






Table of C
ontents

iiCALIFORNIA JPIA True North Research, Inc. © 2010
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Liability  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27
Question 15 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

Workers’ Compensation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28
Question 16 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

Other Insured Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
Question 17 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

Communication. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31
Satisfaction with Communication Efforts  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

Question 18 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31
Receive and Read Materials? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

Question 19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33
Usefulness of Documents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

Question 20 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34
Preferred Method of Receipt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

Question 21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35
California JPIA Staff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

General Interaction. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
Question 22 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

Specific Interaction Areas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38
Question 23 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38

Assessment of Staff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39
Question 24 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39

Authority Effectiveness. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40
Question 25 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40

Challenges . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41
Question 26 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

Methodology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42
Questionnaire Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42
Programming & Pre-Test. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42
Sample & Data Collection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42
Margin of Error. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42
Statistical Significance  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44
Data Processing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44
Rounding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

Questionnaire & Toplines. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45



List of Tables

iii
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

CALIFORNIA JPIA True North Research, Inc. © 2010

L I S T  O F  T A B L E S

Table 1 Familiarity with Specific Programs & Services: 2004 to 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
Table 2 Importance of Specific Programs & Services: 2004 to 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
Table 3 Satisfaction With Specific Programs & Services  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14
Table 4 Agreement With Statements About Training Programs & Materials: 2004 to 2010 . 19
Table 5 Agreement With Statements About Training Workshops: 2004 to 2010. . . . . . . . . 21
Table 6 Agreement With Liability Claims Process Statements: 2004 to 2010  . . . . . . . . . . . 28
Table 7 Agreement With Statements About Workers’ Compensation Claims Process:

2004 to 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
Table 8 Agreement With Other Insured Programs Statements: 2004 to 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . 30
Table 9 Readership of Cal JPIA Documents: 2004 to 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34
Table 10 Usefulness of Cal JPIA Documents: 2004 to 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35
Table 11 Summary of Questions 19, 20 & 21. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35
Table 12 Agreement With Statements About Cal JPIA: 2004 to 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40



List of Figures

iv
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

CALIFORNIA JPIA True North Research, Inc. © 2010

L I S T  O F  F I G U R E S

Figure 1 Overall Performance Rating: 2004 to 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
Figure 2 Overall Performance Rating by Attended LossCAP Presentation, Participated in

Training Workshop, Visited Cal JPIA Website & Involved in Claims Admin  . . . . . . . 10
Figure 3 Overall Performance Rating by Years With Cal JPIA, Group & Interacted With Staff . 10
Figure 4 Familiarity with Specific Programs & Services  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
Figure 5 Importance of Specific Programs & Services  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
Figure 6 Satisfaction With Specific Programs & Services  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
Figure 7 Priority Matrix—Zoom Out  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
Figure 8 Priority Matrix - Zoom In . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
Figure 9 Attended LossCAP Presentation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
Figure 10 Attended LossCAP Presentation by Participated in Training Workshop, Visited

Cal JPIA Website & Interacted With Staff & Years With Cal JPIA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
Figure 11 Agreement With Statements About LossCAP Presentation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17
Figure 12 Agreement With Statements About Training Programs & Materials  . . . . . . . . . . . . 18
Figure 13 Participation in Training Workshop in Past 12 Months: 2004 to 2010 . . . . . . . . . . 19
Figure 14 Participation in Training Workshop in Past 12 Months by Attended LossCAP 

Presentation, Visited Cal JPIA Website, Interacted With Staff, Years With Cal
JPIA & Group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

Figure 15 Agreement With Statements About Training Workshops  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20
Figure 16 Visited Cal JPIA Website in Past Year: 2004 to 2010  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
Figure 17 Visited Cal JPIA Website in Past Year by Attended LossCAP Presentation,

Participated in Training Workshop, Involved in Claims Admin & Interacted
With Staff  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23

Figure 18 Visited Cal JPIA Website in Past Year by Years With Cal JPIA & Group . . . . . . . . . . . 23
Figure 19 Frequency of Website Visits in Past Year: 2004 to 2010  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24
Figure 20 Ease of Performing Website Tasks. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24
Figure 21 Website Service Priorities  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25
Figure 22 Involvement in Claim Submittal Process: 2004 to 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26
Figure 23 Involvement in Claim Submittal Process by Attended LossCAP Presentation, 

Participated in Training Workshop, Visited Cal JPIA Website, Years With Cal
JPIA & Interacted With Staff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

Figure 24 Agreement With Liability Claims Process Statements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27
Figure 25 Agreement With Statements About Workers’ Compensation Claims Process  . . . . . 28
Figure 26 Agreement With Other Insured Programs Statements  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
Figure 27 Satisfaction With Communication: 2004 to 2010. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31
Figure 28 Satisfaction With Communication by Attended LossCAP Presentation,

Participated in Training Workshop, Visited Cal JPIA Website & Involved in Claims
Admin. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

Figure 29 Satisfaction With Communication by Years With Cal JPIA, Group & Interacted
With Staff  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

Figure 30 Receipt & Readership of Cal JPIA Documents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33
Figure 31 Usefulness of Cal JPIA Documents. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34
Figure 32 Delivery Preference for Cal JPIA Documents. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35
Figure 33 Interaction With Staff in Past 12 Months: 2004 to 2010. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
Figure 34 Interaction With Staff in Past 12 Months by Attended LossCAP Presentation, 

Participated in Training Workshop, Visited Cal JPIA Website, Involved in Claims
Admin. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37

Figure 35 Interaction With Staff in Past 12 Months by Years With Cal JPIA & Group . . . . . . . . 37
Figure 36 Interaction With Staff Areas. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38
Figure 37 Interaction With Staff Areas by Group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38
Figure 38 Satisfaction With Staff Areas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39
Figure 39 Agreement With Statements About Cal JPIA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40



List of Figures

v
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

CALIFORNIA JPIA True North Research, Inc. © 2010

Figure 40 Greatest Challenge Facing Cal JPIA in Next Five Years: 2004 to 2010  . . . . . . . . . . 41
Figure 41 Maximum Margin of Error Due to Sampling. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43



Introduction

True North Research, Inc. © 2010 1CALIFORNIA JPIA
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

I N T R O D U C T I O N

The California Joint Powers Insurance Authority (CALIFORNIA JPIA) is one of the State’s largest
municipal self-insurance pools, serving 121 member agencies. The Authority not only provides a
compliment of self-insurance and traditional purchased insurance to its members, it also assists
members in identifying exposure and preventing losses through risk management evaluations,
extensive training programs on topics ranging from ergonomics to sexual harassment to special-
ized public safety courses, and making available a comprehensive library of resources that mem-
bers can use to keep abreast of recent trends and legislation as well as design programs and
procedures specific to their needs. When claims are made, the CALIFORNIA JPIA continues its full-
service approach to meeting its members’ needs by handling all of the details from inception to
closing—including paying adjustors, hiring attorneys, and paying claims as appropriate.

As part of its commitment to providing the scope and quality of services that its members desire,
the CALIFORNIA JPIA engages members on a daily basis and receives constant feedback regarding
its performance. Although these informal feedback mechanisms are a valuable source of infor-
mation for the Authority, in that they provide timely and accurate information about the opinions
of specific members, they do not necessarily provide an accurate picture of the membership as a
whole. Informal feedback mechanisms typically rely on the member to initiate the feedback,
which can create a self-selection bias. In other words, the Authority will tend to receive feedback
from those who are motivated enough to initiate the feedback process. Because these members
tend to be either very pleased or very displeased with the service they have received, their collec-
tive opinions are not necessarily representative of the CALIFORNIA JPIA membership as a whole.

PURPOSE OF STUDY   The motivation for the current study was to design and employ a

methodology that would avoid the self-selection bias noted above and thus provide the CALIFOR-
NIA JPIA with a statistically reliable understanding of members’ satisfaction, priorities, and con-
cerns as they relate to programs and services provided by the Authority. Ultimately, the survey
results and analyses presented here will provide the Authority with information that can be used
to make sound, strategic decisions in a variety of areas, such as performance measurement, ser-
vice improvements and enhancements, planning, member outreach, and budgeting.

To assist it in this effort, the CALIFORNIA JPIA selected True North Research to design the research
plan and conduct the study. Broadly defined, the study was designed to:

• Measure satisfaction with the CALIFORNIA JPIA’s performance in meeting members’ needs.

• Gauge awareness of existing services.

• Identify the perceived importance of specific services, as well as members’ satisfaction with 
the Authority’s efforts to provide the services.

• Evaluate current communication efforts.

• Profile member perceptions of the CALIFORNIA JPIA as an organization, and

• Track the findings of the 2007 and 2004 studies where appropriate.

This is not the first statistically reliable member survey conducted for the CALIFORNIA JPIA—as ref-
erenced above, similar studies were conducted in 2007 and 2004. Where appropriate the results
of the current study are compared with the results of identical questions included in the prior
studies.
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OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY   A full description of the methodology used for this
study is included later in this report (see Methodology on page 42). In brief, a total of 1,025 indi-
viduals who work for or represent a member agency were invited to participate in the online sur-
vey. Each individual was initially sent an email invitation that included a hyperlink, which would
connect them to the survey website. Throughout the data collection period, which lasted from
May 26 to June 29, 2010, multiple email reminders were sent to thank those who had partici-
pated and encourage those who had not to do so. A total of 221 individuals completed the sur-
vey, which represents a completion rate of 22%.

STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE   Many of the figures and tables in this report present the

results of questions asked in 2010 alongside the results found in the 2007 and 2004 surveys for
identical questions. In such cases, True North conducted the appropriate tests of statistical sig-
nificance to identify changes that likely reflect actual changes in members’ opinions since 2007,
as opposed to being due to chance associated with selecting two samples independently and at
random. Differences between the two studies are identified as statistically significant if we can
be 95% confident that the differences reflect an actual change in members’ opinions between the
two studies. Statistically significant differences within response categories over time are denoted
by the † symbol which appears in the figure next to the appropriate response value for 2010.

ORGANIZATION OF REPORT   This report is designed to meet the needs of readers who

prefer a summary of the findings as well as those who are interested in the details of the results.
For those who seek an overview of the findings, the sections titled Just the Facts and Conclusions
are for you. They provide a summary of the most important factual findings of the survey in bul-
let-point format and a discussion of their implications. For the interested reader, this section is
followed by a more detailed question-by-question discussion of the results from the survey by
topic area (see Table of Contents), as well as a description of the methodology employed for col-
lecting and analyzing the data. And, for the truly ambitious reader, the questionnaire used for
the interviews is contained at the back of this report, a complete set of crosstabulations for the
survey results is contained in Appendix A, and a list of the verbatim responses to the open-
ended question (Question 26) is contained in Appendix B.

DISCLAIMER   The statements and conclusions in this report are those of the authors
(Dr. Timothy McLarney and Richard Sarles) at True North Research, Inc. and not necessarily those
of the CALIFORNIA JPIA. Any errors and omissions are the responsibility of the authors.

ABOUT TRUE NORTH   True North is a full-service survey research firm that is dedicated to
providing public agencies with a clear understanding of the values, perceptions, priorities and
concerns of their constituents and customers. Through designing and implementing scientific
surveys, focus groups and one-on-one interviews, as well as expert interpretation of the findings,
True North helps its clients to move with confidence when making strategic decisions in a variety
of areas—such as planning, policy evaluation, performance management, organizational devel-
opment, establishing fiscal priorities, and developing effective public information campaigns.
During their careers, Dr. McLarney (President) and Mr. Sarles (Principal Researcher) have
designed and conducted over 500 survey research studies for public agencies—including more
than 300 studies for California municipalities and special districts.
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J U S T  T H E  F A C T S

The following is an outline of the main factual findings from the 2007 member survey. For the
reader’s convenience, we have organized the findings according to the section titles used in the
body of this report. Thus, to learn more about a particular finding, simply turn to the appropriate
report section.

OVERALL PERFORMANCE   

• Virtually all members surveyed in 2010 indicated that the CALIFORNIA JPIA does an excellent
(51%) or good (43%) job in providing programs and services to its members. Approximately
4% of members indicated that the Authority’s performance is fair in this respect, whereas
less than 1% rated the Authority’s performance as poor or very poor.

FAMILIARITY, IMPORTANCE & SATISFACTION   

• Members’ familiarity with the various programs and services offered by the CALIFORNIA JPIA
varied substantially by service and program. Overall, respondents were most familiar with
training offered by the Authority such as training workshops, academies, and the annual
conference (72% very familiar), followed by the Liability Protection Program (45%) and the
Workers’ Compensation Protection Program (41%). At the other extreme, respondents were
much less familiar with the Pollution Legal Liability Insurance offered by the Authority (17%
very familiar) and Crime Insurance (23%).

• Members clearly differentiate between the various programs and services offered by the
Authority in terms of the perceived importance to their organizations. Overall, members
rated the Liability Protection Program as the most important program offered (96%
extremely or very important), followed by the Workers’ Compensation Program (93%), train-
ing programs (92%), and Property Insurance (90%). The services and programs rated as least
important among those tested were Pollution Legal Liability Insurance (61%) and Crime
Insurance (66%).

• Among respondents who expressed an opinion, nearly all indicated that they were satisfied
with the CALIFORNIA JPIA’s performance in providing the program or service. The percentage
who indicated that they were satisfied ranged from a low of 95% for Workers’ Compensation
Protection Programs to a high of 100% for Crime Insurance and Pollution Legal Liability
Insurance.

LOSSCAP PROGRAM   

• Just over one-third (38%) of members (who are not Elected Officials) indicated that they had
attended a LossCAP presentation.

• More than 95% of respondents agreed that the LossCAP presentation met your expectations
(97%), the CALIFORNIA JPIA clearly communicated its desire to assist my agency in managing
risk (96%), and that the purpose of LossCAP was clearly communicated (96%).

• Approximately nine in ten respondents agreed that as a result of LossCAP, my agency is
placing greater importance on risk management (93%), there is strong support in my
agency to complete the LossCAP action plan (92%), and a fair appraisal of my agency's
losses and exposures was presented (89%).
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TRAINING PROGRAMS & MATERIALS   

• At least 90% of respondents with the following statements: training helps my organization
reduce the number and cost of claims (100%), regulatory compliance is just one of many
reasons why attending the training workshops is important (99%), registering for CALIFORNIA

JPIA training workshops is easy (98%), training topics and content are comprehensive (98%),
the CALIFORNIA JPIA is responsive to our training needs (96%), academies provide valuable
specialized training for our agency (95%), some in my organization, including supervisors
and managers, would benefit from the training offered by the CALIFORNIA JPIA even though
they normally do not attend (90%).

• Approximately 60% of those surveyed stated that they had personally participated in a CALI-
FORNIA JPIA workshop during the 12 months prior to taking the survey.

• Among respondents who participated in a training workshop in the year prior to the survey
and expressed an opinion, nearly all agreed that the instructors are knowledgeable in their
field (99%), the start and end times of the workshop work well with my schedule (99%),
refreshments and facilities are of high quality (98%), and the duration of the workshop
allows for optimal learning (98%).

WEBSITE & TECHNOLOGY-BASED SERVICES   

• More than three-quarters (77%) of members surveyed indicated they had visited the CALIFOR-
NIA JPIA’s website at least once during the 12 months prior to the survey.

• Although nearly one-third make regular use of the site (30% visit the site at least two to
three times per month), two-thirds (67%) reported that they use the site once per month or
less often.

• Overall, respondents found accomplishing tasks on the CALIFORNIA JPIA’s website to be rela-
tively easy—at least 95% of respondents who provided an opinion cited each of the seven
tasks tested as very or somewhat easy. Those regarded as the easiest to accomplish were
obtaining information about training workshops and materials (82% considered it very
easy), followed by obtaining information about CALIFORNIA JPIA meetings, agendas and spe-
cial events (76%), completing forms including Evidence of Coverage, claims, and incidents
(61%), and obtaining sample policies and procedures (59%).

• When asked whether they think that the CALIFORNIA JPIA should make it a high priority,
medium priority, or low priority offer online a list of five services, members who expressed
an opinion assigned the highest priority to the ability to access claims data online (46% high
priority), followed by Risk Management Evaluation Reports (39%), online training (39%), and
cost allocation calculations (32%).
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CLAIMS ADMINISTRATION & BROKER SERVICES   

• Almost half (48%) of Primary Member Contacts and Other Department Heads indicated that
they are personally involved in overseeing or submitting claims for their organization, or
receive feedback about the claims process.

Among respondents who indicated that they were personally involved in the claims process—or
received feedback about the process—and expressed an opinion:

• More than 85% agreed with every statement tested. Agreement was greatest that claims are
handled in a professional manner (96%), Claims are processed in a timely fashion (93%), and
claims are decided fairly (92%). Eighty-nine percent (89%) of members indicated that, over-
all, they are satisfied with the way liability claims and settlements are managed.

• With respect to workers’ compensation, at least 90% agreed that claims are decided fairly
(98%), claims are handled in a professional manner (94%), and that the CALIFORNIA JPIA exer-
cises its settlement authority well (93%). Agreement was slightly lower for the following
statements: claims are processed in a timely fashion (86%), York performs its duties and ser-
vices very well related to workers’ compensation claims administration (85%) and claim
investigation is handled thoroughly (84%). Eighty-eight percent (88%) of members indicated
that, overall, they are satisfied with the way workers’ compensation claims and settlements
are managed.

• With respect to other insured programs, all respondents who expressed an opinion agreed
that Alliant performs its duties and services very well related to special events program
administration (100%). At least 95% of respondents who provided an opinion agreed that
Alliant Insurance Services performs its duties and services very well related to property pro-
gram administration (98%), Crawford Technical Services performs its duties and services
very well related to property insurance claims administration (96%), and Alliant Insurance
Services performs its duties and services very well related to pollution legal liability program
administration (95%).

COMMUNICATION   

• When members were asked whether they are satisfied or dissatisfied with the CALIFORNIA

JPIA’s efforts to communicate with them through reports, email, newsletters, the website,
and by telephone, the most common response was that they were very satisfied (63%), fol-
lowed by somewhat satisfied (29%). Approximately 2% of members indicated that they were
dissatisfied, and 6% said they were not sure of their opinion on this matter.

• All respondents were next provided with a list of seven documents and materials provided
to members by the CALIFORNIA JPIA and asked whether they have received the documents in
the past year and, if so, if they typically read the documents. More than half of respondents
reported that they had received training announcements (85%), meeting notices and agen-
das (61%), and the Authority Newsletter (57%)—and the reported rate of readership was high
among those that received these documents. For the remaining documents the proportion
of respondents who indicated that they received the documents was lower—in part reflect-
ing the targeted nature of some of the materials.1 The rate of readership was also notably
lower for the Treasurer’s Report/Financial Statements (22%) and Budget Documents (22%).

1. Financial statements and budget documents, for example, are targeted to particular individuals within a 
member organization, which helps explain why most members reported they had not received the materials.
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• The vast majority of individuals who received a document indicated that they felt the infor-
mation it contained was at least somewhat useful. Overall, Coverage Documents were
viewed as the most useful (69% very useful), followed by Training Announcements (67%),
and Cost Allocation Calculations (66%).

• Among those who expressed a preference, email was the most preferred method for all doc-
uments, followed by the Authority’s website and traditional mail.

CALIFORNIA JPIA STAFF   

• Almost three-quarters (73%) of members indicated that they had personally interacted with
CALIFORNIA JPIA staff in-person, over the telephone, or through mail or email during the 12
months prior to the survey.

• Over half (53%) of all members surveyed indicated they had interacted with the Risk Manage-
ment staff in the past 12 months. More than one-third had interacted with Training staff
(45%), Claims staff (39%), Senior Management staff (39%), and Insured Programs staff (34%),
whereas only 16% had interacted with Financial Services staff.

• Nearly all members surveyed reported satisfaction with service provided within each of the
six areas tested, with fewer than 3% of respondents indicating dissatisfaction with any of the
areas.

AUTHORITY EFFECTIVENESS   

• Among respondents who were a Primary Member Contact, Other Department Head, or
Elected Official and expressed an opinion, at least 90% of respondents who had an opinion
agreed that the CALIFORNIA JPIA provides services at competitive rates (95%), should institute
an incentive plan to encourage members to better manage risks (95%), should provide a
means for member staff to participate remotely in committee meetings (93%), and that
members receive the same quality of service from the CALIFORNIA JPIA regardless of their
geographic location (90%).

• When asked in an open-ended manner to identify the single greatest challenge facing the
CALIFORNIA JPIA, the most common response was ‘keeping costs down’, mentioned by 34% of
respondents, followed by references to State and local budget concerns, mentioned by 19%.
Approximately 16% of members surveyed could think of no particular challenge. Other spe-
cific challenges identified by members in the current study included enhancing risk manage-
ment efforts (10%), maintaining efficient handling of claims (9%), Workers’ Compensation
concerns (6%), the general litigiousness of society (5%), geographic, logistical challenges of
maintaining service levels across the state (4%), and maintaining service levels given popula-
tion growth (4%). No other specific challenge was mentioned by more than 3% of respon-
dents.
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C O N C L U S I O N S

As noted in the Introduction, this study was designed to provide the CALIFORNIA JPIA with a statis-
tically reliable understanding of its members’ satisfaction, priorities, and needs as they relate to
services and facilities provided by the Authority. As such, it can provide the CALIFORNIA JPIA with
information needed to make strategic decisions in a variety of areas—including service improve-
ments and enhancements, measuring and tracking internal performance, budgeting and plan-
ning. Whereas subsequent sections of this report are devoted to conveying the detailed results
of the survey, in this section we attempt to ‘see the forest through the trees’ and note how the
collective results of the survey answer the two key questions that motivated the research.

How well is the CALIFOR-
NIA JPIA performing in 
meeting the needs of 
members?

The CALIFORNIA JPIA continues to perform at a very high level in meeting
the needs of its members. When asked to rate the Authority’s overall
performance in providing services and programs, 94% of members indi-
cated that the Authority does an excellent or good job in this respect (see
Figure 1 on page 9), virtually identical to the finding from the 2007
study (94%) and greater than that found in 2004 (91%). The favorable
assessment of the CALIFORNIA JPIA’s performance is also widespread
among members, holding very positive regardless of a member’s role
with respect to the Authority, their level of involvement with the Author-
ity, and years of membership.

The high level of satisfaction expressed by members with the CALIFORNIA

JPIA’s overall performance was also seen with respect to the Authority’s
performance in a variety of specific service and program areas. As out-
lined in the Just the Facts section of this report and detailed in the fol-
lowing sections, members gave the Authority consistently high marks in
each of the services areas tested, including the provision of various
insurance programs (see Figure 6 on page 13) and training programs
and materials (see Figure 12 on page 18 and Figure 15 on page 20).
Members also hold CALIFORNIA JPIA staff in high regard, with fewer than
3% of members reporting dissatisfaction with any of the six staff areas
tested, including those in Senior Management, Claims, Risk Manage-
ment, Training, Financial Services, and Insured Programs (see Figure 38
on page 39).

Despite the high customer satisfaction ratings found in 2004 and again
in 2007, the Authority has succeeded in maintaining and even improving
its performance in several areas over the past three years. Moreover,
since 2007 the Authority has succeeded in increasing awareness of sev-
eral of its services, including Property Insurance, Pollution Legal Liability
Insurance, and Special Events Insurance (see Figure 4 on page 11), it has
implemented the LossCAP program, which received high marks from
members (see Figure 11 on page 17) and it has seen significant
increases in its website use and visits from members.



C
onclusions

True North Research, Inc. © 2010 8CALIFORNIA JPIA
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

As with the prior two studies, if the Authority chooses to regard the find-
ings of this current study as a report card of its performance, the CALI-
FORNIA JPIA receives straight A’s in all but a couple of service areas.

Where should the 
Authority focus its 
efforts in the future?

First and foremost, the CALIFORNIA JPIA should recognize the many things
that it does exceptionally well and focus on continuing to perform at a
high level in these areas. As noted throughout this report, members
were generally quite pleased with the Authority’s efforts to provide pro-
grams and services. Thus, the top priority for the Authority should be
one of maintaining the quality of services that it currently provides, as
the vast majority of its members’ needs are adequately met and in some
cases exceeded.

Nevertheless, in the spirit of constant improvement, the results of the
study do suggest several opportunities to increase member satisfaction
even further. These opportunities are bulleted below.

•Continue to promote awareness of Crime Insurance and Pollution Legal
Liability Insurance services (see Figure 4 on page 11).

•The LossCAP Program, developed in response to feedback from the
2004 study, should be a continued focus, as it has been well received
since its inception.

•Provide additional services online via the Authority’s website, with
member usage continually increasing (see Figure 16 on page 22), and
more than one-third of members considering online services such as
access to claims data, RME Reports, and training to be high priorities.

•Address an apparent declining trend in satisfaction with respect to
some aspects of liability claims management (see Table 6 on page 28).

•Address some members’ concerns regarding the manner in which
workers’ compensation claims are managed (see Figure 25 on page 28).

•Look for opportunities to draw in readers of the Authority Newsletter,
as its perceived usefulness has declined (see Figure 10 on page 35).
Potential topics may include those related to the Authority’s efforts to
address and respond to local and State budget issues, as well as its own
plans for navigating the ever-changing economic landscape and continu-
ing to provide services at competitive rates (see Figure 40 on page 41).
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O V E R A L L  P E R F O R M A N C E

At the outset of the survey, all respondents were asked to rate the job the CALIFORNIA JPIA is
doing to provide programs and services. Because this question does not reference a specific pro-
gram or service and requested that the respondent consider the Authority’s performance in gen-
eral, the findings of this question may be regarded as an overall performance rating for the
Authority.

Figure 1 presents the results for 2010 on the left and the findings from the 2007 and 2004
member surveys on the right. As shown in the figure, virtually all members surveyed in 2010
indicated that the CALIFORNIA JPIA does an excellent (51%) or good (43%) job in providing pro-
grams and services to its members. Approximately 4% of members indicated that the Authority’s
performance is fair in this respect, whereas less than 1% rated the Authority’s performance as
poor or very poor. Compared with the findings of the 2007 study, there were no statistically sig-
nificant changes in 2010.

Question 1   In general, would you say the CALIFORNIA JPIA does an excellent, good, fair, poor, or
very poor job of providing programs and services to you as a member?

FIGURE 1  OVERALL PERFORMANCE RATING: 2004 TO 2010

OVERALL PERFORMANCE BY SUBGROUPS   For the interested reader, Figures 2 and 3
display how members’ rating of the Authority’s overall performance varied across select sub-
groups. The most striking pattern shown in both figures is that—although the ratings did vary
somewhat by subgroup—all subgroups shared a very favorable opinion of the Authority’s overall
performance. Even among those subgroups that had the least favorable opinions of the Author-
ity’s performance when compared with their counterparts, at least 88% rated the Authority’s
overall performance as either excellent or good. It is also worth noting that respondents who
had been directly involved with the CALIFORNIA JPIA in the past 12 months and/or had personally
worked with the Authority at least five years consistently provided the most positive assess-
ments of the Authority’s overall performance.
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FIGURE 2  OVERALL PERFORMANCE RATING BY ATTENDED LOSSCAP PRESENTATION, PARTICIPATED IN TRAINING 
WORKSHOP, VISITED CAL JPIA WEBSITE & INVOLVED IN CLAIMS ADMIN

FIGURE 3  OVERALL PERFORMANCE RATING BY YEARS WITH CAL JPIA, GROUP & INTERACTED WITH STAFF
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F A M I L I A R I T Y ,  I M P O R T A N C E  &  
S A T I S F A C T I O N

Whereas the previous section addressed the CALIFORNIA JPIA’s overall performance, the next
series of questions asked respondents about their level of familiarity with specific services
offered by the Authority, as well as the importance of the respective services to their organiza-
tion and their level of satisfaction with the Authority’s efforts to provide these services.

FAMILIARITY WITH SERVICE   For each of the programs and services shown in Figure 4,
respondents were first asked to indicate how familiar they were with the service—either very
familiar, somewhat familiar, or slightly familiar. If a respondent was unaware that the program or
service is offered by the CALIFORNIA JPIA prior to taking the survey, they were asked to indicate so.

Question 2   We're interested in knowing how familiar you are with the various programs and
services offered by the CALIFORNIA JPIA. For each of the programs and services listed below,
please indicate your level of familiarity with the program or service. If, prior to taking this sur-
vey, you were not aware that the program or service is offered by the CALIFORNIA JPIA, please
indicate so.

FIGURE 4  FAMILIARITY WITH SPECIFIC PROGRAMS & SERVICES

As shown in Figure 4, respondents’ levels of familiarity varied substantially across the programs
and services tested. Overall, respondents were most familiar with training offered by the Author-
ity such as training workshops, academies, and the annual conference (72% very familiar), fol-
lowed by the Liability Protection Program (45%) and the Workers’ Compensation Protection
Program (41%). At the other extreme, respondents were much less familiar with the Pollution
Legal Liability Insurance offered by the Authority (17% very familiar) and Crime Insurance (23%).
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For the interested reader, Table 1 provides a list of the programs and services tested in the cur-
rent study as well as 2007 and 2004. The table displays the percentage of respondents who indi-
cated that they were at least slightly familiar with each service offered by the CALIFORNIA JPIA by
study year, as well as the percentage differences between the 2010 and 2007 surveys. When
compared with the 2007 findings, the level of awareness for Special Events Insurance, Pollution
Legal Liability Insurance, and Property Insurance increased significantly.

TABLE 1  FAMILIARITY WITH SPECIFIC PROGRAMS & SERVICES: 2004 TO 2010

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2007 and 2010 studies.

IMPORTANCE OF SERVICE   For the same list of programs and services tested in Question

2, the survey asked respondents to indicate how important they feel each program and service is
to their organization using a scale of extremely important, very important, somewhat important,
or not important. Because the same scale was used for each program and service, this question
also provides a relative ranking of importance across the programs and services tested.

Question 3   For the same list, please indicate how important you feel each program and service
is to your organization.

FIGURE 5  IMPORTANCE OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS & SERVICES

As shown in Figure 5, members clearly differentiate between the various programs and services
offered by the Authority in terms of the perceived importance to their organizations. Overall,
members rated the Liability Protection Program as the most important program offered (96%
extremely or very important), followed by the Workers’ Compensation Program (93%), training
programs (92%), and Property Insurance (90%). The services and programs rated as least impor-
tant among those tested were Pollution Legal Liability Insurance (61%) and Crime Insurance
(66%).

2010 2007 2004
Special Events Insurance 90.0 77.7 79.4 + 12.4†
Pollution Legal Liability Insurance 68.3 61.0 52.4 +7.4†
Property Insurance 91.9 86.1 86.2 +5.8†
Liability Protection Program 97.3 94.8 96.0 + 2.5
Workers’ Compensation Protection Program 95.0 93.2 91.9 + 1.8
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Table 2 presents the percentage of respondents who listed a service as extremely or very impor-
tant to their organization by study year, as well as the percentage differences between the 2010
and 2007 surveys. Over the past three years there were no statistically significant changes in the
perceived importance of the various programs and services tested.

TABLE 2  IMPORTANCE OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS & SERVICES: 2004 TO 2010

SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE   For each service or program that a respondent was at
least slightly familiar with prior to taking the survey (see Question 2), the final question in this
series asked about satisfaction with the program or service as it is currently provided by the CAL-
IFORNIA JPIA. Naturally, some respondents who were only somewhat familiar with a service or pro-
gram indicated that they did not have an opinion about the Authority’s efforts to provide the
service. The percentage who expressed an opinion (either satisfied or dissatisfied) is indicated in
Figure 6 in brackets to the right of the service or program name. To allow for a direct compari-
son of the satisfaction ratings, only individuals who expressed an opinion about a service or pro-
gram are included in the distributions shown in the figure.2

Question 4   For the same list, please indicate how satisfied you are with each program and ser-
vice as it is currently provided by the CALIFORNIA JPIA.

FIGURE 6  SATISFACTION WITH SPECIFIC PROGRAMS & SERVICES

2. If respondents who did not have an opinion about a service or program were included in the figure, it would 
be difficult to compare satisfaction ratings across services, as one would have to factor in the varying per-
centage of ‘No Opinion’ responses when interpreting the results.

2010 2007 2004
Workers’ Compensation Protection Program 93.4 90.4 95.8 +3.1
Property Insurance 89.9 90.0 92.1 - 0.1
Liability Protection Program 95.9 96.7 98.8 - 0.8
Special Events Insurance 79.3 80.9 79.9 - 1.5
Pollution Legal Liability Insurance 60.5 63.4 64.5 - 2.9
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The most striking pattern in Figure 6 is that, among respondents who expressed an opinion,
nearly all indicated that they were satisfied with the CALIFORNIA JPIA’s performance in providing
the program or service. The percentage who indicated that they were satisfied ranged from a low
of 95% for Workers’ Compensation Protection Programs to a high of 100% for Crime Insurance
and Pollution Legal Liability Insurance. Below, Table 3 provides the percentage of respondents
who indicated they were satisfied with a program or service by study year, as well as the percent-
age differences between the 2010 and 2007 surveys. None of the differences were statistically
significant.

TABLE 3  SATISFACTION WITH SPECIFIC PROGRAMS & SERVICES

PRIORITY MATRIX   With measures of member familiarity with the services offered by the

Authority, the perceived importance of these services and programs to their organizations, and
members’ satisfaction with the Authority’s efforts to provide the services, True North is able to
examine the relationship between these three dimensions and identify areas where the CALIFOR-
NIA JPIA has the greatest opportunities to improve overall member satisfaction, as well as take
advantage of potential untapped markets.

The Priority Matrix shown in figures 7 (zoom-out) and 8 (zoom-in) display the intersection of
member familiarity, perceived importance, and satisfaction with the services and programs
offered by the Authority. Mean scores were derived for each service or program on the dimen-
sions tested in questions 2 (familiarity), 3 (importance), and 4 (satisfaction).3 The horizontal axis
represents the average importance assigned to each service, and the vertical axis represents the
average level of satisfaction members expressed its provision. Familiarity with each service is
represented by the size and color of the circle. The larger, darker circles indicate that members
are, relatively speaking, quite familiar with the service. The smaller and lighter the circle, the less
familiar members were with the service.

Analyzing the intersection of importance and satisfaction assigned to each service is a useful
method of identifying services and programs that represent the best candidates for service
improvements (see Figure 8). Put simply, programs and services that received comparatively
high satisfaction scores and were perceived as comparatively less important to members’ organi-
zations (e.g., Crime Insurance) are services where the Authority need not focus its energies on
improving service provision. The best opportunities to increase customer satisfaction are ser-
vices that have comparatively low satisfaction scores coupled with a high importance rating (e.g.,
Worker’s Compensation Protection Program).

3. Familiarity means were based on the following scale: very = 3, somewhat = 2, slightly = 1, and not familiar = 
0. Importance means were based on the following scale: extremely = 3, very = 2, somewhat = 1, and not 
important = 0. The satisfaction means were based on the following scale: very satisfied = 2, somewhat satis-
fied = 1, somewhat dissatisfied = -1, very dissatisfied = -2. For each dimension, responses of not sure or pre-
fer not to answer were not included in calculating the mean scores.

2010 2007 2004
Pollution Legal Liability Insurance 100.0 95.9 96.7 +4.1
Property Insurance 99.4 98.8 97.6 +0.6
Workers’ Compensation Protection Program 95.1 95.6 93.6 - 0.5
Special Events Insurance 98.8 99.3 96.9 - 0.5
Liability Protection Program 97.0 99.5 97.0 - 2.5

Study Year Change in 
Satisfaction
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FIGURE 7  PRIORITY MATRIX—ZOOM OUT

FIGURE 8  PRIORITY MATRIX - ZOOM IN

Analyzing the intersection of importance and familiarity is also valuable, as it can suggest a
potential untapped market for a service currently offered by the CALIFORNIA JPIA. For example, a
substantial percentage of members were unaware that the Authority provides Crime Insurance or
Pollution Legal Liability Insurance or were simply unfamiliar with the coverages (as indicated by
the small, light circles). Yet, when asked how important these programs are to their organiza-
tions, they rated them as approximately ‘very important’ on average. To the extent that decision-
makers in members’ organizations are encouraged to become more familiar with such coverages
and the potential benefits to their organizations, it could spur additional demand for these pro-
grams.
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L O S S C A P  P R O G R A M

At this point, the survey transitioned to asking more detailed questions about several service
areas. The first topic was LossCAP, a program implemented in 2008 to provide assistance in
implementing recommendations stemming from risk management evaluations to reduce and
eliminate future losses. Because it was expected that elected officials would have little or no
involvement with the LossCAP plan for a member organization, they were not asked questions in
this series.

After providing respondents with a brief explanation of the LossCAP program similar to that pre-
sented above, they were asked whether their organization had received a LossCAP presentation
and, if so, if they were personally in attendance for the presentation. Among those surveyed, just
over one-third (38%) indicated that they had attended a LossCAP presentation (Figure 9). 

FIGURE 9  ATTENDED LOSSCAP PRESENTATION

Question 5   The CALIFORNIA JPIA
provides each member with a plan
to reduce and eliminate future
losses. This plan, called LossCAP,
is a partnership approach to man-
aging risk. If your agency has
received a LossCAP presentation,
were you personally in atten-
dance at the presentation?

LOSSCAP PRESENTATION ATTENDANCE BY SUBGROUPS   Figure 10 shows how
participation in a LossCAP presentation varied by involvement in training workshops, whether
they had visited the Authority’s website, involvement in claims administration, the number of
years they have interacted with the Authority, and interaction with CALIFORNIA JPIA staff.

FIGURE 10  ATTENDED LOSSCAP PRESENTATION BY PARTICIPATED IN TRAINING WORKSHOP, VISITED CAL JPIA WEBSITE 
& INTERACTED WITH STAFF & YEARS WITH CAL JPIA
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EVALUATION OF LOSSCAP PRESENTATION   Respondents who were in attendance at
their organization’s LossCAP presentation were next asked whether they agree or disagree with
several evaluative statements about the presentation. The statements asked, as well as mem-
bers’ level of agreement with each statement, are shown in Figure 11 below.4

The overwhelming majority of members who had an opinion indicated that they agreed with the
six statements tested. More than 95% agreed that the LossCAP presentation met your expecta-
tions (97%), the CALIFORNIA JPIA clearly communicated its desire to assist my agency in managing
risk (96%), and that the purpose of LossCAP was clearly communicated (96%). Approximately
nine in ten respondents agreed that as a result of LossCAP, my agency is placing greater impor-
tance on risk management (93%), there is strong support in my agency to complete the LossCAP
action plan (92%), and a fair appraisal of my agency's losses and exposures was presented (89%).

Question 6   Shown below are several statements about the LossCAP presentation. For each
statement, please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement, as well as the
intensity of your opinion. If you are not sure or do not have an opinion, please indicate so.

FIGURE 11  AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT LOSSCAP PRESENTATION

4. Once again, only respondents who provided an opinion about the statement were included in the analysis to 
allow for direct comparisons across the statements. The percentage of respondents asked the question who 
had an opinion is shown in brackets to the immediate right of the statement.
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T R A I N I N G  P R O G R A M S  &  M A T E R I A L S

Training is a major element of CALIFORNIA JPIA risk management philosophy and an important
asset for its members. The Authority offers extensive year-round training in critical issues facing
agencies today, specializing in areas found to present large exposures to the members. The sur-
vey next addressed this topic of training programs and materials offered to members by the CAL-
IFORNIA JPIA—including employee development training services and risk management training
services. The first question in this series asked all respondents to indicate whether they agree or
disagree with the statements shown in Figure 12 regarding the quality, value and operation of
training services. For the same reasons discussed previously, only respondents who expressed
an opinion about a statement are included in the distributions shown in Figure 12.

Question 7   The CALIFORNIA JPIA provides both employee development training services and risk
management training services to its member agencies. Shown below are several statements
about the training programs and materials provided by the CALIFORNIA JPIA. For each statement,
please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement, as well as the intensity of your
opinion. If you are not sure or do not have an opinion, please indicate so.

FIGURE 12  AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT TRAINING PROGRAMS & MATERIALS

The vast majority of respondents agreed with each of the statements. At least 90% of respon-
dents with the following statements: training helps my organization reduce the number and cost
of claims (100%), regulatory compliance is just one of many reasons why attending the training
workshops is important (99%), registering for CALIFORNIA JPIA training workshops is easy (98%),
training topics and content are comprehensive (98%), the CALIFORNIA JPIA is responsive to our
training needs (96%), academies provide valuable specialized training for our agency (95%),
some in my organization, including supervisors and managers, would benefit from the training
offered by the CALIFORNIA JPIA even though they normally do not attend (90%).
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Table 4 presents the percentage of respondents who agreed with each statement by study year,
as well as the percentage differences between the 2010 and 2007 surveys. During the past three
years, there were no statistically significant changes in members’ overall level of agreement with
the statements tested with respect to training programs and materials.

TABLE 4  AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT TRAINING PROGRAMS & MATERIALS: 2004 TO 2010

PARTICIPATION IN TRAINING WORKSHOPS   Respondents were next asked to indi-
cate if they had personally participated in a training workshop provided by the CALIFORNIA JPIA in
the 12 months prior to the survey. Approximately 60% of members stated that they had partici-
pated in a CALIFORNIA JPIA workshop during the past 12 months.

Question 8   In the past 12 months, have you personally participated in a training workshop
provided by the CALIFORNIA JPIA?

FIGURE 13  PARTICIPATION IN TRAINING WORKSHOP IN PAST 12 MONTHS: 2004 TO 2010

Figure 14 displays how the rate of participation in workshops provided by the Authority varied
by attendance to a LossCAP presentation, whether they had visited the Authority’s website in the
12 months prior to the interview, interaction with staff, the number of years they have personally
interacted with the Authority, and the role of the individual with respect to the Authority.
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FIGURE 14  PARTICIPATION IN TRAINING WORKSHOP IN PAST 12 MONTHS BY ATTENDED LOSSCAP PRESENTATION, 
VISITED CAL JPIA WEBSITE, INTERACTED WITH STAFF, YEARS WITH CAL JPIA & GROUP

EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP EXPERIENCE   The last question in this series asked

respondents who indicated in Question 8 that they had participated in a CALIFORNIA JPIA training
workshop in the 12 months prior to the survey to evaluate their experience. Participants were
asked their degree of agreement with each of the statements shown to the left of Figure 15.

Question 9   Shown below are several statements about training workshops. For each state-
ment, please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement, as well as the intensity
of your opinion. If you are not sure or do not have an opinion, please indicate so.

FIGURE 15  AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT TRAINING WORKSHOPS

Once again, among those who expressed an opinion, the vast majority agreed with most of the
statements tested. Nearly all respondents who provided an opinion agreed that: the instructors
are knowledgeable in their field (99%), the start and end times of the workshop work well with
my schedule (99%), refreshments and facilities are of high quality (98%), and the duration of the
workshop allows for optimal learning (98%).

Table 4 on the next page presents the percentage of respondents who agreed with each state-
ment by study year, as well as the percentage differences between the 2010 and 2007 surveys.
During the past three years, there were no statistically significant changes in members’ overall
agreement with the statements tested with respect to their experience with training workshops.
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TABLE 5  AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT TRAINING WORKSHOPS: 2004 TO 2010

2010 2007 2004
The instructors are knowledgeable in their field 99.2 98.2 100.0 +1.0
The start and end times of the workshop work well with my schedule 98.5 97.5 96.0 +1.0
The duration of the workshop allows for optimal learn ing 97.6 97.5 97.1 +0.1

Study Year Change in 
Agreement
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W E B S I T E  &  T E C H N O L O G Y - B A S E D  
S E R V I C E S

The CALIFORNIA JPIA has been a leader in providing services and materials to its members through
the Internet. Members are able to access and complete claims and incident forms online, review
sample policies and procedures, obtain information about workshops, meetings and special
events, update policy schedules, as well as contact CALIFORNIA JPIA staff for assistance. Accord-
ingly, the survey asked several questions regarding members’ experiences with the Authority’s
website, the ease of performing specific tasks online, and their interest in additional online ser-
vices.

VISIT WEBSITE   The first of these questions simply asked all respondents if, in the past year,
they had personally visited the Authority’s website. More than three-quarters (77%) of those sur-
veyed reported that they had visited the website during this period (Figure 16), which is signifi-
cantly greater than the corresponding figure (68%) recorded in 2007. When compared with their
respective counterparts, the rate of visitation was highest among those who attended a LossCAP
presentation, training workshop participants, those involved in claims administration for their
organization, members who had interacted with Authority staff in the previous 12 months, those
who had interacted with the CALIFORNIA JPIA for at least two years, and Supervisors and Managers
(see figures 17 and 18).

Question 10   In the past year, have you personally visited the CALIFORNIA JPIA website?

FIGURE 16  VISITED CAL JPIA WEBSITE IN PAST YEAR: 2004 TO 2010

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2007 and 2010 studies.
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FIGURE 17  VISITED CAL JPIA WEBSITE IN PAST YEAR BY ATTENDED LOSSCAP PRESENTATION, PARTICIPATED IN 
TRAINING WORKSHOP, INVOLVED IN CLAIMS ADMIN & INTERACTED WITH STAFF

FIGURE 18  VISITED CAL JPIA WEBSITE IN PAST YEAR BY YEARS WITH CAL JPIA & GROUP

All respondents who said they had visited the CALIFORNIA JPIA website during the year prior to the
survey were next asked how often, on average, they visited the website during this period. As
shown in Figure 19 on the next page, frequency of use varies substantially among those who
have visited the website. Although nearly one-third make regular use of the site (30% visit the
site at least two to three times per month), approximately two-thirds (67%) reported that they
use the site once per month or less often. When compared with the findings of 2007, the fre-
quency with which members reportedly use the Authority’s website has increased slightly.
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FIGURE 19  FREQUENCY OF WEBSITE VISITS IN PAST YEAR: 2004 TO 2010

ONLINE SERVICES   Respondents who had visited the website were next asked to indicate
the ease with which they were able to accomplish specific tasks online via the CALIFORNIA JPIA’s
website. The tasks, as well as the distribution of responses to this question among those who
expressed an opinion, are shown in Figure 20 on the next page.

Overall, respondents found each of the seven tasks relatively easy to accomplish—at least 95% of
respondents who provided an opinion cited all of the tasks as very or somewhat easy. The online
tasks regarded as the easiest to accomplish were obtaining information about training work-
shops and materials (82% considered it very easy), followed by obtaining information about CAL-
IFORNIA JPIA meetings, agendas and special events (76%), completing forms including Evidence of
Coverage, claims, and incidents (61%), and obtaining sample policies and procedures (59%).

Question 12   Please indicate how easy it is for you to accomplish the following tasks online via
the CALIFORNIA JPIA's website.

FIGURE 20  EASE OF PERFORMING WEBSITE TASKS
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The final question in this series asked all respondents whether they think the CALIFORNIA JPIA
should make it a high priority, medium priority, or low priority offer the four online services
shown in Figure 21. Overall, members assigned the highest priority to the ability to access
claims data online (46% high priority), followed by Risk Management Evaluation Reports (39%),
online training (39%), and cost allocation calculations (32%).

Question 13   For each of the services shown below, please indicate whether you feel the CALI-
FORNIA JPIA should make it a high, medium, or low priority to make the service available online
(via the Internet).

FIGURE 21  WEBSITE SERVICE PRIORITIES
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C L A I M S  A D M I N I S T R A T I O N  &  B R O K E R  
S E R V I C E S

The survey next turned to several questions about claims administration and broker services.
Because it was expected that the questions would only apply to individuals who have responsibil-
ities in these areas for the member organization, the questions were directed to Primary Member
Contacts and Other Department Heads only.

The first question in this series was a screening question designed to determine if the respon-
dent is personally involved in overseeing or submitting claims for their organization, and/or has
received feedback about the claims process. As shown in Figure 22, almost half (48%) of Primary
Member Contacts and Other Department Heads indicated that they are involved in the process or
have received feedback about the process, which is nearly identical to that found in 2007 (50%).

Question 14   Are you personally involved in overseeing or submitting claims for your organiza-
tion, or have you received feedback about the claims process?

FIGURE 22  INVOLVEMENT IN CLAIM SUBMITTAL PROCESS: 2004 TO 2010

Consistent with the patterns found throughout this study, involvement in one Authority-related
activity is positively correlated with involvement in other Authority-related activities. Figure 23
on the following page illustrates that those involved in the claim submittal process were also
much more likely to be involved in a LossCAP presentation, have participated in a training work-
shop, have visited the CALIFORNIA JPIA website, have interacted with Authority staff, and have
worked with the CALIFORNIA JPIA at least two years.
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FIGURE 23  INVOLVEMENT IN CLAIM SUBMITTAL PROCESS BY ATTENDED LOSSCAP PRESENTATION, PARTICIPATED IN 
TRAINING WORKSHOP, VISITED CAL JPIA WEBSITE, YEARS WITH CAL JPIA & INTERACTED WITH STAFF

LIABILITY   Respondents who indicated that they were personally involved in the claims pro-
cess or received feedback about the process were next asked to indicate their level of agreement
with several statements about the manner in which liability claims are administered and settled
(see Figure 24). Among those who expressed an opinion, more than 85% agreed with every state-
ment tested. Agreement was greatest that claims are handled in a professional manner (96%),
Claims are processed in a timely fashion (93%), and claims are decided fairly (92%). Eighty-nine
percent (89%) of members indicated that, overall, they are satisfied with the way liability claims
and settlements are managed.

Question 15   Shown below are several statements about the liability claims administration and
settlement process. For each statement, please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the
statement, as well as the intensity of your opinion. If you are not sure or do not have an opinion,
please indicate so.

FIGURE 24  AGREEMENT WITH LIABILITY CLAIMS PROCESS STATEMENTS
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Table 6 presents the percentage of respondents who agreed with each statement by study year,
as well as the percentage differences between the 2010 and 2007 surveys. During the past three
years, the percentage of members who agreed with the statements: claim investigation is han-
dled thoroughly, Carl Warren and Company performs its duties and services very well related to
liability claims administration, and overall, I am satisfied with the way claims and settlements
are managed decreased significantly. The differences in the percentage results for the remaining
statements were not statistically significant.

TABLE 6  AGREEMENT WITH LIABILITY CLAIMS PROCESS STATEMENTS: 2004 TO 2010

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2007 and 2010 studies.

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION   Respondents who indicated that they were personally
involved in the claims process or received feedback about the process were next asked to indi-
cate their level of agreement with several statements about the manner in which workers’ com-
pensation claims are administered and settled (see Figure 25).

Question 16   Shown below are several statements about the workers' compensation claims
administration and settlement process. For each statement, please indicate whether you agree
or disagree with the statement, as well as the intensity of your opinion. If you are not sure or do
not have an opinion, please indicate so.

FIGURE 25  AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT WORKERS’ COMPENSATION CLAIMS PROCESS

2010 2007 2004
Claims are processed in a timely fashion 92.8 96.0 92.9 - 3.2
Claims are handled in a professional manner 95.8 100.0 94.6 - 4.2
The California JPIA exercises its settlement authority well 87.3 92.9 87.7 - 5.6
Claims are decided fairly 92.2 98.7 91.9 - 6.5
Overall, I am satisfied with the way claims and settlements are managed 88.9 97.4 91.7 - 8.5†
Carl Warren and Company performs its duties and services very well 89.7 98.7 94.0 - 9.0†
Claim investigation is handled thoroughly 89.9 100.0 93.8 - 10.1†
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Among those who expressed an opinion, at least 90% agreed that claims are decided fairly
(98%), claims are handled in a professional manner (94%), and that the CALIFORNIA JPIA exercises
its settlement authority well (93%). Agreement was slightly lower for the following statements:
claims are processed in a timely fashion (86%), York performs its duties and services very well
related to workers’ compensation claims administration (85%) and claim investigation is handled
thoroughly (84%). Eighty-eight percent (88%) of members indicated that, overall, they are satis-
fied with the way workers’ compensation claims and settlements are managed.

Table 7 presents the percentage of respondents who agreed with each statement by study year,
as well as the percentage differences between the 2010 and 2007 surveys. During the past three
years there were no statistically significant changes in opinion.

TABLE 7  AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT WORKERS’ COMPENSATION CLAIMS PROCESS: 2004 TO 2010

OTHER INSURED PROGRAMS   The final question in this series asked respondents who
indicated that they were personally involved in the claims process to indicate their level of agree-
ment with four evaluative statements about the manner in which other insured programs are
managed by Alliant Insurance Services and Crawford Technical Services. All respondents who
expressed an opinion agreed that Alliant performs its duties and services very well related to
special events program administration (100%). At least 95% of respondents who provided an
opinion agreed that Alliant Insurance Services performs its duties and services very well related
to property program administration (98%), Crawford Technical Services performs its duties and
services very well related to property insurance claims administration (96%), and Alliant Insur-
ance Services performs its duties and services very well related to pollution legal liability pro-
gram administration (95%).

Question 17   Shown below are several statements about other insured programs. For each
statement, indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement, as well as the intensity of
your opinion. If you are not sure or do not have an opinion, please indicate so.

FIGURE 26  AGREEMENT WITH OTHER INSURED PROGRAMS STATEMENTS

2010 2007 2004
Claims are decided fairly 97.8 91.5 91.5 +6.3
Claims are processed in a timely fashion 85.7 81.0 83.8 +4.7
Claims are handled in a professional manner 94.0 91.7 91.0 +2.3
The California JPIA exerc ises its settlement authority well 92.9 92.3 90.4 +0.5
Overall, I am satis fied with the way claims and settlements are managed 88.0 88.1 83.7 - 0.1
Claim investigation is handled thoroughly 84.0 84.7 90.6 - 0.7
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Table 8 presents the percentage of respondents who agreed with each statement by study year,
as well as the percentage differences between the 2010 and 2007 surveys. The differences in the
percentage results for the four statements were not statistically significant.

TABLE 8  AGREEMENT WITH OTHER INSURED PROGRAMS STATEMENTS: 2004 TO 2010

2010 2007 2004
Alliant performs special events program admin duties very well 100.0 98.0 96.1 +2.0
Alliant performs property program admin duties very well 97.6 98.2 95.6 - 0.7
Crawford Technical Svcs performs property insurance claims admin very well 96.3 100.0 88.5 - 3.7
Alliant performs pollution legal liability program admin duties very well 95.2 100.0 N/A - 4.8

Study Year Change in 
Agreement
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C O M M U N I C A T I O N

The CALIFORNIA JPIA communicates with members on a regular basis in an effort to answer their
questions, resolve issues, and inform them about matters that may be of importance to their
organizations. In addition to personalized communications in-person, over the phone, and
through mail and email, the Authority regularly distributes general notices and publications to
members. To help gauge the effectiveness of these communication efforts, and to help refine
them to better meet members’ needs, the survey asked members a number of questions regard-
ing the Authority’s communication efforts.

SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION EFFORTS   The first question in this series
asked members if they are satisfied or dissatisfied with the CALIFORNIA JPIA’s efforts to communi-
cate with them through reports, email, newsletters, the website, and by telephone. As shown in
Figure 27, the most common response was that they were very satisfied (63%), followed by some-
what satisfied (29%). Approximately 2% of members indicated that they were dissatisfied, and 6%
said they were not sure of their opinion on this matter. When compared with the 2007 findings,
members’ overall satisfaction with the Authority’s efforts to communicate with them did not
change significantly, although the intensity of their satisfaction decreased significantly—whereas
71% of members indicated that they were very satisfied with the Authority’s communication
efforts in 2007, the corresponding value in 2010 was 8 percentage points lower at 63%.

Question 18   Overall, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the CALIFORNIA JPIA's efforts to com-
municate with members through reports, email, newsletters, the website, and by telephone?

FIGURE 27  SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION: 2004 TO 2010

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2007 and 2010 studies.

For the interested reader, figures 28 and 29 illustrate how satisfaction with the Authority’s com-
munication efforts varied across several member subgroups. Although overall satisfaction
exceeded 85% in all subgroups, the percentage of respondents who were very satisfied was gen-
erally higher among those how had the most interaction with the Authority.
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FIGURE 28  SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION BY ATTENDED LOSSCAP PRESENTATION, PARTICIPATED IN TRAINING 
WORKSHOP, VISITED CAL JPIA WEBSITE & INVOLVED IN CLAIMS ADMIN

FIGURE 29  SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION BY YEARS WITH CAL JPIA, GROUP & INTERACTED WITH STAFF
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RECEIVE AND READ MATERIALS?   All respondents were next provided with a list of
documents and materials provided to members by the CALIFORNIA JPIA and asked if they have
received the documents in the past year and, if so, if they typically read the documents. The list
of documents and respondents’ answers are provided in Figure 30.

As shown Figure 30, more than half of respondents reported that they had received training
announcements (85%), meeting notices and agendas (61%), and the Authority Newsletter (57%)—
and the reported rate of readership was high among those that received these documents. For
the remaining documents included in Question 19 the proportion of respondents who indicated
that they received the documents was lower—in part reflecting the targeted nature of some of
the materials.5 The rate of readership was also notably lower for the Treasurer’s Report/Financial
Statements (22%) and Budget Documents (22%).

Question 19   For the list of CALIFORNIA JPIA documents shown below, please indicate which you
have received in the past year, as well as whether you typically read the documents.

FIGURE 30  RECEIPT & READERSHIP OF CAL JPIA DOCUMENTS

Table 9 presents the percentage of respondents who indicated that they had received and read
each document by study year, as well as the percentage differences between the 2010 and 2007
surveys. During the past three years there were no significant changes in the readership of CALI-
FORNIA JPIA documents. 

5. Financial statements and budget documents, for example, are targeted to particular individuals within a 
member organization, which helps explain why most members reported they had not received the materials.
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TABLE 9  READERSHIP OF CAL JPIA DOCUMENTS: 2004 TO 2010

USEFULNESS OF DOCUMENTS   For each document that a respondent indicated they
received in Question 19, Question 20 asked them to rate the usefulness of the information con-
tained in the document. Figure 31 shows that the vast majority of individuals who received a
document said they felt the information it contained was at least somewhat useful. Overall, Cov-
erage Documents were viewed as the most useful (69% very useful), followed by Training
Announcements (67%), and Cost Allocation Calculations (66%).

Question 20   In general, how useful do you find the information contained in the CALIFORNIA JPIA
documents and publications listed below?

FIGURE 31  USEFULNESS OF CAL JPIA DOCUMENTS

For the interested reader, Table 10 presents the percentage of members who rated each docu-
ment as very useful by study year, and also the percentage differences between the 2010 and
2007 surveys (for items asked in both studies). During the past three years, the percentage of
members who perceived the Authority Newsletter to contain very useful information decreased
significantly. The differences in the percentage results for the remaining documents were not
statistically significant.

2010 2007 2004
Meeting Notices/Agendas 51.6 48.2 44.7 +3.4
Budget Documents 21.7 19.1 16.0 +2.6
Training Announcements 77.8 75.3 69.5 +2.5
The Authority Newsletter 50.7 48.6 52.2 +2.1
Treasurer’s Report/Financial Statements 21.7 21.1 18.8 +0.6
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TABLE 10  USEFULNESS OF CAL JPIA DOCUMENTS: 2004 TO 2010

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2007 and 2010 studies.

PREFERRED METHOD OF RECEIPT   The final question in this series asked all respon-
dents if they have a preference for how they receive each of the documents shown in Figure 32.
Among those who expressed a preference, email was the most preferred method for all docu-
ments, followed by the Authority’s website and traditional mail.

Question 21   How would you prefer to receive each of the CALIFORNIA JPIA documents and publi-
cations shown below? By mail, email, on the website, or do you not have a preference?

FIGURE 32  DELIVERY PREFERENCE FOR CAL JPIA DOCUMENTS

Table 11 summarizes the key information gathered in Questions 19, 20 and 21. The table ranks
each document in terms of its readership and perceived usefulness, with 1 indicating the highest
and 7 denoting the lowest. The final column shows the two most-preferred methods of receipt. 

TABLE 11  SUMMARY OF QUESTIONS 19, 20 & 21

2010 2007 2004
Budget Documents 27.7 30.9 29.2 - 3.2
Treasurer’s Report/Financial Statements 24.3 31.0 30.5 - 6.7
Training Announcements 67.2 74.1 74.7 - 6.9
Meeting Notices/Agendas 40.3 50.4 37.1 - 10.1
The Authority Newsletter 44.3 61.2 46.8 - 16.9†
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Training Announcements 1 2 Email (85%) or Website (6%)
Meeting Notices/Agendas 2 5 Email (76%) or Website (11%)
The Authority Newsletter 3 4 Email (69%) or Mail (12%)
Coverage Documents 4 1 Email (53%) or Website (23%)
Cost Allocation Calculations 5 3 Email (54%) or Website (26%)
Treasurer’s Report/Financial Statements 6 7 Email (46%) or Website (31%)
Budget Documents 7 6 Email (45%) or Website (33%)
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C A L I F O R N I A  J P I A  S T A F F

Naturally, members’ opinions of the CALIFORNIA JPIA are shaped in large part by their interactions
with Authority staff. Accordingly, one goal of this survey was to understand how well staff are
performing in meeting members’ needs on a variety of dimensions.

GENERAL INTERACTION   To ensure that those asked to rate CALIFORNIA JPIA staff were
basing their opinions on first-hand experiences, the initial question in this series was a screening
question designed to determine whether the respondent had personally interacted with CALIFOR-
NIA JPIA staff during the 12 months prior to taking the survey. As shown in Figure 33, almost
three-quarters (73%) of members who participated in the survey indicated that they had inter-
acted with CALIFORNIA JPIA staff in-person, over the telephone, or through mail or email during
this period, which is significantly higher than the percentage found in 2007.

Question 22   In the past 12 months, have you personally interacted with CALIFORNIA JPIA staff
in-person, over the telephone, or through mail or email?

FIGURE 33  INTERACTION WITH STAFF IN PAST 12 MONTHS: 2004 TO 2010

For the interested reader, figures 34 and 35 on the following page depict how reported interac-
tion with CALIFORNIA JPIA staff varied by involvement in other Authority-related activities, visits to
the website, length of interacting with the CALIFORNIA JPIA, and role with respect to the Authority.
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FIGURE 34  INTERACTION WITH STAFF IN PAST 12 MONTHS BY ATTENDED LOSSCAP PRESENTATION, PARTICIPATED IN 
TRAINING WORKSHOP, VISITED CAL JPIA WEBSITE, INVOLVED IN CLAIMS ADMIN

FIGURE 35  INTERACTION WITH STAFF IN PAST 12 MONTHS BY YEARS WITH CAL JPIA & GROUP
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SPECIFIC INTERACTION AREAS   Members who had interacted with CALIFORNIA JPIA staff
were presented with a list of six service areas and asked to indicate whether or not they had per-
sonally interacted with each in the past 12 months. Figure 36 provides the percentage of all
respondents that interacted with each department. Over half (53%) of members surveyed indi-
cated they had interacted with the Risk Management staff in the past 12 months. More than one-
third had interacted with Training staff (45%), Claims staff (39%), Senior Management staff (39%),
and Insured Programs staff (34%), whereas only 16% had interacted with Financial Services staff.
For the interested reader, Figure 37 provides the responses to Question 23 by group.

Question 23   CALIFORNIA JPIA staff are organized by their primary work area. For each staff
group shown below, please indicate whether you have personally interacted with them during
the past 12 months. 

FIGURE 36  INTERACTION WITH STAFF AREAS

FIGURE 37  INTERACTION WITH STAFF AREAS BY GROUP
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ASSESSMENT OF STAFF   Respondents who had personally interacted with CALIFORNIA JPIA
staff during the 12 months prior to the survey were next asked to rate their satisfaction (or dis-
satisfaction) with Authority staff within each service area they interacted. The most striking pat-
tern shown in Figure 38 is that nearly all members surveyed reported satisfaction with service
provided within each of the six service areas, with fewer than 3% of respondents indicating dis-
satisfaction with any of the areas.

Question 24   For each staff group shown below, please indicate whether you were generally
satisfied or dissatisfied with the service they provided to you.

FIGURE 38  SATISFACTION WITH STAFF AREAS
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A U T H O R I T Y  E F F E C T I V E N E S S

In the final substantive section of the survey, Primary Member Contacts, Other Department
Heads and Elected Officials were asked their opinions about certain practices of the CALIFORNIA

JPIA, its effectiveness in meeting members’ needs, as well as the greatest challenges that they
perceive are facing the Authority in the next five years.

The first question in this series asked respondents whether they agree or disagree the state-
ments shown on the left of Figure 39. Overall, at least 90% of respondents who had an opinion
agreed that the CALIFORNIA JPIA provides services at competitive rates (95%), should institute an
incentive plan to encourage members to better manage risks (95%), should provide a means for
member staff to participate remotely in committee meetings (93%), and that members receive
the same quality of service from the CALIFORNIA JPIA regardless of their geographic location
(90%).

Question 25   For each statement shown below, please indicate whether you agree or disagree
with the statement, as well as the intensity of your opinion. If you are not sure or do not have an
opinion, please indicate so.

FIGURE 39  AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT CAL JPIA

Table 12 presents the percentage of members who agreed with each statement by study year, as
well as the percentage differences between the 2010 and 2007 surveys. During the past three
years there were no statistically significant changes in members’ opinions.

TABLE 12  AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT CAL JPIA: 2004 TO 2010
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CHALLENGES    The final substantive question in the survey asked members to identify what
they feel is the single greatest challenge facing the CALIFORNIA JPIA in the next five years. This
question was posed in an open-ended manner, allowing respondents to mention any challenge
that came to mind without being prompted by or restricted to a particular list of options. True
North later reviewed the verbatim responses and grouped them into the categories shown in Fig-
ure 40. For comparison, the 2007 and 2004 response categories are also shown.

Question 26   In the space below, please briefly describe what you feel is the single greatest
challenge facing the CALIFORNIA JPIA in the next five years. Verbatim responses grouped into the
categories shown below.

FIGURE 40  GREATEST CHALLENGE FACING CAL JPIA IN NEXT FIVE YEARS: 2004 TO 2010

The most common response to this question in 2010 was ‘keeping costs down’, mentioned by
34% of respondents, followed by references to State and local budget concerns, mentioned by
19%. Approximately 16% of members surveyed could think of no specific challenge, which is the
most notable change since the 2007 study, where more than two-thirds (70%) offered no opin-
ion. Other specific challenges identified by members in the current study included enhancing
risk management efforts (10%), maintaining efficient handling of claims (9%), Workers’ Compen-
sation concerns (6%), the general litigiousness of society (5%), geographic, logistical challenges
of maintaining service levels across the state (4%), and maintaining service levels given popula-
tion growth (4%). No other specific challenge was mentioned by more than 3% of respondents.
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M E T H O D O L O G Y

The following sections outline the methodology used in the study, as well as the motivation for
using certain techniques.

QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT   Dr. McLarney of True North Research worked closely
with CALIFORNIA JPIA staff to develop and refine a questionnaire that covered the topics of interest
and avoided the many possible sources of systematic measurement error, including position-
order effects, wording effects, response-category effects, scaling effects and priming. As noted
throughout the report, some of the questions asked in this study were presented only to a sub-
set of respondents. In some cases, for example, only Primary Member Contacts and Other
Department Heads were in a position to provide a meaningful answer to a question (e.g., ques-
tions about claims administration and broker services). In other cases, skip patterns were used
to avoid asking respondents questions that were not appropriate based on their answers to prior
questions.6 The questionnaire included with this report (see Questionnaire & Toplines on page
45) identifies the skip patterns that were used during the survey to ensure that each respondent
received the appropriate questions. 

PROGRAMMING & PRE-TEST   Prior to fielding the survey, the questionnaire was pro-

grammed to operate online and be accessed by a respondent’s web browser. The integrity of the
programming and skip patterns was pre-tested internally by True North and by CALIFORNIA JPIA
staff multiple times. True North and CALIFORNIA JPIA staff also pre-tested the invitation emails and
the use of Personal Identification Numbers (PINs) that were used to identify each respondent,
attach their appropriate background information from the CALIFORNIA JPIA database, and ensure
that they received the version of the survey that was appropriate for their Group. The PINs also
limited access to the survey to those who were invited to participate, and prevented an invited
individual from completing the survey more than once.

SAMPLE & DATA COLLECTION   The sample for this study was drawn from the CALIFORNIA

JPIA’s member database. After carefully screening the full database, the Authority supplied True
North with a list of 1,025 individuals who fit one of four profiles: Primary Member Contact, Other
Department Head, Supervisor or Manager, and Elected Official. Each individual was initially sent
an email invitation that included a hyperlink, which would connect them to the survey website.
Throughout the data collection period, which lasted from May 26 to June 29, 2010, multiple
email reminders were sent to thank those who had participated and encourage those who had
not to do so.

MARGIN OF ERROR   The results of the survey can be used to estimate the opinions of all

1,025 members. Because not every member participated in the survey, however, the results have
what is known as a statistical margin of error due to sampling. The margin of error refers to the
difference between what was found, for example, in the survey of 221 members for a particular
question and what would have been found if all 1,025 members had participated in the study. 

6. For example, if a respondent indicated they had not visited the CALIFORNIA JPIA’s website in the 12 months 
prior to the survey (Question 10), they were not asked the follow-up question about the frequency of their 
visits (Question 11) or the ease of accomplishing tasks on the website (Question 12).
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For example, in estimating the percentage of members who visited the CALIFORNIA JPIA website in
the past year (Question 10), the margin of error can be calculated if one knows the size of the
population, the size of the sample, a chosen confidence level, and the distribution of responses
to the question. The appropriate equation for estimating the margin of error, in this case, is
shown below.

Where  is the proportion of members who said they visited the website (0.76 for 76%, for exam-
ple),  is the population size of members (1,025),  is the sample size that received the ques-
tion (221) and  is the upper  point for the t-distribution with  degrees of freedom
(1.96 for a 95% confidence interval). Solving this equation using these values reveals a margin of
error of ± 5.00%. This means that with 76% of respondents indicating they visited the website,
one can be 95% confident that the actual percentage of all members who visited the website lies
between 71% and 81%.

Figure 41 provides a graphic plot of the maximum margin of error in this study. The maximum
margin of error for a dichotomous percentage result occurs when the answers are evenly split
such that 50% provide one response and 50% provide the alternative response. For this survey,
the maximum margin of error is ± 5.84%.

FIGURE 41  MAXIMUM MARGIN OF ERROR DUE TO SAMPLING

Within this report, figures and tables show how responses to certain questions varied by demo-
graphic characteristics such as the number of years the member has interacted with CALIFORNIA

JPIA and whether or not the member has participated in a training workshop. Figure 41 is thus
useful for understanding how the maximum margin of error for a percentage estimate will grow
as the number of individuals asked a question (or in a particular subgroup) shrinks. Because the
margin of error grows exponentially as the sample size decreases, the reader should use caution
when generalizing and interpreting the results for small subgroups.
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STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE   Many of the figures and tables in this report present the

results of questions asked in 2010 alongside the results found in the prior 2007 and 2004 sur-
veys for identical questions. In such cases, True North conducted the appropriate tests of statis-
tical significance to identify changes that likely reflect actual changes in members’ opinions
between 2007 and 2010—as opposed to being due to chance associated with selecting two sam-
ples independently and at random. Differences between 2010 and 2007 are identified as statisti-
cally significant if we can be 95% confident that the differences reflect an actual change in
members’ opinions between the two studies. Statistically significant differences within response
categories over time are denoted by the † symbol which appears in the figure next to the appro-
priate response value for 2010.

DATA PROCESSING   Data processing consisted of checking the data for errors or inconsis-

tencies, coding and recoding responses, categorizing verbatim responses, matching the final
data to the existing member database, and preparing frequency analyses and crosstabulations.
And as mentioned above, where appropriate, tests of statistical significance were conducted to
evaluate differences found between the 2010 and 2007 studies.

ROUNDING    Numbers that end in 0.5 or higher are rounded up to the nearest whole num-
ber, whereas numbers that end in 0.4 or lower are rounded down to the nearest whole number.
These same rounding rules are also applied, when needed, to arrive at numbers that include a
decimal place in constructing figures and charts. Occasionally, these rounding rules lead to
small discrepancies in the first decimal place when comparing tables and pie charts for a given
question.
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Q U E S T I O N N A I R E  &  T O P L I N E S

True North Research, Inc. © 2010 Page 1 

CALIFORNIA JPIA
Member Survey 

Final Toplines (n =  221) 
July 2010 

Section 1: Introduction to Study 
Welcome! And thank you for participating in this survey. Your responses will be combined 
with those of other participating members to help the CALIFORNIA Joint Powers Insurance 
Authority identify ways to best meet member needs in providing services to reduce the cost 
of risk. 

Section 2: Instructions 

This page will include a brief set of instructions to the respondent regarding how to navigate 
the web survey.  

Section 3: General Performance, Awareness, Importance & Satisfaction 

Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4 

Q1 In general, would you say the CALIFORNIA JPIA does an excellent, good, fair, poor, or 
very poor job of providing programs and services to you as a member? 

 1 Excellent 57% 

 2 Good 38% 

 3 Fair 3% 

 4 Poor 0% 

 5 Very Poor 0% 

 98 Not sure 1% 

Q2

We’re interested in knowing how familiar you are with the various programs and 
services offered by the CALIFORNIA JPIA. For each of the programs and services listed 
below, please indicate your level of familiarity with the program or service. If, prior to 
taking this survey, you were not aware that the program or service is offered by the 
CALIFORNIA JPIA, please indicate so. 

Ask in Order 
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A Liability Protection Program 45% 40% 12% 3% 

B Workers’ Compensation Protection Program 41% 40% 14% 5% 

C Property Insurance 38% 37% 16% 8% 

D Pollution Legal Liability Insurance 17% 25% 26% 32% 

E Special Events Insurance 38% 32% 19% 10% 

F Crime Insurance 23% 24% 22% 31% 

G Risk management, such as RMEs, help 
desk, and contract review 35% 38% 21% 5% 

H Training, such as training workshops, 
academies, and the annual conference 71% 22% 5% 1% 

I Resources, such as policy templates, white 
papers, and the media library 39% 38% 14% 9% 
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Q3 For the same list, please indicate how important you feel each program and service is to 
your organization. 

Ask in Order 
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A Liability Protection Program 74% 20% 2% 2% 1% 

B Workers’ Compensation Protection Program 68% 22% 5% 2% 4% 

C Property Insurance 59% 29% 7% 3% 1% 

D Pollution Legal Liability Insurance 24% 29% 26% 9% 12% 

E Special Events Insurance 37% 38% 17% 2% 6% 

F Crime Insurance 29% 31% 25% 6% 9% 

G Risk management -  such as RMEs, help 
desk, and contract review 49% 38% 11% 1% 1% 

H Training, such as training workshops, 
academies, and the annual conference 55% 37% 8% 0% 0% 

I Resources, such as policy templates, white 
papers, and the media library 40% 43% 16% 0% 0% 

Skip Pattern: limit items shown for Q4 based on prior answers about familiarity. If the item in 
Q2 = 4, do not ask corresponding item in Q4. 

Q4 For the same list, please indicate how satisfied you are with each program and service 
as it is currently provided by the CALIFORNIA JPIA. 
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A Liability Protection Program 65% 24% 2% 0% 8% 

B Workers’ Compensation Protection Program 55% 28% 4% 0% 12% 

C Property Insurance 61% 24% 0% 0% 15% 

D Pollution Legal Liability Insurance 43% 26% 0% 0% 31% 

E Special Events Insurance 54% 30% 1% 0% 16% 

F Crime Insurance 53% 26% 0% 0% 21% 

G Risk management -  such as RMEs, help 
desk, and contract review 56% 33% 2% 0% 9% 

H Training, such as training workshops, 
academies, and the annual conference 67% 27% 1% 1% 3% 

I Resources, such as policy templates, white 
papers, and the media library 52% 36% 1% 0% 9% 
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Section 4: LossCAP Program 

Groups 1, 2 & 3 

The CALIFORNIA JPIA provides each member with a plan to reduce and eliminate future losses. 
This plan, called LossCAP, is a partnership approach to managing risk. 

Q5 If your agency has received a LossCAP presentation, were you personally in attendance 
at the presentation? 

 1 Yes 38% Ask Q6 

 2 No 25% Skip to Q7 

 3 Haven’t received LossCAP 
presentation 23% Skip to Q7 

 98 Not sure 14% Skip to Q7 

Q6

Shown below are several statements about the LossCAP presentation. For each 
statement, please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement, as well as 
the intensity of your opinion. If you are not sure or do not have an opinion, please 
indicate so. 
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A The LossCAP presentation met your 
expectations 48% 44% 3% 0% 6% 

B The purpose of LossCAP was clearly 
communicated 69% 21% 3% 1% 6% 

C A fair appraisal of my agency’s losses and 
exposures was presented 51% 33% 9% 1% 6% 

D
The CALIFORNIA JPIA clearly communicated 
its desire to assist my agency in managing 
risk

78% 15% 3% 1% 4% 

E There is strong support in my agency to 
complete the LossCAP action plan 53% 34% 6% 1% 6% 

F
As a result of LossCAP, my agency is 
placing greater importance on risk 
management 

41% 41% 6% 0% 11% 
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Section 5: Training Programs and Materials 

Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4 

The CALIFORNIA JPIA provides both employee development training services and risk 
management training services to its member agencies. 

Q7

Shown below are several statements about the training programs and materials 
provided by the CALIFORNIA JPIA. For each statement, please indicate whether you agree 
or disagree with the statement, as well as the intensity of your opinion. If you are not 
sure or do not have an opinion, please indicate so. 

Ask in Order 
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A Training helps my organization reduce the 
number and cost of claims 62% 29% 0% 0% 9% 

B Training topics and content are 
comprehensive 51% 38% 1% 0% 9% 

C
My agency’s employees would participate in 
training more often if training was available 
online

25% 46% 12% 4% 14% 

D Workshops for some topics need to be 
offered more frequently 27% 36% 13% 0% 24% 

E

Some in my organization, including 
supervisors and managers, would benefit 
from the training offered by the CALIFORNIA
JPIA even though they normally do not 
attend

38% 43% 8% 0% 10% 

F
Regulatory compliance is just one of many 
reasons why attending the training 
workshops is important 

54% 40% 1% 0% 5% 

G Registering for CALIFORNIA JPIA training 
workshops is easy 64% 20% 1% 0% 15% 

H Academies provide valuable specialized 
training for our agency 34% 37% 3% 0% 25% 

I The CALIFORNIA JPIA is responsive to our 
training needs 46% 43% 3% 1% 7% 

Q8 In the past 12 months, have you personally participated in a training workshop provided 
by the CALIFORNIA JPIA? 

 1 Yes 60% Ask Q9 

 2 No 35% Skip Q9 

 98 Not sure 5% Skip Q9 
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Q9

Shown below are several statements about training workshops. For each statement, 
please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement, as well as the 
intensity of your opinion. If you are not sure or do not have an opinion, please indicate 
so.

Ask in Order 
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A Refreshments and facilities are of high 
quality 50% 43% 2% 0% 5% 

B The instructors are knowledgeable in their 
field 82% 15% 1% 0% 2% 

C It is valuable to have CALIFORNIA JPIA staff 
present during the training 52% 33% 9% 2% 5% 

D The start and end times of the workshop 
work well with my schedule 57% 39% 2% 0% 2% 

E The duration of the workshop allows for 
optimal learning 56% 37% 2% 0% 5% 

Section 6: Website & Technology-Based Services 

Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4 

Q10 In the past year, have you personally visited the CALIFORNIA JPIA website? 

 1 Yes 76% Ask Q11 

 2 No 23% Skip to Q13 

 98 Not sure 1% Skip to Q13 

Q11 During the past year, how often did you visit the website on average? 

 1 At least once per week 5% 

 2 Two to three times per month 25% 

 3 Once per month 17% 

 4 Once every two to three months 30% 

 5 Less often than once every three 
months 21% 

 98 Not sure 4% 
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Q12 Please indicate how easy it is for you to accomplish the following tasks online via the 
CALIFORNIA JPIA’s website. 

Ask in Order
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A Obtain information about training 
workshops and materials 76% 17% 1% 7% 

B Obtain information about CALIFORNIA JPIA
meetings, agendas and special events 67% 22% 0% 11% 

C Complete forms including Evidence of 
Coverage, claims, and incidents 43% 25% 2% 30% 

D Obtain sample policies and procedures 45% 31% 1% 23% 

E Update property insurance schedule 21% 28% 2% 49% 

F Update pollution legal liability schedule 14% 17% 2% 67% 

Q13
For each of the services shown below, please indicate whether you feel the CALIFORNIA
JPIA should make it a high, medium or low priority to make the service available online 
(via the Internet). 

Ask in Order 
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A Access to claims data 46% 33% 7% 14% 

B Risk Management Evaluation Reports 39% 39% 10% 12% 

C Online training 38% 42% 11% 9% 

D Cost allocation calculations 32% 43% 10% 16% 

Section 7: Claims Administration and Broker Services 

Groups 1 & 2 

Q14 Are you personally involved in overseeing or submitting claims for your organization, or 
have you received feedback about the claims process? 

 1 Yes 48% Ask Q15 

 2 No 50% Skip to next section 

 98 Not sure 2% Skip to next section 
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Q15

Shown below are several statements about the liability claims administration and 
settlement process. For each statement, please indicate whether you agree or disagree 
with the statement, as well as the intensity of your opinion. If you are not sure or do not 
have an opinion, please indicate so. 

Ask in Order 
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A Claims are handled in a professional 
manner. 69% 19% 4% 0% 8% 

B Claims are decided fairly 53% 23% 4% 3% 17% 

C Claim investigation is handled thoroughly 56% 25% 6% 3% 10% 

D Claims are processed in a timely fashion 57% 26% 5% 1% 10% 

E The CALIFORNIA JPIA exercises its settlement 
authority well 51% 21% 6% 4% 18% 

F I am kept well informed about claim 
settlements 40% 39% 9% 3% 9% 

G
Carl Warren and Company performs its 
duties and services very well related to 
liability claims administration. 

58% 21% 6% 3% 12% 

H Overall, I am satisfied with the way claims 
and settlements are managed 56% 27% 8% 3% 6% 

Q16

Shown below are several statements about the workers’ compensation claims 
administration and settlement process. For each statement, please indicate whether you 
agree or disagree with the statement, as well as the intensity of your opinion. If you are 
not sure or do not have an opinion, please indicate so. 

Ask in Order 
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A Claims are handled in a professional 
manner. 36% 25% 4% 0% 35% 

B Claims are decided fairly 32% 26% 1% 0% 40% 

C Claim investigation is handled thoroughly 27% 27% 9% 1% 35% 

D Claims are processed in a timely fashion 29% 26% 6% 3% 36% 

E The CALIFORNIA JPIA exercises its settlement 
authority well 27% 23% 3% 1% 45% 

F
York performs its duties and services very 
well related to workers’ compensation 
claims administration. 

22% 29% 6% 3% 40% 

G Overall, I am satisfied with the way claims 
and settlements are managed 26% 31% 6% 1% 35% 
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Q17

Shown below are several statements about other insured programs. For each statement, 
please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement, as well as the 
intensity of your opinion. If you are not sure or do not have an opinion, please indicate 
so.
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A
Alliant Insurance Services performs its 
duties and services very well related to 
special events program administration. 

30% 22% 0% 0% 48% 

B
Alliant Insurance Services performs its 
duties and services very well related to 
property program administration. 

31% 21% 0% 1% 47% 

C

Alliant Insurance Services performs its 
duties and services very well related to 
pollution legal liability program 
administration.

14% 12% 1% 0% 73% 

D
Crawford Technical Services performs its 
duties and services very well related to 
property insurance claims administration. 

17% 17% 0% 1% 65% 

Section 8: Communication 

Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4 

Q18
Overall, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the CALIFORNIA JPIA’s efforts to 
communicate with members through reports, email, newsletters, the website, and by 
telephone?

 1 Very satisfied 63% 

 2 Somewhat satisfied 29% 

 3 Somewhat dissatisfied 2% 

 4 Very dissatisfied 0% 

 98 Not sure/No opinion 5% 

Q19 For the list of CALIFORNIA JPIA documents shown below, please indicate which you have 
received in the past year, as well as whether you typically read the documents. 
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A The Authority Newsletter 51% 6% 33% 10% 

B Meeting Notices/Agendas 52% 10% 29% 10% 

C Training Announcements 78% 7% 10% 5% 

D Treasurer’s Report/Financial Statements 22% 19% 46% 14% 
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E Budget Documents 22% 14% 46% 19% 

F Coverage Documents 46% 7% 33% 14% 

G Cost Allocation Calculations 46% 8% 34% 12% 

Skip Pattern: limit items shown in Q20 based on prior answers in Q19. If item in Q19 = 3 or 
98, do not include it in Q20. 

Q20 In general, how useful do you find the information contained in the CALIFORNIA JPIA 
documents and publications listed below? 

Ask in Order 
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A The Authority Newsletter 43% 53% 1% 3% 

B Meeting Notices/Agendas 39% 51% 6% 4% 

C Training Announcements 65% 29% 2% 4% 

D Treasurer’s Report/Financial Statements 20% 54% 9% 17% 

E Budget Documents 23% 51% 9% 17% 

F Coverage Documents 65% 27% 2% 6% 

G Cost Allocation Calculations 63% 31% 3% 4% 

Q21 How would you prefer to receive each of the CALIFORNIA JPIA documents and publications 
shown below? By mail, email, on the website, or do you not have a preference? 
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A The Authority Newsletter 12% 67% 9% 10% 3% 

B Meeting Notices/Agendas 4% 73% 11% 9% 4% 

C Training Announcements 3% 82% 5% 6% 4% 

D Treasurer’s Report/Financial Statements 6% 43% 29% 15% 8% 

E Budget Documents 5% 41% 30% 15% 8% 

F Coverage Documents 10% 49% 21% 12% 7% 

G Cost Allocation Calculations 5% 49% 24% 13% 8% 
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Section 9: Staff Interaction and Competency 

Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4 

Q22 In the past 12 months, have you personally interacted with CALIFORNIA JPIA staff in-
person, over the telephone, or through mail or email? 

 1 Yes 73% Ask Q23 

 2 No 25% Skip to next section 

 98 Not sure 1% Skip to next section 

Q23
CALIFORNIA JPIA staff are organized by their primary work area. For each staff group 
shown below, please indicate whether you have personally interacted with them during 
the past 12 months.  
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A Senior Management staff 54% 35% 11% 

B Claims staff 54% 37% 9% 

C Risk Management staff 72% 21% 7% 

D Training staff 61% 32% 7% 

E Financial Services staff 22% 67% 11% 

F Insured Programs staff 47% 43% 10% 

Skip Pattern: limit items shown in Q24 based on prior answers in Q23. If item in Q23 = 2 or 
98, do not include it in Q24. 

Q24 For each staff group shown below, please indicate whether you were generally satisfied 
or dissatisfied with the service they provided to you. 

Randomize
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A Senior Management staff 97% 2% 1% 

B Claims staff 97% 0% 3% 

C Risk Management staff 96% 2% 3% 

D Training staff 98% 2% 0% 

E Financial Services staff 97% 0% 3% 

F Insured Programs staff 92% 0% 8% 
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Section 10: Authority Effectiveness 

Groups 1, 2 & 4 

Q25
For each statement shown below, please indicate whether you agree or disagree with 
the statement, as well as the intensity of your opinion. If you are not sure or do not 
have an opinion, please indicate so. 
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A
Members receive the same quality of 
service from the CALIFORNIA JPIA, regardless 
of the members’ geographic location 

39% 19% 3% 3% 36% 

B The CALIFORNIA JPIA provides services at 
competitive rates 33% 27% 3% 1% 37% 

C
The CALIFORNIA JPIA should institute an 
incentive plan to encourage members to 
better manage risks 

39% 38% 5% 0% 18% 

D
The CALIFORNIA JPIA should provide a means 
for member staff to participate remotely in 
committee meetings 

25% 38% 4% 1% 32% 

Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4 

Q26 In the space below, please briefly describe what you feel is the single greatest challenge 
facing the CALIFORNIA JPIA in the next five years. 

Keeping costs down 34% 

State, local budget concerns 19% 

Not sure / Cannot think of anything 16% 

Enhancing risk mgmt efforts in cities 10% 

Efficient handling of claims 9% 

Workers' Comp concerns 6% 

Litigiousness of society 5% 

Maintaining service levels given growth 4% 

Accessibility / Geographic challenges 4% 

Keeping abreast of changing legislation 3% 

Communication with members 3% 

Controlling fraudulent, frivolous claims 2% 

Environmental, pollution liability 1% 
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Section 11: Background Information 

Groups 1, 2, 3 & 4 

Thank you so much for your participation. Please answer just one background question for 
statistical reasons. 

D1 How long have you personally interacted with the CALIFORNIA JPIA? 

 1 Less than 2 years 14% 

 2 2 years to less than 5 years 31% 

 3 5 years to less than 10 years 19% 

 4 10 years or more 37% 

 99 Refused 0% 

Thank you for participating in this important study! 

Database Fields 

D2 Group 

 1 Primary Member Contacts 10% 

 2 Other Department Heads 64% 

 3 Supervisors and Managers 21% 

 4 Elected Officials 6% 




