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) TOWN OF APPLE VALLEY

g TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT
pple Valley

To: Honorable Mayor and Town Council Date: September 25, 2012

From: Marc Puckett, Asst. Town Manager of Item No: 18
Finance & Administrative Services

Subject: DISCUSSION OF UNFUNDED ACTUARIAL ACCRUED LIABILITIES

T.M. Approval: Budgeted Item: [J Yes [ No X N/A

I —————————————— —
RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Receive and file report.
SUMMARY:

At a previous Council meeting, members of Council had requested that staff prepare a
report discussing and explaining the Town’s unfunded actuarial accrued liability with
respect to its employee pension plan offered through the California Public Employee
Retirement System (CalPERS).

An *“unfunded liability” represents when a pension plan or “pooled” (multi-employer)
pension plans’ actuarial value of assets is less than its accrued liability. The difference is
the plan or pool’s unfunded liability.

Also, it is important to underscore that this is an actuarially determined number comparing
the entry age normal accrued liability to the actuarial value of assets. This point is often
misunderstood.

There are many reasons that an unfunded liability may exist. Some reasons include
creation of a new plan, a recession affecting the market value of plan assets, not
contributing in accordance with the actuarially determined funding schedule (pension
contribution holidays), or a change in participants’ benefits. If an unfunded liability exists
due to a decline in the market value of the plan assets, it will cause a temporary increase
in contributions to the plan.
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BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS:

The Town of Apple Valley has offered a defined benefit pension plan to its employees
through CalPERS since the Town’s formation in 1988. The Town is part of the CalPERS
Miscellaneous Plan "Pool." All employers with less than 100 employees must be a member
of the pool so that plan experience does not distort the annual required contribution (ARC)
calculation. The funded status as reported for the Miscellaneous Plan reflects the
aggregated funded status of all members of the pool. There are over 180 separate public
agencies that are members of the CalPERS “Pool.”

Within the Miscellaneous pool, the unfunded liability as of the last actuarial valuation dated
June 30, 2010 (June 30, 2011 valuation will be released in October) was $296,982,470
(297 million). However, the actuarial value of assets as of June 30, 2010 was
$2,000,888,875 (2 billion). Many times the unfunded liability is reported in the news
without also stating the value of plan assets in the trust to fund future liabilities.

Also, although much has been made about CalPERS most recent 2011 calendar year rate
of return of 1.1% please note that the historical rates of return for the last 22 years outlined
in the attached CalPERS “Facts At A Glance” (Facts) publication for August, 2012, that is
available on their website, indicated that for the last 22 fiscal years (as of the year ended
June 30), CalPERS' rates of return have averaged 8.95%. For the past 22 calendar years
(as of the year ended December 31), CalPERS' rates of return have averaged 8.51%.
Both of these rates of return covering the last 22 years of plan experience are more than
100 basis points (1.00%) above the plan's investment rate of return assumption of 7.50.

Funded status of the plan has fluctuated greatly as a result of the recession. The market
value of assets in the CalPERS trust was affected similarly to all 401ks when the economy
entered the most recent recession in 2007. This is illustrated by the Funding Status table
within the Facts which indicates that the funded status of all public agency plans as of
June 30, 2007 was 102.0% or 2% overfunded. As a result of recession and meltdown in
the financial markets, plan assets lost 40% of their value over the next two years but has
now began to recover market value. In fact, the DJIA stock index just past a four year high
which is a significant indicator of the direction of the broader market economy. Further, it
is anticipated that when the CalPERS actuarial valuation report is received in October, the
funded status will be as much as 10% higher.

To highlight some particular facts of interest noted in the publication, the average entry age
for miscellaneous members is 35. The average entry age for safety members is 30. This
is significant as it relates to pension liabilities. For example, much has been said about
safety members retiring at age 50 with 90% of their pension benefit. Based upon all plan
experience, safety members enter public service on average at age 30 meaning that when
first eligible, the safety member would have 20 years of service. Attainment of benefit
eligibility of 90% at age 50 is not possible because an officer must first be POST certified
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prior to entering the public service. An individual interested in becoming POST certified
may not enter the academy prior to attainment of 21 years of age. Further, the current
average years of service for all CalPERS service retirees is 20.3 years and the average
attained age at retirement is age 60.

Of particular note, the average annual pension benefit for all CalPERS retirees is $27,984
per year or $2,332 per month before any applicable taxes. The average annual pension
benefit for retirees in the most recent year was $36,780 or $3,065 per month before any
applicable taxes.

In Apple Valley, there have been a total of 24 retirees. For these retirees, the average
annual pension benefit is $25,548 per year or $2,129 per month before any applicable
taxes. The average years of service for active members is 7.06 years and the average
attained age is 44.3 years.

Most commonly, the focus on public employee pensions has been on those individuals
receiving pensions in excess of $100,000. In fact, there is a website dedicated to tracking
these individuals and reporting their names to the public. In total, there have been
536,234 retirees from CalPERS. Of these retirees, 9,111 or 1.6% of the retirees were
receiving a pension benefit of greater than $100,000. To put it in perspective, for an
agency with 200 employees, 3.2 of those employees would retire with a pension benefit
greater than $100,000. This would most likely include a City Manager, Assistant City
Manager, Police Chief, Fire Chief or Public Works Director that has worked their entire
career in the public sector in California and in agencies served by the CalPERS system.
More commonly, most public employees (98.4%) are retiring with pension benefits at a far
lower level which is evidenced by the average pension benefit for all retirees.

Pension Reform Act of 2013 (AB 340)

A summary of the actuarial cost analysis of the Pension Reform Act recently signed into
law is attached. This law will significantly reduce pension costs for employers and pension
benefits for all future public employees. While the exact cost savings has not yet been
determined, it is estimated that the savings due to the pension benefit formula will be
approximately 1.3-1.5% of payroll.

As a reminder, the Town had previously adopted a two-tier plan reducing benefits for
future retirees as a budget-balancing measure during the 2010-2011 Fiscal Year.
Therefore, there will be limited benefit or budgetary savings as a result of the adoption of
the Act.
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CONCLUSION

Unfunded liabilities in a Pension system must be discussed in context with the actuarial
value of assets in the trust to gain a full understanding of the funded status of the plan.
Funded levels vary, in part, due to cyclical economic activity within the capital markets.
The funded status of the Trust was impacted by the recession. However, the funded status
is showing signs of returning to the pre-recession levels. The average entry age for safety
employees is 30. The average entry age for miscellaneous members is 35. The average
pension benefit being paid to all CalPERS retirees is $27,984 per year or $2,332 per
month before any applicable taxes. The average annual pension benefit for retirees in the
most recent year was $36,780 or $3,065 per month before any applicable taxes. In Apple
Valley, there have been a total of 24 retirees. For these retirees, the average annual
pension benefit is $25,548 per year or $2,129 per month before any applicable taxes.

Budgetary savings for the Town as a result of passage of the Pension Reform Act will be
limited due to the Town’s adoption of a second tier plan as a budget balancing measure
during FY 2010-2011.

MARC R. PUCKETT
Assistant Town Manager of
Finance & Administrative Services

ATTACHMENTS: 1) CalPERS Facts At A Glance, August, 2012
2) Actuarial Cost Analysis of PEPRA of 2013
3) Preliminary Summary of Pension Reform Provisions
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Califernia Public Employees’ Retirement System
External Affairs Branch - Office of Public Affairs
400 Q Street, Sacramento, CA 95811

(916) 795-3991 phone -(916) 795-3507 fax
www.calpers.ca.gov

FACTS AT A GLANCE

August 2012

Facts at a Glance is a monthly compilation of information of interest to Board Members, staff, and the general
public. Information is current as of July 31, 2012, unless otherwise noted. Every effort has been made to verify the
accuracy of the information, which is intended for general use only.

OVERVIEW

OVERALL MEMBERSHIP (AS OF JUNE 30, 2011)
Retirees/beneficiaries/survivors receiving a monthly allowance: 536,234
Active & Inactive members: 1,103,426
Total members: 1,639,660

MEMBERSHIP TOTALS BY CATEGORY (ACTIVE/INACTIVE MEMBERS AS OF JUNE 30, 2011)

State employees 30.5 percent
School employees 38.5 percent
Local public agency employees 31 percent
$3.4 billion in employee contributions $6.9 billion in employer contributions

PENSION INFORMATION (AS OF JUNE 30, 2011)

Average monthly service retirement allowance all retirees: $2.332

Average years of service, all service retirees: 20.3
Average monthly service retirement for 2010-11 retirees: $3.065
Average monthly service retirement allowance for school
miscellaneous members: $1.251
Average vears of service school miscellaneous retirees: 16.9
Average monthly service retirement allowance for State misc. members: $2,598
Average vears of service State miscellanecus retirees: 23.2
Average age at retirement, all members: Service: 60
Disability: 50
Industrial Disability: 46
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SERVICE RETIREES BY EMPLOYER TYPE (AS OF JUNE 30, 2011)

EMPLOYER

\F’lzsf: g h e :g:lﬁlgv TAL rrom Palqosnc:::::

TOTAL
FY 2006-07 7,528 7,581 7,834 22,943 -6.8%
FY 2007-08 8,105 7,348 7,847 23,300 1.6%
FY 2008-09 8,502 7,690 8,366 24,558 5.4%
FY 2009-10 10,734 9,449 9,936 30,119 22.6%
FY 2010-11 11,566 10,334 10,730 32,630 8.3%

CALPERS EMPLOYERS (AS OF JUNE 30. 2011)

Public Agencies 1,573 (2,044 separate retirement plans)
School Districts 1,530
Total: 3,103

BOARD OF ADMINISTRATION

CalPERS is governed by a 13-member Board of Administration. Visit CalPERS On-Line for

Board structure, composition and responsibilities

NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES (AS OF JULY 1, 2011)
2,366

TOTAL CALPERS ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

2007-08 (actual) $530,550,190
2008-09 (actual) $566,913,372
2009-10 (actual) $427,149,512
2010-11 (actual) $306,379,733
2011-12 (budgeted) $334,196,000
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FUNDING STATUS

ACTUARIALINFORMATION

Each year, CalPERS actuaries calculate a funded ratio —the ratio of market value of assets in the fund to

the liabilities for each retirement plan. The funded ratios vary from year to year.

Funded Status of RetirementPlans by Member Category

Member Category 6/30/05 6/30/06 6/30/08 6/30/10
State 85.5% 88.6% 84.9% 62.8%
School 96.2% 98.7% 93.8% 69.5%
Public Agency 90.2% 92.7% 89.6% 65.8%
No‘es

=  The funded ratios are based on the Market Value of Assets.

*  There were five plans in the State category with funded ratios between 57 percent and 69 percent

as of June 30, 2010. The funded ratio for the State is an aggregate of all five plans.

*  Asof June 30, 2009, there were 2,039 plans with active members in the public agency category.

There were 1,590 plans in one of nine risk pools and 449 public agencies in non-pooled plans.

For non-pooled plans: about 98 percent of the plans were below 75 percent funded; about

2 percent of the plans was between 75 and 100 percent funded; and 0 percent

of the plans were 100 percent funded or better. All risk pools were between 57 percent and

70 percent funded.

INCOME TOTALS OVER THE PAST 10 FISCAL YEARS

YeaR CONTRIBUTIONS CONTRIBUTIONS N OTHER INCOME
2010-2011 $3,600,089,338 $7,465,397,498 $43,907,435,683
2009-2010 $3,378,866,892 $6,955,049,078 $25,577,529,796
2008-09 $3,882,355,341 $6,912,376,563 -§57,363,897,989
2007-08 $3,512,074,936 $7,242,802,001 -$12,492,908,035
2006-07 $3,262,699,076 $6,442,383,868 $40,757,380,692
2005-06 $3,080,878,521 $6,095,029,424 $22,041,265,666
200405 $3,176,780,369 $5,774,120,281 $21,894,201,526
2003-04 $2,266,445,429 $4,261,347,422 $24,272,573,281
2002-03 $1,887,925,497 $1,925,043,858 $5,482,731,568
200102 $2,154,742,532 $800,964,553 -$9,699,792,798
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INVESTMENTS

PORTFOLIO MARKET VALUE
$226.6 Billion (As of May 31, 2012)

ASSET CLASS BY MARKET VALUE & ALLOCATION

ASSET CLASS ACTUAL ACTUAL INTERIM % PASSIVE
INVESTMENT INVESTMENT STRATEGIC VS. ACTIVE
($BILLIONS) % TARGET %*
PASSIVE ACTIVE
Growth $142.1 63.0% 64.0% 53.0% 47.0%
Public Equity $107.8 48.0% 50.0% 70.0% 30.0%
Private Equity $34.3 15.0% 14.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Income $41.9 19.0% 17.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Liquidity $8.6 4.0% 4.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Real $21.8 10.0% 11% 6.0% 94.0%
Real Estate $18.8 8.0% 9% 7.0% 93.0%
Infvsi e $2.9 1.0% 2% 0.0% 100.0%
Inflation $7.1 3.0% 4.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Lo Peum $5.1 2.0% n/a% 0.0% 100.0%
Total Fund $226.6 100.0% 100.0% 34.0% 66.0%
*Target allocation effective July 2011.
GROWTH OF FUND
YEAR YEAR-END 6/30 YEAR-END 12/31
1985 $28.6 billion $32.7 billion
1990 $58.2 billion $57.5 billion
1995 _ $87.8billion ~ $96.9 billion
1996 $100.7 billion $108.0 billion
1997 $119.7 billion $128.2 billion
1998 $143.3 billion $150.6 billion
1999 $159.1 billion $171.9 billion
2000 $1722billion $165.2 billion
2001 $156.0billion ~  $151.8billion
2002 $143.4 billion $133.8 billion
2003 $144.8 billion $161.4 billion
2004 $166.3 billion $182.8 billion
2005 $189.8 billion $200.9 billion
2006 . $208.2 billion $230.3 billion
2007 $251.4 billion $253.0 billion
2008 $237 9 billion $183.3 billion
2009  $181.0billion $203.3 billion
2010 $2000billion $2257billion
2011 $237.5 billion $225.0 billion
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TOTAL RETURNS!

Fiscal year to date ended 4/30/2012 21%
3 years for period ended 4/30/2012 8.9%
5 years for period ended 4/30/2012 0.6%
10 years for period ended 4/30/2012 5.4%

HISTORICAL RATES OF RETURNS?

YEAR  YEAREND6/30  YEAREND12/31
(%) %)

1990 8.9 08
1991 6.7 230
1992 139 65
1993 14.6 134
1994 20 10
1995 16.4 253
1996 154 12.8
1997 202 19.0
1998 19.6 185
1999 126 16.0
2000 108 14
2001 7.1 62
2002 60 95
008 39 83
2004 167 13.4
2005 12.6 11.1
2006 12.3 157
2007 19.1 102
2008 49 2738
2009  -234 12.1
2010 11.6 126
2011 209 11

! Beginning 9/31/2011 performance figures are reported as net of fees. All performance figures reported before 9/31/2011

are as gross of fees.
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CALIFORNIA INVESTMENTS AND COMMITMENTS
Approximately $23.7 billion—or 10.5 percent of total fund as of May 31, 2012

Growth $14.6 billion
Income $3.8 billion
Real Assets $5.2 billion
Inflation $0.0 billion
Absolute Return Strategy $0.0 billion
Liquidity $0.0 billion
HEALTH BENEFITS

CalPERS HEALTH PROGRAM

Covers more than 1.3 million active and retired state, local government, and school employees and
their family members

Purchases health benefits for the State of California and more than 1,100 local and government agency

and school employers

Largest employer purchaser of health benefits in California and the second largest employer purchaser

in the nation after the federal government

Spent more than $6.67 billion in 2011 to purchase health benefits

HEALTH CARE PLANS
Three Health Maintenance Organization (HMO) plans — Blue Shield of California (“Blue Shield”)

NetValue, Blue Shield Access+, and Kaiser Permanente

Three self-funded Preferred Provider Organization (PPO) plans administered by Blue Cross — PERS
Select, PERS Choice and PERSCare

Three plans for Association members— California Association of Highway Patrolmen (CAHP) Health
Benefits Trust, (California Correctional Peace Officers Association (CCPOA) and Peace Officers
Research Association of California (PORAC)
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HEALTH PLAN MEMBERSHIP

ENROLLMENT EMPLOYEES DEPENDENTS TOTAL MEMBERS
State Employees— 59.11%
State Active 211,034 334,025 545059
State Retired 157,105 106,039 263,144
State Total 368,139 440,064 808,203
Public Agencies (Local Government & School Employees)— 40.89%
Public Agency Active 178,619 243,090 421,709
Public Agency Retired 89,349 48,021 137,370
Public Agency Total 267,968 291,111 559,079
Active— 70.71% 389,653 577,115 966,768
Retired — 29.29% 246,454 154,060 400,514
HMO- 67.26% 414,969 504,700 919,669
_1?_0 - 25.66% 188,643 162,217 350,860
Associations — 7.08% 32,503 64,258 96,761
Total Program 636,115 731,175 1,367,290
ANNUAL HEALTH PROGRAM SPENDING (PER DA
2012 $19.3 million
2011 $18.5 million
2010 $16.8 million

TOTAL HEALTH PREMIUM STATE PREMIUM SHARE ESTIMATES
Estimates{in Total Public Agencies State Activus Ritirens
Bilions) Eodain and Schools Employer Member | Employer | Member
2012 $7.03 $2.94 $4.09 $2.234 $0.587 $1.218 $0.049
2011 $6.75 $2.82 $3.93 $2.153 $0.547 $1.190 $0.046
2010 $6.12 $2.52 $3.60 $2.003 $0.496 $1.054 $0.047
State contribution amounts to monthly 2012 $452/ $905/$1,177* $566/$1,074/$1,382
premiums for single, 2-party and family 2011 $433/$866/$1,129* $542/$1,030/$1326
plan tiers, respectively 2010 $393/$787/$1,024* $493/$936/$1,202

*State Active Health Premium Contribution for many State Members, but not all. Please check specific contract for

exact detail.
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HEALTH PREMIUM CHANGES — 2004 TO 2012

PLAN PRODUCT & TYPE 2004 2005* 2006 2007+ 2008* 2009*  20140% 2041+ 2012¢
Querall 16.4% 99% 89% 11.9% 68% 48% 32% 99%  4.6%
Basic  HMOs 180%  114% 87% 11.6% 74% 66% 34% 106%  5.3%
Flems:  PEgs 13.2% 6.4% 95% 12.6% 42% 00% 33% 87%  30%
Associations 17 goy, 6.8% 8.3% 12.8% 108% 50% 09% 72% 2.7%
Madicars: © ol 10.0% -113% 7.0% 135% 30% 07% 11% 34% 00%
ews mmus 268% -107% -7.0% 250% -1.6% 1.6% U3% 02% -Uv%n
PPOs -12%  -125% 18.6%  6.8% 67% 00% 17% 5.6% 07%

Assodiations  15.0% 05% 0.0% 02% -23% 13% 25% 42% 09%
“Premium changes for public agencies vary depending on geographic location.

CalPERS LONG-TERM CARE PROGRAM

* Provides financial protection from the high cost of extended care, including nursing home care.
CalPERS program is not-for-profit and self-funded; began in January 1995

* All California public employees, retirees, their spouses, parents and parents-in-law, and adult
siblings (age 18-79)} are eligible to apply during enrollment periods

sMembers enrolled as of May 31, 2012: 150,710

eMore than $1.0 billion in benefits paid since the program’s inception through May 31, 2012
»Benefits paid in current fiscal year through May 31, 2012: $154.5 million

*Benefits paid during 2011 through December 31, 2011: $160 million

s Benefits paid during 2012 through May 31, 2012: $72 million

* Annual Premiums as of May 31, 2012: $326.5 million

* Average Annualized Premium as of May 31, 2012: $2,166.71
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SYSTEM AND FUNDS

LEGISI ATORS' RETIREMENT SYSTEM (LRS)

The LRS is available to members of the California Legislature serving prior to November 7, 1990;
all elected constitutional officers and legislative statutory officers. (This system was closed to
Legislators after November 7, 1990, by virtue of an initiative passed by the electorate.)

Active Membership: (as of July 31, 2012)

Members of the Legislature: 2
Constitutional officers: 10
Legislative statutory officers: 1
Total: 13

Fetirees, Survivors, & Beneficiaries: (as of July 34, 2012)

Members of the Legislature: 208
Constitutional officers: 29
Legislative statutory officers: 5
Total: 242

JUDGES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM (JRS)
The JRS provides benefits for State Supreme and Appellate Court justices, and Superior Court and
Municipal Court judges who were appointed or elected before November 9, 1994.

Mernbership (as of Julv 31, 2011)

Activee 0 _ 400
Deferred retirement: 31
Total: 431

JUDGES’ RETIREMENT SYSTEM 11 (JRS 1)

Established in 1994, JRS II provides benefits for State Supreme and Appellate Court justices,
Superior

Court judges, and Municipal Court judges who were appointed or elected after November 9, 1994.

Membership (as of July 31, 201.2)

Active Members 1,273

Retirees, Survivors & Beneficiaries 37
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CALIFORNIA EMPLOYERS' RETIREE BENEFIT TRUST FUND

The California Employers’ Retiree Benefit Trust Fund was established by CalPERS in March 2007 to
provide California public agencies with a cost-efficient, professionally managed investment vehicle
for prefunding other post-employment benefits (OPEB) such as retiree health benefits. Prefunding
reduces an agency’s long-term OPEB liability. Participating agencies can use investment earnings
to pay future OPEB liabilities, similar to the CalPERS pension fund in which three out of four
dollars paid in retirement benefits come from investment earnings.

Assets under management in trust fund (as of July 31, 2012): $2.1 billion
Participating public agencies: 338

CalPERS 457 Plan

The CalPERS Supplemental Income 457 Plan is a deferred compensation retirement savings plan
that public agency and school employers may adopt and offer to their employees to help them

reach their retirement income goals. As of June 30, 2012:

= 26,460 participants
+  $977 4 million in total assets

= 729 contracting agencies

PEACE OFFICERS’ AND FIREFIGHTERS' (POFF) DC PLAN

The State Peace Officers’ & Firefighters (POFF) Supplemental Plan is an employer-provided
retirement benefit negotiated between the State of California and employee groups. As of June 30,

2012:

« 37,833 participants

=  $467 million in total assets

SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRIBUTION PROGRAM

Supplemental Contributions Plan: The Supplemental Contributions Plan is an after-tax
supplemental contributions program available to State employees, and members of the Judges’
Retirement System I and IL As of June 30, 2012:

= 592 participants
= $18.6 million in total assets invested

= $13,943 total monthly contributions

Council Meeting Date: 09/25/12 18'14



CalPERS GLOBAL GOVERNANCE PROGRAM
For global governance and additional investment information, please visit the Global
Governance area of our website.

STATE LEGISLATION

CalPERS Governmental Affairs Office provides bill analyses and tracks current status of important
State Legislation. Visit our legislation information page for more details.
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ACTUARIAL COST ANALYSIS
A ,A, California Public Employees’ Pension
"2, Reform Act of 2013

CalPERS

Executive Summary

This is an actuarial cost analysis of the California Public Employees’ Pension
Reform Act of 2013 (PEPRA). This cost analysis was prepared by CalPERS as
part of its preliminary assessment of the PEPRA for the purpose of estimating the
cost impact of the proposed benefit changes. It provides estimates only, based
on the limited information available to CalPERS at the time it was prepared and
the short timeframe which CalPERS had with the draft legislation, and for these
reasons the cost analysis is subject to change. It is not intended to be relied
upon as a complete analysis of the actuarial impact of the PEPRA. Further, this
cost analysis does not attempt to address any design, implementation,
administration or legal issues that may exist. It also only attempts to quantify the
financial impact for employers whose pension plans are currently administered
by CalPERS i.e. the State of California plans, the schools pool for non-teaching
school employees and the more than 2,200 local agency plans.

General plan provisions provided by the PEPRA are a 2% at age 62 formula for
non-safety members and non-teaching school employees. For safety members,
PEPRA provides three formulas: 2% at age 57; 2.5% at age 57; and 2.7% at age
57. PEPRA also requires that final compensation be defined for all new
employees as the highest average annual compensation over a three-year
period.

PEPRA establishes a cap on the amount of compensation that can be used to
calculate a retirement benefit for all new members of a public retirement system
equal initially to the Social Security wage index limit for employees who
participate in Social Security or 120% of that limit if they do not participate in
Social Security.

PEPRA would require all new members to contribute at least 50 percent of the
total annual normal cost of their pension benefit as determined by the actuary
and aims to have all current members of CalPERS pay at least 50 percent of the
total annual normal cost within the next five years.

Overall, PEPRA is expected to generate savings. These savings will gradually
occur over time as new employees are hired. Over the next 30 years, the

Actuarial Cost Analysis Page 1 of 10 August 31, 2012
Public Employees’ Pension Reform Act of 2013
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savings are expected to range between $42 and $55 billion for all State, schools
and local agency plans.

A very important thing to keep in mind is that reductions in one element of
compensation — such as pensions — often results in salary or other compensation
increases due to the competitive nature of the workforce. As was pointed out by
the Legislative Analysts’ Office recently, if a one-time lowering of compensation
occurs by reducing pensions, higher salaries and other benefits probably will
need to be offered over the long term. These higher costs will offset an unknown
portion of the savings disclosed in this analysis.

Results and Analysis

This is an actuarial cost analysis of the California Public Employees’ Pension
Reform Act of 2013 (PEPRA). The purpose of this analysis is to provide
information regarding the cost impact of the proposed benefit changes.

PEPRA would require that all new public employees in California be covered by
one of the four benefit formulas created by PEPRA. PEPRA creates one formula
for all miscellaneous (non-safety) members and 3 formulas for safety members
as well as requiring all new hires be subject to a benefit based on 3 year final
compensation.

The following table summarizes ranges of estimated savings as a percentage of
payroll for the various state plans and the schools pool. Please refer to the full
analysis below for important disclosures on how the estimated savings were
derived.

State Plans and Schools Plan

Estimated Employer
Plan Normal Cost ! Savings
for New hires

State Miscellaneous (Non-CSU) (77% of
current members)

State Miscellaneous (CSU) (23% of
current members)

1.1% of payroll

2.6% of payroll

State Industrial 1.3% of payroll
State Safety (60% of current members) 0.6% of payroll
State Safety (40% of current members) 2.7% of payroll
POFF (90% of current members) 1.1% of payroll
POFF (10% of current members) 3.8% of payroll
CHP 2.9% of payroli
Schools 2.6% of payroll

' The plan total normal cost is the annual cost of providing benefits for the upcoming fiscal year.
The employer normal cost is the employer's share of the plan total normal cost.

Actuarial Cost Analysis Page 2 of 10 August 31, 2012
Public Employees’ Pension Reform Act of 2013
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The following table summarizes ranges of estimated savings as a percentage of
payroll for the local agency plans broken down by existing benefit formula.
These savings reflect only the impact of the new benefit formula provided under
PEPRA. The estimated cost savings associated with the requirement that all
new hires be subject to 3 year final compensation foliows below.

Local Agency Plans (Formula Change Only)

Current Benefits for New Hires Es“"‘;::::fg;‘;g:‘ﬁ;x ﬁ;:_:zl Cost
Miscellaneous
2% at Age 60 1.3% of payroll
2% at Age 55 2.5% of payroll
2.5% at Age 55 4.7% of payroll
2.7% at Age 55 5.8% of payroll
3% at Age 60 6.4% of payroll
Safety
2% at Age 55 0.2% of payroli
2% at Age 50 2.0% of payroll
3% at Age 55 3.9% of payroll
3% at Age 50 6.2% of payroll

The tables below show the proportion of local agency miscellaneous new hires
expected in each of the current miscellaneous formulas as well as the proportion
of local agency safety new hires expected in each of the current safety formulas.

Percentage of Percentage of
Local Agency Local Agency
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Safety Benefit Safety
Benefit Formula Membership Formula Membership

2% @ 60 16% 2% @ 55 1%

2% @ 55 35% 2% @ 50 10%
2.5% @ 55 22% 3% @ 55 37%
2.7% @ 55 18% 3% @ 50 52%

3% @ 60 9%

The employer normal cost savings due to reducing the benefit from one-year final
compensation to three-year final compensation for miscellaneous plans range
from 0.2% to 0.7% of payroll and from 0.4% to 1.0% of payroll for safety plans.
Approximately 72% of local agency miscellaneous members and 74% of local
agency safety members have one-year final compensation. The breakdown of
local agency plans by benefit formula and final compensation was based on
information as of June 2012.
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The tables below provide the estimated future dollar savings over the next 30
years. See the disclosures about dollar savings in the Results and Analysis
section for a description of how the “low” and “high” values were calculated.

Main Savings?

State Plans

Estimated Total Dollar
Savings Over 30 Years

Estimated Present
Value of the Dollar

Savings
Low $10.3 Billion $3.2 Billion
High $12.6 Billion $3.7 Billion
Schools Plan
. Estimated Present
Estimated Tots ollr | e of he o
Savings
Low $8.6 Billion $2.3 Billion
High $10.8 Billion $2.9 Billion
Local Agency Plans
Estimated Total Dollar Estimated Present
. Value of the Dollar
Savings Over 30 Years Savi
avings
Low $24.4 Billion $6.5 Billion
High $32.4 Billion $8.4 Billion

Total Savings (State, Schools, Local Agency)

Estimated Total Dollar
Savings Over 30 Years

Estimated Present
Value of the Dollar

Savings
Low $43.3 Billion $12.0 Billion
High $55.8 Billion $15.0 Billion

2 These savings include the effect of benefit formula changes, member contribution rate changes,

change to final compensation period and impesition of a compensation cap. Savings due to

contribution rate changes reflect contribution applicable to new members for all categories and

existing State members. See caveats, methods and assumptions section for more additional
information on savings due to contribution changes.
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The savings in the tables above reflect savings over a 30-year period. See
Attachment 1 for a display of how the estimated dollar savings would emerge
over time. Attachment 2 includes a comparison of the current benefits and the
proposed benefits for new hires.

Other Savings/Costs

PEPRA implicitly provides for the elimination of the existing Alternate Retirement
Program (ARP). The program was implemented by the State of California in
2004 to generate savings. The elimination of this program is expected to reduce
the above savings by about $0.5 billion to $1 billion over the next 30 years.

PEPRA also provides for an improved industrial disability retirement (IDR) benefit
for safety members. This benefit improvement is expected to reduce the above
savings by about $0.5 biliion to $1 billion over the next 30 years.

Under PEPRA, new Judges hired after January 1, 2013 would be required to
contribute an additional 6.4% toward their pension benefit in order to contribute
50% of the plan total normal cost. This is expected to generate savings of $0.6
billion over the next 30 years.

Overall Savings

Overall, taking into account the information provided in the tables above and the
other cost increases/savings from the elimination of ARP, the IDR benefit
changes and the increase in Judges member contribution, the overall savings
over the next 30 years for all employers in CalPERS are expected to be between
$42 and $55 billion.

Caveats, Methods and Assumptions

This section includes important information about the methods and assumptions
used for this actuarial cost analysis of PEPRA. Note that throughout this
document, non-safety employees are referred to as miscellaneous employees.

Methods and Assumptions

The assumptions used in this analysis reflect those in place for the June 30,
2011 actuarial valuations unless noted below.

Generally, lower benefits would tend to increase the average retirement age.
Retirement rates were adjusted to reflect this. See Attachment 3 for estimated
retirement rates used for the proposed benefit formulas. To the extent the actual
retirement experience is different than assumed in this cost analysis, the savings
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couid be higher or lower than shown in this analysis. All other demographics
assumptions such as termination incidence and mortality remained unchanged.

For this analysis, we have assumed the incidence of application for disability
retirements would remain unchanged. When retirement benefits are lowered,
there is a potential for an increase in the incidence of application for disability
retirements. If such increase were to occur, the cost savings presented in this
analysis would be lower,

The present value of savings was calculated using a discount rate of 7.5% for all
groups except Judges where 7% was used.

The Entry Age Normal Cost actuarial method was used to compare the cost of
service accrual (i.e. normal cost) under the proposed benefits and the current
benefits in place today. An important feature of this method is that the cost of
service accrual is dependent on the age of hire for an employee. Younger hire
ages allow for more time to prefund benefits and to accumulate investment
eamings. Therefore, the younger the employee is at the time of hire the lower
the cost of service accrual.

In performing this analysis, we assumed new hires will have an average age at
hire similar to the average age at hire of current employees. We also assumed
that all local agencies will behave similar to a sample local agency chosen for
purposes of this analysis. Due to the fact that CalPERS administers over 2,200
separate plans for local agencies, actual savings will vary.

Below is a table comparing the average age at hire for the various groups valued
in the analysis.

Groups Average Age at Hire
State Miscellaneous 35
State industrial 37
State Safety 40
California Peace Officer Fire Fighter (POFF) 30
California Highway Patrol (CHP) 27
Schools 37
Local Agency - Miscellaneous Plan 35
Local Agency - Safety Plan 30

See Attachment 4 for a comparison of the total normal cost for benefits currently
applicable to new hires and for the proposed benefits.

The estimated dollar savings figures in this analysis are provided as a range of
savings that may be achieved. These are indicated by a low and high savings
value. The “low” savings represents the savings using the estimated number of
new hires that would be expected if the active population was to remain stable
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(0% growth). The “high” savings represents the savings using the estimated
number of new hires that would be expected if the active population were to grow
by 1% per year.

Calculations for local agency savings due to a benefit reduction from one-year
final compensation to three-year final compensation were estimated using the
average prevalence of one-year final compensation over all miscellaneous plans
and safety plans. Note that the results may differ slightly had the analysis be
performed using the prevalence of one-year final compensation by benefit
formula,

Caveats and Other Information

In several areas, assumptions were made about how to interpret provisions of
PEPRA based on our current understanding and preliminary analysis of the draft
legislation. These interpretations may change as we become more familiar with
PEPRA and/or if the Legislature makes changes to the current draft. These
interpretations can have a significant impact on the estimated savings. The first
such interpretation was with respect to the member contribution rate for new
member. For this cost analysis, it was assumed that new members will be
required to contribute an amount equal to the greater of half the normal cost or
the current contribution rate of existing members. If the intent of the legislation is
to have new members only pay half the plan total normal cost, it would result in
lower member contributions than we have assumed in our estimate and the
savings would be reduced by $13 to $17 billion.

Another interpretation has to do with whether members contribute on earnings up
to the compensation cap or on all of their compensation. It was assumed that
members only contribute on earnings up to the cap. If members contribute on all
earnings, the savings would be greater than provided in this analysis.

We have not included any savings with respect to the Legislators’ systems. By
not including this system, we have understated the savings. Because this
system is much smaller than the plans in the PERF, the impact would not be
material.

The legislation includes some changes to the State Miscellaneous and Industrial
second tier. We have not been able to assess how this will impact the savings
that are to be expected. The impact is not expected to be material.

PEPRA targets having both current and new members pay half of the normal
cost. For current State employees, the contribution increases are laid out in the
legislation and have been included in the estimated savings. This cost analysis
does not include any potential savings that would occur over time if current
California State University (CSU) employees were to contribute more toward
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pension benefits. Note that current CSU members pay less than 50% of the plan
total normal cost toward pension benefits. To the extent current CSU employees
begin contributing more toward pension, additional savings will occur.

School members (that is, non-teaching school employees) already pay
approximately half of the plan total normal cost. Therefore, the requirement for
members to pay at least 50% of the plan total normal cost does not result in any
savings in respect of school members except to the extent that employers are
picking up the member contribution.

For public agency employers the legislation provides the authority to impose
contribution increases if collective bargaining has not resulted in members paying
at least 50% of the plan total normal cost within five years. We have not included
any savings in respect of changes to current member contribution rates for public
agency members. To the extent that public agency employers impose higher
member contribution rates under this provision for current members, there will be
additional savings. We have estimated that, if all current local agency member
start paying at least 50% of the plan normal cost (but no more than the 8% and
12% of member contribution rate maximum) in 2018, the savings over the next
30 years would amount to about $1.9 Billion.

PEPRA will provide more flexibility for bargaining increased cost sharing between
employers and existing employees. To the extent cost sharing agreements are
reached between employees and employers, additional savings will emerge over
time.

The legislation includes restrictions on what is included in pensionable
compensation. This reflects, and appears to be modeled on, the restrictions on
pensionable earnings that were included in the Public Employees’ Retirement
Law over a decade ago. The focus of these changes appears to be on other
retirement systems covered by other laws that do not have these same
restrictions. Nevertheless, the wording is not exactly the same and there may be
additional restrictions included in the legislation that do not currently exist in the
Public Employees’ Retirement Law. We have not reviewed or been able to
assess the potential impact of any such changes. To the extent that savings are
realized as a result of additional restrictions on pensionable compensation, the
savings will be greater than quoted in this analysis.

PEPRA permits employers to provide contributions to a defined contribution plan
for earnings in excess of the compensation cap. To the extent employers
contribute to a defined contribution plan for the excess earnings, the savings
shown in this analysis will be less.

PEPRA also calls for the elimination of the Replacement Benefit Fund currently
administered by CalPERS and prohibits the creation of any replacement plans in
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the future. Due to the compensation cap included in PEPRA, this is not expected
to result in any additional savings.

PEPRA prohibits the purchase of non-qualified time (“airtime”) on and after
January 1, 2013. Such purchases are currently intended to be cost neutral to
employers. The member pays the full present value cost of the additional service
credit. That cost is an estimate that includes assumptions with respect to the age
at retirement, salary at retirement, age at death, and the retirement system’s
investment return, While service purchases on a present value method are not
expected to increase employer contributions, they do increase the risk to
employer in the form of higher volatility in employer rates if events do not occur
as expected. As such, PEPRA would appear to create neither a cost nor savings
to the employer. It would however result in a lowering of risk to employers.
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Certification

This actuarial cost analysis was based on the participant, benefits, and asset
data used in the June 30, 2011 annual valuations for the State, Schools and
Judges plans and June 30, 2010 annual valuation for the local agency plan
selected for the analysis, with the exception of the benefits and assumptions that
were modified for estimating the impact of the proposed changes in benefits.
The valuation has been performed in accordance with standards of practice
prescribed by the Actuarial Standards Board, and the assumptions and methods
are internally consistent and reasonable for this analysis.

KERRY WORGAN, F.S.A, F.C.LA, MAAA.
Senior Pension Actuary

Qs

DAVID LAMOUREUX, F.S.A,, M.AAAA.
Deputy Chief Actuary, CalPERS

Ab. M

ALAN MILLIGAN, F.S. A, F.CIA, MAAA, F.CA.
Chief Actuary
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ATTACHMENT 1

The table below shows how the estimated dollar savings for the State and School
Plans would emerge over the next 30 years beginning July 1, 2013 under the low
and high savings scenarios. See the main document for descriptions of these
scenarios.

State Plans School Plan
$ (millions) $ (millions)
Fiscal Year Low Savings | High Savings | Low Savings | High Savings
2013-2014 $74.7 $ 76.7 $16.1 $18.2
2014-2015 $131.9 $136.2 $32.2 $36.5
2015-2016 $144.8 $151.6 $48.5 $55.3
2016-2017 $158.0 $167.6 $65.4 $75.0
2017-2018 $171.8 $184.4 $83.0 $95.6
2018-2019 $185.8 $201.7 $101.2 $117.0
2019-2020 $200.2 $219.6 $119.8 $139.1
2020-2021 $214.9 $238.2 $138.8 $161.9
2021-2022 $229.9 $257.3 $158.2 $185.2
2022-2023 $245.4 $277.3 $177.8 $209.1
2023-2024 $261.2 $297.8 $197.5 $233.4
2024-2025 $277.4 $318.9 $217.5 $258.2
2025-2026 $293.6 $340.5 $237.5 $283.4
2026-2027 $310.2 $362.8 $257.5 $308.9
2027-2028 $326.9 $385.6 $277.5 $334.7
2028-2029 $343.7 $408.9 $297.5 $360.8
2029-2030 $360.9 $432.8 $317.2 $387.1
2030-203 1 $378.1 $457.2 $336.8 $413.5
2031-2032 $395.5 $482.3 $356.3 $440.2
2032-2033 $413.2 $508.0 $375.6 $467.2
2033-2034 $431.0 $534.3 $394.8 $494.5
2034-2035 $449.0 $561.4 $413.9 $522.1
2035-2036 $467.2 $589.1 $433.0 $550.1
2036-2037 $485.6 $617.5 $451.9 $578.5
2037-2038 $504.1 $646.5 $470.9 $607.4
2038-2039 $522.9 $676.4 $489.8 $636.8
2039-2040 $541.8 $707.0 $508.8 $666.8
2040-2041 $561.0 $738.5 $527.9 $697.4
2041-2042 $580.4 $770.9 $547.0 $728.6
2042-2043 $600.0 $804.1 $566.2 $760.5
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The table below shows how the estimated dollar savings for local agency plans
would emerge over the next 30 years beginning July 1, 2013 under the low and
high savings scenarios. See the main document for descriptions of these
scenarios.

Local Agency Plans

$ (millions)
Fiscal Year Low Savings High Savings
2013-2014 $ 436 $ 515
2014-2015 $ 879 $ 104.5
2015-2016 $ 1334 $ 159.6
2016-2017 $ 1804 $ 216.9
2017-2018 $ 229.0 $ 276.8
2018-2019 $ 279.0 $ 338.9
2019-2020 $ 330.2 $ 403.0
2020-2021 $ 3823 $ 4688
2021-2022 $ 435.1 $ 536.3
2022-2023 $ 488.8 $ 6055
2023-2024 $ 543.1 § 676.3
2024-2025 $ 598.1 $ 7487
2025-2026 $ 653.7 $ 8227
2026-2027 $ 710.0 $ 8984
2027-2028 $ 766.9 $ 9759
2028-2029 $ 8244 $1,055.1
2029-2030 $ 8824 $1,136.0
2030-2031 $ 9409 $1,218.6
2031-2032 $ 999.9 $1,303.0
2032-2033 $1,059.6 $1,389.4
2033-2034 $1,119.4 $1,477.2
2034-2035 $1,179.5 $1,566.9
2035-2036 $1,239.5 $1,657.9
2036-2037 $1,299.5 $1,750.6
2037-2038 $1,359.4 $1.844.6
2038-2039 $1,418.8 $1,939.8
2039-2040 $1,478.0 $2,036.5
2040-2041 $1,536.7 $2,134.6
2041-2042 $1,595.0 $2,234.1
2042-2043 $1,653.0 $2,335.2

For local agencies, the timing of the savings remains unclear and could be
delayed with the first savings occurring in fiscal year 2015-2016 for some local
agencies.
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ATTACHMENT 2

The following tables provide a comparison of the benefits currently in
place for new hires and those under the proposed benefit formula for
Scenario 2. The table below is for the State Plans and Schools.

Minimum

Benefit Multiplier
Plan Retirement P Final Averxfge
Compensation

Age AgeS50 | Age52 | AgeS5 | Age5T7 Age60 | Age62 | Age65 | Age 67

State
Miscellaneous
Tier 1

Proposed: 52 - 1.000% { 1.300% | 1.500% | 1.800% | 2.000% | 2.300% | 2.500% 3 year
Current 50 1.092% | 1.224% | 1.460% | 1.650% | 2.000% | 2.272% | 2.418% | 2.418% 3 year

State
Industrial
Proposed: 52 - 1.000% { 1.300% | 1.500% | 1.800% | 2.000% | 2.300% | 2.500% 3 year

Current 50 1.092% | 1.224% | 1.460% | 1.650% | 2.000% | 2.272% | 2.418% | 2.418% 3 year

State Safety
{60% of Plam)

Proposed 50 1.426% | 1.590% | 1.836% | 2.000% | 2.000% | 2.000% | 2.000% | 2.000% 3 year
Current 50 1.426% | 1.628% | 2.000% | 2.000% | 2.000% | 2.000% | 2.000% | 2.000% 3 year

State Safety
{40% of Plan)

Proposed 50 1.426% | 1.590% | 1.836% | 2.000% | 2.000% | 2.000% { 2.000% | 2.000% 3 year
Current 50 1.426% | 1.628% | 2.000% | 2.200% { 2.500% | 2.500% | 2.500% | 2.500% 3 year

Peace
Officers and

Firefighters
90% of Plan
Proposed 50 2.000% | 2.143% | 2.357% | 2.500% | 2.500% | 2.500% | 2.500% | 2.500% 3 year

Current 50 2.000% | 2.200% | 2.500% | 2.500% | 2.500% | 2.500% | 2.500% | 2.500% 3 year

Peace
Officers and

Firefighters
{§0% of Plan)
Proposed 50 2.000% | 2.200% | 2.500% | 2.700% | 2.700% | 2.700% | 2.700% { 2.700% 3 year

Current 50 2.400% | 2.640% | 3.000% | 3.000% | 3.000% [ 3.000% | 3.000% | 3.000% 3 year

California

Highway
Patrol

Proposed 50 2.000% | 2.200% | 2.500% | 2.700% | 2.700% | 2.700% | 2.700% | 2.700% 3 year
Current 50 2.400% | 2.640% | 3.000% | 3.000% | 3.000% | 3.000% | 3.000% | 3.000% 3 year

Schools
Proposed 52 - 1.000% { 1.300% | 1.500% | 1.800% | 2.000% | 2.300% | 2.500% 3 year

Current 50 1.100% | 1.460% | 2.000% | 2.126% | 2.314% | 2.438% | 2.500% | 2.500% 1 year
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The table below shows a benefit comparison for local agencies.

Local Agency

Minimum

Retirement

Benefit Multiplier

Age

Age 50

Age 52

Age 55

Age 57

Age 60

Age 62

Age 65

Age 67

Final Average
Compensation

Currently
2% @ 60
Proposed:

Current

52
50

1.092%

1.000%
1.224%

1.300%
1.460%

1.500%
1.650%

1.800%
2.000%

2.000%
2.272%

2.300%
2418%

2.500%
2418%

3 year

lor3year

Currently
2% @ 55

Miscellaneous
Proposed:

Current

52
50

1.426%

1.006%
1.628%

1.300%
2.000%

1.500%
2.104%

1.800%
2.262%

2.000%
2.366%

2.300%
2418%

2.500%
2.418%

3 year

1 or 3 year

Currently
2.5% @ 55

Proposed

Current

52
50

2.000%

1.000%
2.200%

1.300%
2.500%

1.500%
2.500%

1.800%
2.500%

2.000%
2.500%

2.300%
2.500%

2.500%
2.500%

3 year
1 or 3 year

Currently
2.7% (@ 55

Proposed

Current

52
50

2.000%

1.000%
2.280%

1.300%
2.700%

1.500%
2.700%

1.800%
2.700%

2.000%
2.700%

2.300%
2.700%

2.500%
2.700%

3 year

1 or 3 year

Currently
3% @ 60

Proposed

Current

52
50

2.000%

1.000%
2,200%

1.300%
2.500%

1.500%
2.700%

1.800%
3.000%

2.000%
3.000%

2.300%
3.000%

2.500%
3.000%

3 year
1 or 3 year

Currently
2% (@ 55

Safety
Proposed

Current

50
50

1.426%
1.426%

1.590%
1.628%

1.836%
2.000%

2.000%
2.000%

2.000%
2.000%

2.000%
2.000%

2.000%
2.000%

2.000%
2.000%

3 year

1 or 3 year

Currently
2% @ 50
Proposed

Current

50
50

2.000%
2.000%

2.200%
2.280%

2.500%
2.700%

2.700%
2.700%

2.700%
2.700%

2.700%
2.700%

2.700%
2.700%

2.700%
2,700%

3 year
1 or3 year

Currently
3% @ 85

Proposed

Current

50
50

2.000%
2.400%

2.200%
2.640%

2.500%
3.000%

2.700%
3.000%

2.700%
3.000%

2.700%
3.000%

2.700%
3.000%

2.700%
3.000%

3 year

1 or 3 year

Currently
3% @ 50

Proposed

Current

50
50

2.000%
3.000%

2.200%
3.000%

2.500%
3.000%

2,700%
3.000%

2.700%
3.000%

2.700%
3.000%

2.700%
3.000%

2.700%
3.000%

3 year

1 or 3 year
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ATTACHMENT 3

ACTUARIAL DISCLOSURE

Membership Data

The membership data used to determine the normal cost analysis is identical to
the data used in the June 30, 2011 State and Schools actuarial valuation and
data used for a sample of June 30, 2010 Local Agency annual valuations.

Actuarial Methods and Assumptions

The assumptions used in this analysis reflect those in place for the June 30,
2011 actuarial valuations with the exception of the service retirement assumption
as noted below.

The service retirement rates were modified to estimate the cost under the
proposed benefit formula. Generally, lower benefits would tend to increase the
average retirement age. Retirement rates were adjusted fo reflect this
assumption that to reflect that by reducing the retirement benefits for new hires,
these new hires would be expected to work longer before electing to file for
service retirement.

To the extent the actual retirement experience is different than assumed in this
cost analysis, the savings could be higher or lower than shown in this analysis.

Miscellaneous Plans

New Estimated Assumptions for the Proposed 2% at Age 62 Formula
State Miscellaneous Tier 1

Service Retirement
Rates vary by age and service. See sample rates in table below.

Aftained Years of Service
Age 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
50 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
55 0.0126 0.0336 0.0469 0.0574 0.0707 0.0826 0.0952
60 0.0208 0.0560 0.0784 0.0968 0.1184 0.1384 (0.1600
65 0.0486 0.1305 0.1836 0.2250 0.2763 0.3231 0.3735
70 0.0500 0.1340 0.1880 0.2310 0.2840 0.3310 0.3830
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State Industrial

Service Retirement
Rates vary by age and service. See sample rates in table below.

Attained Years of Service
Age 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
50 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
55 0.0196 0.0364 0.0567 0.0840 0.0987 0.1050 0.1246
60 0.0304 0.0560 0.0872 0.1296 0.1528 0.1616 0.1920
65 0.0747 0.1377 0.2142 0.3177 0.3744 0.3978 0.4707
70 0.0890 01630 0.2540 0.3760 0.4440 0.4720 0.5590
Schools

Service Retirement
Rates vary by age and service. See sample rates in table below.

Attained Years of Service
Age 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
50 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
55 0.0168 0.0336 0.0469 0.0553 0.0616 0.0693 0.0812
60 0.0296 0.0584 0.0816 0.0968 0.1072 0.1200 0.1408
65 0.0819 0.1620 0.2259 0.2673 0.2972 0.3330 0.3915
70 0.0660 0.1310 0.1830 0.2160 0.2410 0.2700 0.3160

Public Agencies

Service Retirement
Rates vary by age and service. See sample rates in table below.

Aftained Years of Service
Age 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
50 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
55 0.0440 0.0560 0.0680 0.0800 0.0920 0.1040 0.1160
60 0.0616 0.0784 0.0952 0.1120 0.1288 0.1456 0.1624
65 0.1287 0.1638 0.1989 0.2340 0.2691 0.3042 0.3393
70 0.1254 0.1596 0.1938 0.2280 0.2622 0.2964 0.3306
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Safety Plans

New Estimated Assumptions for State Plans and Public Agency Plans

CHP — Safety Option Plan 2 {2.7%@57)

Service Retirement
Rates vary by age and service. See sample rates in table below.

Attained Years of Service
Age 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
50 0.0030 0.0030 0.0030 0.0030 0.00924 0.0175 0.0201
52 0.0108 0.0108 0.0108 0.0108 0.03262 0.0618 0.0712
54 0.0242 0.0242 0.0242 0.0242 0.07272 0.1380 0.1590
56 0.0230 0.0230 0.0230 0.0230 0.06910 0.1310 0.1510
58 0.0206 0.0206 0.0206 0.0206 0.06174 0.1170 0.1349
60 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

POFF — Safety Option Plan 1 {2.5%@57)

Service Retirement
Rates vary by age and service. See sample rates in table below.

Attained Years of Service
Age 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
50 0.0042 0.0140 0.0189 0.0217 0.0364 0.0574 0.0665
52 0.0056 (0.0182 0.0245 0.0287 0.0469 0.0742 0.0861
54 0.0120 0.0405 0.0548 0.0630 0.1043 0.1643 0.1905
56 0.0168 0.0560 (0.0752 0.0872 0.1448 0.2272 0.2640
58 0.0180 0.0594 0.0801 0.0927 0.1530 0.2403 0.2790
60 0.0190 0.0637 0.0865 0.0998 0.16563 0.2594 0.3012

POFF — Safety Option Plan 2 {2.7%@57)

Service Retirement
Rates vary by age and service. See sample rates in table below.

Attained Years of Service
Age 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
50 0.0042 0.0140 0.0189 0.0217 0.0364 0.0574 0.0665
52 0.0060 0.0195 0.0263 0.0308 0.0503 0.0795 0.0923
54 0.0128 0.0432 0.0584 0.0672 0.1112 0.1752 0.2032
56 0.0179 0.0595 0.0799 0.0927 0.1539 0.2414 0.2805
58 0.0200 0.0860 0.0890¢ 0.103¢ 0.1700 0.2670 0.3100
60 0.0200 0.0670 0.0910 0.1050 0.1740 0.2730 0.3170
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State Safety — Basic Safety Plan (2%@57)

Service Retirement
Rates vary by age and service. See sample rates in table below.

Afttained Years of Service
Age 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
50 0.0102 0.0179 0.0238 0.0281 0.0315 0.0408 0.0485
52 0.0068 0.0119 0.0162 0.0196 0.0213 0.0281 0.0332
54 0.0180 0.0308 0.0413 0.0480 0.0540 0.0698 0.0833
56 0.0285 0.0480 0.0645 0.0758 0.0848 0.1095 0.1305
58 0.0320 0.0544 0.0736 0.0856 0.0960 0.1240 0.1472
60 0.0387 0.0648 0.0882 0.1035 0.1152 0.1494 0.1773

Public Agencies

Safety Option Plan 2 (2.7%@57)

Service Retirement
Rates vary by age and service. See sample rates in table below.

Attained Years of Service
Age 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
50 0.0138 0.0138 0.0138 0.0138 0.0253 0.0451 0.0535
52 0.0249 0.0249 0.0249 0.0249 0.0456 0.0812 0.0963
54 0.0662 0.0662 0.0662 0.0662 0.1211 0.2160 0.2559
56 0.0606 0.0606 0.0606 0.0606 01108 0.1975 0.2340
58 0.0628 0.0628 0.0628 0.0628 0.1148 0.2049 0.2427
60 0.1396 0.1396 0.1396 0.1386 0.1719 0.2506 0.2969

Basic Safety Plan {2%@57)

Service Retirement
Rates vary by age and service. See sample rates in table below.

Attained Years of Service
Age 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
50 0.0110 0.0110 0.0110 0.0110 0.0202 0.0361 0.0428
52 0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0183 0.0336 0.0599 0.0710
54 0.0488 0.0488 0.0488 0.0488 0.0893 0.1592 0.1886
56 0.0447 0.0447 0.0447 0.0447 0.0816 0.1455 0.1724
58 0.0471 0.0471 0.0471 0.0471 0.0862 0.1537 0.1820
60 0.1047 0.1047 0.1047 0.1047 0.1289 0.1880 0.2227
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ATTACHMENT 4

The tables below show a comparison of the total normal cost as a percentage of
payroll for benefits applicable to current new hires and for the proposed benefits.

Total Normal | Total Normal
Cost for Cost for
current new proposed
hire benefit
State Misc (Non-CSU) (77% of current members) 13.2% 12.1%
State Misc {CSU) (23% of current members) 13.2% 12.1%
industrial 15.5% 14.4%
State Safety (60% of current members) 18.2% 18.1%
State Safety (40% of current members) 20.8% 18.1%
POFF (90% of current members) 21.1% 20.8%
POFF (10% of current members) 24.3% 21.8%
CHP 21.6% 19.4%
Schools 14.4% 11.9%
Total
Total Normal | Normal Cost
Proposed Local Cost for for
Current Local Agency Agency Benefit current new proposed
Benefit Formula Formula hire* benefit
2% at age 60 2% at age 62 13.2% 11.9%
2% at age 55 2% at age 62 14.4% 11.9%
2.5% at age 55 2% at age 62 16.5% 11.9%
2.7% at age 55 2% at age 62 17.7% 11.9%
3% at age 60 2% at age 62 18.3% 11.9%
2% at age 50 2.7% at age 57 21.5% 21.0%
2% at age 55 2.0% at age 57 17.0% 16.8%
3% at age 55 2.7% at age 57 23.4% 21.0%
3% at age 50 2.7% at age 57 25.7% 21.0%

*Normal Costs for local agencies vary. The normal costs presented above are
based on a large local agency.

Council Meeting Date: 09/25/12

Attachment 4 - Page 1 of 1

August 31, 2012

18-34



"2INjN} By} Ul SISGUISW JUSLIND O}

uojjdo Jo Wauaq e yons Butiayo woyy siehojdwia sijgnd uqiyosd pinom Aay) *Aoauip siaquisiu j2.uno joedL JoU pjnom suoisirosd asay} ybnoyy .
210z '/ Jequisjdag

| | ebed

X

ev'zess

¥qiyeud pinom osly ‘G uonoeg Ox| Aq pajiwil| 9. sjyausq JUSWSINS] SSOUM Siaquiatl
mau 10j sjyauaq Juswaoe|dal jo ueld e Buuayo woly Jakojdws algnd e yqiyoid pinopp
sue|d Jjeuag juawaseiday ajeuiw)g

oLzzsL

‘slawinsuo)

uequin iy 1o} |dD 8y} uo peseq £jlenuue jsnipe pjnom deo uonesuadwios siy] Aunseg
le1oog ul ajedionied jou op jey) saakojdws asoy) Jo) (aseq Jysuag pue UoRNGLIUCY

au} Jo %02Z1) 0Z1'ZE LS 10 Aunoag [eog ul sjedipiped jey) seakojdws o) (sseg yeusg
Pue uognquiuod AUnoag [e1908 Z1.02) 001 '011$ 18 ‘sebpnl Bulpnjoxe ‘seakojdwa

mall [[e 1o} uojjesuadioD [euly SpIeMO) SUN0D Jey) AIBJES [EnuUe au) dea Pinopj
S}ijousg uoisuad piemo] sjunod jey} uciesuadwos den

GT'TTSL
0Z°ZTSL
S1°ZTSL
0L°ZZsL

*abe Jo sieak Gg 1e Jjauaq Jamo] e sapiaoid JeU} pUB UCHEJIISSE[ BWES aU)
0} pasaye Apuesald g|nuiIoj sy} 0} }S8S0|9 B} 8q PAISKO BINLLIO) By} aainbal pinom osfy

Jopjo pue 2g aby e 9.7
Jap|o pue g oby 1& %52
Japjo pue /g aby je uz

10j0E4 JjoUsg WnWXep

Z ue|d uondo
| ue|d uondo
E[nw.o4 oiseg

05 @by 1e %z

0g @by 1e %z

06 @by 18 %,9z1"|
aby 18y [ewloN

'SMOJj0} Se /G Je afie Jusiuala. wnwixew e pue (g Je sbe juswamal [ewlou

e y)im seahojdwe oygnd Ajoses Joj seinuwuoy Jyeusq peulep mau 2aiy} pue ‘ /g abe

1B %SG°C 40 Joj2E) J)ouaq WnWIXEW e pue zg jo abe Juswalnal Aes ue yum ssakojdwsa
Ajajes-ucu mau e Joj Zg abE Je 9,z JO BINWLIO) JYSUSY POUYSP MU & 818310 PINOA
soby jusweuajey paseaou] @ senwuo4 Jijauag paanpay

Sy3gnan
JFHNLNd
SLOVdNI

SY3IanIn
LNIHHEND
SLOVdWI

AiNlVLis
a3sododd

Arewwng jaug

. "Me| S3Wovaq [jIq SU} JI 8SLE pINoD jBy) SONSSI || SSBIPPE 0} papua)Ul JoU SIE SJLBLWIWOD 3S8Y, |
Hoday aouLIBJUeD Ul YO} J8S Se Ope gY Jo Buipuelsiapun Jus.Ino S)I UO Paseq ale Jels SHIGIED JO S0 Aleuiwijeid asey]

SUOISIAOId WI0JaY UoIsudd jo Aiewwng Aieujwijaid

18-35

Council Meeting Date: 09/25/12



"a.njny sy} u| Sisquiaw jueiing 0}

uorydo Jo Jjeuaq e yans Buuayo woyy siskojdws oijgnd yaiyord pinom Asy} ‘ARoaip sIequsL ja1na Joedwi Jou pjnom suoisiacud asay ybnoyyy ,
102 'L sequisydeg

Z | abed

269902
§'91502
0€'2es.

‘Sjauaq

uolsuad 40 }S09 [eLIOU [BNUUE ()0} BY} JO %0G UBY} $S8] aq Jou KBl &)el uoRNqUIuco
oafojdwa [egiul 8y 'sjooyos pue sarouabe Buioeuos Jo seskojduis meu Jo4 s

. uonnguuoo asfojdwa pannbe. sy} Jo

Aue Aed Jou siakojdws Jey) Jey) puE S)s03 [BLIIOU B} JO %0 ISea] Je Aed saakojdwa
18y} 2q ||eys piepuejs sy, Jeys sapirosd [jig oy} ‘seakojdwa JuaLIng pue mau Jo4 e
1509 |euuop jo Buueyg jenbg

oorie
99°2Z8.

"Rieles jo %0 uey) Jaybly |
2q pnoM Junolue Jey) t ‘oG efe uey) sse| abe sowues Jo Jeak Jepenb yoes o) ‘Kienpe
ay) Aq peulwaiap se ‘eINuLIO) JUsLaINS) paonpal Ajlelienioe uy (€ JO JuoleIal 8IS
Joj seyijenb Jaquisw ay) j1 ‘JuSWUNB) 8IIAISS i (Z AUe Ji 'SUORNGUILOD PRYBININIIE
Jaysiy yym paseyoind Aunuue Aue snid uonesuadwiod [euly s Jaquuiaul ay) o %08
(1 1o Jeyealb sy} anaoal 0} ‘Y| e Joy saienb oym ‘Jaquow AeJes e Mojle PINOAL
Aiajeg d11qnd Joj sjyysuag yal paonpay Ajjepenjoy

eheest

(i uoyesuadwod Jeiepaj oy} o} Saidype Apeaie

SHIdIED :BjoN) Y| SIy) Speaoxa Jey) uonesuaduiod Jo uoiod Aue uo paseq ueld
Juetuayjal oljgnd payijlenb Aue o} suoinguiuoo Bupiew woly sekoidws a)gnd e pgiyoud
PInom () pue 'sjaquiew mau Joj spiauaq juswalsl Bujenajes uaym jwi uojesusdwod
[e19pay By} 0] aseype o} eluiojljeD Ul Swayshs Juswainal Mqnd jfe annbai pinopa (1)
sjiysuag Jualialey Bujuiwisiaq Joj ywi uopesuaduwos) [esapad

€102 ') Atenuer o} Joud sjyeusq Juawaoeidal Jo ueid e jayo Jou sa0p Jekojdwa
au i eakojdwa Aue Joj ueyd Jysuaq Juswaoe|dal e Buliayo woly jakojdwa sijgnd e

SYIGNIN
Fdnind
SLOVdNI

SYITNaIN
INIHAND
SLOVdNI

AlNivis
Q3s0do¥d

Aewwing Jeug

"ME| 83LL003( (lIq BY} i SSLIE PjN02 Jey) SaNSS| [[B SSaIpPe 0} PApUSJUL JoU aJe SJUSLUWO 853 |
"Hoday 80UBI3Ju0Y Ul YHoJ 18s SE OpE g Jo BUIpuBISIapUN JUSLING S}l Uo paseq ale RIS SHTAIRD JO SlusWWO Aleuunyaid asey |

SUOISIAOI WI0Jay UOISudd o Arewwng fieujwijaid

AdED Y

18-36b

Council Meeting Date: 09/25/12



‘alnin} ay] wi slaquiawl JuaLno o}

uondo Jo Jsuaq e yons Buuajo woy siakojdwse siqnd yqiyosd plnom Asyy ‘Apoelip slaguall 124N 10edw Jou pjnom suoisiaoid asay) ybnoyyy ,
ZL0g ‘L Jsquisideg

¢ | ebed

op°TesL

€T

‘| Aienuer o} Joud wa)sAs sy} Aq paniaoas sem uopesidde [e1o0 Ue Ssajun , ‘suiie,
Jo aojnias payljenbuou aseysind o] safojdwae olignd Aue Jo AjIge 8y} sjeulue PINOAA
SWIHIY JO SasBYIINg JqIyold

oVr'ZZTSL

‘'saaio|dwsa pajussalidal

Jo} s90p }i ueY) seakojdwa pajuasaldal-uou o} snpayas Bunsaa Jeuaq Y)esy

Jeneq e Jo syjeusq yjesy Janaq apiaoid o] Jahojdws ue Jo Ajige ay) S1eWWI[E PINOAA
saafojdwg pajuaseldey pue

pajuasaiday-uoN 10} ajnpaysg Buiissp Jyauag Yy eaH pue sjijsusg yjjeaH jenbg

¥'g5¢€6

‘SH3dIeD ui diysisquisw
[eucndo 1o} a|qibile &q |lis pinom sis91yo Aiojnjels aaje|siBal pue [euonnisuod
Bpimale)s mau ‘JaAsmoH 'SYT ey ul Bunedionied woyj sisquisw mau Nqiyold pinopa

slagquialy MaN 104 Sy 950]9

‘Uojjeayissero

pue yun BuluieBbieq Aq Area pue aseasou| ssjey “¢10¢ ‘| ANt BuluuiBeq saep
aoads je ebejusoied poxy e Ag asealoul sajel UoRNqUIUND ‘seakojduwo ajejs o4 e

"seako|dwa Ajajes 1o} sjel uonhquuod wasied 7|

o || ue pue ssakojdwe snosue||sosiw 1o} 8l UoRNGUIUCD %g Ue 0] dn 1509 [ewIou

[enuue [ejo} U Jo %06 Aed o} saashojdws ainbai Ajessiejiun Aew Jakoldws ay;

8102 ‘I Aenuer uo BuluubBag “z10z ‘1€ JI9qweosg pue ¢Loz ‘| Aenuer ussmieq

sjyauaq uoisuad 1oy Juswsaibe Buleys 1soo Aed o} asibe Ajleninw Aew uopeziuebio
aakojdwa pue Jakojdwa sy} ‘sjooyas pue ssiouabe Buoeuos jo seakojdws o4 e

SY3IgWaN
NLNS
SLOVdNI

SyIgWaN
LNIHEND
SLOVdiNI

3lNlvls
d3s0dodd

Aeuwiwng jaug

"Me| S0 [|Ig 8y} Ji 8SLe PinoD Jey) SaNSS! jle SSaIppE 0} PAPUBUI JOU S1E SJUSLILIOD 353U |
"Hoday souaajuod ul YHo} 18s Se Oy gy 40 BLIpuelsIapun JusLng s) Uo peseq aie Je)S SHIJIED J0 SJUsLLWod Aseuwijord assy |

SUOISIAOI4 W0}y Uoisuad jo Alewwng Aleuiwijoid

T aTr Yy TV %
Ht.;.. _\m_‘ _.I._ l.__\um # WW §
(LA W LN T

18-37

Council Meeting Date: 09/25/12



‘BININY 2] Ul sJe¢lsl JUsiind 0}

uofdo Jo Jyauaq e yans Bupago woly sisfojdws olignd giyosd pinom Asuy) ‘Apsailp s1equusws ja1n joedw Jou pinom suoisircad aseys ybnoyyy ,
Z10Z 'L J1equisdeg

v | afied

ee'zesL

JaAojduwe aiqnd e yiqiyoud pinom osly ded ayy 0 1o8igns ‘polied Yuow gg SARNIISUCD
e Buunp uojesuadwos [euy |enuue abesene jsaybly ay) se pauyap aq serusbe
a1ignd ejuloge)) |le jo ssakojdwa mau Joy uoiesuaduiod jeul Jey) sunbal pinopa

ucnesuadwon Jeuld Jeaj-aady) asnboy

oreess

‘uoniuysp Aonje)s

BY) Yy JUS)SISUODIL| B 0} pauiuLelep uolesuadwod Jo wioy 1ayjo Aue pue Jeusq
juswialiel s Jequiaul B 8sealoul 0] pled Uaaq sAey 0} pleoq jualwialjal ay) Ag pauluua)ep
uoijesuadwod Aue apnjoxa pjnom osly  “payiosds se Aed Jo sodf) Joyjo snouea

pue Aed soueieaas ‘(9o 'Q1D '9ABS| ¥OIS ‘[ENUUE ‘UOHEDEA) BAES| PasSnuUn 1o} sinoAed
Yse9 ‘sunoy Bupliom [ewlou SpISINe sasialas [euolppe Jo) Aed 'slwnIono ‘sesnuog

Ile epnjoxa osje pjnops “enpayas Aed sjqejieae Apiqnd e o} Juensind ‘sinoy Bupjiom
jewlou Buunp siseq awn-ny & uo palapua) sa%IAIas 10} dnolb swes au Jo siequisLw
pajen)is AlefiLIS 0} Yseo ul pied Jequiaw ay) jo Aed aseq Jo Aed jo ajel Ajyjuow jewiou
2y} se pauljep aq sashojduwis mau [|e Joj uonesuadwod e|qeuocisuad Jey) annbal pINoAA
saakojdwg

moN :Bupjidg dojg 03 Aed aseq Jo ieinBay uo paseg s)ysusg sje[nojen

25°C2SL

"JS09 |BULICU S JBaA ey} JaAod
0} ‘1ea |easy Aue Ul ‘suonnquiued sakojdwa pue Jakojdwa paulquwos ay) axnbal pinoas
AepjjoH uoisuad 3qiyoid

eess

‘saafojdwa a1njnj pue juauns o) Aidde pinom siy| jJuswisdueyud

8y} jo ajep ay} 0} Joud pawioyad eanies o) Adde pjnom jey; sjuswosueyus
Jpuaq uoisuad aanoeonel Bunuesd woyy siakojdwa algnd yqiyosd pinopa
SOSPalal] UOISUDd SAIIIEOIISY Jqiyoild

Sy3anIiN
FNLNG
SLOVdNI

SYIININ
LNIHEND
SL1OVdINI

3lNlVLS
a3s0dodd

Arewwng jeug

"ME] $3UI003( {jIq 8Y] I SUE P|NOD Jey} SANSS; [e SSAIPPE 0} POPUBIUI J0U SJE SJUSLLLIOD 3SaL |
"Hoday sausijuoD W YHoy oS se OpE gy Jo Bulpue)siepun Jusling s}l U0 paseq aie Je)s SyTdieD 10 siuawwos Aeuwiaid asay |

SUOISIAOLd WI0J3Y LUOISUdd o Alewwng Areujwijaid

SHATED 4

106-50

Council Meeting Date: 09/25/12



‘M) 8y} Ul slaquuatl Jualind o}

uotido Jo jeusd e yans Bulayo woyy siefojdwe o1gnd ygiyoid pinom Aay) ‘Apoalip siaquiaLl Jaund joeduli Jou pinom sucisiaodd asayy yBnoyyly .
Z1L0Z 'L Jaquivides

G | ebed

L6L0C

alinbai osje pjnopa “isAojdwa oignd usnbasqns e Aq eaiojdwa pajussaidaiuou

e 0} pied uojesusdwod pasealoul Aq pasnes teAojdwe Jsuuoy) e Jo) Ajigel| [enenyoe
ul esealoul Jueayiubis, e suysp o} (sis1siuiwpe ) sued 10y) SxTFdeD a4inbal pjnops
uoljesuadwon aAIssadxy Joj Ajjiqer Asuaby Buposeuosn

98¢z

‘SH3dieD
40 Joquiall B 3Wo2ag pue sduemojie Juswadlal Jay 1o siy puadsns 0} UoISSILIWOD

o pleocq 8)e)s e uo uopsod awn-Hn) e 0} pauiodde aainel 2gnd & ainbal pnoas, e
‘32l 0] aAiUSdUI Jafojdwa Jaylo awos Jo ayeyspuey

uap|ob e Jayjle paniasal oym sasijal 1oj pouad Jno-is, Aep-0g| € aunbal pjnopy e
'S9IURISWINSND UlBHaD Japun jdaoxa juswaiial wolj Buieisuisl

NOYNM 3I0M 0} LInjal pinoo aalilal e a10jaq poliad no-)s, Aep-0g| € alinbal pjnopp, e
‘Juswalal Wol) Buleisulal oYM WaisAs
Juswainal algnd awes sy ul JaAodwa oignd Aue oy Jeah Jad sAep gz 10 sinoy

006 uey} aiow Bupiom wol) asinas oygnd Woly ainel oym seakojdws [je J| piInops, e

awdojdwzg 21jqngd JUBWAINRY-1SO4 I

rL'2Zsi
TLTesL
0L7225L

"sjuswiannbail uiepad 0} 1oalgns ‘syyauad ucisuad Jo Alejes Buiuejqo

Ulim UoI28uuod Ul Jo ‘Jusjulodde Jo asyjo pajosie ue Bunjees ui ‘salnp [eIoIgo Jay)
o BuiAiied ul Auoja) e Jo pajoIAUOD ale AsUl )l slyauag pajejad pue uoisuad paynads
utepso yapo) 0y saafojdwa pue sjeRyo aljgnd a1y pue WaLng Yyioq aanbal pinop
S}ijauag uojsuad JaLo4 suojay

‘seakoldwa Bunsixa o) polad Jeak salyj e uelj)
§$9| Jo pouad uojesuadwo [eul e spinoid o} ueld Jsuag e BUIAUPOW WOl 21NNy 23 Ul

SY3IgNIN
FHnind
SLOVdNI

SYIFAINTIN
LNFHRAND
SLOVdWI

31LNLVLS
g3s0d0O¥d

Kewwng jaug

"ME| SBWI0034 |[ig &4} §i OSLE PIN02 1By} SaNss |[2 SSTIPPE 0} PAPUSIUI JoU ale SILSLILLOD 8SBY |
"Hoday aoualaucd Ul Yuol 189S Se Opbe gy Jo Buipuelsispun Jualing sy Lo paseq ale yeis SyIdleD Jo suewwos Aeupwyaid assy|

SUOISIAOId ULIOJDY UOISUdd jo Arewwung Aleuiwi|did

M ITE Y Yly
{1 = F'@ 4 2
(WL S EW | rﬁ.. fu F

10-95Y

Council Meeting Date: 09/25/12



‘alninj ayj ul slaquuail Juauno 0}

uondo Jo Jyeusq e yons Bulieyo wouy siakodwe oiignd yqiyoud pinom Asyy ‘Ajjoeup siaquiaw Jo1n0 1oedun Jou pinom suoisinoad asayy ybnoyyy ,
7102 ‘L Jaquisideg

9| abed

"PaLINd0

9SEDIOUI Jey} usym Jo ssapiebal £10z ‘| Arenuer Jsje pauiLLS}ep SI jey) esessoul
Jueayiufis Aue o) Aidde pinom uoisiaoid ay) pue uopesuadwios snsssoxe auy) pied

oym Jakojdwa ay) o} AJigel| $S30xa Jey) Jo 1500 ) ssasse o) ueld e dojaasp SyIdieD

SYIENTIN | SY3TW3IN
F¥nind | INFHENO | 3LNLVLS fewuwing jeug
S1OVdWI | S1OVdiNl | a3S0dodd

"Me| S3UI003q [[Iq 3U) I BSIHE PINOD JBU)} SINSS! ||B SSAIPPE 0) PAPUSIUL JOU BJE SIUSWILLOS asay |
"Hoday S9USIBJUOD UI YLIO) J3S SE O AY JO Buipue)siapun Juaing ) uo paseq aie Yeis SHI|es) 40 Sjusliwo Aeuiuald asay

SUOISIAOLd WI0JaY UOjSudd jo Atewwng Aieunwuijaid

SUAITED WY

18-40

Council Meeting Date: 09/25/12



