LMBC Meeting Minutes
October 21, 2025
Zoom
Compiled by Maria Xiong

LMBC Members:

Tom Armstrong, Mgmt — Present

Jamie Doscher, Labor — Absent

Jenny Ceciliano, Labor - Present

Blake Dye, Mgmt. — Present

Vince Elmore, Labor — Absent

Kim Epling, Mgmt. — Present

Margaret Evans, Mgmt. — Present

Chris Flanary, Labor — Present

Leslie Goodlow, Mgmt. Co-Chair — Absent
Lacey Sparling (for Casey Hettman), Labor
— Present

Claire Houston, Labor — Present

Rob Hutchens, Labor — Present

Lex Jakusovszky, Mgmt. — Present

Nick Kreimeier, Labor — Present

Isaac McLennan, Labor — Absent

Nicole Powell, Mgmt. — Present

Aaron Rivera, Mgmt. — Present

Elisa Rivera, Mgmt - Present

Jenny Scott, Labor — Present

Amy Tuttle, Mgmt. — Absent

Carolyn Welch, Labor — Present

Rachel Whiteside, Labor Co-Chair - Present
Ron Zito, Mgmt. — Present

Staff:
Michelle Taylor
Maria Xiong

Aon:

Jenn Weddle
Erin Walker
Kelby Faulk
Megan Poppe

1. Call to order: Co-Chair Rachel Whiteside called meeting to order at 1:33 PM

2. Meeting Minutes: Discussion of any required changes to meeting minutes from
September 16, 2025. Minutes adopted as written.

3. Continuation of Committee Best Practices/Guidelines Document and
Committee Vote (Michelle Taylor and Committee discussion)

The group continued working through the document on sections that were either not
reviewed in the prior session or to address remaining questions or thoughts in the

applicable sections.



Guest:

The conversation within this section focused on guest adherence to meeting conduct
expectation. Suggestions included informing guests at the beginning of each meeting
there will be time for public comments, during which they may share their input. Another
idea was to include the list of expectations at the beginning of the meeting (within the
chat for virtual meetings). Committee members are responsible for ensuring their invited
guests understand and adhere to meeting expectations.

Members:

The discussion focused on accountability and clarifications as to who is best positioned
to manage committee responsibilities and behavior. A suggestion was for Co-Chairs, in
collaboration with BHR Benefits Manager, to address matters involving management or
labor representatives. When challenges arise with any member(s), the Co-Chairs and
Benefit Manager will work collaboratively to determine a thoughtful course of action,
with an emphasis that team members should feel comfortable bringing their concerns
directly to the Co-Chairs or the BHR Benefits Manager.

Quorum:

The discussion centered on the definition of quorum, which some members inquired
whether this pertains to number of people needing to be in attendance to conduct
meeting business, the number needed to approve recommendations, or both. This
raised questions about whether quorum applies to both attendance and moving forward
recommendations.

Historically within each collective bargaining agreement, of the number of members has
been included to take action and these can vary by union contract. With many different
collective bargaining agreements, different effective dates, and varied definitions of
quorum, it's important for this committee to come to a shared agreement going into
decisions for 2026-27. The language in the Committee Responsibilities document does
not currently include a distinction between number of members required for attendance
and recommendations, but this could be updated for clarity.

There was ambiguity regarding the required voting threshold for a recommendation.
Assuming the minimum attendance of 75% (as stated in the current drafted version of
the Committee Responsibilities document) of members is met, the question was
whether the recommendation required one of the following: 1) unanimity; all members
presents must vote 'yes' for forward movement; 2) a simple majority (50% plus one
vote); or 3) a super-majority based on members present and proxies, with a
recommendation moving forward at either 60% or 75%.

A committee member provide an example involving a vote with 24 total members where
15 "yes" votes and 9 "no" votes failed to meet the 75% threshold. Since 75% is a high
bar to meet, a 60% supermajority seemed sufficient by many of the attending members
to move a recommendation forward and could prevent a single vote from
disproportionately influencing the outcome.



The decision on adopting a threshold requires thoughtful consideration focusing on
whether the group’s role is to make a decision or to represent the range of views
present, which the consensus was both. It was again acknowledged that various
contracts have different requirements for action, which could necessitate support from
BHR for some labor agreements. It was noted an abstention can have significant
impacts on the recommendation-making process, a factor that is rarely addressed due
to the infrequency of member abstaining from a vote. Both Rachel Whiteside and
Michelle Taylor commented it’s rare to not have a committee member in attendance, or
without providing a proxy, for a voting meeting. It is important and expected that
members either attend the meeting or provide a proxy ahead of their absence. The date
of the voting meeting is the third Tuesday of March, so members have this on their
calendars well in advance.

Decision Making:

The decision-making section was reviewed for mention of quorum. The very last
paragraph in the current version of decision-making mentions quorum to make a
recommendation; however, does not have specifics to a threshold. It was recommended
to add “supported by 60% of the committee members or their designated proxy” but this
cannot be supported without additional discussions by labor and management, since it
contradicts some of the union contract language.

Many seemed to support Quorum, in this section, referring to the number of people
required to be present to conduct a vote. One thought was that quorum is defined this
way because all respective union collective bargaining agreements specify the same
threshold for both member attendance and passing recommendations.

Discussion continued to an add by members stating they wanted an option presented
that represents keeping benefits status quo. Michelle stated a no vote would maintain
status quo. An example was brought up related to the recommendations reviewed for
the 2025-26 plan year, where the committee needed to come up with options for an 8%,
10% and 12% renewal. None of the options were status quo, although a no vote would
mean status quo when individual items are being presented. Concerns were raised that
allowing a "no" vote on the broad scope could be complex and potentially lack
transparency, especially compared to implementing "no" votes only for individual items
or specific options. There was generally agreement that a status quo option should be
presented when items are bundled.

Rachel Whiteside recommended we bring this topic to a close so the group could shift
to the last agenda item. Michelle Taylor stated she would update the document and get
a new version out to co-chairs for review. She additionally shared there should be some
time at the November meeting to finalize and put to a vote since we could not get there
in this meeting.

4. New Benefit Plan Updates and Future Meeting Topics (Aon)

Aon shared the contract between Moda and Transcarent will be coming to an end.
While this group did recommend implementation of Transcarent effective this plan year,



the situation has shifted, and the Bureau of Human Resources may need to explore
alternative options outside of Moda.

Aon then moved to their prepared slides to provide an update on a couple of benefits
that went live earlier this plan year under the self-funded PPO plan.

Starting with slide two, Garner—the incentive program integrated with Moda—received
a positive summary. On the first page of their reporting, through September 2025, there
was a rate of 28%-member sign-up, 13% reimbursed with a total reimbursed amount of
twenty-three thousand dollars.

Moving to slide three, CirrusMD, the online health platform providing 24/7/265 access to
providers, reports through September had 63 registrations. There were 46 encounters,
noting that an encounter may represent a patient revisiting for the same reason. If visits
occur within the seven-day window, they count as a single encounter for reporting
purposes and member charges.

Slide four displayed CirrusMD data visually.

Slide five, in total, shared that thirty-four patients used this CirrusMD benefit. There was
76.2% encounter resolution rate, with average initial response time of thirty-five
seconds, and duration visits averaging twenty-five minutes.

Slides six and seven displayed CirrusMD data on the days and times of encounters, the
mediums used for each encounter, and information related to satisfaction and
redirection. This information is valuable to show when members are seeking services
and can show the value of having access outside of typical provider business hours,
hopefully saving plans money by seeking the right type of care.

5. Other Business: None

6. Public Comment: None

7. Next Meeting: November 18, 2025, 1:30 PM - 3:00 PM, Zoom.
Meeting adjourned 3:00PM



