regard to covered people, but also benefits and the
payment rates that are in that program.

as we think about trying to slow Medicare part B outlays, we
do so because we think there are high priority uses of that money
to improve access to health care for all Americans, not just Medi-
care beneficiaries.

I think your question, though, was good, specifically its emphasis
on possible restructuring of the Medicare program.

In addition to our looking at issues of physician payment under a
fee schedule, we are certainly looking at managed care. We are
looking at health maintenance organizations. Dr. Wilensky men-
tioned that only, I think she said, 1% million Medicare benefici-
aries were in risk contracts for the Medicare program. We are look-
ing at ways of improving the method by which Medicare pays
health maintenance organizations. The current methodology of set-
ting the average annual adjusted per ca(i)ita cost payment rate for
HMOs could use some improvement, and certainly, we are looking
at those kinds of options, as well as improving the basic Medicare
phgsician payment,

enator DURENBERGER. Last question, if the chairman will in-
dulge me, but it is related.

Obviously, and to some degree, unlike the DRG’s for hospitals,
what we are undertaking here in physician payment reform is
probably, if done appropriately, going to be adopted to all physician
payment reform. In other words, it will not just be Medicare pay-
ments to hospitals like DRG’s were, where everybody else can still
buy their hospital services differently, the other third-party payers.
This particular reform is the one that is most likely to become the
way in which medical services are paid for in this country by all
third party payers.

To what degree at this stage of the game, you said you worked
with Medicare actuaries in coming up with this particular figure, is
the commission looking in its own projections of inflation and utili-
zation and volume and technology and all the rest of these factors?
Are you looking at the general population and the impact that all
of these factors are going to have on the general population, know-
ing that these same physicians are going to be practicing with the
elderly, with those of our age and with the kids and so forth?

Dr. Davis. We do regard-this-as an important issue. It is not one
that the commission currently has a mandate to do extensive study
on, but we would be very concerned about potential impact on
access by Medicare beneficiaries if, for some reason, there is gener-
ated a large divergence between what Medicare was paying physi-
cians and what the private insurance or employer plans were com-
pensated.

It would be useful to look at that and monitor that and perhaps,
speaking individually and not on behalf of the commission, perhaps
do some studies in that area.

I would like to comment on Dr. Wilensky pointing out that the
real growth in utilizations in the whole health system for physician
services was 3.3 percent, which suggested that there was a slower
growth in volume on the private side than the Medicare side. We
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think those figures are somewhat non-comparable, and I want to
stress that.

When that 3.3 figure was calculated, what was basically done
was to take the increase in total physician expenditures per capita
and deflate that by the increase in the CPI for physician fees. The
CPI reflects billetf, charges, not necessarily collected charges, not
necessarily price discounts for PPO’s, et cetera.

To calculate the volume increase in Medicare, one takes growth
in Medicare physician expenditures per beneficiary and basically,
deflate it by the growth in Medicare actual allowed charges. Al-
lowed charges under Medicare are rising more slowly than the CPI
for physician fees. So Ivou are not really dividing by the same thing.
By dividing total health system expenditures bfr something that is
rising very rapidly, it makes volume increases look small, whereas
dividing Medicare expenditures by something that is highly con-
strained in its growth makes the volume increase look larger. So I
do not think those are quite comparable.

Senator DURENBERGER. I had never thought of that, but I agree
with the appropriateness of making that comparison.

Dr. Davis. Anyway, your general point about the importance of
looking at Medicare, not in isolation, but as part of a whole health
system and in terms of physicians who are providin% care to not
just Medicare patients, but Medicaid patients, privately insured or
non-insured (Fatients is an important one. The point 18 an impor-
tant one and one of the recommendations of the Pepper Commis-
sion to look at that more generally. Personally speaking, I think it
would be useful.

Senator RoCKEFELLER. Thank you, Dave. I just would make a
comment at this point. In listening to you, Dave Durenberger ask

uestions and ponder and think through, it reminds me, again,
that you just have such long, deep, good experience in this and that
you are thoughtful and that you are just groping to find a better
way to do things, and that it is an incredible privilege for me to
work with you and learn from you.
. Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Karen, you said something interesting ear-
- lier. You said that—you have got to remember, we were talking
about slowing the rate of increase. That just triggered a thought to
me on the whole question of how we deal with physicians and the
psychology of de in%l with them. There is a need to level with
them and yet with the hostile camp of the Congress on the one
hand and ﬁhysicians on the other. Actually, I will not say govern-
ment on the one hand and physicians on the other. However that
sentiment has such a long and deep root, that there is just an in-
stinct that whenever Congress suggests something that you better
tear it to pieces before it gets going because it is probably bad. I
think what Dave and I are trying to do is to get away from that.

That reminds me of something that Dave and I talked about
when we were negotiatin%“t‘he physician payment reform with the
AMA last year. I always knew my appointments were going to be
kept because every time that Dr. Sammons came to see me, there
was a full page ad in the Washington Post with a very sad-faced
woman looking out of the window saying, “I’ve been made into to
an expenditure target.” [Laughter.]

g
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Then I knew he would be there. [Laughter.]

At one point, we were, just on the psychology of doctors, the as-
sumption was that somehow Congress was trying to make Medicare
into Medicaid and that Congress was trying to savage physician's
salaries. That whole question of the decrease in the rate of growth
was something that became psychologically—politically, so to
speak—important to make in the physician payment reform. So we
just stuck in the phrase that once tﬂe fee schedule is, in fact, im-
plemented by 1996, that no physician shall make less than he or
she did the year before. That, of course is a totally unextracrdinary
statement, because we are talking about a rate of increase, and it
s?\?'s nothing, but the psychological effect of it was to somehow say,
“No, we are not trying to savage you, and we are trying to look at
this thing holistically and sensibly.” -

Let me go from that to, really, the same point: During your delib-
erations, the PPRC’s deliberations, you had at least one commis-
sioner who really said that the performance standards ought to
have no increase in volume and intensity at all for fiscal 1991. The
rationale was what we have been talking about previously with
Gail, and also so-called truth-in-law. This commissioner’s rationale
was that the Federal budget situation is so bad and that our na-
tional health care cost crisis is so bad that, in fact, you really
shouldn’t have any allowance for volume growth. A very tight
MVPS should be put in as an urgent message, really, to doctors to
catch the attention of doctors so they will take the problem serious-
ly. With rising health cave costs coupled with this terrible budget
crisis this commissioner said, “Let us just be tough about it,” and
kind of, “There is a shock value there, but it is useful. Doctors
really have to understand how serious this problem is,” and that is
what he advocated. I would be interested in your comments.

Dr. Davis. When reasonable people get together, there are
always an array of views, as one tries to reach a consensus on the
issue. The chairman is certainly right that there was a point of
view expressed that this country spends 40 percent more on health
care than any other country; tl};at health care costs have gone up
at a very rapid rate for decades. It is undermining the Federal
budget; it is undermining international competitiveness of our in-
dustry. We are in a serious situation, and instead of just saying we
are at 11 percent of GNP, we are going to go and slow down and
try to hold it to 12 or 13 percent instead of going to 15 percent,
why do not we aim for 8? go I think that all of us recognize that
that is a legitimate point of view that, in fact, we would all some-
times get frustrated and like to do more faster.

On the other hand, the point you started with was the psycholo-
gy of dealing with physicians, and I think that point, in the end,
was a major factor in the commission’s recommendation to set a
long-range goal, but to take this a step at a time rather than a Dra-
conian, “Let us get there at once” sort of approach.

Certainly, 1 think when the Administration proposed cutting in
half in 1 year the historical trend in volume, there was a reaction
that this is severe; this is hard for us to change our practice that
rapidly; the research on effectiveness has not been done; the guide-
lines have not been developed and implemented, and I think cer-
tainly, there was a psychological reaction on the part of the physi-

35-362 0 - 91 - 3
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cian community that we heard from groups that presented views to
us as a commission that they thought, “g‘lell, this is just impossi-
ble. This is arbitrary. It is impossible.” :

So we took was what is a reasonable step toward this; what could
be accommodated with the kind of research we now have, the evi-
dence on inappropriate utilization, the trends and what could be
done and came up with a 2 percentage point slowing in the rate of
increase.

However, we thought it was also important to explain to the phy-
sician community what the problem is from a taxpayer or a con-
gressional point of view; mainly, that you have a budget deficit;
you are trying to slow an increase in governmental outlays to b
percent, maybe, a year; and to have one component going up 13,
even 11, is really not doable. It robs an opportunity to Loth reduce
the deficit, but also to reallocate those funds toward care of chil-
dren and others in this country who are also deserving of public
support.

o we thought it was important that we communicate that to
thicians. We are not just saying, “You are wasteful, you are inef-
icieni. You are doing too much. You are draining the system.” It is
that there are other competing demands on the public purse that
must be weighed against spending money in this area. Therefore,
we are going to have a long-range goal of tightening that would try
to bring the overall growth more in line with the growth of the
overall Federal budget, of the overall economy as reflected by the
gross national praoduct.

The PPRC has listened extensively to physician grouvs; we have
a very open process. We solicit the views of the AMA and all the
specialty organizations, and we seriously congider thoge. In addi-
tion, the commission is a balanced group with a wide range of
views, and we genuinely listen to each other as commissioners and
have been able to reach recommendations through a consensus
process and in nearly all cases, unanimous support behind them.

We do that to maintain or improve relations between the payer
community and the provider community. It is important not only
that provides better understand the problem that gongress faces as
it deals with the budget, but it also gets to this issue of hcnorin
the -.:Fdate if they meet the Volume Performance Standards. So
would also say that that is part of the psychology of not just feeling
that we can not just trust them. They ask you to do this, you do it
and then they say well——

Senator RocKkEFELLER. Do you think that the physician communi-
tK, as a whole, in fact, chooses to understand or does understand
:hetdepth of the crisis that we are ifi financially? Let me expand

at.

In other words, one can understand something and then as it
begins to apply to one’s own life, one’s own life’s circumstances
become much more important. So one understands it but rejects
the lessons that might emanate from it simply because of one’s
own considerations, one’s own circumstances, one’s own habits and
views. And then there is another kind of consideration, where you
look at the crisis, the various, the financial crises in the country,
and then you say, this really is very severe. I see this hurting in
the future. I think the health insurance community right now, at
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least some substantial part of it, even more specifically, maybe 12
of the 14 major health insurance companies that belong to HIAA
are, at this point, fairly responsive to the Pepper Commission’s rec-
ommendations about a private insurance reform. They figure this
is really their last shot, and if the system does not work this time,
we are going to have what, in fact, half of the congressional mem-
bers of the Pepper Commission voted for, which was national
health insurance and right now.

So the insurance companies see, they modify their behavior, or
we hope they will, because they see the real relationship between
what is happening economically in this country and what might,
therefore, be the impact, and so they do adjust, that is, if they do.

Are doctors more in that second phase at this time or do you
think they are more in the first because it is still kind of remote
and everybody always talks about budget crises and behavior modi-
fication has to really be enforced by the formulas that- we have in
this and other approaches? It is a philosophical question.

Dr. Davis. Education is very important. For a physician in prac-
tice, there is a tendency to think about this patient and doing the
best for this patient and not missing anything and being very con-
cernted about the ability to do the best that they can for that pa-
tient.

So I think it is very important that the PPRC, the Congress and
others do an educational job to explain the kinds of trade-offs and
challenges that are faced as we try to make these kinds of changes.
I think it is important to stress not only the overall budget situa-
tion, which they certainly hear about, but the need to reallocate re-
sources, to reduce the number of uninsured in this country, to
cover more people, to improve care for children; that we are not
{)ust talking about slowing Medicare physician fees to save the

udget, but it is also important because we need to have those
funds available for improvements in other areas.

So I do not think one can either just assume that they under-
stand this new system or understand the rationale behind it and
woald view it as a target program. Dr. Ginsburg would like to add
to that. -

Dr. GinsBURG. Yes. The observation that I have is that I see that
much of the leadership of medicine, particularly many of the spe-
cialty societies, seem to be working quite enthusiastically to devel-
op practice guidelines, I think understanding the need to constrain
costs long-term, and they have been constructive.

But I amn not sure how much has gotten down to the rank and
file physician. I do not think that the leadership has done much of
a job in communicating it to them.

One thing that has irked me in particular is some of the public
relations work that the AMA has done with its membership, par-
ticularly on this issue of expenditure targets and Volume Perform-
ance Standards. I have recently seen advertising where the point of
it was that the AMA defeated expenditure targets and it is busi-
ness as usual. Such messages are going to reduce the chance that
this program can be successful, because there was a clear agree-
ment that there be a linkage between increases in expenditures
and increases in fees, and the more the AMA tells its general mem-
bership that the agreement on linkage didn’t happen, it defers the
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int when the broad membership of medicine gets behind these ef-

orts.

Senator RockerELLER. Enough for philosophy.

The question of patient demand arises, and there will be com-
ment on that in the next panel. The argument goes that as assign-
ment rates rise and balanced billing declines and patients face
lower costs that therefore, they may demand for care. Efficiencies
of the system, lower costs encourage people wanting more care, pa-
tients demand, and that is a very significant factor in contributing
to the growth in Medicare spending.

Two questions that I have from this: First, do you know of any
definitive studies or measures of this phenomenon of patient
demand and its impact on Medicare costs? Second, as Medicare
seeks to control utilization through MVPS, should we try to distin-
guish between medically unnecessary services that are demanded
by patients and those that are provided for other reasons?

Dr. Davis. Well, in terms of your issue about is the cost problem
primarily one of patient-driven demand, I think in the case of Med-
icare beneficiaries, that is not the driving force behind the rising
costs. I think first of all, if you will look at Medicare beneficiaries,
the great proportion of the money is going for the care of patients
who are very ill. They are having multiple hospitalizations, chronic
health problems, perhaps in terminal illness. They are at a stage
where they are feeling very vulnerable, very dependent upon physi-
cians and others to make decisions with regard to what they get.
So, we are not talking about frivolous care. There is a deductible,
but, in fact, the bulk of Medicare expenditures are going for people
who are just very seriously ill, very chronically ill. There have
been studies that have shown that cost sharing has an effect on pa-
tient demand. Certainly, the Rand Health Insurance experiment
documented that as patients pay more out of pocket, they use less
care. There are also studies based on the Rand data that shc.v that
cost sharing is not a very good mechanism for differentiating medi-
cally appropriate care from medically inappropriate care.

Senator RocKEFELLER. From the reaction of the consumer, it does
not necessarily follow? ’

Dr. Davis. That is right. I am thinking about one specific study
that looked at the Rand data for hospitalization utilization for pa-
tients that had free care versus patients that were assigned an in-
surance plan where they had to pay 20 percent or 50 percent out of
pocket. Clinicians evaluated the hospital charts and rated it blind
about whether this was a necessary admission—not a necessary ad-
mission, could have been cared for on an outpatient basis if such
care was available, and while the patients that paid out of pocket
used less hospital care, it reduced both appropriate and inappropri-
ate utilization equally. In other words, it was not that it weeded
out the appropriate care.

So there is certainly evidence that when patients pay more out of
pocket, they use less care or equivalently, when they pay less out
of pocket, they use more care. But whether that has a big effect
- that would affect the very dramatic increases in Medicare outlays
that we have seen over time and whether that would be a major
factor, I think, remains to be seen.



33

In terms of differentiating between patient-induced demand and
physician-induced demand, again, that is very difficult to do. The
studies that have tried to sort it out look at, say, the first visit to a
physician for a given condition, and then a subsequent visit or
going to the hospital or using a lab test would be a decision by the
physician. But it is, again, very hard to sort out how much they are
influenced by physician behavior. Maybe Dr. Ginsburg would like
to add to that.

Dr. GinsBURG. Yes. I agree with all you said about how difficult
it is to separate out what part of the increase in volume intensity
was, in a sense, demanded by patients, versus suglgested by physi-
cians, that these decisions are made in the office. They are usually
made jointly by the physician and patient. We hear anecdotes
about patients coming in and demanding a CAT scan, but I doubt
that it occurs routinely. It also may not absolve the physician of
the responsibility for saying, “You do not need a CAT scan.”

I am sure one of the reasons you asked the question was the ad-
vertisement in the Washington Post about the study on under-
standing the recent growth in Medicare physician expenditures.
My staff and I have reviewed this the study in great detail. We do
not think that the data used in the study or the particular econo-
metric models used are really up to the task of drawing conclusions
of that sort. It is just not the right data or method to be able to
examine what components of growth of services over time is due to
the assignment rate or the Medicare fee freeze or the prospective
pagoment system.

we feel strongly that many of the conclusions in that study
are unwarranted.

Senator RockereLLER. Thank you. Karen, another approach. You
want to get, over 5 years, volume and intensity growth down to the
rate of GNP growth. Would you comment, therefore, on the Secre-
tary’s finding that the growth and intensity of medical services in
the general population has been 3.3 percent annually, which is im-
pressive. On the other hand it was nearly 7.4 percent on volume
intensity in the Medicare program?

Couldn’t one say, therefore, that volume growth in the general
population is at least as an appropriate target as is getting it down
to the rate of GNP? »

Dr. Davis. I think the first thing I would underscore about that,
I am not quite sure that those numbers are comparable, the 3.3-
percent growth in total physician expenditures per capita in real
" terms versus the 7.4 percent in Medicare. As I was explaining to
Senator Durenberger, there is really a different methodology used
in the two, and the deflation for price increases is quite different.
But I think the commission would welcome an opportunity to
really look into that issue and in trying to at least make its own
best estimate about the real growth in volume is in the non-Medi-
care patient area versus the Medicare, and that would be a useful
thing to look at.

In terms of our lonirange goal, we have said that we think we
ought to be aiming to hold the curve in Medicare physician outlays
to something like the growth in GNP. Some of that would go for
inflation; some of it would go for aging of the population and the
growth in the number of beneficiaries. So it might be apply some-
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thing like only 1 percentage point allowance for new technology,
new services volume. So it certainly is starting with what is implic-
it it in our VPS of a 4.7-percent annual rate in increase in volume
to we are moving to more like a 1 percentage point of rate of in-
crease in volume.

So certainly, we would be going down, and we would be assessing
year by year what is the trend in the private sector; what is hap-
pening there; what is a reasonable change to make. Maybe Dr.
Ginsburg wants to comment.

Dr. GiNsBURG. I do not have anything to add. .

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Let me just ask one final question. I
looked at the clock and grew alarmed. -

You find that surgical expenditures have been rising less rapidly
than non-surgical expenditures. We are also foing to hear some tes-
timony after you from surgeons on this. As I read their statement,
they commend PPRC for acknowledging this lower growth rate, but
they urge that surgeons not be “penalized” for it with a lower per-
formance standard. That is interesting, because I want you to com-
ment on that, and how can we avoid penalizing doctors for achiev-
in% in fact, the goals that we set out for them to achieve?

r. Davis. The reason we recommended the differential VPS for
surgery is that we looked at data for the period from 1986 to 1988,
and we saw, looking at both volume trends, that there was about a
1.7 percentage point differential in the growth of volume for non-
surgical services as compared with surgery. In other words, the sur-
gery was going up 1.7 percent less than other services.

But if you took cataracts out of that data, you would find some-
thing close to a 4 percent slower rate of increase in volume for sur-
%ery relative to others. We have information from the Food -and

rug Administration that tracks the sales of lenses in cataract,
and that has now flattened out. So cataract is a big component of
the overall surgical expenditures under Medicare. What we see is
that there is a slowing, a flattening out, and particularly in the
cataract area, and that that slows down the overall trend in
volume on surgery.

Now, why is that happening? Is that happening as a result of the
fact that the surgical community has been tightening up, identify-
ing inapﬁropriate use, et cetera? We do not see evidence of that.
We see this flattening out being more that one has kind of reached
the upper band on cataract surgery. As someone said, “We have
run out of eyes,” but just the basic trend in the technology itself is
affecting that. It is not an effort to identify inagpropriate utiliza-
tion or curb abuses that are reflective of that. So when we were
setting our target, we felt there ought to be equal effort on the part
of surgeons and non—surﬁeons to achieve a slower rate of growth
and volume, and that what one must take is our best estimate of
what would happen in the absence of that effort, just because of
:}}:a?ges in technology, and then say, “Let us come down relative to

at.

So that is why we have a 1-percent differential. It is basically our
own judgment that the baseline would have a 1-percent lower
growth in the absence of any effort, and so we are asking -for an
equal effort on the part of both groups, not that we are penalizing
surgeons, but maybe Dr. Ginsburg would like to comment.
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Dr. GiNsBURG. If we meet 4 years from now to talk about the
Volume Performance Standards for 1995, we probably would not be
able to use such an analysis. We would not be able to look at what
happened between 1990 and 1991 and use that because then that-
issne that the surgeons raised might be relevant, in part. It is our
judgment that the differential trends in surgery and non-surgery
during this period in the late 1980’s before anyone heard about
volume performance standards and developing practice guidelines
was, for the most part, changes in medical technology that were
happening not because of collective efforts of physicians, but be-
cause of just the nature of technological change and the normal
workings of the medical care system.

So we feel fairly confident, about this differential. Qur goal is to
say we want, in the sense, to pose to the surgeons and non-surgeons
in 1991, that if they have equal success in reducing growth in
volume compared to what it would have been otherwise, that then
they would get equal updates: For this to happen, it was incumbent
upon us to try to project what would happen in the absence of their
efforts, so that we do not confuse the effects of their efforts with
what would have happened otherwise.

Senator RockereLLER. I thank you both very much. Senator
Durenberger said he does not have any other questions. I wasn’t
aware that we had gone on s0 long, but frankly, I think Dave and I
are both enjoying this so much because it is out of the world of the
Pepper Commission and back into the saddle of the real hard stuff
that we have got to get worked out.

Karen and Paul, thank you enormously. You are, as always,
superb.

Dr. Davis. Thank you.

Senator ROCKERFELLER. Our only other panel is Dr. John Ring,
chairman of the board of trustees, the American Medical Associa-
tion; Dr. Robert Graham, executive vice president of the American
Academy of Family Physicians, and Dr. Jerome Goldstein, who is a
governor of the American College of Surgeons.

Senator RocKEFELLER. Dr. Ring, we will start with you

STATEMENT JOHN J. RING, M.D., CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF
TRUSTEES, THE AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION

Dr. RinG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is John J. Ring. |
am a physician and I practice family medicine in Mundelein, IL. I
am also chairman of the board of trustees of the American Medical
Association.

With me today is Mark Segal of AMA’s Department of Health
Care Financing. The AMA is genuinely pleased to have this oppor-
tunity to discuss the volume of part B services provided to Medi-
care patients and the Medicare Volume Performance Standards.

While we are all concerned that part B of Medicare continues to
grow, in reality, this growth has come about because of the many
successes we have seen in medical care, including our ability to
provide a level of care far beyond that imagined when the program
began. The average Medicare beneficiary today is both healthier
and older than the counterpart of 25 years ago. It is the very suc-
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cess of the program that has brought us to the point where its very
size and projected growth are the subject of close scrutiny.

Mr. Chairman, we are 1;;leased to be able to thank you for taking
the lead in last year's physician payment reform legislation. One
major element ofy this program was the creation of the MVPS as a
tool for Congress to use in monitoring the growth of part B Medi-
care. We also believe that other elements of last year's Budget Rec-
onciliation Act, the creation of the Agency for Health Care Policy
and Research, carrier-targeted review and annual monitoring of
changes in utilization of and access to services will better assure
that the Medicare program meets its promise of coverage for neces-
sag medical care.

ongress has ordered HHS to make a recommendation for the
MVPS each year, taking into account several factors: Inflation, en-
rollment changes, beneficiary population aging, changes in techno)-
ogy, evidence of inappropriate utilization, access and such other
factors as are considered appropriate by the Secretary.

However, the HHS analysis accompanying the MVPS aunounce-
ment demonstrates that the Administration ignored reality in some
instances and failed to comply altogether in fulf'illir:ig some of its
responsibilities. For three of the key factors identified by Congress
tc be considered; technology, utilization and access, HHS essential-
ly threw up its hands, indicating that accurate estimates of these
elements are just not possible now. Instead, HHS just simply ad-
vised lawmakers on a policy basis to arbitrarily halve the recent
growth rate attributed to volume and intersity and allow volume
to rise only 3.7 percent in 1991, and set the MVPS at 9.9 percent.

Mr. Chairman, the Administration has, in effect, abrogated its
responsibility to you and to over 30 million Medicare patients.
While research needed for making precise judgments ebout the
contribution of these key factors to volume and intensity growth is
limited, this does not justify the capricious determinalion that
volume growth simply must be cut in half, without any Lasis for
judging whether recent growth has been excessive or inadequate on
these criteria or for forecasting how these factors might changz in
the near future.

here is simply no legitimate basis for recommending that
volume growth should change from recent levels. As a starting
peint, it is time to recognize that together, we are holding the line
against increases in Federal expenditures for medical care provided
for Medicare patients. The bottom line is that the rate of increase
in payments by Medicare care for medical care has substantially
moderated.

Fron just a few years ago, when the annual growth rate in Madi-
care part B outlays was in the neighborhood of 20 percent, we have
seen some amazing results. Last year, J)art B growth was less than
half of that figure. A federally funded study recently released by
the Urban Institute found that some of the major factors in Medi-
care part B increases were due to an increase in incomes for the
elderly, the increase and diffusion of new medical technologies, and
the increase in Medicare assignment rates.

These findings, which are consistent with work completed by re-
searchere at the AMA, should cast a new light on the Medicare
voiume issue. Explaining part B physician expenditure increases
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attributed to volume and intensity does not require acceptance of
simplistic and unproven charges that physicians game the system
and spur volume increases to maintain their incomes, Rather, Med-
icare expenditures have grown because of the increased access to
safe and effective medical care enjoyed by Medicare beneficiaries.
As a result of their growing income, reductions in out-of-pocket
costs and major advances in health care technology have reduced
risk and enabled many of them to enjoy a far better quality of life.

Medical advances, in addition to alleviating pain and suffering,
do carry a dollar cost. Finally, we wanted to leave you with a mes-
sage that the Medicare program cannot continue to bear a dispro-
portionate share of the reconciliation-driven budget savings. In
OBRA 1987 and OBRA 1989, Medicare provided, respectively, 49.7
and 34.8 percent of the total dollar savings.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Ring appears in the appendix.]

Senator RockereELLER. Dr. Goldstein, would you like to go next?

STATEMENT OF JEROME C. GOLDSTEIN, M.D., FACS GOVERNOR
OF THE AMERICAN COLLEGE OF SURGEONS

Dr. GovrpstEIN. Thank you. ’

Mr. Chairman, Senator Durenberger, I am Dr. Jerry Goldstein, a
fellow of the American-College of Surgeons. The College appreci-
ates the opportunity to share its views about Secretary Sullivan’s
recommendations on the MVPS rates of increase for fiscal year
1991. As you know, the American College of Surgeons was an
active participant in this committee's work last year as it devel-
oped the physician payment reform legislation that Congress ap-
proved in the fall.

Last April, we presented to this committee the elements of a
physician payment reform plan that, among other things, suggest-
ed ways to moderate the rate of spending growth under Medicare
and to make program costs more predictable. Included in our plan
was a proposal to establish a national expenditure tarﬁet for surgi-
cal services, which is similar to the MVPS concept that was sup-
ported by this committee.

In expressing our support for the MVPS concept, the college has
emphasized repeatedly that a single, unfocused standard for all
physicians’ services will provide no incentive for specialty groups to
review the quality of Eractice within their respective areas of ex-
pertise. In our view, the Medicare program will have greater suc-
cess in dealing with such issues by asking surgeons themselves to
take responsibility for evaluating the appropriateness and quality
of surgical services that are provided to beneficiaries. We also
strongly believe that the definition of surgical services will have a
major bearing on the success of the MVPS concept.

e are pleased with the definition that was published by the
Secretary on May 3. Of the options considered by the Secretary,
the published definition is the one that is most consistent with the
College’s views.

I hope it is clear that the College is committed to work with the
Secretary and HCFA to refine the definition and to make the
MVPS concept viable, In making this commitment, however, we
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assume that data collection and analysis by the Department will
broaden in content and be more rapidly processed so that a cur-
rent, on-line assessment of the MVPé)can be accomplished.

It also should be understood that the College is a voluntary pro-
fessional organization, and while we can and will educate our fel-
lowship with regard to physician payment issues and keep them in-
formed concerning our activities, our ability to influence their be-
havior is limited. Thus, we will have to work with the Department
in order to obtain the desired outcome.

The College believes that the MVPS rates proposed by the Secre-
tary are far too low and could seriously undermine our ability to
develop the grocesses needed to make the MVPS concept viable. In
a letter to Secretary Sullivan, the College expressed serious con-
cerns about his intention to recognize only one-half of the estimat-
ed historical growth rate in expenditures relating to the combined
effects of technology, access and intensity.

We believe that this unrealistically low rate departs far too
quickly from the trend line in the demand for surgical services and
is inappropriate, given the very limited experience we have had
thus far with the MVPS concept.

Dr. Sullivan has noted that the Department is not yet able to
quantify the impact of changing surgical technologies, emerging di-
agnostic techniques, or other developments that could alter the uti-
lization of current services. To assist in this effort, the College is
working with the surgical specialty societies to initiate a process
whereby the surgical community will provide the Secretary with
an annual assessment of the expected impact of changing technol-
ogies on the use of and expenditures for surgical services.

While we have not seen specific recommendations from PPRC or
the underlying analysis that supports their proposals, we under-
stand that the commission’s numbers are not quite as low as those
from the Secretary. However, the commission seems to recommend
an unusually large difference in the rates of increase for each
MVPS category of service. The College believes that this differen-
tial is not warranted, especially given the very shaky information
upondwhich the lower rate for the surgical MVPS seems to be pre-
mised,

I appreciated, Mr. Chairman, your last question to Dr. Davis and
that you have read my written statement. Yes, we are pleased that
the commission recognizes that surgical volumes are rising less
rapidly than other physician services, but we hope that the PPRC’s
proposed differential is not intended to penalize those of us who
are trying to cooperate with you to make this plan work. Again, we
appreciate the opportunity to present our views to you today, and
we will be happy to answer any questions you may have.
d‘['Iihe prepared statement of Dr. Goldstein appears in the appen-

ix.
Senator RoCKEFELLER. Thank you, Doctor.
Dr. Graham?

STATEMENT OF ROBERT GRAHAM, M.D., EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF FAMILY PHYSICIANS

Dr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
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"1 am Dr. Robert Graham, the executive vice president of the
American Academy of Family Physicians, which represents some
69,000 family physicians, residents and students. This morning, I
would like to comment on two specific areas: One, the text of my
prepared remarks, which you already have before you, and then
two other items which have come up in your in your commentary
with previous witnesses. )

First, in terms of the two issues before you this morning, we do
support the establishment of separate targets for surgical services,
but we are concerned in the manner that the Secretary has pro-
posed to go about this. The p‘rogosal in the Federal Register would
establish the basis or the data base for these targets as being only
services Igrovided by surgeons.

Now, Dr. Wilensky has made it clear that the data from the ex-
perience of those services would be applied across the board to sur-
gical services, an approach with which we would agree. But the
fact that the entire data would be derived from a potentially un-
representative and self-selected sample seems to us not to make
sense.

It seems not to follow basic statistics 101. If you are going to do
something with a full universe, you try to draw your sample so
that it is representative of that universe, and this would not neces-
sarily be so.

We recognize that HCFA does have data problems. We recognize
that they are moving to correct them, and we support that, but in
the interim, it does not seem sensible to us to begin the process
with what could be a seriously flawed system of developing data
about what physician performance is within this category of serv-
ices.

Secondly, we have concerns about how HCFA is proposing to de-
scribe surgical services. They have specifically left out endoscopies
and cardiac catheterizations. Having followed the debates within
this body and in the House in the development of RVS, it is.clear
that the growth in services in those two areas was of particular
concern in the Congress, and now to exclude them from a surgical
MVPS would, again, seem not to be logical. It may fail the Darman
test: If it looks like a duck and it walks like a duck—these to us,
are surgical services. If you go to current procedural technology,
CPT codes, and look for where they are listed, they are listed under
surgical services.

We believe these should be part of the surgical services MVPS
and that the omission of the Secretary in that proposal was a sig-
nificant one. .

In commenting on the two targets for MVPS updates that have
been discussed already at length by Dr. Wilensky and Dr. Davis,
we find the target and the derivation by PPRC to be the more ac-
ceptable. We acknowledge that there are difficulties in the area of
determining what the appropriate component of volume and inten-
sity is. Both Dr. Wilensky and Dr. Davis explained how their re-
spective groups have tried to grapple with that. We suspect that

-there is no true right figure, but it seems to us that the mechanism
by which PPRC has derived it, using a current actuarial estimate
of what the actual growth will be in the specific index year and
then making a policy determination as to what desirable and



40

achievable deflection from that growth might be without distorting
the rest of the program, is as reasonable a way to go about it and,
indeed, is more reasonable than what the Secretary has recom-
mended.

I do need to acknowledge that if you find our arguments about
including endoscopies and cardiac catheterizations compelling and
are inclined totry to see them included in the surgical MVPS, then
you would need to acknowledge that the MVPS developed by PPRC
for surgery would need to be revised, because it is our understand-
ing that those current figures do not reflect those procedures.

Now, if I could comment on two items which have come up in
the discussion this morning. First, Senator Durenberger asked a
question, I believe, of Dr. Wilensky about the problems that you
are hearing about from some of your constituency in terms of the
apparent charges that will be available for family physicians and
other primary care physicians in rural areas. This is a problem. Dr.
Wilensky indicated that it was her understanding that the problem
might be of a relatively small magnitude. We get very mixed read-
ings from that. We have worked very closely with the staff of this
Committee, the staff cf the Committee in the House, and with
PPRC to get a better understanding of what the impact will be.

It appears to have been an unintended consequence in the draft-
ing of the legislation. It is a limitation of fees for physicians to 125
percent of the prevailing charge or the MAAC limit, whichever is
lower. But in some particularly rural areas where the prevailing
has been very low historically, physicians are reporting that their
fees for some of the services could drop by as much as 25 to 30 per-
cent from their current acceptable MAC charges.

If this is something which across the board affects a few people,
.perhaps it will not develop into a major issue. Unfortunately, our
impression is that as better data is developed among the family
practice and internal medicine communities, that data suggests
‘that it is a greater problem in magnitude and extent than was
originally appreciated, and we would enlist the effort of you and
your staff in finding a way that is consistent with the intent of the
original RVS legislation to resolve this issue this year so that it
does’—ﬁot become something that tends to unravel the whole ap-
proach.

The second comment I would make in closing is Dr. Wilensky re-
ferred several times to their data not suggesting any access prob-
lem. I can understand, as the HCFA staff might look across the
board at all Medicare beneficiaries with all specialties in all areas
that there would not be any terrible access problems being indicat-
ed. But again, amecdotally from our members, who practice in some
of the most underserved and, in some cases, remote communities,
we feel that we see a continuing problem in terms of access to Med-
icare beneficiaries. This is in part because of the unavailability of
numbers of family physicians and other primary care physicians,
and in part, because a number of the legislative and regulatory
changes that have taken place in Medicare have added so much to
the hassle factor that some physicians are seriously questioning
whether or not they can continue to serve Medicare patients. They
are already providing services at substantially discounted rates.
They are now being told by the government that they have to
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submit all bills themselves. They are now faced with a 400-page
regulation talking about how they will change their clinical labs,
and unfortunately, many of our physicians are talking about how
much longer, even though RVS holds out real promise for improve-
ment, how much longer they can be involved as providers in this
program.

So I believe that the access issue is not an inconsequential issue
which faces us and-faces HCFA.

I thank you very much for the opportunity to present these com-
ments.
d.[’Iihe prepared statement of Dr. Graham appears in the appen-

ix.

Senator RockeFELLER. Doctor, you do remember that the flip side
of the 100-percent billing is that hopefully, as you get geared up,
that a bill that is submitted to HCFA on Thursday will be reim-
bursed on Friday morning. .-

Dr. GRaHAM. I understand that, and what [ am reflecting, and
also in the context of my comments to Senator Durenberger, is a
number of our people understand what we are telling them are the
better days to come, but we have to tell them that these days may
be 2 and 3 and 4 years in the future. In the meantime, not only do
they feel that they see an increased regulatory burden; then some-
thing like this comes up where it looks like their fees are actnally
going to take a cut this year, and they say, “Do you guys know
what's going on? You promised us a better day, and it looks like it
is getting worse.” So some of our credibility is being questioned
now.

Senator RockereLLER. I would like to ask this of Dr. Ring and
Dr. Goldstein.

Dr. Graham has testified that as far as the family physicians are
concerned, they prefer PPRC’s approach. You have expressed dis-
pleasure with both, and therefore, I would assume it would be in-
cumbent upon you at formal testimony before the Finance Commit-
tee to state what your proposal is.

Dr. Ring?

Dr. RinG. Thank you.

Our proposal would be that the Congress should establish the
facts with regard to such items as technology, which neither PPRC
nor HCFA could establish; access, utilization, and until then, go
very, very carefully with regard to setting the MVPS. What we
heard this morning from Dr. Wilensky and Dr. Davis was that they
really didn’t have the data to make a reasonable recommendation, -
so that their recommendations were arbitrary. The AMA believes
that we should get the information that_we need and then proceed
on it.

Senator RockeriLLER. Dr. Ring, you know perfectly well, as I
know perfectly well, that when you were helping us work out this
program very recently that data limitations were going to be part
of our limitations. You understood that; I understood that; the
world understood that; the AMA supported the proposal under-
standing that. Now you come and say, “Well, it is not sufficient.”
You decline to say what the rate should be. You say, “Well, until
sufficient data is available, we should sort of stay where we were.”
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I would like you to say for the record whether or not AMA is
now in support of MVPS and Physician Payment Reform, as indeed
you were last year, or whether you now do not support this pro-

gram. -

Dr. RiNg. AMA is unequivocally in support of MVPS, and we
certainly support Physician Payment Reform. A false step on
MVPS at this time could jeopardize Physician Payment Reform,
and that is the basis of my answer to you. I suppose if we absolute-
ly had to make a choiée between PPRC and HCFA, we would
choose PPRC.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. And that is your answer, then, as to what
yourl‘?roposal is? You take or do accept, so to speak, the PPRC pro-
posal’

Dr. RinG. If we had to choose, we would prefer PPRC to the
HCFA proposal, but we would certainly much prefer that Congress
act on full information, which it does not have at this time.

Senator RockerFeELLER. Which you understood last year when we

were doing this, so therefore your answer is, that formally you

have no proposal, in fact, except criticism of PPRC and HCFA?

Dr. Ring. Would you repeat that, please?

Senator RockeFELLER. Knowing full well last year, that we were
. not going to have the data, information that you have referred to,

your official position, then, is that you have no proposal except to
say that if you did, it would be PPRC over HCFA?

Dr. RinG. That is correct.

Senator RockereLLER. That is your formal medical proposal?

Dr. RiNG. That is my formal economic proposal. My medical pro-
posal and my logical proposal is that we need more information
before we can act.

Senator RockereLLER. We all understand that. We all under-
stand that, as did you last year, did you not, that we were not
going to have it this year?

Dr. RinG. We did not. -
I)‘)Senator RockeErFELLER. You understand that? Of course you did,
‘Doctor.

Dr. RinG. No, we did not.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Yes, you did.

Dr. RiNG. If you say so, Senator.

Senator RoCKEFELLER. Dr. Goldstein, what is your response?

Dr. GoLpsTEIN. The College basically supports the PPRC figures,
as you clearly read and pointed out. Our one concern is that extra
1 percent knick under surgery. Without that 1 percent, the 10.3
percent for surgery, we think, is a very fair number, one that we
could live with. .

It is interesting to me, as I went over the figures as I understood
them, that their average of 11.2 percent is basically the same
whether they use the 10.3 for surgery or the 9.3 because of the less
than equal distribution between surgery and non—surgerfv. So the
College favors the 10.3 and finds that livable and acceptable.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. And the AMA does not?

Dr. RiNG, The AMA prefers to act on full information if we can
possibly get it, Senator.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Okay.

Dr. RiNgG. If it is available.
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Senator RockerFELLER. Of course it is gettable, but not by this -
year. Which some of you understood. If you did not, I will guaran-
tee you that Jim Sammons understood it.

Dr. Ring, one further question from me, and this is on the ques-
tion of patient demand, which I referred to earlier. I agree that pa-
tients need to have a financial stake in their health care, and if
they do not, they do not become prudent consumers, although some
interesting points were made by Karen Davis on that.

Dave Durenberger and I, in the Pepper Commission, insisted on
that, and it was 75 percent deductible, 20 percent co-insurance, all
balanced billing charges, which go as high as 25 percent in the first
year, and in the meantime, of course, seniors are paying higher
and higher premiums for both Medicare and Medigap. All that not-
withstanding, I also acknowledge patients may demand care that is
not really medically necessary. But they can not get it if a doctor
declines to provide it, and the doctor is the arbiter.

So my question is: In the end, should not it be our goal to find a
way to educate doctors and to help doctors educate their patients
on the need to reduce the volume of unnecessary procedures about
which doctors will be more informed on an earlier basis than will
patients be? Isn’t that, in fact, what MVPS is supposed to help us
accomplish? -

Dr. RiNnG. The answer to that is yes, and the American Medical
Association is prepared to assist the Congress in this effort. We
have taken the lead in the development of practice parameters and
brought together a number of specialty societies. We are attempt-
ing to define what constitutes appropriate medical care. We think
that our diagnostic and therapeutic technology assessment
(DATTA) program, which is a program for the evaluation of new
technology, makes a positive contribution.

The average practicing doctor out there in the community really
does know that there is a problem. I Continue to practice, and be-
lieve me, every major decision I make with with regard to a patient
is questioned by somebody else. There is somebody on the tele-
phone; I-get a letter, “Do you really want this patient in the hospi-
tal this extra day? Do you really think she needs the surgery?”

The average doctor knows that there is a serious crisis with
regard to Federal health care expenditures. I think the AMA is
prepared to work with you and prepared to provide leadership in
the education of doctors. Doctors have an ethical obligation not to
provide care that is not necessary. A patient walks into my office
and says, “I want my gall bladder-removed,” and the question is,
“Is there something wrong with your gall bladder?”

I am obliged to say, “No, I am not going to remove your gall
bladder or recommend to the surgeon to remove your gall bladder
if there is no gall bladder disease present.”

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Let me stop you there and ask: Supposing
there are two women who are pregnant, two young women who are
pregnant and supposing one belongs to an HMO and the other be-
longs to another kind of a plan. One pregnant woman walks in for
a check-up to the HMO and the HMO says, “Well, look, you are
healthy and I do not see any reason that we should have to do a
sonagram.”



44

The other, who does not belong to the HMO, goes into or that
other office and says nothing, and the doctor has a sonagram ma-
chine there, and ti;e doctor says, “Well, I think we ought to do
that.” Now, HMO’s did not, the other one did. You get to the ethi-
cal matter that you raised, necessary care/unnecessary care._Do
you have a comment?

Dr. RinG. A doctor’s ethical obligation, is to the patient, not to
the source of payment. If, in his medical judgment, he feels that
patient needs a sonogram, it is incumbent on him to recommend
that the patient have it regardless of whether it is going to be paid
for by the HMO or not. -

Senator RocKEFeLLER. Okay. Senator Durenberger?

Senator DURENBERGER. 1 guess you were all here for all of the
other questions when we were asking them. I was going to.express
a view that sort of reacts to what has happened in the last 5 or 6
months since we have put this together.

I think the work that has been done by HCFA and the work that
has been done by the Physician Payment Reform Commission is
good work. I do not know whether to agree or disagree with the
percentages they came up with, but I think at least it is a good
place to get started. .

I certainly got the impression that they do not have all of the
answers; that by next year, there is going to be a different kind of
an approach and maybe new factors wil% be involved and that by
the year after that there will be something different. Yet, if I were
a physician, particularly if I were a Minnesota physieian, I would
be deeply concerned about this whole concept of the MVPS’s, be-
cause it 1s only the latter day version of the ET.

I want to restate on behalf of those of us who come from low-

_charge, high-quality states that our medical care will be destroyed

by an inappropriate aEplication of ET’s or MVPS’s or call it any-
thing else you want; that we are going to be the first to go under
because we are the low-charge folks and the same thing is true of
primary care and so forth. I do not think that is going to happen
on the East and West Coast. I do not think it is going to happen to
plastic surgeons, and I do not think it is going to happen at that
level, but I know it is going to happen in rural Minnesota, as hard
as they try. .

So I am really apprehensive about how we do this, but I am com-
forted by what I have heard this morning from the two profession-
al organizations that they are not budgetary driven. Qutside this
room, there are a lot of folks that may well be. So I just want to
safy, lprincipally to John Ring, that I think that both the Chair and
I fell off our seats when we saw the AMA ad in the newspapers,
because it was like business as usual. We can not do business as
usual. The rest of the people who aren’t here are ready to hang you
- out to dry with with a budget cut, and we are the only folks here
who spend 3'2, almost 4 hours trying to understand what is going
on. I will tell you, that kind of an approach is counter-productive.

We have not discussed this ahead of time. His reaction, talking
about the little old lady and all the rest of that sort of thing, we
thought, I think, that that was out the window. I do not know what
provoked it, and I am not trying to raise it as a big issue. I am just
trying to turn to the positive side on this hearing, and that is, that
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if we are going to be able to resist using the budget deficit or an
MVPS to just arbitrarily cut payments for Medicare, we are going
to have to have the help of a lot of physicians in this country. )

I think they are going to have to be motivated more by doing
what is right than just reacting against politicians and things like
that. How that all gets put together, I am really not very sure, but
an instinct tells me that an advertising campaign like that isn’t
the most appropriate way to do it. If it is, then maybe we ought to
talk about it ahead of time, if it does happen to be the most appro-
priate way to shore up the troops. I could see us on the Floor at
some point in time; it probably will not be before the election, but
it may be right after the election, after we have taken the seques-
tration for October, November and December. Then you are going
to be sitting there debating these issues—was it 1985 when we did
the vote on trying to give Medicare the same protection as Social
Security? In effect, we ended up splitting the difference. But you
know where most of the votes were then. They were against giving
to doctors and hospitals; that is the way they look at Medicare, an
out.

If you think we marshalled enough votes then, we will not make
it this time. There is no way we are going to make it this time
around. I am suggesting, by going through this process, that we
really are going to have to put some emphasis on the learning
curve here on doing the MVPS the right way and being patient.
We are also going to have to wait until next year, and we are going
to have to plead with our colleagues, “We know this is not perfect.
I know that percentage point looks awful high. I am sorry we have
not done anything yet.” But we are going to have to work and use
the example of DRG’s and the inappropriateness of using DRG’s to
cut budgets, and it is going to be a tough battle.

I am just using my little time herz not to necessarily ask ques-
tions, but to try to urge the physician groups, all of them, not just
the three that are here, but all of them to try to help us in the
next few months think of positive ways that we can reinforce the
RBRVS.

Dr. Ring. I can appreciate your concern in Minnesota, and that
is one of the motivations for the AMA’s position with regard to ex-
treme caution on the part of this committee with regard to the ini-
tial MVPS decision. I would like to ask Mark Segal to outline for
you the eteps that the AMA is taking with regard to MVPS. We
are not opposed to MVPS.

Senato: DURENBERGER. I believe I understand that.

Di. RinG. We are prepared to take action with our members. I
would ask Mark Segal to explain in detail the AMA perspective
and activities relating to the MVPS. -

Dr. SEGAL. Thank you, Senator Durenberger.

The keystone of our support for MVPS has been the process, the
information that was to be generated on utilization and volume,
and the clear expression of congressional views about where ex-
penditures should go. In general, we had much less of a feeling
that the specific MVPS number should be viewed as an ironclad
limit on what should be spent; rather, the AMA has viewed the
MVPS as a benchmark and an information source for physicians.
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In that context, the efforts that the AMA has engaged in to ad-
Jdress volume and intensity of services which are on an accelerating
growth curve are what we believe is how we will get to where the
Congress wants us to be. These efforts include development of prac-
tice parameters and practice guidelines; evaluation of technology; a
new medical review initiative to develop new, more innovative and
less intrusive approaches to utilization review; and working with
HCFA to try to do better PRO and carrier review.

I would also like to emphasize in the context of Senator Rockefel-
ler's question about which number we would prefer that, given the
consigerations outlined in the legislation, we had not seen enough
data and analysis to feel corafortable with generating a number. At
the same time, we do not want to be put in a position of having to
choose between an HHS number and a PPRC number. Given the
analyses presented by HCFA and the PPRC and in the context of
their recommendations and of the congressional action last year, it
seems clear to the AMA that a number closer to the default would
be preferable to either the HHS or the PPRC number. This is not
to say that the AMA wants the default process itself to take effect
because we fully support and expect the Congress to act. But the
default MVPS for fiscal year 1991 of a 1-percent reduction from the
projected growth rate, which is an expression of congressional cau-
tion and prudence as you enacted this process, seems to us to be a
minimum and a safer kind of terrain than that set out by either
the PPRC or HHS. |

Senator DURENBERGER. I need to conclude and leave, but relook-
ing the advertisement, I just want to leave you with this comment
and a repontification of what I said. Whatever we come up with as
far as an MVPS is concerned, that is going to be your salvation.
Because when it really gets down to the tough budget time, we are
going to have to say, “Everybody agrees that this is the most ap-
propriate formula,” so we all have a stake in coming up with a
very, very good base for this MVPS.

This advertisement is confusing, not in the sense that it attacks
that, but in effect says that we have a study that proves that doc-
tors do not game the system and that the problem is really medical
technolog%. .

If you had a study that proved that the problem was medical
technology, then I would say run the ad, but do not run an ad that
says that doctor do not game the system, because it takes a lot
more than one urban institute study to prove that that does not
happen in America and that it is happening in America. You just
heard Paul Ginsburg say that he does not agree with some of the
information they come up with. That isn’t necessarily real life.

We do need more information about the cost of medical technolo-

. You heard that one of the first questions I raised with Gail Wi-
ensky was, “Tell us about this medical technology factor,” because
I agree with that. Doctors do not want to game the system. They do
not do it on purpose unless something forces them in one way or
another to do it.

I do agree that medical technology is the major contributor. My
oan Foint is: What does this open letter to Congress, in effect, do
to help facilitate the job that we have here of trying to lay some
foundation under the MVPS? So where you have positive informa-
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tion like new technology is a major contributor, I would say put
that in there. Where you have the other kind, I am just not sure it
does a lot of good.

Senator RockereLLER. Could I just close, also, Dave, on sort of re-
inforcing that and saying to all four of you that we are, in fact,
exploring the billing issues and possible solutions for recognizing
the problems, some unanticipated, perhaps, but obviously, the goal
of it was and is to protect seniors from high balance billing
amounts.

So understand that where we see problems, we will try to adjust
those problems. We are not going to compromise the goal on the
balance billing. There may be other ways. I do not know exactly
how that is, but I have got to say if we are even exploring that, and
I guess I direct this more, Dr. Ring, at you through the American
Medical Association this traditional attitude of, “We had better
clobber this fast, because it might come to pass,” something that
Congress says, or, “We better attack or send the troops in.”

I mean, for many, many, many years that, in my judgment, has
been the way the American Medical Association has gone after
things; attack and savage, search and destroy. It sort of generally is
a safer policy because that means that whatever comes from Con-
gress is likely to have less impact, and to the extent that we can
search out and destroy, then we have helped our folks.

What I am saying, is what Dave was saying: We really have en-
tered a new era now. Dave and I and others of us on this commit-
tee now are not in the business of searching out and destroying
physicians’ reimbursement, either financially or psychologically, in
a sense of professiorial satisfaction. We are trying to enhance an
entilx{‘e process which has come under severe crisis and to-make it
work.

I honestly do believe, as evidently a lot of insurance companies,
big insurance companies who do health insurance also believe, that
if we do not, all of us, make the system work within a relatively
few short years, that we are going to have ourselves a whole other
kind of system in this country. I do not think that would be a
system that you would prefer, any of you. Therefore, when we talk
about dialogue and cooperating and working with each other in
ways that we have not before, that I really mean that, and that I
really think that is important for you, for physicians in general, for
health care in general, and I say this again specifically to the
American Medical Association. I do not have habits. I do not have
. ideological baggage. I do not have memories. I do not have history.
I have only an adamant, passionate desire to save and to make
better our health system and make sure that it gets, in fact, to lots
of people who do not have it, which has something to do with un-
compensated and charity care which affects not only hospitals, ob-
viously, but also doctors.

So I work in earnest. I work in sincerity; so does Senator Duren-
berger. Most importantly, so does Senator Lloyd Bentsen, who
chairs this committee. We just do not have time for games and for
sparring, which is anything other than constructive and is based
upon substantive differences. Upon that, spar we should and re-
solve we must. But on the traditional patterns of behavior, we have
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run out of time for that or else we are just going to have another
kind of system, and you folks aren’t going to like it.

Dr. RING. The American Medical Association, Senator, is in-
volved in probably its biggest internal change in the last 20 years.
The most common comment I hear at AMA board meetings is that,
“We need a kinder and gentler AMA.” I am going to take your
message back to the AMA board. I know that you work from a
basis of sincerity and so does the AMA.

The AMA'’s primary interest is in providing high quality of medi-
cal care for patients, and we are ready to work with you, and I
think that you will see a lot less search and destroy and a lot more
cooperation on the part of the AMA in the future.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Since there can be no higher note on
which to end a hearing, we are adjourned.

Dr. RinG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Whereupon, at 12:37 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.]



APPENDIX

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KAREN Davis
Mr. Chairman, 1 am pleased to be here on behalf of the Physician Payment

Review Commission to discuss the implementation of Medicare Volume Perform-
ance Standards (VPS). I will describe the Commission’s recommendations for VPS
rates of increase for 1991, and discuss what will have to be done by the medical pro-
fession and the Federal Government to make the VPS system a success. On May 15,
the Commission submitted a report to the Congress containing its full recommenda-
tions on the VPS rate of increase for 1991.! Commission staff would be pleased to
provide you with additional information about that report.

For at least a decade, the rapid growth of é;hysician expenditures has placed in-
creasing financial burdens on beneficiaries and has drawn on Federal resources that
might more appropriately be devoted to other public needs. It is the Commission’s
judgment—shared by the Congress—that growth in physician expenditures must be
slowed to a lower, sustainable rate. The Commission proposed the concept of ex-
penditure targets as a means to slow the growth of Medicare expenditures for physi-
cian services. Congress-adopted that concept and established a system of Volume
Performance Standards as part of the hgsician payment reform in the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989 (OBRAS9). -

The Volume Performance Standard system provides a collective incentive to the

hysician community to slow the growtf‘; of expenditures to Medicare beneficiaries.
t is intended that this be accomplished by reducing services that provide little or
no benefit to patients rather than by holding down physician fees. Physicians
through their professional organizations should work to identity and reduce such
services through their own educational programs and by working with Medicare’s
Peer Review Organizations (PROs) and carriers.

VOLUME PERFORMANCE STANDARD RECOMMENDATIONS

On April 15 of each year, the Secretary of Health and Human Services recom-
mends a performance standard rate of increase for the following year. The Commis-
sion then comments on the Secretary’s recommendation and offers its own recom-
mendation to Congress by May 156. On April 16, 1990, the Secretary recommended a
VPS rate of increase for fi year 1991 of 8.7 percent for surgery, 10.5 percent for
nonsurgical services, and 9.9 percent for all services together. The Secretary made
full allowances for expenditure growth due to inflation, increases in enrollment, in-
creases the average age of beneficiaries, and the effects of prior legislation, while
groviding an allowance for an increase in volunie and intensity per enrollee of one-

alf of the recent trend.? B

At its recent meeting on A%ril 26-217, 1990, the Commission examined the Secre-
tary’s recommendations and the rationale provided for them. The Commission then
chose to recommend an alternative VPS rate of increase based on reasoning some-
what different from the Secretary’s. The Commission recommends a VPS rate of in-

t “Medicare Volume Performance Standard Rate of Increase for Fiscal Year 1991,” Physician
Pa‘yment Review Commission, Mﬁ' 15, . -

Letter from Louis Sullivan, M.D., Secretary of Health and Human Services, to J. Danforth
Quayle, April 16, 1989. More precisely, the Department’s allowance for an increase in volume
and intensity is equal to one-half their estimate of the annual growth of expenditures from
fiscal year 1986 to fiscal year 1990 in excess of that attributable to inflation, enrollment, and
aging.
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crease of 11.2 percent overall, with a rate of increase for surgical services of 9.3 per-
cent and for nonsurgical services of 12.1 percent. These rates of increase would be
adjusted for the effects of subsequent legislation on 1991 expenditures.

fn developing its recommendation, the Commission considered the effects of fac-
tors specified in the legislation on projected expenditure growth and considered
what rate of increase of expenditures each would justify. The factors are inflation,
increases in the numbers and average age of Medicare enrollees, changes in technol-
ogy, any problems with access, appropriateness of the services that Medicare benefi-
ciaries receive, and any other relevant factors such as the effects of legislative
changes on expenditure growth. -

The Medicare Actuar{ rovided to the Commission his projections of expenditure
growth for fiscal year 1991 due to inflation, increases in the number and average
age of Medicare beneficiaries, and the effects of prior legislation. The Commission
reviewed the evidence provided and used the Actuary’s estimates in developing its
own recommendations. The Commission also reviewed evidence on effects of three
factors that are difficult to quantify: new and changing medical technology, any lim-
itations on beneficiary access, and the amount of inappropriate services provided to
Medicare beneficiaries. The Commission found no satisfactory way to estimate accu-
rately the effects of new technology on expenditures. The available evidence on
access to services suggests that Medicare beneficiaries do not generally experience
deficiencies in access. Also, available information indicates that on balance a sub-
stantial volume of services could be eliminated without any reduction in quality of
care. Indeed, eliminating unnecessary and inappropriate services should improve
the quality of care. Because the evidence on access and appropriateness is relatively
sparse, one must exercise considerable judgment in reaching these conclusions.?

Because it is not possible to develop accurate projections of the effects that new
technology, access, and appropriateness would have on expenditures, the Commis-
sion used an alternative approach to develop its recommendations. The Commission
began with the baseline projection of the Medicare Actuary for the rate of growth of
expenditures incorporated in the VPS. It then decided what reduction in this rate of
ggowth could be achieved without threatening loss of access or quality of care for

edicare beneficiaries. This approach is particularly appropriate for the initial
years under the VPS system, during which the ability of physicians to affect medi-
cfl paactice is the factor that limits the pace at which the growth rate can be
slowed.

The Medicare Actuary projected a rate of growth of expenditures included in the
VPS of 13.2 percent for 1991.4 The Commission judged that the rate of expenditure
growth for 1991 could be reduced by 2 percentage points to 11.2 percent by eliminat-
ing services that would have provided little or no benefit to beneficiaries. In effect,
the Commission allowed full increases in expenditures for inflation, increases in the
number and average age of beneficiaries, and prior legislative changes, but judged
that the medical profession can achieve a 2 percentage point reduction in the over-
all growth rate by reducing the growth of volume and intensity of services without
compromising access or quality of care. This would still provide a 4.6 percent allow-
ance for increased volume and intensity of services per beneficiary.

The Commission’s VPS rate of increase of 11.2 ﬁercent is higher than the Secre-
tary’s proposed rate of increase of 9.9 percent. The difference between the two is
primarily due to-a lower allowance by the Secretary for growth of volume and in-
tensity per beneficiary.® The Secretary’s recommended VPS rate of increase in-
cludes an allowance for increased volume and intensity equal to one-half the rate of
increase for 1986-1990 because, as noted in his April 16 letter to the Congress, “we
cannot justify a growth rate of 7.4 percent in these factors” (page 8). However, the
Secretary's recommendation may be unrealistic in light of what can be achieved by
the medical profession. !

OBRAB89 called for the Secretary and the Commission to recommend a separate
VPS for surgical and nonsurgical services. The Secretary recommended VPS rates

3 There is some evidence of deficiencies in access for beneficiaries in some rural and urban
underserved areas, and poor beneficiaries may generally experience lower access than others.
However, this does not imply _ﬁfneral loss of access that should be remedied through a higher
volume performance standard. These specific problems with access are better addressed through
focused measures such as the bonus payments to physicians practicing in underserved areas
that were enacted in OBRAS9.

* The Commission is awaitin&conﬁrmation of the data and methods used by the Actuary.

8 Comparisons between the Commission’s VPS rate of increase and that pr&poeed by the Sec-
retary are somewhat complex because of differences in approach. However, differences in projec-
tions in the increase in volume and intensity per beneficiary are the largest factor, as explained
in the Commission’s May 15 report to Congress.
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of increase of 8.7 percent for surgery and 10.5 percent for other services, but the
difference is accounted for entirely by the effects of changes in pricing and expan-
sion of benefits resulting from prior legislation.® The Secreta?' provided the same
allowance for increased volume and intensity per beneficiary for surgical and non-
surgical services.

e Commission recommends VPS rates of increase for surgical and nonsurgical
services that are one percentage point farther apart than those recommended by the
Secretary. This reflects the Commission’s baseline proi‘ection that surgical services
wili increase less rapidly than nonsurgical services in 1991, This projection is based

_on evidence that the Medicare volume of surgical services has grown less rapidly in
recent years than that of nonsurgical services. In fact, the Commission found that
the rate of increase of surgical services has recently fallen below historical levels
and that the rate of growth of cataract surgery—the single largest surgical proce-
dure for Medicare--has slowed. This one percentage point difference plvs the pro-
jected differences due to grior legislation leads to Commission recommendations of a

PS rate of growth of 9.3 percent for surgical services and 12.1 percent for nonsur-
gical services.

These recommended rates of increase should be adjusted to account for effects of
subsequent legislation on 1991 expenditures. For example, legislative measures to
chunge coverage or to constrain allowed charges through a reduction in the update
for prevailing charges would affect fiscal year 1991 outlays, and the Commission's
recommendations should be revised to reflect them. However, legiclative measures
intended to slow expenditure growth by reducing utilization should not lead auto-
matically to a lower VPS rate of increase. The medical profession is expected to
meet the volume performance standard by reducing inappropriate utilization
through practice guidelines and peer review mechanisms. It would seem that reduc-
tions expected to result from carrier and PRO activities that are dicected by legisla-
tion, such as grior authorization of assistants at surgery, should not be offset by low-
ering the VPS rate of increase.

THE CHALLENGE OF VOLUME PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

I would like to place the Commission’s recommendation in a larger context and
discuss the responsibilities of the medical profession, the Department of Health and
Human Services, and Congress for the success of the Volume Performance Standard
system.

The Commission views the 1991 VPS as the next step in a long range plan to slow
expenditure growth to a sustainable level, such as the trend in the rate of growth of
the Gross Nstional Product. The Commission believes that this can be accomplished
within five years. The VPS for 1990, set according to the specifications in OBRAS9,
took the initial step. Each year, more resources would be available for physician
services, but eventually the increase would accommodate only inflation, increases in
the number and aging of beneficiaries, and a small allowance for new technology or
to remedy any identified shortfalls in access. The Commission recognizes that Medi-
care en:ollees should receive the benefits of new technology that is eriective, but
believes that increases in the volume of new services can be offset by reductions in
services now provided that would be of little or no benefit.

It is the Com:nission’s judgment that the rate of growth of expenditures can be
reduced nver the next several years while maintaining access and quality of care.
This challenge and the work required to meet it will %all primarily to the medical
profession, for they must take the lead in identifying and reducing services of little
or no benefit. Recent efforts of medical organizations to begin or to accelerate the
development and use of practice guidelines shows that the medical profession is al-
ready at work. To build on these initial efforts, the medical profession must receive
strong support from the Department of Health and Human Services, particularly
the new Agency for Health Care Policy and Research (AHCPR) and the Health Care
Financing Administration (HCFA), and cooperation from others in the health care
community.

AHCPR has been given the primary responsibility for supporting the development
of more information and better tools needed to improve the quality of care and to
reduce unnecessary services. AHCPR already supports much of ihe research that

¢ Prior legislation increased benefits Erimarily for nonsurgical services (e.g., coverage was ex-
tended to Pap smears) and changed the prices Medicare will pay in 1991 for some services.
These legislative measures are projected to add 1.9 percentage points to expenditure growth for
nonsurgical services and 0.1 percentage points to expenditure growth for surgery. To achieve an
average rate of growth of expenditures of 9.9 percent, the surgical performance standard was
decreased to 8.7 percent and the nonsurgical performance standard increased to 10.5 percent.
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enables physicians and their patients to know which services are effective and
which are not and which services will improve patients’ outcomes. The Agency is
now funding several Patient Outcome Research Teams as well as a number of effec-
tiveness research projects. Both should be expanded uas rapidly as possible. In order
to do this, the AHCPR will also need to expand its funding for the training of physi-
cians and others to carry out effectiveness and outcomes research.

The Agency must effectively disseminate the information generated by research
studies and support the profession’s efforts to develop guidelines and to apply them
in practice. The Agency should also support work to improve and test the methods
used to develop guidelines and to evaluate their effects in actual practice.

The Commission suggests that the Agency use each of the mechanisms specified
in OBR89 tc produce guidelines, including grants and contracts with organizations
outside the government. It should consider direct support for professional organiza-
tions so that the medical profession is fully involved and invested in the process,
particularly since the medical profession will be held responsible for changing clini-
cal practices. Of course, these organizations would be fully accountable for the integ-
lr.it;y and scientific validity of the methods and processes used to develop the guide-
ines.

The Commission would like to note the need for speedy appointment of a perma-
nent director of the Agency so that this work can proceed as quickly as possible.

The Health Care Financing Administration (HCFA) and its contractors must im-
prove both their review methods and the criteria used so that review reinforces ap-
propriate practice and is less intrusive. PROs and carriers need review methods that
are more accurate than many they now use. For example, profiling methods can
tan;fet direct review to those most likely to have inappropriate utilization patterns
and increase the chance that aberrant patterns will be detected, These methods also
avoid unnecessary intrusion into the clinical practices of most physicians.

The Department is also charged to provide the medical profession, the beneficiary
community, and the public with information on utilization, appropriateness, and
access to services. This will help to focus the work to eliminate unnecessary services
and to ensure that beneficial services are provided to those who need them. Medi-
care carriers are to provide physicians with data comparing their own utilization
patterns to those of their peers. The success of the Maine Medical Assessment Pro-
gram suggests that this information will lead physicians to examine and modify
their practices.

It is important to underscore the importance of better information on beneficiary
access to appropriate care. Reductions in access would be the most important indica-
tor that efforts to slow expenditure growth may be too vigorous. Without reliable
information about access, it is difficult to move forward rapidly with confidence that
access is not threatened. The Current Beneficiary Survey and other means of ob-
taining information on access assume increased importance under the VPS system.

The Congress must provide the funding that the Department needs to carry out
its new and expanded tasks under the payment reform legislation. Congress provid-
ed the new Agency with substantial initial funding for 1990. The Commission urges
the Congress to increase the funding for the Agency over the next several years to
enable it to fully support rapid growth in the programs that provide the information
base for improving clinical practice. HCFA and its contractors will need adequate
funding to improve PRO and carrier review and to develop and disseminate infor-
mation on access, appropriateness, and utilization of services.

Finally, success in containing costs through the VPS system will depend on Medi-
“care beneficiaries’ willingness to forgo services that can be expected to provide them
with little or no benefit. Beneficiary organizations should disseminate information
to their members about which services are effective and which can be eliminated
without loss of benefit. OBRA89 directs AHCPR to develop practice guidelines that
can be used by beneficiaries as well as guidelines for use by physicians. The Com-
mission believes that beneficiaries can provide a needed perspective and should be
involved in the developmént of the practice guidelines tEat will be used by them
and by their physicians. ’

The task given the medical profession is a difficult one. The willingness we have
seen from the medical profession to take up this challenge is very encouraging. The
American Medical Association, the Council of Medical Specialty Societies, and many
aecialty societies have undertaken promising projects in this area. The American

llege of Physicians, which pioneered the development of guidelines, has begun to
focus its attention on how to get physicians to use good guidelines. The American
College of Cardiology developed several effective guidelines during the 1980s includ-
ing guidelines for pacemakers that are credited with reducing and improving the
use of that procedure. The American Urological Association (AUA) has committed
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to an outcomes research project to determine the effectiveness of a major urological
procedure and to develop practice guidelines for it. Recent research had raised ques-
tions about how this procedure would most appropriately be used. The AUA’s deci-
sion to resolve this uncertainty through scientific investigation should be applauded.

CONCLUSION

The goals of the VPS system cannot be reached overnight. The growth of expendi-
tures must be reduced at a prudent pace. The Commission expects that expenditure
growth can be slowed within five years to a sustainable level. However, the uncer-
tainty inherent in these predictions requires that these expectations be re:
each year in light of more recent information on access to services, technological
change, a})ilrorriateness of current practice, and the ability to identify and reduce
services of little or no benefit. The annual recommendation of a VPS and, beginning
next year, the update in fees, will provide an opportunity for the Secretary, the
Commission, and the Congress to revisit these questions each year.

Volume Performance Standards and the programs to support the medical commu-
nity’s response to them are taking us into new territory. ile other societies have
been able to hold expenditure growth in health care to levels they consider afford-
able, none has done so within a system as fragmented and pluralistic as ours. And
no society has resolved to develop the base of information needed to determine how
best to spend their health care resources, as we seek to do through research on ef-
fectiveness and the determinants of outcomes.

With these new policies and programs, we have an unprecedented opportunity not
only to bring the growth in expenditures to a sustainable level, but to maintain
access and quality and to improve the value received for these expenditures. This
will require prudent and thoughtful management of the Volume Performance
Standard sYBtem by the Congress and strong support by the Federal Government for
the medical profession. -

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JEROME C. GOLDSTEIN

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Jerome C. Goldstein, MD,
FACS, a Fellow of the American College of Surgeons, on whose behalf 1 apgear
before you today. I also am a member of the Col ege's Board of Governors and its
Advisory Council for Otorhinolaryngology. In addition, I am the Executive Vice
President of the American Academy of laryngology—Head and Neck Surgery,
Inc. The College appreciates this ogrortunity to share its views about Secreta{z Sul-
livan’s recommendations on the Medicare volume performance standard (MVPS)
rates of increase for fiscal year (FY) 1991.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the American College of Surgeons was an active par-
ticipant in this committee’s work last year as it developed the physician payment
reform legislation that Congress approved in the fall. We were especially pleased to
work with the Committee on Finance and its staff to develop the MVPS concept and
the establishment of a separate standard for surgical services. The College remains
committed to work with you, and with Secretary Sullivan, to develop and imple-
ment this program in the most reasonable manner possible.

In April of last year, representatives from the College appeared before you to out-
line the elements of a physician payment reform plan that dealt with a number of
concerns, including ways to moderate the rate of spending growth under Medicare
and to make program costs more predictable. Included in our plan was a proposal to
establish a national expenditure target for surgical services that would take into ac-
count expected changes in the number of Medicare enrollees, the increased aging of
the population, changes in the costs of the practice of surgery, and anticipated
changes in the frequency of surgical groeedures. We felt that this would be a far
more rational agproach to preparing the Medicare budget than the often unpredict-
able steps that have been taken in recent years to establish Medicare spending poli-
cies. -

We also believed that the MVPS-like concept could begin to provide incentives for
the surgical community to address the all-important volume issues relating to the
determinants of spending for physicians’ services. The College believes that it is vir-
tually impossible to effectively and efficiently address considerations regardierzf the
volume of services across the entire spectrum of medicine. The practice of medicine
is simply too complex and diverse to deal with volume concerns in an across-the-
board manner. In most hospitals, for example, the responsibility for quality assur-
ance and volume issues is assigned to specific departments with the experience and
competence to deal with these issues in the context of specific service categories.
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Thus, in expressing our support for the MVPS concept, the College has repeatedly
emphasized tgat a single, unfocused standard for all physicians' services will pro-
vide no incentives for specialty groups to review the quality of practice within their
respective areas of expertise. The College believes that the Medicare %rogram will
have greater success in dealing with such issues by asking surgeons themselves to
take responsibility for evaluating the av%propriawness and quality of surgical serv-
ices that are provided to beneficiaries. We believe that the statutory provision that
establishes a separate target for surgical services, and such other categories as the
Secretary may determine, greatly improves the chances for success in dealing with
increases in Medicare expenditures.

As a corollary, the College strongly believes that the definition of surgical services
will have a major bearing on the success or failure of the MVPS concept. We are
pleased with the definition that was published ;3' the Secretary on May 3. Of the
options considered by the Secretary, the published definition is the one that is most
consistent with the gollege's views.

We recognize that other ways eventually may be used to define surgical services
in a more precise manner, and we have met with representatives from the Health
Care Financing Administration (HCFA) to discuss this issue. HCFA is working to
improve Medicare's data and claims reporting systems in order to refine the target
setting process and to set more precise MVPS rates for future fiscal years. We be-
lieve that, among other things, the improvements in Medicare’'s data systems will
permit each surgeon to be monitored in terms of frequency, practice changes, use of
an assistant at surgery, total cost per code, and so on, regardless of his or her spe-
cialty or the payment locality in which the service is performed. In addition, we rec-
ognize that fee differences could occur between surgeons and nonsurgeons who per-
form similar services due to a difference in yearly updates. However, we believe
such differences could be addressed by the Secretary on a year-to-year basis to
ensure that the same fee schedule amount is paid per procedure in each locality.

I hope it is clear that the College is committed to work with the Secretary and
HCFA to refine the definition and to make the MVPS concept viable. In making
this commitment, however, we assume the data collection and analysis by the De-
partment will broaden in content and be more rapidly processed so that a current,
on-line assessment of the MVPS can be accomplished. It also should be understood

that the College is a voluntary, professional organization; and while we can educate -

our Fellowship with regard to physician payment issues and kee{> them informed
concerning our activities, our ability to influence their behavior is limited. Thus, we
would have to work with the Department in order to obtain the desired outcome.

Mr. Chairman, as the committee members know, on April 16, 1990, the Secretary
recommended the same FY 1991 MVPS rates of increase for surgical services and
for all other physicians’ services—namely, 8.6 percent. This recommended increase
takes into account inflation, changes in the number of enrollees, aging of the popu-.
lation, changes in technology, evidence of lack of access, and other factors. The rate
then was adjusted to reflect certain benefit changes (mental health benefit improve-
ments and coverage of Pap smears) that Congress included as part of the 1989
budget legislation, yielding the final MVPS rates of increase for surgical and non-

- surgical services.

e American College of Surgeons believes that the MVPS rates proposed by the
Secretary are far too low and could seriously undermine our ability to develop the
rocesses needed to make the MVPS concept a viable one. In an April 19, 1990
etter to Dr. Sullivan, the College expressed serious concerns about his intention to
recognize only one-half of the estimated historical growth rate in expenditures relat-
ing to the combined effects of technologgeimprovements in medicine, access to qual-
ity surgical services, and intensity. We believe that this unrealistically low rate de-
rts far too quickly from the trend line in the demand for surgical services and is
inappropriate given the very limited experience we have had thus far with the
MVPS concept. The law’s default provision, if allowed to go into effect, requires that
the MVPS calculations be reduc %a statutory performance standard adjustinent
factor of one percentage point for 1991. Further reductions that are made now
could easily defeat the entire MVPS conceBt before it is even tested.

In his letter to Congress on the MVPS, Dr. Sullivan noted that the Department is
not yet able to quantify the impact of changing surgical technologies, emerging di-
agnostic techniques, or other developments that could alter the utilization of cur-
rent services. We recognize and agree that this is a major task that must be under-
taken in a more.thorough manner before reasonable judgments about the expected
use of surgical and other physicians’ services can be made. We are committed to
work with the Secretary and his staff during this year to improve the estimating
process and to provide Congress with a better understanding of the effects of setting
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various target rates for surgical services. To that end, the College is working with
the surgical specialty societies to initiate a process through which the surgical com-
munity will provide the Secretary with an annual assessment of the expected
impact of changing technologies on the use of and expenditures for surgical services.
Thus, we caution against setting the 1991 rates too low on the basis of incomplete
information so early in the implementation of the MVPS concept.
While we have not seen the specific recommendations from the Physician Pay-
ment Review Commission (PPRC), or the underlying analysis that supports their
_ proposals, we understand that the Commission’s numbers are not quite as low as
" those from the Secretary. However, the Commission seems to recommend an unusu-
ally large difference in rates of increase for each MVPS category of services. The
College believes that this differential is not warranted, especially given the very
shaky information upon which the lower rate for the surgical MVPS seems to be
premised. We are pleased that the Commission finally recognizes that surgical vol-
umes are rising less rapidly than other physicians’ services, but we hope that the
PPRC'’s proposed differential is not intended to penalize those of us who are trying
to cooperate with you to make this plan work. We believe that any differential be-
tween the rate for surgical services and the rate for other services should be no
reater than that assumed by the Secretary to reflect the benefit changes that were
included in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989.
Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity to present the College’s views on
this important issue. N

- PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT GRAHAM

I am Robert Graham, M.D., Executive Vice President of the American Academy
of Family Physicians, the national medical specialty society representing over
69,000 family doctors, residents in family practice, and medical students. Thank you
for the opportunity to meet with you today to discuss implementation of a key pro-
vision of Medicare physician payment reform the determination of volume perform-
ance standards for physician services.

During consideration of Medicare physician payment reform last summer the
Academy emphasized to this committee its recognition of Congressional responsibil-
ity to define sound budget policy and to equitably allocate available financial re-
sources among pressing public needs. We speciﬁedy several principles which we be-
lieved should be incorporated into any proposal for expenditure targets, including
the allowance of differentiation by categories or classes of services, consideration of
changes in the aging of the popalatiom;,medical technology, program enrollment,
and access to services. The Medicare Volume Performance Standard provision of
payment reform incorporates these elements and, if implemented as intended by
Congress, we believe has the potential to provide incentives for more appropriate
volume of services under Medicare.

DEFINITION OF SURGICAL SERVICES

The first issue I will address today concerns the implementation of the volume
performance standard rates of increase for surgical services. OBRA 1989 provides
for separate MVPS for different categories of physician services. The setting of sepa-
rate standards for different categories of services acknowledges several practical re-
alities: (1) the per beneficiary volume of different services has grown at dissimilar
rates, in some cases at a rate faster than can be adequately explained and in other
cases not at all despite evidence of a shortfall in access; (2) the degree of certainty of
current knowledge regarding the appropriate indications for different services
varies considerably; and (3) it is commonly accepted that the current volume of
some services is inappropriately high and should be reduced while the current
volume of other services is lower than might be appropriately expected.

Pursuant to section 6102 of OBRA 1989, on May 3, 1990, the Health Gaze Financ-
ing Administration published a notice of the definition of surgical services to be
used for the purgose of setting the MVPS for 1991. According to HCFA, “surgical
services means those services that are both performed by a surgical specialist and
are currently classified by carriers in the surgery category in the Medicare payment
record.” As the notice makes clear, current data limitations restrict the definition of
surgical-services to two options, one based on classification by carriers in the sur-
gery category in the Medicare payment record or one based on a combination of pro-
cedure code and the self-designated specialty of the phaician performing the serv-
ice. We believe HCFA's selection of the latter option to be undesirable from a policy
perspective. As the Physician Payment Review Commission notes in its 1990 Report
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to Congress, “. . . OBRA89 does not generally recognize physician specialty as a
valid basis for payment differentials. Since differential fee urdp;tes would eventually
lead to different rates of payment, a MVPS based on specialty per se would lead to
specialty differentials . . .” HCFA's disclaimer that the definition would not lead to
payment differential notwithstanding, we believe that the policy precedent elucidat-
ed in the definition of surgery by specialty is completely inapprog;iate given Con-
gressional action in regard to specialty dig‘erentials. In addition, HCFAs approach
would result in the volume of services by one group of specialists determining the
update for another group of specialists Froviding that same service.

The main effect of defining surgical services by both carrier classification and
physician s, ia'llt"f)x' is to exclude endoscopies and cardiac catheterizations from the
surgical MVPS. The rationale for excluding these services from the definition of sur-

ery appears to be that HCFA does not believe them to be true surgical services and

ause surgical specialty societies feel they would have little influence over the

providers of these services, most of whom are not designated as surgeons. The Acad-
emy questions these explanations.

Contrary to HCFAs assertions, endoscopies and cardiac catheterizations fall clear-
ly within the definition of surgery. HCFA’s instruction to carriers for typing surgi-
cal services references the surgical section of the AMA’s Current Procedural Termi-
nology (which includes codes for endoscories and cardiac catheterizations) and
makes no reference to the designated specialty of the physician. The newly ;’xrxl'oposed
definition marks a significant departure from HCFA’s current definition. There is
no intrinsic reason to exclude endoscopies and cardiac catheterizations from the sur-
gical MVPS. These services are among those that have experienced the fastest rate
of Medicare volume growth and for which the indications are most uncertain. The
fact that they are usually provided by physicians who are not designated surgeons
makes them no less important to thé ]er(i;care program. Furthermore, keeping en-
doscopies and cardiac catheterizations under the surgical performance standard will
emsphasize the urgency of developing clinical guidelines for their use.

pecialty societies do not have any means to directly impact the volume of serv-
ices provided by their members. Moreover, because physicians self designate their
specialty, it is not clear that physicians designated as surgeons on the payment
record possess the credentials required by the surgical specialty societies, or, if they
do, that they are actually members. Presumably, specialty societies will be intimate-
ly involved in the development of clinical guidelines, and it is through the dissemi-
nation and use of guidelines that medical services will be provided in a more appro-
priate fashion. The dissemination and use of clinical guidelines is dependent on nei-
ther surgical designation nor specialty society membership.

We are aware that the planned implementation of the Common Working File in
1991 will eliminate the need to use specialty designation in the definition of any
type of service and take note of HCFA’s recognition of the legislative prohibition of
specialty specific updates. However, we see no need to employ specialty designations
at any point in the MVPS setting process. To the contrary, the use of procedure
specific definitions of service type without reference to specialty designations would
preserve Congressional intent as expressed in last year’s adoption of Medicare phy-
sician payment reform.

RECOMMENDATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Next I will address HHS recommendations to Congress on FY 1991 Volume Per-
formance Standards. As required in the legislation the Secretary of Health and
Human Services submitted to Congress a recommendation on the Volume Perform-
ance Standard (MVPS) target increase for FY 1991. In making the recommendation
on the rates of increase the Secretary is to consider inflation, changes in number of
enrollees, changes in the age composition of enrollees, changes in technology, evi-
dence of inappropriate utilization of services, evidence of lack of access to necessary
g‘lﬁymcians’ services and such other factors as the Secretary considers appropriate.

e Secretary’s recommendation is an important first step in the process. The
second step is the Physician Paﬁment Review Commission’s review and recommen-
dation to Congress by May 15. These recommendations must be credible and careful-
ly developed so that the recommendations will lead to Congressional action.

The April 16th HHS Secretary’s recommendation allows a 9.9 percent increase for
all services. This includes an 8.7 percent target increase for surgical services and
10.5 percent increase for non-surgery. The components leading to the total amount
include an inflation factor of 3.6 percent, an enrollment adjustment of 1.2 percent,
an aiing factor of .1 percent, OBRA 1989 changes containing increased mental
health and preventive health benefits of 1.9 for non-surgery and .1 for surgery, and
factors other than inflation, enroliment and aging of 3.7. The “other factors” catego-
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ry includes changes in technology, inappropriate utilization and access. The HHS
recommendation explains that a quantitative factor for technology has not been sep-
arately identified because no definitive data or studies are currently available to
quantify the effects of technology. Likewise inappropriate utilization and access are
indeterminable at this time according to HHS. In spite of the lack of information,
HHS recommends a major budget reduction in the factors other than inflation, en-
rollment and aging. They recommend an adjustment of 3.7 percentage points for
these combined factors, noting that they contribute to the growth in volume and
intensity. The 3.7 is half of the 7.4 estimated annual growth in these expenditures
for the period FY 1986 to FY 1990. HHS believes the continuing growth rate of 7.4
percent is unacceptable and therefore proposes the across-the-board reduction.

We believe this means of constraining the rate of increase in spending is not
based on a thoughtful assessment of the factors outlined in the legislation nor con-
sideration of congressional intent. The result is to establish a target that is much
lower than is realistic and to position the MVPS program Tor failure. Considering
the lack of data capability and analysis, and the untested MVPS methodology we
believe it is ill-advised to make arbitrary decisions to reduce spending. In carefully
crafting the total reform package Congress provided the tools to reduce volume and
intensity. Outcomes and effectiveness research provide a sound basis for reducing
inappropriate services. We believe Congress intended to provide physicians and
payers with the information they need to make better choices act appropriate medi-
cal care through practice guidelines.

Another flaw in the HHS recommendation is that it fails to recognize that the
volume of some services should appropriately be increased, such as primary care
services. The reform package provides incentives to provide primary care services by
increasing reimbursement for these services. We believe increased volume in these
gervices to be an indication of improved access, rather than overutilization.

RECOMMENDATION OF THE PHYSICIAN PAYMENT REVIEW COMMISSION

A preferable target rate of increase is proposed by the Physician Payment Review
Commission (PPRC). The PPRC recommends a MVPS rate of increase of 11.2 per-
cent overall, with a rate of increase for surgical services of 9.3 percent and for non-
surgical services of 12.1 percent. An alternative approach, based on the Medicare
Actuary’s projections, was used by PPRC to develop its recommendations. The com-
mission began with the baseline projection rate of growth of expenditures of 13.2
percent for FY 1991 and then considered what reduction in this rate of growth could
be achieved without threatening loss of access or quality. They decided upon a 2 per-
cent reduction in the rate of growth. We believe this approach is more realistic and
preferable to the lower allowance for volume and intensity growth propesed by the
HHS Secretary.

The AAFP also supports the PPRC utilization of a separate factor to account for
increased volume and intensity per beneficiary for surgical and nonsurgical services.
PPRC's projection that surgical services will increase less rapidly than nonsurgical
services in 1991 is based on evidence that surgical services have grown less rapidly
in recent years than nonsurgical services. The result is that the difference between
the nonsurgical and surgical targets is greater in the PPRC recommendation than
the HHS Secretary’s. This is consistent with the provision in ti-e law to provide for
separate targets by category of physician service. The AAFP supported this provi-
sion, recognizing that actual performance may vary by type of service.

The underlying rationale of MVPSs is to present all physicians with a collective
incentive to provide Medicare beneficiaries with only those services that are neces-
sary and appropriate. The responsibility for determining necessity and appropriate-
ness ultimately lies with the medical profession. While the informed patient should
be maximally involved in all care decisions, the appropriate continuation of care re-
mains a matter of professional judgment. MVPSs are intended to influence physi-
cians’ decisions about the appropriate continuation of care. Within the limitations of
medical knowledge and the available resources, we accept the responsibility of work-
ing with our colleagues to provide appropriate medical services to Medicare benefici-
aries.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN J. RING

Nr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My nase is John J. Ring, MD. I am a physician in the practice of
family medicine in Mundelein, Illinois, and I am also the Chairman of the
Board of Trustees of the American Medical Association. With me today is
Janet Horan of the AMA's Division of Legislative-Activities. The AMA is
pleased to have this opportunity to discuss the volume of Part B services
provided to Medicare patients and the Medicare Volume Performance

Standard (MVPS).

At the outset, I want to set aside some of the myths that have been
created about the growth in Part B of Medicare. While we are all
concerned that this program continues to grow, in reality this growth has
come about, by and large, because of the many successes we have seen in
medical care, including our ability to provide a level of care far beyond
that imagined when the program began. The average Medicare beneficiary
today is both healthier and older than the counterpart of twenty-five
years ago. The very success of the Medicare program has brought us to
the point today where the program's very size and projected growth are
the subject of close scrutiny.

Mr. Chairman, we are pleased to be able to thank you for taking a
lead role in last year's activity which culsinated in the creation of the
WVPS L_tor C . P I hof P B of
Medicare. We also believe that other elements of last year's Budget
Reconciliation Act, the creation of the Agency for Health Care Policy and
Rese;rch. carrier targeted review, and annual smonitoring of changes in
utilization of and access to services, will better assure that the -
Medicare program meets its promise of providing coverage for necessary
medical care.

Before setting forth our concerns over the activity to date by the
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) and the Physician Payment
Review Commission (PPRC) in establishing the MVPS for Fiscal Year 1991, I
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want to focus on the growth in led{care Par't B expenditures and to assure
you that America's physicians share your concern over this growth.

As a starting point, it is time to recognize that, together, we are
holding the line against un?&sonable increases in federal expenditures
for wedical care provided for Medicare patients. The bottom line is that
the rate of increase in payments by Medicare for medical care has
substantially moderated. From just a few years ago when the annual
growth rate in Medicare Part B outlays was in the neighborhood of 20%, we
have seen amazing results. Last year, Part B growth was at 9.5% and the
growth rate for physician services was below 8%. (See Attachment [)

The American Medical Association continues to explore every aspect of
this vitally important health issue, which has become a part of the
annual budget debate. One federally funded study, recently released by
the Urban Institute, draws the following conclusions about the underlying’

factors in the increases in Medicare Part B expenditures.

The major factors behind the increases in Medicare Part B
expenditures between 1983 and 1985 (a period of much faster growth in
expenditures than today) were the increase in the incomes of the
elderly.and the increase and diffusion of new medical technologies
(especially in the areas of cardiology, ophthalmology,
gastroenterology and urology).

The sharp increase in Medicare assignment rates, due in large part to
an increase in the number of Medicare "participating” physicians,
accelerated growth in Part B expenditures for physician services.

The study suggests that the reduced out-of-pocket costs encouraged

greater use of medical services.

These findings, which are consistent with work completed by \
researchers at the AMA, should shed new light on the Medicare volume \
issue. Our related research carefully analyzed factors in the 7.1%
average annual per capita volume/intensity growth from 1983 to 1987 {a
technical document setting forth this analysis is contained in Attachment

I1), and is summarized as follows:

0.1% due to aging of the average Part B enrollee
o 3.6% due to an increase in the share of enrollees served each
year, because of a decline in the deductible in real
(inflation-adjusted) terms

e 2.0% due to an increase in demand resulting from higher real
after-tax household incomes of the elderly
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e 0.1% due to reduction in real charges above the Medicare allowed
charge resulting from increased assignment rates and
restrictions on balance bills associated with the Medicare
fee freeze and MAACs

® 1.0% due to the effect of Medigap coverage

This breakdown refutes the simplistic and unproven charges that
physicians "game the system" and spur voluse increases in order to
maintain income levels. Rather, Medicare expenditures have grown because
of the increased access to safe anc.l effective medical care enjoyed by
Medicare beneficiaries as a result of their growing income, reductions in
out-of-pocket costs, and major advances in health care technology that
have reduced risk and enubled many to enjoy a far better quality of life.
Medical advances, in addition to alleviating pain and suffering, carry a
dollar cost.

Physicians are working to assure that only necessary care is
provided, and recent Congressional actions in the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1989, P.L. 101-239, to establish working practice

parameters, targeted review and the Medicare Volume Performance

Standard(s) should help assure that this continues well into the future.
Medicare Yolume Perforaance Standard(s)

Mr. Chairman, the AMA is pleased that the Congress followed your lead
and incorporated the MVPS into the Medicare physician payment reform
legislation. As evidenced by the recent announcement by HHS of its
proposed FY 91 MVPS, ample reasons have been demonstrated that point to
the wisdom of creating an advisory standard as opposed to a rigid
expenditure target. Just as the past Administration continually called
for unrealistic zero level updates for hospitals under the Prospective
Pricing System, there are unrealistic projections in the HHS MVPS
recc-m-endation, evidencing a general inability to comply with
Congressional directions. (Attachment 111 to this statement sets forth
the AMA's views on MVPS issues.)

Congress ordered HHS to make a recommendation for the MYPS each year,
taking into account several factors: inflation, enrolliment changes,

beneficiary population aging, changes in technology, evidence of
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inappropriate utilization, access, and other factors considered
appropriate by the Secretary. However, the HHS analysis accospanying the
MVPS announcement demoastrates that the Administration ignored reality in
some instances and failed to comply altogether in fulfilling some of its
responsibilities.

For example, the HBS analysts ignored reasonable economic factors
such as increases in care associated with patient demand and may have
underestimated enrollment growth (projected by HHS at 1.2% -- an amount
inconsistent with the historical growth of around 1.7%). It is even more
disturbing that for three of the key factors identified by Congress to be
considered -- 'teclmology. utilization, and access -- HHS essentially threw
up its hands, indicating that factoring amounts for these elemsents is just
not possible now. Instead, HHS simply advised lawmakers on a "policy
basis” to arbitrarily halve the recent growth rate attributed to
volume/intensity and allow volume to rise only 3.7% in 1991 and set the
MVPS at 9.9%. MNr. Chairman, the Administration has in effect abrogated
its responsibility to you and to the over 30 million Medicare patients.

While research needed for making precise judgments about the
contribution of these key factors to volume/intensity growth is limited,
this does not justify the capricious determination that volume growth
simply must be halved. Without any basis for judging whether recent
growth has been excessive or inadequate on these criteria -~ or for
forecasting how these factors might change in the near future -- there is
no legitimate basis for recommending that volume growth should change from
recent levels.

The American Medical Association remains concerned that the important
matter of volume increases directly associated with increased demand for °
care continues to be ignored. Furthermore, as actions are implemented
that will have the result of further diminishing the real cost of medical
care to beneficiaries, there is a real potential that demand for care
again will increase. For example, new balance billing limits in 1991 will
further reduce the cost of care for beneficiaries, and most probably, will
promote higher voluse as greater access to care will be promoted.

Nevertheless, the MVPS includes no recognition of this higher volume.
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Mr. Chairman, if the MVPS is to fulfill its function to influence the
future rate of growth, it is essential that it be based on complete
knowledgs and that the inforuation and knowledge gained in developing the
standard be disseminated. Reasonable information on evidence of
inappropriate utilization, the impact of technology and evidence of lack
of access would be highly beneficial to physicians and the public. Yet
such information was not factored into the FY 91 MVPS. As this type of
information becomes available, as other information used in setting the
MVPS is updated, and as inforsation about such other factors as the
effects of demand and new billing limits are considered, they should be
factored in on an ongoing basis and provided to the Congress and the
public. '

It is important to keep in mind that the 1991 MVPS default process
set by Congress (1% below the projected growth rate) reflected assurances
that Congress would have realistic information upon which to base the
MVPS. However, with the paucity of analysis and the problems exhibited by
HHS and the PPRC in making projections for a single year, we urge extreme
caution in using an imperfectly estimated MVPS in establishing the
conversion factor updates. (As the PPRC MVPS recomsendations to Congress
have been submitted just this week, we will provide the Committee with a *
follow-up response on their recommendations.) The MVPS could be a useful
benchmark, but it is pot an ironclad projection of appropriate growth in
physician services.

Conclusion

In conclusion, better knowledge of the underlying causes of growth
than HCFA or the PPRC are currently providing is necessary to make
ivntelligent decisions about the MVPS. The AMA is not taking lightly the
issue of analyzing factors contributing to expenditure growth. We are
studying, for example, the impact of technological change.

Finally, we want to leave you with the message that the Medicare
progras cannot continue to bear a disproportionate share of the
reconciliation driven budget savings. In OBRA-87 and OBRA-89, Medicare
provided, respectively, 49.7% and 34.8% of the total dollar savings

(according to (B0 estimates as set forth in Attachment IV).
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As you continue to examine the Medicare program, we urge you to
consider the benefits that are b;in; purchased for millions of people in
need of medical and other health care. Actions aimed at further dollar
savings from this vital program or at artificially holding down legitimate
program growth, especially with the major reforas now scheduled for
implementation, may have unintended results and should not be taken
without thoughtful deliberation and careful consideration of the

consequences.

ATTACHMENT 1

1989
Data are percentage changes in benetfit payments on a cashbasis for fiscal year Indicated

B Physician Services

BB Parte
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~ ATTACHMENT 11
Expenditures on Medicare Physician Services:
Accounting for Growth Components

This analysis focuses on explaining the 12.5% average annual growth
rate in Medicare physician expenditures covering the period from 1983 to
1987. The choice of 1983 as the beginning point was made because it
immediately predates implementation by Medicare of a series of measures
that have limited fee increases and caused a divergence in the sources of
expenditure growth between the Medicare and non-Medicare populations. The
1987 endpoint was chosen because it is the most recent year for which
complete information is available on expenditures for physician services.

Expenditures are equal to price times quantity, leading to a commonly
used decomposition of growth in expenditures. In particular, expenditure
growth rates can be expressed as the sum of:

® population growth (1.8%);

® changes in the price or fee paid per service (3.3%);

® increases in the volume of services per capita (7.1%); and

e interactions of the growth ra}en of fees, population
and volume per capita (0.4%).

By itself, this breakdown does not explain growth rates; further
explanation is required for each of the major components.

Population Growth?

Among the major components, population growth is the oniy factor
determined completely independently from the physician services market.
The aging of the overall population is causing the portion of the
population that is elderly and covered by Medicare to increase over time.

E. E.I :. .3

The portion of the fee covered by Medicare is based on 80% of the
ailowed charge. The rate of increase in allowed charges for most
services is limited by the Medicare Economic Index (MEI). From 1983 to
1987, the MEI increased at an average annual rate of 3.3%. The 3.3% rate
of increase of the MEI is used as an approximation of the rate of price
increase in the Medicare program. This is probably a downward-biased
estimate since some charges are not limited by the MEI.

Voluge per Capita®

The 7.1% increase in Medicare volume is likely to be upwardly biased
because of the downward bias in the rate of Medicare allowed charge
increase used in its derivation.

The analysis that follows shows that ordinary demand sources fully
explain the growth in volume per capita for Iedicgre beneficinrigs. In

other words, < <
, given their incomes,

their out-of-pocket costs, their health, and the competing demands for
their dollars.

Since the major point of this analysis is that increased demand can
be explained independently froa supply considerations, a detailed
discussion of the demand sources of volume increases for the Medicare
population follows. -

“3



Medicare Volume Increasess

The contribution of different factors to the recent 7.1% annual in-
crease in the volume of services among Medicare Part B enrollees is sum-
marized in Table 1. As noted earlier, the 7.1% growth rate in volume is
likely to be an overestimate of the actual volume increase. This upward
bias is probably more than sufficient to explain the discrepancy between
the sum of individual demand effects and the 7.1% total in Table 1.
Discussion of the individual effects follows.

i . Table 2 shows the age distribution of
Medicare enrollees and Medicare reimbursements per enrollee by age group
in 1977 and 1986. The data show that the share of Medicare population
increased in older age groups from 1977 to 1986. They also indicate an
increase in average reimbursement with age.

If the average reisbursement per enrollee within each age group had
been the same in 1986 as in 1977, so that any increase in average reim-
bursement was solely due to the shift in the age distribution towards
older age groups, then the average reimbursement would have been $768 in
1986. This implies that Medicare costs increased from $759 per enrollee
in 1977 at an annual rate of 0.1% due to the aging of the Medicare
population.

ilees Receiving Reimbursements. Since 1981, the Part B deduc-
tible has been held constant at $75. In inflation-adjusted terms, the
deductible has declined. This has made it possible for an increasing
nusber of enrollees to exceed the deductible and qualify for benefits in
each successive year. The percentage of enrollees receiving Part B reim-
bursements for physician services increased from 65.3% in 1983 to 72.6%
in 1986, or at an annual rate of 3.6% (U.S. Social Security
Administration, 1988, Tables 7B2, 4 and §).

Income. The average after-tax household income cf the elderly in
constant 1986 dollars increased from $15,560 in 1982 to $io,811 in 1986,
or at an annual rate of 2.0% (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1989, Table
716). Using the estimate that the demand for physician services
increases by 1.0% for every 1.0% increase in income, this translates into
a 2.0% increase in demand.

From 1983 to 1987, bills in excess of the amount
Medicare covers on unassigned claims (balance bills) for physician ser-
vices declined from $1.94 billion to $1.86 billion (U.S. Social Security
Administration, 1988, Table 7.B1 and 11). This reflects the effect of
the increasing share of services for which assignment was accepted and
the limits placed on the size of balance bills by the Medicare fee freeze
and maximum allowable actual charge (MAACs). The decline in balance
bills reduced the rate of increase in out-of-pocket payments facing
Medicare beneficiaries by over one percentage point. In turn, this

~—precipitated an increase in volume per enrollee of over 0.1%.

Real Coinsurance. From 1983 to 1987, the rate of general inflation
was virtually the same as the estimated incrcase in average allowed
charges based on the MEI. Since the coinsurance rate on allowed charges
is fixed at 20%, the change in real coinsurance payments per service was
negligible and had no significant effect on volume.

Medigap Coverage. Medigap insurance is held by 72% of Medicare
beneficiaries. Estimates indicate that those with Medigap use 24% more !
physician services (Christensen, et al., 1987). This implies that
Medigap is responsible for magnifying the impact of increases in volume
from other sources by 17.3% (24% x 72%). The increased utilization
generated by Medigap derives from its common feature of covering all
patient deductibles and coinsurance, and thereby reducing out-of-pocket
costs for most covered Medicare enrollees to zero. This implies that
without Medigap, the estimated total increase in volume per enrollee
would have-been 6.1% instead of 7.1%, so one percentage point of
incrcased volume is attributable to Medigap coverage.
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Conclusions

These results do not deny an important role for supply factors in
determining volume growth. Indeed, there must be equal growth in the
volume of services supplied and demanded for actual volume growth to be
realized. The importance of the results is that they show that demand is
determined independently from supply. Demand factors, therefore, have
equal standing with supply, -rather than supply having a disproportionate
share of responsibility, in explaining the growth in the volume of
physician services.

NOTES

1. The total quantity (Q) is equal to population (p) times volume per
capita (v). If [ represents the fee or price per service, then total
expenditures are initially:

E-fo-fpv

If expenditures grow at a total rate g, fees grow at rate gf,
population grows at rate g, and volume per capital grows at rate
8v, then expenditures in the second period are:

E(14g) = E(logp)p(legp)v(legy)
80 8 = Bf + Bp + Bv *+ BfBp + BfBv + 8p8v + BfBpBv

The last four terms are the interactions of the growth rates of
fees, population and volume per capita.

2. Medicare Part B enrollment data was from the Social Security
Bulletin (1988), Tables 7.B 2, 4 and S.

3. Medicare Economic Index information is reported in Committee oh
Ways and Means (1989), pp. 264 and 380.

4. Increases in volume per capita were derived from available data on
total expenditures, beneficiary and fee increases by using the
relationship linking expenditure growth to population, fee, and
volume per capita growth rates given in note 1.

5. The estimate; of volume increases associated with greater demand
rely on estimates of the demand for physician services showing that
volume increases by 1.0% for every 1.0% increase in real income and
by 0.1% for every 1.0% increase in the out-of-pocket cost of phy-
sician services relative to other goods and services. These esti-
mates are reported in a summary of health care demand studies in
Feldstein (1988). The esiimate of the percent by which volume de-
manded increases per percent increase in out-of-pocket costs used
in this analysis is at the low end of the range of estimates re-
ported by Feldstein. Insofar as possible, estimates of the sources
of per capita utilization increases used in this analysis were
based on comparisons of data between 1983 and 1987. When this was
not possible, data for the most nearly comparable period were used.

Christensen, Sandra, Stephen H. Long and Jack Rodgers. "Acute Health
(are Cost for the Elderly Medicare Population: Overview and Policy
Options.” Milbank Quarterly. 65 (1987) 397-42S.

Tomsittee on Ways and Means. U.S. House of_ Representatives. Background

Committee on Wava and Means. Washington, DC, U.S. Government
Printing Office, March 15, 1989.
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Feldstein, Paul J. Health Care Economics. 3rd edition. New :
Wiley o83 [ on York: John

U.S. Department of Commerce. Statistical Abstract of the United States.
1989 edition. Washington, DC.

U.S. Public Health Service. Health, United States, 1988. Washington, DC.

U.S. Social Security Administration. Social Security Bulletin: Angual
Statistical Supplement. 1988. Washington, DC.

Table 1

Average Annual Percent Increase in Volume of Physician Services
per Capita Among lediulre I'm‘?s!’leel. by Demand Source,

Average Annual

Source of Demand Effect Percent Increase
Aging of the average Medicare enrollee +0.1%
Increase in the share of enrollees
‘ served each year +3.6
Increase in real after-tax household income +2.0

Change in real out-of-pocket price per
service faced by Medicare enrollees

Reduction in average real balance bills +0.1
(charges in excess of the Medicare

allowed charge on unassigned claims)

per Medicare enrollee

Increase in real coinsurance - 0.0
Effect of Medigap coverage +1.0
Total increase in volume +7.1%

SOURCE: See text.
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Table 2 .
Distribution of Medicare Enrollees and Reimbursement -
per Enrollee, by Age Group, 1977 and 1986
Enrol lment Percent of Reimbursement
in_milli per a
Age Group 1911 1986 1971 1986 1971
65-66 3.3 3.7 13.8% 13.1% $573 $1,453
67-68 3.2 3.5 13.4 12.4 599 1,604
69-70 2.9 3.3 12.1 11.7 643 1,776
71-72 2.6 3.1 10.9 11.0 681 2,032
73-74 2.3 2.1 9.6 9.6 759 2,199
15-79 4.5 5.5 18.8 19.5_ 853 2,43
80-84 3.0 3.5 12.6 12.4 965 2,749
85 and over 2.1 2.9 8.8 10,3 L.068 2,946
TOTAL: 23.8 28.2 100.0% 100.0% $759 $2,146

SOURCE: U.S. Public Health Service, (1988), Table 121, p. 175.

aIncludes both Part A and Part B reimbursements.

ATTACHMENT 111
Medicare Volume Performance Standards (MVPS)

The American Medical Association was pleased that Congress chose to
enact Medicare Volume Performance Standards (MVPS) rather than
expenditure targets (ETs). In choosing this direction, Congress clearly
and unambiguously rejected the ET approach, most notably the full
automatic link between expenditures and payment updates.

The MVPS legislation demonstrates Congressional intent to act every
year to establish the MVPS and the payment update. It also requires that
HHS and the PPRC recommend annuzl MVPS and payment updates. Of greater
importance, these recommendations must be accompanied by detailed
analyses of expenditures, utilization, and access; important factors that
have yet to be completely understood.

Both HHS and the PPRC have critical roles in the annual MVPS and the
conversion factor update. Many who supported ETs, including some within
medicine, argued that since ETs would reflect all of the components
underlying legitimate expenditure growth (i.e., inflation, growth in
enrollees, technology, access, etc.), they would furnish a proper basis
for paywent updates. Indeed, the MVPS provisions detail such elements
for consideration by the Secretary. Hopefully, precise estimates for
each of these factors ultimately will be generated. However, the HHS and
PPRC MVPS recommendations demonstrate that it not currently possible to
develop acceptably precise estimates for each major component in a manner
allowing their sensible combination in the formula underlying the MVPS.
This is particularly true for elements such as technology change, access
and unnecessary utilization where attempts to provide quantification have
been quite controversial and unconvincing.

Clearly, Congress has identified an alternate path, the "default"”
mechanism used if it does not establish the MVPS. This default merely
sums price and enrollee growth and the five year annual average of
volume/intensity and reduces them by a fixed percentage, ultimately 2%.
The promise of the finely honed MVPS may simply recede over time to this
more prosaic and cautious default approach, and we should not pretend
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that the default mechanism is anything more than this. In considering
potential MVPS uses, Congress should be extremely sensitive to the
current limitations in this measure.

. In particular, the American Medical Association is concerned about
tying physicians and their patients to attainment of any particular
budget-driven MVPS. There is simply no reason to think, for exasple,
that the volume/intensity growth in any year should be the “five year
annual average of volume/intensity growth minus 2%X." While this may be a
reasonable policy goal on average, that may even be attainable over time,
it has no real relevance to the true appropriate level of volume in any

given year.
. .
Although some physician organizations have supported specialty ETs l

and volume standards, we believe that Medicare patients and all
physicians stand to lose from such approaches. In particular, specialty
and type-of-service standards and updates undermine the fundamental
professional commonalities shared by physicians. They encourage clinical
and socioeconomic fragmentation. They offer the illusion that only
smaller more specialized groups can achieve the best outcomes for their
patients and members. They undermine fundamental premises of
effectiveness research and practice parameters by focusing on
intra-specialty treatment decisions. - -~

Specialty and type-of-service standards and updates place physicians
in a narrow target at greater risk that their target will be exceeded as
a result of unforeseen treatment advances or forecasting error. For
example, between 1982 -and 1987, surgery accounted for 42% of Medicare
physician expenditure growth, with much of the growth concentrated in a
few specialties and procedures. In a surgical MVPS, all surgeons, and
only surgeons, would have borne the risk associated with these few
services. Finally, such standards may stifle innovations in care by
discouraging greater than anticipated growth in particular clinical
modalities, "holding harmless” expenditurzs on services and specialties
that exhibit little volume/intensity growth.

Moreover, specialty and type-of-service standards with differential
payment would undermine the root premise underlying payment -
reform, basing payments on relative resource costs. Such updates raise
the specter that the full cross-specialty resource-based relative value
scale (RBRVS) can never be updated because relative payments will
increasingly reflect non-resource factors as a matter of policy. A
specialty-level MVPS could retain resource-based payments within a
specialty. But the aim of the RBRVS was never simply to create
within-specialty RBRVSs. That goal could have been satisfied at much
lower cost to the federal government and the medical profession.
Instead, physicians have been told that an RBRVS payment schednle was so
essential that payment differentials not based in resource costs must be
eliminated, even at the risk of potentially severe financial
dislocations. It is inconceivable that this principle could now be
casually discarded.

Also, a specialty NVPS, even without differential payment updates,
poses many of the same obstacles that led the PPRC and many within the
medical profession to avoid specialty differentials. For example, how do
you identify a specialist or a specialty service? Who is a surgeon and
what is surgery? These questions assume crucial importance if a
specialty MVPS is intended to encourage peers to work together on
utilization. Moreover, how can specialty differentials based on training
be rejected as violating a principle of equal payment for the same
service while allowing differentials based on performance against a
"volume standard"?




How would a specialty or type-of-service MVPS be established and
updated? As the PPRC carefully outlined in its recent report to the
Congress, the many MVPS components which are very difficult to estimate
will be even more elusive for specialty or type-of-service, especially in
the stifling context of competition for shares of an overall MVPS.

Separate MVPS calculations would require profound and radical social
judgements on the proper configuration of medi~ ( practice. Simply
basing volume standards on past trends is equaising disturbing,
consigning low growth services to a low growth allowance. Such an
approach is especially questionable if payment reform is intended to
alter incentives to provide certain services. In sum, specialty and
type-of-service volume standards will prove woefully inflexible in the
face of rapid changes across such artificial boundaries in patient
demand, medical practice, and technology.

Geographic MVPS

The payment reform legislation clearly established the hard won
principle that geographic payment differentials shall be based on
resource cost differences and access considerations. At the same time,
“the Secretary must report to Congress by July 1, 1990 on the feasibility

of ¥%e understand that there are substantial issues of
data adequacy and geographic variability in utilization and its
year-to-year growth. In addition, of course, are broader questions, like
proper state-level rates of technology change. Our understanding is that
the PPRC would deal with such issues through a variety of complex
adjustments. Such attempts to moderate the effects of a geographic MVPS
only serve to suggest that this is not the best route.

The state is still a large unit in which to influence physician
behavior through MVPS. Incentives clearly will be diluted almost as much
as at the national level. Indeed, a state MVPS would require adjustments
that further diminish these incentives. At the same time, these
adjustments would needlessly explode the complexity and administrative
requirements of the new "simplified" payment system. What would a state
MVPS really produce, and at what cost? At a minimum, experience
certainty is needed with the national MVPS before considering such an
untried step.

Group MVPS

The Secretary of HHS also has a Congressional mandate to study MVPS
"carve-outs" for groups of physicians, and is to report on this by April
15, 1991. The PPRC aust review and comment on this by May 15, 1991.
Clearly many technical issues exist, and we eagerly await thesc reports.
But analyses to date leave us very concerned. We especially challenge
the logic of the underlying notion that "efficient physicians" should be
removed from the general MVPS.

Even if a separate MVPS would only reward truly efficient practices,
and not those with less ill patients, a carve-out will make those
physicians least able to increase clinical "efficiency” most subject to
the overall MVPS, which will be increasingly difficult to meet. It would
discriminate against physicians for whom joining a group is neither
feasible or appropriate. Finally, it might subject those Medicare
patients that have chosen not to join an HMO or PP0O to financial
incentives that they have chosen to avoid. We are pleased that the PPRC
opposed this approach in its recent report to Congress.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF GAIL R. WILENSKY -

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: The physician payment reform
legislation enacted last year represents an important step towards achieving our
mutual goals of containing Medicare physician spending, making Medicare pay-
ments to physicians more equitable, and protecting Medicare beneficiaries financial-
ly. The icare Volume Performance Standard (MVPS) rates of increase are an
integral component of this legislation. 1 am happy to be here this morning to discuss
the Administration’s MVPS recommendation for FY 1991.

MEDICARE PHYSICIANS' SERVICES EXPENDITURE GROWTH

As we begin discussions of an appropriate MVPS for FY 1991, we should remem-
ber that Medicare expenditures for physicians’ services continue to grow at unac-
ceptably high rates. Between 1984 and 1990, Medicare physician payments increased
at an average annual rate of 12.0 percent per year. It is rather sobering to consider
that over the next 10 years, if present trends were to continue and even without
any program expansions, Medicare spending for physicians' services would likely

triple.

lgor FY 1991, the Health Care Financing Administration (HCFA) Actuary current-
ly projects a 13.2 percent rate of growth in Medicare physician payments. Not only
is this growth rate more than twice the rate of inflation, it is also much higher than
the growth rates of other social programs. For example, Medicare payments to hos-
pitals increased at an average annual rate of 6.7 percent between FY 1984 and FY
1989. Over the same period, Social Security payments increased at an average
annual rate of 5.5 percent. Clearly, in this time of Federal budget deficits, we cannot
contidn.ue to ask American taxpayers to subsidize such large increases in physician
spending.

FY 1991 MVPS RECOMMENDATION

The Secretary is required to recommend an MVPS for the following fiscal year on
April 15 of each year. The Physician Payment Review Commission (PPRC) com-
ments on the Secretary’s recommendation by May 15 of each year. If Congress does
not act on the Secretary’s recommendation, the MVPS rates of increase will be es-
tablished through a default mechanism set forth in the law.

The MVPS system holds Kromise for moderating increases in Medicare physician
expenditures. We believe that our recommendation defines an acceptable rate of
growth for Medicare physician spending for FY 1991.

Our overall recommendation for the FY 1991 performance standard rates of in-
crease is 9.9 percent for ail services, with a rate of 8.7 percent for surgery and 10.5
percent for non-surgery (see Table 1). Note that our recommendation is based on
current economic data, which could change later in the year. For example, our esti-
mate of inflation could change between now and October when the Medicare Eco-
nomic Index (MEI) is usually calculated.

Importantly, we recommend adjusting the standard to account for legislation en-
acted at a later date. If an adjustment is not made, the standard would be estab-
lished and measured relative to a baseline rate of increase that is no longer applica-
ble. Let me spend a moment explaining our rationale on this point.

In calculating the MVPS, it is important to distinguish between changes in Medi-
care outlays resulting from changes in the volume and intensity of physicians’ serv-
ices, and changes in Medicare outlays resulting from new legislation. Changes in
law or regulation which affect Medicare benefits or the prices paid for Medicare
services will raise or lower the baseline rate of increase in Medicare physician
spending. We believe that physicians should be held accountable only for their own
actions, not for program changes enacted by Congress. ,

/

RECOMMENDATION FOR SURGERY VERSUS NON-SURGERY

We are making the same recommendation for surgery and non-surgery, except
that an adjustment was made for the different effects of the Omnibus Budget Recon-
ciliation Act (OBRA) 1989 on surgery versus non-surgery. We do not believe that
any other differential between surgery and non-surgery is justified at this time. Our
analysis indicates no difference in growth trends between surgical and non-surgical
services that would warrant an adjustment to the recommended MVPS for FY 1991,

On May 3, 1990, we published a notice in the Federal Register specifying the defi-
nition of surgical services for purposes of the MVPS. While the definition of surgical
services we chose had no effect on the FY 1991 MVPS recommendation submitted to
Congress by the Secretary, I would like to mention the definition we chose for the
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record. We define surgical services as those services reported on ‘the Medicare
claims form as surgelzl performed by surgical specialists and services performed by
assistants-at-surgery. Limitations of our current data systems prevent us from estab-
lishing a procedure-specific definition. We intend to implement such a definition as
our data systems mature. In any event, we would met introduce specialty payment
differentials into the fee schedule.

FY 1991 MVPS FACTORS

‘gn making an MVPS recommendation, the Secretary is required by statute to con-
sider:

* Inflation;

¢ Changes in the number of enrollees;

¢ Aging of enrollees;

¢ Technology;

¢ Evidence of lack of access to Medicare 1physicisms’ services;
¢ Evidence of inapproﬁriate utilization of services; and,

* Other factors that the Secretary considers appropriate.

Allow me to detail for you these factors considered in the development of-the Ad-
ministration’s recommended FY 1991 MVPS rates of increase.

Inflation

The MEI is the statutorily mandated measurement of allowable increases in pre-
vailing charges for Medicare physicians’ services. Since it is a longstanding and fa-
miliar index, we used the MEﬁ as the primary measure of inflation for MVPS pur-
poses. According to the most recent economic projections, the estimated MEI in-
crease for CY 1991 will be 3.2 percent.

In addition to the 1991 MEI increase, four other factors will have an effect on the
general level of physicians’ fees in FY 1991:

¢ The differential 1990 MEI increases mandated by OBRA 1989;

¢ The annual update for laboratory services;

¢ The increasing numbers of physicians signin(g participation agreements, and
thus receiving a 5 percent payment differential; and,

¢ The fact that actual and customary charges below prevailing charge levels in-
crease at a faster rate than prevailing charges.

When all of these factors are considered, the “weighted composite inflationary
effect” on physicians’ fees is estimated to be 3.6 percent.

Changes in the Number of Enrollees

Average Medicare Part B enrollment in FY 1991 is estimated to be 82.732 million.
Lowering that figure by the estimated enrollment in risk health maintenance orga-
nizations (HMOs) of 1.199 million results in a net ﬁ%:-e of 31.533 million Part B
enrollees excluding risk HMO enrollees in FY 1991. The corresponding figures for
FY 1990 are 32.308 million, 1.134 million, and 31.174 million, respectively. These fig-
ures reflect an increase, exclusive of risk HMO enrollees, of 359,000, or 1.2 percent,
for surgery and non-surgery.

Aging of Enrollees
The effects of the aging of the Medicare beneficiary population would add 0.1 per-
centage points in FY8§1991. ’ id

Allowance for Other Factors: Technology, Access and Utilization

While we cannot measure their precise effects, for purposes of calculating the FY
1991 MVPS, we recommend allowing 3.7 percentage points for other factors such as
new growth in technology, access, and utilization. This is one-half of the 7.4 percent
estimated annual growth in expenditures for the period FY 1986 to FY 1990 in
excess of that attributable to inflation, enrollment, and aging. In developing this
recommendation, we examined the impact of factors other than inflation and enroll-
ment on growth in physicians’ services for the total population of the United States.
National per capita expenditures for all physicians’ services—Government pro-
grams, émvate insurers, and non-insured private payors—increased at an average
rate of 3.3 percent above price increases for the perios' 1984 to 1988. This 3.3 percent
is 1mte comparable to our recommended increase in factors other than inflation, en-
rollment and aging of 3.7 percent.

Technology.—A quantitative factor for technology has not been ssparately identi-
fied in the calculation of the FY 1991 MVPS because no definitive data or studies
are currently available to the Department to quantify the effects of technology on
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total expenditures for physicians’ services. Even where the costs directli; associated
with a new technology can be measured, it is difficult to determine whether the ulti-
mate impact of the technology (after medical improvements are taken into account)
is to reduce or to increase total costs. For example, new imaging or diagnostic tech-
niques, although more costly than an older technique, may reduce the need for
other medical or surgical procedures. We will be working with the research and
phgsician communities in trying to quantify the effects of technology in the future.

vidence of Lack of Access to Medicare Physicians’ Services.—Access to health
care d?ends upon many variables, including the number and availability of hospi-
tals and physicians and the mix of physician specialties in the area. One measure of
access to care is the willingness of physicians to accept the Medicare allowance as
payment in full. I would note that gledicare physician participation rates have
climbed steadily since the inception of the participating physician program. Partici-
pation rates are currently at an all-time high, having increased from 28 percent of
all ghysicians in 1985 to over 40 percent in 1989. The percentage of Medicare claims
paid on an assignment-related basis has also increased—from 64 percent of all Medi-
care claims in 1985 to over 80 percent in 1989. We have no evidence of a general
access problem for Medicare beneficiaries.

To help ensure access for Medicare beneficiaries in rural and inner city areas,
Congress passed legislation in OBRA 1987 providing a 5 percent bonus payment for
physicians’ services provided in areas designated as health manpower shortage
areas by the Public Health Service. In OBRA 1989, Congress increased this bonus to
10 percent, and expanded the areas covered by the bonus, effective January 1, 1991.

e are continuing to examine the issue of access to physicians’ services for Medi-
care beneficiaries. A 5-year contract has just been awarded to conduct a survey of
current Medicare beneficiaries. The Current Beneficiary Survey (CBS) is scheduled
to begin in 1991. One of the purposes of this survey is to assess the effects of physi-
cian Kaf'ment reform, including access to services, on Medicare beneficiaries. Also,
OBRA 1989 requires the Secretary to monitor access and utilization of services and
to report to Congress each year ﬂeginning in 1991 on the effect of physician pay-
ment reform on access and utilization. This report and the CBS survey will help us
to assess the effect of physician payment reform on access and utilization in setting
future MVPS rates of increase. . :

Evidence of Inappropriaté Utilization of Services.-—Over the years, several studies
have indicated that between 5 and 30 percent of services performed may be inappro-
priate. Many reasons have been advanced for this situation, including lack of knowl-
edge among physicians concerning the effectiveness of medical services. We also
know that the availability of physicians and hospital beds, how physicians are pajd,
practice patterns that vary by specialty and/or geography, “upcoding” and unbun-
dling affect utilization of health services. However, while we know that some por-
tion of historical growth in volume and intensity of physicians’ services is attributa-
ble to inappropriate utilization, the exact amount attributable to inappropriate utili-
zation cannot be determined at this time.

In order to begin assessing the effectiveness of medical practice, the Department
is pursuing a Medical Treatment Effectiveness Initiative desiined to highlight
“what works” in the practice of medicine. The Agency for Health Care Policy and
Research has initiated an ambitious research program in order to make judgments
about the appropriateness and effectiveness of particular services. We look forward
to knowing the results of this effort.

OBRA 1989

In recommending the FY 1991 MVPS, we considered only one additional factor:
the impact of legislative changes enacted in OBRA 1989. The Actuary estimates that
OBRA 1989 will result in increases in FY 1991 of 1.9 percentage points for non-sur-
gical services and 0.1 percentage points for surgical services. This difference is pri-
marily due to the expansion of mental health services and the coverage of screening
pap smears, both of which have little or no effect on surgery.

FY 1991 LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

The Administration’s FY 1991 budget proposes a number of legislative changes
designed to prevent building into the new payment system the inequities of the cur-
rent system. The proposals are consistent with the goals of the fee schedule, but
many of them are desifned to eliminate past excesses. Allow me to describe our FY
1991 physician proposals.

Our 1991 savings proposals can be grouped into three broad categories:

¢ A proposal to provide the full MEI update for primary care services only;
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* Proposals to ensure that over-valuations are not built into the reform base; and,
¢ Other proposals which represent solid health policy, independent of fee schedule
implementation.

Our savings proposals would slow the rate of growtf! in physician expenditures
from 13.2 percent to 8.0 percent. Even under our plan, Medicare will spend almost
$2 billion more for physicians’ services in FY 1991 than in FY 1990. i

Update for Primary Care Services Only

We propose providing the full MEI update in 1991 only for primary care services.
In addition to helping control spending for physicians’ services, this proposal helps
increase the relative price of primary care services versus other medical services,
consistent with what will occur under the resource-based fee schedule. Under the
Administration’s proposal, the cumulative difference in updates between primary
care and other services for the years 1988-1991 would total 13.1 percentage points.

Overvaluations

Reduce Medicare Payments for Ouer-valued Procedures.—In OBRA 1989, Congress
reduced payments for 245 overvalued procedures by one-third of the amount Ly
which they were overvalued compared to an estimated resource-based fee schedule,

up to a inaximum reduction of 15 percent. For 1991, we are propesing to reduce pay--

ments for overvalued procedures by two-thirds of the remaining amounts by which
th%y are overvalued, up to a maximum reduction of 25 percent.

here is widespread a%reement that significant overvaluation remeins in Medi-
care payment amounts: PPRC and the Harvard study have documented such evi-
dence, and Congress has recognized it by enacting the OBRA 1989 provision reduc-
ing Medicare payments for overvalued procedures. In this time of budget deficits,
such overvaluation must be removed from the Medicare payment system. -

Reduce Global Fees for Surgeons.—We propose reducing Medicare global fees for
surgeons by either 2 percent across the board or a procedure specific amount for the
highest volume surgeries.

Surgical global fees cover payments for the surgery itself, as well as in-hospital
and post-discharge visits by the physician. However, between 1981 and 1987, the av-
erage length of stay decreased by 0.9 days for Medicare surgical admissions. In addi-
tion, the average length of stay for many procedures commonly performed on Medi-
care beneficiaries has dropped comideragly over this period (3.7 days for transureth-
rat prostatectomies, 5.2 days for total hip replacements, and 6.6 days for total knee
replacements). Further, HCFA-funded research found no offsetting change in the
number of post-discharge visits reported by surgeons between 1982 and 1987. Thus,
global fees currently are overstated because they implicitly contain amounts for in-
patient visits which are no longer being provideg

Reduce Radiologist and Anesthesiologist Fees.—While OBRA 1989 reduced pay-
ments for radiologist and anesthesiologist fees, HCFA data show that these services
remain overvalued by as much as 15 percent. Under our proposal, we would calcu-
late the national average radiologist and anesthesiologist conversion factors, reduce
them by 10 percent, and apply a geographic practice cost index (GPCI) to approxi-
mate what would occur under the new fee schedule. We pro reducing the actual
conversion factor in a locality by the amount that it exceeds this estimated conver-
sion factor. No conversion factor would be reduced by more than 25 percent. Thus,
while these services are overvalued by about 15 percent, our proposal would reduce
payment for them by only 10 percent.

Reduce Medicare Payments in Over-valued Localities.—In addition to reducing
Medicare payments for overvalued procedures, we are proposing to reduce payments
for certain procedures in localities where payments are overvalued relative to the
national average. This proposal would help reduce the extreme variations in Medi-
care payments across geographic areas, and it is very compatible with the phase-in
to the fee schedule.

Other Policies

Phase-in Medicare Fee Increases for New Physicians.—We propose to continue to
expand the current policy of limiting Medicare payments to first and second year
physicians by limiting payments to third and fourth year physicians as well, both
under the current system and under the fee schedule. The proposal would limit first
year physicians to 80 percent, second year physicians to 85 percent, third year phy-
sicians to 90 percent, and fourth year physicians to 95 percent of the Medicare
amount they would otherwise receive.

It is plain common sense to ado‘ft a payment policy which takes into account the
experience of the practitioner in determining payment amounts. The vast majority
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of American workers earn more as they gain experience. Indeed, mang health main-
tenance organizations (HMO's) have already recognized this fact. HCFA-funded re-
search on HMO salaries revealed that HMOs pay less experienced physicians less
than those with more experience.

Reform Payments for Assistants-at-Surgery.—We propose reforming Medicare pay-
ments for assistants-at-surgery by making the same payment for a surgery, regard-
less of whether or not a physician is used as an assistant-at-surgery. To accomplish
this, the Medicare payment for the primar‘)’: surgeon would be reduced by an
amount equal to the Medicare payment for the assistant-at-surgery. Exceptions to
this general rule would be allowed to adequately respond to difficult surgeries or
patient conditions.

In FY 1991, Medicare payments for assistants-at-surgery will total about $500 mil-
lion. However, evidence raises questions about the appropriateness of this level of
expenditure. For example, a HCFA-funded study found that the use of assistants-at-
surgery varies considerably by geographic region: in the Pacific and Mountain re-
gions, assistants are billed for in 33 and 31 percent of inpatient surgeries, respec-
tively. In contrast, assistants are billed for in only 10 percent of inpatient surgeries
in the East South Central region, and 11 percent in the East North Central region.
Such wide variation in practice styles should not be subsidized by the Medicare pro-
gram. Furthermore, in 20 percent of surgeries involving assistants, the assistant is a
phxlsician other than a surgeon.

edian Cap on Technical Component of Diagnostic and Radiology Tests.—Techni-
cal components of diagnostic tests are frequently billed separately from professional
components when there are large capital costs for equipment used in the tests (for
example, electrocardiograms and wtress tests). Currently, substantial geographic var-
iation exists in Medicare prevziling charges and conversion factors for diagnostic
technical con.ponents. We propose capping Medicare payment for technical compo-
nents of diagnostic tests at 100 percent of the national median prevailing charge,
and at 100 percent of the technical component of the radiologist fee schedule conver-
sion factor for radiology tests. Leveling out payments for technical components
across geographic areas has worked well for clinical diagnostic laboratory tests, and
we believe that such an approach will be successful for diagnostic and radiology
tests. -

Limit on Anesthesia Payments to a Single Fee.—We proEose making the same pay-
ment for anesthesia care, whether Xerformed by an anesthesiologist or by a certified
registered nurse anesthetist (CRNA) under the medical direction of an anesthesiol-
ogist. If a CRNA is used, the CRNA payment would be subtracted from the anesthe-
siologist’s supervision fee. Amounts paid to CRNAs would not change. By paying a
single fee for anesthesia services, the excessive payments for these services would be
reduced, and anesthesiologists who do their own work, rather than medically direct-
ing others, would be treated more fairly.

Voluntary Hospital Physician Participation.—We will allow hospitals to voluntari-
ly sign Medicare participation agreements on behalf of their hospital-based physi-
cians, effective January 1, 1991. While the 5 percent payment differential given to
participating physicians would not apply (unless individual physicians sign partici-
Kation agreements), the marketplace benefits of participating would accrue to the

ospital. We will carry out this proposal under current statutory authority.

Beneficiaries often do not have a choice of physicians when the services of a hos-
pital based physician are required (radiology, anesthesiology, pathology, emergency
services and consultations, for example). We believe that encouraging hospital medi-
cal staffs to participate in Medicare will help protect beneficiaries from balance bill-
ing when they have less opportunity to choose a physician. We also believe that hos-
pitals should be given the opportunity to use their participation status as a market-
ing tool in the current competitive health care marketplace.

CONCLUSION

In concluding my remarks, I would like to mention that implementation of physi-
cian payment reform is proceeding well. The implementation process is extremely
complex, and the timeframes imposed by the law are challenging. Of course, among
the most critical pieces of information 1s the results of Phase II of the study being
prepared by researchers at Harvard University. I personally met with Dr. Hsiao last
week, at which time he assured me that he would deliver results from Phase II of
the Harvard study to HCFA not later than September 30, 1990.

Implementation on January 1, 1992, will require our best efforts, but we can—and
we will—meet the challenge. I look forward to keeping you informed of our progress
in implementing this landmark legislation over the coming years.

I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
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Table 1.—COMPONENTS OF FY 1991 MVPS RECOMMENDATION *

Estimated £ffec!
Factor Swgery Non-surgery A Services
Inflation 36 36 36
Enroliment 12 12 12
Aging 01 0.1 0.1
Factors Other Than Inflation, Enroliment and Aging 37 37 37
0BRA 1989 0.1 19 13
Total 8.7 10.5 99

3 Adjusted to account for changes in pricing and benefits resuiting from legislation enacted this year affecting FY 1991 Medicare physician




COMMUNICATIONS

STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN SOCIETY OF PLASTIC AND RECONSTRUCTIVE SURGEONS,
INc.

Mr. Chairman, the American Society of Plastic and Reconstructive Surgeons
(ASPRS) appreciates the opportunity to present testimony to your Subcommittee on
Medicare and Long Term Care. We have worked closely with the American College
of Surgeons and other surgical specialties on physician payment reform and now are
particularly involved in efforts to refine the methodology for establishing Medicare
volume Performance Standards (MVPS).

ASPRS has been strongly supportive of a separate target for surgery. We were
enthusiastic about the Finance Committee’s establishment of a surgical MVPS in
last year’s legislation and think that distinguishing between surgery and non-sur-
gery will enhance your ability to address volume considerations now and in the
future. Two indications that your judgment was correct have appeared recently. The
report of the Secretary of Health and Human Services (HHS) recommended differ-
ent MVPS for surgery and non-surgical services and noted that prior legislation was
a key factor in this difference. Then, the report from the Physician Payment Review
Commission (PPRC) also set different levels for the two standards, in this instance
underscoring the rationale that the volume of surgical services in 1991 is predicted
to increase at a slower rate than non-surgical services. It is noteworthy therefore
that both HHS and PPRC set a different MVPS for the two standards and this rein-
forces the conclusion that surgery and non-surgery MVPSs should properly be sepa-
rate. The scope of medicine is indeed too broad and complex to place volume con-
cerns within a single homogeneous grouping. Future volume-related discussions
must be addressed in terms of at least two distinct physician groups, surgeons and
non-surgeons.

In assessing the methodology through which HHS and PPRC arrived at the tar-
gets for 1991, we believe more focus must be put on the historical growth rate in
expenditures. The HHS and PPRC levels represent approximated data due to cur-
rently unavailable information. Reductions in the projected volume growth made by
HHS, for example, were based on half of the average growth in volume and intensi-
ty over the past few years. Further, PPRC made a 2 percent reduction in the Medi-
gare actuary projected rate of growth of expenditures to compensate for insufficient

ata.

The key here is to provide more precision in the factor that measures changes in
technology. ASPRS is working with the American College of Surgeons to compile
more complete information on new developments in plastic surgery and the frequen-
cy-of their use for Medicare patients. By achieving greater precision here, ASPRS
believes that this will bring more accuracy and stability to physician payment ad-
justments. Surgery hopes to provide you with this input in time for FY92 MVPS
recommendations. ¥ u

Development of practice guidelines and work with carriers and PROs will result,
we expect, in decreases in volume growth through the reduction of inappropriate
care. This does indeed contribute to the welfare of Medicare recipients by ensuring
access to appropriate, high quality care. Yet, at the same time, we must give signifi-
cant attention to developments, outcomes and the consequences of reducing Medi-
care outlays.

Again, ASPRS appreciates the courtesy of the Committee in considering its views.
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