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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING 
of the 

ADMINISTRATIVE RULES REVIEW COMMITTEE 

\.,1 Time of Meeting: Tuesday, April 24, 1979, 7:05 a.m. 

Place of Meeting: Senate Committee Room 24, Statehouse, Des Moines, Iowa. 

Members Present: Senator Berl E. Priebe, Chairman, Senators Edgar Holden, 
Dale Tieden, Representatives Betty J. Clark, Donald v. 
Doyle and Laverne Schroeder, all members present. 
Also present: Joseph Royce, Committee Staff 

Brice Oakley, Administrative Co-ordinator 

Minutes: Moved by Tieden to dispense with reading of minutes of 
the April 10 meeting and that they stand approved. 
Carried viva voce. 

HEALTH DEPARTMENT 
& MEDICAL EXAMIN­
ERS Joint rules 

Chairman Priebe noted that today•s meeting was being 
held basically to review rules pUblished in the 4/4/79 
IAB. 

Joint rules of the Health Department and Board of Medi­
cal Examiners pertaining to advanced emergency medical 
care were before the Committee. The rules, being Chapter 
132, were pUblished under Notice in 4/4/79 IAB. 
The following persons were in attendance: Peter Fox, 
Hearing Officer, Mike Guely, Acting Director, EMS Section, 
Health Department and Ronald Sa£, Executive Director, 
Medical Examiners Board, Dr. James D. German, Chairman 
of Advanced Emergency Medical care council and Dr. Ronald 
Eckoff, Chief of community Hea1th Services. 

Guely explained that the rules were intended to implement 
the emergency medical Act of last session [Chapter 147A 
of the Code] • 

Discussion of the definition of 11Basic EMT 11 -[132.1(3)--
as being unclear and i~ was also pointed out that a date 
certain should be supplied. A major concern cf the com­
mittee was whether there was sufficient authority to 
certify basic EMT 1 s and it was noted that ~n individu~l. 
could function as an ambulance attendant w~thout cert~f~ca~ 
tion. 

German indicated they had defined EMT as someone who 
has taken the 81-hour •. course or equilavent. 

/I 
! 

In response to Tieden as to'who was the policy making 
body for the EMT program, Guely said the governing body 
would be the Governor•s Advisory Council9 

German reported that-pUblic hearings were held across 
the state and results were given to the council. He 
emphasized that the basic EMT program is a voluntary one. 
Tieden was concerned .as to lack of 11 overvie\"1. 11 

Priebe thought that perhaps the Committee on Human 
Resources should be requested to review the law. 
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HEALTH Cont'd 

4-28-79 
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Royce pointed out that the basic EMT is not regulat~d by 
law and to avoid misconception this fact should probably 
be clarified in the rules. ' 

Schroeder found it 11 ridiculous 11 to require an appli6ant 
to possess a current 11 chauffeur•s license--13.2(l)b~ 
He stressed the importance of the services providedlby 
basic EMTJs when funds would not be available for atpro­
fessional staff. 

German assured the group that the 11bas'ics" will rem~in the 
backbone of the system." The advanced program is not man­
datory. 

: 

Re 132.3(3), it was Schroeder's opinion that an individual 
who fails to pass the intial examination should be permitted 
to take a partial re-examination. 

clark took exception to 132.3 (2 )~ which provide.d: "The 
passing score for each examination shall be determin,ed by 
the board." This seemed to leave the matter 11Wide open .. 
in her opinion. Guely indicated that varying tests are 
utilized and the scores could vary accordingly. Thei

1 

Boa·rd 
would have to make the final decision. 

German noted that the paramedic program is not so "sQphisti­
cated11 but is untested since the concept·is entirely new 
throughout the country. · 

Schroeder could forsee possible problem with 132.3{8)d which~ 
he interpreted to be "a one-man censure... Guely said the 
word "or .. had been added to avoid that type of situation. 
Eckoff added that the director referred to would be the 
local program director. I 

Doyle raised question in 132.9(2}re determination of pro­
posed denial, suspension, or revocation being considered 
by two members of th~ council. It was his opinion the 
matter should be considered by the entire councilp 

Schro"eder urged clarification as to intent of '!and other 
nealtat care professionals .. as used in 132.5(5)b. 

Fox sought guidance from the committee re council request 
to file the rules on emergency basis after the pUblic 
hearing. committee members were hesitant to sanctiort the 
request. 

German pointed out that they were attempting to have ~he 
examination ev~ilable as soon a~ P?ssible. He noted that 
there was·no mechanism for cert~fy1ng persons who are already 
Lrained and practicing in the field. 
In re 132.1{3), the following substitute language was 
offered by the Department and was acceptable to the 
committee: 
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132.1(3) 11Basic EMT11 means an Individual not certified to perform any 

of the procedures 1 isted in subrule 132.1 (4), but who has satisfactorily 

completed the United States department of transportation's prescribed 

course for basic EMT 1s, as modified for this state and adopted by the 

board in the current 11Basic EMT Policy and Procedure Manual 11 dated 

August, 1977, approved by.the governo~•s emergency medical services 

advisory council and administered by the department. In addition, the 

individual shall also be certified as a basic EMT by the department. 

No formal action taken by the committee. 
Discussion of the NCSL meeting which is scheduled to begin 
July 23, 1979, in San Francisco. It was noted that a num­
ber of the seminars to be held would be of value to this 
committee. 

Schroeder moved that members of the Administrative Rules 
Review committee--present members, as well as newly appointed 
members--Joe Royce and Phyllis Barry be authorized to attend 
the NCSL meeting in San.Francisco. 
Motion carried unanimously. 

Gene Hertel, State Forester, explained proposed Rules 48.1 
to 48.4 relating to sale of nursery stock to the pUblic, 
pUblished in 4/4/79 IAB. The rules set out the practice 
the Department has followed for many years. 

Tieden questioned the authority for the Department to 
confiscate plantings made at variance with the rules [48.3]. 
Hertel indicated this had been done but agreed the rule 
might be "a bluff ... 

Rules 110.1 to 110.3 pertaining to inland commercial fishing 
were submitted by Marian Conover and were acceptable to the 
committee as published. 

Clark was excused temporarily to attend an Appropriations 
Subcommittee meeting. 

Herbert Anderson, Commissioner of Insurance, appeared before 
the Committee for special review of rules 15.90 to 15.93 
pertaining to skilled nursing facility coverage. The rules 
were considered by this committee on February 13, 1979 and 
the effective date was delayed for seventy days at th~t 
meeting. 

Anderson briefly reiterated that the rules were designed to 
prohibit unfair discrimination between insureds of the same 
class. Rule 15.93 would require that, if a policy pays a 
benefit for a resident in a skilled nursing facility,it 
must pay the same benefit "for the·same service" in an int:er­
mediate care facility. 
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INSURANCE 
Cont'd 

Anderson pointed out that the statutory basis for the 
was found in Code §507B.4(7)b. 

+les. 
Paul Brown, President, Iowa Life Insurance Association, 1 

appeared before the Committee to restate their opposition 
to the rules. [See minutes of 2-13-79 for full statemenft] 
He was uncertain as to the application of the rules • . 
Anderson enumerated "nonissues" in the matter as being: 
Disclosure;.24-hour RN service (he cited Health rules tp 

' '\..-! 

show they don't require this); convalescent care--not r~quireci; 
inferior care~-nothing in the rule shows this; sUbstan~ial 
expansion of coverage--it would not be since most policies 
don't determine payment on basis of type of license. 
The'real issue", in his opinion, was whether or not the 
Insurance Department has authority to regulateo , 

James west, counsel, Iowa Life Insurance Association, I . 
was concerned that the rule exceeded the Department's author­
ity in §507B.l2. He was 11 confusedu'about services rendered 
to residents and how to ascertain numbers and costs in· · 
providing coverage. 

Anderson made a point that the rules identify specific acts 
which are prohibited under §507B.4(7) •. 

Holden thought it was unclear as to whether the problem 
was one of misrepresentation or a lack of performance Under 
the terms of the policy. Anderson indicated both are prob­
lems but misreprese~tation is more serious. 

Oakley arrived. 
Holden quoted from a policy and expressed the opinion ~at ~ 1 
the average person doesn't· read the "fine print... i . ~ 

Bruce Foudree, Assistant Attorney General, said that pro­
tection of the individual is an ultimate goal of the Insurance 
Department and the rules provide this. 

Discussion of definitions of"intermediate care facilitY.•and · 
"skilled nursing facility" as set out in §l35C.l of the Code. 
Opponents to the rules argued there were significant diff­
erences between the care provided in the two facilities. 

I 

J. c. White, Vice President, Mutual of Omaha Insurance! 
~ompany submitted the following prepared statement prior 
to the mee~ing and commented briefly on it: 
~is letter is to note our objections to the proposed Administrative Rules for tho reasons 
hereinafter noted. · I 
By way of background our Company does not issue a policy covering nursing home conftnement 
only either limited or otherwise. Such coverages are ancillary to other basic coverages 
only. 

T.he only limited coverage is under policies specifically designed to supplement Medicare. 
Under such policies eligibility for supplementary benefits is conditioned upon eligtbility 
for 1-lcdicare. ' 

Other coverages on general line policies define eligibility based on medical necessity and 
facilities available to eliminate ~~ uninsurable risk of custodial care. 

In response to bulletin number 78-l interpreting House File 2273 we eliminated all nursing 
homo coverages on 15,603 policies held by Iow.a Insureds. In the absence of a clearb

1 

cut 
policy we are unable to effect our standing offer to reinstate these coverages with! ut new 
waiting periods, regardless of an element of anti-selection and additional cost. 

~c proposed rule would not permit such reinstatement in that it proposes a new tes't of 
coverage namoly Iowa Licensing Law_lfi~r than facilities and medical services. 



INSURANCE 
cont•d 

Motion 

4-24-79 

We support the position expressed to the Committee by the Iowa Life Insurance Association 
and the Health Insurance Association of America. Resolution alonq the lines they recommend 
would permit an. orderly reinstatement of benefits to Iowa policyowners. We have received 
a substantial number of complaints from our policyowners and are quite anxious to resolve 
this question. 

Should any member of the Committee desire any further information we shall be pleased-to 
provide any assistance we can. 

oakley observed the history of the rules and presumed the 
committee "must be in agreement since there had been no 
legislative action". He indicated the Governor had no 
plans to object to th~ rules. 

Priebe recommended that the commerce committee be consulted 
in an attempt to work out any differences. 

schroeder moved an objection as follows: 
The cornnittee objects to insurance rule 510-15.93, relating to unfair 

Or discriminatory acts in the writing of skilled nursing facility insur­
ance, on the grounds the provisions of that rule are unreasonable and be­
yound the authority of the depart:nent. The rule has been filed with the 
Govemor' s office and appears :in 1 IAB 16 (1-10-79). On 2-13-79 the 
cxmnittee had invoked the provisions of §17A.4 (5) and delayed the effect­
ive date of the rule for seventy days to allCM tine for further study. 

Rule 51D-15.93 defines as an act or practice constituting tmfair dis­
cr.imination between insureds of the sa.rn= class: 

nProviding, t.mder a contract, any benefit for services received by a 
:resident in a "skilled nursing facility" as defined in section 
13SC.l(3) of the Code if the sane benefit is not also provided for 
the sane services when received by a resident man "intemediate 

.' care facility" as define('. in section 135C.l(2) of the Code •. " 

It is the opinion of the conm:i.ttee this rule is an unreasonable interpre­
tation of section 507B.4 (7)b, 1979 Code, which in pertinent part defines 
unfair discrimination as: - · 

"b Making or pennitting any unfair discrimi.ra tion beb-reen insureds of 
tli:! sane class for essentially the same hazard ••• in any rn:mner what­
ever." [enphasis added] 

ihe cannittee believes that :residents of skilled nursina facilities (SNF) 
or internediate care facilities (ICF) are not treJ1Ders of the sane class, 
and that services rendered in these failities do not present essentially 
the sane hazard; therefore discrllnination between coverage in these types 
of facilities does not constitute unfair discrbnination. 

SNF's and ICF's cater to a significantly different type of clientele. 
~ SNF is designed to provide an economical altemative to continued hos­
pitalization of. the patient, when a sarewpat lower standard of care will 
suffice. The SNF appears to provide a recuperative and restorative type 
of care, with the goal of the eventual discharge of the patient. The em­
phasis in a ICF a~_ars to~ nore custcxlial in nature, with recuperation 
and restoration playing a lesser role. Only alx>ut twenty-five per cent of 
the patients in an ICF are eventually discharged. 
~ nost significant difference between the care in an SNF or an ICF 

is state Sl35C.l (3) requires that a SNF provide 24 hour nursing care, while 
health depa.rt:I"rent rule 47D-58.11 (2) i ilrp:>ses that requirenent only upon 
ICF's of nore than seventy-five beds, facilities under seventy-five beds 
need only provide a nurse four hours per week (58 .11 (2) i> . Subrule 4 70-
59.14 (2) requires that SNF's provide discharge planning for all residents, 
no such requii"Cll'ent is placed upon ICF' s. Rule 47Q-59 .17 requires that a 
patient in a SNF be visited by a physician every thirty or sixty days, 
subrule 58.14 (8) requires that a patient in an ICF ~ visited by a phy­
sician only every six nonths. Nurrerous other rules indicate that a higher 
licensing standard is indeed ircq:osed upon a SNF. 
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Since different licensing r~iremCnts are imposed upon these two I 
types of facilities, it foll~s that residents arc not "insureds of th~ 
sane class", since different standards of care arc imposed. _._1 __ 

Services rendered to residents of either a SNF or an ICF do not pre:. 
sent "essentially the sane hazard", as required by §507B. 4 (7) b. The haz­
ard is not the service rendered, rather, it is the likelihood-of the need 
for that service, and the frequency of the need occuring. Patients who' 
require a long convalescense after ~spitalization are a relatively small 
and easily ascertainable group, using nodem actuarial nethocls. T'nere(ore 
insurors nay reasonably approximate the numbers of people and the cos~ 
envolved in providing SNF insurance. The ill and enfeebled residents ib 
an ICF are a much larger group, \..i'lo receive nore-or-less pernancnt cus~ 
tcxli.al care in addition to nedical attention and nedication. 'l'he likeli­
hood are frequency of the need for services will be much nore difficult 
to predict, since these people generally reside in the ICE' lllltil death. 

Discussion followed. Oakley suggested that the Departm~nt 
be requested to issue a declaratory ruling on the matt~r. 
Foudree recommended that the rules be allowed to go intio 
effect pending the declaratory ruling. ' 

Schroeder preferred to file the objection. 
Clark returned and a roll call was requested on the Scnroeder 
motion to object. The following ayes were recorded: i 
Tieden, Schroeder and Clark; nayes--Holden; Doyle and 
Priebe "pass" [Priebe changed his vote to "aye"]. The Jotion 
to object was carried with 4 ayes. 

Anderson in~icated he would rescind the rules. 

Holden wondered if there was any possibility of compro~ise. 
Ander.son could forsee this only if the insurance industry 
were to draft the rules. 

Committee members urged co-operation of all concerned. 
Schroeder thought there was a "middle ground to be addressed" 
and urged that his objection be allowed to stand. 

Oakley knew of no "middle ground .. but was of the opinion 
the declaratory ruling would aid in solving the problem. 
He considered the objection an unfortunate action. 

Schroeder took the Chair. 
Clark moved to reconsider ·~the vote by which the motion ito 
object was adopted. i 

Roll call on the motion showed Tieden and Schroeder voting 
"no" and Doyle, Clark, Holden and Priebe voting "_aye" ·1 
Motion to reconsider carried. 

White indicated they had terminated nursing home coverage 
on approximately 15,000 policies .. since the matter had J;>een 
"in limbo and they were unsure of which direction to take." 
In response to Schroeder, White said they were willing! to 
reinstate the coverage when authorized to do so. 

Anderson assured the group they could depend upon the In­
surance Department to prepar~ the declaratory ruling today. 
Discussion as to purpose of declaratory rulings. The ruling~· 

I . 
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would set out whether provisions of policies were in accordance 
with the law and rule. 

Responding to Schroeder, Anderson said that a general ruling 
would not be possible--it would take many for specifics. 
Declaratory rulings should .eliminate the uncertainty factor. 

Schroeder questioned Royce as to what recourse the Committee 
would have in the event problem~ arise after the rules be­
come effective. Royce responded that they could pet~tion 
the Department for a change but if the p~tition were denied, 
there could be no further action~by the Committee. 
Schroeder was inclined to favor the objection. 

Doyle moved for unanimous consent to withdraw the objection. 
Carried viva voce. 

Angelo Palmer and susan Lutz, Board of Pharmacy Examiners, 
were present for review of proposed Chapter 10--Discipline, 
Chapter 11~-Drugs in emergency vehicles, and filed chapter 9-­
:Purpbse and organization. 

Holden took the position that the last sentence of 10.1(4)c 
-- 11 Proof of actual inj.ury need not be established. ~~--would­
provide an excellent opportunity to harass someone. 
Oakley noted that with the language removed, it would be 
necessary to prove injury which would be a greater burden. 

Doyle thought that 10.1(4)~--re conviction of a felony--
should be limited to their own field. · 
He noted that 9.1 which described the board was deficient 
in failing to include quorum and voting requirements • 

.:..F.urther, Doyle raised question concerning 9.2 (3J. to 9.2 (5) 
as to disposition of statements made outside the hearing. 

No fo~mal action taken by.the Committee. 

ARTS COUNCIL Dwight Keller represented the Arts Council for review of 
proposed amendment to 2.l(S)h and .s, with respect to grants 
for organizations. 

Royce called attention to 2.115}£ which would establish 
a quorum as eight members. In the past, this Committee 
has recommended a majority of the entire board or commission 
to determine action which would require 10 members for the 
Arts Council. 

Oakley did not concur. The Committee was inclined to agree 
with Roy~e. 

ENVIRONMENTAL The following rul~s of the Department of~·.Environmental 
QUALITY Quality were before the Committee, David Bach was ... Depart­

ment representative: 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY[400] · . "'J . . ..• 
Grants for construction oC municipal sewage treatment works: 19.2(12) •••• J.~ ........... ~ ......... 4/4/79 
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ENVlHONMENTAL QUALITY(·100] ' f. · . ·• · , 
• Air qtmlity, definitions. cffccti\·e dale, 1.2(3•1) to 1.2(37) • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • •: • • • • • • :·. • • • • • ••.•••••• : • ••• 4/tl/?!l 

Air raual!ty. cmissinu st:u.ulard:l, cff~cth·c clcate, ·t.:U 12). ·1.5 •••• f... . ..........•... : .. • .. ' .... 1 ••••• ; •••• • 4/4/.l~ 
Air qu:,hty, odur cmnpl:unt.c;. dfccli\'C cl;l~C. 1:1.3(3) • ·:. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ·: • • • • •. • • • • • • • • ·: • •.• ~ •• ,, •••••• 4/·1/! · 
}~xccutivc cornmilt('C, ch:m~c of ~del res~. rcs~tonal offlc;~· 50 .. 4(5), 5.0.4(7), (tlt;tf wtthout not tee • ~ •••••• ~ •• .4/cl/1~ 
}~xrcutive committee. l'h:tngc of ncldrc~s. department. ,, 1.1. f1lc~l \\'tth~ut notu.:e,. ................. , ........ :41•11! () 
Exc:ruti\·e commitlcc, change of address. dcputmcnt, 53.1(4}, fa led wathc.ut nottce .......... :. u ••••••••• 4/cl/l.l 

. 
There was brief discussion of the'rules but:no formal action 
was taken. 

The committee requested the following rules of Social Services 
and Commerce Commission.be placed on the May agendum: 

SOCIAL ~ERVICES[77~) . . r: 9 . • . N 
C~mmunaty-based c~rrcct1ons. 2~.1(~7). 2;:,.-(!). 25.4(6). (8) to (~0), .25.5(2), 25.8(4), (7), (16). \: 1 •••••• .......... 4/4/Z9 
A1d to dependent chaldren. duphcatlon of assastance, 41.5(2) ...................... · •••••.•• J~ ••• •• ~ •• ]"" ·Jo ... • 4/41 t9 
Food stamp program. ch 65, also filed emergency .......... , ................................. r-:..1 ... V ••••• 4/4/7~1 
Medi('al assistance. right of subrogation, 75.4 •••••••••••••••••••••••• · •••••• · ••••••• •., '\\..' r ••• .! • ....,~ •••••••••• 4/4/79 
Int('rmediate care facilities. limitation of expenses, 81.6(11)"h"(4) to (6). ~ ·r.J ........ · ... l)J ................ 4/4/79 
Family life homes. certification, 111.3(7) •••••••• "1\.'f' ........................... : ••••• ."; •••••••••• ; ••••••••• 4/4/79 
Ser,·iccs, eligibility, 130.3(1)"b" •••••• ~ •••••••• : •• of·~· ••••• : •••• : •••••••••• • •••••• ; ••••••• ·: ••••••••••••••••• 4/4/79 

Pemion for adoption of rules. ch:mgc of addr~s. 4.~. !!J£sl wj~hout notice.~ ......... : ••• : . ••• : •••••••••• : • •• 41,,179 
l>t>claratory ruhngs. change of address, 5.1. fa led wathout notaee ••••••••••• ~ ........... ~ ••••••••••• ·: ••••• • ·i.'·I/'IU 

COMMERCE COMMISSION[250] · . -. - . . --. ·--.--
Gas and elec·tri~ utilities. customer deposits, bqqget billing, discontinuing service, amends 19.4 and 20.4 .• N .. 4/-1/79 
Certification or gas appliances, eh 26 • ~. : . ••• N .............. :-...... ~ ..... :.· ........................ 1' •••• 4/4/79 

Tiede~ asked that the Secretary request a representative 
from the Department of Transportation to appear .. at the June 
meeting of this committee to. explain the criteria which is 
followed in determining placement of lighting where primary 
and secondary roads intersect. 

Elliott Hibbs, Deputy Director of Revenue,. represented the 
.Department for review·of the following: 

REVENUE DEP ARTMENT[730) ·N _ · · . . . ." . ~ . ·· . . -
llotel and motel tax, ch 103 ................................................... •• • • • • • • •· • • • • • •• • • ••• · ••.•. 4/4/79 
l'ractice and proccdurt!, prehearing conference. 7.16 ......... f. .. ·~ ..................................... 4/4/79 
Sales and usc tax. amend men~ to chs 11, 12, 15 to 18. 20. 26 .•••• r. .... , ~ ............ ~ ................. 4/•1/79, 
l'tlotor fuel and spc<:ial tax. 18.37 ••••.••• ; ............................... r. ............................... 4/4/79 

Hibbs pointed out that out that· sqme controversial areas of 
the hotel and motel tax law are being amended by the legisla­
ture this year. 

Discussion of records required to kept by retailers [103.4]. 
Schroeder questioned the duplication of income tax records 
and Hibbs said there should be consistency in 9ross sales. 

Re confidential information in 103.9, Hibbs responded to ques­
tion by Clark that the examples of things to be disclosed are 
typical.• Committee members concurred that the provision was 
vague. Hibbs indicated he would prefer to delete the examples 
rather than attempt to further clarify them. 

Clark noted that•item 8 of 104.9 was grammatically incorrect. 
Sh~ suggested placing parenthesis around the language beginning 
wit'Q 11 the department ... 

Doyle observed that it~wauld be necessary to redraft the rules 
under the new law. 
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APPROVED 

DATE 

4-24-79 

Schroeder moved that the Committee recess until 4:00 pJm. 
to allow time for the Insurance Department to prepare the 
declaratory ruling concerning care facilities. Carried. 
Meeting was recessed at 10:05 a.m. 

The meeting was reconvened at 4:00 p.m. with Senator BJrl 
Priebe and Representative Laverne Schroeder present. i 

Also present were: Joseph Royce, Herbert Anderson andi 
Kenneth Gingericho 

The following amended version of Rule 15.93 was distributed· 
by Schroeder: 

510--15.93(507B) Unfair discriminatory acts or practices. 
The follo'tving is hereby identified as an act or practice · 

1 

which constitutes unfair discrimination bet'tveen insureds of the · 
· same class: Providing, under a contract, any benefit for setvices 
·received by an insured in a ~ski±led-nH~siHg-£aeili~yU-as-de~ined­
in-seet:i:en-l35S-:-l-E37-ef-che-€eEie-i:.:f-ehe-sa:me-heRefi.t!-is-ne-e- lse . 
provfded-fe~-ehe-seae-se~vfees~wheR-reee~ved-by-a-~esiden-e-i -an 
Uia~e~~eaiace-ea~e-faei~ieyU-as-eefiaed-ia-seec~ea-±35€':'l-E~1 1 e€­
the-€aae':' health care facility as defined in section 135.1, 1l979 
Code, which is medicare certitied or which rovides continubus 
nursing care services an re ate me ica services ~n er t e 
direction of a registered nurse or a licensed pract~cal nurse on 
a twenty-four-hour-per-day basis in that facility, unle~s.th~. 
same benefit is provided regardles~ t?f ~:hether that 11 ~acJ.lJ.tY!. l.S 
licensed as a 11 ski.lled nursing facl.lJ.tV , or as an J.ntermedti.ate 
C!are facility", as defined in section 135C.l, 1979 Code. 

" Schroder requested that the rule be forwarded to all i~tere.st\...,1 
persons present at this morning's session for their considera-
tion. Anderson agreed to do so. 1 

No further action taken. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 p.m. for lack of a· iorum. 
The next meeting is·~ scheduled for May 15, 1979, one we k la·t:t.'lr 
than the statutory date. [Later postponed to Monday, ay 21 ] 

submitted, 

Chairman. 
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