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OECD health ministers met in Paris on 7th-8th October 2010 to reﬂectﬁp e tremendous prog )j(
made in the health of the populations of their countries, due in no small p&f to;he im oy&n&a
that have been made in health systems. But they also considered the difficult path they must walk in
the future. Countries have to improve the value they get from the large and increasing investment
they are making in health care. This is now all the more difficult — and urgent — in light of the difficult
fiscal situation facing many countries in the aftermath of the economic crisis.

OECD countries have made tremendous strides in improving population health over recent
decades. Life expectancy at birth has increased, rising on average by ten years between 1960 and
2008. Almost all countries have some form of public or private insurance covering the risk of ill
health and high medical costs and access to basic health care has also improved. However, these
achievements have not come cheaply — countries have confronted steady increases in the cost of
health care spending over recent decades. Looking to the future, OECD countries will continue to face
upward pressures on health spending from a number of factors including demographic change,
advances in medical care technology and the growing expectations from patients and the electorate
at large. What can countries do to get the most value for money while maintaining the goals of
quality and access that people have come to expect? This report explores the different tools available
to countries to increase the value of their health care investments.

This report reflects the contribution of colleagues from in and outside of the OECD.
Michael Borowitz co-ordinated the report. Chapter 1 was prepared by David Morgan with assistance of
Eva Orosz; Chapter 2 by Howard Oxley; Chapter 3 by Valérie Paris; Chapter 4 by Michael Borowitz,
Professor Richard Scheffler and Brent Fulton from the University of California at Berkeley; Chapter 5 by
Michael Borowitz and Maria M. Hofmarcher at Gesundheit Osterreich GmbH; Chapter 6 by Valérie
Paris, with the assistance of Rita Faria; Chapter 7 by Michael Borowitz and Elettra Ronchi.
Marion Devaux provided statistical assistance for several chapters, and the text was prepared for
publication by Isabelle Vallard and Judy Zinnemann. Authors would like to thank Raphaélle Bisiaux for
her assistance, and Tracey Strange and Marléne Mohier for their editing work. Many members of the
OECD Health Division provided comments on one or more of the chapters. Mark Pearson, head of the
OECD Health Division, supervised the preparation of the report and provided useful comments on
various versions. Country experts and delegates to the OECD Health Committee were particularly
active in making suggestions about the issues that needed to be addressed and providing information
on national policies and evaluations.
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OECD countries have made tremendous strides in improving pg’ulaiothéd@ 'Sv\e)r
recent decades. Life expectancy at birth has increased, rising on average by ten years
between 1960 and 2008. Today, a woman aged 65 can expect to live another 20 years, and a
man an additional 17 years. And although socio-economic inequalities in health status and
access to care remain, reductions in child mortality and gains in population health have
continued to improve at a steady pace. These achievements can in part be attributed to
increased incomes and higher levels of education. But a good portion of these gains comes
from improvements in health care itself - through technological progress and evidence-
based treatment, in particular.

Health systems are now more effective and of higher quality than ever before. Access to
care, too, has continued to improve. Mexico and Turkey have recently introduced reforms
to provide coverage for the poor or uninsured. The United States has just passed legislation
that will mandate health insurance coverage for almost everyone. OECD countries are
closer than ever before to achieving universal or near universal coverage for a core set of
services. Such reforms have particular importance during recessions, when incomes are
lower for some families, making the costs of poor health particularly hard to bear.

The economic crisis has led to increased pressure on public finance. Given that the largest
share of health spending is funded from public budgets, fiscal constraints will heighten the
need for governments to control costs and improve value for money for health spending.
However, these short-term objectives come in the context of longer-term trends: pressures
for increased health spending will be unrelenting, fuelled by technological changes,
population expectations and ageing.

Governments have available to them a wide range of policy tools to control costs. Short-
term “command and control” policies can hold expenditures down in the short term, but
they often have unfortunate consequences in the long term. In addition, they do little or
nothing to moderate the underlying pressures which are pushing health spending up over
the medium term. There are promising avenues for controlling health spending in the
longer term by improving value for money, particularly the quality of health care.
Moreover, to reap these potential gains often requires new investments upfront. Hence,
many countries face a dilemma: short-term and long-term policy priorities sometimes
point in different directions.

This publication takes on the subject of how best to structure health policies to get the best
results from what is invested, providing in-depth analysis of the health expenditure
patterns and policy options to improve value from health spending in both the short and
long term. It reviews several promising new areas for improving value for money in health.
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What does health care spending look like &O

in the OECD? m (\\A

With three-quarters of health spending funded from pubtic budgets, conce nsQout the
allocation of resources and the efficiency of spending come to the forefron pecially so
when money is tight and governments face difficulties in\ﬁ)‘lancing pu &ector deficits.
Chapter 1 shows that health spending represents 9% of OEQD\econ ies(2008). It exceeds
10% in seven OECD countries — the United States, France, Sv@erlan , Austria, Germany,
Canada and Belgium. While the rate of increase in health spepding has slowed in the
period 2003-08, health expenditure growth has still exceeded econobric growth in alrQQs)t
all OECD countries in the past 15 years. Factors exerting upward pre.SSLLceaq ealth
spending (technological change, population expectations, increased incomes and, to a
varied extent across countries, population ageing) will continue to drive health spending
higher in the future. According to OECD projections, public health spending could increase
by between 50% and 90% by 2050, depending on the assumptions made.

What are OECD countries doing in the face
of financial constraints and what should they be
doing next?

14

This review comes in the context of one of the deepest recessions on record, when OECD
countries are focussing on how to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of health care
systems to ensure that goals of access to and quality of health care continue to be met.
Chapter 2 looks at policy options available to governments to tackle the financial
sustainability of health systems and assesses their possible impact.

In most OECD countries, governments have considerable control over the supply of health
inputs and their prices. Measures that control inputs, set caps to budgets, or freeze prices,
can lead to significant cost cuts or strongly moderate the rate of growth in health spending.
These tools have been utilised widely, albeit with different intensity over time and across
countries. Most OECD countries impose health expenditure caps, particularly in the
hospital sector. They appear to be most successful particularly in single-payer systems or
countries with integrated health financing and supply.

Wage controls - typically occurring in the context of broad public-sector pay restrictions —
have more commonly been implemented in countries with integrated health systems and
those with salary-based remuneration for health professionals (for example, Denmark,
United Kingdom and Ireland for hospitals, but also Finland, Spain and Sweden). In fee-for-
service environments, most OECD governments have maintained oversight over
price setting or set prices administratively (e.g. Japan, Korea), sometimes in response to a
break-down of negotiations with providers (e.g. Australia, Belgium, Canada, France,
Luxembourg).

Policy tools addressing the demand side are also commonly used. For example, restricting
the scope and depth of the benefit package of essential health services can lessen
pressures on public expenditures. This includes government decisions about the benefit
package (what is or is not covered) but also greater cost sharing by patients. Greater out-of-
pocket spending, however, falls most heavily on the poor and may hinder access to care.
Targeted programmes may be needed to help protect the most vulnerable in society.

2

(@

L
3
v

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010



e /‘ t ]ﬁ(@\ﬂi SUMMARY
l(\/so
The experience of countries which promptly reduced healthoxpenditure after previous »)
recessions suggests that the impact is short-lived. It is even Possible that measures n
to restrict costs in the short run can increase long-run spermng— if necessary inves@&ents

are delayed and desirable prevention policies are not implemented. Many of the §hdrt-term

policies can result in reduced access to care, less equiteble provision of S§rvices, less 2
responsive care, poorer quality, and delayed access to des@le new techl@ogies. »)

\»Q\Q’ "

Medical care: does it work and is it worth it? O o

Patients, providers and payers have a common interest in ensubﬁg that healt {aré
systems do not waste resources. Many studies have observed significgntlvaﬁtmns in
medical practice within and across countries that are not always fully explained by
variations in epidemiological needs. According to the United States Institute of Medicine,
half of health care services are still provided without any evidence about their
effectiveness. In addition, where there is strong evidence of effectiveness, people do not
always receive appropriate treatments. For instance, the Rand Corporation estimated in
2001 that more than half of the care received by American adults for a set of 30 acute and
chronic conditions was not consistent with recommendations of evidence-based
medicine.

Chapter 3 suggests that large efficiency gains could be achieved by introducing more
rational decision making into clinical care. Evidence-based medicine (EBM) and health
technology assessment (HTA) can be used to inform decision making at the patient level
(clinical guidelines) or at the system level (to inform coverage decisions). EBM and HTA help
answer two fundamental questions regarding a health care service: does it work, and is it
worth it?

Though countries have been paying more attention to such issue, many have not yet
realised the full potential of EBM and HTA. Only a few countries produce and actively
disseminate clinical guidelines to inform decision making at the doctor and patient levels.
Even in countries with advanced institutions and practice of HTA, clinical recommendations
are not always diffused in an efficient manner, guaranteeing doctors’ and patients’
adherence. Many OECD countries have adopted explicit structures or processes to help
purchasers make informed decisions on coverage of pharmaceuticals or costly new
technologies, but other types of services are less scrutinised. EBM and HTA have already
increased the transparency of decision making and helped to ensure that new investments
are worth their cost, but there is scope to do more.

Can incentives improve performance
and efficiency?

Chapter 4 looks at OECD countries which are experimenting with new methods of paying
providers and sometimes patients to improve the quality of health care, often known as
pay for performance (P4P) or payment for results. There are growing numbers of schemes
testing new models for rewarding quality: in OECD countries like the United States, United
Kingdom, and Germany; in middle-income countries like Brazil, China, and India; and in
low-income countries like Rwanda. These P4P schemes are testing whether new ways of
paying providers (hospitals, primary care, integrated systems) that use some type of
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synthetic measure of quality show improvements in the qual'@’ of care and also improve »)

value for money in health. { \

P4P programmes have been widely introduced across OE% countries, yet th earch
designs to evaluate them are often inadequate to provid@a definitive ans erQout the
effect of P4P programmes on quality and costs. Ironically, the best evaluater&P schemes
are in low-income countries supported by the World Ba administelflealth Results
Innovation Trust Fund. Evidence suggests that giving incer“i\/es forridTity public health
interventions like cancer screening works. P4P also ap@rs promising in getting

physicians to follow evidence-based guidelines for chronic congitions like diabetes and, &

cardiovascular diseases. But there are still challenging measuremenbaend design issctiei.\)
°

Le

Can better co-ordination of care make
a difference?

16

Chapter 5 looks at the increasing complexity of health care systems in OECD countries - in
terms of multiple layers of caregivers, a diverse range of settings and a complex
combination of public and private insurance funds that handle payments. Multiple
providers, lack of adherence to care protocols, inconsistencies in reimbursement and
decentralised medical records are still the norm in most OECD health systems. With more
patients receiving care from multiple providers for chronic conditions, there is a growing
problem of fragmentation within health systems. This results in poor patient experiences,
coupled with ineffective and unsafe care.

The health problems systems have to deal with have evolved too. Chronic diseases,
including cardiovascular diseases, cancers, respiratory conditions, diabetes, and mental
disorders, now account for the largest segment of the burden of disease and a large
percentage of health care costs. The WHO estimated that 60% of deaths were due to
chronic diseases worldwide (not including HIV/AIDS) and for 86% of deaths in the European
region. The economic and medical progresses that have extended life spans have
accompanied certain lifestyle trends that contribute to the development of chronic
diseases such as diabetes, heart disease and cancer. In essence, health care has become
good at keeping people alive with diseases that would in the past have killed them, and
even in the recent past.

So far, the complexity of financing streams and the difficulty in transferring
electronically medical records from one provider to another have proven to be barriers to
greater co-ordination of care. It can also be difficult to provide the right incentives to
hospital and primary care providers to co-ordinate. To overcome these barriers, a number
of innovative schemes have been tried, including integrating primary care and hospitals
together, and rewarding physicians if they manage to co-ordinate care more effectively.
Results have been mixed, however. Some initiatives have reduced costs somewhat, but a
more common finding is an improvement in the quality of care (and hence improving
value for money).

Specific areas appear to be promising such as mental health care, particularly for
depression and schizophrenia, and palliative care for patients with multiple disorders. The
models that work in these areas include multiaxial teams linking primary and specialist
care, a care co-ordinator and greater patient empowerment. Also, the use of “predictive
modelling” tools to target costly disease management programmes to those who will be
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most likely to benefit can improve the cost effectiveness of th@e programmes. The failure »)
to achieve cost savings in other areas of care reflects in pat the fact that co—ordinﬁn
itself is expensive, but also that it is unrealistic to expect coé&avings in treating tho(é‘wi h
extensive co-morbidities.

The role of patients in the care process has also taken on much greater @portance in —
recent years. Yet it has been very difficult to determine thUest way to g@lve patients in J
their own care, not least because people vary greatlx)in the'Q{ ponsiveness to 1/}

information, advice and treatment guidelines. O

2

¢, <
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How to draw all the benefits from pharmaceutical |>' ° Le C{'o
spending?

Chapter 6 reviews recent developments in pharmaceutical policies in OECD countries,
which generally try to achieve a balance betwen three broad objectives: make medicines
accessible and affordable to patients; contain public spending growth; and provide
incentives for future innovation.

Pharmaceutical spending accounts for 17% of total health spending on average in OECD
countries, ranging from only 8% of total health expenditure in Norway to 32% in Hungary.
In the past, pharmaceutical spending has risen at a faster pace than total health spending
but this trend has now reversed: between 2003 and 2008, real pharmaceutical expenditure
has grown by 3.1% per year on average in OECD countries, while total health spending has
increased by 4.5%. Over this period, growth in pharmaceutical spending surpassed growth
in total health expenditure in only nine OECD countries.

Policy makers have attempted to contain pharmaceutical expenditure growth via a mix of
price and volume controls, as well as policies targeting specific products (e.g., through
product rebates) or increasing the share of cost borne by users. Recently, reductions in drug
prices for reimbursed pharmaceuticals have been announced in several countries (e.g.
Ireland and Greece).

The main concern of policy makers now is that current pharmaceutical pricing and
reimbursement policies may not always deliver good value for money. Several countries for
instance do not exploit the full potential of off-patent markets. In 2008, the share of
generics in pharmaceutical markets ranged from a low of 15% in Ireland to a high of 75% in
Poland. OECD countries have implemented policies to promote generic uptake: physicians
have been given the possibility to prescribe in international non-proprietary name, and
pharmacists the right to substitute generics for brand-name products in almost all
countries. However, OECD countries with low generic penetration may need stronger
incentives for providers and patients to foster generic use. In some more mature generic
markets, price competition does not always benefit consumers and payers as discounts
agreed by generic manufacturers to pharmacists are not passed on. A few countries have
tried to tackle this issue through tendering processes (e.g. Germany, the Netherlands) or
through periodic revisions of reimbursement prices reflecting market dynamics (e.g.
Australia).

Decision makers are also increasingly concerned by the introduction of new drugs with
very high costs and low or uncertain clinical effectiveness. While these drugs may be
important for future innovation, public payers are not always willing to pay for medicines
with low cost effectiveness and/or uncertain benefits. At the same time, public pressure to
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cover new treatments is often high. As a response to this dile@ma, public payers are now »)

using innovative payment methods: product-specific agreerhents are concluded to e
the risks (of negative clinical response) with manufactufdjs or to cap public s@ﬁmg.
These agreements are promising, but should be subject to gigorous and public ation.

What can information technology do for health U @

care in terms of cost and value? \)A Qs

ICT has great potential to increase value for money in health, yet ghe health sector lags far <
behind other parts of the economy in exploiting the productivity berbﬁts of ICT. Cha %()
shows how ICT can make significant improvements in health care deflvel;y Eeducing
medical errors, improving clinical care through adherence to evidence-based guidelines,
and preventing duplication and inefficiency for complex care pathways. It examines
barriers to getting the maximum benefit from ICT, including privacy concerns and the lack
of common standards and co-ordination across systems, as well as the reasons why the
implementation of electronic health records is slow in most countries.

The most immediately promising applications are improving the co-ordination of care for
managing chronic diseases where health professionals could share information to manage
complex diseases; and enabling patients to have more involvement in their own care.

There is a need for new business model for ICT which allocates funds from those who
benefit from ICTs to those to have to bear the costs. In the current environment, providers
bear most if not all of the costs and yet receive little benefit, which are mainly improved
patients outcomes and reduced acute care costs.

There are also often weaknesses in the governance of ICT. Managing complex projects is
notoriously difficult, and Ministries of Health do not have a good record in this respect. The
ultimate objective of transforming the way in which health care is delivered is often
forgotten in face of technical design issues. Governments need to establish commonly-
defined and consistently-implemented standards to ensure communication between
health care providers. While health care organisations have access to an ever increasing
number of information technology products, their systems often cannot speak to each
other, thus preventing the gains from sharing information. “Linkages” remain a serious
problem. Electronic health record systems must be interoperable, and clinical information
must still be meaningful once transferred, both between systems and between versions of
the same software. It must also be gathered consistently if secondary analysis is to be
performed effectively. Only if information is widely shared can ICT achieve the wider
benefits of improved patient outcomes at lower cost.

Conclusions

18

Given the state of government finances, some countries may need to restrict urgently
public health spending. Past experience shows that this can be done. Past experience also
shows that it can be done badly, compromising important health policy goals, but also by
simply deferring spending to the future. In deciding how to tackle the short-term issue of
reducing spending, countries must not lose sight of the long-term issues.

These long-term issues are in reality much more worrying than the conjunctural fiscal
situation. Increases in health spending are inevitable. Health policy makers have to ensure
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that these increases deliver real value for money. This willmot happen automatically; »)
health systems are not a “normal” part of the economy, whé¥e market forces can, wislin
reason, be expected to drive innovation, responsiveness,m)st efficiency and quall o}
ensure that health systems continue to deliver improvgments in health o mes at
reasonable cost, governments have to ensure that the basi¢ framework for Mgalth care is i)
right, and this requires some big changes in how health sYs}ems operate.fos described in 3
this book, some of these changes may require more spepding no ifCorder to achieve (/]
bigger efficiency gains in the future. Not the least of the dile a’s &ﬁlg policy makers is v
how to realise these gains at a time when money for health Eg}(lt/ <

<
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How Much is Too Much?
Value for Money in Health Spending

This chapter starts with a look at recent trends - focusing on the last decade and a
half - in health spending and its components. The main drivers behind health
expenditure growth are then discussed and, on the basis of this, possible future
spending pressure. The chapter then presents a brief assessment of the current
macroeconomic situation facing OECD countries, drawing on the latest projections
of countries’ fiscal positions and concludes with a discussion of recent evidence on
the degree of system inefficiency, suggesting that there is scope for addressing
sustainability, financial or economic, by improving the efficiency of resource use to
that of the best performers.
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OECD countries have made tremendous strides in impr@ng population health over

¢

recent decades. Life expectancy at birth has increased, rising@n average by ten yeei;](
between 1960 and 2008. Gains at older ages have been even more drar¥faticg Today, Eo‘ﬁ:
aged 65 can expect to live a further 20 years, and a man an additional 17 years. Although
socio-economic inequalities in health status and access to care remain, reductions in child
mortality and gains in population health have continued to improve at a steady pace over
the past few decades (OECD, 2009a). Levels of morbidity have fallen and infant mortality is
now five times lower today than it was in 1960.

Part of these achievements can be put down to increased incomes and higher levels of
education. But a good portion has originated in the improvements in health care itself.
Technological change has brought better treatments and benefitted a wider section of the
population. For example, improvements in anaesthesia combined with non-invasive
surgery have meant that a greater number of older patients can be operated with less pain
and faster recovery than before. Even in the past few years, huge improvements have been
made in the treatment of stroke and other heart diseases, reducing mortality rates from
these diseases dramatically. Public health has also improved with higher levels of
immunisation which has limited the spread of communicable disease.

Health systems have also evolved such that almost all countries have some form of
public or private insurance covering the risk of ill health and high medical costs and access
to quality health care has also improved. Less developed OECD countries have progressed
in this area: Mexico and Turkey have increased insurance cover for the poorest groups of
the population. The historic health reforms in the United States pave the way towards
mandated health insurance for a wider share of the population. Improvements in medical-
practice standards have been accompanied by efforts to reduce the provision of
inappropriate services and address shortcomings in the quality of care.

OECD health systems are more effective, provide higher quality care, and have given
access to health care to a larger share of the population than ever before. However, these
achievements have not come cheaply. Countries have confronted steady increases in the
cost of health care spending over recent decades. Total health expenditure has now
reached 9% of GDP for the average OECD country with seven countries having a ratio of over
10% (the United States, France, Switzerland, Austria, Germany, Canada and Belgium),
compared with only three countries a half decade before. How much and what they
consume in terms of health care, as well as the rate of growth of health spending, varies
enormously between countries as do the health outcomes.

Looking to the future, OECD countries will continue to face upward pressures on
health spending from a number of factors including demographic change, advances in
medical care technology and the growing expectations from patients and the electorate at
large. Since the public purse finances the vast majority of health-related spending in most
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countries, these increasing demands for health services nee@ to be seen in the current »)

context of increasingly constrained public finances. {

This, then, is the challenge for health systems. When &se who pay for heﬁn k at
what they get for their money, can they be sure that they aagetting value for th

oney?

Talking of “value for money” in health expenditure is sometimes take Q coded way
of talking about “cuts” in spending. This is not what is meaan this pubjsation. It is rather
used in the sense of whether the benefits of spending exceédt\he co ncreased value for
money can come from reduced spending, it is true, but it can @ne equally from delivering
more of the things that we value in our health systems. (/ @
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There are as many different frameworks for looking at the benefl?sf orgobject] e@ﬁ}%
health system as there are analysts looking at the topic,! but they are all in reality very similar.
The OECD analyses health care systems on the basis of four main pillars or objectives:

e The first pillar is whether health care systems provide widespread access to health care
services and adequate insurance against the cost of care for the population at large in an
equitable manner.

e The second pillar relates to whether the care provided is of high quality and whether
health care providers are responsive to patient/consumer needs.

e The third pillar considers whether the cost of the health care system can be sustained over
the longer haul given political constraints and choices imposed by the total government
financial resources and the other calls on the public purse such as education.

e The fourth pillar is whether care is provided in an efficient and effective manner.

The first two objectives concern how well health care systems are performing in terms
of health care supply and whether the provision of care services are of high quality and
adapted to patient needs. The third and fourth criteria consider whether resources are
adequate and being put to good use.

Furthermore, though not included in most listings of the objectives of the health
system, it is also true that health is a significant sector of the economy, and is one that is
usually under some form of public control. This means that the health system can
sometimes be used by governments as an instrument in wider economic policies. For
example, in the recent recession, spending on health has acted as an automatic stabiliser
to the economy, and has been a source of jobs growth when most other sectors have been
in decline.

The emphasis placed on health policy goals by individual governments can of course
vary in importance both over time and between countries for very good reasons. Countries
may legitimately have different priorities, reflecting their own societal preferences and
needs. Priorities may also change over time to respond to different economic circumstances,
health care needs, population expectations and advances in medicine. Indeed, the
strengthening of health systems through net increases in spending to benefit from the
opportunities brought by new technology and to tackle continuing unmet needs, while at the
same time seeking efficiency improvements, may be seen as an optimal dual approach.

Nonetheless, wide differences remain across countries in both the level of resources
allocated to health and in the efficiency and effectiveness with which they are used. There
are wide differences in health outcomes which appear little related to the level of resources
channelled into health care. Some countries probably are getting more “value for money”
from their health spending than others. In theory, spending money more wisely rather
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than seeking to spend more overall would be the appropria@ policy response for those
countries with low-performing health systems. But it is extrémely hard to identify ig<gdst
what ways a country is spending inefficiently. Health s@ems are complex, th{?e are
multiple objectives, and often information is inadequate.

If reallocating resources from low-performing sector@of the health s@em is hard,
then to meet new demands for health care will require bﬁw resource @t how should
policy makers decide whether such spending is justiﬁe\gj Judgj% w much public
resources should be spent on health care at a given point@ time“can depend on two

different measures of “sustainability” (Thomson et al., 2009):

e On the one hand, so long as the value produced by health care e)beed.s it oppoau(}@(
cost, that is the value that would have been gained by spending on othir a@as, then
growth in health spending can be said to be economically sustainable. Once this cost
becomes too high, and better gains would be achieved by spending elsewhere (either in
the private sector or for other components of public spending), then health spending
becomes economically unsustainable.

e Financial sustainability, on the other hand, becomes a problem when governments are
unable to finance the existing level of resources because of an inability or unwillingness
to generate sufficient revenues to pay for them, and when they cannot - or will not -
allow any further “crowding out” of other forms of government spending.

It follows that it is possible for health spending growth to be economically sustainable,
and yet not financially sustainable. However, it is necessary to acknowledge that in some
countries, achieving “value for money” is not enough to ensure the sustainability of the
system. When fiscal constraints are binding, health systems either have to find new
sources of finance — most of which have their own drawbacks - or else health spending
which produces benefits greater than their costs will have to be deferred. Some of the
problems currently facing countries are not because the health system is not spending
money wisely, but rather that they simply cannot raise enough money because of the
economic conditions. Many OECD countries may now find themselves in this situation.

This report does not attempt to cover all the issues that might be relevant in achieving
a high-performing health system. It does not consider the different forms of financing
health, or the appropriate role of competition in health system delivery, for example, in
detail. Rather, it looks at the most promising policy initiatives that countries are taking in
order to increase “value for money”.

This introductory chapter starts with a look at recent trends - focusing on the last
decade and a half - in health spending and its components. This discussion looks behind
the OECD average to try and tease out some common characteristics among groups of
countries. The main drivers behind health expenditure growth are then discussed and, on
the basis of this, possible future spending pressure. The chapter then presents a brief
assessment of the current macroeconomic situation facing OECD countries, drawing on
the latest projections of countries’ fiscal positions and concludes with a discussion of
recent evidence on the degree of system inefficiency, suggesting that there is scope for
addressing sustainability, financial or economic, by improving the efficiency of resource
use to that of the best performers.

Chapter 2 looks at the range of policy options and policy instruments which might
affect health care costs, health care benefits and/or the relationship between the two,
including both those designed to have short run effects and those that aim to change the
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longer run path of spending through changes in the way healt]@:are systems are organised »)
and governed. {

g \ °
Same

The remainder of the report looks in detail at which @tiatives can deliveéV
care with reduced costs, or else produce more access to hia quality health care ices at
a reasonable cost, including: 8
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e The role of systematic, rational decision making in decihi)li the benefj %ckage, paying
for new technologies and applying evidence-based medidite (Ch 3).

e The role of “pay for performance”, to reward providers whc@crease value for money by
providing better quality care and analyses (Chapter 4). (/ \)(

« Efforts to increase value for money in health spending by reducing the®efnagd ﬁr%are
through better co-ordination by health providers (Chapter 5).

« Policies that can be used to draw all the benefits from pharmaceutical spending (Chapter 6).

e Evidence on whether greater investment in health ICTs could increase access, reduce
costs and increase quality of health care (Chapter 7).

2. Health care spending: developments over recent decades
The growth of total health care spending

As noted in the preceding section, health spending has seen a near relentless rise over
recent decades and had reached 9% of GDP by 2008 (Figure 1.1). Looking over the preceding
15 years, real per capita health spending grew at an annual growth rate of 3.9% for the
OECD average (Figure 1.2). This compares with annual growth in GDP of around 2.6%. While
the average rate of economic growth remained relatively stable throughout the period,
growth in health spending has been more variable (Figure 1.3). During the mid-1990s,
governments in some OECD countries applied cost-containment measures in response to
the acceleration in the rate of growth of health spending experienced at the beginning of
the decade. This resulted in health spending growth that was broadly comparable to
average GDP growth (Huber and Orosz, 2003). However this slowing proved only temporary.
Health spending began to rise rapidly again towards the end of the decade, reflecting
deliberate policies in a number of OECD countries to relieve the pressures arising from the
previous restrictive measures (e.g. in Canada, the United Kingdom and Ireland). The tighter
budgetary controls adopted in these countries had constrained both the capacity for care
and the level of activity. In the United States, a backlash against some of the more
restrictive forms of managed care in the 1990s led to some easing and a rapid increase in
costs at the same time (Colombo and Morgan, 2006).

Considerable country diversity

OECD countries vary enormously in how much they spend on health and the rate at
which health spending grows. Developments in the share of health care spending in GDP
depend on the growth rate of GDP as well as the growth rate of health care spending itself
(Figure 1.4). The combined effect indicates that there has been a degree of convergence
among OECD countries in the ratio of health care expenditure to GDP. Some clustering of
OECD countries based on their economic and several health spending growth patterns over
the period may be observed:

e A number of high income countries such as Canada and some Scandinavian countries
saw stable economic growth above 2% per year, but the growth in the predominantly
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Figure 1.2. Annual growth in per capita health expenditure, 1993 to 2008
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1. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: OECD (2010a).
StatLink sa=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319117
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Figure 1.3. Growth in total health expgfditure 0
and GDP in OECD coutries, 1993 t~2008
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Figure 1.4. Annual growth in total health spending and GDP, 1993 to 2008
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Source: OECD (2010a).
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public-funded health systems was kept in check. In the caye of Canada and Finland, »)

spending constraints by provincial and municipal governm‘ents respectively were Kpked
to the recessions of the early 1990s to address the growin@)ublic deficits. Howeve@mce
the late 1990s, spending on health has been well abo& that of GDP in bo f these
countries.

e The United Kingdom and Australia —both with moderate\g strong eco%%c growth over
the period - saw health spending growth generally outpé}}ng th e economy. The

pressure for cost containment may have been less severe @i in the case of the United

Kingdom, additional public resources allocated to health be@ne a deliberate policy(@

towards the end of the 1990s. e Le C{’

e Low economic growth in Germany and Italy may have contributed to the constraining
of health spending and therefore limited any significant increases in the health
spending to GDP ratio. Per capita health spending increased, in real terms, by 2% per
year on average in both countries. On the other hand, other countries experiencing
low economic growth, such as Japan, France and Belgium still saw overall health
spending growth greatly exceed that of GDP resulting in an increasing health to GDP
ratio.

e Among some of the lower income countries of the OECD, relatively strong long-term
economic growth was more than matched by considerable increases in spending on
health. This was the case in Ireland, Korea, Poland and Turkey. Other countries such as
the Czech Republic and Slovenia also experienced relatively high economic growth, but
- contrary to the above - health spending growth, although high, did not significantly
outpace that of the overall economy resulting in only moderate increases in the health
to GDP ratio. In the case of Hungary, there was in fact a fall in the health spending to GDP
ratio over the period.

e Finally, countries such as Portugal (and to a lesser extent Mexico) experienced relatively
high growth in health spending, although economic development remained low. While
their relative economic position (in terms of GDP per capita compared with the rest of
the OECD) did not improve or indeed weakened, the resources devoted to the health care
system improved considerably.

Spending over time and catch-up

Focussing on growth of per capita health care spending, the very different patterns
between OECD countries described above have come as a result of various economic
and policy developments. Several mainly lower-income OECD countries made
deliberate policy choices to finance expansions and improvements in health systems to
bring their health systems up to OECD standards of care and access. Korea and Turkey,
for example, saw significant reforms to increase the health care coverage of the
population. There were also rapid increases in health spending in some of the eastern
European countries.

Other, mostly higher-income, countries have aimed to - and been successful in -
controlling costs. Real annual growth in per capita health spending varied from around 2%
in Italy, Germany and Switzerland compared with well above 6% per year in Ireland, Korea
and Turkey (Figure 1.5). This had led to some “catching up” or convergence across countries
in the amount now spent on health.
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1. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: OECD (2010a).
StatLink =a=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319174

Figure 1.6. Ratio of private to public health spending growth, 1993 to 2008

Ratio of private to public health spending growth, 1993-2008
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The public share of total health spending has remained@latively stable on average »)

across OECD countries since the early 1990s. Nonetheless, tHere has also been a de f
narrowing between countries in the relative importance omlblic and private finar@lg of
health care (Figure 1.6). That is, those countries that had g relatively high publc ghare of
health expenditure, and often more limited private ins@nce markets o st-sharing
arrangements (such as in the Czech Republic, Poland and @ngary) at thefdyginning of the
1990s, saw more rapid growth in private expenditure subsequently. trast, countries
with a relatively low share of public health expenditure in ear§D90s tended to see
public spending on health as the main driver of overall growth¥ health spending. This, for
example, was the case in Korea, Portugal and Ireland, where, as Bz;ve seen, there we‘rﬁ(
deliberate policies to widen coverage or to invest heavily in health system.zL e C{'

3. Spending by type of health care services

30

The allocation of health spending across the different types of health services and
goods can be influenced by a wide range of factors, from the supply of resources and access
to new or high-cost technology, to the financial and institutional arrangements for health
care delivery, as well as clinical guidelines and the disease burden within a country. OECD
data are able to break down spending into components of individual health care (in-
patient, out-patient, pharmaceuticals, etc.) as well as those services benefiting the all or
parts of the community, such as public health and administration of health care.

In-patient care (i.e. predominantly provided in hospitals) and ambulatory care
together account for around 60% of health spending.? With in-patient care highly labour
intensive and, therefore, expensive, high income countries with developed health systems
have sought to reduce the share of spending in hospitals by shifting to more day surgery,
out-patient or home-based care. Such services are an important innovation in health care
delivery, often being preferred, when possible, by patients to staying overnight in a
hospital. In the United States, elective interventions on a same day basis accounted for a
quarter of the growth in US health spending between 2003 and 2006, compared with just
4% of the growth in Canadian spending.* Estimates of spending on same-day surgery
performed by independent physicians for 2003 and 2006 suggest that this has been the
fastest growing area of health care over this period (McKinsey Global Institute, 2008). In
France, spending on day care now accounts for around 11% of curative care spending. By
contrast, Germany, where day surgery in public hospitals was prohibited until the late
1990s (Castoro et al., 2007), reported only 2% of curative care expenditure as services of day
care.” More generally, lower income countries seeking to invest in and expand their health
systems have generally seen the growth in hospital in-patient care outpace other areas of
spending such that it has been the main contributor to overall health expenditure growth
(Figure 1.7).

Spending on long-term care has increased significantly across OECD countries, as the
demand for care from ageing societies rises. Expenditure on long-term care, either in
institutions or in a home-based setting now accounts for more than 12% of total health
spending on average, and considerably more in countries where there is already a sizeable
elderly population. Both Germany and Japan, with more than 20% of the population over 65
by 2008, extended their range of social insurance schemes to cover the costs of long-term
care, in 1995/96 and 2000 respectively.
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Figure 1.7. Contribution to health spen&& growth
by main functions of health care, 2003 to 2008 \*
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Source: OECD (2010a).
StatLink == http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319212

In conclusion, OECD policy makers continue to be faced with unrelenting upward
pressures in health care spending; population ageing, income growth and technological
change will contribute to a continuation over coming decades. Nonetheless, large public
sector deficits and rapidly rising public debt burdens suggest that governments may be less
willing in the future to finance further increases in the supply of health care services.
Health care may face cuts in financing in the same way as other areas of government
responsibility. Looking beyond the economic cycle, recent OECD research suggests that
there remain significant productivity reserves that many countries can draw on to mitigate
future pressures. This raises the broader question of policies to slow the growth of health
care spending, issues that are addressed in Chapter 2.

Spending on medical goods, being primarily pharmaceuticals, has also been rising
rapidly across most OECD countries, consuming an increasing share of overall health
expenditure. Since 1993, growth in pharmaceutical spending has averaged close to 4.5%,
compared with the 3.9% annual rise in total health spending. By 2008, pharmaceuticals
accounted for around 17% of total health spending or 1.5% of GDP. Since medical goods
consume, on average, a smaller share of health spending, compared with in-patient and
ambulatory care, their contribution to overall growth in health care spending has been
smaller, typically accounting for about one fifth of overall health spending growth.

Again, there is much variation across countries. Although the growth in
pharmaceutical spending tends to be relatively high in the lower income countries, the
growth tends to be below that of in-patient and ambulatory care and therefore the share of
pharmaceuticals in overall health spending has declined. In some high spending countries
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such as Canada, for example, medical goods have been the ma‘@driver of increasing health »)

expenditure, contributing almost one-third of overall growth. The United States, Ayst}ia
and France have also seen relatively high growth in p@rmaceutical spendin@ his
contrasts to Japan and Germany, where tighter price regulation or moves to profngte more
generic prescribing took greater effect.

U >

4. The drivers of health care spending ¢

32

A number of studies have attempted to identify the driv@of health spending growth

and quantify their respective impact (Newhouse, 1992; OECD; 20%?; Dormont et al., 2006; ¢,

Smith et al., 2009).° Among these determinants, ageing of the po u&;ion, rising natigal
income, relative medical prices and technological progress have beenqgivhn@@cular
attention. The roles of medical supply and “defensive medicine” were also considered,
especially in the United States, but found to be negligible. Most studies have used a growth
accounting framework (see Denison, 1962). Within this broad framework, Newhouse (1992)
estimates the contribution of known factors to health spending growth (1940-90) and
assumes that most of the unexplained residual is attributable to changes in health
technology. A more recent review of the earlier estimates using more recent data by
Newhouse and colleagues (Smith et al., 2009) indicates that between one quarter and one
half of the increase in health care spending could be attributed to technology.

According to the literature, the contribution of ageing to past health spending growth
appears modest. It ranges from 6.5% to 9% of the increase in total health care spending over
the period 1960 to 1990 but the results depend on estimation strategy, type of data, country
and period considered (OECD, 2006; Dormont et al., 2006; Smith et al., 2009).7 Income
changes are credited with having a higher contribution to health spending growth in all
studies, ranging from 28% to 58%, depending on data and hypotheses on income elasticity
of health expenditures (generally assessed as being between 0.6 and 1.0%).

Medical price inflation is not always included in models because of measurement
problems. But Smith et al. (2009) estimate a contribution of medical prices to spending
growth to range between 5-18% on the basis of two alternative assumptions about
productivity gains in medical care. The contribution of technological progress is often
measured as the residual when respective contributions of other factors have been
estimated. Initial estimates by Newhouse (1992) attributed 50 to 75% of health expenditure
growth to changes in technology. More recent estimates on US data over 1960-2007 range
from 27.4 to 48.3% according to alternative working hypotheses (Smith et al., 2009).
Dormont et al. (2006), working on microdata, showed that “changes in medical practice” - for
a given level of morbidity — explained about a quarter of health spending growth in France
between 1992 and 2000.

Changing epidemiological patterns has also been put forward as a possible contributor to
rising health spending. Prevention of infectious diseases together with the possibilities of long-
term treatment of previously untreatable or badly treatable conditions has meant that chronic
illnesses account for an increasing share of health spending. However, when controlling for the
demographic effects and the quantity of services brought about through technology and
treatment practice, the effect overall is thought to be minimal. Indeed, projections of health
care spending in Australia between 2003 and 2033 showed that expected age standardised
disease rate change actually had a favourable effect in disease areas such as cardiovascular
disease and cancer, offset by dramatic increases in diabetes (AIHW, 2008).
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5. Will financial sustainability be a problem in the futurgy o)

. . {
Public spending on health and long-term care amounted,fo, on average, some 7% é P
in 2007. As described above, it is not always enough to show that health spendingg1

good
value for money by delivering greater benefits than costs. If@e fiscal situationys that it ]
simply is not possible to raise sufficient funds to cover the spending, sééty desirable -
expenditures will have to be reduced. This section conside¥s the long- projections in J
public spending, with the subsequent section considering th\e\‘t\-:xtent ich current fiscal (ow
<

circumstances are putting more countries in this unfortunate @;ition.

Most recent OECD projections provide some indication of liké)y trends for health and{
!%’artcinte @e@&ors

driving the two components are somewhat different. The results suggest that public

long-term care. Projections are made for both of these components

expenditure on health and long-term care could rise to almost double current levels — from
close to 7% of GDP in 2005 to some 13% by 2050 — assuming that growth in the residual,
which are often referred to as technological change,? remains unchanged throughout the
period (Figure 1.8). Alternatively, if governments were successful in reducing the size of the
“residual” by half over the projection period, public health and long-term care spending
would still increase by 3.5 percentage points of GDP to reach around 10% of GDP.

As discussed above, these increases come from several sources. As regards the
changing age structure of the population, a rising share of older age groups in the
population will put upward pressure on costs because health costs rise with age. However,
the average cost per individual in older age groups should fall over time for two reasons.
First, the projections assume lengthening of lifetimes, thereby putting off the high costs in

Figure 1.8. Projections of public health and long-term care spending, 2005-50

I Health care [ Long-term care
Public health and long-term care spending (% of GDP)

Total: 12.8

12 |

Total: 10.1

10
2.4

Total: 6.7
1.1

2005 2050 cost-pressure scenario 2050 cost-containment scenario

Source: OECD (2006).
StatLink sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319231
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the period just prior to death into the future; and second, the @ect of population ageing is »)

also reduced because it is assumed that the longer life spansiwill be healthy ones. \

Ageing-related effects are stronger for long-term care.@ependency on long; care
will tend to rise as the share of old people in the poppdation increase. Thls.€ffect is
mitigated somewhat by the likelihood that the share of deQdentS per older group will
fall as longevity increases due to the assumption of “heé],r}ly ageing’ @'monal effects
coming from non-demographic factors: expenditures arg)llkely %épushed up by a
possible “cost disease” effect, i.e. the relative price of long- ter are increasing in line with

average productivity growth in the economy because the scope é/r productivity gains in ¢,

long-term care is more limited. |>, . ",\)

These average results hide striking differences across countries. In the costl-eoﬁa%ment
scenario, a group of countries stands out with increases of health and long-term care
spending at or above 4 percentage points of GDP, over the period 2005-50. It includes rapidly
ageing countries (Italy, Japan, Spain), countries that will experience a dramatic change in their
population structure (Korea, Mexico, Slovak Republic), and countries with currently low
labour participation, which may face a substantial increase in the demand for formal long-
term care (Italy, Ireland, Spain). In contrast, Sweden which is in a mature phase of its ageing
process and already spends a relatively high share of GDP on health and long-term care, is in
the lowest range with an increase below 2 percentage points of GDP.

Despite uncertainties, sensitivity analysis suggests the results are fairly robust in
some key respects. For example, under the assumption of “healthy ageing”, changes in
longevity will have only a modest effect on spending. However, the projections for
spending on long-term care are sensitive to the future development of labour market
participation for the working-age population as higher participation reduces the capacity
for “informal” care. An alternative scenario, where participation rates in countries where
they are currently low converge towards levels in high-participation countries, has
spending on long-term care rising by an additional 1-2% of GDP on average, but much more
in some countries.

It is of interest to compare and contrast the results of this exercise with the many
national long-term projections of public spending.'® Table 1.1 provides the results from
recent national projections together with the results from the OECD study for a selection of
OECD countries. As with the OECD exercise, most of the models provide various scenarios
under different sets of assumptions. The projections contained in the table are principally
the base scenario, although, for example, Germany provides two forecasts based on relatively
favourable and unfavourable conditions with regard to sustainability. It should also be noted
that the aggregates of health and long-term care may differ from the OECD study in their
definition and starting point, and thus may not be directly comparable. The national
projections of spending can take into account differing assumptions of demographic, labour
force and productivity changes as well as different health and policy scenarios.

The national results emphasise the range of long-term projections with increases in
the health to GDP share of 2 percentage points or less in countries such as Germany, Italy,
Korea, Switzerland and the United Kingdom compared to significantly higher increases in
projections by France and the Netherlands. For the majority of countries, the projections
appear not too dissimilar to the projection range from the OECD study.
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S Table 1.1. OECD and selected national projections of public health and long-term care spending, 2005@,2(’5-% E o /
g — S &
§ National projections &2006 OECD Study 0
g Reference Share of GDP Projection Share of GDP O Share of GDP Projected share
z Source Sector in ref in projection year Sectly in 2005 of GDP imQ;1
g year in reference year year in projection y o @
E Australia Treasurer of Common-wealth of Australia Public health 2009-10 4.0% 2049-50 7.1% Pubﬁ(gealth 5.6% @&?7%
g Public all aged care 0.8% 1.8% Pyblic LTC 0.9% o/ 2.9%
E Belgium Conseil Superieur des Finances — CEV Public health 2008 6.1% 2050 8.6% Publigl health 5.7% b 7.2%/9.0%
ﬁ Public LTC 1.2% 2.5% Pmﬂc 1.5%® 2.6%/3.4%
% Canada Parliamentary Budget Officer Public health 2007 6.8% 2050-51 10.9% Pub%e’health 7. 8.4% /10.2%
Z Puba T QL s 2.4% /3.2%
g France Le Sénat Total health 2000 9.3% 2050 17.4% /19.4% Public h 7.0% 8.7% /10.6%
& DREES Total health 2004 10.4% 14.9% / 22.3% Public 1.1% 2.0%/2.8%
S Germany Federal Ministry of Finance Statutory health ins. 2006 6.3% 2050 7.8% /8.5% Public health (/ 7.8% 9.6% /11.4% (@
g LTC insurance 0.8% 1.7% /2.3% Public LTC 0% 2.2%/2
Italy Ministero dell’Economia e Delle Finanze Public health 2008 ~7.0% 2050 9.0% Public health 6.57® L @“/GJB Jo
Public LTC 0.6% 2.8%/3.5%
Japan MHLW Public health 2004 71% 2025 11.2% Public health 6.0% 8.5%/10.3%
Public LTC 1.4% 3.6% Public LTC 0.9% 2.4%/31%
Korea Yonsei Uni./Gachon Uni. Public health 2005 3.1% 2050 4.9% Public health 3.0% 6.0%/7.8%
Public LTC 0.3% 3.1%/4.1%
Netherlands Ministry of Health, Welfare and Sport Public health & LTC 2009 9.7% 2050 26.1% Public health 5.1% 7.0% /8.9%
Public LTC 1.7% 2.9%/3.7%
Switzerland Federal Finance Administration FFA Public health 2005 4.4% 2050 5.8% Public health 6.2% 7.8% /9.6%
Public LTC 0.5% 1.4% Public LTC 1.2% 1.9%/2.6%
United Kingdom HM Treasury Public health ~81% ~10.2% Public health 6.1% 7.9%/9.7%
Public LTC 2009-10 ~1.3% 2049-2050 ~21% Public LTC 1.1% 2.1%/3.0%
United States CBO Medicare & Medicaid 2009 5.0% 2035 (2080) 10% (17%) Public health 6.3 7.9%/9.7%
Public LTC 0.9% 1.8%/2.7%

1. Projected share of GDP under the two scenarios: “Cost-pressure” and “Cost-containment”.

Source: Australia: “Intergenerational Report. Australia to 2050: Future Challenges”, Treasurer of the Commonwealth of Australia. January 2010; Belgium: Rapport Annuel, Comité d’Etude sur
le Vieillissement, Conseil Supérieur des Finances, June 2009; Canada: “Fiscal Sustainability Report”, Office of the Parliamentary Budget Officer, February 2010; France: “Les déterminants
macroéconomiques des dépenses de santé : comparaison entre quelques pays”, annexe au rapport Vasselle : Rapport du Sénat sur '’assurance maladie, 2004; Germany: “Second Report on
the Sustainability of Public Finances”, Federal Ministry of Finance. June 2008; Italy: “Le tendenze di medio-lungo periodo del sistema pensionistico e socio-sanitario - aggiornamento 2008”,
Ministero dell’Economia e Delle Finanze — Ragioneria Generale dello Stato, 2008; Korea: “Forecasting Future Public Health Expenditures in Consideration of Population Ageing”, 2009; Japan:
“Future Prospect of Social Security Expenditure and Contributions”, MHLW, May 2004; Netherlands: Ministry of Health, Welfare and Sport/ Youth and Families, 2010; Switzerland: “Long-term
Sustainability of Public Finances in Switzerland”, Federal Finance Administration, April 2008; United Kingdom: “Long-term Public Finance Report: An Analysis of Fiscal Sustainability”, HM
Treasury, December 2009; United States: “The Long-term Budget Outlook”, Congressional Budget Office, June 2009, OECD: “Projecting OECD Health and Long-term Care Expenditures: What

Are the Main Drivers?”, OECD Economics Department Working Paper No. 477, February 2006.
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6. Is fiscal sustainability a problem now?

36

o
In determining how future government policy will 1i ﬁ'y affect public spencgg%n
health, it is important to recall the growing share of health Th total governmen ding.

broadly declined, dropping from around 46% in 1995 to 41% in 2007 (see Jou etal., 2010
for further details). This can be put down to total GDP Wsing faster government
spending over the period rather than any contraction in tocel publi sxpenditures (OECD,
2009b). In only two countries, Portugal and Korea, was ther@n increase in government

In the years leading up to the current downturn, governr@t spending as Ssh of GDP
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spending as a share of GDP. Over the same period, the propo@n of public spending(@

allocated to health rose from around 12% to 16% of total governmen er.1dii1_g on %{e‘
- only in Hungary did the share remain unchanged. =

Within this broad context, the current economic slowdown that started in 2008 differs
in nature from other recent recessions in that it has been global in both scale and timing.
Almost all OECD countries have been affected. The most recent OECD Economic Outlook
(No. 87, June 2010) recorded a decline of -3.3% in OECD GDP in 2009, with only sluggish
growth forecast for most countries through 2010.

Much of the recovery from recession through 2010 has been driven by the
unprecedented policy stimulus packages put in place by many OECD governments to
support the fragile economies rather than any renewed underlying induced consumer
demand. The result of such huge government measures together with the automatic
effects of a recession —largely on revenues - has meant that the fiscal position of most
OECD countries has deteriorated significantly with steep rises in government deficits in
2009. These deficits are estimated to remain close to 8% of GDP across the OECD in 2010,
with only modest improvement foreseen in 2011. The ratio of gross government debt to
GDP is expected to rise to 100% in 2011 for the OECD as a whole, up from just over 70% in
2007 prior to the financial crisis.

Such levels of government debt raise concerns about the budgetary environment and
financial sustainability, meaning that governments will need to carefully review
alternative strategies to start reducing the levels of government debt whilst not
undermining the stimulus driven recovery. Therefore, in the medium term, there are likely
to be increased pressures on public spending either through a mix of pushing through
long-planned reforms, increased efficiency measures or indeed spending cuts.

Lessons from past recessions suggest that a prolonged period of “belt tightening”
throughout the economy is likely with debt consolidation lasting some years after the
onset of recession, and continuing as the economy starts to grow again (McKinsey Global
Institute, 2010). Thus, the high government debt ratios of the current downturn could delay
the start of deleveraging leading to a rapid rise in the share of health in GDP in the first
couple of years, followed by a longer period of debt reduction.

Where will pressures for restraint in health care spending likely be the strongest?

Two sets of criteria can help identify where pressures for restraint of public health care
spending are likely to be the strongest:

o First, countries with high levels of debt and/or large overall public sector deficits are
likely to be more concerned about public spending and fiscal sustainability than
countries with low deficits and debt-to-GDP ratios.
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of total
Recent events suggest that the first criteria set iq:robably of moze iQiediate
importance as it concerns, as mentioned, problems of fisca
high levels of debt and large deficits (the top right hand
difficulty in financing increased spending (Figure 1.10).

» Second, countries where spending on health care makesp a large portion
government spending and/or where general governmentkspending makes up
share of GDP.

sustainability. ntries with

adrant) wi e the greatest

The second set is critical in judging the scope for furth@increases in public health
care spending on the basis of the economic sustainability criteria. @aking into account bothy
the overall level of public spending in the economy and the share al¥6catgd E]?a@'ﬁa e
(on the assumption that it is harder to raise revenues in countries which already spend a
lot and that health is more likely to be affected by public expenditure constraints, the
greater the proportion of public expenditure which goes on health), a first approximation
may be to say that countries falling in the top right part of Figure 1.10 are going to be more
concerned about health expenditures than countries in the bottom left quadrant. This
assertion can be modified by many other factors, including attitudes towards taxation and

public spending, and the political priority that health has in public policy.

Countries with particularly weak fiscal conditions (i.e. above the OECD average) (see
Figure 1.9) are the United Kingdom, Ireland, the United States, Greece, France and Japan, and
to a lesser degree Portugal, Italy and Spain. Countries where public health care spending
makes up a large share of GDP (that is, above average public spending as a share of GDP and
above average health spending as a share of total public spending) may face higher pressures
(Austria, Denmark, France, Germany and the Netherlands). Additionally, those countries

Figure 1.9. Forecast debt-to-GDP and general government financial balances, 2011

General government balance in percentage of GDP, 2011
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Source: OECD (2010b).
StatLink =a=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319250
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Figure 1.10. Public spending on health a9 a share
of total government spending, 2008 \A
\ 4

Public spending on health as a share of total government outlays, 2008 (%)
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1. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: OECD (2010a).
StatLink Si=r http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319269

where health spending already accounts for a sizeable share of total public spending may face
a different set of challenges in order to further increase the overall provision for health care.

7. How can we ensure economic sustainability of health systems?

38

As noted in the introductory paragraphs, the system sustainability and efficiency
objectives are closely linked: making health system more efficient and effective is likely to
be one of the few ways of reconciling rising demand for health care and the public
financing constraints just mentioned. Recent OECD research (Joumard et al., 2008 and 2010)
has examined the degree of inefficiency in OECD health systems and the scope for
productivity gains. Estimates of the degree of health care spending efficiency are based on
health care outcomes defined as those gains in health status that can be attributed to
health care spending. A country is judged to be more efficient than another if it achieves
higher life expectancy for a given level of health care spending, once confounding variables
have been allowed for.

The results suggest that there is considerable scope for efficiency gains across OECD
health systems. Indeed, life expectancy at birth could be raised by more than two years on
average if countries were to become as efficient as the best performers. By way of
comparison, a further increase in health care spending of 10% would increase life
expectancy by only three to four months, holding the degree of measured inefficiency
unchanged. Despite the limitations inherent in macro-level approaches, results are robust
to changes in specification and estimation methods.
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Correlations between overall system (outcome-based@efﬁciency estimates and »)
(output-based) efficiency indicators often used for hospitalés(e.g. average length of: S
and occupancy rates for hospital acute care beds) are verymn. This suggests that ical
outputs can be produced very efficiently in one sub-sectQr but still have onl§ a)limited
impact on the health status of the population. Alternati\&; such results imply that i)
high performance in the in-patient care sector is offset\b)r inefficienci€®n other sub- 3
sectors of the health care system; and/or that co-ordinat'\cﬂ probk@&xist across sub- (/]

sectors. (%)

Further tests suggest that overall system efficiency for irgvi?ﬁual countries are better , &,
correlated with quality of care indicators (such as avoidable ad i&ion rates in th%@(
patient care sector). Those countries with high levels of productive effi®enky @né-to be
those with high quality of care, even though the quality of care indicators still does not
have wide country coverage.

Finally, the study examined whether higher measured levels of efficiency were related
to selected institutional arrangements. In this facet of the study, recent work by the OECD
Secretariat (Joumard et al., 2010) has served to identify institutional characteristics
attributable to individual countries and to identify groups of countries with similar
institutional arrangements and market or regulatory incentives (Paris et al., 2009).

The results suggest that no sub-group appears to have consistently better efficiency
outcomes. Indeed, within group differences appeared to be larger than across group
differences in a number of cases. It would thus appear that no single type of health care
system performs systematically better than another in improving the health status of the
population in a cost-effective manner. In practice, OECD countries rely on quite different
mixes of market and non-market regulation and need a range of policies to correct for the
market failures that plague all health care systems. Put another way, the key message for
policy makers is that it may be less the type of system that counts but rather how it is
managed.

8. Conclusions

Health systems are economically sustainable when the benefits of health spending
exceed their costs. But this is not necessarily enough to ensure the overall sustainability of
the system, as sometimes fiscal constraints can be binding. This chapter has shown that
health spending has gone up rapidly in many (but not all) OECD countries in recent years.
Does this mean that they have become economically unsustainable? Although the chapter
makes no attempt to assess the question in any systematic way, “probably not”, is the most
likely answer. Health systems are delivering real improvements in health, in many of the
main dimensions in which we judge health spending — access, quality, responsiveness, and
so on. As long as they continue to deliver such improvements, it will be economically
desirable to meet the future demand for more spending. But in the short term, the sharp
deterioration in the public finances means that fiscal sustainability is a problem in some
countries. Chapter 2 assesses the policy options available to countries to achieve value for
money in health systems in the future, but also what options are open to those countries
that need to control spending for fiscal reasons in the short term.
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Notes
1. Several alternative frameworks have been developed to assess t erformance of health sy%s,
either by defining the level of achievement of a defined set of g effectlveness) or by m ring

10.

the link between resources invested in health systems and the attainment of goalg 1ciency)
(WHO, 2000; Roberts et al., 2004). These frameworks propose diffdrent sets of goals og obyettives, for
the health system itself, or for health policies but the all broadly reflect the sam ge of policy

concerns. U @

. In practice, public and private spending are closely linked. F amplemjn €duntries with cost-

sharing arrangements, an increase in public spending on healt re wi d, pari passu to a rise
in private spending as well. To properly understand health spendiqgtrends over time and patterns

2

between countries, it may be necessary to consider private and pubhc mponents of expenditure (@

together. In other words, it can be misleading to treat “private” k}ldnure as somehw
fundamentally different from public expenditure for purposes of broad créss cgunlr_y @a@l

. It is worth noting that the average shares of spending going to ambulatory and in-patient hospital

care respectively have remained broadly unchanged over the past decade, despite the
abovementioned rise in ambulatory spending in some countries and the need to improve
ambulatory care for the growing numbers of the chronically ill (Hofmarcher et al., 2007).

. However, this shift appears to reflect regulatory issues. Public spending in the United States is

largely Medicare related and prices are tightly controlled. Thus it is in the interests of hospitals to
shift patients to ambulatory care where there are no controls of the price of interventions and
increases in prices for private insurers appear to explain a significant part of this increase.

. The relations between growth in health care costs and the structure of spending can be complex.

While the shift from in-patient care to out-patient is expected to reduce average costs of treatment
there is no clear relationship between the change in the share of health care spending on hospital
care in total spending across countries between 1992 and 2007 and the real per capita growth in
total (and public) health care spending over the same period.

. Data used are for the United States (Newhouse, 1992; and Smith et al., 2009) and for France

(Dormont et al., 2006). The time period of the data underlying the estimates are: 1960-90 for
Newhouse (1992); 1960 to 2007 for Smith et al. (2009); and 1992 and 2000 for Dormont et al. (2006).
Over these periods there was relatively little population ageing.

. For the studies focusing on the United States, this may reflect the fact that over much of the earlier

period under study, the baby-boom generation led to a fall in the average age of the US population.

. Smith et al. (2009) explain that the raw or unadjusted elasticity between real per capita health

spending and real per capita GDP is higher at between 1.4 and 1.7. However, this “expenditure
elasticity” reflects not only a pure income effect but also other factors affecting health spending
which are correlated with real per capita GDP such as technology, insurance and medical prices. A
model used to derive an estimate of pure income effect leads to a remaining (partial) expenditure
elasticity of 1.0 for 1960-2007. Taking into account medical price inflation (supposed to be higher
in rich countries) further lowers the income elasticity to the range of 0.6-0.9 depending on the
assumption on medical price inflation.

. See preceding section on drivers of health care spending. The two main scenarios are referred to

as the cost pressure scenario and the cost-containment scenario.

The 2009 Ageing Report: Economic and Budgetary Projections for the EU-27 Member States (2008-2060)
considered the demand-side effects of demographic change, health status and national income in
projecting public health expenditures. The consideration of technological change based on
assumptions used in the OECD projections has a significant effect on the pure demographic
scenario to produce projections not dissimilar from the OECD results.
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Policies for Health Care Systems
when Money is Tight

This chapter reviews policies that have been used in OECD countries both to control
health care spending and their impact on health systems objectives. On the supply
side, macroeconomic policies controlling inputs or prices of health services have
been widely used. Provider incentives aimed to improve efficiency are increasingly
being used. On the demand side, policies have first focused on shifting costs to the
private sector; they now seek to reduce the need for health care through prevention
and information, and to encourage better co-ordination of care. It explores the risks
and trade-offs of quick cost-cutting fixes versus longer-term gains in efficiency.
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The results presented in Chapter 1 indicate strong and@relenting pressure on the
cost of health care systems. But Chapter 1 also provides @i?g ce of significant{
productivity reserves that can be drawn on: wide differences in kealth c re pe—pﬂl g
across countries are not matched by equivalent results in terms of health outcomes Thus,
this chapter examines, in greater detail, selected policies that have been used to constrain
health care spending on the one hand and to ease capacity constraints (by more efficient
use of these resources) on the other. This review comes in the context of one of the deepest
recessions on record. Fiscal positions have deteriorated in many countries. OECD
governments are now focusing more attention on sustainability issues: i.e. how to prepare
for possible cuts in health care spending and how to enhance the efficiency and
effectiveness of health care systems to ensure that goals of access to, and quality of, health
care continue to be met (Chapter 1, Box 1.1).

As background for this discussion of instruments for fiscal restraint and improved
efficiency and effectiveness, the OECD Secretariat has sketched out three possible paths for
spending subsequent to reforms (Figure 2.1). These show the level of health care spending
over time depending on the type of policies introduced and their success. The dotted line
refers to the scenario baseline, after the introduction of reforms, while the solid line refers
to actual spending under each of the three scenarios (baseline).

« In the first scenario, it is assumed that countries introduce policies to reduce spending of
a largely temporary nature (for example, through wage and price freezes or delays in
investment). These are presumed to unwind over a relatively short period such that
spending returns to the same underlying path.

o In the second scenario, using the same example, the authorities are able to maintain, for
example, aggregate wages and prices at a lower level, but they continue to increase at the
same trend growth rate prior to the change in policies.

e The third scenario postulates that governments investing in new policies — aimed, for
example, at reducing longer-term spending growth through the introduction of new
cost-saving policies — may lead to an initial rise in spending. But this may be followed by
a subsequent decline in the underlying growth of health care spending to the degree that
health system efficiency and effectiveness is enhanced.

The first two scenarios affect the level of health care spending, the degree depending
on their sustainability. It is probably the case that these types of policies have been the
most common and this may partly explain why spending has been so difficult to control.
In the current conjuncture, countries should aim at the third scenario - sometimes
referred to as bending the cost curve. Such policies are clearly the most attractive goal for
health policy makers as they project a slower growth of health care spending over time
(Schoen, 2007; Shortell, 2009). However such a scenario is also the most difficult to achieve
for at least four reasons:

A
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Figure 2.1. Expenditure scenarios for health: the potenyial impact of reforms

Scenario 1: Short-run cost containméﬁt

Health spending

N
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Scenario 2: Longer-run cost containment

Health spending

Time

Reform
policies

Scenario 3: Bending the cost curve

Health spending

Time

Reform
policies

Source: OECD Secretariat.
StatLink &i=r¥ http

Time

://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319668

e Asdiscussed in Chapter 1, ageing populations and rising expectations will place upward

pressure on health care costs.

« Rising health care costs are, to a large degree, the result of technological change. Moving
onto a slower growth path may mean limiting the introduction and/or use of new
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medical technology or (and better) ensuring that those @10 develop cost-reducing »)
technologies are rewarded adequately.! { N

e As long as the bulk of health care services received by &ients is largely subsidygéd (if
not free at point of use), governments have to find the right incentives to avoiexcessive
demand and over-supply of health care services. b

e Governments will need to achieve continuing increase&ili productivagiciency in the
health care sector.

The remainder of this chapter examines a selected number@key policies that could help
OECD health authorities address these difficulties. There is no simplgyway to group or classifyy
these policies. Past reviews of health care policies have identified folﬁ' brgad, se ue&c&
reform over the last several decades (Mossialos and Le Grand, 1999; Docteur anc"O}% , 2004).

In addressing the need for a more efficient health care sector, authorities initially
focused on policies aimed at limiting the price and volume of inputs allocated to health
care systems. They then moved on to measures limiting the financial resources available
to health care providers by, for example, capping the budgets of providers. Finally, they
increased the share of health care spending paid by the patient (e.g. through increased cost
sharing or narrowing the services covered in the basic public insurance package). These
policies, while often subject to debate, have been technically easy to introduce and have
been widespread.

Subsequently, countries have turned towards micro-efficiency in provision, aiming to
make existing resources go further through improved incentives for purchasers, providers
and patients. However, these policies have often required more in-depth reforms to health
care systems that have elicited extensive debate and experimentation before being fully
introduced.

The policies below are discussed in the broad order in which they have been
introduced. However, they have also been broken down into those that, in the OECD
Secretariat’s judgement, mainly affect the supply as opposed to the demand side of the
markets for health care services. A discussion based on this distinction will, however, need
to take into account the following:

e Some policies discussed in this chapter can simultaneously affect both the demand and
supply sides of the market in different ways.

e The impact of any specific policy in individual countries will depend on the regulatory
and institutional environment.?

e Finally, there are often complementarities across policies. Some policies may be
reinforced by others, and the overall impact of several policies may be stronger than that
of selected policies taken separately.>

2. Overview of policy options

46

A summary of policies and their impact on spending and some of the trade-offs with
respect to other health care objectives are presented in Table 2.1. This table is a very rough-
and-ready guide based on the available literature and recent OECD Secretariat research and
judgements. Individual policies can be assessed from a number of vantage points:

e The likely direction and size of the policy impact (“Strength” in Table 2.1);

e The speed at which policies can be introduced: policy and implementation lags can vary
and there may be unforeseen negative effects as markets reassert themselves (“Impact
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Table 2.1. Policies for limiting spending in a period of budget restraint

Impact on expenditure

it
€ — E qll}

=
Objectives and trade—oﬁ@

/7

Qo

Financial protection

Characteristics, impacts and tradeoffs Strength Impact lag and access to care Quality of care Reslgonsiveness Cost efficiency\A
Q S

A. Macroeconomic policies aimed at expenditure restraint

A.1. Wage and price controls (labour) HIGH SHORT NONE NONE/NEGATIVE GATIVE POSITQ

A.2. Wage and price controls (medical materials) HIGH SHORT NONE NEGATIVE GATIVE P IVE

A.3. Controls on volume of inputs HIGH MODERATE NONE/NEGATIVE NEGATIVE kNBGATIVE @ ITIVE

(labour) @

(capital investment) HIGH SHORT NONE/NEGATIVE NEGATIVE I\%\ATIVE Q\ POSITIVE

A.4. Controls on volume of other inputs (high tech/drugs) MODERATE SHORT NEGATIVE NEGATIVE NE@/E POSITIVE/NEGATIVE

A.5. Budget caps (sector and global) HIGH SHORT NEGATIVE NEGATIVE NEGATIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE @

A.6. Shifting costs to private sector (increased financing of cost by users) MODERATE MODERATE NEGATIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVEMEIXE POSITIVE \)(

B. Microeconomic policies aimed at increasing efficiency L e C “'

B.1. Demand side

B.1. Disease prevention and health promotion LOW/MOD LONG POSITIVE POSITIVE NONE POSITIVE

B.2. Gate-keeping/triaging LOwW LONG POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE

B.3. Care co-ordination integrated care/self-care MODERATE LONG POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE

B.4. Better patient/doctor contact Low MODERATE NONE/POSITIVE POSITIVE NONE/POSITIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE

B.5. Access to a PC doctor out-of-office hours (to take the pressure off hospital  MODERATE LONG POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE

emergency services)

B.2. Supply side

B.6. Further shift from hospital to ambulatory care MODERATE HIGH LONG NEGATIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE NEGATIVE POSITIVE

B.7. Enhancing the role of health-care purchasers MODERATE LONG POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE

B.8. Improving hospital contracting/purchasing/payment systems MODERATE LONG NONE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE

B.9. Increasing managerial independence Low LONG UNKNOWN POSITIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE

B.10. Improving payment methods/incentives for hospitals MODERATE LONG POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE

B.11. Overseeing technological change and the pricing of medical goods MOD/LOW LONG POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE

B.12. Increased use of ICT for information transmission MOD/LOW LONG POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POSITIVE/NEGATIVE

Note: Based on previous policy assessment by the OECD Secretariat and the literature. The first column refers to the type of reform policy. The following two columns refer to their potential
impact on expenditure taking into account the potential size of the impact and the importance of implementation lags. The last four columns highlight some of the impacts of these policies
on health care objectives, suggesting areas where trade-offs among policies may arise. A positive effect indicates a likely better achievement of the indicated policy objective while positive/
negative means that the policy could have positive or negative effects depending on the underlying institutional environment and/or the way policies have been introduced.
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lag” in Table 2.1). One important issue in this context is the teynptation for policy makers

to choose short-term expedients which may have negative effects on health SW
performance if they are sustained over too long a periodm (\

e Any possible spillover effects on other health care goals: i.e. access, qualg/of care,
efficiency and effectiveness (“Objectives and trade-offs™Th Table 2.1).

There is a wide range of individual policies shown in ’l“a-llle 2.1,and é@lot possible to
discuss them all in sufficient detail. More detailed reviev)é)nave made in selected
areas which appear particularly promising (see subsequent c@)ters 1n this volume).

While the OECD maintains a comprehensive database on h{gl h care outcomes (e.g
health status and quality of care), health care inputs (spending, he mrofitsionésﬁ
equipment) and processes (number of consultations, average length of stay, etc.); data on
health policies and institutions have largely been lacking. This report draws on recent
OECD Secretariat work which - to a significant degree — has helped fill this gap. Improved
information on health policies, institutions and regulation — which has been presented in
a number of summary tables — will now permit a better assessment of the likely impact of
individual policies in different countries* (Paris et al., 2010).

This chapter looks, first, at various supply-side policies. It then examines demand-
side policies which, in the past, have often been limited to the effects of various forms of
user charges on the demand for care. However, greater interest is now being paid to areas
where the informed patient can become a more important actor and where a better
channelling of health care demands may provide scope for increased efficiency.

3. Supply-side policies intended to restrain expenditure and increase cost
efficiency

48

As noted, policies to restrain spending growth have first attempted to restrain the
volume and price of labour and capital inputs going into health care provision; this was
followed by systems of budget envelopes or caps on the health care sector as a whole or on
specific sub-sectors such as hospitals.

The 1960s and 1970s saw rapid growth in supply in both ambulatory and in-patient
care. With technological change and shifts in the burden of disease, the need for in-patient
care has fallen while the demand - and possible scope - for treatment in ambulatory
environments has increased. New drugs have played an important role in this shift:
spending on medicines has taken up an increasing share of health care spending. But the
net impact of this change on overall health sector efficiency seems likely to have been
positive as patients have been able to shift to less costly health care settings.

While physician and nurse density has increased across the OECD over the last
30 years, this growth has slowed over the last few decades (Tables 2.2 and 2.3). This
slowdown partly reflected a view by policy makers and analysts that rising numbers of
doctors could induce higher demand for care and higher levels of health care spending,
particularly where doctors were paid on a fee-for-service basis. Despite this general
upward trend, cross-country differences in density remain large (Figure 2.2). A similar
picture appears for nurses over the same period.

As regards hospital supply, there was initially some policy lag between the shift in
morbidity toward chronic disease and the potential for treatment in an ambulatory
environment.> However, over the past two decades, governments have attempted to reduce
the number of high-cost acute-care beds per capita. There has also been a move to

Q
2

A

J

/]
2

<

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010



2. POLICIES FOR HEALTH CARKSY}IL!I\;E \NEN@)NEY IS TIGHT
9 7

[y /.
Table 2.2. Trends in doctor numbers per 1 000 po@latlon, 1980-2008 9
Practising physicians density per 1 000 population m\ Average annual growth rate °/),\\\3 PY
19808 19904 2000° 20088 ‘1,980-1990 1990-2000 ('29\-2008
-
Australia 1.9 2.2 25 3.0 ‘ 1.7 14 b 2.9 2
Austria 2.2 3.0 3.9 4.6 U 3.6 }é‘ 2.4 3
Belgium 2.3 33 3.9 3.0 4.1 @ -29
Canada’ 18 24 24 23 [\M 17 Q\ 0.0 10 v
Chile (%)
Czech Republic 2.3 2.7 34 36 Q.o 2.4 0.9 @
Denmark 1.8 25 2.9 3.4 4.1 (/ 17 25
Estonia 36 35 33 3.4 -03 ')' 0.7 {,\)
Finland 25 27 * Le d
France! 3.1 33 33 08 0.2
Germany 2.8 33 3.6 2.0 1.1
Greece' 2.4 3.4 43 6.0 3.9 2.8 49
Hungary 2.3 2.9 2.7 3.1 2.8 0.9 19
Iceland 2.1 2.9 34 3.7 33 2.1 1.0
Ireland? 16 2.2 3.2 4.4 5.7
Israel” 35 36 0.2
Italy? 26 47 6.1 6.2 7.9 2.9 03
Japan 13 17 1.9 2.2 3.0 1.7 14
Korea 05 0.8 13 1.9 7.3 5.6 5.4
Luxembourg 1.7 2.0 2.2 2.8 1.8 0.7 4.6
Mexico 1.0 16 2.0 6.8 2.8
Netherlands? 1.9 25 3.1 3.7 3.1 2.3 2.9
New Zealand 2.2 2.5 1.3
Norway 2.0 2.6 28 4.0 2.8 1.1 48
Poland 18 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.0 0.3 -0.3
Portugal? 2.0 2.8 3.2 3.7 4.2 1.3 1.9
Slovak Republic 3.2 3.0 -1.0
Slovenia 2.2 2.4 14
Spain 33 3.6 1.1
Sweden 2.2 2.6 3.1 3.6 18 1.9 3.2
Switzerland 3.8
Turkey' 06 0.9 1.0 15 4.7 16 56
United Kingdom 13 16 2.0 2.6 2.3 2.1 4.1
United States 23 2.4 0.8

*

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Professionally active physicians data.

Licensed practising physicians data.

Data refer to 1981 for Korea.

Data refer to 1991 for Germany and Norway.

Data refer to 1999 for Norway.

Data refer to 2007 for Australia, Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and the Slovak Republic and to 2005 for
Sweden.

Source: OECD (2010a).

N

StatLink Si=r http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319706

concentrate acute care in larger hospital units so as to achieve economies of scale and
scope. This policy has probably limited the risk of public expenditure overruns overall, as
there are fewer beds to fill. At the same time, governments have imposed tighter constraints
on capital spending on new hospitals, often making them conditional on further
restructuring of existing supply. Despite these shifts, some countries still find themselves
with seeming imbalances in in-patient care.®
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Table 2.3. Trends in nurse numbers per 1 000 poIﬁlation, 1980-2008

&‘7 (/b
P)

Practising nurses density per 1 000 population

a A\

m Average annual growth rate ("{?\\\’

19808 1990* 2000° 20088 1980-1990 1990-2000 @&-2008
Australia 10.3 1.6 10.0 10.1 A 1.2 —1.56 0.1
Austria 7.2 75 U /0 06
Belgium @
Canada 9.6 1.1 10.1 9.2 \)) 15 Q\ -0.9 -12
Chile Q
Czech Republic 5.9 7.2 76 8.1 0 05 0.8 17/
Denmark 124 143 & b 21 \)(
Estonia 73 75 6.0 6.4 0.2 @2 Le ég(,
Finland 13.8 155 16
France! 6.7 79 2.2
Germany 9.6 10.7 14
Greece 1.9 2.9 3.4 2.1
Hungary 5.2 5.3 6.2 0.2 1.9
Iceland 8.9 125 13.3 14.8 35 0.6 14
Ireland’ 14.0 16.2 18
Israel” 54 5.1 -0.6
Italy? 5.6 6.3 15
Japan 8.4 9.5 2.2
Korea 3.0 44 49
Luxembourg 7.4 10.9 6.8
Mexico 18 2.2 2.4 25 0.8
Netherlands 9.6 10.5 1.3
New Zealand 9.7
Norway 121 14.0 2.4
Poland 4.4 55 5.0 5.2 2.2 -1.0 0.6
Portugal’ 3.7 5.3 48
Slovak Republic! 7.4 6.3 =91
Slovenia 6.9 7.9 1.8
Spain 3.6 438 3.7
Sweden 6.9 8.7 9.9 10.8 1,9 1,4 15
Switzerland 12.9 14.9 1.9
Turkey' 13
United Kingdom 8.7 9.5 1.2
United States' 10.2 10.8 07

*

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The

use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

QU R W e

Source: OECD (2010a).

Professionally active nurses data.
Licensed practising nurses data.

Data refer to 1979 for Greece and Sweden.
Data refer to 1991 for Sweden.

Data refer to 2002 for Japan and Norway.

. Data refer to 2006 for Luxembourg and Sweden and to 2007 for Australia, Denmark, Finland and the Netherlands.

Cross-country differences and the scope for efficiency gains

StatLink sa=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319725

Despite these developments, considerable diversity still exists across countries in the
number of doctors, in other health care professionals and in the number of beds per capita.
For example, countries such as Greece and Italy may rely too heavily on doctors while there

appears to be over-supply of nurses in Ireland (Figure 2.2). The high level of acute-care beds

A

J
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Figure 2.2. Health professionals per 1 000 population, 2008 0
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Panel B. Practising nurses per 1 000 population, 2008 (or nearest year)
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United States'
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The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use
of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.
1. Professionnally active physicians/nurses data.
2. Licensed practising physicians/nurses data.
Source: OECD (2010a).

StatLink &i=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319307
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per capita in a few countries suggests some scope for furt@r adjustment (such as in ¢>

Austria, Germany, Hungary, Japan and the Czech and Slovak"Republics) although, in e
cases, these differences in bed numbers reflect difficulties Miistinguishing betwee@cute

and long-term beds (Figure 2.3) (Joumard et al., 2008). Cons@erable diversity is a resent
in the ratio of nurses to doctors (from over 6 in Ireland to &

U

in Greece) (FigL@ZA).
>
Figure 2.3. Acute care hospital beds per 1 000 pop&alationé;ﬂs and 2008
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The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: OECD (2010a).
StatLink =a=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319326

This diversity suggests that there is scope for organising health care in different ways that
may encourage greater health system efficiency through a reduction in overall supply of
providers in those countries with seeming over-supply or a better alignment of the skills of
different types of medical professionals (e.g. using more nurses where doctors are in short
supply). Scope for efficiency gains are supported by evidence showing that health outcomes
per health practitioner vary significantly across OECD countries even after controlling for other
determinants of health status, and by the fact that the productivity of health professionals
appear to be higher in countries where supply has been constrained (Joumard et al., 2008).

Adjusting the supply of inputs into health care

Complete reliance on markets to achieve the appropriate level, distribution and mix of
medical skills is unlikely to be possible given the degree of market failure in the health
sector (Smith, 2009). As a consequence, governments have considerable control over the
supply of inputs of workforce, equipment/capital stock and spending on drugs. For the
medical workforce, quotas for medical students are the most common method of
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Figure 2.4. Ratio of nurses to physicians, 1@5 and 2008 *
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The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: OECD (2010a).
StatLink sa=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319345

controlling the overall number of doctors, and these constraints exist in all but three
countries (Luxembourg, the Czech Republic and Japan) (Table 2.4). Despite this, the level of
the medical workforce and the number of acute care beds, on a per capita basis, varies
considerably across countries. The degree of control and the administrative level at which
the decisions are made appears to vary considerably across countries.

There are longer-term supply problems that need to be taken into consideration when
judging the potential contribution from reduced numbers of medical staff to budgetary
restraint. First, governments in countries where the density of health care providers is low

Table 2.4. Regulation of physician workforce

Quotas for medical Policy for regulation of practice location,
students or for students  or policy to address perceived shortages
by speciality or maldistribution
No No Luxembourg
No Yes Czech Republic, Japan
Yes Yes Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France,

Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Korea, Mexico,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom

Source: Paris et al. (2010).
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would probably be ill-advised to reduce these further, and any possible efficiency gains from »)

reduction seem most likely to come in countries where input leels are already generous\A

Second, specialisation has increased, and there arecpow two specialist every ¢
generalist on average across the OECD area (OECD, 2009). his has been asigh with a Q
growing penury of primary care doctors in some countries, probably reflecti e fact that -
the remuneration of primary care doctors in all countries ‘}e)lower than of specialists, J
sometimes significantly so.” This problem is even more \»arked rural and socially ")qj

deprived areas. This appears to be leading some countri@to begin treating general
medicine as a specialty to attract new practitioners (Ireland) o@n within a context of(@
moves towards more appropriate primary care arrangements (see 10\3/). oi-his, i Qk},
tfaditional
specialists. Nurses are also in short supply in some countries (Figure 2.2 and Table 2.3).

may require a subsequent realignment of remuneration with those

Finally the demand for health care professionals seems likely to intensify. Medical
personnel may work fewer hours on average in the future, thereby reducing aggregate supply
of services.® In addition to the general ageing of populations and the workforce, most
countries are becoming concerned about the impact of the expected exit of a significant share
of health care professionals as the post-war baby-boom generations move into retirement.
Supply appears likely to fall just as age-related needs begin to increase (e.g. France).

A key problem in adjusting medical manpower is the long lags between the perceived
increase in needs and the change in supply of trained medical staff, particularly for doctors
where education can be as long as ten or more years (particularly in the case of specialists).
Quotas for medical students seem to remain the most widespread regulatory tool for
controlling the overall supply of medical personnel. While the number of new entrants into
medical schools has recently been increased in many countries, this has not yet fed through
into any marked increase in supply. Shorter-run shortages in the supply of doctors and nurses
are often being partly made up by medical migration (OECD, 2008a). However, this is not a
sustainable long-term policy for most countries, not least because this can mean shifting the
problem to non-OECD countries where the deficiency of health care supply is even greater.

Thus, better human resource planning policies that focus on maintaining adequate
supplies of qualified health care professionals over the long haul are necessary if problems
of supply of health professionals are to be avoided (OECD, 2008a). Such problems have been
a significant barrier to policy change. For example, Canada and the United Kingdom
increased health care budgets in the 1990s following long periods of restraint but, like
Denmark, they had difficulty in increasing the supply of health care because of the limited
number of doctors and nurses. The reduced supply of health professionals was
accompanied by upward pressure on their wages. Thus, the easing in the macro-financing
constraint contributed to higher wages of health care professionals rather than the
hoped-for increase in health care supply (see below) (Rapoport et al., 2009).

Increased training and migration are not the only policy measures that can be put in
place. Supply blockages may be eased by: i) improving retention (particularly through
better workforce organisation and management policies (particular for doctors providing
in remote rural areas); ii) enhancing integration into the health workforce (e.g. by
attracting former nurses or doctors back into the health workforce and by improving the
procedures for recognising and, as necessary, supplementing foreign qualifications of
immigrant health professionals); iii) adopting a more efficient skill mix (e.g. by developing
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the role of advanced practice nurses and physicians’ ass’gants); and iv) improving »)

productivity (e.g., through linking payment to performance). &
°
The impact of any macro-measures will also depend@l the regulatory e é ent

(Tables 2.4 and 2.5). There are wide differences across clmtnes in the degre which )
control over the number of hospital staff is handled by i idual institutiofiror whether —
limits are set at a higher administrative level. This is also t}\e)case for hos @}s the number J
of beds and the supply and use of high-cost equipment. Con@ls on @ls and high-tech /]
equipment are found in all countries except Finland, Greecg\celan¥, Korea and Poland v
(Table 2.5). Note, however, that those countries with greater onomy in hiring and @
remuneration at the local level can also face constraints through bu b?%gsgary caps (Table %ﬁ»
°* Lec
Table 2.5. Regulation of hospital and high-tech equipment and activities

Provision of specific
types of hospital
services

Supply of high cost
medical equipment

Open new hospitals  Increase/decrease
or other institutions supply of hospital beds

No regulation No regulation No regulation No regulation Finland, Greece, Iceland, Korea, Poland

No regulation No regulation No regulation Regulated Czech Republic

No regulation No regulation Regulated No regulation Slovak Republic

No regulation Regulated No regulation No regulation

Regulated No regulation No regulation No regulation New Zealand, United Kingdom

Regulated No regulation Regulated Regulated Norway, Sweden

Regulated Regulated No regulation No regulation Japan, Netherlands

Regulated Regulated Regulated No regulation Switzerland

Regulated Regulated Regulated Regulated Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark,

France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Mexico, Portugal, Spain, Turkey

Source: Paris et al. (2010) updated with information available in July 2010.

Controlling prices and wages

Part of the difference in spending across countries can be attributed to variation in the
relative prices for health care services. Figure 2.5 shows the cost in individual countries of a
similar bundle of goods and services using health-related PPPs (purchasing power parities).’
These data show wide differences in the cost of the similar bundles of health goods and
services: ranging from USD PPPs 33 in the Slovak Republic to USD PPPs 143 in Iceland. Hence,
some portion of the observed differences in spending on health comes from differences in
the relative prices and not volumes of services. As to country groupings, relative PPPs for
health are particularly low in OECD Asian and eastern European countries.

Unfortunately, time series data showing the changes in the PPPs over time or the
contribution of such changes to variation in health care spending are not yet available.'®
Nonetheless, there may be greater scope for reducing spending by reducing prices of
health care services in countries with high relative prices than in those where relative
prices are low. For countries with very low relative PPPs, preventing too rapid a rise in
wages and prices towards the cross country average will remain a difficult policy
challenge.

It is more difficult to get behind this data to judge the causes of such differences. The
relative wages of health care providers is one vantage point, given the importance of wages
and salaries in total health care costs and the wide range of relative wages received by health
care professionals across countries. General practitioners remuneration ranges from 1.4 times
the average wage of all workers in Hungary to 4.2 times for the United Kingdom. The relative

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010 55



2. POLICIES FOR HEALTH CARE SYSTEMS WHEN MONEY IS TIGHT e /‘ t E d K
7

S &
3 (o)

56

Figure 2.5. Purchasing power parities (PPPs) for health @ods and services, 2005
USD PPPs for health care m \

160

143
140 O
132 131 130
125

113112110108107105
100

80
60
40

20

0

O & O » Q LLLLL I S 2 DO ®
L & S S S O F S ST S EEE 38 8 (& S B
ENENE NN & & X N R F T I
\Q%Q@QQ%Q ) \(\3}\§%\ RN %$+§ @ V@Q“& Q&Q & @@,\3@ @@ %%\\%&\%QQ{\ RDIRGIRORCPNIES oS o Qz o
T O & ® A\ S &
N \»Q\ S o oS

Source: OECD.Stat 2009.
StatLink sa=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319364

wages of specialists ranges from 1.5 times the national average wage for salaried specialists in
Hungary to 7.6 times for self-employed specialists in the Netherlands (OECD, 2009). Wages for
nurses (relative to the average wage) can range from 0.7 to 0.8 in some former eastern
European countries to around 2.2 in Mexico (Fujisawa and Lafortune, 2008; OECD, 2009).

These cross-country differences may have reflected the capacity of countries to
regulate prices. Tables 2.6 and 2.7 indicate a wide range of models for negotiating and
setting of prices and the degree and nature of such arrangements varies considerably
across countries. But they provide little information in themselves as to the direct role of
governments. While governments often have the ultimate power to regulate, responsibility
is sometimes delegated to health insurers and professionals, which may weaken
governments’ capacity to control spending in practice. Furthermore, the role of government in
setting prices has changed over time. Caution is therefore needed when evaluating the
implications of the information in these two tables for overall cost control.

In the past, wage controls have been, by their nature, particularly prevalent in systems
with public-integrated models in both the hospital and ambulatory sectors if health care
personnel are paid on a salary basis - Denmark (hospitals), Finland, Ireland (hospitals), Spain,
Sweden, the United Kingdom (hospitals) — although this has often occurred in the context of
broader public-sector pay restraint and is thus not specific to the health care sector. In some
cases in the past (e.g. Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, Japan, Luxembourg, and Switzerland)
governments have on occasion stepped in when the payers and providers could not reach an
agreement on fees and prices (Docteur and Oxley, 2004). Cost control in Japan has relied heavily
on price setting in both ambulatory and hospital care (Imai and Oxley, 2004).

In others, prices automatically adjust as a function of the volume of care so as not to
exceed a fixed budget ceiling. In Germany, a resource-based relative value scale (RBRVS)

2
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Table 2.6. Regulation of prices/fees of physicians’ services

Fees/prices paid
by third-party payers

Fees/prices billed by providers (to private health insurance or to patients)

it
se—'t Eay
<+

Primary care services

P

Must be equal to prices/fees paid
by third-party payers + “statuory
co-payments” if any

Can exceed prices/fees paid Can always exceed prices/
by third-party payers and fees paid by third-party
statutory co-payments only payers and statutory

in some circumstances co-payments

Must be equal to prices/fees paid
by third-party payers + “statuory
co-payments”

Specialist sirQes

Can exceed pri€ps/fees paid by
third-party payers and statutory Can always exceed@es/fees
CO-payments jasome paid by thlrdp yers
circumstanc@ )

and statstory payments

Fees/prices’ set unilateraly

by third-party payers at central
level

Fees/prices negotiated at central
level between third-party payers
and/or government and providers
RBRVS established at central
level and local negotiation on
point value

Fees/prices negotiated at local
level

Fees/prices are negotiated with
each insurer

Capitation or salary unilateraly
set by third-party payer or
government at central level
Capitation or salary negotiated by
interested parties at central level
Capitation or salary negotiated by
interested parties at local level

0T0Z D30 ©® DNIANIdS HLTVIH NI AINOW ¥04 INTVA

Czech Republic, Japan, Korea,
Luxembourg, Netherlands,
Norway

Switzerland, Germany

Canada

Poland,? Slovak Republic2

Iceland, Italy, Portugal, Spain,
United Kingdom, Turkey

Sweden

Australia
Austria, Belgium, France,
Denmark

New Zealand
Hungary*

Finland, Greece,* Ireland,®
Mexico®

Poland?

Czech Republic, Iceland, Japan,
Korea, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Norway

Switzerland, Germany

Canada

Slovak Republic?

Denmark, Italy, Portugal, Spain,
Turkey

Sweden

J us@e”
LB Qe
Austria, Belgium, @e,

Greece*
G <
> Le C‘\)

New Zealand

Hungary?

Finland,3 Ireland,® Mexico,?
United Kingdom?

1. Fees/prices can include or not “statutory co-payments”.
2. Physicians can charge any price if they do not participate to the national or health insurance systems or provide not-covered services, but those circumstances are considered to be of

marginal importance.

oW

Source: Paris et al. (2010).

LS

For private services paid on a fee-for-service basis, physicians are most often free to charge any price they will.
Physicians are not allowed to charge extra-fee fees in principle, but informal payments are common practice.
For two-thirds of the population, GPs set their prices freely.

An RBRVS is set at central level, health insurers negotiate volume caps and point values.
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Table 2.7. Regulation of hospital prices for coE@ed services \ ’)
Prices billed by prm;rs N [ J

Price paid by third-party payers
(basic primary health coverage)

Must be equal to prices/fees paid
by third-party payers + “statuory
copayments” if any

N\
Patients may pay suents
for superior accqmodaton
AND suppleme@es charges

by physwlawb

Patients may pay suments

for superior accomodation

Determined by central
government

Negotiated by interested parties
at central leval

DRG weights defined at central
level with negotiation of rates at
local level or with insurers
Negotiated by interested parties
at local level

Negotiated at central level with
possible further negotiations

Norway

Australia (public patients in public
hospitals')

France (“public” hospitals?)
Greece, Hungary, Japan
Denmark, Italy, Poland

Finland, Spain, Sweden

Czech Republic,? Netherlands,
Slovak Republic®

Ir A ed Kingdom (private
pradice

Australia (private patients in public

)
W
O

Austria, Korea

L
3
v

({r private hospitals), Belgium, (

ﬁe,(prlvate hospitals, or pnvat{)
prat |ce|n¢ubI|Losglﬁu

Germany

Canada, Switzerland

between individual providers
and insurers

Negotiated between individual
third-party payers and providers

Payment by global budget

Mexico (private hospitals)

Iceland, Luxembourg, Mexico
(public hospitals), New Zealand,
Portugal

1. Public patients are not charged for treatment.
2. Include most not-for-profit private hospitals.
3. Informal payments are common.

Source: Paris et al. (2010).

has been introduced with the value of the points earned by individual practitioners
declining as the overall number of points (for all practitioners) increases so as to ensure
that the budget envelope is not exceeded. Similar arrangements are used for specialists in
the Slovak Republic (Table 2.7).

Tighter control over both volumes of inputs and, particularly prices and wages, should
permit governments to engineer a strong short-term negative effect on spending, if
desired, in a period of retrenchment, and the impact could be even stronger in the presence
of high rates of inflation. Nonetheless, the impact will depend on a number of factors:

« Existing contractual relations between payers and providers — for example, whether
labour contracts are pluri-annual and whether remuneration is formally indexed to the
rate of inflation.

e Whether the authorities can fix the number of providers supplying care.

e The degree to which cost reductions can be eroded by supplier responses. On the one
hand, lower prices may trigger a substitution effect for providers and lower volumes of
health services because treating patients becomes less lucrative. On the other hand, an
income effect may result in higher volumes of care as physicians attempt to compensate
for the loss of remuneration by increasing supply.!" 12

In attempting to reduce relative wages of health care providers, policies will need to
take into account the possible negative effects in countries where wages are particularly
low. Low wages may lead to medical personnel having more than one job to make ends
meet and, as a consequence, they may face greater difficulties in maintaining their
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knowledge and skills, or may shorten their working hours, @ereby reducing supply. In »)
some countries (Greece, Hungary, the Czech and Slovak Reﬁublics and Poland), infmaal

payments have become widespread.'® In Japan and Koremow fees can lead tg i@.lced ¢
demand, higher volumes of care than necessary, anda.patient dissatisfac . Most
importantly for the long-term sustainability of the healtﬁrstem, low wag%may lead to i)
out-migration of medical professionals. U > J
v

W %/
Setting pharmaceutical prices O v

Setting prices in the pharmaceutical sector requires special attention because of the , &
specific characteristics of that market (Docteur and Paris, 2009). z&]bﬂgh pharmaceu@@
drugs account for a small share of total health care costs (17% of total heafth l:-ar@ hding
for the OECD area on average), spending has been rising faster than for other main
components of health care in the past. The level of drug prices is much higher for a few
countries (mainly the eastern European countries, Mexico and Greece). The key problem for
policy makers in this market is to find the appropriate balance between obtaining good value
for money for patients and payers now while ensuring that the incentives for continued
innovation remain strong enough to encourage further innovation - i.e. adequate to ensure
the development of better drugs in the future. Finally, it also means finding ways of limiting
demand in a market where patients rarely face the full cost of the drugs that are prescribed
and ensures that the distribution system for drugs — which represents as much as one-third
of the total cost - is operating efficiently.

A wide range of techniques is available for pricing, coverage and for influencing the
demand for and the mix of pharmaceuticals (see Docteur and Paris, 2009 and Chapter 6 of
this publication). These include: external benchmarking using prices in other countries as
a guide, internal reference pricing, pricing using pharmaco-economic assessment and
risk-sharing schemes. Possible reforms in this area include:

e Changes to reimbursement and pricing so as to better steer consumers towards lower-
cost products (e.g. encouraging generic substitution), and providing incentives for more
efficient distribution mechanisms;

e Increasing the role of pharmaco-economic assessment in determining value;

e Price-volume agreements where prices are adjusted when drug spending increases
beyond agreed ceilings.

Price controls can be an effective tool for cost-cutting policies - for example, research-
based drug manufacturers in Ireland have recently agreed to cut prices by 40% for nearly
300 widely prescribed medicines.

Budgetary caps and constraints

With public health care spending continuing to rise, budgetary caps or envelopes
progressively became a more widely used instrument for controlling health spending. Such
tools can take the form of an overall limit on public spending or it can be sector specific (e.g.
hospitals). Table 2.8 shows that all countries — with the exception of Austria, Japan, Korea,
and Switzerland, together with the United States — have set some form of budget caps or
spending constraint. The remaining countries have constraints either at a national,
regional level or for individual hospitals or use other techniques to limit spending (e.g.
Japan through price setting).

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010 59



2. POLICIES FOR HEALTH CARE SYSTEMS WHEN MONEY IS TIGHT e /‘ t E d K

<7 RS
Table 2.8. Stringency of the budget C?L@traint \ %
Nature of budget constraint m N [
I N

No budget constraint Austria, Japan, Korea, Switzerland O
Expenditure target without further allocation Luxembourg a QJ
Expenditure target with silo or regional allocation Australia, Belgium, Czech Republjc, Denmark, Finland, F| ermany, Greece, -

Iceland, Netherlands, Slovak blic, Spain,! Turkeé% J
Expenditure target with silo and regional allocation Canada, Mexico \)) w
Strict health budget without further allocation Q\ (0
Strict health budget with silo or regional allocation Hungary, Ireland,? Italy2 O
Strict health budget with silo and regional allocation New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, @den, United Kingdom (@

(1 \

1. Sub-targets by region/sector in Spain whereas sub-targets for different health servibed (siw a];troach) él’ﬁthg;
countries. e

2. Sub-targets by region/sector/area in Italy and Ireland whereas sub-targets for different health services (silo
approach) for Hungary.

Source: Paris et al. (2010).

Initially directed at the hospital sector (the most costly element of the system), they have
been often complemented by global and supplementary spending caps on ambulatory care
and pharmaceuticals, reflecting the difficulty for controlling overall spending by focusing on
only one care component. In general, policies to control and reshape supply and to cap
spending in the hospital sector appear to have been more successful than for ambulatory care
or pharmaceutical drugs, although institutional differences lead to considerable variation
across countries.'* Spending control through budgetary caps also appears to have been most
successful in countries such as Denmark, Ireland, New Zealand and the United Kingdom
where integrated models of health care financing and supply are or were the rule and in
mainly single-payer countries, such as Canada, where health care budgets are generally
explicitly set through the budget process (Mossialos and Le Grand, 1999).

A few countries with social-insurance systems have established indicative budgets or
targets (Belgium, France, Luxembourg and the Netherlands), but these limits have often not
been respected, partly because of their less-than-compulsory nature and, sometimes,
because there was no means to claw back over-spending in subsequent years.’ 1 Others
have imposed spending limits indirectly: the Czech government set budget caps on individual
providers in 1994 (after a sharp increase in spending in 1992-93), but operated the policy via
the main insurer; and, in countries where supply is organised at lower levels of government,
the central authorities limited the amount of intergovernmental transfers (Canada, Finland)
or set limits on tax increases at lower levels of government (Denmark and Sweden).

New budget controls have also involved a move from retrospective payments - i.e. paying
the provider ex post on the basis of costs — to prospective or forward-looking budgets. At the
simplest level, this has meant that providers have been given a hard-budget constraint while
being expected to continue to adjust supply to meet the increasing demand for care.

However, top-down spending constraints in the form of budget caps can have
undesirable incentive effects depending on the governing regulations. They do not
encourage (and may actively discourage) providers to increase output or to enhance
productivity. For example, where the budget is allocated independently of output, there is
no financial cost to the provider if output falls or compensation for higher costs where
output is increased. Where budgets have been set on the basis of historical cost, this may
favour inefficient providers and penalise efficient ones and hinder the geographical re-
distribution of scarce resources on the basis of need.
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Furthermore, where savings are clawed back by paygeys, fixed budget ceilings »)
encourage suppliers to spend up to the ceiling. And since 'B»udget caps and contr n

. . . . . °
inputs are often associated with cuts to staff and 1ncreas1@workloads, staff m ra(e\may
suffer while restrictions on wage rates and on hiring can ﬁi’rfere with person@p

olicies

and the capacity to attract labour. In any case, most gove ents have fougdythemselves i)

obliged to finance the cost over-runs when faced with bankﬂlptcy of hos @}s, particularly J

where these are unique regional providers (e.g. Italy, Greece,\&w Ze?& nd Portugal). As /]
b

ine budget setting v

<

a consequence, governments have been moving increasinglg™No co
with measures that take more account of levels of efficiency and, output across hospitals

<
o LeC’c\)

and differences in needs across geographical areas. |>,

Cost control in a decentralised environment

A number of countries combine significant control over overall health care spending
at the central level with decentralisation of responsibility for health care provision to lower
levels of government. Some of these have been particularly successful in limiting the
growth of the aggregate health care costs (Canada and Finland over certain periods at
least). In these cases, a reduction in financial resources to lower levels of government (e.g.
equalisation grants) has forced the latter to a reduce spending and/or introduce measures
to improve the efficiency of provision. Where supply is affected, lower levels of government
face the brunt of criticism from patients and providers, while the central authorities
benefit politically from reduced public spending overall and smaller public sector
deficits.!” But even under these circumstances, countries cannot sustain spending control
indefinitely. Progressively increasing political pressure — often related to public dissatisfaction
with supply and lengthening waiting times — almost inevitably force governments to
reverse policies and increase spending, sometimes substantially.

Supply-side restraint and the impact on other health care objectives (see Table 2.1)

Policies for controlling public health care expenditure may affect other health care
system objectives although the magnitude will depend on the time frame over which
the policies are considered: in general, the longer the policies are sustained, the greater
the potential for unwanted side effects. On the positive side, there may be positive
effects on system efficiency - for example, where the health care system is supply
constrained and hospitals are called on to do more with fewer resources. Nonetheless,
even in such cases, issues of access to health care and the quality of that care may arise.
Reduced resources may lead providers to supply less care or limit the introduction of
new technologies, a problem that may be particularly pertinent where there are
cutbacks on investment.

Using incentives to improve supply-side performance

As mentioned in OECD (2005) and Docteur and Oxley (2004) more attention is being
paid to reforms that focus on improving incentives both on the demand and the supply
dimensions of health care systems. This sub-section selectively reviews supply-side
reforms introduced to this end and the impact where information is available. It is probably
fair to say that most attention has been focused on measures to enhance the functioning
of the supply side of health care systems. But subsequent paragraphs pay somewhat more
attention to demand-side issues than in the past.
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The purchaser-provider split and increased purchasing and cpntracting

The purchaser-provider split permits a better ma &mg of responsibilitie&%d
governance of health care systems. In theory, the purchase%, acting as agents tlents
and/or government administrations identify health care ng®mds and contract witisptoviders
to fulfil them. They also can monitor whether the objectives of health syst&s are being
achieved - and propose remedial action where they are . There ha?&n widespread
scope for purchasing and contracting in (social) insurance gj$tems. uch models have
become increasingly prevalent in countries with integra@ systéms (e.g. Italy, New
Zealand, selected Nordic countries, Spain and the United Kingdo:@}.

\

The purchaser-provider split is an appealing model for furt}lz?ing health as’(éi%
goals. Nonetheless, such an approach has also proved difficult to introdtce in an
effective manner (Figueras et al., 2005). First, purchasers require informations on health
needs to inform the purchasing agent: such information is, most often, either unavailable
or prohibitively costly to obtain. Purchasing may also be poorly linked to overall
objectives of the health system as the responsibility of the purchaser may not include all
the health care needs of the population - for example in some countries, purchasing
institutions may only cover spending for treatment and spending on prevention may be
too low.'® The process of contracting can also be long and costly and monitoring of
contract compliance requires a large amount of timely information and technical expertise
which may be costly.

Despite these difficulties, the basic model does form an important building block
for a more policy-oriented approach to health care arrangements. Health care
objectives and targets can be set, resource needs assessed and system performance
evaluated. But national administrations will need to examine carefully how best to
introduce purchasing and build the data systems that are necessary, especially for
monitoring performance.

More efficient deployment of resources in ambulatory care

The growing role of the ambulatory sector is raising issues as to how this sector should
best be organised and, more specifically, how the personnel should be remunerated. While
there is no hard and fast rule, independent contractors operating in solo practices and paid
on the basis of fee-for-service are the form of organisation that is, probably, least conducive
to the treatment of the growing numbers of patients with chronic diseases in a cost-
effective manner. In the United States for example, the concept of a “medical home” where
the doctor follows the patient through time and co-ordinates needs is gaining ground and,
as noted, the recent moves towards partial gate keeping in Germany and France have
included scope for the introduction of managed care systems. More innovation is needed
in this area, although developments in individual countries will be guided by the existing
strengths of each national approach (see Chapter 5).

In this context, there is considerable diversity in the way in which ambulatory care is
organised. This may partly reflect the difficulty in designing payment systems that, at
once, limit the incentive to oversupply (as in fee-for-service) while preventing low levels of
consumer satisfaction through, for example, waiting lists for specialist visits and elective
surgery, something that appears more frequently in systems where providers are paid by
capitation or on the basis of wages and salaries. But whatever the system, there has been
little change in recent years in the capacity of the system to channel patients and
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&
co-ordinate care and virtually all OECD countries see this o a major area in need of
improvement (Hofmarcher et al., 2007).° {

As regards payment arrangements, some countries ha@ been moving tow a 1xed
payment systems that combine fee-for-service, capitation pnd wage and salarie ich are
thought to perform better than using a single payment meth&&.2° For example, p practices
in England have taken on a limited purchasing role, im)d a signifi @part of their
remuneration package is based on achieving public health an@uahty éﬁargets However,

o
2

Y
3
v

mixed systems also pose challenges and require oversight by th ies to ensure that the 9

overall goals of the health care system are being met, in part ular as regards patient, @

responsiveness and access to specialist or hospital care when needeé( “,\)(
*Lec

Improving cost efficiency in the hospital sector

While the hospital and acute care sector continues to contract in most OECD
countries, it remains the largest single component of health care expenditure (Figures 2.6
and 2.7).?! It is also an area where the scope for efficiency gains is likely to be particularly

Figure 2.6. Percentage of in-patient care in total health expenditure,
1980, 1990, 2000 and 2008

[ 1980 1 1990 [ 2000 I 2008

Share of in-patient care expenditure as a percentage of total health expenditure
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Note: No data available for Chile, Greece, Ireland, and the United Kingdom.
1.

Data refer to 2007 instead of 2008; 2. 2003 instead of 2000; 3. 1991 instead of 1990; 4. 2006 instead of 2008; 5. 2005 instead of
2008; 6. 2002 instead of 2000; 7. 1993 instead of 1990.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such
data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West
Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: OECD (2010a).

StatLink = http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319383
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Figure 2.7. Health care spending by component, 200&]or most recent year) 0
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Note: No data available for Chile, Greece, Ireland, Israel, and the United Kingdom.
Source: OECD (2010a).
StatLink Sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319402

important, reflecting, among other things, the growing use of day surgery and reduced
lengths of hospital stay. There has been a series of important reforms undertaken in this
sector. Hospital systems, particularly those run by national health systems, have most
often faced tight budget limits with little management freedom for some time now. More
recently, management capacity has been enhanced and the cost accountability and
independence of hospital management has been increased (Italy, Spain, the United
Kingdom and the Netherlands) (although to varying degrees). Budget periods have also
been lengthened and there is greater flexibility in the use of any surpluses - i.e. they can be
used by the hospital rather than being taken back by the budget authorities. Greater
autonomy of hospital management has led to more contracting out of non-essential
services. Although the costs of ensuring that the quality goals are met can be non-
negligible, there is widespread agreement that this can lead to lower costs as long as there
is sufficient competition in the market for these services (OECD, 2006).

The method of financing hospital services is of paramount importance in assessing
whether there is scope for efficiency improvements. The arrangements formerly used to
pay hospitals in many countries have not encouraged efficiency and may have had the
opposite effect — for example, where costs were reimbursed ex post, or where the prices
used were out of line with the underlying cost of supply because of technological change
and falling prices of equipment. As noted, budget caps have often been set on an historical
basis, thus locking in the poor performance of inefficient providers while failing to reward
the efficiency of the efficient ones.
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A growing number of countries have moved to prospective czge-related payment schemes
such as those using diagnosis-related groups (DRGs) to set, irfadvance of service prowjsidn,
payments based on the estimated cost of hospital care & a particular episode«(ﬂhese
encourage hospitals to increase the volume of treatments aréthey also have the a tage of
encouraging providers to reduce the cost of each episode lef care. However, yjere there is
excess supply, they may lead to budget over-runs if providg'r} are able to i@uce additional
demand or there is pent-up demand. As a consequence, many gountri r@ov monitor supply
and provide feedback in relation to the existing budget ceilings. Sianilar ments and policies
apply to other sectors of the health system, including physicianmervices (Table 2.9).

\)(
Table 2.9. Policies to control volumes of cark' ° L e C,{'

Existence of policies to control volume

Is direct-to-consumer

Is there any regulation/control on health provider advertising of pharmaceuticals

Physicians’ payment linked

(“/O

2

A
J
/]
2
/4

activity? permitted? to volume targets?

Australia No Yes for some medicines Yes, reduction in physicians’

fees!

Austria Yes, activity volume monitored, feedback, Yes for some medicines Yes, reduction in physicians’ fees
prescription targets/budgets

Belgium Yes, activity volume monitored, feedback, Yes for some medicines No
prescription targets/budgets

Canada Yes, activity volume monitored Yes for some medicines Yes, reduction in physicians’ fees

Czech Republic

Yes, activity volume monitored, feedback,
prescription targets/budgets

Yes for some medicines

Yes, refund to health insurance
funds

Denmark Yes, activity volume monitored Yes for some medicines Yes, reduction in physicians’ fees
Finland Yes, feedback Yes for some medicines Yes, refund to health insurance
funds

France Yes, feedback Yes for some medicines No

Germany No Ys for some medicines No

Greece No Yes for some medicines No

Hungary Yes, activity volume monitored, feedback Yes for some medicines No

Iceland Yes, activity volume monitored Yes for some medicines No

Ireland No Yes for some medicines No

Italy Yes, activity volume monitored, feedback Yes for some medicines Yes, refund to health insurance

funds

Japan No Yes for some medicines No

Korea Yes, activity volume monitored, feedback Yes for some medicines Yes, reduction in physicians’ fees
Luxembourg Yes, feedback Yes for some medicines No

Mexico No Yes for some medicines No

Netherlands No Yes for some medicines No

New Zealand No Yes for all medicines No

Norway Yes, activity volume monitored Yes for some medicines No

Poland Yes, activity volume monitored Yes for some medicines No

Portugal Yes, prescription targets/budgets No No

Slovak Republic Yes, activity volume monitored Yes for some medicines No

Spain Yes, activity volume monitored, feedback, Yes for some medicines No

prescription targets/budgets

Sweden Yes, feedback, prescription targets/budgets Yes for some medicines No

Switzerland Yes, activity volume monitored, feedback Yes for some medicines Yes, reduction in physicians’ fees
Turkey Yes, activity volume monitored, prescription No No

United Kingdom

targets/budgets
Yes, activity volume monitored, feedback

Yes for some medicines

Yes, reduction in physicians’ fees

1. In some jurisdictions (e.g. Victoria).
Source: Paris et al. (2010).
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For hospitals, decentralisation of decision making9and more management »)

independence is desirable where it is accompanied by enhanded managerial capacity; e
independence in decision making and greater cost accou%bility. Increased mar@erlal
independence may help create more efficient deploymaent of human res es, for
example, in the context of changing scope-of-practice rulés¥for health profe%onals.

U (4

Competition in insurance and provider markets W <

In the search for greater efficiency, a number of countri ave Mhtroduced market or

market-type mechanisms either at the level of insurers or pgoviders (Germany, the, &

Netherlands and Switzerland). At the levels of insurance markets, tHeaim is to encoq@g\e
insurers to become more administratively efficient, provide better servic® th ni@ielients
and to eventually search for better and more efficient providers. However, the degree to
which this competitive pressure spills over into provider markets varies considerably across
countries, reflecting, among other things, differences in the regulatory environment.

In general, insurers compete for clients on the basis of a universal mandatory
premium for a basic care package, often with options for coverage of elements not included
in the basic health care package. Insurers must take all comers on the basis of a
community-rated premium. Due to the fact that the pattern of risks differs across insurers,
risk adjustment mechanisms have been put in place to create a level-playing field for
competition in this market. However, as risk adjustment can never be complete, insurers
have an interest to “cream skim”, to attract the best risks and avoid the worst, with
potential negative effects on access (Smith, 2009).

In order to secure the major benefits of competitive insurance, insurers must be able to
contract selectively with providers, thereby creating the potential to extract cost efficiencies
and quality improvements in the provision of care. This was successful to some degree in the
United States for managed care arrangements. However, in other countries which are
attempting to introduce greater competition in social insurance markets (such as Switzerland
and the Netherlands), this is only partly the case and, in a number of health care systems,
prices are set after bilateral negotiation between insurers and providers or set directly by the
authorities. With the scope of services open to negotiation becoming progressively wider in the

Netherlands, time will tell whether such approaches lead to increased cost containment.??.

Even without introducing competitive insurance markets, collectively purchased
health services — where a purchaser seeks to place contracts for specified health services
for a defined population group - can permit purchasers to place pressure on health care
providers. Purchasers can take on many forms, such as employer-based insurers in the
United States, social insurers (such as those just considered), local governments or
national or regional health services. But competitive pressure can arise only where there is
some flexibility in where the contracts are placed and there is some control over where the
patients can obtain the care that they need.

The potential for gains, however, will depend on the regulatory framework, the market
conditions, and the capacity of the purchaser to write and monitor contracts. In practice,
competition may be limited by the presence of a single provider, the complexity of the
contracting process and the lack of information to assess whether contracts are being met,
particularly as regards responsiveness to patient needs and clinical quality. These
difficulties may require recourse to other forms of competition, e.g. through benchmarking
and yardstick competition.
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Improving data systems and information transfer to pronge quality of care o)
Studies in a number of countries, most notably t nited States (Instit f °
Medicine, 2001) have noted widespread problems of health re quality; such dy; ions

have been recorded in many other countries as well/There appears 5 general U
agreement that quality problems are likely to have a significant impact health and —
health care budgets because of the cost of rectifying thawénsuing err, @ for example, J
hospitalisation because of incorrect medication. Lack of co-gyllinati communication v
among providers and between providers and patients is a Jor(&e of the observed “9
quality deficits. Improving the quality of care would reduce sugh waste and could lead (@
directly to significant improvements in population health and we C,‘\)

Meeting this challenge seems difficult in the absence of better statlstlcall"ln%rmation
to delineate the dimensions of the problem. In this context, more widespread use of ICT
in order to permit rapid transmission of the information to agencies providing oversight
is needed (see Klazinga and Ronchi, 2009; OECD, 2010b; and Chapter 7 of this
publication). Achieving improved quality of care also requires systems which reward
good performance and new methods of paying providers that take the quality of the care
into account. Pay for performance (P4P) represents one such response (see Chapter 4).
Improvements in medical information and its transfer - from patients to providers,
among providers and from provider to payer - also have the potential to improve care
co-ordination, reduce the delivery of duplicative services, reduce administrative costs,
give feedback to providers and provide the basis for better planning of system
enhancements.

But while the potential for reduced costs and better population health are there, the
introduction and maintenance of the associated ICT systems are proving to be more costly
than anticipated: information technology is capital-intensive, and the costs must be
balanced against any purported gains. As with a number of other programmes, more
information on the cost effectiveness of such programmes is needed.

There is a widespread consensus that increases in health care spending have been
driven to a large degree by technological change and that some part of this has had only
marginal benefit in terms of health outcomes. There remain wide cross-country
differences in the supply of high-tech equipment (such as imaging) without much
difference in health outcomes (OECD, 2009). Thus, there is certainly a need for reviewing
whether all the new medical materials or procedures meet certain cost-effectiveness
criteria as defined by each country. In this context, there is widespread interest in health
technology assessment (HTA) as a means of sorting out which techniques, drugs and
equipment have the highest benefits relative to the cost. While institutes such as the
British National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence can make judgements of the
costs and potential benefits, governments must make the final choices in light of its
capacity and willingness to pay (see Chapter 3).

4. Demand-side issues and policies

Evidence of weak efficiency can be found on the demand as well as the supply
dimensions of health care systems, although distinguishing between what is demand-
related and supply-related is often difficult.?®> As regards the demand for care, OECD (2004)
for example, notes wide variation in the rates of ischemic health disease across OECD
countries which do not appear to correlate with the levels of specific treatments (e.g.
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coronary revascularisation). Similar problems occur for other(diseases. Thus, there is too
much practice variation both within and across countries (Mulley, 2009). Greater adh e

to widely accepted care protocols might improve care qu:@y as well as reducin rall
treatment costs. Such practice variation is reflected, as well, in the marked diféﬁees in
pharmaceutical drug consumption across countries rarging from USD P@ 350-420 in
Denmazrf, New Zealand and Switzerland to USD PPPs 888 i@rance (Figure/bl from OECD,
2008b).

number of annual doctor contacts ranges from around four or fe o over ten (for thk
clusters of OECD Asian and eastern European countries) while ther® is[@ arge old
difference in the number of hospital discharges across OECD countries. Little correlation is
apparent between: i) consultations and the number of doctors; and, ii) the number of
discharges and the supply of beds (Figures 2.8 and 2.9).%°

Neither of these differences can be easily attributed to either supply or demand factors
alone and, in practice, it would appear that institutional norms, incentives (payment
arrangements) and patterns of patient behaviour all contribute to this variation.?®
Nonetheless, policy makers need to assess the reasons for such large differences in system
use and whether narrowing them may provide scope for greater cost efficiency without
loss in terms of health outcomes or quality of care.

Figure 2.8. Doctors consultations and density of physicians, 2008
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Practising physicians per 1 000 population, 2008

1. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: OECD (2010a).
StatLink sa=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319421

At the same time, there are wide differences in the uge\of heglth care services by v
patients, as measured by doctor consultations and discharges fyom in-patient care. The , @,
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Figure 2.9. Discharges per capita and numbiaaf beds, 2008 A
N
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Acute care beds per 1 000 population, 2008

1. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: OECD (2010a).
StatLink Sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319440

Increasing the share of total health care spending paid for by private households

The level of public health care spending can be reduced by placing a larger share of the
responsibility for health risks onto private households. This can take on various forms:

e Government reduction in the scope of the “benefit basket”: for example, most public systems
do not cover certain surgery or may not cover treatments or drugs that have no or only
limited therapeutic value (France, Spain).

o Shift costs of health care for selected risks (e.g. dental treatment) from public insurance to
private complementary or supplementary insurance.

e Require patients to pay for a larger share of the health care that they receive. Such cost sharing
takes on a variety of forms, ranging from flat rate payments per doctor visit or hospital
stay to co-payments for drugs.

Most OECD countries provide full or near-to-full population coverage for a core set of
health care services. However, this measure, when used in isolation, is a poor indicator of
coverage. For example, where services such as dental treatment or pharmaceutical drugs
are excluded from the basic package or are covered in a very limited way (Canada and
France), the degree of cost sharing may be more important than it seems. In such cases,
patients can face significant out-of-pocket spending, unless they are covered by some form
of private or mutual insurance. In contrast, there can be wide exemptions from co-payments
for certain vulnerable groups which increase, sometimes substantially, the share of health
care costs paid for by public health systems (Table 2.10).?” Such measures can also increase
the administrative costs of cost-sharing systems substantially.
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Table 2.10. Exemptions from co-paernts <\ ’>
If exemptions %t: \} L4
Are th.ere forthose with for those D for thOSe@ m
exemptions  goaiy  Whose for - for ha\:&cheq _—
from medical income are beneflcgrles for seniors fer children pregnant p limit other J
co-payments? conditions under of social women out-of-
... designated benefits @ pocket
or disabilities \)) 4/]
thresholds Q\ payments (0
Australia Yes O X! e
Austria Yes X X (, X <
Belgium Yes X X X X b X Sy
Canada Yes X X X X b L e C
Czech Republic Yes X X X X X X X
Denmark Yes X X X X
Finland Yes X
France Yes X X X X X3
Germany Yes X X X X
Greece Yes X X X X
Hungary Yes X
Iceland Yes X X X X X X
Ireland Yes X X X X X X
Italy Yes X X X X X
Japan Yes X X X X X x4
Korea Yes X X X X X X
Luxembourg Yes X X X
Mexico -
Netherlands Yes X X X X2
New Zealand Yes X X X X X
Norway Yes X X X
Poland Yes X X X8
Portugal Yes X X X X X X
Slovak Republic Yes X X X X X
Spain Yes X X
Sweden Yes X X X
Switzerland Yes X X X X X X
Turkey No - - - - - - - -
United Kingdom Yes X X X X X X X

«_»,

: not applicable.

1. In Australia, while no universal exemptions apply, full or partial exemptions and safety nets apply in various
parts of the health system.

Chronic patients.

Accidents at work.

Public assistance beneficiaries.

GP visits.

E.g. war invalids and disabled veterans, drafted soldiers

Source: Paris et al. (2010).

ok wiN

Although it is difficult to establish clear patterns, there appears to have been some
limited increase in the share of out-of-pocket spending in total health care spending, on
average, during the 1990s with increases in the share of out-of-pocket spending in total
spending increasing in 13 out of 22 countries for which data were available (Figure 2.10).28
This increase, however, appears to have been marginally reversed in the current decade
with declines in 24 out of 32 countries for which data were available.?” 30 Greater increases
in cost sharing has mainly concerned pharmaceutical drugs, while increased private

payments for in-patient care and doctor visits have been less widespread (France,
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Figure 2.10. Out-of-pocket payments as a peré2ntage
of total health expenditure, 1990, 2000 antt 2008 \*
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1. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such
data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West
Bank under the terms of international law.

Note: Authors’ estimate for Greece. Data for Chile are not available.

Source: OECD (2010a).
StatLink sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319459

Germany, Italy, Sweden). The number of drugs not reimbursed has risen, very often for
“comfort” drugs or those without proven therapeutic value. In a number of cases, flat-rate
payments per prescription have been introduced (the Czech Republic, France, Germany, the
United Kingdom). Elsewhere, pharmaceutical reference price systems have been
introduced (Germany, Canada, France). These arrangements increase cost sharing for
individuals using branded or higher cost products while assuring access to drugs of a
generic nature.

The limited increase of cost sharing possibly reflects concern by the authorities
over ensuring widespread access to care. But whatever the motivation, the very limited
changes in cost sharing over recent decades for most countries (as measured in
Figure 2.10), and the widespread exemption for vulnerable groups3! (Table 2.10), any
effects on the demand for care seem likely to have been limited. In any case the wide
difference in cost sharing across countries is not correlated with cross-country
differences in health status. While increased cost sharing can limit the demand for
care, the size of the change necessary to ensure a significant impact on the demand for
health care services would certainly have a negative effect on access (Smith, 2009). But
larger increases than those experienced up to now could form one element of a wider
package to reduce the pressure on public finances, if balanced by protection for
vulnerable groups.
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Reducing the need for health care through disease preventign and health promotion  #)

Government programmes for health promotion and Cﬁsease prevention reprBQ t

roughly 5% of health care spending in the OECD area. A sup@ﬁcially persuasive @ps that ¢
increased investment in prevention policies would have a/hjgh payoff in tergas educed U
health care costs at some time in the future. In this context, there is ample e&ence thata —
number of standard prevention programmes - such as vadeination agai ommunicable J
diseases — are highly cost effective. However, OECD governn\éits ha lemented a wide v

range of interventions in this area, particularly during the fajt five years, but without a
strong body of evidence of the effectiveness of interventions and@rtually no evidence on (@
their efficiency and distributional impacts (OECD, 2010b). I)r C(’\)

Given the long and uncertain lags between spending and outcomes.an%'ﬂ% need to
address large population groups, there is no assurance that prevention will be less
expensive than subsequent cure. For example, before the beginning of the recent OECD
work on prevention of obesity, the state of the evidence was very poor, especially
concerning the efficiency and distributional implications of such interventions. However,
new evidence produced by the OECD through micro-simulation analysis, does show
favourable cost effectiveness and distributional profile for the interventions evaluated in
the analysis (OECD, 2010b).

Better communication between patients and care providers may help

Better two-way communication between doctors and their patients regarding the
(human) cost and potential benefits of treatment might be beneficial and in line with the
growing trend towards more active consumerism in health care. There is some evidence
(Mulley, 2009) that patients may be less willing than their doctors to choose highly invasive
and intensive forms of treatment if they are better aware of the chances of success and/or
serious longer-term side effects. Improved decision aids may help both patients and
providers reduce unwarranted variation in provision. Second opinions may also help in
this regard, as can a stronger role of primary care doctors in helping patients come to a
reasoned position.

With an increasingly educated population and rising chronic disease, there should be
greater scope for self-care and prevention than in the past. A better understanding by
patients as to when they should make contact with the health system - e.g. through better
health education and widespread dissemination of information on early warning signs - is
desirable. Such policies, however, would need to be structured within the context of
broader efforts aimed at disease prevention and health education and promotion. For
minor treatment problems, telephone hotlines may help, as can well-screened information
provided through the Internet.3?

Improved care co-ordination and gate keeping may reduce the need for high-cost care

With a very large share of the health care services being consumed by a relatively
small share of the population, the demands for care could be reduced by ensuring that
these individuals are kept out of high-cost institutional environments as much as possible
(see Chapter 5 and Hofmarcher et al., 2007).33 Issues of reduced need for high-cost care
have gained greater prominence as the prevalence of chronic diseases (and often multiple
chronic diseases) increases as populations age. Barriers to improved co-ordination appeared
to arise from a range of institutional impediments:
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» fragmented financing of health care (most notably betweeny medical care on the one »)

hand and social services and long-term care on the other);& *
°
« the growing complexity (e.g. growing specialisation) w1t@3n health care sys m hile

information flows between levels of care are often madﬁuate to meet the challenge of
the new care needs; and,

e possibly most important, co-ordination activities do not\f)rmally exis, &ome systems:
health professionals charged with co-ordination are h\ét explCily recognised and
co-ordination activities are rarely remunerated. At the s@le time, scope-of-practice
rules can sometimes prevent nurses and other health profes@nals from taking on a(@
stronger role in this area (Hofmarcher et al., 2007). C{’\)

S
Cule

Improving care co-ordination will require policies aimed at 1mprovec!‘1n%rmatlon
transfer between different providers and provider levels, reconfiguration of provider
systems (particularly at the primary care level) with appropriate and explicit incentives for
care co-ordination. Particular attention needs to be given to transitions between care levels
(e.g. between acute hospital care and long-term care).

Despite the perceived importance of improved care co-ordination, available evidence
suggests that, while improved co-ordination will enhance care quality, there is no clear
evidence that specific forms of care co-ordination - such as disease management — will
lead to overall cost savings (IGAS, 2006). Indeed, the introduction of improved information
systems (ICT) may entail large up-front costs. A similar conclusion arises concerning cost
efficiency for programmes of healthy ageing — i.e. programmes aimed at keeping
individuals fit and in good health as they age, rarely appear to be cost effective, or lead to
overall reductions in health care costs (Oxley, 2009).

But whatever the degree of cost efficiency, such measures are probably best served
within the context of primary care gate-keeping systems which regulate access to
specialist and hospital care and more generally act as the patient’s agent within the health
care system for a fixed period of time.3* Primary care gatekeepers can help guide the
patient through the health system, thereby improving care co-ordination. Table 2.11 shows
the intensity of gate keeping across countries.

Table 2.11. Gate keeping

Primary care physicians referral to access secondary care is:

Encouraged by financial Not compulsory, not financially
Compulsory . .
incentives encouraged
Compulsory Denmark, Italy, Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, Slovak
Republic, Spain
Registration Encouraged Hungary, New Zealand, Belgium, France, Germany,
with a primary care by financial United Kingdom Switzerland
physician is: incentives
Not compulsory, not Canada, Finland, Mexico, Poland  Australia, Ireland Austria, Czech Republic, Greece,
financially Iceland, Japan, Korea,
encouraged Luxembourg, Sweden, Turkey

Source: Paris et al. (2010).
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5. Conclusions lo) o)
Improving health system performance remains an overarchi oal \* °
Health care spending has continued to climb throughout the OECD area ecent
decades, reaching around 9% of GDP on average in 2008@ea1th spending I§ taking up a v
growing share of total public expenditure. On average, p@lic health sp g has risen )
from 12% of total general government spending in 1992 to 16% in 200 ere is nothing ]
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inherently wrong in growing health spending as long as thg gdditi benefits from the
additional spending are, at the margin, greater than benefitgom the alternative use of
these resources. But, with three-quarters of health spending funét from public budgetg,$
concerns about the allocation of resources and the efficiency of encing_mé@é‘t}l%
forefront, especially so when money is tight and governments face difficulties in
financing public sector deficits. In such circumstances, issues of system sustainability
and increased value for money in the provision of health care become more important.
This chapter has described a range of policy measures that may help policy makers

address this issue.
Countries can reduce spending quickly by rationing inputs, and limiting input costs and prices

Within this context, this chapter points to two main sets of cost-reducing responses
to economic crises in the health sector: i) controls over inputs into the health care, their
price and/or budgetary caps; and ii) enhanced productive efficiency and effectiveness
through better supply and demand incentives. These two policy sets are closely linked.
Greater productive efficiency will help ease overall financing constraints.

Past country experience and the size of the current fiscal challenge suggests that the
first set of policies will probably be needed in the early stages of retrenchment. Wage and
price controls are likely to have the strongest short-term effects, particularly when
supplemented by tight budgetary caps.

In most OECD countries, governments can exercise considerable control over the
supply of inputs and their prices. As a consequence, they can achieve strong reductions in
spending over shorter periods and they have been widely used, albeit with different
degrees of intensity and success over time and across countries.

But such policies cannot be sustained for long periods

There are risks and trade-offs in relying solely on quick cost-cutting fixes. When
reductions in the supply of health professionals are prolonged or pushed too far, they can
lead, subsequently, to upward pressures on wages and difficulties in scaling up supply
when budget restraints are eased. It is even possible that measures taken to restrict
spending in the short run can increase spending over the longer run - for example, if
necessary investments are delayed and desirable prevention policies are not
implemented.

Thus, governments may need to consider exit strategies before the underlying
pressures build up and force governments to make sub-optimal health care policy
decisions. One element of such an approach might be to link any subsequent wage
increases with micro-reforms aimed at increasing the efficiency of provision —1i.e. using
remuneration increases to buy change. However, for this to be credible, wages and salaries
would need to follow the introduction of reforms, something which will be difficult to
achieve.

2
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Changing the incentives that people face will offer better paye?ﬁn the longer term »)

There are significant productivity reserves in healt;ﬁstems and there are a\z%le
range of policies that might lead to greater efficiency. But ing value for monm@!ires
continuous efforts to close the evidence gap on what meagyres could produce ningful )
value for money over coming decades. In assessing posSible avenues for rm, much —_
attention has been focused on the supply side of the hea\ﬂ) care syste @‘ the scope for J
efficiency gains are arguable the largest. However, promism dem% fde interventions 1/}
that go beyond the traditional issue of cost sharing should al@be considered. 9

The change in disease patterns need to be matched by new me{bods of organising and(@
providing care . C"’

Supply-side strategies are complex undertakings and require a close v%w of the
facing providers to provide cost-effective care with the important caveat that any reform
needs to take into account the existing institutional environment in the country in
question. As shown, there are very wide differences across countries in the level and
pattern of resource use that may provide avenues for future exploration. Supply-side
policies evoked in the main text include:

e The separation of purchaser and provider functions needs to be strengthened to monitor
better system performance. The separation of the purchaser and provider functions
provides scope for a clearer identification of responsibilities within health care systems
and potentially to better governance. It can help identify needs and monitor whether
health system goals of access and quality are being met. However, such arrangements
—which can take on different forms - require large amounts of information to provide
adequate oversight.

e Most OECD countries have probably not fully adjusted to the shift in morbidity towards
chronic disease and the potential for treatment in an ambulatory environment. Thus,
countries need to explore models of primary or ambulatory care that are better adapted
to the emerging epidemiological landscape. More efficient deployment of resources in
the ambulatory sector is needed and, underlying this, new payment arrangements - for
example various “pay for performance” schemes - will need to be identified;

e There is considerable scope for efficiency gains through better organisation and use of
health care resources in the hospital sector. Despite the widespread reduction in the
number of beds over the past two decades, the hospital sector remains the largest single
component of health care spending. Moves to introduce prospective payment systems
seem likely to positively affect efficiency if accompanied by tight control over activity.
Designing better payment arrangements is one function that could be delegated to
health care purchasers.

e Alternatively, a greater role in setting incentives in both the ambulatory and hospital
sectors could come from the increased play of markets. Such arrangements have
become increasingly popular in a number of countries (Germany, the Netherlands,
Switzerland and the United States.) However, introducing a competitive model in an
environment fraught with market failures makes it difficult to say whether such
measures will lead to increased efficiency and lower costs.

e The adoption of information technology and computerisation of providers’ practice may
bring value to health systems by improving the scope for care co-ordination, minimising
duplication of medical tests, reducing the administrative cost of processing claims and
potentially increasing the quality of care where this is monitored.
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More attention needs to be given to demand-side issues lo)

Wide differences also exist across countries in user c é&ges suggesting that th\téis

probably scope for shifting a greater part of the cost of health care on to users, Qvery
least in countries where out-of-pocket payments make up gyery small share of health
care costs and where vulnerable groups are adequately protected. High-coéh

may also be reduced by cost-effective prevention.

ealth care

The main text also describes the inexplicably large difﬁ}ence he demand/use of
health care systems across countries. One possibility is that@me countries are better at

prevention than others. Cost-effective prevention may be one wa;(gf reducing the need for(e

curative care. But there is potentially scope for additional savings by Man‘ge ents sueh
primary gate keeping or care co-ordination so as to channel patients tow £he most
appropriate care settings and to prevent high-cost hospitalisations.

Bending the cost curve requires addressing technological change

A sustained reduction in the growth of public health care spending (the third scenario
in Figure 2.1) will, however, require addressing technological change, which is one of the
key drivers of health care spending. Up to now, most countries have been able to ensure
that most mainstream interventions are included in their basic package of publicly
subsidised health care services. If technological change accelerates as some authors
suggest (Aaron, 2003), the authorities may need to become more selective in what is
introduced into the basic package.

Notes

1. Newhouse (1992) estimated that up to half of the increase of expenditure in the United States is
linked to technology. Research by the CBO (2008) confirms this broad picture. However, most recent
estimates for the United States suggest that technology might explain from one quarter to one half
of the total increase in health care spending (Smith et al., 2009).

2. For example, policies to control directly the supply of inputs of health sector personnel may be
more difficult if regulatory control is decentralised to providers.

3. For example, the introduction of more market competition in provider markets will be reinforced
if there are policies for increased information on prices and quality and the potential for selective
contracting.

4. This is referred to in the text as Paris et al. (2010). Details of the construction of the policy and
institutional indicators are provided in that document.

5. Political economy factors underlay some of the increases in hospital supply. In many countries,
there were strong political pressures for increases in hospitals in municipalities and cities to
ensure local access and jobs. These hospitals were also important employers. In addition, there
were strong financial incentives because the investment in increased capacity was often paid for
at other levels of government or institutions.

6. Paris et al. (2010) finds that 16 countries reported shortages of non-acute beds and, in
five countries, patients frequently experienced extended acute care hospital stays awaiting
appropriate follow-up care.

7. For example, earnings of GPs are less than half that of specialists in Australia, Belgium and the
Netherlands.

8. The growing feminisation of the medical workforce is a factor as women doctors tend to work
shorter hours than male doctors. Regulatory changes have also contributed - such as the European
Working Time Directive which limits the number of working hours in hospitals in the European
Union.

9. These data need to be treated with caution as individual components of health care spending can
be input- rather than output-based. Data are for 2005.
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While such work is in progress at the OECD, changes in these datag er time are not yet available.
However, recent research (Farrell et al., 2008) argues that the ing¥ase in spending in the Unifed
States over the period 2004 to 2007 was largely driven by price ﬁ, eases in the ambulatory, I.
This, in turn, reflects a further shift from in-patient care here prices tend tg 1ghtly
controlled in the Medicare system - to ambulatory care wherﬁrlce controls have be@ss strict.

Only limited information is available on which impact will be=more important. R t changes in
primary care in Norway, for example, have shown little in%olne effect on e production
(Grytten et al., 2008), while in Japan, strict regulation of physit¥an fees has accompanied by
very short and repeated physician consultations (OECD, 2009) @ belowg\

This can occur, for example, by i 1ncreasmg volumes to compe e for IImitations on price (o
wage) increases (e.g. ambulatory care in Australia, France and Japan and the hospital sector 1r1
Sweden), providing higher cost services (e.g. more on-site d1agnost1c Prance Germany a
the United States), up- ratlng of patients into higher cost classifications ( E‘M in the UXi
States) or shlftlng services into areas where there are no price controls the Um L‘a octors
operating in both the public and private sectors (the United Kingdom, P1n1and Greece and Ireland)
can also attempt to shift care into the private sector where government controls are less strict.

In Greece for example, doctors in the public sector have also tended to shift patients into their
private practices (Economou and Giorno, 2009).

Nonetheless, such outcomes are not a foregone conclusion and may depend on the period under
review. Budget caps have been, generally, less well met or not met at all in Greece, Italy, Portugal
and Spain even though they have similar institutional arrangements. Alternatively, countries with
integrated models have also deliberately increased resources to the health care sector over certain
periods - for example, Canada, New Zealand and the United Kingdom in the most recent period -
or have experienced rebounds in spending after periods of tight budget restraint (Ireland).

The outcome may depend on the amount of excess supply in the system. For example, spending
limits have traditionally been kept tight in the UK National Health Service. With pressure to
improve efficiency, and reduce waiting lists, considerable productivity gains were achieved in the
1980s and 1990s (Light, 2001).

France, however, has strengthened its system of spending control in 2004 with certain positive
results.

The issue here is one of political economy rather than one relating to specific tools for restraining
health care expenditure.

The French Agences régionales d’hospitalisation when they were initially set up in France in the late
1990s covered only hospital care. More recently their mandate has expanded to cover ambulatory
care and they were renamed Agences régionales de santé.

The “Survey on health system characteristics” (Paris et al., 2010) reports that 14 countries have
disease management systems and that ten have case management arrangements for patients
with complex conditions. However, the extent of these programmes is unknown. The
implementation of purchasing requires a health-needs assessment which is not necessarily
available in all countries.

Currently, considerable use of fee-for-service is made in North America and in Austria, France
Germany and Switzerland.

Excluding Korea, Mexico, Turkey, Spain, the Slovak Republic, Sweden and the United States.
In the Netherlands, selective contracting covers 34% of health care supply.

Demand-side policies consider attempts to channel the demand (or need) for health care so as to
minimise cost and or maximise the effect on health outcomes (an example is the use of GP gate
keeping for triaging patients). Supply-side effects concern incentives and regulatory measures
facing providers that lead to greater cost efficiency and effectiveness in supply. An example, here,
is the introduction of market forces (out-sourcing of laundry or meals) where market conditions
permit competition.

Differences in prices across countries can reflect differences in prices and in the mix of drugs (see
OECD, 2008b).

However, variation in the share of the elderly in the population may partly explain some of these
differences in discharges (OECD, 2009).

For example, some of these differences reflect poor measurement: the low number of doctor
consultations in Sweden and Finland may reflect the fact that the first contact with the health care
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system is very often with nurses (Bourgueil et al., 2006). Data for t etherlands exclude contacts
for maternal and child care. As regards regulation, many doctQr contacts in Japan ar%oqle
renewal of prescriptions which may be unnecessary in the cage of long-term condition ofe,
however, that this regulation may have been changed recerm.) Alternatively, so ntries
require doctor check-ups before undertaking sport activities gpd this is often still pa r by the
insurer (France). Doctors that are paid on a fee-for-servicg basis also tend [ have higher
consultation rates than those paid a salary. Some of the counEijs with low 1eve)5 contacts may
be supply constrained (e.g. Mexico).

27. See Paris et al. (2010) for additional information on the breadth,\éépth aaneight of coverage.

28. This appears to be sensitive to the presentation. Out-of-pocket speading appears to have risen in
both the 1990-99 and 2000-07 periods when taken as a share of total I‘stehold consumption. <

29. Note that the negative changes were generally small. S e C X

30. Increases were most marked in the following countries: Greece, the Slovak Republic, Hungary,
Sweden, Austria and Japan.

31. For example, over half of the countries in the survey have ceilings for individuals or households
that have reached an upper limit for out-of-pocket payments (see Table 2.10, penultimate column).

32. See NHS direct website in the United Kingdom as an example — www.nhsdirect.nhs.uk. However,
given the diversity and unclear origin of much of the medical information found on the internet,
such information needs to be carefully screened by health ministries.

33. For example, the top 25% of US Medicare beneficiaries in terms of their care costs accounted for
85% of annual expenditures in 2001 and for 68% of five-year cumulative expenditures from 1997 to
2001 (CBO, 2005).

34. Gate keeping aims at encouraging appropriate use of health services. The concept of the primary
care doctor acting as a chief agent and co-ordinator has been one response to rationally allocate
scarce resources of specialists and hospitals in the face of the increasing complexity of medical
knowledge and specialisation. Gate keeping is supposed to reduce consumers’ search costs to steer
demand for specialised services in a way to ensure appropriate use of different levels of care.
Whether these arrangements are successful depends on whether the primary care doctors are
skilled enough to judge the quality of care of other providers, and in certain circumstances its cost
(Paris et al., 2010).
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Rational Decision Making
in Resource Allocation

Patients, providers and payers have a common interest in ensuring that health care
systems do not waste resources. Evidence-based medicine (EBM) and health
technology assessment (HTA) can help by focusing on two simple questions: does it
work, and is it worth it? This chapter explores potential efficiency gains that might
be achieved by introducing more rational decision making into clinical care and
looks at how clinical guidelines and health technology assessment can be used to
inform these decisions. It then reviews how these functions are realised in
institutions throughout the OECD.
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1. Introduction W Q\Q/

Most patients assume that doctors and other health ca@providers are giving them
care of the highest quality possible, using the latest knowle@g and most efficie
technology. Health care funders would like to think they are getting &6 bgst [hs b]exfﬁl\;}
for their money. Both groups are often wrong. A number of studies over the past few
decades have examined the evidence concerning the medical and cost effectiveness of
treatments and techniques across a wide spectrum of health care activities. Whatever the
level of analysis, and whatever the specific concern examined, the findings are similar: you
do not always get what you pay for.

For one, higher spending on health at country level does not always correlate with
better health outcomes for the population. Likewise, there are widespread variations in
health spending by regions and even cities that appear to have no discernable impact on
health outcomes.

Patients, providers and payers have a common interest in ensuring that health care
systems do not waste resources. Evidence-based medicine (EBM) and health technology
assessment (HTA) can help by focusing on two simple questions: does it work, and is it
worth it? The first question is so simple it seems absurd, but analyses have shown that a
large percentage of medical interventions - up to a third in some cases - has questionable
benefits.! Technology assessment (in the wide sense of drugs as well as machines and
other technical supports) asks not only whether a molecule or medical act works, but
whether it represents a significant improvement over previous methods, and if it is the
most efficient use of limited resources.

This chapter examines the potential to achieve efficiency gains by introducing more
rational decision making into clinical care. It reviews the methods for doing so: clinical
guidelines and health technology assessment. It then looks at how these functions are
realised in institutions throughout the OECD. There are many different ways to organise
these functions and countries could benefit from learning from each other’s experience.

2. The potential for enhanced efficiency

82

Evidence from a number of studies suggests that health systems have some room to
achieve efficiency gains.

Macroeconomic studies suggest potential efficiency gains in many countries

In a recent study (Joumard et al., 2008), the OECD estimated the impact of health care
spending on population health status, controlling for other determinants of health (income,
education, life-style factors and pollution). Taking life expectancy as the best available proxy
for population health status, panel regressions suggest that health care spending does not
provide the same value for money across OECD countries. If all countries were to become as
efficient as the best performers, people would live two additional years on average across

@
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OECD countries, for the same level of spending. Similar conch@'ons arise when using data ¢>

envelopment analysis to derive relative efficiency scores (Joumndsd et al., 2010). \
°
These estimates should not be taken at face value, ho@ever: identifying h tQains

that can be unambiguously attributed to the health systerﬁ challenging and health )
care services are not designed to increase length of life butThstead to improvéhe quality of —
life of patients. However, the 2008 study suggests that heakﬂ spending h contributed J
by 46% to the observed increase in life expectancy of won@h and q; or men in OECD 1/}
countries between 1991 and 2003, which means that “h@th spending matters for 9
longevity gains”. 7/
¢ ot

International variations in medical practice cannot entirely be explaified & C"
by epidemiology and uptake of innovation

Variations in medical practice have been observed both across countries and within
countries since the early 1970s (Mullan and Wennberg, 2004). Data regularly collected by
the OECD provide multiple examples of such variations across countries. For instance, the
rate of revascularisation procedures per 100 000 population ranges from 5 in Mexico to 692
in Germany (see Figure 3.1, Panel A). The consumption of anticholesterols varied from 49
defined daily doses per 1 000 people in Germany to 206 in Australia (see Figure 3.1, Panel B).
The number of MRI exams ranges from 12.7 per 1 000 population in Korea to 98.1 in Greece
(see Figure 3.1, Panel C).

Figure 3.1. International variations in medical practice
Panel A. Coronary revascularisation procedures per 100 000 population, 2008
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1. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Note: Some of the variations across countries are due to different classification systems and recording practices.

Source: OECD (2010).
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Figure 3.1. International variations in medical(practice (cont.)
Panel B. Anticholesterols consumption, defined daily doses per 1 000%people per day, 2000 and 2%%
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Source: OECD (2009).

Figure 3.1. International variations in medical practice (cont.)
Panel C. Number of MRI exams per 1 000 population, 2008 (or latest year available)
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1. Data include only exams for out-patients and private in-patients (excluding exams in public hospitals).
StatLink Sw=ma http://dx.doi.orq/10.1787/888932319478
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These variations cannot entirely be explained by d1ffer91ces in the epldemlologlc /)
context, though it certainly plays a role. Differences in the adoption of new techno S,
itself influenced by ability and willingness to pay, pay%ent methods for o@ders,
manufacturers’ strategies, professional skills and preferenges, are deemed to e)@ln most
of these variations. For example, whether or not the treatﬁnt or procedurﬁ covered by

U
health insurance is an important factor. U > 3
v

Local variations in medical practice suggest a potential obincre%hlg 2
the effectiveness and efficiency of health care provision

Studies on medical practice variations (MPV) also sugges@/cE' savmgs could be$
achieved for the same level of health outcomes with a more efficie t cage Prc (,Ilgcal
variations in medical practice have been observed in several OECD countries (Denmark, the
Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden) and even documented in great detail in the United
States (Mullan and Wennberg, 2004; Mulley, 2009). The Dartmouth Institute has been
providing information for many years about local practice variations and their explanatory
factors. Working on Medicare data, researchers of this Institute have shown that some
geographical areas tend to offer more care to chronically ill patients - care that yields no
added benefits and sometimes even adverse outcomes (see Figure 3.2; Dartmouth Institute,
2008; Mulley, 2009).

Such variations are found elsewhere too: studying utilisation rates of stents and
implantable cardioverter defibrillators (ICDs) in Spain in Italy, Capallero et al. (2009)
observed variations both across and within countries. In 2006, the rate of percutaneous
coronary interventions (PCIs) was 2 112 per million population in Italy and 1 276 per
million in Spain. The proportion of PCIs performed with at least one stent was slightly
higher in Spain than in Italy (96.1% against 92.5%) just like the number of stents
implanted per procedure (1.59 against 1.45). The proportion of drug-eluting stents was
similar (55% in Italy and 59% in Spain), but showed high variations across regions (from
23% to 78% in Italy and from 40% to 78% in Spain). ICD implantation rates differed both
between and within countries. In 2006, Italy reported 189 implants per million population
and Spain 60, with regional variations ranging from 39 to 285 in Italy and from 24 to 116
in Spain.

Most of those studies on MPV have tried to identify explanatory factors. In the United
States, local variations can be partly explained by differences in coverage, organisation of
care or payment methods. Researchers of the Dartmouth Institute conclude that a share of
observed practice variations is “supply sensitive” —i.e. explained by differences in supply.
For instance, regions served by organised systems of care (group practice or integrated
hospital systems) typically provide less intensive care. In countries with uniform coverage
policy, institutional features and providers’ payment schemes, other factors have been
identified, such as the influence of peers or industry, personal characteristics of physicians
(such as age, gender, initial medical education, training and aversion to uncertainty) or of
their patients (see de Jong et al., 2010; Mousques et al., 2010 for reviews).

In conclusion, if part of MPVs can be explained by socio-economic characteristics and
the health needs of different populations, another part remains unexplained and
potentially indicates inefficient use of resources.
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Figure 3.2. Local variations in medica4 Practice
Hostpital utilisation, prevalence of severe chronit illness, \*
and Medicare spending among 306 Dattmouth@as Regions
Average Part A and B Medicare reimbursements Average Part A and B Medicare reimburserr@
per enrollee (2005), USD per enrolj8Y2000-01), USD
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Note: Each dot represents one of the 306 Hospital Referral Regions in the United States. The vertical axis in each chart
shows spending. The horizontal axis in the chart at left shows the intensity of in-patient care in managing
chronic illness; about 65% of the variation in Medicare per capita spending is explained by the variation in use of
inpatient care (R? = 0 .65). At right, the horizontal axis shows prevalence of severe chronic illness, which is only
slightly correlated with Medicare per capita spending (R? = 0.04). Prevalence of severe chronic illness accounts for
about a USD 1 500 per capita difference in spending between regions where patients are the sickest compared to
regions where patients are healthiest.

Source: Dartmouth Institute (2008).

Clinical practice often deviates from effective care as defined by evidence-based
medicine research

The American Institute of Medicine estimates that half of all health care is currently
provided in the United States without any evidence of its effectiveness (Institute of
Medicine, 2009). In addition, where evidence exists, health care services are not always
provided in accordance with best practice recommendations.

A study conducted by the Rand Corporation in 1998-2000 in the United States showed
that patients received only 54.9% of recommended care for a set of 439 quality indicators
defined for 30 acute and chronic conditions. Quality care indicators were based on
recommendations pertaining to screening, diagnosis, treatment and follow-up for each
condition. While more than 75% of recommended care was provided for senile cataract or
breast cancer, this percentage did not exceed 50% for ten conditions. Only 22.8% of
recommended care was provided for hip fracture and 10.5 for alcohol dependency. In many
but not all cases, non-adherence with recommended care corresponded to an underuse of
health care services (McGlynn et al., 2003).

Other studies have produced more anecdotal evidence of non-adherence to
recommended care in medical practice. For instance, in France, the High Authority in Health
(HAS) issued a recommendation about pharmaceutical treatments for hypercholestero-
lemia: initial drug treatments should only be prescribed above a certain level of LDL-
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cholesterol and after the failure of a diet. In 2002, more than h@ of patients who received a /)
first prescription of anticholesterol drugs had not undertakden any diet. For one-thigd\of
patients with new treatments, the level of LDL-cholestermﬁ.ad not been tested or
another third, drugs were prescribed in spite of a LDL-chplesterol level low an the
recommended threshold. Similarly, antibiotics were toé=eften prescribe r viral and i)
non-bacterial conditions in the 2000s. For some anxiolytics, Qgescribed dosag@s exceeded the 3
maximum recommended dose in one-third to one-fourth\g Casesg\r@treatment dura- (/]
tion exceeded the recommendation in 30 to 50% of cases. man¥ as 500 000 patients (2]
received a single prescription of long-term asthma treatment;“which is inappropriate and <
does not conform to recommendations (see Polton et al., 2007 for a B,mary).

<
o LeC’O)

Patients’ preferences are not always taken into account

The participation of well-informed patients in clinical decision making is another
promising way to improve efficiency. Sometimes, when evidence is produced about the
relative benefits and harms of alternative treatments for a given condition, no solution is
found to be superior to its alternative(s) in all respects. In such cases, clinicians and
patients have to trade-off different types of benefits and harms, with a variable level of
uncertainty for each of them. Ideally, the selection of the treatment should reflect patient
preferences, which is not always the case.

The treatment of prostatic hyperplasia is an example. A study showed that when
patients are informed through “decision aids” about the benefits and harms of surgical
treatment, the rate of surgery falls by 40% from baseline levels. The experience showed
that patients more bothered by their symptoms were more likely to choose surgery than
those who were more worried about the prospect of sexual dysfunction (Mulley, 2009). The
preference for less invasive treatment options has also been identified for some conditions,
such as back pain and osteoarthritis of the knee or the hip (Dartmouth Institute, 2008). This
suggests that the consideration of well-informed patients’ preferences may not only
increase patients’ well-being and satisfaction but has also the potential to save money in
some circumstances.

3. EBM and HTA offer opportunities to rationalise health care provision

Evidence-based medicine (EBM) and health technology assessment (HTA) have very
different origins and do not serve identical purposes, though they can both influence
health care provision.

Evidence-based medicine

EBM has been a gradual revolution in medical thinking. This movement began after
the Second World War with the application of experimental design —randomised
controlled trials (RCTs) —into medical practice. The first RCT, performed for tuberculosis by
Bradford Hill and Archie Cochrane, created a new paradigm of experimental clinical
epidemiology. This technique became widely used for the introduction of new drugs as part
of the drug regulatory process from the 1960s. However, its diffusion into the rest of
medical practice has been slower.

In the 1990s, evidence-based medicine developed into a more formal movement based
on new techniques for synthesizing RCTs into meta-analysis including comprehensive
bibliographic searches of all available literature. These techniques were first brought to
bear on obstetrics, by Sir Ian Chalmers and a team that systematically reviewed all
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available literature on childbirth including positions, bed resgyuse of steroids, etc. What
they found was striking: many techniques long in use had nd¥irm basis in evidence.ﬁ*e
things were unequivocally wrong and others had relatively%m evidence that the \@f ed.
This meant that some practices should be encouraged,.some discouraged,éd some
studied further. This realisation spawned a whole internﬁmal movementAgown as the
Cochrane collaboration, institutions that systematically r@ew medical li‘@ratures. There
are now several groups studying most domains of health c%

To practically implement evidence-based medicine rejjired 2 new generation of

Q
2
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clinical protocols or guidelines. There have always been protocols ét}medicine. This is what, @&

constitutes a medical textbook: a summary of knowledge in thelﬁeld. In any cli;ki’q@l
domain, there are textbooks that lay out clinical treatments for differgntl.dis&s@s like
myocardial infarction or stroke. Societies of specialists often put out guidelines for their
members on how to treat different diseases. The main change was that new guidelines
were developed using comprehensive reviews of medical literature, meta-analysis, and
other methods of critical appraisal.

Comparative effectiveness research (CER), recently promoted in the United States by
the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, aims to generate and synthesise
evidence on comparative benefits and harms of alternative treatments. This is not a new
activity, since many payers and institutes, including in the United States, have been doing
such research for years. However, the additional USD 1.1 billion invested by the
government to scale up CER increases the initial government budget by 73% (Docteur and
Berenson, 2010). Just as EBM, CER’s primary goal is to inform decision making at the patient
level. Both have the potential to foster patient involvement in treatment choice, provided
that results are made available to patients. It may also be used by third-party payers to
inform decisions about coverage.

4. Health technology assessment

88

Health technology assessment goes one step further than EBM or CER. It does not only
try to answer the question: “does it work?” or “what works best?” but also the question: “is
it worth it?”

Health technology assessment has a different lineage through economics. It began
with cost-benefit analysis which was introduced as part of the managerial revolution in
government. It was widely used in many government departments such as the treasury
and defence and diffused into health care in the late 1970s, as a response to the pressure
of technological progress and the spread of high cost equipments. Cost-benefit analysis
was closely linked to the introduction of new technologies. The first assessments, in the
health field, were produced for CT scanners.

In 1993, Australia was the first country to use cost-effectiveness analysis for decision
making on drug coverage. It was followed by several OECD countries. The largest and most
visible example was the UK National Institute of Health and Clinical Excellence (NICE).

Any HTA process includes a systematic review of the available clinical evidence about
the benefits and harms of the technology considered (i.e. EBM, and CER when available).
But HTA usually considers a broader set of benefits — not limited to patients’ outcomes -
and often includes an economic assessment. Institutions in charge of HTA have some
latitude to define HTA method and process to reflect the preferences of their targeted
audience (an insurer, the government, the general public, etc.), though guidelines exist in
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Box 3.1. Evidence-based medicine, comparative effectiveness research\A
and health technology assessment: woilfing definition O

Evidence-based medicine (EBM) was defined by Sacket aqd colleagues in 199 “the
conscientious and judicious use of current best evidence f clinical care re ch in the
management of individual patients”. As noted by Drumm@i et al. (2002& is definition
was “expanded by usage to policy and group-focused evidenig}based ci¥ign processes to
produce evidence-based guidelines, make insurance coverage 6cisio nd develop drug 7))
formularies”.

Cule

A definition of comparative effectiveness research (CER) is proStfs d by the American\)(
Institute of Medicine: CER is the generation and synthesis of evidénce ohaLccéq(gr
harms and benefits of alternative methods to prevent, diagnose, treat and monitor a
clinical condition or to improve the delivery of care. The purpose of CER is to assist
consumers, clinicians, purchasers, and policy makers to make informed decisions that will
improve health care at both the individual and population levels.

Many definitions have been proposed for health technology assessment (HTA). According
to the International Network of Agencies for Health Technology Assessment (INAHTA), HTA
is defined as “a multidisciplinary field of policy analysis. It studies the medical, social,
ethical, and economic implications of development, diffusion, and use of health
technology”. However, in practice, HTA processes do not always consider the wide range of
social, ethical and economic implications of the use and diffusion of new technologies and
instead focus on health and organisational impacts. The main objective of HTA is to inform
decisions of coverage, but it can also inform clinical guidelines.

Use of EBM and HTA

DOES IT WORK ? ISITWORTHIT ?

Source: Adapted from Drummond et al. (2008), Institute of Medicine (2009), www.inahta.org/HTA/, consulted on
8 March 2010.

this domain too. The main objective of HTA is to inform decision making, but it can also
inform practice guidelines (see Box 3.2).
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5. The current use of technology assessment in OEGD\ﬁounu@:@

20

9 ’(/‘
In OECD countries, there is a trend towards the institutio@lisation of EBM? and HTA,
as well as a trend towards an increased used of both fok the production of clipidal
guidelines and coverage decisions. However, countrf&} show a high diver«@y in
development stages. The sections below describe briefly t}ﬁcurrent use of EBM HTA in
OECD countries, as well as perspectives for the future. b

>

Attempts have been made to draw a comprehensive pict\Q of HM settings and use at

the European level (Sorenson et al., 2007; Velasco-Garrido et al., 2008), as well as in other, g/

countries (special issue of the International Journal of Technology ASs ent in Health
2009). A survey undertaken by the OECD in 2008-09 collected a minimum <%t dﬁr@rglatlon
on the effective use of health technology assessment in decision making (see Table 3.1).
According to this survey, all but four countries (the Czech Republic, Greece, Luxembourg
and Turkey), reported the existence of structures or capacities for health technology
assessment. However, HTA capacities vary widely across countries.

Most countries reported that HTA is used to determine the coverage of medical
procedures, medicines and high cost equipments. In some countries, such as Portugal, HTA
is only used to determine coverage of pharmaceuticals. Many countries indicated that HTA
results are also taken into account to establish reimbursement prices, especially for drugs.
Finally, in a majority of countries, HTA is also used to produce clinical guidelines. All
countries using HTA but France reported that cost effectiveness and affordability are
considered in health technology assessment.

Institutions: status, mandate and range of activities

The first national HTA agency was created in Sweden in 19873 (see Box 3.2), followed
by many countries. Today, most OECD countries have national agencies responsible for
health technology assessment, with different institutional settings (independent or
attached to the ministry of health or national insurance), scope (in terms of technologies to
be assessed) and mandates (inform decision making, issue practice guidelines, horizon
scanning, accreditation of health care institutions). However, HTA activities are not limited
to national agencies. HTA efforts have preceded the creation of such agencies and, in
several countries, ministries in charge of health have been funding activities for decades
(e.g. Mexico). In several European countries, and in Canada, regional or hospital HTA
agencies co-exist with national agencies (Velasco-Guarrido et al., 2008). In the United
States, public payers (Medicare, the Veterans Health Administration) and private insurers
undertake HTA activities to inform formulary decisions. Korea and the Slovak Republic
have recently created HTA agencies (Kim, 2009).

Only a few OECD countries have not established national HTA agencies, among which
are the United States and Japan. In Japan, the Ministry of Health and Welfare funds HTA
activities, and the production of EBM practice guidelines are commissioned to academic
centres. Yet there is no formal link with decision making on reimbursement and pricing
(Hisashige, 2009).

Use of HTA to inform coverage decisions

In a few cases, agencies responsible for HTA are also responsible for the “appraisal” of
technology, as is the case for NICE in England and Wales or for the Swedish LFN (in charge
of assessing new drugs for coverage decisions). Most often however, their role is confined

A

J

/]
2
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Box 3.2. Health technology assessment In Sweden AN

The Swedish National Agency for Health Technology Assessment (SBU) was created i@,\as
an independent organisation. Its mandate is defined by the@gvernment: “SBU ig mas#dated
to make scientific assessments of new and established téchnologies fromé'medical,
economic, societal, and ethical perspective. The agency shhl])present and é‘t inate these
assessments so that providers of health care and others ma able teyusSe‘the findings of
the assessments. The agency shall assess how the findings@ve b&en used and what
results have been achieved” (Jonsson, 2009).

The SBU actively disseminates the results of its assessments. Rlb;eports, as well %Is\)(
syntheses for different audiences, including the general public and th® inEretﬁn
community (English versions). The latest results are available on its website and in
pharmacies. SBU organises press releases and press seminars, as well as local and national
conferences and education programmes. Experts who participated in the assessment
process used to be, on a voluntary basis, appointed as “ambassadors” and travelled in the
country to inform colleagues and other stakeholders. This process recently changed and
now, “receivers” are appointed in each county to promote the dissemination of results.
Finally, assessment results are published in the Journal of the Swedish Medical Association
and in other national and international journals.

The SBU regularly evaluates the use of assessment reports in medical practice and
publishes the results of evaluations in its annual activity report. Studies have shown a
positive impact of SBU reports. For instance, in accordance with SBU recommendations,
the use of pre-operative routine tests has been reduced for young and healthy patients, as
well as the prescription of sick-leave for back pain, and investments in equipment for bone
density measurement. The prescription of diuretics and beta-blockers, shown to be as
effective as newer and costlier drugs in the treatment of mild hypertension, increased after
the publication of the SBU report. In the treatment of depression and alcohol and drug
abuse, the prescription of more effective drugs increased, in accordance with SBU
recommendations.

The Pharmaceutical Benefits Board (LFN) was created in 2002, as an independent agency in
charge to determine whether a drugs will be reimbursed under the national
pharmaceutical benefit scheme. For each new drug applying for reimbursement, the LFN
assesses the extent to which it satisfies three criteria: cost effectiveness (from a societal
perspective); human value (i.e. absence of discrimination); and the “need and solidarity
principle” (which can justify to prioritise treatments targeting people with the greatest
needs). The LFN has also undertaken the systematic review of several classes of drugs
since 2003, which led to delisting in some occasions.

For example, the evidence assessed by the Swedish CBU on drug use among the elderly
people is synthesised in a 28 pages document (including an English version) www.sbu.se/
upload/Publikationer/Content1/1/Drug_Consumption_among_Elderly_summary.pdf.

Source: Jonsson (2009); Moise and Docteur (2007).

to scientific assessment while third-party payers, government or joint associations of
bodies make decisions.

In the pharmaceutical sector, where the use of HTA is the most developed, HTA agencies
or independent scientific institutes normally conduct the assessment while coverage
decisions remain in the hand of governments or third-party payers. In France, the High
Authority in Health (HAS) provides recommendations about the coverage of pharmaceuticals
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Table 3.1. Use of HTA in OECD countries

e /‘t E (j/'f

Structureand capacity  Cost-gffectiveness New medicine New procedure R ew high-cost equipment ,O
for health technology  and affordability taken Reimbursement Reimbursement O Reimbursement . 0
assessment into account in HTA ~ Coverage or price or price Coberage or price GU®S

- < Y

ustralia Yes Yes X X X X X O X
Austria Yes Yes X X
Belgium Yes Yes X X é
Canada Yes Yes X X % X
Czech Republic No -
Denmark Yes Yes X X X Q\ X X
Finland Yes Yes X X 4
France Yes No X X X X v/,
Germany Yes n.a. X X \)(
Greece No - PY L e C X
Hungary Yes Yes X X
Iceland Yes n.a. X
Ireland Yes Yes X
Italy Yes n.a.
Japan Yes Yes X X X X X X
Korea Yes Yes X X X X X X
Luxembourg No -
Mexico Yes Yes X X X X X X
Netherlands Yes Yes X X X X X X X X
New Zealand Yes Yes X X X X X X
Norway Yes Yes X X X X X
Poland Yes Yes X X X X
Portugal Yes Yes X X X
Slovak Republic Yes n.a.
Spain Yes Yes X X
Sweden Yes Yes X X
Switzerland Yes Yes X
Turkey No -
United Kingdom Yes Yes X X

Note: HTA: Health technology assessment; n.a.not available;

1. In Mexico, the use of HTA is yet limited.

not applicable.

Source: Paris et al. (2010), updated with information available in July 2010.
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but the government and health insurance funds make ultimatedecisions. In Germany, the »)
Institute for Quality and Efficiency in Health Care (IQWiG) m#&kes recommendations e

Federal Joint Committee of Health Insurance Funds, Hospit@ and Physicians (G—BA)@ ich
issues final guidance. In Canada, the intergovernmental Cgmmon Drug Review, {patt of the
Canadian Agency for Drugs and Technology in Health, isswes recommendatjoqys about the i)
coverage of new drugs but provincial and federal governm@s remain res@sible for their 3
inclusion in the formularies of their programmes (Paris anc\Bocteung@( OECD, 2008). 4/]

Recommendations for coverage decisions do not always@ult i “yes or no” options. 9
They may suggest restricted coverage (to some indications or p@ulation sub-groups) or, &
“coverage with evidence development”. This last option, conditlobirng coverage tqeh}
generation of further research on effectiveness, has been used increas‘lnély,@ cially
when there is a high level of uncertainty about the effects of the assessed treatment.

HTA has also widely been used in OECD countries to design public health programmes
for the early detection of cancer. It allowed for example to define that systematic breast
cancer screening by mammograms only “worth it” after the age of 50. Under this age, direct
and indirect costs exceed the benefits of such programmes.

Use of HTA to establish practice guidelines

Many HTA agencies only inform coverage decisions and do not provide clinical
guidance for professionals. A few agencies, however, integrate the two functions. The
extent to which clinical guidelines condition reimbursement or are binding for physicians
varies across systems.

NICE guidance, for instance, defines what should be covered by the NHS and in which
circumstances. NICE’s clinical guidance typically restricts coverage to a target population
or to second line treatment, but guidance also defines patients’ rights to access treatments
when appropriate. In principle, clinical guidelines are thus binding for NHS practitioners.
However, there is no national programme to monitor or control professional behaviour,
since the system relies on confidence in professional judgement and economic incentives
received by Primary Care Trusts. Recently, NICE has been involved in the definition of
quality targets used in the Quality and Outcomes Framework (QOF), which provides
incentives to physicians to improve the quality of care through pay-for-performance
payments.

On the contrary, the Swedish SBU and the French HAS produce guidelines that are not
binding for health professionals. Efforts are made to promote professional adherence,
including academic detailing by health insurance funds (in France), but there is no formal
obligation to comply with guidelines. The pay-for-performance scheme recently
introduced in France includes quality targets drawn from HAS guidelines, thus providing
economic incentives to comply with these guidelines for the one-third of physicians who
participate in this programme in 2010.

The role and methods of economic evaluation

Many countries use economic evaluation in HTA, especially for recommendations
pertaining to the coverage of new drugs and technologies. Each country or agency
determines the methods to be used. Most countries compute incremental cost-
effectiveness ratios (ICERs), which indicate additional costs incurred by the new treatment
for an additional unit of benefit or outcome. Outcomes are generally measured in quality-
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adjusted life years (QALYs). The German Institute IQWiG, wh@q was asked to develop its
methodology in 2007, decided to use efficiency frontiers to Hetermine the most effigidnt
therapy among the set of all alternatives for which costdind benefits are know@ his
method is original and may be adopted by France but it dﬁs not allow the co ison of
costs and benefits across therapeutic areas (IQWiG, 2009). b

g
Health economists have been debating for years aﬁdlt methodg @Cal aspects of J
economic evaluation in health (costs and outcomes to Rglconsiggred, modelling and 1/}
assessing uncertainty, discount rates to be used for future cogt®\and benefits, etc.), that are 9
not addressed here. Instead, the focus is on two subjects which arg particularly relevant for , ¢/
policy makers: should there be a single and explicit ICER th eB}old beyond W{@(

technologies would not be funded? What should be the role of budget imﬂacl_as@sg'nent?

Threshold or not?

In 2008, the Belgian institute KCE issued an extensive set of reflexions on the rationale
and current practice of ICER thresholds (Cleemput et al., 2008). In theory, the ICER threshold
should be the value of the ICER which maximises health gains under a budget constraint:
if payers were able to establish a league table ranking all health systems interventions
according to their (decreasing) ICER and compute budget impact for each intervention, the
ICER threshold would be the ICER of the last intervention to be funded before the
exhaustion of the available budget®. However, with the exception of the experience in the
Oregon Medicaid programme, no payer or government has ever considered the
construction of such a league table for several reasons, including the lack of information on
costs and benefits for all interventions and the fact that all interventions cannot be
considered independent. In addition, policy makers often have goals other than the
maximisation of health gains. For instance, they may favour distributional aspects (e.g.
favour interventions which will offer less “QALYs per unit cost” but for a high number of
people over a more cost-effective intervention useful for a small number of people). A
further argument against such thresholds is that it could provide incentives for
manufacturers to set prices at the highest possible level to meet the threshold criteria. All
these constraints suggest the adoption of a flexible threshold rather than a fixed one. This
is indeed the strategy usually adopted by policy makers (for NICE, the Swedish LFN and the
Canadian Common Drug Review).

Budget impact analysis

Economic evaluation may or may not include budget impact analysis (BIA), i.e. a
measurement of the prospective impact of the adoption of the assessed technology on
health care costs (or public budget). The role of BIA in decision making is often ambiguous
and not clearly defined (Niezen et al., 2009). HTA-based recommendations may incidentally
lead to cost savings, in which case BIA is always welcome. However, most often, BIA
provides estimates of the additional amount of money needed for the implementation of
an HTA recommendation (e.g. adoption of a new technology). Then, decision makers have
to consider whether the implementation of this recommendation is affordable.

BIA is not always performed and published in a transparent manner, but it is hard to
imagine that decision makers do not use it, at least for planning and budgeting purpose.
Does BIA have a role to play in HTA and decision making? Niezen et al. (2009) spell out
rationales for the consideration of BIA in decision making. First, any decision entailing
additional spending has opportunity costs: this amount of money will have to be diverted
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from other health care interventions, or from other public seqtypr investments. BIA allows »)
the consideration of those opportunity costs. Second, if tradésoffs have to be made \ﬁn
p

the health systems, the loss aversion or endowment effict - i.e. the fact that@o e ¢
typically value more what they do not want to lose (e.g. a xegimbursed drugs thgt dould be

delisted to supply a new one) than what they could gain @ the new drug ake policy 2
makers adverse to the delisting of current benefits. T@se preferenc@» increase the »)
opportunity costs of new decisions, especially those with high budgeximfact. Third, when 4/]

benefits of health care interventions are assessed with a hig gree ®f uncertainty, policy (%)
makers may be more reluctant to engage large amounts of niongy. Fourth, BIA can serve @,
policies aiming to preserve “equal opportunity”. The fact that bidge} impact is Small\'y

often mentioned to justify the reimbursement of orphan drugs which are ﬁotlgoeeﬁec ve

(by common standards). In conclusion, budget impact cannot be ignored by decision
makers: more explicit consideration of BIA would make decisions more transparent,
though it may not be possible to establish definitive rules for joint consideration of cost
effectiveness and affordability.

Dissemination of HTA results

The publication of an HTA report is important both for transparency and for
implementation (as far as guidelines are concerned). HTA complete reports typically
include hundreds of pages of complex information compiled in a more or less friendly
manner. Consequently, HTA agencies must make efforts to disseminate information to
various stakeholders.

The minimum that HTA agencies should do is to provide a summary of the
assessment and recommendations, that professionals can easily consult and use in their
current practice. Most HTA agencies do so. However, more active strategies of
dissemination, as adopted by the SBU in Sweden (see Box 3.2), are desirable.

Communication with patients and the general public is all the more important in a
context of overwhelming information, whose quality is not always easy to assess for lay
people. Some HTA agencies publish useful information for patients and their relatives. In
the United States, the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) publishes guides
for patients in both English and Spanish on its website, as well as audio versions.® Sixteen
guides are currently available, for instance on treating prostate cancer, antidepressant
medicines, treating high-cholesterol and osteoporosis treatments. They typically include a
description of the disease or symptoms, benefits and risks associated with alternative
treatments and prices for monthly supply of the main medications.

NICE publishes booklets on its website named “Understanding NICE guidance” and
written for NHS users. For instance, the booklet on depression in adults’ describes the usual
symptoms of depression, alternative treatments that can be supplied by the NHS for the
different degree in severity of depression, and proposes sets of questions that patients
should ask to their doctors to better understand their disease and treatment. Costs of
alternative therapies are not mentioned since all treatments are provided free of charge by
the NHS.

Monitoring of implementation

Evidence-based practice guidelines are not always binding for health professionals,
except when they determine funding by a national health system or an insurer. Third-
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party payers, however, should be interested to know whether @commendations produced /)
by HTA agencies are followed. { \

°
Third-party payers should first monitor the complianc@of medical prescrips with

conditional reimbursement clauses, where they exist. In affew cases, prior aythdséation is )
required for the treatment to be reimbursed, but most often, physicians are lléyonsible for —
the appropriateness of prescription. In many countries, WHird-party p @S do not have J
access to patients’ diagnoses and cannot assess Whethe;\khe predgrtbed treatment is v
adequate. However, the analysis of reimbursement claims ca@ome&es shed some light “9
about compliance with conditional reimbursement clauses. For instance, it can reveal that (@

the initial target population has been widened to ineligible popuiggcbs. . ,‘\)

Similarly, compliance of health professional practices with HTA-ba!?e?p%ctice
guidelines should be assessed, if only to measure the effectiveness of HTA. However, very
few countries have institutionalised systematic review of impact of HTA reports, Sweden
being one of them (see Box 3.2). In England, NICE produces and commissions reports on the
uptake of implementation of guidelines.® More than 30 reports have been published to date
mainly using administrative data on prescription claims.

6. The impact of health technology assessment

Velasco-Garrido et al. (2008) carried out a systematic literature review on the impact of
health technology assessment, using a framework with six types of impact: awareness
(knowledge of HTA reports by stakeholders), acceptance by stakeholders, impact on the
policy process, impact on policy decisions, impact on clinical practice and outcomes
(health gains and economic impact). The following paragraphs will concentrate on three
important aspects: impact on decision making, impact on practice and impact on costs.

Impact of HTA on decision making

When HTA is conducted to inform coverage decisions, recommendations are generally
not binding for the government(s), health insurance funds or other bodies who ultimately
make decisions. For instance, in Canada, formulary decisions of provincial drug plans
generally follow recommendations from the Common Drug Review, with varying delays,
but tend to add restrictions to initial listing recommendations (McMahon et al., 2006). In
France, HAS positive recommendations for drug coverage are generally followed, while
recommendations for delisting are not always implemented or are only implemented with
a considerable delay.

Do HTA-based guidelines contribute to changes in medical practice?

In their literature review, Velasco-Garrido et al. (2008) identified 17 studies on the
impact of HTA on clinical practice, concentrated on two countries: the United Kingdom
(NICE recommendations) and Sweden. Results of these studies are mixed.

Sheldon et al. (2004) analysed the impact of 12 sets of NICE guidance produced
between 1999 and 2001 and found mixed results. In several cases, NICE did not have a
significant impact on current practice trends (e.g. wisdom tooth extraction, hearing aids,
implantable cardioverter defibrillators, prescription of zanamivir in influenza). In other
cases, the recommendation was followed by a significant change in practice (e.g. higher
prescription of Orlistat for obesity, and of taxanes for breast cancer) and/or a reduction of
practice variations (Orlistat and drugs for Alzheimer’s disease). However, in the Orlistat
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case, a closer audit showed that the drug was prescribed in agcprdance with the guidance

only in 12% of cases (age, BMI and weight loss). The authorsconcluded that profesﬂe%al

acceptance to published guidance largely influences their mnpliance. (\ ®
In Sweden, impact studies conclude that SBU’s reco endations impact edical
practice in conformity with recommendations in most cases (see Box 3.2). 8

L
3
v

HTA does not always reduce costs W Z
12

The primary objective of HTA activities is to enhance t@effectlveness, quality and
efficiency of health care. HTA activities can save costs when covegage of a new technology(@
is denied or restricted, or when guidelines recommend cheaper treatbxent alternatigsc&}t
its website, NICE published a list of NICE guidance expected to reduce cos.ts.

However, the use of HTA does not obviously always lead to savings. In fact, empirical
estimates show that NICE’s recommendations for the adoption of new technologies have
cost the NHS an additional GBP 1.65 billion per year (Chalkidou et al., 2009).

7. The future of health technology assessment

There is no consensus among OECD countries on the use of health technology
assessment, and more specifically, economic evaluation. Several arguments, regularly
developed against its use are discussed below, along with key principles developed by an
international expert group for the improved conduct of HTA for resource allocation
decisions (see Box 3.3; and Drummond et al., 2008).

Discussing three arguments against the use of HTA and economic evaluation

The first argument against the use of HTA and CEA (cost-effectiveness analysis) is that
they do not encourage innovation in health care and may indeed compromise private
investments in R&D. In fact, the extent to which HTA will affect technological innovation,
negatively or positively, depends on methods used, especially for the valuation of
outcomes.

By using HTA and economic assessment in coverage decisions, government and
third-party payers send signals to manufacturers about the type of innovation they value
and their willingness to pay. The selection of outcomes of interest is a first type of signal.
For instance, while some HTA agencies will consider surrogate markers as reasonable
measures of outcomes,'? others will be more reluctant to do so. By making this choice
explicit, policy makers provide useful information to innovators about the type of evidence
they must produce for the adoption of their products. Similarly, when HTA agencies assess
the degree of innovativeness of a new product to inform price decisions, as is the case in
France,'! the industry receives a transparent and explicit assessment of the value
attributed to incremental (or radical) therapeutic improvements of their products. This
may help the industry to direct investments towards the most valued therapeutic areas
and the most valued incremental changes of existing therapies.

The impact of the use of the cost-effectiveness criteria on private R&D investments is
not straightforward. Vernon et al. (2005) show how firms can use cost-effectiveness
thresholds in their R&D investment decision-making process to determine a range of
expected returns on investments, according to different levels of effectiveness, price and
volume. The existence of (implicit or explicit) ICER thresholds may potentially reduce the
firm’s uncertainty about policy makers’ decisions and willingness to pay but, on the other
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hand, it may discourage R&D investments with low returns ‘o) Investments at the given »)

threshold.1 13 { \*
°

It is worth noting that HTA and economic assessment@ not always result i @itive
recommendations and indeed have in the past promoted @e use of new tec na
increased their uptake in systems otherwise under tight bu (foprinstance in

) )

\fet constraints —_—

the United Kingdom). @ J
v

The second argument is that the length of HTA and \ééA prones delay patients’
access to innovation. Typically, the production of an HTA rep@can take several years (e.g.
two to three years in Sweden for reports on the treatment of a ccﬁy:lition which comparesy
several alternatives). However, in many countries, products an tre"ltrt;-nts &1‘!{,
marketed and sometimes reimbursed before being assessed through an process.
Access is thus not delayed in principle. This is the case in the United Kingdom, where a
new drug, for instance, can be supplied to NHS patients until NICE decides it should not
be.'* In addition, countries have the possibility to create accelerated procedures for
promising technologies. For instance, in Sweden, the SBU developed a specific programme
(Alert) to quickly review new and innovative treatments (Jonsson, 2009). Finally, third-party
payers may design special access programmes to provide immediate access to promising
treatments for patients with life-threatening diseases, pending the results of the
assessment and appraisal process. Several Canadian federal and provincial drug coverage
plans have introduced such programmes (Paris and Docteur, 2006).

ies and

2

The third argument is that HTA raises ethical concerns and is not accepted by the
population, especially when HTA recommendations are negative. Such decisions are often
perceived as rationing by the general public or patients and receive high attention from the
media (especially in the United Kingdom). However, budget constraints, strict or soft, entail
trade-offs. HTA just provides an opportunity to make trade-offs more explicit, rational,
consistent and equitable. This argument certainly needs to be popularised among
professionals, patients and the general public. The involvement of stakeholders in the HTA
process, its transparency, the publication of criteria considered to make final decisions
should contribute to a wider acceptability of the process and the final decisions (Gruskin
and Daniels, 2008).

Principles for good conduct and good use of HTA

Among the principles proposed for HTA good practices (Box 3.3), many have already
been adopted by several OECD countries and are consensual while others have been
subject to national adaptations. Some of these recommendations seem particularly
relevant given the current status of HTA practices in OECD countries.

The idea that HTA should include all technologies is probably one of the most
important one, with several implications. In many countries, HTA activities focus on new
drugs and costly medical devices, which are assessed against existing ones. Resource
limitations partly explain such a focus. However, HTA should ideally be extended to all
technologies (all products, diagnostics and procedures, disease management) and to the
review of existing treatments for a more rational decision-making process. Even if
countries do not need to generate HTA reports for the thousands of medical procedures
and products that are currently used, there is scope for improvement in this matter in a
number of countries. The experience from most countries is that major savings can be
achieved in existing clinical practice, not new technologies. The real savings or efficiency
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Box 3.3. Key principles for the improved condirct of HTA \*

for resource allocation decision ®
e The goal and scope of the HTA should be explicit and relevant to its use: {aey should be agreed l@wide )
range of stakeholders; the link between HTA and decision makirrg=should be explici —
e HTA should be an unbiased and transparent exercise: HTA should be cdu)ucted by bo ‘%dependemt J
from decision-making bodies, third-party payers or professional E\agaciatio ; ITA process and 0]
criteria for decision making should be transparent. HTAs should be fre@ and publicly accessible to (%]
stakeholders.

e HTA should include all relevant technologies, i.e. drugs, devices, diagnostic pro((e@:es and treatme%\)(
strategies, to prevent distortions in resource allocation. The current focus on @ugs z@:l@e

technologies is not ideal.

e A clear system for setting priorities for HTA should exist, to ensure cost-effective HTA activities. For
instance, NICE selects technologies to be assessed on six criteria: burden of disease, resource
impact, clinical and policy importance, presence of inappropriate variations in practice, potential
factors influencing the timeliness of guidance, and likelihood of the guidance having an impact.

e HTA should incorporate appropriate methods for assessing costs and benefits: methods should be
adapted to purpose and context, be transparent and consistent across assessments, and be
periodically reviewed. HTAs should be conducted by trained experts.

e HTAs should consider a wide range of evidence and outcomes: randomised clinical trials data may
need to be completed by observational studies, surrogate endpoints must be considered and
extrapolated to outcomes of interest; benefits, risks and costs must be defined broadly.
Outcomes should include changes in quality of life for patients, as well as benefits for patients’
relative, employers and the society. Variations in costs and benefits across population sub-
groups should be assessed.

e A full societal perspective should be considered when undertaking HTA to ensure efficient resource
allocation at the level of the society.

e HTA should explicitly characterise uncertainty surrounding estimates and include sensitivity analyses
and confidence intervals for results.

e HTA should consider and address issues of generalisability and transferability across patients,
populations and settings of care.

e Those conducting HTAs should actively engage all key stakeholder groups, in the definition of
objectives of HTA reports, of treatment alternatives and patient populations to be considered
and modeling. They should be given opportunities to comment HTA drafts and appeal decisions.

e Those undertaking HTA should actively seek all available data, including confidential data, though
this may contradict the transparency principle.

o The implementation of HTA findings should be monitored.

e HTA should be timely: ideally, HTA should follow marketing authorisation and be subject to review
periodically, or when new information is available.

e HTA findings need to be communicated to different decision makers, i.e. decision makers, managers of
health care institutions, health professionals, patients and the general public.

e The link between HTA findings and decision-making processes needs to be transparent and clearly defined.
Criteria for decision makers can legitimately differ across payers or jurisdictions, ideally they
should be transparent.

Source: Based on Drummond et al. (2008).
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gains come from rationalising the current medical prac@:e. This means not only

discountinuing out-dated techniques that are marginally effective, but also makin& e
that effective procedures and technologies are properly dis@minated and used b @

The involvement of stakeholders (producers, profes als and patientg) e HTA
process is certainly desirable. However, the involvementsg?chese stakeholfés should be
clearly defined (consultation or participation?). It is interésﬁng to note @stakeholders’
involvement does not necessarily mean stakeholders’ “endggseme TA conclusions.
In the case of NICE, manufacturers have appealed against 300s)of declsions, half of which
have been upheld, in spite of their involvement in the process (D@/mmond et al., 2008). <

Two recommendations, however, do not make consensus. First, xhﬁlepnl\;lmo&l{t .
(2008) recommend adopting a full societal perspective in health technology assessment,
many countries only consider costs for “health care” payers. In theory, the societal
perspective should be used in order to maximise social welfare. In practice, however, the
policy mandate of people in charge of health policy is to maximise gains obtained from
health budgets or health spending. Therefore, economic evaluation often considers costs
for the public payer or for all health care payers (Johannesson et al., 2009).

Second, some countries consider that confidential data cannot be taken into account
in health technology assessment, because it would break the rule of transparency.

8. Conclusions

100

Rationalising health care provision is a promising way to achieve efficiency gains. The
production and dissemination of clinical guidelines, based on evidence-based medicine
(EBM), can contribute to such a rationalisation process. Health technology assessment
(HTA) can complement the use of evidence-based clinical guidelines by informing coverage
decisions to make sure that new technologies are worth it.

Conducting HTA requires information. The development of information systems,
providing data on volumes and costs of procedures performed and treatments prescribed
is a prerequisite to the development of HTA. Some countries also need to develop a skilled
workforce necessary to perform assessments.

Countries should seek more actively to monitor the implementation of HTA
recommendations, especially for guidelines. Currently, only a few HTA agencies or institutions
undertake or commission studies to monitor the impact of recommendations.

Countries that are interested can build on an already rich international collaboration
in the field of HTA. European and international networks exist and allow participants to
share experiences and skills, to produce guidelines for HTA good practice, and to co-
ordinate early detection of technologies needing assessment.’ Consumers and payers
would probably benefit from more standardised HTA methods. Though results of economic
evaluation will inevitably differ across countries - due to differences in the organisation of
care, in relative prices of various inputs, and in professional practices and epidemiological
contexts — uniform standards in data requirements would be desirable.

Institutions matter. It appears promising to combine the functions of looking at new drugs
and technologies with the development of evidence-based guidance. It is important to bring
together medical thinking about clinical effectiveness with economic thinking about cost
effectiveness and the use of economic evaluation techniques. This is leading to clinical-
economic appraisal that lies at the heart of rational decision making for health care.

A
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1. From a synthesis of several studies conducted in the United St%tes, researchers conclud at
one-third or more of all procedures performed in the U d States in the 1990s q@re of
questionable benefit (RAND, 1998).

2. However, due to a long tradition of self-regulation of the me@al profession, theﬁactivities still U
rely on medical associations and colleges in several countries.,For instance, i tzerland, the -
promotion of good practices for pharmaceutical prescriptiQids mainly reéb quality circles J
gathering physicians and pharmacists (Paris and Docteur, 20 with nayi ention from the 4/]
government and only logistic support (for data collection) from ﬁers.@

o;

3. The OTA, created in 1972, was dissolved by the US Congress a fe ars later.

4. The German Institute for Medical Information and Documentau(!ﬁ DIMDI) manages I—\ﬁ
programmes, commissions HTA reports to qualified experts and maintain da&albeLe \ét}él
reports, including IQWiG’s reports (see www.dimdi.de/static/en/index.html).

5. According to this definition, ICER thresholds should not exist in social security systems with no
strict budget constraints or when the societal perspective is adopted.

6. www.effectivehealthcare.ahrq.gov/index.cfm/quides-for-patients-and-consumers/, consulted on March 8,
2010.

7. http://guidance.nice.org.uk/CG90/PublicInfo/pdf/English, consulted on 8 March 2010.

8. www.nice.org.uk/usingguidance/evaluationandreviewofniceimplementationevidenceernie/
niceimplementationuptakecommissionedreports/nice_implementation_uptake__commissioned_reports.jsp,
consulted on 8 March 2010.

9. See wwuw.nice.org.uk/usingguidance/benefitsofimplementation/costsavingguidance.jsp.

10. Surrogate markers are sort of “intermediary measures of outcomes”. For instance, the available
evidence can show that a drug effectively lowers the cholesterol level (which is known to lower
mortality risks) without demonstrating yet that it effectively reduces mortality.

11. The French HAS rates on a five-level scale a “degree of innovativeness” for each new drug, by
comparison with existing competitors. Though no formal economic assessment is conducted, this
assessment, together with the prices of existing competitors, will inform price decisions. The most
innovative products will be granted higher “price premium”.

12. Hollis (2005) suggests that policy makers should publish ICER thresholds for orphan drugs (which
will be typically higher than usual thresholds) to encourage firms to invest in this type of products.

13. In addition, some authors argue that ICER thresholds could encourage firms to set higher prices
than they would have done without regulation, but without exceeding the threshold.

14. However, in such cases, providers may prefer to wait for NICE’s decision (and NHS additional
funding) to uptake the innovation.

15. See for example: EUnetHTA (European Network for Health Technology Assessment:
www.eunethta.net/); INAHTA (International Network of Public Agencies for HTA: www.inahta.org/
Publications/) - INAHTA was established in 1993 and has now grown to 46 member agencies from
24 countries; Euroscan Network (www.euroscan.org.uk); and Inno HTA (HTA methodology for
innovative healthcare technologies: www.inno-hta.eu/).
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Improving Value for Money in Health
by Paying for Performance

Many OECD countries are experimenting with new methods of providing incentives
to providers to improve the quality of health care, often known as “pay for
performance” (P4P). Yet it remains unclear — in part due to a lack of good data —
whether these new ways of paying providers (hospitals, primary care, integrated
systems) significantly improve the quality of care and increase value for money in
health. Experience to date suggests that it is possible to improve quality and
efficiency by paying for it, for example in public health interventions such as cancer
screening, and in getting physicians to follow evidence-based guidelines for chronic
conditions like diabetes and cardiovascular disease. This chapter looks at cases
where P4P appears to be producing good results and analyses the numerous factors
that affect the implementation of incentive programmes, such as the challenges
involved in establishing quality measures, collecting data, and monitoring it for
performance — a prerequisite for designing effective P4P schemes.
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1. Introduction W Q\Q/

Many OECD countries are experimenting with new met@is of paying providers and
sometimes patients to improve the quality of health care, &ﬁ& n known as pay for{
performance (P4P) or payment for results.! There are growing numbéfs of.sctrréséeﬁi g
new models for rewarding quality: in OECD countries like the United States, United
Kingdom and New Zealand; in middle-income countries like Brazil, China, and India; and
low-income countries like Rwanda. These P4P schemes are testing whether new ways of
paying providers (hospitals, primary care, integrated systems) that use some type of
synthetic measure of quality show improvements in the quality of care and also improve
value for money in health. Although the evidence at the moment is limited, given that these
schemes are new and many have limited formal evaluation, the experience to date
suggests that it is possible to improve quality and efficiency by paying for it.

Today, most health care providers are not rewarded for improving quality. The
traditional methods for paying physicians such as salary, fee-for-service or capitation pay
for quantity not quality. For example, a fee schedule, which is common in many insurance
systems, only pays for the unit of service, not the quality of the service, or whether it
improves intermediate health outcomes. Capitation payments (paying per person enrolled
in practice) leave quality assessment up to patients, assuming that they can change
practice if quality is inadequate. In hospitals, even new payment methods like diagnostic-
related groups (DRGs), which pay a fixed amount per patient based on diagnosis (to adjust
for case mix), do not formally measure quality of care.

Some believe that competition between providers will drive up quality by allowing
patient choice, but competition alone does not solve the perennial problem of information
asymmetry between physicians and patients, and also between physicians and payers.
Assessing quality requires information (such as hospitalisation rates, nosocomial infection
rates, and overall effectiveness of treatments) that is beyond what patients can know at
reasonable cost. In fact, determining what constitutes quality and devising appropriate
measurements is a prerequisite for designing effective P4P schemes.

2. Difficulty in defining and measuring quality of care

106

As one can imagine, it is difficult to measure something as multidimensional as
quality of care. There has been a revolution in our thinking about quality of care in the last
two decades beginning with the lessons from Deming and Juran on quality in industrial
processes that showed the importance of measuring quality to improve it. The issue was
highlighted in two influential United States Institute of Medicine reports: Crossing the
Quality Chasm which created a new paradigm for thinking about quality and To Err is Human
which highlighted that medical errors killed more people than traffic accidents in the
United States. IOM defined quality as “the degree to which health services for individuals
and populations increase the likelihood of desired health outcomes and are consistent
with current professional knowledge”.
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At the heart of quality is clinical effectiveness — whether(g given health intervention »)
improves health outcomes. Outcomes, however, are&hemselves comple d

multidimensional. They include domains beyond clinical &ectiveness such as u@ty of
life and consumer satisfaction. To illustrate the complexitof measuring qualiléonsider
the example of the quality of treatment for a woman dinosed with breagtcancer. The 2
stage at which the cancer is diagnosed will determine hov&U))ng she lives.'aais means that »)
in order to understand difference in outcomes between@}fferen% ician groups or 4/]
hospitals, it is necessary to account for the differences in stgge in odder to adjust for the (%)
severity of disease — what is known in health policy jargon as@e mix. The stage at which @,

a cancer is detected will depend on the coverage and qualﬁﬁBﬁ cancer screeRing
programmes, and in many countries coverage is low. Therefore, one m®ashreef Gua ity

would be on the coverage of cancer screening and this metric is used in many primary care

P4P schemes.

But what is the quality of care for the actual treatment (health service) of cancer? The
first objective is to improve health outcomes. Mortality is a population measure, but for
individuals the more meaningful statistic is survival from time of diagnosis. For Stage 1
breast cancer, where the cancer has not spread beyond the breast, over 90% of women live
beyond five years, and most now commonly live beyond ten years. Therefore, measuring
outcomes is a lengthy process and quality measures depend on more intermediate process
indicators such as whether the correct cancer protocol was given. For most interventions,
it is necessary to assume that intermediate outcomes like lowered blood pressure or
cholesterol lead to improved health outcomes.

Beyond these issues of clinical effectiveness or technical quality, there are also other
dimensions of quality, including quality of life. For example, cataract surgery improves
vision, but does not prolong life. Furthermore, patients often judge the quality of health
care on more human factors like whether the clinical staff were polite, treated them with
respect, did not make them wait for long periods of time, and the facilities. Patients often
judge the quality of health care by non-clinical factors.

Although the issues of measuring the quality of health care are difficult, it is a tractable
problem. Quality has three dimensions: clinical effectiveness, patient safety, and patient
experience. Over the last five years, the OECD has been gathering data on standardised
outcomes measures across most clinical domains. Increasingly, quality of life is being
incorporated into measures of outcomes including patient experience. The United Kingdom
has been experimenting with new methods of incorporating patient satisfaction in the Patient
Reported Outcomes Measurement (PROM) with promising results. Finally, PAP schemes are
developing new methods for incorporating quality measures into payment systems like the
Quality Outcomes Framework for primary care in the United Kingdom.

3. Pay for performance: a new paradigm

Pay-for-performance schemes are changing this by formally measuring quality of care
and paying for it. There are now many new examples in OECD countries and beyond that are
attempting to explore a new frontier in payment systems that incorporate quality. Though
the evidence is still insufficient to draw definitive conclusions, results from P4P schemes
suggest what common sense would tell you: that quality of care increases when you pay for
it. Paying for preventative and public health services appears to be particularly effective and
can increase coverage of cancer screening, vaccination rates, etc. Often, primary care
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physicians neglect preventative services such as screening @ cancer, measuring blood »)

pressure and treating it, counselling patients to stop smoklnéor to improve their dle} e
most successful P4P programmes pay additionally for provmng these services or r
some target. These programmes generally show signiﬁcaﬁnincreases in the ufe pf these

ise health gainb

P4P is also useful in offering incentives for preventiw and co-or '@ion of care of
chronic diseases like diabetes. It can ensure that diahtics \% take important
preventative tests and also help encourage co-ordination be@en specialists in diabetes,
often based in hospitals, and primary care providers. (/ (

ing

important public health interventions that are likely to ma

One of the critical issues that has bedevilled P4P programm isym nltor
quality indicators. In many instances, information on quality is not routlni;‘ly%ollected
Therefore, part of the P4P programme is to collect information, requiring potentially costly
up-front investment in computers, training, and software. In addition, there is generally no
culture for physician practices to report clinical indicators and they need to be cajoled into
providing the information. Many programmes pay physicians incentives for providing the
information, including funding to computerise their record keeping. These up-front costs
are often larger than the savings generated in the short run.

Pay-for-performance systems typically cost more in the first couple of years, but may
return this investment over time as the system works and people are healthier. Furthermore,
the cost savings may occur in other parts of the system. For example, better preventative care
in primary care will lead to decreases in hospitalisations. In unitary systems like the UK NHS,
this type of cross savings is internalised by the single purchaser, the Department of Health.
In multipayer systems, however, assessing the savings is more difficult, since the payer may
not realise the benefits. Whether P4P actually saves money will depend on whether the long-
term cost savings can be internalised by the body that introduced the P4P scheme. But the
more important question is not if it saves money, but whether it improves quality
commensurate to its costs, in other words, whether or not it achieves value for money.

It can be hard to know for sure whether quality of care has improved, or whether the
system is merely adjusting to reporting on quality; P4P systems often require new
collection of quality data that did not exist before, but it may be that physicians were
providing high quality care, but not reporting on it. It is also difficult to know if
P4P schemes improve efficiency because they require long-term collection of costs across
the health system. Most of the P4P schemes also suffer from limited evaluation,
particularly in the use of control groups, making it difficult to draw conclusions. However,
the experience of P4P schemes in a number of countries is that they do appear to increase
the quality of care. The experience of California primary care P4Ps suggests that it can be
used to incentivise important public health interventions like screening for cancer,
immunisation, smoking cessation, etc., that are highly cost effective and some of the best
buys in health care. This model was replicated in Brazil and a similar model was used in
Rwanda and it also demonstrated increased use of preventative and public health services.

4. Getting the design right in P4P: multiple agent problem

108

One of the most complex tasks in designing P4P schemes is finding the optimal
reimbursement scheme for health care providers. Doctors have specialised knowledge
about what patients need which is why patients go to the doctor, but patients cannot judge
whether what the doctor is telling them is true, because to do so would require patients to
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possess that same specialised knowledge - essentially to b@ome a doctor. This is the »)
classic problem of information asymmetry, in this case cofhpounded by the probl f

uncertainty in medical knowledge. Even doctors do not n@ssarﬂy know what wiQ\vork
for an individual patient. Medical knowledge is about the gazerage patient, but n@tient is
average, and there will be a distribution of outcomes for amy given interven@.

Y
Information asymmetry and medical uncertainty maMhe “princi gent problem” J
almost intractable in health care. Since the doctor knows I\iére, a pﬁnt hires him to be v
his agent or to act on his behalf, to act as if they were the pati@ with the knowledge of the 9
doctor: the doctor is supposed to act in the patient’s interest, bu{;)ften they do not since(@
patients and physicians have different interests, objectives, and infobnation C{’\)

The situation is further complicated by the fact that the patient often does not pay for
the treatment, but instead it is paid by a third party like an insurance company or
government. This means that in health care it is very difficult to align incentives to
promote quality at the lowest cost because we have three parties all with different
objectives and different levels of information - the multiple agent problem.

In a traditional fee-for-service model, physicians have a strong incentive to provide
extra care, since they are reimbursed according to the number of services they provide.
Patients, for many reasons, including a lack of information but also cultural factors
generally accept the advice of physicians. In fee-for-service systems, there is a strong
tendency to increase the volume of services to increase payment. An extreme example is
the exponential increase in the volume of services by Chinese health providers who are
now paid almost exclusively by fee-for-service. There has been an explosion in hospital
admissions, since hospitals are paid by the number of admissions (Wagstaff, 2009; Herd,
2010). This increase in services is largely paid for out people’s own pockets, since health
insurance is very limited though increasing rapidly.

In OECD countries, most of the spending is by a third party — government or an
insurance company. Since patients do not face the true costs of services, they have a
tendency to overuse them. When physicians have an incentive to do more, and patients
face virtually no costs in using services, there is strong pressure to increase utilisation,
making it essential/necessary for third party payers to find some method for controlling
ever-increasing costs.

As the example above illustrates, it may be difficult to align patient and provider
incentives to get maximum value for money out of health care. One of the problems is that
there is no measure of quality of care as part of the transaction. If one could make quality
of care visible, by formally measuring it, this would decrease the information asymmetry
between doctors, patients, and payers, and it might be possible to align physician and
patient incentives by paying based on quality of care - this provides the theoretical
foundation for why P4P should work.

5. Defining P4P

There is no accepted international definition of pay for performance (P4P). It is often
used interchangeably with the term paying for results or results-based financing (RBF). RBF is
used particularly in global health, as in the case of the large global fund set up by Norway,
the United Kingdom and Australia at the World Bank. This fund provides grant funding for
countries to introduce P4P schemes and to properly evaluate them including the use of
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good experimental design with randomisation into P4P inter@ntions versus comparable »)
control groups without the intervention. { ﬁ
°

Table 4.1 presents the definitions of pay for perform&e used by some o@&wst
important stakeholders in the area. Given that the P4P rpgvement started in United )
States, the first three definitions are from a United States pe@ective: 1) Agen Healthcare —
Research and Quality (AHRQ), 2) Centers for Medicare Medicaid Sey@es (CMS), and J
3) RAND Corporation. These all focus on quality improverr@t, alt they are defined /]

hrggas a measure. The 9

<

somewhat differently. The RAND Corporation also includes ¢fficie
latter three definitions take a broader approach and are more copcerned with developing
countries: 4) World Bank, 5) United States Agency for Internati nB,Development, Qﬂ(
6) Center for Global Development. The World Bank, USAID, and C@nthi @r@lo al
Development definitions include both incentives on the supply side to providers and also
demand-side incentives to patients like conditional cash transfers. In addition, the
definitions from development agencies emphasize more productivity of health care

including output-based measures such as visits, tests, vaccines, or health assessment.

This review uses the more restrictive definition of P4P focusing on supply-side
interventions (i.e. payments to providers, not to patients) that include some measure of
quality of care.

Table 4.1. Pay-for-performance definitions

Organisation P4P definition

AHRQ Paying more for good performance on quality metrics (source: AHRQ, undated)

CMS The use of payment methods and other incentives to encourage quality improvement and patient-focused high value
care (source: Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, 2006)

RAND The general strategy of promoting quality improvement by rewarding providers (physicians, clinics or hospitals) who
meet certain performance expectations with respect to health care quality or efficiency (source: RAND Corporation,
undated)

World Bank A range of mechanisms designed to enhance the performance of the health systemthrough incentive-based payments
(source: World Bank, 2008)

USAID P4P introduces incentives (generally financial) to reward attainment of positive health results (source: Eichler and De,
2008)

Center for Global Transfer of money or material goods conditional on taking a measurable action or achieving a pre-determined

Development performance target (source: Oxman and Fretheim, 2008)

Note: Definition emphasis added by authors.

6. P4P programme design framework

To show how P4P programmes are designed and implemented, a general P4P
programme framework is presented in Figure 4.1. The framework includes measures, the
basis for the reward, and the reward. Quality and efficiency are the two major categories of
measures. These are also known as supply-side P4P measures, because they are provider-
based measures related to health care delivery.

The first component of a P4P scheme is the measurement of quality - the first box in
Figure 4.1. The quality measures follow a well-known paradigm of structure, process, and
outcomes (Donabedian, 2005). Structure refers to the health care setting, including the
facility, equipment, supplies, pharmaceuticals, information technology, and human
resources. When P4P programmes reward structure, it is often for investments in
information technology. Process, broadly defined, are the procedures used to provide
health care services, including practice guidelines, disease management protocols, and
vaccination and screening rates. P4P programmes often use process measures like whether
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Figure 4.1. P4P programme framez@rk 9
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P4P: Pay for performance.
Source: Adapted from Scheffler (2008).

a child was fully vaccinated or a woman screened for breast and cervical cancer as quality
measures.

Outcomes measures are the most difficult and rarely include mortality or morbidity.
For example, survival for breast cancer that has not spread beyond the breast, is now
commonly more than ten years and it is difficult to reward providers for outcomes that
take place so far in the future. As a result, measuring quality depends more on
intermediate outcomes such as blood pressure, blood sugar levels, and cholesterol levels.
The efficiency measures focus on costs. For example, a physician’s performance may be
measured by the number of in-patient days per 1 000 enrolees, the ratio of out-patient
procedures occurring at a hospital versus a lower-cost health care facility. These measures
should be adjusted for case mix, since the severity of patients’ illness is one of the main
determinants of cost. Often, age and sex are used for case-mix adjustment, but these are
insufficient, and more complex case adjustment classification systems are needed to
adjust for differences in patient severity. For example, if one practice had all healthy young
people and the other had old diabetics, it would not be surprising that the first practice
would have better outcomes than the other.

P4P schemes differ between high and low income countries. In high income countries,
particularly those with fee-for-service, the problem is to constrain the ever increasing
demand for more and better health services. In many low income countries, with long-
standing National Health Services (often referred to as being the Public-Integrated Model),
where health personnel are civil servants, there is often underutilisation and lack of
coverage of key public health interventions like immunisation and ante-natal care. The
goal is to increase utilisation particularly for high priority services at higher quality. The
classic example is the Rwanda P4P where the scheme paid for a list of priority services.
Other example measures include rewarding physicians to work in the public sector instead
of the private sector (e.g. Turkey) or to diagnose patients with tuberculosis (China).

In fact, any measure can be selected in a P4P programme from narrow vertical disease
programme goals like increasing vaccination to broader goals like improving primary care.
In P4P programmes like the Quality Outcome Framework (QOF) in the United Kingdom,
many different disease specific goals are combined into a single composite measure.
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The second box within Figure 4.1 is the basis for rewa@&l‘he primary categorie \ﬂd
to base the reward include the absolute level of the measur®, a change in thel Nor the
relative ranking. First, the absolute level reward could be if@sed on achievingga t3¥get, such
as achieving an 80% vaccination rate, or based on a continuum (e.g., in , once the
minimum threshold is reached). A target rate may not be o\s)imal, beca@%ose who start
near or are already above the target will receive a reward \ﬁth litth no improvement.
And those who begin far below the target will likely need a la@ incentive to exert effort to

reach the target. Second, the reward may be based on a change ig the measure over time, (@

such as how a provider’s breast cancer screening rate has chabged over time.,@h)
magnitude of improvement is rewarded in this case. Third, there are exar.npies 62 rewards
being based on relative performance or rankings. A practice is given a reward for being in
the top, for example, 10% ranking. This payment basis has some appeal because random
variation that affects all providers is controlled for. For any of the reward bases, it is
important to control for case mix differences, in order to reduce provider’s incentive to
avoid high-need patients and to better control for outcomes outside of the provider’s
control, thus reducing the required risk premium.

The third box within Figure 4.1 is the reward, which may be financial or non-financial,
or a combination of both. The rewards are often a bonus or lump sum payment or they can
be an increase in the rate of payment or reimbursement. A non-financial reward may be to
publicise provider rankings based on different measures. Although public rankings are not
directly financial, they can become financial if patients or insurers use the rankings to
determine which provider to visit or contract with.

Figure 4.2 shows the two primary payment models to distribute payments. The first
type involves the payer paying the medical group or institution (e.g., hospital) directly, and
these entities then decide how to distribute the payment to individual health care workers.
The second type involves paying the individual workers directly. Most P4P programmes pay
rewards to the medical group or institution, because they are better able to determine how
to best distribute the payment among health care workers, because they have more
information than the payer. In some cases, when a medical group or institution is paid by
multiple payers, such as a public payer, private insurer, and individual patients, the
incentives may not align because rewards are based on different measures.

Figure 4.2. P4P payment models and implementation

Medical

group or
institution

Individual health
care workers

P4P: Pay for performance.
Source: Adapted from Scheffler (2008).
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Under either payment model, the direct reward to individua]@ealth care workers is harder »)
to structure, because of case mix differences, higher monitorﬁqg costs, and lower religbility
when a particular individual treats a small number of pa@nts for a given measv@. or
example, particular individual providers may see an abovesaverage share of pa ts with
complex conditions or patients that require intensive treatment. Adjustmghts are often 2
difficult to make, because of the lack of data and the cost to ch)ect the data. V@en the effort of »)
v

each worker cannot be monitored or measured individually, a\worker r% nd to reduce his
effort, because his reward is mostly based on the efforts of the=qther Workers - the shirking &
problem. This will be particularly true when the reward is equally digtributed among workers. @,

Another concern about P4P schemes is equity. Often, the be&practices with@h}
best physicians are located in wealthier areas serving wealthier and'ere% cated
populations. These are the types of people who immunise their children, do not smoke,
are not overweight, and follow medical advice. In poor areas, patients are less educated
and often do not come to the doctor’s office and yet have greater health needs. One of
the concerns about paying for performance is that it could reward the practices that are
already doing well and increase inequities in the health system. It is important to
monitor equity for any P4P scheme and to pay attention in the design to avert
unintended consequences for equity whilst promoting efficiency.

8. P4P programmes in OECD countries

P4P programmes are common within many OECD countries, and Table 4.2 reports the
P4P programme results from the 2008-09 OECD Survey on Health System Characteristics. Pay-
for-performance programmes were reported to exist in 19 OECD countries, including measures
in the following categories: primary care physicians (15), specialists (10), and hospitals (7). For
primary care physicians and specialists, most bonuses are for quality of care targets such as
preventive care and management of chronic diseases. For hospitals, most bonuses were for
processes, but some were also for outcomes and patient satisfaction.

As might be expected, there is significant variation among countries. Countries such
as Belgium, Japan, Turkey, United Kingdom, and United States report P4P in all three
sectors (primary care, specialists, and hospitals). In contrast, Austria, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Norway, and Switzerland do not report having any
P4P programmes, which may be due to underreporting.

The proportion of physicians and hospitals participating in P4P programmes was only
reported for a few countries. The proportions for each sector were as follows: primary care:
Belgium (90%), Poland (80%) and United Kingdom (99%); specialty care: Poland (5%) and
United Kingdom (68%); and hospitals: Luxembourg (9%). The share of the physician and
hospital earnings represented by the bonus payment was only reported for a few countries,
and they were generally 5% or less, except for the United Kingdom. The bonus shares for
each sector were as follows: primary care: Belgium (2%), Poland (5%) and United
Kingdom (15%); specialty care: Poland (5%); and hospitals: Belgium (0.5%) and
Luxembourg (1.4%). These data are a beginning, but clearly, more data is needed in order to
understand the attributes of these P4P programmes.

United States: California Pay-for-Performance Programme

One of the largest P4P programmes is the California Pay-for-Performance Programme,
which began in 2003 (Robinson et al., 2009; Rebhun and Williams, 2009). As of 2009, it included
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Table 4.2. P4P programmes and measures ini(ﬂ:CD countries

$‘9

&

Q
2

\
If so, targets If so, targets N If s0, targets \\’ )
pg;’;“r; L‘;fre related to: Bonus for related to: Banus for related to; o Financia
physicians | Preventive  Chronic specialists | preyentive  Chronic jospltals Clinical S\-/ﬁatient incentives Q
care disease care disease outcome 6 satisfaction —

Australia X X X U @ X J
Austria \)) Q\e 4/]
Belgium X X X X 6 (0
Canada
Czech Republic X X X (/ (0
Denmark b, ,‘\) X
Finland e LeC
France X X X X
Germany
Greece
Hungary X
Iceland
Ireland
Italy X X X
Japan X X X X X X X X
Korea X X X X
Luxembourg X
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand X X X
Norway
Poland X X X X X X
Portugal X X X
Slovak Republic X X X X X
Spain X X X X
Sweden na. n.a. na.
Switzerland
Turkey X X X X X X
United Kingdom X X X X X X X X X X X
United States X X X X X X X X X X X

P4P: Pay for performance.
n.a. not available.

Source: Paris et al. (2010); update with information from July 2010, and authors’ estimates for the United States.
StatLink sa=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319782
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eight commercial HMO health plans, covering 11.5 million enrolees, and approximately
230 physician groups with 35 000 physicians. Between 2003 and 2007, the plans paid
USD 264 million in bonuses, which represented only 2% of the physician groups’ revenues. The
goal was for the payment levels to be 10%; however, plans have been reluctant to increase
the percentage until there is stronger evidence on improved quality. The programme
started with 13 measures in three domains, and has expanded to 68 measures in
five domains, including the following with their associated weights: clinical
quality (40%), patient experience (20%), IT-enabled systems (20%), co-ordinated
diabetes care (20%) and resource use and efficiency (with a separate incentive pool).

Clinical performance improved an average of 3 percentage points per year, with groups
who had the lowest baseline improving the most, particularly for HbAlc screening for
diabetics —a good measure of diabetic control. The largest change was groups adopting
specific IT activities, which increased an average of 7 percentage points per year. The non-
financial incentives included the publicising of rankings, such as for the top 20% and the most
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improved. These amount to indirect financial incentives, becausaaublic recognition has been »)
used by physician groups in their advertising and marketing mfaterials. In summary, pr@der

groups are still motivated to participate, but health plans aréfkss motivated because@ahty ®

improvements are not large, which is likely due in part bgcause of the low P4 ments

which are only 2%, and this may not be sufficient to motivaéproviders. i)
U (4 J

United States: Medicare W 7 1)}

The Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMSyare ing:lved in many P4P v
demonstration projects. However, as compared to its approximatg USD 420 billion budget, ¢/
in FY2009 for Medicare, the P4P programme payments of approxirggtsy USD 40 millio;k’@
very small (Tanenbaum, 2009). Two of these programmes are addressed ntrel e C

In order to increase the collection and reporting of quality measures, Medicare’s
Physicians Quality Reporting Initiative began in 2007 and pays physicians an additional 2%
of their allowed charges for reporting quality measures to CMS (CMS, 2009). In 2007, the
physician participation rate was 16% (Porter, 2008).

The Physician Group Practice (PGP) Demonstration began in 2005 and included
ten PGPs as well as control groups (Trisolini et al., 2008). The demonstration included both
quality and efficiency measures. The 32 quality measures were drawn from CMS’s Doctor’s
Office Quality (DOQ) project, focusing on measures from five condition modules: coronary
artery disease, diabetes, heart failure, hypertension, and preventive care. One of the
diabetes measures, for example, is the percentage of diabetics who received an HbAlc
(blood sugar) test at least once per year. For each quality measure, PGPs must satisfy at
least one of three targets: 1) the higher of either 75% compliance or, where comparable data
are available, the mean value of the measure from the Medicare Health Plan Employer Data
and Information Set (HEDIS); 2) the 70th percentile Medicare HEDIS level (again, where
comparable data are available); or 3) a 10% or greater reduction in the gap between the level
achieved by the PGP in the demonstration’s base year and 100% compliance in Year 1. The
first two targets are threshold targets, while the third is an improvement-over-time target.
The initial results show some promise. All groups achieved target performance levels on at
least seven of ten diabetes quality measures.

The PGP can also receive a payment based on efficiency or cost savings. For each PGP,
Medicare savings from the Demonstration are calculated by comparing actual spending to a
target: the PGP’s own base year per capita expenditures trended forward by the comparison
group’s expenditure growth rate. The PGP and comparison groups’ case mixes are adjusted
to account for differences in the type of patients treated. The PGP is eligible to receive 80% of
the savings that are above a 2% savings threshold. Two out of ten physician groups had at
least 2% lower Medicare spending growth rates as compared to control groups.

United Kingdom: Quality and Outcomes Framework (QOF)

The QOF is the largest P4P scheme in the world. It began in 2004, and is a voluntary
incentive pay programme for general practitioners with almost universal participation
with 99.8% of patients registered in England enrolled in GP practices participating in the
programme. The objective of the QOF is to reward GP practices for how well they care for
patients, not just how many patients they have on their list.

The QOF contains four main areas known as domains: clinical, organisational, patient
experience and additional services. Each domain contains indicators that define the specific
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process or outcome that practices participating in the QOF apd asked to achieve for their
patients. For example one of the clinical indicators in corona‘sy heart disease (CHD) igaJhe
percentage of patients with CHD who are currently treated with a béidblocker (unless a contraiv@atlon
or side effects are recorded). Clinical indicators are based on the best available evid of the
effectiveness of interventions in primary care. There are'edrrently 146 indigdors used to
determine 1 000 points covering clinical quality, organisation'@)quality, and @nt experience.

The points are converted into monetary incentives bk convglsidh factor. In 2004,
there were 1 050 points and each was worth GBP 76 (US@SS). urrently, there are

1 000 points and each is worth GBP 126.77. To illustrate how the QOF works, consider the, &

example of the quality indicator for asthma, which is based on the bfcent e of patle\tl
with asthma who have had an asthma review in the previous 15 montls. E@@n s are
awarded until the review rate reaches 25%, and the maximum number of points, 20, is
awarded once the review rate reaches 70%. For review rates between 25% and 70%, the
number of points earned linearly increases as the review rate increases. In 2004-05, the
median general practitioner earned 1 003 points of the 1 050 points available, or 95.5%.

The number of points that GP practices achieved was much higher than expected.
When QOF was negotiated, it was presumed that the average would be approximately 75%
but it ended up at over 90%. QOF increased the gross average income of general
practitioners by GBP 23 000 (USD 40 200); before QOF, general practitioners typically earned
GBP 70 000-GBP 75 000 (USD 122 000-USD 131 000) (Doran et al., 2006). Because of the large
payout, the 2006/07 minimum thresholds were all increased, and some of the maximum
thresholds were increased as well.

It is difficult to determine whether health care quality improved as a result of the QOF,
because there were no control groups. It fact, almost everyone participated, so there was no
natural experiment. However, Campbell et al. (2009) analysed data before and after the QOF
was initiated and found the rate of improvement in the quality of care initially increased for
asthma and diabetes, but not for heart disease, and by 2007, the rate of improvement had
slowed for each condition. There is also some evidence that the programme has improved
equity of outcomes. However, importantly, they also found that quality of those aspects of
care that were not linked to an incentive had declined for asthma or heart disease.

One of the criticisms of the QOF was the process for determining which diseases and
interventions would be included in the QOF. It was felt that this should not be political, but
a technical exercise, and responsibility was shifted to the National Institute for Health and
Clinical Excellence (NICE), which began overseeing a new independent and transparent
process for developing and reviewing QOF health and clinical improvement indicators
beginning 1 April 2009. The relative priority of these topics for inclusion in QOF would then
be considered by an independent advisory committee, formally known as the Primary Care
Quality and Outcomes Framework Indicator Advisory Committee. Each recommended
indicator will be accompanied by a suite of supporting information - for example, on when
new and renewed indicators should be reviewed and on the cost-effectiveness evidence to
inform their financial value.

New Zealand: Performance-based Management

New Zealand started its Performance-based Management (PBM) programme in 2006
within its Primary Health Organisations (PHOs), which are non-profit organisations that
provide primary health care services (Buetow, 2008). By January 2007, 81 PHOs, which
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represented over 98% of New Zealanders, enrolled in the PBMprogramme. The PBM setup »)
payment was NZD 20 000 per PHO plus 60c per enrolled mertber. There was a guar. d
minimum payment of NZD 1.00-1.50 per enrolee for PHO&ntering the PBM pro@ame
before December 2007. A maximum payment of NZD 6 pepgenrolee could be obtgiged if all
targets were achieved, which include clinical indicatorséo%), process in tors (10%), 2
and financial indicators (30%). The clinical indicators ind{lly:le, for exampb, vaccinations 3
for children and elderly, cervical smears, and breast capgcer sc eﬁﬁg. The process (/]
indicators include, for example, ensuring access for thosg=with Migh needs. Last, the v
financial indicators include, for example, pharmaceutical and Tboratory expenditures. The
payments are made to the PHO, who then decide how to distribute ﬂtﬁgs,to individual hea{ty(
care workers. Based on a survey of 29 PHOs, they reported better clinical c‘re@-éc’ﬁ;\é‘ion
and data management as a result of PBM.

Australia

The Australian Government provides financial incentives to both immunisation providers
and parents to encourage child immunisation. The General Practice Immunisation Incentive
Scheme (GPII) was introduced in 1997 to reward general practitioners with bonus payments for
childhood immunisation services. The pay-for-performance scheme for immunisation is part
of a wider incentive scheme, Medicare’s Practice Incentives Program (PIP), which has been
using financial incentives to achieve wider health system goals. For a GP practice to be eligible
to receive incentive payments, it must either be accredited or working towards accreditation of
the Royal Australian College of General Practitioners Standards for General Practice. There are
currently 13 broad elements including: after hours care; care for chronic conditions such as
asthma and diabetes; indigenous health; domestic violence; eHealth, etc.

The aim of GPII was to encourage at least 90% of GP practices to fully immunise at least
90% of children under 7 years of age. In addition to incentives to GPs, there are also
complementary incentives for parents. This includes the Maternity Immunisation
Allowance which provides a bonus to parents for ensuring that their child’s immunisation
coverage is up-to-date for age and a Child Care Benefit which requires families to
demonstrate that their child’s immunisation coverage is up-to-date for age. The latter
approach ensures that parents are reminded of the importance of immunising their
children at each of the milestones. Since the introduction of this programme (PIP), the
average practice immunisation coverage has increased from around 76% to around 92%.
Data on immunisation rates from the Australian Childhood Immunisation Register
continue to be published regularly in Communicable Diseases Intelligence Journal (CDI).

Brazil

In Brazil, there are several different P4P schemes including both demand and supply
side. Brazil like many other Latin American countries has moved more rapidly in
introducing demand-side P4P with: Bolsa Escola school cash transfer; Cartao Alimentacao
food cash transfer; Auxilo gas-cooking gas compensation; and expanding conditional cash
transfers to the poors (Bolsa Familia) and these include health outcomes as one of the
criteria for the cash transfer. On the supply side, a private insurance company, UNIMED-
Belo Horizonte, is implementing the largest scheme and its success has led to a new
scheme for public providers of primary care. The UNIMED scheme is being implemented in
Belo Horizonte, the third largest city in Brazil and includes a network of 258 providers
serving 800 000 people.? The objective is to improve treatment and outcomes for patients
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with cardiovascular disease, diabetes, childhood asthma, @d well child care. These
conditions are managed by evidence-based clinical guidelineéy Preliminary results inﬁte
improved health status among patients enrolled in the P4P@heme with increased X3
of patients with cardiovascular disease and diabetes with better blood press ontrol,

reduced serum cholesterol and more optimal glucose comtrol. There was éo a drop in
admissions for children with asthma. U o>

er

The UBIH scheme is an example of cross-country learnihg. In2 IMED’s director
contacted and began working with Kaiser Permanente in Cal@'nia tltat has been a leader

Q
2

A

J

/]
2

in the development of new methods of measuring and paying fpr quality. Together they, &

worked with Integrated Health Care Association which hosts P4P submits to dissemiQ’at)
the positive experience of P4P in California outlined above. UNIMED ‘n-o@flg’d the
California scheme to the Brazilian context, where it is proving successful.

Although there appears to be great success, the evaluation of both the California and
Brazilian schemes has been limited. In both schemes, there is no control group and it is
presumed that one can compare before and after to capture the effects of P4P. Although
the current schemes are very promising, they would benefit from better evaluation,
allowing one to isolate the effects of PAP compared to other effects. Also, many of these
schemes do not measure adequately the costs of implementation, so one has to wonder
about the cost effectiveness of P4P, whether it improves quality sufficiently given the
additional costs.

Korea

Korea has a long tradition of performance-related pay in several sectors. A recent
survey reports that 45.2% of Korean firms with more than 100 employees have
implemented compensation methods based on individual performance (Park and Yu,
2002). However, pay for performance in health care is relatively recent, and is a response to
growing concerns about value for money achieved by increased health spending. Although
Korea still has relatively low spending on health compared to other OECD countries (6.5%
of GDP in 2008), the growth rate in real health expenditure per capita between 1995 and
2008 has been the highest in the OECD, reaching 8% an average per year.

There have been considerable health reforms in Korea since 2000 with integration of
numerous health insurance funds into a single payer system. The Korean Health Insurance
Review Agency (HIRA), founded in 2000, is an independent government body responsible for
reviewing the medical fee schedule and evaluating whether health care services are delivered
at appropriate level and cost. It has initiated a national quality assessment programme that led
to considerable improvement in quality of care including reducing variation in quality. Linking
quality of care to financial incentives is the latest step Korea is using to improve quality.

In 2007, the Ministry of Health and Welfare and HIRA launched the Value Incentive
Programme, a pay-for-performance scheme covering 43 tertiary hospitals providing
secondary care services. The scheme focuses on two important conditions: quality of
treatment for acute myocardial infarction (AMI) and caesarean deliveries, whose rate is
very high. HIRA developed synthetic quality measures. For myocardial infarction, there are
seven indicators: process indicators (timeliness of reperfusion therapy, administration of
aspirin) and outcome indicators (case fatality). For the caesarean section rate, there are
16 clinical risk factors. Bonus payments were made to providers based on quality
improvement from a 2007 baseline survey of the indicators, where hospitals were ranked

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010



4. IMPROVING VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEAEPH jl"l:[ll\lg'c@f‘,RFORMANCE
7 (\/-
in five levels (see Figure 4.3). In 2009, high performers and perf@mance improvers received /)
bonuses amounting to 1% of reimbursements from National Mealth Insurance Corpoﬁn
(USD 375 million) while performers below the 2007 b&line were penalisedCNo of ®
payments as well.

a U
Figure 4.3. Value Incentive Programme me@)anisms in g 3
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The results of the Value Incentive Programme showed a 1.55% increase in total scores
of the myocardial infarction measure between 2007 and 2008 while the caesarean section
rate dropped by 0.56%. There was also a decrease in variance of quality among providers
and a marked improvement in lowest performing group (see Figure 4.4).

Figure 4.4. Composite quality score of AMI
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Though the progress made has been substantial, the next step is to include more

hospitals into the scheme (including general hospitals), t& broaden the clinicalﬁs
covered, as well as increasing the incentive rate to 2%. (\

P4P programmes have been widely introduced across Q]j)CD countrieg/grt the research

designs to evaluate them are often inadequate to provide g\definijgye¥ehswer about the
effect of P4P programmes on quality and costs (Rosenthal ang-Krank, 2006).

There is one example of a properly-evaluated P4P programm%/though it comes from a <
surprising source: the Rwandan P4P programme (see Box 4.1). B&e lesson from,‘t’h}
Rwanda P4P is not the type of incentives used, but rather the proper approﬁchlt;o €¥atdation
which allows the isolation of the effect of P4P from other reforms. Indeed, as the Rwandan
experience is replicated in other countries, it is likely that soon there will be much better
evidence on “what works” in P4P in developing countries than in OECD countries.

However, even with limited evaluation in OECD countries, the initial results of P4P
programmes appear promising and have galvanised payers and providers to measure
health care quality (Rebhun and Williams, 2009). There appears to be growing evidence
that incentivising priority public health interventions like cancer screening works and
also P4P works in getting physicians to follow evidence-based guidelines for chronic
conditions like diabetes and cardiovascular disease. But there are still challenging
measurement and design issues. Measures of quality of care will continue to improve,
but this will continue to be a difficult area, since quality is multidimensional, includes
clinical effectiveness but also patient experience, and outcomes are difficult to measure
particularly for individuals, and often do not appear for a long time. Given these
constraints, paying for quality will continue to require better methods of measuring
quality of care. Furthermore, the impact of P4P schemes has often been limited because,
aside from a few notable exceptions such as UK QOF, the size of the incentives has been
small.

P4P schemes are not the only way of delivering improvements in technical and
allocative efficiency in the health sector. In some areas, an alternative to supply-side
incentives is to affect the demand for services. Patient-incentive programmes are
becoming more prevalent, growing out of conditional cash transfer programmes developed
in education such as those used to encourage school attendance.

There is still a lot to learn about how and when these programmes work. What is
the ideal level of payment incentive to change provider behaviour? How should
payments be distributed? If OECD countries currently implementing P4P schemes can
organise proper evaluations, then other countries can learn what works, and all
countries can benefit from real improvements in health care quality and efficiency in
the future.
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Box 4.1. Overcoming limitations in P4P dssessment: \*
the surprising case of Rwa (\

Rwanda has perhaps the best evaluated pay—for—perf(@qance scheme in tthrld.

Rwanda started experimenting with pay-for-performance®schemes in 200 address i)
underlying poor performance by public sector providers wwwere paid on @ary and had 3
little motivation to increase outputs. The providers werwaid by A s rather than (/]
outputs, and there was low coverage of key public hea@int véntions such as [
vaccination, ante-natal care, and deliveries in health centres.

veral pilot projects were
established with different donor support (Dutch, Belgian, Cordaid)(m et up pilot projects (@
that used a fee schedule to pay bonuses for key interventions nd@lsginché&\)
contracting to private providers. The pilot projects were transformed into tional
scheme with support from the World Bank beginning in 2005.

The national scheme includes a set of priority services and a unit weight for each service
similar to a traditional fee schedule as in Germany or the US Medicare. It also has a
synthetic measure of quality of care in health centres measured by structure and process
indicators. This includes things like cleanliness of facility and also availability of services
like family planning and process measures such as growth monitoring of children. There
were several difficulties in the evaluation scheme. First and foremost was the problem of
additional resources and trying to isolate the effect of incentives. In many schemes, there
are additional resources used to fund the scheme, so it is not clear if the improvement is
due to more resources or to the incentives. In the case of Rwanda, they took advantage of
rollout of the national scheme, using those that first implemented the P4P scheme
compared to the controls who had not yet implemented it. Those that implemented the
scheme first were chosen by random assignment.

There were also several other reforms occurring in Rwanda at the same time, including
the rapid expansion of community-style insurance through the Mutuelle system which
grew from less than 5% of population in 2002 to 85% of the population by 2008. Coverage by
insurance meant that there was increased demand for use of health centres because
people no longer had to pay directly out-of-pocket and this fueled greater demand for
health services. In addition, the government introduced performance contracting as part
of their programme of decentralisation. Known as the Imihigo, this programme provided
block grants from the central government to the district, where mayors of districts had to
sign contracts with the President to improve important public services such as health.
Decentralisation of funding to districts was dramatic with the districts’ share of health
funds increasing from 37% in 2003 to 85% in 2007. Health spending quadrupled from 2005
to 2008, increasing from USD 7.5 million to USD 30.3 million.

Given the rapidly changing context in Rwanda, it was difficult to disentangle the effects
of P4P from other effects such as rising health spending, increased increase coverage, and
decentralisation. However, the impact evaluation included cross-over control districts that
had no P4P, but had all the other changes. P4P increased deliveries in health centres;
increased prevention interventions in children such as immunisation. It also led to
reduced child mortality and taller children. The size of the change observed is larger for
most interventions showing that P4P works. Given the success, many low income
countries are learning from the experience of Rwanda and developing variants of the
scheme they piloted.
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Notes O

2

1. Pay for performance is a subset of a wider set of policy interventiéhs often known as results\ﬁ%d
financing which also includes demand-side incentives s as conditional cash ?S er o
programmes like Opportunitades in Mexico. In addition, decentralised health s are
increasingly using incentive schemes between levels of govéryment (e.g. federalgo ment to ()]
state government) such as Plan Nacer in Argentina. These otIT€f methods are not uded in this —_
chapter, which focuses on incentives to providers for quality,@t these other s¢Ppgmes, which are J‘
included in the broader definition of results-based financing, are also pr@ ing avenues for
improving health system performance. v

2

2. UNIMED in Belo Horizonte (UBH) is both a health insurance cor@ny and medical co-operative
operating in a highly competitive market for private health insurance JUNIMED serves 800 000 out , &
of a total population of 5.4 million in the metropolitan area. Currently, 0 physicians are pargy‘
the co-operative and UBH owns and operates seven facilities. UNIME as;orLUaés @t‘ n
additional 258 facilities.
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Improving Co-ordination of Care
for Chronic Diseases to Achieve
Better Value for Money

Health care systems in OECD countries have become increasingly complex: multiple
providers, lack of adherence to care protocols, inconsistencies in reimbursement and
decentralised medical records are still the status quo in most OECD health systems.
The problems that health systems have to deal with have evolved too: with more
patients receiving care from multiple providers for chronic conditions, there is a
growing problem of fragmentation within health systems. This results in poor patient
experiences, coupled with ineffective and unsafe care. Can better co-ordination
contribute substantially to solving these problems? What tools can be used to
improve the co-ordination of care? This chapter explores the barriers to good
co-ordination and looks at what can be done to improve the co-ordination of care in
health systems across the OECD.
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Health care systems in OECD countries have become in(@asingly complex. Gone are
the days when the midwife and local doctor were the only medicﬂ/personnel most peopleg
would ever encounter. Health systems now encompass dozens of diffeknt prela Easéf@ﬁo S
from nurses to technicians to specialist surgeons, plus a whole management class of
directors, administrators, accountants and others. Health care takes place in many
different types of settings — from home visits to clinics to large hospitals - and is paid for
through a complex combination of public and private insurance funds.

The health problems systems have to deal with have evolved too. Chronic diseases,
including cardiovascular diseases, cancers, respiratory conditions, diabetes, and mental
disorders, now account for the largest segment of the burden of disease and a large
percentage of health care costs. The WHO estimated that 60% of deaths around the world
were due to chronic diseases (not including HIV/AIDs) and for 86% of deaths in the
European Region (WHO, 2004). The economic and medical progress that have extended
lifespan have accompanied certain lifestyle trends that contribute to the development of
chronic diseases such as diabetes, heart disease and cancer. In essence, health care has
become good at keeping people alive with diseases that would in the past have killed them,
and even in the recent past, as with HIV/AIDS.

With more patients receiving care from multiple providers for chronic conditions,
there is a growing problem of fragmentation within health systems. This results in poor
patient experiences, coupled with ineffective and unsafe care. Patients with chronic
diseases receive a wide range of clinical inputs from different specialities including allied
health professionals. The growing specialisation of medical knowledge, partly reflecting
the ever increasing complexity of medical science, has given specialists an important role
in managing complex cases of chronic diseases. However, ongoing care for chronic diseases
still takes place in primary care. This separation leads to a problem of co-ordination
between the two settings in that they are generally organised and paid differently. Not only
that, but the two systems often operate under incentive structures (relative to cost control
and quality) that are not aligned, or even at odds with each other and often operate under
different budgetary regimes and often they are under the responsibility of different levels
of government.

Beyond health care, there is the difficulty of co-ordinating hospital care with long-
term care for the elderly with multiple chronic conditions; and the co-ordination problem
between health care and social care which are usually organised and financed in
dramatically different ways. In order to address patients’ expectations for seamless care
regardless of the system, it will be increasingly important to consider co-ordination of care
in a broader perspective beyond health care.

The role of patients in the care process has also taken on much greater importance in
recent years. There is growing recognition that patients play a critical and under-utilised
role in managing their own chronic diseases. Whether patients take responsibility for their

L
3
v
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treatment can have a significant impact on their health outqoynes. Many investments in »)
co-ordination indeed depend on how much patients make use of the services and su@rt

provided. Yet it has been very difficult to determine the besmay to involve patients@( ®

eir
own care, not least because people vary greatly in their ﬁsponsiveness to i ation,
advice and treatment guidelines. b

U

Multiple providers, lack of adherence to care protocols, ik)onsistenciep‘fbeimbursement J
and decentralised medical records are still the status quo in\&ost OE%\ €alth systems. All v
of these factors add up to a fragmented structure that imp@s good co-ordination, and ©9
makes it more difficult for the chronically ill to find their way thzough the system. Given, &
the sheer size and diversity of health care systems, co-ordination is i;dispensible. Doa{&r)
typically ask what other care a patient might have received from aﬂotLe@r vider.
Insurance systems have to make decisions on whether or not they will reimburse a medical
act, and so must obtain some kind of information from the care provider. Efficient co-
ordination does not arise naturally as systems grow more complex, and no one has yet
found a magic bullet to solve the problem of co-ordinating the web of existing structures of
health provision, each with its own culture and way of working. What is needed is timely
care that is accessible, effective, safe, integrated and centred around the patient.

In response to the challenges of managing health systems dominated by chronic disease,
OECD countries (and private providers within countries) have been trying out various
approaches to improving co-ordination. Essentially, the task of co-ordinating health care
efficiently involves connecting the different parts of the health puzzle - doctors (primary and
specialist), other health professionals such as nurses, counsellors and home care providers
across multiple health care institutions such as hospitals, primary care practices, nursing
homes, and patient homes. As we will see in this chapter, some systems, primarily in the
United States, have implemented a completely integrated model, often called “managed
care”, one that fuses primary care with specialist hospital care into a single organisation, with
a common IT system, common culture, and aligned incentives. Many countries have begun to
use programmes that integrate some part of the health system in an attempt to reap the
benefits of better co-ordination without making a radical change to the entire system.

Care co-ordination offers the potential to improve value for money in health systems.
First, it has the potential to improve quality of care particularly for patients for chronic
illnesses. For patients with diseases like diabetes, it is critically important they adhere to
their medications, alter their diet to ensure better control of their disease. In addition, they
need to undertake preventive measures like foot care and eye exams. If these happen, they
will have better clinical outcomes including living longer with fewer complications. In
addition, better control of their disease has the potential to save money. They are less likely
to be hospitalised for complications and these complications are very expensive. For
example, better control would mean they are less likely to develop renal disease and
require expensive kidney dialysis. They are less likely to develop vascular disease and
require amputation. They are also less likely to have high blood sugar and even diabetic
coma requiring expensive emergency hospitalisation. The experience from integrated
delivery systems like Kaiser show that one can achieve these good outcomes with much
fewer and shorter hospitalisations than most health systems current achieve.

A variety of new instruments have been developed to improve the co-ordination of
care. These range from narrow disease management programmes for specific conditions
like diabetes and heart disease to integrated care co-ordination models that provide
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multiaxial assessments linking health and social care. Progyammes typically include »)

measures to rationalise the various elements in the h&alth care provision
evidence-based guidelines, decision support for clinicians, @btter information syste@ and
support for patient decision making and empowerment.

The idea that care co-ordination should improve @e quality of he@h care and
possibly lower costs seems like common sense: avoidin‘g):luplication '@are, reducing
errors, helping patients make full and proper use of the c3gg they qs e are all obvious
goals that seem likely to be useful in controlling costs. Yet sofay, the ®vidence on whether
lowering costs. Fully integrated systems like Kaiser appear to have es'shospital admisg'{c’@(
and shorter lengths of stay, hospital stay being the most expensive part o?he[&lt&ﬁtems.
Improved efficiency in hospital care should therefore result in cost savings. Results from
models of partial integration, mostly in the form of disease management programmes,
have been less conclusive; they appear to improve quality of care, but do not necessarily
lower costs. Some have shown promising results in increasing value for money in such
cases as Germany and Austria.

care co-ordination programmes yield the expected benefits is<1{imited, particularly in, &,

Chronic diseases will continue to increase and health systems are likely to grow even
more complex. It is therefore important for OECD countries to further explore promising
methods for improving the efficiency and effectiveness of health care through better
co-ordination. This chapter looks at different types of care co-ordination and how they have
- or have not — shown expected benefits in value and efficiency, and examines the ways in
which care management/co-ordination should be able to improve health care delivery and
make efficient use of resources. The key questions that emerge then are: What kind of
co-ordination is the most useful? What improvements can help to deliver higher quality?
Can better co-ordination make health care more efficient? What results do we expect from
the system that we are trying to manage? Can better chronic disease management increase
value for money? What evidence do we have so far that it does?

2. Changing burden of disease in OECD countries

128

Unprecedented improvements in population health have taken place in OECD
countries over the course of the past century. Life expectancy has increased on average by
as much as 25-30 years. Most major infectious diseases have been greatly reduced. Infant
mortality rates have fallen dramatically as has maternal death. Fertility has also fallen.
This combination of falling childhood mortality and decreased fertility are often referred to
as the epidemiological transition, where the structure of the population shifts towards an
ageing population, and people live longer with chronic diseases.

Mortality may have fallen dramatically, but the incidence of disease has not. When
combined with the general increase in longevity, the result has been a substantial growth
of morbidity associated with chronic diseases. As people live longer, they also accumulate
chronic non-communicable diseases which are now are now the main cause of both disability
and death in OECD countries. Co-morbidities also increase with age, and populations are
ageing rapidly in the OECD area. In western Europe, the number of people aged over 64 has
more than doubled in the last 60 years, while the number of those aged over 80 has
quadrupled. As a consequence, many people have to live with several chronic diseases. At
least 35% of men over 60 years of age have two or more chronic conditions (WHO Europe,
2006).

A

J
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3. Adapting health systems to meet the needs of the chpnically ill

There is consensus on what basic elements should be p&% of a good co- ordma&\ﬁ
model

Key to the advent of care co-ordination was the devel@ment in the 199&Qchromc ]
care model by Edward Wagner and colleagues at Group Health in Washington,(Uhited States -
one of the early managed care systems. Their model identifi¢d the key &nts needed to J
improve health care services to patients with chronic illnessb\i\and h ecome widely used v
as a heuristic for more widespread reflection on the subject s@lgure ). It has been used 9
throughout the OECD in comprehensive reviews of clinical care an(t}s a gulde to policy. (@

¢ Lect

Figure 5.1. Improving outcomes in chronic illness

GUIDELINES

EVIDENCE-BASED,

PLANNED CARE
I | . | 1
PRACTICE PATIENT
REDESIGN SATISFAGTION EXPERT SYSTEM INFORMATION
| | | |
* Appointments « Self-management * Provider education * Reminders
* Roles « Behavioural change * Consultations * Qutcomes
* Follow-up  Psychosocial support * Feedback
« Patient participation « Care planning

Source: Adapted from Wagner et al. (1996, 2001).

Evidence shows that most health systems are still struggling to implement
co-ordination programmes

In spite of wide recognition of the merits of this approach, most health systems fail to
deliver most of the attributes of good co-ordinated care for chronic diseases. A comprehensive
review of chronic care patients across selected OECD countries carried out by the
Commonwealth Fund shows systematic failures across most of the countries studied on
co-ordination of care (see Table 5.1). This is a household survey of chronic disease patients and
is one of the first studies to develop cross-country comparative information on chronic
diseases (Schoen et al., 2008).

For almost all countries, there are systematic problems with co-ordination of care for
patients with chronic illness. The survey documents the problems with patient experience
- having to wait long periods of time between appointments from primary care to
specialist care. It also shows significant rates of waste including medication errors,
duplication of tests, etc.

4. OECD care co-ordination survey

The OECD questionnaire (see Box 5.1) to national health authorities indicated that
policy makers in virtually all responding countries were concerned about inadequate care
co-ordination and almost 80% of respondents see patients with chronic conditions and the
elderly as being the population groups likely to be most affected by inadequate co-ordination
of care.
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Table 5.1. Problems with care co-ordination iri@ECD countries \ ’)
Percentage of adults with any chronic condition Australia Canada France Gerr@ Netherlands New Zealandrﬁ’ United @
om States
Failure to discuss medication at discharge’ 39 42 44 @ 41 46\/ 35 3 @
Test results/records not available at time of apt 16 19 15 12 1 1 15 24 =
Duplicate tests ordered by doctors 12 11 10 4 7 20 J
Pharmacist alerted patient of harmful medication? 30 23 12 1“ 38 @ 20 17 20 w
Adults with a chronic condition Q\ 7
Saw more than four doctors in the past two years 38 32 31 50 O 34 34 50 48
Taking more than four prescriptions regularly 33 4 38 39 (%9 35 50 (618
Doctors did not regularly review medecines in two years 41 40 68 49 2b, 48 48{’ 4
co-ordination of care? ° L e C
Diabetics who received preventative care services 36 39 31 40 59 55 67 43
Perception of care
Doctor recommended treatment had no benefit 22 22 35 24 14 19 15 27
Wasted time due to poorly organised care 26 29 20 31 21 23 18 36
Waiting time for an appointment with a specialist
Less than four weeks3 45 40 55 68 69 45 42 74
Two months or longer 29 42 23 20 25 33 33 10
Medical, medication, lab test errors in past two years
Wrong medication or dose 13 10 8 7 6 13 9 14
Incorrect diagnostic/lab test results 7 5 3 5 1 3 3 7
Delays in abnormal test results? 13 12 5 5 5 10 8 16
Patient engagement in care
Doctor always gives treatment options® 58 56 43 56 63 62 51 53
Given written plan to manage care at home® 42 47 34 31 35 43 35 66
Access to doctor when sick or needed care
Same-day appointment 36 26 42 43 60 54 48 26
Usage of emergency room in past two years 53 64 4 39 26 45 40 59
1. Percentage of adults with chronic condition hospitalised in past two years and given new medication.
2. Percentage of adults with chronic condition and taking Rx medications regularly.
3. Percentage of adults with any chronic condition who needed to see a specialist in past two years.
4. Among those who had blood test, x-rays, or other tests.
5. Among those with regular doctor or place of care.

Source: 2008 Commonwealth Fund International Health Policy Survey of Sicker Adults.
StatLink = http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319801
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Analysis of questionnaire results — and of the literature more generally — suggests that
concern over care co-ordination issues is widespread among policy makers, health care
providers and the public at large. These concerns appear to be more intense in countries with
high levels of health care spending in GDP. Country replies to the questionnaire also
overwhelmingly indicate that policy discussions about care co-ordination are most closely
linked to issues of quality of care (i.e. impact on health outcomes and responsiveness to
patient needs), of cost efficiency and, to a lesser degree, of ensuring access to care. Co-ordination
of care represents one possible way to improve the delivery of quality health care through
greater coherence, leading in turn to greater adherence to “best-practice” medicine.

The analysis of questionnaire results suggests that there are a number of common
features of care co-ordination practices across the OECD and the European Union:

e Irrespective of whether there are gate-keeping arrangements, nearly all countries have
some form of regulatory or behavioral constraint on referrals. In the view of the
questionnaire respondents, first contacts with the health care system almost always
occur at the primary-care level and patients do not see specialists without a referral.
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Box 5.1. OECD co-ordination-of-care qu&tionnaire \A .

With consistent cross-country information on care co—c%ination largely ab Mhe
Secretariat has used a questionnaire to canvass views and@ather informatio oﬁrrent U
care co-ordination concerns, problems and practices in"OECD and EU coulé‘ies. This =
questionnaire - for which responses were received frorUG OECD an&{ countries - J
requested that national experts reply to questions in fc\liﬁ areas?l: mportance of 4/]
co-ordination issues and population groups affected; co-ordina#iqQn pra&ices; impediments (%)
to care co-ordination and the importance of “targeted” programmes in their country. o
Responses to specific statements or questions in the questionnaire@ a Likert scale which \)(
is used to capture the intensity of concerns or the frequency of o}ﬁrr@ci_ff e@a‘fﬁ
problems, policies or events. In this case, a scale of 1 to 3 was used with a label attached to
each level (e.g. seldom, moderately frequent, often).

Given the range of government departments, agencies and professional bodies involved in
monitoring and promoting care co-ordination, countries were encouraged to enlist the help
of arange of stakeholders at different governmental and professional levels in answering the
guestionnaire. For federal countries, the Secretariat recommended that the federal or central
authorities prepare the questionnaire, drawing on expertise at the sub-national level where
available. (For further information see Annex 2 of Hofmarcher et al., 2007.)

e More than half of countries see primary-care providers as “often” giving patients
guidance as they move through the health care system and thereby act - to some degree
at least — as care co-ordinators for the system. However, the role of the primary-care
physicians in guiding the patient appears to decline in many countries as patients move

towards hospital and institutional care.!

e Replies by respondents suggest that referrals from hospitals back to primary care
providers appear widespread, possibly reflecting the importance attributed to primary-
care providers in ensuring patient follow-up and care co-ordination.? Referrals from
hospitals back to ambulatory care specialists are less frequent, this pattern of referrals
and the resulting provider behavior seem to be a key source of concern for national
authorities with respect to co-ordination of care.

e Particular problems in co-ordination appear at the interfaces between levels of care,
especially at cross-over points to long-term care. Around two-thirds of countries “agree”
that difficulties exist at transitions from ambulatory care and four-fifths at the level of
transitions from acute care. In spite of the fact that other health care professionals are
managing transitions into long-term care, these services do not appear adequate or
appropriately formulated to meet the challenge of care co-ordination. These problems
seem to prevail in spite of widespread efforts in many countries to improve continuity
between hospital and community care (Leichsenring et al., 2004).3

e In comparison, problems within care settings seem less important. For example, care co-
ordination within hospitals is carried out most of the time at the specialist level.
Nonetheless, 30% of countries indicate problems of care co-ordination within this
setting suggesting that there is also potential to improve the organisation of care
delivery in hospitals.

e Financing of care from multiple sources that are tied to individual silos can make care
co-ordination more difficult and encourage costs shifting between provider levels; and,
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» Co-ordination of care may be hampered where strong liggjtations exist on scope of
practice rules of different health care professionals and where there is a lack of n@al
professional esteem between them. Q (\

In sum, replies to the questionnaire provide a fairly copsistent picture acrosscountries
of some form of care co-ordination in which health pr@e

across institutional transitions and within individual sectlu)s. However, @‘mry replies to
the questionnaire also suggest that the health care “co-o@natorggéand often does,
differ at each transition, such that there is no assurance that ;@ients re followed by a sole
health care professional through any single episode of care.

ssionals help e patients

”

In many cases, current arrangements do not appear to encourab'the developme{t\af(
skills aimed at chronic-care management, communication with patients’p ief? S pport
and networking with other providers, particularly in the social- or long-term care sectors.
Some studies suggest that time allocated to see patients can differ significantly across
countries and between the predominant payment schemes in use.* Only a small fraction of
countries has given their primary-care co-ordinators budgets to purchase care for their
patients.

Despite the recognised importance of co-ordination of care, few countries encourage
care co-ordination on a contractual basis. Survey results show that only 31% of countries
“often” have explicit payment for care co-ordination at the primary-care level. Care
co-ordination objectives or stipulations regarding care quality are even less frequent. Thus,
there is little financial encouragement for improved care co-ordination even though
co-ordination takes time and needs to be rewarded if it is not to be “crowded out” by
activities which are remunerated.

5. Models of care co-ordination

132

There is a continuum of care co-ordination models ranging from the integrated
delivery systems to more narrow approaches like disease management. An integrated
delivery system generally combines primary and hospital care into a single integrated
delivery system. The system is generally paid a fixed fee for managing all of the health care
needs of a person. Disease management is a more narrow approach to providing greater
co-ordinated care for chronic diseases. It usually consists of a care co-ordinator who
manages patient cases (this can be the primary care provider or a third party) and includes
clinical protocols for treatment of chronic disease and support for patient management.
All of the models of clinical care co-ordination include the key components of chronic
disease model: evidence-based guidelines; support to clinical decision making, information
systems, patient education, and some degree of integration.

Kaiser Permanente - a model of managed care integrating health financing
and service delivery primary ambulatory care and specialist hospital care

Kaiser Permanente is the most well known example of integrated/co-ordinated care
for delivering more efficient care particularly for chronic disease. Kaiser is the largest
“managed care” organisation in the United States which bridges the divide between
primary ambulatory care and specialist care hospital care into a fully integrated system.
Its integrated model and use of data allows it to achieve high performance and particularly
co-ordinated management for chronic care that achieves good outcomes for lower costs.
Dr. Yan Chow, director of Kaiser’s innovation and advance technology group, says “Health
care should not be a crisis management care model but should much better be a

<

A

J

/]
2

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010



5. IMPROVING CO-ORDINATION OF CARE FOR CHRONIC DISEASES TO AQHELE‘B-ETTE\/@E;FOR MONEY
ll\/s
preventive care model, with the implication that the relati@ship between the patient
and the health care provider is a lifelong relationship. Wofking from the principl t
unplanned hospital admissions are a sign of system fail@e, Kaiser focuses on l@ping
people healthy, and ensuring effective links between hogpitals and the com ity, so

when patients do go in for treatment the right help is ava#able as soon as {fgy are ready

v

to come out.” U o> )
Kaiser has 8.6 million members — over 6.5 million c@)hese ﬁ% California, the /]

a

remainder across six other US regions. In 2009, the Kaiser ndatton Health Plan and v
Hospitals reported operating revenues of USD 42.1 billion. Althgugh a small fraction of , @&,
US health spending, its population and revenue make it larger B} health systems\ik
many smaller OECD countries. As in all examples from the United Sta@s,hi&&mp ex

to match the complexity of the US health system including US federal structure. Kaiser
consists of a tripartite structure of health plan, hospitals and autonomous doctors’ groups.

Integration
Three aspects of integration contribute to Kaiser’s performance:

« Integration of financing and provision. Hospital managers and doctors know they have to
work within a set financing envelope, and work together to do this.

o Integration of primary care and secondary hospital care. The common distinction between
primary and secondary care is not recognised by Kaiser employees (see Box 5.2).
Specialists work both in Medical Centers and out in local Medical Offices. There is a
creative model of interaction between specialists and primary care physicians. For
example, primary care physicians may ring specialists and have a three-way consultation
with the patient on the spot, rather than referring and waiting for a further appointment.

o Integration of prevention, treatment and care. In particular, people with chronic disease
receive care from multidisciplinary teams in the community, and teams are bigger than
traditional GP practices.

Box 5.2. Integrated Care Pilots in England

The National Health Service (NHS) has been committed for some time to improving care
for those with chronic long-term conditions - shifting care into the community and closer
to home, making care more personalised and supporting people living independently for
longer. Yet is clear that the health system continues to fall short of its ambitions. One
could argue that the organisational separation between general practice and hospital care
is a design flaw in the NHS that renders such goals difficult to attain.

Lord Darzi’s NHS Next Stage Review introduced the concept of Integrated Care
Organisations (ICOs), intended to encourage primary care and other clinicians to take
responsibility for designing, delivering, and ultimately managing the budget for integrated
clinical services. Sixteen pilots in integrated care began in April 2009, designed to explore
whether better care co-ordination can reduce utilisation and ultimately health care costs.
The pilots take many different forms with most creating networks of providers operating
under an integrated budget (“virtual integration”), and covering a range of chronic
conditions including cardiovascular disease, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease,
dementia, mental health, and substance abuse. The pilots are to be independently
evaluated after two years.
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Chronic care o)

Kaiser has a strong focus on members who have, or are a’%risk of developing, a cﬂ@%ic
condition. Members are stratified into three levels of cm (see Figure 5.2 b@\?@ the

“Kaiser triangle”). D é

Figure 5.2. Population management: more than ca\r.l and case@%agement

o}

W\
0 A

Measurement of outc »..es \.)

Targeting population(s) Redesigning processes and feedback

Level 3

itGisie Highly complex members

or case
management

Level 2
High risk members

Assisted care
or care management

Level 1
70-80% of a CCM pop.

Usual care with support

CCM: Chronic Care Management.
Source: The “Kaiser Triangle”, adapted from Singh and Ham (2006).

Kaiser’s population management approach includes an emphasis on prevention, self-
management support, disease management, and case management for members with highly
complex conditions. Self-management support includes providing information and education
programmes, increasingly supported by IT. There is a strong focus on patient empowerment.

In-patient management

In international comparisons, Kaiser hospitalise patients much less frequently and
with shorter lengths of stay compared to the UK NHS (Feachem, 2002; Ham, 2008). In
comparison with the NHS, Kaiser used approximately one-third of the hospital beds and
had higher rates of use of preventative measures for chronic diseases like diabetes and
heart disease. The lower use of beds is driven by Kaiser’s strong focus on active
management of in-patients, using care pathways, discharge planners, and step-down
rehabilitation facilities. Kaiser also employs general physicians (“hospitalists”) as case
managers in hospitals, to co-ordinate inputs from different specialists. The relative low use
of hospital beds by Kaiser is the key factor that accounts for its cost effectiveness, and if its
rate of use is applied to other health systems, like the NHS, then significant cost savings
are possible (Feachem, 2002; Ham, 2008).
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Kaiser is seen as a leader on IT and has a long histo, &of using IT to suppor h °
administrative and clinical functions. Kaiser put USD 475 billion into devel and
disseminating a new sophisticated health information system, HealthConn&et, which U
includes advanced medical records, clinical decision support tools, and a &ust on-line —
patient support. The system includes: e J
e Electronic prescribing and test ordering. \» Q\ ")w
e Electronic referrals. O o

e Population management tools such as needed preventative rrggas;res treatments{@‘
screening tests. e LeC

e Clinical decision support tools such as medication safety reminders.
« Patient registration and billing.
e Performance monitoring.

The IT system allows patients to email securely their doctors with a 30% reduction in
face-to-face appointments The IT system “nudges” staff to act in certain ways. For
example, if new joiners to Kaiser are smokers, it will suggest a referral to smoking
cessation support. Kaiser also has an extensive system for patient self-management of
chronic diseases. The IT system allows patients to access their own medical records. It
provides a wide range of support tools for patients with chronic diseases.

The IT system allows doctors to run “virtual clinics” between the primary care
physicians and specialists like interpreting an x-ray or other diagnostic tests.

Kaiser has achieved real integration through partnerships between physicians and
administration that allows it to exercise control and accountability across all components
of the health care system. This allows it to manage patients in the most appropriate
setting, implement disease management programmes for chronic disease that increase the
uptake of prevention, and make trade-offs in expenditures based on appropriateness and
cost effectiveness. Kaiser configures care according to the needs of the patient throughout
an episode of illness, and for chronic illness throughout the patient’s life. Kaiser achieves
lower costs and superior performance though its enormous capacity to help to manage a
constructive patient journey from out-patient services to hospital and to speciality services
and back.

6. Disease management: a yet unproven tool for bending the cost curve
“The cost of avoiding costs is about equal to the avoided costs - at best.”

During the 1990s in the United States, commercial health insurers widely adopted
disease management programmes to improve outcomes and to decrease mounting health
care costs due to chronic illness. Managed care, where service delivery functions were
integrated like Kaiser, had shown that it was possible to provide lower health care costs for
those with chronic illness, with fewer hospitalisations, if there was greater co-ordinated
care. However, models like Kaiser are unique and difficult to replicate especially in a more
heterogeneous health care system dominated by fee-for-service and a split between
ambulatory primary care and specialist hospital care. Disease management is a way of
achieving similar aims of care co-ordination for chronic diseases, but without formal
integration and without major structural changes in the system.

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010 135



5. IMPROVING CO-ORDINATION OF CARE FOR CHRONIC DISEASES TO ACHIEVE BETTER VALUE POWOﬁE*t E d KN

136

7 (\/s

In the US setting, this meant disease management programmes were often achieved »)

through a third-party care co-ordinator. Often, the care ma®agement is done by s
telephoning patients. There role includes ensuring care ccmrdination, but also th(ﬁse of
clinical protocols based on evidence-based medicine,and also working atient
adherence to medications, ensuring patients get preventage services like ey®g exams and
foot care for diabetics. Disease Management Programn\@} (DMPs) init?@ly focused on
chronic diseases like diabetes, chronic obstructive pul ary dj egé/asthma; heart
failure; and other chronic conditions. The assumptiop=is th& this type of care
co-ordination can prevent expensive hospitalisation and als® that it is less expensive
because it replaces physicians with lower-level health personnel 1§protocols. <

What is disease management? Disease management as defined by its%w[]_p@gsional
organisation is “a system of co-ordinated health care interventions and communications
for populations with conditions in which patient self-care efforts are significant”. DM has
been held out as a means of bringing the care of patients with chronic illness in line with
evidence, thereby improving outcomes and reducing costs. A wide variety of interventions,
settings, and target populations are feasible under this definition.

The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation categorised the burgeoning field of disease
management and care co-ordination which can occur in many settings:

e Primary care is the logical setting for care management. However, many primary care
practices are small and lack the financial and organisation capacity to implement care
management.

e Large multispecialty practice. Some large practices have separate care management
departments.

e Vendor supported. Under the commercial disease management model, care management
is performed by nurses remotely via telephone.

e Hospital to home. Care managers meet with patients prior to discharge from the hospital
and follow-up with home visits after discharge.

e Home. Care managers provide all services in patient’s homes.

German health insurance defines it in law as: an organisational approach to medical
care that involves the co-ordinated treatment and care of patients with chronic disease
across boundaries between individual providers and on the basis of scientific and up-to-
date evidence (Bundesministerium der Justiz, 2008).

Experience of disease management in US Medicare: it does not save money and has
limited effect on quality of care

The most systematic evaluation of disease management and care co-ordination has
been carried out in the United States by the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services
(CMS) which administers the US Medicare and Medicaid public insurance programmes.
Medicare costs have continued to rise more rapidly than the rest of the economy and make
up an increasing larger share of the federal budget. There is an overriding goal of
controlling Medicare spending and disease management programmes for chronic diseases
were touted as a policy tool that would help save Medicare money. Beginning in 1999,
Medicare began systematically experimenting with disease management programmes in
many different guises to see whether they would help control Medicare spending by
targeting Medicare patients with chronic diseases, especially high users of hospital
services.
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Table 5.2 summarises the disappointing findings of sevepmlarge scale demonstration »)
projects with 35 programmes, testing a wide variety of DM&policy instruments. st
none of the programmes saved Medicare money. @metimes they dec@sed
hospitalisations, but the costs of the disease management Qrogramme were mo an the
hospitalisations they averted. It is important to remember that co-ordina@ care costs

money and often theses costs are more than the costs the@vert. @ J

Most recently, researchers began publishing the results\& Medi o-ordinated Care
Demonstration (MCCD) which included 15 Randomised Con@lled ials on the effect of
DMPs. Again, the findings are similarly negative, with no eff%% on saving money for(@
Medicare and little improvement in any of the quality indicators. ]b'15 RCTS include&)
wide range of providers not only third party purveyors of disease managerﬁe iR disease
management organisations; three academic medical centres; one integrated delivery
system; one hospice; one long-term care facility. A statistically significant improvement in
clinical care was found in only one of the 15 demonstration projects. One of the important
findings from the MCCD is that it is very difficult to get patients to change their behaviour.
Most of the pilots struggled to get patients to exercise, improve their diet, stop smoking,
and make other lifestyle changes to improve health and reduce costs. There may be scope
for coupling to financial incentives — a promising idea of demand-side P4P.

The CMS demonstrations offer rich experience of the results of disease management
in the context of Medicare patients. It must be stressed this is a very particular situation,
where Medicare represents elderly patients. It also occurs not in the competitive insurance
market, where disease management programmes are common place, but in the traditional
fee-for-service Medicare environment. Still, the results are very sobering, given the early
promise raised by disease management. The theory that evidence-based guidelines and
care co-ordination would save money is intuitively appealing, the case appears strong, but
the evidence that it works effectively continues to elude us.

Reflecting on almost two decades of experience, Medicare officials write: “Results from
the CMS demonstration have not shown widespread evidence of improvement in
compliance with evidence-based care, satisfaction for providers or beneficiaries or broad
behaviour change. Only a few programmes have produced financing savings net of fees.
... Unfortunately, no single measured programme or intervention characteristic, or even a
small subset of them, stands out as a clear and consistent determinant of overall
programme success in the evaluation.”

It is accepted that care management programmes need time to bed down and show
their value in the health system. Co-ordinating care in a complex system often requires a
long-time particularly when there is not a common culture like Kaiser where everyone is
committed to higher quality care at the lowest possible cost. There are also significant
upfront investments, and the benefits often take many years to show up. Medicare
continues to develop new demonstrations and refine old ones. OECD countries can learn
from this rich experience.

Experience of incorporating chronic diseases into fee-for-service primary care:
Germany and Austria

The innovations of managed care in the United States were closely studied by other
health systems like Germany, United Kingdom and Australia. For systems with a long-
standing divide between primary care/general practice and hospital specialist care,
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Table 5.2. Evaluation of US Medicare disease ma?&ement initiatives

\
-

Demonstration Sites  Population Intervention m Results .{'\\\’
IdeaTel 1 1093 Home telemedicine “visits” with Nurse  Improved patient satisf\
Informatics, telemedicine, and Case Manager D Improved clinical osfcom@
education demonstration Net increase in Mebe costs
Case management 1 257 Case manage with in-person Improved qual@‘ care
Case management demonstration assessments and telephonic monitorjing Reduction i@spitalisation
for heart failure and diabetes \)i Cost iggs less than programme
Mellitus O costs
Co-ordinated care 15 13379 Case management, telephonic Improved quality of care
Medicare Co-ordinated Care management, telemonitoring Ié;a ed Medicare costs by 11% (
Demonstration ,‘
DIPA DM 3 18 165 Telephonic disease management and One programrﬁ im rov@uﬁy
Medicare Disease Management for prescription drug benefit with remote of care
Severely Chronically Ill monitoring of heart failure patients Medicare cost increase
DM Dual Eligibles 1 30000 Predominately telephonic disease First phase cost increasing,
Disease Management for Dual management by nurses, supplemented  Second phase re-design with targeted
Eligible Beneficiaries (Medicare + with in-home case management population is recouping costs
Medicaid)
High cost 6 47 000 Each programme tests different Two of six saving costs
Care Management for High Cost intervention. Interventions include
Beneficiaries physicians, nurse home visits, in-home

monitoring devices, caregiver support
and education, preventive care tracking
and reminders, 24 hour nurse telephone

lines
MHS 8 206 000 Care and disease management Medicare costs increase of 5-11%
Medicare health Support (Chronic telephonic health coaching also
Care Improvement Programmes) telemonitoring

Source: Botts et al. (2009).

integrated solutions like Kaiser were infeasible. Disease management offered promise of
solving the co-ordination between primary and secondary care for chronic disease
management. They looked to the United States experience on disease management and
adapted to their health systems.

The US experience is quite different from other countries because it relies on the
use of third party for-profit firms to provide disease management. In Germany and
Austria, the idea is to embed disease management into primary care. In these systems,
disease management means making additional payments in a fee-for-service system to
pay GPs to co-ordinate care. In a traditional fee-for-service system, GPs have little
incentive to prioritise prevention or co-ordination of care. Therefore additional
payments are made to take on this role along with clinical guidelines, improvements in
IT, and patient support.

The German case is of particular interest because the driving force behind the changes
was a profound change in the funding formula to German insurance funds. The change in
the risk equalisation scheme meant that insurance funds received additional capitated
funds for patients enrolled in disease management programmes. This meant it was now
worth their while to enrol patients with chronic diseases and also to improve the efficiency
of their care.

The German insurance funds forced the medical profession to accept case
management principles. In 2002, the government formally introduced structured disease
management into the statutory health insurance system, where it was defined legally as
“an organisational approach to medical care that involves co-ordinated treatments and
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care of patients with chronic disease across boundaries betw@en individual providers on ¢>

the basis of scientific up-to-date evidence”. This includes a fi%ed payment to primarg\ e

for specific disease management. DMP were introduced foflBreast cancet, type 2 diébetes,

coronary artery disease (2004), asthma (2006) and COPD Cé006). By June 2007, e were

more than 14 000 contracts for DMP. By 2005, over 2 milliemdpeople were engdiled in DMPs 2

(see Figure 5.3). It is estimated that almost 70% of diabeti@re registered@n DMPs (Nolte, 3
v

2009). W Q\@
2
Figure 5.3. Disease management programme ie/Germany

> A
Asthma angcoln. e C’“

17.8%
Breast cancer
2.1%

Diabetes, type 1
2.1%

Coronary
heart disease
25.4%

Diabetes, type 2
52.6%

COPD: Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease.
Source: Adapted from AOK Bundesverband (2009b).
StatLink sa=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319516

The introduction of DMP in Germany came as a response to a report (from the
Advisory Council on the Assessment of Developments in Health Care, SVR) indicating
that the German health system had not adapted to the shift of the burden of disease
towards chronic illness. The report highlighted the dominance of acute care, the lack of
preventive services, and the passive status of chronic disease patients as recipients of
medical services. It also pointed to the strict separation between ambulatory and
hospital care, the lack of incentives, and lack of evidence-based clinical guidelines. All
of these factors contributed to poor co-ordination and low quality of care for the
chronically ill.

The primary aim of DMP introduction was the improvement of quality of medical care
for patients with chronic diseases and not simply cost saving. The DMPs in Germany
contain the following key elements:

State-of-the-art medical treatment according to the best available evidence and
evidence-based clinical guidelines.

e Quality assurance measures.

e Standardised criteria and procedures for in- and exclusion of patients.

e Structured education/training for care providers and especially for patients.
e Monitoring of performance measures.

e Evaluation of efficiency and costs.

The DMPs also contain specific regulations for the co-ordination of care to overcome
the barriers between the different health care sectors. The treatment recommendations
urge physicians to improve interdisciplinary co-operation (between physicians of different
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specialties, hospitals, and rehabilitation). Indications when t@ransfer the patient to the »)

qualified specialists are foreseen in the programmés in order to ensur\ e
comprehensiveness of care. m (\

DMPs seem to have had a positive impact on improvir@the quality of care lecularly
for diabetes. The German Federal Doctors Assoclation (“Kasseérztlichen
Bundesvereinigung”) reported that overall quality targets kglr the DMPs @’&rpe 2 diabetes
could be fully achieved in five of nine specified clinical gérame assendrztlichen
Bundesvereinigung, 2009). Another study showed impro quﬁy of life for those

enrolled in DMPs (Ose et al., 2009). Yet another study found a sigpificant improvement in , &

the quality of care between patients enrolled in the national DM cﬁnpared to thosg Rk
enrolled. The biggest improvements were for care co-ordination includiﬁg Hl@Gp and
greater involvement of patients in their own care.

One study reported that participation in DMP type 2 diabetes reduced mortality after
three years (Miksch et al., 2010). The overall mortality rate was 11.3% in the DMP and 14.4%
in the non-DMP group. Another study found that participants in a DMP type 2 diabetes had
significantly fewer strokes and amputation (Graf et al., 2009). Overall, it appears that the
DMPs for diabetes significantly improved the quality of care for patients with chronic
diseases.

The issue of whether DMPs in Germany save money remains unclear (see Figure 5.4).
There is some evidence that patients in DMPs appear to have less hospitalisation
compared to the unenrolled. Not surprisingly, the costs for ambulatory care increased,
since there was a greater number of visits in primary care. Drug cost remained the same.
On balance, there appears to be scope for efficiency gains from disease management due
to reduction in hospitalisation.

Austria is following the path of Germany and has begun to introduce disease
management programmes. In 2007, a DMP for type 2 diabetes was launched (“Therapie
Aktiv”) and is growing rapidly (see Figure 5.5). In Salzburg, a cluster randomised, controlled
intervention study was conducted involving 98 physicians (48 interventions, 50 controls)
and 1494 patients (654 interventions and 840 controls). The Salzburg study, one of the
largest randomised controlled studies in the field of disease management, showed
improved diabetes control (a significant reduction of HbAlc levels), improved control of
hypertension (reduction in blood pressure), and increased uptake of preventive measures
(eyes and feet examination). The study will continue to follow patients and will provide
information on long-term effects of disease management (Sénnichsen et al., 2008).

The German and Austrian cases appear to provide promising evidence on the
effectiveness of disease management programmes particularly for diabetes. This suggests
that the US context and experience may not always be applicable to other countries and
that disease management has the promise to improve care co-ordination and potentially
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of chronic care management.

One might speculate that the results for Germany and Austria would differ from the
United States because they use primary care as the care co-ordinator. This may be less
expensive than the use of a separate care co-ordinator. Relying on primary care for
co-ordination also avoids the burden of creating a new organisation. Furthermore, in
Germany and Austria, DMPs constitute one of the first significant attempts to introduce
clinical guidelines. In addition, the US co-ordinated care trials were only for patients
over 65 who may be less prepared to change their behaviour in response to DMPs.
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Figure 5.4. DMPs for type 2 diabetes programmes 8duce hospital cost 0
I Non-intervention group IE'&DMP group \A °
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DMP: Disease Management Programmes.
Source: Adapted from AOK-Bundesverband (2009a).
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Figure 5.5. Enrolment in DMP type 2 diabetes in Austria, May 2010
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The effects on costs still remain speculative. The costs o@etting up the programmes »)

is high and that there is a cost to co-ordination. The questiorMs whether this cost is et
by reductions in hospitalisations. In the Medicare Co-ordirfed Care trials, the red@nons
were very small and did not offset the additional programane costs. Further e tion is
needed in Germany and Austria to see whether DMPs actﬁy save money. b

However, even if these investments do not generate co\si)savings for @@maltb system,
they may improve health in a cost-effective manner. Disehk)e ma ment programmes
should be thought of as “technologies of care” similar to othe@terve tions like drugs and

should be perhaps measured on a similar metrics. Instead of ghinking whether these(@

interventions save money, we should ask whether they achieve valueljor money or %ﬁh{'@
. . . . ) .

an improvement in outcomes commensurate with their costs. If this loosel-las%n ard is

used, many of these interventions would be considered cost-effective compared to other

standard interventions.

Other countries

Some additional countries have begun to establish programmes of this kind and
others are experimenting with such arrangements but they remain at a very early stage,
often in the form of pilots: only one quarter of the reporting countries indicated
programmes of this nature and these most frequently concern diabetes.

Assessing whether such programmes have the desired impact on performance is not
straightforward. There are large differences between the programmes in terms of structure
and intent. Evaluations differ due to the length of time of the trials and in the methodology
used for evaluation. The bulk of the information comes from the United States, where the
institutional environment for finance and provision of health care differs from most other
countries. While it is probably too early to take a definitive view of their effects, it would
appear, nonetheless, that these programmes have an impact on the quality of care although
the impact can depend on the illness in question.

There are several possible reasons for this outcome: high costs of setting up
programmes and running them; the fact that these programmes may reveal unmet needs;
and, inadequate matching of care and follow-up with the degree of need. The latter can be
technically difficult, particularly where there is only limited clinical or other information
- such as the degree of family support — available for this purpose. To achieve consistently
better performance of health care systems, such targeted programmes may need to be
developed within broader efforts to improve care co-ordination and to make care delivery
more patient-centred.

Lessons learned: what is good practice?

In terms of good practice, IGAS (2006) suggests three broad conditions that appear
likely to increase the chances of a positive result:

1. Where providers are more integrated — either in physician group network models, in staff
model HMOs such as Kaiser Permanente or in the US Veterans Hospital Administration.”

2. Where other medical personnel such as nurses or social workers and pharmacists are
integrated into the care process and follow-up.

3. Where programmes encourage patients to change their behaviour through patient
education and self-help. Indeed, programmes which combine both patient education

g
3
v

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010



5. IMPROVING CO-ORDINATION OF CARE FOR CHRONIC DISEASES TO AQIIE[E‘BET&V@&FOR MONEY
7

&
and a stronger role of other medical personnel than doctors gemto reinforce each other »)
and have a stronger overall impact.® { ﬁ
°

In sum, disease management programmes have th@potential to impr alth
outcomes and to raise system performance in terms of quelity even if the i aﬁ )
remains uncertain. However these models are only on€ approach to e:gncing care _—
co-ordination. Recent policies in a number of countri&a) are also s %g to provide J
appropriate and safe care outside of hospitals by strengther@g the r?g' 1/}
delivery. In this context, more attention may need to be paid @,ensufing that information 9

n costs

ambulatory care

flows, care capacity, incentives and patterns of provision in th&ambulatory sector are (@
adequate to support such changes. |>, {’\)
*Lec

7. Improving the cost effectiveness of disease management

Predictive modelling

One of the issues with Medicare co-ordinated care trials is that they were open to
everyone with chronic diseases. If one could limit the intervention largely to those for
whom it worked, then the cost effectiveness of the DMPs would be enhanced. In fact, it
appears that in the United States, private insurance companies using DMPs already do this
(Lewis, 2010). The question is whether one could identify patients for whom case
management would work. In essence, you are doing exactly the opposite of a randomised
controlled trial and using the information on characteristics of patients who benefit as a
way of predicting who will benefit.

Impact models are tools that are designed to identify systematically the subset of at-
risk enrolees in whom preventive care is expected to be successful (Weber and Neeser,
2006). It predicts who will acquire a disease, an adverse event related to a disease, or
change from one health (functioning) state to another, where these outcomes are
impactible with some specific intervention such as taking or stopping a medication, doing
a test, reducing avoidable medical costs, making a behavioural change, or changing the
person’s environment (Duncan, 2004).

Impactability models build on predictive models and can be used to identify people at
high risk of unplanned hospitalisation. However, predictive hospitalisation models identify
patients at-risk for hospitalisation, but some of these high risk patients identified may not be
amenable to preventive care. Impactability models aim to identify the subset of at-risk patients
in whom preventive care is expected to be successful. They also can exclude patients who are
least likely to engage in preventative care. They can also be used to match preventative care
interventions to the characteristics of the patient that are most likely to work.

Since the 1980s, risk adjustment tools have become more widely used in health care.
They are at the heart of capitation systems particularly the new competitive insurance
model in the Netherlands and Germany which use risk adjustment to determine payments
to insurance funds for different patients. Risk adjustment is one of the key building blocks
on this new model of competitive health insurance funds (Bevan and Van de Ven, 2010).

Risk adjustment methods can be used to predict future hospitalisations, but these
predictions are unreliable. High cost patients have markedly lower costs in the future even
without intervention, a phenomenon called “regression to the mean”. This means that
disease management programmes should not focus on patients who are currently
experiencing multiple hospital admissions. Instead, the focus should be on predicting
those who are at higher risk for being hospitalised in the future. This type of predictive
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modelling is being used in English “virtual ward” projects w@ch show some promise in »)

reducing hospital admissions. It uses productive models to generate predictions an n
uses multiaxial teams including health and social care to @rry out virtual rounds@ the
patients (Lewis, 2010).

Another promising approach is using modelling to predict receptivity @oehavioural
change. Although it is well accepted that prevention wouldidmprove heé@outcomes like
getting a patient to stop smoking or lose weight, often the\gétient ignot’ready to change.
Some predictive modelling techniques predict whether a pgfttent is tikely to be ready to

change their behaviour. There are many different methods bemg{‘%sed to predict patients’, @&

receptivity and expected engagement with preventative care sbg concepts suc,Q@)
“patient activation” or “co-operability”. Some standard instruments hav®bekn @\g‘loped
such as Patient Activation Measures (Hibbard et al., 2004), or using patient characteristics
such as previous non-compliance or similarity to other successful patients.

Predictive modelling and impactability tools may significantly increase the cost
effectiveness of disease management tools. If the expensive intervention could be
targeted, similar to a drug, to those who would respond, then its effectiveness could be
enhanced. It still might not be cost savings, but it may make disease management
programmes a good purchase based on value for money.

Collaborative care model - lessons from mental health

One area where disease management appears to work is mental health. There are
numerous clinical trials in mental health showing that care co-ordination improves
outcomes. A comprehensive meta-analysis of effectiveness of the collaborative care
model in mental health showed that it significantly improved health outcomes. It
showed 25% improved quality of life at six months and 15% at five years. UK studies show
even higher effectiveness. These are very substantial gains compared to common
medical treatments.

Based on extensive RCTs, the collaborative care model in treatment of depression
includes the following important elements:

e Physician time.

« Care manager services.

e Specialty consultation.

e Registry-decision support.

Figure 5.6 presents eight studies of the cost effectiveness of the collaborative care
model. Each of the points shows the relative effectiveness of collaborative care model for
the treatment of moderate depression. The chart shows that there is vast number of
studies demonstrating the effectiveness of the intervention (e.g. all of the studies show
that it improves clinical outcomes). The vast majority of the studies show that the
improvement in outcomes is at a relatively low cost, and it is below the traditional
threshold used by UK NICE for evaluating new drugs (approximately USD 50 000 per QALY).

Even if one is fairly conservative in making assumptions about effectiveness, it still
appears to be good value for money. It is important to emphasize that the cost
effectiveness of DMP for depression does not necessarily mean that it will save money.
However, it is highly cost effective and more cost effective than treatments in other disease
areas. Furthermore, the cost effectiveness would be enhanced if it included a wider
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definition of costs included the costs of employment. Treatment of depression means
people are more likely to return to work and not to be on the disability system. Addition of
these costs into the equation would further enhance the cost-effectiveness ratio and
perhaps even shift the balance to cost savings.

The collaborative care models that use stepped care are even more cost effective. This
is when the intensity is stepped up only when proven necessary. Patients are first offered
an intervention that while likely to be effective is relatively easy to implement and carries
relatively low cost or side effects. If the effect turns out to be insufficient, treatment is
stepped up to a more complex costly or taxing level. The aim is to ensure that all eligible
patients have access to appropriate care, while reserving the most complex treatments for
those that have demonstrated not to benefit from more simple treatments.

Disease management for mental illness appears to be more cost effective than many
other diseases. Perhaps, this is because the co-ordination plays such as a central role in
management of the disease. First, adherence to medication and psychotherapy plays
critical role in achieving good outcomes. DMPs can assure better standardisation of
psychotherapy. It can also play an important role in better medication adherence by
ensuring that patients have more regular discussions on side effects and changing
treatment as needed. In addition, it can also ensure better co-ordination between mental
and physical illness which is often a critical co-ordination problem for people with mental
diseases. Finally, early detection and treatment of mental disorders is likely to prevent
expensive hospital stays.
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Palliative care lo)

Palliative care describes the type of patient-centered é’responsive care provi&\ﬁo
patients with chronic or severe and life-threatening illnessesYIn contrast with c care
often geared toward infectious or acute diseases, this appyoach is primari 1ﬁxsed on
reducing pain and improving the quality of life through life prolonging tr&gtments and
therapies. Holistically incorporating the physiological a@d psychos @needs of the
patient, palliative care also seeks to involve the family and\3dcial n ﬁs of the patient.
Informed medical decision making is made taking into consid@tio& practical needs as
well as the personal goals of the patient through the administratie}l of high quality care. <

Palliative care can be provided in a variety of settings from thbﬁo%)itt‘lhto he-pﬁ‘té
hospice. Administered through the continuum of care, palliative care can be thtegrated in
the hospital or home through co-ordination with conventional health care professionals or
through specialists trained in palliative medicine. With the focus of palliative care being on
the patient and providing family support, innovative approaches are employed with health
care professionals receiving specialised training for managing and caring for the patient
through this care pathway. For advanced stage diseases including cancer and dementia,
the approach appears to improve quality of life and patient empowerment through control
of symptoms. Patients and families generally report better higher quality and satisfaction with
the care received. Although limited data is available from effectiveness research, results show
that palliative care improves quality of care and quality of life through reduced symptom
distress and improved satisfaction for the patient and family members (Gelfman, 2008).

Recent studies of hospital-based palliative care programmes have found these to be
highly cost effective and even cost saving. Palliative care consultation services in hospital
show reported improvements in clinical care and reductions in the utilisation of costly
intensive care unit services (Morrison et al., 2008). Palliative care consultations have been
associated with reduced length of hospital stay (Smith and Cassel, 2009).

Where other care approaches may be centered on treating the disease with high-cost
technology and effective therapies, with health care workers administering best practices
of known treatments, palliative care offers a distinctly patient centered and patient
empowering approach. When administered at end-of-life, palliative care responds most
effectively to the goals of the patient and family and may avoid aggressive and costly care.
Where chronic conditions requiring long-term care are on the rise in developed countries,
palliative care in the home may have the potential to offer increases in the quality of care
and patient satisfaction while reducing the strain of hospital resources. While some of the
savings from palliative care in the home generally come from more informal care provided
by the family, caregiver satisfaction is reported to be high (Carter et al., 2010).

End-of-life care is very costly particularly for cancer. As survival rates increase, cancer
services are placing greater strain on limited resources. End-of-life care is often considered
the most costly phase of health care and a target for cost-effectiveness measures. Palliative
care may offer alternatives to conventional hospital care that may be more effective
(Garcia-Perez, 2009) and cost saving (Remonnay, 2005). Particularly for cancer patients,
palliative care options may offer options for continued care in the home setting that may
be preferred by patients and families. Palliative care appears to offer alternatives to
conventional hospital-based therapies for the treatment of long-term care for chronic
conditions, late-stage cancer care and dementia, some of costliest areas of health care for
developed countries.
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Care co-ordination and HIV/AIDS lo) o)

With the advent of effective therapy, AIDS has changed l%m a terminal commun@le °
disease to a chronic disease, where good care co-ordinatioll'is essential. Initial € Cco-
ordination for AIDS was an issue for largely for OECD cgmntries, who could a¥eTrd AIDS Q
treatment, but with decreasing prices for AIDS drugs and concerted Effort by the —
international community to improve access to antiretrovir&lherapy, th s been a large J
increase in the number of people on treatment for AID8in lo middle income v

countries. There is a consensus on the need to shift from an @clusiv ly acute care model

to a chronic care model that includes antiretroviral therapy, but isgwider. One of the drivers, &
of new approaches to AIDS is the need to ensure strict adherence tcbeomplex medica{ivh
regimes, as lack of adherence leads to the development of resistance to the 'd-n@s %milar

to antibiotics and multi-drug resistant HIV is increasing.

In terms of care co-ordination, a variety of medical and social needs are required by
persons living with HIV/AIDS. Clinical care should focus on identifying opportunistic
infections during the early part of clinical management to ensure better care co-ordination.
For later stages of clinical management, palliative care should be combined with social
support. There is also a need to ensure a continuing focus on prevention for those living
with AIDS. Comprehensive approaches to care delivery also include case management,
often through community health workers or patient navigators. In order to ensure the
continuum of care (Praag and Tarantola, 2001), counselling services should be provided
before meeting specific clinical needs of patients. Indeed, synergy exists between levels of
health care (home and community, primary, secondary, tertiary) and calls for well-defined
roles and functions within each element of the care continuum.

The core functions of case managers are quite similar to other diseases: needs
assessment, development of a care plan, linking clients with services, monitoring patient
progress, and advocacy or barrier removal (Piette et al., 1992). There have been numerous
studies showing that case management for AIDS leads to better outcomes (Katz et al., 2001;
Sherer et al., 2002; Twyman and Libbus, 1994; Havens et al., 1997). Most studies have found
that case management is associated with better adherence to treatment, fewer unmet
needs, and better health-related quality of life (Chernesky, 1999; Kushel et al., 2006). There
have also been studies comparing differences when case management is organised in the
hospital versus through community-based case managers (London et al., 1998; Payne et al.,
1992). In general, in OECD countries there is increasingly emphasis on managing patients
in the community similar to other chronic disease management. According to several
studies, the use of community health workers improves health outcomes and care for
patients (Gary et al., 2004; Fedder et al., 2003).

8. Achieving better returns from care co-ordination

At the centre of the co-ordination challenge is the need to have coherent oversight of
the various resources used for chronically ill patients. As we have seen in the cases
described above, there are many different ways of going about that — but no single
successful model that can be put forward to follow. Instead, we can draw lessons from the
successes and failures to date — and suggest policies that are likely to increase the value
health systems can get from better co-ordination. It is important to remember that there is
a cost to co-ordination and this must be balanced by the gain. It is also important to
emphasize the role of the patient and their family in managing their own care.
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Incentives O »)

Many OECD countries are increasingly using finazcﬁ\l incentives to encob&e °
e

providers to improve the quality of care for chronic diseaseS™Most P4P schemes i &vis
the use of preventive services or adherence to evidence—ﬁed guidelines. The\eeSults on )
P4P have been similar to disease management programmes. They h not been —
systematically evaluated. Most of the evaluations suggest\ﬂ)ere may be @ffect, but it is J
not dramatic. As in disease management programmes, thepgdis a c the intervention 1/}
itself. For example, the UK Quality Outcome Framewo was?e\ry expensive and 9
significantly increased the pay to primary care practitioners w1th23t large increases in the (@
quality of care. |>, .

. . Lect

Although P4P schemes have not had dramatic effects, it is important fsure that
incentives are aligned to achieve improved outcomes. The performance of these models
will strongly depend on contractual relations between the providers and payers (e.g. fee-
for-service versus capitation). Payment systems should pay for the service of co-ordination,
given its importance for chronic diseases. Incentives also need to be aligned to encourage
the use of multiaxial teams who are co-ordinating information. Incentives also have a role
in modifying provider behaviour such as adherence to evidence-based clinical guidelines.

ICT is a barrier

While Information and Communications Technology (ICT) appears to hold promise as
a vehicle for this purpose, the penetration of information technology has remained weak
to date in many countries despite increased government efforts in this area and
significantly improved technology. Questionnaire results suggest that information on
medical records and patient needs is “often” shared among providers in only half of the
countries. We are a long way from Kaiser’s HealthConnect and linked information systems
that could decrease duplication of tests, medication errors, automatic prompts for
preventative interventions, etc.

Supply-side constraints — workforce

Most countries have experienced a shift in the supply of care from an in-patient to an
out-patient environment as technology has allowed more individuals to be cared for in
ambulatory environments. Multidisciplinary teams involving medical and non-medical
professionals are required to provide more coherent care for patients with multiple
pathologies. Systems dominated by providers operating in solo practice and paid for on a
fee-for-service basis may be less-well suited to meeting the care needs of the chronically
ill. Instead, GP needs to become the hub of a multidisciplinary team of professionals
working on similar patients.

Transition to long-term care

A European study found that the management of patients at transitions to long-term
care was facilitated if the care models had included a clear statement that co-ordination/
integration is a task on its own, with respective skills and methods, i.e. “co-ordination as a
profession” (Leichsenring et al., 2004). In this context, the promotion of a “shared culture”
in teams has been found to mitigate some of the resistance of medical providers towards
multidisciplinary work (Coxon et al., 2004). Thus, profiles of health care professionals and,
in particular, of medical professionals involved in co-ordinating care need to be adapted to
the multifaceted challenge of “curing” and “caring” for chronically ill patients.
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9. Conclusions lo) o)

The Medicare demonstrations are sobering, but then a &n, the story is similar t \a)e
that prevention would save money. These investments do g generate cost savi ér the
health system, but they may improve health in a cg®-effective max‘glﬁisease ()
management programmes should be thought of as “technologies of care” si -
interventions like drugs and should be perhaps measured‘eh a similar ics. Instead of J
thinking whether these interventions save money, we sh(\h)d ask@kether they achieve v
value for money or achieve an improvement in outcomes co@qensurate with their costs. 9
If this looser standard is used, many of these interventions would likely be effective(@
compared to other standard interventions. In fact, some of the CMS bojects actuall st)
small cost savings. If some of the programmes were better targeted, their c.ostlef@tléeness
would improve.

ar to other

The experience from integrated systems like Kaiser suggests that it is important to put
together all of the elements of integration in order to achieve the results of better value for
money. You need the structures, the technical components, but also the culture and
strategy to achieve these results (Shortell, 2000). With only a couple of the components, the
outcomes appear to be less. However, there do appear to be areas that are particularly
promising such as mental health and palliative care.

It seems obvious that greater care co-ordination should lead to better health outcomes,
for instance by making sure that one intervention does not nullify the contribution of
another, that effort is not duplicated, or that the various actors, including the patient, are
well-informed of what is being done, by whom, why, and (too often overlooked) when.
However, there is a degree of dissonance between this intuition and many of the
experiences described above. Results regarding the benefits of co-ordination have often
been disappointing or unclear. Why has it proven to be so difficult to realise the potential
of care co-ordination?

One robust conclusion seems to be that co-ordinated care works best when the system
is designed in a co-ordinated manner to begin with. This includes the structures (hospital
and ambulatory care), the technical components (evidence-based guidelines, decision aids,
a common IT system) and aligned incentives, but also culture and strategy. As a number of
studies (for example Shortell, 2000) show that attempting to impose co-ordination on a
disparate collection of practitioners, payers, patients and pathologies is resource intensive,
and, whatever the health outcomes, likely to save little if any money. Being less ambitious,
by focusing on particular diseases or correcting the most incompatible parts of the unco-
ordinated system, may yield higher returns. This may explain the success of the disease
management programmes in Germany and Austria for example. Areas such as mental
health and palliative care are also particularly promising for reaping benefits from partial
integration, along with transition to long-term care.

As with nearly all aspects of health policy (and indeed policy in general), there are gaps
and weaknesses in the evidence and in the tools used to analyse care co-ordination. For
instance, the successful adaptation of disease management programmes from the United
States to primary care in Germany shows the importance of cross-country lesson learning
and offers lessons to other countries, particularly those where health care is purchased by
insurance funds. In this regard, it would be useful if more common metrics were
established to allow better cross-country learning. There is also a need to better
understand the continuing challenge raised by chronic diseases for modern health
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systems, and to better understand which tools work best ancbmder what circumstances
before attempting to reproduce the success achieved it one set of circumstsq*s

elsewhere. Q (\

There is hope that health systems can move clo to the chronig c model
envisaged by Wagner, but perhaps it is also time to revisit gs model which developed
when physicians still dominated health care. Now, with Htients’ righ%%ore central to
health systems, the chronic care model is evolving tow@}ds a lgu odel of patient
empowerment. This means new tools like greater use of p@onal udgets and greater

2

A

J

/]
2

scope for patient user groups — virtually unexplored terrain for m OECD health systems, (@

and one that offers promise for improving value for money in treatirh/chronic diseacsieg’.\)
°

Le

Notes

1. While almost three countries out of four see a GP managing patients at the interface between
primary care and ambulatory specialists, the likelihood of guidance from the primary-care level
declines at successive interfaces such that only one in five countries judged that guidance to
patients is given “often” by a primary-care provider.

2. However, 30% of countries indicate that they infrequently refer hospital patients back to primary
care providers, suggesting, for example, that problems of information transmission may be
important in many countries.

3. In addition, countries that are particularly concerned with problems at these interfaces also
appear to be those that are highly concerned about efficiency issues more generally (see Table 5.2).

4. For example, Boerma (2003) finds that home visits are more likely if providers are paid on a fee-for-
service basis and that GPs spend less time with patients in countries where they work under a
mixed capitation scheme (compared with countries with salary and fee-for-service).

5. Better performance was partly attributed to the strong ICT support systems in the last two
institutions. In this context, payment-for-performance approaches were also seen as having a
positive impact.

6. They also note that in the United States a number of other factors can reduce the impact of such
programmes including: lack of insurance coverage; cultural barriers for ethnic minorities;
proximity to care; co-morbidities and mental problems.
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Chapter 6
O

Drawing all the Benefits
from Pharmaceutical Spending

OECD countries’ pharmaceutical policies generally focus on three main objectives:
making medicines accessible and affordable to patients; containing public spending
growth, and providing incentives for future innovation. This chapter provides a brief
review of current pharmaceutical reimbursement and pricing policies in OECD
countries, as well as short-term measures adopted in response to the economic
crisis. It then focuses in particular on two important issues: decisions pertaining to
the coverage of new products with high costs and/or uncertain benefits, and the
development of generic markets.
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1. Introduction W ¢

OECD countries’ pharmaceutical policies seek to balance@ree broad objectives: make
medicines accessible and affordable to patients; contain publiﬁ,sginding growth, andg
provide incentives for future innovation. e Le C'(,

Countries have adopted different approaches to reconciling these objectives, in line with
the general organisation of their health systems. The vast majority of OECD countries regulate
pharmaceutical coverage at the central level to offer a standardised drug benefit package to
their population, as for other health benefits. They also regulate the prices (or reimbursement
prices) of pharmaceutical products covered by public schemes. In other countries, individual
private or public insurers design drug cost reimbursement packages for their enrolees, in a
more or less regulated environment. In all circumstances, payers have to make decisions about
which drug should be covered, and at what price (for the insurer and for the patient).

To foster innovation in the pharmaceutical sector, countries use a range of policies,
such as public investments in basic R&D, tax credits for private R&D expenditures,
education and training of a high-skilled workforce and protection of intellectual property
rights. As discussed in the OECD Innovation Strategy (OECD, 2010b), countries could do
more to strengthen innovation, which is an essential contributor to economic growth and
societies’ well-being. This chapter, however, does not address innovation policies per se and
concentrates on reimbursement and pricing policies.

The main goal of this chapter is to present recent trends in pharmaceutical policies.
Section 1 provides updated data on pharmaceutical spending, and funding sources.
Section 2 provides an overview of pharmaceutical reimbursement and pricing policies in
OECD countries. Section 3 looks at recent experiences with innovative pricing agreements
and Section 4 presents recent policy initiatives aiming to get more value for money from
off-patent markets.

2. Pharmaceutical spending in OECD countries

156

Pharmaceutical spending’ accounts for 17% of total health spending and 1.5% of GDP
on average in OECD countries (Figure 6.1). However, the dispersion around these averages
is high: pharmaceutical spending accounts for only 8% of total health expenditures in
Norway, while it absorbs 32% of health spending in Hungary, and more than 25% in Turkey,
the Slovak Republic and Mexico. Per capita spending (in USD PPPs) ranges from 132 in Chile
to 897 in the United States, reflecting large differences in the volume and prices of
pharmaceuticals (Figure 6.2; and OECD, 2008).

Expenditures for out-patient pharmaceuticals are predominantly financed by public
schemes in all countries but seven (Italy, Iceland, Estonia, Canada, Poland, the United
States and Mexico). Public funding accounts for more than three-quarter of
pharmaceutical spending in a few countries: Germany, Greece, the Netherlands, the United
Kingdom and Luxembourg (see Figure 6.3). Private health insurance plays a significant role
in the financing of out-patient medicines in the United States (30%), Canada (30%),

L
3
v
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Figure 6.2. Per capita pharmaceutical spending 2008
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1. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The
use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Source: OECD (2010a), WHO-NHA Database and OECD Secretariat’s estimates.
StatLink == http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319497
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Figure 6.3. Pharmaceutical spending, by fundinE@ources, 2007
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Note: In Estonia, 4% of pharmaceuticals spending is funded by corporations in private sector (other than health insurance).
1. Luxembourg and Belgium do not include any estimate for over-the-counter drugs - i.e. prescription only.

Source: System of Health Accounts 2009, OECD (2010a) and OECD Secretariat’s estimates.
StatLink sa=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319611

Slovenia (26%) and France (17%) through different mechanisms though. In the United
States and Canada, private health insurance offers primary coverage for drug consumption
to a significant share of the population (see Box 6.2), while in France, it only covers
co-payments left after coverage by social health insurance.

In the past, pharmaceutical spending has risen at a faster pace than total health
spending in developed countries. This trend has now reversed: between 2003 and 2008, real
pharmaceutical expenditure has grown by 3.1% per year on average in OECD countries, while
total health spending has increased by 4.5% (see Figure 6.4). Over this period, growth in
pharmaceutical spending surpassed growth in total heath expenditure in only nine OECD
countries: Greece, Ireland, Mexico, Japan, Australia, Portugal, and Germany. In Norway,
Luxembourg, Italy and Chile, real growth of pharmaceutical spending was even negative.

The economic crisis that hit the world in 2008 has already affected pharmaceutical
markets. IMS data on market trends, monitored quarter by quarter from Q1 2008 to Q4 2009
for the World Health Organisation? show that a few countries have experienced a
significant decline in consumption (ranging from 12% to 25%) in at least one quarter (by
comparison with the same quarter in the previous year): the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Slovenia, and public schemes in Russia. However, decline in consumption cannot be
unambiguously attributed to the crisis. In the Czech Republic for instance, the decline is
likely due to changes in pharmaceutical policies which preceded the recession.

Some governments confronted with high fiscal pressure have adopted drastic measures
to curb pharmaceutical expenditure growth in 2009 or 2010. In Ireland and Greece, for

158 VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010



6. DRAWING ALL THE BENEFITS F@M—‘&Mél@gL SPENDING
7 <

§(9 &

Figure 6.4. Pharmaceutical spending growth, k@03 to 2008
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1. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of
such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements
in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Note: Spending is deflated using an economy-wide (GDP) price index.

Source: OECD (2010a), WHO-NHA Database and OECD Secretariat’s estimates.
StatLink == http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319573

instance, where pharmaceutical spending was growing at a very rapid pace, governments
enforced emergency measures — mainly sharp price reductions - and announced the
implementation of more structural policies (see Box 6.1). In other countries, such as France,
Germany or the United Kingdom, price reductions or rebates on pharmaceuticals have often
been used as adjustment variables to contain health spending growth (France), tackle health
insurance funds deficits (Germany) or cap profits made by companies on NHS sales (the
United Kingdom).

On the other hand, some countries reacted to the crisis by adopting measures to
ensure access to health care and medicines. For instance, Austria cut the VAT rate on
pharmaceuticals from 20 to 10% and Italy distributed social vouchers to vulnerable people
(EUR 40 per month) for the purchase of primary goods or pharmaceuticals (Council of the
European Union, 2009).

Beyond short-term policies, OECD countries will continue to pursue long-term goals of
obtaining good value for money without discouraging innovation. The following paragraphs
describe briefly current reimbursement and pricing policies and present recent developments.

3. Reimbursement and pricing policies in OECD countries

In the majority of OECD countries, the entire population is either entitled to coverage
for health risks (tax-funded systems) or covered by compulsory health insurance (social

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010

159



6. DRAWING ALL THE BENEFITS FROM PHARMACEUTICAL SPENDING e /‘ t E d KN
&7 &

Box 6.1. Examples of recent pharmaceutical pricinédevelopments \A

In the Czech Republic, prices and reimbursement were reduced@7% in 2009 for all not
affected by revisions that occurred in 2008.

In Germany, the Minister of Health announced a bundle of short-term and structu@neasures
in April 2010. Manufacturers’ rebates on pharmaceutical prices (fourugs not su '@‘to reference
prices) were increased from 6% to 16% and prices frozen until\gacemb 3. From 2011,
pharmaceutical companies will be required to provide informatiog~to thg‘c?int Federation of (%)
physicians and health insurance funds (G-BA) on the therapeutic bene]Q of new products, through 7/
comparison with existing competitors. The G-BA will assess the product, g(s'sted by the Institute <
for Quality and Efficiency in Health Care (IQWiG) if needed. If the product has k)' addedﬂleép@lgc
value, it will be clustered in a group of reference prices. If the product has an added-value, the
manufacturer will be invited to negotiate a rebate with the umbrella organisation of health
insurance funds. If the two parties cannot reach an agreement, a central authority will set a rebate,
using international price benchmarking. Health insurer funds are allowed to negotiate further
rebates with the manufacturer, individually or in group.

Cule

In Greece, prices of pharmaceuticals were reduced in March 2010 anywhere from 3 to 27%,
depending on their initial price. Beyond this emergency measure, Greece is revising its
reimbursement and pricing policy: a positive list will be established; the three lowest prices in the
European Union will be used as benchmark for price at market entry; “dynamic pricing” will be used
after market entry (annual increase in sales exceeding 5% will lead to a 2.5% price reduction); and a
stepped-price model will be used for generic pricing.

In Ireland, the government and the Irish Pharmaceutical Health Care Association (representing
international research-based companies) agreed on price cuts of 40% on nearly 300 widely prescribed
medicines, as well as an increase in the annual rebate paid by manufacturers to the Health Service
Executive on sales under public schemes (from 3.53 to 4%, raised on a wider base). The government
decided to introduce a prescription charge (EUR 0.50 per prescription, capped at EUR 10 per month
and per family) and announced the implementation of reference prices (maximum reimbursement
amounts for clusters of products) and right of pharmacists to substitute cheaper but equivalent
products where possible.

In Spain, the government has proposed two modifications of the Guarantees Act for Medicines
(Ley 29/2006) in order to modify the price of pharmaceuticals. First, the price of generic medicines
will be reduced by 25%. Second, a general 7.5% rebate is applicable since July 2010 for all medicines
prescribed by NHS physicians and to pharmaceutical inputs bought by NHS hospitals.

In Switzerland, the prices of reimbursed medicines was re-examined to be in line with six
comparator countries (Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands and the United
Kingdom), with a 4% tolerance margin in order to compensate for shifts in currency changes. This
change is expected to save about CHF 400 million. Measures recently implemented include a periodic
re-examination of prices every 3 years as well as a systematic review of the price of products for
which a new indication has been approved by the Swiss Drug Agency.

In the United Kingdom, the new Pharmaceutical Pricing Regulation Scheme (PPRS) signed in
December 2008 for five years aims to introduce value-based pricing for drugs purchased by the
NHS. The government and the industry have agreed on the principle of “flexible pricing”, which
means that companies will be allowed to increase the price of their products after market entry, if
new evidence has been produced about the benefits of their drug (as assessed by NICE, see
Section 4 of this chapter). The NHS has implemented “patient access schemes” to provide access to
drugs not judged cost-effective by NICE. In the meantime, the PPRS imposed price cuts of 3.9% in
2009 and 1.9% in 2010, as well as measures to increase the use of generics.
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Box 6.1. Examples of recent pharmaceutical pricing dévelopments (cont.) \A

In the United States, the health reform introduced several me@ures to expand coy, of
pharmaceuticals and to contain related costs. A set of measures ayms to progressively absliSh the
coverage Gap! for enrollees in Medicare Part D drug plans with st&hdard benefits b 20. Since
January 2010, beneficiaries falling in the coverage gap have receiveU rebate of US]@O from their
insurer, and from July 2010, they should get a 50% mandatory disdpunts costs of their
medications from manufacturers who want their products to be lisfed in &Hicare Part D drug (2]
plans. The Medicaid drug rebate percentage increased to 23.1% of aveﬁge manufacturer price for o
brand name drugs, to 17.1% for clotting factors and drugs approved exch@z ly for pediatric use, (%
and to 13% for non-innovator, multiple source drugs. The reform also impo&g aa u%f@ Kn\)
manufacturers and importers of branded pharmaceuticals. The fee was set at USD 2.5 billion for
2010 and is shared between companies according to their volume of sales. It is planned to increase
up to USD 4.1 in 2018 and decrease afterwards.

Cule

1. In standard Medicare drug benefits, beyond a certain level of out-of-pocket payments — USD 2 850 in 2010 —, patients
have to pay the full cost of prescription drugs until their out-of-pocket payments reach USD 4 550. Then, they are
entitled to catastrophic coverage.

Source: Communication from national authorities; Germany: www.bmg.bund.de (Press release of 28 April 2010); Greece:

wwuw.sfee.gr/en/price-determination; United States: www.kff.org/healthreform/upload/8061.pdf; Ireland: http://

debates.oireachtas.ie/DDebate.aspx?F=DAL20100119.xml&Node=3052#N3052, consulted on 29 June 2010; United Kingdom:
www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/Publications/DH_091825.

insurance-based systems). In these cases, entitlements to health benefits are most often
defined at the central level with different degrees of explicitness and detail (Paris et al,,
2010). Out-patient pharmaceuticals are most often included in the standard benefit
package covered by public or social schemes.? In a few countries, patients obtain out-
patient drug coverage through a variety of schemes, with possible variations in the range
of benefits covered (see Box 6.2).

Countries with universal and uniform entitlements generally establish a list of drugs
eligible for reimbursement or public funding (“positive list”) at the national level, with the
exception of Germany* and the United Kingdom, where “negative lists” are established
instead; and Greece, where a positive list is in preparation. Pharmaceutical coverage
generally entails user charges, with exemptions for some segments of the population
and/or categories of drugs.

All OECD countries employ some form of price regulation for at least some market
segments

In terms of pharmaceutical price regulation, two general rules apply to the majority of
OECD countries. First, in general, countries do not regulate the prices of over-the-counter
(OTC) medicines not covered by health insurance, either because they do not consider OTC
drugs as merit goods, to which access should be guaranteed for all residents, or because
they rely on consumer demand price sensitivity to drive price competition. Second, by
contrast, most OECD countries regulate the price or reimbursement price of out-patient
prescription drugs covered by health insurance to address well-known market failures.> ©

There are however several exceptions to these general rules. Canada and Mexico, for
instance, regulate the prices of all patented medicines (whether covered or not) to protect
consumers from potential abuse of monopoly power of sellers and ensure that the price of
patented drugs are not excessive: Canada sets maximum ex-factory prices, though purchasing

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010 161



6. DRAWING ALL THE BENEFITS FROM PHARMACEUTICAL SPENDING e /‘ t E d KN
7

162

S [§
3 o)

N

(@
Box 6.2. Countries with pluralistic systems for phé‘tmaceutical coverageﬁ

In a few OECD countries, out-patient pharmaceuticals argovered by multiple es
and the range of benefits covered is not uniform: Canadaﬁhile, Mexico, Turkey‘e#td the
United States.

In Canada, while drugs administered in hospitals are fulleered thro %e universal,
publicly financed Medicare programme, out-patient prescr\h}ion dr% e not included
among the insured benefits guaranteed by the Health Canadian ? Provihces and territories
and the federal government provide coverage to about one-third,of Canadian residents
through publicly financed programmes targetting some populgfi (seniors, socia]\)
assistance beneficiaries, indigenous persons, veterans, etc.). Provinces and‘ter'itoéfan
the federal government make coverage decisions and establish formularies for each of the
public plan they manage. About two-third of Canadian residents are covered for prescription
drugs by private insurance (employer-based or individual contracts). Private plans establish
their own formularies and tend to be more inclusive than public plans though some of them
mirror public plans coverage. In Québec, all plans are required to offer coverage at least equal
to the public formulary (Paris and Docteur, 2006).

In Mexico, more than half of the population is covered through social security; 20% by
the Seguro Popular, a publicly-subsidised voluntary scheme targeting the population
without access to social security, and 1% by voluntary private coverage. All these schemes
provide coverage for out-patient prescription drugs, often with cost sharing. The
uninsured can obtain health care services through the Ministry of Health or state health
authorities. Social security agencies and public authorities purchase medicines using two
formularies (one for primary care and one for secondary and tertiary levels), defined at the
central level (Moise and Docteur, 2007).

In the United States, people obtain drug coverage from a variety of sources. In 2008,
58% of American residents obtained prescription drug coverage through employer-
sponsored private plans, 9% through individually-purchased private plans, Another 9%
are enrolled in Medicare Part D plans, a voluntary programme for seniors, subsidised by
the federal government and run by private health insurers. About 20% of the population
is covered by Medicaid, the joint federal-state programme for low-income people. Private
health insurers may offer a choice between several drug plans, with different
formularies, cost sharing and premiums. Only Medicare Part D drug plans are somewhat
constrained by law in terms of formulary design. In Medicaid, prescription drug is an
optional service but all state programmes cover drugs, with big interstate differences in
formularies, co-payments and limits in the number of prescriptions which can be filled
(Kaiser Family Foundation, 2010).

prices can be further negotiated by purchasers, while Mexico limits the retail prices paid by
consumers who purchase drugs in pharmacies without social insurance coverage.

Also, a few countries allow manufacturers to set their prices at market entry for
out-patient prescription pharmaceuticals: Denmark, Germany, the United Kingdom and
the United States. In Denmark, manufacturers can freely set their prices at market entry.
However, the price of a product, in relation with its therapeutic value, is a major criterion
in coverage decision making (PPRI, 2008a).

In Germany, pharmaceutical companies have been free to set their prices at market
entry until recent reforms, even for drugs reimbursed by social health insurance. A broad

-

2

Cule
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system of reference prices (see below) puts downward pressurgyn prices when therapeutic »)
alternatives exist since even new patented products can Be clustered with low—ﬁd

products, including generics. Until now, health insurance fQ0ds have, however, ess@tla y ®
been “price-takers” for truly innovative drugs. The 2007 refgrm has therefore m ted the
Institute for Quality and Efficiency in Health Care (IQWiG}0 assess the cosidffectiveness 2
of new innovative products to help health insura\n):e funds to/get maximum 3
reimbursement prices. This measure will be applicable fror@XOll. (0]

In the United Kingdom, pharmaceutical companies can fgeely s&ltry prices for their &
products, including those covered by the National Health Service. However, they face some , @,
constraints: first, the Pharmaceutical Pricing Regulation Scheme ( imposes an anpydl
cap on profits made by companies on NHS sales and companies are reqtﬂrethc@’l@u ate
the price of their products to not exceed this cap. Second, price increases are subject to
authorisation and must be justified. Third, the National Institute for Health and Clinical
Excellence (NICE) assesses the cost effectiveness of medicines with high costs or high
budget impact and/or uncertain or low benefits to decide whether the product should or
not be funded by the NHS. Though this last feature is not direct price regulation, it can
however put some pressure on prices, especially when therapeutic alternatives are
available.

In the United States, pharmaceutical prices are not subject to direct price regulation.
Pharmaceutical companies can set the price of their drugs at market entry. In the private
sector, Pharmacy Benefit Management companies and health insurance plans use
formulary management tools to negotiate prices with manufacturers. When therapeutic
alternatives are available, third-party payers are able to obtain price discounts or
rebates from manufacturers in exchange for listing or status of “preferred drug” (lower
co-payment) in their plan’s formulary. In other cases, their purchasing power is weaker.
Prices of drugs purchased by federal authorities (e.g. the Veterans Health Administration)
or for Medicaid programmes are more regulated. For instance, manufacturers are required
to enter in national rebate agreements with federal authorities if they want their product
to be listed in Medicaid formularies. The price they charge to Medicaid cannot exceed the
average manufacturer price (price paid to the manufacturer for the drug in all states by
wholesalers for drugs sold in pharmacies, after discounts) reduced by a rebate percentage,
recently increased to 23% for on-patent drugs.

OECD countries which regulate the price or reimbursement prices of out-patient
pharmaceuticals use three main instruments: international benchmarking, therapeutic
benchmarking and economic assessment. Some of them actually use a mix of these
instruments, applying to different market segments (e.g. Canada, France and Switzerland
use both international and therapeutic benchmarking though for different purposes). The
OECD report on pharmaceutical pricing policies, published in 2008, described in more
detail the policies employed by member countries and shed light on their impact on prices
and availability of pharmaceuticals (OECD, 2008).

International benchmarking

Twenty-four OECD countries use international benchmarking to define the price (or a
maximum price) of pharmaceuticals: they look at prices paid by a set of comparator
countries to determine a maximum price for a new drug.
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The list of “comparator countries” is obviously a key @ment of this policy tool.
Members of the European Union typically refer to each other,%and usually select a su of
countries with a similar income level. For instance, the Cﬁ&h Republic refers to @ma,
France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Portugal and.Spain, while Franc fers to
Germany, Italy, Spain and the United Kingdom. In Canadés=the federal Patepded Medicine
Prices Review Board (PMPRB) uses international benchmarl@g as one meafpyto ensure that
the prices of patented medicines are not excessive (whetRer rei aed or not). The
PMPRB refers to a set of comparator countries that were selecjed in p&rt for their perceived
commitment to promote pharmaceutical innovation (Franc€, Germany, Italy, Sweden,
Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the United States), with the' 1>al,that Canada sho‘ljl(
make a “fair contribution” to global R&D costs. Mexico refers to the prices [Edé‘l@g'slx
countries with the highest market shares for the product considered.

In general, international benchmarking takes place during the pricing and
reimbursement process, before market entry. This is not the case in Canada, however,
where the PMPRB regulate a posteriori the ex-factory prices of patented medicines, often
limiting them to the median price of the comparator countries. In addition, the PMPRB
ensures that the price of each patented product does not exceed the highest international
price of the comparator countries. If the domestic price is considered excessive, the Board
may order the patentee to offset the excess revenue accumulated, by reducing the price of
the drug or the price of another drug, or by making payments to the federal government.
Some countries define strictly in the regulation that the price must be “equal to the lowest
price” in comparator countries or something similar (e.g. the Slovak Republic sets its price
cap 10% above the average price of the three lowest-price countries among those referenced),
while other countries are less prescriptive (in France, the price must be “consistent” with
prices observed in comparator countries).

International benchmarking has several drawbacks. First, it is likely to influence
companies launch strategies and subsequently delay or even compromise launch in
low-price countries (to avoid any reference to them). Second, it has encouraged a
disconnection between “list prices” and actual prices paid by third-party payers, often
obtained through rebates consented in confidential agreements with manufacturers. This
fact is in turn likely to blur price comparisons and benchmarking. Economists and policy
makers generally agree on the fact that cross-country price discrimination for patented
pharmaceuticals is a win-win situation in which companies earn the revenues they need
to invest in R&D while people in lower-income countries access the medicines they would
not access at a high price. From the payer’s point of view, medicines may have different
value, depending on the ability and willingness to pay, the epidemiological context of the
country and the costs of other inputs. However, international benchmarking, by itself, does
not guarantee that the price set will reflects the country-specific value of a pharmaceutical
product.

In fact, several countries use international benchmarking for a limited market

segment - the most innovative products — and prefer therapeutic referencing for other
parts of the market.

Internal or therapeutic referencing

When using therapeutic referencing, countries regulate the price of new entrants by
comparison with the prices of competing drugs in the market. They first assess the
therapeutic advantage of the new drug over existing competitors and then determine a
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“price premium” in relation to the level of innovativeness of @e new product. Under this /)
policy, a product with no added therapeutic value will be prieed at the same level ﬂa
lower level than existing competitors. This practice mirror@ricing strategies em 1@ y ®
companies in markets with free pricing, where non-inngyative products are @ed at a
lower level than competitor products at market entry in o&r to gain mark ares.

U
Canada, Belgium, France, Italy, Japan and Switzerland\ﬂse therapelgbeferencing for J
products which are not “breakthrough” innovations. The Qﬁhessm t &f the therapeutic /]
“added value” of the new entrant is, however, applied in diff t ways: while in France, a 9
Transparency Committee assesses the added therapeutic value on 2/1 to 5 scale, Switzerland (@
has a less formalised process leaving more room to negotiation. Il Ifgly, an algorithm sxg
established to evaluate the innovativeness of a product. In all cases, the prife ﬂrgr@gis set
or negotiated on a case-by-case basis with no predefined rules, and often takes other
parameters into account, such as expected volumes of sales.

“Reference price” policies, which set maximum reimbursement prices for clusters of
products with identical properties, can be seen as a variant of therapeutic referencing, with
one crucial difference: under such policies, the product’s price - either freely set by the
company or negotiated — can remain above the maximum reimbursement price, if patients
are ready to pay for its “added value” even if this is merely brand loyalty. Reference price
policies have been adopted by more than one-third of OECD countries but the scope of such
policies varies enormously (Habl et al., 2008). Most countries define clusters of bio-
equivalent products (with the same active ingredient or combination of active ingredient,
administered in the same way) but a few countries define wider groups of “therapeutically
equivalent” products (Germany, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands, New Zealand and the
Slovak Republic). As a result, the market share subject to maximum reimbursement prices
varies widely, ranging from 5% of total pharmaceutical market in France to 60% in Germany
(by volume).

With therapeutic referencing, the price of a new entrant very much depends on the value
attached by regulating authorities to incremental innovation (the “added value” of the new
product). Experience has shown that the criteria adopted to assess the advantages of a new
drug are very different across countries. In addition, the price of the new product is based on
the prices set for competitors in the past, not always revised to reflect the current value of
therapeutic products. Finally, although therapeutic referencing ensures price consistency
within therapeutic classes, it does not guarantee price consistency across therapeutic classes.
Economic tools may help to achieve this, and are discussed in the next section.

Pharmaco-economic assessment

More than half of OECD countries take into account pharmaco-economic assessment
(PEA) to make reimbursement decisions given the price proposed by the manufacturer. PEA
is thus not directly used to regulate prices but can provide incentives for manufacturers to
lower their price in order to meet the requirements for reimbursement. Only a few countries
systematically use PEA for all products applying for inclusion in the positive list: Australia,
the Netherlands, New Zealand and Sweden. In the United Kingdom, only products with high
costs, high budget impact and/or a high level of uncertainty on clinical effectiveness are
evaluated to determine whether they should be funded by the NHS or not. In Canada, the
intergovernmental Common Drug Review, part of the Canadian Agency for Drugs and
Technologies in Health, systematically assesses the cost effectiveness of products with new
active substances to inform coverage decisions of public drug schemes. In Italy, PEA is used
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in the negotiation process in order to support pricing and r@nbursement decisions. In »)

Germany and France, new provisions (in 2007 and 2008fstate that new inno e
pharmaceuticals should undergo economic assessment béhow this will be don@ still
being determined. Korea recently introduced PEA in covera@decision making.

Most often, agencies responsible for economic assesSthent compute a cremental
cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) to measure added costs per QALY (quality- @isted life year)
gained, by comparison with therapeutic alternatives. Thewsuall)gag t a public payer
perspective, which means that they consider only costs and p@tential avings for the public

coverage schemes. By contrast, Sweden and Norway have adopted(%societal perspective,in @,

which both benefits and costs are estimated at the society level (fo IB'p’d-party payers&@
also for patients, their family, employers and the government). ICER thfesiold@ (geyond
which a drug is unlikely to be funded) are generally not explicitly defined but can be
inferred from past decisions.

Pharmaco-economic assessment is, in many ways, the most rational tool to make
reimbursement decisions since it guarantees that costs to society of a new medicine are
proportionate to its clinical benefits. It also sends signals to the industry about the type of
benefits which are the more valued and payers’ willingness to pay. On the other hand,
performing such assessments requires expertise and means which are not available in all
OECD countries. Moreover, it is not widely accepted by the public, the industry, nor the
medical profession, especially when it is perceived as a rationing tool rather that an
instrument to improve efficiency of pharmaceutical spending. Finally, countries using ICER
thresholds have already been confronted with ethical questions raised by expensive end-of-
life medicines or orphan drugs’ (less likely to meet the cost-effectiveness thresholds) and
have adapted their policy to take into account the specificities of those products.

Beside the three main instruments described above, OECD countries use a variety of
other instruments to regulate pharmaceutical prices. For instance, Italy negotiates prices
as well as individual caps for each pharmaceutical company on revenues drawn from NHS
sales, beyond which companies will have to pay rebates. Spain uses a cost-plus regulation;
the United Kingdom caps the profit of pharmaceutical companies; and several countries
have developed product-specific pricing agreements. These agreements have gained
attention of policy makers as interesting tools to promote efficiency in pharmaceutical
spending. They are reviewed in the Section 4 of this chapter.

Price regulation and price levels

The discussion above describes briefly the benefits and possible drawbacks of the main
policy instruments used by OECD countries to regulate pharmaceutical prices. However, an
important conclusion has to be emphasised: price regulation does not necessarily lead to low
prices (OECD, 2008). Retail prices of pharmaceuticals ranged from 68% below to 185% above the
OECD average in 2005 and some countries with price regulation had high prices (Switzerland,
Canada), while countries without direct price regulation at market entry, such as the
United Kingdom, had relatively low prices. Pharmaceutical prices are partly related to GDP per
capita, though variations in income were found to explain only one-fifth of variations in retail
prices; and to economy-wide price levels (variations in which explain more than half of the
variations in drug prices). This should not be surprising; in fact, regulators do not always try to
obtain the cheapest price and do not exhaust their purchasing power. Their efforts to improve
static efficiency of pharmaceutical spending are counterbalanced by their wish to maintain
incentives for R&D investments and future innovation (dynamic efficiency). Moreover, the
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price is not the whole story: efficiency of pharmaceutical spending also depends on »)
appropriate prescription and use of pharmaceuticals and an efffeient distribution chain\

°
This conclusion is not to say that current pharmaceutigg pricing policies aﬁ@ and
ensure value-for-money for pharmaceutical spending. Efforts have to be made=¥o better U
link the price of pharmaceuticals to their “value” and some countries hav;beady taken —
steps to get more value-for-money. Recent initiatives are ruewed belo% 5
4. Recent developments in reimbursement and pricing@licie: ©9

<

Policy makers sometimes have to make hard decisiéjls, especially wheny
manufacturers propose new high-priced products for the treatmenb?)f fatal or di@&l
diseases. Confronted with constrained financial resources, they have to weighthe costs
and benefits of the new treatment against the benefits of other health care services to be
forgone to fund it.

Media coverage of negative reimbursement decisions - for example NICE decisions in
England and Wales - indicates how sensitive the population is to “treatment denial”.
Opponents to the recent US health reform actively raised the spectre of rationing, though
the current situation in the United States is far from ensuring access to high cost
medicines to anyone who need them (Faden et al., 2009). In the past, England, Australia and
New Zealand have often found it to be politically difficult to refuse funding for drugs with
poor cost effectiveness and have been forced to find ways to circumvent their own cost-
effectiveness thresholds (Raftery, 2008).

Indeed, policy makers face a real dilemma. Cost-effectiveness studies provide scientific
information about the benefits and costs (including opportunity costs) of new treatments.
However, the general public does not always find appeals to rationality convincing. Treatments
which fail to meet efficiency thresholds may be seen as desirable because they extend life or
relieve severe symptoms. Apparently in some cases, “rational choices”, as defined by
economists, do not seem to coincide with collective preferences.

It could be argued that citizens are not well informed about the real costs and benefits
of treatments, potential adverse effects, uncertainty, and opportunity costs. Or that the same
citizens who oppose rationing are not necessarily ready to increase their contributions to the
health care system or to lose current benefits. How then to arrive at a good compromise on
what treatments to fund?

Medicines with small population targets, such as orphan drugs and end-of-life
medicines, are the most likely to raise this type of problems: manufacturers have a very
high reservation price (to compensate for small volumes) and policy makers, on their side,
do not like to deny treatments for economic reasons while they do want to provide
incentives to develop drugs for small population groups with severe diseases.

In an attempt to respond to all these concerns, policy makers have adapted some of
their policy instruments and criteria for decision making. The paragraphs below describe
some of these adaptations. This discussion mainly focuses on public policies, since
almost all OECD countries regulate the reimbursement and prices of medicines covered
by public schemes at the central level. However, other systems are not immune to
problems raised by high-cost medicines. In the United States, for instance, strategies
have been adopted by public and private payers to cope with high-priced medicines
(Box 6.3).
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Box 6.3. Strategies used by private insurers in‘the United States \*
to cope with high-price mediéines

economic assessment (PEA) to design pharmaceutical ben®fits. Most often, P as been
used to compare alternative treatments in order to negotia@rices with ma@facturers, to
incentivise the use of cheaper alternative through differenti:\llso—pay 1, more rarely,
to exclude drugs from coverage in the more restricted formularjes. Man§ thsurers, however,
do not exclude treatments without alternative from their formwdaries. The funding of new

In the United States, some public and private insurerg‘xave been using gh@\aco—

Some private health plans have recently introduced a fourth ti fomcolga@@f&
Traditionally, private plans have used three-tiered co-payments to promote the use of the
cheapest drugs: monthly co-payment typically ranges from USD 5 to USD 10 for generic drugs,
USD 20 to USD 30 for brand-name medicines with moderate prices and USD 50 for high priced
brand-name drugs. To respond to cost-pressure imposed by costly medicines, private plans
have introduced a “fourth tier” under the form of a 20% to 30% co-insurance. Tier 4 systems
have been introduced into 86% of Medicare drug plans and 10% of commercial drug plans with
drug benefits (Lee and Emanuel, 2008). For drugs whose price can exceed USD 50 000 a year, co-
insurance represents out-of-pocket payments of more than USD 10 000.

Source: Lee and Emanuel (2008); Faden et al. (2009).

Economic evaluation and drugs with poor cost effectiveness

In many OECD countries, clinical effectiveness is an essential criterion considered
when deciding whether there should be public funding. Even high-cost new drugs usually
end up being reimbursed by public programmes, so long as effectiveness is proven and
benefits are high, though sometimes with severe restrictions and/or prior authorisation
required to limit budget impact. In Australia, for instance, the Pharmaceutical Benefits
Advisory Committee may recommend the use of medications within special programmes,
with access restricted to patients with the greatest capacities to benefit from treatments
(Nikolentzos et al., 2008).

In general, price regulations and rules for reimbursement are lighter for drugs used in
hospital settings than for drugs used in out-patient care. In most cases, drugs are
purchased by hospitals and funded through payments made by third-party payers and
patients. Hospitals are usually under budget constraints and payment schemes will
determine the capacity to use high-cost drugs. Global budgets and payments per case,
which are now widely used in OECD countries, provide few incentives to use new high-cost
medicines, especially when their costs are not yet included in standard average costs per
case which serve to establish prices. To overcome this difficulty, several countries have
introduced special programmes to fund high-cost drugs on top of payments per case (e.g.
Germany, France). In other countries, access to in-patient expensive drugs is unequal and
linked to the ability and willingness of hospitals to pay.

Countries which consider cost effectiveness to make reimbursement decisions have
tried to provide explicit answers to trade-offs between results of economic evaluations and
population expectations. First of all, a common feature of coverage decisions based on cost
effectiveness is that no country has defined an explicit and definitive ICER threshold
beyond which a new drug has no chance to be funded. Instead, countries accept that other

expensive treatments is thus provided by increasing premiums or cﬁs( hifting to patients. K
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criteria need to be taken into account, and use flexible thresh@is, beyond which a drug is »)
simply less likely to be funded. { \A

Sweden made explicit the criteria to be taken into acgzlnt beyond cost efbﬁ@wss
in coverage decisions. The “need and solidarity principle” I‘gtes that serious dis s must )
be given a higher level of priority when making decision% (Box 6.3). To confply with this _—
requirement, the Pharmaceutical Benefits Board use differe‘qﬂ cost-effecti @ss thresholds, J
linked to the severity of the treated ailment. As a resugﬁ ith 'r%w past funded /]
treatments with costs per QALY exceeding EUR 90 000 (Gara d MeBtre-Ferrandiz, 2009). 9
In addition, in Sweden, the consideration of “budget impact” in the assessment process, &/
plays in favour of high-cost medicines with small target population, B}Ch as orphan d g;(
decision makers are more likely to fund medicines with high cost per QALY vdh_e&)@ected
budget impact remains reasonable.

In the United Kingdom, institutes in charge of economic appraisal have adapted their
guidance to take into account these problems. In England and Wales, NICE revised its
guidance for the appraisal of life-extending and end-of-life treatments in July 2009 (see
Box 6.4). Similarly, in Scotland, the Scottish Medicines Consortium takes other criteria than

Box 6.4. Social values and economic assessment

The incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) is widely used to assess the value of a
new product and recommend or make coverage decisions. However, ICER are generally not
considered in isolation from “social values”.

Social values and criteria for coverage decisions in Sweden

The Pharmaceutical Benefits Board! makes coverage decisions for medicines used in
out-patient care. Decisions are based on three criteria:

e The human value principle: equality of human beings and the integrity of every individual
should be respected. Coverage decision should not discriminate between people
because of their age, sex, race, etc.

e The need and solidarity principle: those in greatest need take precedence for reimbursement
decisions, i.e. people with more severe diseases are prioritised over people with less severe
conditions.

e The cost-effectiveness principle: the costs of using a medicine should be reasonable from a
medical, humanitarian and socio-economic perspective.

In Sweden, cost effectiveness is assessed with a societal perspective, which means that all
costs and benefits are considered, regardless of who pays (third-party payers and patients)
and who benefits from health gains (patients, employers, central or local governments).

NICE’s new guidance for the appraisal of life-extending, end-of-life treatment

Since 1999, the National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence (NICE) has been
assessing the cost effectiveness of health strategies to recommend their use or otherwise
in the England and Wales National Health Systems. In 2008, NICE published a report on the
consideration of social values in its appraisal process and explicitly excluded the “rule of
rescue”? as a relevant decision criteria (NICE, 2008). More recently, however, NICE revised
its guidance for the appraisal of life-extending, end-of-life treatments to allow funding of
such treatments whose ICER is above the usual GBP 30 000/QALY threshold. The
supplementary guidance applies to the following:

e Treatments indicated for patients with a short life expectancy, normally less than 24 months.
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Box 6.4. Social values and economic assessment (cont.) \A
t

e There is sufficient evidence that the treatment offers an &xtension to life, nm@ a
least three additional months, compared to current NHS trﬁments;

e The treatment is licensed or otherwise indicated, for small patient populat%b
e e impact of

In these circumstances, the appraisal committee is expetted to consi
giving greater weight to QALYs achieved in the later stages oMermina ases in the ICER
and to assess the magnitude of the additional weight neede@o fall within the current
threshold range. Any guidance produced using this supplemelltjlry advice should be
reviewed within two years. I), ,‘\)

P

1. Created in 2002, the Pharmaceutical Benefit Board (LFN) is now part of the Dental al’l.d Ple-rrﬁtcegﬁcal
Benefits Agency (Swedish acronym TLV).

2. The “rule of rescue” refers to the fact that any available means should be employed to attempt to save
someone from a severe threat, at any cost (like is done for people lost in mountains). This rule is mentioned
by some analysts to justify the unrestricted use of high-cost medicines for serious conditions.

Source: LFN (2007); Mason and Drummond (2009); NICE (2008, 2009).

ICER into account to make decisions, such as whether the drugs treats a life-threatening
disease, substantially increases life expectancy or quality of life, or bridges a gap to a
“definitive” therapy (Garau and Mestre-Ferrandiz, 2009).

Beyond adaptations of criteria for decision making, these countries have been using
product-specific agreements for drugs with poor cost-effectiveness ratio or high budget
impact.

Product-specific pricing agreements

Payers and pharmaceutical companies have developed product-specific pricing
agreements to enhance access to medicines with high costs or high budget impact (IMS,
2009; Carlson et al., 2010). These agreements between third-party payers and
pharmaceutical companies, either seek to link the “value” brought by a new product in
terms of health gain, to the unit price or, more basically, to limit budget impact. Several
typologies have already been developed to classify these agreements (IMS, 2008; Carlson et
al., 2010). An alternative typology is used here, which distinguishes agreements according
to their objectives: to extract a share of companies’ rent beyond an agreed level of
revenues; to limit impact on public budgets; to improve the evidence about effectiveness or
cost effectiveness, or to share the risks of uncertain benefits (see Figure 6.5).

In volume-price agreements, the unit price of a product is linked to volumes sold, so that
it declines when volumes increase. It is consistent with the idea that a seller is willing to
reduce its reservation price in exchange for higher volumes. Price reductions most often
take the form of confidential discounts or rebates, agreed between manufacturers and
third-party payers. Volume-price agreements have been widely used by private insurers
and Pharmacy Benefit Managers in the United States, who used to negotiate discounts or
rebates in exchange for formulary listing or listing with a “preferred drug” status (i.e. a
lower prescription charge for consumers). In France, volume-price agreements are signed
by the regulating authority when there is a risk of inappropriate use likely to generate
volumes greater than those expected at the time of price negotiation. Australia also uses
two types of agreements with the same logic, with price reductions beyond an agreed
volume of sales or manufacturers’ rebates beyond an expenditure cap. Volume-price
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Source: OECD Secretariat.

agreements do not really allow third-party payers to control spending but just to extract a
share of companies’ rent.

Agreements to limit budget impact simply preclude public payers from spending more
than a fixed amount per patient. Such agreements have been concluded between NICE and
pharmaceutical companies in “dose capping” Patient Access Schemes (see Box 6.4). For
instance, the NHS agreed to pay for the first two years of multiple myeloma treatment by
lenalidomide provided that costs after two years will be borne by the manufacturer.

Coverage with evidence development (CED) schemes have been adopted in Italy, the United
Kingdom, the United States, and Sweden (Carlson et al., 2010) and will be used in certain
circumstances in Australia from 2011. They link coverage to data collection by the
company to inform payers about health outcomes achieved either in new clinical trials or
in “real life”. CED schemes are adopted when there is a high level of uncertainty in the
clinical evidence produced by the manufacturer in its application for funding. Typically, in
the United Kingdom, CED schemes provide coverage only for patients included in clinical
trials. In Sweden, these schemes provide coverage in exchange for information on the
actual use of the product (e.g. obesity treatments), on long-term effects on morbidity and
mortality (e.g. cholesterol products), on quality of life (e.g. insulin detemir), and/or on cost
effectiveness (e.g. treatment for Parkinson’s disease, vaccine for cervical cancer). In Italy,
web-based “Registries” have been developed, for instance for innovative oncologic and
orphan drugs, with the aim to collect information about rational and appropriate use of
specific medicines in a single database; to monitor the related consumption and
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expenditure; and to provide information needed for risk-shar@g agreements. The overall
objective of CED schemes is thus to improve knowledge a¥out the product’s impa%*n

health. Q Q)

Risk-sharing agreements are also signed when there is g=high level of uncert@y about
the benefits claimed by the manufacturer. When health efits are potentfafly high, the
third-party payer agrees to fund the new treatment bu&;}ﬂl ask to b @t least partly)
refunded by the company if claimed benefits are not o@“served@ e real life. The
agreement signed by the English NHS with several manuf@urers tn 2002 for multiple
sclerosis treatments is the most famous example.

Risk-sharing agreements can take several forms. Outcomes tbbe assessed a&&
defined in terms of clinical benefits (e.g. clinical response, improvement in‘quzl-l-itﬁéife) or
in terms of cost effectiveness (the cost/QALY gained should not exceed a certain threshold).
The outcomes can be assessed at the individual level (i.e. for each patient treated), or at the
aggregate level, considering the whole population treated. For instance, in Germany, a
health insurance fund signed an agreement with Novartis to obtain a refund of a patient’s
treatment for osteoporosis if an osteoporosis-related fracture occurs. In England, Janssen
Cilag agreed to refund treatment of multiple myelomia for patients who do not respond
positively after four cycles of treatments. In England also, companies producing treatments
for multiple sclerosis agreed to reduce the price of their products in order to maintain an
average cost/QALY at GBP 36 000 (IMS, 2009). In France, the coverage of a treatment for
schizophrenia claimed to improve compliance was approved under the condition that the
company monitors compliance in real life and will refund a part of social security spending
if compliance targets are not met. In Italy, two types of agreements exist: in so-called “risk-
sharing” agreements, manufacturers are required to pay back a percentage of NHS
spending for patients not responding to the treatment, while in “payment by results”,
manufacturers will pay back all costs for patients that do not respond to the treatment.

Many of these agreements are too recent to be evaluated. In terms of process, they are
likely to increase administration costs and R&D costs (not least, the costs incurred by
generating evidence) but their benefits are expected to offset their costs. Carlson et al.
(2010) reviewed the available evidence on CED and performance-based agreements
concluded in the past decade. They found that several drugs initially funded under CED
agreements were successfully approved for general or restricted coverage after the
CED period, though this was not always the case. They found only two studies which
evaluated risk-sharing agreements. In England, an agreement between Pfizer and the
North Staffordshire region’s health authority on an anti-cholesterol product ended with
positive health outcomes (the population treated met cholesterol level targets) and no
refund from the company. The results of the UK NHS agreement on multiple sclerosis are
more mixed: in spite of positive health outcomes, the cost effectiveness of the treatment
could not be assessed with certainty.

Product-specific agreements could well prove to be a useful new instrument in
promoting patient access to innovative treatments while linking public funding to
therapeutic value. However, as yet, there is insufficient evidence to be confident in their
utility. As these agreements are developing quickly in OECD countries, their results in
terms of benefits and costs need to be assessed. The assessment should focus on their
design (are all agreements workable?) as well as on their final outcomes.
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Box 6.5. Patient Access Schemes in the Unifted Kingdom \A o
The 2009 Pharmaceutical Price Regulation Scheme introﬂed Patient Access es

(PAS) in order to enhance access to innovative treatments Wmse cost effectivenes s too
high to meet NICE standards for NHS funding. PAS take several forms: lb

Cule

e Under free stock agreements, the company provides the ﬁu cycles of tregtfdents for free
and the NHS bears the costs of following cycles if the clir\k}al resp, g} first cycles is
positive. For instance, UCB agreed to provide at no cogtthe first 12 weeks of its 9
treatment for moderate to severe rheumatoid arthritis (certohzugzb pegol) and the NHS 7/,
will continue to fund the treatment if the clinical response is po “\)

e Under dose capping agreements, the NHS pays for the first cycles of treaﬁne[us@@:he
company bears the costs of following treatments. For instance, the NHS pays for the first

14 doses (per eye) of treatment for acute wet-macular degeneration by ranibizumab and
Novartis will cover following injections, up to three years.

ije

e Discount agreements provide a simple minimum discount to the NHS (which can be
further negotiated by local purchasers), which differs from usual confidential
agreements concluded between pharmaceutical companies and public or private payers
in other OECD countries in that it is public and, in some circumstances, caps the cost of
the whole treatment for an individual. For instance, Roche has agreed to discount by
14.5% the price of its treatment for non-small cell lung cancer (erlotinib) in order to
equalise its price to a cheaper competitor until definitive results of head-to-head clinical
trials are available and a new NICE appraisal.

A recent survey on PAS implementation in the United Kingdom concluded that refunds
received by hospitals according to two of these schemes were not passed on to Primary
Care Trusts, who ultimately pay for health services delivered to their patients. In addition,
hospitals complained about the lack of staff to manage PAS and recuperate funds from
companies. The new NICE’s PAS Liaison Unit is likely to facilitate implementation, which
would also benefit from the production of standard templates for local PAS (Williamson,
2010).

Source: NICE website; Williamson (2010), Pharmaceutical Price Regulation Scheme, 2009 (www.dh.gov.uk/en/
Publicationsandstatistics/Publications/DH_091825).

5. Efforts to develop generic markets

All OECD countries see the development of generic markets as a good opportunity to
increase efficiency in pharmaceutical spending, by offering cheaper products than on-
patent drugs and allowing a reallocation of scarce funds to innovative medicines. Most
OECD countries have implemented policies to promote generic use (see Table 6.1).
However, generic market shares in pharmaceutical sales show wide variations across
OECD countries (Figure 6.6).

Since generic entry often entails a dramatic fall in revenues for original products,
pharmaceutical companies have developed a set of strategies aimed at maximising the
period of market exclusivity for their product and/or countering generic entry (OECD, 2008).
In a huge inquiry on practices used by pharmaceutical companies to delay generic entry in
27 EU countries between 2000 and 2007, the European Commission identified legitimate
and less legitimate strategies, among which: patent filing strategies (multiply sequential
patents related to a single product to increase uncertainty about patent expiry); undue
patent litigation; and settlements with generic companies to restrict or delay market entry
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Table 6.1. Policies to promote the use of %@eric drugs \ 9
Prescription in INN Generic substitution Incenti@to plrescribe/ dispense/ .Iﬁ\m\aand ) L
purchase generics (or cheap drugs) A rsement policy
r@ q U Price linkage
Not Not Incen Incentives Incentive( eference (discount for —
Allowed  Mandatory Allowed  Mandatory for\) fpr fo@ price 1st generic J
allowed allowed pharmactsfs  patients p [ans | system entrant/
O\ originator’s pricw
Australia X X F O F \ - Y -12.5%" ©
Austria X X N n(.l NF N -48% —@%+S
Belgium X X NF F F&NF Y \) %
Canada? X2 X2 X2 X2 F2 F2 ® | @2 C Al
Chile X3 X N F NN N
Czech Republic X X n.a. F F Y —20%
Denmark X X NF F NF Y N
Finland X X NF F NF Y -40%
France X X NF F NF&F Y -55%+S
Germany X X NF F F N N
Greece X X N F N Y —20%+S
Hungary X X NF F N Y -30%,-10%,-10%
Iceland X n.a. F na. Y n.a.
Ireland X x4 F NF Y4 S
Italy X X F NF Y -20%
Japan X X F F 5 na. -30%°
Korea X X F F n.a. n.a. -32%,-15%
Luxembourg X X n.a n.a. NF N n.a.
Mexico X X F NF N N
Netherlands X X F F na. Y N
New Zealand X X8 F F NF na. na.
Norway X X F F NF N S
Poland X X NF F N Y —25%, —25%
Portugal X X N F N Y -35%
Slovak Republic X X NF F NF Y N
Spain X X NF&F’ F NF&F’ Y -30%
Sweden X X NF&F F NF N N
Switzerland X X F F N N —20% to -50%°2
Turkey X X F - Y -20%
United Kingdom X X F N NF N N
United States® P Fo N N N

Note: INN= International Non-proprietary Name; F= Financial incentive; N= No; n.a.= not available; NF= Non financial incentives; S=
Stepped price model (prices of both originators and generics are reduced after an initial period); Y= Yes. For pharmacists, this table only
considers incentives provided by drug coverage schemes. Market incentives (such as rebates from manufacturers, vertical integration,
etc.) are not reported. Price linkage: pricing policy linking the (maximum) price of the first generic entrant (and followers in some cases)
to the price of the original drug. Pricing dynamics may differ across countries afterwards.

1.
2.

v W

© 0N O

The price reduction applies to the generic and the originator product.

In Canada, the regulation of prescription and generic substitution differs across provinces and territories. Incentives for doctors,
pharmacists and patients vary across drug plans. Reference prices are only used by some drug plans.

Only in the public sector.

To be implemented.

In Japan, there is no direct incentive for physicians, but an incentive for medical institutions exists. Generic prices are revised after
market entry.

If the pharmacist has a substitution arrangement with the prescriber.

In some regions.

Depending on originator’s market sales.

Legislation on prescription in INN and substitution is not uniform across states. Incentives for pharmacists, patients and doctors
vary across drug plans. Patients’ co-payments are generally lower for generics.

Source: Various sources, including PPRI country profiles (http://ppri.oebig.at, in press) and personal communications.

StatLink sa=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319839
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Figure 6.6. Generic drug market shareiﬁn 2008 0
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n.a. = not available; P = Community pharmacy market; R = Reimbursable market (out-patient); Rx = Prescription drug market.
Otherwise: total market.

Source: National sources and EFPIA (2010).
StatLink &= http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319630

(European Commission, 2008). The European Commission concluded that compliance with
Competition Law needed to be more closely scrutinised and that the European Union
would benefit from the creation of Community patents and a unified litigation system.

However, it would be wrong to conclude that it is primarily the actions of the
pharmaceutical industry which alone are holding back the development of generic markets.
Many public policies continue to hinder their development too. “Patent linkage”, for
instance, may impose undue delays to generic entry: according to this rule, the authority in
charge of marketing authorisation is expected to check whether a patent has expired
before granting marketing authorisation. Most OECD countries have adopted a “Bolar type”
provision allowing drug agencies to assess generic applications and deliver market
authorisations before patent expiry® ? so that generics can enter the market as soon as the
patent expires. However, a few countries continue to link the delivery of marketing
authorisation to patent expiry (e.g. the Slovak Republic, Mexico).

In addition, in many countries, pricing and reimbursement processes impose further
delays to generic entry. With regards to the specificity of generic products, procedures
could certainly be shortened or accelerated to speed up generic penetration (EGA, 2009;
European Commission, 2008). In Australia, for instance, the recent agreement between the
government and the major pharmaceutical industry association plans for a parallel
assessment of new products by authorities in charge of marketing authorisation and
reimbursement policy from 2011. On top of marketing authorisation and reimbursement
and pricing procedures, some countries add another step to restrict substitution

VALUE FOR MONEY IN HEALTH SPENDING © OECD 2010

175



6. DRAWING ALL THE BENEFITS FROM PHARMACEUTICAL SPENDING e /‘ t E Q.

9 l(\/s
opportunities by defining groups of “interchangeable product@ which can be substituted »)
for each other by pharmacists. Countries may consider tHe costs and benefits o&‘sis
procedure and see whether it could be replaced by a genera@rocedure setting the r@s or ¢
interchangeability and substitution at a more general leﬁl once and for all letting
pharmacists decide for product-specific cases.

L
Reference price policies and “price linkage” may red&cl generic prj @ompetition in J
some circumstances. In reference price policies, payers saj% maxi @ v
price (MRP) for clusters of products, most often by reference @he price(s) of the cheapest ©9
generic(s). Consumers have to pay any difference betw the price and this(@
reimbursement amount. This policy does not provide much i'yentive for genexi)
manufacturers or pharmacists to sell generic drugs below the MRP and‘mab—v@l educe

reimbursement

price competition in the long run, especially if reference prices are not frequently updated.
On the other side, reference price policies unambiguously favour generic penetration of the
pharmaceutical market, which is still a high priority for several countries.

Many countries regulate the prices of generics in relation to the originator’s price, with
a fixed discount - a practice known as “price linkage”. In France, generic prices are set 55%
below the originator’s price (see Table 6.1). For third-party payers, this policy does not
guarantee good “value-for-money”: once a patent has expired, there is no reason for them
to pay a higher price for a brand-name drug than for bio-equivalent products. A unique
reimbursement price for the cluster offers better value-for-money to third-party payers,
with the possibility for individual providers to set prices above this amount if they can
benefit from brand loyalty. In addition, price linkage may reduce dynamic price
competition in generic markets: in markets with free pricing, generic prices will likely
decrease when the number of competitors increases. Some countries have introduced
“stepped pricing models”, in which prices of originators (and sometimes generics) are
reduced after an initial period with the wish to mirror off-patent market dynamics (e.g.
Austria, France, Norway). However, this approach does not guarantee that generic prices
will be as low as they could be in a freer market.

A majority of OECD countries have allowed physicians to prescribe in International
Non-proprietary Names (INN) and/or pharmacists to substitute (cheaper) equivalent
medicines to brand-name prescribed products'® (see Table 6.1). However, professional
behaviour is not only shaped by laws. If 80% of prescriptions are written in INN in the
United Kingdom, this is only the case of 12% of prescriptions in France (PPRI, 2008b).
Similarly, pharmacists may be allowed to substitute generics for brand-name drugs,
without doing it in practice. A few countries still do not allow prescription in INN or generic
substitution in pharmacies, including Greece, where the generic market share is
exceptionally low. In another small number of countries, generic substitution by the
pharmacist is mandatory (e.g. Denmark, Sweden). However, this does not seem to be a
necessary condition to ensure high generic penetration, since generics have high market
shares in several countries without mandatory substitution (see Figure 6.6), including
Poland and the United Kingdom.

Financial incentives for physicians, pharmacists and patients have been created to
foster the development of generic markets. Physicians have been provided financial
incentives to prescribe cheaper alternatives in different ways: they may receive per capita
funding for their patients and be allowed to keep any savings achieved through economic
prescribing, as it was the case for some physician groups in the United States in the 1990s
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or GP fundholders in the United Kingdom. They may be fir@ncially rewarded by extra »)
payments if they reach targets in terms of generic prescription, as defined in p I-
performance schemes. For instance, the French Contracts &8 improvements of indfvdual ®

practices (CAPIs), signed on a voluntary basis by primary caxe doctors, link bonu ments

to targets in the share of generic prescription for a few gﬁric groups (see pter 4). On i)
the contrary, they can be penalised if they have average pre@iption costs a!@x/e the average 3
of a peer group. This option has been used in Germany. T}*@ggh it g\v@ very difficult to 4/]
penalise physicians, the incentive encouraged the prescriptior@ chedper medicines. (%)

Incentives for patients depend on out-of-pocket payments. The way user charges are, &

designed is likely to influence generic take-up, when patients have ab'hoice. Patients }tzxﬁz
a financial interest to choose cheaper drugs when the co-payment is a c‘o—iLSLﬁ e rate
(expressed as a percentage of the price), when fixed co-payments are lower for generics
(“tiered” co-payments) or in “reference price” systems. Some countries have supplemented
existing incentives to further encourage generic use. For instance, in 2006 Switzerland
increased the co-insurance rate for brand-name drugs for which cheaper interchangeable
generics are available from 10 to 20%. France decided in 2008 that patients had to pay in
advance for their drugs and be reimbursed later when they refuse generic substitution
(while the usual rule is direct payment of the pharmacist by third-party payer).

Incentives for pharmacists generally consist in correcting the disincentive inherent in
pharmacists’ remuneration schemes in the vast majority of OECD countries: pharmacists
margins are set in relation to the price of medicines and are therefore higher (in absolute
terms) for more expensive products. With such an incentive, pharmacists are penalised
when they substitute a generic for a more expensive drug. Several countries have reversed
or at least neutralised this incentive (e.g. France). Other countries have created positive
incentives: in Switzerland for instance, pharmacists receive a fee for generic substitution.
In several countries (e.g. Hungary, Norway, Poland), pharmacists have the obligation to
inform patients about the possibility of a cheaper alternative, which acts as a non-financial
incentive to encourage generic substitution.

Another important feature of the distribution chain is the ability of manufacturers to
negotiate rebates and discounts with wholesalers and/or pharmacists in order to gain
market shares over generic competitors. Since pharmacists are generally free to pick up
any generic when they substitute a generic for an original drug, generic manufacturers are
ready to negotiate high rebates or discounts on their products to gain market shares. Fierce
competition has led to big rebates in some countries, enhancing pharmacists’ revenues.
However, a common concern for countries with regulated prices or maximum
reimbursement prices for generics is that third-party payers and consumers do not benefit
from generic price competition that occurs at the pharmacy level. In Canada, for instance,
rebates and allowances given by manufacturers to pharmacies were estimated at 40% of
payers’ generic drug costs (Competition Bureau Canada, 2008).

To ensure that payers benefit from these rebates, OECD countries have adopted
different strategies. Some countries have capped manufacturers’ rebates (France, the
Canadian Province of Ontario for its public drug benefit).

In 2007, Australia commenced implementing a new policy of “price disclosure”. Under
this new arrangement, the “weighted average disclosed price (WADP)” is computed on a
regular basis for drugs subsidised by the Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme (PBS) across all
products with the same active ingredient(s) and the same mode of administration, for a
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period of 12 months, taking into account manufacturers’ disco@mts. When the gap between
the current PBS ex-factory price and the WADP is 10% or morb, the PBS price is adju to
the new calculated price. In Japan, the drug prices are regumly (usually bienniall @1sed
to be brought closer to actual market prices as measured Ry the government’sélg price
survey. With such arrangements, payers and consumers=ean benefit from@neric price

competition. U >

Other countries have developed direct contracting ‘bétwee th insurers and
manufacturers. The discussion below presents these recent @elop ents, as well as the
evidence on their impact.

P ¢ <

. . T . X
Contractmg, tendermg, procurement and competition 1n generic marﬂetJ_ e &

Contracting, tendering and public procurement policies have been used for decades in
some market segments in OECD countries. In the past four years, several countries
developed contracting opportunities to extend those practices with the aim to foster
generic price competition in the out-patient sector. Though huge price reductions have
been obtained in some cases, the long-term impact on generic markets is unclear, and
could even prove harmful according to recent studies. Careful design is needed to use
contracting to achieve better value-for-money in pharmaceutical spending.

In the United States, health insurers and pharmacy benefit managers have been
contracting with pharmaceutical companies since the 1980s. They have obtained substantial
discounts or confidential rebates from manufacturers in exchange for “listing”, “preferred
drug status”, or even “exclusive listing”!! in their formularies for both patented and off-
patent drugs sold to out-patients (US Federal Trade Commission, 2005). New Zealand
introduced competitive tendering for generic drugs subsidised by the public drug plan for
out-patients in 1997. The tendering process resulted in significant price reductions: 40% on
average in 1997/98 and 60% in 1999/2000. For some products, price reductions reached 84% to
96% in five years (OXERA, 2001). In other countries, contracting has mainly been used in the
hospital sector, as well as for the purchase by public authorities of specific medicines (mainly
vaccines) and has only recently been developed in the out-patient sector in a small number
of countries (Leopold et al., 2008; Kanavos, 2009).

In the Netherlands, health insurers are allowed to select one or more products, within
a cluster of products with the same active ingredient, to be eligible for reimbursement.
They contract with pharmaceutical companies to obtain discounts or rebates on prices in
exchange for the exclusivity of the reimbursement status, for a given period of time. Under
this policy, patients have to pay out-of-pocket the price of non-selected products, unless a
doctor has confirmed a medical need for a specific product.

Dutch health insurers have been using both collective and individual tendering. In
2005, seven private health insurers in the Netherlands, covering about 70% of the
population, decided to tender jointly for the purchase of three high-selling off-patent
active ingredients (simvastatin, pravastatin and omeprazole). Manufacturers offering the
lowest price (or no more than 5% above) were selected and their drugs were supplied to
patients free of charge, while other drugs were not reimbursed at all. Following an
agreement between the Health Insurance Board, the generic association and the
pharmacists’ association for 2007-08, collective tendering has not been extended to other
active ingredients. However, 33 substances were listed for potential tenders, led by
individual health insurers. Insurers can use additional incentives: one insurer decided for
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instance to exempt patients who use preferred drugs from theannual deductible for out- »)
patient pharmaceuticals (Maarse, 2009; Kanavos, 2009). { \A

°

The total initial savings of the tendering practices in th@\]etherlands were m antial
(EUR 355 million): price reduction reached 90% in some/eases and generic s itution )
increased. However, pharmacies experienced a dramatic loss of the ré&nues they _—
previously earned from the discounts granted by generic\zﬂanufacture @hich were not J
passed on to health insurers, threatening the financial sus@}nabili? any of them. To 1/}
compensate this loss, the dispensing fee for pharmacists \@ increéased from EUR 6 to 9
EUR 8.25, which generated an additional income of EUR 200 million for pharmacists but, &

also offset part of the savings achieved by health insurance funds B}avos, 2009). {,\)(

. . o .
However, according to generic manufacturers, the current tendering l&ra@me puts
excessive price pressure on the generic market, and compromises the generic market in
the long term, as companies may be tempted to leave the Dutch market.

In Germany, the 2007 Health Insurance Competition Enhancing Act designed a set of
incentives to foster health insurance funds’ contracting opportunities. According to the new
law, when health insurance funds contract with a pharmaceutical company (in practice
mainly generic companies) to obtain price reductions, pharmacists are obliged to substitute
the “preferred” drug for the initial prescription, unless a doctor has formally excluded
substitution.’? Health insurance funds tender for two types of contracts: contracts for the
purchase of a specific active ingredient or contracts for a product portfolio.

These provisions were challenged by pharmaceutical companies with the German
antitrust agency and examined by the European Court of Justice, who finally ruled that
German health insurance companies have to comply with European regulations for public
procurement (Kanavos, 2009).

In Canada, British Columbia, Ontario and Saskatchewan issue tenders for the
purchase of a small number of top-selling molecules by their public plans. The winner is
the company offering the highest confidential rebate and receives exclusive listing for a set
period of time. The size of confidential rebates gained through this practice is not known.
However, in one case, the government of Ontario dropped a tender process for a drug
(ranitidine) because the brand manufacturer reduced its formulary price by 75%, which
suggests that potential price reductions are likely to be of this magnitude (Competition
Bureau Canada, 2008; Hollis, 2009).

All these experiences show that tendering processes allow short-term savings,
obtained both by drastic price reductions and, in some cases, by an increase in generic
market penetration. However, they also tend to increase market concentration, with the
risk of lower price competition in the longer term if some generic providers decide to exit
the market. In some cases, bid winners also failed to supply the market and countries
experienced shortages.!® A careful design of tendering processes is therefore needed to
guarantee both that winning companies will be able to supply adequately the market or
otherwise risk enforceable penalties, and prevent competing companies from abandoning
national markets.

6. Conclusions

Policy makers have continuously adapted pharmaceutical policies to respond to
new challenges posed by market dynamics and medical progress, with the objectives of
ensuring access to affordable medicines to their citizens, containing spending growth
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and sustaining R&D efforts. The impact of these policieson national markets and /)
innovation capacities need to be monitored in order t& make adjustments \@*n

necessary. Q (\ e

To cope with the economic crisis and address unpreﬁlented budget d fic@, several )
OECD countries have recently implemented drastic policies to cut phémaceutical =
spending or, at least, contain their growth. Several countru are trying @Iake decisions J
about the pricing of new pharmaceutical products more “rah’m\qal" i gto maximise the 1/}
value-for-money of pharmaceutical spending. Cost-effectivel@s a;ﬁ budgetary impact 9
are sometimes taken into account explicitly when making decisio&; about coverage of new , &
drugs. Restricting coverage is unpopular and decision makers are tofgbetween “econgryi
rationality” (to maximise the efficiency of public spending) and the pressﬁrelto &ﬁnd to

people’s expectations.

To deal with this dilemma, some countries have amended the criteria to be taken into
account for coverage decisions. Other countries have developed innovative pricing agreements
linking public spending to health outcomes obtained. Although the jury is still out until more
evidence has been collected, it appears that some of these arrangements may well be useful
new policy tools for payers of health services in their attempt to get good value-for-money
without taking on too great financial risk.

Another strategy for increasing value-for-money in pharmaceutical spending is to
expand the market for generic drugs. OECD countries have implemented policies to
promote generic uptake: physicians have been given the possibility to prescribe in INN, and
pharmacists the right to substitute generics for brand-name products in almost all
countries. However, in several OECD countries, generic markets remain underdeveloped,
suggesting that appropriate economic incentives for providers, physicians, pharmacists
and patients are lacking. Moreover, in several countries, price competition has been weak
or has not benefitted consumers and third-party payers. More aggressive use of tendering
processes, for instance in Germany and the Netherlands, has led to immediate and
sometimes huge price reductions. However, the approach is not without risks: experience
shows that calls for tender need to be carefully designed in order to avoid the problem of
supply shortages and excessive market concentration in the longer term.

Notes

1. In the system of health accounts, “pharmaceutical expenditure” refers to expenditures for
pharmaceuticals and other medical non-durables dispensed to out-patients. It includes prescribed
medicines, over-the-counter medicines, as well as a range of medical nondurables such as
bandages, elastic stockings, incontinence articles, condoms and other mechanical contraceptive
devices. It does not include spending for pharmaceuticals dispensed in in-patient care. The latter
accounts for 5% to 15% of total spending on pharmaceuticals in countries for which data are
available.

2. www.who.int/medicines/areas/policy/imsreport/en/index.html, accessed on 18 May 2010.

3. Drugs used in hospitals are generally covered by public and social schemes through “hospital
benefits”.

4. In Germany, 10% of residents are covered by private health insurance. Though private health
insurers have some latitude to define their benefit package, they most often cover the same
pharmaceutical products than statutory health insurers.

5. The main market failures in the market for out-patient prescription drugs are the following: low
consumer price sensitivity (due to insurance coverage); manufacturers’ monopoly position for on-
patent drugs, especially when there is no therapeutic alternative; and separation of the decision to
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purchase (by the doctor, generally not sensitive to price) from th@esponsibility to bear the cost ¢>
(patients and third-party payers). In countries where drug insurgqiCe is mainly provided by, S\S:I

or public schemes, the need to contain health spending growgh, and spend efficiently is r °
justification for the regulation of reimbursement prices.

6. There is no clear trend regarding price regulation for medicinﬂused in hospitals: aQountries QU
set maximum list prices while others do not regulate price all. The commor&ature is that —
purchasing processes generally allow price negotiations. Ho@tals under b@ constraint are 3

sensitive to price and use their purchasing power to negotiate Prices wheney, ssible.

7. “Orphan drugs” basically refer to medicines developed for rare %dition%untries use different 2

thresholds to consider that a disease is rare: “rare conditions” are@)se which affect less than one

in 1 500 people in the United States, less than one in 2 000 people 1n the European Union and less , &/

than one in 2 500 people in Japan. The United States and the Europeaw/Union have implemw

policies to encourage private investments in R&D for rare diseagz:l?{ eased

excluswlty) and have consequently defined criteria to be met by a medicine toi-be ged an
“orphan drug status”. In the European Union, those criteria are: the severity of the dlsease the fact

that it serves an unmet need; and either prevalence below one in 2 000 or a negative expected

return on investment.

8. Drug agencies cannot assess generic application before the end of the “data exclusivity period”,
which lasts 5 years in the United States and 8 to 11 years in the European Union.

9. “Patent expiry” is used in this text as a synonym for expiry of patents and supplementary
protection certificates which exist in many OECD countries.

10. “Substitution rights” are useless or implicit when doctors prescribe in INN.

11. “Listing” means that the drug is covered by the plan. Under “preferred drug” status, a drug benefits
from lower co-payments than its competitors. “Exclusive listing” means that the drug is the only
product covered by the drug plan in its therapeutic class or for a given molecule.

12. To ensure consistency with policies aiming to encourage efficient prescription by physicians,
“preferred drugs” are excluded from statistics used to monitor physicians’ prescription targets and
impose financial penalties when necessary.

13. According to Carradinha (2009), both Netherlands and New Zealand experienced shortages
because the bid winner was unable to fulfil its commitment. In both cases, a solution was found
because competitors were ready to supply the product.
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Redesigning Health Systems
with the Support of ICTs

Evidence suggests that information and communication technologies (ICTs) can
make significant improvements in health care delivery — reducing medical errors,
improving clinical care through adherence to evidence-based guidelines, and
preventing duplication and inefficiency for complex care pathways. ICT has great
potential to increase value for money in health, yet the health sector lags far behind
other parts of the economy in exploiting the productivity benefits of ICT. This
chapter looks at the increasingly use of ICT to redesign health systems to achieve
better performance.

185



7. REDESIGNING HEALTH SYSTEMS WITH THE SUPPORT OF ICTS e /‘ t E d K

1. Introduction W

186

O

Q/’b

Information and communication technologies (ICT) ar@nabhng technologies that

Q
0 O
U

have changed practically every sector of the modern economy, ﬁp on-line retailing, }5(
just-in-time manufacturing, to computerised inventory manageme They ar

health care too, and many of the lessons learned about how to make the most oéthe new
opportunities opened up by ICT apply to health sector as well.

Evidence suggests that ICT can make significant improvements in health care delivery
-reducing medical errors, improving clinical care through adherence to evidence-based
guidelines, and preventing duplication and inefficiency for complex care pathways. ICT
has great potential to increase value for money in health, yet the health sector lags far
behind other parts of the economy in exploiting the productivity benefits of ICT.

Information technology contributes little to gains in productivity and service quality
on its own. The value of ICT lies not just in its technical capacity to generate, store, analyse
and transmit data, but in enabling new ways of working, such as enabling a clinician to
review a radiograph taken at another hospital; a physician directly submitting a prescription
to a pharmacy; expert systems aiding clinicians to choose the right drug; or carry out a
consultation in a rural area through a video-conference. The possibilities of improving
clinical care through ICT technology are almost endless. Perhaps the most immediately
promising applications are improving the co-ordination of care for managing chronic
disease where health professionals could share information to manage complex diseases,
and enabling patients to have more involvement in their own care.

Introducing new work practices in a system as complex as health care provision takes
time. Structures, organisation and skill sets have to be redefined, at the cost of considerable
investment in training and equipment, disruption and possibly less satisfactory outcomes,
while various new components start working efficiently together. Health care is particularly
complicated in this respect, since it involves so many actors, many of whom may be
unused to co-operating with each other. Health systems remain like “cottage industries”
- small-scale producers with limited economies of scale and scope contrasting with large scale
transformations that have spurred technological diffusion of ICT in other sectors.

This chapter looks at how a more comprehensive use of ICT can improve value for
money in health care in a number of ways. It examines the barriers to getting the
maximum benefit from ICT, such as privacy concerns and the lack of common standards
and co-ordination across systems, as well as the reasons why the implementation of
electronic health records is slow in most countries.” Finally, we look at how better use of

* This chapter draws upon a more extensive report published in 2010 by the OECD: Improving Health
Sector Efficiency: The Role of Information and Communication Technologies. This report was based on an in-
depth review of six OECD countries (Australia, Canada, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and the
United States). The OECD has been in the forefront of developing common definitions and data for
the adoption of ICT in health in the OECD.
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ICT can form the basis for improving health performance, ma@’xg shared, intelligible data »)
a foundation for efficient, quality health care delivery. { \
Q oo
2. What ICT can (and cannot) do for health care O 0
An extensive study completed by the OECD in 2009 anroving Health Séor Efficiency: —
The Role of Information and Communication Technologies, se&dootnote p. identifies the J
range of potential interrelated benefits from ICT implem‘ghtatio ding: increased v

quality and efficiency of care; reduced operating costs; redu admmistrative costs; and 9
supports to new modes of care. (@

As discussed in Chapter 5, chronic care has gained &gmf’bﬁnt atfentio
treatment of complex chronic diseases requires input across many dlffere é care
professions and multiple health care providers, thereby creating a complex set of data that
the various people in the care process need to understand and use. Sharing information
across providers is essential to improve clinical outcomes and also to prevent unnecessary
duplications. The increasing importance of chronic disease and the new emphasis on
co-ordination of care have been one of the drivers for increased use of ICT in health, where
there is much greater scope for greater co-ordination and integration of clinical
information systems and clinical care.

The chapter shows that there is increasing evidence that ICT can help improve the
quality of health care. The effect of ICTs on costs is more equivocal and in only a few cases
have investments in ICT led to lowering health care costs. For example, in health insurance
systems, there is evidence to suggest that computerisation of billing can lower
administrative costs. The use of Picture Archiving and Communications Systems (PACS)
has led to lower number of x-rays, improved turnaround time, and some cost savings.
Generally, however, cost savings have been demonstrated in small scale pilots but have
proven difficult to realise at scale.

The importance of ICT is that it provides the necessary foundation to improve
integration of care for chronic diseases. It also provides the information needed for
incentive programmes such as pay for performance. ICT therefore plays a critical
facilitative role, but is not alone sufficient to reform the health systems. When it is part of
a broader strategy to improve health system performance, however, it can have a dramatic
effect on results.

3. How can ICT improve value for money in health care

Improving patient safety

In recent years, a substantial body of evidence has documented the high rate of
medical errors which the US Institute of Medicine estimates kills more people than traffic
accidents (IOM, 2001). To date, the largest contribution that ICTs play is reducing medical
errors and improving patient safety. Three types of medical errors are common: errors due
to forgetfulness or inattention, errors of judgement or planning (rule-based errors), and
errors resulting from a lack of knowledge. ICT can prevent these types of errors by making
it easier for health care professionals to acquire and share information.

One common medical error is taking the wrong medications, leading to an adverse
drug reaction (ADR). Adverse drug reactions have been estimated to be one of the leading
causes of death in the United States (estimated between 4th and 6th highest cause). When
drug prescriptions are computerised, an expert system can check for adverse drug reactions.
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Box 7.1. ICTs in health care™ \A

Information and communication technologies (ICTs) in health%re cover a variety ﬁ?ems with
different levels of complexity and potential, ranging from simple gsstems for electronic processing
to more sophisticated systems allowing providers to share clinical"ffiformation acrosg®ifferent providers. wm

The following is a list of common components of ICT in health (Jha\jOOG; Blument}'@ 2006). )
Electronic Medical Record (EMR) is an electronic version of a medikal rec d refers to electronic ¢
documentation of providers’ notes, electronic viewing of laboratory radidlogy results and electronié)

prescribing (CPOE) e-prescription: electronic prescribing of medicationdrd

rS. 07/
Electronic Health Record (EHR) is evolving concept but refers to subset of data?f) ifferent Electror}{c\ly&ical
Records to create a linked record across multiple providers for care co-ordination. ° e C

Computerised Physician Order Entry (CPOE) consists in the entry of medication and other care orders, as well
as ancillary services, directly into a computer.

Picture Archiving and Communication System (PACS) is computers or networks dedicated to the storage, retrieval,
distribution and presentation of laboratory test results and radiology procedure result reports.

Telemedicine/electronic communication tools include: integrated health records, e-mail and web messaging —
for use among health care team members, between physicians, laboratories, radiology and pharmacies and
with patients; telemedicine or electronic communications between providers and patients who reside in
remote areas; home telemonitoring for the elderly or others with chronic diseases.

Basic system Fully functional

system

Health information and data: five functions

Patient demographics X X

Patient problem lists X X

Electronic lists of medication taken by patients X X

Clinical notes X X

Notes including medical history and follow-up X
Order-entry management: five functions

Orders for prescriptions X X

Orders for laboratory tests X

Orders for radiology tests X

Prescriptions sent electronically X

Orders sent electronically X
Results management: three functions

Viewing laboratory results X X

Viewing imaging results X X

Electronic images returned X
Clinical decision support: three functions

Warning of drugs interactions or contraindications provided X

Out-of-range test levels highlighted X

Reminders regarding guideline-based interventions or screening X

Source: DesRoches et al. (2008).

DesRoches et al. (2008), using a Delphi process, defined the key functions that constitute an effective
out-patient EHR. The functions that should be present to qualify a system as “fully functional” consist of four
domains : recording patients’ clinical and demographic data, viewing and managing results of laboratory tests
and imaging, managing order entry (including electronic prescriptions), and supporting clinical decisions
(including warnings about drug interactions or contra-indications).
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It flags possible ADRs for patients taking multiple drugs, as vx@l as contra-indications for »)
drugs, such as patient age. It also generally contains patielt information on hist f
reactions such as allergies to penicillin or sulfa drugs and p@ides a warning if thes@rugs
are being prescribed. Studies have shown that ICT systemsJ(including e-prescri reduce
medication errors and decrease adverse drug reactions (Chawdry, 2006). The Cémne Review i)
has shown that electronic prescribing improves quali\z)but is equiv@a on its cost 3
v

effectiveness (Durieux, 2008). \» Q\@

2

Clinical decision support: compliance with evidence-based g#idelines e

A large body of literature has recently emerged providing Bgnce that follo i@(

evidence-based clinical guidelines improve quality of care and patient &utclgn'@s.@T can
play an important role in increasing compliance with guidelines - or protocol-based care,
particularly in the management of chronic diseases such as asthma, diabetes or heart
failure. In particular, IT systems are important in increasing the uptake of preventive
services like screening tests for cancer. See Chapter 3 for more detailed discussions of
evidence-based guidelines and Chapter 5 on Disease Management Programmes (DMPs).

Telemedicine for rural populations

ICT offers the possibility of improving access to quality care for those who live far
away from health facilities. For example, in rural Western Australia, remoteness and low
population density make it difficult to provide health services. ICTs (e.g., through
telemedicine) provide access to services to remote populations through shared EHRs and
electronic messaging. In British Columbia the introduction of telemedicine has allowed
thoracic surgery patients in rural areas to be assessed closer to where they live. Figure 7.1
shows how the number of patients who were seen increased significantly after
telemedicine was introduced in 2003. It also shows how just one year post implementation,
telemedicine gradually became the preferred mode of service delivery for both patients
and doctors.

Efficiency gains

Given the productivity gains in other sectors, many hope that adoption of ICTs in
health will improve productivity and reduce health spending in the long run. As discussed
above, there are many possible areas where the introduction of ICT could lead to efficiency
gains. Some of the gains could be through allocative efficiency by decreasing the use of
health services - particularly expensive hospital care — through better co-ordination
between primary and secondary care. There is also scope for improvements in technical
efficiency such as preventing duplication of laboratory and diagnostic tests and preventing
medical errors that can be extremely costly. Furthermore technical efficiency gains in
administration may be possible particularly for insurance systems with complex financial
accounting systems including premium collection and billing.

There is some evidence that ICTs can reduce costs. The most frequently cited positive
effects are generally attributed to reduced utilisation of health care services. More effective
information sharing, such as rapid electronic delivery of hospital discharge reports or the
use of computerised provider order-entry systems can reduce the uptake of laboratory and
radiology tests — sometimes by as much as 24% (Chaudry et al., 2006). In most cases, clinical
decision support features can also influence prescribing behaviour, and save money by
informing physicians about “comparative effectiveness” of alternative medical treatments.
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Figure 7.1. The effects of telemedi¢he
Thoracic surgery patients seen at outreach clinics in British‘Eolumbia (1998-2005) \A
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Source: Humer et al. (2006).

Administrative processes such as billing represent a prime opportunity for savings in
most countries. OECD (2010) reports staggering administrative cost savings as a result of
introducing electronic claims processing through the New England Healthcare Electronic
Data Interchange Network (NEHEN). Claims that cost USD 5.00 to submit in labour costs per
paper transaction were processed electronically at 15 cents per transaction after the
introduction of NEHEN. Between July 1998 and February 2000, in less than two years,
NEHEN was able to reduce annual members’ costs per million transactions from
USD 10.4 million to USD 1.4 million. This 90% savings was driven in large part by
reductions in the amount of time needed to manually process billing and claims-related
information.

In theory, ICTs can reduce costs of clinical services by saving time of clinicians. In British
Columbia, where Picture Archiving and Communication Systems (PACS) have been widely
adopted, 87% of radiologists reported improvements in their reporting and consultation
efficiency, and 93.6% indicated it had reduced the time spent locating radiological
examinations for reviews. However, in the OECD review of ICT in six OECD countries
(Australia, Canada, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and the United States) GPs rarely
reported a reduced workload as a result of using electronic medical records, with only
Swedish physicians mentioning savings of approximately thirty minutes a day as a result
of using e-prescription (OECD, 2010). Allied health professionals in Western Australia also
reported a gain, indicating that using electronic messaging saved them time in a range
of activities. They related this improvement to easier access to patient data, faster
communication, and the availability of higher quality and more complete data.

ICTs reduce costly medical errors. Medication errors account for a significant number of
additional hospital admissions and consultations in primary care. A UK study estimated
adverse drug reactions due to medication errors at GBP 466. ICTs have the potential to
improve co-ordination of care for chronic diseases. In British Columbia, Canada, the cost of the
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management of diabetes care dropped between 2001/02 and@)04/05 from an average of »)
CAD 4 400 (Canadian dollars) to CAD 3 966 per patient aftek the measures descri in

Box 7.2 were implemented. There is limited evidence that 189 saves money, except i@nore ®
narrow areas like PACS and administrative billing. There ighowever evidence t@ICTS as

a component of broader disease management program improve qualipg\of care and i)
often at price which is cost effective, but that these prog@nmes rarely save money (see 3
Chapter 5 on care co-ordination). \» Q ¢ 4/]
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Box 7.2. Chronic disease management toolkit in British(d@;mbia, Canadac\)

In 2002, the Health Department of British Columbia identified problems wit?'l nl-en%er%ent
of chronic diseases. This included low adherence to clinical guidelines for diabetes, with only
39% regularly having their blood sugar monitored through HbAlc, and low uptake of
preventive measures. British Columbia developed a Chronic Disease Management (CDM)
toolkit, a web-based information system for diabetes, congestive heart failure, and depression.
CDM incorporates clinical practice guidelines into flow sheets and includes other features that
allow health professionals to monitor care for chronic disease. The CDM tool increased the
proportion of people with diabetes who had HbA1lc, blood pressure and lipid tests from 21.8%
in 2001/02 to 48.6% in 2004/05.

High upfront cost of ICTs with delayed benefits

Health ICT investments costs are difficult to determine. Costs estimates provided to
the OECD were rough estimates and it can be difficult to separate health ICT costs within
overarching budgets. In some cases, national and local projects are phased and only the
budgets for the first phase (feasibility study) can be estimated. The actual budgets
clearly depend on the final scope of the projects. The sums indicated may be a mix of
capital or operational expenditure and may or may not include purchase and
implementation costs such as training. Notwithstanding these difficulties, Table 7.1
below provides estimates of current budgets (2008-09) of three major national ICT
agencies funded by government. Government funding is in the range of 0.1% to 0.3% of
total expenditure on health in the three countries with investment per capita varying
from USD 7 to 14. Australia’s per capita investment has risen as a result of its 2010-11
budget annoncements in eHealth.

Protti (2007) reported a rough assessment of total investment costs per capita that
ranged from an estimated USD 129 in Canada to USD 552 per enrolee in Kaiser
Permanente (United States) with the level depending on the degree of sophistication of
the systems. Anderson et al. (2006), developed similar estimates for six countries
including Canada and the United Kingdom. Striking in both the Protti and Anderson
estimates as well as those of the OECD (see Table 7.2) is the relatively large per capita
health ICT investment in the United Kingdom. Although well within the range of the per
capita being spent by Kaiser Permanente, it stands out in comparison with other
countries.

This high figure may in part be explained by the fact that the total costs reported for
the UK programme run through 2015. In addition, the total includes central costs paid and
recorded by “NHS Connecting for Health”, as well as estimates of the local costs incurred in
deploying the systems. Although a recent UK NAO (2008) suggests that local costs are
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Table 7.1. Gurrent budget for ICT initiatives in tlr}@ OECD countries .
Canad%‘ Australia ,\\\3
~

Canada Health Infoway Australian Govern Ae artment
of Heat{ an ing

| =]
1543293 Q434

United States

Office of the National

Agency/Initiative Co-ordinator

Total expenditure on health (million USD 2198 7642

at exchange rate) and % of GDP' 16.0% of GDP 10.6% 0 % of GDP
Current budget for ICT initiatives \)) @
(million USD at exchange rate) 20615 45587 Q\ 26889

Current investment per capita (USD)'° 6.83 13.8 O 11.96

1. OECD Health Data 2009.

2. 2007. The figures in Table 7.1 and Table 7.2 do not include provincial/territorial invest&nts in eHealth initi%‘a@
made on their own, or in collaboration with Canada Health Infoway (Infoway). Infoway prq'ectaréo@s red

with the provinces/territories (typically Infoway: 75%, provinces/territories: 25%).

2008.

2007-08, Australia’s Health 2010, Chap. 8, pp. 406 onwards.

Source: HHS, FY 2010, Congressional Justification for Departmental Management, includes ARRA funds.

Source: Canada Health Infoway, “Building a Healthy Legacy Together, Annual Report 2008/2009”.

2009, exchange rate: USD 1 = CAD 1.10.

Source: Personal communication - E-health-Policy and Future Directions, Department of Health and Ageing,

Australia - and updated information provided in July 2010.

9. 2009-10, exchange rate: USD 1 = AUD 1.1476.

10. OECD Population Data, 2007.

Source: Protti (2007); Anderson (2006).

0 NOU kW

StatLink = http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319858

underestimated, it appears that — unlike many other countries - both the United Kingdom
and the United States may have more realistic estimates of total health ICT costs given the
top down and centralised nature of their programmes.

Table 7.2. Total budget allocated by national government in two OECD countries

Canada United Kingdom

Agency/Initiative Canada Health Infoway (2001-2010) NHS Connecting for Health Programme
(2002-2015)

Total expenditure on health (million USD 154 329 235816

at exchange rate) and % of GDP" 10.6% of GDP 8.4% of GDP

Total budget allocated (million USD 14302 20 633°

at exchange rate)

Total investment per capita (USD) 35.81 338.38

1. OECD Health Data 2009.
2. Through March 2010, exchange rate: USD 1 = CAD 1.10.
3. NAO, through December 2015, exchange rate: USD 1 = GBP 0.61.

Source: Protti (2007); Anderson (2006).
StatLink =a=m http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932319877

The costs in implementing health ICT solutions are incurred up front, and the
benefits, both financial and clinical, are not always immediately realised. It takes a long
time to reach a level of functionality needed to truly serve the needs of clinicians and
purchasers. A review of Canadian investments into ICT, “Pan Canadian EHR: Projected
Costs and Benefits”, reported that cost/benefit analysis was still negative after ten years.
However, after 20 years the savings would be substantial.

4. Use of electronic health records is slow with a few exceptions

The OECD recently undertook a study on how ten OECD countries were monitoring
and evaluating adoption and use of ICTs in the health sector. The study looked at:

e Policy needs and information requirements.
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Box 7.3. Stages of ICT diffusioh N
([ ]
In the early 1990s, the OECD developed a conceptual fm'lework for the diffygj f
information technology. This framework recognises thﬁeasuring ICT is a ving
target”. Countries follow an S-shaped curve that begins increasing acc Once IT

Cule

reaches a critical stage of diffusion, policy interest shifts frc@ access to qua]ra; of data and
its impact on performance. \)) @
O ?
% level of ICT adoption ¢

b

Quality/impacts
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Source: OECD (2010, p. 115).

When ICT is at a low level, there is interest in indicators concerning availability and
access to infrastructure or the readiness to adopt ICTs. As ICT use progresses, countries
place greater emphasis on the purpose and level of ICT use (intensity). In the United
States, where use is low, the most important question is increasing adoption rates. In
the Scandinavian countries, where electronic health records are widespread, the
constraints are linking up different components of the system and concerns about
privacy.

e Common or leading-edge practices which might be further developed and implemented.
e A framework for the selection of internationally comparable indicators.
e Areas for international action and future research.

The study found that most OECD countries are only taking their first steps in ICT
implementation. In particular, integration of ICT across health providers, where data was
shared for care co-ordination, was at an early stage in almost all OECD countries.

The implementation of ICTs in clinical care has proven to be a difficult and risky
undertaking, in spite of the promise they offer. Adoption across OECD countries has
remained remarkably uneven. In the United States, a 2008 survey shows an uptake of only
13% of the most basic functions of EHRs by primary care physicians. In Australia, the
United Kingdom, as in many Scandinavian countries, EHRs are almost ubiquitous in
primary care, but uptake of the most advanced features has been slow and exchanging
health information with other parts of the system remains often largely paper-based. For
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example, Finland has nearly 100% adoption of EHRs in hospi@ls and nearly the same in ¢>
°

primary care. However, electronic exchange of key docurhents such as referral e*d
discharge letters between these settings has lagged (Figuremz). (\

Figure 7.2. Use of Electronic Health Re s in Finland, O ()]
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There is very limited monitoring of ICTs across the OECD. Generally, statistical offices
(with exception of Canada, the United States and the Czech Republic) do not collect
information on ICT use in the health sector in spite of the fact that there is growing interest
in measuring ICT penetration across the economy. Most surveys are conducted on an ad hoc
basis, and most focus on the primary care sector.

5. More widespread adoption requires overcoming several challenges

Understanding the challenges to adoption and use of ICT's is critical to achieving more
widespread penetration. The following section discusses the major issues that need to be
addressed to realise the potential of ICT in the health sector.

Incentives should be aligned, benefits and costs fairly allocated

Building a business case for ICT adoption is difficult because so far most evidence shows
improvement in patient quality of care without clear evidence of cost savings. Health care
organisations may be reluctant to take on the cost of implementation and maintenance of
ICTs like EHRs, if better quality is not accompanied by better payment or at least some
compensation. Another problem inhibiting the uptake of ICTs is how costs are distributed.
Those who benefit from greater use of ICT are often not those who bear the costs of adoption.

The way providers are paid plays a critical role in how they behave - incentives matter.
They are not the only factor determining behavior, but financial incentives do play an
important role in the decisions that providers like hospitals and primary care providers
make. Unfortunately, in most health systems there is no incentive for providers to invest in
new information systems. Payment systems often do not pay extra to providers for
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providing electronic information. Often, electronic record systems do not generate the
necessary information needed by purchasers. It is therefore fot very surprising that e
is low uptake in ICT in health care. m (\ e

If one looks at traditional payment systems for hospita@there isno addit'on@ayment )
for having electronic patient records. Even a sophisticated system like Diaésis Related —
Groups (DRGs) to pay hospitals does not require a hospitaNglectronic m 1 record. This J
explains how the United States, with its low penetration of Eﬁks, co til support some of 1/}
the most sophisticated hospital payment systems in the @rld. primary care, the 9
traditional payment systems are fee-for-service (FFS) and capitation. In FFS, there are usually , &

no special payments received for having electronic medical recoim?s,lg'prescribing, cli%i’gal
decision support systems. Similarly, with capitated payments, this does ﬁot'.te@ sing
electronic health records as evidenced by its use in UK general practice before the large

IT programme.

Therefore, payment systems need to encourage the uptake of ICTs. This has been a
central plank of many successful programmes to improve uptake of ICTs. It is important to
note that the investments in IT are often part of a wider strategy to improve primary care
and hospital performance and are linked with broader incentive regimes that pay for
performance and reforms to improve chronic care such as disease management. Often
pay-for-performance schemes begin with paying for reporting which provides financial
incentives for ICT adoption and providing data on the quality of care in regular electronic
form. Pay for reporting is a necessary prelude to a more full scale pay-for-performance
scheme.

There is a need for new business model for ICT which allocates funds from those who
benefit from ICTs to those to have to bear the costs. In the current environment, providers
bear most if not all of the costs and yet receive little benefit which is mainly improved
patients outcomes.

Broader governance agenda to align ICT objectives with health system objectives

One of the issues that emerged from the OECD case studies on ICT adoption in
health is the broader issue of “governance” or “stewardship”. When embarking on the
implementation of complex ICT programmes, often the underlying health goals can be lost
in myriad technical details such as standards for interoperability. It is important to keep
sight of the underlying health system goals that these systems are supposed to help health
professionals do their job better and to give patients access to their own health
information.

Broader governance also calls for commonly-defined and consistently-implemented
standards. While health care organisations have access to an ever increasing number of
information technology products, their systems often cannot speak to each other, thus
preventing the gains from sharing information. “Linkages” remain a serious problem. EHR
systems must be interoperable, clinical information must still be meaningful once
transferred, both between systems and between versions of the same software. It must
also be gathered consistently if secondary analysis is ever to be performed effectively.

The development of standards to enable exchange of information continues to be a
political and logistical challenge. Standards development must be considered in the
context of technical, societal and commercial needs, both locally and globally. The problem
has been now widely recognised as a market failure, and governments need to intervene.
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Box 7.4. Interoperability and legacy $ystems ﬁ
Different computer systems are said to be interoperable,%en they can excha ata
with and use data from other systems. Simply convertingsdata from a paper fo to a

digital format is not enough to ensure interoperability=¥his requires stap®ard rules
specifying how to send information back and forth using a\sjandard langu® of machine
readable codes for things like diagnosis, procedures, drug&aborat@@d radiological
tests, etc.

Legacy systems refer to systems already in place. Problems ch arise in trying to link up

legacy systems to other IT functions. Currently, many provi are already using\)(

proprietary systems for electronic health records and other applicat ns.i“hels_e &s

are difficult to change because users are familiar with them and learning a new system can
be disruptive. The Netherlands faced this problem in 2005, when there were many
different vendors creating and supporting electronic health records. Most of the systems
were not interoperable. Subsequently, the Netherlands implemented a new programme
that created standards for interoperability of electronic health records.

Four stage taxonomy of interoperability

The Center for Information Technology leadership has developed a classification system
for understanding interoperability based on three factors: the amount of human
involvement, the sophistication of the ICT, and the adoption of standards.

Level 1. Non-electronic data. ICT not used to share information. Information shared orally or
written. Common examples: postal mail and phone.

Level 2. Machine transportable data. Transmission of non-standard information via basic ICT.
Information within document cannot be electronically manipulated. No computerised
data processing or logic can be applied. Common examples: email of free text; exchange of
scanned documents, faxing, pictures, PDFs.

Level 3. Machine organisable data. Transmission of structured messages containing non-
standardised data. This often results in incompatible data because different organisations
are using different definitions and there is no common data dictionary. Common
examples: secure email of free text; incompatible /proprietary file formats, HL-7 messages.

Level 4. Machine interpretable data. Transmission of structured messages containing
standardised and coded data. This is the ideal situation in which all systems exchange
information using the same formats and vocabularies. All content can be extracted and
converted electronically in each filed and no longer requires human intervention.
Examples: automated exchange of coded drugs for e-prescription, lists of diagnosis for
PACS, diagnosis and procedure coding for DRGs.

Table 7.3. Measures to address lack of interoperability by country

Area of focus Australia Canada Netherlands Spain Sweden United States
Certification of products NO YES YES YES YES YES
Standards-setting activities YES YES YES YES YES YES
Vendor conformance and (YES) In proof of

usability requirements YES YES concept stage NO NO NO

Source: Center for Information Technology Leadership; Walker et al. (2005).

Cule
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To move interoperability forward, many governments havgyset up specific bodies or
agencies to co-ordinate standard-setting and have developed'strategies at a nationa 1.
Under pressure from vendors and users, as well as intern%nal standards organi@ons,
countries have started to collaborate more openly in the Bvelopment and ref! ent of
standards.

g
The main constraint to implementing ICTs in health\j) the gover @e challenge of J
orchestrating all of the different elements and diverse stakgliplders. 'I@)nly realise their 1/}
potential when all parts of the system work. ICTs project@re nodoriously difficult to v
manage as evidenced by the experience of United Kingdom’s majgr ICT programme which @,

has suffered many delays and unforeseen technical difficul 1q§,that have del%yg)i
implementation (NAO, 2006). ° LecC

Getting privacy and confidentiality right at the beginning is key to future success in ICT

Although the OECD (2010) revealed that many countries have achieved great
success in implementing a variety of health IT solutions, security/privacy issues have
remained one of the biggest challenges. Health information can be extremely sensitive
particularly for stigmatised diseases like sexually transmitted diseases, AIDS and
mental disorders including substance abuse. Electronic health records sometimes
contain information about personal behaviour such as smoking, alcohol use and
information on sexual preferences. There is concern that information could have
detrimental effects on employment, be used by health insurance companies to deny
coverage or increase premiums, to harm social integration in the community.
Numerous surveys have shown that the public is very concerned about the privacy of
personal medical information.

Most countries cited legislative impediments as a significant issue in implementing
EHRs (OECD, 2010). There are for instance many legal issues involved in the sharing of
medical information. In many countries, the information belongs to the patient and
consent is required for the release and use of information. In some systems reviewed by
the OECD, patient consent is presumed (patients have the right to opt-out of disclosure). In
other systems, consent is required up-front (opt-in). As in other domains like pensions,
behavioural economics has repeatedly shown that opt-out provisions — where the default
is participation — will lead to higher rates of use compared to systems where people must
choose to participate (Thaler, 2009).

Privacy issues are viewed by many as the main “road block” to creating a co-ordinated
information system for patient care and wider sharing of health information across
different parts of the system. Even in Sweden, which enjoys country-wide e-prescribing,
GPs are currently unable to access the full list of medications that their patients have been
prescribed because of legal restrictions.

It is important to deal with privacy issues at the beginning of the long journey up
the diffusion curve. Appropriate privacy protection should be incorporated into the
design of new ICT systems and policies from the outset. Lack of clarity in the purpose
and scope for privacy may have unintended consequences. If privacy protections
prevent the sharing of information then potentially large gains in quality of care for
patients will be diminished.
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6. ICT is the foundation for a wider approach to improving health system
performance { N
e for

ICT can be a significant tool for improving health care &ality and enhancira@
money. Information sharing is essential for a value-dyfWen health system.
medical records provide the most hope for improved assessment of clinical(ghality in the

ctronic

future. ICTs are central to efforts to reorganise clinical cawto face the challenges of
chronic disease management, allowing greater integration bdﬁ;veen Qm 1y and secondary
care, but also between health and social care. O

Evidence to date suggests that to improve performance ((y]uires more than justg
investment in ICT. It also requires aligning incentives, re-designinék'erv&'ce deliveé/;ﬁ
integrating providers into a common culture committed to quality of callé', ere ICT
objectives are aligned with broader health system goals. When all of these components are
in place, it is possible to find real gains in performance such as improved outcomes at
lower costs (few hospitalisations with shorter lengths of stay).

As in other sectors, investing in ICTs does not automatically boost productivity
growth. There is a “productivity paradox” first described by Solow in 1987: computer
technology can be found everywhere but in the productivity data. It was almost impossible
to disentangle how much improved economic performance was due to the enabling
technologies and how much was due to the transformation in how businesses managed
their internal operations and their relationships with customers, competitors, and
suppliers. The “productivity paradox” was resolved a decade later, when accumulating
evidence showed that IT-intensive industries had greater productive growth than less IT-
intensive industries (Colecchia and Shreyer, 2002). The delay in productivity gains from
IT investment was due in part to the learning process inherent in the use of the new
technologies.

In the health ICTs, there is also a productivity paradox. To date, there is very limited
evidence that ICTs are leading to significant increases in productivity. There are exceptions
like the use of PCRs and for administrative billing. However, evidence from high performing
systems show what is possible once all the pieces are in place. ICT is an important building
block in many promising areas for improved health performance, such as pay for
performance and foundations for disease management programmes and therefore a
critical component in improving value for money in health systems.

7. Conclusions

198

ICT has great potential to increase value for money in health - reducing medical
errors, improving clinical care through adherence to evidence-based guidelines, and
preventing duplication and inefficiency for complex care pathways. Getting the maximum
benefit from ICT requires addressing privacy concerns and the lack of common standards
and co-ordination across systems.

The most promising applications are improving the co-ordination of care for
managing chronic disease where health professionals could share information to manage
complex diseases; and enabling patients to have more involvement in their own care. IT
can play an important role in increasing compliance with guideline — or protocol-based
care, particularly in the management of chronic diseases such as asthma, diabetes or heart
failure. In particular, IT systems are important in increasing the uptake of preventive
services like screening tests for cancer.
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In terms of productivity gains and cost savings, IT caloachieve improvements in
technical efficiency such as preventing duplication of labora{tory and diagnostic tes d

preventing medical errors that can be extremely costly. Pt@qermore, technical ef@ency ®

gains in administration may be possible particularly for ﬁurance systems witfy gomplex
financial accounting systems including premium collectiomand billing.

U
Broader governance calls for commonly-defined a\n)i consiste mplemented J
standards. While health care organisations have access togh ever?g asing number of v
information technology products, their systems often cann@spea to each other, thus ©9
preventing the gains from sharing information. Electronic healtlr(r/ecord systems must be (@
interoperable, and clinical information must still be meaningful obee transferred W
between systems and between versions of the same software. ° e c

Furthermore, payment systems need to encourage the uptake of ICTs. It is important to
note that the investments in IT are often part of a wider strategy to improve primary care and
hospital performance and are linked with broader incentive regimes. Finally, there is a need
for new business model for ICT which allocates funds from those who benefit from ICTs to
those to have to bear the costs. In the current environment, providers bear most if not all of
the costs and yet receive little benefit which is mainly improved patients outcomes.
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