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Kentucky Department of Insurance

Financial Impact Statement

SB 141

I.
Mandating health insurance coverage of immunizations and dental restorations that do not contain mercury as required in SB 141 will:

      increase

____ decrease, or
__x__ not change 

the administrative expenses of insurers, based upon

the fact that this bill does not require any insurer to begin offering immunizations or dental restorations, so that there would be no increase in administative costs due to this mandate.
II.
Mandating health insurance coverage of immunizations and dental restorations that do not contain mercury as required in SB 141 will:

  x    increase
____ decrease, or
____ not significantly change

premiums charged to insureds, based upon

a study by consulting actuaries that indicated the majority of dental restorations currently performed do not contain mercury, but some still do.  The report indicated that those restorations not containing mercury are more expensive than those containing mercury.  Thus, the additional number of restorations at higher cost would increase premiums for those benefit plans covering dental services.  (The study indicated an increase in premiums of approximately 13% for dental-only plans.  Since this mandate is only for health benefit plans, which have much higher premiums than dental-only plans, the percentage increase would be lower.  In addition, since most health benefit plans do not cover dental services at all, there would be no applicable increase to those plans.)  The actuarial study did not find any data regarding immunizations containing mercury.  As such, they did not opine on what effect this mandated benefit would have on health benefit plan premiums.
III.
Mandating health insurance coverage of immunizations and dental restorations that do not contain mercury as required in SB 141 will minimally affect the total cost of health care in the Commonwealth, including any potential cost savings that may be realized, based upon:

the fact that the bill does not require insurers to begin offering these services if they do not already cover them, and the above referenced study by consulting actuaries that indicated that since dental restorations not containing mercury are more expensive than those containing mercury, there would be a small increase in premiums as a result of the new mandated benfit outlined in SB 141.

In addition, it should be noted that while the bill does require individuals to replace existing restorations that contain mercury, this could be a potential result.  Some dentists believe that the exposure to the hazards of mercury are worse when existing restorations are broken apart and removed to be replaced by restorations not containing mercury.  Therefore, it is possible that this bill could expose individuals to more hazards by having the mercury restorations removed than by just leaving them in place.

Finally, some dentists have also indicated that there are instances where a restoration containing mercury (or other heavy metal) are preferable to those not containing mercury.  For instance, since it is necessary for the non-mercury restoration to be kept very dry in order to bond to the tooth, if a cavity is very low on a tooth in a place very difficult to keep dry, the non-mercury restoration will not bond correctly.  In such a case, it is very likely that the tooth will continue to decay, and will require additional fillings in the future.  Therefore, in some cases it is actually better to use restorations containing mercury than to use those which do not.
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