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Are Health Care
Costs a Burden for

Older Americans?

Richard W. Johnson
and Corina Mommaerts

Affordable health care is a growing concern for
many older Americans. Although Medicare covers
nearly all adults age 65 and older, premiumes,
deductibles, copays, and holes in the benefit pack-
age leave many older Americans with substantial
out-of-pocket expenses. Fidelity Investments
(2009) estimates that a 65-year-old couple retiring
in 2009 can expect to pay about $240,000 out of
pocket for health care over the rest of their lives.
With health care costs expected to grow further
(Sisko et al. 2009), assessments of retirement
income adequacy must account for these expenses.
This brief examines the distribution, compo-
sition, and financial burden of out-of-pocket health
care spending for Americans age 65 and older in
2006 and shows how outcomes have changed
since 2001 and 2005. Spending patterns differ in
2006 because Congress introduced Medicare
Part D that year, adding drug coverage to the
program. The lack of drug coverage was the most
glaring hole in the Medicare program, with drug
costs accounting for much of seniors” out-of-pocket
spending (Crystal et al. 2000). About one-quarter
of Medicare beneficiaries age 65 and older who
were not in nursing homes lacked supplemental
drug coverage in 2003 (Federal Interagency Forum
on Aging-Related Statistics 2006). Adding phar-
maceutical coverage to Medicare could signifi-
cantly lower out-of-pocket health care spending,
but the benefit’s design might limit protections.
The standard Part D plan temporarily suspends
coverage when beneficiaries” annual spending

exceeds a certain level, and does not resume cov-
erage until their out-of-pocket drug costs become
quite high.

The study’s data come from the Medical
Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS), a nationally
representative household survey sponsored by
the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality,
that collects detailed information on health care
expenditures. The sample is restricted to non-
institutionalized adults.!

The results show that the majority of older
Americans devoted less than one-eighth of their
incomes to health care in 2006, with premiums
consuming the largest share of their health care
dollars. However, nearly half of low-income
seniors (with incomes below twice the federal
poverty level) spent more than $1 out of every $5
of their incomes on health care, even after the
introduction of Medicare Part D.? Policymakers
considering reforming the retirement income sys-
tem must keep in mind the difficulties that many
low-income older adults face covering their med-
ical expenses. Medical costs for seniors should
also figure into the health-reform debate.

Limitations of Medicare Coverage

Depending on their insurance coverage, seniors’
out-of-pocket payments include Medicare premi-
ums, deductibles, and cost shares; premiums for
supplemental insurance; and spending on uncov-
ered services and devices. Appendix table 1 sum-
marizes older Americans’ principal insurance
options and their costs.

Medicare consists of four parts: A, B, C, and
D. Part A primarily covers hospital stays and is
funded mainly by payroll taxes. Very few benefi-
ciaries pay Part A premiums. Part B covers doc-
tor visits and many other outpatient services. The
monthly 2009 Part B premium is $96.40. Part D,
added in 2006, provides a voluntary outpatient
prescription drug benefit delivered by private
insurance plans. These drug plans provide a
range of coverage options at different prices, but
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they must provide the standard benefits defined
in law or benefits at least as generous. Monthly
premiums averaged $30 in 2008 (Hoadley,
Thompson, et al. 2008).

Part C provides Medicare benefits through
private health plans, known as Medicare
Advantage (MA) plans. They generally require
smaller deductibles and copays than traditional
Medicare and often cover benefits that are
excluded from the traditional Medicare package,
such as dental care, routine vision care and eye-
glasses, and hearing examinations and hearing
aids. Most plans also provide drug coverage.
However, many restrict enrollees” choice of
providers to those affiliated with the plan. In
2006, 19 percent of adults age 65 and older were
enrolled in MA plans.?

Older adults with very limited assets and
income may qualify for Medicaid, which pays
virtually all health care costs for enrollees,
including Medicare premiums. Those with too
much income or wealth to receive full Medicaid
benefits may qualify for more limited public
assistance with Medicare premiums, deductibles,
and copays through the Medicare Savings
Program (MSP), which includes the Qualified
Medicare Beneficiary (QMB) program and the
Specified Low-Income Medicare Beneficiary
(SLMB) program. Additionally, the Medicare Part
D Low-Income Subsidy (LIS) fully covers Part D
premiums, deductables, and cost shares for those
with incomes at or below 135 percent of the
poverty level. It provides more limited help for
those with incomes between 135 and 150 percent
of the poverty level.

However, enrollment rates are low for these
programs, especially for Medicaid and MSP.
Medicaid, which covered 8 percent of adults age
65 and older in 2006, enrolls about half of eligible
seniors. Only about 33 percent of eligible older
adults participate in QMB and only 13 percent
participate in SLMB (Congressional Budget Office
[CBO] 2004). Limited knowledge of the program,
complex application procedures, and the stigma
associated with enrolling in a means-tested
program appear to reduce participation rates
(Medicare Payment Advisory Commission 2008).
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Finally, many older Americans obtain private
supplemental insurance to fill some of the gaps
in Medicare coverage. In 2006, 34 percent of
noninstitutionalized adults age 65 and older
obtained health benefits from current employers,
former employers, or their spouses’ current or
former employers, and 17 percent purchased pri-
vate supplemental coverage, known as Medigap,
from insurance companies. Most seniors with
employer-sponsored health insurance receive
subsidized benefits, although they generally have
to contribute toward part of the costs. Many firms,
however, are cutting back on retiree health bene-
fits, raising retiree premium contributions and
copays, or eliminating coverage completely
(Buchmueller, Johnson, and Lo Sasso 2006; Kaiser
Family Foundation and Hewitt Associates 2006).

Supplemental-coverage rates vary with
income. In 2006, 52 percent of high-income older
adults (with incomes at or in excess of four times
the poverty level) received employer-sponsored
health benefits, compared with 15 percent of those
in poverty (figure 1). Medicaid made up some of
the shortfall in supplemental coverage for low-
income seniors, but it covered only 28 percent of
adults age 65 and older living in poverty. As a
result, nearly one-third of seniors with incomes
below twice the poverty level relied on traditional
Medicare alone to cover health care expenses,
compared with only about one-sixth of those with
incomes in excess of four times the poverty level.

Out-of-Pocket Spending Levels

Americans age 65 and older spent $2,959, on
average, in annual out-of-pocket health care costs
in 2006 (table 1). These payments included
Medicare deductibles, premiums, and cost
shares; premiums for supplemental insurance;
and spending on uncovered services and
devices.* Costs were relatively modest for many
older adults. Half spent less than $2,463 (the
median amount) and one-quarter spent less than
$1,558 (the 25th percentile of the distribution).
However, 1 in 10 seniors spent more than $5,345.
Following the introduction of Medicare Part D,
older Americans’ real average out-of-pocket
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FIGURE 1. Health Insurance Coverage by Income, Age 65 and Older, 2006 (Percent)
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Source: Authors’ estimates from the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS).

Notes: Estimates are based on a sample of 3,312 noninstitutionalized adults age 65 and older. The insurance category is arranged hierarchically, so that
the Medigap category excludes any Medigap-covered adults with employer coverage, the Medicaid category excludes any adults with employer cover-
age or Medigap, and so on. The Medigap category includes respondents with other types of private supplemental coverage and the veterans benefits
category includes those with other types of public supplemental coverage. The Medicaid category is restricted to those with full Medicaid coverage.

health care costs fell $169 between 2005 and 2006, of the distribution fell 11 percent, while median

a 5 percent decline. The drop resulted entirely costs fell 5 percent and costs at the 25th per-
from reduced out-of-pocket drug spending, centile did not change significantly. Despite the
which fell by $238 (or 26 percent). Total out-of- overall decline in out-of-pocket spending in 2006,
pocket costs declined most sharply among the real average out-of-pocket costs remained 13 per-
biggest spenders. Real costs at the 90th percentile cent above their 2001 level.

TABLE 1. Annual Out-of-Pocket Health Care Spending by Adults Age 65 and Older, 2001, 2005, and 2006
(Constant 2006 Dollars)

Percentile of the Spending Distribution
Average 50th
spending 25th (median) 75th 90th
2001 2,611 * 1,113 * 2,076 * 3,343 * 5,104
2005 3,128 * 1,510 2,589 * 3,988 5,990 *
2006 2,959 1,558 2,463 3,848 5,345

Source: Authors’ estimates from the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS).

Notes: Estimates are restricted to noninstitutionalized adults age 65 and older. The sample consists of 3,302 respondents in 2001, 3,137 respondents in
2005, and 3,312 in 2006. Financial amounts are adjusted by the change in the consumer price index.

* p < .05 from 2006 level.
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Composition of Out-of-Pocket
Spending

Premiums now account for the majority of
seniors’ out-of-pocket health care spending. In
2006, 56 percent of out-of-pocket health care
spending went to premiums (figure 2). Another
23 percent went to prescription drugs. Combined,
dental, inpatient, and outpatient services con-
sumed 15 percent of seniors’ total out-of-pocket
costs.

Premium payments grew steadily between
2001 and 2006. Average out-of-pocket premium
payments increased by nearly one-third in
inflation-adjusted dollars over the period, grow-
ing from $1,259 in 2001 to $1,639 in 2006 (table 2).
By contrast, real average out-of-pocket payments
to health care providers did not change signifi-
cantly over the period. Premiums increased for
all insurance coverage groups except for those
with Medicaid. Between 2001 and 2006, real aver-
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age premiums increased 68 percent for older
adults with Medicare only and 40 percent for
those with employer-sponsored coverage.

Health Care Spending Relative
to Income

In 2006 the median ratio of out-of-pocket health
care spending to household income was 12.3 per-
cent for noninstitutionalized adults age 65 and
older (table 3). This ratio increased with age and
health problems, and was higher among those
with limited incomes. For example, the median
ratio of costs to income was 19.6 percent for older
households with incomes below the poverty level
and 19.9 percent for those with incomes between
100 and 199 percent of the poverty level, com-
pared with 6.1 percent for those with incomes at
or above 400 percent of the poverty level.
Although low-income seniors devoted a sub-
stantial portion of their 2006 incomes to health

FIGURE 2. Composition of Out-of-Pocket Health Care Costs, Age 65

and Older, 2006
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Source: Authors’ estimates from the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS).

Notes: Estimates show the percentage of total out-of-pocket health care costs by older adults
spent on premiums, drugs, and other services, and are based on a sample of 3,312 noninstitu-
tionalized adults age 65 and older. The other category includes emergency room visits, home
health care, vision aids, and other medical supplies and equipment.
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TABLE 2. Average Out-of-Pocket Premiums and Payments to Health Care Providers, Adults Age 65 and Older, 2001 and 2006

(Constant 2006 Dollars)

Population Premiums Payments to
(millions) ($) providers ($)
2001
All 30.7 1,259 t 1,352
Insurance coverage
Employer 10.7 1,496 *t 1,169 *t
Medigap 6.0 2,472 *t 1,483
Medicaid 1.9 1* 558 *
Veterans benefits 0.7 661 T 1,227
Medicare only 11.3 650 T 1,609 t
2006
All 31.8 1,639 1,320
Insurance coverage
Employer 10.9 2,096 * 1,450
Medigap 5.3 2,862 * 1,375
Medicaid 2.4 0* 638 *
Veterans benefits 1.7 1,047 * 1,179
Medicare only 11.2 1,090 1,352

Source: Authors’ estimates from the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS).

Notes: Estimates are restricted to noninstitutionalized adults age 65 and older. The sample consists of 3,302 respondents in 2001 and 3,312 in 2006. The
insurance category is arranged hierarchically, so that the Medigap category excludes any Medigap-covered adults with employer coverage, the Medicaid
category excludes any adults with employer coverage or Medigap, and so on. The Medigap category includes respondents with other types of private
supplemental coverage, the veterans benefits category includes those with other types of public supplemental coverage, and the Medicare only category
includes those in Medicare Advantage plans. The Medicaid category is restricted to those with full Medicaid coverage. Financial amounts are adjusted

by the change in the consumer price index.
* differs significantly from adults with Medicare only.
t differs from 2006 (p < .05).

care, those living in poverty spent much less
than they did in 2005, before the introduction

of Medicare Part D. Between 2005 and 2006, the
median share of income going to health care fell
about 8 percentage points for those with incomes
below the poverty level. It also declined for those
with Medigap coverage, although they continued
to spend much of their 2006 incomes on health
care. For the median older adult, however, the
share of income devoted to health care increased
significantly since 2001 (when the ratio stood at
11.0 percent), and did not change significantly
after 2005. For older adults receiving employer

health benefits, the median share of income spent
on health care increased between 2005 and 2006.
More than one-quarter of older adults
(28.3 percent) spent more than 20 percent of their
household incomes on health care in 2006, a com-
mon indicator for financially burdensome costs
(table 4). High costs relative to income were more
common among women and among older, sicker,
and lower-income adults. For example, 48.8 per-
cent of adults with incomes below the poverty
level and 50.0 percent of those with incomes
between 100 and 199 percent of the poverty level
devoted more than one-fifth of their incomes to
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TABLE 3. Median Percentage of Household Income Spent on Health Care, Adults Age 65 and Older, 2001, 2005, and 2006

2001 2005 2006

All 11.01 12.6 12.3
Gender

Male 10.3 % 11.0 * 10.4 *

Female 11.8t 13.8 14.4
Age

65-74 9.9* 10.5 * 10.5 *

75-84 12.7 15.0 14.4

85 and older 14.7 15.5 15.9
Health status

Excellent or very good 9.3 *t 11.0 * 10.5 *

Good 12.6 12.8 * 12.6 *

Fair or poor 13.7 17.2 153
Insurance coverage

Employer 9.5 *t 9.9 *t 11.6

Medigap 19.1* 22.7 *t 19.2 *

Medicaid 29* 35*% 3.3*

Veterans benefits 10.5 10.2 7.8*

Medicare only 1111 13.0 12.4
Family income relative to the federal
poverty level

Less than 100% 23.4* 27.5 *t 19.6 *

100%-199% 18.4 % 22.1 % 19.9 *

200%-399% 11.2 *t 14.3 * 14.1 *

400% or more 5.2t 6.8 6.1

Source: Authors’ estimates from the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS).

Notes: Estimates are restricted to noninstitutionalized adults age 65 and older. The sample consists of 3,302 respondents in 2001, 3,137 respondents in
2005, and 3,312 in 2006. Spending includes both out-of-pocket payments to providers and premium payments. Income and spending include those for
spouses, regardless of age. The insurance category is arranged hierarchically. See the notes to table 2 for more details.

* differs significantly from last row of the group.
t differs from 2006 (p < .05).

health care. Additionally, nearly half of adults older adults in poverty. It also dropped signifi-
with Medigap coverage experienced high health cantly for men, adults ages 75 to 84, those in fair
costs relative to income, compared with only or poor health, those with Medigap, those with
about one-tenth of those with Medicaid. veterans health benefits and other types of public
The prevalence of burdensome health care supplemental coverage, and those with moderate
costs for older adults increased between 2001 and and higher incomes (200 percent or more of the
2005, but declined in 2006 following the intro- poverty level).
duction of Medicare Part D. The share spending However, the prevalence of burdensome
more than one-fifth of income on health care fell health care costs significantly increased between
10 percentage points between 2005 and 2006 for 2001 and 2005 for nonpoor low-income older
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TABLE 4. Percentage of Adults Age 65 and Older Spending More than 20 Percent of Their Household Income on Health Care,

2001, 2005, and 2006
2001 2005 2006
All 28.5 31.7 1 28.3
Gender
Male 25.6 * 27.2 *t 223 *
Female 30.5 35.1 32.8
Age
65-74 22.7* 25.9 * 23.6 *
75-84 35.1 38.11 32.3
85 and older 37.0 40.2 38.2
Health status
Excellent or very good 22.2 % 252 * 22.1*
Good 32,5 32.2* 31.0 *
Fair or poor 34.5 448 t 36.7
Insurance coverage
Employer 23.0* 23.3* 26.4
Medigap 46.0 * 56.9 *T 47.9 *
Medicaid 8.6 % 14.7 * 10.8 *
Veterans benefits 23.9 299 1 15.1 *
Medicare only 28.1 30.8 27.0
Family income relative to the federal
poverty level
Less than 100% 55.9 *t 8.7 *t 48.8 *
100%-199% 45.5 *t 53.8 * 50.0 *
200%-399% 22.7 * 31.0 *t 24.4 *
400% or more 85 59t 3.7

Source: Authors’ estimates from the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS).

Notes: Estimates are restricted to noninstitutionalized adults age 65 and older. The sample consists of 3,302 respondents in 2001, 3,137 respondents in
2005, and 3,312 in 2006. Spending includes both out-of-pocket payments to providers and premium payments. Income and spending include those for
spouses, regardless of age. The insurance category is arranged hierarchically. See the notes to table 2 for more details.

* differs significantly from last row of the group.

t differs from 2006 (p < .05).

adults (those with incomes between 100 and Policy Implications

199 percent of the poverty level) and remained )

significantly above 2001 levels in 2006. Between Most older Americans do not pay much out of
2001 and 2006, the share of these adults devot- pocket for their health care. Half of adults age 65
ing more than one-fifth of their incomes to and older spent less than 12.3 percent of their
health care increased by about 5 percentage income on medical expenses in 2006. On aver-
points. This is the only group that experienced a age, seniors spend nearly twice as much on
significant increase in burdensome costs over housing as on health care (Butrica, Goldwyn,
the period. and Johnson 2005).
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However, many low-income older adults
continue to struggle with medical expenses.
Adding drug coverage to Medicare made a real
difference for the most vulnerable seniors, signif-
icantly reducing the prevalence of catastrophic
health care spending among older adults living
in poverty. Nonetheless, nearly half of older
Americans in the bottom third of the income dis-
tribution, with incomes below twice the poverty
level, spent more than one-fifth of their incomes
on health care in 2006. By contrast, only 4 percent
of seniors in the top third of the income distribu-
tion, with incomes exceeding four times the
poverty level, devoted more than one-fifth of
their incomes to health care.

Boosting enrollment in existing programs that
help low-income seniors with medical expenses
could lower their out-of-pocket costs. Less than
half of eligible older adults enroll in Medicaid
(Pezzin and Kasper 2002), and fewer enroll in
QMB and SLMB (CBO 2004). For years, advocates
and health care experts have urged more outreach
to low-income seniors and simplified application
procedures to increase participation in these
programs (Center for Medicare Education 2001;
Ebeler, Van de Water, and Demchak 2006). In 2008
Congress increased federal financial support to
community organizations that help older adults
apply for MSP and LIS, and these funds could
help raise participation rates. The Medicare
Payment Advisory Commission (2008) proposed
that the Social Security Administration screen
applicants for MSP and enroll those who qualify,
as it now does successfully for LIS.

The federal government could also encour-
age state outreach by assuming full responsibility
for MSP costs, instead of sharing costs with state
governments. Under the current cost-sharing
arrangement, some states are reluctant to reach
out to potential MSP applicants because higher
enrollment further strains already-stretched state
budgets (Ebeler, Van de Water, and Demchak
2006).

Additionally, Congress should consider other
ways of helping low-income seniors who strug-
gle to cover their medical expenses. One option is
to expand MSP eligibility to include those with
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incomes up to 150 percent of the poverty level
and with personal assets worth as much as
$8,100 for singles and $12,910 for couples in 2009,
as the Medicare Payment Advisory Commission
(2008) recommended. The federal asset cutoffs,
which have not changed since 1989, especially
need to be updated. In addition to increasing the
number of vulnerable seniors who qualify for
relief from high out-of-pocket expenses, this
change would simplify application procedures
by equalizing the MSP and LIS eligibility criteria.
As Congress debates health reform, the high out-
of-pocket cost burden confronting low-income
seniors should be part of the discussion.

Acknowledgments

This brief was funded by a generous grant from
the Rockefeller Foundation. The authors are
grateful to Sheila Zedlewski for valuable com-
ments on an earlier draft.

Notes

1. The sample is also restricted to respondents who reported
at least some household income and who completed all
three rounds of interviews in a particular calendar year. We
cap total annual out-of-pocket health spending at $15,000
per respondent, to reduce the influence of a very few cases
with extremely high spending. For more information on
MEPS, see Cohen (1997).

2.1In 2006, the federal poverty level was $9,669 for single
adults age 65 and older and $12,186 for couples.

3. Coverage estimates in this section are based on the authors’
analysis of MEPS data.

4. MEPS asked respondents about their premium payments
for private insurance but not for Medicare. We assigned
each respondent who had Medicare coverage the Part B
premium in effect that year ($88.50 per month in 2006) and
each respondent who had Medicare Part D coverage the
average 2006 Part D premium of $26 per month (Hoadley,
Thompson, et al. 2008). However, we set Parts B and D pre-
miums equal to $0 for those with Medicaid coverage and
for those in QMB or SLMB, and we set Part D premiums
equal to $0 for those in LIS. MEPS does not ask about QMB,
SLMB, or LIS enrollment. We assumed that only 33 percent
of seniors without Medicaid who had incomes below the
poverty level enrolled in QBM, and that 13 percent of those
with incomes between 100 and 120 percent of the poverty
level enrolled in SLMB, consistent with CBO (2004)
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assumptions. We also assumed that all QMB and SLMB
enrollees participated in LIS and that 36 percent of eligible
beneficiaries not enrolled in Medicaid, QMB, or SLMB par-
ticipated in LIS, a recent estimate of the take-up rate
(Hoadley, Hargrave, and Cubanski 2008).

References

Buchmueller, Thomas C., Richard W. Johnson, and Anthony
T. Lo Sasso. 2006. “Trends in Retiree Health Insurance,
1997 to 2003.” Health Affairs 25(6): 1507-16.

Butrica, Barbara A., Joshua H. Goldwyn, and Richard W.
Johnson. 2005. “Understanding Expenditure Patterns in
Retirement.” Washington, DC: The Urban Institute.
http:/ /www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=411130.

Center for Medicare Education. 2001. “Increasing Enrollment
for Medicare Savings Programs.” Issue Brief 2(7).
Washington, DC: Center for Medicare Education.
http:/ /ihcrp.georgetown.edu/agingsociety /pdfs/
MedicareSavings.pdf.

Cohen, Joel. 1997. Design and Methods of the Medical Expenditure
Panel Survey Household Component. AHCPR Pub. 97-0026.
Rockville, MD: Agency for Health Care Policy and Research.

Congressional Budget Office (CBO). 2004. “A Detailed
Description of CBO’s Cost Estimate for the Medicare
Prescription Drug Benefit.” Washington, DC:
Congressional Budget Office.

Crystal, Stephen, Richard W. Johnson, Jeffrey Harman, Usha
Sambamoorthi, and Rizie Kumar. 2000. “Out-of-Pocket
Health Care Costs among Older Americans.” Journal of
Gerontology: Social Sciences 55B(1): S51-62.

Ebeler, Jack, Paul N. Van de Water, and Cyanne Demchak,
eds. 2006. Improving the Medicare Savings Programs.
Washington, DC: National Academy of Social Insurance.

Federal Interagency Forum on Aging-Related Statistics. 2006.
Older Americans Update 2006: Key Indicators of Well Being.
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

RETIREMENT POLICY

PR OGRAM

Fidelity Investments. 2009. “Fidelity Investments Estimates
$240,000 Needed to Pay Health Care Costs in Retirement.”
http:/ /www.emeritihealth.org/pdfs/Fidelity_Retiree_
Healthcare_Estimates_2009.pdf.

Gold, Marsha, Maria Cupples Hudson, and Sarah Davis.
2006. “2006 Medicare Advantage Benefits and
Premiums.” Report #2006-23. Washington, DC: AARP.
http:/ /assets.aarp.org/rgcenter /health /2006_23_
medicare.pdf.

Hoadley, Jack, Elizabeth Hargrave, and Juliette Cubanski.
2008. “Medicare Part D 2008 Data Spotlight: Low-Income
Subsidy Plan Availability.” Washington, DC: Henry ]J.
Kaiser Family Foundation. http://www.kff.org/
medicare/upload/7763.pdf.

Hoadley, Jack, Jennifer Thompson, Elizabeth Hargrave,
Juliette Cubanski, and Tricia Neuman. 2008. “Medicare
Part D 2009 Data Spotlight: Premiums.” Washington, DC:
Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation. http://www.kff.org/
medicare/upload/7835.pdf.

Kaiser Family Foundation. 2009. “State Health Facts Online.”
http:/ /www.statehealthfacts kff.org.

Kaiser Family Foundation and Hewitt Associates. 2006.
“Retiree Health Benefits Examined: Findings from the
Kaiser /Hewitt 2006 Survey on Retiree Health Benefits.”
http:/ /www.kff.org/medicare/upload /7587 pdf.

Medicare Payment Advisory Commission. 2008. “Report to
the Congress: Medicare Payment Policy.” http:/ /www.
medpac.gov/documents/Mar08_EntireReport.pdf.

Pezzin, Liliana, and Judith D. Kasper. 2002. “Medicaid
Enrollment among Elderly Medicare Beneficiaries:
Individual Determinants, Effects of State Policy, and Impact
on Service Use.” Health Services Research 37(4): 827-47.

Sisko, Andrea, Christopher Truffer, Sheila Smith, Sean
Keehan, Jonathan Cylus, John A. Poisal, M. Kent Clemens,
and Joseph Lizonitz. 2009. “Health Spending Projections
through 2018: Recession Effects Add Uncertainty to the
Outlook.” Health Affairs 28(2): w346-57.




RETIREMENT POLICY PROGRAM

E

T H

July 2009

10

(05€'v$ spesdxe
Buipuads Bnup aouo
%G Uayl 0GE'v$
sayoeal Buipuads
Bnup [nun %001
uayl ‘00/'z$ seyoeal
Buipuads Bnup jiun

(G62$ =1jauaq

%Gz = ue|d piepueis pJepuels 6002 -(0E$ = abeioane sbnip
600z ul) uejd Aq Asep  ul) uejd Aq saliep 800z) uejd Aq Asep uonduosaid juanedinQ 1\" a ved
(abeyoed
91EDIP3IAl [eUOIIIPEI] BY)
wi0J} PapN|oxa siijauaq
q(wniwaid g 1eq 10} 8besanod pue sAedod
0} uollppe ui ‘ebesa  pue s9|qIONPaP Padnpal se
-A09 Bnip yum sueid  yons) uejd Aq Asea 1eyi suyo (abeiuenpy
10} 9g$ = obeione  -uaq |euaws|ddns snid siiy 21ed2IpaIN)
ued Aq Asep ue|d Aq saLep 900z) uejd Ag Auep  -auaq 94eDIP3IA [BUOH PRI 1\" D Med
¢(S99||04Ud BwWodU]
%0¢Z Ajjesauab 891n -ybiy 1oy siow) S92IAJBS Judaiedino
-18s Jo adA1 Aq Alep 00T Ul JBRA/GELS 600¢ U! 0t'96$ 48410 pue SYIsIA 10190Q v g Hed
sAep 01
Jayye spua abe
-19A09 !0GL—-L6 SAep
10} Aep/yeS$ ‘06-19
sAep 1o} Aep/L9z$
‘sAep 09 1s41} 10} 6002 ul (sBuuies sal|19e) Buisinu-pa||s
0$ ‘6002 Ul sAels  sAeis |endsoy J0)  palaA09-y)|4 JO S18) ul sAels pajwi| pue ‘aled
|eridsoy 1oy ‘99IA 890°L$ ‘@dInles  -ienb Qp sey asnods  8oidsoy ‘aled yijesy swoy
-19s Jo adA1 Aq Atep  Jo adAl Aq saliep 10 Aserolyauaq i) 0% ‘sAels [endsoy juanedu 1\" Vv Med
91e2IPSIN
sAedo) a|qnonpaqg swniwaad Ajyjuop syjauag 600z ut Aupqibyg aosueansu|
1p]O puv §9 synpy 4of suondQ aouvinsul yipaH I ITIVL XIANIddY




RETIREMENT POLICY PROGRAM

E

T H

July 2009

(panunuoa)

0$

Aidde sajni
91e2IPaIA |ensn

0$

0$ Aljessuan)

0$

Aidde sa|ni
9Je2IPaIA |ensn

0$

0$ Ajjessuan

SHjsueq g Hed
0$ a1ed1Ipa|A 10} Aed sdjaH

swnijwauid
0$ 91BJIPS|A\ SI9A0D

sAedoo
pue ‘sa|qionpap ‘swn
0$ -lwaid a1edIpalp SI9A0D)

91e2IPSIN
AQ pa1ano9 jou syjauaq

awos sapinold pue sAedod

pue ‘sa|qionpap ‘swn

0$ -lwaid a1edIpalp SI9A0D)

s9|dnood 10}

0L6'CL$ 10 s|enpiaipul oy
001'8$ P999Xa 10U Isnw
S]9SSe s1yeuaq |[ny 10y
‘syyauaq |enJed 1o} %061
10 s11jouaq [|Ny 104 [9A8]
Auianod |eiapay au JO %SEL
P999Xa 10U 1SNW W odul
‘PIEDIPSIA Ul p8]|0Jus JON

(syuwin| 39sse Jaybiy asn
saje1s awos ybnoye) sa|d
-nod 10} 000'9$ 10 S|enpiA
-Ipul 1oJ 000‘¥$ P889IX8d 10U
1Snw sjasse !|ana| Alanod
[el3pa} 8yl JO %0cCL
P899X8 10U }SNW W odU|
‘PledIPa|A Ul pajjodus J0N

(suwi| 1esse Jaybiy
asn sajels awos ybnoyye)
s9|dnod 10} 000‘9$ 10 Ss|en
-PIAIpUI 10} 000'$ POBOX

10U 1SNW S19SSe {|A9)|
Auenod |esepay 8yl O %001
p@adXxa 10U }1snw awodul
‘pIBOIP3IA Ul P3||0JUS JON

spwl| JayBiy asn Aew salels
1nq ‘sa|dnod 10} 000’'S$
pue sjenpiAipul 10} 000°2$
Ajjesauab 1w 19ssy

B{ELE]!

Auanod jo o,88 = abelane)
|[oAs| Allanod |elspay Jo
%001 P299xa j0ou Aew 1nq
‘alels AQ salleA :awoou|

(s)
Apisgng
awoou|
-mo7 g Hed
aJe2IPaIA|

o(gINTS)
Aeloljeusag

94e2IP3IN
aW02U|-MOT]
paidads

(ano)
Aeroljeuag

21e2IP3IA|
paiiienp

pIedIpsiy




< o
S
o
R ISY
2
=)
G —_
O "sasuadxa Tedrpawr yym dpay reuon
R -1ppe apraoxd swrerSod ayeys aurog “pajruy st wierdoxd siypy 10y Surpuny inq ‘Pad] £A319a0d a3 Jo 94,6eT 03 dn sawodut yim synpe 1apjo 10§ swntuwaid g e sAed wrerSoxd fenprarpuy paygreng) ay o
‘eyep (6007) UonepUNO AJIue ] 1asey jo SISA[eue SIOUne uo paseq p
[aW *(8007) T& 19 “UOSwWOoY [, ‘AS[PROY] :204710G *D
"(9007) stae( pue ‘UOSPNH ‘PIO9) 224105 "q
*0£°80¢$ Jo swnruaxd Aypuowr Ked (000’9ZHS IDAO0 SOWOOUT Y3Im SI[AN0Dd pue 0O’CTZ$ TOAO SIWODUT )M SI[3UTS)
Y SaLIRIAUI] dwoduI-}saydiy ay [, ‘swnrwaid g 3reJ 12y Aed (600z Ut 000°041$ 1940 sawodur yrm sa[dnod pue (’S8% I9AO0 SIWODUT YJIM SjNpe S[SUIS) S33[[0IUd dwoduI-y3y ‘Z00g ut Suruurdag e
- salieldleuaq Jo sasnods 01
abe1aA09 Jayo sisAojdwa
— awos ‘syuswalinbau
®) deBipa|p ueyl aAIs Aupqibe s,4eAojdwae 198w
-uadxa ssa| AjjeaidAy abeyoed pue ‘syyauaq yjeay aalnaa
[a ¥ ale sue|d JoAojdwa  1}oUSQ BILDIPSIA dY] WO siay0 1eys 1oAojdwad
os ‘1aAojdwa papn|oxa S891AI8S pue ue 10} paydom Ajsnoiaaad
—~ Aqg pazipisqns sAedoo pue ‘sa|qonpap 9ARY 10 ‘sliyouaq yyesay
Ajjlensn aJje swun  ‘swniwaid 21ed1pa|p| JOA0D siay0 1eys 1oAojdwad
N ueid Aq Atep ueld Aq sauep  -lwaud ‘ueid Aq Asep djay Aew ‘uejd Aq Asep  ue 10} YJOM AJuslind Isniy| JaAojdwig
m abeyoed
Jjouaq 94edIpalAl Syl WOy
M papn|oxa sadIAlas pue
m sAedoo pue ‘sa|gionpap
‘swinjwa.d a1edIpajp 190D g pue y
R ueid Aq Atep ue|d Aq saLep ueid Aq Atep djay Aew ‘uejd Aq Asep  slied 81edIpa|A\ Ul pajjoJu] debBipa|n
— sAedop a|qnonpaq swniwaad Ajyjuoy sjyjauag 6002 ul Aujqibig aosueinsuj
=
m (panunuod) 1apjO puv §9 simpy 4of suondQ douvimsul yiwaH I ITGVL XIANIddY
a8
o

T H




THE RETIREMENT POLICY PROGRAM

About the Authors
Richard W. Johnson, a senior fellow at the Urban Institute, is an economist and expert on health and

income security at older ages.

Corina Mommaerts is a research assistant in the Urban Institute’s Income and Benefits Policy Center.

THE RETIREMENT POLICY PROGRAM
http://www.retirementpolicy.org

The Retirement Policy Program addresses how current and proposed retirement policies, demographic
trends, and private sector practices affect the well-being of older individuals, the economy, and government
budgets.

Copyright © July 2009

The views expressed are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect those of the Urban Institute, its trustees,
or its funders. Permission is granted for reproduction of this document, with attribution to the Urban Institute.

The Urban Institute
2100 M Street, NW e Washington, DC 20037 e (202) 833-7200 e paffairs@urban.org ® http://www.urban.org



