Radiology Benefit Managers:
Cost Saving or Cost Shifting?
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Purpose: Radiology benefit managers (RBMs) are widely used by private payers to manage the utilization of
imaging services through prior authorization, and they have been proposed for use in the Medicare program.
The authors created a framework for evaluating the impact of key parameters on the ability of RBM:s to lower
costs and used decision-analytic modeling to simulate the net impact of RBMs on health care costs under
uncertainty from a societal perspective.

Methods: The authors’ model of a “typical” RBM’s prior authorization process used base-case values for each
parameter (utilization rate and costs for MR, CT, and PET imaging; physician and staff time spent in
complying with RBM requirements; approval and denial rates; and RBM fees to insurers) drawn from
published data and the experience of a large, academic institution. Different values were tested in the sensitivity
analysis to account for uncertainty in the parameter estimates. A hypothetical 100,000-member private health
plan with an imaging utilization rate of 135 per 1,000 members per year was assumed.

Results: Under the authors’ base-case scenario, in which RBMs have no net impact on costs, they estimated
that 28% ($182,066/$640,263) of the projected RBM-related savings are shifted to providers. RBMs were cost
saving in 45% of simulations, and 95% of simulations fell between a cost decrease of $397,880 and a cost
increase of $341,991. The probability of an initial approval by the RBM, the RBM’s fee, and the imaging
utilization rate and associated charges had the largest influence on the results.

Conclusions: The authors’ models shows that RBMs shift significant costs to physicians and that their net

impact on societal costs depends on parameters for which supporting data are incomplete.
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INTRODUCTION

Radiology benefit managers (RBMs) provide prior au-
thorization for imaging services using proprietary algo-
rithms (typically based on either clinical guidelines or
expert opinion from the RBMs’ clinical staffs) to deter-
mine appropriateness. They promise to reduce utiliza-
tion through a variety of mechanisms, including denying
coverage for services, diverting patients to less expensive
imaging services, educating physicians about appropriate
imaging and providing feedback about their image order-
ing relative to their peers, and acting as the gatekeeper or
“sentinel,” whereby physicians may be less likely to order
imaging studies simply because they are being monitored
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[1,2]. Physicians may also choose to order fewer tests to
avoid the cost or “hassle” of complying with RBMs’ prior
authorization procedures.

As of 2007, the 6 largest independent RBMs covered
an estimated 88 million privately insured individuals in
the United States [3]. Medicare had also begun to explore
the use of RBMs to manage utilization of imaging ser-
vices among its beneficiaries. In its June 2008 report, the
Government Accountability Office [4] recommended
that CMS consider expanding its “payment safeguard
mechanisms” by adding “front-end” utilization manage-
ment tactics, such as prior authorization. This recom-
mendation was based on the Government Accountability
Ofhice’s analysis of private insurers’ increasing reliance on
RBM programs and was one of the major health care
reforms incorporated into the Obama administration’s
original 2010 budget [5]. Other federal agencies, how-
ever, were more circumspect about RBMs’ ability to ef-
fectively manage imaging utilization. The Medicare Pay-
ment Advisory Commission, for example, did not
recommend prior authorization for imaging services be-
cause it believed that the expected benefits would not
outweigh the administrative costs [6].
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Table 1. Framework for evaluating the impact of RBMs on health care system costs

Cost Payers Providers Patients
Cost decreasing
Direct costs Imaging service payments NA Imaging service
copayments
Indirect costs Downstream service™ payments NA Downstream service”
copayments
Cost increasing
Direct costs RBM fees Compliance with RBM Self-pay for
procedures unapproved
services
Indirect costs RBM-related delays in provision Decreased productivity RBM-related disease
of appropriate imaging by diagnosing progression
services without imaging
Note: NA = not applicable; RBM = radiology benefit manager.
“Downstream services are those that would have resulted from the imaging study (eg, additional testing, treatment).

With the potential expansion of RBMs to a larger
portion of the population, it is important to view the
impact of the RBM from a societal perspective, rather
than that of the private insurance industry alone. Taking
the societal that of the perspective provides an opportu-
nity to examine how expansion of RBMs might affect not
only patients and physicians but also different aspects of
the health care system overall, including costs of care,
staffing needs, and even patient access.

Despite their popularity among private insurers, little
is actually known about the short-term or long-term
impact of RBMs on the utilization of imaging services or
health care costs. Guideline-driven prior authorization
programs may have the potential to reduce utilization
and increase the appropriateness of requested imaging
studies over time [7]. However, the US Department of
Health and Human Services has noted that there is “no
independent data—other than self-reported—on the
success of the RBMs in managing imaging services” [4].

Information about whether the promised savings from
reduced utilization are large enough to offset the true
costs imposed by RBMs in private plans is similarly lack-
ing. Radiology benefit managers’ direct costs—the
amount they charge health plans for their services—are
the most obvious way RBMs add costs to the health care
system. Their aggregate societal cost impact, however,
also includes any costs they impose on physicians, their
office staffs or patients who must expend resources to
comply with RBM procedures. In this paper, we establish
a conceptual framework for evaluating whether and how
RBMs shift costs and apply this framework in a simula-
tion model to estimate the total net impact of RBMs on
health care system costs from a societal perspective.

METHODS

RBM Cost Framework

RBMs have the potential to directly or indirectly affect
societal costs (increase or decrease) and different health
care system stakeholders. A framework for understanding

the various ways that an RBM may affect societal costs for
payers, providers, and patients is provided in Table 1. For
RBMs (or any other intervention) to be cost saving, the
savings they generate must exceed all costs they impose
on the health care system.

Conceptually, RBMs reduce direct costs for payers and
patients by decreasing the utilization of imaging services.
This can occur through: direct denial of requests or reducing
the number of requests by educating physicians about ap-
propriate imaging, the sentinel or gatekeeper effect, or in-
creasing the costs to providers seeking prior approval. Re-
duced utilization implies lower direct costs through reduced
provider payments and lower patient out-of-pocket deduct-
ible or copayment expenses. In addition to these immediate
savings, RBMs may also allow payers and patients to avoid
downstream diagnostic or therapeutic costs that might have
been incurred had the initial imaging service been provided.
For example, an initial CT scan with indeterminate results
or that yields incidental findings may lead to additional
testing that increases costs for both payers and patients [8,9].

RBMs also increase costs to the health care system
in a number of ways. Payers incur direct costs for
providing RBM services, regardless of whether the
RBM is in house or a third-party vendor. Physicians
incur direct costs (eg, staff and physician time) com-
plying with RBM prior authorization procedures. Fur-
thermore, patients may incur additional costs if they
self-pay for imaging services that are denied by an
RBM. In this case, costs are simply shifted from the
payer to the patient. RBMs may also indirectly in-
crease costs to both payers and patients if the prior-
authorization process delays necessary treatment.
Such delays may decrease patient quality of life or
productivity (eg, dealing with pain over a longer pe-
riod of time or taking more illness-related time off
work) or even result in greater treatment costs or worse
clinical outcomes. Finally, RBMs may increase health
care costs if clinicians lose efficiency by spending more
time diagnosing patients absent the information avail-
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Fig 1. Radiology benefit manager (RBM) model structure.

able from imaging studies, essentially shifting delivery
of health care services from capital-intensive to labor-
intensive activities.

Estimating the Impact of RBMs on Health Care
System Costs

Because there is scant published evidence, we created a
mathematical model of a “typical” RBM’s prior authori-
zation process that would enable us to simulate the im-
pact of RBMs on health care costs. One of the challenges
is that although all RBM:s share the same overall goal (to
minimize inappropriate overutilization) and tactical ap-
proach (prior authorization of imaging services), the de-
tails of their prior authorization processes may differ [2].
For example, different RBMs may have different criteria
for approving prior authorization requests, different in-
formation requirements to adjudicate these requests, or
different processes for appealing denials. Our model
seeks to reflect what we believe to be typical of most
RBM:s, but we recognize that the model may not exactly
match the experience of any specific RBM.

Model Structure. Our RBM model reflects an escalat-
ing series of requests for imaging service approval (Figure
1). In the model, physicians who order an imaging study
delegate to their staff the collection and communication
of the information the RBM requires, with communica-
tion to the RBM occurring either by fax, phone, or In-
ternet. This step in the process also includes any physi-
cian and office staff time spent responding to any
subsequent requests from the RBM for additional infor-
mation. The outcome from this initial step is either an
approval or denial from the RBM. If the request is de-
nied, the physician has the option to initiate an appeal.
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The appeals process requires the physician’s staff to
gather the necessary clinical information in advance of
the appeal and for the physician to expend time commu-
nicating with the RBM about the appeal. If the RBM
denies the first appeal, the physician may initiate a final
appeal to the health plan’s medical director, which ulti-
mately leads to an approval or denial.

Our model ignores the potential impact of RBMs on
indirect costs (Table 1) because no such data exist. Con-
sequently, the actual cost impact of RBMs on the health
care system will exceed the modeled results by the net
amount of these indirect costs.

Model Parameters. We populated the model with data
from published sources when possible; otherwise, we re-
lied on assumptions extrapolated from the experience of
one of the authors at one large academic medical center
(J.V.R.). We further established a base-case set of values
for each model parameter and performed a sensitivity
analysis over a range of values to account for uncertainty
in the underlying parameter estimates. Base-case param-
eter values, their sources, and ranges for the sensitivity
analysis are reported in Table 2.

We assumed a hypothetical private health plan with
100,000 members with an annual advanced (CT, MR,
and PET) imaging utilization rate of 135 per 1,000
members on the basis of the mean reported utilization
from 2 private plans [3]. Because there is wide geographic
variation in the utilization of imaging services, we used
advanced imaging utilization rates ranging from 90 to
180 services per 1,000 privately insured plan member
when conducting sensitivity analyses [10].

Data on RBMs’ ability to reduce the utilization of
imaging services are limited. The overall RBM denial
rate has been anecdotally reported to be approximately
10% to 15% [11]. Two recent studies have shown that
RBMs “flatten out” the growth rate for imaging ser-
vices, but interplan variability was high, and these
studies did not offer specific estimates of the percent-
age reduction in imaging services caused by the intro-
duction of an RBM [2,3].

Data on the probability that a prior authorization
request is approved or appealed at each stage in the
RBM process are also limited. Levin et al [2] recently
published data on approval rates for HealthHelp
(Houston, Texas), an RBM that escalates prior autho-
rization requests to the point of a discussion between
the ordering physician and an academic radiologist
who can advise on, but not deny, the request [2]. This
study reported that 95% of imaging service requests
were approved or changed immediately after interac-
tions between the staff and the RBM; approximately
70% of requests appealed to the consulting radiologist
were either approved or changed. One other study
reported that 80% of denied neuroradiologic studies
were subsequently approved during appeals to aca-
demic radiologists [12]. On the basis of experiences at
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Table 2. Model parameters

Parameter Base Case Low High Source
Plan size and imaging utilization
Hypothetical plan size 100,000 Assumption
Images per 1,000 members 135 90 180 Mitchell and LaGalia [3]
Parker et al, 2010 [10]
Authorization request
Staff time (minutes) 20 15 25 Assumption
Staff cost per hour $15 $10 $20 The Health Care Group [13]
Probability of approval 80% 72% 88% Assumption
Probability of appeal 80% 72% 88% Assumption
Physician appeal to RBM
Physician time (minutes) 20 15 25 Assumption
Physician cost per hour $117 $105 $130 Medical Group Management
Association [14]
Probability of approval 40% 36% 44% Assumption
Probability of appeal 60% 54% 66% Assumption
Physician appeal to plan
Physician time (minutes) 20 15 25 Assumption
Physician cost per hour $117 $105 $130 Medical Group Management
Association [14]
Probability of approval 20% 16% 24% Assumption
Average imaging service payment $380 $300 $500 See text
RBM administrative cost per $0.38 $0.29 $0.48 See text
member per month
Note: RBM = radiology benefit manager.

the Medical College of Georgia, we assumed approval and
appeal rates at each phase of the RBM review process and
allowed them to vary by 10% for purposes of the sensitivity
analysis (Table 2). Taken in combination, these assump-
tions result in the RBM’s reducing utilization of imaging
services by 12.5%, which is consistent with anecdotal results
reported in the literature.

The amount of physician and office staff time
needed to comply with the RBM prior authorization
requests and the appeals processes is also unknown, so
we again relied on time estimates from the Medical
College of Georgia. For a single request, we assumed
20 minutes (range, 15-25 minutes) of staff time for
collecting and submitting the initial information re-
quired by the RBM and responding to all subsequent
RBM requests for additional information, 20 minutes
(range, 15-25 minutes) of physician time to appeal an
initial denial to the RBM, and 20 minutes (range,
15-25 minutes) of physician time to appeal a final
denial by the RBM to the plan. We used an hourly cost
of $15 for staff time, on the basis of the national
average hourly salary for an insurance coordinator
[13]. Finally, we used an hourly cost of $117 for
physician time, on the basis of calculated hourly com-
pensation for a general internal medicine physician
[14]. This cost understates the actual cost for physi-
cian time to the extent that specialists who have higher
hourly costs order imaging services. Hourly costs for
both physicians and their staffs also exclude benefits.
Using these conservative cost estimates biases the

model in favor of RBMs by potentially underestimat-
ing the cost of physician compliance.

We estimated the average private insurance payment
for imaging services requiring RBM prior authorization
to be $380. This was calculated as the weighted average
of the combined professional and technical component
payments from the 2009 Medicare Physician Fee Sched-
ule payments for 2 common advanced diagnostic imag-
ing services: Current Procedural Terminology® code
70450 (CT, head or brain; without contrast material;
$218.56) and Current Procedural Terminology code
72148 (MR [eg, proton] imaging, spinal canal and con-
tents, lumbar; without contrast material; $423.44). The
weighted average calculation assumed a CT/MR ratio of
1.3 [15] and adjusted the Medicare payments up by 25%
to the level expected for private insurance plans [16]. We
allowed this payment to vary from $300 to $500 to
account for uncertainty and geographic variation in pri-
vate payment levels for advanced diagnostic imaging
services.

Finally, we were unable to locate any published infor-
mation on the amount that RBMs charge health plans for
their services; however, our search of company and inter-
net websites did identify one anecdotal report indicating
that per member per month (PMPM) RBM costs ranged
from $0.15 to $0.32 [17]. It is not surprising that RBM
fee information is unavailable because RBMs are private
entities that compete on the basis of price.

RBM fees are likely to be positively correlated with the
health plan’s utilization rate for advanced imaging ser-



vices for 2 reasons. First, in a plan with high utilization,
the RBM will need to process more requests, which
translates into higher operating costs. Second, the RBM
is also likely to create more value in a high-utilization
health plan because, all else equal, there may be more
opportunity to reduce utilization and to potentally
charge a premium fee for the additional value provided.
Because RBM fee information is critical to the cost anal-
ysis, we used the model to calculate RBM fees that would
result in the RBM being cost neutral given all the other
base-case parameters in the model ($0.38 PMPM) and
used a range of =25% of this value ($0.29-$0.34
PMPM) for the sensitivity analysis.

Sensitivity Analysis. We performed a probabilistic
Monte Carlo sensitivity analysis by assuming that the
model parameters were uniformly distributed within
their assumed ranges. We then randomly drew 10,000
parameter value sets from each parameter’s distribu-
tion and calculated the resulting net impact of the
hypothetical RBM on total costs. The sensitivity anal-
ysis allowed us to assess the percentage of iterations
under which the RBM was likely to increase or de-
crease costs, and it allowed us to compute pseudo—
confidence intervals around the base-case estimates. It
also allowed us to identify those model parameters that
had the greatest impact on the net cost estimate (ie,
parameters that accounted for the most between-iter-
ation variation in net costs).

RESULTS

By design, the model predicts that the RBM would have
no impact on health care costs (the unknown PMPM rate
was set to ensure this result). Under this scenario, RBMs
were projected to achieve cost savings of $640,263 (allo-
cated by assumption to the payer [80%] and the patient
[20%]) through a 12.5% reduction in imaging utiliza-
tion (Table 3). By assumption, these cost savings were
offset by RBM fees of $458,197, as well as costs of
$182,066 to physicians and their staff members who
expended resources complying with RBM procedures. In
other words, approximately 28% ($182,066/$640,263)
of the total projected savings provided by an RBM are
shifted to providers (Table 3).

Results from the probabilistic sensitivity analysis re-
flect the large uncertainty in the underlying variables
(Figure 2). Note that the distribution is not symmetric
because of asymmetric parameter value ranges used as
inputs to the sensitivity analysis. Roughly 45% of the
simulations showed that RBMs reduced costs, while 55%
showed RBMs increasing costs. Moreover, 95% of the
simulations fell between a cost decrease of $397,880 and
a cost increase of $341,991. Variables that had the largest
influence on the simulation results were the probability
of an initial approval by the RBM, the RBM’s PMPM
fee, the advanced imaging utilization rate, and the al-
lowed charge for an advanced imaging service.
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Table 3. Results for a 100,000-member hypothetical
private plan

Endpoint Estimate
Reduction in imaging services
n 1,680
% 12.5
Costs
Cost decreases
Health plan $512,210
Patient $128,053
Total cost reductions $640,263
Cost increases
RBM fee $458,197
Staff compliance with RBM $67,500
processes
Physician appeals of RBM $114,566
denials
Total cost increases $640,263
Net cost impact $0
Note: RBM = radiology benefit manager.

Given the large influence of these parameters, we
used the model to compute the impact of RBMs on
total costs for selected values of these 4 parameters:
initial RBM approval rates that would yield overall
reductions in imaging services of 5%, 10%, and 15%;
RBM PMPM fees of $0.20, $0.40, and $0.60; ad-
vanced imaging utilization rates of 90, 135, and 180
per 1,000 members; and advanced imaging allowed
charges of $300, $600, and $900.

Table 4 reports the net cost impact of RBMs per
100,000 members under all combinations of these 4
highly influential variables. Not unexpectedly, RBMs
lower overall health care costs when they are more
effective in decreasing utilization, their fees are low,
the plans have higher utilization of advanced imaging,
and payments for advanced imaging are high. For
example, RBMs reduce costs for all imaging procedure
cost and utilization rate scenarios when they achieve a
15% reduction in utilization and charge only $0.20
PMPM (Table 4). This scenario may be unlikely, how-
ever, because RBMs would presumably charge higher
fees to health plans with high baseline utilization. If an
RBM charges $0.38 PMPM, more than half of the
scenarios examined (13 of 17) result in the RBM in-
creasing costs.

DISCUSSION

Our analysis demonstrated that RBMs have the poten-
tial to either increase or decrease societal costs under a
range of plausible assumptions about the parameters
that govern their economic impact. We also show that
significant RBM-related costs are shifted onto physi-
cians and their staff members who expend resources
complying with RBM requirements. This cost shifting
creates scenarios in which RBMs are cost saving from
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the perspective of a health plan but actually increase
costs to the health care system overall.

Overall impact on cost and outcomes needs to be
addressed from a broad perspective, taking into account
short-term and long-term impacts. Rather than using the
RBMs as a short-term fix to increased utilization of im-
aging, health care researchers, policymakers, and admin-
istrators may gain more by taking a more holistic ap-
proach. The overarching goal of such an approach would
be to better understand how to obtain the most value
from imaging services, identify factors that drive utiliza-
tion, and develop appropriate incentives to minimize
low-value utilization.

Under our baseline scenario, in which RBMs have no
net impact on costs, we estimate that for a population of
100,000 insured individuals, RBMs impose costs of
$182,066 on physicians and their staffs. When scaled up
to the approximately 88 million Americans currently
covered by private health plans with RBMs, the model
suggests that the cost shift to providers caused by RBMs
is approximately $160 million per year. Furthermore, the
number of RBMs increases, the magnitude of RBM-
related costs borne by physicians and their staffs will
likely increase nonlinearly because each office will need
to simultaneously manage unique requirements and pro-
cesses imposed by different RBM systems.

Given the recent growth in Medicare’s spending on
diagnostic imaging, it is not surprising that RBMs
have been recommended by the Government Ac-
countability Office [4] and also by the Congressional
Budget Office [18]. RBMs were also part of the pres-
ident’s 2010 budget proposal to ensure that Medicare
makes appropriate payments for imaging services
through the use of RBMs and were projected to reduce
Medicare spending by $260 million over 10 years
(5,19].

It is telling, however, that none of these pro-RBM
recommendations considered the broader, systemwide
perspective. Instead, they were based solely on a calcula-
tion of the costs and benefits of RBMs to Medicare,

without consideration of any other sectors in the health
care system. As demonstrated above, one consequence of
Medicare adopting RBMs would be to increase costs to
providers. What may not be readily apparent is that a
Medicare RBM prior authorization program would also
likely result in a cost shift to private payers. To the extent
that health care providers have market power, they will
pass the increased costs of complying with Medicare
RBM requirements on to private payers; RBM costs can-
not be passed on to Medicare because Medicare reim-
bursement rates are fixed.

It is also interesting that cost shifting has not been
included in the national discussion of RBMs, given that
the growing body of evidence that prior-authorization
programs for drugs and other health care services are
associated with both cost shifting and added costs to the
health care system overall. In one recent study, physicians
reported spending an average of 3 hours per week inter-
acting with insurers, while nursing staff members de-
voted an average of 19.1 hours per physician per week in
contact with insurers, and nonclinical staff members
spent an average of 35.9 hours per physician per week on
insurance matters [20]. This translates into substantial
increases in costs for individual practices [21] and a cost
of $31 billion to the health care system as a whole [20].
Physicians are also averse to being second-guessed by
third parties [22].

Itis equally telling that principles of evidence-based med-
icine have not been applied to assessing the value of RBMs
[23]. Given the near complete lack of published data on
RBMs’ ability to reduce utilization of imaging services, the
lack of data on whether RBMs cause harm by potentially
denying approval for appropriate imaging services, and the
absence of data on RBMs’ impact on overall or component
costs, there is little doubt that formal technology review
groups such as the US Preventive Services Task Force and
the Medicare Evidence Development and Coverage Advi-
sory Committee would conclude that the level of available
information is “insufficient” to warrant recommending

RBM: s for widespread use. Thus, extrapolation of RBMs to
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10% reduction

Average imaging service payment

($5,461) ($87,281) $316,359 $234,539 $152,719 $556,359 $474,539 $392,719
($387,276)

($410,457)

$76,359
($193,638)

$300
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$286,362

$46,362 ($170,457)
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($627,276)
($1,167,270)
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($687,270)

($927,270) $16,365

($575,453)

($815,453)

($463,635)

$900
15% reduction

Average imaging service payment

($55,932) $452,034 $318,051 $184,068

($865,938)
($1,675,943)

$78,051
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radiology benefit manager.

Note: PMPM = per member per month; RBM
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a different population (eg, the Medicare population) would
not be supported by existing evidence.

Clinical decision support tools are one option for reduc-
ing the cost shifting caused by RBMs. Decision support
tools are similar to RBMs in that both provide feedback on
the appropriateness of the imaging study being ordered;
however, decision support tools do not approve or deny
requests but rather provide appropriateness information
electronically and on a real-time basis [24,25]. Conse-
quently, decision support tools reduce the cost shift because
there is no request denial or approval process; the system
simply scores the appropriateness of the requested study on
the basis of a comparison with treatment guidelines. The use
of clinical decision support has been shown to reduce imag-
ing utilization [25,26], and a demonstration project evalu-
ating the use of this approach to ensure appropriate use of
imaging was part of the Medicare Improvement for Patients
and Providers Act of 2008 [27].

Reducing the administrative burden on providers
also has important ramifications within the broad con-
text of health care reform. Increasing the number of
Americans with health insurance will necessarily in-
crease the demand for health care services, therefore
stressing providers’ capacity to deliver this additional
care [28]. In our theoretical insurance plan of 100,000
members, physicians spent an estimated 980 hours on
RBM processes annually when the RBM was cost neu-
tral. Assuming 15 minutes per visit, this translates to
approximately 4 additional visits per 100 patients. For
the estimated 88 million Americans currently covered
by health plans with RBM services, this projects to
approximately 3.4 million visits lost annually to the
administrative burden imposed by RBMs.

Our conclusion that RBMs may increase rather
than decrease cost is based on parameter values used in
the simulation model that have not yet been substan-
tiated. RBMs have the greatest potential to reduce
overall societal health care costs when their fees are low
and they significantly reduce utilization for expensive
imaging services ordered by primary care physicians.
In particular, RBMs that focus authorization efforts
on imaging services ordered by specialists are less likely
to decrease overall costs and may even increase them
because specialists are more expensive and may be
more likely to appropriately order imaging services
[11]. In contrast, we have overstated the ability of
RBMs to lower costs if our parameter values for RBM
operating costs or physician and staff time costs are too
high. As noted above, certainty about whether RBMs
do or do not lower health care costs would be greatly
improved with more and better data about these and
other key model parameters obtained from multiple
RBM:s over multiyear periods.

Our simulation model also disregarded indirect cost
effects, which could be very important in the overall
RBM cost calculus. For instance, RBMs shift costs to
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patients when patients self-pay for imaging services
denied by the RBMs, and this cost shift is exacerbated
if the patients are unable to receive the imaging ser-
vices at the discounted rates negotiated by insurers.
RBMs also have the potential to increase or decrease
potential “downstream” costs resulting from an imag-
ing service, but estimating the net impact is complex
and challenging. Clearly, RBMs reduce these indirect
downstream costs when they prevent a chain of diag-
nostic procedures that could impose harm (eg, radia-
tion exposure) with no patient outcome benefit. On
the other hand, the denial of an imaging service may
result in a delay in patients receiving care, as might be
the case when a denied cardiac CT angiographic study
would have incidentally revealed a lung cancer. Twen-
ty-five percent of lung cancers are asymptomatic and
are detected incidentally during diagnostic imaging
[29]. If such delays exacerbate a patient’s condition,
downstream costs could increase if the patient misses
more time from work (lost productivity), endures
greater pain (quality of life), sustains a poorer clinical
outcome, and potentially requires more extensive or
expensive treatment.

Providers can also mitigate the cost shift caused by
RBMs by proactively working to ensure that imaging
study orders are appropriate. The radiology commu-
nity can assist in this effort by continuing to improve
and expand the ACR Appropriateness Criteria® so
that physicians who order imaging studies will have
better information to guide their decisions, and radi-
ologists can work locally to ensure that appropriate
imaging occurs in their communities [30]. Primary
care physicians, surgeons, and other providers who
order imaging studies also have a responsibility to be
knowledgeable about these criteria and apply them in
their day-to-day practice. When appropriate imaging
rates are sufficiently high, RBMs will no longer be
economically viable.

Where most physicians diverge from the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, many governmental deci-
sion makers, and private payers is in their recommen-
dation that treatment decisions should ultimately
remain in the hands of physicians and patients, under
the guidance of evidence-based appropriateness crite-
ria [31]. The work presented in this paper, we hope,
will contribute to this debate by highlighting the im-
portance of looking at RBMs from a broader perspec-
tive and by providing a framework that brings the
previously hidden costs of RBMs into the light for
consideration when determining “what works and
what doesn’t” in health care delivery.
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