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Introduction
Benefits are an increasing concern for employees at most work sites. The University of
Kentucky is no exception. As the chart below shows, benefits for a single UK employee made
up almost a third of total compensation in 2004. This percentage is often even larger for
employees whose families can be covered under a range of UK benefits. Employers offer
benefits as a means to attract and keep skilled employees. In the University’s efforts to attain the
status of a top 20 public research university, compensation is often critical in attracting new
talent and retaining current employees from offers by other universities, government, and private
industry.
Domestic partnership benefits have been a frequent request at UK for at least 15 years. As other
universities have added such benefits, the call for adding such benefits has only become louder.
At the same time, the country as a whole is gripped in often heated struggles over
accommodating or resisting an increasingly diverse variety of American family structures.
This report examines many of the issues around domestic partnership benefits and the University
of Kentucky, and concludes with a multi-stage implementation model of what and how such
benefits could be offered by the University.

Employee Mandatory
Contributions, Premiums, and
Permit Fees
7%

Benefits
31%

After Tax Take Home Pay
62%

Graph Based on Actual Payroll Earnings/Deductions Statement for
Single UK Employee, 2004 Calendar Year
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Questions and Answers About Domestic Partnerships and the University of
Kentucky
What is a domestic partnership?
A domestic partnership is an increasingly common term to describe a range of intimate,
romantic, and/or loving relationships between two individuals committed to sharing life's joys
and responsibilities. This term in its broadest sense thus encompasses relationships such as:
• Legally recognized marriages
• Religious marriages not legally recognized (usually between a same-sex couple)
• Couples (opposite-sex/heterosexual or same-sex/homosexual) living together in a
committed relationship outside of legal marriage
• Common law marriages recognizing opposite-sex couples living together but without
a formal legal marriage
• Sometimes, in the broadest sense, any two people sharing a household (such as
roommates)
Why would an employer want to offer domestic partnership benefits?
American family structures have grown to become very diverse. The pie chart below shows the
biological relationship for the students at eight Fayette County middle schools as drawn from a
Fall 2004 survey.
Family Structures for Eight Fayette County Middle Schools, 2004
(Missing Responses Not Included.)
Aunt/Uncle
1%
Grandparent(s)
3%

All other family structures
1%

Single Father
3%

Single Mother
19%

Both Parents
51%

Parent & Step-Parent
22%

Source: 2004 Fayette County Middle School Youth Risk Behavior Survey
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Almost half of these students do not live with both their biological parents. This survey also asks
about who a student lives with and not the legal relationships within the family. Thus, it is likely
that not all 51% of biological parents living together with their child are legally married. While
this example shows the diversity among Fayette County’s children, UK employees are likely far
more diverse with many not having children and living in a variety of family structures.
As an employer in a competitive market to attract the best and brightest academic and
administrative talents, UK faces other institutions in larger, more culturally diverse urban areas
and other universities offering domestic partnership benefits. For a potential or current employee
whose dependents are not covered by existing UK benefits criteria, domestic partnership benefits
can amount to thousands of dollars annually in additional compensation or savings.
What are domestic partnership benefits?
Domestic partnership benefits vary from company to company. The benefits offered within a
domestic partnership package vary from employer to employer, but typically are characterized
by health care coverage for same-sex and opposite-sex unmarried partners along with whatever
other benefits the employer offers to members of an employee’s legally recognized spouse/exspouses and children.
More commonly domestic partnership benefits are offered by companies to keep and attract
quality personnel. American companies have traditionally offered benefits such as insurance,
bereavement leave, trailing spouse hiring programs, access to company discount programs, and
access to company recreation facilities to employees and their legally married spouses. Most
also extend such benefits to the legally recognized children (biological, adopted, or step) of
employees. Such benefits often account for a significant (up to 40% in some cases) portion of a
company's compensation to an employee. Companies can thus attract, keep, and compensate
employees more fairly by offering DP benefits.
How common are domestic partnership benefits?
Domestic partnership benefits are increasingly common - especially in business sectors where
there is competition for skilled professionals:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

75% of the top twenty public research universities offer some type of DP benefits
with 65% offering health insurance benefits (See Appendix 1)
68% of UK’s former 19 benchmarks offer some type of DP benefits with 37%
offering health insurance benefits (See Appendix 2)
Among neighboring states’ flagship universities, Indiana University, Ohio State
University, and the University of Illinois all offer DP benefits including health
insurance benefits (See Appendix 3)
One third of the Fortune 500 companies offer DP benefits
Eight state governments offer DP benefits to state employees
130 cities and towns offer DP benefits to city employees
44 of the top 50 (88%) ranked US universities
18 of the 74 (24%) statewide university systems in the US
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•

150 of the 530 (28%) individual state-funded universities

(Sources: Human Rights Campaign, Gay Financial Network, American Civil Liberties Union,
Lambda Legal Defense and Education Fund)
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The following local, central Kentucky employers offer domestic partnership benefits.
• Amazon.com
• Kinkos
• American Airlines
• Lazarus (Federated Department
Stores)
• Avon
• Lexington Herald-Leader
• Bank One
(Knight-Ridder)
• Barnes and Noble
• Lexmark
• Blockbuster
• Merrill Lynch
• Centre College
• Northwest Airlines
• Chevron
• Proctor and Gamble
• Cingular Wireless
• Prudential Financial
• Coca-Cola
• R. J. Reynolds
• Continental Airlines
• Charles Schwab
• Delta Airlines
• Sheraton (Starwood Hotels)
• Disney Corporation
• Starbucks Coffee
• Eddie Bauer
• Target
• Gap, Inc.
• Toyota
• Gateway
• United Airlines
• Hilton Hotels
• US Airways
• IBM
• US House of Representatives
• IKON Office Solutions
• Verizon Communications
• Insight Communications
• Xerox Corporation
• JP Morgan
Within the technology sector, such benefits are common personnel practices and include such
industry leaders as:
• Nokia
• Adaptec
• Novell
• Adobe Systems
• Oracle
• AOL Time Warner
• PeopleSoft
• Apple
• QualComm
• Cisco Systems
• Quark
• Compaq
• Raytheon
• Dell
• SAS Institute Inc.
• Digital Equipment Corporation
• Sony
• Gateway
• Sun Microsystems
• Hewlett-Packard
• Sybase
• Honeywell
• Texas Instruments
• IBM
• Intel
• Unisys
• Xerox
• Lotus
• Yahoo! Inc.
• Lucent Technologies
• Microsoft
• Motorola
• NCR Corporation
• Netscape
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How would an employer define a couple as being domestic partners?
Usually a domestic partnership policy includes a means to define who is a couple using various
ways:
• The couple can sign a form and/or affidavit with Human Resources that they are a
committed couple who live together, are exclusively partnered, are not otherwise
legally married, and plan on staying together.
• Different companies structure their policy differently but may ask couples to show
some form of documentation of joint residence, joint finances, or other shared
commitment.
• A policy also usually includes a form severing DP benefits in case a couple dissolves
their domestic partnership.
• Employers who do not require marriage licenses or documentation of a legal marriage
may simply use benefit enrollment forms to sign up or remove a spouse or partner.
Won't people try to defraud the company by registering roommates and friends?
According to studies collected by the Human Rights Campaign (www.hrc.org), there is not a
single reported case of the fraudulent use of a domestic partnership benefit package. The
likelihood is rare -especially considering the fear of bias or ostracization associated with
revealing that one is gay/lesbian. Documentation such as enrollment forms stating that two
individuals are a domestic partnership couple also provides the means for pursuing any fraud
attempted against an employer. In many cases domestic partners must show more proof of
relationship than a legally married couple, yet fraud to gain insurance benefits among domestic
partners and legal spouses is extremely rare.
Is there a financial impact?
Providing benefits to domestic partners cost no more than covering employees' far more
numerous legal spouses. In fact, one study discussed in the September 1997 Risk Management
found that same-sex domestic partner coverage on average costs employers less than covering
opposite-sex couples. The reason for this involves the expenses associated with pregnancy and
especially for premature births. While same-sex couples do have children, opposite-sex couples
are more likely to be parents and thus have larger families to be covered by employers. In the
aforementioned study, same-sex couples were also more likely to be younger.
Studies by Dr. Lee Badgett find that usually only one to two percent of employees utilize
domestic partnership benefits. The 2% figure is usually only reached when a company or
university extends such benefits to opposite-sex unmarried couples as well as same-sex couples.
How is this different than marriage?
While same-sex marriages are currently legal in Massachusetts and a number of countries (the
Netherlands, Denmark, Canada, etc.), Kentucky law does not recognize them. Thus, same-sex
couples cannot access hundreds of spousal benefits:
• Over 1,000 federal benefits covering taxes, inheritance, divorce, immigration,
protection from testifying against one's spouse, child custody, insurance, veteran's
benefits, and Social Security benefits
• Over 180 state benefits under Kentucky law covering property, children, and benefits
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•

Discounts and programs by private companies open only to legal spouses

Domestic partnership benefits are not marriage. They extend to employees less than a handful of
the hundreds of benefits going to legally married couples. Many of the legal benefits of civil
marriage can only be granted by state or federal government. Such benefits as health insurance,
however, are often available to an employee's children and sometimes other dependent parents.
Thus, providing health care to an employee’s dependents is not defined by marriage to that
dependent. Domestic partnership benefits recognize the diversity of America's families and the
care and responsibilities an employee's household demands.
With the passage of state constitutional bans on recognizing same-sex marriages and, more
vaguely, similar relationships, the legality of DP and other programs in these states have been
questioned:
Like Kentucky, Louisiana passed a constitutional ban on recognition of same-sex marriages and
similar relationships in 2004. The City of New Orleans, however, continues to offer domestic
partnership benefits. New Orleans’ legal department has taken the stand that offering benefits to
various employee dependents does not constitute offering benefits based solely on a marriage or
marriage-like relationship. Thus, New Orleans holds that the ban has no effect on their DP
program.
On the other hand, a March 2005 decision by the Michigan Attorney General is more complex.
In November 2004 Michigan voters also approved a ban on same-sex marriages and similar
relationships. As in other states during the election, supporters of the ban argued that if
approved, the ban would not have an impact on DP programs. The Attorney General’s opinion,
however, finds that the ban bars state entities from offering DP programs to both same-sex and
opposite-sex couples. While his opinion does not affect current contracts, new labor contracts
and enrollments for state and municipal workers will strip employees’ families of existing DP
benefits. Of note, however, in the opinion is the Attorney General’s belief that DP benefits could
legally be offered based on membership in an employee’s household. Such benefits, however,
can not be offered based on an intimate and loving relationship akin to marriage. The opinion
does not fully address about whether state universities will also have to strip DP benefits from
their employees. The ACLU is suing over the opinion, however, on behalf of state employees,
the University of Michigan, and the City of Kalamazoo.
Ohio recently approved a ban that has created numerous legal complications. Several
heterosexual Ohio men have challenged whether state domestic violence statutes apply to them.
Their attorneys argue that because the men were not legally married to the women they beat,
they cannot be tried for domestic violence. Simple assault carries lesser penalties in Ohio than
domestic violence. Similarly, an Ohio lesbian who is the biological parent of a child she and her
partner conceived through artificial insemination is seeking to remove her ex-partner’s joint
custody under the argument that the constitutional ban strips the non-biological mother of any
custody rights.
Kentucky’s constitutional ban also defines legal marriage as only between one man and one
woman. It goes on further, however, to also ban a legal status identical to or substantially
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similar to that for marriage. The amendment is currently being contested in Kentucky court
over the issue of whether the amendment illegally combined two issues (marriage and civil
unions) under one vote. In the case of DP benefits, like with the City of New Orleans, offering
some or all of the benefits that currently go to people in a range of relationships to an employee
likely does not create a legal status identical or substantially similar to the hundreds of benefits
and legal responsibilities defining civil marriage.
Do opposite-sex couples ever use domestic partnerships?
While most people associate domestic partnerships with same-sex couples, opposite-sex couples
do participate in these programs.
•

The majority of couples who took advantage of DP benefits in the District of
Columbia’s public program were elderly heterosexual couples. In most of these
couples' cases, these individuals were widows and widowers who wanted access to
hospital visitation, daily care, and health decisions for their partners without the
complicated property entanglements of full legal marriage. In other words, these
couples wanted to care for each other without tying up the inheritances they wanted to
leave to their children by a former relationship.
• France recently introduced domestic partnerships on a national scale. To the surprise
of many French people, opposite-sex, heterosexual couples make up the most
common users of this system. As with the elderly in DC, these couples want the daily
care and access rights to their partner without the much more vast legal property
rights and responsibilities inherent in full legal marriage.
Some companies and universities, however, limit domestic partnership benefits to same-sex
couples because opposite-sex couples already have access to such rights through legal marriage.
Courts in some states have found offering DP benefits only to unmarried same-sex couples and
not unmarried opposite sex couples amounts to sexual orientation discrimination.
How does a company offer DP benefits?
Companies usually approach equalizing compensation packages in one of two ways:
A. Offer DP benefits to same-sex and opposite-sex couples that match the benefits offered to
employees and their legal spouses.
B. Develop a broad "cafeteria-style" plan where all employees pick what benefits they want
using a set amount of credits. Thus, a single person who does not need to take advantage of
partner/spouse insurance can apply her/his additional credits towards a larger employer
pension contribution. Employees can choose to add a parent, a child over age 18, a spouse, a
domestic partner, a roommate, or another relative to a health plan. The benefit of such a
system is that the employer provides an equal amount of compensation in the form of credits
to all employees. Each employee then has the flexibility to define how to use these in
accordance with the diversity of American families today.
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Once a company defines which option to pursue, then it becomes a matter of developing a
procedure for registering employees and their beneficiaries. Companies can immediately offer
benefits such as use of a company gym, bereavement leave, trailing spouse program, etc. Many
insurance companies now offer DP coverage and will work with an employer to establish
coverage. Some insurers will require a wait until the next year's insurance contract and
enrollment period begins to initially offer coverage. Some insurers do not currently offer DP
coverage but may be willing to add such coverage for larger customers. With ever greater
demand for such benefits, most insurers will likely offer DP in the next five years if they do not
currently. Because the University of Kentucky is self-insured for its HMO and UK Dental
programs, it could internally provide such insurance to domestic partners.
These Kentucky insurers are known to offer domestic partnership coverage. Other insurers may
also offer such coverage.
• Ameritas (dental and vision coverage)
• CIGNA (medical)
• Great West Life (medical)
• New York Life and Health (medical)
Other sources for more detailed information:
http://www.hrc.org/worknet/
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Comparative Cost Impact on UK Families
The benefits currently limited to certain UK families are a great financial asset for these families.
For those employees whose families are not recognized by UK, however, there is instead a
financial burden. Moreover, employees whose families receive benefits are compensated more
than their peers.
In the scenario below, you have two couples who are using a handful of the 40+ benefits that UK
offers. This simplified version is used to show basic costs. If the scenario factored in multiple
insurance programs for dental, vision, etc., then the differences would likely be greater. One is
eligible for greater compensation for his relationship while the other employee is not. The
disadvantaged employee, moreover, must pay considerably more for similar services. The result:

$4,274 annual loss in compensation and/or additional costs for the Family B
employee
The impact of having no domestic partnership benefits is exemplified in the table on the
following page:
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Employee
Partner
Length of Relationship
Type of Health Plan
Type of Documentation Required
to Add Partner to Health Plan

Family A
46 Year Old Male Faculty
46 Year Old Female Legal Spouse
6 months
UK HMO -LSA
None, if added during open
enrollment

Family B
46 Year Old Female Faculty
46 Year Old Female Partner
20 years
UK HMO -LSA
Currently ineligible

Base Salary

$50,000

$50,000

Benefits (including UK contribution
to employee's health insurance)
Sub Total

$11,000
$61,000

$11,000
$61,000

$120

$120

Additional Compensation
Employee Participation in
HealthTrac
Spouse Participation in HealthTrac
UK Contribution to Spousal Health
Care Plan

$120 Currently ineligible
$1,764 Currently ineligible
$2,004
$1,884

For Relationship
Additional Expenses
Use of UK Wellness Program
Gyms (couple)
Gold's Gym (memberships for 2)
Employee Contributions to UK
Spouse Health Plan
Anthem Blue Cross/Blue Shield
Health Insurance for 46 Year Old
Healthy Female
Additional Annual Deductible

Base Compensation
Additional Compensation
Additional Expenses
TOTAL:

$120
$0

Difference
$1,884

$80 Currently ineligible as couple
Use UK

$590
$2,520 Currently ineligible

Use UK
$0
$2,600

$3,900
$500
$4,990

$2,390

$61,000
$2,004
$2,600
$60,404

$61,000
$120
$4,990
$56,130

$4,274

13

Timeline of Domestic Partnership Issues at UK
1996: UK’s non-discrimination policy amended to protect against sexual
orientation bias…and that such protections do not grant benefits
2001-2003: UK Committees Recommending Adoption of Domestic Partnership
Benefits:
 Health Benefit Task Force, 2001
 Faculty Senate Council Ad Hoc Committee on the Status of Women, 2001
 President’s Work-Life Task Force, 2003
 Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Salaries, 2003
2003: UK Staff Senate’s Employee Benefits Committee unanimously votes down
a resolution opposing domestic partnership benefits at UK
2003: UK expands definition of “family” to “household” for the purposes of
funeral leave and temporary disability leave
2004: University Senate votes to allow a student to have a legitimate excuse for a
sickness or death of anyone in her/his household …a change from the former
narrow definition of immediate family

14

UK Employees’ Personal Stories of the Impact of the Lack of Domestic
Partner Benefits
Dr. Kathy Blee, former UK faculty, now at the University of Pittsburgh:
The lack of benefits was a tremendous financial problem for me during my 15 years at
UK, and one of the reasons we left. The cost of private insurance is tremendous.
At the time we left, Pitt didn't have health benefits either (although it did have other DP
benefits), but the state of Pennsylvania did allow second-parent adoption (which KY
didn't). So the kids could be put on my insurance at Pitt. Now, Pitt has all benefits. I
think it is clear at this point that universities are not competitive for faculty & staff
without these benefits. They are important not only to LGBT faculty/staff, but also signal
an institutional climate of respect and inclusiveness that is attractive to non-gay faculty
and staff, as Richard Florida's work on cities shows.
Dr. Joan Callahan, Professor, Philosophy and Women’s Studies:
Dr. Callahan and her partner Jennifer Crossen have been together for almost 20 years. They
have raised their son David Crossen, a current UK student, together. Joan has long been an
advocate for domestic partner benefits at the University. Jennifer operates her own horse farm.
As such, she is considered in a high risk occupation. Joan’s family is forced by the lack of
domestic partnership benefits to purchase health insurance on the private market that is more
expensive and inferior in services compared to the Employee+Family plan through UK. The
University not only does not contribute to Joan’s family’s health care costs, but also bars Joan
from purchasing into the UK HMO for her family even without any University contribution.
Anonymous, Main Campus
Last March (2004) my partner's father passed away suddenly from a heart attack. I went
with her to Colorado to be with her and her family for the funeral and etc. My supervisor
gave me all four days as funeral leave because she interpreted the funeral leave policy to
include domestic partners. When I got back to work, our budget officer (who is over our
entire unit) questioned me about the leave and wanted to know specifically who had died
in my immediate family. I did not really want to come out to this budget officer who nit
picks at every policy and procedure anyway. So I contacted Russ Williams who
suggested that I contact Mr. Terry Allen, Assoc. Vice President for Employment Equity. I
wrote Mr. Allen a letter explaining my situation in detail. Mr. Allen looked over the
funeral leave policy and consulted with the UK Attorney's Office and I ended up being
granted a half day of funeral leave which would be granted for any mere
acquaintance...wouldn't even have to be a close friend. If I had been married to my
partner or had equal benefits as a married person, I would have gotten all four days as
funeral leave. Instead, I had to use 35% of my annual vacation leave. I also consulted
an attorney before writing the letter to Mr. Allen. The time and attention that I took in
this matter to stand up for my rights was very draining and difficult during what was
already a very emotionally difficult time for me and my partner. I felt sad and less
than...after all was said and done.
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Dr. Torsten Elwert, Post-Doc, Physics and Astronomy: Dr. Torsten Elwert is a highly
talented astrophysicist currently working as a post-doc in the Department of Physics and
Astronomy as part of a highly competitive NASA grant to the University. He and his partner of
nine years, Arno, are legally married in Arno’s native country of The Netherlands. While in
excellent health, Arno is also sixty years old and requires basic preventative and maintenance
health care as he has received throughout his life in his native country.
Unfortunately, Kentucky law does not recognize their marriage, and the University does not
offer health insurance benefits to domestic partners. As a result, Arno has no health coverage
and faces considerable hurdles in getting private health insurance because of his age and visa
status. As a result, Torsten is considering giving up the post-doc to return to Europe where his
family will have basic health care.
Kevin Holmes, UK Alumni
When I applied for admission to UK, I had already established residency in Kentucky
prior to applying. In fact, my residency had been established well over one year prior to
applying. However, Admissions deemed me to be a non-resident. Despite the fact that I
was over 21, independent of my parents, living on my own means, employed, a veteran,
and had evidence of residency in Kentucky, in the eyes of UK Admissions, I was not a
Kentuckian. In my opinion, this was because I was not a graduate of a Kentucky highschool, and because my parents lived in another state (even though I could have qualified
under the Academic Common Market). Both of these items were asked on the
application, and Admissions could not view me based on other qualifiers to separate me
from the average incoming freshman (even though I was applying as a transfer
admission).
I appealed the decision to treat me as a non-resident, because I was in my mind, without
a doubt, a resident of Kentucky, with an established record of residency. I wasn't paying
school taxes for nothing! A hearing was scheduled a few weeks later. I dressed
appropriately for the occasion: shirt and tie, slacks, dress shoes.
When I went in for my hearing, I found that instead of just one or two people to hear my
plea, I was going to have to defend myself to a room of several people. I don't remember
how many were there, but in my memory, it felt like a board room of 20. It was probably
closer to 10. At my young age, this was quite overbearing. I had to defend my residency
to a group of people who were not my peers. It felt like getting permission to steal the
car from your parents AFTER you'd already wrecked it. They were going to decide the
legitimacy of where I lived and have a direct impact on my budget. This would directly
play a role on whether or not I could afford to go to school.
I had prepared for the battle by memorizing the requirements for residency. I recited
how I met these requirements. The one that I remember most vividly was the one about
marriage to a resident of Kentucky, because I used it. Actually, I bent it. I had to stretch
the mold to fit my situation. My Kentucky residence had been established due to my
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relationship with a Kentucky resident. I recounted this tale to the panel. I told them of
how I had come to establish a domestic partnership with this individual. This seemed to
pique the interest of the panel more than any of the other arguments I had used. They
began to ask questions, specifically speaking to legal arrangements, combination of
financial assets, familial commitments, and so on. I told the panel of our life together,
and of our plans for the future, of the business that we wanted to open, and of our joint
checking account. Gauging from the reaction, it seemed to be the joint checking account
that sold them on the legitimacy of my residency.
While I still do not agree that I should have had to defend my residency, or had to use my
relationship as a basis of my residency, I was glad that UK was open-minded enough to
allow residency to be established through a same-sex relationship even though it was not
specifically written into the books.
Gina and Mary Anne, current employees, Administration and MedCenter: Having been
together for over a decade, Gina and Mary Anne decided to have a child via artificial
insemination. Gina would be the biological mother. While Gina eventually was unable to
become pregnant, she encountered two issues. The first is that if she had been able to give birth,
she discovered that she and Mary Anne were ineligible for the extra University contribution to
childbirth insurance costs that go to two employees who are legally married. The second was
that while the UK MedCenter would perform artificial insemination on single women, UK used
Central Baptist Hospital for the actual procedure. Central Baptist, in turn, has a policy banning
insemination of women who are single or in unmarried partnerships. As a result, Gina’s
physician had to quietly ignore this rule and find an alternative to inseminate Gina.
Camille B. and Matt M., former UK students and employees, now at the University of
Maine: Camille and Matt are an unmarried opposite-sex couple. The two have considered
having their first child once Matt finished his doctoral program. They were concerned, however,
that having a child would force them to legally marry so that they could have health insurance if
Camille chose to stay home with the child. Legal marriage, however, is an institution whose
legal property components around shared debt and social history often placing women in an
inferior role troubled the two. Fortunately in their case, Matt took a position with the University
of Maine where domestic partnership benefits that include health insurance are offered.
Dr. Laura Kaplan, former UK employee and student, now at the University of Northern
Iowa:
I was employed by UK full-time from 1996-1999 and as a part-time instructor between
1999 and 2003. When I completed my doctorate my partner and I considered several
options, including staying in Kentucky with our friends/family. I lived in Lexington 23
years so it was difficult to consider leaving. With a PhD in social work I actually had
many more options than graduates in most other disciplines since there are more
programs than PhDs. We left Kentucky but in our deliberations we decided that
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partnership benefits would be integral to our choice of universities. I accepted an offer
at a regional university in the Midwest that offered partnership benefits.
What this means at this location is that I can purchase, similar to a family plan, health
insurance for my partner. I am always amazed when people argue this is a benefit that
should not be offered. There seems to be an underlying belief that this is free, a gift to
same sex couples. How silly. I am fortunate to have a job that allows me to eat into my
budget for the approximately $300 a month it costs to get my partner health insurance.
Quite a gift in a way, for the privileged few of us who can actually afford to pay this
additional fee.
I just remembered a very important piece on DP benefits no one usually discusses.
Going to the bogus argument of it being a 'gift' that costs the company more--when I get
my DP, and I pay for my partner's health insurance at almost $300 a month, the very big
difference between this and what a legally married person paying on 'family' insurance is
that I GET TO PAY TAXES ON THAT $300. It's a gift alright. Everyone else gets a
DEDUCTION for paying family insurance; I get a double whammy-pay the fee and pay
the taxes as if it's income to me.
Another benefit I get is the ability to get my partner a reduced rate at the wellness center
here. We don't use this one since my partner is a full time student. But a friend, another
faculty did sign her partner up for it with great difficulty. The center official did not want
to grant this reduced fee to a same sex couple. After negotiations and paperwork it was
approved. I attempted to open a joint checking account with the university credit union.
I had a couple of months of phone calls and conversations with people who did not seem
to understand what I wanted and if they could do it. I was told joint accounts can be
opened by family members. I said my partner is my family member. Since we are not
married, nor related by blood, I could not do it. These negotiations included my
informing them (and providing documentation) with the university policy on partner
benefits and the evidence required to prove partnership. Oh, did you think I could just
identify my partner? Can married people just say they are married? I believe this may
be the case. But we had to pass a test-a criteria for determining partnership in such
things as length of time living together, shared ownership of house or vehicle, evidence of
shared bill paying all for a minimum of 2 years. I never got the checking account; the
credit union decided it would have to be voted upon at the board meeting.
We are pretty lucky. We both have health insurance now. The doctors and nurses seem
okay; we have accompanied each other into exam rooms and have received care and
benefits. I gave up on the credit union. There are no family tuition benefits here so I do
not have that battle. Some things are clear--even when an administration decides to do
the right thing it can go wrong if it does not attempt to change the culture of the
institution. We have benefits but this is not a particularly comfortable place to be for
sexual minorities, the staff does not appear to understand the benefits or so willing to
extend them. During our orientation we were provided with 'multicultural' training in
which the facilitators had trouble saying the word lesbian even though we said it first.
So, benefits should be equally distributed among all kinds of families, yes. But the school
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must change the climate as well. We left Kentucky, in part, because there were no
partner benefits at potential employing universities. We also knew in Kentucky the
cultural climate was not accepting because the universities were not even trying to have
the conversation.
Steve Savage, former UK faculty: In the mid-1990s Steve Savage, a library faculty of over
sixteen years, left the University largely because of conflicting policies tied to domestic
partnership benefits. At an American Library Association (ALA) conference, Steve met the love
of his life, another librarian from Michigan. Their romance developed into a long term
partnership. Steve sought to have the University help hire his partner through its trailing partner
policy, but was told that because his partner was another man, they did not meet the criteria for
the policy. Some months later a position opened within the library system that would have had
Steve as one of the position’s supervisors. When Steve’s partner sought to apply for it, Steve
was told that because his partner could not apply because of the University’s policy against
having one member of a couple supervising another. In this case, Steve felt the policy of
defining his family as a couple in one case and not as a couple in another was deeply
discriminatory. Steve began looking for a job closer to his partner and left the University.
Dr. David Wagner, Associate Professor and Director of Graduate Studies, Forestry:
Because UK does not allow domestic partner benefits, my partner (who is retired) must
purchase a "Medicare supplement" policy, the premium for which is ~$300 per month.
On top of that, his medications, even with the benefits from the supplemental insurance
that he can purchase (which is lousy) costs ~$400 per month out-of-pocket. That makes
$700 we pay per month for his health care costs, even when he is healthy! This is
difficult to say the least . . . and it's disheartening that UK chooses not to help us while at
the same time allowing other couples who don't happen to be gay to purchase health
insurance coverage to protect their families.
Carol W., former MedCenter employee: In the mid-1990s, Carol’s partner chose to have
some elective surgery at the UK Medical Center. Before the surgery the two carefully explained
that they were a couple and had been so for over 20 years. Carol’s partner wanted Carol to be in
the recovery room waiting for her when she woke up. All seemed to be planned and well until
the day of the surgery. When Carol went to go back to the recovery area, she was told that only
family could go back to sit with patients. In the UK system, Carol was listed only as friend.
Fortunately, Carol was a MedCenter employee and used her employee badge to get to her
partner.
James Younce, Staff, Parking Office: (James and his same-sex partner have been together for
almost a decade. While they have had a religious marriage ceremony within their faith
community, it is not legally recognized in Kentucky. Thus, in the religious sense, the two are
married and husbands.) Below is James’ response to stories about how DP benefits affect his
family:
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When I first started UK, I believe I had already asked on Lambdanet about DP benefits,
and of course, found out there were none. I also asked co-workers about DP benefits
after I was there a few weeks, and they seemed to be more optimistic. They were under
the impression many of the programs you could sign up for even if you weren't married,
but having checked some of them out with a representative, I educated my co-workers
that they were in fact wrong.
My husband & I were very interested in the wellness programs, and use of Alumni
Gym/Seaton Center. We were current members of Gold's Gym, but UK seemed to have
better programs, and obviously a lot cheaper. Once I found out they extended no DP
benefits, we realized this included the Wellness Programs. Disappointed, we continued
our membership at Gold's Gym instead. Although Gold's Gym doesn't specifically have
us listed as married, they actually allowed to us to join 2 years ago as a couple when they
were running their Valentine's day 'couples' special. I think it is sad that Gold's Gym
would be willing to recognize us, but UK would not.
My husband & I were also interested in tickets for UK football & basketball games. As
an employee, I actually now can purchase a ticket before the general public, but after
students. I am also a student, but trying to purchase two tickets that would allow me and
my husband to sit together during the game still wasn't helped by the new employee ticket
program. I did see where you could purchase family tickets before the general public,
and I believe at a discounted rate as well. This is a student program. I inquired to the
Athletics department, because it said a marriage certificate or birth certificate proving a
legal relationship would be required. They wrote back insisting only legally married
couples could purchase the family tickets. Again, disappointed, we never went to any
ballgame.
I had also talked to the representative regarding all of the voluntary programs they had
to offer. The only program that would work for my husband & I was the universal life
insurance policy. The representative told me that she knew in the past they were able to
work around the marriage issue in order to write a policy for the life insurance.
Honestly, once I found out that my husband & I would not be treated like any other
couple, I wasn't very interested in anything else MPM had to offer.
Although my husband already has health insurance through his company, we compared
plans & obviously the UK HMO was much cheaper. I currently have the UK HMO
program, and even after I have heard horror stories about UKMC, I still think the
doctors there are more thorough & more willing to spend time with you than any other
place I've ever been. We would have considered moving my husband over to the UK
HMO plan. Unfortunately, we can't because we're not legally married.
The Elder Care program is another program that causes me concern. It sounds like a
great program, but not only does it not include my husband and his elders, but it doesn't
include much of my 'family'. Married persons are not the only thing that needs a new
definition in this country in this day & age. The legal constraints of 'family' also need to
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be broadened. I'm not saying everyone should be considered. However, in my case, my
mother has already passed away. My father is pretty much non-existent. I barely see any
of my blood relatives at all. However, a woman named Laura Napier is the same to me
as my mother. She raised me just as much - if not more than - my own mother. I had
my own room at her house. I spent more time with her than I did my own mother. I
treated them both like my mother. She has been diagnosed with MS. Her mother, who is
just like my grandmother, had a stroke over a year ago. Elder Care would be of great
benefit to them, but because there is no legal relationship, it does us no good. It would
also benefit my husband's family - they are all a little older than my family, and would
benefit greatly from this, but again, no legal relationship, so no benefit.
My husband & I also considered membership to Spindletop. I have not honestly
researched it further because of being disappointed about all the other benefits. My coworkers again seem to be optimistic that if we were to join & pay the dues, no one would
question the fact that we are not legally married. I had thought Spindletop would be a
great place to renew our vows in our 10 year anniversary that is coming up in a couple of
years. I think we would also enjoy the pool. However, we won't until UK changes its
policy.
In regards to certain leave (TDL), I am unsure as to whether my husband is included in
this or not. The policy for using TDL to care for someone other than yourself states:
"82.1.15.1 A family member is defined for this eligibility as spouse, child, grandchild,
mother, father, grandparent, brother, sister, (includes steps, halves, and
in-laws of the same relationship), legal dependent of the employee
irrespective of residence, or another who resides in the employee’s
household and for whom the employee has an obligation to provide care. "
Now I am not sure who decides the last part. He is in my household, and I have an
obligation to provide care for him - in my opinion & in his. But I do not know if that
would hold up with UK's policies?
After looking at funeral leave, it seems to leave many things open. It looks as though not
only would my husband's death be included in the funeral leave, but also my "second
mother" Laura would be included, as well as possibly my husband's immediate family.
This is after looking at policy 84.1.1. So, in death, to UK, these people are most
important in my life to give me time off, but in life, they are not. That is interesting. I'd
rather celebrate the relationship while they are living, rather than after they have died.
It is also interesting that Laura (my second mother) is included under the FMLA
provision, although we have no legal relationship. She was in a in loco parentis
relationship with me as a child, so I could take time off under FMLA in order to care for
her were she seriously ill. However, my husband, who I am more financially &
emotionally responsible for, is NOT covered under UK's definition of FMLA. How sad.
Finally, as I work in the Parking office, I see other 'benefits' of being married or having a
legal relationship that some may not see as a benefit, but a lot of people do see it as a big
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convenience benefit. At the Parking office, we do not accept payments by check or credit
card for a debt (permit, citation, impoundment) from anyone other than the
student/employee, unless there is a legal relationship - usually a spouse, or parent of a
student. We also do not allow anyone other than a parent or a spouse to pickup/purchase
permits for a student/employee. Many employees/students find it convenient for their
spouse or parent to come deal with Parking issues for them while they are at work/class.
Also, we have many people who don't have the money to pay for their issues, so they have
their spouse or parent pay for them. Working in the department, I myself do not really
have this issue. But if I did not work there, my husband could not come in and pay my
impoundment fees/citations with his credit card, nor could he come in and purchase my E
permit for me while I was at work. The issue is about chargebacks, and stopped
payments. If there is no legal relationship between the two people, it is nearly impossible
for the department to hold my husband accountable (for instance) for a payment made for
something I incurred. That is the basis for the policy. So I am not sure it is an UK issue
so much as it is a financial institution or KY legislature issue.
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Proposed Model: Domestic Partnership and Household Benefits Plan for the
University of Kentucky
The University provides over 45 benefits for individuals with some type of
relationship to employees or students. Legally recognized spouses by far receive
the most benefits followed by legally recognized children. The University is likely
to weigh issues of cost and political impact. Here is a stepped plan for introducing
such benefits:
A. Highlight Existing Benefits:
Create a domestic partnership page on the UK website
List the following benefits that are currently available to unmarried
domestic partners and/or their families:
• UK Library Card
• Joint Alumni Association Membership
• Joint UK Federal Credit Union Membership
• Bereavement Leave
• Family Medical Leave
• ElderCare
B. Add Benefits With No or Little Financial or Political Impact for Anyone In an
Employee’s Household:
• Wellness Programs (but not including HealthTrac Program which
is tied to membership in a UK health insurance plan)
• Use of parking permit by anyone in an employee’s household
• Spindletop Hall family memberships changed to household
memberships
• Allow employees and students to buy athletic tickets for self and
anyone in household with proof of shared address
C. Add Benefits with No or Moderate Financial Impact but Possible Political
Impact for Unmarried Domestic Partners and Their Children:
• Option to buy into UK health, dental, and vision programs at full
cost and with no compensation from the University
• Allow domestic partners and children to participate in HealthTrac
Program if in a UK health plan
D. Add Benefits with Low Political Impact but Possible High Financial Costs for
Anyone in an Employee’s Household:
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• Option for UK employees to buy into UK health, dental, and vision
programs at full cost and no University contribution
E. Add Benefits with Low to Moderate Financial Impact but Possible Political
Impact to UK:
• Provide health insurance to unmarried domestic partners and their
children with University contribution in line with legally
recognized spouses and children
F. Add Benefits with Low Political Impact but Possibly High Financial Impact to
UK:
• Provide health insurance to anyone in an employee’s household
with University contribution
• Alternatively, allow any UK employee to insure one other adult in
their household and any children in the household
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2003 Top 20 Public Research Universities
University of California - Berkeley
University of California - Los Angeles
University of Michigan - Ann Arbor
University of Illinois - Urbana-Champaign
University of Minnesota - Twin Cities
University of Washington - Seattle
Ohio State University - Columbus
University of Pittsburgh - Pittsburgh
University of California - San Diego
University of Iowa
University of California - San Francisco
Georgia Institute of Technology

DP
Offered?
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Some*

University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill

Some*

University of Wisconsin - Madison

Some*

Pennsylvania State University - University Park

Some*

University of Florida

No

University of Texas - Austin

No

University of Arizona
University of Virginia

No
No

University of Maryland - College Park

No

Year
Notes
1998
1998
1994
2003
1993
2001
2004
2005
1998
1992
1998
? Limited to dental, life, and other non-health insurance
Division of Student Affairs has LGBT Office. Offers library, recreational
facilities access, and supplemental life insurance to domestic partners.
University continues to petition the state legislature to allow for adding
2002 domestic partners to state employee health insurance plan.
The Pennsylvania legislature's opposition drove the PSU administration to
1994 block implementation of health benefits in 1999.
Faculty senate voted in 2001 urging inclusion of domestic partnership benefits.
State law bars UT-Austin from offering domestic partnership benefits to samesex couples.
Health benefits negotiated by state which does not insure domestic partners.
Considering offering tuition waivers to domestic partners. Has increased
salary offers to faculty recruits on a case-by-case basis to offset lack of
domestic partnership benefits.
State law bars UVA from offering health insurance to domestic partners.
Division of Academic Affairs has an Office of LGBT Equity. The University
also has a President's Commission on LGBT Issues. The Board of Regents
voted down domestic partnership benefits in 1996, but there are on-going
discussions about adding the benefits.

*Offers DP benefits currently other than health insurance

% Offering Health Insurance DP Benefit
% Offering Some Type of DP Benefits

65
75
Source: UNC-Chapel Hill, 2002, Provost's Report on LGBT Campus Climate
and university websites

Collected 10/2004 by Jeff A. Jones, Ph.D., UK President's Commission on Diversity

Former University of Kentucky Benchmarks

Former UK
Benchmarks
Ohio State U.
U. of Iowa

Location
Columbus
Iowa City

Coverage of Same
Sex, OppositeOffers Domestic
Sex, or Both Type
Partneship
Couples
Web Link
Benefits
http://hr.osu.edu/benefits/dpbenefits.htm
Yes
Both
http://www.uiowa.edu/hr/benefits/DPB.html
Yes
Both

U. of California
Purdue U.
U. of Michigan
U. of Minnesota

Los Angeles
W. Lafayette
Ann Arbor
Twin Cities

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Both [2]
Same-sex Only
Same-sex Only
Same-sex Only

U. of Washington

Seattle

Yes

Same-sex Only

U. of Illinois
U. of Texas

Urbana
Austin

Some*
Some*

Same-sex Only

Pennsylvania State U.

University Park

Some [1]

Both

U. of Arizona

U. of North Carolina

Tucson

Chapel Hill

U. of Wisconsin
Madison
North Carolina State U. Raleigh

Texas A&M
U. of Florida
U. of Georgia
U. of Maryland

U. of Virginia

College Station
Gainesville
Athens
College Park

Charlottesville

Some [1]

Both

Some [1]

Both

Some [1]
No

Both

Notes

http://www.fao.ucla.edu/Forms/pdfs/domestic_partner_0405.pdf
http://hr.mednet.ucla.edu/Download/2005BENEFITCHANGES_file
s/v3_document.htm
http://atyourservice.ucop.edu/forms_pubs/misc/dom_part_policy_r
eport.pdf
http://www.purdue.edu/hr/Benefits/domestic_partner.htm
http://www.umich.edu/%7Ebenefits/forms/eligibility.pdf
http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/eb/uplan/dphome.htm
http://www.washington.edu/admin/hr/benefits/domestic.partners.ht
ml

http://www.uihr.uillinois.edu/pandacf/benefits/index.cfm?Item_ID=1654
opposite only (common law)
http://www.science.psu.edu/hr2/HumanResourcesFolder/HRNOTE
S.htm#partnersbene

http://www.hr.arizona.edu/09_rel/policies/pp219.php
http://out.web.arizona.edu/DPBenefits.html

http://lgbt.unc.edu/resources/campus.html
http://www.bussvc.wisc.edu/ecbs/bng-domestic-partner-benefitsuw1107.html

No
No
No
No

No

Provides some reimbursement
for some or all of costs for
purchasing health insurance for
a same-sex domestic partner.

Has extensive proposed plan
that includes health insurance,
but the proposed plan has not
been implemented.
Provides health insurance to
domestic partners of students
but not staff. Health insurance
is through state workers' plan.

Has an explicit policy banning
use of Family Medical Leave to
care for unmarried partners.

Virginia law currently bars
private and public companies
and agencies from extending
health insurance to anyone
other than an employee, legal
spouse, and legal children.

Data as of March 2005, Compiled by Jeff Jones, Ph.D., UK Presidents Commission on Diversity
[1] Provides some benefits to domestic partners but not health insurance coverage.
[2] The University of California system provided domestic partnership coverage only to same-sex couples until January 2005 when a new California law went into effect giving registered
domestic partners (same-sex or opposite-sex) the same rights and responsibilities under CA state law as legally married spouses.

Domestic Partnership Benefits Among Flagship Universities of Neighboring States
University

DP Offered

Indiana University
Ohio State University

Yes
Yes

University of Illinois -Urbana
University of Missouri -Columbia
University of Tennessee -Knoxville
West Virginia University
University of Virginia

Yes
Some [1]
No
No
No

[1] Limited to the English Department.

Web Link

http://www.indiana.edu/~uhrs/benefits/index.html
http://hr.osu.edu/benefits/dpbenefits.htm
http://www.uihr.uillinois.edu/pandacf/benefits/index.cfm?Item_ID=1654
http://english.missouri.edu/resources/partner.html
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Brothers, Sheila C
From:

Jones, Jeff A

Sent:

Monday, August 14, 2006 10:17 AM

To:

Brothers, Sheila C; Bolin-Reece, Mary C

Subject:

RE: DPB Report Missing Appendix

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:

Red

Sheila,
Appendix 4 is actually examples of IU’s forms. You can see/print them at:
http://www.indiana.edu/~uhrs/pubs/forms/forms-list.htm#partners
Take care,
Jeff
From: Brothers, Sheila C
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2006 11:30 AM
To: Jones, Jeff A; Bolin-Reece, Mary C
Subject: DPB Report Missing Appendix
Good morning! I am writing to see if you can direct me to Appendix 4 of the Domestic Partner Benefits report. The
PCD web site links to 1, 2 and 3. The report itself, though, indicates there is an Appendix 4 that includes
documentation forms from other universities.
Thank you,
Sheila
Sheila Brothers
Senate Council Office Coordinator
203E Main Building, -0032
Phone: (859) 257-5872
Fax: (859) 257-8375
sheila.brothers@uky.edu
http://www.uky.edu/USC/New
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Forms
Click on an icon
to download a
form.
Form can be
completed online
and then printed.

Form is a
PDF and requires
Acrobat Reader
4.0 or higher to
view or print.

University-wide | Bloomington | A-Z Forms Index

University-wide Forms
ADA
Dependent Child
Domestic Partnership
Employment
Fee Courtesy
FMLA
Grievance
Insurance
Health, Dental, Prescription
Mass Transit
Personal Profile
Retirement
Tax Saver Benefit
Timesheets
ADA
Reasonable Accommodation Request and Documentation Form

DEPENDENT CHILD
Application/Affidavit to Establish Dependency by Guardianship

Certification of Disabled Dependent Child Eligibility
Certification of Eligibility for Dependent Child Age 19 or Older

DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP
Affidavit of Domestic Partnership

http://www.indiana.edu/~uhrs/pubs/forms/forms-list.htm

|
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Same-Sex Domestic-Partner Health Plan Benefit Tax Estimation
Work Sheet

Certification of Tax-Qualified Dependents

Termination of Domestic Partnership

|

|

EMPLOYMENT
Authorization Form for Motor Vehicle Records Check (Risk
Management)

Background Check Consent Form

INS Form I-9
FEE COURTESY
IU Fee Courtesy 2006-2007 Benefit Enrollment Form

|

IU Fee Courtesy 2005-2006 Benefit Enrollment Form

|

FMLA
Continuation of FMLA Leave for a New Calendar Year

FMLA Definition of Serious Health Conditions
FMLA Form 1 Leave Notice or Request Approval and Information

FMLA Form 2E Medical Certification for Employee
FMLA Form 2F Medical Certification for Family (of Employee)

FMLA Form 3 Release/Intent to Return to Work

http://www.indiana.edu/~uhrs/pubs/forms/forms-list.htm
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Confidential
Indiana University
AFFIDAVIT OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP
Employee Information
Employee Name (Last, First, Middle):
Date of Birth

Gender (Circle One)

M

Social Security Number

F

Address:

City

State

Zip

Domestic Partner Information
Name (Last, First, Middle):
Date of Birth

Partnership Began On:
Gender (Circle One)

M
Address:

Social Security Number

F
City

State

Zip

Domestic Partner Dependent Child Information (List only the domestic partner’s unmarried biological or adopted
child(ren) who are in the custody and care of the domestic partner and a member of the employee’s household.)
Dependent Child Name (Last, First, Middle)

RC (Relationship Code):

Social Security Number

Date of Birth

RC

Married

Full-time
Student

Y/N

Y/N

Y/N

Y/N

DS = biological or adopted son of domestic partner
DD = biological or adopted daughter of domestic partner

DECLARATION
We, the undersigned, declare that:
1) We are at least 18 years of age and competent to enter into a contract.
2) We are the same sex and, therefore, prevented from marrying in Indiana.
3) We are not married and are not the domestic partner of any other person.
4) We are not related by blood closer than would bar marriage in the state of Indiana.
5) We have been living together as a couple and share a residence and have done so for more than six (6)
consecutive months prior to this declaration.
6) At least six months have passed since the termination of any previous same-sex domestic partnership.
7) We attest that our relationship is an exclusive mutual commitment that is the functional equivalent of a
marriage; that is,
•
we are jointly responsible for each other for the necessities of life including each other’s debts; and
•
we intend to remain in the relationship indefinitely; and
•
we would enter into a legal marriage if the opportunity were available; and
•
we have agreed that in the event of dissolution of our domestic partner relationship, we will make a
substantially equal division of any earnings acquired during our domestic partnership and of
property acquired with those earnings; that is, a division of property similar to that legally required
of a married couple in the event of a divorce.

Confidential
8) In lieu of the marriage certificate that the University requires to cover an employee’s spouse, we are
submitting the following supporting documentation to verify our interdependent financial relationship:
a) Joint ownership of residence (home, condo, mobile home) or a lease for a residence identifying both
partners as tenants, and
b) Two of the following: joint ownership of a motor vehicle; joint credit account; joint checking
account; or other evidence of joint ownership of a major asset or joint liability of debt.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
1) We have read and understand the eligibility requirements, employee responsibilities, and tax information described in
the ‘Domestic Partner Benefits Program Eligibility Information’ sheet.
2) Indiana University has advised us to consult with an attorney regarding the legal consequences of signing this
declaration; for example, whether this document can be used by creditors to hold one partner responsible for the debts
of the other or whether a partner may use this document as entitlement to division of property acquired during the
partnership.
3) We waive, release, and indemnify the University from all claims and causes of action that may arise as a result of the
University affording benefits to or certifying domestic partnerships.
4) Indiana University’s cost for providing domestic partner benefits and the employee’s payroll contribution will
generally be taxable income to the employee unless the domestic partner and partner’s dependent children are
qualified tax dependents of the employee.
5) The employee is responsible for notifying Indiana University by submitting a ‘Termination of a Domestic
Partnership’ notice form within 60 days of the date that we no longer meet the eligibility requirements for domestic
partner benefits. We understand that eligibility for domestic partner benefits ends on the day that we no longer meet
the eligibility requirements.
6) This affidavit is requested for the purpose of Indiana University making a determination of our eligibility for domestic
partner benefits provided by Indiana University; that this information will be held confidentially, but will be disclosed
as needed to arrange benefits with applicable third party administrators or as required by law or a court; and that the
University may be required to make the records of this domestic partnership available to the public under the Freedom
of Information Act.
7) We understand that the University may change benefit coverage and eligibility at any time.
8) We understand that the University will require annual re-certification of eligibility for domestic partnership.

CERTIFICATION
We certify that the forgoing information is true and correct and understand that a false declaration of a domestic
partnership or failure to file a timely notice of ‘Termination of a Domestic Partnership’ with University Human Resource
Services may result in disciplinary action up to and including termination of employment at Indiana University. We agree
that in the event of a false declaration, or the failure to file a ‘Termination of a Domestic Partnership’ notice form with the
University, Indiana University may recover damages from either or both of us for all costs and expenses incurred by the
University as a result of that false declaration, including, without being limited to, attorneys’ fees incurred by the
University to recover such damages.
_______________________________________
Employee Signature
Date

NOTARIZATION:

________________________________________
Domestic Partner Signature
Date

STATE OF _____________________

COUNTY OF ___________________:

The foregoing affidavit was acknowledged before me this ________ day of ______________________, 20_______,
By: _______________________________________, Notary Public

My Commission Expires: __________________

For University Use Only
Affidavit and supporting documentation received and approved by _________________on __________________

INDIANA UNIVERSITY

January 2006

Same-Sex Domestic-Partner Health Plan Beneﬁt
Tax Estimation Worksheet
After reading IUʼs Tax Information for Domestic Partner Beneﬁts handout and consulting a tax advisor, use
this form to estimate the cost of taxes an employee will pay for domestic-partner health plan enrollment. This
estimated amount is based on the following factors:
•
•
•
•

The tax status of the domestic partner and/or the partnerʼs dependent child(ren).
The IU-sponsored health care plan in which the employee is currently enrolled.
The current level of coverage for the employee.
The level of coverage the employee intends to elect for domestic partner enrollment.

The additional taxable income for domestic partner beneﬁts can be calculated using the table below. The tax
assessed on this additional income could be as much as 36 percent for an employee in the 25 percent federal tax
bracket (25 percent federal, 7.65 percent FICA, and 4 percent state and local taxes). Tax rates for each individual
vary. The total monthly premium amounts needed to estimate the annual tax are located on the back of this
form.
Total monthly premium for all enrolled individuals………….……....
Subtract total monthly premium for tax-qualiﬁed individuals……......
The difference is the additional taxable income that will be
included on the employeeʼs W2………………………………………
Multiply by .36 (an estimated 36% total taxes)……………………....
Estimated monthly tax………………………………………………..

$
–__________
$
$
X
.36
__________
$

NOTE: The total monthly premium includes both the IU contribution and employee contribution. These tax
costs are in addition to the employeeʼs payroll contribution for health plan coverage.

Example: An employee with a non-tax-qualiﬁed domestic partner enrolls in the IU PPO-Plus plan without dental.
The employeeʼs additional monthly taxable income is the difference between the total monthly premium for
Employee w/Spouse coverage and the total monthly premium for Employee Only coverage (see chart below).
Total monthly premium for all enrolled individuals…….…………....

$1112.58

Subtract total monthly premium for tax-qualiﬁed individuals……......

– $ 458.59
__________

The difference is the additional taxable income that will be
included on the employeeʼs W2………………………………………

$ 653.99

Multiply by .36 (an estimated 36% total taxes)……………………....

X
.36
__________

Estimated monthly tax………………………………………………...

$ 235.44

2006 IU-Sponsored Health Care Rates
Total Monthly Premiums
Employee Contributions
IU PPO Plus
Employee Only
Employee/Child(ren)
Employee/Spouse
Family

Total Premium
$ 458.59
$ 908.38
$1112.58
$1263.28

Employee Contribution
$115.37
$311.16
$387.00
$483.26

M-Plan HMO
Employee Only
Employee/Child(ren)
Employee/Spouse
Family

$354.46
$667.31
$816.78
$927.09

$11.24
$70.09
$91.20
$147.07

IU PPO $900 Deductible
Employee Only
Employee/Child(ren)
Employee/Spouse
Family

$283.14
$564.77
$690.42
$784.08

$1.00
$1.00
$1.00
$4.06

Blue Preferred Primary POS
Employee Only
Employee/Child(ren)
Employee/Spouse
Family

$320.03
$633.94
$776.45
$881.61

$1.00
$36.72
$50.87
$101.59

Total Premium
$20.85
$37.56
$48.98
$71.44

Employee Contribution
$ 1.78
$10.37
$12.25
$19.71

Dental Rates
Employee Only
Employee/Child(ren)
Employee/Spouse
Family

Indiana University
CERTIFICATION OF TAX-QUALIFIED DEPENDENTS
Domestic Partner Benefits

Confidential

INSTRUCTIONS: This form should be completed in conjunction with IUʼs Health Plan Enrollment Form and

Afﬁdavit of Domestic Partnership. The purpose of the form is for an employee to certify that a domestic partner
and/or children of the partner are the IRS-deﬁned tax dependents of the employee and therefore not subject to
federal or state income taxes assessed on the value of health plan beneﬁts for those individuals. Do not include
on this form children of the employee who are eligible dependents of the employee aside from the domestic
partner relationship. Carefully read “Important Tax Information for Same-Sex Domestic Partner Beneﬁts” at
http://www.indiana.edu/~uhrs/dp/dp.html#tax.

Employee Information
Employee Name (Last, First, Middle):
Date of Birth:

Social Security Number:

Domestic Partner Information
Employee Name (Last, First, Middle):
Date of Birth:

Social Security Number:

Children of the Domestic Partner (List only children of the domestic partner who are IRS-deﬁned

ʻdependentsʼ of the employee for federal income tax purposes.)
Dependent Child Name (Last, First, Middle)

Social Security Number

Date of Birth

Married

Full-time
Student

Y/N

Y/N

Y/N

Y/N

Y/N

Y/N

CERTIFICATION
A. Partner Certiﬁcation as a Tax-Qualiﬁed Dependent
I have read the “Important Tax Information for Same-Sex Domestic Partner Beneﬁts” at http://www.indiana.edu/
~uhrs/dp/dp.html#tax and, based on consultation with a tax advisor, I certify that the previously named person
whom I am enrolling for coverage is my legal tax dependent under IRS Section 152. I understand that falsely
certifying dependency status could result in disciplinary action (including termination) from Indiana University,
as well as potential charges of tax fraud. I further agree to notify Indiana University immediately of any change
in this tax status.
Employee: ________________________________________________ Date: _________________________
B. Dependent Child Certiﬁcation as a Tax-Qualiﬁed Dependent
I have read the “Important Tax Information for Same-Sex Domestic Partner Beneﬁts” at http://www.indiana.edu/
~uhrs/dp/dp.html#tax and, based on consultation with a tax advisor, I hereby certify that the previously named
dependent children whom I am enrolling for coverage is/are my legal tax dependent(s) under IRS Section 152.
I understand that falsely certifying dependency status could result in disciplinary action (including termination)
from Indiana University, as well as potential charges of tax fraud. I further agree to notify Indiana University
immediately of any change in this tax status.
Employee: ________________________________________________ Date: _________________________
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TERMINATION OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP

Employee Information
Employee Name (Last, First, Middle):
Date of Birth

Gender (Circle One)

M

Social Security Number

F

Address:

City

State

Zip

State

Zip

Domestic Partner Information
Name (Last, First, Middle):
Date of Birth

Gender (Circle One)

M

Social Security Number

F

Address:

City

Domestic Partner Dependent Child Information (List only the domestic partner’s unmarried biological or adopted
child(ren) who were listed on the original Affidavit of Same-Sex Domestic Partnership.)
Dependent Child Name (Last, First, Middle)

RC (Relationship Code):

Social Security Number

Date of Birth

RC

Married

Full-time
Student

Y/N

Y/N

Y/N

Y/N

DS = biological or adopted son of domestic partner
DD = biological or adopted daughter of domestic partner

CERTIFICATION
This certifies that as of _____________________ (date) my domestic partnership with the above person has
terminated. I understand that to register another domestic partnership I must wait six months from the date
listed above.
I further understand that the domestic partner’s eligibility for Indiana University sponsored benefits ends on the
date the domestic partnership terminates. Failure to notify the university within 60 days of the termination date
may result in liability for benefits paid for ineligible individuals, and disciplinary action (including cancellation
of the employee’s health plan coverage or termination of employment). In the case of a domestic partner or
associated child covered under an Indiana University sponsored health care plan, failure to provide timely
notice to the university jeopardizes COBRA health care continuation coverage. COBRA coverage must be
elected within 60 days of the termination of the domestic partner’s health care coverage.
I certify that the information supplied on this form is true and complete, and I understand that any false
information or statements made on this form will be grounds for Indiana University to void my coverage and/or
terminate my employment.

_______________________________________

Employee Signature

Date

