
EXECUTIVE ORDER AFFIRMS COMMITMENT TO
REPEAL THE ACA; MAKES NO IMMEDIATE
CHANGES FOR EMPLOYERS

Within hours of being sworn in on Friday, January 20, 2017, President Trump signed an
executive order (the Order), that affirmed the administration’s policy of seeking “the prompt
repeal” of the Affordable Care Act (ACA). The Order, however, neither specifically mentions
employers nor has any immediate impact on employers’ obligations under the ACA.

It is important to note that the one-page Order does not repeal any specific provision of the
ACA, much of which is governed by existing law and regulations that cannot be eliminated
with the stroke of even the Presidential pen.

Instead, the Order directs the Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services the
heads of other federal agencies “with authorities and responsibilities under” the ACA to
“exercise all authority and discretion available to them”, “to the maximum extent permitted
by law,” to:

“waive, defer, grant exemptions from, or delay the implementation of any provision or
requirement” of the ACA that “would impose a fiscal burden on any State or a cost, fee,
tax , penalty, or regulation burden on individuals, families, healthcare providers, health
insurers, patients, recipients of healthcare services, purchaser of health insurance, or
makers of medical devices, products, or medications”; and to

 

“provide greater flexibility to States and cooperate with them in implementing
healthcare programs.”

Each “department or agency with responsibilities relating to healthcare or health insurance”
is directed, “to the maximum extent permitted by law,” to:

“encourage the development of a free and open market in interstate commerce for the
offering o healthcare services and health insurance, with the goal of achieving and
preserving maximum options for patients and consumers.”

While some pundits have quipped that the Order is a license for employers to cease
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complying with the ACA or to cease offering health insurance, no such authority is contained
in the Order. What the Order may permit is greater discretion in granting “hardship
exemptions” from the individual mandate. Federal officials in the new administration might
also be more receptive to state requests for waivers under Medicaid.

We advise employers to continue to observe the ACA status quo, which includes continuing to
focus on complying with ACA Employer Reporting obligations (using IRS Form 1095-C) for the
2016 calendar year.

This is because, as the Order specifically states, any revision of existing regulations can only
be changed under the rules of the Administrative Procedures Act, which requires the public
issuance of proposed rules, followed by a period of public input. Despite the new
administration’s Order (and the House of Representative’s January 13 vote to begin repealing
the ACA), there is no specific change currently available for employers in 2017.

Instead, employers should continue to heed ACA requirements. Only agency rulemaking or
congressional action could relieve employers of ACA reporting and other obligations, but
either type of action would likely take significant time.

We will continue to monitor developments regarding the possible repeal of the ACA and how
any subsequent actions may affect employers’ obligations.

BREAKING: NEW DOL OVERTIME RULE WILL
NOT GO INTO EFFECT DECEMBER 1

Yesterday, a federal judge in Texas issued a nationwide injunction (full decision here)
blocking the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) from implementing its updated overtime
regulations, which would have required, among other things, that exempt employees be paid
a minimum salary of $913 per week. The judge ruled that the twenty-one states and certain
business groups that had sued to block the implementation of the regulations were likely to
be successful on the merits of their case and that there would be harm to the states and
businesses if the rule was implemented on December 1.

The basis for the ruling is that the new salary basis test is a de facto salary test that no
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longer takes an employee’s job duties into consideration. The Court found that the type of
work actually performed by the employee is what Congress intended the exemption to be
based on, and that the updated DOL rule supplanted the duties test with a minimum salary
threshold. The Court found that this was outside the intent of Congress and, therefore,
outside of the DOL’s statutory authority. Additionally, the judge ruled that the DOL did not
have statutory authority to implement the automatic increase provision of the rules, which
would have automatically readjusted the minimum weekly salary level every three years.

Although this may not be the end of litigation over this matter, the DOL’s new overtime rules
will not take effect on December 1, 2016, and therefore, employers do not need to implement
any changes. For those employers who have already implemented changes in preparation for
the updated overtime rules, they have the option to keep those changes in place or reverse
those changes and wait to see how this matter ultimately resolves. However, employers must
keep in mind that, although the minimum salary level will remain, for now, at $455 per week,
to be considered exempt, employees must still meet the job duties tests.

FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT TO RULE NOVEMBER
22, 2016 ON ATTEMPT TO BLOCK NEW
OVERTIME RULES

As we have previously reported, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) has issued an update to
the federal overtime regulations defining the overtime exemption for executive,
administrative, and professional employees, known as “white-collar” exemptions. These
changes focus primarily on updating the salary level for white-collar employees including
increasing the minimum salary threshold from $455 per week to $913 per week, among other
changes. The new rule is set to go into effect on December 1, 2016.

The new overtime regulations have been controversial and subject to various challenges.
Specifically, twenty-one states and certain business groups have sued the DOL in Texas
federal district court in an attempt to block the DOL from implementing the new overtime
rules. Yesterday, November 16, 2016, the federal district court held a hearing on a motion to
enjoin the DOL from implementing the new overtime rules. During the hearing, the federal
district court  judge stated that the Court would make a decision on the motion for a
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preliminary injunction by November 22, 2016. This is welcome news given that the new
overtime rules’ effective date is just two weeks away.

During the motion hearing, the business groups and states made various arguments about
why the rule should not be implemented, including that the drastic increase in the salary
threshold was a “fundamental, radical social policy change.”  It was also argued that
implementation of the new overtime rules should be at least delayed until it could be
reviewed by President-elect Trump’s administration. In response to that argument, the Court
stated that what a new administration may do with the new overtime rules is not relevant
and too speculative to affect as how the Court would rule. On the other hand, the DOL argued
that the agency had reached these new salary levels in a reasonable way through the
rulemaking process, and as a result, agency should be entitled to deference from the Court.

The Court seemed receptive to some, but not all, of the arguments to block implementation
of the new rules. The judge questioned whether the new salary basis was a de facto salary-
only test, why the change was so drastic, and how 4.2 million employees could go from being
exempt one day to non-exempt the next, despite having the same job duties. However, he
did state that his role was not to get involved in policy making and he would not base his
decision on whether he thought the rule was good or bad.

It is premature to state for certain as to how the Court may rule; so, the wise course of action
for employers, for now, is to continue to move forward with plans on how to implement the
new overtime regulations for their workforces on December 1st. We will, of course, provide
you with an update regarding the Court’s decision as soon as it is issued.

EMPLOYMENT LAWSCENE ALERT: VOTING
LEAVE – WHAT WISCONSIN EMPLOYERS NEED
TO KNOW

Tuesday, November 8, 2016 is Election Day. While there is no federal law that requires
employers to grant employees leave to vote, Wisconsin law does require voting leave. Wis.
Stat. § 6.67. What Wisconsin employers need to know:
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All Wisconsin employers are required to give employees who are eligible to vote up to
three consecutive hours of leave to vote while the polls are open. Wisconsin’s polls are
open from 7:00 AM – 8:00 PM.
Employers cannot deny this leave on the basis that employees would have adequate
time outside of their working hours to vote while the polls are open.
The law does not require that these hours are paid. However, employers should be
cautious about reducing an exempt employee’s pay.
The employee must request the time off to vote prior to the election.
The employer can specify which three consecutive hours an employee is permitted to
utilize as voting leave.
Employees cannot be penalized for utilizing voting leave.

Two other provisions that Wisconsin employers should be aware of are 1) they may not
refuse to let employees serve as election officials under Wis. Stat. § 7.30 or make any threats
or inducements to prevent employees from doing so; and 2) they cannot distribute printed
materials to employees that contain a threat that if a particular party or candidate is elected
that the business will shut down, in whole or in part, or that the salaries or wages of
employees will be reduced. Wis. Stat. § 12.07(2)-(3).

EMPLOYMENT LAWSCENE ALERT: EMPLOYERS
MUST UPDATE THEIR FLSA POSTERS

On August 1, 2016, the Department of Labor updated its mandatory Fair Labor Standards Act
Minimum Wage poster. All employers subject to the FLSA must display this newly revised
poster in prominent locations in the workplace where all employees and applicants can
readily see it. The updates to the newly revised poster include information on the
consequences of incorrectly classifying workers as independent contractors, information
relating to the rights of nursing mothers, updated information regarding DOL enforcement,
and revised information relating to tip credits.

Employers must post the new poster immediately. Although employers are only required to
post the poster in English, there are also versions available in Spanish, Chinese, Russian,
Thai, Hmong, Vietnamese, and Korean. The new version of the poster can be found here.
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U.S. DOL ANNOUNCES THAT IT WILL PUBLISH
FINAL RULE TO UPDATE OVERTIME
REGULATIONS

Today, the U.S. Department of Labor announced that it will publish on May 23, 2016 its Final
Rule to update the federal regulations defining the overtime exemption for executive,
administrative, and professional employees or otherwise known as ”white-collar” employees.
The pre-publication version of the Final Rule is, however, available now. The final rule will
become effective December 1, 2016.

The Final Rule focuses primarily on updating the salary level requirement for white-collar
employees, increasing the salary level requirement from $455 per week ($23,660 annually)
to $913 per week or $47,476 annually for a full-year employee. The Final Rule amends the
salary basis test to allow employers to use nondiscretionary bonuses and incentive payments
(including commissions) to satisfy up to 10 percent of the new standard salary level. The
Final Rule also sets the total annual compensation requirement for highly compensated
employees (HCE) subject to minimal duties test to $134,004 up from the current $100,000
salary threshold.

The initial increases to the standard salary level from $455 to $913 per week and HCE total
annual compensation requirement (from $100,000 to $134,004 per year) will be effective on
December 1, 2016. Future automatic updates to those salary level thresholds will be
automatically updated every three years beginning on January 1, 2020.

Currently, for an employee to be exempt from the minimum wage and overtime
requirements under the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA), an employee must be paid on a
salary basis meaning that the employee must receive a predetermined amount of at least
$455 per week which cannot be subject to a reduction because of variations in the quality or
quantity of the work performed. In addition, the employee’s job duties must primarily involve
executive, administrative, or professional duties as defined by the regulations (“duties test”).

The Final Rule is not changing any of the existing job duty requirements for employees to
qualify for the white collar overtime exemption. The Final Rule is also not changing the HCE
duties test. The DOL expects that the standard salary level set in the Final Rule and
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automatic updating will work effectively with the duties test to distinguish between overtime-
eligible workers and those who may be exempt.

The effect of the increase in the salary level test from $455 per week to $913 per week will
result in certain employees who are now considered exempt under the current regulations to
lose their overtime exemption effective December 1, 2016 unless their employers increase
their salary level to the new salary level requirement. The DOL estimates that the change in
the salary level requirement will permit approximately 4.2 million more employees who are
not currently eligible for overtime under the FLSA to be entitled to overtime once the Final
Rule becomes effective on December 1, 2016.

O’Neil, Cannon, Hollman, DeJong & Laing S.C. will be hosting a seminar on June 8,
2016 at the Country Springs Hotel in Pewaukee, Wisconsin providing important
information and insight for employers on the new overtime rules. Please visit our
firm website for more information.

WISCONSIN COURT OF APPEALS ISSUES
DECISION ON MEANING OF “SUBSTANTIAL
FAULT” IN UNEMPLOYMENT

This week, the Wisconsin Court of Appeals issued an important ruling on what “substantial
fault” means in the context of unemployment compensation. In 2013, the Wisconsin
legislature amended the unemployment insurance statutes to state that, in addition to
discharge for misconduct and voluntary termination of work, employees would be denied
unemployment benefits if they were terminated by the employer for “substantial fault by the
employee connected with the employee’s work.” The statute defines “substantial fault” as
“those acts or omissions of an employee over which the employee exercised reasonable
control and which violate reasonable requirements of the employee’s employer but does not
include any of the following: 1. One or more minor infractions of rules unless an infraction is
repeated after the employer warns the employee about the infraction. 2. One or more
inadvertent errors made by the employee. 3. Any failure of the employee to perform work
because of insufficient skill, ability, or equipment.” Wis. Stat. 108.04(5g)(a).
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In Operton v. Labor and Indus. Review Comm’n et al., 2015AP1055 (Wis. Ct. App. April 14,
2016) an employee who worked as a cashier had made eight cash handling errors over
twenty months, including not requesting to see identification for a credit card purchase of
$399 on what turned out to be a stolen credit card. The employer issued her multiple written
warnings, and she was warned that further errors could result in termination. After she failed
to get identification related to the stolen credit card, she was terminated for her cash
handling errors.

Both the Department of Workforce Development and the Labor and Industry Review
Commission (LIRC) found that the employee was ineligible for unemployment benefits
because her discharge was for substantial fault based on the fact that she continued to make
cash handling errors after receiving multiple warnings. Despite LIRC’s arguments that the
court should defer to its experience and judgment in employment issues, the Court of
Appeals took a very narrow view of what constitutes “substantial fault.” The Court of Appeals
found that there had been no evidence presented that the cash handling errors were
“infractions” that violated any specific rule of the employer. The Court of Appeals then went
on to determine that the employee’s cash handling errors fell into the second category of
what is not substantial fault because they were “inadvertent,” and it did not matter that
warnings had been given because that is not a part of the “inadvertent error” analysis.

The important takeaway for Wisconsin employers is the fact that inadvertent errors, even if
repeated after a warning, do not constitute substantial fault under the unemployment
statutes. Therefore, in issuing warnings for performance-related deficiencies, employers need
to cite specific policies and rules that the employee has violated. This will give employers a
better chance of showing that the employee has committed an infraction, rather than an
inadvertent error, and should be denied unemployment benefits if such an infraction is
repeated. At this point in time, it is not certain as to whether this matter will be taken to the
Wisconsin Supreme Court. We will keep you updated on any further developments.

EMPLOYMENT LAWSCENE ALERT: IRS DELAYS
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT REPORTING

On December 28, 2015, the IRS extended the deadlines for insurers, self-insuring employers,
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other coverage providers, and applicable large employers to file reports regarding health
care information required by the Affordable Care Act. The information required to be reported
relates to whether and what health insurance was offered to full-time employees to
determine whether the employer met its shared responsibility requirements under the
Affordable Care Act and whether employees are eligible for the premium tax credit. For each
month, applicable large employers must report certain information, including, but not limited
to, how many employees they had, whether the employees were offered health coverage,
and the cost of that coverage. The IRS determined that covered entities needed additional
time to “adapt and implement systems and procedures to gather, analyze, and report this
information.” The applicable forms must now be furnished to individuals by March 31, 2016
and to the IRS by May 31, 2016 (or June 30, 2016, if filing electronically). If these forms have
already been prepared, the IRS is ready to receive them in January 2016 and encourages
providers to file them now instead of waiting for the new due dates.

EMPLOYMENT LAWSCENE ALERT: MAKING SURE
YOUR WELLNESS PROGRAM COMPLIES WITH
THE LAW

Litigation against employers by the EEOC regarding the implementation of wellness programs
is ongoing in federal court, but no instructive decisions have been issued by the courts.
Employers wishing to implement a wellness program but stay out of litigation may feel like
they have little guidance on the issue, but there are some instructions out there on how to
avoid, at the very least, disability discrimination lawsuits brought by the EEOC.

In April 2015, the EEOC published proposed interpretive guidance on how employers can run
wellness programs without running afoul of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). The
EEOC’s guidance is an attempt to balance the ADA’s goal of limiting employer access to
medical information and the Affordable Care Act’s goal promoting wellness programs. The
proposed rule does not touch on how wellness programs may be affected by any other laws
prohibiting discrimination, such as Title VII, the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, and
the Genetic Information Nondiscrimination Act (GINA).

As a brief review, the ADA prohibits discrimination against individuals with disabilities and
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restricts the medical information employers may obtain from employees and applicants.
Wellness programs are generally programs and activities that promote a healthier lifestyle or
prevent disease, which in turn attempts to improve employee health and reduce healthcare
costs. Wellness programs may also incorporate health risk assessments and biometric
screenings that measure an employee’s health risk factors. Incentives are usually offered for
either participation (participatory wellness programs) or for achieving certain health goals
(health-contingent wellness programs). Incentives are both financial and in-kind incentives,
such as time-off awards, prizes, and other items of value. These wellness programs, however,
must comply with the ADA, among other employment laws.

The focus of the EEOC’s attack upon employers’ wellness programs has been on whether
such programs are voluntary. The ADA generally restricts employers from obtaining medical
information from employees through disability-related inquiries or medical examinations.
However, the ADA and GINA do permit employers to conduct voluntary medical
examinations, including voluntary medical histories, which are part of an employee health
program. Voluntary is defined as neither requiring participation or penalizing employees who
do not participate. The main effect of the EEOC’s proposed regulations is the extent to which
incentives affect the voluntary nature of wellness programs.

In its guidance, the EEOC has decided that it will allow certain incentives related to wellness
programs, while limiting others to prevent economic coercion that could render the program
involuntary. This can be achieved, according to the proposed rule, by allowing an employer to
offer incentives up to a maximum of 30% of the total cost of employee-only coverage to
promote participation. Under the proposed rule, employers are not allowed to require
participation or deny coverage to or take an adverse employment action against any
employee who does not participate. Employers would be further required to provide a notice
that clearly explains what medical information will be obtained, who will receive the medical
information, how the medical information will be used, the restrictions on its disclosure, and
the methods the covered entity will employ to prevent improper disclosure of the medical
information. The proposed rule also allows disclosure of medical information obtained by the
wellness program to employers only in aggregate form, except as needed to administer an
employer’s health plan.

Finally, wellness programs must provide reasonable accommodations to employees with
disabilities so that such employees have the ability to participate in wellness programs and
earn the incentives offered by the employer. This is in line with the employer’s duty to
accommodate under the ADA.

Despite the EEOC’s guidance, there remain unanswered questions. For example, the
incentive language allows for up to 30% of the cost of employee-only coverage, but there is
no guidance on whether incentives can be offered to encourage other family members who
are covered under the insurance to participate in wellness programs. It is also expected that



separate guidance on how GINA and wellness programs can coexist will be forthcoming.

Although the notice and comment period on the proposed rule has ended, the final rule is not
likely to be issued until the fall. Employers should keep apprised of this rule making to make
sure that their wellness programs do not find the attention of the EEOC.

EMPLOYMENT LAWSCENE ALERT: EEOC ISSUES
UPDATED ENFORCEMENT GUIDANCE ON
PREGNANCY DISCRIMINATION

On July 14, 2014, the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunities Commission (“EEOC”) issued
updated enforcement guidance regarding the Pregnancy Discrimination Act (“PDA”) and the
Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) as they apply to pregnant workers. The EEOC’s
guidance discusses a number of issues related to pregnancy discrimination and other
pregnancy related issues and provides insight into the agency’s interpretation of those issues
and employers’ obligations under the PDA and ADA relative to pregnant employees. The
EEOC also issued a question and answer sheet about the EEOC’s enforcement guidance and
pregnancy related issues and a fact sheet for small businesses.

Among a number of other issues, the EEOC’s guidance discusses:

•The PDA’s coverage as it relates to current pregnancy, past pregnancy, and a woman’s
potential to become pregnant or intended pregnancy.
•Discrimination based on lactation and breastfeeding and other medical conditions related to
pregnancy or child birth.
•When employers may be required to provide light duty for pregnant employees.
•The prohibition against forcing an employee to take leave because she is pregnant and
other issues related to parental leave.
•When employers may have to provide reasonable accommodations to employees with
pregnancy-related impairments.
•Other legal requirements affecting pregnant workers, such as the Family and Medical Leave
Act and Section 4207 of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (requiring employers
to provide “reasonable break time” for breastfeeding employees to express breast milk).
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•The EEOC’s proffered best practices for employers in handling pregnancy-related matters in
the workplace.

The EEOC’s updated guidance provides a clear indication of the EEOC’s position and
interpretation relative to the PDA and ADA as they relate to pregnancy discrimination and
other pregnancy related issues in the workplace. While this guidance may provide some
insight into the agency’s position and likely enforcement efforts, employers should remember
that it is merely guidance and does not have the force and effect of law.

One of the more controversial elements of the EEOC’s new guidance arises from the EEOC’s
position that employers’ failure to treat pregnant employees the same as non-pregnant
employees similar in their ability or inability to work is a violation of the PDA. This becomes
problematic for employers who have traditionally reserved light duty positions for workers
with restrictions resulting from an on-the-job injury while not providing light duty to
employees who have similar temporary restrictions. The EEOC takes the position that the
PDA requires employers who offer light duty work to employees who have restrictions
resulting from injury on the job to offer that same light duty work to a pregnant employee
with the same restrictions.

In light of this new guidance, employers should reevaluate their practices and policies related
to pregnancy and pregnancy-related issues, especially with regard to requests for
accommodation, and more carefully consider each and every employment action and
decision involving pregnancy in the workplace.


