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Abstract

Background—Health insurance plans have historically limited the benefits for mental health and
substance abuse (MH/SA) services compared to benefits for physical health services. In recent
years, legislative and policy initiatives in the U.S. have been taken to expand MH/SA health
insurance benefits and achieve parity with physical health benefits. The relevance of these
legislations for international audiences is also explored, particularly for the European context.

Aims of the Study—This paper reviews the evidence of costs and economic benefits of
legislative or policy interventions to expand MH/SA health insurance benefits in the U.S. The
objectives are to assess the economic value of the interventions by comparing societal cost to
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societal benefits, and to determine impact on costs to insurance plans resulting from expansion of
these benefits.

Methods—The search for economic evidence covered literature published from January 1950 to
March 2011 and included evaluations of federal and state laws or rules that expanded MH/SA
benefits as well as voluntary actions by large employers. Two economists screened and abstracted
the economic evidence of MH/SA benefits legislation based on standard economic and actuarial
concepts and methods.

Results—The economic review included 12 studies: eleven provided evidence on cost impact to
health plans, and one estimated the effect on suicides. There was insufficient evidence to
determine if the intervention was cost-effective or cost-saving. However, the evidence indicates
that MH/SA benefits expansion did not lead to any substantial increase in costs to insurance plans,
measured as a percentage of insurance premiums.

Discussion and Limitations—This review is unable to determine the overall economic value
of policies that expand MH/SA insurance benefits due to lack of cost-effectiveness and cost-
benefit studies, predominantly due to the lack of evaluations of morbidity and mortality outcomes.
This may be remedied in time when long-term MH/SA patient-level data becomes available to
researchers. A limitation of this review is that legislations considered here have been superseded
by recent legislations that have stronger and broader impacts on MH/SA benefits within private
and public insurance: Mental Health Parity and Addiction Equity Act of 2008 (MHPAEA) and the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act of 2010 (ACA).

Implications for Future Research—Economic assessments over the long term such as cost
per QALY saved and cost-benefit will be feasible as more data becomes available from plans that
implemented recent expansions of MH/SA benefits. Results from these evaluations will allow a
better estimate of the economic impact of the interventions from a societal perspective. Future
research should also evaluate the more downstream effects on business decisions about labor, such
as effects on hiring, retention, and the offer of health benefits as part of an employee
compensation package. Finally, the economic effect of the far reaching ACA of 2010 on mental
health and substance abuse prevalence and care is also a subject of future research.

Introduction

Background

Historically, private health insurance plans in the U.S. limited mental health and substance
abuse (MH/SA) benefits compared to the benefits covered for physical health.1:2 MH/SA
benefits were usually controlled through lower quantitative limits on specific services and
higher copayments and deductibles.3 Monitoring and gatekeeping the demand for mental
health treatment and services was believed to be more difficult than for physical health.?

Various actuarial models from the mid-1990s predicted that federal legislation expanding
mental health benefits would increase utilization of those services and insurance premium
would increase anywhere from 3.2% to 11.4%.° This expectation found empirical basis in
early results from the Rand Health Insurance Experiment (RAND HIE)8, which
demonstrated higher utilization associated with lower patient cost-sharing or out-of-pocket
(OOP) cost.
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Beginning in the 1990s, federal and state legislations, executive orders and corporate policy
changes sought to relax the quantitative and financial limits on behavioral health benefits in
group health insurance plans.”8 Similar expansions in MH/SA benefits in relation to
physical benefits were implemented and evaluated by large private and public employers
with self-insured plans. Though more recent federal legislation such as the Mental Health
Parity and Addiction Equity Act of 2008 (MHPAEA) and the Affordable Care Act of 2010
(ACA) were enacted, they have not been in effect over a sufficiently long period to produce
published evaluations.

The market for voluntary health insurance (private health insurance) in Europe is small
given the prevalence of universal public insurance in all but a few countries in Central and
Eastern Europe. However, the experience of the U.S. in implementing parity in private
insurance benefits for mental health is relevant for Europe. Unequal access to health
promotion, prevention and treatment for mental health exists also in Europe’s systems of
universal coverage, prompting national legislations such as in the U.K.? It is noted that the
higher out- of- pocket costs required for specialist mental health care constitute disparity in
access to mental health relative to physical health services for several Western European
countries.10 Further, it is a practice in many European countries to transfer long term care of
chronic aspects of mental health out of the health care system and into the social care system
with plausibly different eligibility requirements, means testing, and out- of- pocket cost.11
The U.S. enacted policies and laws to require equal access for mental health services and
their consequences for cost and health outcomes are thus relevant for Europe irrespective of
whether the final payer is private insurance or a public fund. Finally, mental health is
integral to both capabilities and the exercise of those capabilities for the well-being of all
individuals!? and it is therefore a matter of justice that the objectives of good mental and
physical health have equal weight for all national health systems.

Aims of the Study

A recent evidence review,!3 conducted for the Community Preventive Services Task Force
(CPSTF), found that these interventions that expanded mental health benefits were effective
in improving financial protection and increasing appropriate utilization of mental health
services for people with mental illness. The CPSTF is an independent, nonfederal, unpaid
panel of public health and prevention experts, established in 1996 by the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services to identify population health interventions that are scientifically
proven to save lives, increase lifespans, and improve quality of life for the U.S. population.
The objective of the present study is to review the evidence of economic effects of the
interventions that expanded mental health benefits. In particular, the research questions and
the associated economic outcomes of interest are: (1) What is the cost of implementing and
administering policies that expand MH/SA health insurance benefits? (2) What is the effect
of MH/SA benefits expansion on healthcare cost? (3) What is the effect of the intervention
on productivity at the worksite? (4) What is the economic impact of intervention on the plan
provider?
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The general methods for conducting systematic economic reviews for the CPSTF can be
found at http://www.thecommunityguide.org/about/economics.html. The translation of
general methods to the present review is detailed below. A coordination team (team),
comprising of subject matter experts on mental health from various organizations as well as
systematic review experts, developed an analytic framework and guided a systematic search
to identify relevant studies that reported economic information about the intervention.
Details about intervention definitions and the analytic framework may be found at http://
www.thecommunityguide.org/mentalhealth/benefitslegis.html.

Identification and Selection of Studies

The search covered the period January 1950 to February 2011 and used the following
sources: Center for Reviews and Dissemination (CRD) at the University of York, Medline,
EconLit, PsycINFO, and Google Scholar. Detailed strategy and criteria for the economic
search can be found at http://www.thecommunityguide.org/mentalhealth/SS-benefitslegis-
econ.html. Studies that contained economic information were also identified from the search
yield for the effectiveness review.13 Studies were included if they: (1) met the definition of
intervention; (2) were in English; (3) were conducted in a high income country;14 (4)
estimated or modeled at least one of the following: intervention cost; effect on healthcare
cost; effect on productivity at work; effect on cost per life year gained or cost per quality/
disability adjusted life year saved/averted.

Concepts and Measurements

Interventions are those that expand MH/SA benefits through legislations and policies,
regardless of the mechanism (e.g. federal or state law or executive order, administrative rule,
employer benefits policy).

Intervention Cost is the dollar value of time and materials used by experts, interest groups,
leaders/legislators, and staff in their activities both in favor and in opposition to the policies,
and the resources needed to monitor and enforce the policies, once they are in place.

Cost Consequences for Healthcare due to Intervention measure the change in the sum of
inpatient and outpatient care costs plus the cost of drugs for MH/SA due to the expansion of
benefits. It is usually measured from claims data. The out-of-pocket (OOP) cost to the
covered patient was included in the review of effectiveness!3 and is not considered here
since it is not a cost to the plan.

Healthcare cost can either increase or decrease in response to the benefits expansion. If the
current users of MH/SA services increase their use, or other enrollees start to use these
services once they became more readily accessible, the cost might increase. On the other
hand, if expanded MH/SA benefits improve prevention and treatment and reduce morbidity,
healthcare cost might decrease.

Economic Benefits due to Intervention are the societal economic benefits arising from health
care costs averted and productivity gains in worksites due to improvements in health.
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Improvements in health in turn reduce morbidity and mortality and thereby increase quality-
adjusted life years (QALY) saved or disability-adjusted life years (DALY averted.

Plan Cost is the cost consequence to the plan provider due to MH/SA benefits expansion and
is calculated from the change in healthcare cost for MH/SA minus deductibles and other out-
of-pocket costs paid by the patients. Claims data are used to measure changes in healthcare
utilization from the perspective of the plan provider. Claims are classified as mental health
or substance abuse treatment based on the diagnosis related group (DRG) code and further
classified into inpatient and outpatient categories. Claims for drug benefits are often separate
and managed by specialized vendors.

Assessment of Impact on Plan Provider The economic impact of MH/SA benefits expansion
from a plan provider’s perspective is assessed by estimating the change in plan cost as a
percentage of revenues from premiums. This provides a basis to judge whether any observed
change in cost was small or large in relation to revenue and the plan’s ability to absorb the
impact of expansion in MH/SA benefits. Operating financials for health insurance plans are
generally measured in per member per year (PMPY) terms, where member is the plan-
holder who contributes to premiums or for whom the premiums are paid. The plan-holder
may opt for single coverage, or for family coverage that includes spouse and children. In this
review, the persons covered under a plan are collectively referred to as enrollees. Research
and administrative reports generally identified claims with the person for whom expenses
are incurred while premiums are reported in per member (plan-holder) terms. This review
constructed per person per year (PPPY) estimates for both the cost and revenue sides of the
equation, where the person is any enrollee. These standard methods of accounting in
insurance operations are similar to concepts and methods in a recent background report
developed by the Congressional Research Services to assist legislators in their debate on
regulating private health insurance premiums,® and also in actuarial training materials.16

It is difficult to estimate premium revenues for private group plans because the information
is generally proprietary and confidential. The review team drew from multiple sources for
premium, plan type, and enroliment data. The US Office of Personnel Management (OPM)
provided average premiums (Personal communication with OPM) for various Federal
Employee Health Benefits (FEHB) plans and the overall counts for plan-holders and
dependents.” Premiums for private health insurance plans and the percentage distribution of
single coverage were obtained from the insurance component of the Medical Expenditure
Panel Survey (MEPS-IC).18 MEPS-IC is based on data collected by the Agency for
Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) since 1996 through a survey of private and public
sector employers. The number of covered dependents on family plans is not available in
MEPS-IC and national estimate for employer-sponsored plans from the Current Population
Surveys (CPS) of the U.S. Census Bureaul® was used to estimate this variable.

We chose the premium most appropriate for comparison against the source of claims used in
the studies to estimate the change in cost of utilization based on: HMO or PPO provider
type; claims for plan-holders only, plan-holder plus dependents, or dependents only;
geographic area; federal government, state and local government, or private sector

J Ment Health Policy Econ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 March 01.



1duosnue Joyiny 1duosnue Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Jacob et al.

Page 6

employer; size of private employer; and year claims generated. The following rules were
followed:

e Claims from HMO — HMO premiums were used
»  Claims from PPO — mixed provider premiums were used

» Large employer — used premiums for insurance sponsored by employers with
greater than 1000 employees

»  Years of claims — in pre to post analysis of claims, the premium from the midpoint
of the pre to post period was used.

e Plan-holder only claims — used premium for single coverage

» Plan-holder plus dependent claims — used weighted single and family premium
with weights provided by percentage of plan-holders opting for single coverage and
the average number of dependents in family coverage

»  Dependent only claims — used premium for family coverage weighted by average
number of dependents in family coverage

All monetary values in this review are reported in nominal U.S. dollars and are not adjusted
for inflation. Adjustments for price level alone are not sufficient to draw valid inferences
regarding magnitude and direction of change from observations of MH/SA costs that are
many years apart because recognized MH/SA conditions and available treatments in the two
periods can be very different. Besides, financial consequence to the insurance plans due to
expanded benefits is assessed on the basis of the percentage change in claims cost in relation
to existing health insurance premium for that period, a ratio that does not involve actual
dollar values.

Listing of Economic Evidence

Results

Findings from the Federal Employees Health Benefits (FEHB) studies are discussed first,
followed by statewide studies and individual employer studies. The FEHB studies are
considered strong because of the plans’ large membership and study sample sizes, the
increased MH/SA benefits that resulted from the executive order, and detailed historical
claims data that were analyzed for multiple plans. The evidence from statewide mandate
studies is considered next because the mandated incremental MH/SA benefits applied to a
large population in a defined geographic area. The evidence from individual private and
public employers is discussed last because the voluntary nature of their decision to expand
MH/SA benefits may reflect unobserved selection biases.

A total of 1263 potentially eligible papers were identified from the search, out of which 112
full text papers were considered after title and abstract screening, to yield 14 papers that met
all inclusion criteria based on detailed full text review (Figure 1).20-33 Three papers31-33 are
considered a single study because the same core set of authors analyzed the same plans and
data, and the conclusions in the last paper drew on results from the previous two. Thus, a
total of 12 studies (in 14 papers) were included in the review. An additional unpublished
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report3* was used to adjust estimates in one2? of the included studies. All included studies
were based in the U.S.

Intervention cost

No studies reported the economic cost of time and materials that brought about the policy
change expanding MH/SA insurance benefits.

Healthcare cost

All but one?® of the studies reported the effect of benefits expansion on healthcare cost,
based on estimates from claims for MH/SA treatments. The estimated changes in cost of
MH/SA utilization are reported below in the section on Cost Impacts for Plan Providers.

Cost-Benefit and Cost-Effectiveness

No studies reported cost per QALY saved or benefit-to-cost ratios for the intervention. The
absence of this evidence is not unexpected since monetized benefits and QALY would have
required estimates for morbidity and mortality outcomes due to the intervention, and the
review of effectiveness also found no evaluations that attempted or were able to measure
health impact attributable to legislation beyond change in utilization and financial protection
of the insured.13

Cost Impact on Plan Providers

Federal Employees Health Benefits Program—The Federal Employees Health
Benefits (FEHB) Program is the largest employer-sponsored health insurance program in the
U.S. Following executive orders, the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) instituted
policies requiring that MH/SA benefits be at parity with general medical care with respect to
features such as deductibles, copayments, and limits on visits and inpatient days. The first
order was executed in 1967 in the pre-managed-care era and the second in 1999 when
managed care had become prevalent in the health system.

Four studies of FEHB plans are included, oneZ® that assessed the effect of the 1967 order
and three20:21.23 that evaluated effects of the 1999 order (Table 1). In general, the evidence
from the FEHB studies indicates decreases in cost per covered person. The early study? of
benefits expansion from the first executive order reported an increase in cost but this
occurred prior to managed care and during a period when adverse selection was a serious
problem faced by the major FEHB plans.3° National estimates of weighted single and family
premiums for fee for service (FFS) plans for the year 2000 was an average of $2382, the
approximate mid-point of the FEHB evaluations (Table 1). Premiums for PPOs were not
readily available from OPM. One study2334 that assessed the impact on all adult enrollees
and both MH and SA claims found that plan cost per person per year for MH/SA decreased
in six plans (minimum of 0.06% and maximum of 1.03%) and increased in 1 plan by 0.21%,
where the percentage changes are calculated with respect to weighted single and family
2000 premiums. Another study2 based on claims for MH/SA for child beneficiaries found
that MH/SA cost per child (inclusive of OOP cost) increased by 0.17% in one plan and
decreased in six plans, with minimum and maximum decreases of 0.14% and 0.79%
respectively with reference to year 2000 premiums for family coverage weighted for number
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of dependents. The study showed that OOP cost per child user decreased across all 7 plans
but it was not possible to obtain change in plan cost per child enrollee from the information
provided. The third study?! found that SA plan cost per adult enrollee decreased by 0.013%
in terms of year 2000 weighted single and family premiums.

State mandates—The federal Mental Health Parity Act of 1996 (MHPA) had limited
scope, in part, because parity applied only to annual and lifetime dollar limits and did not
cover SA and its treatment. Several state legislatures enacted their own stronger parity laws
immediately after passage of the MHPA and thereafter, only a few of which were evaluated.
Included in the economic evidence are two studies that assessed the effect of parity
mandates on plan costs for the State of Oregon?’ and the State of VVermont28 (Table 2). The
Oregon study?’ found that the increase in plan cost per person ranged from 0.23% to 0.63%
of weighted single and family premiums for mixed provider coverages. The Vermont
study28 found that plan cost per person increased by 0.1% in terms of percent of weighted
single and family premiums for mixed provider coverage.

Individual employers—Five studies?2:2429-33 assessed the impact on cost for individual
large employers that expanded their MH/SA benefits voluntarily or in response to
administrative rule (Table 3). In the case of one study,?2 this review assumed the cost
estimate excluded OOP cost though it was not clearly stated to be so in the study. Details
whether plan-holders and dependents are included in the observed claims data and the
choice of estimate for premiums used to compute the percentage change in plan cost are
available within the table. Of these studies, two?2:24 found that plan cost PPPY decreased
(6.74% and 0.28% of premiums) and one?® found that it increased by 1.07%. Of the
remaining two studies, one39 reported mixed results (0.29% in the HMO and -0.76% in
indemnity plans) and the other31-33 found no change in plan cost for the employer.

Cost per averted suicide

The one study?8 that reported final morbidity and mortality outcomes estimated the cost per
averted suicides ascribable to state parity mandates for MH/SA benefits, where cost was
drawn from increase in premiums estimated in the literature. The study estimated that these
mandates averted 592 suicides per year nationwide, at a cost of $1.3-$3.1 million per
suicide averted.

Summary of Results—There were no studies of MH/SA benefits expansion that reported
cost per QALY saved or cost-benefit outcomes. Hence, there was insufficient information to
determine whether the interventions were cost-effective or cost-beneficial.

Ten of the eleven studies that evaluated cost impact on health plans were based on data from
1996 onwards, three of which showed decreases in plan cost PPPY while two showed
decreases in 6 of the 7 plans they considered. There was no change in cost PPPY for one
study while it was mixed (0.29% and -0.76%) in another. Of the three remaining studies,
two showed an increase in cost PPPY to be 0.63% or less, and the other an increase of
1.07%, respectively. The evidence from economic evaluation studies indicates that MH/SA
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benefits expansion did not lead to any substantial increase in cost to health insurance plans,
measured as a percentage of premiums.

Discussion

During the period covered in this review, arguments were made for and against parity for
MH/SA benefits in the US and the latter included the possibility that plans would face
formidable increases in cost. Modeling exercises were conducted in the 1990s, under the
aegis of the Congressional Budget office (CBO) and the National Advisory Mental Health
Council (NAMHC), to predict the expected cost increases following the expansion of
MH/SA benefits towards parity. The history of their predictions is traced3® from the initial
estimated increase in premiums of 4.0% predicted to follow the Mental Health Parity Act
(MHPA) of 1996 to the lower 3.6% increase predicted from actuarial-economic models and
observed experience in 1998. Further evidence from the FEHB experience and several large
behavioral carve-outs were then used to calibrate the actuarial-economic model and the
impact was further revised downward to a 1.4% increase in premiums.3® The models
predicted smaller increases in premiums as a result of incorporating the effects of managed
care activities on treatments and the smaller estimates of MH/SA demand elasticity in
managed care settings.

With all but one estimated increase below 1% and many plans showing actual decreases in
cost PPPY, the evidence from this systematic review indicates that costs are likely to
increase far less than the predictions made during and around the time of the MHPA federal
law of 1996. In fact, the findings of this review are consistent with the CBO prediction that
the MHPAEA of 2008 would result in a 0.4% increase in premiums.37-38 A recent historical
review of the processes that led to the MHPAEA of 2008 ascribed the success of its passage
partly to data showing there was little to no effect on plan costs due to earlier parity or other
benefit expansion.3° The present study echoes the observation with evidence based on a
systematic review.

The much smaller increase in cost, if any, observed in the parity studies compared to the
predictions from earlier actuarial models merits additional comment. A key difference is that
the early actuarial models were based on experience and data that were not moderated by
managed care practices while these practices were very much in play within the plans
analyzed in the parity studies included in this review. Further, effective pharmacotherapy
and its increased use in treatment of MH/SA likely also confounded the pathway from
benefits expansion to cost of utilization. In the case of the FEHB, OPM actually encouraged
the use of managed care to control cost and all but one of the plans included in the FEHB
studies were carved-out to managed behavioral health organizations (MBHOs). As shown in
column 3 of tables 2 and 3, carve-outs were also the dominant organization that managed
MH/SA in the State and large employer parity studies.

The study?® on state suicide rates is the only study in this body of evidence to provide a cost
per unit of health outcome ascribable to MH/SA benefits expansion. Future economic
research needs to allow more adequately for concurrent effects of general and medical care
inflation on cost, innovations in pharmaceuticals, changes in prescription patterns, and
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secular trends in the diagnosis and treatment of mental illnesses and SA. Very few studies
evaluated the more downstream effects on business decisions about labor, such as effects on
hiring, retention, and the offer of health benefits as part of a compensation package. This
gap is noted considering that about 60% of the U.S. non-elderly insured have employer-
sponsored insurance and laws apply differently across employers of different sizes, as was
the case for the federal laws and state mandates included in both the effectiveness review!3
and this economic review. One other limitation of the review is that the included studies
only considered claims coded for mental health and do not account for physical health
claims that may have had an underlying mental health condition. Such patients may have
more readily sought appropriate mental health care with the advent of parity.

U.S. Implications for MH/SA Care Provision and Use

Policies on MH/SA benefits in health insurance evolved through a long history of laws and
rules at the US federal level, numerous mandates at the state level, and voluntary expansions
by large self-insured employers. MH/SA benefits legislation at the federal level culminated
in the Mental Health Parity and Addiction Equity Act of 2008 (MHPAEA),38 as amended by
the Health Care and Education Reconciliation Act of 2010 (commonly jointly referred to as
the Affordable Care Act, or ACA). MHPAEAS38 extended parity requirements to mental
health and substance use disorder benefits provided by plans in the large group health
insurance market, applicable to financial requirements such as co-pays and deductibles, and
to treatment limitations such as limits on outpatient and inpatient visits.*? The ACA added
mental health and substance use disorder protections in addition to those enacted under
MHPAEA by requiring that certain plans offer minimum mental health/substance use
disorder benefits, including behavioral health treatment, as one of the essential health benefit
categories,*! generally expanding the population with health care coverage,*? and
eliminating pre-existing condition clauses from most plans.#3 The ACA also enhanced
Medicaid coverage options for serious and persistent mental illness and applied MHPAEA
and essential health benefit requirements to Medicaid alternative benefit plans.** The likely
effect of these changes on the mental health and substance abuse costs of different health
insurance plans is the subject of future research.4®

Acknowledgements

The authors thank the following members of the Community Guide Branch at CDC: Randy W. Elder, David P.
Hopkins, Andrea Baeder, Kate W. Harris, and Onnalee Gomez. The authors also wish to thank Rebecca Kander
from the US Office of Personnel Management for assistance obtaining historical estimates for FEHB premium.
Comments and suggestions from an anonymous referee were instrumental in improving methods and interpretation.
Finally, we acknowledge Task Force member, Ned Calonge, for alerting us to the issue of mental health conditions
that present as physical complaints in visits to general practice.

References

1. Buck JA, Umland B. Covering mental health and substance abuse services. Health Affairs. 1997;
16(4):120-126. [PubMed: 9248155]

2. Jensen GA, Rost K, Burton RP, Bulycheva M. Mental health insurance in the 1990s: are employers
offering less to more. Health Affairs. 1998; 17(3):201-208. [PubMed: 9637976]

3. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Mental health: A report of the Surgeon General.
Rockville, MD: National Institute of Mental Health; 1999.

J Ment Health Policy Econ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 March 01.



1duosnue Joyiny 1duosnuely Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Jacob et al.

Page 11

. Frank RG, Koyanagi C, McGuire TG. The politics and economics of mental health 'parity" laws.

Health Affairs. 1997; 16(4):108-119. [PubMed: 9248154]

. Sing, M.; Hill, S.; Smolkin, S.; Heiser, N. The costs and effects of parity for mental health and

substance abuse insurance benefits. US Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health
Service, Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration; 1998.

. Manning WG, Wells KB, Buchanan J, Keeler EB, Valdez ROB, Newhouse JP. Effects of mental

health insurance: Evidence from the Health Insurance Experiment. A RAND Corporation Report.
1989 http://www.rand.org/pubs/reports/R3815.html.

. Propper V, Pomiecko GL. Parity for Mental Health: History and Consequences.

8. NCSL. State Laws Mandating or Regulating Mental Health Benefits. 2004

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

JM

. Bailey S. EPA-1080-Parity: from rhetoric to reality; future proofing society through mental health.

European Psychiatry. 2014; 29:1. [PubMed: 24119631]

World Health Organization. The European Mental Health Action Plan. Cesme Izmir, Turkey:
World Health Organization; 2013.

Knapp, M.; McDaid, D.; Mossialos, E.; Thornicroft, G. Mental health policy and practice across
Europe. The future direction of mental health care. Open University Press; 2007.

Nussbaum MC. Capabilities as fundamental entitlements: Sen and social justice. Feminist
Economics. 2003; 9(2-3):33-59.

Sipe TA, Finnie RKC, Knopf JA, et al. The role of mental health benefits legislation in improving
mental health: A Community Guide systematic review. In prep.

World Bank. 2014 data.worldbank.org/about/country-classifications/country-and-lending-
groups#tHigh_income.

Newsom M, Fernandez B. Private health insurance premiums and rate reviews. 2011 http://
digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1793&context=key_workplace.

Klugman, SA., editor. Understanding actuarial practice. Society of Actuaries; 2012. https://
www.soa.org/books/.

. Federal civilian workforce statistics: The Fact Book. Washington, DC: U.S Office of Personnel
Management; 2006. U.S. Office of Personnel Management.

[Accessed November 21, 2014] Medical Expenditure Panel Survey - Insurance Component.
Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. http://meps.ahrg.gov/mepsweb/survey_comp/
Insurance.jsp.

U.S Census Bureau; Current population survey - health insurance coverage. http://
www.census.gov/cps/data. [Accessed October 25, 2014]

Azrin ST, Huskamp HA, Azzone V, et al. Impact of full mental health and substance abuse parity
for children in the Federal Employees Health Benefits program. Pediatrics. 2007; 119(2):e452.
[PubMed: 17272607]

Azzone V, Frank RG, Normand SLT, Udrey Burnam M. Effect of insurance parity on substance
abuse treatment. Psychiatr Serv. 2011; 62(2):129-134. [PubMed: 21285090]

Cuffel BJ, Goldman W, Schlesinger H. Does managing behavioral health care services increase the
cost of providing medical care? J Behav Health Services Res. 1999; 26(4):372.

Goldman HH, Frank RG, Burnam MA, et al. Behavioral health insurance parity for federal
employees. N Engl J Med. 2006; 354(13):1378-1386. [PubMed: 16571881]

Grazier KL, Pollack H. Translating behavioral health services research into benefits policy. Med
Care Res Rev. 2000; 57(2S):53-71. [PubMed: 11105506]

Hustead EC, Sharfstein SS. Utilization and cost of mental illness coverage in the Federal
Employees Health Benefits Program, 1973. Am J Psychiatry. 1978; 135(3):315-319. [PubMed:
626220]

Lang M. The impact of mental health insurance laws on state suicide rates. Health Econ. 2013;
22(1):73-88. [PubMed: 22184054]

McConnell KJ, Gast SH, Ridgely MS, et al. Behavioral health insurance parity: Does Oregon's
experience presage the national experience with the Mental Health Parity and Addiction Equity
Act? Am J Psychiatry. 2012; 169(1):31-38. [PubMed: 21890792]

ent Health Policy Econ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 March 01.


http://www.rand.org/pubs/reports/R3815.html
http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-classifications/country-and-lending-groups#High_income
http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-classifications/country-and-lending-groups#High_income
http://digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1793&context=key_workplace
http://digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1793&context=key_workplace
https://www.soa.org/books/
https://www.soa.org/books/
http://meps.ahrq.gov/mepsweb/survey_comp/Insurance.jsp
http://meps.ahrq.gov/mepsweb/survey_comp/Insurance.jsp
http://www.census.gov/cps/data
http://www.census.gov/cps/data

1duosnue Joyiny 1duosnuely Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny

1duosnuey Joyiny

Jacob et al.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

Page 12

Rosenbach, M.; Lake, T.; Young, C., et al. Effects of the Vermont mental health and substance
abuse parity law. DHHS Pub. No. (SMA) 03-3822. Rockville, MD: Center for Mental Health
Services, Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration; 2003.

Sasso AT, Lurie 1Z, Lee JU, Lindrooth RC. The effects of expanded mental health benefits on
treatment costs. J Ment Health Policy Econ. 2006; 9(1):25-33. [PubMed: 16733269]

Sturm R, Goldman W, McCulloch J. Mental health and substance abuse parity: A case study of
Ohio's state employee program. J Ment Health Policy Econ. 1998; 1(3):129-134. [PubMed:
11971152]

Zuvekas SH, Regier DA, Rae DS, Rupp A, Narrow WE. The impacts of mental health parity and
managed care in one large employer group. Health Affairs. 2002; 21(3):148-159. [PubMed:
12025978]

Zuvekas SH, Rupp AE, Norquist GS. Spillover effects of benefit expansions and carve-outs on
psychotropic medication use and costs. Inquiry. 2005; 42(1):86-97. [PubMed: 16013588]
Zuvekas SH, Rupp AE, Norquist GS. The impacts of mental health parity and managed care in one
large employer group: A reexamination. Health Affairs. 2005; 24(6):1668-1671. [PubMed:
16284042]

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Evaluation of parity in the Federal Employees
Health Benefits (FEHB) program: Final Report. 2004 Dec. http://aspe.hhs.gov/daltcp/reports/
parity.pdf.

Francis, W. Putting Medicare consumers in charge: Lessons from the FEHBP. AEI studies on
Medicare reform. Washington, DC: AEI Press; 2009.

Kirschstein, RL. Insurance parity for mental health: cost, access, and quality. Final Report to
Congress by the National Advisory Mental Health Council, 2000. 2000. http://www.nimh.nih.gov/
about/advisory-boards-and-groups/namhc/reports/nimh-parity.pdf.

Mark TL, Levit KR, Vandivort-Warren R, Buck JA, Coffey RM. Changes in US spending on
mental health and substance abuse treatment, 1986—2005, and implications for policy. Health
Affairs. 2011; 30(2):284-292. [PubMed: 21289350]

Wellstone, P.; Domenici, P. Paul Wellstone and Pete Domenici Mental Health Parity and
Addiction Equity Act of 2008 (H.R. 1424); 2008. p. 117http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/
BILLS-110hr1424enr/pdf/BILLS-110hr1424enr.pdf.

Barry CL, Huskamp HA, Goldman HH. A political history of federal mental health and addiction
insurance parity. Milbank Q. 2010; 88(3):404-433. [PubMed: 20860577]

U.S. Department of Labor. Fact sheet: The Mental Health Parity and Addiction Equity Act of 2008
(MHPAEA). 2010. http://www.dol.gov/ebsa/newsroom/fsmhpaea.html.

Compilation of Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, section 1302; 2010. p. 59http://
housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf.

Compilation of Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (expanding options for coverage
through Exchanges and Medicaid expansions). 2010. http://housedocs.house.gov/
energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf.

Compilation of Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, section 1201. 2010. http://
housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf.

Compilation of Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, section 2001(c); 2010. p. 184http://
housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf

Sarata AK. Mental health parity and the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act of 2010.
Congressional Research Service Report for Congress. 2011 http://www.ncsl.org/documents/health/
MHparity&mandates.pdf.

J Ment Health Policy Econ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 March 01.


http://aspe.hhs.gov/daltcp/reports/parity.pdf
http://aspe.hhs.gov/daltcp/reports/parity.pdf
http://www.nimh.nih.gov/about/advisory-boards-and-groups/namhc/reports/nimh-parity.pdf
http://www.nimh.nih.gov/about/advisory-boards-and-groups/namhc/reports/nimh-parity.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/BILLS-110hr1424enr/pdf/BILLS-110hr1424enr.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/BILLS-110hr1424enr/pdf/BILLS-110hr1424enr.pdf
http://www.dol.gov/ebsa/newsroom/fsmhpaea.html
http://housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf
http://housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf
http://housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf
http://housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf
http://housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf
http://housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf
http://housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf
http://housedocs.house.gov/energycommerce/ppacacon.pdf
http://www.ncsl.org/documents/health/MHparity&mandates.pdf
http://www.ncsl.org/documents/health/MHparity&mandates.pdf

1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuely Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny

1duosnuey Joyiny

Jacob et al.

Page 13

Flow chart of article selection

J Ment Health Policy Econ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 March 01.

o
= Articles 1dentified through
= database search Articles excluded
= (January 1950 to March
E 2011)
= (n=22.933
. Duplicates
. > Not relevant
(n=21.670)
A 4
w .
E Titles/abstracts
§ screened
. (n=1263)
_ Do not meet inclusion
— »| No economic information
(n=1151)
A 4
g Full-text articles
2 assessed for eligibility
& e
= (n 11_)
- Do not meet inclusion
- »  No usable economic
information
(n =98)
3 v
=
= Included articles
= (n=14)
Figure 1.




Page 14

Jacob et al.

*asNQe 32URISANS ‘WS “1eak Jad uosiad Jad ‘ Addd ‘asnge aourIsgns/yiesy [eusW “YS/HIA ‘Siyausg YeaH seakojdw [esapad ‘gHI :SUOIBIABIGQY (910N

86'T/99%9

=09¢€$ "UoIIP3 900Z X004g 19e4 8y ‘SINSITEIS 32100 URI|IAID [e43P34 WO} (86°T=) oneJ siapjoy-ue|d o1 suosiad paiano) ‘abesanod S44 Ajiwey 10} INJO-gHTH WOoIy pauleIqo eyep wniwsald

q

86'T/(0G'0x9919+0G'0xL962) = Z8E'2$ "901aA00 3]6UIS 104 1d0 960G PALUNSSY "UOINPT 900T 4009 108 BU L ‘SONSIIEIS S0I0PHOM UBIIAID
Jesapa4 woJy (86'T=) O1es siapjoy-ueld 03 suosiad pasano) abelanod S+ (991'9$=) Ajiwey pue (£96‘z$=) a1buls 10} INdO-GHT4 WOoJy paureIqo erep wniwald ‘wniwaid Ajiwey pue a|buls nmEm_m;m

a|qeoijdde JoN

a|qeoljdde 10N

a|qeaijdde 10N

gH34
urspyausq VYS/HIN
1O uoisuedxa 1si14

‘IN0-3AJed ON
€167 U1 (59/09)

PIBIYS aN|g/ss01D an|g pue eIy
‘sia111e0 Jofew oM 8y} 10} B1ep swie|D

150d-ald

5¢8L6T PedISNH

%ETO0'0—

20002
Jeak u1 z8e'z$

uosiad palanod Jad 1€ 0$-

laplo
SAIINDSXD 666T
3y} Jo 10edwi 150D

“IN0-pansed a1am sueld sal4
sueld Odd XIS $s010e sjuapuadap 1jnpe pue
slap|oy-ueyd 1o} AJuo a1ed /S 1o} swie|d

uosiedwo) Yim 1sod-ald

1z110¢ 8U0zzy

(100 dOO sepnjaul)
(%vT0-
01 9%6.°0-) 'sueld 9
%.7°0 ‘ueld T

000z
Teak u1 99z'c$

(1502 dOO sepnjaul)
P11y paian0d Jad (95'v$
- 0} £8'Gz$-) ‘sueld 9
05'G$ ‘ueld T

1aplo
AAIINDAX3 666T
ay) 40 10edwi 150D

“IN0-paned a1am sueld XIS

SOdd

UBABS Ul S3IAIBS \YS/HIN JO uonezijin
J18y) pue welboid gH3H ayp Jspun
Palan0d UaIP|IYd UM parerdosse swie|d

uostredwo) Yim 1s0d-aid

02£00¢ Uzy

%Tz'0 ‘ueld T
(%90°0-
01 %€0'T-) ‘sueld 9

20002
Teak ul 28’z

uosiad

paJanod Jad 00'G$ ‘ueld T
uosiad pasenod Jad (05'T$
- 01 05'vg$-) ‘sueld 9

19plo
AAIINDAX3 666T
ay) 40 10edwi 150D

‘IN0-PaAIed a1am suejd XIS

‘wesboid gH3H 8y ul (Odd) suoneziuehio

Japinoid patsagald uanss ul sjuspuadap
}Inpe pue s1apjoy-uejd 1o} 200z Woly
9S0U1 01 666T WOJ} VS/HIA 10} swie|d

uostiedwo) Yim 1sod-aid

e'ez900¢ UBWP|0O

Addd swniwsld
aoueINsuU|
J0 abejuanad
Se Addd 1500
ue|d ui abuey)d

Jeak
Buipuodsaiio)
10} wniwaid

Addd 1500
ue|d u1 abueyd

uoisuedx3
BIIEES|

£IN0aAIRD
JUBWIAINSEaN
/301N0S e1eq

ubisaqg
Apms

BLIEEYN
Joyiny

weibold (gH34) sugsuag yijeaH seakojdw3 jelspa- 10} uoisuedx3 jyauag Jo 10edw| 150D
Talqel

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

J Ment Health Policy Econ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 March 01.



Page 15

Jacob et al.

‘Aanuns uonejndod uaiin) ‘Sd ‘usuodwo) aoueinsuj-AsAIng [aued
ainpuadx3 [eaIPaN ‘DI-SdIIN ‘esnge aouerlsgns ‘S ‘uoneziueBio Jepinoid paliagaid ‘Odd ‘JesA Jad uosiad Jad ‘Addd ‘U3fesy [eiusw ‘HIA ‘asnge sourIsgns/uyljeay [elusll “YS/HIA :SUOIRIABIGYY 810N

96'T/(00T/('05-00T)«LLY9+00T/¥'05x97G2) = ¥62'2$ "200Z 404 BIep SJD-SNSUSD SN WOy paulwiRlap (96'T=) siapjoy-ueld 0} suosiad paianod Jo oney "eyep JI-Sd3IN Wody paureldo (%t 05=) abessnod
816uis 1oy Bundo abejusalad pue abeianod (2/7'9$=) Ajiwey pue (91 z$=) 81BuIS 10} JUOWIBA 40 81RIS Ul suejd 8oueinsul yifeay a¥eAlid Japinoid paxiw 1oy swiniwald ‘wniwaid Ajiwey pue ajbuls paiybiapn

q

16 T/(00T/(9'25-00T)x0092T+00T/9"¢S«8EEY) = ZZE'¥$ '800T 104 BIBP SAD-SNSUSD SN WO pauIuIBlep (T6°T=) s1apjoy-ueld o} suosiad palsnod Jo oney "elep JI-SdIIN WO Paurelqo (%9'zG=) abesanod
a1buis 10y Bundo abejusatad pue abesanod (009°2T$) Aliwe) pue (8s€'¥$=) a1Buls 1oy uohaiQ J0 81elS Ul suejd aoueinsul Yieay arealdd Japiaoid paxiw 104 swniwald ‘wniwsaid Ajiwey pue sjbuls umEm_m>>m

a|qeaijdde 10N

a|qeaijdde 10N

‘paLiane
ap1oIns Jad uol 1w T'€$-€'T$

salepuewl
Ayed yum sayels

SNJBUSY WS/HIA 10 sarepuew Alred
81B1S 0] 3](Rq1IOSE SPIDINS PALIAAR JO 1S0D

1010U0D Y}IM 150d-aid

02110z Bue]

%10

qB66T Jesk Ul v6Z'2$

uosiad

paJanod Jad zg'z$ Aq pasealoul
VS/HIN 10} 1500 ‘|[eJaAQ

uosiad palanod

Jad 0z'9$ pasealdap Juswiess VS
1o} 18w 811ym zG'8$ Aq pasealoul
uosJad pasanod Jad $1s09 HIN

JUOWLIBA
40 31815 Ul
uoisuedxa jjausg

‘IO PaAIed SeM S/HIN
'syuapuadap pue siapjoy-ueld 1oy (Sg/09)
JUOWLIBA JO PIaIYS an|g/ssol) anjg

oy 666T UBNOIUY 966T LAY SLUIe|D

150d-3.1d

42002 Yoequasoy

(%6£9°0 01 %€EZ°0)

©800¢ feak ul zze'v$

uosJad palsnod Jad £€°/2%
0} 00'0T$ Wouy pabuel suejd
Inoy 8y} u1 1509 ueyd ul asealou]

uofaiQ Jo aeIS Ul
uolsuedxa yjausg

IN0-PaAIED 31aM SOdd ¥ 31 10 Z
'sOdd noy

woJy 800z Ybnoayl ooz woJy siuspuadap
pue siapjoy-ued 1oy swiepd VS/HIA

1010U0D Y}IM 150d-aid

12¢T0C |IBUUODIN

AdIAd swniwsaid

aoueansu|
10 abeudnIad Jeak ¢1IN0dAIRD
se Addd 150D Buipuodsali0D Addd 150D uolsuedx3 JUBWIAINSEIIN ubisag
ue|d ul sbuey)d 10J Winiwiaad ue|d ui sbuey)d siuyauag /824N0s e1RQ Apms I3 ‘loyiny
co_wcmaxm Sijauag VS/HIN 10} Sarepuelp 8lels Jo 10edw| 150D
¢ 9lqel

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

J Ment Health Policy Econ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 March 01.



Page 16

Jacob et al.

96'T/(S'0x6/.55+5'0x90£2) = TT0'2$ (96'T=) 2Z00Z 104 BIEP SdD-SNSUSD SN WO} paulwIalep siapjoy-ue|d o} suosiad palanod Jo
oney ‘abesanod a1buls 104 pardo 950G pPawWNSSY "elep JI-SdIIN ‘uoifiay [esiuad-yHoN-1seT :sqol Juswuianoh aiels ybnouyy Jepjoy-ueyd Jad wniwaid (626'6$=) Ajiwey pue (90€‘z$=) a1buls |e10} umEm_w\Sm

‘pabueyoun uosiad Jad 1509

aNea| 0] SeM 193JJ9 18U a1 Jey) punoy
Apnis ayp ‘[je4snQ "sardosnoyaAsd

Jo} suondiiosaid alow Ajenueisgns
yum pasealoul uosiad Jad 1500
Aoew.eyd sy ey punoy ;eiaded payy
181e] 8y} pue sAels pue S)SIA Juaiyed

-ul padnpai 0} anp Ajjenuelsqns ‘uostad

Sijausq VS/HIN

‘1IN0 PaAIed YS/HIN
‘uoisuedxa
150d sueak ¢ pue aid Jeak T

p966T 13d 1509 [e2IPAW \YS/HIA Ul uoranpal papuedxa AjLeIUNjOA WL} Sjuspuadap pue siapjoy
%0 1eah ur 66'Ts  9PJe| B puUNoy gppesiaded omi Isily 8y L pey 1eyy Jakojdwsa abre -ue|d Joj SWIeD WS/HIN  uosLedwo) YIM 1s0d-ald  ge-1¢S002 ‘2002 Sexaanz
(3800 40O N0 PaAIEd WYS/HIN
apn|axa 0} pawnsse juswAed 19N) £66T Ul ‘Odd
'S66T—C66T  SHIdUSQ WS/HIN papuedxa ut sjuapuadap pue siapjoy
p966T 0} T66T WO} GZ'¥ET$ AQ pasealosp ey} JaAojdwsa abue| -ueyd Joj 66T ybnoayr
%l 9- 1eaA Ul £66'T$ 1eak Jad 81| paIanod Jad 150D ® 10} 1509 Ue|d UO 19843 T66T WOy SWwiepd WS/HIN 150d-81d 22666T 1134ND
N0 Panied sem \YS/HIN
saako|dwa paseq
-elulojije) s, uornelodiod
T66T Ul s)ijsusq abe| 104 €66T UBNOIY}
29661 "£66T-T66T 0} 066T WOJ /2'9$  VS/HIN papuedxa Arejunjon 06T Wouy AJuo s1apjoy-uejd
%82 0- Jeak Ul Tv2'2e Aq paseasdap uosiad Jad 1509 WS/HIN ey JaAojdws abire WoJy WYS/HIN 10} swied 150d-31d 2000 J431Ze4D
Auedwod Burinjoeynuew Jea|o
¥8'TZ$ J0 asealoul ue uIISempIN abiej e 10U IN0-8AJBD JO 9IUBSAId
. SeM 866T 01 G66T WoJj uosiad 1ad 1509 AQ 966T Ul SHIBUAQ WYS/HIN *Ajuo siapjoy-ueid
%.0'T qL66T Ul 7E0CS  uy aBueyd 99UBISYLIP Ul 83USIAKIP BUL 10 uoisuedxa Arejunjoa WO WYS/HIN o) swie|)  uosuedwod Ylm 1sod-aid 629002 0sses
L66T-966T 01 ¥661-E66T WO}
uosiad palanod Jad 88’4 JO asealoul
I[eJan0 Ue '/66T-966T Ul 89°EH$
01 Pauljosp Uay} pue 1eak 966T-S66T
150d ayp Ul Z6'G5$ 01 £66T Ul Z6'EV$
WoJj pasealoul ‘sugeuag WS/HIN “IN0-PaAIRD 3JaM SUe|d
paliWI| WOy PalelS YdIYM ‘SOINH 104 "sreak Joid Joy suodal
'/ 66T-966T 01 £66T JuawiabeueWw WOy S1S00
%62°0 :OH ~Z66T WOJJ 0Z'ST$ Pasealosp paisnod ueid palewnss 0l /66T-G66T
%9.°0- :sueld 9661  uosiad paisnod Jad 1509 Jey parewnss slijausaq yjeay s,a9Aojdwa  wouy syuspuadap pue siapjoy
Aiuwapu Jeak ul TT0'2$ Apnis ays ‘suejd Ayuwiaput Jo4 olyo joawisayl  -uejd 1oy WS/HIA o) swie)D 150d-8.d 0¢866T WIMs
Addd
swniwald
aoueansu|
10 abejusdlad
se
Addd 150D Jeak £IN0AAIRD
ue|d Buipuodssauo) 1UsWAINSLa|N ubisag Jes A
ut abueyd 10} wniwaid Addd 150D ue|d ul abueyd uolsuedx3 sjijausg /894N0s eYeQ Apms oYy

Author Manuscript

€9l|qel

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

s1ahojdw3 enpialpul Aq uoisuedx3 1igeusg WS/HIA Jo 10edw] 150D

Author Manuscript

PMC 2016 March 01.

in

available

i

J Ment Health Policy Econ. Author manuscript



Page 17

Jacob et al.

‘Aanung uoneindod
JuaLINY ‘SdD ‘usuodwo) aduriInsul-AsAIngS Jaued ainlipuadx3 [eaIPaIN ‘OI-SdIIN ‘asnqe aouelsqns ‘S ‘1eak Jad uosiad Jad ‘ Addd ‘asnge aouelsqns/yiesy [elusl ‘S/HIN :SUOIRIAIGQY (810N

96'T/(00T/(8E—-00T)«6505+00T/8€x8202) = £66T$ "(96'T=) 00T 10} BIEP SID-SNSUSD SN W0} PauIWLIBIBp siapjoy-ue|d 0} suosiad paianod Jo oney

"eep D1-Sd3IIN ‘(%8g=) abrianod a)buis Joy Bundo abejuadiad pue saakojdwa MT<= ynum swuij ui Japjoy-uejd Jad suejd Jepinoid-paxiw Joj wniwaid (650°G$=) Ajiwre) pue (820'z$=) a16uis [e10) abeiony

P
"21EP D1-SdII "eIUI04I[RD JO 818IS :0URINSUI Y3jeay Ja10 Tey) SaK0ldwia ST<= UMM SIUBWYSI|qelsa J010as-a1eAtld ul Japjoy-ueld Jad sueyd Japiaoid paxiw 1oy (T2 2$=) wniwsaid a)Buls [e10) mmem><o

"e1ep DI-Sd3IIN ‘266T Ul S8akojdwa MT<= Ylm swiiy 1019as arenld Je sapjoy-ueld Jad suejd apinoid-paxiw 1oy (y£0'z$=) swniwaid abesanod ajbuis [e10) mmEm><n

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

J Ment Health Policy Econ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2016 March 01.



