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OPINION

An Act 312 hearing was held at thc County offices on Thursday, January 9, 2003,

" ‘pursuant (o notice and all parties as indicated above were presenl. Issues before the panel arc _

shift differential, holiday pay, longevity, and hcalth insurance coniributions by employees.

As a resull of discussions had at the hearing with the impartial arbitrator, and based upon

the arbitralor's opinion as to how these mattcrs would be resolved if the case procecded to formal

hearing, the following stipulated award has been agreed to:

1.

ta

The new contract will includc all tentative agreements reached betwcen the
parties as well as thosc provisions of the expired contract for which no changes
have becn made.

The County will improve the longevity payment to employecs with five years of
scrvice to $100 per year of service (after five years) effective October 1, 2001, the
beginning datc of the contract.

Effective Junc 1, 2003, the employee co-payment PPO option I will increase to
20% and the co-payment for PPO option 11 will increase to a 10% employce co-
payment. There will be a spccial open enrollment period of at least 30 days from
March 1, 2003, through March 31, 2003, for all bargaining unit mcmbers.
Members of the bargaining unit may also opt into any of the health insurance
plans available (PPO I, PPO II, and, if available, PPO I11} during the annual open
enrollment period cstablished by the County.

The County will usc its best good faith efforts to sprcad bargaining unit members'
payroll deductions over all pay periods rather than once a month.

Wages and longevity will be paid on all hours compensated for all employees
except those who have quit or were discharged since October 1, 2001, This will
include employces who have retired, employces who are working elsewhere in the
County, and employees who may have bcen promoted out of the bargaining unit.

Attached hereto and incorporated herein is a marked copy of the parties’' new
labor agreement incorporating all of the above.

‘The arbitrator has determined that, based upon the submissions of the parties, the external

and internal comparables with regard to heallh care co-payments are divergent; the cxternal
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comparablcs suggcstiﬁg a lower or no co-pay while the internal comparable including all union,

non-union, and ¢lected ofTicials of the County supports the above cb-pa:ty. In addition, the above
co-pay whilc a substantial increase in co-pays paid by bargaining unit members could actually
result in a slight reduction iﬁ co-pay if a bargaining unit member chooscs PPO II, which plan
provides for only slightly less coverage than PPQO L. An employee is currently annually paying
$1,073.00 for PPO | and if they re-enrcll in PPO 11 their annual co-payment for 2003 will be
$912.00 or a monthly savings of about $13. Given the fact that the coverage under PPO Il is
excellent relative to other insurance plans in the private and public sector, and contains only
minimal diffcrences from the PPO [, bargaining unit members need not experience an increase in
their premium because the PPO Il option is a viable altemative for them. For this reason, and
with the increase in longevity (not presently enjoyed by other County employees) it makes good

sense to adopt the co-pay increase.
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FOR THE UNION FOR THE EMPLOYER
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(Concurring) (Dissenting) (Concurring) (Dissenting)
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- comparables suggesting a Jower or no co-pay while the internel comparable including all union,
non-union, and elected officials of the County sopports the sbave co-pay. In addition, the abovo
co-pay while & substantial increase in co-pays paid by bargaining unit meohers could actually '

© reswlt in a slight reduction in co-pay if a bargaining unit member chooses PFQ I, which plan
provides for only slightly lcss coverage than PPO 1. An employee is currently annually paying
$1,073.00 for PPO [ and if they re-enroll in PPO I their annual co-payment for 2003 will be
$912.00 or a monthly savings of about $13. Given the fact that the coverage under PPO 11 is
cxcellent relative to other insurance plans in the privato and public sector, and coptains only
minirmal differences from the PRO 1, bargaining unit members nced not experience an increase in
thele promivm because the PPO 11 option is a viable alternative for them. For this reason, and
with the incroase in longevity (not preently enjoyed by other County empluyees) il makos good

sense to adopt the co-pay increase.
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comparables sl.;ggcsiing 2 lower or no co-pay whﬂe.thu jnternal compa;ﬁblc including all mj:ion,
nan;ﬁuion. and elected officials of the County supports the above co-pay. In addition, the above
co-pay while a substantial tncresse in co-pays paid by bargaining unjt memhers could actually
resnlt in a8 slight reduction in co-pay if a bargaining unit mernber chooses PPO O, which plan
provides for only slightly less coverage than PPO L An employee is currently annually paying
$1,073.00 for IPPO T and if they re-enroll in PPO II their amous] co-payment for 2003 will be
£912.00 or a monthly savings of about $13. Given the fact that the covcrage under PPQ 1 s
excellent relative to other insurance plans in the private and publie sector, and contains only
minimal differcrces from the PPO T, bggain.iug it members nesd not experience an increase in
their premium because the PPO I option is a viable alternative for them. For this reason, ad
with the increaso in longevity (not presently enjoyed by other County employees) it makes good

sonsc to adopt the co-pay increase.
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