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 Done in even-numbered years since 
1986; the 2016 study is the 16th in 
the series 

 



 Index Rate of $1.28, compared to study median 
rate of $1.84. 

 Oregon rates are 31% below the median state 
 Ranking: Oregon is 45th (1= highest) 

 





 Rising rates (+14.2% in ’85, +26.7% in ’86) 
 Another study had ranked Oregon as the most 

expensive state in the U.S.  The available 
comparisons lacked data on contiguous states. 

 
Could we do a better job by doing our own study? 



 Averages often vary due to factors other 
than what we want to compare. 

 An invalid comparison might be 
misleading, and worse than no 
comparison at all. 
 



 States’ economies, and mixes 
of hazards, are different 

 Different codes to classify risks 
 Different underwriting bases 
 Assessment mechanisms differ, 

for both administration and 
special funds 

 
 
 



Goals of the Oregon Rate Ranking 
 
 Produce an average rate for 

comparable employers, by 
controlling for industry mix 

 Include all 50 states plus D.C.  
 Report findings within the study 

year 
 
 



 Survey of all 50 states plus D.C.  
 States report factors for voluntary-

market manual rates, as of Jan.1 of the 
study year 

 50 classes with highest Oregon losses 
 NCCI classification codes used (states 

do their own crosswalk) 
 Weighted average by Oregon payrolls 

(the Index Rate) 
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• Premium rate changes  
• Expense factor and assessment changes 
• Changes in the set of classifications used 
• Changes in payroll mix within classifications 



• Premium rate changes  
• Expense factor and assessment changes 
• Changes in the set of classifications used 
• Changes in payroll mix within classifications 



 How does the Oregon study’s median index 
rate compare to a national benchmark? 

 
 



Note: BLS data are through 2nd Quarter 2016 
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Note: BLS data are through 2nd Quarter 2016 
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 Index Rate of $1.28, compared to study median 
rate of $1.84. 

 Oregon rates are 31% below the median state 
 Ranking: Oregon is 45th (1= highest) 





State          
2016 

Index Rate 

Percent of 
study 

median 
California 3.24 176% 
New Jersey 2.92 158% 
New York 2.83 154% 
Connecticut 2.74 149% 
Alaska 2.74 149% 
Delaware 2.32 126% 
Oklahoma 2.23 121% 
Illinois 2.23 121% 
Rhode Island 2.20 119% 
Louisiana 2.11 115% 
Montana 2.10 114% 
Wisconsin 2.06 112% 



Vermont 2.02 110% 
Maine 2.02 110% 
Washington 1.97 107% 
Hawaii 1.96 107% 
New Hampshire 1.96 106% 
South Carolina 1.94 105% 
Missouri 1.92 104% 
New Mexico 1.92 104% 
Minnesota 1.91 104% 
North Carolina 1.91 103% 
Wyoming 1.87 101% 
Iowa 1.86 101% 
Alabama 1.85 100% 
Pennsylvania 1.84 100% 
Georgia 1.80 98% 
Idaho 1.79 97% 
Mississippi 1.70 92% 
Tennessee 1.68 91% 
Nebraska 1.67 91% 
South Dakota 1.67 91% 
Florida 1.66 90% 



Michigan 1.57 85% 
Colorado 1.56 84% 
Kentucky 1.52 82% 
Arizona 1.50 82% 
Maryland 1.50 82% 
Texas 1.45 79% 
Ohio 1.45 79% 
Kansas 1.41 77% 
District of 
Columbia 1.37 74% 
Nevada 1.31 71% 
Massachusetts 1.29 70% 
OREGON 1.28 69% 
Utah 1.27 69% 
Virginia 1.24 67% 
West Virginia 1.22 66% 
Arkansas 1.06 57% 
Indiana 1.05 57% 
North Dakota 0.89 48% 



State          
2016  

Index Rate 
Percent of 2016 
study median 

Rank 
(1=highest) 

California 3.24 176% 1 

Alaska 2.74 149% 5 

Montana 2.10 114% 11 

Washington 1.97 107% 15 

Idaho 1.79 97% 28 

Nevada 1.31 71% 43 

OREGON 1.28 69% 45 





• Benefits are far too complex to be boiled 
down to a single measure. For example, the 
IAIABC/WCRI law comparison includes 66 
different benefit attributes: 
  

• 5 for Medical benefits 
• 18 for Temp Total benefits 
• 8 for Perm Total benefits 

• 20 for Perm Partial benefits, and  
• 15 for Fatal benefits 



• These factors apply to individual employers, not the state as a 
whole, so we can’t use them. 

• The available data aren’t consistent or timely for all states. 
 



Largest Classifications In The Study 
Code Description 
 
8810 Clerical Office Employees NOC  
8742 Salespersons - Outside  
8868 COLLEGE: Professional Employees & Clerical  
8832 Physician and Clerical  
9079 Restaurant NOC  
8833 Hospital: Professional Employees  
8017 Store: Retail, NOC 

 
These top 7 Oregon classes are all in the top 10 classes in NCCI 

country-wide payrolls. Together, they represent over 75% of the 
payroll weight in the study.   



• No, effectiveness involves meeting other program 
objectives.  

• A system that encourages safe workplaces, 
delivers adequate benefits and quality medical 
care, promptly resolves disputes, and maximizes 
return to work might well be relatively costly, but 
nevertheless a great value for the money.  



 



 



WC Rate ranking reports 
 http://www.oregon.gov/DCBS/reports/Pages/general-wc-

system.aspx 
 

All WC research topics 
 http://www.oregon.gov/DCBS/reports/Pages/index.aspx 

 

http://www.oregon.gov/DCBS/reports/Pages/general-wc-system.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/DCBS/reports/Pages/general-wc-system.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/DCBS/reports/Pages/index.aspx
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