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Example 1: Below cost reimbursement/reimbursement discrepancy

Area of Act that Supports Complaint:
This complaint is in regards to 2 sections of the SCRIPT Act:

-Section 3, which prevents PBMs from reimbursing pharmacies below cost 

-Section 6, which prevents PBMs from reimbursing other pharmacies less than their own. PBMs will not provide reimbursement data to me so I am requesting your assistance. 

Details of Complaint:
Member’s name: Hayden Doe
Member’s DOB: 1/7/2006
Member ID: ABC12345678
Medication name, strength & quantity: Dexmethylphenidate ER 25mg #30
Date of service: 2/17/26
Prescription number: 6912345

Description of issue: 
-Issue 1: My cost is $143.57. I was reimbursed only $33.40
-Issue 2: How much do you reimburse your own pharmacy for this medication (GPI 61400016107045)?

Desired resolution:
Issue 1: Caremark needs to reimburse me at least the cost of the medication. A dispensing fee would be nice too to cover bottle, label, rent, employees, insurance, the pharmacy management system, fee to run the prescription, etc.

Issue 2: Caremark needs to reimburse my pharmacy as much as they reimburse their own pharmacies.

Example 2: MAC Appeal Issue - Patient Copay Increase

Area of Act that Supports Complaint:
This complaint is in regards to the following section of the SCRIPT Act: Section 3, which prevents PBMs from reimbursing pharmacies below cost.

Details of Complaint:
Member’s name: Hayden Doe
Member’s DOB: 1/7/2006
Member ID: ABC12345678
Medication name, strength & quantity: Dexmethylphenidate ER 25mg #30
Date of service: 2/17/26
Prescription number: 6912345

Description of issue: 
I am submitting this complaint regarding Optum’s handling of a MAC appeal for a claim that was originally reimbursed below my acquisition cost, in violation of the North Carolina SCRIPT Act.
While Optum approved the MAC appeal and adjusted the reimbursement to match my acquisition cost, they did not provide any additional reimbursement themselves. Instead, the adjustment was applied by increasing the patient’s copay. This action shifts the financial responsibility from the PBM to the patient, rather than ensuring the pharmacy is properly reimbursed as intended under North Carolina law.
The purpose of the MAC appeal process, as outlined in the SCRIPT Act, is to ensure that pharmacies are reimbursed fairly for covered drugs when initial reimbursement is below acquisition cost. Optum’s approach undermines this requirement by placing the burden on the patient instead of correcting the PBM’s reimbursement.
Additionally, the patient had already picked up the medication prior to this adjustment. It is not feasible or appropriate to attempt to collect an increased copay after the point of sale, leaving the pharmacy in a position where it either absorbs the loss or risks patient harm and dissatisfaction.
Optum should be required to provide appropriate reimbursement directly to the pharmacy following a successful MAC appeal, rather than shifting the cost to the patient. I respectfully request that the Department of Insurance review this practice for compliance with the SCRIPT Act and take appropriate action.
Desired resolution:
Optum should provide additional reimbursement directly to the pharmacy, rather than shifting the cost difference to the patient. The PBM’s payment on this claim is currently $0 and should be appropriately increased.
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