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BACKGROUND

Prior to the full implementation of the Affordable Care Act (ACA), some models predicted that employer-sponsored insur-
ance (ESI) coverage would decrease modestly under the law, (CBO, 2012), while others predicted large reductions in ESI
(Holz-Eakin, 2011; Singhal et al., 2011).

ES| COVERAGE AND EMPLOYEE ACCESS

SHADAC’s annual analysis of trends in ESI coverage found that:

e ESIcoverage overall among policy holders and dependents did not change significantly at the national level from 2013 to
2014.

e ES| coverage for some subgroups--including young adults aged 19 to 25 and individuals with income at or below 138 per-
cent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG)--increased between 2013 and 2014.

e Among firms in the private sector, decreased employee access to ESI (driven by declines in offer and eligibility) was offset
by an increase in ESI take-up among eligible workers who were offered coverage.

SUMMARY

At a state level, there is substantial variation in ESI prevalence overall and among subgroups, as well as variation in ESI access,
take-up, and costs. Because of this inter-state variation, trends in ESI should be monitored and evaluated both nationally and
at the state level.
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INTRODUCTION

Most Americans aged 0 to 64 who have health insurance coverage obtain it through their own or a family member’s employer.
This report provides an early look at key national and state-level indicators of employer-sponsored insurance (ESI) before
and after full implementation of the coverage provisions of the Affordable Care Act (ACA). We examined national and state-
level changes in ESI both overall and along several dimensions: by age, family income, policyholder vs. dependent status,
employer characteristics, employee access, premium costs, and deductible levels.

THIS CHARTBOOK HAS FOUR SECTIONS:

e Section 1 describes ESI coverage nationally and at the
state level and examines changes between 2013 and
2014 for individuals aged O to 64.

THIS CHARTBOOK HAS COMPANION
DOCUMENTS THAT INCLUDE:

e Two-page fact sheets for each of the 50 states present-

ing state-level trends in ESI from 2010 to 2014.
Section 2 describes ES| offer rates by firm size nation-
ally and at the state level and presents trends between
2010 and 2014.

A two-page fact sheet for the U.S. presenting trends in
ESI from 2010 to 2014.

A set of 50-state tables highlighting ESI changes from

e Section 3 describes employee access to coverage

nationally and at the state level and presents trends
between 2010 and 2014.

Section 4 describes costs nationally and at the state

2013 to 2014 (i.e., before and after the ACA went into
full effect).

These companion documents are available at:

level and presents trends between 2010 and 2014. W

DATA

This report uses state-level data from two national surveys: the Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) of the
Current Population Survey (CPS), sponsored by the U.S. Census Bureau, and the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance
Component (MEPS-IC), sponsored by the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. Because of the redesign of the health
insurance questions in the CPS questionnaire in 2013 (and consequent break in time series), we have only included estimates
for 2013 and 2014 from the CPS-ASEC. As for the MEPS-IC, estimates are provided for data years 2010 to 2014.

More detail on our data sources can be found in the methods section (pg. 54).
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SECTION 1: ESI COVERAGE CHANGES,
2013-2014

In this section we present state and national changes in ESI coverage for individuals
0 to 64 years of age from 2013 to 2014. We also present state-level variation for
2014. Findings are based on SHADAC analysis of the Current Population Survey
(CPS). Because of the redesign of the health insurance questions in the CPS in
2013 (and consequent break in time series), we have only included estimates for
2013 and 2014. Definitions: Low income: <138% of the Federal Poverty Guideline
(FPG); Middle income: 139 to 400% of the FPG; High income: >400% of the FPG;
Children: aged O to 18; Young adults: aged 19 to 25; Adults: aged 26 to 64.
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ESI COVERAGE: NATIONAL CHANGES, 2013-2014

100%
e There were no significant
changes in ESI coverage rates 90%
nationally between 2013 and
2014. 80%
e Across the U.S., 59.4% (161 70%
million) of the population had .
ES| coverage in 2014, 60% 59.5%  59.4%
¢ Almost one-third of individuals 50%
in the U.S. were enrolled in ESI °
as a dependent in 2013 and ,
2014. 40%
30.8% 30.6%
10%
0% T
Percent of population (aged 0-64) Percent of population with ESI
with ESI coverage dependent coverage

m 2013 m®2014
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ESI COVERAGE: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

e ES| coverage varies significantly
by state.

e Seven states had ESI coverage
rates below 55%, and 14 states
had rates of at least 65% in
2014.

e The 20 states with rates of
ESI coverage below 60% in
2014were primarily located in
the South and West regions.

|| <50%
| | 50%-54%
T 55% - 59%
B 60% - 64%
B s+

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ESI COVERAGE: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014 (CONTINUED)

STATE PERCENT

1. New Hampshire 71.4

e |n 2014, the rate of ESI cover-
age was below 50% in four
states and above 70% in two
states.

2. Wyoming 70.5

e ESI| coverage in 2014 was
highest in New Hampshire
(71.4%) and lowest in New
Mexico (48.6%).

3. North Dakota 69.4

4. Maryland 69.3

TOP FIVE STATES

5. Minnesota 69.1

i 1. New Mexico 48.6
[

s o

W 2. Mississippi 48.8
> |

i 3. Florida 49.7
=

E . Arkansas 49.8
|—

8 . Louisiana 53.2

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ESI COVERAGE: STATE-LEVEL CHANGES, 2013-2014

e Only five states saw significant
percentage-point changes in
ESI coverage from 2013 to
2014.

e \Wyoming saw the largest
increase in ESI coverage

(8.9pp).

North
Wyoming Maryland Carolina Tennessee

Colorado

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ESI COVERAGE BY AGE: NATIONAL CHANGES, 2013-2014

100%
e Rates of ESI coverage vary by
age and increase as the age 90%
of the cohort increases (i.e.,
children and young adults have 80%
lower rates of ESI coverage
than adults aged 26 to 64). 70%

. 62.1% 62.0%
At a national level, only young

adults saw a change in ESI 60% 55.3%  54.4%
coverage between 2013 and
2014 (2.3pp increase).

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

Aged 0-18 Aged 19-25 Aged 26-64

N 2013 m2014
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ES| COVERAGE AMONG CHILDREN: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

e There was considerable state
variation in ESI coverage for
children (aged 0-18) in 2014.

In 11 states, the rate of ESI
coverage for children was
below 50% in 2014, while in
seven states the rate exceeded
65%.

ESI coverage for children
tended to be higher in states

in the Midwest and Northeast
and lower in states in the South
and Southwest.

| ] <50%
|| 50%-54%
T 55% - 59%
B 60% - 64%
B s -
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ES| COVERAGE AMONG CHILDREN: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014 (CONTINUED)

STATE PERCENT

1. Wyoming 71.5

e ESI coverage for children (aged
0-18) in 2014 was highest at
71.5% in Wyoming (which was
also the state with the largest
percentage point increase
(13.8pp) for this measure
between 2013 and 2014).

2. North Dakota 68.1

3. Connecticut 68.1

ESI coverage for children in
2014 was lowest in Arkansas
and Mississippi (both at 39.3%).

4. New Hampshire 66.7

(%)
-
<
(V)
L
=
Ll
a.
(@)
-

5. Minnesota 66.7

. Arkansas 39.3
. Mississippi 39.3
. New Mexico 42 .4

. Louisiana 437

BOTTOM FIVE STATES

. Florida A4 .4

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ES| COVERAGE AMONG YOUNG ADULTS: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

e There was considerable state
variation in ESI coverage in
2014 for young adults (aged
19-25).

In 2014, ESI coverage rates
were 65 percent or above in 14
states and 50 percent or below
in four states.

| <50%
|| 50%-54%
I 55% - 59%
B 60% - 64%
B s+

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ESI COVERAGE AMONG YOUNG ADULTS: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014 (CONTINUED)

e ES| coverage for young adults STATE PERCENT

(aged 19-25) in 2014 ranged '
from 46.2% in Florida to 75.3% . New Hampshire 75.3
in New Hampshire. ]

=3 2. Connecticut 73.1
For young adults, the top five 7
states in ESI coverage were "B 3 Massachusetts 70.5
all located on the East coast, E
primarily the Northeast, a_nd "™ /4 \ermont 70.2
were led by New Hampshire E
(75.3%).

. Maryland 69.6

As with ESI coverage for child-
ren, Florida, New Mexico and M 1. Florida 462
Mississippi had some of the E
lowest rates of ESI coverage !; “New Mexico 47.7
for young adults in 2014. g

™ 3. Colorado 47.8

=

= 4. Mississippi 48.3

[

@) . :

M 5. California 52.3

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ESI COVERAGE AMONG ADULTS: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

e There was less variation in ESI STATE PERCENT

coverage in 2014 among adults

aged 26 to 64 than among 1. New Hampshire 72.5
younger age groups. D
=8 2. North Dakota 71.2
e ESI coverage for this group in -
2014 ranged from a high of = 3. Maryland 71.0
72.5% in New Hampshire to a E
low of 52.1% in New Mexico. "W 4. Wyoming 70.9
o B :
-
5. Minnesota 70.7

A4 1. New Mexico 52.1
[

s |

™ 2. Florida 52.5
L

> L

e 3. Mississippi 53.6
=

,C_> . Arkansas 53.9
f—

8 . Arizona 56.0

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ES| COVERAGE BY AGE: STATE-LEVEL CHANGES, 2013-2014

At the state level, ESI coverage
was unchanged from 2013 to
2014 in most states within all
age groups.

Among children, ESI coverage
decreased significantly in five
states and increased in two.

Among young adults, ESI
coverage decreased

significantly in three states
and increased in three states.

Among adults aged 26-64, ESI
coverage increased in four
states, and declined in one.

STATE HEALTH ACCESS DATA ASSISTANCE CENTER

Number of States with Statistically Significant Changes

Ages Ages Ages Ages Ages Ages
0-18 19-25 26-64 0-18 19-25 26-64

B Number with Increases B Number with Decreases

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ESI COVERAGE BY INCOME: NATIONAL CHANGES, 2013 -2014

‘ 100%

e Rates of ESI coverage vary
substantially by income. 90% 84.9% 84.3
«J7/0 .9/0

Nationally, ESI coverage 80% N .
increased significantly (1.0pp) - -
among people with low income 20%
between 2013 and 2014 (no
significant changes were 60% 62.0%, S21% - -
reported among people with
middle or high incomes).

20% - -

0%

0-138% FPG 139-400% FPG >400% FPG
m 2013 m2014
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ES| COVERAGE - LOW INCOME: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

e There was considerable state
variation in ESI coverage
among people with low income
in 2014.

Eleven states and the District

of Columbia reported ESI
coverage below 25 percent
in 2014 for people with low
income.

| <25%
|| 25%-29%
I 30% - 34%
B a5+

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ESI COVERAGE - LOW INCOME: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014 (CONTINUED)

STATE PERCENT

* Among people with low in-

come, ESI coverage was below
20% in three states and above . North Dakota 43.2
40% in three states in 2014. i
, = 2. \Wyoming 41.3
e For this group. ESI coverage I;,
in 2014 was highest in North w .
Dakota (43.2%) and lowest in E -Hawai 411
celomEee {1817 8 . New Hampshire 38.5
-
. Vermont 37.4
8 1. Colorado 19.1
[
s
9 2. Arkansas 19.5
Ll
> o .
i 3. District of Columbia 19.7
=
=8 4. New Mexico 21.0
|—
(@) .
M 5. Mississippi 21.4

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ESI COVERAGE - MIDDLE INCOME: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

STATE PERCENT

In 2014, only one state had ESI
coverage above 70% for people

with middle income (Utah, 1. Utah 72.2

72.2%) and no state had a rate =z

below 50%. E 2. Ohio 70.0

()

Hawaii was the only state T8 3. Michigan 69 4

among the top five states in E ' '

ESI coverage for both the low- a

income and middle-income E 4. South Dakota 69.4

opulations in 2014 (see slide .

:FL)S;O. ( 5. Hawaii 69.4
NOTE: Hawaii has a broad em- 4™ 1. Florida 53.9
ployer mandate that preceded |<_t
the ACA. The Hawaii Prepgld 7 2 New Mexico 546
Health Care Act, enacted in 1974, w
requires private employers to E Colorado 571
provide health insurance for s ' '
workers who work at least 20 o Mississinpi 577
hours (some exceptions apply). I|: - VIISSISSIPPI '

@) : .
-8 5. California 57.8

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ES| COVERAGE - HIGH INCOME: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

« Among people with high- STATE PERCENT

income, rates of ESI coverage

approached 90 percent in five 1. Pennsylvania 89.7
states in 2014. ]
= 2. Massachusetts 88.9
For this income group, all =
states reported ESI coverage =M 3. Michigan 88.8
rates of at least 74 percent in =
2014 o .
' 8 4. Connecticut 88.7
-
5. West Virginia 88.7

. Arkansas 74.0
. Florida 74.1
. Montana 76.9

. New Mexico 77.3

BOTTOM FIVE STATES

. Colorado 79.0

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ES| COVERAGE BY INCOME: STATE-LEVEL CHANGES, 2013-2014

o ;

e There were relatively few

statistically significant state- 2

level changes to ESI coverage @ b
rates within the three income 5
groups in 2014. €
©

R 5
» The largest state-level changes 5
in 2014 were seen by people 2

with low income. T 4
B
(%)
. B
Between 2013 and 2014, six =

states saw increases in ESI £ 3
coverage among people with 2
low income, and three states =

saw decreases. )
o
3
€

z 1

0 : : : )
Low Middle High Low Middle High
Income Income Income Income Income Income
B Number with Increases B Number with Decreases

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ES| DEPENDENT COVERAGE: NATIONAL AND STATE RATES, 2014

e At the national level, almost STATE PERCENT

one-third of individuals were

enrolled in ESI as a dependent 1. Utah 42.4
in 2014 (30.8%). v
>~ 2. Maryland 38.7
State rates of dependent =
coverage in 2014 ranged from w W :
42.4% in Utah to 21.8% in = 3. Wyoming 38.3
Mississippl. 8 4. Connecticut 37.4
-
5. New Hampshire 37.3

g . Mississippi 21.8
<

79 2. District of Columbia 219
=~ |

o 3. Florida 23.5
=

=B 4. Arkansas 23.7
-

8 . Louisiana 24.8

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ES| DEPENDENT COVERAGE: NATIONAL AND STATE CHANGES, 2013 -2014

e Nationally, the rate of ESI
dependent coverage remained

10

8.1

unchanged between 2013 and

2014. 6.0
6

State-level changes in ESI

dependent coverage were also

relatively stable from 2013 to 4 -

2014; 43 states and the District
of Columbia saw no significant 5

changes.
Wyoming Maryland
e Just five states saw decreases, 0

and only two states - Wyoming
and Maryland - saw increases.

Colorado Louisiana Mississippi

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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SECTION 2: EMPLOYER OFFER RATES,
2010-2014

In this section we present trends in ESI offer rates by firm size. This analysis is limited
to private sector employers. Findings are based on SHADAC analysis of the Medical
Expenditure Panel Survey- Insurance Component. Definitions: small firms: fewer than
50 employees; large firms: 50 or more employees.
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EMPLOYER OFFER RATES: NATIONAL TRENDS, 2010 -2014

100% 96.4% 95.7% 95.9% 95.7% 94.8%
e Employer offer rates declined A ° ° ° °
between 2010 and 2014 across 90%
firm sizes:-6.3pp for firms of
all sizes,-7.0pp for small firms, 80%
-1.6pp for large firms.
(0]
Year-to-year declines for all 70%
firm sizes were significant 0%
between 2010 and 2011 and ° 53.8%
between 2013 and 2014. o— 5LO0% 50.1% 49.9%
50% ® [ .\47.5%
Across this time period, 39 29% ‘
employer offer rates were 40% —  357% 35.2% 34.8%
consistently much lower in ® ° o— _  322%
small firms than in large firms, 30% ¢
where rates were in turn
consistently much lower than 20%
the rates among firms of all
sizes taken together. 10%
0%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
—o— Fewer than 50 employees = —@— 50 or more employees = —@— All firm sizes
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EMPLOYER OFFER RATES: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

Employer offer rates varied
considerably by state in 2014.

For firms of all sizes, 15 states
and the District of Columbia
reported employer offer rates
of at least 50% in 2014.

In seven states, 2014 employer
offer rates were below 40%.

NOTE: Hawaii has a broad em-
ployer mandate that preceded
the ACA. The Hawaii Prepaid
Health Care Act, enacted in 1974,
requires private employers to
provide health insurance for
workers who work at least 20
hours (some exceptions apply).

| <a0%
| 40%-44%
] 45% - 49%
B 50% - 64%
B s+
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EMPLOYER OFFER RATES BY FIRM SIZE: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

TOP 5 STATES PERCENT |BOTTOM 5 STATES PERCENT

e Among small firms, employer

offer rates varied widely in 1. Hawaii 86.4 1. Montana 37.5
2014, ranging from 21.6% in n o .
’ : .. 2. District of Columbia 64.9 2. ldaho 37.5
Arkansas to 81.6% in Hawaii in E
2014. vl 3. Massachusetts 59.0 3. Florida 37.6
-
—
. << [N . . .
e Among large firms, 2014 offer 4. New Jersey 57.3 4. Nebraska 39.5
rates ranged from 91.3% 5. Maryland 55.0 5. Alaska 39.7
in New Mexico to 99.8% in -
Massachusetts in 2014 1. Hawaii 81.6 1. Arkansas 21.6
. [72]
E 2. New Jersey 48.4 2. Mississippi 21.9
; 3. District of Columbia 46.4 3. South Carolina 23.0
<
> 4. Massachusetts 44.6 4. Georgia 233
wv
5. Rhode Island 40.1 5. Florida 23.3
1. Massachusetts 99.8 1. New Mexico 91.3
2. Hawaii 98.6 2. Oklahoma 91.4
3. Colorado 98.1 3. North Carolina 91.8
4. Connecticut 97.9 4. Oregon 91.9
5. New Hampshire 97.8 5. Montana 92.9

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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EMPLOYER OFFER RATES: STATE-LEVEL CHANGES, 2013- 2014

Across firm sizes, ESI offer
rates in most states did not
change significantly from
2013 to 2014.

Offer rates decreased in nine
states among all firms taken
together from 2013 to 2014.
No state saw an increase in
offer rates among all firm sizes
during this time.

Among small firms, five states
saw decreases in employer
offer rates from 2013 to
2014, with no state seeing an
increase in coverage offers
during this time.

Among large firms, two states
saw decreases in offer rates,
and two states saw increases
between 2013 and 2014.

STATE HEALTH ACCESS DATA ASSISTANCE CENTER

Number of States with Statistically Significant Changes

10

2

0 0
All Small Large All Small Large
Firms Firms Firms Firms Firms Firms

B Number with Increases B Number with Decreases

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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SECTION 3: EMPLOYEE ACCESS TO ESI
(OFFER, ELIGIBILITY AND TAKE-UP), 2010-2014

This section examines ESI for employees.
The following three conditions must be met
for a worker to obtain ESI coverage: (1) the

worker must be employed in a firm that offers
coverage; (2) the worker must meet the criteria
established by the employer to be eligible for
coverage (e.g., work a minimum number of
hours a week); and (3) the worker must decide
to enroll or “take up” the offer of ESI coverage.
Findings are based on SHADAC analysis of the
Medical Expenditure Panel Survey- Insurance
Component (includes private sector workers).
Definitions: small firms: fewer than 50 em-
ployees; large firms: 50 or more employees.

STATE HEALTH ACCESS DATA ASSISTANCE CENTER

)

Source: Proportions of figure derived from 2012/2013 Medical Expenditure Panel
Survey-Insurance Component as analyzed by SHADAC.
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EMPLOYEE ACCESS TO ESI BY FIRM SIZE: NATIONAL LEVEL, 2014

e \Worker access to ESlin 2014
varied greatly by firm size and
is driven primarily by variation
in workers” access to an
employer offer of coverage.

PERCENT OF WORKERS PERCENT OF WORKERS PERCENT OF ESI-ELIGIBLE

IN ESTABLISHMENTS ELIGIBLE FOR ESI AT WORKERS ENROLLED AT
OFFERING COVERAGE | OFFERING ESTABLISHMENTS | OFFERING ESTABLISHMENTS

In 2014, 95.8% of workers in
large firms had an offer of ESI,
compared to less than half
(49.8%) of workers in small
firms.

83.2 75.4 76.7

ALL FIRMS

Eligibility for coverage and
rates of coverage take-up (i.e.,
enrollment in coverage by
eligible workers) were far less
variable by firm size than were
coverage offers in 2014, with
eligibility ranging from 74.9%
in large firms to 77.7% in small
firms and take-up ranging from
73.0% in small firms to 77.4%
in large firms.

49.8 77.7 73.0

SMALL FIRMS

95.8 74.9 77.4
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EMPLOYEE ACCESS TO ESI: NATIONAL TRENDS, 2010-2014

* Among workers at firms

of all sizes, the percent of 85.39%
S, ° 3% % 84.9%
workers in firms that offer ESI 85% \.; 84.7%

90%

86.5%

declined 3.3 percentage points - .\83.2%
®

between 2010 and 2014, with
a 1.7 percentage-point drop

occurring between 2013 and 80% | 78.2% 28.0% 27 8% 27 8%

2014. ¢ o S ° 76.7%
. . o {

At firms of all sizes, ESI 259 6.5 ¢ — °

eligibility remained steady from o7 76.1% 75.8% ¢ 75.4%

2010 to 2013 but dropped 74.8%
from 2013 to 2014 (-2.4pp).

70%
At firms of all sizes, reduced
worker access to ESI as a result
of lower rates of ESI offers and
worker eligibility was offset by
increased take-up of ESI offers
in 2014: Take-up declined from
2010 to 2013 (-1.7pp), before 60%
increasing 1.9pp in 2014. 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

—o— Offer —eo— Eligibility —e= Take-up

65%

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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PERCENT OF WORKERS IN ESTABLISHMENTS OFFERING COVERAGE: STATE LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

The percent of workers in
establishments offering
coverage was over 90% in
two states and the District of
Columbia.

In four states, fewer than 75%
of workers were employed

by establishments offering
coverage.

NOTE: Hawaii has a broad em-
ployer mandate that preceded
the ACA. The Hawaii Prepaid
Health Care Act, enacted in 1974,
requires private employers to
provide health insurance for
workers who work at least 20
hours (some exceptions apply).

L <75%
|| 75%-79%
T 80% - 84%
B s5% - 89%
B o+
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PERCENT OF WORKERS ELIGIBLE FOR ESI AT OFFERING ESTABLISHMENTS: STATE LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

e The percent of workers
eligible for ESI in offering
establishments was above
80% in two states.

e Two states reported worker
eligibility below 70% among
workers at offering establish-
ments.

70 to 79% of workers were

eligible for ESI in offering

establishments in the

remainder of states. % ;07:%730/
T 74% - 75%
B 76% - 79%
B o -
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PERCENT OF ESI-ELIGIBLE WORKERS ENROLLED AT OFFERING ESTABLISHMENTS: STATE LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

e ES| take-up among eligible
workers at offering establish-
ments was above 80% in three
states in 2014.

One state saw worker take-
up below 70% among eligible
workers in 2014.

In the remainder of states, 70
to 79% of eligible workers at

offering establishments took
up coverage in 2014.

] <70%
|| 70%-73%
0 74% - 75%
B 76% - 79%
B o -+
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EMPLOYEE ACCESS TO ESI — ALL FIRMS: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

TOP 5 STATES PERCENT | BOTTOM 5 STATES PERCENT

* Among workers at firms of all

sizes, the percent of workers in 1. Hawaii 95.8 1. Montana 68.0
firms offering coverage Var'ed. 1 ta3 a0 0 2. Massachusetts 91.2 2. New Mexico 73.3

from below 70% to over 90% in WORKERS IN
2014 FIRMS OFFERING B2 District of Columbia 90.9 3. Wyoming 73.6
_ COVERAGE . Alabama 88.2 4. ldaho 74.5

The top and bottom states in .

2014 employee access and . Pennsylvania 87.9 5. Oregon 76.5
take-up of ESI (offer, elig.ibility, . District of Columbia 82.2 1. Idaho 68.1

take-up) were geographically DERCENT OF
diverse, being spred through- WORKERS . Arkansas 80.2 2. Nevada 69.5
out the country. ELIGIBLE FOR . Oklahoma 79.9 3. Vermont 70.4

ESI AT OFFERING

FIRMS . Alabama 79.2 4. Oregon 70.6
. Maryland 78.8 5. Kansas 71.0
. Hawaii 84.3 1. South Dakota 69.8

PERCENT OF
ESI-ELIGIBLE . Oregon 82.1 2. Rhode Island 70.7
E&%Tf:;% . Montana 81.5 3. Maine 71.3
OFFERING . South Carolina 79.9 4. New Mexico 71.6

FIRMS

. Washington 79.8 5. Wisconsin 72.7

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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EMPLOYEE ACCESS TO ESI - SMALL FIRMS: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

TOP 5 STATES PERCENT |BOTTOM 5 STATES PERCENT

e Among workers at small firms,

Worker access and take_up of . Hawaii 93.1 1. South Carolina 33.2
ESI '(Oﬁel} eligibility, take-up) 3053 Bl 2 2. Massachusetts 68.1 2. New Mexico 34.3
varied widely at the state level WORKERS IN o _ .
in 2014 EIRMS OEEERING EX District of Columbia 66.1 3. Florida 37.6
_ OO A . Maryland 62.2 4. Arkansas 37.7
Rates of offer were relatively hode lsland i
low at small firms in 2014, with - Rhode Islan 61.0 > Uta 38.3
rates under 40% in several . District of Columbia 926 |[1. Maine 70.1
states.
PERCENT OF . Missouri 83.7 2. ldaho 70.3
WORKERS
ELIGIBLE FOR . California 83.1 3. Arkansas 70.5
ESI AT OFFERING
FIRMS . Michigan 82.2 4. Vermont 70.8
. Louisiana 81.9 5. Minnesota 71.1
. Hawaii 88.4 1. Rhode Island 61.4
PERCENT OF
ESI-ELIGIBLE . Washington 85.9 2. New Mexico 62.1
Ehﬁg‘:f:gi.r . Oregon 81.3 3. Massachusetts 62.5
OFFERING . District of Columbia 80.0 4. Wisconsin 63.4
FIRMS
. llinois 79.6 5. South Carolina 63.7

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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EMPLOYEE ACCESS TO ESI - LARGE FIRMS: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

TOP 5 STATES PERCENT | BOTTOM 5 STATES PERCENT

e Among workers at small firms,

Worker access and take_up of 1. Colorado 99.8 1. Kansas 91.3
ES .(oﬁer., eligibility, take-up) 1 1edade I 2. Massachusetts 99.3 2. New Mexico 91.4
varied widely at the state level WORKERS IN
in 2014. FIRMS OFFERING 3. Delaware 98.7 3. Montana 91.6
Hotlaiels 4. New Hampshire 98.6 4. Oregon 92.4
Rates of offer were relatively c Alab 083 & ldah 930
high at large firms, with rates - Alabama ‘ 1990 '
above 90% in all states. 1. Arkansas 81.6 ||1.1daho 67.5
USRI 0. District of Columbia 80.5 2. Nevada 67.7
WORKERS
AR[GEIRNLO LN 3. South Dakota 80.0 3. Oregon 68.9
ESI AT OFFERING
FIRMS 4. Oklahoma 79.9 4. Kansas 69.1
5. Maryland 78.9 5. Vermont 70.2
1. Hawaii 82.8 1. South Dakota 69.5
PERCENT OF
ESI-ELIGIBLE 2. Montana 82.7 2. Maine 70.9
WORKERS L
ENROLLED AT 3. Oregon 82.3 3. Virginia 73.3
SULEE 4 South Carolina 82.0 4. New Mexico 73.3
FIRMS
5. Connecticut 80.4 5. Rhode Island 73.4

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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EMPLOYEE ACCESS TO ESI: STATE-LEVEL CHANGES, 2013 - 2014

. 12

e Among all firms, most states 11
saw no significant change in "
the percent of workers whose ® 10 10
employers offers coverage from e -
2013 to 2014; seven states ; 9
reported decreases and only ;:3 -
one state saw an increase. S 8
. . . 7
Driven by large firms, ESI worker =§ 7
eligibility decreased in four states }:; - -
(Florida, Georgia, Idaho, and 5 6
lllinois) across all firm sizes from i - -
2013 to 2014, with no increase in = 5
any state. ¢ - - 4
+ 4
Also seen driven by large % - - -
firms, increased ESI take-up = 3
occured in 10 states (Arizona, < ) - - -
Connecticut, Delaware, lllinois, 2 - - -
lowa, Nebraska, Nevada, New 1 1 1
only one state (Maine) seeing a 0
decrease on this measure. Offer Eligibility Take-up Offer Eligibility ~ Take-up

B Number with Increases B Number with Decreases

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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EMPLOYEE ACCESS TO ESI - SMALL FIRMS: STATE-LEVEL CHANGES, 2013 - 2014

@ ;

Mirroring the national trend,
most states saw no significant
changes in ESI coverage offers,
eligibility, and take-up among
small firms from 2013 to 2014.

The percent of workers whose
small employer offers coverage
decreased in seven states from
2013 to 2014, and increased in
one.

Although ESI eligibility did not
change among workers in small
firms at the national level from
2013 to 2014, one state did see a
significant decrease.

Similarly, while there was no
change in ESI take-up at the
national level among small firm
workers, take-up increased 0
significantly in one state and 0
decreased significantly in

another.

Number of States with Statistically Significant Changes
IN u

Offer Eligibility —Take-up Offer Eligibility = Take-up

B Number with Increases B Number with Decreases

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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EMPLOYEE ACCESS TO ESI - LARGE FIRMS: STATE-LEVEL CHANGES, 2013 - 2014

- :

At large firms, most states saw
no significant changes in ESI
coverage offers, eligibility, and
take-up from 2013 to 2014.

Five states reported significant
decreases in the percent

of workers at firms offering
coverage from 2013 to 2014,
and one state saw a significant
increase.

Mirroring the national trend, ESI
eligibility decreased in four states
among large firm workers from
2013 to 2014, and increased in
none.

Number of States with Statistically Significant Changes
w

1
Again driving the national trend, 1
increased ESI take-up at large
firms from 2013 to 2014 offset
the drops in offers and eligibility, 0
with five states reporting increas- 0 Offer  Eligibility —Take-up Offer  Eligibility Take-up
es, and a decrease in one state.

B Number with increases B Number with Decreases
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APPENDIX

SECTION 4: ESI COSTS
(PREMIUMS, WORKER CONTRIBUTION

AND DEDUCTIBLES) 2010-2014

This section examines trends in ESI costs by firm size among private sector workers, looking at
annual health insurance premiums, the share of costs born by workers (worker contribution),
and the percent of workers enrolled in high deductible plans. Definitions: small firms: fewer
than 50 employees; large firms: 50 or more employees; High Deductible Plan: plans that meet
the minimum plan deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility
(i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014). Findings are based on
SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey - Insurance Component.
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ESI PREMIUMS FOR SINGLE AND FAMILY COVERAGE: NATIONAL TRENDS, 2010 - 2014

. 18,000

e Consistent with national
trends since 2010 (see two-
page U.S. fact sheet at www.
shadac.org/2016ESIReport),
ESI premiums increased signif-
icantly at the national level for 14,000
both single coverage and family
coverage between 2013 and
2014.

16,000

12,000

Average annual premiums

for single coverage increased
by $261 (55,571 to $5,832)
from 2013 to 2014 and family
coverage increased $626
(516,029 to $16,655).

10,000

8,000

Average Annual Premium (Dollars)

6,000

4,000
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

B Single coverage M Family coverage
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ESI PREMIUMS FOR SINGLE AND FAMILY COVERAGE: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

e Average annual premiums for
single coverage ranged from

less than $5,000 to over $7,000

Average annual premiums for . Alaska $7,099 1. Arkansas $4,846
family coverage varied from N
. New Jersey $6,447 ||2. Idaho S4,978
close to $14,000 to almost SINGLE
$20,000 in 2014 across the (o0)V/3:V:Xc| 0 3. Massachusetts $6,348 ||3. Tennessee $5,310
PREMIUMS
states. . New Hampshire $6,336 ||4. Hawaii $5,316
. New York $6,307 ||5. Arizona S5,356
. Alaska $19,713 ||1. Arkansas S14,143
. New Jersey $19,143 ||2. Alabama S14,352
FAMILY
(o{0)V/4:V:{cI N 3. New Hampshire $18,126 ||3. Idaho $14,729
PREMIUMS . .
. Connecticut $18,123 ||4. Hawaii S14,848
. Massachusetts S$17,702 ||5. Montana $15,005
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ES| PREMIUMS - SINGLE COVERAGE: DIFFERENCES FROM THE NATIONAL AVERAGE, 2014

* |n one state, single coverage
ESI premiums were over
11% higher than the national
average (55,832) in 2014.

e Two states had single coverage
ESI premiums more than 10%
below the national average.

| <-10%
9% to-5%
| 4% to0%
T 1% to5%
B 6% to 10%
e+

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ESI PREMIUMS - FAMILY COVERAGE: DIFFERENCES FROM THE NATIONAL AVERAGE, 2014

e As was the case for single
coverage premiums, family
coverage premiums were over
11% higher than the national
average ($16,655) in two states

in 2014 and more than 10% s MA
below the national average in
four states.

| <-10%
| 9% to-5%
|| 4% to0%
T 1% to 5%
B 6% - 10%
|

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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ESI PREMIUMS FOR SINGLE AND FAMILY COVERAGE: STATE-LEVEL CHANGES, 2013 - 2014

- 12

e At the state level, nine states 11
saw significant increases in " 11 -
premiums for single cover- ® 1
age among enrolled workers g 9 -
(Florida, Kentucky, Minnesota, 2 9
Mississippi, New Mexico, North E - -
Carolina, Oklahoma, Texas, & 8
Vermont), and no state saw < - -
decreases in premiums for 3 / - -
single coverage from 2013 to E 6

f

Similarly, 11 states reported E - -
significant increases in g 4
family coverage premiums & - -
among enrolled workers 5 3
(Delaware, Georgia, Indiana, 8 - -
lowa, Maryland, Minnesota, § 2
Nebraska, Nevada, North 1 - -
Carolina, Texas, Washington), "
and no state saw decreases in 0 o o
premiums for family coverage Single Family Single Family

from 2013 to 2014.

B Number with Increases B Number with Decreases

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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EMPLOYEE CONTRIBUTION TO ESI PREMIUMS: STATE-LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

e States vary significantly in the
percent of ESI premiums paid

WAV E
TOP 5 STATES PERCENT | BOTTOM 5 STATES PERCENT
For both single and family
plans, there was roughly an 1. Tennessee 26.5 1. Hawaii 8.6
11 percentage-point spread AN > \iassachusetts 25.0 2. Washington 15.9
between the highest and SINGLE
lowest employee premium SV 3. Alabama 24.7 3. Oregon 16.0
: . PAID BY
contributions by state WORKERs LG 243 ||4. Montana 17.4
(excluding Hawaii, which is an '
outlier for single plans). 5. Florida 24.2 5. Alaska 18.1
1. Florida 32.8 1. Alaska 21.5
PERCENT OF ' Pjs SNRNe 328 ||2. Hawaii 21.7
FAMILY
PREMIUMS ERIfNGIE 31.9 3. Wisconsin 22.0
PAID BY 4. Louisi 31.7 4. P lvani 22.0
WORKERS . Louisiana . . Pennsylvania .
5. Texas 31.5 5. Connecticut 22.2

STATE HEALTH ACCESS DATA ASSISTANCE CENTER




TABLE OF EXECUTIVE | INTRO AND ES| EMPLOYER EMPLOYEE ESI
CONTENTS SUMMARY DATA COVERAGE | OFFER RATES ACCESS COSTS DISCUSSION | METHODS | REFERENCES |  APPENDIX

EMPLOYEE CONTRIBUTION TO ESI PREMIUMS: NATIONAL AND STATE-LEVEL CHANGES, 2013-2014

e Nationally, there were no signifi-
cant changes in the percent of
ESI premiums paid by workers
for single coverage or family
coverage from 2013 to 2014.

At the state level, changes in the
percent of ESI premiums paid by
workers were mixed:

e For single coverage premiums,
five states saw increases in
the percent of premiums paid
by workers (Alaska, Indiana,
Missouri, Ohio, and West
Virginia), while two states
saw decreases (Delaware and
Minnesota).

For family coverage premiumes,
the percent of worker contrib-
utions increased in two states
(Utah and West Virginia)

and decreased in four states
(Connecticut, Delaware, District
of Columbia, and Missouri).

Number of States with Statistically Significant Changes

Single Family

B Number with Increases B Number with Decreases

Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).
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PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES ENROLLED IN HIGH DEDUCTIBLE ESI PLANS*: NATIONAL AND STATE LEVELS 2014

e Nationally, 35.2% of employees
with ESI were enrolled in high
deductible plans in 2014.

e The prevalence of workers

enrolled in plans with high VA
deductibles varied widely at the o
state level in 2014. The percent

of workers in high deductible

plans was at least 45% in nine

states and below 30% in 10 states

and the District of Columbia.

There was a lot of diversity even 3 [ ] <30%
within regions of the U.S. in the ] 30%- 34%
prevalence of workers enrolled in A ‘S

high deductible ESI plans in 2014. [ 5% - 39%
However, Midwestern states I 40% - 44%
were more represented among B 5% -61%
states with a high prevalence of

enrollment in plans with high
deductibles (see 50 state tables).

*Plans that meet the minimum plan deductible amount for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility. See slide 41 for details.
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PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES ENROLLED IN HIGH DEDUCTIBLE ESI PLANS BY FIRM SIZE: STATE LEVEL VARIATION, 2014

TOP 5 STATES PERCENT | BOTTOM 5 STATES PERCENT

e The percent of employees

enrolled in high deductible ESI . Maine 61.2 1. Hawaii 3.1
plans was higher at small firms “8 > New Hampshire 56.3  ||2. District of Columbia 13.7
compared with large firms at E
the state level in 2014. il 3. South Dakota 51.7 3. Maryland 21.4
-
Aaiecs gl Fiim gees,. Hhe =8 /. Tennessee 48.7 4. Alabama 21.6
percent of employees in high . Vermont 48.3 5. Nevada 24.4
deductible plans ranged from
over 60% in Maine to only . New Hampshire 73.9 1. Hawaii 2.6
3.1% in Hawaii. =8 2. Maine 67.9 ||2. District of Columbia 15.6
le- . Tennessee 65.0 3. Alabama 21.9
< :
= 4. Ohio 60.8 4. Nevada 23.5
(75]
. South Carolina 60.4 5. Pennsylvania 24.6
. Maine 59.1 1. Hawaii 3.2
. New Hampshire 52.4 2. District of Columbia 13.4
. South Dakota 50.1 3. Maryland 17.2
4. Tennessee 45.9 4. Alabama 21.6
5. Vermont 45.3 5. Nevada 24.6
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HIGH DEDUCTIBLE ESI PLANS: NATIONAL AND STATE-LEVEL TRENDS, 2010-2014

e Nationally, the percent of
workers enrolled in plans with
high deductibles increased
nearly 15 percentage points
between 2010 (20.8%) and
2014 (35.2%), with a 4.9
percentage-point increase
from 2013 to 2014.

Among the states, the percent
of workers enrolled in plans

with high deductibles increas-
ed significantly in 14 states
(see 50 state tables) and
decreased in one from 2013
to 2014.
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Estimates for all 50 states can be found in the companion document; “Changes in Employer- Sponsored Health
Insurance — Estimates for All States, 2013-2014" (http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport).



http://www.shadac.org/2016ESIReport
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DISCUSSION

e Contrary to predictions that the ACA would lead to decreases in employer-based insur-
ance, the national rate of ESI coverage did not change significantly from 2013 to 2014.

e Similarly, 45 states saw no significant changes in ESI coverage from 2013 to 2014.

e ES| coverage was unchanged among dependents and most subgroups by age and income,
with the exception of young adults and people with low income, both of whom saw in-
creased ESI coverage.

e Among firms in the private sector, decreased access to ESI (driven by declines in offer and
eligibility) was offset by an increase in ESI take-up among eligible workers at firms offering
coverage.

e Small firms are still much less likely than large firms to offer coverage, and declines in
offer rates were more pronounced among small firms between 2013 and 2014 compared
with large firms.

e Regarding costs, premiums continue to rise for both individuals and families, and the per-
cent of workers enrolled in plans with high deductibles increased significantly. However,
the percent of premiums paid by workers remains stable.
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DATA AND METHODS

STATE HEALTH ACCESS DATA ASSISTANCE CENTER

This report uses state-level data from two national surveys:

1) Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) of the
Current Population Survey (CPS), sponsored by the U.S.
Census Bureau:

e Asurvey of households

e Estimates include individuals in private and public
sector firms

e Estimates include policyholders and dependents

e Because of the redesign of the health insurance
questions in the CPS in 2013 (and consequent break
in series), we have only included CPS estimates for
2013 and 2014.

2) Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component
(MEPS-IC), sponsored by the Agency for Healthcare Research
and Quality:

e Asurvey of employers

e This report includes estimates for private sector
employers and employees only

e Estimates only include dependents if they are also
policyholders

For family-level income, we constructed a “health insurance
unit” (HIU) from the CPS data that includes people who are
likely to be eligible for ESI as a unit. For each household
included inthe survey, the HIU definition that we used groups

adults with their spouses and parents with their children
ages 18 and under. Children whose parents are not present
in the household are grouped in HIUs with grandparents or
other relatives. Thus, it is possible for a household to include
more than one HIU. We also used the HIU as the unit of
analysis for measuring family income as a percentage of
federal poverty guidelines.

We assigned a “primary source” of health insurance coverage
to people who reported multiple sources of coverage.
Medicare was always considered the primary source of
coverage, followed in our hierarchy by ESI, Medicaid/CHIP,
and individually-purchased coverage.

The MEPS-IC defines “firm” as a business entity consist-
ing of one or more “establishments” (i.e., locations) under
common ownership or control. A firm represents the entire
organization and may consist of a single-location establish-
ment or multiple establishments (https://healthmeasures.
aspe.hhs.gov/measure/247). The MEPS-IC calculates the
following estimates using “establishments” as the employ-
er/business unit: employees at businesses offering ESI,
employees eligible for ESI at offering employers, and
employee take-up of coverage offers for which they are
eligible. The MEPS-IC uses “firm” as the employer/business
unit when establishing employer/business size as defined
by the number of workers. Throughout this report and the
accompanying tables, we use the term “firm” to refer to
employers and businesses broadly.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1

ESI COVERAGE BY STATE (AGED 0-64), 2013-2014

2013 2014 Percent
Point
Count Percent Count Percent Change
Alabama 2,192,789 54.5% 2,294,525 56.6% 2.1
Alaska 380,716 60.0% 367,375 58.4% -1.6
Arizona 2,938,534 52.1% 3,047,462 53.5% 1.5
Arkansas 1,164,896 48.3% 1,212,871 49.8% 1.6
California 18,413,174 55.1% 18,792,210 55.6% 0.5
Colorado 2,935,400 62.8% 2,637,915 56.8% -6.0 *
Connecticut 2,083,456 67.6% 2,125,348 68.9% 13
Delaware 492,497 65.2% 497,485 64.1% -1.1
D.C. 329,990 57.6% 357,776 61.6% 4.0
Florida 8,142,399 50.5% 8,046,563 49.7% -0.9
Georgia 4,689,971 55.2% 4,793,123 55.1% -0.1
Hawaii 751,472 65.8% 739,932 64.8% -1.0
Idaho 825,782 59.6% 865,906 61.9% 2.3
lllinois 7,080,127 63.9% 6,859,003 62.9% -1.1
Indiana 3,494,724 63.3% 3,433,002 62.4% -0.9
lowa 1,806,222 68.6% 1,715,633 66.1% -2.5
Kansas 1,573,648 64.3% 1,535,480 62.4% -2.0
Kentucky 2,127,042 56.1% 2,176,291 59.9% 3.7
Louisiana 2,165,799 55.9% 2,126,683 53.2% 2.7
Maine 681,511 62.2% 645,052 61.0% -1.3
Maryland 3,216,013 63.2% 3,564,710 69.3% 6.1 *
Massachusetts 4,033,119 71.1% 3,779,350 67.3% -3.8
Michigan 5,555,209 65.9% 5,365,712 63.7% -2.2
Minnesota 3,359,079 72.0% 3,179,043 69.1% -2.9
Mississippi 1,315,959 52.5% 1,255,460 48.8% -3.7
Missouri 3,076,321 62.2% 3,218,504 64.0% 1.8
Montana 442,881 53.4% 480,928 56.5% 3.1
Nebraska 1,057,545 66.7% 1,010,467 62.4% -4.3
Nevada 1,366,651 57.6% 1,339,895 55.3% -2.2
New Hampshire 776,034 69.3% 795,551 71.4% 2.1
New Jersey 5,175,338 68.5% 4,972,749 64.9% -3.6
New Mexico 822,626 47.5% 828,023 48.6% 1.1
New York 10,190,514 61.2% 10,182,749 61.2% 0.0
North Carolina 4,352,320 52.8% 4,897,291 58.3% 55 *
North Dakota 418,490 66.2% 443,042 69.4% 3.2
Ohio 6,061,660 63.0% 6,107,103 63.1% 0.1
Oklahoma 1,711,078 54.0% 1,793,591 56.0% 2.0
Oregon 1,950,607 58.9% 1,944,904 59.9% 1.0
Pennsylvania 7,251,647 67.9% 6,820,795 65.1% -2.8
Rhode Island 570,881 65.0% 585,595 65.4% 0.4
South Carolina 2,197,179 56.3% 2,295,911 57.1% 0.8
South Dakota 451,335 64.1% 474,453 66.6% 2.5
Tennessee 2,980,832 54.8% 3,294,931 60.2% 5.4
Texas 12,517,537 53.3% 12,911,327 54.9% 1.6
Utah 1,761,668 68.2% 1,757,908 67.3% -0.9
Vermont 319,815 62.4% 340,383 66.0% 3.6
Virginia 4,580,864 64.5% 4,500,976 63.0% -1.6
Washington 3,665,174 61.7% 3,694,276 60.9% -0.8
West Virginia 850,434 56.8% 845,456 56.2% -0.6
Wisconsin 3,267,986 68.4% 3,244,899 66.7% -1.7
Wyoming 312,519 61.6% 350,911 70.5% 89 *

United States 159,879,464 59.5% 160,546,526 59.4% 00|

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high
deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan deductible amount required for Health Savings
Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).

Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

ESI COVERAGE BY INCOME AND STATE (AGED 0-64), 2013-2014

Percent of Low-Income Percent of Mid-Income Percent of High-Income Percent of Total
Population (0-138% FPG) Population (139-400% FPG) Population (>400% FPG) with Population with ESI
with ESI Coverage with ESI Coverage ESI Coverage Coverage
Percent Percent Percent Percent
2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point 2014 Point
Change Change Change Change
Alabama 21.2% 24.5% 33 63.6% 64.2% 0.7 82.4% 82.9% 0.6 54.5% 56.6% 2.1
Alaska 35.5% 29.7% -5.8 62.1% 64.4% 2.3 79.2% 80.7% 1.5 60.0% 58.4% =116
Arizona 20.4% 24.3% 4.0 56.3% 60.1% 3.8 84.6% 83.8% -0.8 52.1% 53.5% 1.5
Arkansas 19.7% 19.5% -0.2 53.9% 61.0% 72 * 77.4% 74.0% -3.4 48.3% 49.8% 1.6
California 26.0% 26.2% 0.2 57.0% 57.8% 0.8 82.5% 83.4% 0.9 55.1% 55.6% 0.5
Colorado 31.7% 19.1% -126 * 57.7% 57.1% -0.6 82.4% 79.0% -3.3 62.8% 56.8% -6.0 *
Connecticut 34.3% 33.5% -0.8 64.8% 60.8% -4.1 87.0% 88.7% 1.7 67.6% 68.9% 1.3
Delaware 34.8% 32.3% -2.5 68.7% 66.6% 2.1 89.9% 85.4% -46 * 65.2% 64.1% 1.1
D.C. 18.0% 19.7% 1.6 55.4% 60.3% 4.9 87.8% 88.0% 0.2 57.6% 61.6% 4.0
Florida 21.1% 23.7% 2.6 54.3% 53.9% -0.4 75.5% 74.1% -1.3 50.5% 49.7% -0.9
Georgia 22.2% 25.9% 3.7 58.5% 59.7% 1.2 84.3% 79.9% -4.4 % 55.2% 55.1% -0.1
Hawaii 42.4% 41.1% -1.3 74.6% 69.4% 52 * 81.7% 86.0% 4.3 65.8% 64.8% -1.0
Idaho 30.0% 30.8% 0.8 65.6% 64.8% -0.8 78.3% 84.9% 6.6 * 59.6% 61.9% 2.3
Illinois 32.1% 29.7% -2.4 64.7% 63.7% -1.0 86.8% 86.3% -0.5 63.9% 62.9% =11
Indiana 31.0% 34.0% 3.0 66.1% 66.8% 0.6 85.8% 85.8% 0.0 63.3% 62.4% -0.9
lowa 30.7% 31.3% 0.6 71.6% 67.4% -4.2 87.4% 83.3% -4.1 68.6% 66.1% -2.5
Kansas 27.0% 34.5% 7.4 * 69.6% 63.5% -6.2 85.6% 83.5% -2.0 64.3% 62.4% -2.0
Kentucky 25.4% 27.3% 2.0 65.4% 66.9% 1.5 86.8% 86.9% 0.2 56.1% 59.9% 3.7
Louisiana 27.4% 25.8% -1.6 56.0% 59.1% 3.2 86.4% 82.7% -3.6 55.9% 53.2% -2.7
Maine 25.8% 28.1% 2.3 65.6% 63.7% -1.9 84.2% 85.1% 0.9 62.2% 61.0% -1.3
Maryland 29.7% 35.3% 5.6 60.9% 68.9% 79 * 85.2% 86.1% 1.0 63.2% 69.3% 6.1 *
Massachusetts 37.5% 32.0% 5.4 65.1% 64.4% -0.7 93.3% 88.9% 4.4 * 71.1% 67.3% -3.8
Michigan 30.0% 28.7% -1.3 72.0% 69.4% -2.5 89.4% 88.8% -0.6 65.9% 63.7% -2.2
Minnesota 36.8% 32.9% =39 70.9% 68.9% -2.0 89.7% 86.7% -2.9 72.0% 69.1% -2.9
Mississippi 23.2% 21.4% -1.7 65.5% 57.7% -7.8 * 82.5% 81.3% -1.2 52.5% 48.8% -3.7
Missouri 27.1% 31.7% 4.6 67.8% 65.6% 2.2 84.3% 84.3% 0.0 62.2% 64.0% 1.8
Montana 21.7% 29.7% 8.1 53.1% 58.5% 5.4 81.6% 76.9% -4.7 53.4% 56.5% 3.1
Nebraska 31.0% 21.9% 90 * 69.8% 67.5% -2.2 82.6% 82.2% -0.4 66.7% 62.4% -4.3
Nevada 32.0% 23.9% -80 * 64.4% 61.4% -3.0 79.7% 82.1% 2.4 57.6% 55.3% -2.2
New Hampshire 35.1% 38.5% 3.4 65.5% 68.6% 3.1 86.7% 87.7% 11 69.3% 71.4% 2.1
New Jersey 35.1% 30.1% -5.0 66.1% 64.1% -1.9 89.9% 87.6% -2.3 68.5% 64.9% -3.6
New Mexico 18.8% 21.0% 2.2 54.8% 54.6% -0.2 78.8% 77.3% -1.4 47.5% 48.6% 1.1
New York 28.3% 29.8% 1.5 63.5% 60.8% -2.7 88.4% 87.1% -1.3 61.2% 61.2% 0.0
North Carolina 21.4% 26.9% 55 * 57.9% 62.0% 4.0 80.4% 86.0% 56 * 52.8% 58.3% 55 *
North Dakota 28.5% 43.2% 147 * 65.0% 66.7% 1.7 85.6% 83.1% -2.4 66.2% 69.4% 3.2
Ohio 28.6% 28.4% -0.1 68.3% 70.0% 1.7 88.4% 86.9% -1.5 63.0% 63.1% 0.1
Oklahoma 25.2% 28.7% 3.5 62.0% 61.6% -0.4 77.3% 79.1% 1.8 54.0% 56.0% 2.0
Oregon 26.6% 26.7% 0.2 60.6% 62.5% 1.9 84.5% 82.9% -1.6 58.9% 59.9% 1.0
Pennsylvania 31.7% 32.5% 0.8 70.4% 66.0% 45 % 89.7% 89.7% 0.0 67.9% 65.1% -2.8
Rhode Island 27.4% 27.3% -0.1 65.1% 67.3% 2.2 89.5% 88.6% -1.0 65.0% 65.4% 0.4
South Carolina 20.5% 24.3% 3.7 66.5% 64.2% -2.3 85.0% 85.7% 0.7 56.3% 57.1% 0.8
South Dakota 29.8% 33.3% 3.5 68.3% 69.4% 1.1 79.4% 84.2% 49 * 64.1% 66.6% 2.5
Tennessee 19.7% 29.3% 9.6 * 62.6% 67.0% 4.3 83.7% 84.8% 1.1 54.8% 60.2% 54 *
Texas 23.4% 25.0% 1.5 54.9% 58.5% 3.7 * 82.8% 82.2% -0.6 53.3% 54.9% 1.6
Utah 39.6% 36.8% -2.8 73.0% 72.2% -0.8 82.7% 83.5% 0.8 68.2% 67.3% -0.9
Vermont 27.0% 37.4% 104 * 61.9% 65.7% 3.8 80.1% 82.2% 2.1 62.4% 66.0% 3.6
Virginia 31.4% 35.3% 3.8 63.1% 59.2% -3.9 82.5% 81.6% -1.0 64.5% 63.0% -1.6
Washington 25.4% 28.5% 3.1 58.7% 58.3% -0.4 87.7% 85.7% -2.0 61.7% 60.9% -0.8
West Virginia 24.2% 23.5% -0.7 65.2% 64.4% -0.8 86.9% 88.7% 1.7 56.8% 56.2% -0.6
Wisconsin 32.6% 32.0% -0.6 70.4% 66.5% -3.9 86.5% 87.2% 0.7 68.4% 66.7% -1.7
Wyoming 27.6% 41.3% 137 * 61.6% 69.2% 76 * 81.1% 87.3% 6.2 * 61.6% 70.5% 89 *
268% | 27.8% 10 *| e20% | 621% | o1 84.9% | 843% | -06 595% | 59.4% | 00

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 3
ESI COVERAGE BY AGE AND STATE, 2013-2014

Percent Aged 0-18 Percent Aged 19-25 Percent Aged 26-64 Percent Aged 0-64
with ESI Coverage with ESI Coverage with ESI Coverage with ESI Coverage
Percent Percent Percent Percent
2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point
Change Change Change Change
Alabama 47.2% 51.5% 4.4 50.5% 55.0% 4.6 59.1%  59.4% 0.4 54.5% 56.6% 2.1
Alaska 55.9% 52.6% -3.2 60.2% 54.8% -5.4 62.3% 62.2% -0.1 60.0% 58.4% -1.6
Arizona 45.5% 47.5% 2.0 49.6% 57.0% 7.4 56.1% 56.0% -0.1 52.1% 53.5% 1.5
Arkansas 38.8% 39.3% 0.5 46.4% 56.9% 10.6 53.6% 53.9% 0.3 48.3% 49.8% 1.6
California 51.3% 51.4% 0.1 48.8% 52.3% 3.5 58.2% 58.3% 0.0 55.1% 55.6% 0.5
Colorado 61.1% 51.6% 95 * 58.9% 47.8% -11.1 % 64.3% 61.0% -33 62.8% 56.8% 6.0 *
Connecticut 62.3% 68.1% 5.8 69.4% 73.1% 3.7 69.6%  68.6% -1.0 67.6% 68.9% 13
Delaware 61.7% 63.1% 1.4 62.1% 65.7% 3.6 67.7% 64.3% -3.4 65.2% 64.1% -1.1
D.C. 40.3% 47.1% 6.8 55.4% 59.6% 4.1 63.6% 66.7% 3.1 57.6% 61.6% 4.0
Florida 47.2% 44.4% -2.8 45.6% 46.2% 0.6 52.7% 52.5% -0.2 50.5% 49.7% -0.9
Georgia 50.9% 49.3% -1.6 46.9% 57.4% 105 * 58.9% 57.6% -1.3 55.2% 55.1% -0.1
Hawaii 59.0% 55.2% -3.8 62.7% 64.3% 1.6 69.9% 69.8% -0.1 65.8% 64.8% -1.0
Idaho 56.9% 56.9% 0.0 55.5% 65.8% 10.3 62.0%  64.1% 2.1 59.6% 61.9% 23
Illinois 59.0% 58.1% -0.9 60.8% 59.2% -1.7 67.0% 65.9% -1.1 63.9% 62.9% -1.1
Indiana 60.7% 58.7% -2.0 62.5% 65.7% 3.2 64.7% 63.7% -1.0 63.3% 62.4% -0.9
lowa 67.2% 60.1% -7.1 65.8% 68.4% 2.7 69.8% 68.8% -1.0 68.6% 66.1% -2.5
Kansas 57.4% 56.3% -1.1 61.4% 58.2% -3.2 68.8% 66.5% -2.3 64.3% 62.4% -2.0
Kentucky 49.0% 56.5% 7.5 56.7% 60.3% 3.6 59.3% 61.4% 2.1 56.1% 59.9% 3.7
Louisiana 48.2% 43.7% -4.5 65.1% 53.1%  -12.0 * 57.9%  57.9% 0.0 55.9% 53.2% 2.7
Maine 58.9% 57.5% -1.4 67.6% 65.3% -2.3 62.6% 61.8% -0.8 62.2% 61.0% -1.3
Maryland 58.6% 65.6% 7.0 * 63.7% 69.6% 5.9 65.2% 71.0% 58 * 63.2% 69.3% 6.1 *
Massachusetts 66.4% 60.8% -5.6 70.0% 70.5% 0.4 73.4% 69.5% -39 * 71.1% 67.3% -3.8
Michigan 64.1% 61.7% -2.4 60.1% 62.5% 2.4 67.6%  64.8% -2.8 65.9% 63.7% 2.2
Minnesota 74.2% 66.7% =75 * 69.7% 66.8% -3.0 71.3% 70.7% -0.7 72.0% 69.1% -2.9
Mississippi 46.9% 39.3% 76 * 52.6% 48.3% -4.3 55.8%  53.6% 2.1 52.5% 48.8% -3.7
Missouri 58.8% 59.7% 0.9 55.8% 62.7% 6.9 65.1% 66.4% 1.4 62.2% 64.0% 1.8
Montana 47.2% 55.5% 8.3 49.5% 59.2% 9.7 57.5% 56.5% -1.0 53.4% 56.5% 3.1
Nebraska 61.2% 57.4% -3.8 65.6% 55.1% -10.4  * 70.0% 66.6% -34 66.7% 62.4% -4.3
Nevada 56.5% 48.0% -84 * 56.4% 57.5% 1.1 58.3% 58.5% 0.1 57.6% 55.3% -2.2
New Hampshire 63.8% 66.7% 2.9 75.5% 75.3% -0.2 70.5% 72.5% 2.0 69.3% 71.4% 2.1
New Jersey 68.5% 61.4% 7.1 0* 70.9% 63.6% -7.2 68.1%  66.8% -1.3 68.5% 64.9% -3.6
New Mexico 42.1% 42.4% 0.3 41.0% 47.7% 6.7 51.5% 52.1% 0.6 47.5% 48.6% 1.1
New York 57.4% 56.2% -1.2 53.0% 61.7% 8.7 * 64.6% 63.3% -1.3 61.2% 61.2% 0.0
North Carolina 48.6% 52.1% 3.6 48.1% 56.7% 87 * 55.9% 61.7% 58 * 52.8% 58.3% 55 4
North Dakota 65.0% 68.1% 3.1 55.6% 63.3% 7.7 68.9% 71.2% 2.3 66.2% 69.4% 3.2
Ohio 61.4% 57.9% -3.6 63.4% 62.7% -0.7 63.6% 65.6% 2.0 63.0% 63.1% 0.1
Oklahoma 46.4% 49.3% 2.9 53.9% 59.7% 5.8 58.4%  59.0% 0.6 54.0% 56.0% 2.0
Oregon 56.3% 59.8% 3.6 52.2% 57.3% 5.1 61.0% 60.4% -0.5 58.9% 59.9% 1.0
Pennsylvania 64.4% 59.7% -4.7 65.6% 63.9% -1.7 69.9% 67.8% -2.1 67.9% 65.1% -2.8
Rhode Island 60.8% 64.0% 3.2 58.6% 62.8% 4.2 68.0% 66.5% -1.5 65.0% 65.4% 0.4
South Carolina 53.4% 53.4% 0.1 51.4% 53.2% 1.8 58.6% 59.5% 0.9 56.3% 57.1% 0.8
South Dakota 58.8% 63.4% 4.6 58.9% 63.7% 4.8 67.9% 68.8% 0.8 64.1% 66.6% 2.5
Tennessee 50.2% 54.7% 4.5 57.1% 60.3% 3.2 56.7%  62.8% 6.1 * 54.8% 60.2% 54 *
Texas 47.0% 47.9% 1.0 50.5% 52.9% 2.4 57.3% 59.2% 1.8 53.3% 54.9% 1.6
Utah 68.1% 66.7% -1.4 59.3% 65.5% 6.2 70.2% 68.1% -2.1 68.2% 67.3% -0.9
Vermont 57.0% 62.9% 5.8 67.9% 70.2% 2.3 63.6% 66.6% 3.1 62.4% 66.0% 3.6
Virginia 61.8% 59.7% -2.1 59.8% 60.8% 1.0 66.7% 64.9% -1.8 64.5% 63.0% -1.6
Washington 55.4% 56.3% 0.9 55.9% 63.2% 7.3 65.4% 62.6% -2.8 61.7% 60.9% -0.8
West Virginia 52.1% 53.2% 1.1 58.2% 52.3% -5.9 58.6%  58.2% 0.4 56.8% 56.2% -0.6
Wisconsin 66.5% 62.7% -3.8 68.0% 68.4% 0.4 69.5% 68.2% -1.2 68.4% 66.7% -1.7
Wyoming 57.7% 71.5% 13.8 * 65.1% 65.0% -0.1 62.8% 70.9% 8.1 * 61.6% 70.5% 89 *
553% | 544% | -09 s60% | 583% | 23 *| 621% | 620% | -01 595% | 59.4% | 00

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 4

POLICYHOLDER AND DEPENDENT ESI COVERAGE BY STATE (AGED 0-64), 2013-2014

Percent of Population with ESI Percent of Population with ESI Percent of Total Population with
Policyholder Coverage Dependent Coverage ESI Coverage
Percent Percent Percent
2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point
Change Change Change
Alabama 27.7% 28.0% 0.4 26.9% 28.6% 1.7 54.5% 56.6% 2.1
Alaska 27.5% 28.7% 13 32.5% 29.7% -2.8 60.0% 58.4% -1.6
Arizona 26.5% 25.8% -0.8 25.5% 27.8% 2.2 52.1% 53.5% 1.5
Arkansas 26.4% 26.1% -0.3 21.9% 23.7% 1.8 48.3% 49.8% 1.6
California 25.8% 26.0% 0.2 29.3% 29.6% 0.3 55.1% 55.6% 0.5
Colorado 30.1% 27.9% 22 * 32.8% 29.0% -3.8 * 62.8% 56.8% 6.0 *
Connecticut 31.2% 31.6% 0.4 36.4% 37.4% 0.9 67.6% 68.9% 1.3
Delaware 31.5% 30.9% -0.6 33.7% 33.2% -0.5 65.2% 64.1% -1.1
D.C. 37.7% 39.7% 2.0 19.8% 21.9% 2.0 57.6% 61.6% 4.0
Florida 25.8% 26.1% 0.3 24.7% 23.5% -1.2 50.5% 49.7% -0.9
Georgia 27.4% 27.7% 0.4 27.8% 27.4% -0.5 55.2% 55.1% -0.1
Hawaii 35.1% 35.0% -0.1 30.7% 29.8% -0.9 65.8% 64.8% -1.0
Idaho 26.8% 28.6% 1.8 32.8% 33.3% 0.5 59.6% 61.9% 23
Illinois 30.2% 30.2% 0.0 33.7% 32.6% -1.1 63.9% 62.9% -1.1
Indiana 29.2% 28.9% -0.3 34.1% 33.4% -0.6 63.3% 62.4% -0.9
lowa 32.8% 31.4% -1.4 35.9% 34.7% -1.1 68.6% 66.1% -2.5
Kansas 30.7% 30.9% 0.2 33.6% 31.4% -2.2 64.3% 62.4% -2.0
Kentucky 29.5% 30.3% 0.8 26.7% 29.6% 3.0 56.1% 59.9% 3.7
Louisiana 25.8% 28.3% 2.5 30.1% 24.8% 52 % 55.9% 53.2% 2.7
Maine 31.1% 30.9% -0.2 31.1% 30.0% -1.1 62.2% 61.0% -1.3
Maryland 30.5% 30.6% 0.2 32.7% 38.7% 6.0 * 63.2% 69.3% 6.1 *
Massachusetts 32.0% 32.4% 0.4 39.1% 34.9% 42 * 71.1% 67.3% -3.8
Michigan 30.2% 29.8% -0.4 35.6% 33.9% -1.7 65.9% 63.7% -2.2
Minnesota 32.8% 32.4% -0.4 39.1% 36.7% -2.4 72.0% 69.1% -2.9
Mississippi 24.9% 27.0% 2.1 27.6% 21.8% 59 * 52.5% 48.8% -3.7
Missouri 31.3% 32.6% 13 30.9% 31.5% 0.5 62.2% 64.0% 1.8
Montana 26.6% 27.2% 0.6 26.8% 29.3% 2.5 53.4% 56.5% 3.1
Nebraska 31.8% 29.3% 26 * 34.9% 33.2% -1.8 66.7% 62.4% -4.3
Nevada 28.2% 28.2% 0.0 29.3% 27.1% 2.2 57.6% 55.3% 2.2
New Hampshire 31.9% 34.1% 2.2 37.4% 37.3% -0.1 69.3% 71.4% 2.1
New Jersey 29.5% 30.1% 0.6 39.0% 34.9% 41 * 68.5% 64.9% -3.6
New Mexico 22.4% 23.0% 0.7 25.1% 25.6% 0.5 47.5% 48.6% 11
New York 29.8% 29.4% -0.3 31.5% 31.8% 0.3 61.2% 61.2% 0.0
North Carolina 27.4% 30.4% 3.1 * 25.5% 27.9% 2.4 52.8% 58.3% 55 *
North Dakota 34.2% 34.6% 0.3 32.0% 34.9% 2.9 66.2% 69.4% 3.2
Ohio 29.4% 29.6% 0.1 33.6% 33.5% -0.1 63.0% 63.1% 0.1
Oklahoma 27.1% 26.9% -0.2 26.9% 29.1% 2.2 54.0% 56.0% 2.0
Oregon 30.0% 28.6% -1.4 28.9% 31.4% 2.5 58.9% 59.9% 1.0
Pennsylvania 33.3% 31.5% -1.8 * 34.7% 33.6% -1.0 67.9% 65.1% -2.8
Rhode Island 29.9% 31.2% 13 35.1% 34.2% -0.8 65.0% 65.4% 0.4
South Carolina 27.5% 28.5% 1.0 28.8% 28.7% -0.1 56.3% 57.1% 0.8
South Dakota 31.7% 31.1% -0.5 32.4% 35.4% 3.0 64.1% 66.6% 2.5
Tennessee 26.8% 29.9% 3.1 * 28.0% 30.3% 23 54.8% 60.2% 54 *
Texas 26.5% 27.2% 0.7 26.8% 27.7% 0.9 53.3% 54.9% 1.6
Utah 25.6% 24.9% -0.7 42.7% 42.4% -0.3 68.2% 67.3% -0.9
Vermont 30.7% 31.5% 0.8 31.7% 34.6% 2.9 62.4% 66.0% 3.6
Virginia 31.7% 30.3% -1.4 32.8% 32.6% -0.2 64.5% 63.0% -1.6
Washington 32.0% 32.2% 0.2 29.7% 28.7% -1.0 61.7% 60.9% -0.8
West Virginia 25.9% 26.5% 0.6 30.8% 29.7% -1.2 56.8% 56.2% -0.6
Wisconsin 30.8% 29.5% -1.3 37.7% 37.2% -0.5 68.4% 66.7% -1.7
Wyoming 31.4% 32.2% 0.8 30.2% 38.3% 81 * 61.6% 70.5%
28.6% 28.8% 0.2 30.8% 30.6% 0.2 59.5% 59.4%

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the
minimum plan deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and
2014). Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 5

ESTABLISHMENT OFFER RATES BY FIRM SIZE AND STATE, 2013-2014

Firm Size <50 Firm Size 50+ Firm Size 0-249 Firm Size 250+ ALL Firm Sizes
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point Point 2014 Point
Change Change Change Change Change
Alabama 29.0% 38.2% 9.2 97.2% 96.7% -0.5 352% 42.5% 7.3 99.3% 98.7% -0.6 49.7%  54.9% 5.2
Alaska 21.2% 23.8% 2.6 95.6% 94.5% -1.1 26.8% 28.7% 1.9 97.6% 97.5% -0.1 39.6% 39.7% 0.1
Arizona 24.3%  27.4% 3.1 96.9% 97.0% 0.1 29.2% 32.9% 3.7 99.7% 100.0% 0.3 43.4%  47.3% 3.9
Arkansas 26.4% 21.6% -4.8 98.8% 94.6% 42 * 32.3% 28.1% -4.2 100.0% 98.1% -1.9 45.1%  39.8% -5.3
California 39.6% 33.8% 5.8 * 93.7%  92.9% -0.8 42.7%  37.3% 5.4 * 98.7% 97.5% -1.2 51.4% 46.5% 49 *
Colorado 30.7% 32.7% 2.0 92.5% 98.1% 56 * 33.2%  36.7% 3.5 98.4% 98.3% -0.1 42.4%  47.7% 5.3
Connecticut 38.5% 36.5% -2.0 98.7% 97.9% -0.8 42.6% 40.8% -1.8 100.0% 99.7% -0.3 54.2% 52.3% -1.9
Delaware 34.8% 30.0% -4.8 92.4%  97.7% 53 * 37.7% 35.2% -2.5 96.6% 98.6% 2.0 52.7% 49.1% -3.6
D.C. 50.0% 46.4% -3.6 99.2% 96.7% -2.5 56.4% 52.9% -3.5 100.0% 97.3% -2.7 67.7% 64.9% -2.8
Florida 27.1% 23.3% -3.8 96.8%  96.0% -0.8 30.0% 26.4% -3.6 98.7% 98.4% -0.3 42.7%  37.6% -5.1
Georgia 26.5% 23.3% -3.2 98.5% 94.7% -3.8 31.2% 27.6% -3.6 99.9% 98.3% -1.6 48.0%  40.9% 71 0F
Hawaii 78.1% 81.6% 3.5 99.0%  98.6% -0.4 80.5% 83.3% 2.8 100.0% 99.2% -0.8 83.6% 86.4% 2.8
Idaho 31.2% 23.6% 76 * 95.7%  93.1% -2.6 353% 27.8% -75 * 97.7%  97.4% -0.3 44.6%  37.5% 71 0*
lllinois 33.2% 32.8% -0.4 95.3% 93.3% -2.0 37.1% 36.2% -0.9 97.7%  99.8% 2.1 482%  47.3% -0.9
Indiana 252%  28.5% 3.3 94.3% 96.1% 1.8 29.9% 34.4% 4.5 97.9%  99.6% 1.7 45.1%  49.5% 4.4
lowa 32.4%  32.7% 0.3 95.3% 95.6% 0.3 38.2% 38.0% -0.2 96.8% 99.1% 2.3 47.2%  47.1% -0.1
Kansas 424% 31.8% -106 * 93.0% 93.7% 0.7 459% 37.3% -86 * 97.5% 98.8% 1.3 55.5% 48.4% A
Kentucky 34.7% 31.5% -3.2 95.0% 95.8% 0.8 39.2% 36.6% -2.6 98.3%  99.8% 1.5 52.2% 50.4% -1.8
Louisiana 31.2%  28.5% 2.7 94.6% 94.6% 0.0 36.5% 33.6% -2.9 98.4% 98.5% 0.1 48.7%  46.0% -2.7
Maine 34.7%  29.3% -5.4 97.0% 96.4% -0.6 39.3% 34.1% -5.2 97.6% 100.0% 2.4 48.0% 44.4% -3.6
Maryland 37.6% 39.8% 2.2 96.4% 96.1% -0.3 42.1%  44.0% 1.9 99.2%  99.8% 0.6 53.7% 55.0% 1.3
Massachusetts 48.6%  44.6% -4.0 98.1% 99.8% 1.7 52.3% 48.7% -3.6 99.8% 100.0% 0.2 61.2%  59.0% -2.2
Michigan 40.4%  32.5% -7.9 96.0% 92.9% -3.1 449% 37.5% -7.4 98.9% 96.0% -2.9 53.9% 45.9% -80 *
Minnesota 36.2% 27.0% -9.2 95.9% 94.2% -1.7 39.8% 31.9% -7.9 99.7%  99.0% -0.7 49.0% 42.2% -6.8
Mississippi 28.4% 21.9% -6.5 97.5% 96.5% -1.0 33.0% 27.8% -5.2 98.6% 97.5% -1.1 47.8%  43.0% -4.8
Missouri 38.6% 30.4% -8.2 99.2% 94.0% 52 % 43.2% 35.4% -7.8 100.0% 97.9% -2.1 55.2% 47.9% -7.3
Montana 28.4%  27.0% -1.4 96.5% 92.9% -3.6 31.9% 30.0% -1.9 99.4% 97.8% -1.6 38.2% 37.5% -0.7
Nebraska 26.9% 24.2% -2.7 98.3%  95.6% -2.7 32.9% 29.0% -3.9 98.5% 99.6% 1.1 43.7%  39.5% -4.2
Nevada 36.5% 38.5% 2.0 96.2% 93.9% -2.3 39.9% 41.2% 1.3 98.8% 98.3% -0.5 52.6% 53.0% 0.4
New Hampshire 351% 37.7% 2.6 99.1% 97.8% -1.3 39.6% 42.5% 2.9 99.1%  99.4% 0.3 52.4% 52.7% 0.3
New Jersey 43.7%  48.4% 4.7 95.6%  94.9% -0.7 46.9% 50.3% 3.4 96.4% 98.8% 2.4 53.9% 57.3% 3.4
New Mexico 28.8%  25.0% -3.8 92.8% 91.3% -1.5 33.0% 29.2% -3.8 98.2%  96.0% -2.2 46.6% 41.7% 49 *
New York 442%  37.8% 6.4 * 96.4%  96.6% 0.2 47.0% 41.0% -6.0 * 99.8% 97.9% -1.9 53.7% 48.4% 53 *
North Carolina 30.1% 26.9% -3.2 94.2% 91.8% 2.4 34.3% 30.4% -3.9 99.4% 96.4% -3.0 47.8% 43.5% -4.3
North Dakota 35.2% 33.9% -1.3 95.8%  96.9% 1.1 39.9% 38.8% -1.1 97.8% 97.0% -0.8 47.3%  46.0% -1.3
Ohio 36.7% 35.3% -1.4 95.7%  93.8% -1.9 41.7% 40.2% -1.5 99.0% 97.0% 2.0 53.8% 52.8% -1.0
Oklahoma 29.4% 35.9% 6.5 953% 91.4% -3.9 33.4% 39.0% 5.6 98.6% 97.1% -1.5 47.5%  50.6% 3.1
Oregon 36.6% 30.2% -6.4 94.7%  91.9% -2.8 40.1% 33.8% -6.3 98.7%  96.8% -1.9 50.9% 42.7% -82 *
Pennsylvania 37.7%  38.5% 0.8 98.1% 96.6% -1.5 43.1% 43.7% 0.6 99.1%  99.8% 0.7 54.5% 54.6% 0.1
Rhode Island 47.0%  40.1% -6.9 98.9% 97.1% -1.8 50.0% 44.0% -6.0 99.0% 98.2% -0.8 58.3% 52.1% -6.2
South Carolina 27.7%  23.0% -4.7 97.2%  94.9% -2.3 31.8% 28.3% -3.5 99.8%  99.9% 0.1 48.1%  45.3% -2.8
South Dakota 253% 30.1% 4.8 97.0% 95.1% -1.9 30.3%  34.5% 4.2 98.9% 98.9% 0.0 385% 42.9% 4.4
Tennessee 30.4% 25.1% -5.3 97.6%  95.9% -1.7 35.7% 33.4% -2.3 99.7% 97.8% -1.9 52.1% 48.5% -3.6
Texas 26.2%  26.9% 0.7 92.6% 93.2% 0.6 29.9% 32.2% 2.3 98.0% 97.1% -0.9 44.7%  45.9% 1.2
Utah 30.7%  25.3% -5.4 95.5% 95.1% -0.4 34.4%  29.1% -5.3 98.8% 99.1% 0.3 45.1%  39.8% -5.3
Vermont 435% 29.6% -13.9 * 98.5% 96.4% -2.1 47.1% 342% -129 * 99.5% 100.0% 0.5 53.8% 42.0% -11.8 *
Virginia 36.6% 35.8% -0.8 97.0% 97.3% 0.3 40.2% 41.7% 1.5 99.1%  99.4% 0.3 53.6% 53.4% -0.2
Washington 33.8% 31.9% -1.9 94.4% 94.1% -0.3 37.3% 36.0% -1.3 99.1% 97.1% -2.0 47.1%  45.7% -1.4
West Virginia 37.5% 30.2% -7.3 93.6% 96.0% 2.4 42.0% 36.6% -5.4 98.7%  99.6% 0.9 54.7%  50.2% -4.5
Wisconsin 31.2% 32.5% 1.3 95.9% 93.9% -2.0 37.1% 37.7% 0.6 98.8% 97.8% -1.0 49.1% 47.5% -1.6
Wyoming 28.5% 27.2% -1.3 90.8% 93.6% 2.8 31.5% 31.3% -0.2 97.8% 100.0% 2.2 40.2%  40.2% 0.0
34.8% | 322% | -26 *f 957% | 9a8% | 09 *]388% [365% | -23 *| 9ss% | o83%| -0s 49.9% | 475% | 24 *

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 6
PERCENT OF WORKERS IN ESTABLISHMENTS OFFERING COVERAGE, BY FIRM SIZE AND STATE, 2013-2014

Firm Size <50 Firm Size 50+ Firm Size 0-249 Firm Size 250+ ALL Firm Sizes
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point Point 2014 Point
Change Change Change Change Change
Alabama 47.2%  59.3% 121 * 98.6% 98.3% -0.3 65.9% 70.9% 5.0 99.4%  99.0% -0.4 85.0% 88.2% 3.2
Alaska 34.9% 39.8% 4.9 95.8%  95.0% -0.8 52.8% 52.6% -0.2 98.1% 98.7% 0.6 75.6% 76.7% 1.1
Arizona 42.4%  44.5% 2.1 98.6%  98.0% -0.6 62.2% 62.2% 0.0 99.5% 100.0% 0.5 85.1% 85.6% 0.5
Arkansas 43.8% 37.7% -6.1 99.0%  96.0% -3.0 59.3% 54.3% -5.0 100.0% 99.3% -0.7 83.2%  80.0% -3.2
California 57.8% 50.0% 7.8 * 94.5% 94.1% -0.4 68.0% 63.4% -4.6 96.7%  96.9% 0.2 84.1% 81.9% -2.2
Colorado 48.9%  47.5% -1.4 95.1%  99.8% 47 * 59.1% 67.4% 8.3 98.3% 99.7% 1.4 80.9% 84.7% 3.8 *
Connecticut 57.6%  59.5% 1.9 99.8%  96.9% 29 * 71.4%  69.4% -2.0 100.0% 100.0% 0.0 87.3% 87.2% -0.1
Delaware 56.0% 44.5% -11.5 96.8% 98.7% 1.9 64.1% 61.5% -2.6 99.6%  99.2% -0.4 85.8% 84.0% -1.8
D.C. 76.2% 66.1% -10.1 * 98.5% 96.7% -1.8 85.3% 79.9% -5.4 100.0% 97.5% -2.5 93.8% 90.9% -2.9
Florida 44.8%  37.6% -7.2 96.8% 96.5% -0.3 61.0% 52.1% -89 * 98.1% 98.7% 0.6 83.9% 81.0% -2.9
Georgia 49.7%  40.6% 9.1 98.2% 96.3% -1.9 63.7% 60.1% -3.6 100.0% 98.4% -1.6 86.5% 82.7% -3.8
Hawaii 89.6% 93.1% 3.5 99.3%  96.9% 2.4 93.7% 95.9% 2.2 99.0% 95.8% -3.2 96.6%  95.8% -0.8
Idaho 50.5% 42.1% -8.4 95.0%  93.0% -2.0 61.7% 56.6% -5.1 98.2% 96.8% -1.4 79.3% 74.5% -4.8
Illinois 56.6% 55.1% -1.5 98.4% 93.7% 4.7 % 71.2% 66.5% -4.7 99.3% 96.8% -2.5 87.4% 83.9% -3.5
Indiana 44.5%  41.4% -3.1 98.3% 97.5% -0.8 61.8% 58.0% -3.8 99.4% 100.0% 0.6 84.8% 83.5% -1.3
lowa 50.7% 47.5% -3.2 96.5%  98.0% 1.5 64.2% 64.2% 0.0 99.4% 99.7% 0.3 84.5% 84.8% 0.3
Kansas 59.0% 45.1% -13.9 * 96.1% 91.3% -4.8 70.4% 57.4% -13.0 * 98.7% 95.7% -3.0 86.0% 78.5% 75 *
Kentucky 53.9% 47.0% -6.9 97.8%  96.4% -1.4 65.4% 59.6% -5.8 99.4%  99.3% -0.1 85.9% 83.6% -2.3
Louisiana 46.7%  45.3% -1.4 94.2% 94.7% 0.5 61.6% 60.6% -1.0 97.4%  99.6% 2.2 80.3% 81.6% 1.3
Maine 54.2% 49.7% -4.5 97.8% 97.4% -0.4 67.4% 61.4% -6.0 99.0% 100.0% 1.0 82.9% 79.7% -3.2
Maryland 573% 62.2% 4.9 96.1% 93.3% -2.8 67.7% 67.0% -0.7 99.9%  99.4% -0.5 84.8% 84.8% 0.0
Massachusetts 69.1% 68.1% -1.0 98.5% 99.3% 0.8 79.5%  79.0% -0.5 99.3% 100.0% 0.7 90.8% 91.2% 0.4
Michigan 55.0% 53.2% -1.8 96.1% 95.4% -0.7 66.4% 67.2% 0.8 99.5% 98.7% -0.8 84.2% 83.8% -0.4
Minnesota 52.8% 44.6% -8.2 97.4% 94.4% -3.0 66.6% 61.5% 5.1 98.5% 96.0% -2.5 84.8% 81.6% -3.2
Mississippi 45.5%  41.6% -3.9 96.7%  96.9% 0.2 58.6% 62.5% 3.9 98.6% 97.1% -1.5 82.3% 81.6% -0.7
Missouri 55.2% 52.2% -3.0 99.4% 94.1% -53 % 69.5% 65.8% -3.7 100.0% 96.2% -3.8 ¥ 87.3% 82.7% -4.6
Montana 43.7%  39.1% -4.6 95.8% 91.6% -4.2 57.9% 50.1% -7.8 97.1% 98.3% 1.2 71.6% 68.0% -3.6
Nebraska 43.9% 42.1% -1.8 98.3% 97.4% -0.9 61.7% 58.8% -2.9 98.7%  99.8% 1.1 83.7% 81.6% -2.1
Nevada 53.5% 53.7% 0.2 98.4% 95.7% -2.7 66.6% 64.2% -2.4 99.5% 97.8% -1.7 88.0% 86.0% -2.0
New Hampshire 57.4% 55.3% -2.1 99.0% 98.6% -0.4 70.3%  69.2% -1.1 99.2% 100.0% 0.8 85.7% 85.2% -0.5
New Jersey 64.0% 60.2% -3.8 94.8%  96.8% 2.0 73.5% 68.5% -5.0 94.8%  99.4% 4.6 85.8% 85.6% -0.2
New Mexico 48.7% 343% -144 * 94.5% 91.4% -3.1 58.6% 49.1% 95 * 99.0% 95.9% -3.1 79.9% 73.3% 6.6 *
New York 62.1% 56.8% -5.3 98.2% 97.8% -0.4 73.9%  70.0% -3.9 99.6% 98.8% -0.8 87.3% 85.3% -2.0
North Carolina 47.4%  42.9% -4.5 96.3% 94.8% -1.5 60.1% 54.7% -5.4 98.8%  99.0% 0.2 83.1% 80.4% 2.7
North Dakota 50.2%  50.5% 0.3 97.3% 97.3% 0.0 65.3% 67.6% 2.3 99.6% 99.7% 0.1 79.9%  80.8% 0.9
Ohio 55.1% 58.0% 2.9 97.2%  95.4% -1.8 65.8% 69.3% 3.5 99.9% 97.6% 23 | 86.5% 86.1% -0.4
Oklahoma 48.2%  51.3% 3.1 97.4% 94.1% -3.3 63.1% 60.3% -2.8 99.3% 99.1% -0.2 82.9% 81.0% -1.9
Oregon 51.6% 46.0% -5.6 98.3% 92.4% -59 * 66.7% 54.4% -12.3 * 99.5% 98.6% -0.9 82.4% 76.5% -59 *
Pennsylvania 55.1% 57.9% 2.8 98.3% 98.2% -0.1 69.7%  70.0% 0.3 99.3%  99.6% 0.3 87.2% 87.9% 0.7
Rhode Island 72.6% 61.0% -11.6 * 99.4% 98.1% -1.3 80.5% 71.5% 9.0 *|]100.0% 99.9% -0.1 90.5% 86.2% 43 *
South Carolina 42.0% 33.2% -8.8 97.2% 97.3% 0.1 56.7% 51.8% -4.9 100.0% 99.8% -0.2 82.0% 80.1% -1.9
South Dakota 43.1%  45.2% 2.1 98.0% 98.2% 0.2 60.7%  60.6% -0.1 99.8%  99.6% -0.2 77.9%  79.4% 1.5
Tennessee 50.1% 45.6% -4.5 98.8% 94.5% -43 % 66.9% 59.6% -7.3 99.7%  97.5% -2.2 88.0% 82.5% -55 *
Texas 41.1% 42.3% 1.2 95.8% 93.2% -2.6 57.8% 59.2% 14 99.0% 95.9% -3.1 M| 82.0% 80.4% -1.6
Utah 50.0% 383% -11.7 * 98.5% 95.5% -3.0 64.0% 54.6% 94 * 99.6%  99.0% -0.6 84.8% 78.3% -65 *
Vermont 60.5% 50.0% -10.5 * 98.5% 98.3% -0.2 71.5% 63.6% 79 * 99.5% 100.0% 0.5 84.1% 78.8% 53 *
Virginia 54.2% 55.1% 0.9 95.8% 97.1% 1.3 63.9% 67.9% 4.0 98.5% 98.6% 0.1 84.8% 86.0% 1.2
Washington 52.6% 46.6% -6.0 98.0% 96.2% -1.8 66.4% 62.7% -3.7 99.3%  98.5% -0.8 83.8% 81.0% -2.8
West Virginia 47.2%  40.4% -6.8 96.9% 95.1% -1.8 61.9% 58.1% -3.8 98.6% 96.7% -1.9 83.5% 78.9% -4.6
Wisconsin 55.6% 51.1% -4.5 95.2%  96.5% 1.3 67.2% 67.0% -0.2 98.7%  98.6% -0.1 84.2% 83.9% -0.3
Wyoming 39.8% 46.3% 6.5 93.8% 95.1% 1.3 51.6% 57.0% 5.4 99.2% 100.0% 0.8 70.0%  73.6% 3.6
53.1% | 49.8% | 33 *| 96.9% | 95.8% | 1.1 * | 663% |636% | -27 *| ossu | 98.2% | -06 84.9% | 832% | -17 *

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 7

PERCENT OF ESI-ELIGIBLE WORKERS AT OFFERING ESTABLISHMENTS, BY FIRM SIZE AND STATE, 2013-2014

Firm Size <50 Firm Size 50+ Firm Size 0-249 Firm Size 250+ ALL Firm Sizes
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point
Change Change Change Change Change
Alabama 84.6% 81.4% -3.2 81.8% 78.7% -3.1 83.0% 81.1% -1.9 81.9% 78.3% -3.6 82.2% 79.2% -3.0
Alaska 79.8% 72.5% -7.3 77.3%  75.3% -2.0 79.6%  75.3% -4.3 76.7%  74.5% -2.2 77.7%  74.8% -2.9
Arizona 81.5% 76.3% -5.2 76.2%  72.6% -3.6 79.7%  77.2% -2.5 75.7%  71.4% -4.3 76.8%  73.0% -3.8
Arkansas 73.7%  70.5% -3.2 80.1% 81.6% 1.5 72.9% 78.9% 6.0 81.7% 80.7% -1.0 79.1% 80.2% 1.1
California 79.4% 83.1% 3.7 76.5% 74.1% 2.4 77.7%  78.8% 1.1 76.7%  73.9% -2.8 77.1%  75.6% -1.5
Colorado 69.6% 77.2% 7.6 72.9%  74.9% 2.0 68.0% 76.3% 8.3 74.4%  74.7% 0.3 72.3%  75.3% 3.0
Connecticut 78.6% 73.0% -5.6 76.2% 71.8% -4.4 73.5% 76.3% 2.8 78.5%  69.8% -8.7 76.7%  72.0% -4.7
Delaware 743% 73.6% -0.7 80.8% 77.2% -3.6 76.5% 73.8% 2.7 80.9% 78.0% -2.9 79.6% 76.7% -2.9
D.C. 86.5% 92.6% 6.1 76.7%  80.5% 3.8 79.6% 88.6% 9.0 77.6%  79.1% 1.5 78.4%  82.2% 3.8
Florida 81.8% 80.4% -1.4 78.8% 72.9% 59 * 79.8% 81.0% 1.2 79.0% 71.4% 76 ¥ 792% 73.8% 5.4 *
Georgia 75.9%  78.4% 2.5 84.0% 77.5% 6.5 * 80.2% 76.1% -4.1 83.8% 78.2% -5.6 82.8% 77.6% 5.2 *
Hawaii 74.5%  76.6% 2.1 80.7% 76.2% -4.5 77.3% 74.4% -2.9 80.5% 78.1% 2.4 79.1% 76.3% -2.8
Idaho 72.9% 70.3% -2.6 80.0% 67.5% -12.5 * 72.3% 69.3% -3.0 82.5% 67.2% -153 * 78.4%  68.1% -10.3  *
Illinois 77.4%  75.8% -1.6 80.4% 73.1% 73 * 78.7%  74.6% -4.1 80.4% 73.1% <73 X 79.9% 73.6% 6.3 *
Indiana 81.8% 77.7% -4.1 76.8% 78.2% 1.4 80.6% 78.3% -2.3 76.2%  78.0% 1.8 77.4%  78.1% 0.7
lowa 77.8%  75.9% -1.9 76.0%  74.9% -1.1 75.0% 70.0% -5.0 76.9% 77.4% 0.5 76.3%  75.0% -1.3
Kansas 77.0% 81.1% 4.1 74.9% 69.1% -5.8 76.1% 78.2% 2.1 74.8% 67.4% -7.4 753% 71.0% -4.3
Kentucky 74.7%  77.8% 3.1 77.8%  73.6% -4.2 74.0% 75.2% 1.2 78.7%  73.8% -4.9 773% 74.2% -3.1
Louisiana 73.7% 81.9% 8.2 77.6% 73.2% -4.4 76.2% 81.6% 5.4 77.3%  70.8% -6.5 76.9% 74.5% 2.4
Maine 743% 70.1% -4.2 73.9% 72.0% -1.9 76.9% 73.8% -3.1 71.8% 70.1% -1.7 73.9% 71.6% -2.3
Maryland 88.0% 78.7% 93 * 78.8%  78.9% 0.1 85.4% 80.5% -4.9 77.7%  77.9% 0.2 80.6% 78.8% -1.8
Massachusetts 74.4%  75.6% 1.2 76.7%  72.4% -4.3 74.4% 76.8% 2.4 77.3%  70.9% -6.4 76.2%  73.1% -3.1
Michigan 76.3% 82.2% 5.9 785% 74.0% -4.5 74.8% 72.3% -2.5 79.9% 77.3% -2.6 78.1%  75.4% -2.7
Minnesota 72.8% 71.1% -1.7 753%  75.4% 0.1 70.7%  73.1% 2.4 76.9%  75.6% -1.3 74.8%  74.8% 0.0
Mississippi 77.9% 80.7% 2.8 76.0%  75.5% -0.5 79.3% 80.2% 0.9 75.0% 74.1% -0.9 76.3% 76.2% -0.1
Missouri 79.1% 83.7% 4.6 80.8% 77.3% -3.5 80.0% 70.3% 9.7 80.8% 82.9% 2.1 80.5% 78.4% -2.1
Montana 71.9% 78.9% 7.0 73.1%  73.5% 0.4 68.9% 75.0% 6.1 77.1%  74.8% -2.3 72.8%  74.9% 2.1
Nebraska 70.4%  77.7% 7.3 81.1%  75.0% -6.1 72.0% 77.1% 5.1 82.8% 74.5% -8.3 79.6%  75.4% -4.2
Nevada 76.7%  80.2% 3.5 73.2%  67.7% -5.5 75.7% 72.6% -3.1 73.0% 68.4% -4.6 73.7%  69.5% -4.2
New Hampshire 76.5% 74.5% -2.0 752%  73.7% -1.5 74.8% 77.0% 2.2 75.9% 71.8% -4.1 75.5%  73.8% -1.7
New Jersey 76.1% 77.1% 1.0 75.2%  76.0% 0.8 73.0% 73.6% 0.6 76.8% 77.7% 0.9 75.4%  76.3% 0.9
New Mexico 76.4%  75.9% -0.5 70.2%  70.6% 0.4 68.4% 75.8% 7.4 73.0% 69.2% -3.8 71.4% 71.4% 0.0
New York 77.9%  73.3% -4.6 73.9% 72.4% -1.5 76.5% 72.9% -3.6 73.6% 72.4% -1.2 74.8%  72.6% -2.2
North Carolina 78.8%  73.2% -5.6 83.5% 78.5% -5.0 76.5% 73.7% -2.8 85.4%  79.3% -6.1 82.8% 77.7% -5.1
North Dakota 79.2%  74.5% -4.7 77.4%  78.8% 1.4 77.5%  70.6% -6.9 78.1% 84.8% 6.7 77.8% 77.8% 0.0
Ohio 80.1%  80.0% -0.1 78.8% 77.7% -1.1 81.3% 77.4% -3.9 78.0%  78.5% 0.5 79.0% 78.1% -0.9
Oklahoma 81.7%  80.0% -1.7 80.6% 79.9% -0.7 80.8% 80.9% 0.1 80.7%  79.3% -1.4 80.8% 79.9% -0.9
Oregon 80.9% 77.4% -3.5 76.9% 68.9% -8.0 76.7%  80.0% 3.3 78.6% 65.4% -13.2 *|) 77.8% 70.6% -7.2
Pennsylvania 75.2% 73.1% -2.1 78.7%  73.7% -5.0 75.1% 75.2% 0.1 79.6% 72.8% -6.8 78.2%  73.6% -4.6
Rhode Island 69.3%  75.8% 6.5 71.7%  75.4% 3.7 71.3% 78.2% 6.9 70.8%  73.6% 2.8 71.0%  75.5% 4.5
South Carolina 81.7% 79.3% -2.4 77.6%  77.0% -0.6 77.4% 78.2% 0.8 78.5%  77.0% -1.5 782% 77.3% -0.9
South Dakota 66.9% 71.6% 4.7 77.2%  80.0% 2.8 67.1% 71.6% 4.5 81.3% 82.7% 1.4 75.1% 78.3% 3.2
Tennessee 82.6% 80.3% -2.3 77.3% 73.2% -4.1 82.3% 80.7% -1.6 76.4% 71.6% -4.8 78.0% 74.2% -3.8
Texas 81.7%  79.0% -2.7 79.1% 77.3% -1.8 78.5%  79.0% 0.5 79.9% 76.8% -3.1 79.5% 77.5% -2.0
Utah 75.0%  79.4% 4.4 76.6%  72.5% -4.1 71.2% 76.6% 5.4 78.6% 72.1% -6.5 76.3%  73.5% -2.8
Vermont 72.3% 70.8% -1.5 71.9% 70.2% -1.7 68.9% 69.8% 0.9 74.7%  70.8% -3.9 72.0%  70.4% -1.6
Virginia 79.9% 78.6% -1.3 77.6% 77.8% 0.2 80.7% 80.9% 0.2 76.8% 76.5% -0.3 78.0%  77.9% -0.1
Washington 78.9%  73.6% -5.3 753% 74.6% -0.7 753% 72.2% -3.1 76.4%  75.7% -0.7 76.0% 74.4% -1.6
West Virginia 72.4% 81.6% 9.2 76.4%  72.0% -4.4 70.7% 74.1% 34 78.0% 73.2% -4.8 75.8%  73.5% -2.3
Wisconsin 70.9% 72.7% 1.8 77.1% 74.8% -2.3 72.5% 70.1% 2.4 77.9% 77.1% -0.8 75.9% 74.5% -1.4
Wyoming 73.3%  73.0% -0.3 79.9% 77.4% -2.5 76.6% 78.2% 1.6 79.6% 74.3% -5.3 782% 76.2% -2.0
78.0% | 77.7% | 03 77.8% | 749% | 29 * | 77.0% | 76.4% | -06 782% | 749% | 33 <) 77.8% | 75.4% | 24 *

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 8
PERCENT OF ESI-ELIGIBLE WORKERS ENROLLED, BY FIRM SIZE AND STATE, 2013-2014

Firm Size <50 Firm Size 50+ Firm Size 0-249 Firm Size 250+ ALL Firm Sizes
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point
Change Change Change Change Change
Alabama 64.7%  65.5% 0.8 72.8% 76.8% 4.0 63.5% 68.3% 4.8 75.7%  77.8% 2.1 71.6% 74.8% 3.2
Alaska 72.3% 73.9% 1.6 76.7%  79.8% 3.1 72.9% 74.6% 1.7 77.7%  80.9% 3.2 76.0% 78.8% 2.8
Arizona 67.7%  73.9% 6.2 73.4%  78.7% 53 64.5% 76.5% 12.0 * 76.0%  78.8% 2.8 72.7%  78.1% 54 *
Arkansas 785% 71.9% -6.6 80.2%  76.9% -3.3 79.8%  74.6% -5.2 80.0% 77.0% -3.0 80.0% 76.3% -3.7
California 779% 74.1% -3.8 78.1%  79.0% 0.9 75.8% 74.2% -1.6 79.3% 80.3% 1.0 78.1% 78.1% 0.0
Colorado 752%  77.2% 2.0 78.7%  75.3% -3.4 752% 73.8% -1.4 79.3%  76.7% -2.6 78.1%  75.6% -2.5
Connecticut 73.1% 66.8% -6.3 71.4%  80.4% 9.0 * 69.0% 70.9% 1.9 73.1% 81.8% 8.7 ¥ 71.7%  78.0% 6.3 *
Delaware 66.0% 72.1% 6.1 72.4% 78.3% 5.9 65.2% 70.1% 49 73.7%  80.4% 6.7 71.4%  77.5% 6.1 *
D.C. 78.3%  80.0% 1.7 77.3%  79.4% 2.1 78.8%  78.5% -0.3 76.6%  80.1% 3.5 77.5%  79.5% 2.0
Florida 80.2% 66.8% -13.4 * 71.4%  75.5% 4.1 72.1%  69.7% -2.4 72.8% 76.1% 3.3 72.6% 74.4% 1.8
Georgia 72.0% 66.1% -5.9 752% 77.1% 1.9 68.6% 74.3% 5.7 77.0% 76.4% -0.6 74.8%  75.8% 1.0
Hawaii 85.8% 88.4% 2.6 81.2% 82.8% 1.6 86.8% 87.8% 1.0 78.9% 81.4% 2.5 82.3% 84.3% 2.0
Idaho 77.4%  79.5% 2.1 79.0% 74.0% -5.0 75.8% 76.2% 0.4 80.4% 74.4% -6.0 78.7%  75.2% -3.5
Illinois 73.9%  79.6% 5.7 73.2%  78.5% 53 * 72.4%  75.3% 2.9 73.8%  80.4% 6.6 *| 73.3% 78.7% 54 *
Indiana 74.3% 72.6% -1.7 73.9% 77.8% 3.9 71.2%  72.4% 1.2 75.1%  79.0% 3.9 73.9% 77.2% 3.3
lowa 65.2% 70.7% 5.5 70.9%  76.4% 55 = 69.3% 66.7% -2.6 70.3%  79.3% 9.0 *| 70.0% 75.6% 56
Kansas 76.0%  74.5% -1.5 74.6% 76.6% 2.0 75.0% 76.8% 1.8 74.8% 75.9% 1.1 749% 76.2% 1.3
Kentucky 74.0%  75.1% 1.1 76.4%  74.4% -2.0 72.6% 76.1% 3.5 77.4%  73.8% -3.6 76.0% 74.5% -1.5
Louisiana 73.2%  73.9% 0.7 72.5% 77.0% 4.5 703% 74.8% 4.5 73.9% 77.5% 3.6 72.6% 76.5% 3.9
Maine 70.9% 72.8% 1.9 77.8%  70.9% 69 * 71.3% 69.7% -1.6 80.0% 72.5% 75 MY 76.3%  71.3% 5.0 *
Maryland 67.8% 67.0% -0.8 73.0%  75.6% 2.6 67.2% 66.7% -0.5 75.0%  78.0% 3.0 71.9% 73.9% 2.0
Massachusetts 65.2% 62.5% 2.7 73.4%  75.7% 2.3 70.7%  65.3% -5.4 72.5% 77.9% 5.4 71.8% 73.1% 13
Michigan 69.1% 71.0% 1.9 742% 77.1% 29 72.7%  73.2% 0.5 73.5% 77.4% 3.9 73.3% 75.9% 2.6
Minnesota 66.0% 69.5% 3.5 74.1%  76.0% 1.9 68.2% 68.1% -0.1 74.8% 78.3% 3.5 72.7%  75.2% 2.5
Mississippi 75.9% 71.1% -4.8 74.6%  77.5% 2.9 73.9% 78.4% 4.5 75.2%  75.5% 0.3 74.8%  76.6% 1.8
Missouri 69.6% 77.9% 8.3 76.4% 74.4% -2.0 73.4%  74.8% 1.4 76.1% 75.2% -0.9 75.2% 75.1% -0.1
Montana 81.0% 78.2% -2.8 76.4%  82.7% 6.3 78.9%  80.0% 1.1 76.4%  82.7% 6.3 77.7%  81.5% 3.8
Nebraska 68.7%  69.7% 1.0 67.1% 74.3% 72 * 67.5% 71.0% 3.5 67.3% 74.9% 7.6 67.3% 73.6% 6.3 *
Nevada 76.5%  75.0% -1.5 69.0% 80.2% 112 * 70.5% 71.5% 1.0 69.9% 82.3% 124 * | 701% 79.3% 9.2 *
New Hampshire 66.2% 66.1% -0.1 73.1%  75.9% 2.8 68.3% 67.1% -1.2 73.6%  78.6% 5.0 71.6%  74.0% 2.4
New Jersey 68.6% 71.0% 2.4 74.7%  78.5% 3.8 69.5% 70.5% 1.0 75.4%  80.3% 4.9 73.3% 76.9% 3.6
New Mexico 61.5% 62.1% 0.6 68.4% 73.3% 49 61.6% 64.4% 2.8 69.6% 75.3% 5.7 67.0% 71.6% 4.6
New York 66.6% 71.5% 49 74.4%  76.9% 2.5 66.7% 72.4% 57 * 76.8%  77.9% 1.1 72.6%  75.8% 3.2 *
North Carolina 73.1%  78.7% 5.6 74.7%  79.9% 5.2 71.9% 80.7% 8.8 * 75.4%  79.3% 3.9 74.5%  79.7% 52
North Dakota 77.3%  69.7% -7.6 752%  76.7% 1.5 72.9% 69.3% -3.6 78.1%  79.9% 1.8 75.7%  75.2% -0.5
Ohio 77.1%  73.5% -3.6 78.8% 76.7% 2.1 74.5% 72.2% -2.3 80.4% 78.1% -2.3 78.6% 76.2% -2.4
Oklahoma 76.4% 71.7% -4.7 75.2%  75.4% 0.2 77.2%  72.0% -5.2 74.4%  76.1% 1.7 75.4%  74.7% -0.7
Oregon 78.9% 81.3% 2.4 83.4% 82.3% -1.1 80.5% 82.1% 1.6 83.7% 82.1% -1.6 82.4% 82.1% -0.3
Pennsylvania 80.2% 76.8% -3.4 80.6% 80.1% -0.5 80.2% 77.5% -2.7 80.7%  80.6% -0.1 80.6% 79.6% -1.0
Rhode Island 66.7% 61.4% -5.3 71.8%  73.4% 1.6 67.1% 65.2% -1.9 73.1%  74.6% 1.5 70.5% 70.7% 0.2
South Carolina 71.7% 63.7% -8.0 77.7%  82.0% 4.3 753% 72.9% 2.4 77.4%  82.5% 5.1 76.8%  79.9% 3.1
South Dakota 66.9% 71.1% 4.2 69.2%  69.5% 0.3 67.8% 67.8% 0.0 69.5% 71.0% 1.5 68.8% 69.8% 1.0
Tennessee 65.3% 75.6% 103 * 73.9% 76.1% 2.2 65.5% 77.1% 116 * 75.7%  75.6% -0.1 72.8% 76.1% 3.3
Texas 73.9%  78.0% 4.1 73.8% 78.0% 4.2 70.9% 79.2% 83 * 75.0% 77.5% 2.5 73.9%  78.0% 41 *
Utah 75.0%  78.7% 3.7 73.1%  79.1% 6.0 76.3% 74.4% -1.9 72.2% 81.4% 9.2 M| 734% 79.0% 5.6
Vermont 64.0% 68.7% 4.7 753%  74.7% -0.6 66.3% 68.1% 1.8 77.0%  77.6% 0.6 72.2% 73.1% 0.9
Virginia 73.4% 73.1% -0.3 74.0% 73.3% -0.7 73.9% 72.8% -1.1 73.9%  73.5% -0.4 73.9% 73.3% -0.6
Washington 81.9% 85.9% 4.0 81.2% 78.5% -2.7 80.3% 82.2% 1.9 82.0% 78.4% -3.6 81.3% 79.8% -1.5
West Virginia 76.5% 72.4% -4.1 75.2% 77.2% 2.0 73.4% 68.3% -5.1 76.2%  80.6% 4.4 75.4%  76.4% 1.0
Wisconsin 68.8% 63.4% -5.4 74.6% 74.5% -0.1 68.2% 62.8% -5.4 76.6%  77.9% 1.3 73.6% 72.7% -0.9
Wyoming 74.9%  73.7% -1.2 76.4%  73.6% -2.8 74.5%  72.6% -1.9 773%  74.7% -2.6 76.0%  73.7% -2.3

73.1% | 73.0% | 01 752% | 77.4% | 22 *Q722% | 735% | 13 * 76a% | 782% | 21 | 748% | 767% | 19 *

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 9

SINGLE COVERAGE PREMIUMS BY FIRM SIZE AND STATE, 2013-2014

Firm Size <50 Firm Size 50+ Firm Size 0-249 Firm Size 250+ ALL Firm Sizes

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

Point 2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point

Change Change Change Change Change
Alabama $5,754  $5,735 -$19 $5,095 $5481  $386 $5,486 35,176  -$309 $5,061 $5695  $634 *| | $5,204 $5526  $323
Alaska $8,512 $8,196  -$316 $7,117 $6,840 -$277 $8,181 $8,192 $12 $6,889 $6,490 -$399 $7,369 $7,099 -$270
Arizona $4,930 $5,324 $394 $5,409  $5,361 -548 $5,194  $5,107 -$87 $5,407  $5,488 $81 $5,343  $5,356 $13
Arkansas $4,497  $4,741 S244 $4,544  $4,863 $319 $4,528 $4,779 $251 $4,539 $4,881 $342 $4,536  $4,846 $310
California $5,413  $5,971 $558 *| | $5,637 $5,807 $170 $5,388 55,691 $302 $5,716  $5,939 $224 $5,581  $5,841 $260
Colorado $5,396  $5,991 $594 $5,744  $5,811 S67 $5,408  $5,844 $436 $5,808  $5,850 $42 $5,668 $5,848 $180
Connecticut $6,451  $6,530 $79 $5,863 $6,154  $291 $6,370 $6,357  -$13 $5,790 $6,144  $354 $6,002 $6,223  $221
Delaware $6,833  $6,530  -$303 $5,731  $6,061 $330 $6,392  $6,361 -S31 $5,741  $6,037 $295 $5,934  $6,145 $211
D.C. $6,642 $6,018 -$624 35,863 $6,117 $254 $6,051  $6,091 S41 $5,993  $6,101 $109 $6,018 $6,097 $79
Florida $5,408 $6,087 $679 *| | $5,377 $5,711 $334 $5,293  $5,861 $567 *| | $5,428 $5,723 $295 $5,383  $5,767 $384 *
Georgia $5,003 $6,275 S$1,272 *| | $5,443 $5,476 $33 $4,922  $5,530 $608 $5,576  $5,589 $12 $5,374  $5,570 $195
Hawaii $5,232  $5,445 $213 $5,042  $5,249 $207 $5,041  $5,168 $127 $5,183  $5,498 $314 $5,103 $5,316 $213
Idaho $4,745 $4,241  -$503 $5,108 $5,216  $108 $4,845 $4,287 -$558 85,158 $5,612  $454 $5,019 $4,978  -%41
lllinois $5,872  $6,422 $550 $5,813  $6,049 $236 $5,840 $6,416 S577 $5,814  $5,953 $139 S5,824  $6,126 $302
Indiana $6,113  $6,344 $231 $6,096 $5,997 -$99 $6,115  $6,236 $121 $6,091 $5,962 -$129 $6,099  $6,041 -$58
lowa $5,317  $6,339  $1,022 $5,186  $5,389 $203 $5,231  $5,858 $628 $5,194  $5,416 $222 $5,207  $5,557 $350
Kansas $5,583  $4,886 -5697 $5,390 $5,486 $96 $5,482  $5,015  -$467 $5,398  $5,617 $218 $5,432  $5,365 -567
Kentucky $5,077 $5,149 S72 $5,307 $6,076 $769 *| | 55,047 S5,565 $517 $5,367 $6,073 $707 *| | $5,257 $5,914 S657 *
Louisiana $5,584 35,608 $23 $5,233 85,719  $486 85,346 $5,715  $369 $5,268 55,689  $421 $5,300 $5,700  $400
Maine $5,292  $5,480 $188 $6,046 $6,073 $27 $5,365  $5,523 $158 $6,297  $6,280 517 $5,865 $5,903 $38
Maryland $5,654  $5,995 $341 $5,753  $6,076 $323 $5,600 $6,123 $523 $5,822  $6,020 $198 $5,730  $6,059 $329
Massachusetts $6,379 $6,256  -$123 $6,267 $6,368 $101 $6,603 $6,449 -S154 $6,093 $6,291 $198 $6,290 $6,348 $57
Michigan 85,321  $5,604 $283 85,319  $5,612 $293 $5,264  $5,343 $78 85,351 $5,770 $419 $5,319  $5,610 $291
Minnesota $5,505 $5,361 -$144 $5,222  $5,915 $693 *| 155,537 $5,523 -$14 $5,135 $5,975 S840 *| | S5,274 $5,832 $558 *
Mississippi $5,207  $5,249 $42 $4,899 $5,476  $577 *||%$4,727 $5,052  $325 $5,092 $5,735  $642 $4,961 $5,443  $482 *
Missouri $5,952  $4,740 -$1,212 *| | $5,322 S$5,718 $396 $5,677 $4,942  -S736 $5,300 $5,835 $535 $5,442  $5,517 $75
Montana $6,330 $5,317 -$1,013 *J | $5,304 $6,116 $812 *§ 155931 $5,323  -$609 *| | $5,273 $6,492 S$1,219 *| | $5,654 S$5,876 $222
Nebraska $5,431  $5,482 S51 $5,242  $5,571 $329 $5,619  $5,575 -544 $5,124  $5,548 S$424 $5,268  $5,557 $289
Nevada 85,369  $5,221 -$148 $5,123  $5,480 $357 $5,185 $5,020 -$165 $5,161  $5,599 $438 $5,168  $5,426 $258
New Hampshire $6,478 57,072 $595 $6,175 $6,134 -$41 $6,659  $6,606 -$53 $5,957 $6,142 $185 $6,249 $6,336 S87
New Jersey $6,283  $6,968 5684 $6,174 $6,315  $141 $6,449 $7,099  $650 *| | $6,045 $6,130 $84 $6,200 $6,447  $247
New Mexico $5,145  $5,793 S648 $5,284  $5,711 $427 $5,124  $5,881 $756 *| | $5,326  $5,632 $306 $5,250  $5,725 $475 *
New York $6,086 56,653 566 *| | $6,178 $6,204 $26 $6,273  $6,594 $320 $6,066 $6,106 $41 $6,156  $6,307 $151
North Carolina $5,310 $5,501 $190 $5,199 $5,614 $415 *J§$5,268 $5,511 $243 $5,194 $5,639 $445 *§ | $5,218 $5,593 S374 *
North Dakota $5,240  $5,457 $217 85,363  $5,539 $176 $5,307  $5,563 $256 85,355 $5,482 $127 $5,330  $5,521 $191
Ohio $5,886  $5,788 -598 $5,630 $5,958  $328 $5,754 $5,625 -$129 $5,639 $6,083  $444 $5,679 $5930  $251
Oklahoma $5,373  $5,558  $185 $5,068 $5,676  $608 *| 54,838 $5,396  $508 $5,308 55,841  $533 $5,129 85,649  $520 *
Oregon $5,482 $5,677 $195 $5,438 $5,717 $279 $5,468  $5,696 $229 $5,432  $5,715 $283 $5,449  $5,707 $258
Pennsylvania $5,491  $5,733 $243 $5,604 $5,927 $323 $5,249  $5,804 $555 *f ) $5,786 $5,938 $152 $5,582  $5,888 $307
Rhode Island $6,125 $6,489 $364 $5,906  $6,052 S146 $6,253 $6,103 -S151 $5,734  $6,199 $465 $5,968 $6,156 $189
South Carolina 85,557  $5,676 $119 $5,400 $5,873 $473 85,354 $5,626 $272 85,463 $5,952 $489 $5,426  $5,850 $424
South Dakota $6,331 $5,285 -$1,046 *| | $5,762 $6,005 $243 $6,151 $5,715  -$435 $5,657 $5,950 $293 $5,876  $5,859 -$17
Tennessee $5,198 $5,066  -$132 85,137 $5,356  $219 $4,988 $4,854 -$134 $5,213  $5,588  $375 $5,146 $5,310  $164
Texas $5,610 $5,581 -$29 $5,340 $5,772 $432 *§J$5,256 $5,435 $179 $5,455 $5,943 $488 *| | $5,386 $5,740 $354 *
Utah $5,096  $5,345 $249 $5,349  $5,570 $221 $4,975 $5,156 $182 $5,450 $5,694 $244 $5,309  $5,538 $229
Vermont $5,859  $5,673 -$186 S5,723  $6,381 $658 *|§$5,763 $5,881 $118 S5,764  $6,450 $685 *| | $5,764 $6,180 $417 *
Virginia $5,309  $5,259 -$51 $5,435  $5,459 $24 $5,365  $5,358 -507 $5,433  $5,459 $26 $5,408  $5,422 S14
Washington $6,009 $5,966 -$43 $5,584 $5,893 $309 $5,705  $5,626 -$79 $5,678  $6,126 $449 $5,690 $5,910 $220
West Virginia $5,730  $5,789 $59 $5,993  $6,225  $232 $5,649 $5919  $270 $6,101 $6,262  S161 $5,940 $6,149  $209
Wisconsin $5,816  $5,760 -$56 $5,709  $5,890 5181 35,858  $5,814 -$44 $5,655  $5,895 $239 $5,730  $5,868 $138
Wyoming $6,716  $6,419 -$298 $6,103 $5,582 -$521 $6,657 $6,100 -$557 $5,869 $5,510  -$359 $6,301 $5,840 -$461

$5,628 | 35,886 | $258 * | 5,556 | s5,819 | $263 * | 35,550 | 35,758 | 208 * | s5,584 | $5,875 | $292 * | s5,571 | $5,832 | s061

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 10
EMPLOYEE CONTRIBUTION FOR SINGLE COVERAGE PREMIUMS BY FIRM SIZE AND STATE, 2013-2014

Firm Size <50 Firm Size 50+ Firm Size 0-249 Firm Size 250+ ALL Firm Sizes
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point
Change Change Change Change Change
Alabama 29.3% 19.1% -10.2 * 259% 25.9% 0.0 29.6% 25.9% -3.7 24.8% 24.1% -0.7 26.5% 24.7% -1.8
Alaska NA 19.4% NA 15.8% 17.8% 2.0 145% 17.9% 3.4 14.7% 18.3% 36 * 14.6% 18.1% 3.5 *
Arizona 15.7%  14.9% -0.8 20.8% 21.4% 0.6 163% 17.2% 0.9 21.8% 22.1% 0.3 20.2%  20.5% 0.3
Arkansas 14.6% 16.3% 1.7 22.4%  20.3% -2.1 173% 16.2% -1.1 22.9% 21.6% -1.3 21.1% 19.8% -1.3
California 18.9% 17.7% -1.2 19.8%  19.8% 0.0 20.2% 17.5% -2.7 19.1% 20.5% 1.4 19.5% 19.3% -0.2
Colorado 17.6% 18.8% 1.2 21.3%  21.9% 0.6 20.7% 21.1% 0.4 20.4% 21.4% 1.0 20.5% 21.3% 0.8
Connecticut 22.3% 23.8% 1.5 26.0% 20.3% 5.7 * 252% 23.1% 2.1 24.9% 19.7% 5.2 % 25.0% 21.0% -4.0
Delaware 173% 14.5% -2.8 25.9% 21.4% -45 % 21.1% 17.9% -3.2 25.4% 21.3% 4.1 ) 24.0%  20.1% -39 *
D.C. 129% 10.9% -2.0 213% 21.8% 0.5 16.1% 14.5% -1.6 22.1%  23.2% 1.1 19.5% 19.6% 0.1
Florida 21.7%  19.9% -1.8 27.2%  25.0% -2.2 24.4%  22.2% -2.2 27.0%  25.1% -1.9 26.2% 24.2% -2.0
Georgia 26.3%  20.4% -5.9 22.1% 21.8% -0.3 26.8% 20.7% -6.1 21.1% 22.0% 0.9 22.7% 21.6% -1.1
Hawaii 5.3% 5.9% 0.6 10.0% 10.1% 0.1 5.3% 5.6% 0.3 12.4%  12.2% -0.2 8.4% 8.6% 0.2
Idaho 143% 11.1% -3.2 21.0%  23.4% 2.4 14.1% 14.4% 0.3 23.4%  25.4% 2.0 19.4% 20.9% 1.5
Illinois 23.0% 13.1% 99 * 22.2% 23.6% 1.4 24.8% 16.8% -8.0 * 20.7% 24.2% 35 M) 223% 21.3% -1.0
Indiana 14.7%  16.8% 2.1 193% 23.1% 3.8 19.2% 21.4% 2.2 183% 22.7% 4.4 ¥ 18.6% 22.3% 3.7 *
lowa 23.5% 22.9% -0.6 22.9% 24.7% 1.8 23.8% 24.2% 0.4 22.5% 24.4% 1.9 23.0% 24.3% 13
Kansas 15.2% 17.6% 2.4 21.3% 20.5% -0.8 19.1% 17.4% -1.7 20.5% 21.6% 1.1 19.9% 20.0% 0.1
Kentucky 209% 16.5% -4.4 23.7%  23.2% -0.5 22.5% 21.0% -1.5 234%  22.7% -0.7 23.1% 22.2% -0.9
Louisiana 21.7% 10.3% -11.4 % 23.2%  25.4% 2.2 21.2% NA NA 24.1%  24.5% 0.4 22.9% 22.9% 0.0
Maine 17.6%  19.0% 1.4 19.5% 20.3% 0.8 17.2%  20.4% 3.2 20.5% 19.5% -1.0 19.1% 19.9% 0.8
Maryland 27.5% 23.3% -4.2 21.4%  23.5% 2.1 25.7%  23.8% -1.9 20.9% 23.3% 2.4 22.8% 23.5% 0.7
Massachusetts 26.4%  25.8% -0.6 26.1%  24.8% -1.3 24.7%  25.0% 0.3 27.1%  25.0% 2.1 26.2%  25.0% -1.2
Michigan 16.7%  22.7% 6.0 23.0% 23.6% 0.6 20.2%  22.9% 2.7 22.5% 23.7% 1.2 21.7%  23.4% 1.7
Minnesota 249%  16.6% -83 * 23.0% 21.5% -1.5 23.1%  22.1% -1.0 23.5% 20.4% 3.1 M) 234%  20.9% 25 *
Mississippi 13.8% 17.8% 4.0 243% 21.8% -2.5 183% 18.8% 0.5 24.1%  22.8% -1.3 22.1% 21.2% -0.9
Missouri 15.1% 20.9% 5.8 20.1% 22.9% 2.8 16.1% 21.6% 55 * 20.9% 23.0% 2.1 19.0% 22.5% 35 *
Montana 13.0% 17.2% 4.2 17.2%  17.5% 0.3 14.1% 15.7% 1.6 17.9%  19.0% 1.1 156% 17.4% 1.8
Nebraska 14.8% 19.4% 4.6 23.3% 24.6% 1.3 19.9% 23.9% 4.0 23.1% 23.7% 0.6 22.1%  23.8% 1.7
Nevada 22.6% 14.3% -8.3 25.8% 24.2% -1.6 23.6% 19.0% -4.6 259% 23.4% -2.5 252% 22.2% -3.0
New Hampshire 19.2% 18.6% -0.6 23.8% 24.9% 1.1 19.9% 22.2% 2.3 24.8%  24.3% -0.5 22.6% 23.4% 0.8
New Jersey 17.2%  19.5% 2.3 21.2% 20.2% -1.0 21.8% 20.6% -1.2 19.2% 19.8% 0.6 20.2%  20.1% -0.1
New Mexico 20.5% 21.9% 1.4 21.5% 24.0% 2.5 17.9% 22.9% 5.0 23.3% 24.1% 0.8 21.3% 23.7% 2.4
New York 19.7%  15.6% -4.1 21.4%  20.6% -0.8 20.5% 18.3% -2.2 21.4%  20.3% -1.1 21.0%  19.4% -1.6
North Carolina 13.3%  21.9% 8.6 * 21.9% 20.3% -1.6 20.0% 18.0% -2.0 20.6%  22.0% 1.4 20.4%  20.6% 0.2
North Dakota 10.6%  20.2% 9.6 * 20.9% 20.7% -0.2 15.8% 19.8% 4.0 20.8% 21.3% 0.5 182%  20.6% 2.4
Ohio 16.2% 17.6% 1.4 19.1% 22.0% 2.9 182% 20.0% 1.8 18.7% 21.8% 3.1 185% 21.2% 27 *
Oklahoma 19.1% 18.8% -0.3 21.1%  20.9% -0.2 17.2% 19.0% 1.8 23.1% 21.5% -1.6 20.7%  20.4% -0.3
Oregon 10.9% 11.9% 1.0 16.1% 17.5% 1.4 10.0% 15.4% 54 * 19.2% 16.5% -2.7 14.8% 16.0% 1.2
Pennsylvania 14.5% 15.9% 1.4 20.4%  20.2% -0.2 17.5% 18.1% 0.6 20.2%  20.1% -0.1 19.2%  19.4% 0.2
Rhode Island 22.3%  25.4% 3.1 24.0% 23.1% -0.9 24.6%  27.4% 2.8 22.5% 20.8% -1.7 23.5% 23.7% 0.2
South Carolina 243% 21.9% 2.4 20.3%  22.9% 2.6 23.5% 24.6% 1.1 19.7%  22.0% 2.3 21.0% 22.8% 1.8
South Dakota 15.6% 16.2% 0.6 249%  21.7% -3.2 17.8% 17.8% 0.0 27.4%  22.5% -4.9 22.9% 20.7% -2.2
Tennessee 21.3%  23.5% 2.2 22.9% 27.1% 4.2 21.3% 21.9% 0.6 232%  29.0% 5.8 22.7%  26.5% 3.8
Texas 16.2% 13.1% -3.1 22.1%  22.7% 0.6 185% 15.7% -2.8 22.4% 24.4% 2.0 21.1% 21.1% 0.0
Utah 14.4% 17.6% 3.2 21.6% 24.3% 2.7 17.8% 18.2% 0.4 21.6% 25.3% 3.7 20.5% 23.4% 2.9
Vermont 17.0% 18.9% 1.9 21.8% 21.4% -0.4 20.0% 21.8% 1.8 20.5% 19.8% -0.7 20.3%  20.7% 0.4
Virginia 19.6% 25.7% 6.1 23.9% 23.5% -0.4 19.9% 25.3% 5.4 24.7%  23.1% -1.6 23.0% 23.9% 0.9
Washington 9.8% 8.3% -1.5 12.7% 18.1% 54 * 10.8% 12.0% 1.2 12.8% 18.5% 57 *| 12.0% 15.9% 3.9
West Virginia 149% 16.7% 1.8 18.4% 21.9% 35 * 16.1% 22.2% 6.1 * 185% 20.6% 2.1 17.7% 21.1% 3.4 *
Wisconsin 19.4%  19.0% -0.4 21.8% 21.9% 0.1 22.4% 22.4% 0.0 20.6% 21.0% 0.4 21.3% 21.4% 0.1
Wyoming 11.2%  13.0% 1.8 19.8% 22.8% 3.0 14.0% 15.2% 1.2 20.7%  25.5% 4.8 16.8% 19.5% 2.7

18.6% | 17.6% | -1.0 216% | 220% | 04 202% | 193% [ -0.9 215% | 222% | 07 | 21.0% | 21.2% | 0.2

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 11

FAMILY COVERAGE PREMIUMS BY FIRM SIZE AND STATE, 2013-2014

Firm Size <50 Firm Size 50+ Firm Size 0-249 Firm Size 250+ ALL Firm Sizes

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent

2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point 2013 2014 Point

Change Change Change Change Change

Alabama $13,837 $14,224  $387 $13,419 $14,376  $957 $12,842 $13,039  $198 $13,751 $14,890 $1,139 $13,477 $14,352  $875
Alaska $19,783 $21,572 $1,788 $20,836 $19,471 -S1,365 $24,075 $21,120 -$2,955 $19,306 $19,200 -$106 $20,715 $19,713 -$1,001
Arizona $12,952 $14,820 $1,868 $15,437 $15,612 $175 $13,783 $14,871 $1,088 $15,570 $15,745 $174 $15,183 $15,535 $352
Arkansas $10,598 $13,887 $3,288 *f | $13,791 $14,164 $373 $12,467 $13,669 $1,202 $13,786 $14,263 S477 $13,516 $14,143 $627
California $14,565 $16,265 $1,700 *§ | $17,047 $17,632 $585 $14,861 $16,357 S$1,496 *| | $17,382 $17,890 $508 $16,691 $17,444 $753
Colorado $14,166 $12,862 -$1,304 $16,997 $16,415  -$582 $14,350 $14,794 S444 $17,370 $16,495  -$875 $16,636 $15,932 -$705
Connecticut $17,357 $17,988  $630 $16,775 $18,143 $1,368 $16,528 $19,030 $2,502 $17,035 $17,786  $751 $16,874 $18,123 $1,249
Delaware $16,414 $17,497 $1,083 $16,063 $17,515 $1,452 *| | $16,231 $17,471 $1,240 $16,069 $17,521 S$1,452 *| | $16,102 $17,514 $1,412 *
D.C. $17,881 $15,633 -$2,247 $17,105 $17,205 $100 $17,692 $17,416  -$276 $17,019 $16,899 -$120 $17,262 $17,039  -$223
Florida $14,745 $15,097 $351 $16,212 $15,978  -$234 $15,068 $15,575 $508 $16,310 $15,970  -$340 $16,070 $15,915 -$155
Georgia $14,434 $16,300 $1,866 $14,797 $16,198 $1,401 *| | $13,880 $13,949 $69 $14,960 $16,918 $1,958 *| | 514,762 $16,209 S$1,447 *
Hawaii $14,865 $15,852 $987 $14,308 $14,618 $310 $13,814 $15,122 S$1,308 $14,602 $14,705 $103 $14,382 $14,848 $466
Idaho $10,871 $13,215 $2,344 $14,806 $15,137  $331 $11,010 $12,887 $1,876 $15,329 $15,871  $542 $14,036 $14,729  $693
Illinois $16,859 $15,914  -$945 $16,940 $17,431 $491 $16,646 $16,152  -$494 $17,037 $17,615 S578 $16,928 $17,193 $266
Indiana $14,792 $15,512 $720 $15,876 $17,465 $1,589 *| | $15,522 $15,574 $53 $15,794 $17,727 $1,934 *| | $15,724 $17,223 $1,500 *
lowa $12,742 $14,108 $1,366 $14,722 $16,138 $1,416 *| | $13,341 $14,474 $1,134 $14,889 $16,312 $1,423 *| 514,415 $15,899 $1,484 *
Kansas $14,448 $14,519 $71 $15,917 $15,863 -$54 $15,607 $14,412 -$1,196 $15,685 $16,189 $504 $15,658 $15,652 -506
Kentucky $14,140 $14,056 -$84 $15,611 $17,132 $1,521 $14,313 $14,739 $426 $15,735 $17,450 S1,715 $15,463 $16,711 $1,248
Louisiana $14,445 $14,389 -$56 $15,716 $16,148 $432 $13,793 $14,551 $758 $16,278 $16,504 $226 $15,548 $15,928 $380
Maine $13,505 $14,093 $588 $16,837 $16,852 $15 $14,508 $14,603 $95 $17,077 $17,115 $38 $16,332 $16,514 $182
Maryland $15,020 $15,249 $229 $15,958 $17,592 $1,634 *| | $15,149 $15,833 $684 $16,094 $17,792 $1,698 *| | $15,820 $17,232 $1,412 *
Massachusetts $16,100 $17,825 $1,726 *| | $17,675 $17,672 -$03 $17,457 $17,392 -$65 $17,404 $17,886 $481 $17,424 $17,702 S277
Michigan $13,053 $14,311 $1,258 $15,690 $15,875 $185 $14,825 $13,404 -$1,421 $15,480 $16,831 $1,351 $15,242 $15,608 $365
Minnesota $13,185 $13,717 $532 $15,109 $16,660 $1,551 *f | $13,471 $14,173 $702 $15,367 $17,214 $1,847 *| | $14,820 $16,361 $1,541 *
Mississippi $13,947 $14,195  $247 $14,064 $15,225 $1,161 $12,862 $13,004  $142 $14,298 $15,913 $1,615 *| | $14,053 $15,092 $1,038
Missouri $15,765 $13,499 -S$2,266 $15,085 $15,880 $795 $14,384 S$14,118  -$266 $15,396 $16,011 $615 $15,160 $15,493 $333
Montana $14,527 $13,361 -$1,166 $15,365 $15,585 $220 $14,020 $12,841 -$1,179 $15,989 $16,528 $539 $15,152 $15,005 -$147
Nebraska $13,943 $15,078 $1,135 $14,711 $16,309 $1,598 *| | $14,305 $15,397 $1,093 $14,719 $16,456 $1,737 *| 114,616 $16,139 $1,523 *
Nevada $13,779 $12,536 -$1,243 $14,836 $16,573 $1,737 *| | $13,805 $12,282 -$1,523 $14,945 $17,096 $2,151 *| | $14,682 $16,152 $1,470 *
New Hampshire $16,632 $17,389 S757 $17,099 $18,238 $1,139 $16,931 $17,057 $126 $17,064 $18,572 $1,508 $17,024 $18,126 S$1,102
New Jersey $16,351 $18,420 $2,070 $17,631 $19,338 $1,707 $17,053 $19,479 $2,426 *| | $17,537 $18,996 $1,459 $17,396 $19,143 $1,747
New Mexico $14,073 $14,892 $820 $15,368 $15,881 $513 $13,801 $15,791 $1,990 $15,614 $15,758 $144 $15,207 $15,766 $559
New York $16,416 $17,263 $847 $17,758 $17,421  -$337 $17,411 $17,938 $527 $17,591 $17,133  -$458 $17,530 $17,396  -$134
North Carolina $14,378 $15,726 $1,348 $15,097 $16,247 $1,150 *| | $14,302 $15,707 $1,405 $15,152 $16,296 $1,144 $15,023 $16,210 $1,187 *
North Dakota $13,502 $14,184 $682 $15,443 $15,730 $287 $13,595 $14,015 $420 $15,934 $16,264 $330 $14,995 $15,446 $451
Ohio $14,210 $15,316 $1,106 $16,256 $16,125 -$131 $14,229 $15,373 S$1,144 $16,550 $16,221  -$329 $15,955 $15,974 $20
Oklahoma $14,891 $15,744  $853 $15,147 $16,355 $1,208 $14,359 $15,235  $876 $15,386 $16,548 $1,162 $15,106 $16,280 $1,174
Oregon $14,091 $13,917 -$175 $16,241 $16,859 $618 $13,951 $15,098 $1,147 $16,806 $16,954 $149 $15,856 $16,330 S474
Pennsylvania $14,717 $14,306  -$411 $16,201 $16,576 $375 $14,383 $14,869 $486 $16,540 $16,794 $254 $16,019 $16,328 $310
Rhode Island $16,463 $16,445 -518 $15,990 $16,414 $424 $16,718 $15,860 -$857 $15,669 $16,736 $1,067 $16,077 $16,419 $342
South Carolina $15,051 $15,229 $177 $15,568 $16,109 $541 $14,712 $15,007 $294 $15,720 $16,258 $538 $15,506 $16,044 $538
South Dakota $13,641 $13,965 $324 $16,258 $16,910 $652 $14,076 $14,914 $838 $16,656 $17,067 S411 $15,780 $16,352 $572
Tennessee $13,353 $12,618  -$735 $15,352 $16,605 $1,253 *| | $13,314 $13,435  $122 $15,689 $16,840 $1,151 $15,214 $16,001  $788
Texas $13,601 $15,849 $2,248 $16,289 $17,071 $782 $14,517 $15,822 $1,305 $16,444 $17,248 S804 $16,049 $16,967 $918 *
Utah $13,474 $15,701 $2,226 $15,794 $16,025 $231 $13,652 $15,144 $1,492 $16,233 $16,447 $213 $15,341 $15,963 $622
Vermont $15,234 $15,300 S66 $16,548 $16,957 $409 $15,154 $15,710 $555 $16,905 $17,275 $371 $16,311 $16,659 $348
Virginia $13,836 $14,322 $486 $16,234 $17,015 $781 $14,933 $15,493 $560 $16,241 $17,086 $845 *§ 515,917 $16,601 5684
Washington $15,272 $15,005  -$268 $15,810 $17,903 $2,093 *| | $14,467 $16,173 $1,706 $16,193 $18,013 $1,820 $15,721 $17,445 $1,724 *
West Virginia $13,238 $15,291 $2,053 $17,517 $17,819  $302 $15,442 $16,713  $1,271 $17,550 $17,738  $188 $17,105 $17,433  $328
Wisconsin $15,023 $17,509 $2,487 $16,913 $17,169 $256 $15,776 $16,865 $1,089 $17,025 $17,357 $333 $16,665 $17,209 S544
Wyoming $15,240 $15,155 -$85 $17,430 $16,639 -$791 $16,189 $15,566  -$623 $17,580 $16,722 $858 $17,130 $16,299 -$831

s14,787 | $15,575 | $788 * | $16,224 [ $16,824| $600 * | 515,136 [$15,721 | $585 * | $16,351 [ $17,001 | 650 * | $16,020[$16,655] $627 *

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 12

EMPLOYEE CONTRIBUTION FOR FAMILY COVERAGE PREMIUMS BY FIRM SIZE AND STATE, 2013-2014

Firm Size <50 Firm Size 50+ Firm Size 0-249 Firm Size 250+ ALL Firm Sizes
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Point 2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point
Change Change Change Change Change
Alabama 31.0% 34.1% 3.1 27.7%  29.0% 1.3 32.0% 35.3% 3.3 26.6% 27.8% 3.3 28.1% 29.8% 1.7
Alaska 14.7%  19.6% 4.9 24.0% 21.7% -2.3 17.4% NA NA 25.9% 24.0% NA 23.0% 21.5% -1.5
Arizona 40.8%  42.7% 1.9 30.5% 29.3% -1.2 37.4% 43.8% 6.4 30.0% 26.6% 6.4 31.4% 30.5% -0.9
Arkansas 31.8% 205% -11.3 29.0%  25.9% -3.1 42.0% 28.3% 13.7 * 26.3% 24.8% 13.7 29.2%  25.5% -3.7
California 27.6% 30.0% 2.4 27.0% 28.2% 1.2 32.6% 32.6% 0.0 253% 26.8% 0.0 27.1%  28.4% 1.3
Colorado 38.9% 30.3% -8.6 24.4%  28.0% 3.6 37.9% 26.2% 11.8 * 22.8% 29.2% 11.8 *|| 26.0% 28.3% 2.3
Connecticut 33.2% 24.3% -89 * 32.6% 219% -10.7 * 38.0% 25.7% 123 * 30.4% 20.8% 123 % 32.7%  22.2% -10.5 *
Delaware 28.8% 28.8% 0.0 31.0% 23.6% 74 0% 27.7% 35.5% 7.8 31.6% 22.2% 7.8 * | 30.8% 24.0% 6.8 *
D.C. 24.5%  34.7% 10.2 31.3% 24.4% 69 * 28.6% 27.7% 0.9 30.6% 24.5% 09 *l 299% 25.4% -45 *
Florida 26.5% 39.3% 12.8 36.0% 32.3% -3.7 41.1% 43.6% 2.5 33.9% 31.1% 2.5 352% 32.8% -2.4
Georgia 37.8% 44.5% 6.7 29.2%  25.4% -3.8 43.8% 38.4% 5.4 27.2%  24.6% 5.4 30.0% 27.4% -2.6
Hawaii 16.3% 27.8% 11.5 22.6% 20.2% 2.4 24.2% 26.6% 2.4 20.9% 19.1% 2.4 21.8% 21.7% -0.1
Idaho 41.7%  19.1% -226 * 22.8% 32.8% 100 * 42.0% 32.7% 9.4 20.6%  29.0% 9.4 ¥ 25.6% 30.2% 4.6
Illinois 23.6% 19.3% -4.3 27.0%  29.0% 2.0 29.6% 25.6% 4.0 253% 28.4% 4.0 26.5% 27.6% 1.1
Indiana 23.1% 31.9% 8.8 28.0% 25.2% -2.8 25.5% 30.2% 4.6 28.0% 24.9% 4.6 27.3%  26.0% -1.3
lowa 32.9% 26.5% -6.4 27.3%  26.6% -0.7 31.1% 34.2% 3.1 26.9% 24.6% 3.1 28.1% 26.6% -1.5
Kansas 28.0% 36.5% 8.5 26.3% 24.5% -1.8 31.6% 37.6% 59 23.9% 21.9% 5.9 26.6%  26.3% -0.3
Kentucky 41.4% 31.4% -10.0 23.6% 24.7% 1.1 33.3%  25.9% 7.4 235%  25.4% 7.4 252%  25.5% 0.3
Louisiana 42.5%  45.0% 2.5 27.8%  30.0% 2.2 38.5% 40.9% 2.4 26.5% 28.3% 2.4 29.6% 31.7% 2.1
Maine 34.7% 47.7% 13.0 * 28.4% 22.1% 6.3 * 353% 41.5% 6.2 27.1% 20.3% 6.2 *l 292% 24.8% -4.4
Maryland 343% 34.9% 0.6 27.6%  29.6% 2.0 35.0% 36.5% 1.5 26.0% 28.1% 1.5 28.5% 30.3% 1.8
Massachusetts 28.0% 28.2% 0.2 25.9% 27.1% 1.2 22.5% 27.6% 5.2 285% 27.1% 5.2 26.2% 27.3% 1.1
Michigan 19.2%  23.1% 3.9 27.2%  25.0% -2.2 23.0% 24.2% 1.2 27.7%  24.9% 1.2 26.0% 24.7% -1.3
Minnesota 28.3% 36.6% 83 * 284% 24.4% 40 * 32.0% 31.7% 0.4 27.1%  23.5% 0.4 *| 284% 25.5% -2.9
Mississippi 43.7%  43.9% 0.2 29.9% 29.2% -0.7 54.2% 41.5% 127 * 26.9% 27.6% 12.7 31.1% 31.0% -0.1
Missouri 36.9% 21.7% -15.2 28.4%  25.5% -2.9 38.8% 26.2% 12.6 26.7% 24.6% 12.6 29.4%  25.0% 4.4 *
Montana 16.1%  26.7% 10.6 253% 29.1% 3.8 253% 30.4% 5.0 21.6% 27.5% 5.0 23.1% 28.5% 5.4
Nebraska 28.1%  28.0% -0.1 31.0% 27.0% 40 * 30.8% 30.5% 0.3 30.6% 25.9% 0.3 *| 30.6% 27.2% -3.4
Nevada 31.5% 37.2% 5.7 30.9% 25.1% 5.8 * 33.4% 31.5% 1.8 304% 25.1% 1.8 31.0% 26.1% -4.9
New Hampshire 32.0% 32.1% 0.1 26.0% 26.3% 0.3 29.8% 31.6% 1.8 25.8% 25.3% 1.8 27.0%  27.0% 0.0
New Jersey 253%  25.6% 0.3 259% 21.7% -4.2 287% 24.1% 4.6 24.6% 21.8% 4.6 25.8% 22.5% -3.3
New Mexico 28.6% 24.4% -4.2 26.1% 29.4% 3.3 25.5% 28.5% 2.9 26.6% 29.0% 2.9 26.4% 28.9% 2.5
New York 22.6%  19.9% -2.7 24.4%  24.7% 0.3 27.8% 22.6% 5.1 22.3% 24.6% 5.1 24.1%  23.9% -0.2
North Carolina NA 43.4% NA 31.4% 27.6% -3.8 36.0% 44.5% 8.5 30.4% 26.1% 85 *|312% 28.7% -2.5
North Dakota 21.1%  22.9% 1.8 26.8% 26.4% -0.4 29.1% 31.1% 2.0 23.6% 23.2% 2.0 25.6% 25.8% 0.2
Ohio NA 19.0% NA 23.1% 23.1% 0.0 22.3%  22.4% 0.1 22.9% 22.4% 0.1 22.8% 22.4% -0.4
Oklahoma 36.0% 30.2% -5.8 32.7% 28.1% -4.6 38.7% 33.5% 5.2 31.3% 27.1% 52 33.2% 28.3% -4.9
Oregon 27.8% 32.7% 4.9 27.2%  27.0% -0.2 28.9% 34.1% 5.2 26.6% 25.1% 5.2 27.3% 27.9% 0.6
Pennsylvania 25.9%  25.5% -0.4 25.0% 21.7% -3.3 27.1% 23.3% 3.8 24.5% 21.7% 3.8 25.1% 22.0% -3.1
Rhode Island 27.2%  28.9% 1.7 26.2% 28.4% 2.2 29.1% 30.4% 1.3 24.6%  27.5% 1.3 26.4%  28.5% 2.1
South Carolina 33.5% 30.8% -2.7 283% 25.2% -3.1 40.3% 35.7% 4.6 26.0% 23.7% 4.6 28.9%  25.6% -3.3
South Dakota 30.0% 22.7% -7.3 31.3% 30.1% -1.2 35.9% 27.4% 85 * 29.0%  29.6% 8.5 31.1% 28.9% -2.2
Tennessee 41.2%  43.8% 2.6 27.9% 31.4% 3.5 40.0% 46.1% 6.1 26.3%  29.4% 6.1 28.7% 32.8% 4.1
Texas 39.9% 29.7% -10.2 29.7% 31.7% 2.0 41.4% 37.2% 4.2 28.0% 30.2% 4.2 30.5% 31.5% 1.0
Utah 25.9% 28.0% 2.1 23.0% 29.3% 6.3 * 27.9% 28.2% 0.3 21.6% 29.6% 03 *| 235% 29.1% 56 *
Vermont 34.4% 27.3% -7.1 25.0% 24.9% -0.1 33.2% 24.8% 8.4 * 23.6%  25.6% 8.4 26.6% 25.3% -1.3
Virginia 37.4% 41.5% 4.1 29.9% 30.4% 0.5 40.1% 38.7% 1.4 27.9% 29.1% 1.4 30.7% 31.9% 1.2
Washington 32.0% NA NA 23.6% 26.5% 2.9 32.4% 30.9% 1.5 22.5% 23.8% 1.5 25.0%  25.8% 0.8
West Virginia 33.5% 16.2% -173 % 15.8%  25.4% 96 * 27.1% 22.7% 4.4 14.8% 24.8% 4.4 % 17.1%  24.2% 71 *
Wisconsin 27.3% 22.2% -5.1 22.9% 22.0% -0.9 26.1% 23.8% 2.3 22.3% 21.3% 2.3 23.4% 22.0% -1.4
Wyoming 21.2% 24.1% 2.9 22.4%  26.8% 4.4 22.9% 26.6% 3.8 22.0% 26.0% 3.8 22.3%  26.2% 3.9

28.6% | 28.4% | 0.2 27.4% | 26.9% | -05 315% | 303% | 1.2 263% | 26.1% | 12 27.6% | 27.1% | 05

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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APPENDIX TABLE 13

PERCENT ENROLLED IN HEALTH PLANS WITH HIGH DEDUCTIBLES, BY FIRM SIZE AND STATE, 2013-2014

Firm Size <50 Firm Size 50+ Firm Size 0-249 Firm Size 250+ ALL Firm Sizes
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
2014 Point 2014 Point 2014 Point Point 2014 Point
Change Change Change Change Change
Alabama 11.5% 21.9% NA 14.0% NA NA 8.5% 24.7% 16.2 ¥ 13.9% 20.3% 6.4 123% 21.6% 9.3 *
Alaska 51.5% 43.3% 8.2 25.8% NA NA 47.2% 38.2% 9.0 18.0% 34.6% 16.6 *J| 27.9% 35.7% 7.8
Arizona 52.2% 54.3% 2.1 48.4% NA NA 60.1% 57.3% -2.8 34.6%  40.0% 5.4 41.3%  45.0% 3.7
Arkansas 22.9% 40.9% 18.1 20.3% NA NA 35.6% 42.5% 6.9 13.3% 30.1% 16.8 *J| 19.4% 33.6% 142 ¥
California 25.9% 31.9% 6.0 34.1% NA NA 23.7%  30.0% 6.3 *| 209% 26.7% 5.8 21.9% 27.8% 59 *
Colorado 52.3% 57.0% 4.7 37.7% NA NA 51.9% 60.7% 8.8 282% 29.7% 1.5 351% 41.1% 6
Connecticut 57.3% 60.3% 3.0 45.5% NA NA 60.9% 48.0% -129 ¥ 30.1% 41.7% 11.6 40.4%  43.7% 3.3
Delaware 28.7% 54.5% 25.8 *l| 32.3% NA NA 36.2% 47.9% 11.7 27.0% 32.4% 5.4 29.3% 36.4% 7.1
D.C. 29.5% 15.6% NA 21.6% NA NA 13.7% 10.9% -2.8 13.6%  15.2% 1.6 13.7%  13.7% 0
Florida 53.8% 48.7% 5.2 39.5% NA NA 51.7% 53.0% 13 303% 41.3% 11 ¥ | 36.2% 44.3% 81 *
Georgia 61.4% 52.5% 8.9 36.1% NA NA 63.0% 53.7% 9.3 28.4%  25.8% -2.6 36.8% 33.8% -3.0
Hawaii 13.8% NA NA 23.3% NA NA NA NA NA NA 3.9% NA 7.9% 3.1% -4.8 ¥
Idaho 51.1% 43.5% 7.5 29.8% NA NA 51.1% 54.9% 3.8 22.3% 33.3% 11.0 32.6% 42.7% 10.1
Illinois 43.2%  39.3% BIS) 38.2% NA NA 40.5% 37.5% -3.0 30.9% 30.2% -0.7 34.1%  32.6% -1.5
Indiana 52.6% 53.7% 1.1 32.5% NA NA 49.6% 55.7% 6.1 24.8%  29.2% 4.4 31.8% 36.0% 4.2
lowa 495% 51.8% 2.3 39.9% NA NA 52.5% 51.5% -1 34.4% 44.1% 9.7 40.1%  46.0% 5.9
Kansas 35.1% 48.2% 13.1 38.1% NA NA 38.7% 46.0% 7.3 31.7% 42.3% 10.6 34.3% 43.6% 9.3
Kentucky 51.5% 44.6% 6.9 42.5% NA NA 56.3% 42.2% -14.1 ¥ | 345% 37.1% 2.6 40.5% 38.6% -1.9
Louisiana 443%  26.1% 18.2 34.4% NA NA 41.1% 29.5% -11.6 26.3% 35.0% 8.7 31.5% 33.0% 1.5
Maine 70.1%  67.9% 2.1 42.1% NA NA 66.5% 71.1% 4.6 33.2% 54.3% 21.1 *|| 46.6% 61.2% 146 *
Maryland 36.9% 40.1% 3.3 27.5% NA NA 31.5% 37.7% 6.2 20.8%  13.4% -7.4 24.8% 21.4% -3.4
Massachusetts 32.0% 47.5% 156 *|| 32.2% NA NA 31.4% 36.0% 4.6 17.7%  26.1% 8.4 22.6%  29.5% 6.9 *
Michigan 37.6% 43.4% 5.8 33.0% NA NA 33.3% 45.6% 123 ) 27.1% 29.6% 2.5 29.2% 35.2% 6.0
Minnesota 37.8% 45.5% 7.7 33.7% NA NA 33.3% 46.5% 13.2 30.3% 44.6% 143 * | 31.2% 45.1% 13.9 ¥
Mississippi 26.4%  29.5% 3.1 32.8% NA NA 36.0% 46.9% 10.9 28.8% 23.9% -4.9 30.9% 32.3% 14
Missouri 36.0% 58.5% 22.4 *| 37.9% NA NA 44.6% 54.1% 9.5 30.3% 38.4% 8.1 349% 43.4% 8.5
Montana A44.2%  45.3% 1.1 39.0% NA NA 43.9% 50.3% 6.4 32.9% 26.8% -6.1 38.5% 37.5% -1
Nebraska 61.4% 53.6% 7.7 27.0% NA NA 59.6% 51.8% -7.8 20.2%  28.6% 8.4 30.9% 35.9% 5
Nevada 36.2% 23.5% 12.7 38.4% NA NA 33.9% 28.8% -5.1 30.3%  23.0% -7.3 31.3% 24.4% -6.9
New Hampshire 66.4% 73.9% 7.5 51.0% NA NA 64.3% 71.9% 7.6 42.1%  47.2% 5.1 50.1% 56.3% 6.2
New Jersey 40.6%  46.6% 6.0 33.4% NA NA 38.6% 40.9% 2.3 20.4%  26.9% 6.5 26.4% 31.4% 5.0
New Mexico 29.8% 24.9% 4.8 29.6% NA NA 29.3%  33.7% 4.4 24.8%  25.5% 0.7 26.2%  28.0% 1.8
New York 23.0% 32.5% 9.5 32.9% NA NA 28.0% 34.9% 6.9 17.5%  22.5% 5.0 21.5% 27.1% 56 ¥
North Carolina 60.5% 53.4% 7.1 29.9% NA NA 61.1% 67.1% 6.0 22.8% 33.5% 10.7 329% 42.7% 9.8
North Dakota 13.0%  29.8% 16.7 *| | 27.6% NA NA 21.1% 31.0% 9.9 25.0% 36.2% 11.2 23.2% 34.1% 109 ¥
Ohio 40.3% 60.8% 20.5 *|| 30.9% NA NA 42.4%  50.5% 8.1 25.1% 34.8% 9.7 30.2% 39.6% 9.4 *
Oklahoma 26.2% 29.1% 2.9 36.4% NA NA 34.4% 37.5% 3.1 31.0% 37.1% 6.1 32.2% 37.2% 5
Oregon 46.9% 43.0% BIS) 36.3% NA NA 46.7% 42.3% -4.4 28.1% 27.1% -1 35.7% 33.2% -2.5
Pennsylvania 22.4% 24.6% 2.2 29.8% NA NA 27.9% 30.1% 2.2 233% 27.2% 3.9 24.7%  28.1% 3.4
Rhode Island 32.9% 40.4% 7.5 30.1% NA NA 31.9% 50.6% 18.7 *J| 23.5% 37.0% 13.5 * | 27.0% 42.2% 152 ¥
South Carolina 53.7% 60.4% 6.7 37.1% NA NA 53.1% 60.7% 7.6 31.7% 31.3% -0.4 37.7% 38.5% 0.8
South Dakota 58.2% 58.4% 0.2 44.6% NA NA 58.9% 62.1% 3.2 37.2%  46.0% 8.8 45.5% 51.7% 6.2
Tennessee 63.4% 65.0% 1.7 37.1% NA NA 68.1% 70.4% 2.3 27.4%  38.7% 11.3 * | 37.9% 48.7% 10.8 ¥
Texas 60.3% 54.3% 6.0 38.7% NA NA 60.4% 57.0% -3.4 29.4% 30.2% 0.8 37.9% 38.8% 0.9
Utah 43.2%  36.6% 6.5 42.4% NA NA 422%  46.7% 4.5 35.5% 32.7% -2.8 37.5% 37.2% -0.3
Vermont 51.4% 58.0% 6.6 37.2% NA NA 50.4% 57.5% 7.1 27.2% 41.3% 14.1 36.7% 48.3% 11.6
Virginia 22.0% 33.9% 12.0 33.2% NA NA 185% 34.3% 15.8 * | 245% 39.4% 149 X 22.6% 37.7% 15.1 ¥
Washington 37.1% 39.6% 2.5 39.1% NA NA 40.4% 40.7% 0.3 329% 212% -11.7 35.6% 28.6% -7
West Virginia 41.7%  37.0% 4.8 23.5% NA NA 41.0% 45.6% 4.6 16.6%  29.1% 125 * | 23.4% 34.2% 10.8 ¥
Wisconsin 48.5% 56.3% 7.7 38.1% NA NA 48.0% 51.9% 2.8 28.7%  44.5% 15.8 *J| 35.0% 46.7% 11.7
Wyoming 41.5%  30.0% 11.5 29.2% NA NA 39.3% 42.1% 2.8 25.5% 28.8% 3.3 31.4% 35.2% 3.8

39.1% | 42.8% | 36 *J 35.0% | na | nNA 399% | 437% | 38 *f 25.8% | 31.1% | 53 *] 303% | 350% | 49 *

Notes: * Significant difference between 2013 and 2014 at the 95% confidence level. Health plans with high deductibles are defined as plans that meet the minimum plan
deductible amount required for Health Savings Account (HSA) eligibility (i.e., $1,250 for an individual and $2,500 for a family in 2013 and 2014).
Source: SHADAC analysis of the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey-Insurance Component (MEPS-IC), 2013, 2014.
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