
MinutesofMeeting
BoardofTrustees

Non-UniformedEmployees' RetirementFund
May3, 2011

AmeetingoftheBoardofTrusteeswascalledtoorderat7:07p.m. inEOCroomBasement
Level, CityHall, 6801DelmarBlvd.  

MembersinAttendance: DianeSher, AnneSilverstein, JaimeMendez, JamesCarr, Erich
Haring, DonHumphrey

MembersAbsent:   MarkWiner

OthersinAttendance:  MichaelGlickert, CouncilLiaison
JanetWatson, DeputyCityManager (Treasurer)  
TomDeken, PoliceRepresentative
FredKramer, FireRepresentative
TomMug, Attorney

Minutes
ChairpersonSheraskedifeveryonehadanopportunitytoreviewtheJanuary25, 2011
minutes.  MemberCarrrecommendedaddingthefollowingwordingattheendofthetopicof
UpdateonDeathReviewProcess, “MemberCarrnotedthathehadoriginallyrequestedthat
inordertomaintainthe ‘surprise’ factorfortheinvestigation, weuseapensionbeneficiary
rosterfromMarch31, 2010, priortohisApril2010motiontomakethisinquiry.  Member
Carrmadeamotiontoapprovetheminutes, includinghisproposedamendment.  Member
Mendezsecondedthemotionanditpassed. 

ApprovalofDisbursements (Vouchers) 
TheattachedlistingsofdisbursementsforJuly – September2010 , October – December2010
andJanuary – March2011werereviewed.  Ms. Watsonstatedthatitemshadbeencorrected
onthesereportsfromthepreviousdistributedcopies, mainlyduetochangingtothenew
financialsystem.  Shealsostatedtheprocesseswerestandardizednowandthereportswillbe
completewhensubmittedtotheBoardforapproval.  Therewasgeneraldiscussionregarding
thesechanges.  MemberHumphreymadeamotiontoapprovethedisbursementsaspresented
atthismeeting.  MemberMendezsecondedthemotionanditpassed, withoneabstention.  

ApplicationsforMembership
Ms. WatsoninformedtheBoardthatthefollowingnewemployeeshadappliedfor
membershipintheplan:  BrandonDrakeintheCityManager’sOffice, RaymondLaiinthe
CommunityDevelopmentDepartment, Richard BrowninAdministrativeServicesand
DominiqueHamerinthePoliceDepartment.  ShestatedthatMr. BrownwasthenewHuman
ResourcesManager, butisunabletoattendBoardmeetingsduetoateachingcommitmenton
Tuesdays.  ChairpersonSheraskedifthesewereneworreplacementemployees.  Ms. Watson
statedthatthesewereeitherreplacementofvacantpositions, ornewlycreatedpositionswhere
othershadbeeneliminated.    



ApplicationsforRetirement - None

ActuarialReport – SteveSiepman, BuckConsultants
ChairpersonSherintroducedSteveSiepman, BuckConsultants, topresenttheannualactuarial
report.  Mr. Siepmanwasscheduledtoattendthepreviousmeetingbutwasunabletoattend.   
Mr. SiepmanfocusedonthesummarizedinformationonScheduleB - Page2whichwasthe
City’sportionoftheNon-UniformedPlan.  Henotedtheinvestmentreturnwas
approximately8%, butisreducedduetothe5-yearsmoothingeffectstilloccurringbecause
thatperiodstillincludesthe2008lowreturn, eventhough2009and2010hadinvestment
returnsabovetheplanassumptions. Whilethiswouldnormallyhaveincreasedcosts, theplan
hadlessactiveparticipantsandseveraldeathsofretireeswhichcausedcoststofall.  The
annualcostoftheplanat $473,370islessthanintheprioryearof $546,148.  TheLibrary
annualcostremainedaboutthesameat $58,463, inrelationtotheprioryear’samountof
59,904.  Theinformationonpage6furtherdescribestheassetsandliabilitiesoftheplan. 

ChairpersonSheraskedhowourplan’sfundinglevelcomparestootherplans.  Mr. Siepman
statedmanyplans’ fundinglevelswereverylowduetotheeconomybutarenowrecovering.   
Hebelievesthenationalreactionaboutthepensionfundingcrisishasbeenoverstatedasmost
haverecoveredtoareasonablefundinglevel.  ChairpersonSheraskedwhethertheCity
shouldmakegreatercontributionsthanrequiredtohelpthefundinglevel.  Mr. Siepmanstated
thatanyadditionalcontributionswhichwoulddefinitelyimprovethefundinglevelandwould
providemorechoicesforCityfundinginthefuture, suchasskippingacontributionwhen
needed.  HesaidthattheNon-Uniformplanat82.6% fundedhasanaveragefundinglevel
sincemostplanshavingafundinglevelnear80%.      

Mr. SiepmanalsoprovidedinformationthattheGovernmentalAccountingStandardsBoard
GASB) hasapossiblepronouncementthatmaychangethemethodologyofaccountingfor

governmentalpensionsinfutureyears.  HestatedhewillkeeptheBoardapprisedofthese
changes. 

DiscussionRegardingtheBreakpoint
MemberSheraskedMs. Watsontopresentinformationonchangingthebreakpoint.  Ms.  
Watsonexplainedthatthebreakpointispartofthecalculationofanindividual’sfinalbenefit
payment.  Theplancallsfora1.6% benefitandthereisanadded .5% benefitcalculatedon
averagesalariesabovethebreakpoint.  MemberHumphreyhaspreviouslystatedthatthe
breakpointcontinuestoriseby $1,000eachyear, arbitrarily, whentheCityemployeeshave
notreceivedasalaryincreaseinthreeyears.  Ms. WatsonintroducedTomMug, apension
attorney.  Mr. MugstatedheprovidedtwooptionsiftheBoardchosetochangetheindex: Set
theindexasapercentageofthesocialsecuritywagebase, orasapercentageoftheIRScode
415(c)(1)(A) whichisthemaximumcontributiontoadefinedcontributionplanfora
participantannually.  Mr. MugstatedtheIRS415planannualincreasesareroundeddownto
increasesby $1,000andhasaconstantincreasewithinflation.  Bothoftheseindexesare
similar.  HepreferstheIRS415option.  HeprovidedsamplelanguageiftheBoardwantedto
proceedwithachange.  Henotedaconcernforindividualswhoretiredlastyearandhowthey
wouldbeaffectedbythecalculation.  Whenasked, hestatedthatthiswouldbeaslightbenefit
enhancementandheaskedMr. Siepmantorespondregardingtheamount.    



Mr. SiepmanthoughttheIRS415indexmadesense, buttheBoardandemployeeswould
needtobeawarethatwhilethecurrentplanincreased $1,000peryear, wheninflationwas
higherthisindexwouldincreasefasterthan $1,000peryear. Thehopewouldbethatif
inflationwereincreasing, thensalarieswouldalsobeincreasing.  Hethoughtthatwhenthe
indexwasestablisheditwasveryneartheamountofthe35-yearaverageinsocialsecurity
compensation.  Ifthiswastheoriginalconcept, theresultoftheannual $1,000increaseswas
lessthanthesocialsecuritycompensationincreaseovertheyearssincethebreakpointwas
addedintotheplan.  Hesaidhehasnoproblem withtheBoardschangingtheindex, butthe
decisionshouldbebasedonaprojectedwageinflationforthefuture.  Ifa2.5% inflation
factorwereused, itwouldincreaseapproximately $1,000peryear.  Thischangewouldbea
minorenhancementandwouldlikelybebelowthestate’sminimumamounttobeconsidered
asignificantenhancement.  

MemberHumphreystatedthatmaybethesolutionistokeeptheindexrelateddirectlytothe
City’scostoflivingincreases.  Ifnoincreaseoccurred, thenmaybethebreakpointcouldalso
notincrease.  Mr. SiepmanstatedtheBoardwouldneedtobecarefulinplacingbenefitlevels
incontroloftheCitybecauseallplansarerequiredtoprovidedefinitelydeterminablebenefits
andthisplacestheCityCouncilinthepositionofinfluencinglong-termbenefits.  Therewas
discussionamongemployeerepresentativesregardingpastamountsofsalaryincreases. 

MemberSilversteinaskedifanyoneknewwhythistypeofcomplexcalculationwasadded
intotheplanbenefitformula.  Mr. Siepmanrepliedthatthisappearedtobeacharacteristicof
plansfromthe1980’swhichwasdesignedtobetheaverageofthetaxbasesforpeople
reachingretirementage.  Thistypeofplandesignwasarecognitionthatsocialsecurityis
moresignificanttolowerwageearnersthanhigherwageearners, andthiswasabenefit
adjustmenttoequalizethiseffect.     

Mr. Mugstatedthatheprefersusingoneoftheindexesprovidedbecauseitisanidentifiable
index.  Mr. Siepmanwascomfortablewitheitherone, butpreferstheIRS415base.  Ms.  
Watsonstatedifthebreakpointwasreduced, thenpriorretireescouldhavehadahigher
breakpointtomeetthananewlyretiringemployee.  Therewasgeneraldiscussionregarding
noretroactivechangestobenefitsbeingallowed.  MemberCarraskedwhetherthisissuehad
anyeffectonwhetherourpensionbenefitswerecompetitivewithotherplans.  Ms. Watson
statedthatthiswasaminorchangethatwouldlikelynotaffectthecompetitivestatusofour
planfornewhires.  Therewasgeneraldiscussionthatthebreakpointisnotcommon.  The
Boarddecidedtokeepthisitemontheagendaforfuturediscussion. 

OtherMatters - None

NextMeetingDate
TheBoardagreedonthenextregularmeetingtobeheldonJuly26, 2011.   Theremaining
meetingin2011willbeheldonOctober25.   

Adjournment
Member Mendezmadeamotiontoadjournthemeetingandthemotionwassecondedby
MemberHumphrey.  Themotionpassedandthemeetingwasadjournedat8:15p.m.  


