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	Board Members Present

	David Hartwig, Chair

Peter Callero

Rocky King


	Paul McKenna

Rich Peppers

Sheryl Warren

	PEBB Staff Present

	Dena Comer

Lisa Krois

	Jean Thorne



	Consultants Present

	Kevin Boyle, Boyle and Associates

Pam Hodge, Aon

	Greg Perez, Aon


	Guests Present

	Gordon Hoberg, ODS
Megan Myrick, Willamette Dental
	Paul Pfnister, AFLAC

	Agenda

	Welcome

Board Discussion
· Board Alignment with 2007 Vision

· Board’s Governing Role

	Welcome

	David Hartwig called the meeting to order and explained that Kevin Boyle will facilitate today’s meeting, in follow-up to the November 14, 2005 Board retreat. Diane Lovell and Jeanene Smith are unable to attend this morning’s meeting.


	Board Discussion

	Board’s Governing Role

Kevin Boyle complimented the Board’s work in prioritizing its tasks for 2006. He asked the Board to consider who it is accountable to, resulting in the following list:
· Governor 
· PEBB members

· Organizations represented by Board members, including the labor unions

· Legislature 

· Taxpayers 

Kevin Boyle added that the structure outlined by statute indicates the Board is accountable through the various checks and balances of the Executive and Legislative branches of government, and asked the Board if they are also accountable to the SEIU and AFSCME labor unions. 
Rocky King commented that the statute doesn’t state that he is accountable to specific unions, but rather to all PEBB members.
Rich Peppers concurred, and added that the Board must find a balance amongst all of the interests represented by the Board.
Paul McKenna concurred, adding that labor and management representatives are included to make up a balanced Board. While the Board members may be individually accountable to the organizations they represent, the Board is collectively accountable to PEBB members, in general.
Kevin Boyle stated that the role as Board members focused on the Vision must come first, otherwise issues will become muddled. He suggested that the decisions the Board makes should be about the Vision, not about its constituencies. He presented the following diagram of  the Board’s accountability:
SEIU

Exec Branch

Legis Branch

AFSCME

PEBB

· Vision

· Strategy

· Policy

· Implementation

Administrator

· Staff

· Consultants

· Subcommittees
· Implementation
· Monitoring

Membership

Members can go to the PEBB Administrative structure, the Board or the other “owners” for resolution of issues. 

He explained the importance of determining when consensus couldn’t be achieved as the Board addressed issues this last year. The group discussed how working with the Board’s constituencies could have been improved, such as with the issues of prescription drug copays and the Corvallis Clinic.

Jean Thorne summarized the preceding group discussion. The Board, as a whole, must acknowledge and listen to the Governor, the labor organizations, the PEBB membership in general, the Legislature and the taxpayers. The Board must balance all interests; individual members should not listen only to one entity, but recognize all entities as having legitimate interests. 
Board Alignment with 2007 Vision

Kevin Boyle referred to Bd attach.1 regarding a framework for policy governance, and explained that if decisions remain tied to the Vision, the Board will be able to educate its constituencies and stakeholders so that the Vision behind the decisions is clear. The group discussed the concepts as listed in the document.
“Cradle the Vision”

David Hartwig suggested that the Board revisit the Vision on a regular basis, in order to determine its viability.

Sheryl Warren suggested having an annual retreat in the fall for this purpose.

Kevin Boyle suggested that in doing so, the Vision should be considered to see if it stretches far enough.

“Explicitly address fundamental values”

Kevin Boyle asked the group to identify the Board’s core values, resulting in the following list:
· Healthy outcomes for constituencies at large

· Public health for state of Oregon

· Risk sharing in providing benefits

· Family-friendly - sharing cost/risk

· All for one, one for all

· Prevention is better than the cure 

· Limiting cost increases - affordability
· Gaining value for healthcare dollar - as opposed to cost-shifting
· Member satisfaction

· Limit disruption to member

· Communication, feedback, and dialogue

Jean Thorne reminded the group of David Lansky’s work in the fall of 2004 to identify the Board’s guiding principles.

Kevin Boyle explained that this exercise is not just about making a list, but about the Board coming back and challenging itself when considering the Vision. He suggested that they continue to use this list as a tool to have dialogue and to make decisions.

“Force an external focus”

Kevin Boyle explained that the “external focus” is really the membership and stakeholders. Performance measures, etc. should be based on what the membership and stakeholders are saying. 

Jean Thorne suggested that rather than having all decisions come from subcommittees to the Board, the Board should be involved in the initial discussion as to how issues will be addressed. This will avoid the problem of the Board not agreeing with how something has been done. 

Rich Peppers concurred, adding that if the subcommittee encounters a fork in the road they should come to the Board for direction. 

Kevin Boyle suggested that when the Board assigns an issue for research and implementation, it should first have a discussion about what it wants (and results) and how it desires to have the Board values and principles incorporated. 
· How does this tie into the Vision?
· What’s within scope and outside scope?
· What are expectations about communications back to the Board?
· The Board’s expectations 

 “Force forward thinking”

Kevin Boyle asked the Board how it forces forward thinking. 
Rocky King suggested through the development of an RFP.
Jean Thorne stated that the Vision is very forward thinking.
Kevin Boyle concurred, adding that the Board set its priorities for 2006 based on the Vision. He suggested that as the Board determines its priorities, it also set the measurements. 

Jean Thorne commented that the focus shouldn’t be on whether the Board arrives at all of the measurements, but rather if progress is being made. There will be many measurements, but the challenge will be to determine which are the most meaningful.
Kevin Boyle suggested that if it’s about making progress, it should be time-bound and realistic. The Board should continually ask itself if it’s moving forward.
“Facilitate diversity and unity”

Kevin Boyle asked how the Board members could express diversity, yet speak as one Board moving forward with its Vision.
Sheryl Warren suggested that if the Board can’t get to consensus it needs to find a way to share the message.

Kevin Boyle outlined the consensus decision making process, as follows:
· 70% comfort level within all participants.

· 70% comfort means 100% commitment.

· Any individual who is not at 70% comfort is obliged to say so.

· This individual must collaboratively identify new alternatives and re-examine those existing with the group. These must be examined in the context of the purpose, values and shared goals of the group. However, if there is no movement by any of the other group members, the individual must re-check her/his position against the group’s position.

· Measure progress against values and shared goals. This is to guarantee that the process is managed and not ignored as the group moved toward a decision.

· Assume conflict to be healthy when properly dealt with. Conflict is a natural occurrence around options and decision choices. When it is addressed in accordance with the group’s values and shared goals, decision-making can be easier. 

· No voting.

· No compromising.

· To reach a point of no consensus is in itself a decision.

· The goal is to make decisions that best meet the needs of the group, appropriate stakeholders and anyone else impacted by the decision.

If the Board is not in agreement, individual members have the responsibility to block the decision, but the individual must work towards an alternative. If the Board can’t get to the 70 percent, it should ask if there is consensus that there is no consensus, and a vote is taken. If the Board is going to use consensus, then voting shouldn’t be used until it is determined that no consensus can be reached.

Kevin Boyle asked the Board what it needs in order to remain authentic and what makes it safe to be an individual as well as a Board member. Discussion resulted in the following principles:
· Decisions are made publicly

· Respect each other

· Communicate disagreement and possible action to the Board
“Describe relationships to relevant constituencies”

Kevin Boyle asked the Board to identify any constituencies that haven’t already been discussed today.

Rich Peppers suggested that the provider community is a constituency. 
Rocky King suggested that Jean Thorne act as a filter for the Board on the providers’ and consultant’s perspectives based on private conversations that take place outside of Board meetings. Those opinions are valuable.
Jean Thorne explained that the plans will be providing written reports according to their contracts, but the Board has asked that the plans provide information on what is working as well as the challenges. PEBB staff is working to identify those items that the plans should present to the Board. Based on the Board’s request, the result will take the shape of dialogue rather than a written report.
David Hartwig explained that discussion in Board leadership meetings has included meeting directly with plan leadership to foster more of a partnership and open communication.

Rich Peppers suggested having more broad-range discussions with the providers when they come with presentations in order to better adjust to the market. Things learned from those conversations could be very helpful in moving toward the Vision.

“Balance over-control and under-control”

Kevin Boyle suggested that communicating expectations is important in Board discussions. Avoid bringing the implicit or explicit power of the Board role (“meddling”) into the decision. 

Jean Thorne explained that the subcommittees have included only Board members at this point. The Operations Subcommittee has specific decision-making authority based on rules. This subcommittee has a legal responsibility to perform certain tasks.

Kevin Boyle commented that by communicating expectations the opportunity to meddle becomes less frequent.  
Rocky King commented that the subcommittees haven’t been impacted by this problem, but the Council of Innovators might be.

Jean Thorne suggested that the Council of Innovators could benefit from the presence of Board members listening, but not from the Board driving the conversation.

Kevin Boyle complimented the Board on its good work and asked for feedback on today’s meeting. 

Sheryl Warren commented that today’s meeting was very helpful.

Rocky King stated that the Board is better after having this meeting.



	Meeting Adjourned
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