Employee Benefits Committee Meeting Minutes
March 17, 2015 10:00-11:30 AM
203 Student Center

Presiding:
Harris, Bill, Chair, EBC


Present:   


Carwile, Debbie, Compensation
Erway, Ed, UK Healthcare Finance
Krauss, Susan, Asst. Treasurer-Endowment Services
Sizemore, Stephen, Library Administration
Veach, Rosemary, Agriculture
McCarthy, Denise, College of Health Services

Nikirk, Sarah, Auxiliary Services

Sigler, Pam, Program of Staff Development

Smyth, Gerald, Campus Physical Plant Division  
Cox, Penny, Finance and Administration
Steiner, Shelly, Biology

Bender, Patty, AVP, Office of Institutional Equity 

Ex Officio:

Smith, Ann, Chief Administrative Officer
Carroll, Shannon, University Legal Office

Wilson, Kimberly, VP Human Resources
Payne, Joey, Chief Benefits Director
Carbol, Gail, Benefits Manager
West, Brad (sitting for Angie West, VP, University Financial Planning)

Recorder: 
Cara Robinson, Employee Benefits 
	Agenda Item & Speaker
	REPORT
	ACTION

	Call to order – Bill   Harris
	Mr. Harris called the meeting to order at 3:00 pm  
	No action needed.

	Family Education Program Proposal – Gail Carbol
	Ms. Carbol explained the current discount provided for the Family Education Program. 

Ms. Carbol stated the new proposal would include graduate level and professional program classes for spouse, sponsored dependents, and dependent children under the age of 25.

Ms. Carbol explained the cost estimate as follows:

· Factors for the estimate included an estimated number of participants, the number of credits taken, the cost per credit hour, and the average discount that is applied. 
· Currently there are 448 graduate students using the Employee Education Program benefit, which costs the university $1.4 million per semester.  This is only 2.7% of employees using this benefit for graduate school.

Ms. Carbol outlined the calculation of cost to the university if the FEP benefit were to be expanded.

· 83% of spouses and sponsored dependents currently utilizing the FEP benefits are taking full time classes. 

· Total projection per year if FEP benefit only expanded for spouses and sponsored dependents would be $1.1 million per year.

· If the FEP benefit were to be expanded to also include dependent children under the age of 25 the cost projection would be $3.1 million per year.

Mr. Payne explained that this is only an estimate and that there is not definitive way to determine what the actual cost would be. Ms. Wilson commented that there could be an increase in enrollment due to a demand for this benefit. Mr. Payne commented that graduate and professional schools are both more difficult to be accepted into and more time consuming, so there could be less of an enrollment. 

Mr. Payne explained that it was discussed to exclude professional programs, but that it was ultimately decided to give one credit that could be used for any courses. 
Mr. Erway asked if the cost of the FEP benefit was charged to individual units. Mr. Payne explained that FEP was charged to the units, while EEP is charged in the miscellaneous fringe.

Ms. Carbol gave a comparison to other benchmark universities in Kentucky.

· There are 2 universities that offer an FEP Graduate School benefit for spouses and sponsored dependents only.

· There are 2 universities that offer an FEP Graduate School benefit for spouses, sponsored dependents, and children. 
· There are 3 universities that do not offer an FEP benefit for graduate level courses.

Ms. Carbol explained that there are assumptions made when estimating cost.
· The enrollment would mirror employee’s participation in graduate level courses, but enrollment could be higher or lower.

· The average years of service of participants would remain the same, however, this could fluctuate.

· Increased tuition was not factored in when estimating.
	 No action needed. 

	Dental Credit Proposal – Gail Carbol
	Ms. Carbol explained the new dental subsidy proposal would be a 90% subsidy to be applied to any dental plan currently offered. 

Ms. Carbol stated the cost estimate for the UK Dental Basic and UK Dental Comprehensive single plan, based on the number of employees enrolled for the 2014-2015 fiscal year (12,430) was $2.6 million per year. If plan enrollment mirrored health enrollment with a subsidy the cost estimate raises to $3.3 million per year.
Ms. Carbol explained the comparison to benchmark universities in the United States, 7 out of 11 universities offered a dental subsidy between 88% and 100%.

Mr. Payne explained that the subsidy would not be offered to retirees, only current employees. 

Ms. Smith asked what percentage of employees participates in a dental plan. Mr. Payne estimated that between 80% and 90% of employees participate. 
	No action needed.

	Discussion of Proposals
	Comments made by committee members:

· The number of participants in the dental plan would grow is a dental subsidy were offered.
· The Committee needs to discuss the participation rates of the FEP benefit and the dental plan and prioritize who this will impact most. 
· The Committee could subsidize at a lower percentage for the first year and then gradually raise the subsidy. 
· We could do spouse and sponsored dependents only for the FEP benefits and then provide a 50% dental subsidy.
· The committee has to consider salary increases versus benefits expansion; we do not want to diminish annual raises.
· We could also look at a widespread Accidental Death and Dismemberment policy for the university. It is very common for AD&D to be included in a basic life policy.
· Most employers include an AD&D policy in their life insurance policy.
· We could do a specific dollar amount to be applied to the dental plan as a subsidy as opposed to a percentage. 
· A specific dollar amount could make UK Dental Basic practically free and suggest that basic level coverage is all that is needed. 
· If a lot of employees switch to the UK Dental Basic plan, which is not as rich as other plans, they may be upset with coverage if subsidy is ever taken away. 
· The committee could recommend offering two levels of subsidy. However, that could cause a 50% movement as more employees would choose the higher level of coverage, which would raise the estimated cost. 
· The cost to provide a subsidy could impact raises. A 1% raise to employees us $4 million from general funds, we wouldn’t want this to hurt salary increases.
· In theory, we are depleting the merit pool any time benefits are increased. 
· We have a limited view on the entire budget; therefore it would be difficult to get a good fix on impact without the specific numbers.
· The Hay Group recognized a deficiency in both our dental plan and the Accidental Death and Dismemberment policy. 

· We could recommend a minimum subsidy of 50% and a maximum subsidy of 90% based on the Hay Group finding, as well as recommending an AD&D policy to be added. 

Mr. Erway motions that the committee recognizes the need for an adequate merit pool but also recognizes a need for an included Accidental Death & Dismemberment policy, as well as a minimum dental subsidy. He recommends providing an AD&D policy at one times salary and a dental subsidy of 50% based on the Hay Group preliminary findings. 

Ms. Krauss seconds the motion.

Recommendation is passed by a unanimous vote, based on the percentage of employees impacted by each plan. (2.7% for an FEP benefit expansion versus 80%-90% with a dental plan subsidy.)


	Mr. Harris will send letter to Eric Monday about EBC recommendations.


	Meeting convened-Bill  Harris
	Mr. Harris ended the meeting at 4:15 pm  
	No action needed.
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