New York City Council Committee on Civil Service and Labor
Testimony by Daniel Pollak, First Deputy Commissioner, and Claire Levitt,
Deputy Commissioner, Mayor’s Office of Labor Relations,

January 9, 2023

Good morning, Speaker Adams, Chair De La Rosa and members of the Civil
Service and Labor Committee. | am Daniel Pollak, First Deputy Commissioner at the
Office of Labor Relations. | am joined at the table by Claire Levitt, Deputy
Commissioner for Health Care Strategy at OLR, and Ken Godiner, First Deputy
Budget Director. Thank you for the opportunity to testify here today in support of

the proposed amendment to Administrative Code 12-126.

The amendment before you is a continuation of the unprecedented labor-
management collaboration on employee and retiree health benefits that we at OLR
and OMB have been engaged in with our partners at the Municipal Labor
Committee {MLC) for the last 8+ years. The MLC and the City jointly drafted this bill
and are mutually supporting it, as it is essential to our joint goal of maintaining high
quality, premium free health insurance for City employees and retirees while
providing options for retirees. The City will be proceeding with implementation of
a Medicare Advantage plan. This amendment to the Code will ensure that retirees
continue to have the option to keep their current Senior Care plan by paying a

monthly premium.

As a result of the Federal government’s subsidy of Medicare Advantage
programs, the City is able to save $600 million a year by implementing a Medicare

Advantage Plan, or $3 billion over the next five years given the five-year guarantee
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we have received from the insurer. Those subsidies combined with the City’s
market power due to our large population of retirees and dependents allows us to
offer a Medicare Advantage Plan that provides superior benefits to Senior Care.
We believe it to be the best choice for our retirees. However, we prefer to offer our
retirees the ability to stay on the Senior Care program if they choose, and this

Amendment will permit them to have that choice.
Background

| mentioned that this is the continuation of an effort we have been engaged
in since 2014, and it is important to understand the scope of that effort to
understand why we are now implementing a Medicare Advantage plan and

requesting this amendment.

First, let’s examine some basic facts about the City’s health benefits. The City
provides premium-free coverage to its 1.2 million employees, retirees, and their
dependents. Premium-free coverage is rare in this country, even for public
employees. (For example, New York State requires employees to pay premiums of
over $6,000 per year for a family plan.) The City also provides premium-free
coverage for any retiree that worked for the City for 10 years and their dependents,
and in addition reimburses Medicare-eligible retirees and dependents for Medicare
Part B costs. These are increasingly unusual and increasingly expensive benefitﬁ.
Today, the cost of health care for the City’s employees and retirees is over $11

billion a year, about 10% of the entire City budget.

To address the escalating costs of health care while preserving premium-free
coverage, in 2014, the City and the MLC reached a landmark agreement to save a

total of $3.4 billion in healthcare costs over 4 years, inéluding $1.3 billion on a



recurring basis. In 2018, the City agreed with the MLC to target another round of
savings for 2018 - 2021 of $1.1 billion, $600 million of which was to be recurring.
These health savings were an essential part of reaching agreements to provide fair

wage increases to all employees.

The City and MLC have been working together on a regular basis since 2014
to reach and maintain these savings. In doing so, the City has made extensive
changes to reduce costs in the employee and pre-Medicare retiree plan whiie
leaving the plans for Medicare eligible retirees untouched through 2021. (A listing
of changes made to the employee and retiree plans is included as Appendix A.) The
City and the MLC have also now put out a procurement for a brand-new plan for
employees and pre-Medicare retirees, seeking to save over a billion dollars through
that effort. But we cannot achieve the necessary savings based on active employees

alone.

Since 2000, the costs to the City for Medicare retiree health coverage have
nearly tripled. In 2021, we spent $600 million on retiree health coverage compared
to $200 million in 2000. In addition, the reimbursement of Medicare Part B
coverage for retirees has increased over 700%, from $54 million in 2000 to nearly
5440 million in 2021. In FY 2022, the City spent over $1 billion on retiree health

costs.

As part of the 2018 Agreement, a Tripartite Committee was established
consisting of leadership of the MLC, the City, and Martin Scheinman as mediator
and Chair, to work on identifying additional cost management strategies. With the
Tripartite Committee, the City and the MLC began exploring changes to Medicare

retiree coverage.



Knowing that the escalating cost of retiree benefits needed to be addressed,
in 2020, the MLC and the City agreed to add $15 copays to certain benefits in the
Senior Care plan for doctor visits, radiology and lab services, and other services {See
Appendix A). However, rather than implementing the copays, as agreed, in July-
2020, the City and MLC decided to refrain from changing retiree benefits due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. Instead, those new copays were included in the Senior Care

plan for 2022,

The City and the MLC agreed that a Medicare Advantage plan was an
important cost savings strategy that could protect the benefits of both employees
and retirees. Approximately half of the nation’s retirees are covered by a Medicare
Advantage plan today, rather than traditional Medicare. This includes numerous
public employers and union-administered health plans, such as the States of New
Jersey, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Maine and Ohio, and 1199SEIU’s plans, all of
which are provided by Aetna, the insurer with whom the City is currently
negotiating. A Medicare Advantage Plan allows the City to benefit from the federal
government’s subsidy of Medicare Advantage plans nationwide and save a
remarkable S600 million a year while still protecting our retirees’ access to high-

quality, premium-free coverage.

In developing the program, we were committed to offering similar benefits
to the existing program while optimizing the Federal funding available for Medicare
Advantage programs. The City worked hard in collaboration with the MLC to offer
this new retiree health plan that was not only premium-free with benefits equal to
the existing Senior Care plan, but also provided important new benefits designed

to support the health of our retirees. This new program is a win-win for everyone.



In an agreement with the MLC, the City arranged for the expected $600
million a year in savings to be redirected to support the benefits provided by the
Health Insurance Stabilization Fund. The Health Insurance Stabilization Fund is
jointly administered by the City and the MLC and was originally established in the
1980s to assure that there was sufficient funding to equalize the costs of the PPO
plan and the HMO plan to permit employees to have a choice of premium-free
plans. Over time, it has also covered other important expenses including specialty
drugs, a portion of welfare fund contributions that help unions maintain their drug
coverage, care management and other costs. The ability to continue covering these
important benefits is one of the many reasons we support the adoption of the

Medicare Advantage program.
Litigation and Proposed Amendment

The City and the MLC's intention had been to offer current NYC retirees the
ability to opt out of the new Medicare Advantage Program and remain in the
program in which they are currently. However, the existing programs would require
an additional premium. For Senior Care, that premium would be approximately
$200 per month. Retirees who did not opt out would be automatically enrolled in

the new Medicare Advantage Plan and would have no premium cost.

Unfortunately, a lawsuit prevented this program from moving forward, with
a Court holding that the Administrative Code prohibited the City from requiring
retirees who wished to remain in Senior Care to pay for the difference in cost
between that plan and Medicare Advantage. While we disagree with the Court’s
interpretation of Admin Code 12-126, we must find a way to move ahead to achieve

these vital savings. The Court specifically provided that direction for the City by



determining that the City could offer only a Medicare Advantage plan and no-buy

up plans and remain in compliance with Admin Code 12-126.

Without the expected $600 million a year in savings, the Stabilization Fund
is depleted and cannot continue to support the benefits it provides. As a result, the
City and the MLC recently agreed to even more changes to employee coverage,
including identifying preferred radiology and urgent care providers, a mandate for
all new hires to join the HIP-HMO plan, elimination of the existing co-pay waiver
for Montefiore physicians, the suspension of $165 per employee and retiree per
year contributions to union welfare funds (which provide drug and other coverage
to employees and retirees), and the suspension of certain payments owed to the
City. But that does not begin to cover the fiscal hole. At this time, the Stabilization
Fund owes approximately $2 billion in reimbursements for costs the City incurred
in prior fiscal years. The City continues to incur costs that the Stabilization Fund will
not be able to reimburse, including an estimated $536 million for the FY 2023
excess cost of providing the premium-free Emblem GHI plan, in which 70% of City
employees are enrolled. Every dollar lost by not implementing Medicare Advantage
is a dollar the City must cover amid a time of numerous other fiscal challenges. The

delay thus far has already cost the City close to a billion dollars.

Recently, Martin Scheinman, in his role as arbitrator for disputes arising from
the health savings agreements, ordered that the City move forward with a
Medicare Advantage plan to achieve the savings. Pursuant to the Court’s decision,
the City is not required to offer Senior Care or other plans, and therefore can
implement Medicare Advantage and achieve the full savings by eliminating Senior

Care and any other plans that charge the City a cost. That is exactly what Mr.



Scheinman ordered the City to do if this amendment is not enacted, and he further
indicated that a failure to implement a Medicare Advantage plan and obtain those

savings would inevitably result in co-premiums for active employees.

That is not the outcome the City and the MLC want. We are here today to
ask the City Council to amend and clarify the Iénguage in the Administrative Code
to permit us the latitude to provide this important program for retirees while
maintaining options for those retirees who want to pay to keep Senior Care. The
legislation would allow the MLC and the City to jointly agree upon a plan for health
insurance for any class of individuals that would be a benchmark plan for such class.
This would ensure that the City and the MLC have the flexibility to obtain quality
and affordable health insurance by ensuring that the parties may desighate
different plans as the cost benchmark for the two different classes — one for
employees and pre-Medicare-eligible retirees, and another for Medicare-eligible
retirees. As is currently the case, any agreed upon benchmark plan would not
require any employee premiums, and the obligation of the City to provide
premium-free healthcare would remain. This would allow the City and the MLC to
designate the new Medicaré Advantage plan as the cost benchmark; to allow those
who wish to pay to keep Senior Care to do so; and to continue what we have been
doing for almost a decade — making necessary changes to deliver healthcare more
efficiently to provide extraordinary premium-free benefits to employees and

retirees.



The Differences Between Original Medicare and Medicare Advantage Plans

To understand how Medicare Advantage plans generate savings, it is
important to understand how traditional Medicare and Medicare Advantage work

differently.

In traditional Medicare, the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services
(CMS) directly pays hospitals under Medicare Part A, and also directly pays medical
expenses to doctors and other health care providers under Medicare Part B, which
generally pays 80% of the Medicare allowable rate. A Medicare Supplemental plan
like Senior Care pays after Medicare pays, and covers the 20% that Medicare Part

B doesn’t pay, subject to any copays in the plan.

Medicare Advantage Plans, sometimes called “Part C,” are offered by
Medicare-approved private insurance companies. In a Medicare Advantage Plan,
both Part A and Part B reimbursements come from the Medicare Advantage Plan,
not Original Medicare, along with any supplemental benefits from the same
company. A 'Medicare Advantage Plan can include benefits not covered by

Medicare.

Medicare pays a fixed amount for coverage each month to the company
offering the Medicare Advantage Plan. Under a Medicare Advantage Plan, the
private company must follow all of Medicare’s rules and a retiree has all of the
same rights and protections that retirees have under Original Medicare.
Approximately half of Medicare recipients nationally receive their Medicare

coverage through a Medicare Advantage Plan.

Medicare Advantage Plans can provide better and more efficient programs,

address care gaps and support the health of the programs’ members with the
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amount of money provided by Medicare while charging an employer little or no
additional premium. As a result of the City’s size and leverage, we were able to
negotiate a program at a $O premium cost to the City that exceeds the benefits of

Senior Care.
The New Medicare Advantage Plan

The plan we expect to offer is a customized pian developed exclusively for
NYC retirees. Some people confuse it with the individually marketed Medicare
Advantage plans you may have seen marketed on late night television, but this is
an exclusive group plan only avaiiable to NYC retirees and dependents with special

benefits and provisions for our group.

The expected new Medicare Advantage Plan replaces both traditional
Medicare and a Medicare Supplement plan with a single integrated program at no
premium cost to retirees or to the City. The Medicare Advantage Plan provides all
of the health care services previously covered by original Medicare, and those
supplemented by the Senior Care program, and also adds important new benefits

not covered by the current Senior Care plan.

A comparisen chart of all the major plan provisions is below.

Plan Design Comparison of Senior Care and Proposed New Medicare Advantage Plan

Enhanced Benefits

Annual Deductible 5276 $150

Ann, Out-of-Pocket Max* No Limit Lower Ann. Out-of-Pocket Max ($1,500)

You pay: 0% Coins. days 1-60
Not covered days: 100% Coins. days 61-90
You pay: 50% Coins. days 91-201

Hospital Stay Coinsurance** Not covered: 100% Coins. days 202-365 0% Coins. for all 365 days

Senior Care Plan (as of 1/1/23) Proposed New Medicare Advantage Plan




Plan Design Comparison of Senior Care and Proposed New Medicare Advantage Plan

Senior Care Plan {as of 1/1/23)

Proposed New Medicare Advantage Plan

PCP Visit $15 Copay S0 Copay

$15 Copay {$0 at select locations such as CVS
Urgent Care $15 Copay Minute Clinics, Walmart Clinics, etc.)
Cardiac, Pulmonary &
Radiation Therapy $15 Copay 50 Copay
Ambulance Services $25 Deductible, 52,500 Ann. Benefit Max *** 50 Copay

Durable Medical Equipment

$25 Deductible, 52,500 Ann. Benefit Max. ***

50 Copay, No Ann. Max

Routine Hearing Exam Not Covered $0 Copay
Routine Eye Exam {eye
refraction) Not Covered $0 Copay

Private Duty Nursing (PDN)

$25 Peductible, 20% Coins., $2,500 Ann.
Benefit Max,***

20% Coins., $5,000 Ann. Benefit Max

Healthy Home Visits

Transportation

Not covered
New Benefits

Not Covered

Licensed clinical professional visits home to
provide non-invasive health exam and
assessment, at no cost

24 rides annually, up to 60 miles / ride

Meal Delivery

Not Covered

Covered 28 meals after each discharge from
inpatient or SNF stay

Hearing Aids

Not Covered

Up to $500 allowance, every 12 months

Voluntary Incentive Gift Card

Not Covered

Up to $200 in gift cards for completion of
certain wellness activities

Over-the-Counter Benefit
{OTC)

Not Covered

$120 annual {530 per quarter)
health & wellness products

Fitness Programs

Not Covered

Silver Sneakers program at no cost

Medical Alert System

Not Covered

Included at no cost

MD Live Telemedicine
Behavioral Health

ete.)

Not Covered

$15 Copay

No copay/No deductible

Same Benefits
Diagnostic Tests (X-rays, lab,

$15 Copay

Emergency Care

$50 Copay

$50 Copay




Plan Design Comparison of Senior Care and Proposed New Medicare Advantage Plan

Sentor Care Plan {as of 1/1/23) Proposed New Medicare Advantage Plan
Home Health Care No Copay No Copay
Hospital Outpatient Services No Copay No Copay
Specialist Visit $15 Copay $15 Copay
Mental Health/Substance Use
Disorder $15 Copay $15 Copay
Outpatient Surgery No Copay No Copay
Preventive Services No Copay No Copay
Rehab. Services (PT, OT, ST) $15 Copay $15 Copay
Inpatient Stay $300 Copay per stay, $750 Ann. Max, $300 Copay per stay, 5750 Ann. Max.
Skilled Nursing Facility No Copay days 1-100 No Copay days 1-100

*Out-of-Pocket Maximum protects retirees from catastrophic claims.

**365-Day Hospitalization is an “Optional Rider” that can be purchased by the retiree to cover hospitalization coinsurance in full.
The Medicare Advantage plan covers the 365-day hospitalization automatically, at no additional cost and does not require
purchase of rider.

***Combined: Durable Medical Equipment (DME), Private Duty Nursing (PDN) and Ambulance.

The Aetnha Medicare Advantage Plan

The City and the MLC have recently been negotiating with Aetna to be the
Medicare Advantage insurer, replacing the original provider, the Alliance, which
was a joint venture of Empire Health and Emblem. Aetna has over 25 years of

experience providing Medicare Advantage plans.

One of the major concerns we previously heard from retirees is that they will
not be able to continue to see their current doctor. In almost all instances, this is
NOT the case. Aetna has been offering Medicare Advantage plans for over 25 years
and has an extensive national network of providers that understand and appreciate

the program. Aetna has 186,047 primary care providers, 439,155 specialists,
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108,718 behavioral health providers and 560,123 other providers; a total of
approximately 1.3 million in-network providers, nationwide. In addition,
approximately 5,000 hospitals nationally are in-network. Members can still see any
out-of-network doctor that participates in Medicare although they are under no

obligation to treat Plan members, except in emergency situations.

The plan we expect to offer is not a limited network/HMO-type plan. The
Medicare Advantage plan is what is called a “passive PPO” plan or an “extended
service area plan.” This means that our retirees can go to ANY doctor or provider
nationally, and the U.S. Territories including those out of the Aetna Medicare PPO
network. Out of network providers must be eligible to receive Medicare payment
and accepts the plan by billing out of network. Aetna reimburses out of network
doctors/providers at the Medicare allowable rate, just as with original Medicare. |

want to repeat that because this is so important to understand — they can go to

any doctor/ provider that is eligible to receive Medicare payment even if the

doctor/provider is not in the Aetna network and Aetna will reimburse at the

Medicare allowable rate.

Aetna is planning an extensive outreach campaign to encourage the balance
of providers our retirees see to join the network, and to educate out-of-network
providers. Aetna also gives Medicare Advantage participants a “Provider Passport”
to help familiarize providers with how it works. Further, Aetna will have a hotline
for retirees or providers to call if they have any questions about how to receive
Medicare payments through Aetna. In short, though providers always have a right
to decide whether or not to accept a plan, there is no reason for a provider to not

accept this plan. They will receive the same payment at the same rate as traditional
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Medicare. Aetna’s network providers match up with 85% of the doctors our retirees
currently see, and another 10% of the providers our retirees see have previously
accepted an Aetna Medicare Advantage plan. That's a 95% match and we expect

that percentage to increase through Aetna’s outreach efforts.

Aetna has agreements with both Memorial Sloan Kettering Medical Center
and the Hospital for Special Surgery, and every hospital in the downstate region is
in-network or accepts the Aetna plan. The Medicare Advantage Plan does NOT
require a referral to go to a specialist. Retirees can self-refer to any Medicare

participating specialist.

Retirees have also expressed concerns about the preauthorization
requirements in the new Medicare Advantage plan, including whether it causes
delays, creates paperwork for them and results in denials of care. While we
understand concerns about prior authorization, we want to assure retirees this is
not an issue to be concerned about. All of the City’s insurance programs for
employees also have prior authorization requirements so most of our retirees were
part of such a program when they were employees and pre-Medicare retirees. | am
also extremely happy to announce that the City and the MLC have been able to
secure commitment from Aetna that they will not conduct pre -authorization for a
number of services that usually require it, including high tech radiology like MRlIs.
and CT scans. This would remove approximately 75% of the procedures that
generally require prior authorization, including under the pre-Medicare plans the
City offers. After removing these categories, only about 1% of all claims will require

prior authorization.
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For the remaining claims that do require preauthorization, there are
extensive processes in place to ensure they are processed quickly and fairly.
Preauthorization reviews are to be conducted between the provider and Aetna,
and there is no paperwork for the retiree. Reviews are normally to be completed
within 3-5 days. In an emergency, the requirements are fully waived. In an urgent
but non-emergency situation, the timeframe is 24-72 hours. If there is a denial,
there is an initial appeal to the insurer. If authorization is still denied, there is an
appeal to an independent entity appointed by CMS, as well as an additional level
of appeal to CMS itself. The final decision as to approval or denial will be made by

CMS.

To facilitate transition in care, Aefna has committed at minimum 150+
dedicated cIiniéians who will support the City of New York retirees during the
onboarding process. These clinicians will continue to be dedicated throughout the
life of the contract to ensure they continue to support our retirees and to help
manage their chronic health conditions. Aetna will also be engaging in an extensive
outreach effort to providers and retirees, including over 200+ in-person forums and
over 50 virtual and teleconference calls with retirees to educate them about the
program. Additionally, Aetna will be maintaining a custom website for our retirees
in the Aetna plan which is contain information pertaining to the plan design,
explanations on how to access benefits and the ability to conduct online provider

searches.

Many retirees get their prescription drugs from their union welfare funds and
that remains unchanged under the MA program. For those retirees who do not

have prescription drug coverage from their union welfare fund, a prescription drug
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rider will be made available to those retirees. The Aetna Medicare Part D
prescription drug cost share remains the same as that of the Senior Care
prescription drug plan in all the Part D phases of the plan. Further, all Medicare
covered Part D drugs that members are taking are covered. The only change is a
positive one - the premium is being reduced in calendar year 2023 from 5125 to

$103.50 per person per month.

The City and the MLC will carefully monitor the Medicare Advantage
program to ensure that the program meets all of its commitments to us and
delivers the quality services we expect for our retirees. We are designing a
reporting package for Aetna to report back to us on important aspects of the
program including customer service response times, payment turnaround time,
complaints, preauthorization information and more. We will report publicly on the

status of the program on an ongoing basis.

We have confidence that the Medicare Advantage program can provide
quality benefits and strong access for our retirees while permitting City employees

and retirees to maintain premium-free coverage.

Conclusion

We strongly urge the City Council Members to amend the Administrative
Code language to permit the City and the MLC to establish this plan as the new cost
benchmark plan for retirees. The new Medicare Advantage plan will significantly
reduce the City’s costs with the help of federal funding, while providing better
benefits in comparison to the Senior Care plan on a continuing premium-free basis.
Its customized features include many new and exciting programs to support
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retirees. The cost savings from this plan, in combination with the other joint efforts
of the City and the MLC, will enable us to continue to provide a high-quality,

premium-free health program to employees and retirees.

Above all, providing high quality, premium-free health insurance to retired
City employees and their families has been our number one priority throughout
this process. We urge the City Council to adopt the language that will permit us to
do so while allowing retirees to pay a monthly premium to keep their current plan
if they so choose. Thank you for inviting us to this important hearing. We would be

happy to take any questions now from the Committee.
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Good morning, Chair De La Rosa and members of the Committee on Civil Service and Labor. | am Logan
Clark, assistant director of budget review at the New York City Independent Budget Office (IBO). Thank
you for the opportunity to testify today regarding the proposed local law (Int 0874-2023) to amend the
administrative code of the city of New York, which in effect would enable the city to place municipal
retirees into a private insurance plan or require them to pay premiums to remain in standard Medicare.
In fiscal year 2022, New York City paid $3.4 billion to provide health care to its over 250,000 retirees.
This legislation would affect the portion of costs that the city pays for the premiums for supplemental
Senior Care Medigap coverage, which annually costs the city approximately $600 million. The change
authorized by the legislation would allow the city to implement its proposed Medicare Advantage
program that would effectively shift those costs to the federal government and to retirees.

IBO previously testified about this planned change in October 2021, During that testimony, we noted
that while this nominally frees up approximately $600 million annually, those savings will not accrue to
the city's general fund, a statement that is still true today. As a result of agreements made by the city
with the Municipal Labor Committee, all the savings resulting from ending the city’s financial support for
Medigap insurance will be contributed annually to the Joint Health Insurance Premium Stabilization
Fund (hereafter, the Stabilization Fund}. The assets of this fund, controlled jointly by the administration
and the unions, are used for a variety of purposes including the funding of unions’ welfare fund benefits,
including the PICA Drug Program, Teladoc and mental health subsidies. The structure of the agreement
between the city and the unions effectively transfers these city dollars from the general operating
budget to a fund administered outside the ordinary budget process.

Why the Stabilization Fund?

Both the city’s unions and the Adams administration have emphasized that a critical reason to move
seniors to the Medicare Advantage plan is to preserve the financial stability of the Stabilization Fund.
The fund was created in 1984 to equalize costs between the city’s two health insurance options at the
time, GHI and HiP—each of which are offered to city workers at no cost.! In addition, the Stabilization
Fund ensured that the rates paid by the city were predictable for budgeting purposes. The city's
administrative code stipulates that the city must pay the HIP HMO rate for all employee health benefits.
The fund’s revenues are derived from equalization payments paid by GHI for years in which GHI's
premiums are lower than HIP's, The fund also receives direct contributions from the city negotiated in
labor agreements and earns interest on reserves. With this dedicated funding stream, by 2016 the fund
had a balance of $1.8 billion. The decisions on how to utilize these hundreds of millions of



dollars are made jointly by the city as represented by the Office of Labor Relations, and organized labor
as represented by the Municipal Labor Committee (MLC). Over the decades the Stabilization Fund has
been increasingly used to fund supplementary health benefits and per-member contributions to union
welfare funds, which can be used at the unions’ discretion.

Because of increasing withdrawals from the fund, and a decline in the primary revenue stream as GHI’s
premiums exceeded those of HIP beginning in 2019, a structural deficit has emerged in recent years, as
the fund’s annual obligations far exceed its revenues. The fund’s balance was $1.4 billion at the close of
fiscal year 2020. Today, it stands at $869 million, split between $762 million for the long-term
stabilization fund and roughly $106 million in the short-term fund. Over the past three years, revenues
accruing to the fund have averaged $138 million, while expenditures have averaged $310 million. With
the pace of expenditures outstripping incoming revenues the fund does face issues of solvency in the
near- to mid-term. As soon as this year, the city may need to tap into the long-term stabilization fund, as
the short-term fund nears depletion. The chart below shows the balances of the stabilization fund at the
end of each fiscal year.

The MLC and the city plan to utilize the savings from the transfer of the retiree health plan to Medicare
Advantage Plus to provide the Stabilization Fund with an alternate revenue source. This new revenue
source defers any need to deal with the fundamental issue facing the Stabilization Fund—the cost of
annual obligations being financed with an unreliable stream of income. The agreement to move to
Medicare Advantage continues the use of the Stabilization Fund as an off-budget transfer of city dollars
to a special-purpose fund that has little or no budgetary oversight.

Healthcare Premium Stablization Fund Balances
Dollars in millions
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Conclusion

IBO’s assessment of the planned switch to Medicare Advantage, which would be enabled by today’s
legislation, focuses on the city budget effects. IBO has not evaluated the difference between retirees’
current coverage and that proposed under Medicare Advantage. If the change takes place as planned,
however, rather than use the savings freed up by tapping federal funds to supplement existing services
or cover ather recurring costs, the city plans to use the entirety of this savings to fund benefits provided
by the city’s unions. Rather than allocating these savings through the typical budget process, the
entirety of the savings will be allocated to an off-budget fund. In doing this, if the change takes place,
the city is forgoing a significant opportunity to strengthen its fiscal position in relation to retiree health

costs.

"In 2006 Group Health Incorporated (GHI) and the Health Insurance Plan of Greater New York (HIP) merged to -
create EmblemHealth. GHI PPO and HIF HMO still exist as two separate health insurance plans under the umbrella

of EmblemHealth,
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As the Chair of the New York State Senate Civil Service and Pensions Committee and Senator
representing parts of Manhattan and the Bronx, I have an obligation to weigh in on the interests
of public employees and civil servants, including retirees. I have major concerns regarding the
impact of Intro. No. 874, the proposed amendment as presented to Section 12-126 of the
administrative code of the city of New York. This bill would give the City of New York
permission to create an alternative premium-free option for retirees and a statutory cap on New
York City’s responsibility, absent a collective bargaining agreement. Notably, the bill’s intent
was challenged in the courts by retirees and struck down— twice!?

The bill appears to have been filed in response to an “arbitration.” This is troubling for several
reasons. First, Section 5 of the 2018 Agreement® (the “Agreement”) between New York City and
the Municipal Labor Council (the “MLC”) gave the arbitrator the authority to only make
recommendations. Second, according to the Agreement, any recommendation must have been
made no later than June 30, 2020. The arbitrator’s recommendation was 2.5 years after the
deadline. Third, acting on the arbitrator’s recommendation to force retirees into Medicare
Advantage unless the City Council passes legislation runs counter to the decisions of the
Supreme Court and Appellate Division. Finally, retirees had very little to no representation in

" Int. 0874-2023, A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to health
insurance coverage for city employees, city retirees, and their dependents, introduced by Council Member De La
Rosa, dated Jan. 4, 2023, available at

http gistar.coun nve.g
2F6E77&Options=&Search=.
2 In re NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees, Inc. et al. v. Renee Campion et al., Decision And Order On
Motion (Frank, J.), Doc. No. 114, Index No. 158815/2021 (Oct. 21, 2021), available at

https://i I n 1 f/ViewDocument?docIndex=6IWEHX2zIl PL.US h3WZMOQeYVpg==; see
also Decision and Order, Doc. No. 40, Index No. 2022-01006 (Nov. 22, 2022), available at
https://i I n n f/ViewDocument?docIndex= BYz9H PcOASbuXGPw==.

3 Letter between Office of Labor Relations Commissioner Robert Linn and MLC Chair Harry Nespoli, dated June
28, 2018, available at
https://www]1.nyc.gov/assets/olr/downloads/pdf/collectivebargaining/health-benefits-agreement-fiscal-years-2019-2
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https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/olr/downloads/pdf/collectivebargaining/health-benefits-agreement-fiscal-years-2019-2021.pdf
https://iapps.courts.state.ny.us/nyscef/ViewDocument?docIndex=6IWEHX2zIl_PLUS_h3WZMQeYVpg==
https://iapps.courts.state.ny.us/nyscef/ViewDocument?docIndex=G0uBYz9HcoWPc0A5buXGPw==
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5982439&GUID=37E949CB-EE49-4A08-88F5-DC10512F6E77&Options=&Search=
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5982439&GUID=37E949CB-EE49-4A08-88F5-DC10512F6E77&Options=&Search=
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this process. At this juncture, Intro 874 is premature, and oversimplifies the complexity of the
healthcare system and the vulnerability of the city’s current retirees.

I urge the City Council to refuse risking altering the city retiree’s health benefits absent a clear
and transparent plan that would maintain their current benefits at no cost to them as promised;
data that would inform legislative remedy, if any; and request for additional time to arrive at a
solution that satisfies the concerns expressed by the retirees, labor, and the City of New York.

This is a big issue that affects everyone. We must move forward with the premise that access to
quality healthcare is a right, not a privilege- and in NYC’s case, a commitment. Thank you for
the opportunity to provide testimony on this important matter.

In Unity,

Robert Jackson



January 9, 2023

Council Member Carmen De La Rosa
City Hall
New York, NY 10007

Council Member De La Rosa,

| write in opposition to Int. No. 874, which would amend Administrative Code Section 12-126 to
permit the Mayor and the Municipal Labor Committee to create “class[es] of individuals” that
would receive different levels of health care coverage. The intent of the legislation is to permit
the Mayor and the Municipal Labor Committee to move City retirees from traditional Medicare
to a Medicare Advantage Plan administered by Aetna, a private for-profit corporation.
Advantage plans are inferior to traditional Medicare because of limited networks of doctors and
hospitals and requirements of prior authorizations before necessary procedures.

From 1990 to 1998, | served as Manhattan Borough President. Prior to that time, | served on the
City Council from 1978 to 1989, representing the Upper West Side of Manhattan. In 1988, during
my term on the Council, Mayor Ed Koch asked us to change Section 12-126, but we resisted his
efforts.

Similarly, | ask that you reject any attempt to amend Section 12-126 to reduce benefits for
employees and retirees. You are known in your community for your devotion to promoting equity
and fairness, and the Mayor’s proposal would particularly impact older women of color who have
small pensions as a result of their low-salaried City positions. These retirees would not be able
to pay $200 a month to opt out of a Medicare Advantage Plan.

Thank you for your consideration,

Ruth Messinger
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Good morning Chair De La Rosa and members of the Civil Service and Labor
committee.

My name is Wilson Guzman and | am the Associate State Director or Community &
Engagement at AARP NY

| am here on behalf of AARP New York’s 750,000 New York City members to voice
opposition to Intro 0874 which seeks to amend the administrative code of the city of
New York in relation to health insurance coverage for city employees, city retirees, and
their dependents.

Retired city workers are the very people who built this city and made it great. They
deserve what they were promised, and above all, they deserve the assurance of good
health care in their later years.

The City’s Medicare Advantage scheme could instead saddle retirees with higher costs,
smaller networks, and greater administrative obstacles to accessing health care and
preferred doctors.

A promise made should be a promise kept. These retirees were promised solid health
plans at no cost and that is what they should be guaranteed.

No retiree should be forced to pay more to get the same coverage or to lose coverage
they currently have.

But this is even more than about what'’s fair and what'’s right. This is also about placing
retirees under undue financial stress for the purposes of saving the city some money.
Cost savings should not be brought to bear on the backs of retirees. For that, the city
should look elsewhere.

Last year we released AARP New York’s blueprint for action, titled “What New Yorkers
50+ Deserve,” which is filled with recommendations to help city officials address vital
issues facing older New York City residents. This blueprint lays out the financial
hardships faced by our older residents. These hardships already impact housing and
hunger; let’s not add health care to the mix by making it more expensive for retirees to
see their doctor.

A promise made should be a promise kept. That’s what older adults deserve.

If there is any change to retirees’ health insurance - and, again, any alternative plan
must offer what retirees get now at the same no-cost basis - there must be an education
effort to support retirees and help facilitate them making a transition. So many things
today are confusing enough, let’s not add health insurance transition to the list for our
former city workers.

Thank you.
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Chair De La Rosa and Members of the Committee on Civil Service and Labor:

Although we are unable to testify in person, we would like to submit this testimony as long-
serving City employees and as Presidents of Chapters 3, 25, 28, 38, and 41 of Local 375, DC
37, representing more than 1,200 staff members at the Health & Hospitals Corporation; New
York City Housing Authority; Departments of City Planning, Finance, and Consumer and
Worker Protection; Department of Housing Preservation & Development; and Landmarks
Preservation Commission.

We stand in solidarity with thousands of other active City employees and retirees opposing
efforts by Mayor Adams, the Municipal Labor Committee (MLC), and our own union, DC 37,
to change Administrative Code 12-126 to make Medicare Advantage the default option for
retirees and charge retirees on fixed incomes $200 per month to remain in their current Senior
Care plan. These are our main objections:

e (Changing Administrative Code 12-126 would renege on a promise of free,
comprehensive retiree healthcare that the City has made to employees for more than
50 years. This promise has provided a major incentive for many of us to remain with
the City throughout our careers despite our lower wages. It would be unconscionable
for the City to now pull the rug out from retirees and active employees who have
accepted lower pay year after year with the expectation that this promise would be
honored in our retirement.

e Although the MLC and DC 37 argue that changing the Administrative Code is
necessary to replenish the Health Insurance Stabilization Fund, they have not been
fully forthcoming about the Fund’s finances. While DC 37 claims that the Fund went
into “a negative balance” in July of 2022, documents we have seen from other sources
seem to contradict this claim. DC 37 states that the Fund’s bankruptcy “has been
independently verified” by reports from two actuarial firms, but it has not provided
these reports to its members. It would be irresponsible for the City to charge ahead
with permanent, devastating reductions to retirees’ benefits without fully assessing
the causes of the Fund’s depletion and considering less-drastic alternatives. We
therefore request a thorough, independent audit of the Stabilization Fund before the
Council considers further action on the Administrative Code.

e Torcing retirees into Medicare Advantage to help replenish the Stabilization Fund
would not answer the key question of how and why the Fund was allowed to reach its
apparent state of crisis. In 2016, the Fund was worth $1.8 billion; today, we are told,
it is broke. Rather than allowing those who presided over its apparent collapse—

including MLC Chair Harry Nespoli, UFT President Michael Mulgrew, and DC 37



Executive Director Henry Garrido—to evade accountability for depleting this vital
resource for 300,000 City employees, we should be asking how this happened and

instituting oversight reforms to make sure it never happens again.

e The City is currently experiencing an unprecedented staffing crisis hampering the
efficient delivery of city services. This crisis has been caused by decades of
plummeting wages relative to inflation, the institution of the inferior Tier 6 pension in
2012, the lack of telework options, and the skyrocketing cost of living in New York
City. The City has struggled to hire new employees as experienced employees have
fled to the private sector in droves. Changing Administrative Code 12-126 would
provide yet another incentive for long-serving City employees to leave, and
exacerbate and extend the current staffing crisis.

e The shortcomings of Medicare Advantage are well known. As Consumer Reports
explained just last month, Medicare Advantage plans limit access to healthcare
providers, require pre-authorization for specialists, and have higher out-of-pocket
costs, meaning that “some people in Medicare Advantage end up paying unexpectedly
high costs when they become ill or find their network lacks the providers they need.”
It creates a two-tiered system of healthcare, rewarding the healthy but cruelly
limiting options and increasing expenses for those who need care the most.

e Healthcare is a human right. Although DC 37 argues that changing Code 12-126 to
permit the MLC and the City “to collectively bargain our healthcare options” would
be a good thing, we disagree. Healthcare should be no more subject to collective
bargaining than clean air or water. Further privatizing healthcare by pushing retirees
into a for-profit Medicare Advantage plan takes our city and society in the wrong
direction. Our unions and the City Council should be fighting for universal healthcare
not for privatization, which enriches insurance company executives at our expense.

Finally, we would like to add how disgraceful it is for city union leadership to try to turn
active members against retirees in its campaign to cripple a benefit we have paid for through
our service. Our unions have betrayed not only retirees but their active members in
discarding the sacred union principle that we are all in this together.

We urge you to kill this proposal to change Administrative Code 12-126.

Sincerely,

Nigdatia Oceveds I Voo O

Migdalia Acevedo Joshua Barnett

President, Chapter 3 President, Chapter 25

Health & Hospitals Corporation NYCHA
Cran Lomeonctes ﬁ«‘;aﬂefﬁfmn /Q'W@/ﬁj’—“
Evan Lemonides Elizabeth Eastman Michael Caratzas
President, Chapter 28 President, Chapter 38 President, Chapter 41
City Planning HPD Landmarks Commission



CC:

Adrienne E. Adams, Speaker, New York City Council

Members of the City Council Committee on Civil Service & Labor
Members of the City Council Committee on Oversight and Investigations
Lee Saunders, President, AFSCME

Henry Garrido, Executive Director, District Council 37

Michael Troman, President, Local 375
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Ana Champeny, Vice President for Research, Citizens Budget Commission

Good morning. | am Ana Champeny, Vice President for Research at the Citizens Budget
Commission (CBC), a nonpartisan, nonprofit think tank and watchdog devoted to constructive
change in the finances and services of New York State and City governments. Thank you for the
opportunity to submit testimony regarding health insurance coverage for City employees, City
retirees, and their dependents.

CBC has long advocated bringing health care benefits for New York City’s retirees and active
employees more in line with other public and private sector workers. This would be appropriate
and reduce ongoing City costs, increasing the City budget’s sustainability and preserving the
City's ability to provide services.

New York City’s employees and retirees have non-contributory plans, whereas New York State
employees and retirees contribute to premiums for health insurance, as do most private sector
workers. With health insurance costs budgeted to increase at a rate of 8.5 percent per year
between fiscal years 2023 and 2026, efforts to restrain the City’s costs are critical.

The agreement between the City and Municipal Labor Committee (MLC)—a consortium of
municipal labor unions that negotiate with the City for health benefits for all City workers—is a
positive step forward. It would allow retirees to either continue with a premium-free option by
enrolling in the new Medicare Advantage Plus plan or remain in their current Medigap program
and pay a roughly $200 monthly premium. The free option is designed to be as good as plans
many Medicare beneficiaries in the United States choose and pay for.



The City’s annual costs would be reduced by around $600 million, because the premium for the
Medicare Advantage plan is paid for by the federal government. However, this would not
provide City budget relief since the City and MLC agreed to direct those savings to the Health
Insurance Stabilization Fund. While CBC does not support this choice, the agreement still is
beneficial in restraining cost growth and reducing the City’s other postemployment benefit
(OPEB) liability, therefore it should be implemented.

Introduction 874 is a workable solution that allows the City-MLC agreement to move forward.
Ultimately, the law in whole should be repealed since this level of benefit specificity should not
be codified.

The City and MLC also should undertake a comprehensive review of health and welfare benefits
for employees and retirees and agree on a set of policy changes that preserves employee health
and welfare while reducing the City’s costs to more manageable levels. These changes should
include premium sharing for employees and pre-Medicare retirees, elimination of some or all of
the Medicare Part B reimbursement, and consolidation of union welfare fund benefits.
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My name is Stuart Eber. | am the Chairperson of the Council of Municipal Retiree Organizations
(COMRO) and President Emeritus of the NYC Managerial Employees Association.

| became a Caseworker in the Human Resources Administration in 1970. By the time | retired in
2004, | had been appointed as a Deputy Commissioner for about ten years. During my career |
worked with the Office of Labor Relations and the Office of Management and Budget. |
understand the need to protect the taxpayers as well as the employees and the residents of our
great City.

The Administration has created a false dichotomy. They are forcing you to choose between
preserving Medicare as our primary medical coverage with the City paying for our supplemental
coverage or imposing premiums on all members of the City health plan. The attempt to rush
you to vote on the amendment to Administrative Code 12-126 is just one of their tactics to
force us into a Medicare Advantage plan.

Your committee has received thousands of emails from concerned retirees documenting the
deficiencies in the for profit private Medicare Advantage plans. In particular, the required pre-
authorizations for dozens of procedures and tests has proven to prevent patients from
receiving necessary care, the refusal of many doctors and hospitals to accept Medicare
Advantage plans, and the billions of dollars the federal government is trying to recoup from
fraudulent claims demonstrates why most people do not want to lose Medicare and be forced
onto Medicare Advantage.

What should be done? | urge you to hit the pause button - table the motion - and form the
blue ribbon panel the NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees suggested. The panel would
be chaired by a former City official acceptable to all parties and include representatives of the
major retiree organizations, the Independent Budget Office, the MLC, the Comptroller’s Office,
the Public Advocate’s Office, the Administration, and the City Council. Their charge would be to
find alternate means of saving $600 million or more dollars a year in health care costs without
imposing premiums or eliminating Medicare.

The history of our City since 1975 proves that we can solve our problems when we all sit down
together at the table and work to find solutions to our problems. Please do not allow the
Administration to force you into amending the Administrative Code that the courts have ruled
protects our Medicare.

Thank you and stay well.
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Testimony of Henry Garrido, Executive Director, District Council 37, AFSCME
Before the New York City Council Committee on Civil Service and Labor

Good Moming. I’'m Henry Garrido, Executive Director of District Council 37,
AFSCME, and I testify before you today on behalf of the city’s largest municipal
employee union. We represent 150,000 members and 89,000 retirees across every
city agency. Thank you to Chair De La Rosa and members of the Civil Service and
Labor and Civil committees for inviting us here today. And I would like to thank
the Speaker for her leadership as well.

I am here to speak in favor of amending administrative code 12-126, which will
allow us to protect and preserve healthcare for more than 300,000 New Yorkers.

In the past few months, there has been a lot of misinformation about the motives
behind the proposal to amend the administrative code. We have allowed fear of the
unknown to truly become “the perfect br the enemy of the good”. To be clear, my
priority is to continue providing our active and retired New York City municipal
workers the best healthcare coverage possible while making sure we have the funds
to sustain it long term. Amending the Administrative Code has been and will
always remain about “Choice”.

Updating the administrative code will protect our unions® ability to negotiate
healthcare options, as we have done for the last 40 years. Without this amendment,
the security of life-saving programs like PICA is at stake. Through the MLC, we
negotiated coverage of self-injectables and chemotherapy medications for all active
and pre-Medicare retirees. When I tell you that this is very personal to me, it’s
because both of my grandparents died from cancer. They didn't have the power of a
union to fight for a program like PICA to help with their cancer treatment and keep
them alive.

Our stabilization fund has been exhausted and continues to go under every month.
Now we have to take responsible action. Unless the City Council is willing to fund
$1.8 billion for the next 3 years and $600 million annually going forward to keep
the status quo in place, my members and DC 37 retirees and their dependents will
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have to face the prospect of paying premiums, or retirees will no longer have
options in their healthcare plans. There are hundreds of thousands of people who
are relying on you to do the right thing, not the popular thing. Do what needs to be
done.

If we don’t amend the administrative code, it will NOT prevent the City from
implementing a Medicare Advantage plan. Judge Frank’s decision, the appeals
court’s discussion and the arbitrator’s ruling have all indicated that the City is not
legally required to provide retirees with an array of healthcare plans to choose
from. But we know that our retirees deserve and want to have a choice, and that’s
what we’re here fighting for today. We’re fighting to preserve choice and we’re
asking the Council to protect that choice by voting to approve this amendment.

I will conclude with this quote from Doctor King: "In the end, we will remember
not the words of our enemies, but the silence of our friends."

Today, I am accompanied by Nellie Rodriguez, one of the DC 37 retirees.. Please

hear her testimony. I am available for questions.
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Good morning/afternoon Committee Chair De La Rosa,
Council Member Ayala, committee members, and all City

Council members.

My name is Gloria Middleton. | am President of
Communications Workers of America, Local 1180. We
represent almost 9,000 active City administrative workers,
and close to 7,000 retirees, which is why | am here today
speaking out in favor of legislation that allows Administrative

Code 12-126 to be amended.

As you know, the Municipal Labor Committee has a long
history of bargaining on behalf of all unions regarding health

care issues for active and retired city workers. In order to



fulfill our duty to ensure the City’s health care plans meet the
needs of both our members and our retirees, the MLC has
been working with the City nonstop since 2014 to reach

savings that keep the Stabilization Fund afloat.

To generate savings, the MLC negotiated the Medicare
Advantage Plus Plan for retirees that provides for equal or
better benefits and qualifies for federal subsidies needed to
reduce the current $600 million health care deficit that is

rising daily.

The proposed Medicare Advantage Plan will replace both
traditional Medicare and a Medicare Supplement plan with
one unified program at no premium cost to retirees or to the

City. This plan would provide all the health care services



previously covered by original Medicare, and those
supplemented by the Senior Care program, while also adding
important new benefits not covered by the current Senior

Care plan.

The proposed Medicare Advantage Plan is not a limited
network or HMO-type plan, but rather an extended service
area plan. This means our retirees can utilize ANY doctor
nationally that accepts payment from Aetna at the Medicare-

allowable rate — even if they are not in Aetna’s network.

The arbitrator dealing with disputes regarding the health
savings agreement has ruled that the City MUST move
forward with a Medicare Advantage Plan to achieve savings.

In its decision, the court ruled that the City is NOT required



| to offer Senior Care or any other similar plan. That means
the Medicare Advantage Plan will be the ONLY PLAN

available for retirees and eliminates all options.

This is NOT what we want.

We want to make sure our retirees have options, but we
cannot do that without your support. Unless this City Council
acts NOW to pass legislation that will allow for amending
Administrative Code 12-126 — and supports the MLC in
negotiating health care benefits for retirees — they will lose
their freedom of choice in selecting a health care plan. Let

me repeat — ALL options will be eliminated.



It 'is IMPERATIVE for this City Council to act responsibly and
allow labor leaders to engage in negotiations that ensure our

retirees have the freedom to choose a plan that best works

for them.

Local 1180 and CWA wholeheartedly support Int 0874-2023
to amend the Administrative Code ... and we are asking for

you to do the same.
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CESARE LUCIDO Good morning / afternoon, Madame Chair Carmen De La Rosa, Committee
Director-At-Large Members, and attendees.

PAMELA ROSS

Direetar-At-Largs | am Darrell Sims, R.A., President of the New York City Managerial Employees

Association (MEA) and with me is Alice Wong, the Executive Director of the

bek il eiid MEA. We would like to thank the Committee for providing us with the
opportunity to testify on behalf of the 16,000 NYC managerial and confidential

STUART EBER employees and MEA members.

President Emeritus

WILLIAM DWORKIN After a 39-year tenure working at the NYC Department of Housing Preservation

President Emeritus and Development (HPD), | retired on January 1, 2020. Elected as MEA President,

STUART SALLES | commenced my term on January 1, 2022. Based on my knowledge and

Legal Counsel concerns expressed to me from the MEA Executive Board and members -

especially our Retirees Chapter, the following is MEA's position.

The New York City Managerial Employees Association objects to the proposed
amendment to the Administrative Code, Section 12-126 enabling the City to
impose Medicare Advantage as the only premium free retiree health care plan.
The current Medicare / Senior Care plan will then cost at least $191a month per
person or be eliminated. Amending Section 12-126 of the Administrative Code
will seriously undermine and compromise the health care protections for all
municipal employees and retirees, and their dependents(insurees). It will allow
the City to renegotiate premium rates for everyone and place insurees into
different economic classes based on financial ability to pay. It will allow for
coverage and benefits reductions, and eliminate protections and equal
treatment that current insurees have at this time.

We strongly oppose the Administration’s and the Municipal Labor Committee’s
planned reductions in health insurance coverage and benefits through the
privatization of Medicare for retirees. The City seeks to weaken the protections
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guaranteed for all municipal employees and retirees, and their dependents in the Administrative Code.
There are alternatives for managing rising health care costs rather than amending the Administrative
Code. The Administration could use its purchasing power to challenge hospitals to reduce exorbitant
charges, address the skyrocketing costs of prescription drugs, and audit insurance providers on a
regular basis.

| will now relinquish to Ms. Wong for our closing statement.

It is advised that creative, knowledgeable and competent-thinking individuals representing all
concerned parties, including municipal retirees, form a working committee to develop an appropriate
and sustainable long-term solution to address the high costs of health care. Proposing to amend
Section 12-126 of the Administrative Code is an expression of a “Quick-Fix - Get Stuff Done" attitude for
resolving the high cost of health care at the expense and detriment of municipal workers, municipal
retirees, and their dependents.

Health care is one of the most sacred and indispensable necessities required to sustain our lives.
Therefore, the quality of health care insurance and the performance of the insurer are of the upmost
importance. Section 12-126 affects the lives of all municipal workers, municipal retirees, and their
dependents. Municipal retirees should not be “sold-off” like livestock to a for-profit private insurance
entity with an inferior Medicare Advantage Plan in order for the City to relieve itself from its legal and
financial obligations. Based on our many decades of dedicated civil service to New York City and its
residents, we have earned and deserve much better treatment and respect. The high health care cost
burden should not be resolved by diminishing current workers, retirees, and their dependents codified
insurance coverage and benefits.

Accordingly, MEA requests of you to please do not vote in favor of amending Section 12-126 of the
Administrative Code of The City of New York.

Respectfully submitted,

Darrell L. Sims Alice Wong
President Executive Director
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Testimony for the Hearing to Consider Legislation Amending Administrative Code to Preserve
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MIDTOWN SOUTH
COMMUNITY COUNCIL
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My name is John Mudd. I’'m with the Midtown South Community Council (MSCC) we've been
around for for 38 years serving the public. We take issue with our deplorable health, hunger,
homelessness, and housing conditions. There’s a thread as to why we have these problems,

Chair De La Rosa and members of the committee, thank you for this opportunity.

which I’ll save from this discussion.
MSCC joins the city workers and retirees in the fight to stop the Administrative code 12-126

from being amended; doing otherwise will threaten their health.

Union leaders gave plenty of reasoning for the need to cover rising hospital and drug costs at the
expense of the retirees camouflage in variety of impassioned words as ‘ensure, preserve, and
protect’ the union members choices, while accusing them of lying. They riled the crowd when

they were obfuscating and twisting reality while defending their integrity, job, and intent.

The first three panels including a zoom of union and city representatives with their willingness to
work within the destabilizing and broken system of care to set the terms for the public was

apparent.
The City’s Department of Labor Relations Daniel Pollock’s moment of firm and affirming

declaration was particularly disturbing, “I want to be clear, this isn’t about whether the
Advantage plan proceeds, we are planning on moving forward with that plan. We think this

amendment is necessary to provide the choices for the retirees.”

UFT President Michael Mulgrew said it’s about a fight for healthcare costs. The executive
director of MLC, the largest municipal union with 150,000 across new York, and others said the
bill provides choice. As if struggling with a death defying moment (well it is healthcare) a
panelist decried, “We have to to keep the city going.” An agreeable bunch, they assured us that,
they’ve done everything in their power to work within a system to hold down costs, but the cost
is out pacing the budget; and with no stabilization funds available, they are short 1.8 billion, 600

million annually, to cover the costs of healthcare.
We’re going to do everything in our power to serve our members. We’ve got 75% of the care
given without the need for prior authorization. I believe they are earnest, but it’s not enough,

going and doing are completely different. I wouldn’t want to be the 25% to struggle for



authorization in a stressful medical moment, and I don’t believe insurers should dictate the care
for the public to the doctors.

Henry Gorrido, executive director of District Council 37, NYC’s largest municipal employees

union with 150,000 members and nearly 89,000 retirees, said the COVID testing had increased
costs. Were they drafting funds to help the healthcare industry to their billions during a pandemic
which was mismanaged and federally funded by our government?

The MLC director says to the committee, “do the right thing but not the popular thing.” Shall we
allow a broken system to take over the last remnants of quality care? Are we to give up on the
last bastion fighting against corporate care and the insane rising costs that will ultimately worsen
the health crisis?

In questioning the union representatives as to why there were so much resistance to changing this
code, the group’s cascading answers came: the narratives were not presented well, we weren’t
allowed to explain the truth of it because De Blasio wanted to push it through, we were still
dealing with the ghost of the past, they don’t understand the program and who will pay for it, it
was rolled out wrong, “Fear of the unknown becoming the enemy of the public good,” change is
hard, “Change has to be made. Nobody likes change,” and my favorite, they were up against a
“cottage industry” focused on how to stop the medicare advantage plan.

After the narrative of selflessly fighting against the “cottage industry”; the peppered arguments,
theories, and lies in righteous defense of their integrity to protect their members; and Henry
Garrido’s quote from Dr. Martin Luther King—who is turning over in his grave hearing his name
used to support a corporate health insurers interest—another bad and insulting narrative came
disguised in a question.

Councilman Lincoln Restler encapsulated his contribution in discovering the question of the day,
the “Union is doing the best they can in an earnest heartfelt way and we have people who are
truly fearful of what this means for their healthcare,” and what “We’re all struggling with is the
inability to communicate to them as that it is not as devastating as they think it is. The crux of the
challenge...how can we compromise and work toward a path to negotiate the interests” of the
healthcare industry and force “the compromises necessary to move forward...”

I’m not sure why there would be any support for the few union representatives, District 37 being
one of the largest with 150,000 membered society, when they do not have the support from the
“cottage industry.” The “cottage industry” of members should take precedent, despite the fact the
Union-affiliated PACs Put Millions to Work for New York City Council Candidates.




Not a hardline to follow. It is known the Mayor is operating aggressively and wants the Council
Members’ vote to change the Administrative code; thereby agreeing to an Advantage plan;

before sharing the contractual agreement with Aetna the insurer who will benefit from this deal.
Also known and conclusive, the “average citizens’ preferences continue to have essentially zero

estimated impact upon policy change, while economic elites are still estimated to have a very

large, positive, independent impact.”

But why would anyone get behind a mayor who would negotiate with an insurance company,
when you have the awesome power of 124 unions with 1 million plus members collectively?
That’s voting power. Now who should dictate the terms to the private profit motivated insurance
company?

As the various arguments led to the bottom line—the funds being not there—and the only
salvation—as it is in every disaster capitalistic moment—is to give away the farm to Aetna (a
healthcare conglomerate) to underwrite an Advantage Plan—to serve their bottom line during a
continual rise in costs and deterioration of healthcare—for the city’s employees and retirees, that
will have them come back to capitulate another.

The administrative change will allow the mayor to do an end run around to sell the care for city
workers and retirees to an insurer when things are fairly secure. They’ve avoided the majority of
traps and pitfalls that the rest of the population find themselves in with their insurance plans—
that is the social contract they agreed upon, and the city needs to hold up their end.

The grumbling amongst the retirees whose healthcare is endangered by a pact between the
Mayor and Union heads who subordinate themselves to health care industry continued through
the meeting. Everyone understands the dangling carrot this advantage plan offers; the ploy of
dividing various groups; the likelihood of a return in a few years to negotiate away their health;
and the grey haired years means they’ve accumulated some time on this earth, and they do not
need to comprehend or accept the theoretical reasoning cooked up by the union heads, Mayor,
and other political representatives who are willing to sell their care to an industry that stripping it
away to increase their bottom line.

“Historically, every other developed nation has achieved universal health care through some

form of nonprofit national health insurance. Our failure to do so means that all Americans pay

higher health care costs,”—Harvard Gazette—and many pay with their lives.

One case in point: Bart, a person who is not quite there in death, but is facing a determined
healthcare system wishing to kill him. Bart is a 74 year-old, retired man with an income of
$1,000 a month. He’s a quiet person, lives by himself in a rent controlled apartment one floor



below me. He reads philosophy, science, and some fiction, watches movies, does a little writing,
swims, and eats takeout. Estranged from his brother and two sisters who live in Colorado, he has
a somewhat lonely existence. It’s a humble modest life that is deserving of basic health security.

He thought he was going into the hospital for a simple procedure. A few days prior, we’re
chatting in the hallway, and he tells me he’s going to have his aorta replaced. I was taken aback
by the seriousness. He tells me, “It means they have to open up my rib cage.”

He seemed to have a certain confidence in is his medical care. After all, he is covered by an
Advantage plan, and there were a lot of fingers in the pie to give him supplemental support too.
There is Northwell, Life science implant card, Meditronics, UnitedHealthcare, Humana, and
AARP, that the United Healthcare G-supplemental Plan is purchased through.

The semi short of it, Bart spent two months in a coma, at NYU Langone Hospital on 75th Street
teetering between life and death. In Bart’s first few weeks of his hospital stay, United Healthcare
gifted him with a “Notice of Denial of Medical Coverage.” It didn’t upset him so much, and he
couldn’t appeal the decision, he was in a coma.

Very soon after awakening, the hospital—or my guess—the insurance company had him hastily
shipped to the Regency Nursing Home in Yonkers for rehab; further away from the very few
people—Rakeeb, Lucio, Mercedes, and me—who knew him, as we were neighbors living in the
same building. I’'m guessing the expedited move caused some complications, because no sooner
than he arrived at the Regency he was rushed to a nearby hospital for a week or so, before
returning him to the poor care of the Regency Nursing Home.

Bart’s been in a dark place wishing to die. Frustrated he punches outward to those attending him.
He’s been confused and unsure of how he found himself in a hospital in Yonkers. He’s
complained about the food, noisy neighbor, bed sores, and being left in dirty diapers. Bart says
he's not getting enough PT time. Rakeeb and I can vouch for the nursing home slash rehab’s lack
of staff, poor management, and non nurturing atmosphere purveys throughout, particularly in the
hallways where overly drugged patients wander and lounge about. It took a 20 minutes or more
to remove such individual who was wheel chair bound from an elevator for us to use. The other
elevator was moving slower, and as they said, there were no stairs going up to 2 flights.

What ranked him this service was the gap between expenses and profits. Was there a better
supplemental insurance to give him better care? You would need to a crystal ball or best estimate
of your future health to pick the right plan. Working in the now to protect Bart from being buried
in debt, I took a crash course of the various confusing medicare plans, the A, B, C, D, E, F, G...



The multiple plans with multiple coverages, seems purposeful and useful for the insurance
companies to avoid paying. Wow, we really allow these roulette wheels of choice for care.

Because of the complicated care and daily dialysis, Bart’s insurance has ended. The Insurance
stopped giving around Christmas. His sister, who is less estranged now, because of Bart’s crisis
of health, has helped to secure better insurance coverage: The supplemental G plan chosen; so
that his medical bills would be paid and his care would continue. As of January 1, 2023, United
Healthcare Supplemental Plan started withdrawing 278.25 a month from Bart's banking account.
And there are limits as to how long they’ll pay that I have yet to sort out. They just don’t want to
be locked into longterm costly care.

Bart is receiving Social Security, his total income for the year puts him below the poverty line.
His rent is a modest 500.00, plus 278.25 for insurance, add phone, electric and gas, where, what,
and how will he eat. There are lot of elderly people in the city who are equally cost burden.

We're in sensitive, critical, and pivotal point in time, where suffering is growing to the extremes.
And it's clear who's responsible for destabilizing an important pillar for society to function.
They’ve stolen the Medicare name to entice people into an "Advantage Plan”—a misnomer—to
strip away care and add to their bottom line. And we expect you to stop or at the very least to
make things a little tougher for those who would drive further disparity and trade lives for
profits.

Midtown South Community Council, 331 W 38th St., NY, NY 10018, midtownsouthcc.org, 917-520-3009



New York City Council Retiree Health Plan Testimony January 9, 2023

New York City is at a crossroads. Is NYC planning to live up to their commitments
made to civil servant retirees or not?

Distinguished Acting Supreme Court Justice Lye Frank's decision, 2022: The Law in
question, requires the city to “pay the entire cost of health insurance coverage for
city employees, city retirees and their dependents.” Any attempt to impose a
premium or other cost for coverage is thereby illegal, he ruled.

As a retiree of Council Of School Supervisors and Administrators, CSA, this fall, |
received a retiree plan enrollment guide containing false information that related
to key aspects on the new plan. The city sent false information!

From The City (digital news platform): Nearly all Medicare Advantage plans
include fewer doctors than traditional Medicare does. The city has repeatedly
claimed that the Alliance’s plan will enable retirees to see any doctor that accepts
Medicare, which the vast majority of doctors do. But retirees cast doubt on this
claim, giving testimony at hearings and submitting affidavits in state court saying
that their doctors have told them that they will not be participating in the plan, or
are unaware of it.

The new plan will also make it more difficult for retirees to access many
treatments. Under Medicare Advantage, health care providers will have to get
approval in advance from insurance companies before conducting dozens of
procedures or treatments including some doctor’s office visits, mental health care
treatments, home health care services, and tests such as x-rays and blood

work, legal documents show.

Exceptions noted:Hospital for Special Surgery is NOT an in-network provider for
Aetna's Medicare Managed Care/Advantage, Medicaid, Savings Plus, NY Signature
and QHP plans.

| would like to forward a final statement taken from DC 37's website site: The
City's active employees and retirees could be forced to pay premiums for
themselves and their dependents.



NYC is responsible for the health being of their civil servants.

How many retirees will die before treatments are approved?

Fix this! Pay for services New York City has promised its civil servants.
| await your support on this important issue.

Sincerely,

Michelle D Winfield

New York State Democratic Committee Person, 74th A.D.

Council of School Supervisors and Administrators, CSA Retiree
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A Message to NYC Council

After consultation with our legal team, we offer you this information. On December 15,
2022, Martin Scheinman issued a 31-page document that has no force of law. As the
sighature page at the end explains, it is just a “Recommendation.” Scheinman has no
authority to order the City and the MLC to force retirees into Medicare Advantage,
which is far worse than the traditional Medicare benefits that retirees have long
received.

As he admits, Scheinman’s limited authority comes from a 2018 Agreement between
the City and the MLC. Under Section 5 of that Agreement, he and two others member
of the “Tripartite Health Insurance Policy Committee” are authorized to “make
recommendations to be considered by the MLC and the City.” The Agreement
does not allow the Committee, let alone Scheinman alone, to order anyone to do
anything. Moreover, the Agreement requires the Committee to make
“recommend[ations] for implementation as soon as practicable during the term of this
Agreement but no later than June 30, 2020.” Thus, not only are recommendations
non-binding, they are now two-and-a-half years too late.

Some have attempted to make Scheinman’s document seem more consequential than
it really is by calling it a “decision” or “order” or “award.” However, it is none of those
things. It is just a non-binding (and untimely) recommendation, as the document
itself makes clear. Although the 2018 Agreement allows Scheinman to arbitrate
certain disputes between the City and the MLC, there was no dispute between the City
and the MLC here — both are aligned with respect to forcing Medicare Advantage on
retirees. Thus, Scheinman was not acting as an arbitrator and was not issuing a
ruling, decision, or award on anything.

Scheinman’s document is a transparent and futile attempt to make it seem like the
City is being ordered to take away traditional Medicare from Retirees. The document
does not—and cannot—require the City, or anyone else, to do anything. If the Mayor
wants to take away the healthcare rights of elderly and disabled retirees, he should not
pretend that anyone is making him do it. And the City Council should not assist him in
this charade by amending Section 12-126.

The City Council should not participate in the illegal effort to force Medicare Advantage
on Retirees, who are entitled to the traditional Medicare benefits they were promised
and which they desperately need. Let the Mayor be the one to strip retirees of these
hard-earned benefits. The retirees will challenge him in court, and they will win.
Again. But if the City Council amends Section 12-126, the path to victory in court
becomes much harder. Give retirees the chance to fight and win in court with the
current version of Section 12-126, which has existed for over half a century. If they
lose, the City Council can always amend the statute later.



NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees

250,000 NYC Retirees & 750,000 EMPLOYEES are depending on City Council to

PRESERVE ADMIN CODE 12-126 AS IT IS! The Code provides the maximum
limit the City must pay for health insurance. Any reduction passes costs onto us.
Union contracts do not offer the protections this code has provided since 1967.

Table of Truth

The MLC “Claims”™

The Truth

The Judge stripped our choice of plans
and took away the MLC’s ability to
bargain

" The 1992 Agreement states the City MUST

negotiate all plans with the MLC

“We have to amend the law! We have no
choice! lt's an emergency!”

There are choices, you just do not want fo
make them. The emergency is manufactured.

The Stabilization Fund is “belly up”

~ The balance is approximately $1, billion and
would be more if the MLC/City.didn’t use it as
a siush fund

The Medicare Advantage (MA) plan
mirrors the Senior Care plan

*  The MA plans are inferior to Traditional
Medicare w/Supplemental due-to limited
networks & prior authorizations. If the federal
subsidy is reduced, benefits will be diminished

or retirces absorb costs”

The MLC/unions claim they are
preserving choice by amending 12-126.

The amendment as proposed gives the
MLC/City the power to minimize the amount
the City will pay. Currently, the MLC/City.
proposes a limit for retirees of $7.50/month,
down from $192. This puts premiums.on us all
or forces us into a plan we don’t w - This is
their work-around to the Judge’s:

er employees don't realize the ramifications ofamending AD M»




Testimony of Marianne Pizzitola
President

NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees
Marianne.pizzitola@gmail.com
631-793-9715

Opposition to Intro Bill No. 874

Good Afternoon Chair DeLaRosa and Council Members and members of the Civil Service
and Labor Committee, | come before you today with a wide range of emotions. My name is
Marianne Pizzitola and | am the President of the NYC Organization of Public Service
Retirees and FDNY EMS Retirees. As a retiree, | left the job and would not have thought |
would have to fight to retain something | earned and paid for. | should not have had to
form a corporation, organize over 100,000 retirees, fundraise, hire lawyers, government
liaisons and sue the City and fight my own union to protect my health benefits from OLR
and OMB.

| want to tell you some straight facts and get right to the point. Admin Code 12-126 has a
lot of history. It provides two benefits; Reimburses the retiree for their Medicare B
premiums which are currently $165 per month and their City Healthcare Plan up to the HiP
HMO benchmark. Today that benchmark is about $918 per month, but the Medicare plans
are all inexpensive and the most popular which is my focus in this testimony, is GHI Senior
Care which costs about $191.

Please understand that the unions are trying to get YOU to change a law that has been
around for over 55 years. Mayor LaGuardia wanted to give people health care and dignity
in retirement.

The union's contracts are expired, that is why they want this. There is no emergency and
the City isn’t going bankrupt. And if it is going bankrupt, why would you take healthcare
from retirees, while still in a pandemic, to fix it? Not even in the fiscal crisis of the 70s did
the City take away a retiree benefit If you change the administrative code, the City will
have the leverage to change the active workers plan (this includes you!) and then when
this happens, the unions will blame YOU. When active workers realize it was the City
Council that allowed the City to screw them, they will not forget you gave them the ability
to do that by changing the Admin Code. The new benchmark will be lowered for them
too, and Mayor Adams and the unions will smile, and you will be blamed.

As the City Council of record, we urge you to just say No to Intro bill No. 874. You have
the power and the voice to protect us. If what the unions and City say happens, you can
always intervene. But if you do this now, to “fix” something that hasn’t even happened yet,
you will never be able to undo it, and will never get it back. Play chicken. They are

playing you.


mailto:Marianne.pizzitola@gmail.com

Retirees can no longer be represented by their former unions under the law. Itis
why they never touched a retiree benefit before, because of the precedent it would
have set.

We urge you to encourage the unions to go back to the table with the City and find other
funding streams to fix the supposed deficit. Our organization has identified over $ 697
million on the low side and $ 1.2 million in income stream and savings to assist with
funding, but someone has to look at it. We also identified that there are options that the
city can look at for potential savings through the Center for Medicare and Medicaid
Innovation (CMMI) to tap federal funds. There is a way to move forward with the current
code and protect the retirees from being taken advantage of.

You’ve been hearing from the MLC for months tell you the following misinformation:

o ‘“there is a terrible funding problem with the Health Insurance Stabilization
Fund”

There is a funding issue because the Stabilization fund is being used for other
things than it was intended. As described by the IBO and the Comptroller, a rainy
day fund used for budget gaps and $1B for the UFT contract to offset the

raises. Michael Mulgrew says that was paid back in health care savings according
to his UFT FAQ document. Well, that was another “giveback” if you will. They
negotiated increased co-pays and expanding prior authorizations, and narrowed the
network of providers. The City & MLC also agreed to reduce the benchmark value
of the HiP HMO rate. While that reduced what the City had to pay for employees,
retirees and dependents, it also reduced what went into the stabilization

fund. While these were considered “savings” then, they are surely costing
Medicare retirees now and your fund is still in the hole. This fund, also barely
provides a benefit to Medicare retirees, it's primarily used by the active

workers. Medicare eligible health plan premiums DO NOT COME OUT OF THE
STABILIZATION FUND. And this is not the first time the fund ran out of money.

« “The Judge said the City has to offer one plan and took away “choice”

The Judge never said the City didn’t have to offer more than one plan, in fact his
exact words were, “Respondent and nominal respondent aver that the definition of
“health insurance coverage”, as defined in Admin. Code§ 12-126 (a), stating “a
program” as opposed to “any program” means that the City of New York need only
pay for the entire cost of one program. This Court respectfully disagrees. The
definition in NYC Admin. Code § 12-126 (a)(iv) simply provides what constitutes a
program or plan that the City of New York is required by law to pay for, by defining
the contents of such a plan. This Court holds that this is the only reasonable way of
interpreting this section. Of course, none of this is to say that the respondent
must give retirees an option of plans, nor that if the plan goes above the
threshold discussed in NYC Admin. Code § 12-126 (b)(1) that the respondent
could not pass along the cost above the threshold to the retiree;_only that if
there is to be an option of more than one plan, that the respondent may not




pass any cost of the prior plan to the retirees, as it is the Court’s understanding
that the threshold is not crossed by the cost of the retirees’ current health insurance
plan. This is buoyed by the fact that the current plan has been paid for by the
respondent in full to this point.” This was in the “dicta” of his decision; dicta is the
judge's explanation of how he got to his decision and it is not binding. The Judge
could not render an opinion on the number of plans offered, because that question
was not put before him.

(INDEX NO. 158815/2021 NYSCEF DOC. NO. 215 page 3)
« “The Judge took away the unions collective bargaining rights”

The Judge didn’t take away anyone's ability to bargain. | asked OCB if the unions
lost any bargaining rights and they said No. The Judge never mentions collective
bargaining. What's evident is that the City and MLC wanted to be able to pass a
premium onto retirees for funding of their collective bargaining for raises.

e “The Arbitrator said the Council has to amend the code by January 29+ and
negotiate a plan with the City by January 9-.”

The Scheinman report is just that, a consultant report. Not a binding decision. In a
document we sent to you with the heading, ‘A Message to City Council,” we explain
that this document is his opinion. He says He cannot order a legislative body to
change a law to meet the demands of the MLC, the Mayor, OMB or OLR. In fact,
an arbitrator is supposed to operate WITHIN the law, not demand you change it to
meet his recommendation. He even signs the documents affirming this was his
‘recommendation” as the Tri-Partite Chair, not an arbitrator as he had in previous
arbitrations: “I, MARTIN F. SCHEINMAN, ESQ. , do hereby affirm upon my oath as
Impartial Chairperson of the Tripartite Committee that | am the individual
described herein and who executed this instrument, which is my
Recommendation.”

We need you to vote no on this bill in order to save the lives of retirees who are here
before you and for those who are unable to fight. They deserve proper healthcare and
should not be faced with this fight.

Thank you.

Marianne Pizzitola



January 10, 2023

To all Members of the New York City Council,

Representatives from New York City Sergeants Benevolent Association appeared at yesterday’s
hearing at City Hall to testify on proposed amendments to Administrative Code 12-126. We did
not have the opportunity to testify, so as the Fund Administrator for the 13,000 member SBA, |
am relaying our position on the proposed changes to Administrative Code 12-126 and its use as a
device to implement a Medicare Advantage plan.

New York City has reaped the benefits of its public employees being paid lower wages than
comparable positions in the private sector for decades. Public employees knew that they were
being compensated less than many of their private sector contemporaries, but the social contract
stipulated that the City of New York would keep its promise of providing health benefits during
retirement.

City employees knew that Administrative Code 12-126 protected them from their retirement
benefits being politicized, and they could not foresee that the Municipal Labor Committee
(MLC) leadership would collaborate with the Office of Labor Relations (OLR) to change these
safeguards once they retired.

This issue before you now - the amendment to Administrative Code 12-126 - isn’t about the
imminent destruction of NYC Employee health benefits as some might want you to believe. It
also isn’t about uncontrollable health and hospital cost trends. This is the story of how our health
benefits reserves were irresponsibly used by MLC leadership as a cash box to further their
“individual financial goals” and sanctioned and endorsed by OLR to destroy a funding
mechanism: the Equalization and the Stabilization Fund that has successfully served as a
“healthcare blanket” for NYC employees for decades.

For almost a half a century, employee healthcare premium rates, paid by the City of New York,
and pegged to the HIP- HMO rate, were equal for “all” active and retired NYC employees
regardless of whether you had a GED or a PhD, pushed a broom in a city facility, was a
firefighter or police officer, or taught college courses on a CUNY campus. The funding
mechanism has always been administered in an equitable way. This method has been applied
legally, correctly, and consistently as confirmed by Judge Frank and five different Appellate
Court Justices.



The future intentions of OLR and their co-conspirators in the MLC was viewed by these courts
as inequitable, and thus an unfavorable legal decision terminated the viability of their Medicare
Advantage program goals. Now you are being asked to bloody your hands and be complicit in
changing the equity and symmetry of Administrative Code 12-126 by allowing MLC leadership
and OLR opportunists to have unlimited discretion in dividing all NYC workers into sub-groups
and disrupting the decades-long equity and goodwill built into the current law.

This would allow for OLR funding to be solely based on the group for which you have been
assigned. The reimagined world and purpose of an amended Administrative Code 12-126
initiative is a byproduct of multiple court decisions that ruled Medicare-qualified retirees were
being subject to unlawful and unreasonable treatment specifically by forced migration from a
“traditional” Medicare Plan” to a “Commercial” Advantage Plan.

It is not an accident or an omission that I left out the word “Medicare” in front of Advantage.
Make no mistake, the Advantage Plan is a “commercial entity,” with substantial levels of cash
flows and profits to CEOs and stockholders, not patients and not the government run entity
directly answerable to the people and our representatives.

This “Medicare” Advantage world is currently under review from every angle, alleging the
commercial healthcare carriers are misappropriating billions of dollars by providing inflated
medical data to Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS). It has been reported in such
prestigious periodicals as the New York Times that these medical carriers have been
exaggerating health outcomes, overstating member health profiles, and embellishing member
plan satisfaction to increase federal funding from CMS.

The OLR-MLC joint venture is looking to go “all in” for this Medicare Advantage plan at a time
when the funding is being scrutinized and potentially reduced. Their goal is to change healthcare
funding - and you are their tool to reach their goals by amending Administrative Code 12-126.

What occurs when CMS funding is decreased took place in 2017, when Emblem Health HIP VIP
sustained a 7.9% loss to its federal funding. HIP VIP cost is also the benchmark, where the MLC
and OLR is looking to peg required Medicare contribution rates.

Here are some pertinent questions and answers:

Q: Did NYC-OLR increase its contribution to allow for the CMS decrease in funding?

A: No. Not one penny!



Q: Did Emblem Health’s parent company, HIP -VIP, lessen their excessive profits to maintain
the base plan?

A: No. Not one cent!
Q: Did the MLC leadership act to ensure that plan participants didn’t sustain a significant loss in
benefits?

A: Absolutely not! Not one bit!

What actually occurred was the complete elimination of the prescription drug benefit in the base
plan and a substantial increase in all members’ co-pays, out-of-pocket costs, and a tightening of
the network of providers.

Result: All SBA members and 250,000 other Medicare retirees being forced into the new NYC
Medicare Advantage plan will be subject to a similar unfortunate outcome in the near future.
This inevitable outcome would be a direct consequence and result from a change to
Administrative Code 12-126.

What is perhaps most disgraceful is that the loudest proponents of changes to Administrative
Code 12-126 proponents know that their populations are protected from these draconian changes.
There is a NYS Assembly Bill from 2009 that protects “retired school employees” from
diminished health benefits without a corresponding change to active benefits. And DC 37 has
their own “collectively bargained” health plan that can serve as a venue for their members to
default to as a traditional Medicare program. Both are immune from the fallout by the
Administrative Code 12-126 changes.

We at the Sergeants Benevolent Association and other unions will have to face our members
when the hammer falls. These unpleasant details have been artfully concealed from you in the
City Council, which is in no way an act of “equity” or impartiality.

You might wonder how far the proponents for Administrative Code 12-126 changes have gone to
achieve their goals? In June 2021, the rate for HIP VIP, a Medicare subsidized plan, was $188
per member per month (PMPM). This rate was argued by the advocates to be the OLR “funding
benchmark” for Medicare participants. With the pending Medicare Advantage Plan
implementation in January 2022, this same HIP VIP Rate mysteriously plummeted to $7.50
PMPM, with no quantifiable plan change to warrant such a decrease. This engineered rate
coincidentally matched the proposed NYC Medicare Advantage plan rate and was then re-
designated as the new Medicare funding benchmark by OLR.



When CMS’s funding structure changes, who is on the hook for the increased premiums above
the proposed $7.50 PMPM rate?

Will OLR be empowered to do draconian plan cuts like increase co-pays and deductibles or
severely limit the network of providers, as occurred in 2017?

Have the MLC unions, who claim legal and moral responsibility to oversee the interests of these
250,000 plan participants, created a plan of action to address this question? The answer is an
undisputable no, which is a cause of great concern.

Please note: A zero rate change for 5 years does not preclude medical carriers from changing
their plan designs to make up for CMS shortfalls.

These unpleasant consequences are the byproduct of a change to Administrative Code 12-126.
This effects of this amendment goes well beyond Medicare retirees and will permanently enable
OLR and their agents in the MLC leadership to create cash or generate value by designating
different plan designs and cost sharing configurations for each conceivable subgroups created.
There is no limit to where this disastrous road can take us. The MLC leadership will tell us that
such unpleasant actions are not possible. This is a lie, as only two union leaders out of the 150
NYC unions control the conversations and exert tremendous power and influence on the
majority. If it has a purported value and OLR wants it done, an imminent Quid Pro Quo will be
created as represented in the 2014 UFT Contract Memorandum of Understanding and the 2014
and 2018 MLC Health Agreements where almost $5 billion in cash and value changed hands

A change to Administrative Code 12-126 will create a new commodity for OLR and the
Leadership, to tap into towards their negotiating individual collective bargaining agreements and
future health agreement settlements on the backs of active and retired NYC employees. All NYC
employees will be subject to perpetual disruption, as a result of amending Administrative Code
12-126:

e Ifyou tolerate this game of “Benefits -Monopoly,” then what’s next? “Selling off” of the
Medicare Part B reimbursement.

e Selling off our welfare funds, collective bargaining agreements, long held precedents?
Where does it end?



e MLC leadership, allied with OLR, will have the authority to create a revised definition
for “eligibility for retiree benefits” that is defined “by age” not a change of employment
status or vesting of service. Age will determine when you are eligible for retiree health
benefits.

e Active and Non-Medicare retirees who reside outside of a pre-determined service area,
such as out of state or even out of the five boroughs if advantageous will be carved out
and be subject to premiums, different co-pays, deductibles or out-of-pocket maximums.

e New York City Employees can be limited to access only a limited hospital network or
limited network of providers assigning those wanting expanded access to a carve out
groups with separate premiums, co-pays, deductibles or out of pocket maximums.

e The amended Administrative Code 12-126 allows those of influence to join forces and
establishes their ability to carve out any union organization not meeting their collective
social views or their political agendas or philosophies. In an MLC where the majority of
voters are centered in two organizations, this threat can be used as leverage against
radical or non-conforming union principals and the organizations they lead.

You might think some of these situations are farfetched. The change to the decades old
Administrative Code 12-126 is a chess game move. This enables collaborators to out-position
our oldest and sickest retirees in allowing them to reach their financial goals. All potential
scenarios that they can use to attain personal financial objectives are possible. The only
protection to these dangerous outcomes is a renunciation of any changes to Administrative Code
12-126 by the NYC Council.

This vindictive behavior is expected from an employer. What’s heartbreaking is when a
consortium of labor unions uses their combined power and influence to stage a “beat down” of
our oldest and sickest members in an attempt to force their compliance. Then when the beatings
don’t reach the desired results, they conspire to move the goal posts. Hence, amend NYC
Council amend Administrative Code 12-126.

Have no doubts this healthcare disaster was clearly MLC leadership created -and OLR backed
and not an act of nature or a result of some independent entities, or unavoidable circumstances as
it is being promoted. This was the result of greed and short-sighted decision making. The double-
down failure of fiduciary responsibility in pursuing this Administrative Code 12-126 changes
will destroy healthcare for “all” NYC active and retired employees and their families unless we
all come together to fight back. If the NYC Council aids and abets these actions, they will be a



part of the problem and not as we hope part of the solution. Don’t allow them to bring you into
the mess they alone created.

Thank you for giving the Sergeants Benevolent Association the opportunity to speak on behalf of
our members.

Sincerely,

Errol Ogman
Fund Administrator
NYC Sergeants Benevolent Association
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I INTRODUCTION
On January 9, 2023, the Committee on Civil Service and Labor, chaired by Council
Member Carmen De La Rosa, will hear Introduction Number 874-2023 (Int. 874), a local law to
amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to health insurance coverage
for city employees, city retirees, and their dependents. Witnesses invited to testify include

representatives from the New York City (City) Office of Labor Relations (OLR), the Municipal



Labor Committee (MLC), municipal labor unions, the New York City Organization of Public
Service Retirees, other interested stakeholders, and members of the public.

I1. HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR CITY EMPLOYEES, RETIREES, AND THEIR
DEPENDENTS

State law authorizes the City to contract for health insurance benefits for employees,
retirees, and their dependents.' OLR is required to administer such contracts.” Through collective
bargaining agreements with municipal labor unions, OLR administers multiple health insurance
plan options that range in benefits and cost.’

The City has discretion to determine the percentage of the total cost of health benefits
contracts it will pay, up to the full cost of such contracts.* Local law (“section 12-126 (b)(1)” of
the administrative code) requires the City to pay the cost of any health insurance plan that a City
employee or retiree selects among City-offered options, up to the cost of H.I.P.-H.M.O.’ Costs of
offered plans that exceed the cost of H.I.P.-H.M.O. may be passed onto enrolled employees or
retirees.® Under section 12-126 (b)(1) and agreements with municipal labor unions, the City has
covered the full cost of premiums for multiple plans, including GHI Senior Care, a Medicare

supplement plan historically offered to Medicare eligible City retirees and their dependents.’

! General Municipal Law § 92-a; see also General City Law §§ 20 (29), (29-a).

2 General Municipal Law § 92-a (5).

3 NYC Health Benefits Program, NYC OLR (2022), https://www.nyc.gov/site/olr/health/healthhome.page.
4 General Municipal Law § 92-a (2).

5 NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees, Inc., et al., v. Campion, 210 A.D.3d 559, 560 (1st Dept 2022) (citing
administrative code § 12-126(b)(1)).

¢ NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees, Inc., et al., v Renee Campion, City of NY Office of Labor Relations,
City of New York, Sup Ct, NY County, March 3, 2022, Frank, L., index No. 158815/2021).

7 See, e.g., id.; see also In the Matter of the Dispute Between City and MLC, Opinion and Award (Dec. 15, 2022),
available at https://www.uft.org/sites/default/files/attachments/Dec]5-healthcare-arbitration.pdf.
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In an effort to address rising costs of providing health insurance coverage under multiple
health insurance plans, the City and MLC agreed in June 2018 to generate an employee healthcare
cost savings of $1.1 billion over fiscal years 2019-2021, and additional savings of $600 million in
every following fiscal year.® Under the agreement, a taskforce evaluated eight options to reform
healthcare benefits, including a Medicare Advantage benchmark plan.’ On July 14, 2021, MLC
voted to approve a contract to move City retirees from traditional Medicare with supplemental city
insurance (i.e., GHI Senior Care) to a Medicare Advantage plan. The City and MLC claimed that
the plan switch was a necessary measure, and would result in $600 million in annual savings. !

Retirees sued to stop the plan switch, concerned that the Medicare Advantage plan would
provide inferior coverage and that they could not afford to pay the cost of monthly premiums to
remain enrolled in GHI Senior Care.!' On March 3, 2022, the Supreme Court granted the retirees’
request to prohibit the City from charging retirees to enroll in GHI Senior Care, reasoning that the
cost of GHI Senior Care was equal to or less than the cost of H.LP.-H.M.O., entitling enrolled

retirees to no-cost coverage under section 12-126 (b)(1).'? On appeal, the judgment was affirmed. ®

8 Health Benefits Agreement Fiscal Years 2019-2021, NYC OLR (June 28, 2018), available at
https://wwwl .nyc.gov/assets/olr/downloads/pdf/collectivebargaininQ/health—beneﬁts—agreement-ﬁscal-vears- 2019-

2021.pdf.
I

1 Mayor de Blasio, Commissioner Campion Announce New and Improved Health Benefits Program for City Retirees,
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR (July 14, 2021), available at https://www.nyc.gov/ofﬁce-of-the—mayor/news/497-2l/mayor-
de-blasio-commissioner-campion-new-improved-health-benefits-program-city.

'!' See NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees, Inc., et al., v Renee Campion, City of NY Office of Labor
Relations, City of New York, Sup Ct, NY County, March 3, 2022, Frank, L., index No. 158815/2021).

12 NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees, Inc., et al., v Renee Campion, City of NY Office of Labor Relations,
City of New York, Sup Ct, NY County, March 3, 2022, Frank, L., index No. 158815/2021).

1 NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees, Inc., et al., v. Campion, 210 A.D.3d 559 (1st Dept 2022).
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Although the Supreme Court noted in its decision that the City is not required to offer GHI
Senior Care to City retirees,'* the City and MLC did not eliminate GHI Senior Care from City
health insurance plan offerings, in an apparent effort to preserve retiree choice among plans.
However, in an opinion and award issued December 15, 2022, Martin Scheinman, independent
arbiter of the Healthcare Savings Tripartite Committee, ruled that, in connection with the
implementation of a Medicare Advantage plan, the City may not offer GHI Senior Care to retirees
“unless the City Council amends the Administrative Code within forty five (45) calendar days of
... [December 15, 2022] to permit retirees to buy into Senior Care[.]”"?
III.  ANALYSIS OF INTRODUCTION No. 874-2023
Int. 874 would amend section 12-126 (b)(1) to authorize the City and MLC to agree to the
health insurance plans that shall be covered at full cost for City employees, City retirees, and their
dependents.
IV.  CONCLUSION
The City’s health insurance offerings to its employees, retirees, and their dependents are a
core benefit upon which current and former City employees and their families rely to meet their
healthcare needs. Legal obligations and the rising costs of healthcare have forced the City to
consider changes to its health insurance plan offerings. The Committee is interested to hear from
representatives of OLR, MLC, and municipal labor unions, as well as City employees, retirees,

and their dependents, to understand how Int. 874 could affect the affordability, accessibility, and

quality of healthcare for City employees, retirees, and their dependents.

4 NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees, Inc., et al., v Renee Campion, City of NY Office of Labor Relations,
City of New York, Sup Ct, NY County, March 3, 2022, Frank, L., index No. 158815/2021).

IS In the Matter of the Dispute Between City and MLC, Opinion and Award, p. 30 (Dec. 15, 2022), available at
https://www.uft.org/sites/default/files/attachments/Dec15-healthcare-arbitration.pdf.
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Int. No. 874
By Council Members De La Rosa and Ayala (by request of the Mayor)

A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to health
insurance coverage for city employees, city retirees, and their dependents

Be it enacted by the Council as follows:

Section 1. Paragraph (1) of subdivision b of section 12-126 of the administrative
code of the city of New York, as amended by local law number 39 for the year 2001, is amended
to read as follows:

(1) The city will pay the entire cost of health insurance coverage for city
employees, city retirees, and their dependents, not to exceed one hundred percent of the full cost

of H.I.P.-H.M.O. on a category basis, or in the alternative, in the case of any class of individuals

eligible for coverage by a plan jointly agreed upon by the city and the municipal labor committee

to be a benchmark plan for such class, not to exceed the full cost of such benchmark plan as applied

to such class. Where such health insurance coverage is predicated on the insured's enrollment in
the hospital and medical program for the aged and disabled under the Social Security Act, the city
will pay the amount set forth in such act under 1839(a) as added by title XVIII of the 1965
amendment to the Social Security Act; provided that such amount shall not exceed the sum of
nineteen dollars and fifty-three cents per month per individual for the period beginning January
first, nineteen hundred eighty-eight and ending December thirty-first, nineteen hundred eighty-
eight, and provided further however that such amount shall not exceed the sum of twenty-seven
dollars and ninety cents per month per individual for the period beginning January first, nineteen
hundred eighty-nine and ending December thirty-first, nineteen hundred ninety-one, and provided

further that such amount shall not exceed the sum of twenty-nine dollars per month per individual
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for the period beginning January first, nineteen hundred ninety-two and ending December thirty-
first nineteen hundred ninety-five. Provided further, that such amount shall not exceed the sum of
thirty-two dollars per month per individual effective January first, nineteen hundred ninety-six.
Provided further, that such amount shall not exceed the sum of thirty eight dollars and seventy
cents per month effective January first, two thousand and provided further that each year thereafter,
the City shall reimburse covered employees in an amount equal to one hundred percent of the
Medicare Part-B premium rate applicable to that year.

§ 2. This local law takes effect immediately.
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From: Joseph Jay Finn as a member on the Board of Directors representing 15,000 NYPD Retirees from:
1-NYPD Superior Officers Association Retired (SOAR)
2-NYPD New York 10-13 Association representing both local and national chapters

To: New York City Council Committee on Civil Service and Labor

Subject: Submission of written testimony in support of in-person testimony before the committee on January 9™ 2023.
This submission includes my organizations positions and at times includes references to statements
made by other parties during witness testimony and/or statements or Issues raised by Council Members
during the hearing in reference to NYC Council Bill Int. 0874-2023 to Amend Administrative Code Section 12-126

Honorable Chair Person De La Rosa and Members of the Committee on Civil Service and Labor,

| would like to start by thanking Speaker Adams, Chairperson DelLaRosa, Committee Members and all of the
additional NYC Council Members present and participating in today’s hearing on the proposed amendment to NYC
Administrative Code Section 12-126 and allowing me to testify on behalf of my membership.

A summary of my testimony before the committee today is both my personal position and the position of the
Board of Directors of two NYPD retiree fraternal organizations that | represent 1) The NYPD New York 10-13
Association and the 2) The NYPD Superior Officers Association Retired (SOAR) that have a combined membership
of approximately 15,000 NYPD retirees that respectfully request that this committee take NO ACTION on the
proposed legislation being evaluated In committee AND that the NYC Council Committee on Civil Service and
Labor evaluate if the CURRENT composition of the Municipal Labor Committee (MLC) and the existing
operational MLC agreement and by-laws are sufficient to properly represent NYC retires.

While the MLC clearly represents ACTIVE UNION MEMBERSHIP in current and future collective bargaining
negotiations it is our position that due to conflicts of interest that now exist between active duty union members
and NYC retirees, and the MLC as currently structured, the MLC can no longer properly represent NYC Retirees.
The current MLC is acting against established contractual interests and fully vested retiree healthcare benefits of
former union members that were previously represented by the MLC in the past. Retired union members DO
NOT VOTE In current Union elections and also DO NOT VOTE ON THE RATIFICATION OF CURRENT CONTRACT
PROPOSALS. The current actions of the MLC and the current NYC Administration under Mayor Adams are
attempting to force all NYC Retirees into an unwanted Medicare Advantage Plan has resulted in the
disenfranchisement of NYC retirees who are not represented In the current voting process.

It is our stated position that Retiree Health Care costs associated with closed union contracts MUST be
removed from current collective bargaining agreements. Both the current NYC Administration and current

leadership of the MLC have demonstrated that they are incapable of properly calculating past sacrifices and
agreements and are attempting to reopen closed contracts to the detriment of all NYC retirees.




During past collective bargaining negotiations NYC has consistently incorporated the cost of health care benefits
into union contracts as a significant factor in calculations relative to salary increases for employees. NYC should
not now be allowed to retroactively revise past agreements when past NYC Administrations may have used
flawed healthcare actuarial values that understated the rising costs of future healthcare costs. The current NYC
Administration and the current MLC are attempting to use a false "claim of equal or better medical coverage" by
forcing retirees into an unwanted private Medicare Advantage Plan that is Inferior to existing coverage. We are
respectfully asking that retirees maintain our current Medicare and Senior Care coverage at no cost that

retirees achieved under previously negotiated and closed contracts.

During my testimony | have stated that it is our position that the current leadership of the MLC does not

properly represent the interest of retirees due to a significant conflict of interests as active members seek

salary increases in the present while retirees rely on healthcare benefits and pensions that were achieved

through sacrifices made during contractual negotiations years in the past. This position was supported during

the testimony of Mr. Henry Garrido, the Executive Director of DC 37, when Mr. Garrido stated that in the last
DC37 union contract a significant and ongoing conflict of interest arose between active duty union members and
former member "retirees" when active members had to accept lower raises to offset increases in retiree
healthcare costs.

My verbal testimony concentrated on the inequities on how the MLC currently operates under a discriminatory
rules process that exercises a "Weighted Vote" that consolidates unchecked power among only the largest NYC
unions. The MLC allocates "votes" based on the number of active members that favors larger unions and the
operating agreement does not included any provision that provides for the protection minority interests. This

weighted vote process has resulted in a disparate and unfair impact resulting in preferential treatment and
benefits obtained by larger unions that are in control of the MLC to the detriment of smaller unions AND
retirees. The most glaring example of this abuse can be found in the 2014 United Federation of Teachers (UFT)
contract that allowed the UFT to obtain over One Billion Dollars from the Healthcare stabilization fund to pay for
salary increases for then CURRENT UFT UNION MEMBERS. During testimony the NYC OMB representative
downplayed the significance of this Billion dollar transaction when he stated that this was a "one-time
withdrawal from the stabilization fund".  While this statement is partially true the statement was an
incomplete representation of the use of the funds. This single Billion Dollar disbursement was incorporated
into the 2014 UFT union contract that funded teacher raises. The inclusion of this "one time withdrawal" to
fund raises had a significant and long lasting impact on future costs when year over year salary increases are
included. Additionally the 2014 UFT contract had a direct and significant impact on ALL future union contracts
that followed the 2014 UFT agreement as this single contract set the "bargaining pattern” for all of the other NYC
unions that has significant costs on ALL future NYC Budgets. This 2014 agreement was between the MLC and
NYC DeBlasio Administration that incorporated "anticipated heath care savings" language into the agreement
that were overstated and have not materialized. As the MLC does not represent retirees, and retirees were not
a party to these negotiations, retirees should not now be negatively impacted with the poor results of this flawed
agreement.

In addition to rejecting any changes to the section 12-126 the NYC council now must take the opportunity to
codify through new legislation that is separate and apart from amending section 12-126 that clearly protects and
pays for retiree healthcare. NYC Council Member Charles Baron clearly stated during the hearing that in a "100
Billion Dollar NYC budget" funds should be allocated to fund existing retiree health care and we agree.



During testimony today from "the current representatives from NYC OMB and the MLC" have taken the position

that since 2014 these two parties have the right to take steps to come into compliance with stated conditions in
the 2014 agreement that will result in making significant changes to the existing healthcare benefits of NYC
Retirees if NYC is permitted to move forward with the proposed Medicare Advantage Plan.

However, we believe that these two current entities do not have the authority to unilaterally re-open contract
negotiations that were agreed to by retirees in good faith prior to 2014 that resulted in a number of signed
collective bargaining agreements between previous NYC Administrations and the MLC. The signatories of the
2014 collective bargaining agreement are free to absorb the costs of the results of the flawed 2014 agreement
that called for healthcare savings that have not materialized between themselves and NOT from NYC Retirees.

In addition to retirees being excluded from the process and prior to the introduction of Bill Int. 0874-2023 the
NYC Council was also been excluded from this process of making changes to NYC retiree healthcare. It appears
that at this late date the proposed legislation is only now being introduced to the NYC Council, at the request of
NYC Mayor Adams, as a result of adverse court rulings that have been decided against NYC and in favor of the
NYC Organization of Civil Service Retirees (NYC-OCSR) that has initiated lawsuits to protect the vested interest of
NYC retirees health care benefits. During the testimony of representative from the NYC-OCSR it was disclosed
that this new organization is not recognized by the larger parties consisting of Mayor Adams and the current NYC
Administration, NYC-OMB, the MLC and many of the individual unions that comprise the MLC. The NYC-OCSR is
an organization staffed by volunteers with all legal costs self-funded and paid for by donations from senior
citizens and only has standing on these issues as they have successfully initiated well reasoned and compelling
legal arguments in New York State Court. We are respectfully requesting that the NYC Council include the NYC-
OCSR in all future fact finding hearings and in any and all other efforts made to address directly or indirectly the
current healthcare benefits or proposed changes to the healthcare benefits of NYC Retirees.

| am requesting that the Committee on Civil Service and Labor take NO ACTION on the Bill Int. 0874-2023 as
formerly requested by the NYC Organization of Civil Service Retirees as this entity is currently the only party that is

currently acting in the best interest of all NYC retirees and during their testimony stated that they believed that
any change to Administrative Code 12-126 at this time would have a direct negative impact on ongoing litigation
to protect current NYC Retiree Healthcare coverage.

Respectfully,

Joseph Jay Finn

For the NYPD - New York 10-13 Association

For the NYPD - Superior Officers Association Retired (SOAR)
Contact Email: jfinn@nypdsoar.org

Testimony provided for the Boards of the New York 10-13 Association & Superior Officers Association Retired (SOAR)



TESTIMONY
NYC Council Labor and Civil Service Committee
Hearing January 9, 2023
To Change Intro 12-126
By Ralph Palladino

Before retiring I was the Second Vice President of Local 1549 and the Legislative Chair
of the Bellevue Hospital Advisory Board. I testified before the City Council many times in the
past 35 years. I served on the Healthcare Transition Teams for Mayor Adams and former
Governor Elliot Spitzer. I worked in healthcare at Bellevue Hospital for over 40 years and was
formerly a DC 37 Health and Security Plan Trustee for the Welfare Fund.

I have never once seen the Council take up an issue that is so directly related to
Collective Bargaining between the city and public sector unions. I made requests throughout the
years for budgeting funding for collective bargaining and was told emphatically that “We do not
get involved in collective bargaining.” But now, make no mistake, the issue of Intro 12-126 is
directly related to collective bargaining and is political. That said, I ask that the City Council
vote NO to change Intro 12-126. Don’t become a party to the race to the bottom for healthcare.

Changing this plan could adversely affect retirees, who are on fixed incomes and receive
an average of a $26,000 a year pension. It also will affect the health care benefits of current city
employees. The city stated at the hearing on Monday that it is currently in negotiations with the
Municipal Labor Committee (MLC) for a new health plan for current employees.

When Mayor Adams was running for office, he opposed the changes in the health plan
for retirees, winning thousands of votes as a result. Given the closeness of the election it could be
said this helped tip the election in his favor. Unfortunately he has now changed his position.

As a member of the Healthcare Transition Team I suggested a year ago that the retirees’
elected officials should be brought into discussion about the proposed changes. I wrote that they
should see the books and the finances. The mayor could have held a roundtable or formed a
committee made up of these representatives and others to figure out alternatives. But this was not
done.

One of the main problems is the lack of transparency. We do not have all the facts. If the
Medicare Advantage plan is in fact better or equivalent to what we have now, then show us what
is in it. It was stated that negotiations were not completed for the new plan. If that is the case
how could the city and union leaders say it is a good plan? How could they say that although
Aetna Advantage plans were downgraded for quality of service to 3.5, the new plan is rated as a
4.0? How is this possible? Has the listing of the plan’s mandates for prior authorization, for
example, been given to the city council yet as promised? Why can’t the retirees’ leaders see it?

A year and a half ago in June 2021 DC37 Executive Director Garrido told DC 37
Delegates that if these negotiations were not completed by the upcoming September that the plan
would not be able to exist. He also said the same thing in September about an end of the year
deadline. Then again it was by last spring. What should we believe?

When the new DC 37 Dental Plan was announced a couple of years ago, we were also
told how “great” the new plan was. The devil is in the details however. We now have longer
waits for service and co-pays where none existed before. Dentists are leaving the plan, and
dentists who inquire about joining the plan instead decide to go elsewhere. Replacing the lost
dentists is impossible. That includes gum specialists. It has not lived up to its promise of
greatness.



So why should we believe anything said about the Aetna plan now?

No one bothered to explain at the hearing how and why over $1 billion was taken from
the trust fund to be used for collective bargaining pay raises for one union during the DeBlasio
administration. This trust fund is supposed to be for healthcare. The city council members asked
the current city administration representatives at the hearing about why this was done. They
correctly answered that the MLC decided to use the funds for it. Sadly, union leaders were not
asked this question at the hearing. My understanding is that the union whose members got raises
was supposed to reimburse the fund but did not.

Is it any wonder why so many retirees are outraged about this?

In summary I request a NO vote on the change for Intro 12-126. I respectfully request
that the mayor not follow through with his deadline of the end of this month. He has shown the
good quality of changing course on other issues when it was the right thing to do. This issue
affects the lives of too many city retirees and current employees. This is the right thing to do.

I agree with others who have requested a blue ribbon panel of union leaders and leaders
of retirees associations to join with healthcare experts and city officials including the city council
to go over the books, audit them if necessary (maybe working with the council’s Finance
Committee staff), flush out all the details of the new proposal and discuss all possible
alternatives and then offer an opinion. Like arbitrator Sheinman’s decision, the findings do not
have to be binding. But I believe that both the city and unions want to find the best possible
solution. If they do things the way I outlined, then they more than likely will. Egos and turf
fighting will have to be eliminated if this is to work for the retirees and current union members.
If this process is done, then I can support it.

It might cost a bit more to delay implementation. But as one city council member pointed
out that there are billions of dollars in the city’s surplus. [ know from my own years of budget
fights that at end of every “crisis,” which is a yearly issue according to every mayor I have dealt
with, there is always a budget surplus.

We can get this done if we put our heads together.

THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY AND EXPRESS THESE
THOUGHTS.
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Diana M. Hinchcliff, President Edward C. Farrell, Executive Director
Representing the interests of 500,000 New York state and local government retirees
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Testimony In Support of Maintaining Retiree Health Insurance

Edward C. Farrell, Executive Director

“The Retired Public Employees Association, representing the interests of state
and local government employees, urges the City Council to maintain Administrative
Code Section 12-126 in its current form.

The First District Appellate Court unanimously agreed with the Supreme Court
that the Administrative Code protects the health insurance currently available to
retirees. They are, indeed, wise justices.

Public employees work their entire career with the promise and expectation that
when they retire, their existing benefits will be preserved. However, Mayor Adams’
proposal to move all retirees and beneficiaries out of traditional Medicare and switch
them to a privately administered Medicare Advantage Plan would increase out-of-pocket
expenses and reduce treatment options, since not all health providers accept Medicare
Advantage. During his campaign for mayor, Adams called the proposal “bait and |
switch.” He was right then, and it’s still right now.

Having failed twice in court, the mayor and the Municipal Labor Committee, now
you want to change the rules. You, the City Council, are the retirees’ last line of
defense. On principle, RPEA strongly opposes diminishing health benefits for those who
have already retired. Members of the Council, in your hearts, you know that this is just

plain wrong.



We strongly urge you to maintain Section 12-126 as it pértains to current retirees.
These retirees committed themselves throughout their careers to serve the people of
the City. They have the correct expectation, that upon retirement, the benefits they
earned will be there. |

We urge to reject amending Section 12-126."



From: Shelley Bissessar <shelley@bns146.org>

Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2023 3:35 PM
To: Testimony
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Vote NO to changing Administrative Code 12-126.

Dear Council Persons,

As a public school administrator, I am appalled that NYC officials and my union, are attempting to
strip the retirees and of this city of the healthcare that they worked for as city employees. Choosing to
work for NYC should be rewarded with what was promised—the same healthcare coverage that we
have as current workers. That was the deal. It’s used as a recruitment tool—that when you work long
and hard for this city, you'll be taken care of. That when you retire, you will keep the healthcare you
received when you became a city employee; the city’s healthcare coverage gives city workers stability
that should continue into retirement.

Stripping those who worked long and hard for this city—from teachers, to firemen to DC 37 workers—
of their long-promised healthcare coverage is shameful. Medicare coverage is national healthcare that
all people over 65 enjoy. Privatizing the healthcare of seniors will lead to unwanted health outcomes
and ultimately will not save the city money.

As a NYC city DOE employee who is still working, I also know that once this administrative code, 12-
126, is amended, active health benefits for all city workers’) will begin to be chipped away. The door
will be opened for weakening of our healthcare and benefits. There will always be those in power who
will work to dismantle the NYC workers’ health coverage, (unless we stand up and fight back...)

As your constituent, I want you to stand with our New York City retirees in opposing changes to the
City's administrative code 12-126.

Sincerely,

Shelley Bissessar

Community Coordinator

The Brooklyn New School, PS 146
610 Henry Street

Brooklyn, NY 11231

718 923-4750 x3082



THE CITY
UNIVERSITY

OF
NEW YORK

Testimony at the Public Hearing on Proposed City Retiree Health Care Legislation
Expand Adjunct Health Insurance Eligibility and Raise the Total Compensation for CUNY Adjunct Lecturers!
Vote No on changing Administrative Code 12-126!
Monday, January 9th, 2023

Good morning, Carmen De La Rosa and Civil Service and Labor Committee members. I am Zhuo Yin, Vice Chair for
Graduate Affairs of the University Student Senate (USS). University Student Senate (USS) is the official representative
organization of all 500,000 students at the City University of New York (CUNY).

As a physics doctoral student from CUNY Graduate Center, I previously taught physics labs at City College of New
York (CCNY) and Hunter College as an adjunct lecturer. Being a CUNY doctoral adjunct lecturer allows me to
qualify for affordable health care: the New York State Health Insurance Program (NYSHIP) Empire Plan. However,
the individual annual cost of the NYSHIP Empire Plan already increased from $921 in 2015" to $1,456 in 2023 with
annual inflation of around 6%. The proposed change to Administrative Code 12-126 will potentially further
compound the health cost of CUNY doctoral students. I urge you to VOTE NO on changing Administrative

Code 12-126 when it comes up for a vote.

Instead of balancing the budget on the backs of New York City (NYC) workers and their dependents, there are other
strategies for the government of NYC to contain costs. For example, CUNY master’s students, undergraduate
students, and other part-time workers who work as adjunct lecturers usually do not get NYSHIP. I believe that health
care is a basic human right and everyone should get it. Expanding NYSHIP to all CUNY part-time workers
ameliorates the purchasing power of NYC. The city government can take advantage of the enbanced purchasing

power to collectively bargain with the hospitals and insurance providers to further reduce health care costs.

In addition to NYSHIP and a tuition award, current total compensation for CUNY doctoral students is $27,115° in
the fall and spring semesters with less than 1% increase per year. However, the MIT Living Wage Calculator calculates
the required annual income before taxes for one working adult, living in NYC with no children, to be $52,873".

Because the median monthly rent of studios in apartments and condos in NYC has jumped approximately 10% for the

! hetps://www.cs.ny.gov/employee- beneﬁts(nxshlp(sharedgpubhcatlons(rates(ZOIS(settled -rates-2015.pdf
https: .CS.NY. - < < - -rates- .



https://livingwage.mit.edu/counties/36061
https://www.gc.cuny.edu/fellowships-and-financial-aid/doctoral-student-funding/prospective-doctoral-student-funding
https://www.cs.ny.gov/employee-benefits/hba/shared/publications/rates/2023/ny-active-rates-2023.pdf
https://www.cs.ny.gov/employee-benefits/nyship/shared/publications/rates/2015/settled-rates-2015.pdf

past year, from $2,771 in January 2022 to $3,035 in January 2023 many CUNY doctoral students like me are

financially stressed out.

Due to tight government funding from New York State and NYC, CUNY administration predominantly enlarged
class sizes over the years. When I started to teach physics lab class at CCNY, the class size was 18 students per course.
Within 2 years, it went up to 33 students per class. Inflated class size undermines the quality of public education
and abuses the course lecturer. The raise of total compensation only with reduced classroom size caps can avert the

exploitation of CUNY graduate students.

Below are some of the demands from CUNY students:
Benefits
e All students to receive health care
e Health insurance consistent among job titles
® Expansion of adjunct health insurance eligibility
Pay
e Based on MIT Living Wage Calculator, total annual compensation before taxes of $53,000 for CUNY doctoral
adjunct lecturer who want it
® Day raises across job titles to keep up with cost of living and inflation
® Day equity for graduate assistants and adjuncts titles
o $13,000 per 3-credit course
o recognition of work outside classroom
® One funding source for all graduate students®
o CUNY is unable to track the total compensation for some of the graduate students such as Research
Foundation of CUNY’
o graduate students are currently required to track and report late payments by themselves, power
dynamics come into play here to prevent students from reporting late payment
Security and Working Conditions
® Class size caps must be reduced to less than pre-pandemic levels, and it must be clear and included in contract
Grievance process

® Expedited arbitration process for violations of student caps at start of semester, combined with monetary
penalty for untimely grievance resolution Cf. United Federation of Teachers (UFT), Teachers Union NYC,
contract

O current process takes 2-3 years to settle grievances

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. I am happy to answer any questions.

> hetps://www.zillow.com/rental-manager/market-trends/new-york-ny/

6 https://psc-cuny.org/clarion/2022/april/doctoral-students-confront-pay-glitches
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Via e-mail

Adrienne E. Adams, Speaker, New York City Council

Nantasha Williams, Chair, Committee on Civil and Human Rights
Crystal Hudson, Chair, Committee on Aging

Tiffany Caban, Chair, Committee on Women and Gender Equity
Lynn Schulman, Chair, Committee on Health

Carnen De La Rosa, Chair, Committee on Civil Service and Labor

Dear Speaker Adams and Committee Chairs,

It has come to my attention that, in addition to appealing the NYS Supreme Court
March 3, 2022 decision enjoining the City from imposing a monthly premium on
retirees enrolled in the city’s medigap plan, the Administration is now planning to
come to the City Council with legislation to change the city law (Administrative Code
Section 12-126) the judge cited in enjoining the city.

Each June 15 since 2006 the City has celebrated World Elder Abuse Awareness Day,
a day when citizens, businesses and governments are called on to recognize and
address elder abuse. Definitions of abuse vary by country and by state within the
United States, but most if not all fall within the World Health Organization’s: “Elder
abuse is a single or repeated act, or lack of appropriate action, occurring within any
relationship where there is an expectation of trust, which causes harm or distress to
an older person.” The WHO adds that this constitutes a violation of human rights
and includes a serious loss of dignity and respect.

Sadly, last year the City of New York betrayed the trust it had fostered among its
retirees by providing them premium-free health care for over 40 years. Last July
with no warning the city announced that 200,000 retirees enrolled in its Medigap
plan Senior Care would have to pay a $191.57 monthly premium beginning January
1, 2022. That this action caused harm or distress to thousands of elders, particularly
those with low pensions, is clear from the court record that was developed as a
group of retirees took the city to court. That the city took this action with no
conversation with or input from retirees showed a total lack of respect for them and
is a violation of their human right to dignity and respect (Article | of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights).

Directors: Ariela Lowenstein (ISRAEL), Lia Daichman (LATIN AMERICA/CARIB), Patricia Brownell (USA), Tavengwa Nhongo
(AFRICA), Kim Boettcher (OCEANIA).

Regional Representatives: Natasa Todorovic (EUROPE), Mala Kapur Shankardass (ASIA), Alba Mehio Sibli (MENA), Gina
Bardelli Corigliano (LATIN AMERICA/CARIB)

INPEA
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The city Administration’s appealing the court’s decision protecting these retirees only continues the
abuse of these retirees and of their human rights. The current effort of the Administration to amend
Administrative Code Section 12-126, if successful, would make the Council’s complicit in this abuse.

The Council must firmly and soundly reject any effort that would diminish the protection provided NYC
retirees by Section 12-126.

Sincerely,

AetseesI oo

Susan B. Somers, President INPEA

cc: Patricia Brownell, United States Representative, INPEA

INPEA SECRETARIAT

SCHOOL OF NURSING, MIDWIFERY & HEALTH SYSTEMS,
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE DUBLIN, DUBLIN 4, IRELAND.
TEL: 0035317166482 FAX: 0035317166450
URL: WWW.INPEA.NET
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I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ! P b Rei, No.
0O in favor in opposition

e hkad o B Desns 119 157

A et (PLEASE PRINT)

Address: K o=, dn Y E¥ ¢4 st -ﬂ' £ AY 1oy

I represent: Com (<0

Address: '/’ e"w‘. S C /’*

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __ Res. No.
O in favor [ in opposition.

=1 g ¢ | 3y
Date: ~' vy i . Ao

(RLEASE PRINT)

Name: X V ~F )

Address: ___ / j _
I represent: / 9~ f /-'
Address:

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___ Res. No.
] in favor [;ﬂ in opposition

‘i’ \\
Date:
\} /\(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: RV L / ‘\.}“‘\ | H_Il?z’, S
Address: \1;\1 ()f ?:L § ” .' i (/‘//{a{"?\‘” ‘[

I represent:

Address:

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.
[0 in favor [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: >V

Address: .

I represent:

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.____ ___ Hes No.
[0 in faver [ in opposition
! = -:'ZE.

Date: __|

(PLEASE PRINT)

) i
1\ Vel |
Name: [ )\ N\ A gl b
= WA —
\ A |9 [ e =
Address: i I 1 S
' ‘ ' I
I represent: _\' ! WY y W ol Bk
P
i P — \ =
Address: [ [ Y QG WO\

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

=
_‘-"-_“_.-_
‘—?:':‘*Q;p arance Card
~peqrince -
S — o ——

I intend to appear and speak on Tnt-No. — Res. No.
[J in favor [ in opposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name:

Address:

I represent: _

N LA ] ¥ ' LA e i | i T
Address: B P s gaN | hi. C

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. [Z-/2(  Res. No.

[J in favor in opposition
L

[ [ o |~ -~ =
Da‘e: 41{ L G J LD D

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: \~ AN & [ NN
7 | S ) " ’
Address: EAlL Lo !
N ¢ = £ / ('-;l' {
] {sve 4. TR
1 represent: o A
Address: =

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms



" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __ Res. No.
(0 in favor [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

\
Joxct Chediac \WiLcoy

Name: 5 .
) N o~ |

Address: . Ay \5 / /y ) o
ey |

I represent: - ‘ I l
|

Address: e

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

2]
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. 7Y Res. No.
(J in favor Ef\ in opposition

Date: ([ A] 25
—(PLEASE PRINT)

Nt \/\ 50 o e
Address: T,_L)I/-"\f 1|. J(F | )

N [ {
I represent: __| hw A it ‘, /\n VYA ﬂ("—"{-’ 4‘J
Address: S
o seitnars oo S ETe T e

"THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.
[ in favor JQ in opposition /
Date: /// 5; 2023
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: HhARRELL L. SIMs, PRESIDENT
Address: WEST IA™ ST, | w‘,.f'} WY (2046

T

I represent: NYC MAMAGE QI}SL ENPLE7EES ASSOCiATION
Address: T2 BROMDUIAY, SpirE 1995, Ry, Y [ogo+#

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.
(0 in favor [] in opposition )
Date: { 'l"I 1 l‘ P
T (PLEASE anr) - ‘
Name: _.'b< JL{}“\ L2 N k 1 1) \ 1
Wl 2 W \ Q0D «
Address: AV D - htd e o
=40 v‘/ /
I represent: et B
L
Address: —
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. /_w,.ﬁ;é_ Res. No.
[ in favor [_—_]{_,n%pposmo e
sy T4 E 72
ate: 7 /
R (PLEASE PRINT) '
Name: /M /qltg v 7:))/ EOER2 M A N
Address: R (9/)/"" ‘T/?\P /('/ /D/
):j X /(/(//:/L LIy e
1 represent: = .
S A / P
Address:

“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. L}_/Jﬁ. Res. No.
[0 in favor [ in opposition
Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

i C-MM/() FARRINVA ceq

Address: f’)l;’} /m/n/.,- ‘,@md

¥ - ‘/
I represent: /)/4 J‘— ﬁ,:? Locg ’./' ;,5 L/
Address:

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

N ) A R ST TY



LT SPTT R TN _.,-1 KWW p A_,‘ ,fai‘r i AN A SN AAOTTRTE B . ST I ol i
g LT X Sk <« PET AT AER BSTNT D D, 0 = S -

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _ Res. No.
O in favor @)n opposition

Date:
/_// (PLEASE PRINT)
/ Qi+ rL /LV'/?CB

Name:

Address: ~ &//’ 5 Ll’;( £ f{f/ o 71
Iy g
1 represent: __ { /- f‘

Address:

P o

S -
S VA R N T TS T T LT ey

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speakonInt. No. __ Res. No.
[J in faver Mopposition

Date: J (O(( )B

i =1
~._(PLEASE PRINT
Name: BWQ%\ > EtJ Uu)wtﬁb {
Address: St Q & (\L\j‘\ CJ \ )(U/“'\(-UJ Ly
1 represent: ‘JQ -\.\ <O ¥V . ‘ |
Address: A }‘\ Qe \ ‘{" \\,_' r‘_’L J.J\Lf

e R NG 3. kN ST,

" THE COUNCIL ™
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

[ in favor in opposition

I intend to appear and speak on Inﬁlo. e oo o s Mo

~ K i | aaam
Date: __ [0 _|-/]) 2022
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: 74///#' Hf /
Address: 47 pﬂﬁ-‘? ):J le/ f(\;flfl f‘L,{fj _f'f-f.{_;)iﬁ'/l
I represent: /\,},{f HANAGZ L 0P INGES ARy #7001/
I Pl N ) i ! /
Address: HZ LHOAD | f} f/ 2"\{/‘;' J(if?’[ / \/ﬁ.ff,-’{,/

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

T L



G 5 T S e e D T e ]

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.
O infavor (] in opposition
S

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: {I&\J\(t_lﬂ_,\j\f\. L.E \/f [l r( A7) 6’ N (J/ @)

Address: _ ' -7'-:'//'5/.4 ) / !_4' iﬁ‘ L ]\(1 L/

I represent: WA A 1
\

Addreaa:

A T Sy

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. 1: | '~ Res. No.
(] in favor [} in opposition

Date:

ro __ (PLEASE PRINT)

Name:

Address:

I represent:

Address: e S LS
THE CITY OF NEW YORK i
Appearance Card |
I intend to appear arg si,;e::vz: lml.E}N/:]/ e Res. No.
Date:

‘ '3 (PLEASE PRINT)
\ C o )
Name: QV\‘.\ )€I oy jG [
Address: :
WyAY \ Do
I represent: ), I\Y\) l \61 ) [ wCrtf

Address:

’ Pleuse complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



THE |COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ 'Res. No.
(O in favor [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name:

Address:

1 represent:

Addreas:

s AT i~ s SO B . - R o £ RO T T

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.
[ in favor n opposition

=14 ) ) :_7
Date: JAN. (‘r.‘ 20785

e (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: \7&‘-’“ GLas %—! AN T LASCAH-

Address:

UtFormED ,Qf:‘r/ﬁgfr' FIREFIGITERS of Nyl

I represent:

A Addwoca: -

“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.{‘_i}#;;_ Res. No.

[J infavor [J in opposition

Date :
) \ . APLEASE PRINT)
.‘,-.\ "\ ‘l )
Name: _\/ 0 X\ b \,F" '*l'\ Lo ¥
o A

1
I A =1

| 155 Y, A WAL (e S0
Address: VIVl By 100 A o

1 represent:

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



TS SO R o e O i e

T THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _%7%  Res. No.
{J infavor [] in opposition
Date: | [ % {25
i (PLEASE PRINT)
N.me: [ (: vl i A \I(-‘\ _7‘) . {:T' Lz‘(ﬁ\\“ {NE 1T

Address:

et
1 represent: OIS

Addreas:

- s i

~ THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___ Res. No.
O in favor [J in opposition
Date: H 4/2 %
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: Doarel  Polloicy ge R Fist  DeputyY  Comu/ssipd €y |

Address: 7 O/t on)l ct s P P
I represent: _/!/ ¥ O+L[ce s L  Loaby/ KElsd aA¢
Address:

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___ Res. No.
[ in favor ﬂiin opposition

Date:

e (PLEASE PRINT)

Name: )OS QA [FEAK AoS R
2d( 3% 87 Suits 203 BUfe MG 112582

I;'epresem: (-“O/L neg é_/‘)/“' C}:?éﬂfﬁ/y /rl'}‘f ‘Sﬂc/fﬂéfp/l'_ i

Address: 2Y/[ 2?{’{ g:‘t );/é & 3 ,«-’ffyzf"/y) /‘/? f2.5- I

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



SRR ik .. _ it AT T THE'COUNCIL - S
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _______ Res. No.
(J infaver [J in opposmon j /
2 J

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ‘\ V) /}L'/f/ ./)’)/] R T/ AU |
Address: £F ot A Ly fH g
I represent: E //,LC ("j /)5/ /) & } ]
Address: 75 /?)/ fp g

r «ef-w"'W "}w wr SNT—

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

A ppe&rance Card

o i |

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __“ °  Res. No.
[ in favor in opposition

/ / DS

Date: /eSS

ame: ﬁ/"?f 7;//( &k LR PRINT)* K= / Lu&r i

Addreas: e 7% gio- My Yy o f i)ﬁ
I represents i L /- -(
Address:
““THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int, No. 3] éﬁl Res. No.

[ in favor B/in opposition ’
Date: \ !c;‘! 2.3
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _CORT, P.?’;’.\ BRENDA BEREMAM
Riltcws st M MY 10029
I represent: JFN\J\/ Ogﬂ CoR R‘C 17 R—-ﬁ (8
Address: f,\'f:/f Lﬁ

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

g
»



" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. % Res. No.
O in favor [:Z]/ in opposition

.
L)

Date: TF\ h <?
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _{ | / "l[ ?1//”); 11L& i

[
A

Address: __ fv' c",‘_rl L.-'--/': 7
ﬁ S /ﬁ’ i '/ g ]J{/F AT 449
I represent: 2es;, /{H’ / | A vff’n Red V| eme £47  HI7(

'-/
Address: 54 f) J/

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.
[I~in faver  [J in opposition

{ Date:
G ) A . (PLEASlE PRI”T) NS
f vl [ ] ', 0 Y g ( /( ) @
Name: WUre (A A (AN O R
ame: ‘ .\ | -
Address: ~ ’ L,\.
T
/
AN A
I represent: L
Arlrll-ﬁ .
- "" r" A A i T, v P .y
BEX " AR LR e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __________ Res. No.
[J in faver [ in opposition

Date:
/’ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name;: N/ U /ﬂ/} ///( &f )
Address: _ (A ‘:\ I f\: 7 ” /Lf {’/' i S /;
I represent: /‘1 / ;’J <‘\ T
Address: ?l':l.,—j — e & {"'—“k/

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



O T LY

s S S N A R 5 S P IR T AR T R IR T e et T

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.
(0 infaveor [J in opposition

Date:
/ _ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: //’@";J ] / (4 /¢
Address: Y i (D] (']f,: M3

h i —) 7—{:’]
I represent: 7‘/"1 .”l.f",,g',' L ”) ;7,,,-',‘, ”/'/("/ ",# ~—— 76( ’
[l > t \7\@ =tk

Addresa:

ol

“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. M Res. No.

(J in favor @ in opposmon

Date:

’ (PLEASE PRINT)
Mpzian{ Q29,7001

Nlme: .
Alines Pe ST
iy e
I represent: N\TQ— Or A OF e Yo I-?f\ ¢S LT e Migd
Address: o B
¥ oS e TR T e -,

"THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _j_?_/_ Res. No.
(1 in favor in opposition
Date:

LEASE PRINT)
‘S

Name:

Mfuu,f/( C >5(
ily

Address: yosudlle
o s ¢ "‘_‘ [ A~
IME R & Pobly Fevet KHES

I represent:

Addrees:

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



"THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ________ Res. No.
(] infavor 7 i iti
# in opposition , /
Date: //‘7{ 2-6
(PLEASE PHINT)

Name: _ALILLIAM  SCHIL L INGF R

Address: 2¥ 21 ST R £RosE 11726 |
1 represent: ,ﬁ-(,C/C ”// ((L_ r”;’ f K ;{ 1 L,?.é <
Address: 7 L/Z’M SV [/7(// | L}—w O\f N \/

WBGR < st D AR > s oAbt e :-‘:"‘f‘:*:"#%‘" A

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. NV1Y Res. No.
O infaver [ in opposition
Date: j/‘d Y ‘71- 2

(PLEASE PRINT)
"?/\bf_{(_c/‘!@ ELe 0

Nlme: Vi

Address: o 1T £A s'—”/ 7

I represent: A Y § & (—

Address: & ¢4 € Z‘ //" “f
el ¥ IR #Mhmmmm o
Py o o= SR

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card , I

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
OJ in favor E/n opposm n
Date: _/ ’:’ ',f [ 2 _-5
o - (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: k'mS e \/.e] RLTOK A% I LA

Address: '}_p;‘,{. 70/ /f - Vf // ‘?__

I represent: Lol /zif,/ JC KE J JLES S O (s
’ i

Address:

<

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms



S LT
o e

irera T STl (IR
ot B Mqﬁ—\whw" -

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

A e !'l.-’_tm LA T,
55 B AU o8 P ANt 7, e 1T

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. 87({ Res. No.
[J infavor  [J in opposition
Date:
= (PLEASE PRINT)

Name: \J 0 \‘K‘& wha P tgei:N
Address: T

e L\/ 1\ _,_] \ = L
I represent: > K 6’171?7){ O pec— ) O‘\OCDED) &

= R e g s

NS Zovake
Address: 0 4
. bl il B O A L b A e S N - P

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.
(J in favor [J in opposition

Date:
.._\_,, (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: \’AVC‘%ut’ r_‘./""Q_ -\u% QAw FUD ‘
Address: g {’é /‘7‘7 poen 61)60/ }, v BT (1 24S
") ]
I represent: |_ =
Address:

CTHE COUNCILT T
THE CITY OF NEW YORK |

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No, g_LL Res. No.

(0 in faver in opposition
Date: / ?/20 22
~ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: labeart (o N VALEYL
Address: ﬁ // i Sf‘

I represent: ff“"’ l\qﬁl f

E ™St Brle, i3

Address: ___

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



S A P e e T e,

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. iL Res. No.

O in favor in opposition
Date: _Jan 9, 2023
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: Sd’f{//\ \:—c csan' 2

J - A
Address: _ M })')L/L'ZV\ /'!l/>/
I represent: ) W vf ¢ (
Address:

._u-‘h- u-mr' Lo

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

ZTY
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _ 2 " ' Res. No.
O in favor in opposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT) |
%&f\'ﬂcf'fﬂ /r { lzew| 1 2

b{)}/-" dh?%

Name:

Address:

7
& e é .
I represent: Lot T l
Address:
o el T M‘“ vam e e
Sy AT A P T BT EATIEIITE, . i ot s D SN T o o e atmeeprr T ors

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

pRI- 25%2
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.Y 47 ' °  TRes. No.
O in favor [J in opposition

Date: \ f/(‘? /9’3
) _ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _Zlower NV & )
Address: __ JUJ\\ P\rLﬁ ,7(\f-€ -t\\; JD(. ;Li\,\ U\f
I represent: P-‘ ’f‘(j‘”:j‘b‘ﬂ‘j( JL\UC‘C /A/ gvel{ / C vl Y
Address: 23 lBV'baing’j/ (Y? & Nj&c(! MY £ f\Lf

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



ey T (T8 D

W BT L kit

“THE COUNCIL,
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. 05717‘ 20Z5 Res. No.
O infavor  [J-in opposition
Date: __1 i /
(PLEASE PRINT)
[hARGATy ( AZcSs
w. 234 5

Name:

Address:

[3g

I represent:

Aﬂdr_nan: _____

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ________ Res. No.
(J in favor [] in opposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT) )

Name: _ P‘Eﬁ bcl:érriﬂ%— M l’\faﬁ ( J/(JU/?{W
Address: J

/,_—

l"- !
I represent: <‘:§" ‘\:\){r {_,) G\,QX(U ffﬂ‘
N,
Address:

BB e A R s RS (R O ot R oy i

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No.fz-_’i&_ Res. No.
(O in favor \q{ in opposition J‘L q By /i(:’
Date:

- (PLEASE PRINT) N
Name: ( } \l—r (_11’ )€ ‘{_Il(z{ (/f\

7 w7
i~ U BUTC G K
“<ocf | P\, |
I represent: >ed PN\ \ l'
Address:

’ "Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



A
§
+

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. { 2~ 9 é Res. No.

[ in favor in opposition 2> L
Date:
( \;K ‘ (PLEASE PRINT)  —
Name: Aurceeny  fEOeyr o
Address: LL) l 9\ ( - j\_# o
- N )
I represent: H L/K ( T \ \'\ = Jﬁ\ L e \\V\\\) N E L!u’
Address: - _ s |

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ — Res. No.
O in faver  [9“in opposition

Date:
T __ [ \(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: \-J ‘L/"\L " { /i ) 1 )k\(l
T2 ol
Kdddresss J Py K el en_| |
Y | )
I represent: __ ' '’/ ST [ / -
Address: -
. TR 2 S T TR e,

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No... Res. No.
[ in favor | ilfin opposition
Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: / H/.U/L_ At
Address: = "x T M~ C 100D
I represent: P‘I“‘Q S A

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



P o St -
" iy 3 v TR A e AT ——— .;e.-m;.m-
R e w Yl Ma.:kd.z"g SN T Btt Pl e

" THE COUNCIL '
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __________ Res. No.
[J infavor [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

“Name: \{;\;‘E [\\,/A/ r WT‘?\
Address: lMumJ&w rﬁ’\% “’L//

I represent: [212:/ f["](LL/J/L/i U ( [0 ) é \

Address:

OUE GO S — ol el s _f.!'i -""5"" ' el et s
ST I IR e S Y Spi— ANy S5 =

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
O in favor g in opposition
Date:

o (PLEASE PRINT)
!/)f H\!V\[Lb\ e

Name:
G jg %
Address: :
FPLC —-(1 ‘T\l\/ Keres=ve
I represent: = = a:
Address: “:)r Jl }_35\5\'\}”}\'\'{ ) ?\) \/E( (s
e by e R o i e e S B
" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. — Res. No.
0 in favor [J in opposition
Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: <,
Address:

I represent:

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



o o

TTTTRHE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _______ Res. No.

Name: -
Address: (Jo z/\ L it
1 represent: /\ VY C ,’f?c (1 Cey f’q.
Address:
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and spéak on Int. No. _____ Res. No.
[1/in favor [ in opposition
Date:

25 T (PLEASE PRINT) \
N LT £ o (=t nren
Address: (:-’t &)—i\ﬂ‘\ — W ‘) - “:(I:. )
1 represent: /:“M }/:f_;.—f;fi”"_"#ﬁwﬂwm
Address:’ v

5250t o
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. — Res. No.
O in favor [J in opposition
Date:
ZPLEASE&RINT
Name: // '/\ +~0 oYM
Address:
Y =

I represent:

Address:

®

[0 infavor [J in opposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

//2 J y/ 15/ ¢Cnin /-\ /

Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms




L S RS T F e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ‘8_7;_&4_ Res. No.

[ in favor [J in opposition
Date: !J{Clilj i vl
(PLEASE PRINT) ’

Name: ﬁ}‘ﬂ a G ) | [V\C 4 \

— =g WU
Address: cida el ' \\} ¢ N E I \x_.;\‘,ji
I represent: /{{ \!J< €| L
Address:

T HECOUNCLT
THE CITY OF NEW YORK :

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _____ Res. No.
[ in favor [J in opposition

Date: 1 ?_/ q / Z%
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: \%EV\'N C_'T’T I: C[-—*—CVL |
Address: RU Q@\/ Qﬁ@\ BN BROU}\/L\/N n ,

I represent: MY SCLi=

AAddraga-
DOaire T a— T

- A
e R P EatA s R BT JTe T R A R Wﬂ&ii '*d M 7 1t Sl NP

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ____ Res. No.
(J in faver [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: EDUUT l ‘h (X le\/
Aidiiresas. - (@ﬂ AL (o7

I represent: h V\IJ ( Of/'}j’f\; Y 67; ‘/ﬂj# f‘(’f[ﬂ

e

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



Address:

M e e Nt £

i _a'i-"HE C‘ﬁmﬁu ‘)A-«WMW-
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _ Res. No.
O in favor in opposition

ﬂ]‘?!l%

Date:
; (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: L ana Cl‘f €OV € @

Address:

I represent: Relirees /_< f/ -

.z“ W“‘ DI o e : TG e B T,
<A X o e 3 R A A VS AP a0 7 - i

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.
[0 infavor [] in opposition

Date :

(PLEASE P INT)
Name: / ’va'm

Address: /[/ /\&—7/‘( S

/ ///\-r/

— /_‘,—/ e /v){?/ P S ’\_

=g

I represent: o

Address:
oty e At - k- S w»umw .qrw s AT
A AR, S A DTl = mmm AR - A TR EATI I W .,‘A-_\>|

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Lg_ Res. No.
O in favor E]/m opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: /"\/l@(f't"m L "{;'?"Q/‘C"S"m
Address: MJ#S% Tabd §Fr< ,;;'r",
;A

I represent: 41-5—;; Vi i
g v

NS ) >
We so00

N

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

{

E A »b? r o4 c( ,f—}a’L“j | ,u'ﬁh)'!(' C foode |



THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.
O in faver in opposition |

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT) N
Name: _ AT i ok U ~~N
Address: J <\ | |
\ Py \ (‘ | i )m‘-\ ( -‘: ‘_\3 ! kﬁ) \
I represent: = |
\ J "_ i j ‘3 ".\(\ ; \

Address:

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. . Res. No.

- in favor in opposition
Date:

N | [PLEASE PRINT) ”

d 1 __1‘ ) LA
Name: 2D0 1 AN w/w’f«”f% = _ M
L Ulalnut St Stafea LSjiand

| ~
I represent: / { /
Addreas:
S IR T el L TR S D (i e T P T 7)&13'-44?*'{?«“"% i

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ______ Res. No.
[ in faver m in opposition
Date:
(PLEASE, PRINT)
Name: 1 M\ﬂ*@ 74 DE Y /AN

0o — e j
Address: )__/ro '7 e ‘ff‘{“\ i]"\_}f‘f? IL H : /l],{ ”:;7-‘] :

/
'

I represent: ()4?:"“ L %—’/} e
) —
Address: S Pz;w v ol )1/:"7 NIV
-~ L L "= ¢ [ = % /

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Armas ‘



THE. COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. No.

£l in favor [J in opposition

¥ {11 » = 7
Date: _*f 4] T2 §

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: #“ v (SGrr7dD

. ¢ - L s f AL L1y DA™
U S i { : S AT FODD
Address: [Zi3 /I riAlmay i A cod AP AT T
{

* . A ™ £ B - ; O
e £ TTl T3 Lodny N7 A
I represent: [ -C Cot'] = o f S

Address:

“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __________ Res. No.
& in favor [] in opposition

Date: 77 "%
(PLEASE PRINT)

y /7 /
1} f ¥ o
Name: _fV/ei/y [lod miilif€ 2

Address: o &
I represent: E""r'r'-f:"!'f“f e, X317
Address:
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. F ) Lf_ — Res. No.
(] infaver {4 in opposition, ,-f'; Q (’}Q B
Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: D Usan Peti 4o
Address: g ‘Tj\ ﬁ('\f“( J‘J‘:FUIMII ¢ (O o !/
I represent: /é'JZ Ef
Address:
’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



- T T A P T ".'— R "’F"'"’""" _'“ e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card 5 _7 o

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.
[J in favor ﬁ in opposition
/ ?/ 203232

Date:
PLEASE PRINT)
o =
s
Name: = an { ElZOC( =
AtEen: © ,’30‘%\ {2 ~ f\;\;@ E: e
r" - :

I represent: € L"('
Addreaa:

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card ? 7[7})

I intend to appear and speak on Int, Mo o .. Res. No.
(] in favor /& in opposition

Date:
D [ 7 (__;ASE PR]NT)
Name: An¢ ¢ 'i/w (274 /‘/ \/“"“

Addre;lz : /S/ /’ﬂ(/«’

I represent:

Address: _

T TE e SR

THE COUNCIL

Appearance Card = 7 K}/

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _______ Res. No.
O in favor \g in opposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: MO K GA G

Address: @,’? \/\1/]&}—\ A‘J% MY ( 10 0 <
I represent: ?S;(,‘ L'\J N\}l
Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



oL P

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. _____ Res. Ngj).

[J infaver [J in opposition /
A O ™ rb
! / O L J

Date: _
e It VPR PP
s - 6T &% - =S
I represent: ‘
Address: B
T T e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and a/p,r,a'k onInt. No. __ Res. No. M
@’fi‘il favor [J in opposition

Date:
SLEASE PRINT)
Name: /T///// Kos /Zf& =z

\ -/ . ;i ’
Address: Y, {iﬂ _A"’-*’L(/ N BIP ALY W'/(/-
Sl e ; ) y ‘ 7
1 represent: KI‘*C/ - 7 K(’ f//‘/z(f

Addreas

o -w!! ;“'"’1"‘&“‘?4 «;;

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

O~
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No. .0 1.&
O in favor @ in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT) /’
A

Name: Z—J(/a V@ ]>(/\ //’J‘“ /\L’/]f'\,--' =
Mot Vi fre J [V

Ak
1 represent: > A |

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

—



o T

~THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.
[ in favor [J in opposition

Date:
: 5 (PLEASE PRINT)
lyse Nowm
Name: L -‘?f‘>ﬁ ) ~ 44 4 (416 AN

P = . A\ \ o
Address: = e 1\, € \ D 1\ V /'\“\ \-‘f"."l ! }\4 P L N
= = Y
Mt e o =T
I represent: i 7 & \ \

Address:
. - < ST n‘._-Q/-l‘.’.w" .

L SR

AR PR VP e RO RRRIRL
] = G A0 =

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___ Res. No.
[ in faver [J in opposition

Date:
/) J/ | (PLEASE HRINT)

A T SO LIyl A 7D

Name: /H 7] | re :'}j/ w8/ EY e
N\
\
Address: v s A
’\’ - Z /4 J :):'f / ’J / AL r'{ L ;"i-’{z/: ’:- -./,f-j"'
I represent: Exgefr/ /[T PP IREV /] T LA J LI ALY
”.' - - - ?/' S . i ‘:/ P 4

Vi /// ///' ) ) Pl A

Address: ~ ) — JUAT S D/ LY/

T U DT S r
AW L R G PNV S A i e e

THE COUNCI
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

['intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __ Res. No.
O in favor Eé{ti,n opposition

! A oy Ay
Date: _/ | ] F/ iy

|
\ } (PLEASE PRINT) /
Name: _—| V% ') 0 RF‘-:-L(:";.,I (<
< 7 . .
Address: | D v rTl o Lla ce S NS
D 7 . B
I represent: BT ik l 3 e CO BL/%‘&* £ ( 1< =

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



NS S pTCoYs y

T THE COUNCIL ™
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ___ Res No

O in favor @/m opposition ;TL A m (SN L

Name:

Date: f / /

___—  (PLEASE PRINT)
/1‘4\0\ Swache

Address: Ams chdw At
I represent: &1[2] ?E@J\:'V'e;cﬁ , VV‘/‘J 2 {7[‘ + A [E/+

Addrese:
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.
(0 in favor @ in opposition
Date:
— (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: ’“‘T’{_ - > 4
Address:

I represent:

Address: [ _ :
BRI I L R S TR I YRR« 0 "W, i e sty 0 s PRI
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ___ Res. No.

Name:

Address:

(0] infavor [] in opposition / /
Date: 4) 02 ?

(PLEASE PRINT)

ONTONIA  mAN uﬁM

b{/ECf (07" T /746

I represent: K)EP- {Q = f:é

Address:

»

Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms



Addvews 227 B4/ Y

ST DR """llw AT e
Rk O T,

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ____ Res. No.
(J infaver [J in opposition p

>
Date: Cr}// s

(PI.EASE PRINT)

Name: %0'4}@}/ /_tg/*/lf’;-r74

Addversz " Q1. BRIVHM AV ((2 (7

) iy “ e -
I represent: _// i-."fu'——(fz A2 !:LD Vo C 6/4\”'\_.__!/ (_//F: 7
Add?esa: O

A T ;

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __ Res. No.
O in favor in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name: /;% //’/7/[ﬂ//—' ~
Address: 55%*/74/% /‘//A/f

I represent: (//’ f //f/f//f =~

o e T g A U

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card
=y
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __ /2~ Res. No.
[ in favor /g in opposition
- P i)
Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
S e = o ] v 2 B o
Name: [ /7L A7 S A b T e >
— P T IR A
Address: / . / :
A - O ¢ rh € .
I represent: FAY "‘“‘f . A 2 S
Addrese:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



e R S T P

THE CITY OF NEW YORK

‘ Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Ip\t. No. %_L{,W Res. No.
O infavor " in opposition

| f/éi/ E
[ Date: m

(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: D(Oﬂ g 1 QT
Address: 01}/(‘\7@5 [?Uﬁ%

(RO RC Tiiee /47’9‘/0@{\(3

I represent: .

Addreas:

=
-I../c-.tw'xu;--:f.- 0 LB I e o et s A Gatadie

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

l
i Appearance Card
|

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.

(0 in favor in opposition
. Date:
i \ t. SE PRINT)
! Name: i /h o L O (J_ {
| Address: JJL 1 ["'T)f\- ¢ \QL T
™y .
~ ) C:_

I represent: I-\E'JJ\ L[ &

Addreaa:
L’-"""'—“"V-" el e o T

el e T T

"THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

; I intend to appear and speakonInt. No. ___ Res. No.

! O in favor /ﬁ in opposition

|F Date: /q / 2’

{ Y\/\ . ‘ (PLEASE PH‘-Né) é#

i Name: e a.\J \/ {

! Address: _ = 0 {ﬁ i/¢ CT_ { . }2)‘ i n

| I represent: C / ?/\) ( T (Q /{ /\/y 1120
Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

—_—



T A i AR TS
6{.5- m‘f}‘-r_z.t_*ﬁmh.nd Mmﬂg B 2 A TSR ING Z7e P i s 1or M T

“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

) <L
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _0 /7 Res. No.
(] in favor in opposition
e

Date: g
/ / .’ (PLEASE PRINT)
A
Name: ioria UV&’/WK,&V]&' ]
Address: . *) 74 = VT -
V{2719 ¢ //_ o Al oy o \ I SRR | L i
1 ropresent: RO Cr05c ynion @hre Urg G ) Retree Mypesb 7

e glrapnir

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. ! Q‘-___
(] infavor [¥ in opposition\
7

Address: L e

Res. No. ~=<{C.

|\ A l‘\ (7 <

Date: i ! o >
I | ’ ‘l
A ; (PLEASE PRINT) !
N DOl R ODOA =AM AL \ o
e "o el A 0
Address: = E N / ‘__.\}\ ¢ ]
— N S0
} )] \.’- 2 g { i':-\‘{,;'J -‘—\.4\..“_ \ QI
I represent: / =, \ \ A8
Address:
- S et P g aﬂ»‘dd“#eﬁ w’h‘m@’-qm; -w-.‘::,, \tr :‘7._ :_—;:!:“ -

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _ N Res. No.
[J in faver [3”in opposition
Date:
v . (PLEASE PRINT)
4y 1 -/%7”\#'7 ]

| A

Name:

Address: _ — JI{\ (j /f// ~aics, (\,// 7}4 AL
I represent: f< é 1) fZe_i/n
Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



o s A e T 1S PR I  aem8
RS e - AL i A

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

P
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _ T / - Res. No.
O in favor [} in opposition

1y -
Date: flh'flflz-ﬁ‘ig

3 . (PLEASE PRINT)
{;"'/' /7 / ‘ / P
Name: 1> rt~f?//;:\( : i"t“
Address: B rl/”” 1. NE u‘/?ff =253

=/ E A 4
' I represent: /‘YJ{;"S.’C/: AS N N;;/C’ /“J/\ff flf?!i? E'

Address:

R e TR SN ot (AR L i vl i

S T T L S LS P

“THE coUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
[ in favor  [£}“in opposition
Date :

(PLEASE PRINT)
:Do__(_O-L\ S\f\u‘\_(‘ s O

Name: £
. Address: 97 St
1 I represent: L[\( G umm»\ QJLJ cZE 5 Ur PR ”\’L‘T) N"\/"\ ,yéle_(

Addrese: M _ /u\, )L] A \JQJ
e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int i ?’ Res No.
0 in favor t\%m opposltl
‘ Date: ! 17, ) 3
i EASE RINT)
: Name: m#f’\f\/{p'ﬁc"- E (/{/)ﬁ
i Address: oL H@NV& Hutédjua;\,- /’ Ly,

| lmmm@(n@ﬁ{” BX VT

Address: W/‘/o'“\ (/J;)’,/%

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

-



et ¥, o BP
> S SR N s ‘.ﬂ 2 'ﬂq'ul-&‘.i TV AT TR NS T R T

W ﬂmv - 3P

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
(0 in favor \_'\ in opposition

Date:
P (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _IT_\ ~-" "-\f"-‘ 5{‘)' B \ \ = \’:\\ N * L \ | \
Address: 7 \ T < }- Y A o L
I represent: \ ”)
Address: __ [ : ; ' - '_ , : ff.

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. . Res. No.
[ in favor in opposition

Date:

(PLEASE PRINT)

/1 ’_/' e B
Name: ’/.’/F YT VA D S K4 7

Address: . P U e 7 S

I represent:

Address:

" THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No 5. Nd.
9/:: favor n opposmon[ (/ /

) Date: h\c{
{/ﬂ 2 ((,PLﬁASE PRINT)
Name: Ii f(i)/ﬂ*ﬁf?’ i h ;i Az 1 1/

4 g
] 9
Address: _ - {’Z/ L / (/ /[é/”(" ( j{f‘%{}‘//_“
/.r_, 7 ‘ ) f / i
<7 - ,-/7/8/:: Gl v ;/”"/ fjx’z‘?ﬁf?’f

1 represent:

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



e Ay SRR, 3 S i it .. ST A 5 U AR
S TR R RS A N N ¢ d/ = R !_. 3 LT NN O o i x

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. Res. No.
O in favor opposition

Date:

Name: EQJL! dre 2 *—wﬁ/CJC.
Address: , ‘[/\'} =

I represent:

ST e

‘ "THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __ Res. No.
O in favor @(m opposition

Date: :! (5 |
1 (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: _. ? < m A 1"/"__ ‘
Address: Fd il il Bvin
A4 f A |
I represent: / / I I
Addrgss pa -
| THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. 2 /T " Res. No.
[ in favor . /in opposition|
Date: ' ng st
N ~ (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: —0 g\\::lof;? [y as ik
Address: _ M*i f{ {t /gv".fz‘" /¥ s
I represent: VLY ‘u .:- 4. l 28 g —
Address: __ ) FOSWE Al | (Qubbanty /T,

. <~z Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



o T i T A0
THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK
Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. _ Res. No.
[J in favor [] in opposition
Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name:
Address:
I represent:
Address:
P SR |3 J,...., e ey
THE COUNCIL
| THE CITY OF NEW YORK
!
! Appearance Card
I intend to appear and speak onInt. No. ______ Res. No.
(J7in favor [J in opposition
Date: ‘
| A . . (PLEASE PRINT) |
j Name: “K_ AIUYA DA , W ALD MA AN
' admes PG i W Ae
I represent: |\ | - PeET Pk
Address:
R S e —————— st st

T i S AT T 5 il 4

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I'intend to appear and speak on Int. No. -_,_i___ Res. No.
O in faver ./“m opposmon /

4 /A7

Date: * ;“ FVACAND)
‘, ] ’ - (PLEASE PRINT)
Name: NLCAATT ] T (a0 ]

Address: = T T ,If/;. R T AT
88 4o I\ 1\ WAV i /] RNV e n/ . / -‘f/ ,‘i l;,--w ,J_J

I represent: \
Address: = = S

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

P IO ot i WO LU TP ST



o .m-‘-*ww TWM'- W:u"“ﬁ-— - 'fr--ﬁv:.':?!“'.‘—' ek T .
< 3 SoE s T b T e

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear awk onlnt. No. . Res. No.

nfaver [J in opposition

Date:
J hn P (P EASE PRINT)
Name: i % ”) /
Address: \-“"'\ ar r L(’J%D ] 9{8_7%)] .'/3 /J’U’b‘{, /03071
7 K,
I represent: UI: r \\L, by &
Address:
’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘

~ THE COUNCIL ~
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card ’

I'intend to appear and speak onInt. No. __ Res. No.
in faver ] in opposition

Date :
(PLEASE PRINT)
Name: Kj//{)m UH”WT‘] /\//Ql"
Address: __ EDFJW " S jgljp\\’%i [UU/]E_/
UET Kehttr

I represent:

Address: w

. Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘



L¥- EEF PR

DA e e A N i et R

“THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. __ Res. No.
[J in faver [J in opposition

Date:
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name:

Address: _

I represent:

Address:
’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms ‘
IR0 G I mmmm_m e Al AN~ i rmiemi -
% S Sy ar R VR A A st B I e S S S

THE COUNCIL
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Appearance Card

I intend to appear and speak on Int. No. -~ ' Res. No.

O in favor [Z] in opposmon - //
43

Date:

— G BET Dode (1)

Address: ‘ n,f //}A_diﬂé | /—L/ 2l

I represent:

Address:

’ Please complete this card and return to the Sergeant-at-Arms é



	1 Mayors Office Labor Relations - Daniel Pollak
	2 IBO - Logan Clark
	2 State Senator Robert Jackson 31
	3 Ruth W. Messinger 
	AARP - Wilson Guzman 
	Chapters-3-25-28-38-41-Local-375 - Michael Caratzas 
	Citizens Budget Commission - Ana Champeny 
	COMRO - Stuart Eber
	DC 37 - Henry Garrido
	Local 1180 CWA AFL-CIO - Gloria Middleton
	Managerial Employees Association - Darell Sims
	Midtown South Community Council - John Mudd
	New York State Democratic Committee Person - Michelle D. Winfield
	NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees  1 
	NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees  2
	NYC Organization of Public Service Retirees - Marianne Pizzitola 
	NYC Seargeants Benevelent Association - Errol Ogman
	NYPD - New York 10-13 Association - Joseph Jay Finn 
	ralph palladino 
	RPEA - Edward Farrell
	The Brooklyn New School -Shelley Bissessar
	USS - CUNY - Zhuo Yin
	zzzAppearance Slips



