
DC Benefits Cost Less Than Expected 
• Health: Price of coverage for gays' partners is below rojections, and no lawsuits result. 

By KENNETIl R. WEISS 
TIMES EDUCATION WRITER 

Extending health benefits to the 
partners of gay and lesbian em
ployees has cost the University of 
California far less than predicted, 
adding about $1 million to its 
yearly S442-million health insur
ance bill. 

And uniyersity o£ficials said the 
year-old policy has not spawned 
any cosUy lawsuits, as was sug
gested last November by Gov. Pete 
Wilson during his attempt to scut
tle the benefits. 

"Frankly, we have not seen 
any downside," said Lubbe Lev
in, UC's assistant vice president 
for human resources. "lL seems to 
have made a big difference in 
overall morale. And it's helped us 
with our recruitment and reten
tion of the most talented faculty 
and staff, since most of our com
petitors offer this." 

The UC Board of Regents de
cided-by one vote-to include 
same-sex domestic partners in the 
university's health plan despite an 
all-out fight mounted by Wilson, 
who condemned the decision for 
"devaluing th'e institution of mar
riage." 

Wilson argued that unmarried 
heterosexual couples would sue the 
university, forcing UC o£ficials into 
the cosUy Pl'oposition of offering 
health benefits to gir lfriends and 
boyfriends of unmarried em 
ployees. 

But the university has not been 
sued, the UC general counsel's 
office says. 

A total of 701 gay university 
employees and retirees have 
signed up their domestic partners 
for medical and dental coverage, 
representing about 0,5% of the 
nearly 130,000 current and former 
employees in the health plan, ac
cording to UC figures. 

The nelV benefits policy also 
a1lolVed employees to get health 
coverage for financially dependent 
relatives who live with them-a 
parent or a sibling for example, An 
additional 404 employees have 
signed up under that category. 

Together, these t IVa groups of 
beneficiaries have added $1.8 mil
lion to the university's health care 
budget-less than the $1.9 million 
to $5.6 million increase that uni
versity o£fieials had expected. 

"We didn't think it was going to 
break the bank," said UC San 
Diego researcher Sarah Archibald, 
co-leader of a university-wide as
sociation of gays and lesbians. 

One reason the numbers were 
light, she said, is that employees 
have to pay taxes on such benefits 
extended to their unmarried part
ners. 

The tax burden limited the ben
efits to only those who have no 
other options, she said. '''Phose who 
really need it are very gratef)]!." 

Wilson remains staunchly op
posed to the policy, said Sean 

Walsh, the governor's spokesman 
"The governor's view IS that it 
discriminates against heterosexual 
partners, it costs money and it sets 
up a precedent to extend these 
benefits to other state 1V0rkers." 

No other state agencies offer 
such benefits. 

At the 22-campus California 
State University system, two 
unions have requested domestic 
partner benefits in their ongoing 
collective bargaining negotia
tions. 

But Cal State administrators 
note that their hands are tied until 
the Legislature changes state law 
to permit such benefits for state 
employees with health insurance 
provided through the California 
Public Employees Retirement Sys
tem. 

Although the University of Cali
fornia is a state institution, it is 
autonomous under the state Con
stitution and operates its own 
health and retirement benefils sys
tem. 
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VICE CHANCELLORS OF BUSINESS ~~D ADMINISTRATION 
HUMAN RESOURCE DIRECTORS 
BENEFITS ~~AGEllS 

RE: RESUlTS Of THE MAy 1998 SPECIAL EM!QLWENI FOR 
SAME-SEX DoMESTIC PARTNERSlAPtlLT DEPENDEIfi RElATtm 

( 

Effective July I, 1998. the University expanded eligibillty for UC.sponsored health coverage to 
same-sex domestic partners. same-sex domestk pSMers' children or grandchildren and limited 
categories of adult dependent relatives. In May 1998, the Universfty held a special enrollment to 
enroll these newly eligibl~ family members. The results of this special enrollment period have been 
complied anci are detailed 1n the attachments. 

The number of persons who enrolled and the costs of the new enrollments were within the ranges 
anticipated in the background informatlon that was presented to The Regenu at their November 
1997 meeting. The original enrollment estimates for same·sex domestic partners anticipated that 
between 0,5% ·2.0% of faculty, staff, and retirees would enroll family mem~rs in the new categories. 
The actual numbers of new enroll~5.lncludlnl adult dependent relatives. were 0.78% for medical 
coverage. O.8S%for dental coyera.ge. and 1.05% for vision coverage. The original COSt estimate for the 
new coverage ranged between S 1.2 • 54.9 million. The actual annual cost of enrolling the newly 
eligible family members was approximately 51.8 million. 

There were 404 adult dependent relati'les enrolled during this speCial enrollment'period. representing 
36% of the total new family member enrollments. The highest enrollment of the new family mc:mbers 
compared to the total number of eligible employees by location occurred at the San Francisco Gl'!'PUS 

and the loweat-enrollment was at Los Alamos National Laboratory. Health Net atuacted 34% of the 
new ramUy member enrollments followed by UC Care and Kaiser with 26% and 23% re$pe(ti\'~t\'. 

If you have any questians on any of this material. pleaK contaCt me. 

Mi hele E. French 
o ctor 
Health &. Welfare Benefits Planning and Analysis 
(510) 987.()164 

Attachments 



Results of May Special Enrollment Period 
Distribution of enrollments by location and Plan 

As%of 
As '" Of 

california flofNew Eligibilt T otllI Ne", 
Plans FamilyMbrs EEslRuts FaraUbrs 
HealllNet 343 0.1111% , 

34% 
Kaiser 228 O.78'lI. 23% 
PadlCam 138 '0.93'110 14% 
WHA 9 1.03% 1% 
Cofe-CA 6 0.13% 1% 
Pru Hillh 16 O.18'lI. 2% 
OCCam 260 1.1l6% 26% 

As'k of AS'h of _M .... co • of New Bigible TotzlNew 
Plans Falllily Mbrs EEslRels FamMbrs 
HOOo-New Mexico .. 0 .05% 0.4% 
PaS (OUI-o'-a180) 1 0.13% 0.1% 

There we", "It earollmenls for I .... HUO-Neva<1a plan. 
the POS (in-are~ plan or Ille Core-New Mexico Plan . 

No.e: SotIle ~ ant duplicalBd b .. ""' .... an emplo,.,.. 01" ntllnt8 Qdded more lIIan ellS 'amily member. 
However, this Is a \/elY small number 01 I .... IDtals. 

Separate counts 01 relirees from medical conler locatioos arB ROt available; <:ooo's , .. llocl retirees from 
campus and medICal cem .... locatlon. 

Aplil98 Qualterly Statistics 
July carnlflgs paYlfI!J August Ilremlunls 

HeaUh .and Weltare 
6128198, dpenrollmenls • 06-20-Aug earnings 
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FABLY MEMBERS ADDED DURING MAY SPECIAL ENROLLMENT PERIOD 

Percent of 
Famil Member T e Retirees Total 
domestic partners 86 701 
adult dependenI retatives 51 404 
children of domestic partners Q 25 

137 1~130 

Percent of New Entoflments 88% 12% 

Faculty, staff and retirees who added family .... nb .. • 
Plan Number .. of ble 
Medical 1,005 0.78% 
Dental 1,018 0.85% 
Vision retirees not eJ' 916 1.05% 

"OupllC81e coun1S in this display since man, added family members to more than one pian_ 
-No added cosI for vlsloQ slate rata is a composile. regardleSS Of number covered. 

AGE GROUPINGS OF ADULT DEPEHDENT RElATIVES (AD1q 

Total 
62% 
36% 

2% 
100% 

ESTIMATED ADDITIONAL 
COSTS .. ANNUALIZED** 
Plan IIions 
Medical 
Dental 
TotaJ 

Fa~nd Staff dependents 
Age 181022 15% Children WhO do nol meet 8Ie normat UC eligibillt}, crilena lor relationship. 

231039 
40 toM 

Aga85 Plus 

Ret. D8PBodem 
Age 181022 
A( 23 to 29 

A 30 to.' 
Aye 50 ptus 

24~ 6nCIudeS c1tiJdren over the 23 Imit for Inclusion on an employee's healh plan. 
41* am ...... n G' ADR enrotJmant 
1~ IneHgJbIB for MedIan; may be relatives Who are nOl U.S. citizens 

12% Chldren who do DOl meet the RDnnal UC eli~biti1y aitel;a for relaJionShlp. 
K Pro includes mldaen over the e 23 limit for inclusion on a reliree·s health plan. 

61% cancerdrBIion of ADA erdmett ftttirees 
20% Most are in the age 50-59 group; 4% 816 over 85. 

Health amt Welfare Booelils 
8128198. dpenrollments - GB-20-Aug p ~JS 
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