STATE OF WISCONSIN APR 10 1986

N 1 WISCONSIN EMPLOYMENT
BEFURE THE ARBITRATOR RELATIONS COMMISSION

inthe Matter of the Petition of

INTERMSTToNAL ASSOCTATION OF
SIREFGHTTIES LUCAL R19 AFL-C10

CASE i

For Final and Dinding Arbitration . NO. 34270
invohving Firefighter MIA-953
Personnet in the Employ of Decision No. 23025-A

VILLAGE OF WHITEFISH BAY
‘FIRE DEPARTMENT?

APPEARANCES:
~Tom E Uaves on behalf of the Village

frmolhv & Hawks on behalf of the Association

Un December {2, 1985 the Wisconsin Emplovment Relations Commission
appoinied the undersigned arbttrator pursuant Lo Section 111.77(4)(6),
Fisconsin Statutes in the dispute oxisting between the above identified
parties  Pursnant to statutory responsibhilities the undersiyned conducted an
arbriraion hearmg mn the matter, after which pnst hearing exhibits and
briets were fijed by both parues by February 22, 1986 Based vpon a
review of the foreyoing record, and wtilizing the criteria set forth in Section

i 1177061 Wis Stals. the undersigned renders the following arbitration
award.

ISSUE

The only 1ssue in dispute is whether or not emplovees hired after October 1.
1983 who select HMO health insurance plans should be required to
contribute toward the cost of such plans The Association proposes that the
full cost of such plans for these employees should be paid for by the
ctmplover The Employer proposes the following contribution schedule for
ruch enaplovees:

First two vears R7%
Alfer 1wo vears 90
Aflter three vears 95%
After Jour vears 56%
After five vears 100%

Yhe cost savings of the Emplover's proposal 1s inconsequential since ontv two
emplovees have heen hired since October 31, 1983, One, Zarling. has famuty



coverage and the dispute thus invoives $26.70 per month. The other.
Lambrecht, has single coverage and thus his contribution under the
Employer's olTer 15 $10.36 per month.

In fact, the Emplover has experienced no significant increase in health
insurance costs its last fiscal vear which would in any way justifv the need
tor the adoption oof its proposal

Further sunport for the Association's position can be found in the bargaining
historv of ihe parties preceding the instant dispute. During the negotiations
i the parties’ 1985 Agreement the Employer identified insurance costs as a
primary concern. The Association recognized the legitimacy of the
Employer’s concerns and addressed them with a proposal thal required
amplovees who chose much more expensive conventional health insurance
coverage to nay 253% ol the duference in costs between the most expensive
HMD plan and the cost of traditionat health insurance Under said proposal,
which was agreed Lo bv the parties, if new emplovees chose iradilional
health insurance. the Emolover's share was 87 % of its cost {or similar
coverage [or senior employees. However, if new employees chose HMOs,
then the Employer agreed to pay the full cost of such coverage.

Furthermore, comparability supports the Association’s offer in that no
comparably situated [irefighters in the Milwaukee metropolitan area are
required to pay part of the cost of an HMO policy. To the contrary, those
contracts which contain an economic differential for employees choosing
HMOs generally provide incentives for employees 1o choose such coverage.
In this regard, eight comparably situated Milwaukee Metropaolitan fire
departments pay the full cost of both HMO or conventional health insurance
polictes. The emplovees of two more fire depariments pay nothing toward
the cost of HMO coverage. Only two municipalities require employee
contributions toward the cost of HMOs. West Milwaukee requires a $3.00
conirthution bv emplovees enrolled 1n single plans and a 35 00 contribution
bv emplovees enrolled 1n family plans. Glendale, which reguires emplovees
10 pav $5.00 and $10.00 for single and family HMO coverage. rebates Lo
gwmpiovees SU% of the cost savings for choosing an HMO rather than
traditional coverage.

Virtually no comparable bargaining unit uses the two tier svstem of
employee contribution tor esther tradiiional or HMO coverage. In fact, when
the Associaunn’s and the Emplover’'s comparable data are merged, onlv one,
(Fox Pointi of 16 units requires emplovees who choose HMO coverage to pav
any part of the cost. Moreover, at least three have contractual provisions
which effectivelv pay employees Lo choose HMO coverage.

It is also significant that on almost all points Glendale and Shorewood
firefighters are compensated at higher levels than Whitefish Bay firefighters.
Furthermore, bargaining unit promotional opportunities are dented
Whitefish Bay [irefighters whereas under both the Glendale and Shorewood
contracts numerous ranks present opportunities for, and the reality of
substantially higher compensations.

In addition. HMO insurance costs are less expensive in Whitefish Bay than
any of the surrounding communities.

Mozt importantly, the cost differential between the parties finat offers 12
less than $330.00 for 1985 since netther of the two affected emplovees was
empovad Yor a full vear, This increase is less Lhan one-tenth of one percent



A tne torgs packave costs 1o the Emplover for sataries and health msurance
aivne

The issue thus should focus upon the reasonableness of the policies
accomplished by the different proposals as measuted by their application in
comparahle bargaining units.

It 15 undisputed that HMOs have maintaihed cost levels substantiallv below
the cost of traditional health insurance coverage. In order to encourage such
savings empiovers have provided economic incentives to employees to
chonse (MO plans  Enroliment in such plans has some disadvantages for
employces as their choice of physician is severely limited and access to
hospttal care and emergency treatment is carefully supervised at a risk to
the emplovee that such services may not be cavered.

The Association agreed 10 a substanual concession tending to discourage
enroliment in (raditional heaith insurance plans thus promoting HMO
enroliment. This concession has influenced empiovee decisions in this unit v
1he beneiil of the Emplover m a wav which accomphishes a broader palicy of
cffectuating real resiraint on escalating health costs. To the extent that the
Employer’s offer reduces the difference belween the employees’ costs for
HMO coverage and traditional health insurance coverage, its final offer runs
contrary to the Emplover's own alleged purpose

No reasnnably constructed argument can relate the impact of the Emplover's
offer 1o a broader goal of reducing health insurance costs generally. The
only justification for the Employer's position is more pedestirian, il saves the
Village approximately $300.00 per year.

EMPLOYER POSITION:

[t s common knowledge that health imnsurance is bemng abused through
misuse by many of the insured and 1s being exploited bv many of the health
servers. The person best able to monitor billing is the user, for the user
knows what has been provided. Even limited responsibihty for pavment will
encourage cxamination, particularly if there is awareness that further
inereases are likely to induce a demand for greater participation.

Furthermore, all other employees 1n the Village, including those tn iwo other
colfective bargaining unne (Police and Pubhe Works), are subject tn the
{ormuia urged bv the Emplover  Particujariv with respect 1o frimge benelus,
mier il comparisoins shouid be of ulmost imporiance.

Furthermore. cxiernal comparisons are not unfavorable to the Emplover’s
proposal  In this regard, the record indicates that 4 pattern is developing mn
which all of the Village's comparables are moving from fully paid,
uncontrolled health msurance 10 some method of containment.

1t 1s also significant that the Employer's proposal s largelv prospective, for it
will apply mainly 10 emplovees as vet unhired.

The Association’'s proposal is objectionable chiefly because it ignores what is
undisputably a problem, namely the uncontained increasing costs of
providing health insurance benefits to employees. Because it fails to address
thie prablem, the Employer’s proposal should be selected.
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DiSCUSSION

The Assocaiion's proposdl s more reasonable than the Emplover's (n this
matter based primarify vpon two considerations.

The first is comparability. In this regard the record indicates that in the vast
majnrity of firefighting units in the Milwaukee metropolitan area firefighting
emplovees including recently hired emplovees, are not required to
contribute toward the cost of participation in HMO heaith mnsurance
programs. Instead, it would appear that employees are provided with
significant economic incentives to participate in such programs, which
undisputably result in cost savings for the employers which provide such
alternative health insurance programs. While a few comparable employers
do requirc some employee contribution toward the cost of participation in
such programs, one of those employers provide some rebate to the
emplovees resufting from the savings the emplover achieves resulting from
emplovee enrollment 1 HMO programs.

While snternal comparability supports the reasonableness of the Emplover’s
proposal, the undersigned is of the opinion that such comparisons, though
rejevant and significant, should nof be given as much weight as the external
cemparisons which strongly support the reasonableness of the Association’s
propozal, particularly where, as here adoption of the Employer’s proposal
would result in a2 requirement which ts essentially out of Line with the
patiern of sertlements m this regard among comparabie employees in Lhe
ared.

rurther support for the reasonableness of the Association's proposal can be
found 1n the fact that the Association only recently agreed to a restructuring
of its health insurance benefits to assist the Village in achieving significant
cost savings (n the provision of health insurance benefits to bargaming untt
emplovees. Thus, it would appear that the Association has not ignored the
health insurance cost problems which the Employer has identified, but
instead has responsibly responded 1o these problems when it agreed to the
economic disincentives for participation in traditional health insurance
coveraged which are contained in the parties’ Agreement

Because the Association has responded to the Village's cost containment
problems n a responsible and signmificant manner, and because comparability
supporis the reasonableness of the Association's proposal, the undersigned is
of the opmion thal the Association's proposal should be incorporated into the
parties’ collective bargaining agreement.

Gased upon the foregoing considerations the undersigned hereby renders the
following

ARBITRATION AWARD

The Associaijon's proposal shall be incorporated into the parties’ 1985
coilective bargaining agreement.

A L
Dated this\d day of April, 1986 at Madison, Wisconsin.
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