May 22, 2009

Senator Max Baucus
511 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Senator Chuck Grassley
135 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senators Baucus and Grassley:

As members of the Women and Health Care Coalition—a coalition of leading patient, provider,
public health, legal and grassroots organizations committed to protecting and advancing
women’s health, we thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Senate Finance
Committee' s Policy Options for Expanding Health Care Coverage (“ Coverage Policy Options”).

Today, millions of women depend on a health care system that isfailing them. They struggle to
get necessary health care or go without it altogether. Unequal access to affordable, high-quality
health care leads to poorer health outcomes, particularly for women of color, poor women,
immigrant women, women who are lesbian, gay, bisexual or transgender (LGBT), women with
disabilities, women living in rura communities, and women with both chronic and acute medical
conditions.

Women are ready for health reform that addresses their specific health care needs and the
challenges they face in getting care. We are especially supportive of those Coverage options
which would increase access to affordable health coverage; strengthen public health insurance
programs; end insurer practices of denying coverage based on health status or setting premiums
or coverage based on health status or gender; provide a public health insurance plan option;
emphasize prevention and wellness, and eliminate health disparities. We believe several of these
options for reform can be even stronger by ensuring that insurance market reforms apply to the
sale of all health insurance; assuring that premium rating factors do not result in unaffordable or
unfair premiums; adopting caps on out-of-pocket costs; and, eliminating the range of inequities
that women face in the health system. Furthermore, we strongly urge the committee to include a
provision that would prohibit discrimination in the implementation of any health care reform
legislation.

Our specific comments on the proposed options follow. We look forward to working with you
and the members of the Senate Finance Committee to adopt health reform legislation that will
ensure that all women have access to the affordable, quality, comprehensive health care they
need to lead healthy lives.



l. I nsurance Market Reforms

e Non-group, micro group and small groups. We support the proposed insurance
market reform that would eliminate gender and health status as premium rating
factors, and impose guar anteed issue and renewal to the non-group, micro group
and small group markets. However, to ensure pricefairnessin all health insurance,
theinsurance market reforms should apply to all group coverage —including groups
larger than state-defined small groups.

As proposed, the Insurance Market reform option would apply reformed rating rulesto the non-
group, micro group, and small group markets; the size of the small group market would be
defined by state law. The only permitted rate variations would be based on tobacco use, age,
family composition, and geography — with a maximum combined rate variation of 7.5:1. We
strongly support the proposals that would eliminate gender rating, health status rating, and
impose guaranteed issue and guaranteed renewal in these insurance markets.

However, the rating rules option would not apply to groups larger than a state-defined small
group. Currently, most states have an upper size limit of 50 employees for a small group while
someareat 35 (LA) or evenaslow as 25 (AR, ND, TN). Thus, the practical effect of limiting
these rate rules to small groups is that employers with as little as 26 employees could still face
unaffordable and unfair premiums. Specifically, employers with workforces that are
predominantly female, or older, or with more health conditions, could face unlimited health
insurance costs. Even employers at 51 employees could face significant challenges finding
affordable coverage for their workers. Simply put, to ensure price fairnessin all insurance
markets, we strongly urge the Committee to apply all proposed insurance market reforms
to all non-group and group coverage —regardless of employer size.

e Thepermitted ratevariation of a combined 7.5:1 could present significant
affordability challenges. Furthermore, the proposed age band may providelittle, if
any, premium protections, and could result in increased premiumsfor older
enrollees.

We have concerns that the permissible rate variations could still present significant affordability
challenges for many individuals. There must be robust affordability protections that cover these
premium rate variations, to assist those who could still face significant affordability challenges
with such alarge rate variation.

Furthermore, as proposed, the allowable age rate of 5:1 would provide little meaningful
protection, and could potentialy result in increased premiums for older individuals. For
example, aquick check in six states for the different premiums charged to a 21 and 64 year-old
woman for the two top-selling individua insurance plans sold revealed that all but one of the
twelve examined premiums were below the proposed 5:1 standard. Thus, we strongly urge the
committee to eliminate or significantly reduce the proposed age band, and actively review its
implementation to ensure older enrollees have appropriate affordability protections.



e Health I nsurance Exchange:

o Small Employer Participation in the Exchange: The Committee should
clarify that small employer groupswould berated asa group when
participating as an exchange, rather than rating each individual employee.

As written, the proposed option to allow small employers to obtain insurance through the
exchange is unclear as to how these employer groups would be treated for rating purposes. rated
asagroup, or rated for each individual employee. To avoid undue financial hardship for
individual employees due to permissible rating factors such as age, we urge the Committee to
clarify that small groups participating in the exchange will be rated as groups, rather than rating
each individual employee in a participating small group.

o Establishment of Multiple Exchanges: Allowing multiple exchangesto
competein a state would create challenges for consumerstrying to compare
multiple health plan options, and would under mine the benefit of creating
larger poolsof peopletoinsure.

One proposed option would allow the establishment of multiple exchanges- such that there could
be as many as four competing exchanges operating in asingle area. It isunclear what, if any
benefit, could be derived from competing exchanges, especially if health plans could not, as
stated in the option, selectively participate in one of the multiple exchanges. Having multiple
exchanges would only serve to create confusion for consumers trying to choose aplan that is
right for them, as well as undermine any potential benefit of creating alarge pool of peopleto
insure — and thus spread risk more broadly, ultimately jeopardizing any cost savings benefits of a
larger risk pool.

0 Exchange-participating insurance plans should have adequate provider
networksthat include essential community providers.

To assure continuity of care and access to necessary health care servicesin al communities, we
urge active oversight of health insurance plans to ensure adequate provider networks and
provider participation. In addition, we strongly support arequirement for all health plans
participating in the Exchange to contract with essential community providers, such as public
hospitals, community health centers, and family planning clinics (similar to the provision
mentioned in Approach #3 of the proposed options for Medicaid coverage).

e Transtion: While werecognize the need for phase-in of new rating rules, allowing a
phase-in period aslong as 10 yearsfor the small group market istoo long.

As proposed, one option would alow states to phase in rating rules for the small group market
for aslong asthreeto ten years. Additional proposed health reform options, however, have a
much earlier implementation date. While we recognize the policy arguments that would allow
the phase-in of these requirements, to allow such along time to phase in these changes could



create huge inequities during the transition period. Given the inter-connected nature of many of
these proposed policy changes, there should be a uniform phase-in period to the maximum
practical extent possible.

e Roleof Statelnsurance Commissioners - Rating Areas. There must be specific
protectionsto ensurethat geographic areas as defined by state insurance
commissioners are not drawn in discriminatory ways.

As proposed, geographic rating areas would be defined by state insurance commissioners. If this
option is adopted, protections must be included to ensure that these geographic areas are not set
in discriminatory ways — based on factors such as income, race, age or gender.

. Making Coverage Affordable

e Benefit Options

o0 Covered benefits: We support the establishment of a minimum benefit
package, and strongly encour age the Committee to adopt a mechanism
through which a panel of experts, consumer advocates and other key
stakeholders deter mine the details of the required benefit package.

We are pleased that the Committee is proposing an option to require all health insurance plansin
the non-group and small group market to provide, at a minimum, a broad range of medical
benefits, including preventive and primary care, emergency services, hospitalization, physician
services, outpatient services, maternity and newborn care, medical and surgical care, prescription
drugs, mental and substance abuse services, and others. We strongly encourage the Committee
to develop a mechanism through which a panel of medical experts, consumer advocates, and
other key stakeholders determine the details of these requirements. To alow this panel to
determine these details, we urge the committee to reject legidative efforts to exclude any health
care service, such as abortion, from the covered benefit package.

Furthermore, the proposed option indicates that covered benefits would “at |east meet minimum
standards set by federal and state laws.” Existing federal and state laws include insurance benefit
mandates. These laws provide important assurances and protections for women and their
families by ensuring that health insurance covers vital health care services and procedures that
women depend on. Many of these laws were adopted to remedy insurance company practices
that denied or improperly limited coverage. One such example are so-called “ drive-through-
delivery” laws, which were adopted to address the insurance practice of limiting hospital stays
for labor and delivery, ultimately leading to women being sent home too soon after giving birth.
We applaud the inclusion of the requirement that covered benefits meet minimum standards as
set by federal and state laws — and strongly support its adoption.

o Thefour tier benefit options. To avoid underinsured individuals, we
recommend elimination of the fourth “lowest” tier benefit option.



The Coverage Policy Options include the establishment of a Health Insurance Exchange (the
“Exchange’) where all participating health plans would be required to offer four tiers of health
benefits. Benefit packages in each tier would be required to meet the federally-established
minimum benefit standard but would differ in cost-sharing: the percentage of health care costs
paid by the plan. Additionally, all Exchange plans would be prohibited from including lifetime
or annual limits on covered benefits, and they would also be required to apply cost-sharing parity
to certain categories of benefits (e.g. by requiring equitable cost-sharing for inpatient and
ambulatory care) and to charge minimal or no cost-sharing for preventive care.

It is commendable that the Coverage Policy Options proposal provides the flexibility to design a
selection of benefit packages within an actuarial equivalence framework, while taking steps to
ensure that approved health plans cover a comprehensive set of health benefits with limited cost-
sharing for preventive care services and without lifetime or annual limits on coverage. We
applaud this commitment to comprehensive coverage that emphasi zes prevention, does not
penalize women and families with greater-than-average health care needs through lifetime or
annual restrictions on coverage, and takes significant steps—such as cost-sharing parity
reguirements and risk-adj ustment mechanisms—to prevent insurers from designing benefit
packages to encourage enrollment by healthy people (which would contribute to adverse risk
selection and threaten the overall health of the Exchange).

However, as currently proposed, insurers participating in the Exchange could design and offer a
baffling number of plans within each benefit tier. In addition, given the absence of caps on out-
of-pocket costs, the lowest tier option with cost-sharing of approximately 24% could place
enrollees at significant financia risk, with plan options that could |eave people essentially under-
insured.

Accordingly, we strongly urge the Committee to eliminate the fourth “lowest” tier option to
simplify the tier options choices and avoid offering coverage that could |eave people under-
insured. We also urge the Committee to include a mechanism for consumersto easily compare
benefit packages in order to choose a plan that best fitstheir needs. Furthermore, since the
proposal relies on methods of actuarial equivalence both to approve Exchange health plan
offerings, as well asto determine compliance with potential individual and employer mandates,
it isessentia that there is ongoing federal oversight to ensure that approved benefit packages are
truly comprehensive and remain so over time, and that strong affordability protections arein
place to avoid cost-shifting to individuals and families through modifications in benefit design.

e Toprevent financial barriersto care, any deductibles must be
prohibited or at least limited, and there must be caps on out-of-pocket
costs.

The structure of cost-sharing from tier to tier, as well as within each tier, could vary
tremendously — in ways that could leave consumers at significant financia risk. For example,
plans could apply the cost-sharing by using an up-front deductible that could pose financial
barriers to necessary medical care. Furthermore, as proposed, any of the tiers could result in
unlimited out-of-pocket costs. Ultimately, to avoid cost-related barriers to health care, any



deductibles in these health plans must either be minimal or at best, prohibited, and there must be
caps on out-of-pocket costsin al tiers of insurance plans.

e Cost sharing should be prohibited for preventive services
In addition, given the evidence that even nominal cost-sharing serves as an access barrier to
critical preventive care, the Committee should prohibit cost-sharing for preventive services.
Finally, any definition of preventive services must include family planning services, which are
currently excluded from the US Preventive Services Task Force list.

e Lowincometax credits: Tax credits should be availableto assist both with
premiums and cost sharing —with capson all out-of-pocket costs. The value of tax
credits must also takeinto account any premium variation per mitted by the new
rating rules.

The low-income tax credit option would apply to premiums and cost sharing. However, the cost-
sharing proposal is unclear asto how limits would apply. To ensure affordability, there must be
effective caps on all out-of-pocket costs (ie: premiums, deductibles, co-payments and co-
insurance) and should apply to all exchange-offered health plans, regardless of whether an
individual is eligible for alow-income tax credit. The option should further clarify that the vaue
of the available tax credits would vary so as to provide meaningful assistance to those who face
higher premiums due to any of the proposed permissible rating factors (ie: age, family status,
geography), up to the maximum proposed 7.5:1.

Finally, the option would use modified adjusted gross income (MAGI) as the measure of income
for eligibility. However, adjusted grossincome (AGI) would be a preferable income measure, as
AGI excludes from income some costs that could be burdensome for low-income people, such as
interest on student |oans.

e Small Business Tax Credits. Small business assistance will help women gain
employer health coverage; to assure maximum participation, the credit should be
simplified, and include non-pr ofits.

The Small Business Tax Credit option is a positive step that will assist small businesses to
provide coverage to their workers. Because women are more likely than men to work for small
businesses that do not provide health coverage, providing assistance to these small employersis
critical. However, as currently proposed, the credit is complicated; simplification of the credit
could help to ensure the highest level of participation.

In addition, as proposed, this option would leave out non-profit entities, as only those entities
with tax liability would be eligible. Nonprofits should be permitted to apply the credit against
the payroll taxes they pay, otherwise they would not be able to take advantage of the credit.
There is precedent for this; the American Resource and Recovery Act COBRA subsidy for
employers operates as a credit against payroll taxes.



Furthermore, small businesses should be allowed to carry the credit forward so that it can be
applied against profitsin future years. Thiswould allow small businesses that would otherwise
lose digibility for the credit if they did not have profitsin agiven year, to take advantage of it
when they have profits and tax liability.

[11.  Public Health Insurance Option
e Westrongly support theinclusion of a public health insurance option.

We commend the inclusion of a public health insurance plan option, and strongly support its
inclusion in any health reform legidlation. The Public Health Insurance option would provide
critical competition and choice for consumers purchasing health insurance in the Exchange, and
help ensure accountability and transparency in this new insurance market. Many areas of the
country lack meaningful competition among health insurers — leaving consumers little or no
choice among insurance plans. With administrative efficiency and competition, a public health
insurance plan could help drive down costs among all competing health insurance plans
operating in the exchange. Thiswill be especialy critical during the transition period to new
insurance market rules. Of the options presented, we prefer “Approach 1. Medicare-Like Plan.”
This would assure maximum efficiencies and use the familiar model of Medicare.

IV. Roleof Public Programs

e Medicaid Coverage

o Eligibility Standardsand Methodologies

= Westrongly support an expansion of Medicaid that resultsin a
uniform eligibility standard (floor) for families with children.

Currently, state Medicaid programs have many different eligibility categories, each of which are
often associated with different income-eligibility thresholds. This complicated array of
eligibility rules results in inequitable access to health care for low-income Americans across the
country. We commend the policy option to create a uniform Medicaid digibility for families
with children, which—as proposed—would require a suggested eligibility threshold of 150 %
FPL (using a new modified adjusted gross income standard) for pregnant women, children, and
parents.

Such a standard would have a considerable coverage impact for low-income women with
children, as 44 states currently have igibility levels for parents and caretakers that are below the
proposed level. While eligibility levels for most children and pregnant women are already at or
above the proposed standard, these populations would certainly benefit from more uniform
eligibility standards in Medicaid, to establish a consistent coverage source for an entire family.
Thiswould also help prevent cycling in and out of Medicaid for women. Under the proposed
standard, for instance, alow-income pregnant woman would not necessarily lose Medicaid
coverage after she gives birth but may instead retain her coverage as alow-income parent.



= Wealso strongly support the establishment of a minimum €ligibility
floor for childless adults, and urge the Committee to adopt this option.

As currently discussed in the Coverage Options paper, it is unclear how low-income childless
adults would be treated with regard to a new national Medicaid eligibility floor. This population
is notably absent from the groups to which the proposed Medicaid eligibility standard of 150 %
FPL would apply. At one point, the Options paper indicates that childless adults below 115 %
FPL would be eligible for federal tax credits to either purchase Exchange coverage or buy into
the Medicaid program, but this population is not consistently included as part of a mandatory
Medicaid eligibility expansion.

In most states, regardless of how low their income level is, childless adults are not eligible for
publicly-sponsored health insurance. Especially when compared to other low-income
populations, there is currently a dearth of accessible coverage options for childless adults. Itis
essential that any uniform expansion of Medicaid also extend coverage to this group. Thus, we
urge that health reform legislation extend Medicaid coverage to low-income adults without
children to at least 150% FPL, so that this population can benefit equally from important
Medicaid protections.

= States commitmentsto their currently eigible Medicaid populations
must not expire until it isclear that those beneficiaries have accessto
other affordable, comprehensive cover age options.

The Coverage Policy Options indicate that states' responsibilities towards currently-eligible
Medicaid populations—which, in most states, extend to pregnant and child populations well
beyond the suggested floor of 150% FPL—will expire once the Exchange is fully functioning.
Thisimplies that existing Medicaid beneficiaries who do not meet the new Medicaid minimum
standards would transition into this marketplace. We are wary of this approach, since it may
disrupt care arrangements for vulnerable populations and because it is not apparent that the needs
of Medicaid beneficiaries will be met through the Exchange. 1t is essential that states
commitments to currently-eligible populations do not expire until it is clear that those
beneficiaries have access to affordable and sufficiently comprehensive coverage options to meet
their needs. In addition, current Medicaid enrollees should have the option to retain their
Medicaid coverage to ensure continuity of care. Medicaid includes important affordability
protections for low-income people and covers a broad set of services that are essential for
women and their families, and states have adopted innovative service delivery models to provide
coordinated and integrated care to their Medicaid beneficiaries.

= Westrongly support mandatory minimum provider reimbursement
ratesunder state Medicaid programs.

Medicaid pays only 60 percent of the overall average provider reimbursement rate for Medicaid,
Medicare and commercial plans combined. Lower reimbursement rates have a negative impact
on providers' willingness to participate in the Medicaid program, which may |eave beneficiaries
without reliable access to the care they need. We applaud the Coverage Policy Options proposal



to require a minimum reimbursement level for Medicaid providers (e.g. 80 % of Medicare) as
part of a Medicaid expansion, since higher reimbursement rates will have a positive impact on
access to care under this critical program.

o Optionsfor Medicaid Coverage: Regarding theinterplay between Medicaid
and an Exchange, we strongly support an approach that does not disrupt
care arrangementsfor Medicaid beneficiariesor makeit moredifficult for
them to receive coordinated care.

The Coverage Policy Options proposes three separate approaches for addressing the interplay
between state Medicaid programs and the proposed Health Insurance Exchange—including one
option that, because it would require states to shift most Medicaid enrollees into Exchange
coverage (potentially with wraparound benefits), represents a major departure from the way
Medicaid beneficiaries currently receive their care. The Medicaid program was designed
expressly to meet the needs of low-income and vul nerable populations; considering the potential
range of benefit packages and health insurers to choose from, it is not apparent that commercial
plans operating in the Exchange would be able to fully meet Medicaid beneficiaries’ needs for
comprehensive and coordinated care—even with the inclusion of wraparound benefits.
Therefore, we prefer the first approach, which would keep the Medicaid program intact and
enroll al eligible populations (including childless adults) in the program.

e Other Improvementsto Medicaid
o0 Wesupport reform optionsthat will facilitate enrollment and improve the
quality of carefor Medicaid beneficiaries.

The Options paper aso includes severa proposals that would improve the quality of care
provided under Medicaid and that would require states to adopt simplified Medicaid enrollment
processes, such as through the elimination of face-to-face interview requirements and assets
tests, and the establishment of 12-month continuous eligibility. We support such proposals, as
too many women and their families are currently eligible for some type of public coverage
program yet are not enrolled. By eliminating complicated and burdensome procedures that
provide adisincentive for enrollment, such proposals would make it easier for eligible women
and families to apply for and keep public coverage, and overall coverage rates would improve.

o Family Planning Services and Supplies: We strongly support the Medicaid
Family Planning State Option.

We strongly support the inclusion of the Medicaid Family Planning State Option, a provision
that would give states the option of expanding eligibility for family planning services through the
Medicaid program, up to the income level at which an individual is eligible for pregnancy
services, without having to obtain a section 1115 Medicaid waiver. According to a 2006 study,
this provision would provide coverage for family planning services up to an additional three
million individuals. Providing such an option would enable states to expand coverage much
more quickly, without requiring women to wait on average two years for the state to apply for
and obtain approval of a section 1115 waiver, and would give states an additional tool to fill gaps
in the health care safety net until coverage is available through other mechanisms.



An aternative approach, building on other coverage expansions being considered by the
Committee, would allow states to expand eligibility for family planning services up to either
200% of the federal poverty level or, for states with pregnancy digibility levels higher than
200% of the federal poverty level, up to the eligibility level at which the state provides coverage
for pregnant women. This change would provide states with an even greater ability to expand
contraceptive care and other preventive health services to |ow-income women.

o0 Treatment of Selected Optional Benefits: We strongly support the proposal
to give free-standing birth centers Medicaid provider status.

Birth center careis safe, cost-effective, and satisfying for women and families. All women,
including those who rely on the Medicaid program for health coverage, should have accessto
this type of care when choosing a maternity provider. By granting Medicaid provider status, the
proposed option would ensure that free-standing birth centers are reimbursed for the care they
provide to pregnant women with Medicaid coverage, ultimately strengthening the capacity of
these providers to continue serving their communities.

0 Mandatory Coveragefor Prescription Drugs: We strongly support the
proposal to make prescription drugs a mandatory benefit for categorically
and medically needy M edicaid beneficiaries.

Women use more prescription drugs, on average, than men. Thisincludes greater use of
contraceptives and other hormonal medications, drugs to treat mental health problems, and older
women’ s medication needs related to comorbid and chronic diseases. Considering Medicaid’s
particular importance to women—who comprise 69% of all adult enrollees—a new requirement
that state Medicaid programs cover prescription drugs for both categorically and medically needy
enrollees would have a positive impact on women’s access to health care.

o Transparency in Medicaid and CHIP: We strongly support effortsto make
Section 1115 Waiversand Medicaid State Plan Amendment processes more
transparent.

Publicly-sponsored health insurance programs such as Medicaid and CHIP are especialy
important to women, who comprise the majority of these programs’ adult enroliment. Health
reform options that require greater transparency in the processes for devel oping, implementing,
and evaluating state efforts to modify Medicaid and CHIP programs through demonstration
waivers and SPAswill promote increased input from critical program stakeholders, including the
program enrollees themselves and their advocates.

o FMAP Automatic Countercyclical Stabilizer: We strongly support a
countercyclical FM AP payment formulathat would assist statesfacing
increased enrollment during economic downturns.

Another option would establish a mechanism for an automatic increase in the Medicaid FMAP
during periods of national economic downturn, with state eligibility based on average rolling
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unemployment rates. The countercyclical nature of the Medicaid program is currently
problematic, since the need for public health insurance programsis greatest during times when
fiscally-strained states ook to those programs to make cost-containing cuts, and the FMAP
average from the prior three years does not reflect the current economic picture. We support an
automatic FMAP increase, which would ensure that states are able to maintain Medicaid
programs and meet the needs of vulnerable popul ations even as their revenues decline during
times of economic recession.

o FMAP Formula Change: We support the proposed changeto the FMAP
formula, which would incor porate data on a state’' s poverty level in addition
to data on per capitaincome.

The current FMAP formula, which relies solely on a state’ s per capitaincome when determining
the level of federal reimbursement for its Medicaid expenditures, may not adequately reimburse
those states with particularly large gaps between high and low-income populations. A state with
a substantial number of both high and low-income individuals may have a high per capita
income but also have alarge low-income population that qualifies for the Medicaid program—by
factoring in two different measures of state poverty, the proposed FMAP formulais more
responsive to state needs.

e Medicare Coverage
0 Medicare Disability Waiting Period; Temporary Medicare buy-in: We
strongly support both Medicar e cover age proposals that would eliminate the
disability waiting period, and allow 55-64 year-old adultsto buy into the
M edicar e program; low-income subsides must be availableto assure
maximum participation among the most vulner able.

The Coverage Policy Options include two commendable policy options: to reduce or eliminate
the disability waiting period, and to allow people age 55-64 without ESI or Medicaid coverage to
buy in to the Medicare program. We strongly support elimination of the disability waiting
period, and allowing an early Medicare buy-in.

The disability waiting period imposes significant hardships on those who need help the most:
those who are injured or disabled and need access to medical care. Asnoted in the Options
paper, too many of these Medicare disability applicants are uninsured during the waiting period.
Eliminating the waiting period would extend needed health coverage to this vulnerable
population.

We also strongly support alowing an early Medicare buy-in program for those 55-64 in age.
This type of reform would benefit women in particular, since they are more likely to be married
to an older spouse and are at greater risk of losing dependent coverage and becoming uninsured
when that spouse becomes dligible for Medicare (and therefore transitions out of job-based
health insurance). To ensure that the buy-in option expands access to coverage in an equitable
and meaningful way for low-income individuals, the low-income tax credit must also be
available to individuals buying into the Medicare program.
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V. Shared Responsibility

e Personal Responsibility Cover age Requirement:

0 Personal responsibility requirements should not take affect until AFTER
all insurance market reformsarein place.

The option for personal responsibility (individual coverage mandate) proposes an effective date
of 2013, if not sooner. However, one option would allow a phase-in of the new premium rating
for aslong as 10 years. No persona responsibility requirements should apply until al insurance
market reforms arein place. Thiswould prevent the unfair affect of requiring individuals to
purchase coverage with unfair premium rating rules, based on gender or health status, for
example.

o An nitial open enrollment period of 45 daysisnot long enough for such a
change; theinitial period should belonger. Furthermore, allowing a nine
month pre-existing condition exclusion following theinitial open
enrollment period would be particularly burdensome for women, given
the effect on pregnancy.

One proposed option would provide an initial 45-day open enrollment period; for those who did
not enroll during the initial open enrollment period, insurers would be permitted to exclude pre-
existing conditions for up to nine months and charge higher premiums. Thisinitial open
enrollment period should be longer to give people enough time to fully explore the available
coverage options.

Furthermore, a nine-month exclusion would have an obvious disproportionate impact on women,
as it would guarantee that pregnancy would be an excluded condition under such circumstances.
In addition, there is essentially no other medical condition that would be excluded in its entirety
under such an excluded coverage period. If the committee were to consider adopting this option,
at aminimum, we strongly recommend an alternative time period for a pre-existing condition
exclusion that would not disproportionately and adversely impact women.

0 Theproposed excisetax penalty for failureto comply with an individual
mandateisregressive and could disproportionately hurt low-income
individuals.

Enforcement of an individual mandate is adifficult proposition. However, as proposed, an
excise penalty on an individual would disproportionately hurt lower-income individuals. The
penalty for noncompliance with an individual mandate should be more fairly applied, with an
income based dliding scale fee schedule.
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0 Whilethereshould be hardship exemptions from an individual mandate,
there should betargeted assistanceto ensurethat those who truly have no
affordable cover age options can obtain health coverage.

While there should be exemptions from any individual mandate, providing officia certification
that an individual has no affordable health coverage options does little to help those who clearly
need the most help. We would hope that in areformed health care system, that there would be
some special targeted assistance available to those individuals in such a circumstance- where
there are no affordabl e coverage options as defined, where the cost of available health insurance
options exceed 10% of income.

e Employer Requirement: Whilewe support an employer requirement, employers
should berequired to contribute based on all employees—not just full-time
employees — proportional to hoursworked.

We support shared responsibility in areformed health care system — which includes employers.
As proposed, the employer requirement only applies to full-time workers. Thus, employers with
predominantly part-time workforces would be essentially exempt from any employer
requirement. This could disproportionately hurt women, as they are more likely than men to
work part-time, and to be uninsured as part-time workers. Any employer requirement should
apply to all workers- with a contribution requirement proportional to hours worked. Thiswill
help avoid any incentive for employersto drop hours of work to avoid contribution liability.

VI.  Optionsto Improve Accessto Preventive Services and Encourage Healthy
Lifestyles

e Weapplaud the optionsfocus on prevention and chronic disease management;
however, we urgethat cost-sharing be prohibited for preventive care.
Further mor e, we urge accountability mechanismsto assure that any workplace
wellness programs are not punitive, and allow maximum flexibility for those who
juggle multiple obligations outside of their place of employment.

The Coverage Policy Options include proposals that would encourage the receipt of preventive
care by Medicare and Medicaid beneficiaries, such as through arequirement for statesto cover
comprehensive tobacco cessation for pregnant women with no cost-sharing.  The paper also
proposes an option to provide grants to states to establish access mechanisms for certain
preventive services (e.g. chronic disease management, flu vaccines) for uninsured adults and
children until Exchange options are established, funding for states to adopt integrated health and
human service delivery systems to promote improved health outcomes, and tax credits for 50 %
of costs paid by employer for “qualified wellness program” during the taxable year.

By securing access to timely preventive care such as immunizations and cancer screenings,
women can avoid the development of more complicated and costlier health problemsin the
future. We applaud the focus on preventing illness and disease across public and private sectors
of the health care system. The proposed policies to structure cost-sharing to encourage the use of
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preventive services are a key step to increasing the receipt of such care, but the evidence shows
that even nominal cost-sharing can serve as abarrier to necessary preventive care for health plan
enrollees. Therefore, we urge the Committee to prohibit cost-sharing entirely for these services
to ensure that costs are not a barrier to care. In addition, we support the plan to provide states
with funding to guarantee immediate access to preventive care and chronic disease management
services for uninsured women and their families while more permanent coverage options are
being devel oped through the Exchange.

There must be adequate protections to assure that workplace wellness programs are not
essentialy punitive in nature for those who choose not to participate. In addition, these
programs must allow maximum flexibility for those who juggle multiple obligations outside of
their workplace, such as working women with families, or people with multiple jobs.

VIlI. Long Term Care Services

e Proposalsthat encourage use of home and community based services would
assist women both as Medicaid beneficiaries, and as caregivers.

The Coverage Policy Options include a series of proposals that would facilitate the receipt of
cost-effective home- and community-based services (HCBS) by more Medicaid beneficiaries,
such as an option to increase the FMAP for HCBS, an option to apply Medicaid rules that
prevent spousal impoverishment more broadly to HCBS, and an option to allow HCBS
applicantsto retain higher levels of assets and still qualify for services. An additional proposal
would encourage the delivery of HCBS to all community members (beyond the Medicaid
program) via HHS-provided grants to eligible states for initiatives including increased support
for informal caregivers.

Women live longer than men, on average, and they are more likely to be the “community
spouses’” who risk impoverishment and asset depletion when their spouse applies for long-term
care services through Medicaid. Women also comprise amajority of adult beneficiariesin the
Medicaid programs (including those who are dually-éligible for the Medicaid and Medicare
programs). For al of these reasons, women will benefit greatly from increased access to long-
term care services (both covered by Medicaid and through community-based grants) that allow
them and their family members to receive necessary health benefits while still remaining in their
communities and maintaining a high quality of life. Furthermore, women are more likely than
men to serve asinformal caregiversfor anill or disabled family member, and we applaud any
initiative that would increase support for such caregivers, as this proposal will have a positive
impact on women’s well-being.

Given the likely increased demand for home and community based services, and the great need
to expand this workforce to meet this increased demand, we encourage the Committee to adopt
various quality improvement and workforce recruitment and retention mechanisms, such as
increased training, and salary and benefit enhancements, to meet this growing demand.
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VIII. Optionsto Address Health Disparities
Recognizing that significant health disparities exist between women and men, as well as among
women, we strongly support the optionsincluded in the Coverage paper which aim to
addresstheseinequalities.

e Data Collection and Reporting:

Gaps in health data collection—including data collected through national or state surveys and by
health plans and providers—Ilimit the scope of medical research on women and prevent informed
decision making about policies and resources that affect women. While there has been
improvement in women'’ s health data collection, some critical gaps remain, especially with
regard to state-specific data, data for subpopulations of women, and data on the quality of
women’s health care. The proposed options to improve data collection and reporting would
significantly contribute to filling the existing gaps. In particular, we support:

0 Theoption to require the Social Security Administration to collect race,
ethnicity, and language data by gender, which could help identify quality
disparities among different groups of women enrolled in Medicare.

o0 Theoption to require federally funded population surveys to collect sufficient
data on racial/ethnic subgroups by gender, and would allow for robust
analyses to identify health disparitiesin access and quality among al women.

0 Theoption to establish standardized categories for colleting data on race and
ethnicity by gender, which would establish uniformity in collecting data on
racial/ethnic subpopulations among women.

0 Theoption to require that health quality data be published by race, ethnicity,
and gender, which would allow women to compare quality among health
plans and hospitals and make choices that best fit their health care needs.

While these improvements in data collection and reporting will do much to address gapsin
access to and quality of health care, we encourage the Committee to consider other popul ations
that suffer disparitiesin health status and the critical role that data collection and reporting play
in reducing these inequities. In particular, we urge the Committee to address the lack of data on
access to health care and the health status of |esbian, gay, bisexual and transgender Americans.
Including sexual orientation and gender identity as categories within data collection and
reporting efforts are crucial first steps to ameliorating the significant health disparities these
populations currently experience.

e L anguage Access:
0 Increasein FMAP ratefor trandation services:

We support the coverage option to extend the 75% matching rate for translation servicesto all
Medicaid beneficiaries for whom English is not their primary language. Improved translation
and interpretation services in Medicaid would contribute to ensuring that all Medicaid patients,
70% of whom are women, have access to quality care when they need it.
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o Language access services:

The proposed option would also establish standards for providing culturally and linguistically
appropriate services (CLAS) that would apply to private insurersin the Health Insurance
Exchange. In addition to setting out standards, however, it is important that health care reform
establish adequate enforcement mechanisms to ensure that private insurers comply with new
standards. Proper CLAS standards that are effectively enforced helps ensure that patients have
access to quality health care, carethat is free of language barriers which often lead to negative
health outcomes due to poor communication and poor decision-making by both providers and
patients.

e Elimination of Five-year Waiting Period for Non-Pregnant Adults:
We strongly support the proposed option to eliminate the five-year waiting period for non-
pregnant adults seeking to access Medicaid coverage. This option would remove a significant
and arbitrary barrier to ensuring that all eligible legal residents have access to Medicaid, acritical
program for low-income women.

e Reducing Infant Mortality and Improved Maternal Well-Being:
We commend the proposal to encourage innovative state approaches to reducing infant mortality.
Infant mortality rates are a primary indicator of a population’s health, and the persistent
disparitiesin rates among populations are unacceptable. Targeted, multidisciplinary approaches
to address these disparities—especially those that seek to improve the overall health status of
reproductive-age women—can greatly benefit women’s health and well-being.

Summary of Recommendations
In addition to our support of many of the Coverage Options as detailed above, below isa
summary of our recommendations to strengthen many of these Options.

l. Insurance Market Reforms
e Non-group, Micro-Group and Small Group Market Reforms

0 Apply proposed insurance market reforms to the sale of all health insurance
products — not just limited to individual and small group markets.

0 The proposed rate variation for age (5:1) should be eliminated or, at a
minimum, significantly reduced to assure that the cost of health insurance
doesn’t increase for older individuals.

e Health Insurance Exchange

o Small employer groups should be rated as a group when participating as an
exchange, rather than rating each individual employee.

o Allowing multiple exchanges to compete would be confusing for consumers
trying to compare multiple health plan options, and would undermine the
benefit of creating larger pools of people to insure.

0 Exchange-participating insurance plans should have adequate provider
networks that include essential community providers.

e Transition
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Reduce the time allowed for state implementation of small group market rating
changes to be consistent with time frames for implementation of non-group and
micro-group reforms.

e State Insurance Commissioners
Adopt specific protections to ensure that geographic areas as defined by state
insurance commissioners are not drawn in discriminatory ways.

. Making Coverage Affordable
e Benefit Options

0 Adopt amechanism to through which a panel of experts, consumer advocates
and other key stakeholders determine the details of the required benefit
package.

o Eliminate the fourth “lowest” tier benefit package to ssmplify coverage
choices, and avoid offering health plans that would |eave people at great
financial risk.

0 Adopt adequate oversight mechanisms to ensure that approved benefit
packages in the different coverage tiers are truly comprehensive and remain so
over time, with strong affordability protections to avoid cost- shifting to
individual s and families through modifications in benefit design.

0 Deductibles must be prohibited or significantly limited, and there must be
caps on out-of-pocket costs for all exchange enrol lees.

o Cost-sharing should be prohibited for preventive services; any definition of
preventive services should include family planning services.

e Low-Income Tax Credits

0 Tax credits should be available to assist with both premiums and out-of -
pocket cost.

0 Thevalue of tax credits must vary to allow for any permitted premium rating
factors (such as age or geography).

e Small Business Tax Credits
o Simplify the tax credit to ensure maximum participation.
o Allow non-profit organizations to apply the tax credit to payroll tax liability.

[11.  Public Health Insurance Option
We strongly support the inclusion of a public health insurance plan option. Of the options
presented, we prefer “ Approach 1: Medicare-Like Plan.”

IV. Roleof Public Programs
e Medicad

o Establish aclear minimum eligibility floor for childless adults.

0 Ensurethat States commitments to currently eligible Medicaid populations
not expire until those beneficiaries have access to other affordable,
sufficiently comprehensive coverage options.

0 Regarding theinterplay between Medicaid and an Exchange, we strongly
support Approach 1, which would avoid disruption of care arrangements for
Medicaid beneficiaries and prevent difficultiesin receiving coordinated care.
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

Medicare
o Providelow-incometax creditsto provide financial assistance to those opting
for the temporary Medicare buy-in.

Shared Responsibility
Personal Responsibility

0 Personal responsibility requirements should not be implemented until after al
insurance market reforms have occurred.

0 Extend theinitial open-enrollment period.

o0 Provide an alternative pre-existing condition exclusion period that would not
disproportionately hurt women by using a nine month period that would
completely exclude pregnancy.

Employer Responsibility

o Any employer responsibility requirement should apply to all employees

proportional to hours worked, not based on full-time status.

Prevention and Wellness

Prohibit cost-sharing for preventive care.

Ensure that wellness programs are not inherently punitive and alow maximum
flexibility for employees with multiple obligations outside of their employment.

Long Term Care Services and Supports
Adopt workforce training, recruitment and retention mechanisms to meet increased
demand for expanded home and community based services.

Optionsto Address Health Disparities

We applaud the inclusion of multiple options that would address health disparities.

Expand data collection by gender and subpopulations; this option should be
expanded to include data collection and reporting for LGBT populations.

Increase the FMAP rate for translation servicesin Medicaid;

Add enforcement mechanisms to ensure that private insurers operating in the
Exchange ar e following standards that would be established for culturally and
linguistically appropriate services;

Provide a state option to eliminate the five-year bar in Medicaid for legally residing
residents;

Reduce infant mortality and improve maternal well-being.

We thank you again for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to working with you and
the members of your Committee to adopt health reform that will result in improved access to
comprehensive, high-quality, affordable health care for all women and their families.

Sincerdly,

National Women’'s Law Center
American Association of University Women
Black Women’'s Health Imperative
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Childbirth Connection

Maryland Women'’s Coalition for Health Reform
National Coadlition for LGBT Health

National Council of Jewish Women

National Council of Urban Indian Health

National Family Planning & Reproductive Health Association
National Partnership for Women and Families

National Women’s Health Network

Ovarian Cancer National Alliance

OWL —The Voice of Midlife and Older Women

PHI Health Care for Health Care Workers Campaign
Physicians for Reproductive Choice and Health
Planned Parenthood Federation of America

Raising Women'’s Voices for the Health Care We Need
YWCA USA

The Women’s Collective
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