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POSITIONS OF .THE PARTIES

Position of fhe Union: The Union has taken the position
that the change from Blue Cross Master Medical to the Blue Cross,‘
?referred Provider Organizatfon.(P?O), is a cost-saving measure
where the savings are only sa&ingsltéythefCity, and the balance
is paid by the 1nd1v1dual members. ~The Union‘objects to any
change in the antal Plan as presently constltuted

Position of %he Employer It is the Clty 8 contention that

the cost savings 1nvolved in changlng the plan are substantial
without any loss of benefits to the members. The City insists
that the bargaining‘unitvmembers will~receive the same health
insurance coverage which’they have enjoyed, and that the City
will be able to Save substantial Sums. The same contention is
presented as regards the Dental Plan;'and the City‘asks that it
be adopted. | ' | |

DISCUSSIQN

’This matﬁer comes befére an afbitration panel, pursuant to
Public Act 312, on a contract re-opener request of the City of
Riverview. The present contract eovers the periéd of July 1,
1985, through June 30, 1988. Under thekterms,of that contract,
the parties specifically provided td re-open contract
negotiations concerning a PPO for the'year;beginn{ng,1987. Such
negotiationé did occur, and the parties were unable to reach
agreement. Application was made to the Michigah Employment
Relatgon Commission for a compulsory arbitration undér Public Act

312. The arbitration panel was composed of Sandra G. Silver,



Chairperson, Joseph w.‘Fremdht‘oh behalf Qf the Employer, and
WMiohaél~Somefo on behalf of the Uhion.  Hearing was held on July
2, 1987, and argument was made by both parties. Exhibits
including contraéts ;nd costs'inkcbmparable communities were

submitted into evidence.



The 1ssuee before thls arbltratlon panel are extremely
limited. = From the documents before the arbltratlon panel it can
be concluded that there 1sua'substant1alfsav1ngs to the Employer:
of approx1mately 18% in- sw1tch1ng from the Blue Cross Master

‘Medlcal Plan now in effect to the Blue Cross PPO Plan. These
savings are primarily achieved by requiring the insured person to
use speclflc hpspltals, cllnlcs and prlvate phy31clans under
contract with Blue Cross/Blue Shleld Bargaining unit
members would still be allowed under thekPPO Plan to select their
own private physicians‘and hospitals outside of the network.
However, this would require’that the bargaining unit member so
choosing would be required'to pay an amount as co-payment
directly out—of—pocket; | |

The figures submitted to the panel as to what the amount
required 1n co- payment for use of out31de phy3101ans were
15-20-20, ThlS Arbltrator calculates that the co-pay amount
would approxxmate on a percentage ba51s, the dlfference in
sav1ngs between the Master Medlcal Plan now in effect and the
proposed PPO. Agaln fthe Arbltrator has to ‘assume that the
savings represented in the PPO Plan have to be achieved by an
agreed-to price between the health prov1der and Blue Cross as
differentiated from the éosts imposed by other health providers
outside the sfstem. The differenee between the PPO contracted
price and the price imposed bykbther health care providers would

be the amoUnt,which would be required~in co-payment.

1The use of hospitals or physicians on an emergency basis out of
the State would presumably remaln unchanged
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All of the comparables submitted by the parties show the

Employer paying 100% of the premium for health insurance and
dental insurance. The institution'of a conayment provision in
the PPO Plan leaves the bargalnlng unlt member potentlally paying
part of the cost of health 1nsurance. Slnce its sav1ngs are
achieved by creatlng a co- payment provision ‘in certain instances,

it can be cons%dered that bargalnlng unlt ‘members would be paying

\

part of the cost of\lnsurance.

Ahrevieweof the companablesvsubmitted by the parties reveals
~certain facts. It should flPSt be p01nted out that there was
_llttle dlspute between the partles as to what the comparable~
communltles were, and the information submitted was quite similar.
In every case of a comparable communlty, covering a wide varlety
of 1nsurance providers, the cost to the governmental un1t was
con31derably more than the amount belng paid by the City of
Rlverv1ew.

The cost to the City of R1verv1ew for the Blue Cross/Blue
Shield MVF- 1 Master Medical Option 2, was $2,690.00. In the
communities of LincolnvPark, Allen Park, Irenton,,Southgate,
River Rouge, Grosse Ile, Wyahdotte, Taylor Woodhaven and
Gibraltar all far exceeded the annual cost than that being
experienced by Rlverv1ew. The Clty of Taylor, w1th the next
lowest annual payment, is still approxlmately $300 00 more
expensive annually than the cost being paid by the C1ty of
Rlverv1ew. In this regard, the Clty of Riverview has no cause to

complain that the costs expehienced are beyond what is ordinarily

and commonly paid.



A review of the contracts 1n effect with other bargalnlng
units w1th1n the Clty of Rlverv1ew, however, produces a different
plcture. The contract w1th the AFSCME bargalnlng unlt in the
City of Rlverv1ew prov1des for a maJor med1ca1 plan within the
Blue Cross PPOrparameters. The same is true for the operating
engineers who also have a PPO plan With'the City of Riverview.
In contrast, the police Lleutenant's -and Sergeant's unit of the
Fraternal Order of Pollce have the Same prov131ons as this pollce
department local. Both of those contracts provide for a contract
re- opener if the Employer w1shes to insure wlth a PPO plan.

~ There is always dlfflculty w1th a single employer where
different unlts are belngstreated in a different manner., It
appears that a large numberhof'the employeeS‘of the City of
Riverview are already on a Blue Cross PPb plan, and that the
police department is under the‘Blue Cross Master‘Medical The
friction which could arise from thls dlfferlng condltlon is
somewhat reduced in that police: department operatlons remaln
somewhat separated from the day- to-day act1v1t1es of the other
City employees. |

The Unlon has taken the p031t10n that they want no. change,
 and that the members wish to malntaln their relatlonshlps with
the health care prov1ders whlch they have selected personally.
There 1s no quest1on or argument, put forth that=the quality of
health care prov1ded to bargainingkunit members and  their
families would be ~Seriously affected ‘However, the Union
members, like others 1n our: soclety, appear to feel strongly that

they want to continue with doctors they have selected This
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freedom of choice is an important benefit.nhich cannot be 1lightly
set‘aside; The cost of exer01slng that freedom of choice and
1nd1v1dual selectlon of medlcal health .care providers becomes a
direct out- of—pocket cost under the PPO Plan., In glVlng up the
freedom to choose a phy5101an, or hospltal for med1cal care, the
bargalnlng member under thls proposed plan recelves nothlng but
the right to pay an addltlonal cost out-of-pocket.

This contraot\re-opener presents certain difficulties in
making determinations by'the Abbitrator. There is unquestlonably
a somewhat reduced benefit and 1ncreased cost to the bargaining
unit member w1thout any equ1valent~benef1t. The benefit to the
City of Rlverv1ew is one of cost sav1ng, a necessary part of
operating efficiency. 1In general contract negotlatlons,,these
matters can be handled between the parties as they deal with
multiple demands of the entire‘contraot. This cannot be done on
a contract re-opener on a'single issue.

Since the contract had been negotlated in its entirety, to
now reduce the beneflt prov1ded by health 1nsurance without any
.comparable prov151on of benefit by the Employer would provide theb
Employer w1th an unfalr bargalnlng advantage. The Employer would
have achieved a substantlal beneflt not achieved‘in bargaining,
without any concom1tant payment to the bargalnlng unit members.
Slnce the entire contract is up for renegotlatlon in eighteen
months, this situation could be rectified at that time.

For these neasons,‘thie Arbitratob is reluctant to impose
new terms in the oontract not bargained for by the parties,

Since other matters are not up for review, the parties can barely



negotiate on the singleyissue’and must essentially negotiate the
single issue with "this is what'wejwant‘to do" and Wwé don't like
it". The Arbitrator hesitates tofimpose newiterms on a single
issue without there being any cdmparable benefits pro§ided.

The City has presented no compelling reason,tO'make‘the
imposition of a reduced health‘benefit»necessary.’ There was no
discussionfboa\presentation Qf financial‘difficulties being
experienced bykfhg City making the reduction in health dare
inéurance éosts a necessary part of thé budgeting procedures.
The cost savings in moving to the Blue Cross PPO Plan’are evident
and were submitted to the afbitration panel. The fac; that the
insured members of the bargaining unit’would,‘if they chose to
continue with théir private physiciaﬁs, they might have increased
costs without their having received any other benefit is also
true. |

The City of Riverview is paying health insurance costs
considerably belo& that of comparablé communities- ‘A review of
that evidence also presents this arbitration panel with no
overriding consideration to make this contract re—openeb change.
~All of theée matters can be considerations at negotiations at the
next collective bargaihing agreeﬁéntfwhich will begin in the not
too distant future. ' |

The discussion of the‘requeSted’change onbthe.dental plan‘is
somewhat different. All of the comparables submittedkshow,that
the Employer pays 100%kofithe premium., The benefits provided
undef those plans véry'cqnsidérably, and some of them involve

technical definitions which were not provided this Arbitrator.
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_else. B8

However, a review of the costs of the dental plan in the various
comparable communities demonstrates that unlike the figures
presented on the health 1nsuranoe, the C1ty of Riverv1ew is
paying con31derably,more than any other community. On this basis
alone, it would appearkthat the City’0f Riverview is paying more
for this benefit for the bargaining unit members than is anyone

No detailed\discussions‘of the new plan were’presented to
the‘arbitration panel,'and considerations ofkco-payment amounts

or choice of practitioner do not seem to be‘part'of the proposed

dental change. For these reasons, the proposed dental‘change is

supported by all of the evidenoe, and there appears substantial
cost savings to the City with little or no loss of benefitS~to
the members. The primahy change appears to be in the amount paid
for'orthodontia which the present plan presents at $750.00
lifetime, and the proposal at 50% of costs. ~In 1nd1v1dual cases,
the amount actually ‘paid by the 1nsured 1nd1v1dual would vary in
each case. There is addltlonally a 20% reduction in preventive
dental oare,whioh would include the cost of teeth cleaning on a
regular basis. Since this coét-to‘begin with is quite minimal,
the contribution required of the bargaining unit member under an

80% plan would be quite small. The comparable cost saving to the

‘City in changing the plan, however would be quite substantial.

Since the City already appears to be paying more than any other

comparable(Employer, it is reasOnable;for the City to adopt a new

plan.
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The arbitration penel,'pufsuentyto Act 312, adopts the
following ruling:' | k l,

‘A. The proposal to'contract'health insurance by the City
of Riverview under a Blue Cross/Blue Shield Preferred Provider
Organization is denied; (City delegate dissenting)

B. The @foposed change of dental 1nsurance requested by
the City of Rlvervlew is granted (Unlon Delegate dissenting)
Immedlately upon making thls change, each member of the

bargalnlng unit shall be prov1ded wlth,detalls of the new plan

Sandra G. Siiver 556115
~Arbitration Panel Chairperson

Gl L, B

eph W. Fremont
O Behalf of Employer

DUt Horni

Michael Somerbd
On Behalf of Union

and all necessary claim procedures.

Dated: August 25, 1987
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