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Annual Performance Progress Report - Executive Summary
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004 

INSURANCE POOL GOVERNING BOARD
	Performance Target Achievement
	Number

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	6

	Number of KPMs at target for most current reporting period
	2

	Number of KPMs not at target for most current reporting period
	4


As a small state agency, the Insurance Pool Governing Board (IPGB) has a limited ability to directly affect its only applicable Oregon Benchmark — Number 54, the Percentage of Oregonians without Health Insurance. However, through its programs, the IPGB is able to directly enroll lower-income Oregonians into private market health insurance (through the Family Health Insurance Assistance Program or FHIAP); provide small businesses and consumers with general information about health insurance and referrals to licensed insurance agents; train insurance agents and community partners on all aspects of the health insurance and the Oregon Health Plan; and create affordable health insurance plans for uninsured small businesses (though this program won’t be implemented until early 2005). Five of the agency’s performance measures relate to these program missions, the sixth is tied to the administrative costs of the largest program, FHIAP. The agency has also requested three new performance measures for the 2005-07 biennium — one that measures customer satisfaction, and two that will measure the success of the agency’s health insurance plans for small businesses.

The State’s continuing fiscal and budget crisis will impact the agency’s ability to accomplish its performance measures now and in future biennia. Any across-the-board cuts that may be taken during the remainder of the biennium may limit the ability of the agency to provide outreach and training to employers, consumers, and insurance agents throughout the state, and could limit the number of people served by FHIAP.

When the performance measure targets were developed for the 2003-05 biennium (and beyond), the agency was working under a May 2002 Emergency Board directive to add up to 25,000 people into FHIAP once federal waiver approval had been secured. However, the program’s 2003-05 budget was cut by $3 million (General Fund) to $15 million, which reduces the number of people FHIAP can serve. It also has a direct relationship to FHIAP’s administrative costs as a percentage of total costs. The program has certain fixed administrative costs that become a greater percentage of the total costs as the program budget is cut and the agency can’t take advantage of any economies of scale.

Of greater concern is the possibility that in the future the State may be forced to “turn back” the federal waiver for the Oregon Health Plan which allows federal matching funds to be used in FHIAP (and thus greatly expanding the number of Oregonians the program can serve).

Annual Performance Progress Report - Part I, Managing for Results
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	Version No.:1

	Contact: Becky Frederick
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	Alternate: Dave Landrum
	Phone:  503-373-1656  x22104
	


	Agency Name: Insurance Pool Governing Board
	Agency No.: 44200

	The following questions shed light on how well performance measures and performance data are leveraged within your agency for process improvement and results-based management.

	1 How were staff and stakeholders involved in the development of the agency’s performance measures?
	The agency’s executive team developed these key performance measures several years ago based on the statutory missions of our programs.

	2 How are performance measures used for management of the agency?
	Because the performance measures are tied so directly to the agency’s missions, these measures are used almost daily and form the framework for most of our program and policy decisions. For example, we constantly monitor our FHIAP enrollment figures to determine whether or not applications should be sent out, and if so, how many should be sent to stay within our Legislatively Adopted Budget. We have created a series of continuing education courses and informational presentations designed to meet the needs of insurance agents and community partners across the state, and offer those courses and presentations at times and locations that are convenient to those stakeholders.

	3 What training has staff had in the use performance measurement?
	The agency hasn’t conducted formal training during the past year, though the Executive staff reviews the agency’s progress on a monthly basis during its meetings. Line staff is kept apprised of our progress and accomplishments during regularly scheduled unit staff meetings (though we don’t call them out as performance measures per se), and has helped management staff develop a series of intermediate outcome measures for FHIAP.

	4 How does the agency communicate performance results and for what purpose?
	FHIAP’s enrollment is reported weekly on the agency’s website as part of the Snapshot Report. In addition to these figures, other important demographic information (such as costs, geographic distribution, gender, age, enrollments by carrier and plan, etc…) is contained in the report. This information is also included in Agency Brief documents distributed by the agency at a variety of stakeholder meetings and presentations. It is also reported to monthly advocacy group meetings. Much of the information is also incorporated into continuing education training materials.


	5 What important performance management changes have occurred in the past year?
	The $3 million General Fund budget reduction will continue to impact the agency’s ability to serve Oregonians in the FHIAP program and to keep administrative costs as low as possible. The passage of House Bill 2537 which directs the agency to develop and market affordable health insurance plans for small, uninsured businesses required the agency to develop new performance measures prior to the implementation of that program. In addition, the FHIAP program is developing a more comprehensive set of intermediate outcome measures.


Annual Performance Report- Part II, Key Measure Analysis
Time Period: Fiscal Year 2003 – 2004
	Agency Name: Insurance Pool Governing Board
	Agency No.:442000

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#1- Number of referrals to Family Health Insurance Assistance Program  (FHIAP) made through insurance agents involved in the Agent Referral Program
	Target
	
	800
	800
	800
	800
	1,500
	2,500
	1,500
	1,500

	
	Data
	456
	708
	883
	1,315
	743
	
	
	
	


Data Source: Agency database, tracked by marketing assistant.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? IPGB Goal 1 — Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. OBM #54: Percent of Oregonians without health insurance.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? After reaching an uninsurance rate of 11 percent in the late 1990s, Oregon’s rate rose to 14 percent in 2002 and will likely be higher in 2004. Oregon’s recession and slow economic recovery, fewer people served by the Oregon Health Plan, and an overall increase in the cost of health care and premiums (causing employers to drop coverage) have contributed to this increase. The IPGB directly impacts this benchmark by paying for health insurance coverage through the FHIAP program. The education and outreach efforts of the agency provide information insurance agents and consumers need to make informed health insurance decisions.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? One barrier to accessing health insurance is the application process — people are either confused by the choices they are faced with, are unsure which services or benefits are important, or are overwhelmed by the paperwork involved when they apply by themselves. This is why the Agent Referral Program is so important. This free service matches specially trained insurance agents with people from their communities who call the IPGB office looking for help. These agents can help them determine which plans fit their budget and medical needs, assist them in filling out the health insurance application, and help fill out an application for FHIAP. These agents are the client’s advocate if there are any problems with insurance claims, etc… By helping to eliminate this barrier, IPGB’s Agent Referral Program can make a positive contribution towards lowering Oregon’s uninsurance rate. 

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. The number of agent referrals made is directly tied to the enrollment cycle of FHIAP. When FHIAP is sending program applications to people who must purchase health insurance in the individual market, agent referral numbers are up. In 2000, FHIAP was closed to new enrollments because of budget cuts. In 2003, the budget crisis within the state kept the program from opening enrollments in the individual market. In 2001 and 2002, enrollments and interest in the program grew in anticipation (and subsequent awarding) of the federal waivers that would greatly expand the program.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards. To the agency’s knowledge, the Agent Referral Program is unique and doesn’t have any relevant public or private sector comparators. 

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? The agency conducts training for newly licenced health insurance agents on a monthly basis in Salem, and on a quarterly rotating basis in other parts of the state. In addition, the agency conducts continuing education (CE) training on a variety of subjects across the state throughout the year, as well as intensive CE training during new program rollouts, or when major changes occur within our programs. By attending the training sessions, agents become eligible to be part of the agent referral program.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? The agency needs to continue its efforts to bring new agents from all over the state into the referral program. Also, the Agent Referral Program should be emphasized in all marketing and outreach efforts so people know it is available as a free service.

	Agency Name: Insurance Pool Governing Board
	Agency No.: 442000

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#2 — Number of training sessions or presentations made to insurance agents and companies selling insurance in Oregon. 
	Target
	
	25
	25
	25
	45
	25
	25
	50
	50

	
	Data
	14
	22
	22
	57
	43
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Data Source: Education, Information and Outreach unit tracks using calendar.

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? IPGB Goal 1 — Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. OBM #54: Percent of Oregonians without health insurance.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? After reaching an uninsurance rate of 11 percent in the late 1990s, Oregon’s rate rose to 14 percent in 2002 and will likely be higher in 2004. Oregon’s recession and slow economic recovery, fewer people served by the Oregon Health Plan, and an overall increase in the cost of health care and premiums (causing employers to drop coverage) have contributed to this increase. The IPGB directly impacts this benchmark by paying for health insurance coverage through the FHIAP program. The education and outreach efforts of the agency provide information insurance agents and consumers need to make informed health insurance decisions.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? IPGB has found that the best way to inform the public about our programs is through intensive and informative training sessions to insurance agents and other interested stakeholders (either free or at low cost). Since IPGB is located in Salem without field offices, these people are our “eyes, ears and voice” in communities across the state. These sessions give agents and stakeholders the materials they need to help clients make better informed choices about health insurance, including information on state programs (like FHIAP and OHP) that can help lower-income Oregonians afford coverage, thus lowering the uninsured rate.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. IPGB has been close to target each year, except in 2002 when trainings were almost double the target. This was the year that Oregon (and FHIAP) received federal waivers and IPGB embarked on an ambitious training schedule to inform people across the state of the expansion of FHIAP. The expansion wasn’t anticipated when the targets were originally established.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards. The agency is unaware of any relevant comparators for this performance measure, though other entities do conduct training, few if any focus on both public and private sector health insurance programs like the IPGB.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? Based on feedback the agency received, we developed New Agent Training (NAT). The NAT program sends invitations to all newly-licensed health insurance agents to attend a free training seminar for continuing education credit. Attendees learn about the programs administered by the agency, as well as all the other components of the Oregon Health Plan, and new insurance laws or rules.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? Because of the positive response to the NAT program and the other presentations made by the agency, we will continue to explore new and innovative ways to develop meaningful training and educational opportunities for agents, as well as look at new ways to bring similar presentations to a variety of other stakeholders.

	Agency Name: Insurance Pool Governing Board
	Agency No.: 442000

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#3 — Number of insurance agents, community partners, and stakeholders trained.
	Target
	
	1,000
	1,000
	1,000
	1,000
	1,000
	1,000
	1,500
	1,500

	
	Data
	1,100
	616
	950
	1,525
	1,308
	
	
	
	


Data Source: Attendance sheets at training sessions.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? IPGB Goal 1 — Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. OBM #54: Percent of Oregonians without health insurance.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? After reaching an uninsurance rate of 11 percent in the late 1990s, Oregon’s rate rose to 14 percent in 2002 and will likely be higher in 2004. Oregon’s recession and slow economic recovery, fewer people served by the Oregon Health Plan, and an overall increase in the cost of health care and premiums (causing employers to drop coverage) have contributed to this increase. The IPGB directly impacts this benchmark by paying for health insurance coverage through the FHIAP program. The education and outreach efforts of the agency provide information insurance agents and consumers need to make informed health insurance decisions.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? The key to the success of the agency’s programs is letting the public know that they exist. IPGB has found that the best way to do that is through intensive and informative training sessions to insurance agents and other interested stakeholders (either free or at low cost). Since IPGB is located in Salem without field offices, these people are our “eyes, ears and voice” in communities across the state. These sessions give agents and stakeholders the materials they need to help clients make better informed choices about health insurance, including information on state programs (like FHIAP and OHP) that can help lower-income Oregonians afford coverage, thus lowering the uninsured rate.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. IPGB has been close to target each year. However, in 2002 and 2003 the number of attendees was greater than the target. Oregon (and FHIAP) received federal waiver approval in 2002, and IPGB embarked on an ambitious training schedule to inform people across the state of the expansion of FHIAP. The expansion wasn’t anticipated when the targets were originally established. In 2000, the number of people trained was down because the agency decided not to conduct state-wide training due to the few number of insurance law changes from the previous legislative session.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards. The agency is unaware of any relevant comparators for this performance measure, though other entities do conduct training (often revenues generating sessions), few if any focus on both public and private sector health insurance programs like the IPGB. However, the agency typically holds training sessions in small towns and cities not serviced by other groups.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? Based on feedback the agency received, we developed New Agent Training (NAT). The NAT program sends invitations to all newly-licensed health insurance agents to attend a free training seminar for continuing education credit. Attendees learn about the programs administered by the agency, as well as all the other components of the Oregon Health Plan, and new insurance laws or rules.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? Because of the positive response to the NAT program and the other presentations made by the agency, we will continue to explore new and innovative ways to develop meaningful training and educational opportunities for agents, as well as look at new ways to bring similar presentations to a variety of other stakeholders.

	Agency Name: Insurance Pool Governing Board
	Agency No.: 442000

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#4 — Number of Oregonians enrolled in FHIAP. 
	Target
	
	7,500
	7,500
	7,500
	7,500
	15,000
	25,000
	15,800
	17,200

	
	Data
	8,498
	7,628
	6,599
	5,013
	11,857
	
	
	
	


[image: image4.wmf]Data Source: FHIAP database system.

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? IPGB Goal 1 — Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. OBM #54: Percent of Oregonians without health insurance.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? After reaching an uninsurance rate of 11 percent in the late 1990s, Oregon’s rate rose to 14 percent in 2002 and will likely be higher in 2004. Oregon’s recession and slow economic recovery, fewer people served by the Oregon Health Plan, and an overall increase in the cost of health care and premiums (causing employers to drop coverage) have contributed to this increase. The IPGB directly impacts this benchmark by paying for health insurance coverage through the FHIAP program. The education and outreach efforts of the agency provide information insurance agents and consumers need to make informed health insurance decisions.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? FHIAP provides economic assistance towards the purchase of a private-sector health insurance plan, and thus has a direct (though small) influence on decreasing the percent of uninsured Oregonians.

Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. The number of Oregonians that FHIAP can serve is directly related to the program’s legislatively adopted budget. Each session the program has experienced a budget cut, which reduced the number of people we could serve. This effect was most profound in 2001 and 2002, when FHIAP had to let people naturally attrition out of the program (and not replace them) to stay within the allotted budget. In 2003, the budget was again cut by $3 million, but that impact was offset by the infusion of federal matching funds, which greatly expanded the number of people we could serve. Both the budget cuts and the expansion due to the granting of federal waivers were not anticipated when the targets were developed.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards. While there are a handful of other premium assistance programs in the country, each program is operated under a unique federal waiver (including direct tie-ins to state Medicaid programs) and under different private market conditions, making direct relevant comparisons difficult.

What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? IPGB used the Oregon Association of Broadcasters Non-Commercial Sustaining Announcement (NCSA) program to promote the FHIAP program on radio and TV stations across the state. This approach was used to build up FHIAP’s reservation list of Oregonians who would be sent an application when there was room in the program.

What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? FHIAP’s enrollment targets are ambitious, but need to be achieved to meet a “Maintenance of Effort” provision of Oregon’s OHP2 federal waiver. IPGB’s Education, Information and Outreach unit are continually looking for new and innovative ways to reach the thousands of uninsured Oregonians who could qualify for assistance.

	Agency Name: Insurance Pool Governing Board
	Agency No.: 442000

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#5 — Percent of Oregonians deemed eligible for FHIAP who are enrolled in health insurance. 
	Target
	
	60%
	60%
	65%
	70%
	75%
	75%
	60%
	60%

	
	Data
	55%
	51%
	49%
	48%
	62%
	
	
	
	


Data Source: FHIAP database system.
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Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? IPGB Goal 1 — Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. OBM #54: Percent of Oregonians without health insurance.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? After reaching an uninsurance rate of 11 percent in the late 1990s, Oregon’s rate rose to 14 percent in 2002 and will likely be higher in 2004. Oregon’s recession and slow economic recovery, fewer people served by the Oregon Health Plan, and an overall increase in the cost of health care and premiums (causing employers to drop coverage) have contributed to this increase. The IPGB directly impacts this benchmark by paying for health insurance coverage through the FHIAP program. The education and outreach efforts of the agency provide information insurance agents and consumers need to make informed health insurance decisions.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? This measure compares the number of people approved for a subsidy against those who take the next step by enrolling in a health insurance plan. Every person who enrolls in a plan helps reduce the number of Oregonians who are uninsured.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. Historically, FHIAP’s enrollment percentage has been lower than the target. We have found several reasons for this: People have found other insurance (like OHP or fully-paid employer-sponsored insurance), the cost of the insurance premium (even with a subsidy) is too high to afford, they are turned down for individual health insurance and don’t understand their options for other coverage in the Oregon Medical Insurance Pool, or they simply are overwhelmed by the additional paperwork needed to enroll in a health insurance plan and give up trying.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards. Because FHIAP applicants must go through a two-step process to get insurance coverage (apply for a FHIAP subsidy, then apply for and enroll in health insurance coverage), it is difficult to make a direct comparison to other Oregon assistance programs.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? Periodically, the agency has surveyed approved applicants who haven’t enrolled in coverage to determine what barriers exist that keep them from enrolling. We’ve used this information to develop more comprehensive educational materials, refer them to an agent in our Agent Referral Program, or assist them in transitioning from OHP into FHIAP (if they choose to).
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? FHIAP is developing a more systematic approach to contacting the people who are approved but not yet enrolled, to assist them in understanding their options.
	Agency Name: Insurance Pool Governing Board
	Agency No.: 442000

	Key Performance Measure (KPM) 
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	#6 — FHIAP administrative expenses as a percent of total costs 
	Target
	
	14%
	14%
	12%
	10%
	10%
	10%
	10%
	10%

	
	Data
	14.60%
	14.48%
	14.13%
	14.02%
	24.60%
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Data Source: Business Services Section using R*Stars (Structures) actuals.

Key Performance Measure Analysis

To what goal(s) is this performance measure linked? IPGB Goal 1 — Provide access to health insurance, thereby reducing percent of uninsured Oregonians. OBM #54: Percent of Oregonians without health insurance.
What do benchmark (or other high-level outcome) data say about Oregon relative to the goal(s)? What is the impact of your agency? After reaching an uninsurance rate of 11 percent in the late 1990s, Oregon’s rate rose to 14 percent in 2002 and will likely be higher in 2004. Oregon’s recession and slow economic recovery, fewer people served by the Oregon Health Plan, and an overall increase in the cost of health care and premiums (causing employers to drop coverage) have contributed to this increase. The IPGB directly impacts this benchmark by paying for health insurance coverage through the FHIAP program. The education and outreach efforts of the agency provide information insurance agents and consumers need to make informed health insurance decisions.

How does the performance measure demonstrate agency progress toward the goal? By keeping administrative costs as low as possible, more dollars can be used to provide subsidies to purchase health insurance.
Compare actual performance to target and explain any variance. When the performance targets were developed, they assumed the budget would remain at the same levels and that through economies of scale and program efficiencies the admin. percentage would decrease. However, each biennia the budget has been cut by $2-3 million. Because the program has certain fixed administrative costs, they become a greater percentage of the total costs as the program budget is cut. In 2003, the agency had to prepare for the expansion of the program due to the federal waiver. The agency had several one-time expenses (equipment, computers, etc…) as well as increased staffing expenses. While the staffing levels will stay the same, as more people enroll in the program, those staffing expenses (and other admin. costs) will decrease as a percentage of the total costs.

Summarize how actual performance compares to any relevant public or private industry standards. The Oregon Medical Insurance Pool’s administrative costs are approximately five percent. This includes the TPA and state staff costs. Medicaid has an eight percent administrative cost allowance built into the capitation rates it pays to providers. The state administrative costs for OHP are harder to determine as eligibility is determined in one cluster of DHS, while other administrative services are performed in another.
What is an example of a department activity related to the measure? Currently, agency staff are contacting all those who have applied to the program and been approved, but who have not enrolled, to determine if there is something we can do to assist them in enrolling into health insurance and the program.  By increasing the enrollment percentages of those who are approved, we reduce the number of applications that must be processed to reach enrollment goals.  This activity should assist in keeping the staff costs down, while increasing enrollment to goal levels.B
What needs to be done as a result of this analysis? The agency continues to look for ways to save administrative dollars by finding technological efficiencies and by streamlining work processes.
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		Performance Measure 1

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007
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		Performance Measure 3

				1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007
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