Lloyd E. Rigler - Lawrence E. Deutsch
Foundation

September 30, 1997

Pete Wilson

Governor of California
State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: Sean Walsh

Re:  Domestic Partner Benefits
at University of California

Dear Governor Wilson:

I am a long-time benefactor of the University of California. I endowed the Leo G. Rigler Center for
Radiologic Studies and have supported research at the dental school at U.C.L.A. As a major
benefactor, I am concerned about the prosperity of the University.

I am writing to urge you to support the extension of benefits to domestic partners of university
employees. However, I would like to make it clear that I do not support President Atkinson’s
proposal to limit such benefits to same-sex couples only. That would be blatant sex discrimination.

Last month, I wrote a letter to former Chancellor Charles Young about this issue. I will not repeat
my comments to him in this letter, but I invite you to read them. My letter to Chancellor Young can
be found at the front of the packet of materials which I have enclosed.

The resource materials in the enclosed booklet show that it is economically feasible and politically
possible for the University of California to revise its benefits program to eliminate unfair
discrimination.

These materials show that health care costs only rise about 1% on average when benefits are extended
to domestic partners of the opposite-sex and same-sex. The public supports such an extension of
health benefits. There is growing support from religious leaders. A plan can be adopted that is
legally sound and politically feasible. Please take some time to review these resource materials. This
is an important decision and it deserves your thoughtful consideration.

The University of California should look at three models: Bank of America, Xerox, and Catholic

Charities in San Francisco. Each of these employers has found a way to eliminate discrimination
against unmarried workers.
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The Bank of America approach is very good. It is called “extended family benefits” and gives benefits
to any one adult member of the employee’s household, whether a spouse, a domestic partner, or a
blood relative under 65 years old who is dependent on the employee. It defines domestic partners
without regard to the gender of the parties. It includes some restrictions to avoid possible fraud and
abuse. This is an inclusive model which the University of California could adopt.

Xerox is planning to implement the most fair benefits program of any that I have ever seen. It will
treat all workers, single or married, the same. Each worker who is in the same job classification and
pay range will get the same amount of credits for the benefits program. The employee can then use
those credits in the way that best meets his or her personal or family needs. Xerox will not reward
or punish employees on the basis of their marital status or family configuration. This is truly “equal
pay for equal work” and a compensation system based on merit and productivity. In the interim,
Xerox provides a subsidy to employees who have a domestic partner or other adult dependent to
purchase health insurance coverage for them. UC could adopt a two-step phase-in of this type.

Catholic Charities has complied with the San Francisco domestic partnership law, although under a
different name. Catholic Charities will extend health and other benefits so that each employee can
select one beneficiary who is a bone fide member of his or her household. It could be a spouse, a
domestic partner, or a blood relative.

The University could start with the Bank of America approach, and work toward a cafeteria-style
system such as the one Xerox plans to implement . The approach used by Catholic Charities probably
would not work for a large employer. There is a potential for fraud and abuse in its program since
Catholic Charities does not have restrictions such as requiring a joint residence for at least six months
or a requirement that the partners share the common necessities of life.

You can get an excellent overview of the economic, political, and religious perspectives by reading
the two-page table of contents of the enclosed booklet. Each section of the table of contents has a
short commentary that summarizes the substance of the materials in that section.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my suggestions. If you need further detailed information,
I would suggest that you contact Thomas F. Coleman at Spectrum Institute. He is a leading expert
on domestic partnership issues, and Spectrum has a comprehensive collection of relevant materials
regarding domestic partner benefits. Mr. Coleman can be reached at: (213) 258-8955.

Best regards,

o R

Lloyd E. Rigler
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October 14, 1697

Lioyd E. Rigler
P.O. Box 828
Burbank, CA 91503-0828

Dear Mr. Rigler

Thank you for the information regarding the University of California's proposal to extend benefits
to domestic partners. This information will be very helptul to me as | consider this important
issue.

I have passed the information along to my staff in Sacramento for a follow up. Please feel free to
contact Ann Patterson at (916) 445-8994 if you have any additional information or concerns.

I appreciate the time you took to write. Thank you.

Sincerely,
j M M i .'%
f GRAY DAVIS

l;] State Capitol, Rm. 1114, Sacramento, CA 95814-4992 (916) 445-8994 FAX (916) 323-4998 E-Mail: Gray.Davis 5 Itg.ca.gov
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Mr. Lloyd E. Rigler
LEDLER Foundation — DL
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Burbank, California 91503-0828 R Vo7 F
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Dear Mr. Rigler: v pde  C

Born Ao 58 - .
Thank you for your letter of September 30 } 1efits to the

domestic partners of University of Califorma empioyees. 1ne wmawerials you sent
were very informative, and I have shared them with our Senior Vice President--
Business and Finance, V. Wayne Kennedy. As you may know, the extension of
domestic partner benefits will be considered by the Board of Regents at its Novem-
ber meeting. :

During the many months of consultation and development of our proposal, a wide
range of options was discussed regarding domestic partner benefits. Our decision

to limit the proposal to health benefits for same-sex domestic partners was based on
several factors, among them our desire to remain competitive with similar institu-
tions. Most of the universities with which we compare ourselves for salary purposes
offer health benefits to same-sex domestic partners only. I would also like to point
out that under certain circumstances the University’s retirement plan already
allows a plan member to designate anyone he or she chooses--including a domestic
partner--to receive retirement benefits.

I appreciate your taking the time to write-and share your views. I also want to tell
you how much we appreciate your generosity. We are very grateful for your contri-
butions to and support of the University, especially the Los Angeles campus.

Sincerely,

QMC'.M; -

Richard C. Atkinson
President

cc: Chanceilor Carnesale
Senior Vice President Kennedy
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November 12, 1997

Pete Wilson Thomas F. Coleman

. . Executive Director
Govemor.of California Family Diversity Project
State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: Sean Walsh

Re:  Additional information concerning domestic partner
benefits proposal for November meeting of Regents

Dear Regent Wilson:

Mr. Lloyd Rigler, a benefactor of the University of California, sent you a letter last month
concerning domestic partner benefits for university employees. He also sent you a booklet prepared

by Spectrum Institute containing information to help the Board of Regents as it discusses this
iffiportant issue.

I have come across some additional information which Mr. Rigler has asked me to share with

you prior to the meeting of the Board of Regents later this month. Appropriate documentation is
attached to this letter.

Labor Commissioner Ruling. The labor commissioner has just ruled that a public employer
may not exclude opposite-sex couples from a domestic partner health benefits program. Limiting
participation to same-sex partners is illegal sexual orientation discrimination in violation of state law.

University of Southern California. Effective September 1, 1997, the USC Trustees
approved a health-care plan for faculty and staff who have a “mutual financial dependent.” The health
coverage is available to same-sex and opposite-sex partners who qualify under established criteria.

Local School Districts. A recent survey done by the San Mateo Teachers Association shows
that at least 20 school districts in California are now offering health benefits for domestic partners.

Enrollment projections. According to a July 1, 1997 report from the President’s office, the
Benefits Office estimated that between 4% and 8% of employees would sign up for a health benefits
plan if it included same-sex and opposite-sex domestic partners. The projected increase in health care
costs was based on this estimate. Reliable data gathered by Spectrum Institute suggests that the
projection of the Benefits Office is seriously overestimated. A recent survey of 12 local government
employers in California shows that, on average, the actual enrollment rate is only 1.5% for plans that
include same-sex and opposite-sex partners. The cost estimates given by the Benefits Office should
be reexamined as they are out of line with these actual figures for local government employers.

Post Office Box 65756, Los Angeles, CA 90065/(213) 258-8955 / FAX 258-8099




Board of Regents
Re: Domestic Partnership
November 12, 1997

Since some of the Regents who are unfamiliar with Spectrum Institute have inquired about
the work of our organization, I have enclosed a mission statement as well as several letters of
reference. As you can see from these materials, we work with public and private employers,
insurance companies and health maintenance organizations, labor unions, government officials, and
the media. We engage in research, publish reports, and conduct seminars concerning marital status
discrimination, family diversity, and domestic partnership issues.

I hope this information will be useful to you in connection with the discussion of domestic
partnership health benefits that will occur at the upcoming meeting of the Board of Regents.

THOMAS F. COLEMAN
Executive Director

Enclosures:

Recent Ruling of the Labor Commissioner
USC Mutual Financial Dependent Benefits
List of School Districts with DP Benefits
Enrollment figures for local governments

Mission Statement of Spectrum Institute
Letters of Reference



NOU-15-1997 14:52 P.B1-83

FROM @ CONNERLY and RSSOCIATES INC PHONE NO. @ 916 458 4724 Now, 13 1997 11:18RM P2
NCJU 1B 37 24:87 FR GOUENCR CAB-COMM 916 323 2918 TO 32567672 P.22..2z

GoveERNOR PETE WILSON
November 18, 1997

Ragant Ward Connmdy
Commarly and Associstes
2215 2)° Street

Sacramento, California 5818

Dear Regent Connerty:

Az tha November Regents' meeting, President Atkinson will, a3 he did in September,
propose that the Unjversity provide health care benefits for the so-called "domestic
partner” of each unmarried member of the University's staff and faculty, if the member and
partner ere of the samy sex. T write to urge you to oppos that proposs] at that mesting,

The University is not s private institution. Despite the great amount of eutonomy the
Board enjoys in its governance af the University under the Califernia Coanitution, the
University ramains a stato govarnments| sntity and in tha words of the California
Constitution, is “s public trust.” Accordingly, Board decislans that undermine or conflict
with state policy on persannel bensfit questions common to all state agensies, nd not
uniquely required for University governance, ought to be avoided,

The question presented by offering health benefits to aumne sex partners is whether the
state, through the actions of an agency, the Unlversity, ought to accard to a relationship
between domastie partners (4 term for which there appears to be no accepted defirition in
the law) or any other non-marital relationship the same status, benefits, and protections
that have historically been reserved by society and state law for marriage alone.

I regpectfully argue that the state and the University ougltt not to do so.

In a2 freé soclaty, its adult mambees are entitled ta live with whomever they chooss, and
to do 30 without intecference from government, But thers is no obligation that requires
governmant to provide unmarsied companions with the same benefits provided 1o gpouses
which historically and legally derive from the special status and protections assorded only
0 marriage.

No other state agency of California offers such benefits 1o unmarried companions.
Private institutions ara free to do so if they choose, but they are also free of the obligation
to uphold the stamus and protections of marrisge,

2

STATE CAPITOL + SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA $5814 - (915) 445-284]
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Regent Ward Connsrly
" November 18, 1957
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1 concede thet same.gex partners cannot legally marry and are therefhee insligible for
governmeant-provided bengfits for thelr partners. hhugnodbypmpnmotmm
domastic-partaer benefits that the present gystem poses a serious potential bardship, and
that as a result, ths Univeraity will loss & grest number of Saculty members whose partnars
we deprived of hesth beaeflts. I know ofno statistical data that suggests that faeulty
mmmwwmwr«dmtmmmpmnuamm
university because of the availability of domestic-partnership benefits. The reality, I
suspect, is that most same-sex pastners are not dspecdent upon University-provided
beneafits, and have benefits of thelr own through thelr employars or otherwiss,

In sbort, T think we will find that the arpaman that the Unjversity will ot be
conapetitive unless it offbes health benefits ta same-sex partness is predicated upon the
symbolic rather then the real importance of its availahility through the University.

hmm&nmudmhwswhhwwa&nmmmﬂnt
recognize and value the speclal status of marriage. That respongibility {n ary judgment
heawily outweighs the arguments offored in support of creating this now benefit for
unmarried partoers of staffand fuculty, A peliey or practics of 3 state agoncy that accords
equivalent status and benefits 10 a relatisnship loss than mariage cannot avoid devaluing
marriage and the vitality of that most important Institution in the care and upbringing of
children.

A second compelling argument against the proposal to confer same-sex domestie
partner benefits is that it will probably require the University to offer the sama benafits to
heterosaxnal domestic portnars, This result would ot only greatly increass the dollar cost
of the proposal buz, far more imponane, would clestdy and undeniably devalue the
institutinn of marriage,

If you wish to :pothsl'ntheUmvumtyofCa!ifmmutmlc-mdd for undermining
mmmmmmmmmapdqﬁnmuumm
parmerzhips as the equivaleat of marriage is the way to do it

The legal consequence of Board epproval of same-sex beneds is not & mamer of
spoculation, The State Labor Commissioner has just this past month ruled that such a
samo=3ax medies! benefis plan fur employess of the City of Oskland « which denics the
plan benefits to haterosexual partners - by such denial vielates Section 1102.) of the siate
Lubor Code. The commissioner ordered the City of Oakland to compeasate tha
complainant in Ayyoub y, City of Ogklsnd (Na. 99-02937) for his costs in buying
coverage for his partner and ordmdzhee!tytommdmmgemdwthem-mplan
t0 heterosexual partners of the city’s employees.
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Regant Ward Conaerly
Novewber 18, 1957

* Page Three

MM.MsMwmmkhwmmMWmmdbbth(mw
both retigious and seculsr traditian) between mandage and uamarried heterosexual
relationshins — groups whose goal is t0 obtain the extension of benafits to unmanied
heterosexsals— have infarmed the President of the Labor Commiaslener’s rullng in the
Ayycuh case and are esgady preasing it as precedent to expand the Fresident’s same-sex
proposal. A lener 1o the Presidant from ane much group, the Spectrum Instinute, duted
Novamber 3, argues: “It would appear that. ..tbe ‘same-sex cnly’ plan will 5ot be a viabis

option...”

Even the Board’s lags! coynsel, im Holst, while secking to distinguish the
circumstances of the city fom those of the Univarsity, Is foreed 1o consede =, the Jack of
significant legal precadest mﬂﬂsmnmd.thaet‘om.tbeunprednmhihyo!‘mm.”
(Folst lener ta the Board, November 18, 1957.)

In 8 nutshell, it appears the Board can either uphold marriage and reserve benefits to
mseried partners, or run the substantial and very grave risk that if it gives them to 3oy
unamwTied partners, it must extend them to gll vamarried partness — doing serfous damage
to the instiutions of masriage and the family.

It i3 well established California law that the state’s intacest in protecting thass
inmiirytions is sa great that demisl of stetutary benefits on the basls of marltal status does
not violate the fandemental rights of'uamarried persons. T the contrary, Californis lsw
kolds that the state’s public pelicy favoting merriage is promoted by coaferring statutary
ng}mupmmedpnmmwhchmwt&rdodummadpm MNorman v,

[ nemplovment Inen \preals Baard ( 1983) 34 Cal3d 1, §; Himnao v, Depardment
i@a&e!ﬁdm(lﬂs) 157 Cﬂ-APP 3d 516).

mmuwmuummofamwmmwmmm
a3 the equivalent of marriage. Such s decision cannct help but have implications s
farpesching and grave ss the many symptoms of social pathology that have inevitebly
resulted fom the devaluing of maniage and the weakening of fmilies.

B would be unwise and wreng in my judgman? for the University of Califbrnia to ereate
so far-reaching a precadeat, sad would be seen as unwise and wrong by subsantial
segments of the public and the Legislaturs,

Sincately,

Do I~feAarme

PETE WILSON

P.83/a3
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October 14, 10957

. Lioyd E. Rigler
Yo PO Box 828
~ 'Burbank, CA 91503-0328

- Dear My Rigler

U

'* Thank you for the information regarding the University ot California's proposal to extend benefits
to domestic partners. This information will be very helptul to me as 1 consider this important
issue.

1 have passed the information along to my staff in Sacramento tor a follow up. Please feel free to
contact Ann Patterson at (916) 445-8994 if you have any additional information or concerns.

< 1appreciate the time you took to write. Thank you.

\ Sjpgerely,

o OB
GRAY DAVIS

&Rm. 1114, Sacramento, CA 95814-4992 (916) 445-8994 FAX (916) 323-4998 E-Mail: Gray.Davis @ itg.ca.gov
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