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HEARTNG OFFICER: Today is October 29th,
2014 and we're here in the matter of the proposed Rule
106, "Network Adequacy requirements for Heath Benefit
Plans."

I'm Ienita Blasingame, Chief Deputy
Commissicner for the Insurance Department and Commissioner
Bradford has appointed me to be the Hearing Officer this
morning.

Present at the table is Mr. Booth Rand, the
Managing Attorney for the Insurance Department, Ms. Zane
Chrisman and Dr. Joe Thompson.

Mr. Rand, are you ready?

MR. RAND: We are. Ms. Hearing Officer,
I'd like to go ahead and admit, into the administrative
record, a series of Exhibits, and then after that T will
describe the basics of the rule that we've got proposed,
and I would like to do what we did previously with 106,
and give you a general overview of the comments that we've
had, without having to read every letter and e-mail. T
know that some of them have showed up, so they can
certainly recite their letters or communicate specifics,
if that's okay with you.

HEARING OFFICER: That's fine.

MR. RAND: We've provided the Hearing
Officer with a notebook that has our proposed
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administrative exhibits. Exhibit No. 1 is the designation
of Hearing officer, which the Commissioner appointed you
to hear Rule 106 this morning.

Exhibit No. 2 is our Notice of Public
Hearing, which set out the public notice for today's
hearing for Octcober 29th, 2014, at 10 a.m. for review of
proposed Rule 106 on Network Adequacy.

Exhibit 3 is the proposed rule itself.
Exhibit 4 are the comunications or e-mails and letters
that we send to the Arkansas Democrat Gazette to run the
notice of the hearing in the newspaper for three days,
which is required by the Administrative Procedures Act.

Exhibit 4A has the receipts and shows the
public notices and the dates that ran in the paper. I
believe the notice —- that the public notice for today's
hearing for 106 ran for three days, September 14th,
September 15th and September 16th, which are the three
days that comply with the APA. ’

Exhibit 5, Ms. Hearing Officer, as you know
we are required by the APA, also, to send copies of our
proposed rules to interested persons and members in the
industry who have agreed to the e-mail notice system and
Exhibit 5 is evidence of a record that the Legal Division
keep whenever we send out e-mails of proposed rules by

Ms. LoRraine Rowland.



W O X o U W w N -

NN R R R e s s s
@&)wme—\omm\lmmawmwo

Exhibit 6, as you know, Ms. Hearing
Officer, when the Department does a rule we have to
correspond with and file the proposed rule with the
Arkansas legislative Council. They require the filing of
a questionnaire, which is a series of questions about the
benefits of the rule, the impact of the rules, the main
purposes of the rule and so on. They require filing of
the financial impact, discussion about what impact the
rule may have to businesses and to the industry itself.
They also require us to summarize the rule and they also
require us to file an economic impact segment. All of
those items are in Exhibit 6, which we have followed for
publication of this rule.

Exhibit 7 is a copy of a letter that we
sent to the Governor's Office. We do give notice to other
agencies about our rulemaking activities. The Governor's
Office, dbviously, is one of those.

Exhibit 8 is — we also notify the AG's
Office when we're doing rules. We sent them a copy of the
proposed rule.

Exhibit 9 is distribution of the rule to
the Secretary of State's Office.

Exhibit 10, I believe, are the comments
that were made by the public in response to the rule.

HEARING OFFICER: That's Exhibit 11; 10 was
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the notice to the economic development —-

MR. RAND: Ch, I'm sorry, I forgot the
AEDC. Exhibit 10 is the cover letter and attachment of
the rule that was sent to AEDC, and I have Exhibit No. 11
being the comments, Ms. Hearing Officer, in my notebook.

HEARING OFFICER: Yes. Iet's go ahead and
admit those into the record.

(Exhibits 1-11 were admitted into
the record and attached hereto.)

MR. RAND: And let me give a description of
the rule for it to make better sense, and then I will talk
about the comments in a second.

The Arkansas Insurance Department —— this
proposed rule is needed for a variety of important
reasons. One is it's required by federal law that
qualified health plans, under the Affordable Care Act,
have to have an adequate network for QHPs.

Outside of that requirement, the Insurance
Department has no network adequacy requirements for
anything outside of health maintenance organizations. The
only part of our regulatory responsibility that addressed
network adequacy was in the HMO code. 2And HMOs used to
have to get certification network adequacy through the
Department of Health. We felt like it would be better for

us to review network adequacy instead of DOH and so we
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repealed the section in the HMO code that required DOH to
review network adequacy. I believe they did it county by
county.

And so we wanted to assume jurisdiction
over that because we were going to have to have qualified
health plans in the marketplace under federal law. So we
don't have a network adequacy rules that establishes any
standards for medical provider networks, geamnetrics,
ratios or just access, so this rule is incredibly needed
by the Department for standards.

We have never adopted the NAIC earlier
model act on network adequacy and I do know that they're
working on a current, new, improved version, but we just
don't simply have the time to wait for the NAIC to finish
up with that. We've got too much pressing needs to
develop standards.

So the whole purpose of this rule is to
provide network adequacy standards for not just federally
mandated QHPs, but also health plans in the marketplace
that have managed care networks. We simply don't have any
standards on that, and we have, over the years, had to
take issues about providers not being in network or not —
losing a hospital and plans not having enough on a
Case-by-case basis. As Ms. Hearing Officer knows, it's

some of the most frustrating compliance issues that we've
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had over the last four or five years in health insurance
regulation. We just simply have not had standards.

And what we've had to do, what Zane has had
to do in the Health Connector Division, we've had to issue
bulletins adopting, basically, a lot of these geometrics.
And we felt like it was important to promilgate an actual
rule, to have public comment on it to get a rule out that
discusses this. So that's driving a lot of this.

The proposed rule is — I'1l Jjust go
through it. The proposed rule initially was drafted in
the spring of 2014. Zane and I and staff used the
original, rather archaic NAIC Network Adequacy Model Act
as a basis to start our work. We started working on
developing a network adequacy model before the NAIC new
group started working back some time in the Spring or
early —— late part of winter last year. So a lot of what
we're reading today in our proposed rule are what we've
developed and designed ourselves.

So let's talk a little about this as I go
through it. The way the rule is structured — T just want
to point out the basics. The network adequacy
requirements will comply to the health plans that we have
defined in the rule. We are not trying to impose network
adequacy plans on workers' compensation or auto med pay or
disability income. We have restricted this to apply to
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healthcare plans in the marketplace we can regulate on a
fully insured basis that use managed care networks.

SO accident policies, med pay, workers'
carp, accidental death, dismemberment, we've accepted
those out, including Medicare. So we want to make sure
that we're not encroaching into areas where there are
other network adequacy requirements under Medicaid or
Medicare. We're strictly dealing with fully insured plans
that we can regulate.

The way the rule is structured, is it comes
from Section 5 where the guts and the meat of the
requirements are. The requirement under 5A is that a
health carrier has to maintain a network that's sufficient
in numbers and types of providers to assure that all
health care services to cover persons will be accessible
without unreasonable delay.

Everything in this rule are tests for that
particular sentence. We will always come back to that
sentence as our mandate or our requirement. The
geometrics, thé ratios, the referral patterns, and all
these specifics that we have further elaborated on are
ways to get to show that that first sentence is met. So
we don't want to get locked in with technical gedmetrics
distances. The Department has to have enough flexibility

and freedom to review whether a plan is adequate or not
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under that general sentence. That is the only sentence in
this rule that has a "shall" that we're going to look at
as the basics of the general rule that we will always come
back to.

As you notice on Section 5A we talk about
the sufficiency being demonstrated by all these ratios,
referral patterns, waiting times, geographical
accessibility. So carriers can show us all of these
things to show that they are meeting the substance of that
first sentence.

Section B is our primary geometric rules or
requirements. It is setting out geometric accessibility
tests and we decided to use a distance test, not a driving
test. I believe our general counsel and myself felt like
weighing whether or not it takes you two hours to drive
from Fort Smith to Fayetteville, it was too argumentative,
how fast you drive. So we felt like it was a little bit
more cbjective to use the distance between the listed
provider type and their residence.

The typical distances were 30 miles from
emergency room service, 30 miles to a PCP, 60 miles to
specialty care professionals, between the sSpecialty care
professional and the residents, and for qualified health
plans PCPs, 30 miles between residents to the PCP.

We were looking at, I believe, what is
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generally what we see in other states in terms of mile
radiuses, 30 for emergency rooms, 30 for primary care
professionals, 60 for specialty care. These are, by and
large, kind of what you see around in the other states,
although I know Colorado and Washington have more much
elaborate rules than ours, but that's kind of what we
decided.

One of the issues is why are you not
listing hospitals here? Well, our problem with listing
hospitals in terms of mileage, is that we want to
encourage health plans to participate in counties or
markets or areas or quadrants of Arkansas that do not have
a hospital within 30 miles or 60 miles. e want the
health care plans to be able to go into a county and sell
the plan without being regimented into how far they are
away from a hospital. So we want to encourage
participation into the market by the carriers into these
rural counties without restricting them to hospital
distances.

Not every county in Arkansas has a
hospital, it's my understanding, so we — on hospitals,
we're going to come back to the general test under A,
where we have to look at the reascnable accessibility of
your member to a hospital, looking at it on a case-by-case

basis. We are afraid to put in a numerical, geometric
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distance for a hospital that might block a plan's ability
to participate to provide health insurance in that county.

SO we are aware of the hospitals not being
listed here, but we are afraid of the consequences if we
put some mileage issue on it, and we wanted providers to
participate or actually sell policies in these counties.

The requirement for network adequacy under
Section 5 is ongoing. You just don't meet it one time
each year. We are going to expect the carriers to meet
these geometrics and adequacy requirements throughout the
year, to provide us notice when you don't, so that you can
correct issues that occur.

The other major section of the rule gets
into the provision of gecmetric access mapping and that
starts in Section 5F, 1 through 4, and Ms. Chrismen can
talk about this if there are questions, but we have listed
a panorama of a variety of specialists in provider types
that we want you to send —— you being the insurance
campany —— geometric access maps by county to us showing
your ratios and covered percentages of carpliance
percentages, about how many of those you've got and what
percentage of those you have to cover members. That has
to be submitted with performance metrics, again, showing
your compliance percentages.

One of the comments has been, what are your

13
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compliance percentages? We do need to talk about, and
possibly consider addressing threshold or conpliance
percentage requirements as to these geometrical covered
percentages that we reference in G, up in these listed
providers.

So I would propose to the Hearing Officer
as to the issue — same of the insurance companies need
clarification that if they're going to have to submit
geometric access maps for all these providers on a county
basis, that they need to be told are you expecting
100-percent compliance with that, or are you expecting 80
percent; what is your compliance percentage that you refer
to in 5G? That is samething that we need to take up as we
deliberate what the rule needs to be.

I don't think any change would be
significant that would require re-notice if we do
thresholds or compliance percentage. 24s it is right now
it seems to suggest 100-percent requirement to these
distance ratios that are required in the rule to these
specialists and PCPs and ECPs.

The carriers, again, want us to say whether
itfs 100 percent or 80 percent. In addition, the comments
also have noted that they are approved or accredited —-
the issuers can speak to this when they make their

comments —— I believe based on the region. The rule
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proposes the geometric percentages to be sent in by
county, so they want us to be clear about this. Are we —
we're approved per region, but these requirements are by
county, so I would deliberate on the need for making more
clarification if we need to on that.

The rest of the section on Section H,
essentially camunity providers for qualified health
plans, under federal law they have to cover ECPs. The
status of who is an ECP is very broad.

Sane of the comments that we've gotten are
it really makes no meaningful difference to me that T have
an ECP within 30 miles because Just about anything can be
an ECP. We need to be more clear and focused on network
adequacy issues for ECPs because they're so broad. They
include schools and other ECP providers, but the rule does
require ECP providers to be within 30 miles of the

‘residence of the person. We may need to discuss with the

Commissioner and with the Hearing Officer maybe tightening
that up in response to some of the comments.

Section 5I, we — in addition to requiring
the health insurance campany to show us that it's meeting
the geometric percentages, requirements and network
adequacy, would require them to also file with us an
access plan. The access plan, without reading every one

of these listed 12 items, is basically describing to a

15
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policyholder who is in the provider directory, what you
need to do if you want to switch providers. It describes
your continuation of coverage issues.

A lot of these requirements are already
statutory, that may already be in members' materials, but
we do want to have the carriers to submit us access plans
the way we have it, or at least make it available.

One of the comments is —- well, when I get
to Section K, is that all the geometrics, all the
requirements in 5B related to distance ratios and the
insurance company's need to camply with those can be met
if they are accredited by an accrediting organization such
as NCQA or an ACA-certified accrediting organization for
networks.

If the insurance campany has an
accreditation from one of these approved organizations
under Section K, the insurance company, itself, does not
have to submit all these geometrics. They can have NCQA
or URAC or whoever is doing it that they've paid to do
that to us.

Well, the question has been asked if you're
going to let NCQA or our accrediting organization to
submit a certification that we have an adequate network,
showing and giving you copies of materials and data

support that they meet these geametrics, why don't you let
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us do that for access plans because this is a separate,
additional requirement that we're going to have to file as
well. And I've advised the carriers that I would propose
that to the Comnissioner and to the Hearing Officer, that
if NCQA or the accrediting organization can also do a
certification of these access plans, I would ask the
Comissioner and the Hearing Officer to agree to allow
certification of that, however, we do want to have them
available, we do want to have them on file to be able to
look at those.

Section 5J, provider directories
essentially requiring healthcare providers to update
healthcare provider directories after 14 days after a
provider leaves a network, we've had some comments by
providers who —— and we've had this issue, as the Hearing
Officer knows herself, where hospitals are not in network
anymore, or the doctor is not in the network anymore, and
when the consumer goes up to the insurance campany's
website, the provider directories are not updated, the
provider is still in network, the insurance company has
not done a timely job of updating who's in the network, or
who's free to take more patients and those sort of things.
This requires a l4-day update. It's got some specifics on
advanced activities that need — I mean, activities that

need to take place in case you do lose a provider in the
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directory.

Section 6, I would let, when Mr. Couch from
Delta Dental gets up to talk, explain this issue a little
bit better, but it's my understanding we want to have
network adequacy on —— we have to have network adequacy on
dental plans that are offered through the marketplace or
offered outside the marketplace, but have to have EHB for
pediatrics.

So the federal law requires those types to
have a network adequacy, and without going through and
reading through Section 6, like I did with 5, essentially
the same parameters related to geametrics and distance
ratios apply to those standalone dental plans that are
offered through the marketplace or are offered because of
EHB for pediatric dental.

I don't want to go through all those. One
of the comments that you'll hear from Mr. Couch, and that
he has made already by letter, is on ECPs, they don't
have —— Delta Dental, for example, does not have an ECP
everywhere, so they cannot meet the 30-mile requirement to
ECPs, so they've suggested that we acknowledge some of
these issues with dental carriers about ECPs. T mean,
there's some issues that he may want to talk about that we
want to take up with the Insurance Commissioner, as well

as the Hearing Officer.
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That is essentially the basics of the rule
and I -- there's a lot more specifics. We propose —- and
I'1l just kind of go through some of the coments. One of
the primary comments we've gotten is under federal law
qualified health plans have to have a accredited
certification from an accrediting organization. You could
read the rule, though, literally to permit that the
insurance campany could submit the metrics without an
accreditation.

It is our understanding all of our issuers
in our marketplace are accredited, so it's —— we don't
feel it's going to be controversial to require for
qualified health plans, that they have to submit an
adequate network by an accrediting organization. I will
add that to this proposed rule. T don't think there's
opposition to that. I do not want to extend that to the
comercial marketplace to the group. I just don't see a
need for large group carriers having to submit NCQA
accreditation. I know many of them are already, but if
there's not a need for it, I Just propose that we don't do
that.

I do want to make an accreditation, though,
required for all QHPs where it's not optional. Many of
them, if not all of them, as Zane can speak to this, are

going to be sending in certifications from accrediting
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Organizations to meet this rule.

Sare of the other comments, if we look
at —— one that bothered me last night as I read the
camments, and this was — it escaped everyone's attention.
If you have 50 people looking at a rule, I guarantee you
people will miss things that are right in front of them.
Under the geometrics for specialty care professionals, we
require companies to reasonably strive to have access to
at least one specialty care professional within a 60-mile
radius.

I got several letters. Okay, think about
what you're saying here. If I have a dermatologist 20
miles aways from me, but I've got my rheumatologist,
pulmonologist, lung doctor, 300 miles away, the carrier
can meet the requirements of this rule because they have
one specialty care provider within the 60-mile radius.

We don't interpret the rule, which should
say —— and I haven't really thought seriously about how to
reword this. In the case of a specialty care provider, a
covered person will have access to a needed speciality
care provider; in other words, a provider that you need to
go to, and the carrier is not going to be able to meet
network adequacy just because there's scme rheumatologist
or oncologist 15 miles from you, but no other specialist

within 200 miles.

20
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SO we want to reword this to make sure that
insurance companies — and I don't think they would ever
interpret it this way either, but that you meet specialty
Care radiuses simply because you have one in your radius.

And the same for ECPs. We would want to
restructure this where it's one that's needed near you,
not just because you've got one that has got a status of
ECP that's close by. So I don't know how to reword that.
We certainly feel like it needs to be fixed as we
deliberate this with the Comissioner and you.

The other comments —- quite frankly the
most predominant comment from — non-insurance carpany
comments is related to Section 5F(2) and I've discussed
this with Dr. Thompson and Zane this morning, and some of
our staff that we are — we did not put in dermatologists,
and I've gotten three or four letters, why aren't we in
this? I've got comments and letters from autism
organizations. Why are you not putting in behavioral
analysis; why are you not putting in behavioral — or
whoever.

When we start listing provider types, it's
Iy experience with any one provider in other areas, that
if you look at our Equal Reimbursement Statute and you
look at AWP, when we start listing providers, every year

we're going to have to add another provider who didn't
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know about this who wants to be listed.

SO we need to propose to the Commissiocner
same other language to deal with the issue of how are we
going to address the need for specialty providers and
subspecialists under this section to make sure they're
following under the geometric radiuses for needed care.
So I don't know how to reword that, but it needs to be
where we don't have to keep coming back to this rule and
adding dermatologist or whoever it is as we begin to do.

And I know from my experience with ZWP,
every session they add a new provider to AWP or equal
reimbursement. Start off with just chiropractors and now
they've got 26 different types. So I want to make sure
we're not going down this road where I have to keep coming
back to this rule and keep adding. Whether it's
referencing some external list, is maybe one option, but
that is another comment that we've got.

I don't want to steal the thunder of
Mr. Laffoon or others, the issue about reascnable criteria
campanies having to reasonably strive to establish
reasonable criteria for access. Why are we being so
general here? Why are you not being more precise? And
the reason is because we don't want to set out overly
technical and dbjective numerical specificity that might

block a plan from having to issue a policy in a county.

22
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And it is a tightrope I have to walk. I
don't want to get into making a geametric or network
adequacy requirement so specific that the plan can't
operate effectively in a county, where they Jjust don't
have access due to rural issues and all of that.

So the other issue is on these distances.
We say reasonably strive to meet 30, reasonably strive to
meet 60 miles. T don't want to get complaints from —— I
don't want to enforce complaints where I get a complaint
from somebody against, for example, QualChoice or Blue
Cross, where somebody lives 33 miles from their residence
to the PCP. We want to make sure that there is enough
flexibility for us to be reasonable in reviewing adequacy
without letting campanies go too far away from adequacy.

S0 I want to give some flexibility or
leeway for people who might live 34 miles or 35, so
we've — we've presented this in general terms, and the
best way we can. This is a hard —- very hard regulatory
issue for us that we've had to deal with over the years as
we've seen hospitals drop out of networks, and we've had
to deal with that, but we do need standards and this is
our best attempt at doing that.

And I've gotten coments and other
suggestions in the record that I would like to take up

with you, and you've already read them with the

23
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Commissioner, to tweak and improve some of these lanquage
issues that providers and insurance companies have raised.

Another cne off the top of my head, on
geametric map reporting, I believe Blue Cross and others
have pointed out, United Healthcare, how often are we
going to send these maps in? We don't address in the rule
the frequency in which these maps have to be sent, in
terms of when they get the plans out and market them. So
we do need to address that and fix that as well.

I don't think any of these suggested edits
would require re-noticing the rule. These are something I
think we can deliberate on, take into consideration all of
these caments and improve some of the language in the
rule to address some of these issues.

That's all I have.

HEARING OFFICER: Comments, Dr. Thompson?

DR. THOMPSON: Yeah, on Rule 106 I'm here
representing the interest of the Department of Human
Services and the Medicaid beneficiaries that are, through
premium assistance, represent over 80 percent of the
covered lives in the insurance — individual insurance
marketplace. The need for network adequacy requirements
through such a rule as this are an extension of the
state's dbligation under the Medicaid program to have

minimum adequacy requirements in place for its Medicaid
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program.

There's an existing memorandum agreement
between the Division of Medical Services within the
Department of Human Services and the Insurance Department
to co-manage that program, as is in existence a three-way
memorandum agreement with each of the carriers and the two
agencies, DHS and ATD, so I'm representing those interests
here on behalf and in support of a rule such as 106.

HEARING OFFICER: Thank you. Comments,
Ms. Chrisman?

MS. CHRISMAN: As Mr. Rand noted during his
history of what was driving this rule, whenever the
Affordable Care Act was passed, network adequacy was a
part of that rule that we were required to put into place.
During our first year review of those plans we were
basically under operation only of the federal rule, which
had a reasonableness standard, but there was not anything
to define what reasonable was, so unfortunately during —
well, fortunately or unfortunately, however you choose to
look at it, the reasonable standard then was —— ended up
being defined by me.

So what we ended up doing was we went —— I
actually went to Mr. Rand at that point and said this is
the situation that I'm running into and he had mentioned

that we also had these other network adequacy issues that
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were occurring within the marketplace as a whole, as
opposed to just the exchange marketplaces, and we kind of
started trying to work through and think about those
issues at that point.

We put some standards in for plan year 2014
that ended up, I think, being adequate for our means and
in getting those plans approved and established for sale
for the 2014 marketplace, however, it was very time
intensive in terms of what we had to do for our review and
I personally had a concern that if I get hit by a bus
tamorrow, that you're going to end up having this
continually changing determination of what reasonableness
is, which would not be in the best interest of Arkansans,
either the consumer or the issuers who might want to
participate in our state.

At that point we went ahead and we raised
this issue with our Plan Management Advisory Committee,
which we have set up as a requirement under the Affordable
Care Act within the Arkansas Health Connector as part of
our partnership requirements.

The Plan Management Advisory Committee, it
has various stakeholders from the issuers, from the
consumers, in terms of advocates and other people who are
Just interested in the community, as well as providers.

And it was almost exactly this time last year that we
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actually were in this very room and we brought up the
challenges that we had faced during plan year 2014 related
to network adequacy.

That comittee is composed of —- there's
approximately 50 pecple that are actually voting committee
members, however, we have a notification list that goes
out to even more than that, probably close to 100. We
went through and we discussed all of the challenges. We
said that we wanted to address that through the Plan
Management Advisory Committee, which we proceeded to do
and actually had conversations over this for several
months.

We then actually, after that, had a
subcommittee and continued to discuss these items in
detail. So this is not -- this is not the first time that
we have discussed this topic to date. Many of the
standards that you see were put together by the issuers,
the consumer advocates, and the providers who came to
those subcamittee and those Plan Management Advisory
Committee meetings.

Following their recammendation, the
recommendation was made and accepted by the Plan
Management Advisory Committee, which then went through our
connector and through our process under the Arkansas

Health Connector, where that recomendation was made to
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our Steering Committee.

The Steering Committee heard that. They
actually made some additional changes to the
recommendation that came from the Plan Management Advisory
Committee, and that final recommendation was given to the
Commissioner.

The Comissioner ended up signing off on
that, and then once we had that final signature, Booth and
I got together and started trying to do this compilation
that you actually see before you today.

So there has been a lot of feedback already
that we have tried to go ahead and put forth in this rule
in order to make sure that we have everything addressed.
And in something this big, whenever you're starting
without any kind of rule, of course there are things that
we might have missed or that we probably could have done
better.

And, in fact, one of the things that
Mr. Rand was talking about a minute ago in talking about
the requirement for QHPs to be accredited and putting that
as a requirement of the rule, and I think yesterday I sent
him an e-mail saying I'm okay with that, I think I had
reservations for a different reason. 2And as he was saying
this now, then I started thinking that under the
Affordable Care Act you're not required, as a QHP, to be
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accredited in your first year, you just have to be seeking
accreditation.

So if we put that in there, we do need to
make sure that we do have some leeway related within this
rule in order to not stymie anybody who might not be
accredited and might want to enter the marketplace within
that first year as well.

And T believe that is it, unless you have
any other questions of me.

MR. RAND: And I missed a description of
other comments, Ms. Hearing Officer. If we look at 5C,
another cament that we need to correct relates to what
happens when a healthcare carrier doesn't have enough
providers to provide the covered benefit. We require the
carrier to cover the person at no greater cost than if
they went to an in-network provider.

One of the letters, I believe, both from
Blue Cross and United Healthcare, and I bet QCA shares the
same opinion, they cannot control what an out—-of-network
provider charges. It could be actual billed charges, and
when we talk —— they can -- we can —— they can pay the
in-network rate to the provider, but the out-of-network
provider can provide actual amounts, so they can't — they
can't vouch for or camply with knowing that the cost —

out-of-pocket costs are going to be the same.
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SO we need to change that language to make
it jive a little bit better with making sure that they
cover their provider rate with an in-network rate of
payment to the provider. I haven't thought about how it
needs to be worded, but it needs to be clarified a little
bit.

And the other part of Section 5C we —— and
in the working groups in discussions that Zane had with
the industry, we got this list of eight reports that need
to be triggered when you're in 5C, and I think we've
realized that if you are in 5C as a health insurance
company, you don't have a provider or an in-network
provider that's going to be able to give you these wailting
times, referral patterns and so on, however, those are
important categories we want to have reported to us, that
we sort of reference up in 52, anyway.

We want to propose to the Hearing Officer
and Comissioner as we deliberate this later, to move 1
through 8 and 5C somewhere where it's applied to just
basic geometrics to all plans that are in network, not out
of network. The in-network provider is not going to be
able to give you these hours and the carrier is not going
to have a relationship with the provider to meet those.
But we do want those. Those are important gecmetrics.

SO I just want to add that another one of

30
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the coments that we've gotten from the carriers has been
5C just needs to be improved in terms of language.

HEARING OFFICER: All right. Anything
else, Dr. Thampson?

DR. THOMPSON: I would —-— Separate from the
role that I am here for, I would just refer the Department
and insurance team back to the Workforce Report that the
Center for Health Improvement did two years ago, which;
mapped the location of the specialists in the state by the
criteria of Level 1 and Ievel 2 Trauma System Designation.

Clearly there are areas of the state that
do not and will not meet the 60-minute requirement in this
rule, so I think the flexibility to have carrier
expectations and the distribution specialists leads you
not be able to have an absolute threshold. You're goimg
to have to have interpretation of — based upon carrier
and provider contracts.

HEARING OFFICER: Anything else, Zane?

MS. CHRISMAN: And I would just like to
finally add that since the Commissicner ended up adopting
this rule early last year, that in our effort to be fully
transparent with the issuers as to what our interpretation
as to what reascnable would be, and based upon their
recommendation and that acceptance by the Commissioner of

what the recommendation of reasonable is in terms of this,
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then this was actually a — very similar standards were
published within a bulletin this year and utilized for
that of the marketplace, however, we feel that it is very
important for the Insurance Department and for the state,
in general, to have these vetted to go through the formal
rulemaking process.

HEARING OFFICER: All right. We'll see if
I do better on this witness list than I did the other ore.

All right. Darlene Byrd?

Please introduce yourself and tell us who
you represent. |

MS. BYRD: Okay. Ms. Blasingame, I am
Dr. Darlene Byrd. I am an advanced practice nurse and I
represent myself.

1 appreciate the opportunity to express my
concerns regarding Arkansas Insurance Department's
proposed Rule 106, and I'm combining my comments with 108.
I understand that proposed Rule 106 will set the
definition and evaluation for insurance carriers to show
they have an adequate provider network. Section 5 of Rule
106 defines a network as one that is sufficient in number
and type of providers to ensure that all healthcare
services to cover persons will be accessible without
unreasonable delay.

Currently the state's major insurance
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carriers recognize APRNs as primary care providers. That
being the case, we should be included as we are in the
definition of adequate network, and be counted as the
primary care providers that we are.

I also would point out that Arkansas
Medicaid regulations recognizes APRNs as providers of
primary care services, however, Proposed Rule 106 is in
direct conflict with Rule 108.

First, there are conflicting definitions
for patient-centered medical homes between the two rules.
Second, in Rule 106, APRNs are counted as primary care
providers for carriers to ensure network adequacy,
however, Rule 108 ties the hands of APRNs and does not
recognize APRNsS as primary care providers or leaders or
primary care -- or patient-centered medical homes.

Therefore on paper a carrier may have an
adequate network, but in reality they do not since Rule
108 will limit access to APNs and prohibit APRNs from
fully practicing their profession as licensed by the State
of Arkansas.

Rule 108 has the potential to injure or
restrict the profession or practices of APRNs. Tt further
violates ACA 23-99-202 by restricting the patient's right
to choose their health care provider. It will

disenfranchise patients from the benefits that a
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patient-centered medical home may provide when the patient
chooses to see an APRN exclusively or when the APRN is the
only provider in the comunity, therefore, a carrier
camnot have an adequate network because access will be
limited. This creates the potential for unreasonable
delay in healthcare.

In my research I have not been able to
identify any specific federal or QMS rule that would
prohibit APRNs from being leaders in patient-centered
medical homes. 1In fact, all the major PQMH-certifying
agencies recognizes APRNs as leaders of medical homes.

I do not believe the legislature intended
to require the free market of insurance carriers to look
and operate like Arkansas Medicaid as Rule 108 dictates.
It is a dangerous precedent to set the state's insurance
marketplace rules to that of a limited demonstration
project, be it federal or state.

Therefore I would encourage the
Commissioner to clear this conflict by returning to the
original proposed Rule 108 that was issued May 13th, 2014,
which follows the General Assembly's intent to maximize
the available healthcare services and promote healthcare
efficiencies that will deliver value to the Arkansas

taxpayers.
The Insurance Department should produce
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rules that are consistent with the legislature — that is
consistent with the legislation and the legislature's

declared intent, and let the insurance carriers continue
to use APRNs in their primary care provider calculations
to establish network adequacies and to determine who will

be leaders of the patient-centered medical homes for their

beneficiaries.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my
concerns.

HEARING OFFICER: You're welcome. Thank
you.

Mr. Couch?

MR. COUCH: Thank you, Ms. Hearing Officer.
I'm Jim Couch. That's C-0-U-C-H. I'm Vice President and
General Counsel for Delta Dental Plan of Arkansas. I
appreciate the opportunity to speak this morning on
Proposed Rule 108. I really have just six pretty brief
caments regarding — and I'm principally focused on
Section 6 of the proposed rule that deals with standalone
dental plans.

SO point number one, it's our
understanding, and I think Mr. Rand mentioned earlier,
that the intent for Rule 106 is that it would only apply
to standalone dental plans to the extent that they are
offering a ACA-certified plan either on or off the
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exchange or outside of the marketplace.

We think that the definition of a
standalone dental carrier in the definition section
would —— that made that clear, would make the rule clear
that that was only —- the rule would only apply to plans
providing ACA-certified products.

In other words, a standalone dental plan
that is not offering a certified — ACA-certified plan
would not be required to meet the requirements of
Rule 106.

The second point is, Mr. Rand noted in his
opening comments that in Section SA, which is dealing with
the medical plans, that there's language that specifically
says that network sufficiency will be based on reasonable
criteria used by the medical carrier, and he went on to
mention a number of criteria that would be used.

That definition —- or language like that
does not appear in the parallel section for standalone
dental plans in Section 63, and we are of the opinion that
that same latitude that would be allowed for medical plans
should apply to standalone dental plans. We don't see
that there would be any reason for it not to be parallel.

Point number three, Mr. Rand also menticned
this for us, mentioned it in his earlier comments.

Section 6A(3) addresses the essential community provider

36
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access, and the requirement is that — that any member
purchasing a standalone dental plan would have to have
access to an ECP within 30 miles of their residence.

That's just not going to be possible today
for standalone dental plans. There are only 11 locations
in the state thét are ECPs that offer dental services, and
those are really spread out across the state, and so Delta
Dental has all 11 of them contracted, and certainly if
there were others, we would certainly try to contract with
them, but as of today I know Delta Dental could not meet
this standard and I doubt any other standalone dental plan
offering products on or off the exchange could meet that
standard as well, so we recommend that there be further
discussion with respect to that criteria. Either
eliminate it, or discuss how that might be modified.

Point number four, there's a statement in
Section 6B that deals with submission of metrics. The
opening sentence of that section says standalone dental
carriers participating in the marketplace would be
required to sulbmit certain metrics. It would be our
understanding that standalone dental plans, both offering
products on the marketplace, as well as ACA-certified
plans off the marketplace would also be required to meet
these standards. So as currently written, it would appear
to only apply to marketplace products and not plans off of
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the marketplace, so we think that could be corrected and
have offered some suggested language.

Point mumber five, the access plan
requirement that Mr. Rand mentioned earlier for medical
plans would also apply to standalone dental plans. One of
the requirements listed is that the carrier would be
required to describe its procedures for making referrals
within and outside of the network. I am familiar with the
fact that many medical plans require referral requirements
from primary care physicians to specialists. That's
typically not an element of coverage requirements for
standalone dental plans, and so we would suggest a minor
tweak to that language, just to indicate that if that's a
part of the dental plan, that that be spelled out,
otherwise that that would be not required.

And then finally, Section 6G(6) of the
proposed rule indicates that a standalone dental plan
would have to indicate providers — its providers
participating in the patient-centered medical hame, which
does not apply to standalone dental plans, and so we would
recomend that that be struck from the proposed rule.

And unless you have questions, those are
our comments.

HEARING OFFICER: Any questions for
Mr. Couch?
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MR. COUCH: Thank you.

HEARTNG OFFICER: Mr. Sewall?

MR. SEWALL: Good morning. My name is
Frank Sewall; S-E-W-A-I-L. I am Senior Counsel for
Regulatory Affairs at Arkansas Blue Cross & Blue Shield,
and I have same very brief remarks, many of which are made
briefer because of the comments that Mr. Rand made in his
Opening statement, which indicates that he read some of
the comments that I put in my Octcber 27th letter, which
is already part of the record, so I'm not going to repeat
them.

I do want to emphasize that Arkansas Blue
Cross & Blue Shield believes that carriers which issue
health insurance plans providing insureds richer benefits
if the insured uses a healthcare provider in a preferred
provider network has an obligation set out in federal law,
as Ms. Chrisman mentioned, to include a breath of
in-network providers that give insureds the apility to
receive necessary healthcare, and therefore we understand
the need that the Department has for adopting this rule
and we appreciate the principles that are in the rule, and
we also applaud the Department for actually adopting a
rule in this area.

As Ms. Chrisman mentioned, the health

carriers that are currently involved in the exchange
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offering plans in the marketplace, and hopefully if we're
all certified after the election to offer plans in 2015,
submitted in-network metrics and so forth based on a
bulletin that the Department issued and, therefore, from a
legal, technical regulatory point of view we voluntarily
complied with those requirements since there was no rule
in place to actually enforce those requirements.

And T know that this rule offered ——
provides for a — an effective date of January 1lst, 2015,
which in normal circumstances would probably cause all of
us insurers heartburn in order to get the provisions of
the rule in place, but since we all had to voluntarily
camply with them any way, I don't think that's a real
problem, except maybe with respect to Section 51, which I
will talk about in a few minutes or very shortly.

I want to applaud the Department and
appreciate the reasons that Mr. Rand mentioned Section 5B
of the rule, which states that —— which provides that
healthcare shall strive to meet the following guidelines
related to geography, accessibility through geographical
access or other information.

It's important that any rule that's adopted
give flexibility to reflect the geography, the
demographics and patterns of care and the market
conditions in Arkansas. We all know that as much as we
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would like it to be different, that healthcare providers,
especially in certain specialties, are not equally
distributed throughout the state. They seem to
concentrate in urban areas in our state, in Central
Arkansas and Northwest Arkansas, and, therefore, there are
areas of the state in which meeting the requirements of
this rule for certain specialists would just be impossible
and have been impossible. If there's no provider down
there to contract with, then we're not going to be able to
have a provider within the mileage parameters.

Section 5C, I think Booth has commented
sufficiently on that. I agree with everything he said. I
look forward to seeing what the language of that section
will look like in the rule that's adopted.

Turning to Section 5I, the requirement for
carriers to provide a access plan, it's important to note,
and Booth mentioned this, that many of the provisions of
this rule come from the NAIC model Managed Care Plan Act
that was adopted some eighteen years ago, prior to the
time that we had the modern means of communications
through Internet and electronics and so forth that we have
now. Prior to the time that we had national accrediting
agencies such as the NCQA or URAC.

I can speak for URAC and I have with me, in

case you all have some specific questions, Ms. Karen
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Black, who is the Quality and Accreditation Manager for
Arkansas Blue Cross & Blue Shield. She can answer any
questions that you have with respect to the provisions of
5I of the requirements.

URAC requires plans to meet each and every
one of those provisions that are listed in Section 5I.

And for carriers to have to develop another report —— and
incidentally the way the rule reads, it's not only for the
Insurance Department, but we're required to have this
available at our -- on our business premises and available
for insureds or consumers or anyone, actually, any
interested party upon request.

You know, we provide this information upon
request, either on our websites, or through our custcomer
services, or through our case managers, and that
information is provided to those people when they need it,
but no one, I don't believe, would want to have — you
know, just to have a report that lists all twelve of these
items just for their own reading pleasure, unless they're
suffering from insomnia.

So I would urge that the Department allow
plans that have the appropriate national accreditation,
and who are willing to provide any of the eleven or twelve
items that are listed in that section to the Department
upon request of the Commissioner, that those plans not be
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required to develop this network adequacy report.

Ms. Hearing Officer, that concludes my
remarks.

HEARING OFFICER: Any questions for
Mr. Sewall?

Thank you.

MR. SEWAIL: Thank you.

HEARTNG OFFICER: Mr. ILaffoon?

MR. TAFFOON: Yes, I'm David ILaffoon from
Searcy, Arkansas, and Little Rock, Arkansas. I live in
both places, and I'm here to represent my grandson.
That's him, and that's the only reason I'm here. I didn't
want to be here, certainly, and I sent comments to
Mr. Rand and T decided that even though I sent those, I
needed to say a couple of things.

So, first, I want to thank the Department
for developing these regulations. They're very much
needed. We currently don't really have any kind of
regulations that regulates the networks, so therefore in
some areas we have no networks. I'm going to be Speaking
specifically about autism because my grandson is autistic.
He's five years old, so I've developed a keen interest in
autism and I'm concerned that the network adequacy rules
does not include ARA therapy at the level that my grandson
will be able to receive those benefits.
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The CDC has determined that 1 in 64
children in Arkansas have autism. BRased on 2010, that's
about 12,000 kids. It's well-documented that those who do
not receive ABA often face a terrible life, and the cost
of taking care of an autistic child can run anywhere from
1.4 to 2.4 million. That's without ABA therapy, which has
been shown to lower those costs. This nurber has
continued to increase as the rate is increasing at about
14 percent annually.

Most of the children in Arkansas covered
under private individual insurance and group health
insurance do not have access to the central health
benefit, ARA therapy. Currently the state's largest
insurer has only four providers in network, and has none
in Northwest Arkansas, and unfortunately my grandson lives
in Northwest Arkansas, in Bentonville.

Arkansas' second largest insurer has seven
in the network. There were more providers, but they've
dropped out due to the reduction in rates for this
therapy.

And to get into specific issues on the
rule, in Section 5B where it talks about the distance from
a —— for treatment, it uses a 30 mile and a 60-mile rule,
and the way I understood it, the ARA therapy would fall
under the 30-mile rule, which I think it's probably
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appropriate. I hope it's under the 30 miles because these
children receive 25 to 40 hours a week of ABA, which means
they have to go to a clinic every day and come back, so 60
miles would be very difficult.

Under 5C, where it talks about remedies for
families who do not have access to providers of covered
benefits, it says that the carrier shall ensure that the
covered person cbtains the covered benefit at no cost
greater to the covered person. Currently that's not
what's happening because if there's no network, I guess
you have to pay out-of-network rates or you just don't get
the service.

And more specifically on the — where you
accept the accreditation bodies to document certain
evidence in meeting the rule, I'm concerned because I
don't think most of the accrediting bodies look at ARA
therapy. I could be wrong about that, but if they don't,
then we need another way to look and see if they're
providing ABA therapy.

So in conclusion, Mr. Rand had already
received my comments and had looked at them, and T really
appreciate the effort of he and the group and the
Insurance Department, and thank you.

HEARTNG OFFICER: Anyone have any questions
for Mr. Laffoon?
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Thank you.

Mr. Rand, any reason to leave the record
open on this rule?

MR. RAND: I have no reason to leave the
record open, but let me say that if it's going to close
the record right now, I will bet you that when I go back
up to my office, someone has sent in comments because
people wait until the day of the hearing to send me
comments.

HEARTING OFFICER: How about close of
business today?

MR. RAND: 4:30 would be great.

HEARING OFFICER: Okay.

MR. RAND: And let me add one more thing
that I didn't talk about on fixes that are needed. There

are several, unfortunately, federal citation errors in the

proposed rule. As we lawyers look at this, it's amazing

that out of nine lawyers we will hot see wrong federal

cites. So there are some CFRs that should be USC and some

USC that should CFR. We are going to fix those. We know
what they are, we know what they need to be, so I have
nothing further.

HEARTNG OFFICER: Anything further,
Ms. Chrisman?

MS. CHRISMAN: No.
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HEARING OFFICER: Dr. Joe?
DR. THOMPSON: No.
HEARTING OFFICER: All right. If nothing
further, this hearing is adjourned.
(WHEREUPON, at 11:50 a.m., the
above hearing concluded.)
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SUBJECT: PROPOSED RULE 106: “Network Adequacy Requirements
For Health Benefit Plans”

HEARING OFFICER: LENITA BLASINGAME, CHIEF DEPUTY
COMMISSIONER & HEARING OFFICER

EXHIBIT # DESCRIPTION

1 Designation of Hearing Officer

2 Arkansas Insurance Department 9-11-2014 Notice of Public Hearing
concerning Rule 106 “Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit
Plans”

3 Proposed Rule 106 “Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans”
filed 9-11-14

4 Proof of Publication of Hearing on Proposed Rule 106 in the Arkansas Democrat-
Gazette as required by Arkansas Administrative Procedures Act,
Ark. Code Ann. §§ 25-15-201, et seq.

a) Email to Arkansas Democrat Gazette 9-15-2014
b) 9-11-2014 Cover Letter to ADG

¢) Copy of ADG Notice

d) Copy of ADG Billing and Notice

e) Copy of ADG receipt

5 September 16, 2014 Evidence of Blast Mail concerning Proposed Rule 106
“Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans™”

6 9-11-2014 ALC Cover Letter, Questionnaire and Financial Impact Statement for
Proposed Rule 106 “Network Adequacy Requirements for Health Benefit Plans™
Summary, and Economic Impact Statement.

a) Questionnaire
b) Financial Impact
¢) Summary

d) Economic Impact
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Copy of September 11, 2014 correspondence to James Miller, Regulatory Liaison,
Office of the Governor, providing Notice of Public Hearing and Proposed Rule
106

Copy of September 11, 2014 correspondence to Brandon Robinson, Assistant
Attorney General, Office of the Attorney General, providing Notice of Public
Hearing and Proposed Rule 106

Copy of September 11, 2014 correspondence to Arkansas Secretary of State,
providing copies of the Notice of Hearing and Proposed Rule 106

Copy of September 11, 2014 correspondence to Pat Brown, Arkansas Economic

Development Commission, providing Notice of Hearing and a copy of Proposed
Rule 106

Public Comments after 9-11-2014



MEMORANDUM

TO: Lenita Blasingame, Chief Deputy Commissioner

FROM: Jay Bradford, Insurance Commissioner

SUBJECT: Designation of Hearing Officer

DATE: October 28, 2014

Pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. §23-61-103(e)(1), | am delegating to you the duty

of Hearing Officer in the matter of “Rule 106 Network Adequacy”, on October
29, 2014 at 10:00 a.m., or any postponement thereof.
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Arkansas Insurance Department

<ECERN=RN
Mike Beebe Jay Eradfi:ird L , lead!
Governor Commissioner OFD 4 4 anas
G:‘: 1 _l frll\ )
BUREAU OF
LEGISL
DATE: SEPTEMBER 11, 2014 ATIVE RESE ARCF
TO: ALL ACCIDENT AND HEALTH INSURERS, HEALTH MAINTENANCE ORGANIZATIONS
AND HOSPITAL AND MEDICAL SERVICE CORPORATIONS & OTHER INTERESTED
PARTIES
FROM: ARKANSAS INSURANCE DEPARTMENT

SUBJECT: RULE 106: “NETWORK ADEQUACY REQUIREMENTS FOR HEALTH BENEFIT PLANS”
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Please find attached or available by electronic publication by the Arkansas Insurance Department (“Department™)
Proposed Rule 106, “Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans.” The Arkansas Insurance
Commissioner (“Commissioner”) is proposing to issue medical network requirements for health plans in the
individual and group market, as defined in the Proposed Rule, which use medical provider networks for plans issued
or renewed on or after January 1, 2015.

Pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. §§23-61-108(a)(1), 23-61-108(b)(1), 23-76-108(a), and 25-15-204, and other applicable
laws or rules, NOTICE is hereby given that a PUBLIC HEARING will be held on October 29, 2014, at 10:00 A.M.,
in the First Floor Hearing Room, Arkansas Insurance Department (“Department”), 1200 West Third Street, Little
Rock, Arkansas.

The purpose of the Public Hearing will be to determine whether the Commissioner should adopt Proposed Rule 106,
"NETWORK ADEQUACY REQUIREMENTS FOR HEALTH BENEFIT PLANS."

All interested persons are encouraged to attend the Public Hearing and may appear and present, orally or in writing,
statements, arguments or opinions on the proposed Rule. All licensees and other interested persons are responsible
for notifying all their personnel, agents, and employees about this Public Hearing.

Persons wishing to testify should notify the Legal Division as soon as possible, and are requested to submit intended
statements in writing in advance.

Direct your inquiries to the Legal Division at (501) 371-2820 or insurance.legal@arkansas.gov.

A copy of Proposed Rule 106 can be obtained or viewed on the Legal Division’s Internet Web Site at
http://insurance.arkansas.gov/Legal%20Dataservices/divpage.htm.

Sincerely,

Managing Attorney
Arkansas Insurance Department
(501) 371-2820

BR/l1r EXHIBIT
L

1200 West Third Street, Little Rock, AR 72201-1804 - (501) 371-2600 - (501) 371-2618 fax - www.insurance.arkansas.gov
Information (800) 282-8134 - Consumer Services (800) 852-5494 - Seniors (800) 224-6330 - Criminal Inv. (866) 660-0888
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Section 1.  Authority

This Rule is issued pursuant to the authority granted the Arkansas Insurance
Commissioner (“Commissioner”) under Ark. Code Ann. § 23-61-108(a)(1) and by Ark.
Code Ann. § 23-61-108(b)(1) to promulgate rules necessary for the effective regulation
of the business of insurance and as required for this State to be in compliance with federal
laws, namely Section 2702(c) of the Public Health Service Act and 45 CFR 156.230
which require that qualified health plans provide sufficiently accessible medical
providers. In addition, this Rule is issued pursuant to the authority granted the
Commissioner to issue regulations related to the provision of adequate health care
services by health maintenance organizations under Ark. Code Ann. § 23-76-108(a).

Section 2. Purpose

The purpose of this Rule is to establish standards for the creation and maintenance
of networks by health carriers and to assure the adequacy, accessibility and quality of
health care services offered under health benefit plans.

Section 3. Definitions

For purposes of this Rule:

A. “Accredited health carrier” means a Health carrier which has an
adequate network as certified by an approved accrediting organization under the
provisions of Section 5 (K) of this Rule.

i
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B. “Commissioner” means the Arkansas Insurance Commissioner.

C. “Covered benefits” or “benefits” means those health care services
to which a covered person is entitled under the terms of a health benefit plan.

D. “Covered person” means a policyholder, subscriber, enrollee or
other individual participating in a health benefit plan.

E. “Emergency medical condition” means the sudden and, at the time,
unexpected onset of a health condition that requires immediate medical attention,
where failure to provide medical attention would result in serious impairment to
bodily functions or serious dysfunction of a bodily organ or part, or would place
the person’s health in serious jeopardy.

F. “Emergency services” means health care items and services
furnished or required to evaluate and treat an emergency medical condition.

G. “Essential community provider” means a provider that serves
predominantly low income, medically underserved individuals as defined in 45
C.F.R. §156.235.

H. “Facility” means an institution providing health care services or a
health care setting, including but not limited to hospitals and other licensed
inpatient centers, ambulatory surgical or treatment centers, skilled nursing centers,
residential treatment centers, diagnostic, laboratory and imaging centers, and
rehabilitation and other therapeutic health settings.

1. “Health benefit plan” means any individual, blanket, or group plan,
policy or contract for health care services issued or renewed by a health carrier on
or after January 1, 2015 which requires a covered person to use health care
providers managed, owned, under contract with or employed by the health carrier.
“Health benefit plan” does not include a plan providing health care services
pursuant to Arkansas Constitution, Article 5, § 32, the Workers' Compensation
Law, § 11-9-101 et seq., and the Public Employee Workers' Compensation Act, §
21-5-601 et seq., nor include an accident-only, specified disease, hospital
indemnity, long-term care, disability income, or limited-benefit health insurance
policy. The provisions of this Rule shall not apply to Medicare supplement or
Medicare Advantage policies or policies offering coverage through Medicare.
This Rule shall also not apply to vision or dental only plans unless such plans are
subject to Section Six (6) of this Rule.

J. “Health care professional” means a physician or other health care
practitioner licensed, accredited or certified to perform physical, behavioral,
mental health or substance use disorder and health services consistent with state
law.



K. “Health care provider” or “provider” means a participating health
care or dental professional or a facility.

L. “Health care services” means services for the diagnosis,
prevention, treatment, cure or relief of a health condition, illness, injury or
disease.

M. “Health carrier” means an entity subject to the insurance laws and
regulations of this State, or subject to the jurisdiction of the Commissioner, that
contracts or offers to contract, or enters into an agreement to provide, deliver,
arrange for, pay for or reimburse any of the costs of health care services,
including a sickness and accident insurance company, a health maintenance
organization , a nonprofit hospital and health service corporation, or any other
entity providing a plan of health insurance, health benefits or health services. A
Health Carrier does not include an automobile insurer paying medical or hospital
benefits under Ark. Code Ann. §23-89-202(1) nor shall it include a self-insured
employer health benefits plan. A Health Carrier also does not include any person,
company, or organization, licensed or registered to issue or who issues any
insurance policy or insurance contract in this State providing medical or hospital
benefits for accidental injury or accidental disability. A Health Carrier shall
include a Stand-alone Dental Carrier subject to Section Six (6) of this Rule.

N. “Network” means the group of participating providers providing
services to a health benefit plan.

0. “Provider” means a provider who, under a contract with the health
carrier or with its contractor or subcontractor, has agreed to provide health care
services to covered persons with an expectation of receiving payment, other than
coinsurance, copayments or deductibles, directly or indirectly from the health
carrier.

P. “Patient Centered Medical Home” (“PCMH”) means a local point
of access to care that proactively looks after patients’ health on a “24-7” basis. A
PCMH supports patients to connect with other providers to form a health services
team, customized for their patients’ care needs with a focus on prevention and
management of chronic disease through monitoring patient progress and
coordination of care.

Q. “Person” means an individual, a corporation, a partnership, an
association, a joint venture, a joint stock company, a trust, an unincorporated
organization, any similar entity or any combination of the foregoing.

R. “Primary care professional” means a participating health care
professional practicing within their licensed scope of practice and designated by



the health carrier to supervise, coordinate or provide initial care or continuing care
to a covered person, and who may be required by the health carrier to initiate a
referral for specialty care and maintain supervision of health care services
rendered to the covered person.

S. “Qualified Health Plan” means an insurance policy that meets the
requirements of 42 C.F.R. §18021(a)(1).

T. “Specialty care professional” means a participating health care
professional that is specialty qualified to practice by having attended an advanced
program of study, passed an examination given by an organization of the
members of the specialty, or gained experience through extensive practice in the
specialty. ;

U. "Stand-alone Dental Carrier" means an entity subject to the
insurance laws and regulations of this State, or subject to the jurisdiction of the
Commissioner, that contracts or offers to contract, or enters into an agreement to
solely provide, deliver, arrange for, pay for or reimburse any of the costs of dental
services.

Section 4. Applicability and Scope

This Rule applies to all health carriers that offer health benefit plans in this State
which are issued or renewed on or after January 1, 2015.

Section 5. Network Adequacy

A A Health carrier providing a Health benefit plan shall maintain a
network that is sufficient in numbers and types of providers to assure that all Health care
services to covered persons will be accessible without unreasonable delay. Sufficiency
may be established by reference to any reasonable criteria used by the Health carrier,
including but not limited to: provider to covered person ratios by specialty; Primary care
professional to covered person ratios; typical referral patterns; provider’s hospital
admitting privileges; geographic accessibility; waiting times for appointments with
Participating providers; hours of operation; and the volume of technological and specialty
services available to serve the needs of covered persons requiring technologically
advanced or specialty care.

B. Every Health carrier shall strive to meet the following guidelines
related to geographic accessibility through geographical access maps or other
information:

D In the case of emergency services, a covered person will
have access to emergency services, twenty-four (24) hours per day, seven (7) days per
week within a thirty (30) mile radius between the location of the emergency services and
the residence of the covered person;



2 In the case of a Primary care professional, a covered person
will have access to at least one Primary care professional within a thirty (30) mile radius
between the location of the Primary care professional and the residence of the covered
person;

(3)  Inthe case of a Specialty care professional, a covered
person will have access to at least one Specialty care professional within a sixty (60) mile
radius between the location of the Specialty care professional and the residence of the
covered person; and

(4)  For Qualified Health Plans participating in the ACA
approved Marketplace, in the case of Essential Community Providers, a covered person
will have access to at least one Essential Community Provider within a thirty (30) mile
radius between the location of the Essential community provider and the residence of the
covered person.

C. In the event that a Health carrier has an insufficient number or type
of participating providers to provide a covered benefit, the Health carrier shall ensure that
the covered person obtains the covered benefit at no greater cost to the covered person
than if the benefit were obtained from Participating providers, or shall make other
arrangements acceptable to the Commissioner that shall include reasonable criteria
utilized by the carrier including but not limited to:

) provider to covered person ratios by specialty;

(2)  primary care provider to covered person ratios;

(3)  typical referral patterns;

) provider’s hospital admitting privileges;

®) geographic accessibility;

(6)  waiting times for appointments with participating
providers;

N general hours of operation, including part or full time status
and weekend and after hour availability; and

®) the volume of technological and specialty services
available to serve the needs of covered persons requiring technologically advanced or
specialty care.

D. In determining whether a health carrier has complied with the
requirements in this Section, the Commissioner shall give due consideration to the
relative availability of health care providers in the service area under consideration.

E. A Health carrier shall monitor, on an ongoing basis, the ability of
its Participating providers to furnish all contracted benefits to covered persons.

F. Geographical access maps and compliance percentages must be
submitted for each of the categories of care referenced in Section 5(B)(1-4). Requested
maps may be submitted separately or combined and distinguished by color or other
method. The maps must indicate which providers are accepting new patients. The
following are special requirements for each category of care:



(1)  Health carriers must provide geographical access maps for
Primary care professionals that include each general/family practitioner, internal
medicine provider, and family practitioner/pediatrician.
(2)  Health carriers must provide geographical access maps for
hospitals and Specialty Care Providers according to the following categories:
(a) hospitals by Arkansas hospital licensure type;
(b)  home health agencies;
(©) cardiologists;
(d oncologists;
(e) obstetricians;
® pulmonologists;
(g)  endocrinologists;
(h) skilled nursing Facilities;
6] rheumatologists;
§)) ophthalmologists;
k) urologists;
)] psychiatrists and State licensed clinical
psychologists; and
(m)  behavioral health.

(3)  Health carriers must provide geographical access maps for mental health,
behavioral health, and substance disorder providers categorized between:

(a) psychiatric and state licensed clinical
psychologists;

(b) substance use disorder providers; and

(©) other mental health, behavioral health, and
substance use disorder providers with additional documentation
describing the provider and facility types included within the other
category.

@) Health carriers must provide geographical access maps for Essential

Community Providers with the providers grouped within the following categories:

(a) federally qualified health centers;

(b)  Ryan White provider;

© family planning provider;

(d) Indian provider;

(e) hospital; and

® other Essential community providers including but not
limited to school based providers.

G. Performance Metrics: Non-accredited Health carriers will be
required to submit metrics demonstrating performance for each of the standards above for
each county in the service area and overall service area. Accredited Health carriers will
be required to submit the following metrics for reporting purposes. These include:

¢)) The number of members and percentage of total members
meeting the geographical requirements under Section 5 (B) of this Rule.



2) The average distance to first, second, and third closest
provider for each provider type.

These figures should be provided overall (entire state) for each
category as well as stratified by county for each category. For example, the percent of
enrolled members that are within 30 minutes or 30 miles of a general/family practitioner
will be submitted with percentages overall and for each county. The average distance to
the first, second, and third closest provider will be submitted overall and for each county.
Health carriers who do not yet have enrollees in the State of Arkansas will be exempt
from this requirement and must attest to not currently having enrollees in Arkansas.

H. Essential Community Providers. Health carriers issuing Qualified
Health Plans are required to meet all federal requirements for inclusion of Essential
community providers in the plan network. Qualifying Essential community providers
include providers described in section 340B of the PHS Act and section
1927(c)(1)(D)E)(IV) of the Social Security Act. In addition, the following State
guidelines must be met regarding Essential community providers:

D Each Health carrier issuing Qualified health plans will be
required to meet conditions of the Heath Care Independence Program 1115 Waiver and
offer at least one Qualified health plan that has at least one federally qualified health
center or rural health center in each service area of the plan network.

(2)  Each Health carrier issuing Qualified health plans must
submit a list of school-based providers included in the plan network.

3) Each Health carrier issuing Qualified health plans must
offer a contract to at least one school-based provider in each county in the service area,
where a school-based provider is identifiable and available and meets issuer certification
and credentialing standards.

L Access plans. A Health carrier shall file with the Commissioner an
access plan meeting the requirements of Section 5(I)(1)- (12) of this Rule for Health
benefit plans issued or renewed in this State on or after January 1, 2015. A Health carrier
may request the Commissioner to deem sections of the access plan to be proprietary or
competitive information that shall not be made public. For the purposes of this
subsection, information is proprietary or competitive if revealing the information would

~ cause the Health carrier’s competitors to obtain valuable business information that could

place the competing carrier at a competitive advantage. The Health carrier shall make the
access plans, absent proprietary information, available on its business premises and shall
provide them to any interested party upon request. The Health carrier shall prepare an
access plan prior to offering a new health benefit plan, and shall update an existing access
plan whenever it makes any material change to an existing health benefit plan such as the
loss of a material provider such as a hospital or multi-specialty clinic. The access plan
shall describe or contain at least the following:

(1)  The Health carrier’s network;

2) The Health carrier’s procedures for making referrals within
and outside its network and for notifying enrollees and potential enrollees regarding
availability of network and out-of-network providers;



(3)  The Health carrier’s process for monitoring and assuring on
an ongoing basis the sufficiency of the network to meet the health care needs of
populations that enroll in its health benefit plans;

4) The Health carrier’s efforts to address the needs of covered
persons with limited English proficiency and illiteracy, with diverse cultural and ethnic
backgrounds, and with physical and mental disabilities;

(5)  The Health carrier’s methods for assessing the health care
needs of covered persons;

(6)  The Health carrier’s method of informing covered persons
of the plan’s services and features, including cost sharing, the plan’s grievance
procedures, its process for choosing and changing providers, and its procedures for
providing and approving emergency and specialty care;

(7)  The Health carrier’s method for assessing consumer
satisfaction;

(8) The Health carrier’s method for using assessments of
enrollee complaints and satisfaction to improve carrier performance;

9 The Health carrier’s system for ensuring the coordination
and continuity of care for covered persons referred to specialty providers, for covered
persons using ancillary services, including social services and other community
resources, and for ensuring appropriate discharge planning;

(10)  The Health carrier’s process for enabling covered persons
to change primary care professionals;

(11)  The Health carrier’s proposed plan for providing continuity
of care in the event of contract termination between the health carrier and any of its
participating providers, or in the event of the health carrier’s insolvency or other inability
to continue operations. The description shall explain how covered persons will be
notified of the contract termination, or the health carrier’s insolvency or other cessation
of operations, and transferred to other providers in a timely manner; and

(12)  Any other information required by the Commissioner to
determine compliance with the provisions of this Rule.

J. Provider Directories. A health carrier shall make a provider
directory available for online publication by the Commissioner and shall also make its
provider directory accessible by a link to the health carrier’s website and to potential
enrollees in hardcopy upon request. The provider directory shall identify providers who
are currently accepting new patients.

(1)  Health carriers shall update any changes to the provider
directory within fourteen (14) days of that change becoming effective.

(2)  If the provider directory must be taken off line for any
reason for a period to exceed 48 hours, that carrier shall notify the Department at least
two (2) weeks in advance of the provider directory going off line, or as soon as
practically known. In the Department notification, health carriers shall state the reason
for online unavailability, what steps are being taken to get the information back online,
and expected online re-launch date.

(3)  Online provider directories must be available in Spanish.



@) The directory search must include the ability to filter by
each category of ECP.

(5) The directory search must include an indication of hours of
operation including part-time or full-time as well as after-hours availability as reported by
providers.

(6) Providers who participate in the Patient-Centered Medical
Home program must be indicated in the provider directory. ‘

K. If a Health carrier has accreditation that includes an audit of the
Health carrier’s network adequacy, the Commissioner will accept that accreditation in
lieu of the Health carrier demonstrating it has complied with the requirements under
Section 5 (A) through (H) of this Rule, if the following conditions are met:

(1) A certificate of accreditation must be submitted by the
certified accrediting entity that is recognized pursuant to 45 CFR 275, or any other
certified entity as recognized by the Arkansas Insurance Department;

(2)  The certified accrediting entity has submitted information
showing that its audit includes a review of all reasonable and/or necessary requirements
of state and federal law; and

3) The Health carrier agrees to provide to the Arkansas
Insurance Department any and all material and information submitted to the certified
accrediting entity upon the Commissioner’s request.

(4)  The accredited Health carrier has submitted annual
geographical access maps and performance metrics as required in Section 5 of this Rule
for reporting purposes only.

®) The Commissioner reserves the right to reverify
compliance of network adequacy as a part of any quarterly audit or request for
certification of a Qualified Health Plan.

Section 6. Stand-alone Dental Plans

(A)  For stand-alone dental plans offered through the ACA approved
Marketplace or where a stand-alone dental plan is offered outside of the ACA approved
marketplace for the purpose of providing the essential health benefit category of pediatric
oral benefits, all such stand-alone dental plans must ensure that all covered services to
enrollees will be accessible in a timely manner appropriate for the enrollee's conditions.
Dental networks for oral services must be sufficient for the enrollee population in the
service area based on potential utilization. Networks shall strive to meet the following
guidelines through geographical access maps or other information:

(D In the case of a non-specialist oral care provider, a covered person

will have access to at least one dentist within a thirty (30) mile radius

between the location of the dentist and the residence of the covered

person;

(2)  Inthe case of a specialist oral care provider, a covered person will
have access to at least one specialist dentist within a sixty (60) mile radius between the
location of the Specialty care professional and the residence of the covered person; and



3) A covered person will have access to at least one Essential
community provider within a thirty (30) mile radius between the location of the Essential
community provider and the residence of the covered person.

For purposes of satisfying the requirements of Section 6(A)(1)-(3) of this Rule, a
Stand-alone dental carrier may submit an accreditation that such requirements are met by
a certified accredited entity abiding by the same conditions as described in Section
5(K)(1)-(5) of this Rule.

(B)  Stand-alone dental carriers participating in the Marketplace will be
required to submit metrics demonstrating performance for each of the standards above for
each county in the service area and overall service area. These figures should be
provided overall (entire state) for each category as well as stratified by county for each
category. For example, the percent of enrolled members that are within 30 minutes or 30
miles of a general dentist will be submitted with percentages overall and for each county.
The average distance to the first, second, and third closest provider will be submitted
overall and for each county. These include:

@))] The number of members and percentage of total members
meeting the geographical requirements under Section 6 (A) of this Rule.

2) The average distance to first, second, and third closest
provider for each provider type.

3) Stand alone dental carriers who do not yet have enrollees in
the State of Arkansas will be exempt from this requirement and must attest to not
currently having enrollees in Arkansas.

(C)  Inthe event that a Stand-alone dental carrier has an insufficient number or
type of participating providers to provide a covered benefit, the Health carrier shall
ensure that the covered person obtains the covered benefit at no greater cost to the
covered person than if the benefit were obtained from Participating providers, or shall
make other arrangements acceptable to the Commissioner that shall include reasonable
criteria utilized by the carrier including but not limited to:

(1)  provider to covered person ratios by dental specialty;

) general dentist to covered person ratios;

(3)  typical referral patterns;

4 geographic accessibility;

(5) waiting times for appointments with participating
providers;

6) general hours of operation, including part or full time status
and weekend and after hour availability; and

(D)  In determining whether a health carrier has complied with the
requirements in this Section, the Commissioner shall give due consideration to the

relative availability of dental providers in the service area under consideration.

(E) A Stand-alone dental carrier shall monitor, on an ongoing basis, the ability
of its Participating providers to furnish all contracted benefits to covered persons.
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(F)  Access plans. A Stand alone dental carrier shall file with the
Commissioner an access plan meeting the requirements of Section 6(F)(1)- (12) of this
Rule for Stand-alone dental plans issued or renewed in this State on or after January 1,
2015. A Health carrier may request the Commissioner to deem sections of the access plan
to be proprietary or competitive information that shall not be made public. For the
purposes of this subsection, information is proprietary or competitive if revealing the
information would cause the Stand-alone dental carrier’s competitors to obtain valuable
business information that could place the competing carrier at a competitive advantage.
The Stand-alone dental carrier shall make the access plans, absent proprietary
information, available on its business premises and shall provide them to any interested
party upon request. The Stand-alone dental carrier shall prepare an access plan prior to
offering a new stand-alone dental plan, and shall update an existing access plan whenever
it makes any material change to an existing stand-alone dental plan such as the loss of a
material provider. The access plan shall describe or contain at least the following:

(1)  The Stand-alone dental carrier’s network;

2) The Stand-alone dental carrier’s procedures for making
referrals within and outside its network and for notifying enrollees and potential enrollees
regarding availability of network and out-of-network providers;

(3)  The Stand-alone dental carrier’s process for monitoring and
assuring on an ongoing basis the sufficiency of the network to meet the health care needs
of populations that enroll in its health benefit plans;

(4)  The Stand-alone dental carrier’s efforts to address the needs
of covered persons with limited English proficiency and illiteracy, with diverse cultural
and ethnic backgrounds, and with physical and mental disabilities;

(5)  The Stand-alone dental carrier’s methods for assessing the
health care needs of covered persons;

(6) The Stand-alone dental carrier’s method of informing
covered persons of the plan’s services and features, including cost sharing, the plan’s
grievance procedures, its process for choosing and changing providers, and its procedures
for providing and approving emergency and specialty care;

(7)  The Stand-alone dental carrier’s method for assessing
consumer satisfaction;

®) The Stand-alone dental carrier’s method for using
assessments of enrollee complaints and satisfaction to improve carrier performance;

(9)  The Stand-alone dental carrier’s system for ensuring the
coordination and continuity of care for covered persons referred to specialty providers,
for covered persons using ancillary services, including social services and other
community resources, and for ensuring appropriate discharge planning;

(10)  The Stand-alone dental carrier’s process for enabling
covered persons to change non-specialist dental providers;

(11)  The Stand-alone dental carrier’s proposed plan for
providing continuity of care in the event of contract termination between the health
carrier and any of its participating providers, or in the event of the health carrier’s
insolvency or other inability to continue operations. The description shall explain how
covered persons will be notified of the contract termination, or the health carrier’s
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insolvency or other cessation of operations, and transferred to other providers in a timely
manner; and

(12)  Any other information required by the Commissioner to
determine compliance with the provisions of this Rule.

(G)  Provider Directories. A Stand-alone dental carrier shall make a provider
directory available for online publication by the Commissioner and shall also make its
provider directory accessible by a link to the Stand-alone dental carrier’s website and to
potential enrollees in hardcopy upon request. The provider directory shall identify
providers who are currently accepting new patients.

¢)) Stand-alone dental carriers shall update any changes to the
provider directory within fourteen (14) days of that change becoming effective.

(2)  If the provider directory must be taken off line for any
reason for a period to exceed 48 hours, that carrier shall notify the Department at least
two (2) weeks in advance of the provider directory going off line, or as soon as
practically known. In the Department notification, Stand-alone dental carriers shall state
the reason for online unavailability, what steps are being taken to get the information
back online, and expected online re-launch date.

3) Online provider directories must be available in Spanish.

(4)  The directory search must include the ability to filter by
ECP.

(5) The directory search must include an indication of hours of
operation including part-time or full-time as well as after-hours availability as reported by
providers.

(6)  Providers who participate in the Patient-Centered Medical
Home program must be indicated in the provider directory.

Section 7. Enforecement

The penalties, license actions or orders as authorized under Ark. Code Ann. § 23-
66-210 shall apply to violations of this Rule.

Section 8. Effective Date

The effective date of this Rule is January 1, 2015.

JAY BRADFORD
INSURANCE COMMISSIONER
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LoRraine Rowland

~—Srom: Legal Ads <legalads@arkansasonline.com>
sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 1:43 PM
To: LoRraine Rowland
Subject: Re: Legal ad 106

Received and processed to begin on the 14th of Sept. for 3 days

Thanks
Pam
From: LoRraine Rowland

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 1:38 PM
To: Legal Ads (legalads@arkansasonline.com)
Cc: LoRraine Rowland ; Booth Rand

Subject: Legal ad 106

Please find attached a Legal Notice for Proposed Rule 106. Please provide me with the dates this ad will run.

Thank you,

LoRraine Rowland

Administrative Analyst/Legal Division
Arkansas Insurance Department

izoo West 3¢ Street

Little Rock, AR 72201

501-371-2831 (office)

501-371-2639 (fax)
lorraine.vowland@arkansas.gov

“T have seeds in the ground and I am in a great place”

EXHIBIT
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Arkansas Insurance Department

Mike Beebe
Governor

Jay Bradford
Commissioner

18
September 11, 2014
SEP 11 2014
Arkansas Democrat-Gazette
P O Box 2221 SUREAU OF
Little Rock, AR 72203 | EGISLATIVE RESEARCH

Attn: Ms. Pam Dicus, Legal Ad Department
Facsimile: 501-378-3591

RE:  Legal Notices: Public Hearing on Proposed Rule # 106
Dear Ms. Dicus:

The Insurance Commissioner is proposing to adopt Rule 106, “Network Adequacy Requirements
For Health Benefit Plans.” In order to publish it per the Arkansas Administrative Procedure Act,
as amended, and per the Arkansas Insurance Code, we need to publish a FULL RUN legal ad or
notice on the Commissioner's Public Hearing for the Rule set on October 29, 2014 at 10:00 a.m.

In compliance with Ark. Code Ann. § 25-15-204 and § 16-3-102, please find enclosed a legal ad
for Notice of Public Hearing which should be published for three (3) consecutive days beginning
on April 14, 2014.

Please send the billing invoices to Mrs. Pam Looney, Assistant Commissioner, Accounting
Division, Arkansas Insurance Department, 1200 West Third, Little Rock, Arkansas 72201-1904,
accompanied by a printed copy of the Legal Ad and proof of publication. Thank you in advance
for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Loraf 7

Booth Rand
Managing Attorney/Legal Division
booth.rand(@arkansas.gov

LRR

Attachment — Legal Ad for Proposed Rule 106 Adoption

EXHIBIT
cc:  LoRraine Rowland, Administrative Analyst ! q b

1200 West Third Street, Little Rock, AR 72201-1904 - (501) 371-2600 - (501) 371-2618 fax - www.insurance.arkansas.gov
Information (800) 282-9134 - Consumer Services (800) 852-5494 - Seniors (800) 224-6330 - Criminal Inv. (866) 660-0888



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The Arkansas Insurance Department will host a Public Hearing on October 29, 2014 beginning at
10:00 a.m. in the First Floor Hearing Room, Arkansas Insurance Department, 1200 West Third
Street (Third and Cross Streets), Little Rock, Arkansas, to consider adoption of proposed Rule 106,
“Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans.” Copies of proposed Rule 106 may
be obtained by writing or calling the Arkansas Insurance Department, or by visiting our Internet
site at http://www.state.ar.us/insurance/legal/legal pl.html. Or www.accessarkansas.org/insurance
for links there. For more information, please contact Ms. LoRraine Rowland, Legal Division,
Arkansas Insurance Department at 501-371-2820.

EXHIBIT
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Arkansas Democrat
STATEMENT OF LEGAL ADVERTISING

REMIT TO:
it W o RERIRELRGS ARKANSAS DEMOCRAT-GAZETTE, INC.
LITTLE ROCK AR 72201 P.O. BOX 2221
LITTLE ROCK, AR 72203
ATTN: Pam Looney
DATE : 09/16/14 INVOICE #: 2938105
ACCT #: L801001 P.O. #: BILLING QUESTIONS CALL 378-3812
STATE OF ARKANSAS, )
COUNTY OF PULASKI, ) ss.

I, Annette Holcombe deo solemnly swear that I am
the Legal Billing Clerk of the Arkansas Democrat -

§ I
congld ar adohtion ‘nl'

Gazette, a daily newspaper printed and published Aute 106; *Netwark i 'E

in said County, State of Arkansas; that I was so .mﬁmw%?Wﬁm

related to this publication at and during the .wﬁﬂmnmnﬁnwﬁaa

publication of the annexed legal advertisement in

the matter of: .Nﬂuhl'lﬂl‘t 3‘”‘16 lt
HEARING -bgal lhE:Ln% “'ﬁf

pending in the Court, in said County, and
at the dates of the several publications of said
advertisement stated below, and that during said
periods and at said dates, said newspaper was
~~rinted and had a bona fide circulation in said
| yunty; that said newspaper had been regularly
printed and published in said County, and had a
bona fide circulation therein for the period of
one month before the date of the first publication
of said advertisement; and that said advertisement
was published in the regular daily issues of said
newspaper as stated below.

DATE DAY LINAGE RATE DATE DAY LINAGE RATE
09/14 Sun 33 1.45
09/15 Mon 33 1.25
09/16 Tue 33 1.25

| o RECEIVED

o ' SEP 1.8 2014
TOT . 3 ACCOUN
IOTAL COST —————————— ———————————— : 130.35 TIN
Billing Ad #: 72803371 v ARKANSAS INSURANCE DEPARTMENT
. [[OFFICIAL SEAL - an_uaarma
‘ DEANNA GRIEFIN
x NU?AR&‘ puauc - l;_ﬁhNSAS
Ml
sscribed snd sworn to me this
EXHIBIT

I 44




Arkansas Democrat %% (bazette

STATEMENT OF LEGAL ADVERTISING

REMIT TO:
?Sgg Igsgﬁ?gg]ﬂ PR ARKANSAS DEMOCRAT-GAZETTE, INC.
LITTLE ROCK AR 72201 P.O.BOX 2221
LITTLE ROCK, AR 72203
ATTN: Pam Looney
DATE : 09/16/14 INVOICE #: 2938105
ACCT #: LB0O1001 P.O. #: BILLING QUESTIONS CALL 378-3812
STATE OF ARKANSAS, } AD COPY
COUNTY OF PULASKI, } ss.

I, Annette Holcombe do solemnly swear that I am
the Legal Billing Clerk of the Arkansas Democrat -
Gazette, a daily newspaper printed and published
in said County, State of Arkansas; that I was so

related to this publication at and during the PLEASE
publication of the annexed legal advertisement in

the matter of: REMIT

HEARING

pending in the Court, in said County, and THIS
at the dates of the several publications of said COPY
advertisement stated below, and that during said

periods and at said dates, said newspaper was WITH

~—rinted and had a bona fide circulation in said PAYMENT

\ yunty; that said newspaper had been regularly
grinted and published in said County, and had a
bona fide circulation therein for the period of
one month before the date of the first publication IN ACCORDANCE WITH
of said advertisement; and that said advertisement

was published in the regular daily issues of said FEDERAL RESERVE

newspaper as stated below. GUIDELINES, CHECKS
YOU SEND US FOR
PAYMENT MAY BE

. PROCESSED

DATE DAY LINAGE RATE DATE DAY LINAGE RATE ELECTRONICALLY.

09/14 sun 33 1.45

Sefse GEn B2 3O THIS MEANS CHECKS

09/16 Tue 23 1.25 : CLEAR FASTER AND
BANK STATEMENTS
ARE VALID PROOF OF
PAYMENT.

TOTAL COST ———m——— e 130.35

Billing Ad #: 72803371

[ »scribed and sworn to me this

; uay of 3 20 HH'BIT

Notary Public ! q
e




T,

LoRraine Rowland

#

-—Srom: _ LoRraine Rowland
ent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 11:27 AM

To: LoRraine Rowland

Subject: E-Mail Scheduled

The following e-mail was successfully scheduled.
Subject: Proposed Rule 106

Message: Please click on the link below to view the Department's Proposed Rule 106 "Network Adequacy
Requirements For Health Benefits Plans" and the Notice of Hearing:.
http://insurance.arkansas.gov/prop-rules.htm

Should you have questions please contact the Legal Division at 501-371-2820. Thank you,

Attachment: None

EXHIBIT
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Arkansas Insurance Department

Mike Beehe

Jay Bradford
Governor

Commissioner

September 11, 2014

HAND DELIVERY

SeP 11 20%
Ms. Donna Davis -
Arkansas Legislative Council gUREAU O ARCH

Arkansas Bureau of Legislative Research | =5 15LAT \WE RESE
State Capitol, Suite 315
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

RE: Proposed Rule 106: “Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans”

Dear Ms. Davis:

Enclosed for your review and for filing with the Subcommittee of the Arkansas Legislative
Council, is proposed Rule 106, “Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans.”

The Arkansas Insurance Department (“Department™) is proposing a Rule to establish medical
provider network adequacy requirements for health benefit plans in the individual and group
market in this State. The proposed Rule is intended to require that health benefit plans have an
adequate number of medical providers and services for consumers as contracted in the health
benefit plan or policy, largely based on geographical distances.

The Department has scheduled a public hearing for October 29, 2014, at 10:00 A.M.,, at the
Arkansas Insurance Department, to consider adopting this proposed Rule.

I have enclosed a triplicate set of the proposed Rule, our Notice of Public Hearing, the standard
Questionnaire, Financial Impact Statement as well as a summary of the proposed Rule.

Sincerely,

ooth Ran
Managing Attorney/Legal Division
booth.rand@arkansas.gov

cc:  LoRraine Rowland, Administrative Analyst EXHIBIT

BR/Irr a (O

1200 West Third Street, Little Rock, AR 72201-1904 - (501) 371-2600 - (501) 371-2618 fax - www.insurance.arkansas.gov
Information (800) 282-9134 - Consumer Services (800) 852-5494 - Seniors (800) 224-6330 - Criminal Inv. (866) 660-0888



QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FILING PROPOSED RULES AND REGULATIONS
WITH THE ARKANSAS LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL AND JOINT INTERIM COMMITTEE

DEPARTMENT/AGENCY  Arkansas Insurance Department

DIVISION Legal Division
DIVISION DIRECTOR William Lacy
CONTACT PERSON Booth Rand

ADDRESS 1200 West Third Street, Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

PHONE NO. 501-371-2820 FAX NO._501-371-2639 E-MAIL_booth.rand@arkansas.gov
NAME OF PRESENTER AT COMMITTEE MEETING __Booth Rand

PRESENTER E-MAIL _ booth.rand@arkansas.gov

INSTRUCTIONS

Please make copies of this form for future use.

Please answer each question completely using layman terms. You may use additional sheets,
if necessary.

If you have a method of indexing your rules, please give the proposed citation after “Short
Title of this Rule” below.
Submit two (2) copies of this questionnaire and financial impact statement attached to the
front of two (2) copies of the proposed rule and required documents. Mail or deliver to:
' beo = 1 8 o ey
Donna K. Davis VIR
Administrative Rules Review Section SEP 11 201
Arkansas Legislative Council bl
Bureau of Legislative Research | EG|
Room 315, State Capitol =

Little Rock, AR 72201

s 3k e ok sk sfe o e ok o ok o b sk s ok sk ok sk s sk sk ook sk ok ok sk sl ke ok sk ok ok sk ke ok ok ke ok ok ok ok ke sl ofe sk st ok ok o o8¢ 38 ok 3k 3K ok 3k 3 ok 3k 3k e 3k 3k ok ok sk ke ok 3k sk ok ok ke ok ok ok ke ok ok
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1z What is the short title of this rule? EXHIBIT

| La

The proposed Rule establishes medical network requirements for health benefit plans in the
individual and group market in this State. The proposed Rule establishes criteria for health benefit
plans to have an adequate medical providers and services for consumers as contracted in the health
benefit plan or policy, primarily based on geographical distances to the consumer.

Rule 106, “Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans”

2 What is the subject of the proposed rule?

3. Is this rule required to comply with a federal statute, rule, or regulation? Yes__X No It
is needed to help comply with Section 2702 of the Public Health Service Act under the Affordable
Care Act and 45 CFR 156.203, which necessitate “network adequacy” for “qualified health plans”
This proposed Rule is also independently needed at the State level, regardless of the federal law or
rule, to provide network adequacy standards for health maintenance organizations under Ark.
Code Ann. § 23-76-108(a) as well as to health plans with managed care networks in individual
and group policies outside a federally facilitated exchange, or health insurance marketplace,
because we currently have no expressed state statutory or promulgated rule based standards
related to network adequacy.

4. Was this rule filed under the emergency provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act?



Yes No_ X

If yes, what is the effective date of the emergency rule? N/A

When does the emergency rule expire? N/A

Will this emergency rule be promulgated under the permanent provisions of the Administrative
Procedure Act? Yes No N/A

Isthisanewrule? Yes X No If yes, please provide a brief summary explaining
the regulation.

Please find an attached Summary explaining the background, purpose and need for this proposed
Rule.

Does this repeal an existing rule? Yes No__X__ Ifyes, a copy of the repealed rule is to be
included with your completed questionnaire. If it is being replaced with a new rule, please
provide a summary of the rule giving an explanation of what the rule does.

Is this an amendment to an existing rule? Yes  No_ X If yes, please attach a mark-up
showing the changes in the existing rule and a summary of the substantive changes.

Cite the state law that grants the authority for this proposed rule? If codified, please give
Arkansas Code citation.

Ark. Code Ann. §§ 23-61-108(a)(1), 23-61-108(b)(1), and 23-76-108(a)
What is the purpose of this proposed rule? Why is it necessary?

See summary and answers to #2 and #3 of this Questionnaire. The short answer is that this
proposed Rule is urgently needed because the State does not have any statutory or rule-based
network adequacy requirements for health insurance plans using medical provider networks,
outside the plans or contracts issued by health maintenance organizations.

Please provide the address where this rule is publicly accessible in electronic form via the Internet
as required by Arkansas Code § 25-19-108(b).

http://insurance.arkansas.gov/Legal%20Dataservices/divpage.htm

Will a public hearing be held on this proposed rule? Yes__X__ No
If yes, please complete the following:

Date: October 29, 2014

Time: 10:00 a.m.

Place: Arkansas Insurance Department, First Floor Hearing Room

When does the public comment period expire for permanent promulgation? (Must provide a date.)

Upon the conclusion of the October 29, 2014 hearing, unless the Commissioner desires to keep the
record open for more comments following the hearing. If we have significant medical provider or
insurer disputes or concerns, we will keep the record open for as long as possible to consider
everyone’s comments Or concerns.



11.

12;

13.

What is the proposed effective date of this proposed rule? (Must provide a date.)
January 1, 2015.

Do you expect this rule to be controversial? Yes X No __ Ifyes, please explain.

Although we do not know for sure, we anticipate medical providers and insurers may differ in

view as to the amount of access, number and sufficiency of medical providers needed for certain
medical provider types.

Please give the names of persons, groups, or organizations that you expect to comment on these
rules? Please provide their position (for or against) if known.

We do not know right now which specific groups or organizations will comment for or against the
Rule. We will be glad to update this information including providing Legislative Research with a
transcript and copy of all comments made to the proposed Rule when we receive those comments.



FINANCIAL IMPACT STATEMENT
PLEASE ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS COMPLETELY

DEPARTMENT Arkansas Insurance Department
DIVISION Legal Division

PERSON COMPLETING THIS STATEMENT Booth Rand

TELEPHONE NO. 371-2820 FAX NO. 371-2820 EMAIL: booth.rand@arkansas.gov

To comply with Act 1104 of 1995, please complete the following Financial Impact Statement and file two
copies with the questionnaire and proposed rules.

SHORT TITLE OF THIS RULE Rule 106, “Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit
Plans”

1. Does this proposed, amended, or repealed rule have a financial impact?
Yes No Unknown.

We have not calculated financial impact to health benefit plans subject to the proposed Rule in
terms of premium rate or cost impact, for example. Currently, as it relates to qualified health plans
in the federally facilitated exchange, those plans are already abiding by an Arkansas Insurance
Department Bulletin which issued network adequacy guidelines, much of which js\lgj\mil_a{ to this

roposed Rule. e oo ‘{ “-\: :’ ij: —lr“.
p p (SRR N | — i il"'1 J \Q_/ li--'-| Jg.:—')
%, Does this proposed, amended, or repealed rule affect small businesses? SEP 11 2014
Yes No Unknown. . N
‘ BUREAU OF

. . LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH
If yes, please attach a copy of the economic impact statement required to be filed with the
Arkansas Economic Development Commission under Arkansas Code § 25-15-301 et seq.
The Economic Impact Statement is included in our filings.
3 If you believe that the development of a financial impact statement is so speculative as to be cost
prohibited, please explain.

We have not calculated premium or plan rate impact this proposed Rule would or would not have,
at this time.

4. If the purpose of this rule is to implement a federal rule or regulation, please give the incremental cost
for implementing the rule. Please indicate if the cost provided is the cost of the program.

We do not anticipate any costs to the Department or State in our implementation of this Rule.

Current Fiscal Year Next Fiscal Year

General Revenue General Revenue

Federal Funds Federal Funds

Cash Funds Cash Funds

Special Revenue Special Revenue

Other (Identify) Other (Identify)

Total Total EXHIBIT

| L b




What is the total estimated cost by fiscal year to any party subject to the proposed, amended, or
repealed rule? Identify the party subject to the proposed rule and explain how they are affected.

N/A

Current Fiscal Year Next Fiscal Year

$ N/A $ N?A

What is the total estimated cost by fiscal year to the agency to implement this rule? Is this the cost of
the program or grant? Please explain.

N/A
Current Fiscal Year Next Fiscal Year

$ $
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The proposed Rule establishes network adequacy requirements for individual and group
health policies both in and outside the current federally facilitated health care exchange,
to policies which use medical provider networks (this includes most health insurance
policies today). Therefore, this Rule will govern most of the fully insured individual and
group health insurance market in this State. This will however only apply to health
insurance policies or contracts the Arkansas Insurance Department has jurisdiction to
regulate. We have therefore excepted from this Rule, health policies or contracts which
are self funded under ERISA, auto liability med pay, workers compensation, and
disability income, and a host of other policies which, although they may have a medical
provider network, are not actually traditional health insurance policies or subject to the
Department’s jurisdiction.

In essence, the Rule addresses the sufficiency in which an insurer has set out its medical
services and providers to service its issued health care policies. The proposed Rule
largely establishes this sufficiency through geographical distance ratios between the
residence of the consumer insured and the medical providers available to the consumer
by the insurer in the network. A brief look at Section S of the Proposed Rule will give
one the general geographical distance requirements the Rule imposes on plans, for
proximity of emergency care, primary care physicians, specialists, essential community
providers and others. Under the proposed Rule, insurers will be required to file with us
these GeoAccess Maps and requirements set out in the Rule, so we can review how
adequate a network is served by the insurer. The proposed Rule requires updating the
network adequacy after modifications to the plan, addresses the circumstance of requiring
in-network coverage to consumers when a provider is not available, and also requires a
variety of disclosures to the public of medical provider network information by the health
care plans.

Insurers subject to the Rule can file with us a network adequacy “accreditation” from an
organization certified to audit and review network adequacy of health carriers, such as the
National Committee of Quality Assurance (“NCQA™) to meet compliance with this Rule.
Quite a few of our insurers are already accredited by NCQA.

The Department needs to promulgate this Rule because we simply have no statutory or
rule based network adequacy standards outside of brief references to this subject in the
health maintenance organization code.

This Rule will only apply to health care plans as defined in the proposed Rule which are
issued or renewed on or after January 1, 2015.

EXHIBIT
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ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT
OF PROPOSED RULES OR REGULATIONS
EO 05-04: Regulatory Flexibility

Department: Arkansas Insurance Department Division: Legal

Contact Person:Booth Rand Date:  September 11, 2014

Contact Phone: 501-371-2820 Contact Email:  booth.rand@arkansas.gov
Title or Subject:

Proposed Rule 106 “Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans”

Benefits of the Proposed Rule or Regulation

Explain the need for the proposed change(s). Did any complaints motivate you to
pursue regulatory action? If so, please explain the nature of such complaints.

No complaints however the proposed Rule is needed to provide explicit network
adequacy standard for health benefit plans using medical provider networks both in
and out of the Exchange in individual and group health policies because we have no

statutory or rule based standards at this time and have recently been issuing Bulletins
to describe these standards.

What are the top three benefits of the proposed rule or regulation?

1. Provides consumer protection by helping ensure sufficient or adequate medical
providers and services in health care plans using provider networks based on
geographical access or travel time to medical providers

2. Modernizes Arkansas insurance regulatory requirements by providing for the first
time explicit rule-based standards for network adequacy for individual and group
health plans in and outside the exchange market.

3. Provides insurers with more concrete requirements to meet network adequacy and

permits them to use accreditation organizations to meet compliance requirements for
this proposed Rule.

What, in your estimation, would be the consequence of taking no action, thereby
maintaining the status quo?

Confusion or uncertainty as to the sufficiency or adequacy of medical providers and
services as contracted and represented to us in health plans.

Describe market-based alternatives or voluntary standards that were considered in
place of the proposed regulation and state the reason(s) for not selecting those
alternatives.

We are aware of no market-based, voluntary standards for network adequacy. The
Department believes the proposed Rule provides enough broad standards or health
carriers to achieve network adequacy based on their own unique, individual markets.

EXHIBIT
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10.

11.

12.

Impact of Proposed Rule or Regulation

Estimate the cost to state government of collecting information, completing
paperwork, filing, recordkeeping, auditing and inspecting associated with this new
rule or regulation.

None.

What types of small businesses will be required to comply with the proposed rule or
regulation? Please estimate the number of small businesses affected.
None.

Does the proposed regulation create barriers to entry? If so, please describe those
barriers and why those barriers are necessary.
None.

Explain the additional requirements with which small business owners will have to
comply and estimate the costs associated with compliance.
None.

State whether the proposed regulation contains different requirements for different
sized entities, and explain why this is, or is not, necessary.
None.

Describe your understanding of the ability of small business owners to implement
changes required by the proposed regulation.

The propose Rule does not require “small business owners” to implement
provisions in the proposed Rule.

How does this rule or regulation compare to similar rules and regulations in other
states or the federal government?

The proposed Rule copies a substantial number of provisions or sections in the
NAIC Model Act related to “Network Adequacy in Health Benefit Plans.”

Provide a summary of the input your agency has received from small business or
small business advocates about the proposed rule or regulation.

None so far as of the date of filing. We will be glad to submit this summary and
comments as soon as, or if we receive them.



Mike Beebe Jay Bradford
Governor Commissioner
September 11, 2014

VIA STATE MESSENGER

Mr. James Miller
Regulatory Liaison
Office of the Governor
State Capitol Building
Little Rock, AR 72201

RE:  Arkansas Insurance Department Rule 106: “Network Adequacy Requirements For Health
Benefit Plans”

Dear Mr. Miller:

Enclosed for your review is the Arkansas Insurance Department’s proposed Rule 106, “Network Adequacy
Requirements For Health Benefit Plans.”

The Arkansas Insurance Department (“Department”) is proposing a Rule to establish medical provider network
adequacy requirements for health benefit plans in the individual and group market in this State. The proposed
Rule is intended to require that health benefit plans have an adequate number of medical providers and services

for consumers as contracted in the health benefit plan or policy, largely based on geographical distances to the
insurance consumers.

The Department has scheduled a public hearing for October 29, 2014, at 10:00 A.M., at the Arkansas
Insurance Department, to consider adopting this proposed Rule.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 371-2820 if you have any questions.

Sincergly,
2/ et

th Rand
Managing Attorney/Legal Division
booth.rand@arkansas.gov

ce: LoRraine Rowland, Administrative Analyst

EXHIBIT
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Arkansas Insurance Department

Mike Beebe = Jay Bradford
Governor Commissioner

September 11, 2014

Mzr. Brandon Robinson, ESQ.
Office of the Attorney General
323 Center Street, Suite 200
Little Rock, AR 72201

RE: Arkansas Insurance Department Rule 106: “Network Adequacy Requirements
For Health Benefit Plans”

Dear Mr. Robinson:

Enclosed for your review is the Arkansas Insurance Department’s proposed Rule 106, “Network
Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans.” .

The Arkansas Insurance Department (“Department™) is proposing a Rule to establish medical
provider network adequacy requirements for health benefit plans in the individual and group
market in this State. The proposed Rule is intended to require that health benefit plans have a
sufficient number of medical providers and services for consumers as contracted in the health
benefit plan or policy, largely based on geographical distances to the insurance consumers.

The Department has scheduled a public hearing for October 29, 2014, at 10:00 A.M,, at the
Arkansas Insurance Department, to consider adopting this proposed Rule.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 371-2820 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
- “/
o6th Rand

Managing Attorney/Legal Division
booth.rand@arkansas.gov

cc:  LoRraine Rowland, Administrative Analyst EXHIBIT

|_&
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1200 West Third Street, Little Rock, AR 72201-1904 - (501) 371-2600 - (501) 371-2618 fax - www.insurance.arkansas.gov
Information (800) 282-9134 - Consumer Services (800) 852-5494 - Seniors (800) 224-6330 - Criminal Inv. (B66) 660-0888



LoRraine Rowland

#

~ Trom: LoRraine Rowland
went: Thursday, September 11, 2014 4:05 PM
To: 'register@sos.arkansas.gov'
Cc: Booth Rand
Subject: RE: Rule 106

Please find attached Proposed Rule 106. Should you need additional information please contact me.
Sincerely,

LoRraine Rowland

Administrative Analyst/Legal Division
Arkansas Insurance Department

1200 West 374 Street

Little Rock, AR 72201

501-371-2831 (office)

501-371-2639 (fax)
lorraine.rowland@arkansas.gov

“I have seeds in the ground and I am in a great place”

EXHIBIT

; e




LoRraine Rowland

( ‘;om: LoRraine Rowland
sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 9:33 AM
To: ‘Josh Bridges'
Cc: LoRraine Rowland
Subject: RE: Rule 106
Attachments: FINAL RULE 106.doc
Mr. Bridges,

Here you go, | apologize for that.

LoRraine Rowland

Administrative Analyst/Legal Division
Arkansas Insurance Department

1200 West 3¢ Street

Little Rock, AR 72201

501-371-2831 (office)

501-371-2639 (fax)
lorraine.rowland@arkansas.gov

‘T have seeds in the ground and I am in a great place”

From: Josh Bridges [mailto:josh.bridges@sos.arkansas.gov
Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 11:12 AM

To: LoRraine Rowland

Subject: RE: Rule 106

Ms. Rowland,
There was no attachment in your previous email that was sent yesterday.
Thanks,

Josh Bridges

From: LoRraine Rowland [mailto:LoRraine.Rowland @arkansas.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 4:05 PM

To: Arkansas Register

Cc: Booth Rand

Subject: RE: Rule 106

Please find attached Proposed Rule 106. Should you need additional information please contact me.
sincerely,

LoRraine Rowland



.,

Mike Beebe
Governor

Jay Bradford
Commissioner

September 11, 2014

Ms. Pat Brown

Economic Development Commission
One Capitol Mall

Little Rock, AR 72202

RE: Rule 106, “Network Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans”

Dear Ms. Brown:

Enclosed for your review is the Arkansas Insurance Department’s proposed Rule 106, “Network
Adequacy Requirements For Health Benefit Plans.”

The Arkansas Insurance Department (“Department”) is proposing a Rule to establish medical
network requirements for health benefit plans in the individual and group market in this State.
The proposed Rule is intended to require that health benefit plans have an adequate number of
medical providers and services for consumers as contracted in the health benefit plan or policy,
largely based on geographical and travel time distances.

The Department has scheduled a public hearing for October 29, 2014 at 10:00 A.M., at the
Arkansas Insurance Department, to consider adopting this proposed Rule.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 371-2820 if you have any questions.

Sincerely yours, W

LoRraine Rowland
Administrative Analyst/Legal Division

Lorraine.rowland@arkansas.gov
501-371-2831

Enclosures

LRR/
EXHIBIT

glo

1200 West Third Street, Little Rock, AR 72201-1904 - (501) 371-2600 - (501) 371-2618 fax - www.insurance.arkansas.gov
Information (800) 282-9134 - Consumer Services (B00) 852-5494 - Seniors (800) 224-6330 - Criminal Inv. (866) 660-0888
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Tronm:

“__ent:

To:
Cc:
Subject:

Good morning, Booth,

Bricker, Dianne <dbricker@ahip.org>

Wednesday, October 01, 2014 11:24 AM

Booth Rand

Derrick Smith; Bryant, Rebecca

Quick question regarding applicability of proposed Network Adequacy requirements

Based on your September 11 notice of public hearing regarding proposed network adequacy requirements for
Arkansas, 1 distributed the proposed rules to AHIP members for their input. One of the responses was a
question which I hope that you will. The question is this: Would Proposed Rule 106 be applicable to all stand
alone dental plans or is it intended only for plans containing pediatric dental Essential Health Benefits?

Any insights you could offer would be most appreciated. Thank you!

Dianne Bricker

Dianne Bricker

Regional Director - State Advocacy
America's Health Insurance Plans

601 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 500 South

Washington, DC 20004

Phone: 202-861-6378; Fax 202-778-8492

STATE HEALTH ISSUES

CONFERENCE

Dctober 16-17, Washington, B.C
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LoRraine Rowland

—Crom:

ant:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

To Whom It May Concern:

Erin Estey Hertzog <ehertzog@bio.org>

Monday, October 06, 2014 3:41 PM

LoRraine Rowland

Kristin Viswanathan

BIO Comments - Rule 106: "Network Adequacy Requirements for Health Benefit Plans”
FINAL BIO Comments - Arkansas Network Adequacy Regulations 10_6_14.pdf

Please find attached the Biotechnology Industry Organization’s (BIO’s) comments regarding the Arkansas Insurance
Department’s proposed rule entitled “Rule 106: Network Adequacy Requirements for Health Benefit Plans.” We
appreciate the opportunity to offer input. Please do not hesitate to contact us if we can provide any further information

or additional clarification.

Best regards,

Erin

Erin Estey Hertzog, JD, MPH

Director, Reimbursement & Health Policy
Biotechnology Industry Organization

Direct: (202) 449-6384
ell: (202) 368-6859

——ehertzog@bio.org
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October 6, 2014
BY ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION

Jay Bradford

Commissioner

Arkansas Insurance Department
1200 West Third Street

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201-1904

Re: Rule 106: Network Adequacy Requirements for Health Benefit Plans
Dear Mr. Bradford:

The Biotechnology Industry Organization (BIO) appreciates this opportunity to submit the
following comments on Proposed Rule 106 on Network Adequacy Requirements for Health
Benefit Plans (the “Proposed Rule”) issued by the Arkansas Insurance Department
(*Department”) on September 11, 2014.* BIO represents more than 1,000 biotechnology
companies, academic institutions, state biotechnology centers, and related organizations
across the United States and in more than 30 other nations. BIO members include
manufacturers and developers of vaccines, therapeutics, and diagnostics, and we have
worked closely with stakeholders across the spectrum, including the public health and
advocacy communities, to support policies that help expand access to preventive, wellness,
and therapeutic services for all individuals.

BIO believes that patient access to the most appropriate healthcare providers is crucial to
be able to translate insurance coverage to real healthcare access. Patients must be able to
access providers with the expertise to provide highly-specialized care if needed, who are
located in sufficient proximity to them, and who can provide essential care in a timely
manner in settings where they may already seek care. BIO applauds the Department for
addressing the important issue of network adequacy through the Proposed Rule.

We believe this Proposed Rule makes important strides in ensuring that insured patients in
the state of Arkansas are able to obtain timely access to the most appropriate providers for
their healthcare needs. Nonetheless, in the subsequent sections of this letter, we propose
several recommendations to strengthen the Proposed Rule. Our comments are organized
by subject, but generally follow the order in which these issues were addressed in the
Proposed Rule.

! Arkansas Insurance Department, Rule 106: “Network Adequacy Requirements for Health Benefit Plans,” (Sept.
11, 2014), http://insurance.arkansas.gov/index htm files/Rule106.pdf.

1201 Maryland Avenue SW 202.862.9200 »
Suite 900 202.488.6306 -
Washington DC 20024 bio.org
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I. BIO Supports the Department’s Efforts to Ensure Access to Specialty
Care Providers Through the use of Geographic Accessibility Guidelines.

BIO supports the Department’s efforts to ensure access to specialty care providers in the
Proposed Rule, including through the use of geographic accessibility guidelines. First, BIO
supports Section 5(F)(2) of the Proposed Rule, which requires health carriers to provide
geographical access maps for a number of different specialty types in order to determine
whether the carrier meets the geographic accessibility standards outlined in Section
5(B)(3). BIO strongly supports this requirement, as access to medical specialists is of
critical importance to many patients, including those suffering from rare or chronic
conditions. To ensure that all patients who rely on care from medical specialists are able to
benefit from this requirement, however, we urge the Department to consider the inclusion
of additional specialty groups to Section 5(F)(2), including pain specialists, neurologists,
hematologists, and dermatologists.

We also urge the Department to consider breaking down certain specialty categories by sub-
specialty. For example, while we agree that plans’ inclusion of oncologists should be
specifically assessed—given the importance of timely and convenient access to this type of
specialist for those with cancer—not all cancers are the same, and access to subspecialists,
where they are available in a given geographic area, can be crucial to ensuring that patients
obtain expert and individualized care. Thus, we ask the Department to consider including
the subspecialties of the five most prevalent cancers by incidence—breast, prostate, lung,
colorectal, and melanoma—in the list of specialties requiring specific scrutiny.? Similarly, we
urge the Department to require the inclusion of sub-specialists that that treat patients
suffering from rare diseases. We note that rare diseases, particularly those affecting
pediatric populations, require highly skilled sub-specialists that may not be reflected in
typical specialist networks. Prospective enrollees and existing patients must have a clear
path to access to these sub-specialists.

Second, BIO also supports that the geographical access maps must indicate which providers
are accepting patients,® and that carriers must monitor, on an ongoing basis, the ability of
participating providers to furnish all contracted benefits to covered persons.* We are
concerned, however, that the geographic accessibility standard for specialists articulated in
Section 5(B)(3) is inadvertently underinclusive. Specifically, while Section 5(F)(2) outlines
a number of specialty types for inclusion on geographical access maps, Section 5(B)(3)
merely states that, “[i]ln the case of a Specialty care professional, a covered person will
have access to at least one Specialty care professional within a sixty (60) mile radius
between the location of the Specialty care professional and the residence of the covered
person.” We do not believe the Department meant to require merely that the plan include
only one specialist, regardless of specialty type, within this 60-mile radius. For example, it
would not be helpful for a patient suffering from cancer if the only specialist within a 60-
mile radius was a rheumatologist. Instead, we presume that the intent is that plans include
at least one specialist of each type outlined in Section 5(F)(2) within the requisite radius.

? National Cancer Institute, National Institutes of Health. 2014. Common Cancer Types. Available at:
ttp://www.cancer.gov/cancertopi oncancers (last viewed 9/4/2014).

*1d. at § 5(F).

“1d. at § 5(E).
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Accordingly, we urge the Department to revise section 5(B)(3) to read (underlined text
proposed for inclusion): “[i]n the case of a Specialty care professional, a covered person will
have access to at least one Specialty care professional from within each Specialty Care
Provider Category outlined in Section 5(F)(2) ....”

We believe that there was a similar drafting error with respect to the Essential Community
Providers (ECP) provision. Specifically, Section 5(F)(4) outlines each of the categories of
ECPs, however Section 5(B)(4) states that “a covered person will have access to at least
one Essential Community Provider within a thirty (30) mile radius . . . .” We similarly urge
the Department to revise this provision such that (underlined text proposed for inclusion) “a
covered person will have access to at least one Essential Community Provider from within
each ECP category outlined in Section 5(F)(4) .. ..”

Third, BIO supports the inclusion of a robust number of mental and behavioral health
providers to ensure compliance with the Essential Health Benefits requirements, as well as
the federal mental health parity statute and regulations. However, we urge the Department
to specify that a carrier cannot double-count mental and behavioral health providers for
purposes of meeting their network adequacy requirements, even though some of these
provider types may be included in geographic access maps outlined in both Section
5(F)(2)(1)-(m), as well as Section 5(F)(3). We similarly urge the Department to consider
adding a geographic access standard specific to mental health providers under Section 5(B).

II1. The Proposed Rule Should Ensure Compliance with Provider Non-
Discrimination Requirements.

The Affordable Care Act (ACA) specifically prohibits health plans from discriminating against
“any health care provider who is acting within the scope of that provider’s license or
certification under applicable state law.” We believe that this requirement is inextricably
tied to network adequacy requirements. Indeed, a July 2013 report from the Senate
Committee on Appropriations, expressly states that the basis for the ACA’'s provider
nondiscrimination requirement was the tenet that “patients have the right to access covered
health services from the full range of providers licensed and certified in their State.”®
Accordingly, we urge the Department to incorporate a provider non-discrimination provision
into the Proposed Rule.

Among other things, we believe that such a provider non-discrimination provision should
include both: (1) a re-articulation of the ACA’s prohibition on discriminating against “any
health care provider who is acting within the scope of that provider’s license or certification
under applicable state law”; and (2) reporting requirements for issuers, along with an active
review of the information reported by the Department, in order to assess plan compliance
with provider non-discrimination requirements.

> ACA § 1201 (codified as Public Health Service Act § 2706(a)).
&3S, Rep. No. 113-71, at 126 (2013).
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III. Provider Networks Should Include Complementary Immunizers.

While we strongly support the proposed inclusion of school-based providers as ECPs under
Section 5(H)(2)-(3), BIO requests that the Department consider adding language to the
Proposed Rule requiring carriers to include all types of complementary immunizers in their
provider networks as a means to ensure broad access to this critical preventive service.
One of the most important provisions of the ACA was the establishment of the
“immunization coverage standard,” which requires plans to cover immunizations
recommended by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s (CDC’s) Advisory
Committee on Immunization Practices (ACIP) without cost-sharing when administered by an
in-network provider.” Ensuring that health plans include immunization providers in their
networks has been identified as a critical issue by a diverse group of stakeholders who have
worked together through the National Adult and Influenza Immunization Summit (NAIIS) to
advance the goals of expanding access to immunizations for the entire population and
achieving the Healthy People 2020 goals for immunization.®

Immunization services have a unique set of providers. In addition to traditional
immunizers, such as pediatricians and other primary care providers, complementary
immunizers—pharmacists, public health department clinicians, school-based providers, and
other community providers operating within their scope of practice under state law—provide
many vaccines.

Complementary immunizers are particularly important for the hard-to-reach adolescent and
adult populations. Indeed, adults have demonstrated a preference to be vaccinated outside
of their medical home, where and when it is convenient for them, and the system has
evolved to support that access. For instance, more than 230,000 pharmacists have been
trained to administer vaccines in the United States,® and nearly all Americans (94 percent)
live within five miles of a community pharmacy.'° During the 2011-2012 influenza season,
nearly 20 percent of adult influenza vaccines were administered in retail pharmacies.!! All
50 states allow pharmacists to administer pneumococcal and zoster vaccines, and many
adults seek these vaccines in the pharmacy setting.'?

Complementary immunizers also serve low-income medically underserved populations,
mitigating the barriers these vulnerable patients have long faced with respect to access to
care. For instance, community pharmacies provide patient access to important
immunizations against vaccine-preventable diseases, including for individuals residing in
medically underserved areas (MUAs). One nationwide community pharmacy corporation,

7 Sea ACA § 1001 (codified as Public Health Service Act § 2713(a)(2)).

8 NAIIS is a public-private partnership compromised of more than 140 organizational stakeholders, including
vaccine manufacturers, professional medical societies, public health organizations, federal agencies, pharmacists,
health insurers, and hospitals, among others. NAIIS has identified the issue of network adequacy for immunization
providers as critical to vaccine access

? M. Rothholz, Opportunities for Collaboration to Advance Progress towards “The Immunization Neighborhood:”
Recognition and Compensation of Pharmacists, American Pharmacists Association (Aug. 30, 2012).

10 NCPDP Pharmacy File, ArcGIS Census Tract File, National Association of Chain Drug Stores Economics
Department.

1 CDC, March Filu Vaccination Coverage United States, 2011-12 Influenza Season (March 2012),
http://www v, view, i I-flu-survey-mar2012.pdf.

12 See American Pharmacists Association, Pharmacist Authority to Immunize (Oct. 11, 2013),
http://www.pharmacist.com/site i h i rity.pdf.
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Walgreens, indicated that over one-third of their influenza vaccines administered last year
were in pharmacies located in MUAs; in states with the largest MUAs, they provided up to
77.1 percent of their influenza vaccines in these areas. Moreover, of all influenza
vaccinations Walgreens delivered last flu season, 31 percent were during off-peak times (59
percent on weekends and 31 percent in the evenings), and approximately 31 percent of
patients during off-peak times were age 65 or older, and 36 percent had underlying medical
conditions. Notably, efforts to provide immunizations other than influenza were complicated
by lack of insurance coverage or recognition of community pharmacies as in-network
providers.

Many public health stakeholders have supported efforts under way at the CDC to include
additional complementary immunization sites, such as public health and school-based
clinics, in provider networks. The most significant such CDC initiative, known as the “Third
Party Billing Project,” works with state health departments, public health clinics, and health
insurers to include public health clinics in provider networks.®® Thirty-five states and large
cities are currently planning or implementing the Billing Project, which will allow them to bill
insurers for immunization services provided to insured persons of all ages. Data from the
Billing Project underscore the sheer volume of immunizations furnished by these
complementary immunizers: in 2010, local health units billed private insurance for
$1,964,267 in immunization-related costs in North Dakota alone.'* Other states such as

Arizona, California, Arkansas, Georgia, and Montana experienced success with the Billing
Project.'®

In spite of these efforts, when a health insurance plan does not include complementary
immunization sites in its provider network, the ACA's intent of expanding access to
immunizations is compromised. For instance, a plan enrollee who seeks to be immunized at
a public health clinic or pharmacy that has been excluded from a plan’s provider network
would be denied first dollar coverage (or coverage at all) for that service. In turn, the
patient may decide not to receive the vaccine due to cost and an immunization opportunity
would be lost, Alternatively, a more affluent patient could elect to pay the bill, but none of
these costs would count toward the patient's deductible, and the patient would
understandably be upset and confused as to why they did not receive the benefits they were
promised.'®

In our experience, complementary immunizers are currently being excluded from provider
networks across the country. For instance, school-based clinics in Carson City, Nevada have
been excluded from the network of a major health insurer. Similarly, two insurers will not
contract with the School-Located Vaccine Clinic program operated by the health department
in Pomperaug, Connecticut. And the Los Angeles Unified School District cannot bill insurers
due to the perception that a vaccine given in a school will interfere with the medical home.

2 CDC, Billing Project Success Stories, http://www.cdc.gov/vaccines/programs/hillables-project/success-

stories.html (last accessed Feb. &, 2014).

1% M. Sander, Lessons Learned: Billing Insurance at Local Health Units in Nerth Dakota, North Dakota Dep’t of

Health (March 30, 2011), https://cdc.confex.com/cdc/nic2011/webprogram/Paper25418.html.

15 D. Kilgus D, B:ng Program Fma! Plans, Centers for Dlsease Cuntrol and Prevention (Feb 2012),
i df.

16 M. Andrews Consumers Expecting Free “Preventive Care” Sometimes Surprised by Charges, Kalser Health News,
Jan. 21, 2014, http://www.kaiserhealthnews.org/Stories/2014/January/21/Michelle-Andrews-Consumers-
Expecting-Free-Preventive-Care.aspx.
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As acknowledged by the National Vaccine Advisory Committee (NVAC) in the updated
Standards for Adult Immunization Practice, “there is an increased recognition of community
vaccinators and pharmacists as integral to achieving higher adult vaccination rates.”” BIO
urges the Department to consider requiring carriers to include all types of complementary
immunizers within their provider networks, as expanded access to immunization services
will improve vaccination rates and thereby reduce morbidity, mortality, and overall medical
costs for enrollees,

IV. The Proposed Rule Should Adopt Processes and Timelines for Reviewing
Network Adequacy.

The Proposed Rule requires carriers to provide information to the Commissioner so the
adequacy of each plan's network can be judged against the specific standards identified.
However, we ask that the Department consider including provisions for the timely and
diligent review of this information to prevent plans with inadequate networks from being
offered in the state. Specifically, we urge the Department to consult Washington State's
new regulation on network adequacy, as it could strengthen the Proposed Rule’s provisions
for plan review.'® Under this regulation, the State Insurance Commissioner is required to
consider eight specific factors in assessing network adequacy and establish a process for
adjudication if a carrier’s plan is deemed noncompliant with the state’s network adequacy
standards. In particular, BIO believes that the eight identified criteria to assess network
adequacy are important to ensure patient access to the providers they need. As with the
Proposed Rule, the Washington State rule also requires that due consideration be given to
the relative availability of healthcare providers or facilities in a given geographic area. We
have included the Washington State rule as an appendix to this letter for your reference.

V. BIO Supports the Department’s Efforts to Ensure Continued Access to
Covered Benefits through the Proposed Rule.

BIO supports the Department’s efforts to ensure continued access to covered benefits
through various provisions of the Proposed Rule. First, BIO supports proposed Section 5(C),
which provides that “[i]n the event that a Health carrier has an insufficient number or type
of participating providers to provide a covered benefit, the Health Carrier shall ensure that
the covered person obtains the covered benefit at no greater cost to the covered person
than if the benefit were obtained from Participating providers, or shall make other
arrangements acceptable to the Commissioner that shall include reasonable criteria utilized
by the carrier.” BIO believes that this requirement is important in order to ensure that
covered persons are not penalized for the fact that a given provider is not included in-
network, as only in-network services are subject to the ACA’s out-of-pocket limits and, as
described above, exemptions from cost-sharing for preventive services. This provision is
particularly crucial for patients with rare diseases, since there may be only a few providers
across the country who specialize in a particular rare disease. We also note that this

7 National Vaccine Advisory Committee, Standards for Adult Immunization Practice (Sept. 2013),

;;Q [[www hhs.gov/nvpo/nvac/meetings/pastmeetings/2013/adult_immunization update-sept2013.pdf.
Wash. Admin. Code g 284-43-130, et seq. (2014), vail

http: //anns lea.wa.gov/documents/laws/wsr/2014/10/14-10-017. htm
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language largely aligns with language in the NAIC Model Act, and has been adopted in a
number of other states.'®

Nonetheless, we recommend that this provision be strengthened to ensure patients have
timely access to the out-of-network providers they may need. Specifically, the Department
should add a requirement that carriers develop and disclose policies and timelines for
requesting out-of-network services, which should be transparent to patients. We also ask
that the Department specify that this provision does not obviate plans’ responsibility to
include a sufficient number and diversity of providers in-network to guarantee in-network
access to covered benefits, including the Essential Health Benefits, to the extent possible.

Second, BIO supports the proposed requirement that health carriers file an access plan with
the Commissioner beginning in 2015, which must be prepared before offering a new health
benefit plan, and updated whenever the carrier makes a material change to its existing
health benefit plan.?® In particular, we support the aspects of the access plan that relate to
ensuring continuity of care, such as:

¢ The requirement that health carriers describe their “system for ensuring the
coordination and continuity of care for covered persons referred to specialty
providers, for covered persons using ancillary services, including social services and
other community resources, and for ensuring appropriate discharge planning”*; and
¢ The requirement that carriers describe their “proposed plan for providing continuity
of care in the event of contract termination between the health carrier and any of its
participating providers, or in the event of the health carrier’s insolvency or other
inability to continue operations,”®? including that this description “explain how
covered persons will be notified of the contract termination, or the health carrier's
insolvency or other cessation of operations, and transferred to other providers in a
timely manner.”??

We also strongly support the proposed components of the access plan that relate to
ensuring that a plan’s network continues to serve the needs of its covered persons,
including that carriers must describe their processes for “monitoring and assuring on an
ongoing basis the sufficiency of the network to meet the health care needs of populations
that enroll in its health benefit plans,”** as well as “for assessing the health care needs of
covered persons,”® and “for using assessments of enrollee complaints and satisfaction to
improve carrier performance.”?

% See, e.q., Mich, Comp. Laws § 500.3530; Tit. 19 Ch. 16 Miss. Code R. § 16.05.
20 Ssypra note 1 at § 5(1).

2 1d. at § 5(I)(9).

22 1d. at § 5(I)(11).

2 1d. at § 5(I)(11).

2% 1d. at § 5(1)(3).

*1d. at § 5(1)(5).

% 1d. at § 5(1)(8).



Commissioner Bradford
October 6, 2014
Page 8 of 26

VI. BIO Supports the Department’s Efforts to Increase Transparency to
Consumers through the Proposed Rule.

BIO supports the Department’s efforts to increase transparency to consumers through
various provisions of the Proposed Rule. First, we strongly support the proposed
requirement that health carriers make a provider directory available for online publication
by the Commissioner, as well as on the carrier’'s website, and that this directory be updated
within 14 days of any change.?’ Making this information available to consumers, both as
they are deciding between plans, as well as once they are enrolled, will greatly facilitate
informed plan selection and the ability of enrollees to act as educated consumers. We
further urge the Department to consider working with the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS)—and eventually, the state’s own state-based exchange, if and when
it is established—to include a link to the directory on the state’s Exchange website to
facilitate access to this important information to prospective beneficiaries throughout the
state. We also urge the Department to ensure that the directory includes the ability to
search by each category of Specialty Care Provider, in addition to ECPs, in Section 5(1)}(4).

Second, we support aspects of the proposed access plan that relate to transparency with
beneficiaries. For example, we strongly support the proposed requirement that this access
plan describe the health carrier’s procedures for “making referrals within and outside its
network and for notifying enrollees and potential enrollees regarding the availability of
network and out-of-network providers.”® We also support the requirement that carriers
describe their method for “informing covered persons of the plan's services and features,
including cost-sharing, the plan's grievance procedures, its process for choosing and
changing providers, and its procedures for providing and approving emergency and
specialty care.”?®

VII. BIO Supports Applicability of the Department’s Enforcement Provision
and Associated Penalties to the Network Adequacy Standards.

Section 7 of the Proposed Rule provides that “[t]he penalties, license actions or orders
authorized under Ark. Code Ann. § 23-66-210 shall apply to violations of this Rule.” BIO
supports this provision, under which the Insurance Commissioner would be authorized to
impose penalties, up to and including the suspension of an insurer’s license, for engaging in
an “unfair method of competition or an unfair or deceptive act or practice.” We believe that
failure to comply with the applicable standards regarding network adequacy, as outlined in
the Proposed Rule, fall squarely within the definition of “unfair methods of competition and
unfair or deceptive acts and practices,” as defined under Ark. Code Ann. § 23-66-206, and
accordingly urge the Department to finalize proposed Section 7.

7 1d. at § 50J).
2 1d. at § 5(I)(2).
* Id. at § 5(1)(6).
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VIII. Conclusion

BIO is pleased to be able to comment on the Proposed Rule and looks forward to additional
opportunities to provide feedback on the evolution of these provisions. We encourage the
Department to continue to inclusively engage stakeholders in the development and
implementation of the provisions, and appreciate your attention to this important issue.
Please do not hesitate to contact me at 202-449-6384 with any questions or if I can provide
any further information.

Sincerely,
/s/
Erin Estey Hertzog, 1.D., M.P.H.

Director
Reimbursement & Health Policy
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Appendix: Wash. Admin. Code § 284-43-205 (2014)

Effective Date of Rule: Thirty-one days after filing.

Purpose: Based on the significant changes in health care delivery and access to care that will occur after
January 1, 2014, due to health care reform, the commissioner determined that updating regulations is reasonable
and necessary. Both qualified health plans and health plans offered outside of the exchange must have networks
that at a minimum ensure access to covered services without unreasonable delay and address the specific needs of
the populations served. Clarification of the provider network criteria in these areas is needed to support issuer
filings. Issuers will benefit from written guidance regarding the commissioner's review standards for provider
networks in general and the inclusion of essential community providers in networks for qualified health plans. The
proposed rule also includes requirements for provider directories and creates a more transparent process for the
building and maintenance of provider networks.

Citation of Existing Rules Affected by this Order: Repealing WAC 284-43-340; and amending WAC 284-43-
130, 284-43-200, 284-43-205, 284-43-220, 284-43-250, and 284-43-331.

Statutory Authority for Adoption: RCW 48.02.060, 48.18.120, 48.20.460, 48.43.505, 48.43.510,
48,43,515, 48.43.530, 48.43.535, 48.44,050, 48.46.200.

Other Authority: RCW 48,20.450, 48.44.020, 48.44.080, 48.46.030, 45 C.F.R. 156.230, 45 C.F.R.
156.235, 45 C.F.R, 156,245,

Adopted under notice filed as WSR 13-19-092 [14-07-102] on March 19, 2014.

Changes Other than Editing from Proposed to Adopted Version: WAC 284-43-130(15), stand alone
definition of "issuer" was stricken as it created an internal discrepancy in the definition section. Maintained as part
of the definition of "health carrier," WAC 284-43-130(14). Renumbered section.

WAC 284-43-130(30), struck "within the state" from definition. Stricken to more accurately reflect the
marketplace as issuers offer plans in border counties which utilize providers and facilities in neighboring states to
pravide sufficient number and choice of providers to enrollees in a manner that limits the amount of travel.

WAC 284-43-130(30), changed "health plan” to "product" for consistency.

WAC 284-43-200 (11)(a), changed "medical" to "mental" to accurately reflect the name of the publication.

WAC 284-43-200(12), changed "preventative” to "preventive" for consistency with WAC 284-43-878(9).

WAC 284-43-200 (13)(b)(i), ratio of "enrollee to primary care provider" was changed to "primary care
provider to enrollee" to accurately reflect the ratio.

WAC 284-43-200 (13)(b)(iii), changed "their" to "a" in reference to a primary care provider for
consistency.

WAC 284-43-200 (15)(d), struck reference to subsection (d) of (3) and subsection (4) as these are no
longer valid cross references.

WAC 284-43-220 (3)(e)(i)(E), struck "each area" and made "specialty" plural. Also struck "each" and
included "the." Both changes made to accurately reflect the intent of the section.

WAC 284-43-220 (3)(e)(iii), struck "this" for readability.

WAC 284-43-220 (3)(f), changed "health plan” to "product" for consistency.

WAC 284-43-220 (3)(F)(I)(K), changed "processes" to “issuer's process" to differentiate from the
department of health's corrective actions.

WAC 284-43-220 (4)(b), corrected "An area with" to "An area within" to accurately reflect the definition.

WAC 284-43-220 (3)(d)(i)(A), added "and facilities" for consistency.

WAC 284-43-220 (3)(e)(i}(C), include "substance use disorder" in title of map and also included
"substance use disorder" where specialty mental health providers are referenced, Amended language for
consistency with other areas of the rule that reference mental health and substance use disorder providers.

WAC 284-43-222 (5)(a), name of addendum was corrected.

WAC 284-43-229(4), amended language to make consistent with the section, changed "lowest cost tier of
the network" to read "lowest cost-sharing tier of the network."

Throughout rule reference to "file" or "filing” was changed to "submit" or "submitted” to make the rule
consistent.

A final cost-benefit analysis is available by contacting Kate Reynolds, P.O. Box 40258, Olympia, WA
98504-0258, phone (360) 725-7170, fax (360) 586-3109, e-mail rulescoordinator@oic.wa.gov.

Number of Sections Adopted in Order to Comply with Federal Statute: New 4, Amended 2, Repealed
1; Federal Rules or Standards: New 4, Amended 2, Repealed 1; or Recently Enacted State Statutes: New O,
Amended 0, Repealed 0.

Number of Sections Adopted at Request of a Nongovernmental Entity: New 0, Amended 0, Repealed O.

Number of Sections Adopted on the Agency's Own Initiative: New 0, Amended 0, Repealed 0.

Number of Sections Adopted in Order to Clarify, Streamline, or Reform Agency Procedures: New 5,
Amended 6, Repealed 1.
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Number of Sections Adopted Using Negotiated Rule Making: New 0, Amended O, Repealed 0; Pilot Rule
Making: New O, Amended 0, Repealed 0; or Other Alternative Rule Making: New 0, Amended 0, Repealed 0.

Date Adopted: April 25, 2014,

Mike Kreidler
Insurance Commissioner
AMENDATORY SECTION (Amending WSR 12-23-005, filed 11/7/12, effective 11/20/12)

WAC 284-43-130 Definitions.

Except as defined in other subchapters and unless the context requires otherwise, the following definitions
shall apply throughout this chapter.

(1) "Adverse determination" has the same meaning as the definition of adverse benefit determination in
RCW 48.43.005, and includes:

(a) The determination includes any decision by a health carrier's designee utilization review organization
that a request for a benefit under the health carrier's health benefit plan does not meet the health carrier's
requirements for medical necessity, appropriateness, health care setting, level of care, or effectiveness or is
determined to be experimental or investigational and the requested benefit is therefore denied, reduced, or
terminated or payment is not provided or made, in whole or in part for the benefit;

(b) The denial, reduction, termination, or failure to provide or make payment, in whole or in part, for a
benefit based on a determination by a health carrier or its designee utilization review organization of a coverad
person's eligibility to participate in the health carrier's health benefit plan;

(c) Any prospective review or retrospective review determination that denies, reduces, or terminates or
fails to provide or make payment in whole or in part for a benefit;

(d) A rescission of coverage determination; or

(e) A carrier's denial of an application for coverage.

(2) "Authorization" or "certification” means a determination by the carrier that an admission, extension of
stay, or other health care service has been reviewed and, based on the information provided, meets the clinical
requirements for medical necessity, appropriateness, level of care, or effectiveness in relation to the applicable
health plan.

(3) "Clinical review criteria" means the written screens, decision rules, medical protocols, or guidelines
used by the carrier as an element in the evaluation of medical necessity and appropriateness of requested
admissions, procedures, and services under the auspices of the applicable health plan.

(4) "Covered health condition" means any disease, illness, injury or condition of health risk covered
according to the terms of any health plan. d

(5) "Covered person" or "enrollee" means an individual covered by a health plan including ((a#
enrellee;)) a subscriber, policyholder, or beneficiary of a group plan.

(6) "Emergency medical condition” means the emergent and acute onset of a symptom or symptoms,
including severe pain, that would lead a prudent layperson acting reasonably to believe that a health condition
exists that requires immediate medical attention, if failure to provide medical attention would result in serious
impairment to bodily functions or serious dysfunction of a bodily organ or part, or would place the person's health
in serious jeopardy.

(7) "Emergency services" has the meaning set forth in RCW 48.43.005.

(8) "Enrollee point-of-service cost-sharing” or "cost-sharing" means amounts paid to health carriers
directly providing services, health care providers, or health care facilities by enrollees and may include
copayments, coinsurance, or deductibles.

(9) "Facility" means an institution providing health care services, including but not limited to hospitals and
other licensed inpatient centers, ambulatory surgical or treatment centers, skilled nursing centers, residential
treatment centers, diagnostic, laboratory, and imaging centers, and rehabilitation and other therapeutic settings,
and as defined in RCW 48.43.005.

(10) "Formulary" means a listing of drugs used within a health plan.

(11) "Grievance" has the meaning set forth in RCW 48.,43,005.

(12) "Health care provider" or "provider" means:

(a) A person regulated under Title 18 RCW or chapter 70.127 RCW, to practice health or health-related
services or otherwise practicing health care services in this state consistent with state law; or

(b) An employee or agent of a person described in (a) of this subsection, acting in the course and scope of
his ar her employment.

(13) "Health care service" or "health service" means that service offered or provided by health care
facilities and health care providers relating to the prevention, cure, or treatment of illness, injury, or disease.

(14) "Health carrier” or "carrier® means a disability insurance company regulated under
chapter 48,20 or 48.21 RCW, a health care service contractor as defined in RCW 48.44.010, and a health
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maintenance organization as defined in RCW 48.46.020, and includes “issuers" as that term is used in the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act (P.L. 111-148, as amended (2010)).

(15) "Health plan" or "plan" means any individual or group policy, contract, or agreement offered by a
health carrier to provide, arrange, reimburse, or pay for health care service except the following:

(a) Long-term care insurance governed by chapter 48.84 RCW;

(b) Medicare supplemental health insurance governed by chapter 48.66 RCW;

(c) Limited health care service offered by limited health care service contractors in accordance with
RCW 48.44.035;

(d) Disability income;

(e) Coverage incidental to a property/casualty liability insurance policy such as automabile personal injury
protection coverage and homeowner guest medical;

(f) Workers' compensation coverage;

(g) Accident only coverage;

(h) Specified disease and hospital confinement indemnity when marketed solely as a supplement to a
health plan;

(i) Employer-sponsared self-funded health plans;

(i) Dental only and vision only coverage; and

(k) Plans deemed by the insurance commissioner to have a short-term limited purpose or duration, or to
be a student-only plan that is guaranteed renewable while the covered person is enrolled as a regular full-time
undergraduate or graduate student at an accredited higher education institution, after a wr