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Report Summary

The County’s Pension Plan funding status has deteriorated due to recent
investment performance, but is still favorable on an actuarial basis. The projected
June 30, 2010 gross funding status is approximately 92.6 percent for the
County’s Safety and Miscellaneous Plans. That represents an unfunded liability
of $426 million. On a net basis, taking into account the outstanding Pension
Obligation Bonds (POB) liability of $375 million, the ratio is 86.1 percent,
representing an increase in net funding of 1.8 percent since June 2005. The
projected total unfunded liability is $800 million. High unfunded actuarial liabilities
will magnify contribution volatility, as more contributions and/or higher investment
returns will be required.

Pension costs for the County's Safety and Miscellaneous Plans combined are
projected to increase from 13.5 percent of payroll in FY 2010 to 14.3 percent of
payroll in FY 2012. The dollar cost will increase by $20 million, from the FY 2010
cost of $155 million. This required contribution is calculated under the new
California Public Employee Retirement System’s (CalPERS) smoothing method,
which was adopted to spread the impact of FY 2009 investment losses. Under
the unmodified smoothing method, cost as a percentage of payroll would have
increased to 17.9 percent, a dollar cost increase of $65 million, rather than the
$20 million modified increase. It may be prudent to contribute more than is
required due the expensive implied cost of 7.75 percent. According to Bartel
Associates, pension costs in FY 2016 are projected to be around 17.0 percent.
The dollar cost will be determined by future investment returns and the general
level of the County’s payroll.

Moving to a two-tier pension system, one that offers a lower Defined Benefit Plan
formula to new employees would result in savings in the long run. For the
Miscellaneous Plan, going from the current formula of three percent at 60 to two
percent at 60, would generate $98 million in savings on a present value basis,
assuming a four percent discount rate by 2020. For the Safety Plan, going from
the current formula of three percent at 50 to two percent at 50, would generate
$22 million in savings on a present value basis, assuming a four percent discount
rate by 2020. Cost savings will be dependent on the new tier plan design.

Liability Management Fund

Board Policy B-25 requires the capturing of a portion of the projected savings
associated with issuance of the County’s Pension Obligation Bonds and used to
retire pension bond debt and/or transferred to CalPERS to reduce any unfunded
liability. Policy B-25 also requires the PARC to recommend annually to the
Board of Supervisors the use of these funds. The PARC recommends
transferring the balance of the Liability Management fund, estimated at $6.2
million, be sent to CalPERS to pay down the County’s unfunded liability.
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Annual Prepayment:

Many pension systems, including CalPERS, offer early payment discounts in lieu
of periodic payments coinciding with payroll disbursements. PARC first
recommended seizing this opportunity in 2004 and continues to do so. Last
year's prepayment is generated roughly at $2 million in cash-flow benefit savings
to date totaling $13.4 million. The PARC is therefore recommendlhg that the
County prepay its FY 2010/11 pension costs. |
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Executive Summary

The County’s Pension Advisory Review Committee (PARC) was established in the fall of 2003 to develop
an institutional framework to help guide policy decisions about retirement benefits.

A key responsibility of the Committee is to produce an annual report. The report informs the Board and
the public about important developments affecting County retirement benefit plans and provides
information about projected costs and funding status. This report provides the annual update on the
status of the County’s pension plan and acts on Board direction to provide analysis of alternatlves to the
County’s current pension plan benefits.

Pension Plan Status:

Funding status has deteriorated due to recent investment performance, but is stillj favorable on an
actuarial basis. The projected June 30, 2010 gross funding status is approximately 92.6 percent for the
County’s Safety and Miscellaneous Plans. That represents an unfunded liability of $42? million. On a net
basis, taking into account the outstanding Pension Obligation Bonds (POB) llabllnty of $375 million, the
ratio is 86.1 percent, representing an increase in net funding of 1.8 percent since| June 2005. The
projected total unfunded liability is $800 million. High unfunded actuarial liabilities will m?gnlfy contribution
volatility, as more contributions and/or higher investment returns will be required.

Investment performance over the previous four years prior to the middle of FY 200$ was strong and
exceeded the system’s assumed actuarial rate of return. Performance since the middle of FY 2008 has
been devastatingly poor as a result of the turmoil in the global financial markets. Investment return for
FY 2009 was negative 24.8 percent. For the three years prior to FY 2009 investment/returns averaged
8.63 percent, compared to negative 3.17 percent from 2001 to 2004. Bartel Associates’ estimates, based
on recent performance, that CalPERS will have an investment gain of 14.5 percent for FY 2010.

Pension costs for the County's Safety and Miscellaneous Plans combined are projected by Bartel
Associates to increase from 13.5 percent of payroll in FY 2010 to 14.3 percent of payroll in FY 2012. The
dollar cost will increase by $20 million, from the FY 2010 cost of $155 million. This requn\red contribution is
calculated under the new CalPERS’ smoothing method, which was adopted to spread\ the impact of FY
2009 investment losses. Under the unmodified smoothing method, cost as a percentag of payroll would
have increased to 17.9 percent, a dollar cost increase of $65 million, rather than the $20 million modified
mcrease It may be prudent to contribute more than is required due the expensive implied cost of 7.75
percent.’ According to Bartel Associates, pension costs in FY 2016 are projected to be around 17.0
percent. The dollar cost will be determined by future investment returns and the general level of the
County’s payroll.

Pension Plan Review:

The topic of pension reform is being debated throughout the state. State developments will likely
influence pension reform options available to the County as it stands now. The County offers the most
generous pension benefit formula option available in the CalPERS menu of benefit formulas. Those
pension benefits are as, or more generous than benefits being offered in most of our surrounding
counties.

1 f . .
Implied cost of 7.75 percent is CalPERS actuarial assumed rate of return.
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Pension benefits are just one component of the total compensation that is offered to attract and retain
employees. Base pay, insurance, vacation, leave and other intangibles are the other corpponents.

Pension cost increases can be attributed to FY 2009 CalPERS’ pension performance and other factors
such as changing demographics, benefit enhancement and changes in actuarial assumptlons Medical
science advances and increasing standards of living are leading to longer life expectancy. As life
expectancy for current and future retirees increases, the cost of the promised pension benefits will rise
beyond expected levels. Many investment professionals worry that investment returns in the aftermath of
the Great Recession will offer lower investment returns. A reduction on the rate of return will cause a
fundamental shift in pension funding dynamics.

Pension Reform:

In California, attempts to reduce pension benefits have focused on the creation of two-tier plans (cutting
benefits for new hires). Most second-tier alternatives are often structured as Defined Benefits Pensions
with lower benefit formulas, but can include a Defined Contribution component or be wholly Defined
Contribution Benefits. Benefit cuts to current employees are prevented by contract law under both the
U.S. and California Constitution. Pension changes must provide an equivalent or comparable benefit to
current employees in order to be legally sustainable. Any changes to pension benefits must be negotiated
with the unions.

The two-tier alternative has moved to the forefront with the proposed initiative by forrher Assemblyman
Keith Richman and a renewed call for change by the Governor, as well as dlsq:ussmns in many
jurisdictions about the need for pension reform.

According to Bartel & Associates, moving to a two-tier pension system, one that offers a lower Defined
Benefit Plan formula to new employees would result in savings in the long run. For ﬂhe Miscellaneous
Plan, going from the current formula of three percent at 60 to two percent at 60‘, would generate
$98 million in savings on a present value basis, assuming a four percent discount rate by 2020. For the
Safety Plan, going from the current formula of three percent at 50 to two percent at 50 would generate
$22 million in savings on a present value basis, assuming a four percent discount rate by 2020. Cost
savings will be dependent on the new tier plan design.

In the short run there would be very little savings associated with a new Defined Beneflt Plan tier of
benefits, as the proportion of new employees receiving the lower benefits would be smqll and thus have a
limited impact on cost. Budgetary cuts that limit hiring will further limit short-term beneflts associated with
a two-tier benefit system.

Defined Contribution Plan benefits as a second tier option would reduce the County’s exposure to market
volatility and increase budgetary certainty. Defined Contribution Plan benefits are Iess\valuable to major
segments of the County’s work force.

Pension reform in the County is needed to confront the impact of these trends on future pension costs.
The County’s decision to increase benefits in 2001 and 2002 highlights the need for analysis with a
long-term horizon. According to Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates in FY 2004, 32 percent of the unfunded
liability was attributed to the decision to increase benefits and contribution patterns. The State pension
reform debate and the complexity posed by stakeholder interests requires an mdepFndent third-party
evaluation as the next step. Key factors to consider are:

|
' PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee i
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1. Fiscal sustainability of current benefits.
2. Cost savings and benefit adequacy of various plan designs.
3. Impact on employee recruitment and retention for specific plan design options,

4, Thorough examination of legal issues.

Some agencies have negotiated with their bargaining units and achieved some cost sharing
arrangements by providing an offsetting benefit. Further legal review is required to determine the risk
associated with cost sharing options. There are three approaches to cost sharmg that have been
identified by CalPERS. They are the following:

1. Reduce the employer pick up contributions.
2. Make employees pay for the cost of previous benefit enhancements.
3.  Collectively bargain to cap Employer Contributions.

Sharing the responsibility of increasing pension costs will create immediate cost savings and be subject

to negotiations with the unions; there is, however, the potential of legal challenges even with the union
agreement.

Financing Status Report:

In 2005 the County issued $400 million in pension bonds, as it was projected to save $161.8 million over
the life of the bonds. By refinancing a portion of its unfunded pension liability from @ funding cost of
7.75 percent (the long-term expected CalPERS' rate of return) to 4.9 percent (the interest cost of the
pension bonds.) |

For FY 2010, the analysis of independent actuary John Bartel estimates that the County will have a loss
of $54.0 million due to the historic losses in equity and real estate markets. It is worth noting that FY 2007
analysis showed $130 million in savings. If the rate of investment return average is over 4.91 percent for
the life of the bonds, the County will achieve savings over the life of the POBs. Given the recent negative
returns, the breakeven rate is higher from this point forward.

Annual Prepayment:

Many pension systems, including CalPERS, offer early payment discounts in lieu of periodic payments
coinciding with payroll disbursements. PARC first recommended seizing this opportunity in 2004 and
continues to do so. Last year's prepayment is generated roughly at $2 million in cash-flow benefit savings
to date totaling $13.4 million.

Recommendations:

1. Receive and file the FY 2009/10 PARC Report.

2. Adopt the recommendation to use money in the Liability Management Fund to reduce the
County’s CalPERS’ liability by transferring the funds to CalPERS. The am#unt available for
transfer is estimated to be $6.2 million for FY 2010/11. (See page 38)

PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee
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3. Adopt the recommendation to pre-pay the County’s FY 2010/11 pension cost. i(See page 39)

4. Engage the debate on pension reform directly and through CSAC and other advocacy
organizations.

5. Prior to making any changes to the pension plan, conduct a RFI to engage a ﬁhird-party actuary
outside legal counsel and/or other benefit consultant(s) for advice.

a. Cost Savings and benefit adequacy of various Pension Plan design.
b. Examination of legal constraints.

c. Impact on employee recruitment and retention for specific plan design|options.

; - PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee




Pension Funding Status

Funding status (the value of assets versus benefits payable) has decreased due to the deterioration in
investment returns and the difference in the expected demographic assumptlons versus actual
demographic trends.

Funding Status:

Bartel & Associates forecast that as of June 30, 2010, the County will have an actuarial Lhnfunded liability
of $313 million for the Miscellaneous Plan and $113 million for the Safety Plan. The most recent
CalPERS’ report has a valuation date of June 30, 2008, thus the need to forecast. (See Appendix 1)

The projected June 30, 2010 CalPERS’ funding status for the Miscellaneous and Safety Plans are
92.2 percent and 93.5 percent, respectively. On a net basis (including the outstandingLPOB liability of
$375 million) the funding levels are 86.1 percent for the Miscellaneous Plan and 89 percent for the Safety
Plan. Many experts consider a funded ratio based on actuarial asset values of 80 percth or better to be
sound for government pensions®. The County’s Pension Management Policy estabhshed 80 percent as
the desired minimum funding level for the Miscellaneous and Safety plans.

According to the 2009 Wilshire Report on Retirement Systems: Funding Levels and Asset Allocation,
found that 66 percent of the 117 retirement systems were underfunded. The funding ratio for all was
equal to 84 percent’. One can expect to see lower average funding levels for FY 2009 across all plans,
due to the negative equity performance.

A comparison of some surrounding counties is provided below based on information as of February 22,
2010.

County 2008 2008 Unfunded Liability POB'’s Outstanding (millions)>

Funding (millions) 4
Ratio*
RiVerside - $ 230 ~
San Dlego $ 485
San  93.62%  $432 O s
Bernardino
. Orange

7408%  $2549

2 July 2008, State and Local Government Pension Plans, United States Government Accountability Office.
3 2009 Report on City & County Retirement Systems: Funding Levels and Asset Allocation.

4 Data based on June 2009 actuarial valuation reports, except for Orange County. Orange County data based on December 2008 report.
5

As of February 22, 2010. Source: WebBush Morgan Securities, Inc.
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The following graphs show the Miscellaneous and Safety Plans’ funded status over the last several years
(expressed as a ratio of asset to liability.)
Riverside County Funding Status®
147%
125% -+ -
102% -
80% . J , lll
97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09* 10*
®Misc. Plan [122% 135% 139% 137% 109% 91% 83% 82% 96% 95% 96% 95% 93% 92%
mSafetyPlan|119% 129% 128% 113% 105% 92% 90% 87% 95% 95% 94% 96% 95% 93%

Basis of Unfunded Actuarial Liability:

In absolute terms, the Miscellaneous and Safety Plans’ unfunded liability are prOJected to increase by
$206 million and $55 million, respectively, in FY 2010 from the levels of FY 2005. |
The increase of the actuarial unfunded liability in the Miscellaneous and Safety Plans was primarily
caused by the cumulative negative investment returns for fiscal year 2009, which were ! 32 55 percentage
points lower than the assumed rate of 7.75 percent. |

Actuarial Value versus Market Value of Assets:

While actuarial values are used to determine the unfunded liability and funding status, market value gives
a better long-term plcture of funded status.

6 Gross funding only. Accounting for bond liability reduces the net funding levels to 85 percent and 89 percent for the Miscellaneous Plan
and the Safety Plan, respectively.
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The market value is absent the effect of smoothing and gives an indication of where tﬁe actuarial value
will be assuming constant returns.

Bartel Associates forecast that as of June 30, 2010 the County will have a market value ifunding status for
the Miscellaneous and Safety Plans of 72.5 percent and 73.1 percent, respectively, On a net basis
(including the outstanding POB liability of $375 million) the funding levels are projectedi as 65.2 percent
for the Miscellaneous Plan and 68.5 percent for the Safety Plan. This indicates that the actuarial based
funding ratios for the County’s pension plans will decline because of the investment returns. CalPERS’
values assets on an actuarial basis in order to reduce volatility in its valuations. |

In June 2009 CalPERS maodified its smoothing method to lessen the impact of the miarket downturn in

FY 2009. The following graphs show the Miscellaneous and Safety Plans’ funded status on a market
value and actuarial value basis over the last several years (expressed as a ratio of assets to liability):

Actuarial and market value funding status:

WaaR Actuarial Value l
mamm Market Value |
135% +- - e : w5 per.-Mov.-Avg: (Market Value} - |
|
118% 1
o |  108% Safety Plan
99% 101% 3
85% -
60%
00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10
145% .|
A al Miscellaneous
mmm Actuarial Value i
135% - Plan

e Market Value
——5 per. Mov. Avg. (Market Value)

99% ; 108%
98% 100%

110%

85% -

60% -+

- PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee




2010 ANNUAL REPORT

May 4, 2010

Market Summary: ‘

The economy had the sharpest decline in 2008 since World War 1. The implosion of the housing bubble
led to the demise of major financial institutions and had enormous ramifications for the credit markets,
cutting off credit for banks and companies. Gross domestic product fell around 2.5 percent in 2009. One
economic forecast projects GDP growth at around 2.5 percent for the first quarter. The unemployment
rate in the month of December was 10 percent. The equity markets and real estate markets witnessed a
massive destruction of value over the course of 2008/09. Since then market signals have\ turned positive:

1. The S&P 500 was up approximately 19 percent for calendar year 2009.

2. Fixed income yields changed dramatically during 2009. Three month Treasury Bill rates dropped
by two basis points, while the 30-year increased by 196 basis points. The two basis point drop in
rates for the three month Treasury Bill represented a change of 28.5 percent.

3. The real estate market has begun to show signs of bottoming out.

CalPERS Returns:

CalPERS began 2009 with $181 billion in assets. It had reached a high of $251 billion in October 2007.
As of January 6, 2010 assets rebounded to $205 biilion, an increase of 13 percent from the 2009 levels.

S&P 500 Annual Returns

30% 1 26.07%
20%
10% -

19.64% 22.32% 19.67%

1.78%

4.04%
0% -

-10% -
-20% -
30%

0% -38.00%

-40% T 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] L ! 1
98 99 o0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee




2010 ANNUAL REPORT May 4, 2010

CalPERS’ asset allocation and average asset allocation survey results from the “2009 Wllshlre Consulting
Report on State Retirement Systems: Funding and Asset Allocation.”

CalPERS Asset Allocation Average Asset Allocation for City & County

i
|
N Equities, 53% W Equities, 56.9%

mFi a; ‘
ed Income, 24.6% B Global Fixed incomey, 31.6%

= Reai Estate, 6.9% - Reai Estate, 5.9%

# Privat i
vate Equity, 11.6% # Private Equity, 5.6%

= Other, 2.3%

4 Other, 0%

Source: CalPERS January 6, 2010. Source: 2009 Wilshire Report on City & County Retirement
System: Funding levels and Asst aIIocatioh

The primary difference between CalPERS’ asset models and the survey group is that CalPERS holds
less equities, less fixed income and higher private equity and other assets. It should be noted that
substantial changes in valuation have taken place since the survey, so the timing could \account for some
of the difference. :

At this point, CalPERS has indicated that no changes from its currently assumed actuarial rate of return of
7.75 percent are contemplated. Should CalPERS continue to underperform, such a change could become
likely. Any reduction in the assumed rate of return would have very significant consequences for the
County.

Pension Liabilities:

Currently, unfunded liabilities are amortized over a 30-year period. CalPERS uses certain assumptions as
a basis for its actuarial valuation. To the extent that these assumptions are not realized, future
contributions and unfunded liability may increase.

CalPERS requires that participating employers contribute an amount sufficient to cover currently accruing
benefits on an annual basis. That amount is estimated and based on various actuarial assumptions
including payroll trends. In the current financial environment it is likely that pension cost will deviate from
CalPERS’ estimates due to the likely downward change in the County’s payroll levels.

Early Retirement Incentive Program:

On November 18, 2008 the Board of Supervisors authorized the County to offer two years of additional
service credit to all eligible County employees in job classifications covered under the Miscellaneous

PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee
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contract (excluding elected officials, Parks, Flood, and Waste Special Districts). In separate actions, the
Board also approved the offer to the Special Districts.

To take the incentive, eligible employees must have attained 50 years of age, had five or more years of
service with the County and retire within the 90-day retirement window established by the County.

As of March 31, 2009, 651 (19 percent) of eligible employees took advantage of the offer and retired
early Human Resource analysis indicates a net cost of $2 million in the first year and then annual
savings of $45 million under a number of assumptions. |

The Human Resources Department projects that a second early retirement program will attract
527 (15 percent) of eligible employees. It is projected to cost $6.2 million in the first year and may
generate $46 million in savings afterward, under a number of assumptions.

Given a 15 percent assumption on the number of people taking the 2010 Miscellaneous Early Retirement
Incentive the employer rate will increase 0.225 percent per year starting July 2013.

The County also offered Safety employees an early retirement incentive in 2009 on two separate
occasions. A total of 143 employees have taken that offer. PARC has not performed any financial
analysis on the financial impact of the early retirement program.

Projected Actuarial Rate of Return:

Long-term investing is an ongoing challenge for state and local pension systems. The higher the
assumed rate, the lower the contribution required today. CalPERS’ assumed actuarial rate of return of
7.75 percent is more conservative than many other plans. Many other state pension plans assume an
investment rate of 8 percent or higher.

CalPERS reviews the investment return assumptions periodically and changes it as warranted According
to a January 10, 2010 CalPERS news release, CalPERS’ 20-year investment history is 7 75 percent and
the 2009 investment return was 11.8 percent. Indications are thus for that fiscal year 2010 will be a year
of strong investment returns.

PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee



2010 ANNUAL REPORT May 4, 2010

Pension Plan Benefit

Public employee retirement systems cover over 14 million state and local governmemi employees with
retirement and disability benefits held over $3 trillion in assets and paid out over $150 h)llhon in benefits.
The first mcarnatlon of U.S. public pension schemes were intended primarily for the army personnel in the
mid-19th century. They were originally intended as forms of social welfare programs. Today they have
evolved into an integral incentive to attract and retain workers for the government.

The vast majority of public pension funds are run as defined benefit systems where the employer and
sometimes public employees make regular contributions to the funds, which are invested and from which
benefits are paid to current retirees.

Retirement including benefits are calculated by a schedule of factors, years of service, final
compensation, retirement and age generally updated for cost-of-living adjustment.

CalPERS:

The California Public Employees’ Retirement System manages retirement beneflts for more than
1.6 million California public employees, retirees, and their families. As of June 30, 2009, they provided
pension benefits to 1,134,397 active and inactive members and 492,513 retirees, beneflmanes and
Survivors. ‘

CalPERS was established by State law in 1932 to provide retirement benefits for State employees. In
1939, public agency and classified school employees were allowed to participate. In| 1962, State law
authorized CalPERS to provide health benefits to state employees. The health beneflts program was
expanded in 1967 to include public agency and school employees.

The County contracts with CalPERS to provide defined benefits. Benefits are provided through the
Miscellaneous Plan with a three percent at 60 benefit formula and the Safety Plan with a three percent at
50 benefit formula. Prior to July 11, 2002 and June 28, 2001, benefit formulas were two percent at 55 for
the Miscellaneous Plan and two percent at 50 for the Safety Plan. A window of either 12 consecutive
months or 36 consecutive months is used to set the “Final Compensation.” The County calculates Final
Compensation using the more generous window of 12 months. |

7 Veterans Benefits and the General Social Welfare Befefits: A Study in Program relationships.(Cambridge, MA: Harvard
Umver51ty), March 1962

8 Robert L. Clark, Lee A. Craig, Neveen Ahmed, “The Evolution of public Sector Pension Plans in the Unlked States”

(EW PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee




May 4, 2010

2010 ANNUAL REPORT

CalPERS offers the following benefit formulas®;

Miscellaneous Plan Safety Plan
2.0% @ 55 ©2,0% @50
2.0% @ 60 2.0% @ 55
25% @55 - 25% @55
2.7% @ 55 3.0% @ 50
3.0% @ 60 e £ 3.0% @55

Retirement plans are normally designhed so that a prospective retiree considers all sour¢es of retirement,
in an effort to maintain their pre-retirement standard of living into retirement. Replacement ratios measure
the portion of pre-retirement income that post retirement benefits replace. They are calculated by dividing
gross income after retirement by gross income before retirement. Income after retirement comes from
Social Security, individual savings and/or agency provided benefit. ‘

Miscellaneous Plan Benefits:

Miscellaneous employees who retire at the age of 60 receive three percent of their Final Compensation
for each year worked. Employees that retire before the age of 60 receive an adjusted benefit for the
employee’s age at retirement. The earliest an employee can retire is at the age of 50 (if they have at least
five years of service) and receive two percent of their final compensation per year of service.

There are 16,322 active plan participants and 5,268 retirees receiving (on average) $1V 631 annually in
retirement benefits. There are an additional 1,283 participants who are currently receiving disability and/or
survivor benefits.

On average, Miscellaneous Pension Plan participants earn a salary of $51,563. An employee earning the
average salary who retires at the age of 60 and who has worked at the County for 30 years can expect to
receive an annual pension benefit of $46,400, or a replacement ratio of 90 percent. Most Miscellaneous
pension members are eligible for Social Security.

Most employees who participate in the Miscellaneous Pension Plan contribute eight| percent of their
salary for the first five years. After five years, the County makes all contributions. The County makes the
eight percent contribution from the date of CalPERS’ eligibility for employees covered by the
Management Resolution.

Safety Plan Benefits:

Safety employees who retire at the age of 50 receive three percent of their Final Compensation for each
year worked. The earliest an employee can retire is at the age of 50 (if they have at least five years of
service) and receive three percent of their Final Compensation per year of service. Safety benefits are not
to exceed 90 percent of final compensation.

% CalPERS also offers the Miscellaneous pension plan formula of 1.5% @ 65.
1% Based on The 2008 CalPERS Valuation
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There are 3,467 active plan participants and 985 retirees receiving (on average) a retirement benefit of

$34,389. There are an additional 632 participants who are currently recelvmg disability or survivor
benefits.

On average, Safety Pension Plan participants earn a salary of $69,439. An employee earning the
average salary who retires at age 55 and who has worked at the County for 30 years can expect to
receive an annual pension benefit of $62,500; a replacement ratio of 90 percent. Most|Safety members
are not eligible for Social Security.

The County makes the nine percent employee contribution required from the RSA Law Enforcement,
LEMU, and Riverside Sheriffs’ Association Public Safety. Riverside Sheriffs’ Association (RSA) Law
Enforcement employees contribute nine percent of their salary to the Safety Pension |Plan for the first
three years of employment with the County; RSA Public Safety employees contribute ninb percent of their
salary to the Safety Pension Plan for the first five years of employment with the County. The County
makes the nine percent employee contribution from the date of CalPERS eligibility for Law Enforcement
Management Unit (LEMU) and other management (MLX) employees.

Replacement Ratio Study:

The 2008 Aon Consulting Replacement Ratio Study analyzed the replacement ratio employees need to
maintain their pre-retirement standard of living after retirement. It found that, generally, a person needs
less gross income after retiring, primarily due to four factors: ‘

1. Income taxes decrease after retirement due to extra deductions that are available for those
age 65, and taxable income usually decreases at retirement.

2. Social Security (FICA deductions from wages) and Medicare taxes end completdly at retirement.

3. Social Security benefits are partially or fully tax-free. This reduces taxable mcome and, therefore,
the amount of income needed to pay taxes.

4. Saving for retirement is no longer needed.

The study baseline case assumes a family situation in which there is one wage earner who retires at
age 65 with a spouse at who retires at age 62. The family unit is eligible for family Social Security
benefits, which are 1.375 times the wage earners’ benefits. The findings are shawn below. (See
Appendix 3)

Pre-Retirement Income Replacement Ratios |
T e $000 | Social Security  Private ““d'Employer Total {%)ofpre i . Aon 2008
= a8 Sources(%),- . retirement inccmeneed - Replacement
20 25 ‘ 9% . Ratio findings
200 e Ly
a0 31 8
60 78
B’
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For example, a person earning $50,000 in pre-retirement income needs $40,500 in post retirement
income from all sources (savings, Social Security, if applicable, and pension benefits) in order to maintain
their standard of living after retirement.

Typically public sector employers have provided career employees a level of retirement benefits sufficient
for them to retire with enough income from all sources to maintain their pre-retirement| standard of living
(Replacement Income.) :

Replacement Income is usually framed in the context of a “three-legged stool.” The ﬁhree-legged stool
reflects all sources of retirement income: Employer-provided benefits, Social Security and personal
savings. At the County Social Security benefits are provided for non-Safety employees. -

The County Miscellaneous Plan is designed to provide a 30-year career employee with 90 percent of
pre-retirement income at age 60 (employees eligible for Employer Paid Member Contributions, or EPMC,
which counts as compensation earnable for CalPERS’ purposes retire with 97.2 percent of pre-retirement
income). Social Security will add to this benefit when the retiree becomes eligible. The County Safety
Plan is designed to provide a 30-year career employee with a maximum of 90 per¢ent of his or her
pre-retirement income at age 50. However, in the last year of employment nine percq‘nt Employer Paid
Member Contribution is counted as compensation and thus increases benefits to 98,1 percent of pre-
retirement income. Safety employees are not eligible for Social Security benefits.

A CalPERS’ Replacement Ratio study conducted in 2001 found that the three percent @ 60
Miscellaneous formula with Social Security, and the three percent @ 50 Safety formula without Social
Security exceeded the target Replacement Ratios at all income levels. The County's CalPERS' benefits
are higher than the benefit at most other surrounding counties. |

The following graph shows the history of average pension benefits paid out to retjrees by both the
Miscellaneous and Safety Plan. It should be noted, however, that the average retiree is not a career
employee. !
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Other Benefits:

The County sponsors supplemental pension plans that provide additional benefits to certain employees.
In the case of SEIU and LIUNA represented employees, the County participates in funding the pension
plans as a contributing employer to union sponsored plans. Below we have listed supplemental plans and
briefly summarized:

1. SEIU and LIUNA sponsored plans: The County contributes $0.10 per: hour worked for
represented employees. The plans are Defined Benefit Plans and provide a dollar amount
benefit to employees for each year of service earned ($4.02 per year for SEIU and $2.20 per
year for LIUNA.)

2, Supplemental Pension Plan: The County contributes for eligible employees (Unrepresented,
Management and Confidential, LEMU, DDAA), normally $25. The plan is a Defined
Contribution Plan. |

3. Deferred Compensation Plan: The Deferred Compensation Plan is a Defined Contribution
IRS 457 Plan in which employees can make voluntary tax deferred contmbutlons up to the
IRS permitted annual limits.
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Recruitment and Retention

The base pay which employees receive is only a portion of their total compensation. Many employees
identify benefits such as insurance, retirement, vacation, leave and other intangibles as top reasons why
they are attracted to stay with the County.

Studies show that the promise of a secure and stable pension benefit can be a powerful recruitment and
retention tool for organizations. Watson Wyatt, a recognized benefits consulting firm conducted a
Retirement Attitude Survey to learn about how employees feel about their Defined Contribution
Retirement Plans and how these benefits affect employees’ workforce decisions. The survey focuses on
private sector employers and the results were published in a report titied “Watson Wyatt Trends in
Pensions-2005."

The survey found that most employees highly value their pension plans, both Defined Contribution Plans
and Defined Benefit Plans. Employees who value their pension benefit, were three times more likely to
stay with the current employer than those that did not value pension benefits. The survey also found that
while retirement benefits are more important to workers over the age of 45, these workers are more likely
to remain with their employer regardless of their feelings toward retirement benefits. Commitment to stay
with their employer is higher still for those who are satisfied with their retirement benefits and consider
them valuable. Watson Wyatt reports that while turnover is typically higher among younger employees,
employees younger than 35 who value their plans more highly and are satisfied with them are more likely
to remain with their current employer than other young employees. Moreover, “younger workers who rate
their Defined Benefit Plan as highly important are nearly twice as committed to their organization as
comparable employees with a Defined Contribution Plan.”

The County attracted and retains a work force of over 18,000 employees which deliver services to a
population of 2 million residents. Workers on average had 7.8 years of service, with an average age of
41.8 years and were drawn mainly from the County and surrounding counties.

Most public sector employers provide traditional Defined Benefit Plans. Private sector employers have
shifted away from Defined Benefit Plans to less Defined Contribution Plans. Today less than 40 percent
of all major employers continue to offer Defined Benefit Plans. |

The shift from Defined Benefit Plans are primarily due to three reasons:
1. Increased workforce mobility. Defined Contribution Plans are better sujted for a mobile

workforce. Defined Benefit Plans suit career employees; today employee$ typically change
employers five times in a career.

2. Pressure to limit cost and risk. Defined Contribution Plans limit the employefs risk; employers
bear the risk with Defined Benefit Plans. Traditional Defined Benefit Plans cost employers
more.

3. Increased regulation. Regulations have made the administration of Defined Benefit Plans

complex and expensive relative to Defined Contribution Plans.
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The table below illustrates key considerations and compares Defined Benefit Plan to Defined Contribution

Plans.

Defined Benefit Plan versus Defined Contribution Plan

Strategic Considerations
Employee Retention
Financial Liabilities
Responsibility placed.on
Employee

Responsibility ptaced on
Employer

Employer Fiduciary Responsibility
Investment Results

Economic Savings

Personal Retirement Savings

Defined Benefit Plans
Attracts longer tenured/older employees
Piaced on employer

Very little

Significant — investment decisions, financial
liabitity

Significant

Average returns are higher/narrower
distribution of returns

Significantly increases savings rate and the
available pool of national savings

Defined Contribution Plans

Attracts shorter tenure
Placed on the participa
Significant — voluntary
necessary investment

Less significant

Significant
Average returns are lo
distribution of returns

d/younger employees
nt

ontributions,
decisions

wer/broader

Less significantly increases savings rate

and the available pool

of national savings

Maximizes savings-for retirement Allows withdrawals ani loans before

retirement; depleting retirement savings

Fees Lower overall fees Higher overall fees
Administrative Complexity Generally high Generally high
Portability Not typical Yes

County Comparison:

Comparing retirement benefits across public sector employers can be difficult because plan provisions
are complicated. Many public sector employers do not participate in Social Security, and the retirement
benefit is the sole source of income at retirement, other than personal savings. At the County
Miscellaneous employees participate in Social Security, but Safety members do not. Riverside County
also contracts with CalPERS to provide ancillary benefits such as Survivor Continuance, up to two
percent Annual Cost-of-Living Adjustments, Reciprocity, and a Purchasing Power Pratection Allowance
that other agencies may not offer (Appendix B provides a description of these benefits.)i

Pension benefits provided by the County for non-Safety employees are on average more generous than
that provided by the surrounding counties (See tables in the following pages.) |

When we compare the County’s retirement benefits to those of the five nearby Counties (Los Angeles,
Orange, San Diego, Ventura and San Bernardino), only San Diego has a non-Safety three percent @ 60
formula. However, San Diego County implemented a lower Defined Benefit Plan tier for its Safety and
non-Safety new employees effective August 28, 2009. New non-Safety employees will receive
2.6 percent @ 62, and new Safety employees will receive a three percent @ 55 benefit (from 3 percent
@ 50). Orange County is also implementing pension reform. The Orange County Board of Supervisors
has approved a two-tiered hybrid pension plan for its new employees.

All new employees will have the option to choose the current pension benefit of 2.7 percent @ 55 (and
pay for it) or the hybrid pension plan which includes a reduced defined benefit of 1.62 percent @65anda
Defined Contribution Plan with a matching contribution.

Below we summarize the Non-Safety and Safety benefit formulas and ancillary benef|t$ for the County of
Riverside and five nearby counties (prior to reform at Orange County.) 1
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Non Safety Comparison

County Formula Non-Safety = Compensation EPMC Member Social Survivor
Converted to Contribution Security Continuance
Comp
Riverside 3% @ 60 Single Highest Yes—based EERate= 8% Yes 25% of the 2% Max
Year on MOU Paid by ER after unmodified
five years, allowance is paid
except in addition to the
Unrepresented basic beneficiary
immediate allowance. The
pickup beneficiary
allowance is
dependant on
the benefit
payout option
and age.

Los Plan D: 2% @ 61 " Plan D: Average  No Plan D: 7% No Plan D: 65% of 2% Max

Angeles Plan E: 2% @ 65 Highest 12 Plan E: 0% (Paid Unmodified
With 10 years of consecutive by ER) amount
service months ﬂ’lan E: 55% of

Plan E: Average unmodified
Highest 3 years amount
of service i
Orange PlanA 1.77% @55 PlansA,G,l1and No Member rate No ¢0% of the 3% Max
PlanB 1.49% @55 M = Highest varies based on Unmodified
Plan G 2.5% @55 consecutive 12 plan. Employer option
PlanH 2.5% @55 Mmonths pays aimost ‘
Planl 2.7% @55 PlansB, H, Jand 100% but is not
PlanJ27% @55 N = Highest credited to EE
PlanM 2.0% @55 consecutive 36 account.
PlanN 2.0% @55 Months Average
With 10 years of service =12.12%

San 2% @ 55 Single Highest No Average = 9.20% No 60% of the 2%

Bernardino With 10 years of Year ER pays 2.5% to Unmodified Max
service 7% varies by job option

class.

San Diego TierA: 3% @ 60 Single Highest No Average = 9.18% 60% of the 3%
Tier B: 2.6@ 62 with 10 Year ER pays based Yes Unmodified Max
years of service on years of option
(effective 8/28/2009) service

(5 or less = 3.5%
then 7%)

Ventura TierI: 1.24% @ 50 Tier 1: Highest No Tierl: 8.39%  Yes 60% on Tier I
Tier Il: 1.18% @ 50 12 months. Tier ll: 5.48% Unmodified 3%
With 10 years of Tier ll: Highest ER pays portion option Max.
service 36 months. ‘ Tier Il

2% Max
YOl PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee
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Safety

Formula Safety

Compensation

EPMC
Converted
to Comp

May 4, 2010

Member
Contribution

Survivor
Continuance

Riverside 3% @ 50 Single Highest Year Yes Rate = 9% b on the 2% Max
unmodified
ER pays based onMOU  aliowance
RSA =3 years, PSU =5,
LEMU and MLX = DOH
Los Angeles 2% @ 50 Highest Consecutive No Pian A: Based on PlanAis
12 months entry age ranges 3% Max
With 10 years of from 7.44% to 65% on
service. 11.67% unmodified Plan B is
option 2.0% Max
Pian B: Ranges from
6.42% to 12.23%
No ER payment
Orange 3% @ 50 Plan E: Highest No Range from 7.84% 60% on 3% Max
consecutive 12 to 17.93% based on unmodified
With 10 years of months Entry Age. option
service. 1
Plan F: Highest ER pays almost
consecutive 36 months 100% % but is not
credited to EE
account. ‘
San 3% @ 50 Single Highest Year No Rate varies by age 60% on 2% Max
Bernardino ranging from 9.95%  unmodified
With 10 years of to 15.65% ER pays  optipn
service. based on job |
classification ;
San Diego Tier A: 3% @ 50 Single Highest Year No Rate = 10.76% 60% on 3% Max
_ Unmodified
Tier B: 3% @ 55 ER pays 9.5% optibn
with 10 years of |
service (effective
8/28/2009)
Ventura 2% @ 50 With 10 Single Highest Year. No Rate = 11.5% 60% on 3% Max
years of service Unrnodified
ER pays 11.5% option
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Private Sector Comparison:

For many years, conventional wisdom has held that public sector wages were lower than private sector

wages, and thus more generous retirement benefits were needed in order to attract

and retain skilled

workers in the public sector. Recent data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics| suggest that total
compensation averages in the public sector are more generous than private set:tor compensation

averages.

Below is a breakdown of total compensation for both the private and public sector derlved from the

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

® Wages and Salaries,65.90%

n Paid Leave, 7.60%

 Supplemental pay, .9%

¥ Insurance, 11.50%

¥ Retirement and savings, 8.10%

% Legally required, 6%

State and local government Private Industry

mWages and Salaries, 70.70%

o Paid Leave, 6.80%

# Supplemental pay, 3.1%

W insurance,7.80%

® Retirement and savings, 3.40%

@ Legally required, 8.2%

According to Greg Philipatis, the Assistant Regional Commissioner of the Chicago US Bureau of Labor
Statistics, numerous caveats should be considered before drawing any conclusions from the data.

e The employer survey is voluntary, with 15 percent to 20 percent of the private sector employers

refusing to participate and only four percent to five percent of the public
refusing to participate.

 More than 40 percent of public sector workers are represented by a union,

sector employees

while fewer than

10 percent of private sector workers are. When the data are controlled for union participation, the
difference in the average compensation levels in the public and private sectors narrows. Union

workers are typically better compensated than non-union workers.

* Average employee tenure is twice as long in the public sector.

e The occupational mix of each sector is different: Roughly two-thirds of public sector jobs are
professional and administrative, while 51 of private sector jobs are retail sales and food service
jobs. Relatively low-paid and often part-time positions represent 20 percent of private sector jobs,

but only two percent of public sector jobs.

According to the Employee Benefit Research Institute (EBRI), public sector employees on average earn
more per hour than private sector employees; see summary which (excludes bonuses and stock options.)
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Below is a snapshot of the salary/wages survey results:

Public Sector % of Total Private Sector % of Total

Total $39.50 100% $26.09 100%
Compensation |
Wages and $26.26 66.5% $18.42 70.6%
Salaries |
Retirement $3.04 7.7% $0.91 3.6%
benefits |
Health benefits $4.35 11.0% $1.85 71%
Other $5.85 14.80% $4.81 18.71%

Keith A. Bender, Associate Professor of Economics, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, finds that in
low-skilled jobs, public sector wages exceed private sector wages, but in high-skilled jobs, public sector
wages significantly lag private sector wages. State and local governments employ 14 percent of American
workers outside of agriculture. j
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Pension Cost

benefit costs in the County for FY 2008 accounted for 4.31 percent of total expenditures. While pension
costs are going up, the County, like most other municipalities, is experiencing a severe drop in tax

revenues.

At the national level the recession appears to have ended during the summer. For state and local

Government is service-oriented and labor intensive, making benefit costs a major expense. Pension
governments the end of the downturn does not alleviate its financial problems.

State and local sales tax revenues tend to lag behind the downturns as well as the upturns in the
economy because of the time it takes for collections to catch up with depressed store sales and
diminished incomes. Counties rely heavily on property tax revenué to support many general government
services. Revenues for FY 2010 are being impacted by the 10 percent drop in the County's assessed
valuation and declining sales taxes. The County Assessor's early projection is for a further 4.5 to
5 percent erosion of assessed values in the new year.

The graph below shows the cost of providing pension benefits as a percentage of total general
government expenditure as reported in the CAFR. General government expenditure for FY 2010 through
FY 2012 is projected to remain fixed at the FY 2009 level. It is possible that total County expenditures will

fall given current economic conditions.

Riverside County Pension ARC as a Percentage of Total Government
Expenditures
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Below is a 10-year history of ARC payments as reported in the CAFR; and the expedted FY 2011 and
FY 2012 ARC payments. (Pension Obligation Bond [POB] debt service not included.)
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Over the longer run, ARC rates as a percentage of payroll are projected to increase. The magnitude of
the increase will depend on CalPERS’ investment performance benefit changes, and changes in actuarial
assumptions. If CalPERS were to continue to underperform for a sustained period, the impact upon rates
would be negative, but that impact would be delayed by CalPERS' rate smoothing. The size of the
County’'s PERSable payroll will determine the dollar cost impact. A smaller payroll will cap the dollar cost
increase associated with higher ARC rates. It is important to note that the new smoothing method
spreads the investment loss over a longer period of time, and thus it is financed over a longer period at
CalPERS’ assumed rate of return of 7.75 percent. The following information does not include the cost
associated with POB and the early retirement program.

e Investment Rate of Return scenario of 7.75 percent. If an average ﬁate of return of
7.75 percent is achieved, the ARC rates as a percentage of total payroll for the Miscellaneous
and the Safety Plans are projected to increase to 15.0 percent and 24.0 percent respectively by
FY 2016.

¢ Investment Rate of Return scenario of 4.3 percent. If an average rate of return of between
0.4 percent and 3.6 percent is achieved, the ARC rates as a percentage of total payroll for the
Miscellaneous and the Safety Plans are projected to increase to 19.1 and 30.4 percent,
respectively by FY 2016, if an average rate of return of between 0.4 percent and 3.6 percent is
achieved.
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Below is a 28-year history and two-year projection of ARC payments expressed as! a percentage of
payroll. |

The committee will monitor CalPERS’ investment performance and the County’s funding needs annually
and might recommend making higher payments than CalPERS requires to mitigate the impact of

sustained under performance in such a case. Riverside County’s annual pension cost includes employer
contributions and POB debt service. There will be $375 million in POB’s outstanding as of June 30, 2010.

Riverside County Pension ARC Payments as a Percentage of Payroll
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Pension Reform Landscape

Most public sector employers in California are faced with a difficult choice. Rising pension costs at a time
of unprecedented budget constraints are forcing policy makers to re-evaluate pension offerings.

The stock market performance of the 1990’s, contributed to the belief that more generous retirement
benefits could be provided at little or no additional cost.

The adoption of Senate Bill 400 (SB 400) in 1999 led to the implementation of more generous retirement
benefits for state employees."" In response, local agencies began to improve their retirement benefits to
keep up with their neighbors. The County increased benefits for both the Safety and Miscellaneous Plans.

In California, attempts to reduce pension benefits have focused on the creation of two-tier plans (cutting
benefits for new hires.) Benefit cuts to current employees are prevented by contract law under both the
U.S. and the State’s Constitutions. Pensions bargained under labor contracts are said to be protected by
court decisions, which allow cuts only if something of equal value is provided.

Last June, Governor Schwarzenegger and, more recently, CalPERS’ actuary Ron Seeling, have called
current benefits “unsustainable.” Some believe investment returns will be lower in the post-recession
economy and others see higher pension costs in the future as a result of life science and improved
standards of living, which are leading to longer life expectancy.

Four years ago, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger briefly backed an initiative proposed by former
Assemblyman Keith Richman, R-Northridge, that would have changed all new state and Ipcal government
hires to a 401(k) style plan.

Many have proposed that pensions for new hires be rolled back to the formulas used before CalPERS’
sponsored legislation SB 400.

A League of Cities task force proposed rolling back benefits for new hires. It recommends that “pensions
should be fiscally sustainable and politically defensible.”

In July 2009 the Orange County Board of Supervisors approved a change to their pension plans. The
change was also agreed to by the Orange County Employees Association. Under the new plan, new
employees starting April 23, 2010 will receive a combination of 1.65 percent @ 65 defined with an
additional two percent match to a defined contribution plan. Orange County also recently negotiated a
two-tier plan with its deputy sheriffs.

The city and County of San Diego have both adopted “two-tier” pension systems, giving new hires lower
benefits. But it's a long-term plan not expected to produce significant savings for several decades.

Members first hired on or after August 28, 2009 are classified as Tier B. The benefit formula per year of
service credit is approximately 2. 6 percent @ 62 for the General, Tier B members, and three percent
@ 55 for Safety, Tier B members."

™ Ed Mendel, “From CalPensions: CalPERS actuary says pension costs are not sustainable” August 12, 2009
2 pension Reform in California, League of Cities, March 1, 2005
B san Diego County Employees Retirement Association, Retirement Plan Summary.
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The Foundation for Fiscal Responsibility attempted to put a pension reform initiative on the
November 2010 ballot that would mandate a much less generous second tier system across the State (as
of yet, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger has not endorsed the effort).

The plan proposes the following two-tier formulas: for peace officers or firefighters—2.3 percent @ 58; for
other public safety employees—1.8 percent @ 60; for any other public agency employees that do not
require Social Security contributions—1.65 percent at defined United States Social Security Old Age and
Survivors Insurance Program (65-67), for any other public agency employee that does require Social
Security contributions—1.25 percent at defined United States Social Security Old Age and Survivors
Insurance Program (65-67).
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Alternative Options

Benefits are provided through the Miscellaneous Plan with a three percent at 60 benefit formula and the
Safety plan with a three percent at 50 benefit formula. The formula is applied to the highest consecutive
12-month compensation. CalPERS offers several other formulas and ancillary benefits established under
the Public Employees’ Retirement Law (PERL). Any changes to the benefit formula wquld only apply to
new employees.

Pension reform has been framed as a spectrum of choices from which policy makers can determine
courses of action. The menu below presents a range of options with increasing levels of change.

l. Cost Sharing:

Negotiate with unions for shared responsibility with employees for cost increases and/or
increased pension contributions by County in lieu of employee pay raises.

All benefit changes including cost-sharing arrangements can be negotiated with unions. There are three
approaches to cost-sharing that have been identified:

1. The County has obtained legal opinion that the PERL does allow for the reduction or elimination
of the Employer Paid Member Contribution (EPMC) under section 20691 available to certain
Miscellaneous employees without breaching employees’ Vested Rights.

2. The PERL allows the County to share with employees the cost of prior benefit enhancements
from the inception of the contract to date.

3. Independent of the above two items, the County may negotiate with unions for employees to pay
a portion of the Employer Contribution. If this approach is taken, CalPERS will not be able to
credit employees with the portion of the Employer Contribution they have paid, and most likely the
contributions will be paid on an after-tax basis. Further legal review is required:to determine the
feasibility of this option. The County should anticipate that there may be legal challenges to cost
sharing, in particular option 3. Bartel Associates estimates that reducing the employer-paid
employee contributions by two percentage points may save the County $14.5 million for the
Miscellaneous Plan and $6.6 million for the Safety Plan in fiscal year 2011. That translates to a
reduction of approximately 1.6 percent of payroll for the miscellaneous and 2.5 percent of payroll
for the Safety Plan for fiscal year 2010/11.

According to the State’s Legislative Analyst Office (LAO) in regards to the Governor’s proposal to shift the
employer paid benefit to an employee-required contribution:

“There are serious concerns about the legal viability of the Governor's proposed five percent shift in
pension contributions from the State employee, particularly if the shift is accomplished through the
legislative process, instead of through collective bargaining. Courts have repeatedly negated attempts to
create substantial savings from altering pension payments for current employees without offering
comparable offselting benefits in exchange.”
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Il. CalPERS Two-Tier Plan:

Select a lower tier and for new employees from the menu of CalPERS Defined Benefit Plans.

Pensions bargained under labor contracts are said to be protected by court decisions, which allow cuts
only if something of equal value is provided. Under a two-tier system all current employees continue to
accrue benefits at the same level. New employees accrue benefits at a lower rate.

According to Bartel & Associates, moving to a two-tier Defined Benefit Pension system that offered lower
benefits to new employees would result in savings in the long run. In the short run there would be very
little savings associated with a new defined benefit tier as the proportion of new employees receiving the
lower benefits would be proportionally small and thus have a limited impact on cost. Budgetary cuts will
further limit short term benefits associated with a two-tier benefit system.

CalPERS offers the following benefit alternatives'*:

Miscellaneous Plan Safety Plan
20%@55  20%@50
2.0% @ 60 20%@55
25% @55 25% @55
2.7% @ 55 3.0% @ 50
3.0%@60  30%@55

For the Miscellaneous Plan, going from the current formula of three percent at 60 to twio percent at 60,
would generate $98 million in savings on a present value basis, assuming a four percent discount rate by
2020. For the Safety Plan, going from the current formula of three percent at 50 to two percent at 50,
would generate $22 million in savings on a present value basis, assuming a four percent discount rate by
2020. Cost savings will be dependent on the new tier plan design.

Miscellaneous Annual Savings by Benefit Formula (millions)
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Safety Annual Savings by Benefit Formula (millions)
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PERL does not allow participants to have current employees participate in CalPERS and new employees
participate in a different mandatory pension plan system. All new employees must participate in
CalPERS.

Contracting with CalPERS offers the County several advantages. As a CalPERS’ participating agency the
County is part of one of the largest pension plans in the world with huge economies of scale. The County
receives the stability, track record and management resources of a $200 billion dollar plan.

However, participating in CalPERS’ limits the County’s flexibility in setting benefit levels and changing
demographic assumptions. The inflexibility is problematic in crafting the optimal compensation package.
Different employee subgroups value compensation differently. Younger employees place a higher value
on wages and portable benefits, while older workers tend to place a higher value on the security offered
by a Defined Benefit Plan. |

If the County wishes to provide a lower second tier of benefits by either a Iowér defined benefit formula or
a Defined Contribution Plan not offered by CalPERS; lobbying Sacramento for additional flexibility or
leaving CalPERS would be the options available to the County.

Given the financial distress in the State and the growing tide for pension reform, should the County
decide to remain with CalPERS, the County should pursue the most cost-effective and clearest path for
changing benefits by leveraging its political assets in Sacramento so that CalPERS can introduce new
benefit formulas. ‘

The County can choose to leave CalPERS and establish its own pension system under the Counties
Employees Law of 1937, commonly referred to as the “1937 Act’ or join an existing pension system with
much greater flexibility. A move out of CalPERS may result in a large termination fee and significant start
up costs. The termination fee may require a large lump sum payment or ongoing payments for the
accrued benefits of current participants. More information is needed from CalPERS to quantify the
financial impact of a move out of CalPERS.

PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee ‘




lll. Non CalPERS Defined Benefit Two-Tier Plan:

Create a lower tier, Tier Il for new employees’ Defined Benefit Plan designed by the County. Tier Il
will contain features that produce additional savings (compared to CalPERS’ plans) while still
meeting a desired Replacement Ratio.

Establishing an independent system or a 1937 Act Plan would offer much more flexibility in designing
pension benefits than CalPERS. The 1937 Act provides two methods by which a county may establish a
1937 Act retirement system: 1) an affirmative vote by a majority of the electors voting an the proposition
at a general or special election; or, 2) by a four-fifths vote of the Board of Supervisors. Once a county
elects to come under the 1937 Act, the Act's provisions become operative on either the following
January 1, or July 1, but not sooner than 60 days after the appropriate election. A system established
pursuant to the 1937 Act supersedes any previously established county retirement system A 1937 Act
plan would require establishment of a board with:

1. The authority to invest plan assets and select actuarial methods and assumptions.
2. Selection of one of several formulas and ancillary benefits established under the 1937 Act.
3. Responsibility for most administrative functions.

Article Xl section 4 and 6 of the State Constitution authorizes Charter Counties to establish independent
retirement systems if their charter so provides. San Luis Obispo County and San Francisco County have
established such systems.

Under this option the County could potentially use the same retirement formula as currently used for TAP
employees (two percent of eligible career compensation), although this may impact our ablllty to recruit
top talent.

This option may require termination of the County’s CalPERS’ Contract. Defined Benefit Plans (like
CalPERS) generally provides the most efficient allocation of employer dollars towards providing
employees secure retirement income and provides higher relative benefit accruals at older ages.
However, one major drawback is that, employer contributions can be volatile. CalPERS’ smoothing
methods mitigate this but cannot eliminate volatility. Defined Contribution Plans, on the other hand,
generally provide higher benefit accruals in the early years of service thus potentially appealing to
short-term, younger employees. In addition, they also appeal to employees who want more direct control
over their retirement savings. Furthermore, employer contributions are very predictable.

Defined Benefit Plans typically also provide an efficient method of providing ancnlary benefits (for
example, disability and pre-retirement death benefits.) - |

IV. Defined Contribution Two-Tier Plan:

Create Tier Il comprised either entirely of a defined contribution retirement benefit or apportioned
benefits between a Defined Benefit Plan and Defined Contribution Plan thereby giving employees
a safety net while allowing them to share in investment returns. Select a Defined Benefit Plan that
provides a “base level” benefit. The County could potentially use the same retirement formula as
currently used for TAP employees (two percent of eligible career compensation.)

. This option may require termination of the County’s CalPERS’ Contract.

PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee . ‘
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Defined Contribution Plans are usually established by agreement with bargaining groups with
administration, investment and legal work handled by a third party administrator (TPA).

Defined Contribution Plan (DC): Promises a designated contribution to a retirement savings plan.
Employers typically contribute a percentage of employee pay to an individual account plan. Employees
often have the opportunity to defer a portion of their pay. The retirement benefit is determined in part by
contributions to the plan, but also in large part by plan asset performance. Employees often are
responsible for investment elections and always bear the risk of investment outcome. An advantage to
DC plans is portability. Benefits can be paid in installments or as a lump sum.

A new Defined Contribution Tier, or Hybrid Tier, may produce greater cost savings in the near term in that
once the County makes a contribution to the plan its obligation ends. investment returns will not change
the County’s liability.

Over the last decade some public sector employers have introduced DC plans. However, according to a
January 2008 Issue Brief published by the Center for State and Local Government Excellence, those
participating in DC plans as their primary pension represent less than 4.0 percent of the state and local
workforce and less than 1.0 percent of total state and local pension assets. :

PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee |
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Framework for Analysis

Falling government revenues and rising pension costs are shrinking the budget and stressing the
County’s ability to provide services at a time when there is increased need for many services in the
community.

The decision by an employer to offer a pension plan depends on employee preferences for current

compensation relative to deferred compensation, the cost of providing a dollar of future income compared
to providing a dollar today; and how the pension might influence worker turnover and reti;rement rates.

Compensation Level Setting Dynamics

Sets prioritias and
provides resources

Any benefit plan policy changes will be subject to stakeholder legal, contractual, and cost constraints.
Stakeholders with vested interest in public pension funds include: 1) former public employees drawing
benefits; 2) fund beneficiaries (current government employees have a stake in both their future retirement
benefits and current contribution obligations); 3) CalPERS; and, 4) County residents.

Vested Rights: Under the contract clause of both the United States and the California
Constitution, public employees earn vested rights to their pension benefits for performance of
service with a governmental employer. Benefits of existing pension members, including the right
to accrue future benefits from future service and compensation, cannot be reduced for current
members without an offsetting benefit.

Collective Bargaining: Changes to employees’ total compensation, including pension benefits,
must be collectively bargained with the unions for represented employees. County employees are
represented by various unions, and the County must bargain for change in pension benefits with
each union.

‘PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee
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CalPERS: As a contracting local agency with CalPERS the County is bound by the Public
Employees’ Retirement Law (PERL). PERL requires that all employees of a contracting agency
(with limited exceptions) be members of CalPERS PERL does not allow the Cdunty to create a
benefit plan for new employees outside of CalPERS while maintaining current benefits for existing
employees at CalPERS.

Community: The decision of the employer to set the level of pension benefit depends on the
employer’s financial position and its need to attract and retain the optimal workforce that will
maximize the delivery of services to the community.

Pension plan analysis requires a long-term horizon. Contribution and market volatility can lead to
decisions with unintended consequences. Benefit level decisions should be based ion a long-term
assessment of what is financially feasible and labor/capital needs in the context of the local labor market.

The investment performance of the late 1990’s lead to overfunded pension plans and low pension costs
in the County. The County increased future benefit commitments by adopting more generous pension
formulas. It was anticipated that the investment performance of the late 1990’s would continue and no
contribution increases would be required. The investment performance of the late 1990's was proven to
be an aberration.

According to Fieldman, Rollap & Associates, 32 percent of the unfunded liability in FY 2004 could be
attributed to increased pension benefits and other action taken by the County. (See Appendix 2)

In the aftermath of the Great Recession, the County is facing rising pension costs and a declining pension
plan funding status as a result of devastating investment returns of FY 2009. Given the potential impact of
any decision, independent third party analysis is needed.

Beyond the need for budgetary relief in this economic environment, the County needs to reform its
pension plans to ensure that County pension plans are sustainable.

improvements in the standard of living have increased the life expectancy of retirees. Consequently,
public employers have seen pension plan costs rise as retirees are receiving benefits for longer periods
than had been expected when benefits where granted.

Many investment professionals worry that investment returns in this economy, which is emerging from the
aftermath of the largest economic contraction since World War [, will offer lower investment returns.
A reduction in the rate of return will cause a fundamental shift in pension funding dynamics.

Recent poor investment performance has magnified the rise in cost. The cost of providing the current
pension benefit levels was $123.4 million (POB debt not included) in FY 2008, representing 4.3 percent of
total expenditures.

These trends require that the County evaluate what benefit levels are sustainable, and what impact any
changes will have on recruitment and retention.

According to a Los:Angeles Times article, one of every four dollars collected bytie<Gity of Los Angeles
general fund may go towards retirement beneﬁts in the City by 2013. That would negatlvely impact basic
services such as palice, parks and libraries.'® cmam

' Los Angeles Times, “Los Angeles officials consider a ballot measure to scale back pensions” JanQary 6, 2010
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The popular options for dealing with rising pension costs are rolling back benefits
two-tier pension system and utilizing Defined Contribution Plan features.

Third Party Analysis:

Prior to moving aggressively to restructure the County’s employee compensation re

by changing to a

gime, the County

should conduct a thorough analysis to determine how its compensation package stacks up against

competing employers. That analysis would provide the public and the Board with the
push for changes to the current system. Having an independent third party produce th
give it a higher degree of credibility with employee groups.

PARC Composition:

As pension issues have become more complex and as the composition of the committe
number of Committee members have suggested that the Board expand its memb
members would increase institutional knowledge of pension issues and bring additional
discussion.

data necessary to
at information will

e has changed, a
ership. Additional
perspective to the
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The Committee will recommend that the balance in the Liability Management fund, now estimated at
$6.2 million, be sent to CalPERS to pay down the County’s unfunded liability.

CalPERS Annual Prepayment:

One of the first steps PARC initiated was the annual prepayment program. CalPERS offers participants a
discount for prepaying its projected annual employer’s pension cost in a lump sum at the beginning of the
fiscal year. The discount amounts to 50 percent of CalPERS’ assumed actuarial return.

Since FY 2004 the General Fund has had a savings of approximately $13.4 million by executing the
CalPERS’ prepayment program, which takes advantage of the prepayment discount and associated
internal cash flows.

For FY 2011 the County is obligated to pay $163 million, which is the employer’s projected contribution
amount for pension costs.

The Committee recommends that 40 percent, and 80 percent of the projected annual pension cost for the
Miscellaneous and Safety Plan.

Summary Prepayment Savings

(millions)

FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
Total Normai Cost $97.74 $107.05 $113.20 $143.5
Normal Cost Prepaid $87.96 $71.37 $75.46 $86.31
PERS discount $3.22 $2.61 $2.76 $3.16
Interest earned $1.59 $2.09 $1.80 $0.52
Net Borrowing cost $(3.31) $(2.46) $(2.69) $(.623)
Savings $1.50 $2.39 $1.87 $2.96

PARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee



Recommendations:

1. Receive and file the FY 2009/10 PARC Report.

2. Adopt the recommendation to use money in the Liability Management Fund to reduce the
County’s CalPERS’ liability by transferring the funds to CalPERS. The amount available for
transfer is estimated to be $6.2 million for FY 2010/11. (See page 38) !

3. Adopt the recommendation to pre-pay the County’s FY 2010/11 pension cost. (See page 39)

4. Engage the debate on pension reform directly and through CSAC and' other advocacy
organizations.

5. Prior to making any changes to the pension plan, conduct a RFI to engage a third-party actuary
outside legal counsel and/or other benefit consultant(s) for advice.

a. Cost Savings and benefit adequacy of various Pension Plan design.
b. Examination of legal constraints.

c¢. Impact on employee recruitment and retention for specific plan design options.

nPARC | Pension Advisory Review Committee
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
CALPERS ACTUARIAL ISSUES 6/30/08 VALUATION AND
ALTERNATIVE FORMULA BENEFITS

Introduction ,
This Executive Summary provides the County analysis of their CalPERS Safety and
Miscellaneous pension plans and the impact new pension tiers will have on the County’s
future contribution rates. The analysis is designed to assist the County in evaluating their
current funding situation as well as understanding future contributions.

The financial market has had a significant impact on CalPERS investment return. This will
dramatically change each plan’s market value funded status. However, CalPERS has
instituted changes to asset smoothing which will significantly mitigate the short term
contribution impact. Recognizing that the asset smoothing changes will delay contribution
increases but not eliminate them, the County is looking at alternatives and what, if any, these
alternatives can have on short and long term pension costs.

CalPERS regularly reviews actuarial assumptions and has started that process. Preliminary
indications from CalPERS indicates actuarial staff may recommend changes, principally to
mortality rates. We expect these changes will increase liabilities and contribution rates.
However, we are not yet certain of the magnitude and when the changes will be adopted.

CalPERS Investment Return Impact on Current Plans
The following chart illustrates CalPERS market and actuarial value investment returns over

the past several years:

23.25%

15.50%

It

7.75%

0.00% 4

1.75% 1+

-15.50% +———

23.25% 1

31.00% f—or
1994 | 1995 [ 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 200} 2002—[2003 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 2008 | 2009 | 2010

-+ &+ AVA Modified | 7.7% | 82%[8.7%|9.1% | 9.4% | 8.5% | 8.3% | 7.1% | 1.8% | 6.8% | 7.6% | 8.0% |8.2% | 93% | 8.1% | 5.7% | 6.1%

—— MVA Rate 2.0% |16.3%15.3%|20.1%(19.5%]| 12.5%/10.5%] -7.2%|-6.0%| 3.7% | 16.6%{12.3%|11.9%] 18.8%) -5.1%| -24.8 |14.5%
T

—&— AVA Unmodified | 7.9% | 8.2% | 8.7%| 9.1% ] 9.4%| 8.5% | 8.3%] 7.1% | 1.8% [ 6.8% | 7.6% | 8.0% |8.2% | 9.3% | 8.1% |-8.2%| 6.9%

The chart shows three lines, AVA Modified (Actuarial Value of Assets based on CalPERS
newly adopted smoothing method), MVA (Market Value of Assets) Rate and AVA

" June 29, 2009 1
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Unmodified (Actuarial Value of Assets based prior to CalPERS newly adopted smoothing
method). June 30, 2009 is the first valuation where the modified smoothing will take effect.
The MVA Rate is the investment return CalPERS’ assets actually earned during the
respective fiscal year ends, while the AVA shows the investment return as a smoothed rate
reflecting asset gains and losses over a period of time, rather than immediately. The actuarial
value of asset investment return directly affects County contribution rates. June 30, 2010
rates are estimated based on CalPERS actual published rates at October 31, 2009, CalPERS’
fund value at February 1, 2010 and assumes CalPERS’ market value return for the rest of the
fiscal year will equal their assumed rate of return, 7.75% on an annualized basis.

The chart indicates a -24.8% investment return for the June 30, 2009 year end. The -24.8%
is estimated based on CalPERS 6/30/09 published rate of return or -23.5%, adjusted by
published 6/30/09 values for real estates and AIM. This compares to an expected return of
+7.75%, for a net loss of almost 32.6%. This loss would have a significant impact on the
County’s 2011/12 Miscellaneous and Safety contribution rates were it not for CalPERS asset
smoothing. Normally CalPERS recognizes 1/1 5™ of the difference between actual and
expect investment return. However, CalPERS policy is to never let the actuarial value be
greater than 120% nor less than 80% of the market value.

To ease the impact of asset losses on employer rates, CalPERS adopted at their June 17,2009
Board meeting the following asset smoothing method changes:
» Temporarily increase the actuarial value of assets corridor limits from 80%-120% to
80%-140% of market value for the June 30, 2009 actuarial valuation'.
» Temporarily increase the actuarial value of assets corridor limits from 80%-120% to
80%-130% of market value for the June 30, 2010 actuarial valuation®.
> Retain the current actuarial value of assets corridor limits of 80%-120% of market
value for the June 30, 2011 actuarial valuation and thereafter.
> Isolate and amortize asset gains and losses reflected in the June 30, 2009,
June 30, 2010 and June 30, 2011 actuarial valuations over fixed and declining 30 year
periods (as compared to the current rolling 30 year amortization method).

Based on the estimated -24.8% 6/30/09 investment return, the projected 2011/ 12 County
contribution rates, under the modified and unmodified asset smoothing methods are:

» Modified Smoothing Methods

o Safety: 20.1%

o Miscellaneous: 12.6%
> Unmodified Smoothing Methods

o Safety: 25.2%

o Miscellaneous: 15.8%

' The June 30, 2009 actuarial valu
ation determines 2011/12 County contribution rates.
2 The June 30, 2010 actuarial valuation determines 2012/13 County contribution rates.

""Tf':
ot
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The County’s 2009/10 contribution rates are 12.0% for Miscellaneous and 18.6% for Safety.
To provide perspective, in 2011/12, an increase of 1 percentage point results in an estimated
$8.8 million budget impact for Miscellaneous and $2.5 million for Safety.

The following graphs show the County contribution rates projected over the next 10 years for
both modified (solid black lines) and unmodified (gray dotted lines) asset smoothing
methods under various investment scenarios (“50™ assumes CalPERS Market Value returns
will be 7.75%, “75™ assumes returns will be approximately 0-4% and “25™ assumes
returns will be approximately 12-15% for CalPERS fiscal years ending from June 30, 2010
through June 30, 2017).
: Safety Plan
Investment Return Varies

40%

35%

30%

25%

20% -

15%

10%

5%

0809 | 09/10 10411 2 1213 13114 1415 1516 16/17 1718 1819 19020
[ @ - Unmodificd AVA -75th | 19.0% | 1856% | 19.3% | 252% | 25.3% | 26.1% | 27.9% | 293% | 30.4% | 313% | 32.1% | 328%
- 4 - Unmodified AVA - 50th | 19.0% | 18.6% | 193% | 25.2% | 25.3% | 25.4% | 25.5% | 256% | 25.7% | 258% | 258% | 255%
~ B~ Unmodified AVA ~25th | 19.0% | 186% | 193% | 25.2% | 25.2% | 25.1% | 24.9% | 245% | 24.1% | 23.5% | 229% | 221%
——— Modified AVA - 75th 19.0% | 18.6% | 19.3% | 201% | 21.2% | 26.8% | 28.7% | 304% | 31.6% | 326% | 336% | 344%
-—&— Modified AVA - 50th 19.0% | 18.6% { 193% | 20.1% | 20.7% | 23.1% | 23.5% | 240% | 24.4% | 247% | 251% | 254%
—#— Modified AVA - 25th 19.0% | 186% | 193% | 20.1% | 20.6% | 21.0% | 21.2% | 213% | 21.2% | 21.1% | 208% | 204%
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Miscellaneous Plan
Investment Return Varies
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Of course these increases do not fully reflect the anticipated June 30, 2009 asset losses. To
get a better indication of the impact of the anticipated investment losses for each plan, the
following charts show each plan’s funded status over the past several years, including the
anticipated impact of June 30, 2009 investment losses.

Miscellaneous Plan
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The chart shows the Miscellaneous plan’s actuarial value of assets funded status is expected
to decrease slightly from approximately 95% in 2008 to approximately 93% in 2009 and
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92% in 2010, while the market value of assets funded status is expected to decrease from
approximately 96% in 2008 to approximately 68% in 2009 and increase to 73% in 2010.
Safety Plan
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The chart shows the Safety Plan’s actuarial value of assets funded status is expected to
decrease slightly from approximately 96% in 2008 to approximately 95% in 2009 and 93%
in 2010, while the market value of assets funded status is expected to decrease from
approximately 97% in 2008 to approximately 68% in 2009 and increase to 73% in 2010.

If CalPERS had not changed their asset smoothing method, the 2009 actuarial vélue of assets
funded status would have decreased to approximately 84% for the Miscellaneous Plan and
83% for Safety.

Having assets equal to Actuarial Liability should be viewed as a target. While this is an
appropriate measuring stick, it should be expected that the Market Value of assets will vary
significantly from one year to the next. The funding percentage is subject to annual
fluctuations based on numerous factors including asset and actuarial (non-asset) gains and
losses, and will only become a concern if the plan is consistently under-funded or runs the
risk of not being able to pay benefits.
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Employee Cost Sharing
Except for Miscellaneous employee during their first five years of employment, the County
currently pays all employee contributions. As demonstrated in Appendix B, establishing a
second (lower) benefit tier takes several years to result in any significant cash flow savings.
However, the County (subject to legal review) could negotiate that employees pay more of
their employee contributions. A variation of this is to have employees pay a portion of the
cost of benefit improvements (for example the increase in County contributions from
2%@50 to 3%@>50 for Safety, approximately 10.8%%, and from 2%@55 to 3%@60 for
Miscellaneous, approximately 8.6%). This alternative must, of course, be considered in
conjunction with any pay raise(s) employees gave up (that has not been recovered) when
negotiating these benefits. ’

March 30, 2010 6
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Retirement Plan Alternatives
When designing retirement plans, California public agencies have several options:
W Plan Type: Establish a defined benefit, a defined contribution pension plan or a hybrid
plan.
B Defined Benefit: There are three defined benefit plan alternatives in California:
® Participate in CalPERS:

O Must select one of several formulas and ancillary benefits established under the
California Public Employees Retirement Law (PERL).

O Proposition 162, passed by the voters in 1992 provides the CalPERS Board
plenary authority to invest plan assets and select actuarial methods &
assumptions.

O CalPERS handles most administrative functions.

O CalPERS rules requires that:

O All new employees participate in CalPERS. In other words it’s not possible to
have current employees participate in CalPERS and new employees not
participate.

O Benefit improvements include both past and future service.

® Establish a 1937 Act Plan

O Must select one of several formulas and ancillary benefits established under the
1937 Act (formulas and other elements are different from CalPERS).

[0 Proposition 162 provides the retirement system’s Board plenary authority to
invest plan assets and select actuarial methods & assumptions. ‘

O The retirement system Board handles most administrative functions.

O 1937 Act rules are much more flexible than CalPERS rules.

® Establish a Local System Plan

[0 Plan design is typically determined by negotiation with benefits ratified by plan
changes.

O Proposition 162 provides the retirement system’s Board plenary authorlty to
invest plan assets and select actuarial methods & assumptions.

O The retirement system Board handles most administrative functions.

O Local system plan rules are even more flexible than CalPERS and 1937 Act rules.

B Defined Contribution: Defined contribution plans are usually established by agreement
with bargaining groups with administration, investment and legal work handled by a third
party administrator (TPS).

B Hybrid: Hybrid plans usually fall under one of two types:
® Defined contribution plans that look like defined benefit plans and
® Defined benefit plans that look like defined contribution plans.

Defined Benefit, Defined Contribution and Other (Hybrid) Optlons

Defined benefit plans (like CalPERS) generally provide the most efficient allocahon of
employer dollars towards providing employee’s secure retirement income and provide higher
relative benefit accruals at older ages. However, one major drawback is that, employer
contributions can be volatile. CalPERS smoothing methods mitigate this but can’t eliminate
volatility. Defined contribution plans, on the other hand, generally provide higher benefit

" June 29, 2009 7
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accruals in the early years of service thus potentially appealing to short-term, younger
employees. In addition, they also appeal to employees who wish more direct control over
their retirement savings. Furthermore, employer contributions are very predictable.
Allowing employees the choice between defined benefit and defined contribution plans may
increase employer contributions in the aggregate if employees elect the choice most
beneficial to them in terms of accrual pattern.

Defined benefit plans typically also provide an efficient method of providing ancillary
benefits (for example disability and pre-retirement death benefits). This is important for all
members, but it’s particularly important for safety members.

The following table summarizes the basic differences between defined benefit and defined
contribution plans: :

Contribution made each year Benefit, based on formula,
into employee’s account. ' beginning at retirement,

payable for as long as

employee lives.

Typically a fixed percentage Employee Based on benefit formula (7%

(e.g. 5%) of pay each year - 9%)
County currently pays
R R employee contribution
Typically a fixed percentage Employer Varies from one year to the
(e.g. 10%) of pay each year next — “Whatever is
Necessary”

_ Portability

Very Portable Retirement Generally Very Portable
Employee takes vested Employee chooses between
account balance with them 1. deferred retirement
when leaving the City. benefit (benefit earned
Significant tax disadvantage while at City, protected
for amounts distributed and by “salary” inflation if
not “rolled over” < age 59- working for most CA
1/2. ~ public agencies) or

2. accumulated employee
contributions with interest
@ 6%

“ March 30, 2010 8




COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
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Same as retirement, except
employer contributions
become 100% vested at

disability

Disability

Pension benefit provided with
higher benefits for in-
service disability than for
non-service disability

Same as retirement, except
employer contributions
become 100% vested at

death

Death

Pre-retirement —
Employee contribution with
interest at 8.25%
Post-retirement —
The default is that survivor
benefits are provided
automatically. However,
employee can elect lower
benefit to provide a
higher survivor
continuance or they
could elect a higher
benefit and provide no
survivor continuance.

Employee Inflation Employer
Employee Mortality Employer
Employee Investment Return Employer
Employee Retirement Employjer
Employee Disability

Employer

The following table summarizes which members, in general, benefit from a defined benefit
as compared to a defined contribution plan:

ens

Short term(< 10 years)

Younger(<40) |

Age

CIR¢

County Service

Long term (>15 years)

Older(>45)

Non-career public sector Publi¢ Agency Service Career public sector
__employees : employees
B
- " March 30,2010 9
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Risk Tolerance

___Veryrisk tolerant

Members who are

Investment Knowledge

Very risk adverse

Members \}vho are

ages (< 80)

overysavvy  f | __ very“challenged”
Higher Returns Investment History Lower Rétums
%) (< 7%)
Later(>62) |  Retirement Age Younger (< 60)
Relatives don’t live to older Family History Relatives live to older ages (>

80)

There are several variations of traditional defined benefit and defined contribution plans.
These alternatives are referred to as “hybrid” plans. Examples of these are:
Cash Balance Plans: Plans that meet the criteria of a defined benefit plan but, to plan
participants, they look like defined contribution plans.
Target Benefit Plans: Plans the meet the criteria of a defined contribution plan but have
contributions that are designed so the, if all assumptions are met, the initial contribution
gets to a target benefit at retirement. ‘However, contributions are rarely changed when

initial assumptions are not met.

California Vested Rights

California is referred to as a “Vested Rights” state. This means the California Supreme
Court has indicated that, unlike the private sector, the offered to employees at hire can not be
reduced to a lower level, unless employees are compensated with something of equal or
greater value®. Furthermore, this right is generally viewed as applying to each infiividual and
can not be bargained away. Consequently the County has two options for addressing the
expected budget impact of CalPERS investment losses, negotiate that employees pay a
higher percentage of employee contributions and establish a new benefit tier for employees

hired after a certain date.

Replacement Ratios

Retirement plans are normally designed so that a retiree is, when considering all sources of
retirement, able to maintain their pre-retirement standard of living into retirement.
Replacement ratios measure the portion of pre-retirement income that post retirement
benefits replace. They are usually calculated by dividing gross income after retirement by
gross income before retirement. Income after retirement can come from Social Security,
individual savings and/or any agency provided benefit.

> The County should consult with County Counsel or outside legal counsel to determine the extent of vested
rights. This statement is not meant to construe legal advice.

" March 30, 2010
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL ISSUES 6/30/08 VALUATION AND ALTERNATIVE
BENEFIT FORMULAS — APPENDIX A

To measure how much of the pre-retirement income the CalPERS formulas replace, they
prepared a January 2001 study. This study looked at service retirement only and included the
following criteria/assumption:
M 30 years service at retirement
B Normal Retirement Age:
® Miscellaneous: 63
@ Safety: 55
B Target Replacement Benefit defined as:
Gross Pre-retirement Salary
Less Social Security Payroll Tax if applicable
Less Income Tax
Less EE Retirement Contribution
Less Personal Savings
Less Age/Work Related Adjustments
B Target Replacement Ratio =
Target Replacement Benefit + Gross Income Before Retirement

The following graph illustrates target replacement ratios from the CalPERS study under five
scenarios: ‘

Miscellaneous 7% employee contribution without Social Security ()

Miscellaneous 8% employee contribution without Social Security (s««-:: )

Safety 9% employee contribution without Social Security (m =)

Miscellaneous 7% employee contribution with Social Security ()

Miscellaneous 8% employee contribution with Social Security (-««.-- )

CalPERS 2001 Study
Target Replacement Ratio

85%

" 7s%

70%

65% |-

60%

$30,000 $40,000 $50,000 $60,000 $70,000 $80,000 $90,000
Samne= Misc 7% wo SS = = Misc 8% wo S§ . == _Safety 9% wo SS
w— Misc 7% w SS = = Misc 8% wSS

For exampliemtrl;é";I;(*)ve indicates a Miscellaneous member paying 8% employee
contributions, not eligible for Social Security and making $50,000 at retirement needs

oy

)
** March 30, 2010 11
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approximately 71% of their pre-retirement income at retirement to maintain their (pre-
retirement) standard of living. In contrast the same member eligible for Social Security
needs approximately 63%of their pre-retirement income at retirement.

The following three graphs show the level of benefit replaced by the various CalPERS
formulas for Miscellaneous with and without Social Security and for Safety without Social
Security. The graphs show results for a career public sector employee, retiring with 30 years
of service at age 63 for Miscellaneous employees and age 55 for Safety employees. Each
graph also shows the target replacement ratio.

CalPERS Actual Versus Target
Normal Retirement With Social Security - Miscellaneous

70% -

60%

50% . : .
$30,000 $40,000 $50,000 $60,000 $70,000 $80,000 $90,000

Gross Pre-Retirement Salary
——Target ~——2%@60 ~2%@55 =~2.5%@55 =—2.7%@55 ~—3%@60

The above graph shows that for agencies participating in Social Security, all CalPERS
formulas provide substantially more retirement income than is needed to maintain an
individual’s standard of living into retirement. The above assumes no other retirement
income. :

"1 March 30, 2010 12
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CalPERS Actual Versus Target
Normal Retirement Without Social Security - Miscellaneous
100%
90%
80% -
70% -
60%
50% T T i
$30,000 $40,000 $50,000 $60,000 $70,000 $80,000 $90,00q
Gross Pre-Retirement Salary
=~ Target —— 2%@60 e 2% @55 2, 5%@55 —2.7%@55 —3%@60 |

The above graph shows that for agen01es not part1c1pat1ng in Social Securlty, only the
3%@60 and 2.7%@55 formulas provide sufficient retirement income on a stand ‘alone basis
for retirees to maintain their standard of living into retirement. However, if other retirement
income sources were available (for example 457 Plan or other savings), then all CalPERS
formulas would provide sufficient retirement income needed to maintain an individual’s
standard of living into retirement. :

CalPERS Actual Versus Target
Normal Retirement - Safety

100%

QO% o ; 1

80%

70% -

60%

50% - T . :
$30,000 $40,000 $50,000 $60,000 $70,000 $80,000 $90,000

Gross Pre-Retirement Salary
-—-Tarzet ——2%@50 : 3%@55 = = 3%@50
The above graph shows that for agencies not partlclpatmg in Social Securlty, the. Safety
formulas (except at lower incomes) provide sufficient retirement income on a stand alone
basis for retirees to maintain their standard of living into retirement. However, if other
retirement income sources were available (for example 457 Plan or other savings), then all

March 30, 2010 13
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CalPERS formulas would provide sufficient retirement income needed to maintain an
individual’s standard of living into retirement.

As mentioned above, it is important to note the CalPERS study does not include personal
savings. Including personal savings would increase the actual replacement ratios under all
scenarios. 5

March 30, 2010 14
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Implication of a Second Benefit Tier
For purposes of this report we have assumed employees hired on and after July 1,2010 would
be placed into a second tier (Tier II) providing lower pension benefits. For current employees
(Tier I), benefits would remain the same. Contribution calculations would be then calculated
on benefits depending on which tier they belong. However, it is important to note that
moving new employees into a different benefit level has no impact on existing unfunded
liabilities; it only impacts the level of benefit future employees would earn. This means the
amortization of any unfunded liability component of the contribution rate would remain the
same for Tier II as it is for Tier I, but the Normal Cost component of the contribution rate
would be lower. As Tier II grows, and Tier I is closed, the cost for Tier I will decrease (as a
dollar amount) and the replacement cost of the new Tier Il participants would be less than if
they had been in the current Tier I plan. This results in deceasing County contributiosn as a
percent of payroll.

The County’s current formulas are summarized in the table below:

ce ety

Benefit Formula 3% @ 60 3% @ 50
Final Average Earnings Highest Year Highest Year
(FAE)*

® Post Retirement Survivor Yes Yes
Allowance (PRSA)5 ‘

® (Cost of Living Allowance 2% 2%
(COLA)®

® Employer Paid Member By Resolution By Contract Amendment
Contributions (EPMC)’ * |

® Socia1 Security Yes No

There are two FAE options, highest year and average of the three consecutive highest years.

Yes indicates the County (rather than employees) pays for continuation of benefits to a qualified survivor.
Optional annual COLAs, limited based general inflation, are 2%, 3%, 4% and 5%. ‘

EPMC indicates that employer paid member contributions are included in FAE. There are two ways to
provide EPMC, contract amendment and by resolution. Under the resolution method EPMC are reported to
CalPERS as paid, while under the contract amendment method, EPMC are included in FAE in the last year as
benefits are calculated.

NN W s
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The Coun

® 2009/10 ER Contribution

’s 2009/ 10 contribution rates are

> Normal Cost 11.1% 16.6%
» Amortizations _0.9 2.0
> Subtotal 12.0 18.6

® Pension Obligation Bond 1.7 2.5
Debt Service

® Member contributions paid 8.0° 9.0
by County

® Total 9.7 11.5

Miscellaneous Alternate Formulas ,
Miscellaneous alternative Tier II benefits are 2.7@55, 2.5@55, 2.0@55, 2.0@60 and
1.5%@65. Each of these produces a cost savings for the County. For our analysis we h ve
not included the impact of a 1.5%@65 benefit formula because we are not aware that any
California agency has implemented this benefit level. The table below shows the Employer

N‘o,rmal‘ Cost and net savings for the reduced Tier II benefits.

® 2.7@55 10.4% 0.7%
® 2.5@55 9.0 2.1
® 2.0@55 8.3 2.8
® 2.0@60 7.0 4.1

The table below shows estimated cost savings (000s omitted) for the Miscellaneous Plan in
rticipants:

dollar amounts. It is split between the four alternative benefit levels for Tier II

ear 2 (4
2009/10 $ - $ - $ - $ -
2010/11 374 1,118 1,532 2,208
2011/12 727 2,175 2,980 4,296
2012/13 1,117 3,342 4,579 6,599
2013/14 1,562 4,671 6,400 9,223
2014/15 1,970 5,891 8,071 11,632

¢ For Miscellaneous employees, most members pay all of their contribution during the first five years of

employment.

Assumes only benefit formula is changed and that ancillary benefits remain the same.

0
b
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2015/16 2,370 7,089 9,713 13,998
2016/17 2,799 8,371 11,470 - 16,531
2017/18 3,236 9,677 13,259 19,110
2018/19 3,671 10,980 15,044 21,682
2019/20 4,141 12,384 16,968 24,454

The above savings are based on the following Miscellaneous payroll projections shown

scparately for current (Tier I) participants and future (Tier II

articipants (000s omitted):

2009/10 $ 830,060 $ - $ 830,060
2010/11 803,146 53,891 857,037
2011712 780,059 104,832 884,891
2012/13 752,594 161,055 913,650
2013/14 718,251 225,092 943,343
2014/15 690,128 283,874 974,002
2015/16 664,038 341,619 1,005,657
2016/17 634,910 403,431 1,038,341
2017/18 605,724 466,363 1,072,087
2018/19 577,795 529,135 1,106,930
2019/20 546,110 596,795 1,142,?05

Total payroll is expected to grow annually at 3.25% each year. A slower payroll growth
results in lower cost savings while a more rapid payroll growth results in greater cost savings.

Safety Alternative Formulas |
Safety alternative Tier II benefits could be 3.0@55, 2.0@50 and 2.0@55. Each of these
produces a cost savings for the County. For our analysis we have not included the impact of a
2.0@55 benefit level because we are not aware of any agency of significant size that offers
that benefit level to Safety members. The table below shows the Employer Normal Cost and

net savin

® 3.0@55

s for the reduced Tier II benefits.

14.6%

2.0%

® 2.0@50

12.5

4.1

19 Assumes only benefit formula is changed and that ancillary benefits remain the same.
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The table below shows estimated cost savings (000s omitted) for the Safety Plan in dollar
amounts. It is split between the two alternative benefit levels for Tier II participants.

2009/10 $ - $ -

2010/11 205 419
2011/12 400 819
2012/13 634 1,300
2013/14 892 1,827
2014/15 1,170 2,397
2015/16 1,486 3,045
2016/17 1,847 3,784
2017/18 2,243 . 4,596
2018/19 2,670 ‘ 5,470
2019/20 3,109 6,371.

The estimated cost savings and contributions amounts (000s omitted) are based on the
following payroll projections.

2009/10 $ 236,249 $236,2

2010/11 233,867 10,059 - 243,927
2011/12 232,185 19,669 251,854
2012/13 228,839 31,201 260,040
2013/14 224,617 43,874 268,491
2014/15 219,672 157,545 277,217
2015/16 213,128 73,099 286,226
2016/17 204,688 90,840 295,529
2017/18 194,784 110,349 305,133
2018/19 183,741 : 131,309 315,050
2019/20 172,341 152,948 325,289

Total payroll is expected to grow annually at 3.25% each year. A slower payroll growth
results in lower cost savings while a more rapid payroll growth results in greater cost savings.

“/ March 30, 2010 18
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In addition to establishing a second benefit tier, the County could provide lower ancillary

Peneﬁts as well Alter’native ancillary benefits include:

Highest Year

Average of Highest Three

continuation of benefits to
a qualified survivor.

® Final Average Earnings
(FAE) Years

@ Post Retirement Survivor County (rather than Employees (rather than
Allowance (PRSA) employees) pays for County) pay for

continuation of benefits to
a qualified survivor.

" March 30, 2010
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County of Riverside
CalPERS Actuarial Issues — 6/30/08 valuation
Safety and Miscellaneous Plan
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Definitions

Present Value of Benefits
June 30, 2008

Future Normal
Costs

urrent Normal
Cost

Actuarial
Liability

®  PVB - Present Value of all Projected Benefits:
® Discounted value (at valuation date - 6/30/08), of all future expected benefit
payments based on various (actuarial) assumptions

m  Actuarial Liability:
® Discounted value (at valuation date) of benefits earned through valuation date
[value of past service benefit] ‘
® Portion of PVB “earned” at measurement

m  Current Normal Cost:
® Portion of PVB allocated to (or “earned” during) current year
® Value of employee and employer current service benefit

1)
February 10, 2010 i 1

Definitions

Present Value of Benefits
June 30,2008

Unfunded PYB

Actuarial Linbility

Target- Have money in the bank to cover Actuarial Liability (past service)
Unfunded Liability - Money short of target at valuation date

Excess Assets / Surplus:
® Money over and above target at that point in time.
® Doesn’t mean you’re done contributing.

m  Super Funded:

®  Assets cover whole pie (PVB)
If everything goes exactly like PERS calculated, you’ll never have to put another (employer
or employee) dime in.

" February 10, 2010 2




Plan Funded Status

Safety
Presel;::’enl;: ;:xl;,eneﬁts Pmsel;:l:’:l;l‘: ;‘meseneﬁts
Unfunded PVB Unfanded PVB
47 et
Liability Liability
June 30, 2007 June 30, 2008
$ 588,100,000 Unfunded PVB $ 658,3 00,000
(78,100,000)  (Unfunded Liability) (55,300,000)
1,369,500,000 Actuarial Liability 1,469,400,000
1,879,500,000 PVB 2,072,400,000

February 10, 2010

Plan Funded Status

Safety

What happened between 6/30/07 and 6/30/08?

o Asset gain/(loss): = 1.3 million
o Actuarial gain/(loss): =~ 16.1 million
O Average Salary $65,400 — $69,400
O Number of Actives 3,282 — 3,467
'O NumberofInactives 943 — 1,070
O Number of Retirees 1,521 —» 1,619
° Contribution gain/(loss): ~ 4.1 million
O Expected = (66.4) |
O Actual = 70.5
o Expected UAL Decrease/(Increase): = 1.4 million

February 10, 2010




Members Included in Valuation

Safety

3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500
i 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 { 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008
[DAclive 1,820 | 1,839 | 1,906 | 1,976 | 2,010 | 1,782 | 2,172 | 2,296 | 2,385 | 2,581 | 2,708 | 2,684 | 2,670 | 2,947 | 3,282 | 346
ITmnsfers 288 | 289 294 289 292 485 636 | 378 444 444 470 | 479 | S84 502 563 574
lletedTem\ina&ions 103 100 119 185 208 269 189 217 254 274 306 | 332 360 399 380 496
IIReceiv'ingPaymenls 501 520 | 567 | 586 | 651 711 767 | 785 872 | 993 1,090 | 1,168 | 1,292 | 1,398 { 1,521 | 1,619

]
* Febmary 10, 2010 5

Average Age/Service
Safety

40.0
35.0
300
25.0
20.0

15.0

10.0

5.0

lDAverageAge 374381 | 384 | 386|387 | 388 39.1 |39.0) 392|388 | 386 | 391 | 392 | 38.7 | 380 | 380
|EAverage Service| 89 | 98 | 101 ] 90 | 92 | 90 | 95 | 94 | 96 | 89 | 89 | 95 | 98 | 91 86 | 83

February 10, 2010 6




70,000
65,000
60,000

55,000

Average PERSable Wages
Safety

50,000
45,000
40,000
35,000

30,000

25,000

20,000 -

1993 | 1994

1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001

2002

2003

2004 | 2005

2006

2007

IDAverage 44,000 | 44,200

46,100 ) 44,800 | 45,700 | 44,500 | 48,800 | 52,100 53,600

53,200

54,500

60,200 | 63,200

64,300

65,400

February 10, 2010

Total Annual PERSable Wages (Millions)

Safety

300 i

250

150

50 71

0._

[Bcurent | s01

81.3

878 | 8851919 | 793 [ 106.0|119.6 (1278

137.2

147.5

1616 | 168.8

189.6

214.6

240.7

[EProjected | -

88.8

959 1101.0]102.6] 885 | 118.4]133.5} 1428

1532

162.4

17791858

208.7

236.2

265.0

February 10, 2010




Members Receiving Payments
Safety

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 ‘
IDService Retirement 592 696 791 895 985 :
e Disability Retirement 455 464 477 490 498 |
& Beneficiaries 120 129 125 134 134
[ Total Retirements 1,167 1,289 1,393 1,519 1,617

5 February 10, 2010 9
Average Annuity
Safety

55,000

50,000
45,000
40,000

35,000 -+

30,000

25,000
20,000 ]

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
OAverage Service Ret | 24,700 | 27,300 | 28,100 | 29,100 | 30,900 | 31900 | 33,500 | 34,400

E Average Disabled Ret | 17,900 18,300 | 19,200 | 19,700 | 20,800 | 21200 | 21,900 | 22,600
B Average Ret Annuity | 21,000 | 23,000 | 24,100 | 25,000 | 26,900 | 27900 | 29,400 | 30,400

s
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Average Annuity

Safety
[ Service Retirement Retirees' Benefit i
Years
Retired 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Under5 $ 25410 §$ 28618 $ 29,840 $ 31,179 $ 33,743 $ 34479 § 35472 § 36,745
5~9 26,844 28,779 27,501 27,368 27,163 28,123 33,159 32,663
10~14 26,808 26,587 29,249 29,933 30,681 30,133 29,406 32,464
15-19 21,763 27,324 27,928 29,250 26,964 29,224 30,587 31,357
20-24 13,781 14,519 12,651 11,994 19,537 20,399 25,112 29,849
25-29 10,288 11,069 13,487 15,318 19,288 20,385 20,993 21,005
Over 30 15,207 15,511 10,162 16,455 30,776 31,920 28,299 27,267
All Years 24,718 27,306 28,111 29,141 30,929 31,915 33,481 34,389

L February 10, 2010 12
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Average Annuity
Safety
[ Service Retirement Retirees’ Benefit 1
Attained
__Age 201 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
50-54 $ 20,025 $ 25957 $§ 28252 $ 26,541 $ 32,567 $ 33,130 $§ 35650 $ 35,300
55-59 30,032 31,824 31,929 34,435 34,387 35,298 36,108 36,764
60-64 29,058 30,745 29,848 31,148 32,237 33,440 34,861 36,194
65-69 24,112 24,239 26,224 25,829 28,826 28,986 29,985 32,552
70-74 21,428 23,823 24,635 25,451 24,448 24,980 28,068 27,947
75-79 15,609 16,445 20,918 21,740 23,092 23,810 26,745 28,606
80-84 8.264 13,491 10,934 14,589 19,692 21,258 19,489 25,344
85 & over 6,621 5,589 6,758 8,475 13,285 13,803 19,099 15,185
All Ages 24,718 27,306 28,111 29,141 30,929 31,915 33,481 34,389




Actuarial Investment Return

Safety

23.25%

15.50%

7.75% etic

0.00% +-

7.75%

-15.50%

-23.25%

-31.00% F——= ;

1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 { 2010

-- & - - AVA Modified 83% [8.7% [9.2% | 94% | 89% | 86% | 7.0% | 4.00 | 6.8% | 7.6% { 8.0% | 82% [ 9.2% | 8.1% | 5.6% | 6.1%
—— MVA Rate 16.3%(15.3%]20.1%| 19.5%] 12.5%| 10.5% | -7.2% | -6.0% | 3.7% [ 16.6%12.3%]11.9%|18.8% | -5.1% [-24.8% 14.5%
—&— AVA Unmodified | 8.3% | 8.7% [ 9.2% | 94% | 89% | 86% | 7.0% | 4.0°%% { 6.8% | 7.6% | 8.0% | 82% | 9.2% | 8.1% | -8.5% | 6.9%
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Actuarial Investment Return

Safety
| Above assumes contributions, payments, etc. received evenly throughout
year.
[ ] 6/30/08:
o Market Value return ' = (5.1)%
° Actuarial Value return =~ 8.1%
[ | 6/30/09:
° Market Value return ~(24.8)% '
) Actuarial Value return
0O Modified = 5.6%
O Unmodified =~ (8.5)%
[ | 6/30/10: .
o Market Value return through 10/31/09 = 7.9%
o Estimated Annualized MVA Return® = 14.5%
o Est. Annualized Modified AVA Return = 6.1%

! Estimated based on CalPERS 6/30/09 published rate of return or -23.5%, adjusted by published 6/30/09 values for

real estates and AIM.
?  Estimate based on CalPERS 10/31/09 published rate of return of 7.9%, an additional gain of 2.9% through 02/01/10

based on CalPERS market value from the website and 7.75% thereafter.

Bl
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Asset Values (Millions)
Safety

—
[
f=4
(=

1

_

©

[=]

(=]
1

600+
400

200

0 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 ( 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002.{ 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
[GActuarial 278 | 3)5 | 351 ) 409 | 486 | 591 | 677 | 777 | 804 | 774 | 812 { 887 | 1,069 1,170 1,291 | 1414|1514 ]1,622
EAMarket 300 | 314 | 374 | 441 | 540 | 657 | 746 | 812 | 745 | 704 | 738 | 874 | 1,097 [ 1,234 1,487 1,432 {1,094 | 1,269

6/30/09 & 6/30/10 asset values estimated
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Funded Status
Safety
160%-
140%-
120%-
100%-
80%-Y
50%ﬂ
40%4 |
20%-
0%,_1 = 4 & e 1 < ] ExBow k: 3
1993[1994 [ 1995 [ 1996 | 1997 1998 | 1999 12000 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 20062007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
[1Funded Ratio - AVA [102%]104%| 102%{107%119%)|129%]128%|113%| 105%)| 92% | 90% | 87% | 95% | 95% | 94% | 96% | 95% | 93%
[Funded Ratio - MVA [110%)]103%]| 109%]|116%] 133%{144%|141%|118%| 97% | 84% | 81% 86% | 97% [100%| 109%| 97% { 68% | 73%

6/30/09 & 6/30/10 funded status estimated
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Funded Status (Millions)
Safety

1993 { 1994 { 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 { 2000 { 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
lAcluarial Liability 272.51303.2{342.4|380.7|407.3 |457.3 | 528.8 | 686.4 | 768.1 | 839.8 1906.5 | 1,021.]1,127{1,232.| 1 369.{ 1,469. 1,598 1,735,
IDAc!uariaIAssel Value {278.2{314.6 [351.0 [408.8 {486.0 | $91.0 | 677.5 | 777.1 | 803.9| 774.0 |812.0 | 887.4 | 1,069} 1,170.{1,291 | 1,414.] 1,513 ] 1,622.

6/30/09 & 6/30/10 asset values estimated

o=
d
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Funded Status
Safety

u Investment gains/(losses) — Impact on funded status:

° Actuarial asset “reserve” at 6/30/08 1.3%

[ 6/30/09 [-24.8% compared to 7.75%)] -32.6%

® 6/30/10 [+14.5%° compared to 7.75%] 6.7%

o Total estimated % loss through 6/30/10 -24.6%

° Total estimated unrecognized gain $ -351.8 million

[-24.6% x $ 1,432 ]
Projected
6/30/07 6/30/08 6/30/10 6/30/40

N UAL* (millions) $ 78.1 $55.3 $49.2 $77.3
| Investment losses® 351.8 457.3
u Total 401.0 534.6

Estimate based on CalPERS 10/31/09 published rate of return of 7.9%, an additional gain of 2.9% through 02/01/10
based on CalPERS market value from the website and 7.75% thereafter.

Does not include asset gains or losses after June 30, 2008.

Ignores future gains & losses (after 6/30/10) and asset smoothing, and assumes continuance of 30-year rolling

amortization method.
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Contribution Rates

Safety
25%
20%
15%+7
10%-1
5%}
0%
5%
-10%-1
_lsly _\“ S RS
° 1993 m 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008
'DNonnal Cost |14.6% ]549% 15.0%| 16.0%| 13.4%| 14.7%] 14.7%| 20.3%| 20.1%| 20.1%| 16.7%| 16.7%| 16.6%| 17.2%] 16.6%| 18.2%)
iEBUALAmon -0.5%)-1.1%]|-1.4%| -6.8% |13.4%-14.7%-11.3% -6.4% [ -3.0%| 43% | 03% | 1.3% | 20% | 18% | 20% | 1.1%
|lTotal 14.2%|14.0%| 13.6%| 9.1% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 3.4% | 13.8%|17.0%{24.4%} 17.0%] 18.0%] 18.6%} 19.0%| 18.6%| 19.3%

February 10, 2010 19

Contribution Rates
Safety

6/30/07 6/30/08
2009/2010 2010/2011

B Normal cost 16.6% 18.2%
M  Amortization bases:
® (Gain)/Loss 2.1% 1.2%
®  Fresh Start -0.1% -0.1%
Sub-total 2.0% 1.1%
® Total: 18.6% 19.3%
®  Amortization period 30 years 30 years
B What Happened from 6/30/07 to 6/30/08:
® 2009/10 Rate 18.6%
® (Gains)/Losses _0.7
® 2010/11 Rate 19.3%

February 10,2010 20




Contribution Projections

‘ Safety
B Market Value Investment Return:
® June 30, 2009 -24 8%
®  Estimated June 30, 2010’ 11.2% (75™) , 14.5% (50™), 17.8% (25™)
® June 30,2011 - 2013 75% Confidence Limit®: =~ 0.4% - 3.6%
50% Confidence Limit: = 7.75%
25% Confidence Limit: ~11.8% - 15.3%
B Fresh Starts: '
® No Fresh Starts for 10/11

® 15 Year +0.6% 20 Year +0.3% 25 Year +0.1%
B No Other: 5

® Gains or Losses

® Method or Assumption Changes

@ Benefit Improvements
B Estimated $351.8 million market value loss:

® Results in 5.8% 2011/12 contribution rate increase (= $ 16.4 million)

® 30 year amortization would be 7.5% rate increase (= $ 21.1 million)

¢ Estimated based on CalPERS 6/30/09 published rate of return or -23.5%, adjusted by published 6/30/09 values for
real estates and AIM.

7 Estimate based on CalPERS 10/31/09 published rate of return of 7.9%, an additional gain of 2.9% through 02/01/10
based on CalPERS market value from the website and 0.4% (75™), 7.75% (50") and 15.3% (25™) thereafter.

¥ Confidence Limits — Actual Return will exceed the given rate with indicated probabilities, rates vary by year.
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Contribution Projections
Safety

Investment Return Varies

and No Fresh Start 10/11
35% :

30%

25%

20%

15%

08/09 | 09/10 10/11 11712 12/13 13114 14/15 15/16
- ®- Unmodified AVA-75th| 19.0% | 186% | 193% | 252% | 253% | 26.1% | 27.9% | 293%
- 4 - Unmodified AVA - 50th | 19.0% | 186% [ 19.3% | 252% | 25.3% | 254% | 25.5% | 256%
- #~ Unmodified AVA-25th| 19.0% | 186% | 19.3% | 252% | 252% | 25.1% | 24.9% | 24.5%
——Modified AVA - 75th 19.0% | 186% | 19.3% | 20.1% | 212% | 26.8% | 28.7% | 304%
—4A— Modified AVA - 50th 19.0% | 186% | 19.3% | 20.1% | 20.7% | 23.1% | 23.5% | 240%
—e— Modified AVA - 25th 19.0% | 186% | 193% | 20.1% | 20.6% | 21.0% | 21.2% | 213%

L
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Contribution Projections
Safety

Payroll Growth Assum tions
| 2009 1)

County #1 | -10.00% | -10.00% | -10.00% 3.25%
County #2 -5.00% | -5.00% -5.00% 3.25%
County #3 -5.00% 0.00% | +5.00% 13.50%
CalPERS 3.25% 3.25% 3.25% 3.25%

Projected PERSable Wages
000

| 2008/ )9 )11/
County #1 [$260,969 |$234,872 [$211,385 [$ 190,247
[County #2 | 260.969 | 247,921 | 235,525 | 223,749
County #3 | 260.969 | 247,921 | 247,921 | 260,317 | 295,460

CalPERS 248,571 256,649 264,990 | 273,602 282,494

®  Provided by County

“ 1 February 10,2010 23

Contribution Projections
Safety

Modified AVA - 50th Percentile

30%

25% S

20%

15%
08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12113 13/14 14/15 15/16

- #& - County Payoll #1| 19.0% 18.6% 19.3% 20.0% 20.9% 24.3% 25.9% 26.5%
~+-- County Payoll #2| 19.0% 18.6% 19.3% 20.0% 20.8% 23.7% 24.7% 25.2%
- @ - County Payoll #3 | 19.0% 18.6% 19.3% 20.0% 20.8% 23.4% 23.8% 23.7%
—a— CalPERS '08 Val | 19.0% 18.6% 19.3% 20.1% 20.7% 23.1% 23.5% 24.0%
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Plan Funded Status
Miscellaneous

Present Value of Benefits Present Value of Benefits
June 30, 2007 June 30, 2008

Uafunded PVB Unfunded PVB

(Unfunded (Unfunded

Actuarial Liabitity) Actuarial Liability)
Liability Liability
June 30, 2007 June 30, 2008

$ 1,323,300,000 Unfunded PVB $ 1,499,500,000
(135,200,000) (Unfunded Liability) (175,200,000) |

3,029,400,000 Actuarial Liability 3,350,200,000

4,217,400,000 PVB 4,674,500,000

February 10, 2010 25

1
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Plan Funded Status
Miscellaneous

What happened between 6/30/07 and 6/30/08?
o Asset gain/(loss): = 3.4 million
o Actuarial gain/(loss): =~ (44.1) million
O Average Salary $48,700 — $51,563
O Number of Actives 15,474 — 16,322
O Number of Inactives 7,450 — 9,049
O Number of Retirees 6,239 — 6,554

° Contribution gain/(loss): =~ (9.9) million
O Expected = (173.2)
O Actual =~ 163.3

o Expected UAL Decrease/(Increase): =~ 10.6 million




Members Included in Valuation
Miscellaneous

18,000
16,000
14,000 -
12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000 -
4,000
2,000
. i iLE L L
1994 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 2006
[DActive 8,481 | 8585 | 8,555 | 8,515 | 8,432 | 8,783 | 9,998 | 10,739 11,562 12,656 12,671 12,664] 12,847] 13,806| 15,474| 16,322
'El'ransfers 1,274 | 1,369 11,808 | 1,591 | 1,591 | 1,603 | 2,256 | 2,373 | 2,189 | 2,373 {2,513 | 2,463 | 2,515 | 2,821 | 3,144 | 3,382
& Vested Teminati 774 | 819 | 948 | 1,493 | 1,603 | 2,008 | 1,603 | 1951 | 2,232 ] 2,434 | 2,976 | 3,404 | 3,780 | 4,215 | 4,306 | 5,667
W Receiving Payments | 3,040 | 3,155 | 3,259 | 3,365 | 3,518 | 3,716 | 3,935 | 4,147 | 4,356 | 4,467 | 4,815 | 5,146 5,544 | 5,892 1 6,239 | 6,554
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Average Age/Service
Miscellaneous

450 4
40.0 -1
35.0

30.0 -

25.0

150 1

10.0 ¢

EAveEgeAge
Avergggsﬂvice 76 | 81 | 84 | 84 | 8786|8280 | 80| 78 80| 84 |86 }82]1]77 |77

February 10, 2010 28




Average PERSable Wages
Miscellaneous

55,000 17

50,000

45,000

40,000

35,000

1

30,000

25,000 7]

20,000 -

[DAverage

33,700| 32,300, 41,7001 42,800| 45,100{ 46,100; 47,800

February 10, 2010
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Total Annual PERSable Wages (Millions)
Miscellaneous

1,000

800

700 -l

600 +

500

400 -
300 Y
200 ¥

100

0

ﬁ:]Cun'ent

[EI Projected

February 10, 2010
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Members Receiving Payments
Miscellaneous

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
[Oservice Retirement 3,946 4,300 4,642 4,969 5,268
| Disability Retirement 574 579 588 587 580
& Beneficiaries 623 661 658 675 703
|ITotal Retirements 5,143 5,540 5,888 6,231 6,551
February 10, 2010 31
Average Annuity
Miscellaneous
20,000
18,000
16,000
14,000
12,000 4
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000
2,000 A
’ 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 { 2007 .| 2008
[JAverage Service Ret | 10,000 | 10,300 | 12,200 | 13,100 | 14,600 | 15,600 | 16,700 | 17,600
E)Average Disabled Ret | 5,900 | 6,100 | 6,500 | 6,800 | 7,300 | 7,500 | 7,600 | 7,800
Bl Average Ret Annuity | 9,400 | 9,700 | 11,500 | 12,300 | 13,700 | 14,700 | 15,700- | 16,700

oyl

oo

February 10, 2010
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Average Annuity

Miscellaneous
‘ | Service Retirement Retirees' Benefit |
Years 3
Refired 2001 2002 2003 204 2005 2006 2007 2008
Under5 $ 12,349 § 12462 $ 16,831 §$ 18,135 § 20,680 $ 21,383 § 23,154 § 22,930
59 11,755 12,175 12,835 13,079 12,996 13,688 13,474 18,143
10~14 9,780 10,414 11,106 11,844 12,261 12,351 12,996 13,308
15-19 8,238 8,486 9,030 9,158 10,059 10,348 10,992 11,832
20-24 4,605 5,780 6,361 7,358 8,098 9,061 9,181 9,818
25-29 3,096 3,176 3,321 3,605 5,336 5,590 6,915 7,442
Over 30 4,564 3,703 4,247 3,610 5,881 5,387 5,242 5,414
All Years 9,982 10,312 12,223 13,099 14,560 15,586 16,664 17,631
v February 10, 2010 33
Average Annuity
Miscellaneous
[ Service Retirement Retirees' Benefit |
Attained v
Age 2001 202 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
50-54 $§ 8352 § 8270 $ 11,218 § 10905 §$ 13,909 $ 15136 $ 15599 § 15,620
55-59 11,771 11,299 14,832 16,591 17,653 18,881 19,904 20,836
60-64 11,791 12,027 16,809 17,708 19,425 20,574 21,735 22,549
65-69 11,024 11,945 13,184 14,094 15,593 16,628 18,226 19,717
70-74 10,884 10,889 11,224 11,483 12,482 12,874 13,991 14,974
75-79 8,957 9,537 10,418 10,954 11,645 12,257 12,310 12,820
80-84 7,196 7,640 8,304 9,316 10,352 10,510 10,758 11,762
85 & over 5,201 5,645 5,811 6,016 7,409 8,220 8,929 9,524
Al Ages 9,982 10,312 12,223 13,099 14,560 15,586 16,664 17,631
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Actuarial Investment Return
Miscellaneous

23.25%

15.50%

7.75%

0.00%

-1.75%

-15.50%

-23.25%

-31.00% +

1994 11995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 { 2000 { 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 { 2005 { 2006 | 2007 { 2008 | 2009 (2010

- & - AVA Modified 7.7% [ 82% | 8.7% | 9.1% | 9.4% | 8.5% | 8.3% [ 7.1% | 1.8% | 6.8% | 7.6% | 8.0% [8.2% | 93% | 8.1% | 5.7% | 6.1%

—i— MVA Rate 2.0% [16.3%15.3%|20.1%/19.5%)]12.5%|10.5%)|-7.2%|-6.0%| 3.7% |16.6%]12.3%|11.9%|18.8%)-5.1%| -24.8 |14.5%

—-— AVA Unmodified | 7.9% | 82% | 8.7% [ 9.1% | 9.4% | 8.5% | 8.3% | 7.1% | 1.8% | 6.8% | 7.6% | 8.0% [8.2% ] 9.3% | 8.1% |-8.2%| 6.9%
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Actuarial Investment Return

Miscellaneous
| Above assumes contr., payments, etc. received evenly throughout year.
u 6/30/08:
° Market Value return =(5.)%
o Actuarial Value return ~ 8.8%
u 6/30/09:
o Market Value return ~(24.8)%'°
o Actuarial Value return
O Modified =~ 5.6%
: O Unmodified =~ (8.2)%
u 6/30/10:
° Market Value return through 10/31/09 = 7.9%
° Estimated Annualized MVA Return'' = 14.5%
[ Est. Annualized Modified AVA Return = 6.1%

1% Estimated based on CalPERS 6/30/09 published rate of return or -23.5%, adjusted by published 6/30/09 values for

real estates and AIM.

! Estimate based on CalPERS 10/31/09 published rate of return of 7.9%, an additional gain of 2.9% through 02/01/10

based on CalPERS market value from the website and 7.75% thereafier.
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Asset Values (Millions)
Miscellaneous

3,000 1

2,500 47

2,000 -

1,500 +%

1,000

500 ¢

0__

1997

|E| Actuarial

1,026

1,600 | 1,668 3,175 3,696

[EI Market

1,140 | 1

379 {1,564 | 1,702 1,454 11,517 | 1,807 1 2,429 | 2,754 | 3, 3,223 | 2,482 { 2,907

February 10, 2010

6/30/09 & 6/30/10 asset values estimated.
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20%-1

0%

Funded Status
Miscellaneous

1993

1994

1995 [ 1996

o

1997|1998} 1999 { 2000 (2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 { 2005 | 2006 | 2007 {2008 { 2009 2010

| Funded Ratio - AVA

101%;

98%

100%|105%

122%]135%1139%)|137%109%)| 91% | 83% | 82% | %6% [ 95% | 96% | 95% | 93% | 92%

|OFunded Ratio -MVA

109%

98%

107%{113%|

135% 150%149%|145%)| 99% | 83% | 76% | 81% | 98% |100%|110%| 96% | 68% | 73%

February 10, 2010

6/30/09 & 6/30/10 funded status estimated
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Funded Status (Millions)
Miscellaneous

4,500.0

4,000.0
3,500.0
3,000.0
2,500.0

2,000.0

1,500.0 1%

10000 4

500.0

2002 201

bt 1 ]
199 | 1997

IAauarinlLiabilily 605.9 | 704.4 | 756.5 | 830.8 | 844.1| 9203 | 1,052.| 1,177 1,750 1,998.| 2,231.| 2471.] 2,741.

3,029. 3,350.] 3,669.] 4,008.

EAuuaria.lAsstﬂl“e 6106 | 689.9 | 759.6 | 874.2 | 1,025.| 1,241.| 1,468. 1,617. 1,599.] 1,668.| 1,834.| 2,364.] 2,599.

2,894.1 3,175} 3,423.] 3,695.

6/30/09 & 6/30/10 funded status estimated
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Contribution Rates

Miscellaneous
Investment gains/(losses) — Impact on funded status:
) Actuarial asset “reserve” at 6/30/08

6/30/09 [-24.8% compared to 7.75%)]
6/30/10 [+14.5%'% compared to 7.75%]
Total estimated % loss through 6/30/10

Total estimated unrecognized gain
[-24.3%x $ 3,223 ]

1.5%
-32.6%
6.7%
-24.3%

$ -784.2 million

Projected
6/30/07  6/30/08 6/30/10 6/30/40
UAL " (millions)$ 1352  $175.3 $ 1668 $ 262.0
Investment losses' 784.2 1019.5
Total 951.0 1281.5

Estimate based on CalPERS 10/31/09 published rate of return of 7.9%, an additional gain of 2.9% through 02/01/10

based on CalPERS market value from the website and 7.75% thereafter.
Does not include asset gains or losses after June 30, 2008.

Ignores future gains & losses (after 6/30/10) and asset smoothing, and assumes continuance of 30-year rolling

amortization method.
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Contribution Rates
Miscellaneous

15%17

10%-
5%-F
0%-f

5%

1
-10% “*r
1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 } 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008

lDNonnal Cost | 7.5% | 7.5% | 8.0% | 6.8% | 6.8% { 7.1% | 7.4% | 108%

11.006[11.1%[11.1% | 11.0%] 11.0%{11.1%{11.1%

IEIUALAmon 0.3% | 0.1% | -38%| 68% | -6.8% | -7.1% | -7.4% | -1.0%

2% | 0.7% | 08% | 1.0% | 1.1% { 09% | 1.1%

'ETOLB] 7.8% | 7.6% | 4.2% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 0.0% | 9.8%

13.9%{11.8%|11.%|12.1%]12.2%12.0%] 12.2%
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Contribution Rates
Miscellaneous

Normal cost
B Amortization bases:

® (Gain)/Loss

® Fresh Start

' Sub-total

® Total:

® Amortization period
B What Happened from 6/30/07 to 6/30/08:
® 2009/10 Rate
® (Gains)/Losses
® 2010/11 Rate

February 10, 2010 42

6/30/07 6/30/08
2009/2010 2010/2011

11.1% 11.1%
1.0% 1.2%
-0.1% -0.1%
0.9% 1.1%
12.0% 12.2%

30 years 30 years

12.0%
0.2
12.2%




Contribution Projections
Miscellaneous

B Market Value Investment Return:

® June 30, 2009

® Estimated June 30, 2010

® June 30, 2010 - 201

B  Fresh Starts:

® No Fresh Starts for 10/11

® 15Year +0.6%
B No Other:
® Gains or Losses

4

24.8% "
11.2% (75™), 14.5% (50™), 17.8% (25")
75% Confidence Limit'": = 0.4% - 3.6%

50% Confidence Limit: = 7.75%
25% Confidence Limit: =~ 11.8% -15.3%
20 Year 0.3% 25 Year 0.1%

@ Method or Assumption Changes

®  Benefit Improvements
B Estimated $784.2 million market value loss:

® Results in 3.7% 2011/12 contribution rate increase ( = $ 36.2 million)

® 30 year amortization would be 4.8% rate increase ( = $ 47.1 million)

¥ Estimated based on CalPERS 6/30/09 published rate of return or -23.5%, adjusted by published 6/30/09 values for

real estates and AIM.

16 Estimate based on CalPERS 10/31/09 published rate of return of 7.9%, an additional gain of 2.9% throughw 02/01/10
based on CalPERS market value from the website and 0.4% (75), 7.75% (50%), 15.3% (25") thereafter.
7" Confidence Limits — Actual Return will exceed the given rate with indicated probabilities, rates vary by year.

February 10, 2010
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Contribution Projections
Miscellaneous

Investment Return Varies
and No Fresh Start 10/11

25%

20%

15%

10%

08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16
--#-- Unmodified AVA - 75th | 12.2% | 12.0% | 122% | 15.8% | 159% | 164% | 17.5% [ 184%
- - #-- Unmodified AVA-50th | 12.2% | 12.0% | 122% | 158% | 159% | 16.0% | 16.0% 16:1%
~ ®- Unmodified AVA-25th| 122% | 12.0% | 122% | 158% | 159% | 158% [ 15.6% | 154%
—u— Modified AVA - 75th 122% | 12.0% | 122% | 12.6% | 13.2% | 16.8% | 18.1% | 191%
—a— Modified AVA - 50th 122% | 12.0% | 122% | 12.6% | 13.0% | 144% | 14.7% | 150%
—&— Modified AVA - 25th 12.2% | 12.0%

122% | 12.6% | 13.0% | 132% | 133% | 133%
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Contribution Projections
Miscellaneous

Payroll Growth Assumptions

County #1 | -10.00% | -10.00% | -10.00% 3.25%
County #2 -5.00% | -5.00% | -5.00% 3.25%
County #3 -5.00% | 0.00% | +5.00% 13.50%
CalPERS 3.25% 3.25% 3.25% 3.25%

Projected PERSable Wages

. 12008/09% | 2009/10 | 2010/11 | 2011/12 | 2012/13
County #1 |$801,650 |$721,485 |$649,336 |$584,403 |$ 603,396
County #2 801,650 761,567 723,489 687,315 709,652
County #3 801,650 761,567 761,567 799,646 907,598
CalPERS 868,965 897,207 926,366 956,473 987,558
18 Provided by County
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Contribution Projections
Miscellaneous
Modified AVA - 50th Percentile
20%
18%
16% = /,/ P,
------ ¢ ---e

14%

12%

10%
08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16

—-» - County Payoll #1| 12.2% 12.0% 12.2% 12.8% 13.5% 15.8% 17.0% 17.4%
~# - County Payoll #2| 12.2% 120% 12.2% 12.8% 13.3% 15.3% 16.1% 16.5%
— @ - County Payoll #3| 12.2% 12.0% 12.2% 12.8% 13.3% 15.1% 15.4% 15.3%
—a— CalPERS '08 Val | 12.2% 12.0% 12.2% 12.6% 13.0% 14.4% 14.7% 15.0%
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Contribution Policy

u Consider policy implications of not increasing CalPERS contributions:
® UAL not being paid off
®  Generational shift of Unfunded Liability

u Similar to minimum payment on credit card balance

February 10, 2010 47
Contribution Policy
[ ] Consider one of the following:
® Fresh start with declining period
O 2009/10 30 years
O 2010/11 29 years
! l
O CalPERS will not automatically do this

® Adjust contribution to amortize based on either:

O ~ Full June 30, 2009 market value loss or

O Schedule using un-modified actuarial value
O CalPERS will not automatically do this
O

Requires:
O Asking CalPERS to use “Fresh Start”
O Higher rates 2011/12 and beyond
® Flat Rate:

O Average 0f 2011/12 through 2015/16

O Requires:
®) Asking CalPERS to use “Fresh Start”
O Shorter amortization period
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Contribution Policy
Fresh Start with Declining Period

Modified AVA - 50th Percentile
Safety

30%

25%

20%

15%

08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 1213 13/14 14/15 15/16

-+ - County Payoll #2 w FS

19.0% | 186% | 193% | 200% | 20.8% | 24.0% | 25.1% | 258%

~ 4 - County Payoll #2

19.0% | 186% | 193% | 200% | 20.8% | 23.7% | 24.7% | 252%

—— CalPERS '08 Val

19.0% | 18.6% | 193% | 20.1% | 20.7% | 23.1% | 23.5% | 24.0%

" February 10, 2010
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Contribution Policy
Fresh Start with Declining Period

Modified AVA - 50th Percentile
Miscellaneous

20%

18%

16%

14%

12% +

10%

08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16

—-# - County Payoll #2 w FS

122% | 12.0% | 122% | 12.8% | 134% | 156% | 164% | 16.9%

— 4 County Payoll #2

122% | 12.0% | 122% | 12.8% | 13.3% | 153% | 16.1% | 16.3%

122% | 12.0% | 122% | 12.6% | 13.0% | 144% | 147% | 150%

|—&— CalPERS '08 Vall

February 10, 2010
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Contribution Policy

Unmodified AVA
50th Percentile
Safe
30% v
- A i
- ”’V -
.7
- L 3
25% ¥ L
20%
15%
08/09 | 09/10 | 10711 | 11/12.| 1213 | 13/14 | 14/15 | 15/16
-+ Co Payoll #2 - Unmod AVA | 19.0% | 186% | 19.3% | 24.8% [ 25.5% | 263% | 27.1% | 27.2%
- @ - Co Payroll #2 - Mod AVA 190% | 186% | 19.3% | 20.0% | 20.8% | 23.7% | 24.7% | 25.2%
—a— CalPERS '08 Val - Mod AVA | 190% | 186% | 19.3% | 201% | 20.7% | 23.1% | 23.5% | 24.0%
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Contribution Policy

Unmodified AVA
50th Percentile
Miscellaneous
20%
18% —= -
./'/-</)
T
o R
) 16% - o ‘
/. e
d
/ ’,’/"/‘/_A
14% z
12% -
10%
08/09 | 09/10 | 10/11 | 11712 | 1213 | 13/14 | 14/15 | 1516
— - Co Payroll #2 - Unmod AVA | 12.2% | 12.0% | 122% | 162% | 16.8% | 17.3% | i8.0% | 18.1%
— - Co Payroll #2 - Mod AVA 122% | 12.0% | 122% | 12.8% | 13.3% | 15.3% | 16.1% | 16.3%
__a— CalPERS '08 Val -Mod AVA | 12.2% | 12.0% | 122% | 12.6% | 13.0% | 14.4% | 14.7% | 15.0%

21
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Contribution Policy
Flat Rate

County Payroll #2 - 50th Percentile
Safety

30%

25%

20%

15%
08/09 09/10 10/11 11712 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16

- 4 FlatRate- Unmod AVA | 19.0% | 18.6% | 19.3% | 262% | 262% | 262% | 262% | 262%
- & - Flat Rate - Mod AVA 19.0% | 18.6% | 193% | 22.9% | 22.9% | 22.9% | 22.9% | 22.9%
—&—Mod AVA 19.0% | 18.6% | 193% | 20.0% | 20.8% | 23.7% | 24.7% | 252%
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Contribution Policy
Flat Rate

County Paryoll #2 - 50th Percentile
Miscellaneous

20%

18%

16%

14%

12% A

10%
08/09 | 09/10 10/11 1112 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16

~ - Flat Rate - Unmod AVA | 122% | 120% | 122% | 17.3% | 173% | 173% | 173% | 17.3%
- # - Flat Rate - Mod AVA 122% | 12.0% | 122% | 14.8% | 14.8% | 14.8% | 14.8% | 14.8%!
|—®—Mod AVA 122% | 120% | 122% | 12.8% | 13.3% | 153% | 16.1% [ 16.5%

i
fn
LR SN
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POB (Millions)
Bond Proceeds Balance

Safety Misc. Total
POB @ 2/16/05 $857 $3112  $396.9
Earnings to 6/30/05" 3.8 13.8 17.6
Amortization Payment through 6/30/05% 0.0. 0.0 0.0
Balance @ 6/30/05 89.5  325.0 414.5
Earnings to 2/15/06" 6.5 23.7 30.3
Amortization Payment through 2/15/06% G4) _(12.2) (15.6)
Balance @ 2/15/06 92.7 336.5 429.2
Earnings 2/16 - 6/30/06" $ 40 $ 145 $ 18.5
Amortization payment through 6/30/06% (2.0) (7.3) 9.3)
Balance @ 6/30/06 94,7  343.7 438.4

o

Estimated based on CalPERS market value returns: 12.2% for 04/05, 11.9% for 05/06, 18.8% for 06/07, 45.1% for
07/08 and -24.8% for 2008/09.
Based on a rolling 30-year amortization except CalPERS 6/30/04 reports show no reduction in 04/05 contribution
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POB (Millions)
Bond Proceeds Balance

Safety Misc. Total
B Balance @ 6/30/06 94.7 343.7 438.4
W Earnings 7/1/06 - 2/15/07" 10.8 39.1 49.9
N Amortization payment through 2/15/07%° (3.6) _(12.9) (16.5)
M  Balance @ 2/15/07 101.9 369.9 471.8
M Earnings 2/16 - 6/30/07" 6.8 24.7 31.5
B Amortization payment through 6/30/07% (2.3) (8.3) (10.6)
M Balance @ 6/30/07 106.4 386.3 492.7
B Earnings 7/1/07- 2/15/08"% (34  (124) (15.9)
B Amortization payment through 2/15/08% (4.0) _(14.5 (18.5)
W Balance @ 2/15/08 99.0 359.4 458.4
B Earnings 2/16 - 6/30/08" (1.9) (7.0 (8.9)
B Amortization payment through 6/30/08%° (2.2) (8.1) (10.3)
N Balance @ 6/30/08 948 3443 439.1

21

February 4, 2008 discussion outline showed $37.1 estimated earnings. Adjusted because CalPERS does not credit
earnings except at fiscal year end (June 30).
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POB (Millions)
Bond Proceeds Balance ‘
Safety Misc. Total

B Balance @ 6/30/08 948 3443 439.1
B Earnings 7/1/08- 2/15/09'" (15.5)  (56.2) (71.7)
B Amortization payment through 2/15/09%° (3.6) (129 (16.5)
B Balance @ 2/15/09 758 2752 351.0
W Earnings 2/16 - 6/30/09" (1.7 (21.9) (35.6)
B Amortization payment through 6/30/09°  (1.7) 6.2) (7.9)
B Balance @ 6/30/09 664  241.1 307.

1 February 10, 2010 57

POB (Millions)
Bond Proceeds Balance

Safe

5.9
(2.5)

Earnings 7/1/09- 2/15/10%
Amortization payment through 2/15/10%

' 'armngs .
Amortization payment through 2/15/10% 2.5
Balance @ 2/15/10 71.4

22 Estimate based on CalPERS 10/31/09 published rate of return of 7.9%, an additional gain of 2.9% through 2/01/10
based on CalPERS market value for the website and 7.75% from 2/02/10 through 6/30/10.
Estimate based on CalPERS 10/31/09 published rate of return of 7.9%, an additional gain of 2.9% through 2/01/10
based on CalPERS market value for the website and 7.75% from 2/02/10 through 2/15/10.

23
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POB (Millions)

Bond Proceeds Balance

B

)
)
i
i

actuarial rate of return would be higher (lower).
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Payments
Principal Interest Total Balance
m 2/17/05 n/a n/a n/a $400.0
| 8/15/05 n/a 9.4 9.4 400.0
m 2/15/06 3.2 9.5 12.7 396.8
m 8/15/06 n/a 9.5 9.5 396.8
m 2/15/07 ' 4.0 9.5 13.4 392.9
W 8/15/07 n/a 9.4 9.4 392.9
m 2/15/08 49 9.4 14.3 388.0
B 8/15/08 n/a 9.3 9.3 388.0
m 2/15/09 5.9 93 15.2 382.1
m 8/15/09 n/a 9.2 9.2 382.1
m 2/15/10 7.0 92 16.2 375.1
) February 10, 2010 59
POB (Millions)
Estimated Savings
M Net Estimated Losses: Method 1 Method 2
A. CalPERS Estimated Balance $323.1 $330.8
B. Bond Proceeds Balance 375.1 3751
C. Cash Flow Savings/(Deficit)
[Payments that would have been paid
to CalPERS less POB debt service] (2.0) (2.0)
D. Net[(A)-(@B)+(C)] (54.0) (46.3)
M Net Estimated Losses:
E. CalPERS Investment Earnings $42.9 $50.6
F. POB Interest Payments 93.8 93.8
G. Cost of Issuance 3.1 3.1
H. Net [(E) - (F)-(Q)] (54.0) (46.3)
B Above estimates based on market rate of return. Savings (losses) based on




Net Funding Ratio with POB

(Millions)
Safety

Proj.  Proj.

6/30/05 6/30/06 6/30/07 6/30/08 6/30/09** 6/30/10%*

(1) AAL $1,127  $1,232  $1,370 $1,469 $1,599 § 1,735
(2) AVA 1,069 1,170 1291 _ 1414 _ 1514 _ 1,622
(3) UAAL[(1)-(2)] 58 62 78 . 55 85 113
(4) Funding Ratio [ 2)/(1)]  94.8%  95.0% 943%  962% 94.7%  93.5%
(5) POB Balance $ 8 $ 8 $ 8 § 84 $§ 83 '§ 81
(6) NetAVA[(2)-(5)] 983 1,084 1207 1,330 1431 1,541
) I[\I("Gt)/F(‘l‘;';"“gRaﬁ“ 87.2%  88.0%  88.1%  90.5%  89.5%  88.8%

¥ Projected 6/30/09 AVA based on modified asset smoothing method and estimated 2008/09 CalPERS investment

return -24.8%.
Projected 6/30/10 AVA based on modified asset smoothing method and estimated 2009/10 CalPERS investment
return 15.6%, which is based on CalPERS 10/31/09 published rate of return of 7.9%, an additional gain of 5.8%
through 1/12/10 based on CalPERS market value for the website and 7.75% from 1/13/10 through 6/30/10.

25

Febrary 10, 2010 61

Net Funding Ratio with POB

(Millions)
Miscellaneous

Proj.  Proj.

6/30/05  6/30/06 6/30/07 6/30/08 6/30/09” 6/30/107

(1) AAL $2,472 $2,742 $3,029 $3,350 $3,669 $ 4,008
(2) AVA 2,365 2600 2894 _ 3,175 _3.423 3,696
(3) UVAAL[(1)-(2)] 107 142 135 175 246 313
(4) Funding Ratio [ (2)/(1) ] 95.7% - 94.8%  95.5%  94.8%  93.3%  92.2%
(5) POB Balance $ 314 § 311 $ 308 $ 304 $ 300 $ 294
(6) NetAVA[(2)-(5)] 2,051 2,288 2,586 2,871 3,124 3,402
™ 1[\‘("'6‘)}2‘1‘)"?“1““0 83.0%  83.5%  854%  857%  85.1%  84.9%
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Net Funding Ratio with POB
(Millions)

Total

Proj. = Proj.

6/30/05 6/30/06 6/30/07 6/30/08 6/30/097 6/30/10%

AAL $3,599 $3,974 $4399 $4,820 $5267 $ 5,744
AVA 3.434 3.770 4,186 _4.589 4937 5318
UAAL[(D-Q2)] © 165 204 213 231 331 425

Funding Ratio [ (2)/(1) ] 954%  949% 952%  95.2%

POB Balance $ 400 $ 397 $ 393 § 388
Net AVA[(2)-(9)] 3,034 3,373 3,793 4,201
Net Funding Ratio o o o o
[©6)/(1)] 843% 84.9%  862%  87.2%

" Y February 10,2010
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93.7% :  92.6%
$ 382 § 375
4,555 4,943

86.5%  86.1%

" February 10, 2010

Net Funding Ratio with POB
(Millions)

This page intentionally blank
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CalPERS Rate Smoothing

6/30/2008: Unmodified Modified
Market Value 100.0% 100.0% |
Actuarial Value 97.8% 97.8%

6/30/2009: ) -24.8% -24.8%
Market Value 75.2% 75.2%
Actuarial Value: !

1. Project @ 7.75% 105.4% 105.4%
2. Adjust:[(MV-AV)x (1/15)] 103.4% 103.4%
3. Limited by corridor
[Unmodified: 120%,
Modified: 140%] 90.2% 103.4%
Actuarial Rate of Return -71.7% 5.7%
Ratio of Actuarial Value to Market Value 120.0% 137.5%
2 ‘ Febyuary 10, 2010 65
CalPERS Rate Smoothing
Actuarial Asset Values Unmodified Modified
® Project Assets forward 7.75% 7.75%
o Asset Gain/Losses Recognized 15 Years 15 Years
e Ratio of Actuarial to Market Value ‘
of Assets 80-120% 60-140%
Actuarial Asset Methods |
® Amortization
o Years " 30 Years 30 Years
o Factor 6% 6% -
¢ Minimum Normal Cost Normal Cost
less 30 Year less 30 Year
Amortization  Amortization
of Surplus of Surplus
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Report to the Pension Advisory Review Committee
MEMORANDUM

To:  Pension Advisory Review Committee, Riverside County
From: Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates
Date: Review of Issues and Policy Relating to Pension Obligations

Re: May 19, 2004

Introduction

Riverside County (the “County”) has engaged Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates to evaluate
the issues and considerations relating to the County’s funding of pension obligations,
particularly recently accruing unfunded liabilities. Due to-timing considerations, our
review will be divided into two parts. The first portion, embodied in this memorandum,
provides review, analysis and recommendations relating to those funding issues with

‘immediate impact on the County’s 2004-05 Fiscal Year cost for pensions. The second

portion to follow immediately after adoption of the FY 2004-05 budget, will address
issues relating to the potential use of pension obligation bonds to provide immediate
funding of accrued liabilities.

This evaluation has been prepared to present a specific description of the problems and
the situations from which the problems originate. The goals of this analysis are to form a
policy perspective for the resolution of the County’s current financial situation and a
framework for application to future problems as well. Moreover, through developing an
understanding of the origins of the problems, the approach to resolving problems can be
tailored more specifically, in both approach and magnitude, to foster the most thoughtful
and desirable benefits.

Specifically, the County has three primary options that can be implemented prior to the
next Fiscal Year.

¢ The County can prepay its 2004-05 Fiscal Year contribution due during the period
from July 1 to July 15, 2004 and receive a discount against costs payable during
the year.

e The County can request a fresh start reamortization of the unfunded liabilities
over a term between five (5) and thirty (30) years. This allows: for the
development of a new payment schedule providing for the payment of all
unfunded liabilities on an even percentage of projected payroll over the entire
amortization term.

Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates ‘ 1



Report to the Pension Advisory Ru iew Commitlee

e The County can request rate restructuring, under which a portion of the employer
contribution payable during the 2004-05 Fiscal Year is deferred and reamortized
in rates payable beginning in the 2007-08 Fiscal Year. This option, available for
entities in “financial crisis,” allows the County to reduce the increase in its total
employer contribution from the 2003-04 Fiscal Year to the 2004-05 Fiscal Year.

Background

The County mamtams two primary pension plans to provide for retirement benefits of
County employees'. The Miscellaneous Plan (the “Miscellaneous Plan”) provides
retirement benefits for most employees of the County as well as Riverside Superior Court
employees, while the Safety Plan (the “Safety Plan”) provides benefits for the isheriff’s
department and other law enforcement related employees. Retirement benefits are based
on age, years of service and income. The role of each plan is to accumulate contributions
necessary to fund retirement benefits, to invest those contributed funds and to administer
benefits to retired members.

The timing issues, specific retirement benefits and actuarial assumptions differ
significantly between the two Plans. However, each of the Plans is a defined benefit
plan, providing for a specified level of benefits to members, regardless of investment
performance. The County remains ultimately liable for the provision of benefits,
without regard to the level of contributions previously made, the investment
performance or accuracy of various actuarial assumptions.

~ As the primary provider of social services and law enforcement, the County receives

reimbursement for the employment costs of a large proportion of its employees. Cities
contract for sheriff services in lieu of individual police forces, paying for the proportional
costs of those personnel involved in law enforcement. Other grants pay employment
costs of additional employees. As a general matter, it is believed by County finance staff
that approximately 20% of the total employment costs of the County are actually borne
by the County’s General Fund. Other funds and reimbursable sources make up the
majority of the employment funding.

CalPERS. The County is a Contract A%ency participant in the California Public
Employees Retirement System (“CalPERS”)” which maintains and administers the Plans
and manages the investment of funds. The County, as employer, and certain employees
make contributions to their respective funds.®> CalPERS invests the contributions made

' Through its related entities, the County also maintains three other plans: Flood Control, Waste
Management and Parks and Open Space.

? CalPERS is the largest pension fund in the United States, with over 1.4 million participants. The portfolio
had a value in excess of $166 billion as of February 29, 2004. CalPERS Facts at a Glance.

* The County pays the employee contribution for all non-management employees exceeding a minimum
length of service; in the Miscellaneous Plan the threshold is 5 years while in the Safety Plan the: threshold
is 3 years. For management employees, the County pays the entire employee contribution. The County
also subsidizes the employee contribution, paying one percent (1%) of the employee’s salary, for non-
management employees with less than the threshold level of service who were employed by the County as

Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates 2




Report 1o the Pension Advisory Review Committee

by the County and the employees in its diversified portfolio. * The Miscellanéous and

Safety Plans have rights to a pro-rata share of the entire portfoho not specific
investments.” Regardless of the involvement of CalPERS, it remains the ultimate
responsibility of the County to provide for the level of benefits defined under the Plans
for member employees. ‘

Contrlbutlons made by employees is a percentage of salary fixed as one of the terms of
employment.® The County contribution, as employer consists of two components.
During the course of each fiscal year an amount is payable that accounts for the accrual
of retirement benefits allocable to the then current fiscal year.” ‘The amount that currently
accrues is termed the “Normal Cost.” If the actuarial value of assets is less than the
accrued liability for benefits relatmg to members’ past service the employer makes an
additional payment That payment is technically termed the “Payment on Amortization
Basis.”

Actuarial Valuation. On an annual basis, CalPERS provides an actuarial valuation (the
“Actuarial Valuation”), providing a review of the status of the Plans as of the end of a
fiscal year (the “Valuation Date™). The Actuarial Valuation is done on a basis two years
in arrears, that is, the calculation as of June 30, 2002 is applied to estimate the payments
to be made by the County for the Fiscal Year beginning July 1, 2004. The Actuarial
Valuation serves four primary functions: first, it provides actuarial estimates of a number
of attributes of the Plans—chief among them (i) the actuarial accrued liability of benefits
(“AAL”), (ii) the actuarial value of assets of the plans (“AVA?”), and (iii) the unfunded
actuarial accrued liability (“UAAL” often termed in the Actuarial Valuation as the
“Unfunded Liability”); second, it calculates the contribution level required for the next
fiscal year for the County, as employer; third, it provides actuarial information to
CalPERS; and fourth, it provides pension information to be used in financial statements
of the County in compliance with GASB No. 27 . Each of these actuarial estimates is
based on assumptions of behavior of employees and retirees, of growth in employment,
payrolls and pension benefits, and of rates of inflation and investment earnings on
invested funds. '

An important attribute of the CalPERS Actuarial Valuation is the role of “smoothing”—
the practice of using a rolling three (3) year average of investment income in place of the
actual year to year investment performance in determining the actuarial value of the

of July 11, 2002. However, these amounts continue to be considered by CalPERS as employece
contributions and are accounted in the fund established for each employee’s contribution. Safety‘ pick up is
after three years.
% The portfolio is allocated to target levels of 26% fixed income, 65% equities and 9% real estate.
5 In effect, the interest of the Plans in the CalPERS portfolio is analogous to an interest in a mutudl fund.
 For County employees, the employee contribution is eight percent (8%) before consideration of the
County’s policy of subsidizing employee contributions as noted in 3 above.
" The Normal Cost is a level annual cost spread as a level percentage of expected pay from the age of hire
to the assumed retirement age.

® In years in which the actuarial value of assets exceeds the accrued liability, the excess is expressed as a
credit against the Normal Cost. As an aside, this practice would tend to exacerbate the impact of changes

in value of the portfolio.
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assets of the Plans. Smoothing removes some of the annual volatility inherent in the
investment of a diversified portfolio containing a significant portion of equity
investments. It is important to comprehend the impact of smoothing and the possibility
for variance between the market value of assets and the actuarial value of assets caused
by use of a rolling average. Ultimately, managerial interpretation is necessary before
acting on the results of the Actuarial Valuation.

Even in the presence of smoothing, actuarial estimates of UAAL represent a moving
target, varying significantly as payroll and investment returns, benefits and members’
behavior all change over time. For example, the returns on investment experienced by
CalPERS from July 1, 2003 to March 31, 2004 have been approximately 16.25%. That
would tend to decrease UAAL over the period in which that return is applied in
calculating the actuarial value of the portfolio. The actuarial assumptions for CalPERS
include a return on the portfolio of 8.25% over time.” However, in the real world of
market performance, returns do not churn out at 8.25% each year; some years are better,
some are worse. Below is a chart demonstrating the performance of the CalPERS
portfolio over the period from 1987 to the present.

Historic Returns at CalPERS

40%
36% |
30%
26% |
20% +
16% -
10% 1-
6% +
o-/q.1

6%

0% L

—&— Annual Return wwit Rolling 5 Year Compounded Return
—i— Rolling 10 Year Compounded Return —a— Rolling 15 Year Compounded Return

Source: CalPERS

The year-over-year variation in return is a striking feature. Moreover, for most of the
past 19 years, the returns have been positive. However, some years, particularly the past
three years (Fiscal Years 2000-01, 2001-02 and 2002-2003), the returns have been below
the 8.25% assumed return on the CalPERS portfolio.

? As of April 21, 2004, the CalPERS board changed the inflation assumption applicable to actuarial
estimates to 3.0% from 3.5%. In addition, the estimated income from the portfolio has also been decreased
from the prior 8.25% estimate to 7.75%. Those changes will be effective for Actuarial Valuations for fiscal
years ending June 30, 2003 and thereafter.
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Over the most recent years, losses in investment value, increases in pension benefits and
payroll and the changes in member retirement patterns have resulted in the elimination of
surpluses and the rise of unfunded liabilities. The increases in UAAL were evident in the
Actuarial Valuations of both County plans. Below are tables of the Actuarial Valuations
for the Miscellaneous and Safety Plans showing historical trends.

Historical Funding Status and Projection to Current Amortization.

Miscellaneous Plan
Valuation Accrued Actuarial Unfunded Funded Annual UAAL as

Date Liability Value of Liability"’ Status Covered a % of
Assets Payroll Payroll
6/30/00 $1,177,942,955 $1,617,839,633 ($439,896,678) 137.3% $408,876,968 (107.6%)
6/30/01 1,577,476,976  1,720,517,029  (143,040,053) 109.1% 466,882,443 (30.6%)
6/30/02 1,750,077,646  1,599,915,845 150,161,801 91.4% 527,188,820 28.5%
Safety Plan
Valuation Accrued Actuarial Unfunded Funded Annual UAAL as
Date Liability Value of  Liability" Status Covered a % of
Assets Payroll Payroll
6/30/00 $686,413,863 $777,090,314  ($90,676,451) 113.2% $119,551,961 (75.8%)
6/30/01 768,055,802 803,870,603 (35,814,801) 104.7% 127,824,039 (28.0%)
6/30/02 839,798,639 773,983,852 65,814,787 92.2% 137,201,379 48.0%

The update of that Unfunded Liability for determination of the County’s contribution rate
for FY 2004-05 shows an even higher liability. The Valuation Date for the most recent
Actuarial Valuation was June 30, 2002. The Actuarial Valuation also determines the
required contribution for the fiscal year beginning two years after the Valuation Date.
For this reason, the Actuarial Valuation contains a Roll Forward of the Unfunded
Liability to June 30, 2004. The Rolled Forward Unfunded Liability is a determination of
the sufficiency of the employer’s contributions for the two intervening fiscal years as
compared with the Normal Cost of the Plan and the interest on the Unfunded Liability
(and any shortfalls in meeting Normal Costs) during those years. Investment
performance on the portfolio (other than the assumed 8.25% return) is not considered in
the Rolled Forward Unfunded Liability. Deviation from the assumed rate of return after
June 30, 2002 will result in a different level of Unfunded Liabilities for the Actuarial
Valuations for future fiscal years.

The Rolled Forward Unfunded Liability for the Miscellaneous and Safety Plans is
summarized below:

12 A negative unfunded liability equatesto a surplus.
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Miscellaneous Plan

Unfunded Expected Expected Expected Expected Expected Rolled
Liability as of | Payment  on | Interest on | Unfunded Payment on | Interest on | Forward
6/30/02 Unfunded Unfunded Liability as | Unfunded Unfunded Unfunded
Liability ~ for | Liability and | of 6/30/03 Liability for | Liability Liability as
2002-03 on Expected 2003-04 and on || of 6/30/04
Payment for Expected
2002-03 Payment for
.| 2003-04
$150,161,801 | ($40,950,775) | $14,044,095 | $205,156,672 | ($6,843,680) | $17,202,133 | $229,202,485
Safety Plan
Unfunded Expected Expected Expected Expected Expected Rolled
Liability as of | Payment on | Interest on | Unfunded Payment on | Interest on | Forward
6/30/02 Unfunded Unfunded Liability as | Unfunded Unfunded | Unfunded
Liability for | Liability and | of 6/30/03 Liability for | Liability Liability as
2002-03 on Expected 2003-04 and on | of 6/30/04
Payment for Expected
2002-03 Payment
for 2003-04
$65,814,787 | ($8,849,678) | $5,787,535 $80,452,000 | ($4,499,944) | $6,819,234 | $91,771,179

As a result, over the period from June 30, 2000 to June 30, 2004, fhe Unfunded Liability
estimates have gone from a surplus of $439,896,678 to a deficit of $229,202,485 for the
Miscellaneous Plan and from a surplus of $90,676,451 to a deficit of $91,771,179 for the

Safety Plan.

It is important to note that Rolled Forward Unfunded Liability forms the basis for
the amortization of Unfunded Liability. That amount is required to be paid as an
employer contribution as the Payment on Amortization Basis in addition to the
County’s obligation to pay the Normal Cost for the Plans. Based on the Rolled
Forward Unfunded Liabilities for the Plans, the County’s actuary, Bartel
Associates, LLC has provided a current estimated amortization of Unfunded
Liabilities as stated below.''

! We have not undertaken an independent review of the amortization estimate, nor have we been retained
to provide any alternate scenarios relating to amortization of Unfunded Liabilities.
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Current Amortization-Miscellaneous Plan Current Amortization-Safety Plan
o 7o
Projected Projected
Year [Unfunded Liab. _§ Payment Amortization _ Payroll Year [Unfunded Liab. $ Payment _Amortization  Payroil

2004/05 | $229,202,485 $ 25,681,090 7,810,238 4.4%| 2004/05 | $ 91,771,179 § 6,633,213 (669,711) 4.3%
2005/06 | 221,392,247 24,670,290 7,402,914 4.0%| 2005/06 92,440,890 5,898,660 (1,489,215) 3.7%|
2006/07 | 213,989,334 23,672,412 6,975,429 3.7%| 2006/07 93,930,105 5,161,881 (2,378,644) 3.1%]
2007/08 | 207,013,904 22,686,631 6,525,264 3.5%| 2007/08 96,308,749 4,422,141 (3,344,532) 2.6%
2008/09 { 200,488,641 21,712,126 - 6,049,691 3.2%| 2008/09 99,653,282 3,678,693 (4,393,963) 2.1%)
2009/10 | 194,438,950 20,748,077 5,545,763 2.9%| 2009/10 | 104,047,245 2,930,780 (5,534,618) 1.6%)
2010/11| 188,893,187 19,793,667 5,010,288 2.7%| 2010/11{ 109,581,863 2,177,631 (6,774,825) 1.1%)
2011/12 | - 183,882,898 18,848,077 4,439,814 2.5%| 2011/12| 116,356,688 1,418,463 (8,123,61£) 0.7%
2012/13 | 179,443,084 17,910,489 3,830,603 2.3%j 2012/13 | 124,480,300 652,477 (9,590,766) 0.3%
2013/14 | 175,612,481 16,980,085 3,178,605 2.1%j{ 2013/14 § 134,071,065 (121,139) (11,186,900) -0.1%
2014/15 172,433,877 16,056,044 2,479,437 1.9%}| 2014/15 | 145,257,965 (903,215)  (12,923,517) -0.4%
2015/16] 169,954,440 15,137,542 1,728,351 1.7%| 2015/16 § 158,181,482 20,350,344 8,123,189 8.9%
2016/17 | 168,226,089 14,223,751 920,202 1.6%| 2016/17§ 150,058,293 20,375,476 8,819,500 8.5%
2017/18 | 167,305,887 13,313,840 49,418. 1.4%)| 2017/18 | 141,238,793 20,420,554 9,594,009 8.3%
2018/19 | 167,256,469 12,406,973 (890,039) 1.3%| 2018/19| 131,644,783 20,485,836 10,453,437 8.0%
2019/20 | 168,146,509 11,502,306 (1,904,712) 1.1%]| 2019/20 | 121,191,346 20,571,604 11,405,082 7.7%
2020/21 | 170,051,221 10,598,990 (3,001,691) 1.0%]| 2020/21 | 109,786,264 20,678,162 12,456,867 7.5%
2021/22{ 173,052,912 9,696,167 (4,188,657) 0.9%] 2021/22 97,329,397 11,863,538 4,313,536 4.1%)
2022/23 | 177,241,569 8,792,971 (5,473,936) 0.8%] 2022/23 93,015,861 9,291,478 1,993,348 3.1%
2023724 182,715,505 19,010,317 4,704,924 1.6%| 2023/24 91,022,512 9,470,279 2,343,830 3.1%
2024/25| 178,010,581 18,520,801 4,583,772 1.5%]| 2024/25 88,678,683 9,226,419 2,283,476 2.9%
2025/26 | 173,426,808 18,043,891 4,465,740 1.4%| 2025/26 86,395,207 8,988,839 2,224,677 2.7%,
2026/27] 168,961,068 17,579,260 4,350,747 1.3%| 2026/27 84,170,530 8,757,376 2,167,391 2.5%
2027/28 | 164,610,320 17,126,594 4,238,716 1.2%{ 202728 82,003,139 8,531,874 2,111,581 2.4%)
2028/29 | 160,371,605 16,685,585 4,129,569 1.2%} 2028/29 79,891,558 8,312,178 2,057,208 2.2%
2029/30 | 156,242,036 16,255,931 4,023,232 1.1%| 2029/30 77,834,350 8,098,140 2,004,235 2.1%
2030731 | 152,218,803 15,837,341 3,919,634 1.0%} 2030/31 75,830,116 7,889,612 1,952,625 2.0%)|
2031/32 148,299,169 15,429,529 3,818,704 1.0%f 2031/32 73,877,490 7,686,455 1,902,345 1.9%
2032/33 | 144,480,466 15,032,219 3,720,372 0.9%| 2032/33 71,975,145 7,488,529 1,853,360 1.7%)
2033/34{ 140,760,094 14,645,139 3,624,572 0.9%]| 2033/34 70,121,785 7,295,699 1,805,636 1.6%)
2034/35| 137,135,521 14,268,027 3,531,240 0.8%( 2034/35 68,316,149 7,107,835 1,759,141 1.5%)
Unamort.[ 133,604,282 | Unamort.| _ 66,557,008 |

Source: Bartel Associates, LLC estimate of 4/26/2004

A number of observations can be made with regard to the current amortization structure.

Miscellaneous Plan
¢ Unfunded Liability is not completely amortized over 30 year period
e Negative amortization occurs from Fiscal Years 2018-19 to 2023-24
e Payment amount, both absolute and in percent of payroll, is highest at the outset
and decreases for first 20 years

Safety Plan
¢ Unfunded Liability is not completely amortized over 30 year period
¢ Significant negative amortization occurs through Fiscal Year 2014-15
e Payment amounts vary, both absolute and in percent of payroll, with a significant
plateau from Fiscal Years2015-16 to 2020-21

Under the current amortization structure, the County will face employer contribution
amounts in FY 2004-05 for Payment on Amortization Bases of $25,681,090 (4.326% of
payroll) for the Miscellaneous Plan and $6,633,211 (4.33% of payroll) for the Safety
Plan. When the Normal Cost for each plan is added, the result is a total employer
contribution of $90,396,428 for the Miscellaneous Plan and $37,371,194 for the Safety

Plan. These represent increases of 77% for the Miscellaneous Plan (from $51,026,879)

and 53.8% for the Safety Plan (from $24,287,541).
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With the observations noted above, the current amortization schedule is
problematic for both Plans. It places unnecessary pressure on the most immediate
fiscal years, while incurring additional expense due to negative amortization and
failing to fully amortize the Unfunded Liabilities.> Some alteration to the
amortization schedule likely is in order.

Summary of Recommendations

This analysis makes three primary recommendations with regard to the County’s
immediate options.

Prepayment of Employer Liabilities. The savings from a prepayment of employer
contributions are readily available and can be easily accessed. The County should move
forward with inclusion of the employer costs as a portion of its TRAN issue

“Fresh Start” Reamortization. A fresh start reamortization with a 20 year term allows
for the County to restructure a repayment of Unfunded Liabilities with a minimum of
negative amortization and on uniform basis (with regard to projected total payroll). On a
purely financial basis, a fresh start reamortization provides a superior solution. As
applied to the Miscellaneous Plan, a fresh start reamortization with a 20 year term is
strongly recommended, unless cash flow during the initial Fiscal Years is such an
overriding consideration that the greater cash flow reduction in initial years offered by
the 30 year fresh start becomes imperative.

With regard to the Safety Plan, the 20 year fresh start reamortization offers the ability to
restructure the current amortization of Unfunded Liabilities. At some point in the near
term, the County should adopt a posture of restructuring the amortization of Unfunded
Liabilities in the Safety Plan through a mechanism such as a fresh start approach with a
20 year amortization or the use of pension obligation debt financing. However, in the
short run, the 20 year fresh start involves some upfront cash flow obligations, making the
immediate implementation of a 20 year fresh start impractical. The County can retain the
option of reamortization at a future date.

Rate Restructuring with CalPERS. Limited rate restructuring is an available, short
term repair for an extremely difficult financial situation. When viewed against the
County’s cost of capital, the action of deferring payment of Unfunded Liabilities is
obviously a net cost to the County. CalPERS also requires adoption of a 30 year fresh
start amortization as a prerequisite to rate restructuring. Therefore for the same reasons
we do not recommend a 30 year fresh start, we do not recommend a rate restructuring
from a financial basis. Moreover, with the other significant requirements, including the
procedural requirement of approval by County employee unions and the application of
restructuring only to 2004-05 Fiscal Year liabilities, rate restructuring has significant
downside consequences. We understand that if the County considers its situation to be a

12 Negative amortization not only incurs interest expenses, it also means that the County is not recovering
on a current basis its pension costs via contract or reimbursement arrangements.
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weekly financial crisis, the technique remains an available remedial, short term
possibility.

As noted above, this analysis did not include a specific review of the debt financing
options the County has with regard to managing the funding of its Unfunded Liabilities.
An additional phase of our analysis will support the work of the Committee in review of
the potential issuance of pension obligation bonds.

Definition of the Issues

A material impact of the State financial crisis is that County revenues, particularly those
involving State reimbursement, are subject to significant reduction, without a
corresponding reduction in County expenses. The development of Unfunded Liabilities
and the corresponding need to make Payments on Amortization Bases as part of the
County’s employer contribution as well as an increasing Normal Cost exacerbates an
already difficult budget situation, particularly for the upcoming 2004-05 Fiscal Year.
Moreover, the Rolled Forward Unfunded Liabilities and the potential for further growth
of liabilities based on unsatisfactory investment returns during Fiscal Year 2002:03 open
the possibility of a longer term benefit through the application of debt financing
techniques. In sum, the County faces three primary issues or problems involving its
contributions to the pension Plans:

1. The County desires (needs) relief from increased employer contributions to the
pension Plans, particularly in the upcoming 2004-05 Fiscal Year.

2. The current amortizations contain structural problems, including negative
amortization, that may be solved through restructuring.

3. The existence of UAAL and possibility of debt financing options generates an
opportunity for realizing savings through the assumption of risk—so-called “risk
arbitrage.” (That concept will be more fully explained with the upcoming analysis
and recommendations on financing options.)

Of these issues, the first two are most appropriate for discussion and recommendation in
this memorandum. We understand that the Committee will deal with the potential
application of debt financing options after the conclusion of the 2004-05 Budget and the
consideration of the most immediate issues. A further analysis and recommendation in
support of the Committee’s analysis of the application of debt financing options will be
provided in a future memorandum.

L Need for Cash Flow Relief. During Fiscal Year 2004-05, the County is
projected to make total employer contributions to the Plans summarized as follows:

" Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates | 9



Report to the Pension Advisory Review Committee

Total County Employer Contributions*

2004-05 2003-04
Miscellaneous Plan $90,396,428 $51,026,879
Normal Cost $65,715,339
Payment on Amortization Bases $25,681,089
Safety Plan . $37,371,194 $24,287,541
Normal Cost $30,737,983
Payment on Amortization Bases $6,633,211
Total Cost $127,767,622  $75,314,420

* Not including County paid employee contributions, see footnote 3 above.

The table demonstrates the dramatic increase in employer contributions required in the
2004-05 Fiscal Year as compared with the immediately prior year.

The Normal Cost for the County is determined at a constant percentage of payroll and the
nominal dollar contribution required will change in future years as payroll grows. Given
the anticipated rate of overall growth in County employment, corresponding to general
County economic growth, that Normal Cost can be expected to continue to grow in
absolute terms at a rate greater than the 3.75% estimated by CalPERS. Under the current
amortization, contained on page 6, the Payment on Amortization Bases for the
Miscellaneous Plan is at its highest during the 2004-05 Fiscal Year and decreases in
future years. For the Safety Plan, the Payment on Amortization Bases decreases from
Fiscal Year 2004-05 until Fiscal Year 2015-16. In that year, the current amortization
calls for a dramatic increase of more than $20 million in Fiscal Year 2015-16.

The precise impact of the State budget crisis on payments to the County during the Fiscal
Year will not be precisely known until enactment of a budget for the State’s 2004-05
Fiscal Year. However, the Governor’s May Revise indicates that significant transfers
will be made from funds provided to local government and from a shift in property tax
recovered from cities and counties to state programs. The County’s 2004-05 Fiscal Year
Budget anticipates such significant reductions in funding.

The restructuring options discussed below—the Fresh Start reamortization, the CalPERS
rate relief and the prepayment of the 2004-05 employer contribution—each have the
potential to provide some level of budgetary savings during 2004-05.

2. Current Amortization Problems. The current amortization of Unfunded
Liabilities, listed on page 6 above, has a number of structural shortcomings. First, the
amortization structure for each plan fails to provide a complete funding of Unfunded
Liabilities within a 30 year period. For each Plan, employer contributions by the County
to make Payments on Amortization Bases over the term result in amortization of less than
50% of the original Unfunded Liabilities. The Miscellaneous Plan, with a total Unfunded
Liability of $229,202,485, has an unamortized Unfunded Liability at the end of the 2034-
35 Fiscal Year of $133,604,282. For the Safety Plan, the original Unfunded Liability of
$91,771,179 is reduced to $66,557,008.
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As noted above, the continuation of Unfunded Liabilities is carried with CalPERS at the
implicit interest cost at 8.25% (or 7.75% for future fiscal years). Moreover, a large
proportion of the employement cost of the County is subject to reimbursement from other
sources, like the federal and local governments, through contracts and grants. To the
extent that the County does not provide for a full amortization of its liabilities, at the
termination of those programs or contracts, the County will be responsible for the
unreimbursed liability.

Second, the employer contribution varies significantly from year to year, both in absolute
terms and as a percentage of payroll. If we assume that a goal of the amortization of
Unfunded Liabilities is to mirror the calculation of Normal Cost, which is calculated
striving to a constant percentage of payroll, the current amortization, while perhaps
correct in an actuarial sense, is an abysmal failure from a strict financial perspective.

Third, the amortization structures each include significant levels of negative amortization.
The Miscellaneous Plan includes a modest amount of negative amortization, while the
Safety Plan includes significant growth in Unfunded Liabilities. The problem with
negative amortization is the implicit compounding of interest that occurs. The
amortization structure not only fails to reduce the then existing Unfunded Liability, it
fails to pay completely the implicit interest component. Therefore, in future periods, the
Unfunded Liability includes interest and the maintenance of a balance of Unfunded
Liability generates “interest on interest.” Negative amortization also raises the spectre fo
inadequate reimbursement under grants and contracts. This increases the possibility that
the County will face increased liabilities in future years.

Fourth, the current estimates of the required contributions to each Plan start at a high
point in Fiscal Year 2004-05. For the Miscellaneous Plan, the payment amount decreases
in absolute amount for the first 19 years, experiencing a sharp increase in Fiscal Year
2023-24. As a percentage of payroll, the variance is even more stark, with all of the
highest contribution rates being experienced between the present and Fiscal Year 2015-
16.

The Safety Plan amortization indicates that the employer contribution begins at a
relatively high level, decreasing and disappearing by Fiscal Years 2013-14 and 2014-15.
' However, by Fiscal Year 2015-16, the employer contribution experiences a huge increase
to a level more than triple the Fiscal Year 2004-05 contribution in dollar amount and
more than double the Fiscal Year 2004-05 contribution as a percentage of payroll. The
variability of that cash flow poses a potential threat to the County’s financial state. A
refinancing or restructuring of that obligation, resulting in a “smoothing” of the contour
of the obligation, is indicated.

The Origin of the Problems

The Existence of Unfunded Liabilities. Unfunded Liabilities occur in public (and
private) pension funds because of investment losses, increases in benefits and changes in
retiree behavior and longevity. The chart of CalPERS’ investment performance on page

Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates 11



Report to the Pension Advisory Review Committee

3 above indicates the variance possible in returns on invested assets. While the
performance in each of the most recent three Fiscal Years has been under the assumed
target, there have been other years of sub-par investment returns.

Changes in pension benefits, some driven by the relatively high level of investment
returns from Fiscal Years 1994-95 through 1999-2000 also have added to the increase in
Unfunded Liabilities. Retirement benefits, particularly for the Safety Plan, have become
more generous, increasing the present value of future benefits. This change impacts the
Normal Cost relating to the current accrual of benefit costs, but more importantly,
increase the Unfunded Liability by increasing the total cost of future benefits allocated to
past years in a “retroactive” fashion. Moreover, it is important to note that even without
changes to the formula for pension benefits, the overall level of pension benefits payable
can also be driven by the number of employees and the growth in payroll for those
employees. Additionally, a significant expense for the Safety Plan is the number and
nature of disability retirements granted.

As the benefits have changed over time, the behavior of member employees also changes.
For example, as Safety plans have moved to a “3% at 50” standard—that is, 3% of the
salary average for the highest 3 years for each year of service with a minimum retirement
age of 50—employees have moved to earlier retirement. Moreover, with' general
improvements in health care, employees are living longer and receiving more retirement
benefits over a longer period.

The bull market of the mid and late 1990°s was a time of truly spectacular investment
returns, the longest and strongest period of continuous economic growth ever recorded.'
There was a tendency to believe that this was how market performance would continue in
the future.'* The reactions to this windfall increase in actuarial asset values included
credits against employer contributions regarding Normal Costs, increases in long term
benefits, and greater numbers of workers requiring pension benefits. The short term
returns in pension benefits masked the effects of these actions.

Percentage of Funded Liability. In 2000, the County was in a fully funded status, with
actuarial value of assets exceeding the Accrued Liability. For that year, the
Miscellaneous Plan was funded at 137.3% and the Safety Plan was funded at 113.2%. By
the 2002 Actuarial Valuation those ratios had decreased to 91.4% and 92.2%,
respectively.””

" The run up in equity prices prompted many commentators to compare the relationship between price and
value to be similar to the pricing of tulip bulbs in 17" century Holland. Moreover, near its end, Alan
Greenspan was quoted using the phrase “irrational exuberance” in referring to pricing behavior.

' Remember that during that time there was talk of the “death of the business cycle.” Rumors of the
demise of the business cycle turned out to be premature.

'* In the continuum of retirement plans, this level of funding is relatively high. In fact, fully funding the
plan is not necessarily desirable. As noted by Standard & Poor’s Rating Services, the action of fully
funding the retirement plan, particularly through the use of debt financing techniques, can lead to an
overfunding scenario in times of significant investment returns. This overfunding historically has;led to
increases in benefits, creating future unfunded liabilities. S&P refers to the effect of this as a “Trojan
Horse.”
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Corresponding roughly to performance of the investment markets, pension plans have
experienced periods of full funding and periods of unfunded liabilities. In the same
fashion in which three years of sub-par investment performance have resulted in
significant Unfunded Liabilities, a period of significant gain would result in a resolution
of the deficit position and produce the opposite result--overfunding. The relatively small
spreads between liabilities and asset levels (less than 10%) in the County’s Plans remain
within the ability of the portfolio to resolve through a period of above average returns.

Identifying the Sources of Unfunded Liabilities. The key to addressing the County’s
issues may depend on the source of the Unfunded Liability. Some of the County’s
Unfunded Liability stems from increases in benefits provided to members. An additional
portion of the Unfunded Liability results from the reduction in employer contributions
during times of high investment returns.'® To the extent that Liabilities were generated
by the County’s action or inaction—that the County actually created that part of the
problem—it is logical and symmetrical to assume that action is involved in the solution.
There is no realistic basis to assume that in the face of inaction that portion of the
problem will be resolved.

As noted above, another part of the Unfunded Liabilities stems from market performance
itself. Actuarial asset values decreased as general market values decreased. It is
important to note that over time, the long term performance of pension assets, including
the years of poor performance, will tend to converge toward the assumption of mean long
term returns, assuming that the assumption is or was valid. What went down will tend to
come back up. This assumes that the County continues to fund its obligations as
specified in the actuarial reports and that no changes to actuarial assumptions are
warranted (such as life expectance, terms of pension benefits, numbers and ages of
eligible employees). ,

It is logical to assume that Unfunded Liabilities that result directly from decrease in
actuarial values (or increases less than the long term performance target) will have a
tendency to be resolved by the long term performance of the market itself. :Specific
action, other than the amortization required under actuarial principles, to resolve those
Unfunded Liabilities may not be required. :

Dividing the Unfunded Liability by Source. During the 2001-02 Fiscal Year the
Unfunded Liabilities grew by $293,201,854 for the Miscellaneous Plan and by
$101,629,588 for the Safety Plan. For that same Fiscal Year the Asset Loss for the
Miscellaneous Plan was $252,405,804 and for the Safety Plan was $103,999,351. Those
amounts exceed the Unfunded Liabilities as of June 30, 2002. It is arguable that the

entire amount of Unfunded Liabilities as of June 30, 2002 is fairly allocable to losses due

to investment.

' We note that the lower employer contribution rates likely reflected the results of past Actuarial
Valuations. However, by assuming that increasing values can offset the need for continuing contributions,
the Actuarial Valuations actually exacerbate the level of Unfunded Liabilities in times of poorer market
performance.
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As noted above, the Rolled Forward Unfunded Liability for June 30, 2004 includes
additional amounts relatmg to the County’s failure to make payments sufficient to pay all
of the Normal Costs'” (thereby adding to Unfunded Liabilities) and to cover the assumed
interest on Unfunded Liabilities and the shortfall in contributions. It could be fairly
argued that those amounts, totaling 379,040,683 for the Miscellaneous Fund and
$25,956,391 for the Safety Fund, are more related to the County’s actions. This would
indicate that approximately 35% of the Unfunded Liabilities in the Miscellaneous Fund
and 28.3% of the Unfunded Liabilities in the Safety Fund are not directly allocable to
market performance.

Evaluating the Immediate Options (2004-05 Budget Impact)

The County has three options immediately available, each having the potential for
positive impact on the employer contributions required in the 2004-05 Fiscal Year:

e Annual Prepayment of Contributions
o Fresh Start Reamortization
e Rate Restructuring from CalPERS

Prepayment of Contributions. CalPERS assumes that payments are made during the
course of the year, evenly spread over the term. If an employer, such as the County,
prepays its contribution during the beginning of the fiscal year, CalPERS provides a
discount based on its assumed rate of earnings. The CalPERS actuary working with the
County has indicated that prepaid amounts, amounts paid prior to July 15 2004, would
generate a credit on the following formula:

(prepayment amount) x 1.0825° - 1, approximately 4.04% of prepayment.

If this is applied to the amounts payable by the County the results would be as follows:

 Miscellaneous Fund

Structure Annual Payment Credit"

Current Amortization $90,396,428 $3,652,016

20 Year Fresh Start $82,039,114 $3,314,380

30 Year Fresh Start $78,479,463 $3,170,570

Safety Fund

Structure Annual Payment Credit

Current Amortization $37,371,194 $1,509,796

20 Year Fresh Start $37,674,310 $1,522,042

30 Year Fresh Start $36,249,048 $1,464,462

'" Normal Costs increased due to increased payroll (beyond assumptions) and increases in benefits.
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The desirability of a prepayment program, particularly when the County would obtain the
funds through a cash flow borrowing, is more complex than a simple review of the
amount of credit. The net benefit revolves around the comparison of the net interest cost
of the borrowed funds with the credit received and with any benefit through accumulation
of the funds prior to repayment of the debt. Staff of the Treasurer-Tax Collector, in
consultation with CSAC relating to the pool of Tax and Revenue Anticipation Notes, has
estimated the cost of borrowing at 1.60%.'® We assume that funds that would have been
paid to CalPERS would be deposited in the General Fund (in a segregated sub account)
and would earn a daily rate equal to 1.50%. While we have not verified this figure, these
rates seem appropriate, but are subject to change as market conditions change.

We have assumed that funds would be accumulated in the General Fund subaccount at a
rate equal to the non discounted amounts that would have been payable to CalPERS.

The primary question on the prepayment alternative is the amount of the prepayment.
Both the Normal Cost and the Payment on Amortized Basis on which the County’s
employer contribution is based represent actuarial estimates. If the County decreases
employee numbers, the actual required contribution payable throughout the Fiscal Year
would decrease. County staff has proposed that the County prepay less than 100% of the
total estimated employer contribution to avoid an overfunding scenario. Staff has
proposed funding 80% of the amount. We are not in position to evaluate this type of
operational risk; however, the staff recommendation appears to be consistent with our
understanding of the impact of variance of actual events from the expected scenario.

We have prepared an analysis of the proposed prepayment below:

'® Under applicable Internal Revenue Code provisions and regulations, securities issued to fund pension
accounts can not be exempt from federal income tax. Fortunately, under current market conditions, the
penalty for taxable securities is slight, particularly for such a short maturity.
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i

Interest Account Borrowing and
End Date PERS Contribution  Earned Subtotal TRAN Payment @ Net Savings Prepayment ©
7/1/2004 $98,084,648.06
71712004 $3,931,311.45
7/21/2004 3,931,311.45 $2,261.85 $7,864,884.74
8/4/2004 3,931,311.45 4,525.00  11,800,721.19
8/18/2004 3,931,311.45 6,789.46  15,738,822.09
9/1/2004 3,931,311.45 9,055.21  19,679,188.75
9/15/2004 3,931,311.45 11,322.27  23,621,822.47
9/29/2004 3,931,311.45 13,590.64  27,566,724.55
10/13/2004 3,931,311.45 15,860.31 .31,513,896.31
10/27/2004 3,931,311.45 18,131.28  35,463,339.04
11/10/2004 3,931,311.45 20,403.56  39,415,054.05
11/24/2004 3,931,311.45 22,677.15  43,369,042.65
12/8/2004 3,931,311.45 24,952.05 47,325,306.15
12/22/2004 3,931,311.45 2722826 51,283,845.85
1/5/2005 3,931,311.45 29,505.77  55,244,663.07
1/19/2005 3,931,311.45 31,784.60  59,207,759.12
2/2/2005 3,931,311.45 34,064.74  63,173,135.30
2/16/2005 3,931,311.45 36,346.19  67,140,792.94
3/2/2005 3,931,311.45 38,628.95 71,110,733.33
3/16/2005 3,931,311.45 40,913.02  75,082,957.80
3/30/2005 3,931,311.45 43,198.41  79,057,467.66
4/13/2005 3,931,311.45 45,485.12  83,034,264.23
4/27/2005 3,931,311.45 47,773.14  87,013,348.81
5/11/2005 3,931,311.45 50,062.47  90,994,722.73
5/25/2005 3,931,311.45 52,353.13  94,978,387.31
6/8/2005 3,931,311.45 54,645.10 98,964,343.85
6/22/2005 3,931,311.45 56,938.39 102,952,593.69
6/30/2004 29,616.50 102,982,210.19 $99,649,643.11

$768,112.59 $102,982,210.19 $99,649,643.11  $3,332,567.08

(1) Interest is assumed to be 1.50% and is earned on an actual/actual basis. .
(2) TRANS are repaid on June 30, 2005 and bear interest at 1.60% on an 30/360 basis, assuming a July 1, 2004 issuance.
(3) TRAN amount is not rounded to denomination amount and costs of issuance are assumed by other portion of

County TRAN issue.

This basic estimate of the potential savings from prepayment indicates that the net
savings from an 80% prepayment through a TRAN issue would be approximately
$3,332,500. The savings from a prepayment of employer contributions are readily
available and can be easily accessed. The County should move forward with inclusion
of the employer costs as a portion of its TRAN issue.

Fresh Start Reamortization. The Actuarial Valuation describes a Fresh Start approach
as follows:

This simply means that the current unfunded. actuarial liability is projected and
amortized over a set number of years. . . It should be noted that the actuary may
choose to use a fresh start under other circumstances. In all cases, the period of the
fresh start is chosen by the actuary according to his or her best judgment, and will
not be less than five years nor greater than 30 years. Actuarial Valuation for Fiscal
Year ending June 30, 2002, Actuarial Methods, Funding Method, page A-1.
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The Miscellaneous and Safety Plans both qualify for a fresh start approach. The
consulting actuary for the County, Bartel Associates, LLC, has developed estimates of
the amortization under 20 and 30 year fresh start scenarios.

Miscellaneous Plan—Comparison of Amortization Alternatives

Current 30 Yr. FS 20 Yr. FS Difference Difference Difference
Year Amortization Amortization Amortization Current and 30  Current and 20 30 and 20

2004/05 | $ 25,681,089.51 § 13,764,123.70 § 17,323,775.17 $ 1191696582 § 8,357,314.35 (3,559.651.47)
2005/06 24,670,290.08 14,280,278.33 17,973,416.74 10,390,011.74 6,696,873.34 (3,693.138.40)
2006/07 23,672,412,05 14,815,788.77 18,647,419.86 8,856,623.28 5,024,992.19 (3,831.631.09)
2007/08 22,686,631.21 15,371,380.85 19,346,698.11 7,315,250.36 3,339,933.10 (3,975.317.26)
2008/09 21,712,126.11 15,947.807.63 20,072,199.29 5,764,318.48 1,639,926.82 (4,124.391.66)
2009/10 20,748,077.36 16,545,850.42 20,824,906.76 4,202,226.94 (76,829.40) (#.279.056.34)
2010/11 19,793,666.80 17,166,319.81 21,605,840.76 2,627,346.99 (1,812.173.96) (4439.520.96)
20121/12|  18,848,076.79 17,810,056.80 22,416,059.79 1,038,019.98 (3,567.983.01) (4,606.002.99)
2012/13 17,910,489.35 18,477,933.93 23,256,662.04 (567,444.59) (5,346.172.69) (4,778.728.10)
2013/14 16,980,085.43 19,170,856.45 24,128,786.86 {2,190,771.03) (7.148.701.43) (4.957,930.41)
2014/15 16,056,044.08 19,889,763.57 25,033,616.37 (3,833.719.49 (8,977.572.29) (5.143,852.80)
2015/16 15,137,541.64 20,635,629.71 25,972,376.98 (3,498.088.006) (10,834,835.34) (5.336,747.28)
2016/17 14,223,750.92 21,409,465.82 26,946,341.12 (7,185,714.90) (12,722,590.20) (5.536,875.30)
2017/18 13,313,840.34 22,212,320.79 27,956,828.91 {8.898.480.45) (14.642,988.57) (5,744.508.12)
2018/19 12,406,973.12 23,045,282.82 29,005,210.00 (10,638,309.69) (16,598.236.87) (5.959,927.18)
2019/20 11,502,306.39 23,909,480.92 30,092,905.37 (12,407.174.53) (18.590,598.98) (6,183,424.45)
2020/21 10,598,990.31 24,806,086.46 31,221,389.32 (14,207.096.14) (20.622,399.01) (6,415,302.87)
2021/22 9,696,167.18 25,736,314.70 32,392,191.42 (16,040.147.51) (22,696,024 .24) (6,655,876.72)
2022723 8,792,970.53 26,701,426.50 33,606,898.60 (17,908.455.97) (24.813,928.07) (6,905,472.10}
202324 19,010,316.83 27,702,729.99 34,867,157.30 (8.692,413.16) (15.856,840.46) (7,164.427.30)
2024125 18,520,801.17 28,741,582.37 . (10.220,781.19) 18,520,801.17 28,741,582.37

2025/26 18,043,890.54 29,819,391.71 (11,775,501.16) 18,043,890.54 29,819,391.71
2026/27 17,579,260.36 30,937,618.90 (13.358,358.53) 17,579,260.36 30,937,618.90
2027/28 17,126,594.41 32,097,779.61 (14.971,185.20y 17,126,594.41 32,097,779.61
2028/29 16,685,584.60 33,301,446.34 (16.615,861:74) - 16,685,584.60 33,301,446.34
2029/30 16,255,930.80 34,550,250.58 (18.294,319.78) 16,255,930.80 34,550,250.58
2030/31 15,837,340.58 35,845,884.98 (20.008,544.39) 15,837,340.58 35,845,884.98
2031/32 15,429,529.06 37,190,105.66 (21.760,576.60) 15,429,529.06 37,190,105.66
2032/33 15,032,218.69 38,584,734.62 (23.552,515.94) 15,032,218.69 38,584,734.62
2033/34 14,645,139.06 -40,031,662.17 (25,386.523.12) 14,645,139.06 40,031,662.17
2034/35 14,268,026.73 0.00 14,268,026.73 14,268,026.73 0.00

L 133,604,281.59 | 133,604,281.59 133,604,281.59
$ 656,470,444  $ 740,499,355 $§ 502,690,681 (84,028911.27) $ 153,779,762.86 $ 237,808,674.13
PV at 6.00% (14,563.472.89) 7,147,351.07 21,710,823.96

For the Miscellaneous Plan, a fresh start on either a 20 or 30 year basis results in a
significant level of first year cash flow relief. For the 30 year amortization, the reduction
is $11,916,966, with a 20 year amortization resulting in reduction of $8,357,315. The
comparison between the fresh start amortizations and the current amortization continues
to be favorable until the 2009-10 Fiscal Year. Over the 30 year term, the fresh start
results in an additional cost over the current amortization of $84,028,911 on an
undiscounted basis and $14,563,473 discounted at a rate of 6.00%. The 20 year fresh
start exhibits a clear financial advantage with a gross savings of $153,779,762 and
present value savings of $7,147,351 over the current amortization. In sum, the 20 year
fresh start amortization provides a $21,710,824 present value advantage over the 30 year
alternative. Moreover, the fresh start approaches result in a complete amortization of the
Unfunded Liabilities over the term, unlike the result of the current amortization. The
amortizations are sized to result in a level percentage of expected payroll over the term.
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Miscellaneous Plan—Rate of Amortization

The table below compares the amount of each annual employer contribution that actually
applies to the amortization of Unfunded Liabilities under the 30 year and 20 year fresh
start alternatives.

30 Year Fresh Start 20 Year Fresh Start
Year [Unfunded Liab. _$ Payment  Amortization % Payroll |Unfunded Liab. _$ Payment  Amortization % Payroll
2004/05 | $ 229,202,485 $§ 13,764,124 $ (4,588,562) 23%| $ 229,202485 $ 17,323,775 §  (884,985) | 2.9%
2005/06 233,791,047 14,280,278 § (4,430,094) 23%| 230,087,470 17,973,417 $§  (282,087) | 2.9%
2006/07 238,221,141 14,815,789 $ (4,238,414) 23%| 230,369,557 18,647,420 § 395,895 2.9%
2007/08 242,459,556 15,371,381 § (4,010,028) 23%| 229,973,662 19,346,698 $ 1,156,108 2.9%
2008/09 246,469,583 15,947,808 $ (3,741,122) 2.3%f 228,817,554 20,072,199 $ 2,006,322 2.9%
2009/10 250,210,705 16,545.850 $ (3,427,541) 2.3%| 226,811,231 20,824,907 $§ 2,954,985 2.9%
2010/11 253,638,246 17,166,320 § (3,064,756) 2.3%| 223,856,246 21,605,841 3 4,011,281 2.9%
2011/12 256,703,002 17,810,057 $ (2,647,834) 2.3%| 219,844,965 22,416,060 $ 5,185,150 2.9%)
2012/13 259,350,836 18,477,934 $ (2,171,399) 2.3%] 214,659,775 23,256,662 $ 6,487,558 2.9%
2013/14 261,522,235 19,170,856 $ (1,629,600) 2.3%| 208,172,217 24,128,787 $ 7,930,169 2.9%
2014/15 263,151,836 19,889,764 $ (1,016,068) 2.3%| 200,242,049 25,033,616 $ 9,525,822 2.9%
2015/16 264,167,904 20,635,630 $  (323,870) 2.3% 190,716,227 25,972,377 $ 11,288,419 2.9%
2016/17 264,491,774 21,409,466 $ 454,535 2.3% 179,427,808 26,946,341 $ 13,233,058 | 2.9%
2017/18 264,037,239 22,212,321 $§ 1,327,351 2.3% 166,194,750 27,956,829 $ 15,376,129 2.9%
2018/19 262,709,888 23,045,283 § 2,303,498 - 2.3% 150,818,621 29,005,210 $ 17,735,430 2.9%
2019/20 260,406,391 23,909,481 $ 3,392,676 2.3% 133,083,191 30,092,905 $ 20,330,277 2.9%
2020721 257,013,714 24,806,086 $ 4,605,430 2.3% 112,752,914 31,221,389 §$ 23,181,636 2.9%
2021/22 252,408,285 25,736,315 $ 5,953,217 2.3% ‘89,571,279 32,392,191 § 26,312,262 2.9%
2022/23 246,455,067 26,701,427 $§ 7,448,492 2.3% 63,259,017 33,606,899 $ 29,746,844 2.9%
2023/24 239,006,576, 27,702,730 $ 9,104,781 2.3% 33,512,173 34,867,157 $ 33,512,173 2.9%
2024/25 229,901,795 28,741,582 $ 10,936,781 2.3% - - $ - 0.0%
2025/26 218,965,014 29,819,392 § 12,960,454 2.3% - - $ - 0.0%
2026/27 206,004,560 30,937,619 $ 15,193,131 2.3%) - - $ - 0.0%
2027/28 190,811,429 32,097,780 $ 17,653,633 2.3% - - $ - 0.0%
202829 173,157,795 33,301,446 $ 20,362,392 2.3% - - $ - 0.0%
2029/30 152,795,403 34,550,251 § 23,341,586 2.3% - - $ - 0.0%
2030/31 129,453,816 35,845,885 $ 26,615,288 2.3% - - $ - 0.0%)
2031/32 102,838,529 37,190,106 $ 30,209,620 2.3%) - - $ - 0.0%
2032/33 72,628,909 38,584,735 § 34,152,931 2.3% - - $ - 0.0%,
2033/34 38,475,978 40,031,662 § 38,475,978 2.3% - - $ - 0.0%
2034/35 - - $ - 0.0%, - - 3 - 0.0%,

We note that the 30 year amortization results in negative amortization of Unfunded
Liabilities for a significant period, through the 2016-17 Fiscal Year. At its height, the
Unfunded Liability grows from the original $229,202,485 to $264,491,774, an increase of
more than $35 million. As noted above, any negative amortization carries with it the cost
of compound interest. The 20 year amortization contains a very short period of modest -
negative amortization, through 2006-07, with a total negative amortization of slightly less
than $1,167,100.

The analysis appears compelling that absent an acute need for immediate cash flow
relief, the 20 year fresh start amortization offers a superior financial alternative.
Timing — can do any time.
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Safety Plan—Comparison of Amortization Alternatives

The comparison between the amortization alternatives for the Safety Plan is displayed
below:

Current 30Yr. FS 20Yr. FS Difference Difference Difference
Year Amortization Amortization Amortization | | Current and 3¢ Current and 20 30 and 20
2004/05$  6,633,213.21 § 5,511,06529 $ 6,936,326.51 $  1,122,147.92 (303.113.30) (1,425,261.22)
2005/06 5,898,660.09 5,717,730.24 7,196,438.75 : 180,929.85 (1.297.778.66) (1:478,708.51)
2006/07 5,161,881.17 5,932,145.12 7,466,305.20 (770,263.95)  (2,304,424.03) (1.534.160.08)
2007/08 4,422,140.99 6,154,600.56 7,746,291.65 (1,732,459.57) (3.324,150.65) (1,591.691.08)
2008/09 3,678,693.31 6,385,398.09 8,036,777.58 (2.706.704.78)  (4,358,084.27) (1,651.379.50)
2009/10 2,930,780.25 6,624,850.51 8,338,156.74 (3,694,070.27y  (5,407.376.50) (1,713,306.23)
201011 2,177,631.44 6,873,282.41 8,650,837.62 (4.695.65097)  (6,473,206.18) (1,777.555.21)
2011/12 1,418,463.17 7,131,030.50 8,975,244.03 (5.712,567.33)  (7,556,780.86) (1,844,213.53)
2012/13 652,477.45 7,398,444.14 9,311,815.68 (6.745.966.69)  (8.659.338.23) (1:913,371.54)
2013/14 (121,138.90) 7,675,885.80 9,661,008.77 (7.797.024.69)  (9,782,147.67) (1,985.122.98)
2014/15 (903.215.19) 7,963,731.51 10,023,296.60 (8,866,946.70)  (10,926.511.79) (2,059,565.09)
2015/16 20,350,344.02 8,262,371.45 -10,399,170.22 12,087,972.58 9,951,173.80 (2;136.798.78)
2016/17 20,375,475.77 8,572,210.38 10,789,139.11 11,803,265.39 9,586,336.66 (21216,928.73)
2017/18 20,420,553.61 8,893,668.26 11,193,731.82 11,526,885.34 9,226,821.78 (2;300,063.56)
2018/19 20,485,836.18 9,227,180.82 11,613,496.77 11,258,655.36 8,872,339.42 (2,386.315.94)
2019/20 20,571,604.43 9,573,200.11 12,049,002.90 10,998,404.32 8,522,601.53 (2:475,802.79)
2020/21 20,678,162.08 9,932,195.11 12,500,840.50 10,745,966.97 8,177,321.58 (2,568.645.39)
2021/22 11,863,537.93  10,304,652.43 12,969,622.02 1,558,885.50 (1.106.084.09) (2/664,969.60)
2022/23 9,291,47804  10,691,076.89 13,455,982.85 (1,399,598.85)  (4.164,504.80) (2:764,905.96)
2023/24 9,470,27895  11,091,992.28 13,960,582.21 (1,621,71333)  (4,490,303.26) (2:868.589.93)
2024125 9,226,419.26  11,507,941.99 (2.281,522.72) 9,226,419.26 11,507,941.99
2025/26 8,988,83897  11,939,489.81 (2.950.650.84) 8,988,838.97 11,939,489.81
2026/27 8,757,376.36  12,387,220.68 (3,629,844 .31) 8,757,376.36 12,387,220.68
2027/28 8,531,873.92  12,851,741.45 (4.319,867.53) 8,531,873.92 12,851,741.45
2028729 8,312,178.17  13,333,681.76 (5,021,503.59) 8,312,178.17 13,333,681.76
2029/30 8,098,139.58  13,833,694.82 (5.735,555.24) 8,098,139.58 13,833,694.82
2030/31 7,889,612.49 . 14,352,458.38 (6.462.845.89) 7,889,612.49 14,352,458.38
2031/32 7,686,454.97  14,890,675.57 (7,204,220.60) 7,686,454.97 14,890,675.57
2032/33 . 7,488,528.75  15,449,075.90 (7.960.547.15) 7,488,528.75 15,449,075.90
2033/34 7,295,699.13  16,028,416.25 (8,732,717.11) 7,295,699.13 16,028,416.25
2034/35 7,107,835 - 7,107,834.88 7,107,834.88 0.00
66,557,008 66,557,00829 $ 66,557,008
$  341396,823 $ 296491,108 § 201,274,068 44905,71429 $ 140,122,755 § 95,217,041
PV at 6.00% 3,888,499.51 $ 12,581,372 § 8,692,872

The fresh start amortizations under the Safety Plan do not provide significant short
term cash flow relief. Under the 30 year fresh start approach, the reduction is
approximately $1,122,150. For a 20 year fresh start, there is a small increase in 2004-05
contribution level, $303,113. Over the 30 year term, the fresh start results in savings over
the current amortization of $44,905,714 on an undiscounted basis and $3,888,500
discounted at a rate of 6.00%. The 20 year fresh start exhibits a clear financial advantage
with a gross savings of $140,122,755 and present value savings of $12,581,372 over the
current amortization. In sum, the 20 year fresh start amortization provides an $8,692,872
present value advantage over the 30 year alternative. Moreover, the fresh start
approaches result in a complete amortization of the Unfunded Liabilities over the term,
unlike the result of the current amortization. The amortizations are sized to result in a
level percentage of expected payroll over the term.
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Safety Plan—Rate of Amortization

30 Year Fresh Start 20 Year Fresh Start
Year |Unfunded Liab. $ Payment  Amortizati % Pay |Unfunded Liab. _$ Payment Amortization % Pay
2004/05|$ 91,771,179 $ 5511065 $ (1,837,230) 3.6%|$ 91,771,179 $ 6,936,327 § (354,342) 4.5%
2005/06 93,608,409 5,717,730 $ (1,773,781) 3.6% 92,125,521 7,196,439 § (112,946) 4.5%
2006/07 95,382,190 5,932,145 $ (1,697,033) 3.6% 92,238,467 7,466,305 $ 158,514 4.5%
2007/08 97,079,224 6,154,601 $ (1,605,589) 3.6% 92,079,953 7,746,292 § 462,898 4.5%
2008/09 98,684,812 6,385,398 § (1,497921) 3.6% 91,617,055 8,036,778 $ 803,318 4.5%
2009/10 100,182,733 6,624,851 § (1,372,365) 3.6% 90,813,737 8,338,157 $ 1,183,157 4.5%
2010/11 101,555,098 6,873,282 $ (1,227,108) 3.6% 89,630,580 8,650,838 $ 1,606,091 4.5%
2011/12 102,782,207 7,131,030 $ (1,060,175) 3.6% 88,024,489 8975244 $ 2,076,116 4.5%
2012/13 103,842,382 7398444 §  (869,414) 3.6% 85,948,373 9,311,816 § 2,597,576 4.5%
2013/14 104,711,796 7675886 $  (652,481) 3.6%, 83,350,797 9,661,009 § 3,175,188 4.5%
2014/15 105,364,277 7963732 §  (406,827) 3.6%) 80,175,609 10,023,297 § 3,814,077 4.5%
2015/16 105,771,104 8,262,371 $  (129,675) 3.6% 76,361,532 10,399,170 $ 4,519,809 | 4.5%
2016/17 105,900,780 8,572,210 § 181,993 3.6% 71,841,723 10,789,139 § 5,298,430 ‘ 4.5%
2017118 105,718,787 8,893,668 $ 531,462 3.6% 66,543,293 11,193,732 $ 6,156,502 | 4.5%
2018/19 105,187,325 9,227,181 § 922,305 3.6%)| 60,386,791 11,613,497 $ 7,101,150 | 4.5%
2019120 104,265,019 . 9,573,200 $ 1,358,405 3.6%)| 53,285,641 12,049,003 $ 8,140,110 | 4.5%
2020721 102,906,614 9,932,195 $ 1,843,984 3.6% 45,145,531 12,500,841 $ 9,281,776 4.5%)|
2021722 101,062,630 10,304,652 § 2,383,629 3.6% 35,863,755 12,969,622 § 10,535,258 4.5%
2022/23 98,679,000 10,691,077 $ 2982327 3.6% 25,328,498 13455983 § 11,910,442 4.5%
2023724 95,696,673 11,091,992 § 3,645,495 3.6% 13,418,055 13,960,582 § 13,418,055 4.5%
2024725 92,051,178 11,507,942 § 4379016 3.6% - - $ - 0.0%
2025/26 87,672,162 11,939,490 $ 5,189,281 3.6%)| - - $ - 0.0%
2026127 82,482,881 12,387,221 § 6,083,231 3.6% - - $ - 0.0%
2027/28 76,399,651 12,851,741 $ 7,068,400 3.6% - - $ - 0.0%
2028729 69,331,251 13,333,682 $ 8,152,969 3.6% - - $ - 0.0%
2029/30 61,178,282 13,833,695 $§ 9345819 3.6% - - $ - 0.0%
2030/31 51,832,463 14,352,458 § 10,656,587 3.6% - - $ - o 0.0%
2031/32 41,175,876 14,890,676 $§ 12,095,735 3.6% - - $ - ‘ 0.0%
2032/33 29,080,141 15,449,076 $ 13,674,611 3.6% - - $ - | 0.0%
2033/34 15,405,531 16,028416 $ 15,405,531 3.6% - ) - $ - | 0.0%
2034/35 - $ - 0.0% - - $ - ‘ 0.0%

Source: Bartel Associates, LLC.

Similar to the Miscellaneous Plan, the 30 year fresh start of the Safety Plan results in a
material level of negative amortization, approximately $14 million. However, the current
amortization under the Safety Plan has a much higher level of negative amortization.
With a 20 year fresh start, the negative amortization is confined to the period through
2006-07 and is less than $470 thousand. Under both fresh start approaches, the result is a
much more even amortization of Unfunded Liability. Moreover, the percentage of
payroll applied to Payment on Amortized Bases is estimated to be even over the
amortization term under either a 20 year or 30 year fresh start approach.

In the long run, a 20 year fresh start amortization likely will be the superior
financial alternative for the County. Ultimately, the uneven amortization under the
current structure must be revised. However, under current circumstances,
particularly in the absence of immediate cash flow relief under either fresh start
approach, the County should consider taking no immediate action on the Safety
Plan. Instead, the County should review its options for modifying the cash flow
under a pension obligation bond scenario, reserving the potential for a 20 year fresh
start reamortization as an alternative.

Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates 20




Report to the Pension Advisory Review Committee

Rate Restructuring Option. CalPERS has adopted a rate restructuring plan for those
pension plans considered to be in “financial crisis.” At present, the City of Long Beach,
the City of Santa Clara and Riverside County appear to be giving the option significant
consideration.'” Rate restructuring has some significant conditions:

e The employer must certify that the employer and the employees (labor) have

agreed to the change;

The employer must have adopted a 30 year fresh start amortization;

The Chief Actuary at CalPERS must accept the restructuring;

The employer must have “considered” pension obligation bonds;

The employer must not be requesting a restructuring to provide additional

retirement benefits (exception for prior agreements calling for ' benefits

effective in 2004-05 year);

» Reamortization of the avoided cost begins in 2007-08 and bears interest at a
rate of 7.75% (based on new assumption);

o The request must have been made by June 15, 2004.

Rate restructuring for the 2004-05 Fiscal Year must provide for a contributioﬁ at least
equal to the 2003-04 contribution plus 20% of the additional amount that would have
been required for 2004-05. For the County this minimum is as follows:

Miscellaneous Plan Safety Plan Total

2003-04 $51,026,879 $24,287,541 $75,314,420
2004-05 (30 yr FS) $78,479,463 $36,249,048 $1 14,728,51 1
Increase in 2004-05 $39,514,091
20% of Increase $7,902,818
Minimum 2004-05

after restructuring $83,217,238
Reduction from FS $31,511,273

Rate restructuring is an available, short term repair. When viewed against the
County’s cost of capital, it is obviously a net cost to the County. Given the other
requirements involved, we do not recommend a rate restructuring from a financial
basis, but we understand that if the County considers its situation to be a financial
crisis, the technique remains an available remedial, short term possibility.

' Based on remarks by Ken Marzion, Division Chief, Actuarial & Employer Services Division, CalPERS
on April 21, 2004 at California Municipal Treasurers’ Association Conference.

Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates 21



