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ABSTRACT

In this thesis, I estimate a structural demand model for prescription drug benefits by
Medicare beneficiaries using data from the Medicare HMO program. I then use the utility
parameter estimates to explore other questions of interest relating to the elderly's demand
for prescription drug benefits.

In Chapter 1, I study the question of how much Medicare beneficiaries value prescription
drug benefits. Using data from the Medicare HMO program, I find that Medicare
beneficiaries are willing to pay $33 to increase their brand-name coverage limit by $100.
I also estimate marginal cost for each HMO and regress it on prescription drug benefits. I
find that raising brand-name coverage by $100 costs $30. These estimates suggest that
Medicare HMO enrollees are less than average prescription drug users and the results
give a lower bound for the welfare derived by the elderly from prescription drug benefits.

Chapter 2 addresses the question of how Medicare HMOs' choices of premiums and
benefits affect selection. Changes in demographic factors (a measure of risk based on
beneficiaries' characteristics) and risk scores (a measure based on beneficiaries' inpatient
diagnoses) in the fee-for-service sector are regressed on changes in premiums and
benefits in the HMO sector. The results show that increasing premiums and lowering
benefits raise the demographic factor but have no effect on the risk score, suggesting that
beneficiaries in more expensive demographic categories switch out of HMOs when
premiums rise and benefits fall but these beneficiaries are healthy for their demographic
category.

Chapter 3 measures the welfare loss from the withdrawals from the HMO program
following the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, using the utility parameter estimates from
Chapter 1. The changes to the Medicare HMO program in the Balanced Budget Act
triggered many plan withdrawals from the program. The welfare and costs are calculated
under two counterfactual scenarios. The results show that the Medicare HMO program
generates more welfare than costs and that the withdrawals resulted in a net loss for
society. The estimates of the loss range from $4.3 billion to $16.6 billion.

Thesis Supervisor: Jonathan Gruber
Title: Professor of Economics

Thesis Supervisor: Jerry Hausman
Title: John and Jennie S. MacDonald Professor of Economics
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Chapter 1: Estimating the Demand for Prescription Drug
Benefits by Medicare Beneficiaries

I. Introduction

Medicare, when it was passed in 1965, did not include an outpatient prescription

drug benefit. Adding such a benefit has been under debate almost since the inception of

Medicare and the debate intensified during the 1990s. Medical spending during this

decade rose more quickly than GDP and prescription drug spending rose even more

quickly than overall medical spending. In 1999, for example, GDP rose 4.8%, medical

spending rose 7.1% and prescription drug spending rose 18.4% (Strunk and Ginsburg

2004). Medicare beneficiaries who do not have prescription drug coverage, however, as

part of their supplemental coverage have no protection against prescription drug costs,

even though prescription drugs have become a larger part of medical treatment.

In December 2003, Congress passed the Medicare Prescription Drug

Improvement and Modernization Act, which provides a partial, voluntary drug benefit for

Medicare beneficiaries starting in 2006. Much of the debate around passing this act

centered on the costs. Estimates of the cost of this benefit over the next decade are

uncertain and range from $395 billion (from the Congressional Budget Office) to $534

billion (from the Department of Health and Human Services). There has however been

very little discussion of the potential value of the benefit; while there appears to be a

consensus that providing such a benefit is good policy, without quantification of the

welfare derived from it, there is no way of knowing what the rate of return of spending on

the drug benefit will be.
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In this paper, I will address the question of how much value Medicare

beneficiaries derive from having prescription drug benefits by using data from the

Medicare HMO program to estimate the demand for, costs of, and welfare implications

of prescription drug benefits for Medicare beneficiaries who enroll in Medicare HMOs. I

will be employing methods developed for estimating demand for differentiated products

using market share data used previously by Berry (1994) and Town and Liu (2003),

among others. I find that Medicare beneficiaries, on average, are willing to pay $20 a

month for Medicare HMO prescription drug benefits, $28 a month to have their brand-

name drug coverage raised by $100, about $0.07 a month to lower their brand-name drug

co-payment by $1 and $8 a month to have coverage outside a plan's formulary, or list of

favored drugs. The benefits cost on average $146 per person per month to provide and it

costs plans $100 to raise brand-name coverage by $100, $129 to provide non-formulary

coverage, and $0.56 to lower the brand-name co-payment by $1. The discrepancy

between valuation and cost probably arises from either adverse selection or moral hazard

combined with regulation of HMOs that constrains their profit levels and causes them to

supply benefits at a cost higher than their value to beneficiaries.

While there have been previous studies on the plan choices of Medicare

beneficiaries using data from the Medicare HMO program (Dowd et al. 2003, Town and

Liu 2003 and Atherly et al. 2004), my paper is the first to examine the welfare and cost

implications of providing different levels of drug benefits. Town and Liu discuss welfare

but they consider the welfare only from having or not having a benefit, not from different

levels of benefits, nor do they consider the costs of benefits. To predict the consequences
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of providing such a benefit however, it is necessary to understand beneficiaries' response

to different levels of benefits and the associated costs.

Section II gives some background on the Medicare HMO program, Section III

presents a model of demand for Medicare HMOs and their drug benefits, Section IV and

Section V discuss the data, Section VI presents the empirical strategy, Section VII

presents the demand parameter estimates, Section VIII the welfare estimates and Section

IX the cost estimates. Section X concludes.

II. Background: The Medicare HMO Program

Traditional Medicare has high requirements for patient cost sharing relative to

most modern private insurance plans. Currently, Medicare requires 20% co-insurance on

most outpatient services, a high deductible ($876) on hospital stays and only covers the

first 150 days of hospitalization per year. To cover the remaining costs, a large proportion

(87% in 1999 [Medicare Chartbook 2001]) of beneficiaries have some kind of

supplemental insurance. In 1999, about a third had employer-sponsored coverage, 24%

had private Medigap insurance, 11% were on Medicaid and 17% were enrolled in a

Medicare HMO.

The Medicare HMO program was created to take advantage of the supposedly

greater efficiency of managed care plans in caring for Medicare beneficiaries.

Commercial HMOs contract with the Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS),

the agency that runs Medicare, to provide health care for Medicare beneficiaries within a

defined service area (usually a county or group of contiguous counties). The contract,

which is revised and renewed each year, specifies benefits to be provided and possibly a
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premium that will be charged by the HMO to the beneficiary. The government

reimburses the HMO at a flat rate that is set at a base level by county and then adjusted

for the individual beneficiary's age, sex, Medicaid eligibility status and employment

status. The flat rate passes on the financial risk of the beneficiary's medical care to the

HMO. Beneficiaries are allowed to enroll in HMOs or remain in traditional Medicare as

they choose and are currently allowed to switch in and out or among HMOs whenever

they want. The HMOs must either accept all enrollees or close the plan completely.

From the beneficiary's point of view, the advantage of the HMOs is that they

require less cost-sharing for the beneficiary; co-payments for doctor visits, for example,

are usually about $10-$15 per visit which is less than traditional Medicare's 20% co-

insurance. Medicare HMOs also often cover benefits that are not covered by traditional

Medicare such as preventive care and outpatient prescription drugs. On the other hand,

they are managed-care plans and therefore usually place constraints on which providers

patients can see, which traditional Medicare does not.

III. A model of demand for Medicare HMO coverage and prescription drug
coverage

To estimate the value of drug benefits to Medicare beneficiaries, I will first

estimate a model of demand for HMOs and their associated benefits. To do this, I will use

methods for estimating the demand for differentiated products that have been developed

and used by Berry (1994) and Town and Liu (2003). Berry, following Cardell (1997),

lays out how to estimate logit and nested logit models of demand using data on market

shares and on prices and choice characteristics.
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I will focus on the nested logit specification but will also present results from the

logit. In the nested logit model, plans are grouped into nests, within which utility is

correlated across plans. Similar to Town and Liu, I group the choices of Medicare

beneficiaries into HMOs with drug benefits, HMOs without drug benefit and traditional

Medicare.

Utility for person i in plan j in county m at time t in this model is given as:

Uijmt m, jmt , +jmt jmt + igmt +(1 )£ijmt (1)

Pjm, is the premium paid by the beneficiary, Xjm, is a vector of observed characteristics of

the plan, j,,, is the unobserved quality of plan j and ejmt (distributed extreme value) is an

indclividual-specific shock. igmt +( - )£uijm, is the random component of utility and is

also distributed extreme value. Cardell derives the distribution of ,igmt' another

individual-specific shock that is the same for each individual across all plans in the same

group g (HMO with prescription drug benefits or HMO without prescription drug

benefits). ar e [0,1) measures the correlation of within-group utility.

In the simple logit, both and Cig equal 0, so ijmt is the only individual-specific

shock. This specification has the prediction that, if a plan exits the market, the plan's

members move to the plan with the largest market share. This prediction holds even if the

plan that they originally chose offered drug coverage and the plan that they are predicted

to move to does not. In the nested logit model, this prediction only holds within nests and

we will see that the nested logit model fits the data better.
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Berry shows that if utility has the specification in (1), the parameters of the utility

function can be estimated with a linear regression (omitting the subscripts m and t for

clarity):

lns -Ins0 =apj + Xj,8+lnsjlg + :j (2)

where sj is plan j's market share and so is the market share of the outside choice, which is

defined as the choice whose utility is normalized to zero. I define the outside choice as

choosing to remain in traditional Medicare. sjig is the plan's share within its nest and the

plan quality ~j is unobserved and comprises the error term.

IV. Data on the Medicare HMO program

Data were collected for the years 1999-2002. Market shares for Medicare HMOs

come from the Medicare Managed Care Market Penetration State/County/Plan Data files,

which contain enrollment in Medicare managed care plans by plan and county.

Reimbursement levels come from the Medicare+Choice Payment Rate files; I use the

base reimbursement rate for the aged in each county. Benefit and premium data come

from the Medicare Compare database, which is the source of information for the online

plan chooser for Medicare beneficiaries. All of these data sources were obtained from the

Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS), the government agency that runs

Medicare.

I had to overcome a few difficulties with the data in order to use it. First, the

enrollment data do not report enrollment by county of service area of the HMO but rather

by county of residence for the beneficiary. While beneficiaries can only enroll in an

HMO if they live in that HMO's service area, they are usually allowed to retain coverage
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if they subsequently move outside the plan's service area. The result is that there appear

to be many more HMOs in a county than there actually are HMOs available for

beneficiaries to enroll in. Most of the HMOs have very small enrollment, however. Like

other researchers who have used these data, therefore, I have only counted an HMO as

competing in a county if its enrollment is above a certain level (25 enrollees) and I have

also only included it if the Medicare Compare database shows the HMO as being in that

county since otherwise there is no benefit or premium data for it.

The enrollment data also only give enrollment by contract number within a

county. One contract may, however, cover more than one package of benefits since

HMOs are allowed to offer more than one within a county. Usually, the offerings consist

of a "basic" plan with an optional supplement for an extra premium. Since enrollment is

not split up by packages however, I attribute all of the enrollment to the HMO's "basic"

plan (the plan with the lowest premium). (Atherly et al. [2004] report that 87% of

Medicare HMO enrollees with prescription drug coverage receive it through the plan's

basic benefit package.)

The market share was calculated by dividing the HMO's enrollment by the

number of Medicare eligibles, adjusted to reflect state-level rates of Medicaid and

employer-sponsored plan participation. These rates were calculated by pooling the March

demographic supplements for the four years, identifying respondents reporting being

covered by Medicare and then tabulating the rates at which these respondents also report

being covered by Medicaid and employer-sponsored insurance by state. It was necessary

to use state-level rates since the sample sizes for MSAs would not have been large

enough.
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Table 1 a shows, for each year, the number of contracts, the number of counties

with at least one Medicare HMO, the number of county-contract combinations

(observations) and total enrollment in the Medicare HMO program. All of these variables

decline sharply during the period of interest. Between 1999 and 2002, the number of

contracts drops from 290 to 143, the number of counties with at least one HMO drops

from 808 to 540, the number of observations drops from 1,964 to 962 and the number of

enrollees drops from 6.1 million to 4.8 million, a drop of 21%.

The drop in overall participation in the Medicare HMO program is due to the

large number of plan withdrawals during this period. These were in turn triggered by the

Balanced Budget Act of 1997, which went into effect in 1999. The Balanced Budget Act

adjusted the formula for the base reimbursement rates so that reimbursement did not

grow as fast for many areas and, as a result, many plans dropped out.

Table lb shows summary statistics for Medicare HMOs and counties by year. The

average Medicare HMO market share in a county climbed from 6.1% to 8.1% between

1999 and 2002; this increase is due to the greater likelihood of a plan withdrawing if it

had a smaller market share. Similarly, the average enrollment in a plan climbs from 3,107

to 5,033. The HMOs with the largest shares each year have shares from 47-48% and the

plans with the greatest enrollment have enrollments of 130,000-144,000.

Traditional Medicare's market share is on average about 85% in counties where

there are HMOs and only ever drops as low as 47%, so even in counties with high HMO

enrollment, traditional Medicare is still a dominant presence. The average number of

plans in a county, conditional on there being at least one plan in the county, is about 2.5
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in 1999 and drops to 1.8 by 2002 and the number of plans in a county ranges from to

12.

In addition to many HMOs dropping out of the program during this period, a

further effect of reducing the reimbursement was that the HMOs who stayed in raised

premiums faster than the rate of inflation and reduced coverage. Table 2a shows the

average premium and percent of plans offering drug benefits by year. The average

premium nearly tripled between 1999 and 2002 while at the same time the percent of

plans offering prescription drug benefits dropped from 70% in 1999 to 60% in 2001 and

then rose again to 66% in 2002.

V. Data on prescription drug benefits

Medicare HMOs vary the generosity of their drug benefits along several axes.

They can vary in what categories of drugs they cover, the coverage limits, the number of

tiers, the amount of the co-payments, the presence of a formulary (or list of drugs favored

by the plan), and whether the formulary is open or closed.

The main distinction in pricing among drugs is whether a drug is brand-name or

generic. Brand-name drugs are still under patent and are therefore priced much higher

than generic drugs. Table 4 contains national average drug prices for both the generic and

brand-name categories for 1999-2002, and, as it shows, brand-name drugs were typically

more than three times as expensive as generic drugs during this period.

In the data, plans fall into one of five categories with regard to what classes of

drugs they cover and whether or not there is a limit on coverage. Plans can have:

* Limited generic coverage and no brand-name coverage;
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* Unlimited generic coverage and no brand-name coverage;

* Limited generic and brand-name coverage;

* Unlimited generic coverage and limited brand-name coverage;

* Unlimited generic and brand-name coverage.

Table 2b shows the distribution of plans across the categories. The main way in

which plans reduced their generosity during this period was by removing brand-name

drug coverage. Between 1999 and 2002, there was a marked shift from the last three

categories into the second and the percent of plans with drug benefits offering brand-

name coverage dropped from almost 97% to 59%. Nominal coverage amounts within the

categories remained stable over the period although the real value of the coverage

declined since prescription drug prices were rising 5-10% a year.

The co-payment is the amount per prescription paid by the plan enrollee. Drugs

are grouped by co-payment into tiers, which are usually defined by the drugs' patent

status (brand-name or generic) and whether or not the drug is in the plan's formulary. The

formulary is a list of drugs that the plan obtains at lower prices and drugs on the

formulary have lower co-payments.

In the 1999-2000 data, a plan can have up to four tiers: generic non-formulary,

brand-name non-formulary, generic formulary and brand-name formulary. In the 2001-

2002 data, a plan can also have a fifth tier: preferred brand-name formulary, and can also

specify different co-payments for when prescription drugs are mail-ordered. Few plans

have the maximum number of tiers, however, since plans do not always cover all

categories of drugs, and often formularies apply only to brand-name drugs.
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Plans also vary in whether or not they have a formulary and whether the

formulary is open or closed. A formulary is open if drugs not on the formulary are

covered (at a higher co-payment). The formulary is closed if drugs not on it are not

covered at all. I group plans without formularies and plans with open formularies together

into plans offering non-formulary coverage. There is no information in the data about

what drugs are included in the formulary; rather, the beneficiary is advised to contact the

plan directly about the formulary.

For the purposes of this study, since co-payments for the different tiers are highly

correlated, I only use one generic co-payment and one brand-name co-payment from each

plan. For each category, I use the lowest co-payment available (usually the generic

formulary co-payment and the preferred brand-name co-payment). Co-payments

remained more or less stable throughout this period, as Table 2a shows; the average

generic co-payment only rises slightly from $6.70 to $8.72 while the average brand-name

co-payment remains more or less constant at $15-$16.

The bottom rows of Table 2a report averages of measure of drug expenditure

covered by insurance and out-of-pocket spending for each plan; how I calculated these

will be discussed below.

Table 3 shows the average base rate for reimbursement by year for all counties

and counties containing HMOs. These range from about $400-500 a month to $700-800

across counties and over the period in question. The average rate for counties with HMOs

is about $40 higher than the average rate for all counties. This difference is not surprising

since studies of entry and exit in the Medicare HMO industry indicate that the level of
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reimbursement is the most important factor in HMOs' decision to offer a Medicare plan

in a county (GAO 1999, Abraham 2000, Ellis and Gurol 2002, Pai 1999, Penrod 2001).

VI. Empirical strategy

As discussed in Section III, the regression to be estimated is:

lnSjmt -Ilnsomt = Pjmt + X jmt, + alnSjlgmt + jt (3)

where s is the market share, j is the plan, m is the county and t is the year (1999-2002).

Xjmt is a vector of drug benefit characteristics, the exact specification of which will be

discussed below.

5jmt contains unobserved characteristics of the plan that are unobserved by the

econometrician but are observed by the beneficiaries and affect their valuation of the

plan. In this case, among other things, it might take the form of the extensiveness and

quality of the HMO's provider network, which we cannot observe.

Unobserved quality is correlated with both premium and the log of the nest share.

In order to overcome this problem, I use a strategy very similar to Hausman (1996), Nevo

(2001) and Town and Liu (2003). I use plan-county fixed effects, which capture the plan-

county mean quality jm leaving the time-specific deviation in plan quality Ajm, as the

error term. The only potential bias therefore would arise from factors that change over

time for a given plan in a given county that affect both their premium and demand for

their product.

To deal with this remaining concern, I instrument for both premium and the log of

the nest share. I use two instruments for premiums. The first is created by calculating the

mean of the premiums charged by the plan's competitors for each of the other counties in
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the plan's service area, and then calculating the mean of these means, weighted by the

number of Medicare eligibles in each county. The weighting takes into account the

relative importance of the other markets to the plans' pricing decisions.

For example, in 2002, Harvard Pilgrim Health Care offered a Medicare HMO

plan in Essex, Middlesex, Suffolk and Norfolk counties in Massachusetts (see Figure 1).

The instrument for the Harvard Pilgrim Health Care-Essex county-2002 observation

would be calculated by taking the means of Tufts and Blue Cross Blue Shield's premiums

in Middlesex county, of the same two plans' premiums in Suffolk county and of Tufts,

Blue Cross Blue Shield and Fallon in Norfolk county and then calculating the mean of

these three numbers weighted by the number of Medicare eligibles in each of the three

counties.

In using competitors' premiums, I differ from most previous work in this area

which use the firm's own prices in other geographic regions as instruments rather than

competitors' prices. The assumption behind using own premiums is that shocks to

marginal cost will be reflected in the firms' prices across counties. Their strategy

requires, however, the assumption that the different regions' deviations from the mean

valuation of the same good be independent of each other. This assumption can be

justified in the case where regions are geographically separated from each other and the

good that is being sold is the same across regions (as in the case of ready-to-eat cereal

being sold in different cities across the US). Medicare HMOs, however, tend to operate in

a group of counties that are contiguous and beneficiaries are likely to be crossing over

county boundaries to receive their medical care. In this case, a plan's time-specific

deviations from the means of quality for each county are not going to be independent of
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each other in adjacent counties, limiting the applicability of the type of instrument used in

previous work. For example, if Harvard Pilgrim Health Care adds a Boston hospital to its

network, the time-specific deviation from its county means of quality will be correlated

across Suffolk, Middlesex and Norfolk counties since many residents of Middlesex and

Norfolk counties go into Boston in Suffolk county to receive hospital care.

Using competitors' premiums in other counties overcomes this problem.

Competitors' premiums are correlated with the premium because of the component of

marginal cost common to the region. They are, on the other hand, unlikely to be

correlated with the time-specific deviation from quality Ajm, because it is plausible to

assume that Medicare HMOs' pricing decisions in a county are based on factors specific

to that county, such as marginal cost and reimbursement. Marginal cost is derived from

exogenous supply-side factors such as the level of competition among providers and the

average health status of the elderly in the county while reimbursement is set according to

a formula. A more explicit model of pricing will be laid out in Section IX.

I also instrument for premiums with the county reimbursement rate since that is

an exogenous determinant of price.

To instrument for log of the nest share, Berry recommends using functions of the

characteristics of other firms in the same market. These variables will capture the part of

the firm's nest share that is determined by other firms' behavior but not the part that is set

by the firm's own characteristics. I use the mean of the drug expenditure covered by

each competing plan, weighted by each plan's market share.

Finally, to control for yearly shifts in demand for HMOs and their associated

medical care, I add year effects, where the omitted year is 1999.
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VII. Demand parameter estimates

Table 5 reports the results of estimating the demand equation for different

specifications of plan benefits. As mentioned above, no one has ever done a study of plan

choice with this level of detail in the drug benefit data. It is therefore not obvious how to

specify plan benefits. While theory can make a prediction about the sign of the effect of

plan benefits (that co-payments have a negative effect on demand, for example), there is

no theory on what functional form to use for benefits such as co-payments, coverage

amounts and non-formulary coverage.

I will therefore employ three specifications. The first one I use is a dummy for

prescription drug benefits alone. The second is a measure of how much prescription drug

expenditure is covered by the plan and the third has features of the plan, such as co-

payments and coverage limits, entering directly into the regression.

As canr be seen from Table 5, which specification I use does not significantly

affect the coefficients on premium or on the year dummies. The coefficient on premium

ranges from -. 007 to -0.005 (with a standard error of about 0.001) across specifications.

The year effects are significantly positive and rise over time, suggesting that demand for

Medicare HMOs rose steadily during this period. The coefficient on the log of the nest

share varies slightly more across specifications and is always significantly positive,

suggesting that the nested logit fits the data better then the ordinary logit. The OLS and

IV estimates tend to be quite similar.

The coefficients in these regressions report the percent change in the ratio of the

plan market share to the outside choice's market share resulting from a one unit change in
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the right-hand-side variable. Since this measure is not very easily interpretable, I will

translate them into elasticities: x imi where Xjmt is the variable of interest. In the
jmt jmt

ordinary logit model, the elasticity is given by (l - Sjmt )X jmt where is the coefficient

on X jmt. In the nested logit model, the elasticity is given by

-[1-&jlgmt -(1- 6)Sjmt]X jmt where a is the coefficient on the log of the nest share.

In both cases, the elasticity is only defined if X jmt is greater than 0. Since about half of

the observations have a premium of zero, I calculate the semi-elasticity jmlx I for
aXim S jmt

the premium. I also calculate the semi-elasticity when calculating the effect of dummy

variables.

Table 6 shows the median elasticities and semi-elasticities. The premium

elasticity estimate of -0.18 to -0.31 means that doubling the premium is predicted to

cause the HMO's market share to drop by 18-31% and the semi-elasticity estimate of -

0.005 to -0.008 that adding $10 to the premium causes the market share to drop by 5-8%.

These estimates are similar to Town and Liu's (2003) estimates of the median elasticity at

-0.29 and of the semi-elasticity at -0.009 and are higher in magnitude than Dowd et al.'s

estimate of -0.13.

Columns (1)-(4) of table 5 report the results from using only a dummy variable

for whether or not the plan offers prescription drug benefits. As expected, the effect of a

prescription drug benefit is significant and positive and the coefficient is estimated to be

0.108 in the IV nested logit specification.
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Town and Liu estimate a significantly higher coefficient at 0.35 for the years

1997-2000. The difference may be due to several factors. First, plan generosity was

slightly higher on average in 1997-98 than in the period of my study as the Balanced

Budget Act did not take effect until 1999. Second, Town and Liu use the plan's own

premium in other counties as instruments. For reasons I discussed above, own premiums

may not be exogenous and using them as instruments will therefore not entirely remove

the upward bias of the coefficient on the indicator for drug benefits. As the elasticity

estimate in Table 6 shows, this coefficient is equivalent to the addition of a prescription

drug benefit raising the HMO's market share by 10.8%.

The second specification reported is a measure of drug expenditure for an average

prescription drug user covered by the plan. To calculate average drug utilization, I use

information from two sources. Moeller et al. (2004), using the Medical Expenditure Panel

Survey, find that the average elderly person filled 28.4 prescriptions annually in 2001

while Thomas et al. (2001) report that 34.3% of prescriptions written for elderly

prescription drug users were generic.

I calculate the average price of a prescription as being a weighted average of

average generic and brand-name prices, weighting the generic price with .343 and the

brand-name price with .657. Table 4 gives the weighted average price for each year.

Using these average prices, I calculate the cost of 2.4 prescriptions per month. I then

apply the rules of the plan to the total annual cost of the prescriptions and split this

amount into out-of-pocket expenditure and expenditure covered by the plan.

For example, in 2001, the average prescription drug user is expected to spend 28.6

times $54.65 or $1,563.05 annually. Tufts HMO's Medicare HMO plan in Middlesex
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County, Massachusetts, offered drug coverage in 2001 with an annual limit of $600. The

expenditure covered by this plan is therefore calculated to be $600 (since an average drug

user would use it all up) and the out-of-pocket expenditure for this plan is calculated to be

$1,563.05-$600=$963.05.

Another example is given by California Physicians' Service in San Bernardino

County, California, in 2001, whose plan offers drug coverage with an annual limit of

$2000 and co-payments of $7 for generic drugs and $25 for brand-name drugs. In this

case, the out-of-pocket expenditure is calculated to be $538.42, or 28.6 times a weighted

average of the co-payments, where the weight for generic is .343 and that for brand-name

is .657. The expenditure covered by the plan is calculated to be $1,563.05-$538.42, or

$1,024.63 since, in this plan, the average drug user does not use up all the coverage.

Table 2a reports summary statistics on out-of-pocket and covered expenditure.

Average out-of-pocket expenditure rises from about $553 in 1999 to $1,079 in 2002, a

rise of 95% over three years. Average expenditure covered by the plan drops from $781

in 1999 to $567 in 2002, a drop of 27%.

Columns (5)-(8) of table 5 report the results for covered expenditure. As expected,

the effect on market share of increasing covered expenditure is significant and positive.

As Table 6 shows, when translated into an elasticity, the coefficient of .002 implies that

doubling the amount of covered expenditure is predicted to raise the HMO's market share

by 17.0%.

In the third specification, I allow the co-payments and coverage amounts to enter

directly into the regression. For plans that have unlimited coverage for brand-name drugs,

I set their coverage at the cost of 20 brand-name prescriptions a month. This puts the
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coverage amount above the highest amount given in the data. I also deflate the coverage

amount using the Consumer Price Index for prescription drugs to 1999 levels.

Since there is a large amount of information in the Medicare Compare data, I had

to simplify it. As described above, I have already reduced the number of co-payment tiers

to two. I also found, through trial-and-error, that generic co-payments and coverage do

nriot seem to matter to plan choice at all so I only include brand-name co-payments and

coverage amounts if brand-name drugs are covered. Because the distribution of coverage

amounts is skewed, I allow it to enter in as a quadratic.

Columns (9)-(12) of Table 5 report the results of regressions using the brand-

name co-payment, the brand-name coverage amount and coverage amount squared, and a

dummy for non-formulary coverage. The parameters on brand-name co-payment and

non-formulary coverage have the expected signs but only the parameter on non-

formulary coverage is significant. The parameter on coverage amount is significantly

positive and that on coverage amount squared is significantly negative.

Columns (9)-(12) of Table 6 convert these coefficients into elasticities and semi-

elasticities. Doubling the coverage amount is predicted to increase the market share by

14.7% and adding non-formulary coverage is predicted to increase the market share by

7.1%. Doubling the brand-name co-payment lowers the market share by 0.4%.

VIII. Welfare estimates

The utility parameter estimates allow the estimation of welfare derived from

having different levels of prescription drug benefits. Welfare measures translate changes

in utility resulting from changes in benefits into monetary terms. These valuations
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provide the benefit side for a cost-benefit analysis of adding a prescription drug benefit of

different levels of generosity.

Adding or changing the level of a drug benefit represents a change in the quality

of the plan. Small and Rosen (1981) give two ways of measuring welfare from such a

quality change in discrete-choice models. The first is to integrate over the change in the

share function resulting from a benefit to find compensated variation. Compensated

variation is the income change it would be necessary to give or take away to compensate

for the change.

The second way is to measure the price change necessary to keep the beneficiary

at the same level of utility after a benefit change; this measure is usually referred to as the

"willingness-to-pay". I will report both measures and they turn out to be very similar.

The compensating variation for a change in benefits is given by:

- fr Sjmt (Ujmt )dU (4)

Intuitively, this result is analogous to the result for continuous choice that compensating

variation is found by integrating over the compensated demand function. Small and

Rosen give the details of derivation for this result for the discrete-choice case.

In the case of the nested logit model, the compensating variation of a quality

change is given by:

,
1

.. ...

rUj

(5)
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This formula is derived by McFadden (1984). It is evaluated from Uto Uwhere U is

the utility of plan j before a change in plan j's benefits and U' is the utility after the
I

change. g is the group or nest (HMOs offering drug benefits, HMOs not offering drug

benefits or traditional Medicare). The utility of traditional Medicare is normalized to

zero.

This result holds for more than one quality or price change made simultaneously;

U is evaluated at the starting point before the changes and U' is evaluated with all theJ J

changes made.

To find the predicted welfare effect of a benefit change, such as adding a drug

benefit or raising the brand-name coverage amount, I calculate (5) for a hypothesized

market containing one HMO that offers drug benefits and traditional Medicare. The

HMO has the average characteristics (premium and unobserved quality) of all HMOs

offering drugs in the data.

It is important to note that equation (5) gives the average compensating variation

across all beneficiaries in the county. Benefit changes in HMOs will only affect a small

number of beneficiaries however: those beneficiaries in the plan and those that switch

into the plan because of the benefit change. (The benefit changes I consider are all

improvements so the change in enrollment will always be positive.) The average welfare

impact across these beneficiaries will be much larger. To calculate this welfare impact, I

find the total welfare change in the county using equation (5) and also calculate the

predicted share for the HMO before and after the change. When there is only one HMO

in the county, the share is given by:
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exp(Uj) 
j= 1 + exp(Uj) (6)

I then divide the total welfare change by the predicted share after the change to

find the average impact on those actually affected by the change. Table 7 provides

estimates of welfare changes from adding a drug benefit and a number of hypothetical

benefit improvements.

The average compensating variation across all beneficiaries in the market from

adding a prescription drug benefit is calculated to be $1.95 but, when divided by the

market share, the compensating variation per enrollee is found to be $16.09. In other

words, enrollees would have to have $16.09 taken away from them to compensate for

adding the benefits.

The compensating variation of adding brand-name coverage, at $25.26, is higher

than that of a prescription drug benefit. The hypothetical coverage added has the average

characteristics of brand-name coverage in the data: a premium of $18, a brand-name co-

payment of $17 and a monthly brand-name coverage limit of $72.

Raising brand-name coverage by $100 from a base of $72 is estimated to have a

welfare effect of $25.49 and therefore has as much effect as adding the drug benefit.

Adding non-formulary coverage brings $8.60 per month in welfare. Doubling the

expenditure covered by the plan (from a base of $62, the mean value in the data) is

estimated to increase welfare by $19.36. Lowering the brand-name co-payment by $10

from $17 has an insignificant effect.

The willingness-to-pay measure gives an alternative measure of value for the

benefits. This measure gives the change in premium necessary to bring the beneficiary
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down to the previous level of utility before the benefit change. To see this, assume that

before the change, utility is given by:

Uo = + +ap0 + 0 +o +o

If we assume a benefit change along with a compensatory price change, utility after the

change is given by:

U, = (p0 + Ap) +,8(X o + AX) + o + £o

Setting U0 equal to Ul gives:

-fAXAp= -- (7)a

The change in p equals 8 if X changes by one unit.a

Table 8 reports estimates for willingness-to-pay for drug benefits based on the

coefficient estimates in Table 5. According to the IV nested logit parameter estimates, on

average, beneficiaries are willing to pay $18.00 per month for a prescription drug of

average value. They are willing to pay $28.60 for an additional $100 of covered

expenditure, $32.96 to raise monthly brand-name coverage by $100, $8.86 per month to

have non-formulary coverage and effectively zero to lower the brand-name co-payment.

Because brand-name coverage enters the regression as a quadratic, the willingness-to-pay

for this variable is given by ,am + Ja2 X amt and is evaluated at the median monthlya

coverage amount of $27.50. These estimates are all qualitatively similar to the estimates

of compensated variation.
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IX. The cost of supplying prescription drug benefits

Using the parameters of the demand regression, it is possible to estimate marginal

cost for each HMO-county. To see this, consider equation (4), which gives the firm's

profit equation for a particular county:

rj = (pj + R)Msj ()-mcjMsj(mt) (10)

where R is the county reimbursement rate, M is the number of Medicare eligibles in the

county and j5 is the vector of premiums in the county.

If we assume a constant marginal cost, the firm's first-order condition for profit

maximization is:

Sjpj = McJ ' R (9)pj =mcj asi / pj

In the nested logit model:

Si1 - I- a (10)

as / pj a(l- jig - ( - )Sj)

so we can invert equation (9) to give an expression for marginal cost in terms of the price,

the share, the reimbursement and the demand parameters:

1-ff
mcj = pj +R+ (-, -(-)j) (11)

Table 9 reports the summary statistics of the results of this calculation for each HMO-

county in the data. Estimated average monthly marginal cost rises from $360 in 1999 to

$457 in 2002 and the HMOs' estimated profit margin drops from 31% in 1999 to 27% in

2002.
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In order to estimate how much it costs to supply prescription drug benefits, I

assume marginal cost is a function of benefits provided, county supply-side

characteristics, year effects and unobserved plan quality:

MCjm, = (Rx benefits) , + (County characteristics) y+ (Year effects) 6+ jmt (12)

Regressing marginal cost on these variables will therefore give an estimate of the cost of

providing prescription drug benefits.

Correlation between the benefits and plan quality may be an issue however. While

I argued in Section V. that the benefits were uncorrelated with the time-specific deviation

J4jmt, it is possible they are correlated with jm t. While this problem could be fixed with

plan-county fixed effects as in the demand regressions, I am unable to use them in this

regression because identification of the effect of benefits on marginal cost would only

come from plans that change their benefits over time and the decision to change benefits

may be endogenous to the level and cost of benefits.

To deal with the endogeneity problem therefore, I instrument for the level of

benefits with the average level of benefits offered by other plans in the county, the

average premium offered by other plans in the county and the Herfindahl index for

Medicare HMOs in the county. These variables all proxy for the level of competitiveness

in the county. Gurol and Ellis (2004) have demonstrated that competitiveness in the

market is a determinant of whether or not HMOs offer prescription drug benefits, and it is

therefore probably also a determinant of the level of benefits.

Table 10 reports the results of regressing marginal cost on prescription drug

benefits, county characteristics and year dummies for both OLS and IV and for all three

of the specifications of drug benefits used in the demand regressions. Since marginal cost
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is estimated using parameters from the demand regressions, the regressions are weighted

with the inverse of the standard deviation of that estimate. A probit was run for the first

stage of the binary endogenous variables (the dummy for drug benefits, the dummy for

non-formulary coverage and the dummy for generic-only coverage).

For county characteristics affecting marginal cost, I used the number of short-term

acute care hospitals, the number of beds in such hospitals, the number of doctors, the

number of medical and dental residents, the number of doctors engaged in teaching and

the number of doctors engaged in research as proxies for provider density and quality.

These variables are all divided by the number of Medicare eligibles in the county. As

Table 10 shows, the coefficients on these variables and on the year dummies differ

slightly between OLS and IV but do not differ significantly across drug benefit

specifications, suggesting that they are robust.

Columns (1) and (2) show the results when the drug benefits are specified with a

single dummy variable. The average cost of a drug benefit is estimated to be $21 with

OLS and $31 with IV. The increase in the cost of a drug benefit from OLS to IV suggests

that, conditional on the medical provider variables and year, the presence of prescription

drug benefits is negatively correlated with unobserved plan quality. This relationship may

be due to plans deciding to substitute prescription drug benefits for other plan benefits,

either to keep total costs down or to encourage favorable selection.

Columns (3) and (4) show the effect on marginal cost of raising the amount of

expenditure incurred by an average prescription drug user covered by the plan. Again, the

effect rises from OLS to IV and the effect is measured to be $0.28 with OLS and $0.43

with IV.
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Columns (5) and (6) report the results for the specification using benefit

characteristics. Most coefficients have the expected sign and are significant. The effect of

raising the monthly brand-name coverage amount by $100 is estimated to be $32.33-

$2.58, or $29.75, while the effect on marginal cost of raising the brand-name co-payment

by $1 is estimated to be $1.31. The average cost of providing non-formulary coverage is

estimated to be $65 per month while the estimated cost of providing a generic-only

benefit is insignificantly different from zero.

These estimates of the effect of marginal cost of offering prescription drug

benefits allow us to make inferences about the level of prescription drug usage by

enrollees in HMOs and the estimates show the enrollees make extensive usage of them.

As discussed previously, the average elderly person fills about 2.4 prescriptions per

month, of which 34% are generic and 66% are brand-name. HMOs offering drug

coverage cover, on average, about $60 of this average person's spending. If HMO

enrollees were average prescription drug users, the effect of offering drug coverage on

the plan's marginal cost would be about $60. Instead, as column (2) shows, the effect is

$31; HMOs with drug coverage are therefore covering $31 of drug spending per enrollee

per month.

Similarly, in column (4), if HMO enrollees were average drug users, the

coefficient on covered expenditure would be 1. Instead, it is about .44, implying that

HMO enrollees with drug coverage spend 44% much as the average prescription drug

user.

The results in column (6) have similar implications. The cost of raising monthly

brand-name coverage by $100 costs about $30, implying that, in general, enrollees do not
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take full advantage of the drug coverage. Non-formulary drug coverage, however, is

estimated to cost $65 on average, suggesting that enrollees in these plans are taking

advantage of the open formulary.

X. Conclusion

In summary, then, beneficiaries are willing to pay on average $18 for a

prescription drug benefit and the benefit costs $31 to provide. Beneficiaries are willing to

pay $0.29 to increase the amount of expenditure of an average-level drug user by $1 and

increasing that amount by $1 costs the plan $0.44.

It is important to remember when comparing welfare and cost estimates that the

welfare estimates give the average welfare across the entire market, while the cost

estimates only apply to the enrollees who actually enroll in plans offering prescription

drugs. It is not surprising therefore that the cost estimates are slightly higher than the

welfare estimates. While we normally would not expect to see benefits being provided at

a higher cost than they are worth to consumers in the market, beneficiaries who actually

choose plans offering prescription drug benefits will value the benefits more than the

average beneficiary.

The welfare estimate, however, implies that the market the HMOs are drawing

upon seems to consist of less-than-average prescription drug users. If the average

beneficiary is only willing to pay $0.29 to raise the amount of expenditure of an average

user by $1, then the average beneficiary in the market HMOs are drawing upon uses

prescription drugs considerably less than average.
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There are several factors that could give rise to this result. First, the Medicaid-

eligible are excluded from the market definition and they are sicker than the average

Medicare beneficiary. Second, Medicare HMOs are known for deliberately targeting

healthier beneficiaries because they are paid with a flat reimbursement rate and therefore

have an incentive to enroll the beneficiaries who are expected to be less costly (Neuman

1998). Third, the market may appear to value prescription drugs less because while we

observe managed care without prescription drug benefits, we never observe prescription

drug benefits without managed care. A higher demand for prescription drug benefits,

however, is correlated with a lower demand for managed care, since people who are ill

both take more drugs and have a lower tolerance for the constraints of managed care. As

the demand for prescription drugs tends to be skewed, those beneficiaries in the tail of the

distribution, who are very ill, may also have a very great distaste for managed care and

would not choose to enroll in an HMO under almost any circumstances. The loss of the

tail of the distribution may explain why the welfare estimate implies that the value of

prescription drugs is so much lower than we would expect if the market represented a

random cross-section of Medicare beneficiaries.

The results presented here, however, are applicable to those Medicare

beneficiaries who did not have drug coverage before. This population is interesting

because they will be the ones to acquire prescription drug coverage when the Medicare

Modernization Act (MMA) comes into effect at the beginning of 2006. These estimates

provide a lower bound of the welfare effects of providing prescription drug coverage to

Medicare beneficiaries.
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Table 2b
Coverage amount by category of plan

% of total plans with Mean Minimum Maximum
prescription drug coverage coverage coverage

Year Types of plans coverage amount amount amount

Lim. Gen. covge,
1999 no BN covge 8 2.8% $600 $250 $1,000

Unlim. Gen.
covge, no BN
covge. 1 0.3% n/a
Lim. Gen. and BN
covge 169 58.5% $942 $50 $3,600
Unlim. Gen.
covge, lim. BN
covge 87 30.1% $1,359 $300 $4,500
Unlim. Gen. and
BN covge 24 8.3% n/a
Total 289
% offering BN
covge. 96.9%

Lim. Gen. covge,
2000 no BN covge 2 0.6% $500 $500 $500

Unlim. Gen.
covge, no BN
covge. 12 3.8% n/a
Lim. Gen. and BN
covge 149 46.6% $802 $50 $3,600
Unlim. Gen.
covge, lim. BN
covge 113 35.3% $1,199 $100 $4,000
Unlim. Gen. and
BN covge 44 13.8% n/a
Total 320

% offering BN
covge. 95.6%

43



Table 2b (con.)
Coverage amount by category of plan

Mean Minimum Maximum
% of total plans with coverage coverage coverage

Year Types of plans RX coverage amount amount amount

Lim. Gen. covge,
2001 no BN covge 6 2.7% $383 $200 $500

Unlim. Gen.
covge, no BN
covge. 33 14.7% n/a
Lim. Gen. and BN
covge 115 51.3% $997 $200 $3,000
Unlim. Gen.
covge, lim. BN
covge 61 27.2% $1,283 $250 $12,000
Unlim. Gen. and
BN covge 9 4.0% n/a
Total 224

% offering BN
covge. 82.6%

Lim. Gen. covge,
2002 no BN covge 16 7.3% $583 $200 $1,000

Unlim. Gen.
covge, no BN
covge. 75 34.1% n/a
Lim. Gen. and BN
covge 75 34.1% $939 $200 $4,000
Unlim. Gen.
covge, lim. BN
covge 49 22.3% $1,107 $250 $3,000
Unlim. Gen. and
BN covge 5 2.3% n/a
Total 220

% offering BN
covge. 58.6%

44
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Table 10 (con.)
Marginal cost regressions

Log(Hospitals per 1000 Medicare eligibles)

Log(Beds per 1000 Medicare eligibles)

Log(MDs per 1000 Medicare eligibles)

Log(Residents per 1000 Medicare eligibles)

Log(MDs teaching per 1000 Medicare eligibles)

Log(MDs doing research per 1000 Medicare
eligibles)

Year=2000

Year=2001

Year=2002

Dummy for generic-only benefit

Dummy for non-formulary coverage

Monthly brand-name coverage amount

Monthly brand-name coverage amount squared

Brand-name co-payment

Constant

Observations
R 2

Benefit characteristics
OLS IV

(5) (6)
-70.734 -68.445
(0.923) (0.985)
40.166 38.949
(0.550) (0.595)
3.715 3.851

(0.798) (0.834)
-0.872 -1.187
(0.342) (0.345)

-5.649
(0.465)

-2.042
(0.459)
45.666
(2.496)
101.021
(2.648)
132.818
(2.842)
7.261

(3.992)
16.630
(2.422)
10.078
(2.037)

-0.694
(0.141)
-0.051
(0.081)
0.783

(0.110)
5317
0.95

-5.576
(0.462)

-1.810
(0.460)
51.147
(2.761)
103.633
(2.816)
142.883
(3.238)
-4.341
(7.916)
65.364

(11.456)
32.329
(4.206)

-2.577
(0.324)
-1.313
(0.292)
0.778

(0.109)
5317

Dependent variable: marginal cost derived from parameters in Column (12) of Table 5.

Notes: Regressions weighted by inverse of standard deviation of marginal cost estimates. First
stage of binary endogenous variables estimated with probit. Benefit variables are instrumented
in IV regressions. Instruments include the average benefits of competing plans in county, the
average premium charged by competing plans in county and the Herfindahl index for Medicare
HMOs in county.
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Chapter 2: Medicare HMOs, Prescription Drug Benefits, and
Selection

I. Introduction

Much of the literature on Medicare HMOs has focused on the question of whether

Medicare HMOs experience favorable selection and if so, how much (Atherly et al. 2004,

Ellis and Garcia-Goii 2004, Greenwald et al. 2000, Mello et al. 2002, Mello et al. 2003;

for a review of the pre-2000 literature, see Hellinger and Wong 2000). The consensus is

that Medicare HMOs do enroll beneficiaries who are on average significantly healthier

than the average Medicare beneficiary.

A related question that has not been very well explored, however, is how

Medicare HMOs' choices of their premiums and benefits affects selection differentially.

This is an interesting question because, in the past, policies have had a strong impact on

Medicare HMOs' behavior that was not predicted beforehand due to misunderstanding of

the market in which they operated. A key example is the exit of HMOs from Medicare

following the passage of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. Starting in 1999, when the act

took effect, a large number of HMOs left the program or reduced their service areas, and

the exits continued for several years following. From 1999 to 2002, the number of HMOs

in the program declined from 290 in 1999 to 143 in 2002, the number of counties served

by the program declined from 808 to 540, and the number of enrollees declined from 6.1

million to 4.8 million.

It is not very well understood why the HMOs exited in such large numbers. The

primary reason HMO executives gave for exiting was that their reimbursement was not
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high enough (Draper et al. 2002). The reimbursement level does not explain however

why many HMOs chose to exit rather than raise their premiums and lower their benefits.

Most HMOs that stayed in the program did raise their premiums and lower their benefits

but a large number chose to exit instead.

Lake and Brown (2002) examined the factors contributing to HMOs' exit

decisions. They found that the most significant factors were reimbursement level, the

profit status of the HMO (for-profit plans were more likely to leave) and whether the plan

was national (national plans were more likely to leave). They do not explore why the

HMOs that chose to exit did so instead of raising the cost sharing borne by enrollees.

A possible explanation for the HMOs' decision to exit is that raising premiums

and/or lowering benefits would have different effects on healthy and sick enrollees'

decisions, causing adverse selection. The risk of adverse selection could cause the HMOs

to exit since it might reduce their profit enough that offering a Medicare product would

no longer be profitable, given the fixed costs. As evidence of this hypothesis, HMO

executives of national plans cite adverse selection as a concern when discussing their

decisions to exit (Draper et al. 2002, Hurley et al. 2003).

On the face of it, it seems surprising that HMO executives should be concerned

about adverse selection when Medicare HMOs in general enjoy favorable selection.

Medicare HMOs do have features, however, that might make them attractive to sicker

beneficiaries. First, many of them offer prescription drug benefits, which would be

demanded more by beneficiaries with conditions requiring prescription drugs. Second,

while patients in general prefer fee-for-service when they are sick, Medicare HMOs are

sometimes the only supplementary plan available for beneficiaries who are neither
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eligible for Medicaid nor have employer-sponsored retiree benefits. Murgolo (2002) finds

that the income distribution of Medicare HMO enrollees is more weighted towards the

lower middle, while the income distribution of fee-for-service (FFS) enrollees is more

weighted towards the extremes. Among beneficiaries not eligible for Medicaid therefore,

Medicare HMO enrollees will generally have lower incomes than FFS enrollees and

therefore both might find the supplementary benefits of HMOs more attractive and might

be in poorer health.

Theory therefore makes an ambiguous prediction about what enrollees will leave

Medicare HMOs first if the HMOs raise premiums or lower benefits. If the HMOs raise

premiums, the healthy could leave first because they are richer and do not value extra

benefits as much, or the sick could leave first because they have a higher disutility from

being in managed care. Similarly, if the HMOs lower benefits, the healthy could leave

first because the HMO has overall become less attractive or the sick could leave first

because the value of the benefits is no longer higher than the disutility of being in

managed care.

In this paper, I will address the question of how changing premiums and benefits

affects selection by looking at the effect of Medicare HMO premiums and benefits on the

level of risk in the FFS sector of each county. If a change in premiums or benefits causes

favorable selection in the HMO, we should observe an increase in the risk level of FFS

beneficiaries but if it causes adverse selection in the HMO, we should observe a decrease

in the risk level of FFS beneficiaries.
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II. Previous work

There have been two previous papers that addressed this question. Feldman et al.

(2003) study the effect of HMOs changing their drug benefits on the average risk level of

other HMOs in the market and find some evidence that higher benefits cause adverse

selection. Their study is limited in two ways, however. First, they take the total

enrollment in HMOs in a county as exogenous and only look at the change in relative risk

levels among the HMOs. Their analysis therefore precludes the possibility that HMOs'

benefits and premiums affects the overall level of selection in the HMO sector. Their risk

measures are also made at the plan level, not the plan-county level, and they are forced to

assume that average risk in a plan is equal across all counties in its service area.

The second paper, by Atherly et al. (2004), studies the choice of Medicare HMOs

at an individual level, using data from the Medicare Current Beneficiary Survey. With

individual data, they are able to interact beneficiary characteristics with plan choice to

find the effect of health status on plan choice and find some evidence that beneficiaries

with chronic illnesses choose an HMO with prescription drug benefits, conditional on

choosing an HMO. They only control for the presence of prescription drug benefits,

however, not the level. With regard to the choice of sector, they find that beneficiaries

choosing HMOs rate their health higher on average.

Neither paper addresses the question of how the level of drug benefits and

premiums offered by HMOs affects selection in the HMO sector relative to the FFS

sector.
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III. A model of plan choice by Medicare beneficiaries

The following section outlines a model of selection bias showing why the

direction of selection when Medicare HMOs raise their premiums or reduce their benefits

cannot be predicted.

Intuitively, this result comes from the unusual structure of Medicare beneficiaries'

choices. In conventional models of selection in health insurance (Cutler and Reber 1998,

Cutler and Zeckhauser 2000), it is assumed that choosers are choosing between two

plans, one that is more generous for all benefits and one that is less generous. Medicare

beneficiaries, however, are choosing between being in traditional Medicare (possibly

combined with a Medigap supplementary plan) and enrolling in a Medicare HMO.

Traditional Medicare has no constraints on utilization of services, which is attractive to

beneficiaries with health problems, but has high-cost sharing and does not cover

outpatient prescription drugs, which may drive away sicker beneficiaries. Medicare

HMOs, as managed care plans, have lower cost-sharing and often cover prescription

drugs but put constraints on utilization. The two choices therefore each have features that

will tend to influence selection in opposite directions and it is ambiguous exactly how

beneficiaries will respond when HMO premiums and benefits are changed.

To put the argument more formally, assume a market similar to that presented in

Rothschild and Stiglitz (1976) and Cutler and Zeckhauser (2000) where there are two

individuals, one high-risk and one low-risk. These individuals each derive utility from

their Medicare choices which is a function of the benefits provided, the premium paid,

and the level of strictness in management by the health plan:

U = U(b, p) - (1)
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where b = benefits, p = premium and is a scalar measuring the disutility derived from

being in managed care. U(b, p) is a concave function that is increasing in b and

decreasing in p.

Figure graphs the utility function against the level of benefits, holding the

premium and disutility for managed care constant. If we normalize the level of utility

derived from being in traditional Medicare to zero, as benefits drop, the beneficiary will

switch to traditional Medicare when benefits pass point A, since that is when her total

utility from being in an HMO drops below zero.

The high-risk and low-risk types can be assumed to have different relative

valuations of the HMO's benefits and of being in managed care. Let us assume that high-

risk people value the HMO's benefits at a higher level but also have a higher disutility of

being in managed care. These assumptions alone do not predict which type will leave

managed care first when managed care benefits drop. To see this, consider Figures 2 and

3. Figure 2 graphs the utility functions of the high-risk and the low-risk types against

each other under the scenario where lowering the benefits causes favorable selection for

the HMO. The utility function for the high-risk type is given by Us(b,p)-4s and that for

the low-risk type is given by UH(b,p)-OH. In Figure 2, as b drops, the high-risk types

switch first to FFS, at B, and the low-risk types follow when b drops below A.

Figure 3 shows how the reverse can hold under the same assumptions. If the high-

risk types' utility from drug benefits is higher relative to that of the low-risks, or their

disutility from being in managed care is less, the low-risk types will drop out first as b

drops, at A, and the high-risks follow when b drops below B, causing adverse selection in

the HMOs.
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This model illustrates how which case holds can be tested by looking at the

change in the average risk levels of those enrolled in FFS Medicare. As benefits in HMOs

drop, there will be a shift from HMOs to FFS, and whether the HMOs experience

favorable or adverse selection will be shown by the effect on the risk level of those in

FFS, holding everything else equal.

In a simple model, where HMOs and FFS may be assumed to have the same

average risk level initially, the direction of selection can be directly inferred by the sign

of the change in average risk level in the FFS sector. If average risk in the FFS sector

rises as a result of benefit changes in the HMO sector, the beneficiaries switching into

FFS are sicker than average and that implies that the HMOs are experiencing favorable

selection as a result of the change. On the other hand, if average risk in the FFS sector

falls, the beneficiaries switching into FFS are healthier than average and the HMOs are

therefore experiencing adverse selection as a result of the change.

As mentioned above, however, HMOs in general experience favorable selection

and the initial average risk level in HMOs will be lower than that in the FFS sector. The

interpretation of a falling risk level in the FFS sector can therefore be ambiguous for the

direction of selection in HMOs, since beneficiaries who are healthy enough to be

lowering the average risk level in the FFS sector may still be high-risk in the HMO

sector. The correct interpretation will therefore depend on the magnitude of the effect that

changing benefits and premiums has on the average risk level in FFS. If the changes

cause a drop in the risk level larger than the average difference between the managed care

and FFS sectors, that implies that the HMOs are experiencing adverse selection. If,

however, the changes cause either an increase in the risk level or a drop in the risk level
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smaller than the average difference between the managed care and FFS sectors, that

implies that the HMOs are experiencing favorable selection.

IV. Data on Medicare HMOs and risk in the Medicare FFS sector

The data for this study consist of Medicare HMO premiums and prescription drug

benefits by plan-county and average demographic factors and market shares for the FFS

sector by county for the year 1999-2002. There are also average risk scores for the FFS

sector by county for the years 2000-2001. These data were all obtained from CMS. The

data for the premiums and benefits of Medicare HMOs came from the Medicare Compare

database, the online tool that allows Medicare beneficiaries to compare Medicare HMOs

available in their county. The FFS risk score data come from the FFS expenditure data on

CMS's website (http://www.cms.hhs.gov/healthplans/rates/default.asp).

The prescription drug benefit data consists of co-payments for brand-name and

generic drugs, and drug coverage limits and are measured in three ways. The first is a

simple indicator for whether or not the plan offered prescription drug benefits. About

one-third of HMOs do not offer prescription drug benefits at all. The second is the brand-

name coverage limit and the third is a measure of expenditure incurred by an average

prescription drug user that would be covered by the plan. (For details of how this variable

is calculated, see Chapter 1). To get a county-level measure of generosity in the HMO

sector, the premiums and benefits are averaged across HMOs within in the county.

As discussed in the introduction, the Balanced Budget Act caused both exit from

the Medicare HMO program and a reduction in benefits and increase in premiums for the

plans that stayed in. Table 1 reports summary statistics for each year, showing the
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changes in the program. The average premium increased from about $13 to $38 and the

average expenditure of an average prescription drug user covered by the plan decreased

from $781 to $567.

Risk in the FFS sector is measured in two ways. First, it is measured by the

average demographic factor among FFS beneficiaries in the county. The demographic

factor is an adjustment made by CMS to the Medicare HMO county base reimbursement

rate for each Medicare HMO enrollee based on their observed demographic

characteristics. The adjustment is the ratio of the expected cost for that demographic

category to the expected cost of an average Medicare enrollee. The demographics used

are gender, age, institutionalization status, Medicaid status and employment status and

the factors range from .35 (for a 65- to 69-year-old female who is employed) to 2.6 (for

an 85+-year-old male who is on Medicaid and not working). In other words, if a 65- to

69-year-old female who is employed enrolled in a Medicare HMO, the HMO received

35% of the county base reimbursement rate (previous to the Balanced Budget Act, when

the formula was changed). Table 2 reports the demographic cost factors used by CMS

from 1997 to 2005.

As part of the base rate calculation process, CMS calculates the average

demographic factor for all FFS enrollees in the county and reports it in the FFS sector

expenditure data for the county. The demographic factors are for aged enrollees only and

are reported separately for Part A and Part B.

Risk is also measured using the average risk scores for FFS enrollees in the

county. In 2000, CMS began partially risk-adjusting reimbursements to Medicare HMOs

based on demographics and enrollees' inpatient diagnoses from the previous year (for
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details, see Ingber 2000). The risk score is also reported as the ratio of the expected cost

for the enrollee to the average cost of an enrollee. Again, as part of the rate calculation

process, CMS reports average risk scores for the FFS sector for each county. Since risk

adjustment did not start until 2000 and the risk scores are missing in the 2002 expenditure

data for unknown reasons, the data are only available for 2000-2001. In 2000, the average

county risk scores ranged from .74 to 1.42 and in 2001, from .73 to 1.27.

V. Empirical specification

The equation to be estimated is:

Average FFS riskmt = a*avg premiumm, + ,3*avg drug benefitsmt + mm + tt + £mt (2)

where m is the county and t is the year. The county effects will be captured with county

fixed effects and the year effects will be captured with year dummy variables. Since

county fixed effects and year dummies demean the variables both cross-sectionally and

over time, (2) is equivalent to regressing the county-year specific change to average FFS

risk on the county-year specific changes to the HMO premiums and drug benefits. The

coefficients will therefore be estimates of the effect of variation in the HMO premiums

and benefits on variation in the average FFS risk that is not explained by the county or

the year.

Since the dependent variable is a county-level mean, the variance of the error term

is proportional to the population over which the mean is calculated. To correct for this

heteroskedasticity, the regressions are weighted by the square root of the relevant

population variable for the measure of risk being used: Part A enrollment for the Part A

demographic factor, Part B enrollment for the Part B demographic factor, and the aged
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and disabled population together for the risk score. To correct for any remaining

heteroskedasticity or serial correlation, robust standard errors are calculated by the

formula for fixed effects models given by Arellano (1987).

If we were considering this problem with conventional HMOs, a concern might

arise that HMO premiums and risk in the FFS sector are jointly determined because the

premiums are determined by the risk level of the HMO beneficiaries. The identifying

assumption will therefore be that the risk level of enrollees does not determine Medicare

HMO premiums and benefits in the plan. This assumption is plausible because Medicare

HMOs derive most of their revenue from the reimbursement they receive from the

government, not from the premium. In 1999 for example, the average base

reimbursement rate in counties that contained HMOs was $469.23, while the average

premium charged by HMOs was $10.87 and two-thirds of Medicare HMOs did not

charge a premium at all.

The size of the premium relative to the reimbursement is relevant because it

shows that the HMOs did not rely on the premium for very much of their revenue. They

were therefore free to adjust it and the benefits to influence selection. There is empirical

evidence that Medicare HMOs set their benefits and premiums to attract healthier

beneficiaries. Cao and McGuire (2003) show that average FFS costs for inpatient and

mental health services are higher when the HMO penetration rate is higher, suggesting

that the HMOs are under-providing those services, while the reverse is true for primary

care and general surgery. Gurol and Ellis (2004) show that there is little relation between

payment rates and the premiums Medicare HMOs charge. They also show that payment

rates have no effect on whether HMOs offer benefits that are attractive to healthy
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enrollees (such as physicals) but payment rates combined with the level of competition

strongly affect whether or not HMOs offer benefits that attract sicker enrollees (such as

prescription drug benefits and foot care).

It is therefore plausible to assume that benefits and premiums are exogenous to

selection in the FFS sector since they are often deliberately set to influence selection in

the HMO sector. While the HMOs' power to affect selection might suggest that we

would only ever observe them experiencing favorable selection, it is still possible we

would observe adverse selection because the decisions of the HMOs remaining in the

program are not solely based on the potential effect on selection but on other factors as

well, including a desire to serve the community of Medicare beneficiaries as well as a

desire to maintain their reputation. As discussed above, some HMOs exited after the

Balanced Budget Act passed, and Lake and Brown (2002) show that the HMOs were

more likely to exit during this period if they were for-profit. These HMOs may have

therefore exited to avoid adverse selection because they were primarily motivated by

profit while the HMOs that remained may have undergone adverse selection rather than

exit because of their other motivations. The only requirement for exogeneity is that their

other motivations do not affect the risk level of who is enrolled in their plan.

In order to interpret the results, I will also have to make assumptions about the

direction of movement between FFS and HMOs that result from premium and benefit

changes. Both Chapter and several other studies (Town and Liu 2003, Dowd et al.

2003, Atherly et al. 2004) have shown that HMO enrollees are sensitive to premiums and

benefits and that HMO market shares respond negatively to premium increases and

positively to benefit increases. I will assume therefore that, if HMOs raise their premiums
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or decrease their benefits, these changes will cause movement from the HMO sector into

the FFS sector and conversely, if HMOs lower their premiums or increase their benefits,

these changes will cause movement from the FFS sector into the HMO sector. The

changes that HMOs made during this period were largely of the first type, however, and I

will focus on the effect of those.

VI. Results

Table 3 shows results for the regressions with Part A and Part B demographic

factors as the dependent variable. As it shows, the coefficient on premium is positive and

significant across all specifications of the drug benefits, implying that raising the

premium in HMOs raises the average risk level in the FFS sector. Since I assume that an

increase in premiums causes a movement from the HMO sector into the FFS sector, a rise

in risk in the FFS sector implies that the beneficiaries switching into the FFS sector are

less healthy than the average beneficiary already enrolled in FFS Medicare. Since HMO

enrollees are, on average, healthier than FFS enrollees, the beneficiaries that are

switching must be much sicker than the average HMO enrollee and the positive

coefficient therefore indicates unambiguously that raising premiums increases the

HMOs' favorable selection.

The coefficient of .017 in column (1) implies that an increase of $10 in the

average premium in a county raises the average Part A demographic factor in the FFS

sector by .0017. (The demographic factors have been multiplied by 100 in the regressions

so that an average beneficiary has a demographic factor of 100.) This change appears to

be small but if the FFS share is large and the number of beneficiaries moving is relatively

68



small, a small change in average risk level can imply that the beneficiaries moving have

much higher risk.

It is impossible to know the risk level of beneficiaries moving without directly

observing those beneficiaries that move as a result of the change. It is possible to make an

estimate, however, using the regression coefficients and by making other assumptions

about the size of the market shares of FFS and the HMOs, about the number of people

moving in response to the change, and about the risk level in HMOs. To see this, consider

the following result from equation (2):

'I RiskFFS,+l = RiskFFS,+i - RiskFFSt =/ * average premiumt+l (3)

The change in risk that results from a change in premiums is equal to the coefficient

multiplied by that change. The change in risk occurs because there has been movement

from the HMC) sector to the FFS sector so we also know that the risk in FFS in period t+l

is a weighted average of the risk in FFS in period t and the risk of the beneficiaries that

moved into FFS:

% FFS * RiskFFSt + %Movers * Riskmovers (4
RiskFFSt+l = (FFS+4)

% FFSt+i

Note that:

%FFSt+1 = %FFSt + %Movers (5)

Combining (3) with (4) and solving for Riskmovers, we find that:

Riskmovers = (6)

To solve this equation, we must make assumptions about %FFS, RiskFFSt, and

7%Movers. For %FFSt and RiskFFS, it seems natural to take the observed average of

these variables in the data in the first year of the period observed. The average FFS
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market share in 1999 in counties that have an HMO is 84.9%, the average Part A

demographic factor is .972, the average Part B demographic factor is .991 and the

average risk score in 2000 is .979.

It is less clear how to make assumptions about the number of people who move

since we do not directly observe the number of people who move because of the change,

but only observe the net movement of people in and out of the FFS sector. Other studies,

however, have made estimates of the effect on HMO market shares of changes in their

premiums and benefits, which can be used here. Both Chapter 1 and Town and Liu

(2003) estimate the effect of a $10 premium increase on that HMO's market share; Town

and Liu estimate that the increase lowers the market share by 9% and Chapter 1 estimates

that the increase lowers the market share by 5-8%.

Table 5 shows the calculation of the risk level of people moving in response to a

$10 premium increase in a market where the initial FFS market share is 84.9% and the

initial FFS risk levels are the averages, as described above. To test the sensitivity of the

calculation to assumptions about the number of people moving, the calculation was

performed for different values of the effect of the change on the HMO market share in the

neighborhood of Town and Liu's estimates and the estimates presented in Chapter 1.

The results show that, for a 5 percent drop in the HMO's market share, the

beneficiaries that move have an average risk level of 1.17, and for a 9 percent drop in the

HMO's market share, the beneficiaries that move have an average risk level of 1.08. The

results are very similar for the Part B demographic factor; for a 5 percent drop, the

beneficiaries that move have an average risk level of 1.16 and for a 9 percent drop, the

beneficiaries that move have an average risk level of 1.09. The beneficiaries that are
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moving therefore belong to demographic categories that have a somewhat higher

predicted level of spending than average.

Table 4 reports the results for the regressions with the risk score as the dependent

variable. As it shows, changes in HMO premiums have no significant effect on the

average risk score in the FFS sector. In Table 5, we see that, for a 5 percent drop in the

HNMO's market share, the risk level of the beneficiaries moving is calculated to be .922

and, for a 9 percent drop, it is calculated to be .947. The difference in results between the

demographic factors and the risk score suggest that, while the people who leave HMOs

when premiums rise belong to demographic categories with higher predicted spending

(such as male, older, subsequently enrolling in Medicaid or being in a nursing home), in

fact, these people are no sicker than the average FFS beneficiary.

The results for the benefits have a similar interpretation. Columns (1) and (2) of

Table 3 show that dropping drug benefits increases the average FFS risk level by .014. In

Chapter 1, it was estimated that dropping a prescription drug benefit lowers an HMO's

market share by 10.8% so Table 6 shows the average risk level of beneficiaries moving

uLinder the same assumptions as Table 5 and for values of the decrease in the HMO market

share in the neighborhood of 10.8%. The results show that dropping prescription drug

benefits triggers the movement of beneficiaries belonging to demographic categories that

are predicted to have very high spending; the average Part A demographic factor of these

movers is 1.73 and the average Part B demographic factor is 1.69. As Table 2 shows,

these averages are so high as to imply that the average beneficiary moving as a result of

prescription drug benefits dropping must be either institutionalized or on Medicaid. The

risk score results show, however, that the beneficiaries moving are not actually sicker
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than the average FFS beneficiary since, as column (1) of Table 4 shows, dropping drug

benefits has no significant effect on the average risk score in the FFS sector. The

beneficiaries moving as a result of the change, while belonging to demographic

categories predicted to have high spending, are therefore not actually sicker than average,

as measured by their inpatient diagnoses of the previous year. (HMOs were required to

report the inpatient diagnoses of their enrollees to CMS so it is not the case that enrollees

moving into FFS had understated risk scores because of missing information.) Since FFS

enrollees are on average sicker than HMO enrollees, however, the risk score in the HMO

sector must have dropped as a result of losing these beneficiaries, so the change caused

favorable selection for the HMOs.

Columns (5) through (8) of Table 3 and columns (2) and (3) of Table 4 show

similar results when controlling for the level of drug benefits. Reducing the average level

of drug benefits in the HMO sector causes a significant rise in the FFS demographic

factors. Specifically, reducing the monthly brand-name coverage amount by $100 raises

the average Part A demographic factor by .0074 and the average Part B demographic

factor by .0081. Again, these estimates seem small but Table 7 shows the risk level of the

beneficiaries who move in response to reducing the monthly brand-name coverage

amount. In Chapter 1, it was found that halving brand-name coverage lowered the market

share of HMOs by 14.7% so the effect of the change is considered in the neighborhood of

this value. Since the average brand-name coverage amount in 1999 is $140, the

hypothesized change is a $70 drop in brand-name coverage. The results show that the

beneficiaries moving were above average in risk level as measured by their demographic

factor; beneficiaries moving had an average Part A demographic factor of 1.21 and an
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average Part B demographic factor of 1.23. Changing the amount of brand-name

coverage has no significant effect, however, on the average risk score in the FFS sector

and the average risk score of beneficiaries changing sectors is .994. As in the case of

dropping drug benefits entirely, therefore, we find that the people who are moving in

response to the change fall into demographic categories predicted to have higher

spending but are not sicker than average as measured by their inpatient diagnoses in the

previous year.

The results are similar for the level of benefits as measured by the amount of

expenditure for an average prescription drug user covered by the plan. (For details on the

construction of this variable, see Chapter 1.) This measure differs from the amount of

brand-name coverage by including the generosity of the generic coverage and taking into

account the co-payments and which categories of drugs (generic or brand-name) the

coverage limit applies to.

The results in Table 3 show that lowering the monthly covered expenditure by $1

raises both the Part A and Part B demographic factors by .0003. Translating these

amounts into the implied risk level of the beneficiaries changing sectors, we find in Table

8 that a drop in the average monthly covered expenditure among HMOs of $27 causes

beneficiaries with an average Part A demographic factor of 1.25 and an average Part B

demographic factor of 1.29 to move to the FFS sector. This result assumes a 17.3% drop

in the initial HMO market share of 15.1%, following Chapter 1 where it was shown that

halving the monthly expenditure covered by the plan caused an HMO's share to drop by

17.3%. Again, the lowering of benefits has an insignificant effect on the risk score and

the beneficiaries moving are predicted to have an average risk score of 1.01.
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VII. Discussion

The results presented show that raising premiums and lowering benefits increases

HMOs' favorable selection. The beneficiaries predicted to move as a result of the

changes have average to above-average risk among FFS enrollees, so must be

considerably sicker than the average HMO enrollee. Greenwald et al. (2000) compare

risk scores of the FFS and HMO sectors on a county-by-county basis and find that in the

median county, the average risk score for HMO enrollees differs from the average risk

score for FFS enrollees by 13.6%. If FFS enrollees have an average risk score of .98, this

implies that HMO enrollees have an average risk score of .85 in the median county, so

enrollees with a risk factor equal to the FFS average are significantly less healthy than the

average HMO enrollee.

In the context of the model presented in Section III, therefore, the case presented

in Figure 2 holds. Either the sicker beneficiaries' valuation of the drug benefits is not that

great compared to the healthy's valuation or the sick have a great disutility of managed

care relative to the healthy.

As discussed in the previous section, there is a noticeable difference in the effect

of HMOs changing their premiums and benefits on the average demographic scores and

the average risk scores in the FFS sector. Increasing premiums and reducing benefits

significantly raised the average demographic factor in the FFS sector but had no

significant effect on the average risk score. There are two ways to interpret this

difference. First, it is possible that HMO enrollees are not just healthier unconditionally

but that, conditional on demographics, they are healthier, and so the enrollees leaving
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HMOs are among the healthier in their demographic category. Even though enrollees

may belong tlo categories with above average predicted spending (that is, they are male,

older, institutionalized, or enroll in Medicaid), they may still be relatively healthy for

those categories and that is why they chose the HMO in the first place.

The other possibility is that the risk score does not entirely capture the

beneficiaries' predicted spending. The risk adjustment model used by CMS during this

period reflected only inpatient diagnoses (see Ingber 2000). Since HMOs controlled

inpatient utilization more than FFS Medicare, HMO enrollees may therefore have

appeared healthier than they would have if they had been enrolled in the FFS sector.

There is evidence that the HMOs were successful in lowering inpatient utilization, even

after controlling for the favorable selection they had (Dhanani et al. 2004, Mello et al.

2002). The risk score would also have not reflected any chronic illnesses the beneficiary

had and Atherly et al. (2004) showed that having a chronic illness made a beneficiary

slightly more likely to enroll in an HMO offering a drug benefit. The beneficiaries

moving out of HMOs as a result of benefit cuts may therefore have been sicker than they

appear by the risk score. The risk score that is observed, however, is still a lower bound

on their true level of sickness and the results still point towards HMOs experiencing

increased favorable selection as a result of the changes.

VIII. Conclusion

This paper showed that the increases in premiums and cuts in prescription drug

benefits undertaken by Medicare HMOs during the period immediately following the

passage of the Balanced Budget Act caused significant rises in the average demographic
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factors in the FFS sector but did not affect average risk scores in FFS Medicare. These

results imply that the risk levels of the beneficiaries that moved as a result of the changes

were at least as sick as the average beneficiary already enrolled in FFS and therefore

sicker than the average HMO beneficiary. Increasing premiums and lowering drug

benefits therefore increased favorable selection for the HMOs.

As discussed in the introduction, a motivation for exploring this question was to

see if raising premiums and lowering drug benefits caused adverse selection in the

HMOs, as some of the HMO executive claimed. The results presented here show that,

rather, these changes increased the HMOs' favorable selection. The results, however, are

necessarily limited by the endogeneity of exit; we can only observe those HMOs that

remained in the market and it is still possible that HMOs who, for idiosyncratic reasons,

would have experienced adverse selection as a consequence of raising premiums and

cutting benefits, chose to leave the market instead.

76



References

Arellano, M. (1987). "Computing Robust Standard Errors for Within-groups Estimators."
Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 49(4): 431-434.

Atherly, A., B. E. Dowd, et al. (2004). "The Effect of Benefits, Premiums, and Health
Risk on Health Plan Choice in the Medicare Program." Health Services Research
39(4, Part I): 847-864.

Cao, Z. and T. G. McGuire (2003). "Service-level selection by HMOs in Medicare."
Journal of Health Economics 22: 915-931.

Cutler, D. M. and S. J. Reber (1998). "Paying for Health Insurance: The Trade-off
Between Competition and Adverse Selection." Quarterly Journal of Economics
113(2): 433-467.

Cutler, D. M. and R. J. Zeckhauser (2000). The Anatomy of Health Insurance. Handbook
of Health Economics. A. J. Culyer and J. P. Newhouse, Elsevier Science B. V. 1:
563-643.

I)hanani, N., J. F. O'Leary, et al. (2004). "The Effect of HMOs on the Inpatient
Utilization of Medicare Beneficiaries." Health Services Research 39(5): 1607-
1627.

I)owd, B. E., R. Feldman, et al. (2003). "The Effect of Health Plan Characteristics on
Medicare+Choice Enrollment." Health Services Research 38(1, Part I): 113-135.

D)raper, D., M. Gold, et al. (2002). The Role of National Firms in Medicare+Choice, The
Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation: 58.

Ellis, R. P. and M. Garcia-Goni (2004). Selection in Medicare HMOs: Absence of
Evidence from Aged versus Disabled Payment Rates: 19.

Feldman, R., B. Dowd, et al. (2003). "Risk Selection and Benefits in the
Medicare+Choice Program." Health Care Financing Review 25(1): 23-36.

Greenwald, L. M., J. M. Levy, et al. (2000). "Favorable Selection in the
Medicare+Choice Program: New Evidence." Health Care Financing Review
21(3): 127-134.

Gurol, I. and R. P. Ellis (2004). Medicare Managed Care Choice of Benefits and
Premiums: Competition and Selection Incentives Really Matter: 27.

Hellinger, F. J. and H. S. Wong (2000). "Selection Bias in HMOs: A Review of the
Evidence." Medical Care Research and Review 57(4): 405-439.

Hurley, R. E., J. M. Grossman, et al. (2003). "Medicare Contracting Risk/Medicare Risk
Contracting: A Life-Cycle View from Twelve Markets." Health Services

77



Research 38(1): 395-417.

Ingber, M. J. (2000). "Implementation of Risk Adjustment for Medicare." Health Care
Financing Review 21(3): 119-126.

Lake, T. and R. Brown (2002). Medicare+Choice Withdrawals: Understanding Key
Factors, The Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation: 41.

Mello, M. M., S. C. Stearns, et al. (2002). "Do Medicare HMOs still reduce health
services use after controlling for selection bias?" Health Economics 11: 323-340.

Mello, M. M., S. C. Stearns, et al. (2003). "Understanding Biased Selection in Medicare
HMOs." Health Services Research 38(3): 961-992.

Murgolo, M. S. (2002). "Comparison of Medicare Risk HMO and FFS Enrollees." Health
Care Financing Review 24(1): 177-185.

Rothschild, M. and J. Stiglitz (1976). "Equilibrium in Competitive Insurance Markets: An
Essay on the Economics of Imperfect Information." Quarterly Journal of
Economics 90(4): 629-649.

Town, R. and S. Liu (2003). "The welfare impact of Medicare HMOs." The RAND
Journal of Economics 34(4): 719-736.

78



U

0

A

Figure 1

79



Us(b,p)-os

A B
Figure 2

"UHs(b,p)-oH

UH(b,p)-qOH

BA Figure 3 b

80

-]

[

-$H

S

(

w

rt
i 



00
CM
!

0)o0)CM0)
- 0
'a)=
1-4-*

-

0

a

E

E

._

E

C

a

z

O 00 -
S oo 6 r'- ( L o

CO LO( C0
t CO Ct)O

Ir I' CO CO

O C -) 0 0 0M 0 ) 0
V C C C

a)e'

0.)

O.C

0

0.

,..C.

0a)
a.0.

DCu
.C.
Cu

0

M.4..0d0
C.)

0~

0000O C C)O
- - O 
w-- - --

611 6 6 6)

0000

0 Co ) C
(O -(D
ci L6 oi r:

C\ C Ct)
6 6 60 69

CO LO ' CO
- D CO
,t t C 

OD T- 0)00 00)0 0 o 
-N C Ci

E

I-0EI.

0000 
f 6 6 69

co
0
0)

It 

C\i rC-
CM CM 
6 6 6.

O ) 0
0o C\J CM CM

C C Cj Cj

0) 0- C
0o) 0000 0 00
_ C C1l C

0
-

0_0)

M

a..M

'OC0'-

EQ.0
0

0.M._

CM
-

0

E

.Ea)
0
M

LOLO 00 o
- -- - CM
6 6 6 

000 
69f 9 69

O t -
b- -CO
c6 -
4) 61) Sl)

69l

CMl
N-

60

0C0 0
c0 C\j CM CM
C\j CO CM C\j

0)
0
0)T

- CM000000
0 C CM

0)

'o
oc-.o
Ca)M
a-
0
C

E

a
60

CO UO) UD
' wJ co 1-6 6k 6

06 0 600

C CO
r,~ LO -

6 69- 6--

'C) '0t
o00 C\ C]
CM O C~

CMj
-

LI

C)w
CMof
0d

0) 0000) 000,-O NNN

00)
a..

a)0
E
MIF

QO
a

Q

M4-
0
Ca)
E

M9u0.
L.)

o uo Lo
I- -
Q') c)

CO (0( (0't LO

O0O O0O0 0 0 06 *ft 6

co r- CM r.
U- C) CMj C:
U' f.0 6

MC) OIt C)
co CM CM CMj

CM co CM CM

0) o 0 

0 0

C

O0)0 t

000
.Q

a)
U0

0)
Q~

O0

0
*0

a)
._.

a)

0

O)

00 I 0o LO

o w Lo (oCO O CD 

O0 0) -
ft ft (n

N- N-r- LOcO0 OJ O d69- 69. 61; 69

0 NC

CD oDCM C14 04

co

a).Q

a)0

M

C.)
a)

'6.0)-

0

0.

0

I..
0.
0)CL
I-x

0Q..

X
w

c00

U') C 0 0C\l (.0,y). - - -
6021, 69. 619-



Table 2
Demographic Cost Factors for Aged 1997-2005

Non-lnstitutionalized
Part Sex Ag e Institutionalized Medicaid Non-Medicaid Working
A Male 65-69 1.75 1.15 0.65 0.40

70-74 2.25 1.50 0.85 0.45
75-79 2.25 1.95 1.05 0.70
80-84 2.25 2.35 1.20 0.80
85+ 2.25 2.60 1.35 0.90

Female 65-69 1.45 0.80 0.55 0.35
70-74 1.80 1.05 0.70 0.45
75-79 2.10 1.45 0.85 0.55
80-84 2.10 1.70 1.05 0.70
85+ 2.10 2.10 1.20 0.80

B Male 65-69 1.60 1.10 0.80 0.45
70-74 1.80 1.35 0.95 0.65
75-79 1.95 1.55 1.10 0.80
80-84 1.95 1.70 1.15 0.90
85+ 1.95 1.70 1.15 1.00

Female 65-69 1.50 1.05 0.70 0.40
70-74 1.65 1.15 0.85 0.55
75-79 1.65 1.25 0.95 0.70
80-84 1.65 1.25 0.95 0.75
85+ 1.65 1.25 1.00 0.85

Source: http://www.cms.hhs.gov/healthplans/rates/2005/demofac.asp

82



cO (
O.o. ¢
Io o9o ) t9 66C

C-' OC; o00 
00

00U) o
_o

f U) CD
(O 0 c Co- rv -
( 0 00 -
O o"- o- 

t U) LOCo LO
9r)o oocs oo 0 OD .0 o00 0oo0c
9o, 6C

ct) (0l - 06 6- 
O0 O0 v- 0 0o oOro odd

-CM CO ) 

't, W> (D r-N C) O - : a6 !2

o o o
. o

oi ,3-0 c5

C co

C -

rp-0co

O0
0

aC0
co r- r-

fIQ ~-
6 C

C
- c) c-

6 6 c C

a 7"t Lo 6 )
00 CO 'O r r-

o? Io 7 o CM- 
0 0 C _ C--cm

g o CD--
cn .(D O dCo io 

LC

C

r r
0 L C0

.

cw c, t :cul o &IMs W r_- ( (.0 r C:
CD C . . cm C00 -) C 0-00 6 

,t - cn -D a Do 0 c0 r- - r-
doo o o c6 

C) C. . . ) c

CD0 a)en @ Im 0

0 > >
.0 0

Im (D ns n )

o E _E ._ 0) a) a) 0.CD Cu

Cu~~~

0 .- -E 

D n = n = a - L.. a
a- a (OaDOa
0) > E > E >a < < n <

0

0 o o .2 
o o co

II II II > C uvif 11 11 ,6 ss

S- S- L- CT

a) a) a O)
>- >. >. Ocx

>4

C
00
Co

c)0
C
U)

CD

0).0

:0.L
0C0Ecn

0

C

0)0
E
C)
0
.)
0)
CZ

6.QmCDv:
0..

ns

a
- .CD 

a'

34

1.L)

.- Cta-n
13.

C v.4C-n 

a
M L.

CM 
-n.

04C

._C
aC4-

.-
CC

._

C
E

Co

')O

IC

a)C-
CD0::3

0(0
a

..¢3.L

00
a.CO
'I-
O
O

Ww

V.

4..
[L

0

co0~

E
C/o

(U)

G)

coa-,a.,
CD
--

.0
a)

CZ-DO)-30
_CZ_0

co ,O(D

ao-

._C
0
C0
=O0(D'O-_a) o3

(D0

C

~C
)C

a) 'n
- 0)COU

a nC-)
cDoX ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~(._

000co

a.-
.~=

o0
00

E

E
2)
6.

2)
U

2)

X



C: O o o O

o~~~~~ oo o oCo o C o

q n 0 C~ v 0 0~ o ~
O~~9C;C o C-- & -)

9 6 c 0 o C;

°,' c co 5

0 000.'- 1
-

0 0~~Odod

E E

0 4
) 0 00 0 0.o c ~ c5

2 EE xm c.oE ) o0nos oE~E I._.
0 0 

00

m ) oco C-- ~ .C e E -~ ( =0 0. 0 0 0 . 'B EE E o
0C. 4

< 0 > > 0U)0 . 0 .
4 0.4 4 o ( > Oc

CZU)(3

E
0

U)

c U)> s
o OU)o -

C 0"Z'--0

C U)2cU c 00o ._

o- CiE a)C

U) -
o C

L;U) U) -.00c_cl a)=

C)

D.0 0e0. -> 0 a)

OZU CZ
Z

n~

0

0T_

o0
cmO0
0

cmCOa)

I-

0

C)
U-
LU.

Cl00-

0

WC ()

L.

a
0

U
'4-

he-

LU



Table 5
Average risk of beneficiaries moving in response to a change in

premium under different assumptions

Part A Part B
demographic demographic

factor factor Risk score
Rt 0.9723 0.9909 0.9785
%FFSt 84.9%

.Are..um 0.017 0.015 -0.005
,&premium $10 $10 $10

Number of people
Percent drop in switching sectors in

HMO market percentage points
share (%Movers) Risk level of movers

3% 0.45% 1.29 1.27 0.88
4% 0.60% 1.21 1.20 0.91
5% 0.76% 1.17 1.16 0.92
6% 0.91% 1.13 1.13 0.93
7% 1.06% 1.11 1.11 0.94
8% 1.21% 1.09 1.10 0.94
9% 1.36% 1.08 1.09 0.95
10% 1.51% 1.07 1.08 0.95
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Table 6
Average risk of beneficiaries moving in response to dropping

prescription drug benefits under different assumptions

Part A Part B
demographic demographic

factor factor Risk score
Rt 0.9723 0.9909 0.9785
%FFSt 84.9%

fiRx -1.422 -1.316 0.021
ARx -1 -1 -1

Number of people
Percent drop in switching sectors in

HMO market percentage points
share (%Movers) Risk level of movers
8.0% 1.21% 1.99 1.93 0.96
8.5% 1.28% 1.93 1.87 0.96
9.0% 1.36% 1.87 1.83 0.97
9.5% 1.43% 1.83 1.78 0.97
10.0% 1.51% 1.79 1.74 0.97
10.8% 1.63% 1.73 1.69 0.97
11.0% 1.66% 1.71 1.68 0.97
11.5% 1.74% 1.68 1.65 0.97
12.0% 1.81% 1.65 1.62 0.97
12.5% 1.89% 1.63 1.60 0.97
13.0% 1.96% 1.60 1.57 0.97
13.5% 2.04% 1.58 1.55 0.97
14.0% 2.11% 1.56 1.53 0.97
14.5% 2.19% 1.54 1.51 0.97
15.0% 2.27% 1.52 1.50 0.97
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Table 7
Average risk of beneficiaries moving in response to lowering brand.

name coverage under different assumptions

Part A Part B
demographic demographic

factor factor Risk score
Rt 0.9723 0.9909 0.9785
%FFSt 84.9%

[coverage amount -0.812 -0.883 -0.056

Pcoverage amount squared 0.07 0.076 0.0002
Acoverage amount -$70 -$70 -$70

Number of
people

switching
sectors in
percentage

Percent drop in points
HMO market share (%Movers) Risk level of movers

12.0% 1.81% 1.2607 1.3045 0.9973
12.5% 1.89% 1.2494 1.2922 0.9966
13.0% 1.96% 1.2390 1.2809 0.9959
13.5% 2.04% 1.2293 1.2704 0.9953
14.0% 2.11% 1.2204 1.2606 0.9947
14.7% 2.22% 1.2089 1.2481 0.9939
15.0% 2.27% 1.2042 1.2431 0.9936
15.5% 2.34% 1.1970 1.2352 0.9931
16.0% 2.42% 1.1901 1.2277 0.9927
16.5% 2.49% 1.1837 1.2208 0.9923
17.0% 2.57% 1.1777 1.2142 0.9919
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Table 8

Average risk of beneficiaries moving in response to lowering
monthly covered expenditure under different assumptions

Part A Part B
demographic demographic

factor factor Risk score
Rt 0.9723 0.9909 0.9785
%FFSt 84.9%

Pcovered expenditure -0.031 -0.033 -0.003
Acovered expenditure -$27 -$27 -$27

Number of people
switching sectors in

Percent drop in percentage points
HMO market share (%Movers) Risk level of movers

15.0% 2.27% 1.29 1.33 1.01
15.5% 2.34% 1.28 1.32 1.01
16.0% 2.42% 1.27 1.31 1.01
16.5% 2.49% 1.27 1.30 1.01
17.0% 2.57% 1.26 1.29 1.01
17.3% 2.61% 1.25 1.29 1.01
18.0% 2.72% 1.24 1.28 1.00
18.5% 2.79% 1.24 1.27 1.00
19.0% 2.87% 1.23 1.26 1.00
19.5% 2.94% 1.22 1.26 1.00
20.0% 3.02% 1.22 1.25 1.00
20.5% 3.10% 1.21 1.24 1.00
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Chapter 3: The Welfare Loss from Medicare+Choice

I. Introduction

The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (BBA) made several changes to the Medicare

fHMN4O program. It changed the formula for calculating the base reimbursement rate for the

HMOs, increased the administrative requirements for plans participating in the program,

and opened the program to other kinds of private health plans, including PPOs and

private fee-for-service plans. The goal of these changes was to expand the role of private

plans in the Medicare program and to provide more choice to Medicare beneficiaries.

The act had the opposite effect, however. In the four years following the

implementation of the act in 1999, the Medicare+Choice program (as the BBA renamed

the Medicare HMO program) saw the number of HMOs in the program drop from 290 to

147, or by just under 50%. Many of the plans that remained in the program made changes

that reduced their availability and desirability, such as reducing their service area,

increasing their premiums and lowering their benefits. The average premium charged by

Medicare HMOs rose from $12.68 to $37.62, nearly tripling, and the percent of plans

offering brand-name prescription drug coverage dropped from 68% to 39% between 1999

and 2002.

The effect of the withdrawals and reductions in service on availability and

enrollment was large. The number of counties that had Medicare HMOs available

dropped from 808 to 540 between 1999 and 2002, while total enrollment in the program,
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which had been rising steadily throughout the 1990s, dropped from 6.1 million to 4.8

million.

The withdrawals came as a surprise to legislators and policy analysts.

Immediately after the act passed, before the withdrawals started, an analyst from the

Congressional Budget Office reported that the CBO estimated that, as a result of the

BBA, enrollment in Medicare HMOs in 2005 would be 15% higher than it would

otherwise have been and would reach 34% of total Medicare enrollment (Christensen

1998). Instead, enrollment in the HMO program dropped from 17% of total Medicare

enrollment in 1999 to 13% in 2002, and dropped to 11% by the end of 2004 (Kaiser

Foundation 2004).

Several studies have been done on the factors that contributed to the HMOs'

decisions to withdraw or reduce their service area. A report by the General Accounting

Office in 1999 found that HMOs were more likely to withdraw from a county if they had

offered a plan in that county for a shorter time, had lower enrollment, faced larger

competitors or had not established a provider network in the county (GAO 1999). Lake

and Brown (2002) did a multivariate analysis of the first three years of withdrawals after

the BBA and found plans were more likely to withdraw if they were national or for-profit

plans, had lower enrollment, were in rural counties, had larger competition, or had been

in the county longer, or the county had a lower overall Medicare HMO penetration rate.

Ellis and Gurol (2002) do a more formal model of entry and exit in the commercial and

Medicare HMO markets and find that HMOs are more likely to offer a Medicare plan in a

county if the county has a larger Medicare population or already has a greater number of

Medicare HMO plans.
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There has been relatively little attempt at quantifying the effect of the losses on

beneficiaries, however. Laschober et al. (1999) did a qualitative study of what happened

to Medicare HMO beneficiaries who were involuntarily disenrolled from their HMO.

They found that only two thirds of the beneficiaries enrolled in another Medicare HMO,

either because they chose not to or were unable to because there were no other HMOs in

their county. One third of involuntarily disenrolled beneficiaries had lower benefits, 39%

had higher premiums and one in six lost prescription drug coverage as a result of the

disenrollment. They found that the disabled, the oldest old, and the near poor were most

adversely affected.

In this paper, I take a more quantitative approach to understanding the effect of

the withdrawals and service reductions on beneficiaries. Using the parameter estimates

from the structural model of demand for HMOs and their prescription drug benefits

presented in Hall (2005), I calculate the welfare losses associated with the withdrawals of

the HMOs, their service area reductions, and the increases in premiums and reductions in

benefits during the period 1999-2002. Hall (2005) estimated a utility function of

Medicare HMOs and their prescription drug benefits for Medicare beneficiaries using a

nested-logit model of demand, and found that raising premiums by $10 lowered HMO

market share by 5-8% and doubling prescription drug benefits raised HMO market share

by 17%. It also estimated the welfare effects of changing prescription drug benefits and

found that raising annual brand-name coverage by $100 increased welfare by $25. As

discussed below, estimating welfare using a logit or nested-logit model of demand is

relatively straightforward.
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I also calculate the change in costs resulting from the withdrawals. While the

withdrawals decreased consumer welfare by removing choices, they also reduced

spending on the Medicare program by the government. Spending would have been

reduced by a lower enrollment in the Medicare HMO program because of the favorable

selection Medicare HMOs experienced relative to traditional Medicare. Previous to the

BBA, the base reimbursement rate for Medicare HMOs was 95% of the projected per

capita spending by the traditional Medicare program in the county the HMO is servicing.

Studies have shown, however, that HMO enrollees probably would cost somewhere

between 80 and 90% of the reimbursement that is paid on their behalf, if they were

enrolled in traditional Medicare. As a result, Medicare HMO beneficiaries usually cost

less to treat in traditional Medicare than in an HMO, so the reduction in enrollment in the

Medicare HMO program would have resulted in savings for the Medicare program as a

whole. This cost savings can be calculated by multiplying the reduction in enrollment in

each county by the county reimbursement rate. These estimates of welfare loss and cost

saving will offer some evidence as to how great the damage caused by the plan

withdrawals was.

II. Background: The Medicare HMO Program and the Balanced Budget Act
of 1997

While the Medicare managed care program has existed in one form or another

since the beginning of Medicare in 1965, the risk-based program, where HMOs contract

with Medicare for a flat reimbursement and bear all the risk themselves, did not start until

1982, with the passage of the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act (TEFRA). The

program grew during the 1980s to peak in enrollment in 1987 and then shrank between
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1987 and 1991. After that, enrollment began climbing again as enrollment in managed

care grew in the commercial sector. Between the end of 1994 and the end of 1998,

enrollment in Medicare HMOs tripled from 2 million to 6 million and 74 percent of

beneficiaries had access to at least one Medicare HMO by 1998 (Zarabozo 2000).

Christensen (1998) discusses the motivation for reforming the Medicare HMO

program and the parts of the BBA that relate to it. By 1997, the Medicare HMO program

was widely viewed as needing reform for several reasons. First, researchers were calling

attention to the favorable selection in HMOs and therefore to the question of whether

HMOs were being paid more by the Medicare program than the TEFRA intended they

should. While some favorable selection comes from healthy beneficiaries having a

greater tolerance for managed care, the HMOs were also perceived as unfairly targeting

healthy beneficiaries and excluding sicker beneficiaries through their marketing

techniques (Neuman 1998). The reimbursement rates were also seen as having too much

variation, both across counties and over time and the cross-sectional variation was

blamed for the inequality in access to the program by beneficiaries. The change in the

formula for the reimbursement rate was therefore designed to reduce this variation.

As mentioned above, before the BBA passed, the base reimbursement rate was

95% of the projected per capita spending by the traditional Medicare program in the

county. The BBA changed the formula so that the reimbursement was the largest of three

numbers. The first was a fifty-fifty blend of the local and national per capita spending

rate by traditional Medicare. The second was a minimum floor for the rate (set at $379.80

in 1999) and the third was a minimum 2% raise from the reimbursement rate for the

county the year before. These changes raised the reimbursement rates for rural counties,
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which had relatively low reimbursement and few HMOs before, and reduced the rates for

urban counties, which were the counties that had the most HMOs offering plans.

The BBA also required that the Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services begin

risk-adjusting their payments to HMOs based on health status starting in 2000, to prevent

HMOs from being paid more than the expected value of taking care of the beneficiary

and also removed the government's payments for graduate medical education from the

calculation of local fee-for-service spending. Both of these changes would have the effect

of reducing the HMOs' revenue.

The act made other changes to the program besides the formula for the

reimbursement rate. It increased the administrative burden on the plans by requiring them

to implement quality-improvement programs and to submit encounter data, so that the

risk adjustment could be made. It also moved up the deadline for HMOs to submit

contract proposals for the following calendar year from September to May, which the

HMOs said was too early for them to predict costs and market conditions.

As mentioned above, the act also expanded the type of plan allowed in the

program to include PPOs and private fee-for-service plans and it also removed the

requirement that plans in the program have no more than 50% of their enrollment from

Medicare and Medicaid.

As previously discussed, all these changes caused many HMOs to withdraw from

the program, either entirely or partially. The withdrawals came in several waves over the

next few years. The GAO report in 1999 found that 407,000 enrollees were involuntarily

disenrolled from their Medicare HMO as a result of the withdrawals that year and, of

these, 61,000 were unable to enroll in another HMO because there were no HMOs left in
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their county. According to the GAO, the primary reasons for leaving cited by the plans

were that the reimbursement rates did not keep up with medical inflation and that the

administrative requirements were too burdensome.

There were two legislative attempts during this period to encourage the HMOs to

stay in the Medicare program. The BBA did not allow HMOs who had left a county to

reenter it for five years; the Balanced Budget Refinement Act (BBRA) of 1999 lowered

this to two years and added a new-entry bonus for underserved areas (Berenson 2001).

The Benefits Improvement and Protection Act (BIPA) of 2000 raised the minimum floor

rates, added a new, higher floor rate for urban counties and raised the minimum update

rate for one year to 3%.

Neither of these acts had any discernible effect on the exits of the HMOs from the

program. Calculations from CMS's HMO enrollment data show that in 2000, 432,000

HMO enrollees (or 7% of the Medicare HMO population) were involuntarily disenrolled

from their HMO. In 2001, 1.3 million enrollees (or 21%) were disenrolled and in 2002,

900,000 (or 17%) were. In 2000, 85,000 of the disenrolled beneficiaries had no other

HMO in their county and in both 2001 and 2002, 100,000 enrollees had no other HMO

available.

Even larger numbers of enrollees were affected by premium increases and benefit

reductions. In 2000, 2.4 million HMO enrollees had their premium rise and 2.6 million

had their prescription drug benefits drop. In 2001, these numbers were 2.8 million and 1.9

million respectively and in 2002, 3.0 million and 1.2 million.

The effects of the BBA on the Medicare HMO program were therefore felt widely

and affected a large number of beneficiaries.
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III. My approach to estimating welfare

The challenge of estimating the welfare effect of the BBA is making assumptions

about what would have happened in the Medicare HMO program if it had not passed. The

Medicare HMO program was not in a steady state before 1997. While enrollment had

been rising since the early 1990s, it would not necessarily have continued rising even if

the act had not passed, since the managed care industry was in flux in the late 1990s. The

report from the GAO on the Medicare HMO withdrawals (GAO 1999) notes that many

HMOs were in financial trouble in 1999 and that there were several withdrawals from the

federal employees benefits program at around the same time, so it is possible HMOs

would have withdrawn from the program anyway. On the demand side, demand for

Medicare HMOs would probably peak at some point and enrollment would level off but

it is not clear when this would have happened without the BBA.

We also do not know what would have happened to premiums and benefits

without the BBA. Medicare HMO plans were rising in generosity up until the BBA (Gold

et al. 2004). Again, however, their generosity would have probably leveled off at some

point but we do not know when. The plans' generosity might have continued rising since

their reimbursement was so closely tied to spending in the fee-for-service sector which

would have continued rising, but, on the other hand, drug prices were also starting to rise

faster during this period and this increase might have caused the plans to pull back on

their generosity.

Since it is so difficult to know what would have happened if the BBA had not

passed, I will estimate welfare and costs under two different scenarios, one conservative
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and one less so. Under the conservative scenario, I will merely calculate the welfare loss

from the withdrawals each year. That is, for each year I will calculate the welfare gain if

the plans that withdrew at the end of the previous year had stayed in just for that year.

This approach probably underestimates the overall welfare loss since plans that stayed in

the program for 1999 would probably have continued staying in for 2000 and after, but it

minimizes the uncertainty in predicting counterfactual benefits, premiums and service

areas.

Under this scenario, plans that stayed in will have the same benefit and premiums

that they offered in reality and plans that left will have benefits and premiums imputed to

them. To understand the method by which they are imputed, it is necessary to know that

the HMOs can offer multiple benefit packages within their service area. An HMO can

offer a different benefit package in each county of its service area, the same benefit

package in the whole service area, or group the counties into benefit packages. They can

also offer more than one benefit package in a county but the enrollment data is only

provided at a county level. As in Hall (2005), I assume all the enrollment is in the

cheapest plan the HMO offers. This approach understates the welfare from the HMO

program slightly.

The imputation was done as follows. Plans that partially withdrew and only

offered one benefit package will have the same benefits and premiums that were offered

in the county that they stayed in, assigned to the county that they left. If the plan offered

more than one benefit package, the county they left is grouped with the same counties

that it was grouped with the previous year. If it is ambiguous which county it should be

grouped with because the group it was in was split up into multiple packages, it is
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grouped with a county it is geographically close to. If there is no county it is close to or

there were no counties it was grouped with (because the plan withdrew all the other

members of its group), it is assigned the average benefits and premiums of all the

counties the plan stayed in. If a plan withdrew entirely, it is assigned the average benefits

and premiums of the state it is in.

An example of imputing when a plan partially withdraws is given by the HMO

with contract number H 1406, which offered a Medicare HMO plan in the Chicago area in

2000 and 2001. Table 1 shows which benefit packages were offered in which counties by

the plan and Figure shows a county-level map of the Chicago area. In 2000, the HMO

offered three different benefit packages in eight counties: one package in Cook County,

one in Kankakee County and one in the remaining six counties. In 2001, it also offered

three different packages, but the grouping of the counties changed and it withdrew from

three counties, including Kankakee County. Since Kankakee County was not grouped

with any counties in 2000, the HMO's plan in this county is assigned the average

premiums and benefits of the five counties it stayed in. Since Lake County, IL and Will

County were grouped with Du Page, Kane and Kendall counties in 2000, they are

assigned the same benefit package as the HMO's plan in those counties in 2001.

Another example is given by the HMO with contract number H3251, which

offered a Medicare HMO plan in New Mexico in 2000 and 2001. In 2000, the HMO

offered one benefit package in nine counties. In 2001, the HMO withdrew from four

counties, and split the other five counties into two benefit packages. Table 2 shows which

counties were assigned which benefit packages and Figure 2 shows a county map of New

Mexico. Since splitting the counties made it ambiguous which counties the counties with
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imputed benefits should be grouped with, the counties were grouped geographically. Rio

Arriba and Socorro counties were assigned benefit package #2, since they are closer to

Sandoval and Valencia counties while San Miguel County was assigned benefit package

#18 since it is closer to Santa Fe and Torrance counties. In the case of ties, MSA

boundaries were used to break them; Los Alamos County was therefore assigned benefit

package #18, since it is in the Santa Fe MSA.

This method of imputing benefits and premiums is not perfect. HMOs' premium

and benefit decisions are joint with their service area decisions, so, if they had stayed in

the counties they withdrew from, they probably would have offered different premiums

and benefits. In order to make the welfare estimate however, benefits and premiums had

to be imputed to the counties that plans withdrew from, and this is a conservative method

for doing so.

In the more generous scenario, however, I will assume that all plans that withdrew

stayed in until 2002 and that their benefits and premiums remained constant at their 1999

levels (or the level of their year of entrance, if they entered after 1999). This is not the

most generous scenario that could be imagined; the most generous would probably

involve enrollment rising and benefits becoming more generous over time but it is a

minimally generous scenario.

In both scenarios, I will assume that plans that entered in reality after 1999 still

entered. While more plans exited than entered during the period 1999-2002, it is not the

case that there was no entrance at all.

I also calculate costs for both scenarios by multiplying the increased enrollment in

each county by the reimbursement rate in that county. The reimbursement rates used are
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the actual reimbursement rates set by the formula in the BBA. While it would be

preferable to use the counterfactual reimbursement rates, they are not available. Since

actual reimbursement rates are usually lower than the counterfactual reimbursement rates

would have been in counties with HMOs, this approach will understate the increased

costs that would have been incurred if the plans had not withdrawn.

IV. Estimating welfare in nested-logit models

Small and Rosen (1981) discuss estimating welfare in discrete-choice models. As

they show, the change in the expenditure function from a quality change can be found by

integrating over the share function with respect to the utility function. In logit and nested-

logit models, this integral has a closed-form expression.

Share in the nested logit model are given by:

exp(Uj / I -a) ()

Iexp(Uk /- a)j[ Z exp(Uk /- r) -
kEGC g kE g

Uj represents the mean utility, i.e., the portion of utility common across

consumers (and omitting the individual error term). The integral of this share formula

with respect to the utility function evaluates to:

JsjdUj = In exp( Uk) (2)
0 ~g ~kEg 1 

Logit and nested-logit models have the property that the matrix of the derivatives

of the shares with respect to the utilities is symmetric. That is, si - sj for all plans i
auj aui

and j. This property is useful because it allows the welfare effect of several simultaneous
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quality changes to be evaluated with this one integral. When there are multiple quality

changes in multiple products, the difference in welfare can be measured by evaluating

each utility function with and without all of the quality changes. Since the integral is in

utils, to find the welfare effect in dollars, the integral is divided by the marginal utility of

income.

As mentioned above, Equation (2) gives the change in the expenditure function

from a quality change, also known as the compensating variation. More specifically, it

gives the compensating variation from a quality change for a representative person in the

market. To find the total welfare change in a market, it must be multiplied by the

number of consumers in the market.

V. Applying welfare estimation to the Medicare HMO market

For the purposes of calculating welfare, I will be using the same mean utility

function for Medicare HMOs as in Hall (2005):

U mt -tP m- X jmtJ jmt + t (3)

where j represents the plan, m the county and t the year. pjmt is the plan premium, Xjmt is a

vector of prescription drug benefit characteristics, and (jmt represents unobserved plan

quality. is a year-specific effect, to account for the change in demand for Medicare

HMO benefits over time.

The utility parameter estimates were made in Hall (2005). I use the estimates from

the IV nested log specification, with the prescription drug benefits measured as the

amount of expenditure by an average prescription drug user that would be covered by the
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plan. (Estimates using the actual features of the plan, such as the amount of brand-name

drug coverage, were qualitatively similar.)

To calculate the effect of the withdrawals, utilities were calculated for each plan

using the parameter estimates from Hall 2005 and inputted into the integral in equation

(2). For the endpoint without the withdrawals, the premiums and benefits given under the

two counterfactual scenarios discussed above were used and for the endpoint with the

withdrawals, the premiums and benefits that were offered in reality.

In Hall (2005), was estimated with the residual from the demand regression. It

therefore had to be imputed to observations (plan-county-year combinations) that were

not in the sample. Since the demand regression included plan-county fixed effects, a plan

had to be in the county for at least two years in order for the observations to be in the

sample. If an observation was not in the sample because the plan was in the county for

only one year, could be predicted easily using the actual share and plan characteristics.

For all other observations, , was assumed to be zero, since, as the demand regression is

estimated with a constant, that is its expected value.

Since the mean utility of traditional Medicare was normalized to zero in Hall

2005, the endpoints each give the amount of welfare provided by the Medicare HMO

program above the welfare from traditional Medicare. This amount is always positive

since, in logit models, welfare is always increasing in the number of choices available.

Since the welfare measures give the welfare added by the Medicare HMO

program, in order to correctly compare the costs, the total costs must be adjusted to find

the cost added by the Medicare HMOs to the costs incurred by traditional Medicare. It is

difficult to know exactly which enrollees in traditional Medicare would have enrolled in
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HMOs without the withdrawals so it is therefore difficult to estimate exactly the

difference in costs. Estimates of the expected cost of HMO enrollees if they had enrolled

in traditional Medicare in the literature range from 88% of their cost in the HMO

program (Riley et al. 1996) to 100% (Rogers and Smith 1995, Dowd et al. 1996). The

higher the cost of treating the enrollee in traditional Medicare, the more net welfare is

added by the Medicare HMO program. I present results calculated under several different

assumptions about the cost differential between traditional Medicare and the Medicare

HMO program.

The counterfactual enrollments were also calculated, to give an estimate of how

many people were affected by the change. They were calculated using the share formula

in equation () and the premiums and benefits from each counterfactual scenario, and

then multiplying these predicted shares by the number of Medicare eligibles in each

county.

VI. Results of welfare and cost calculations

The results of the welfare and cost calculations are reported in Tables 3 and 4.

Table 3 reports the results for the first, more conservative scenario. As the middle

column shows, the Medicare HMO program generates net positive welfare in all four

years even with the most conservative assumption about how much HMO enrollees

would have cost in the traditional Medicare program. Over the period 1999-2002, the

Medicare HMO program generated gross welfare of $64.8 billion and incurred gross

expenditure of $156.2 billion. If we assume that HMO enrollees' costs would have been

80% of the total expenditure of the HMO program if they had been enrolled in
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traditional Medicare, then the HMO program only added $31.2 billion to overall

Medicare expenditure and thus generated net welfare of $33.5 billion. If, as is more

likely, their costs would have been 90% of the costs in the HMO program, the HMO

program only added $15.6 billion to overall Medicare expenditure and thus generated

net welfare of $49.1 billion.

The first column of Table 3 shows how much welfare and expenditure the HMO

program would generate under the conservative scenario, where plans are assumed to

only stay in the program for one more year and did not have more generous benefits.

Under this conservative assumption, it can be seen that the withdrawals caused a

significant reduction in both enrollment and welfare from the Medicare HMO program.

Total enrollment over the four years from 1999-2002 was 2.8 million less because of the

plan withdrawals, equivalent to an 1 1.1% reduction in enrollment. For welfare, under the

most conservative assumption that HMO enrollees would have cost 80% of what they

cost in the HMO program if they had been enrolled in traditional Medicare, the

withdrawals caused a $4.3 billion loss in welfare in the four years from 1999-2002,

equivalent to lowering net welfare by 11.5%. Under the more plausible 90% assumption,

the withdrawals caused a $6.2 billion loss in welfare, equivalent to lowering net welfare

by 11.2%.

The withdrawals also seemed to have lowered the HMO program's cost-

effectiveness slightly. The last four rows in each panel of Table 3 give the average cost of

$1 of welfare in the program with and without the withdrawals and of the plans that

withdrew. This number was calculated by simply dividing the estimated cost added by

the HMO program by the gross welfare generated by the program. As they show, the
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plans that withdrew in 1999, 2000, and 2001 were providing more welfare at a lower cost

than the plans that remained, and the cost-effectiveness of the program was slightly

lowered by the withdrawals. This result offers evidence against the hypothesis suggested

by the GAO that HMOs were withdrawing in 1999 because some of them had over-

entered and could not compete effectively, not because of the BBA. In 2002 however, the

plans that withdrew were less cost-effective, suggesting that the kinds of plans who were

leaving the program were changing over time.

Table 4 reports the results for the less generous scenario. In this scenario, since I

did not have detailed benefit data for 1998, I had to start the simulation at the 1999 levels

of benefits and entry. In this respect, the scenario is less generous than the previous one,

which assumed the plans that left in 1998 stayed in for one more year. The welfare

without the withdrawals and the enrollment are still considerably larger, as the last panel

with the totals shows. The withdrawals lowered enrollment by 5.3 million beneficiaries

from 28.0 million, equivalent to a reduction of 19.0%. Total gross welfare without the

withdrawals is estimated to be $81.4 million over the three years. Under the conservative

assumption that HMO enrollees would have cost 80% as much in traditional Medicare,

the HMO program added $37.2 billion to expenditure, implying a net welfare amount of

$44.2 billion. Under the more plausible assumption that they would have cost 90%, the

HMO program added only $18.6 billion to expenditure, generating a net welfare amount

of $62.3 billion. Under the 80% assumption, the withdrawals caused a loss of $12.3

billion in welfare (or 27.8%) and under the 90% assumption, they caused a loss of $16.6

billion in welfare (or 23.0%).
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Under the scenario presented in Table 4, the loss of cost-effectiveness was even

greater than in Table 3. Under the 80% assumption, without the withdrawals, the average

cost of $1 of welfare would be $0.46, while, with the withdrawals, it was $0.48. The

plans that left had an implied cost of only $0.36 per $1 of welfare. Under the 90%

assumption, the plans that left had an implied cost of $0.18, raising the cost of $1 of

welfare from $0.23 to $0.24.

In summary therefore, the estimates of the gross welfare loss from the plan

withdrawals ranged from $8.1 billion to $16.6 billion and the gross expenditure decrease

from $18.7 billion to $29.6 billion. The estimates of the net welfare loss range from $4.3

billion to $16.6 billion, depending on the scenario and what we assume about how much

enrollees who would have enrolled in HMOs if the plans had not withdrawn, ended up

costing in traditional Medicare. The implied percentage decrease in welfare from the

withdrawals ranges from 11.5% in the first scenario to 21.5% in the second scenario, both

under the 90% assumption.

VII. Conclusion

The intent of the TEFRA of 1982 in creating the risk-based Medicare HMO

program was that the federal government would take advantage of the presumed greater

efficiency of HMOs to create savings for the Medicare program. As many have noticed,

and as this paper shows, the program has not really worked out that way since Medicare

HMOs have increased overall spending by Medicare. The plan withdrawals in the

Medicare+Choice program were highly publicized, affected many people, and made a

deep impression on all parties concerned. As a result, in 2003, when the program was

106



renamed the Medicare Advantage program by the Medicare Modernization Act (MMA),

the reimbursement rates were raised to 100% of the expected per capita cost of traditional

Medicare in the county, to encourage plans to come back into the program.

This change obviously resulted in an increase in expenditure for the program; the

Medicare Payment Advisory Commission estimated that Medicare paid 7% more for

HMO enrollees in 2004 than it would have if they had been in traditional Medicare. The

welfare estimates presented here, however, show that the Medicare HMO program is not

a waste since it does generate a positive return on spending, even under the most

conservative assumptions. The estimates suggest that $1 spent on the Medicare HMO

program brings just over $2 in welfare for beneficiaries in the form of lower cost-sharing

and supplemental benefits.

The welfare results also show that total net welfare from the program would have

been higher by an amount that is estimated to be from $4.3 billion to $16.6 billion if

plans had stayed in after the passage of the BBA in 1997. They also show that cost-

effectiveness of the Medicare HMO program was slightly reduced by the withdrawals.

This leads to an optimistic conclusion for the Medicare Advantage program: that, as plans

reenter the program, cost-effectiveness will rise again.
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Table 1: Benefit packages and service areas for contract number
H1406 in 2000-2001

County Benefit package number in Benefit package number in
2000 2001

Cook County, IL 8 13
Du Page County, IL 6 15
Kane County, IL 6 15
Kankakee County, IL 13 Withdrew
Kendall County, IL 6 15
Lake County, IL 6 Withdrew
Will County, IL 6 Withdrew
Lake County, IN 6 17

Table 2: Benefit packages and service areas for contract number
H3251 in 2000-2001

County Benefit package number in Benefit package number in
2000 2001

Bernalillo County 2 2
Los Alamos County 2 Withdrew
Rio Arriba County 2 Withdrew
Sandoval County 2 2
San Miguel County 2 Withdrew
Santa Fe County 2 18
Socorro County 2 Withdrew
Torrance County 2 18
Valencia County 2 2
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Table 3

Welfare effect of plan withdrawals from the Medicare HMO program
1999-2002

Scenario : Plans stay in program for one year longer than in actuality
In $ millions

Without With
withdrawals withdrawals
(estimated) (actual) Difference

1999
Total annual HMO enrollment 7,012,938 6,133,876 879,062
Tot. ann. welfare from HMO program $20,536 $17,781 $2,755
Tot. exp. on the HMO program $45,237 $39,757 $5,480
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 80%
of HMO enrollee cost $9,047 $7,951 $1,096
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 90%
of HMO enrollee cost $4,524 $3,976 $548
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 95%
of HMO enrollee cost $2,262 $1,988 $274
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs
100% of HMO enrollee cost $0 $0 $0
Net welfare gain (80%) $11,489 $9,830 $1,659
Net welfare gain (90%) $16,013 $13,805 $2,207
Net welfare gain (95%) $18,275 $15,793 $2,481
Net welfare gain (100%) $20,536 $17,781 $2,755
Average cost of $1 of welfare (80%) $0.441 $0.447 $0.398
Average cost of $1 of welfare (90%) $0.220 $0.224 $0.199
Average cost of $1 of welfare (95%) $0.110 $0.112 $0.099
Average cost of $1 of welfare (100%) $0.000 $0.000 $0.000

2000
Total annual HMO enrollment 6,573,776 6,166,351 407,425
Tot. ann. welfare from HMO program $19,118 $17,957 $1,161
Tot. exp. on the HMO program $44,157 $41,603 $2,554
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 80%
of HMO enrollee cost $8,831 $8,321 $511
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 90%
of HMO enrollee cost $4,416 $4,160 $255
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 95%
of HMO enrollee cost $2,208 $2,080 $128
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs
100% of HMO enrollee cost $0 $0 $0
Net welfare gain (80%) $10,286 $9,637 $650
Net welfare gain (90%) $14,702 $13,797 $905
Net welfare gain (95%) $16,910 $15,877 $1,033
Net welfare gain (100%) $19,118 $17,957 $1,161
Average cost of $1 of welfare (80%) $0.462 $0.463 $0.440
Average cost of $1 of welfare (90%) $0.231 $0.232 $0.220
Average cost of $1 of welfare (95%) $0.115 $0.116 $0.110
Average cost of $1 of welfare (100%) $0.000 $0.000 $0.000
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Table 3 (con.)
Welfare effect of plan withdrawals from the Medicare HMO program

1999-2002
Scenario : Plans stay in program for one year longer than in actuality

In $ millions

2001
Total annual HMO enrollment 6,519,185 5,496,639 1,022,546
Tot. ann. welfare from HMO program $18,511 $15,683 $2,828
Tot. exp. on the HMO program $46,134 $39,163 $6,971
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 80%
of HMO enrollee cost $9,227 $7,833 $1,394
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 90%
of HMO enrollee cost $4,613 $3,916 $697
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 95%
of HMO enrollee cost $2,307 $1,958 $349
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs
100% of HMO enrollee cost $0 $0 $0
Net welfare gain (80%) $9,284 $7,851 $1,434
Net welfare gain (90%) $13,898 $11,767 $2,131
Net welfare gain (95%) $16,204 $13,725 $2,479
Net welfare gain (100%) $18,511 $15,683 $2,828
Average cost of $1 of welfare (80%) $0.498 $0.499 $0.493
Average cost of $1 of welfare (90%) $0.249 $0.250 $0.247
Average cost of $1 of welfare (95%) $0.125 $0.125 $0.123
Average cost of $1 of welfare (100%) $0.000 $0.000 $0.000

2002
Total annual HMO enrollment 5,371,742 4,852,681 519,060
Tot. ann. welfare from HMO program $14,673 $13,337 $1,336
Tot. exp. on the HMO program $39,405 $35,715 $3,691
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 80%
of HMO enrollee cost $7,881 $7,143 $738
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 90%
of HMO enrollee cost $3,941 $3,571 $369
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 95%
of HMO enrollee cost $1,970 $1,786 $185
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs
100% of HMO enrollee cost $0 $0 $0
Net welfare gain (80%) $6,792 $6,194 $598
Net welfare gain (90%) $10,733 $9,766 $967
Net welfare gain (95%) $12,703 $11,552 $1,151
Net welfare gain (100%) $14,673 $13,337 $1,336
Average cost of $1 of welfare (80%) $0.537 $0.536 $0.553
Average cost of $1 of welfare (90%) $0.269 $0.268 $0.276
Average cost of $1 of welfare (95%) $0.134 $0.134 $0.138
Average cost of $1 of welfare (100%) $0.000 $0.000 $0.000
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Table 3 (con.)
Welfare effect of plan withdrawals from the Medicare HMO program

1999-2002
Scenario : Plans stay in program for one year longer than in actuality

In $ millions

Total
Total annual HMO enrollment 25,477,641 22,649,549 2,828,093
Tot. ann. welfare from HMO program $72,838 $64,759 $8,079
Tot. exp. on the HMO program $174,933 $156,238 $18,695
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 80%
of HMO enrollee cost $34,987 $31,248 $3,739
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 90%
of HMO enrollee cost $17,493 $15,624 $1,869
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 95%
of HMO enrollee cost $8,747 $7,812 $935
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs
100% of HMO enrollee cost $0 $0 $0
Net welfare gain (80%) $37,852 $33,511 $4,340
Net welfare gain (90%) $55,345 $49,135 $6,210
Net welfare gain (95%) $64,092 $56,947 $7,145
Net welfare gain (100%) $72,838 $64,759 $8,079
Average cost of $1 of welfare (80%) $0.480 $0.483 $0.463
Average cost of $1 of welfare (90%) $0.240 $0.241 $0.231
Average cost of $1 of welfare (95%) $0.120 $0.121 $0.116
Average cost of $1 of welfare (100%) $0.000 $0.000 $0.000
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Table 4
Welfare effect of plan withdrawals from the Medicare HMO program

1999-2002
Scenario I: Plans stay in program through 2002

In $ millions

Without With
withdrawals withdrawals
(estimated) (actual) Difference

1999
Total annual HMO enrollment 6,133,876 6,133,876 0
Tot. ann. welfare from HMO program $17,781 $17,781 $0
Tot. exp. on the HMO program $39,757 $39,757 $0
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 80%
of HMO enrollee cost $7,951 $7,951 $0
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 90%
of HMO enrollee cost $3,976 $3,976 $0
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 95%
of HMO enrollee cost $1,988 $1,988 $0
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 100%
of HMO enrollee cost $0 $0 $0
Net welfare gain (80%) $9,830 $9,830 $0
Net welfare gain (90%) $13,805 $13,805 $0
Net welfare gain (95%) $15,793 $15,793 $0
Net welfare gain (100%) $17,781 $17,781 $0
Average cost of $1 of welfare (80%) 0.4472 0.4472 0
Average cost of $1 of welfare (90%) 0.2236 0.2236 0
Average cost of $1 of welfare (95%) 0.1118 0.1118 0
Average cost of $1 of welfare (100%) 0 0 0

2000
Total annual HMO enrollment 6,796,390 6,166,351 630,039
Tot. ann. welfare from HMO program $20,062 $17,957 $2,105
Tot. exp. on the HMO program $44,820 $41,603 $3,218
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 80%
of HMO enrollee cost $8,964 $8,321 $644
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 90%
of HMO enrollee cost $4,482 $4,160 $322
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 95%
of HMO enrollee cost $2,241 $2,080 $161
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 100%
of HMO enrollee cost $0 $0 $0
Net welfare gain (80%) $11,098 $9,637 $1,461
Net welfare gain (90%) $15,580 $13,797 $1,783
Net welfare gain (95%) $17,821 $15,877 $1,944
Net welfare gain (100%) $20,062 $17,957 $2,105
Average cost of $1 of welfare (80%) 0.4468 0.4634 0.3058
Average cost of $1 of welfare (90%) 0.2234 0.2317 0.1529
Average cost of $1 of welfare (95%) 0.1117 0.1158 0.0764
Average cost of $1 of welfare (100%) 0 0 0

113



Table 4 (con.)
Welfare effect of plan withdrawals from the Medicare HMO program

1999-2002
Scenario I: Plans stay in program through 2002

In $ millions

2001
Total annual HMO enrollment 7,454,451 5,496,639 1,957,811
Tot. ann. welfare from HMO program $21,739 $15,683 $6,056
Tot. exp. on the HMO program $50,352 $39,163 $11,189
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 80%
of HMO enrollee cost $10,070 $8,321 $644
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 90%
of HMO enrollee cost $5,035 $4,160 $322
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 95%
of HMO enrollee cost $2,518 $2,080 $161
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 100%
of HMO enrollee cost $0 $0 $0
Net welfare gain (80%) $11,669 $7,363 $5,413
Net welfare gain (90%) $16,704 $11,523 $5,734
Net welfare gain (95%) $19,222 $13,603 $5,895
Net welfare gain (100%) $21,739 $15,683 $6,056
Average cost of $1 of welfare (80%) 0.4632 0.5305 0.1063
Average cost of $1 of welfare (90%) 0.2316 0.2653 0.0531
Average cost of $1 of welfare (95%) 0.1158 0.1326 0.0266
Average cost of $1 of welfare (100%) 0 0 0

2002
Total annual HMO enrollment 7,580,396 4,852,681 2,727,714
Tot. ann. welfare from HMO program $21,774 $13,337 $8,437
Tot. exp. on the HMO program $50,921 $35,715 $15,207
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 80%
of HMO enrollee cost $10,184 $7,143 $3,041
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 90%
of HMO enrollee cost $5,092 $3,571 $1,521
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 95%
of HMO enrollee cost $2,546 $1,786 $760
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 100%
of HMO enrollee cost $0 $0 $0
Net welfare gain (80%) $11,590 $6,194 $5,396
Net welfare gain (90%) $16,682 $9,766 $6,916
Net welfare gain (95%) $19,228 $11,552 $7,677
Net welfare gain (100%) $21,774 $13,337 $8,437
Average cost of $1 of welfare (80%) 0.4677 0.5356 0.3605
Average cost of $1 of welfare (90%) 0.2339 0.2678 0.1802
Average cost of $1 of welfare (95%) 0.1169 0.1339 0.0901
Average cost of $1 of welfare (100%) 0 0 0
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Table 4 (con.)

Welfare effect of plan withdrawals from the Medicare HMO program
1999-2002

Scenario I: Plans stay in program through 2002

In $ millions

Total
Total annual HMO enrollment 27,965,113 22,649,549 5,315,564
Tot. ann. welfare from HMO program $81,357 $64,759 $16,598
Tot. exp. on the HMO program $185,851 $156,238 $29,613
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 80%
of HMO enrollee cost $37,170 $31,248 $5,923
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 90%
of HMO enrollee cost $18,585 $15,624 $2,961
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 95%
of HMO enrollee cost $9,293 $7,812 $1,481
Costs added by HMO if FFS enrollee costs 100%
of HMO enrollee cost $0 $0 $0
Net welfare gain (80%) $44,186 $33,023 $12,269
Net welfare gain (90%) $62,771 $48,891 $14,434
Net welfare gain (95%) $72,064 $56,825 $15,516
Net welfare gain (100%) $81,357 $64,759 $16,598
Average cost of $1 of welfare (80%) 0.4569 0.4825 0.3568
Average cost of $1 of welfare (90%) 0.2284 0.2413 0.1784
Average cost of $1 of welfare (95%) 0.1142 0.1206 0.0892
Average cost of $1 of welfare (100%) 0 0 0
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Figure 1

Map of area around Chicago showing counties
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of the Census
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Figure 2
Map of northern New Mexico showing counties

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Economics and Statistics Administration, Bureau
of the Census
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