Board Meeting - Agenda

900 7th Street, NW, 2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20001
www.dcrb.dc.gov

Telephone (202) 343-3200
Facsimile (202) 566-5000
E-mail: derb@dc.gov

OPEN SESSION
NOTICE OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING
JoSEPH BRESS, CHAIRMAN

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 15,2016

AGENDA

(*MAY ENTER INTO CLOSED SESSION)

1:00 PM RoLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES FOR JULY 21,2016

CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT

INVESTMENT COMMITTEE REPORT
> POSSIBLE ACTION ITEMS

OPERATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT

BENEFITS COMMITTEE REPORT
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT
AuDIT COMMITTEE REPORT

OTHER BUSINESS *

2:00 PM ADJOURNMENT

ADDITIONAL MEETING MATERIALS
e  ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
e CONFERENCES & MEETINGS LISTING
e TRUSTEES & STAFF TRAINING AND TRAVEL REPORT



Board Meeting - Approval of Board Meeting Minutes

MEMBERS PRESENT
Joseph M. Bress,
Lyle M. Blanchard
Barbara Davis Blum
Joseph W. Clark
Mary A. Collins
Gary W. Hankins
Darrick Ross

Edward C. Smith
Thomas N. Tippett
Lenda P. Washington

MEMBERS NOT PRESENT

Nathan A. Saunders
Michael J. Warren
Jeffrey Barnette, ex officio

RoLL CALL

Chairman Bress called the meeting to order at 1:46 p.m. and Ms. Deborah Reaves called the roll.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RETIREMENT BOARD

BOARD MEETING MINUTES
JULY 21, 2016
1:00 p.M.

DCRB STAFF PRESENT
Eric Stanchfield, Executive Director
Sheila Morgan-Johnson

Erie Sampson

Johnetta Bond

Peter Dewar

Anthony Shelborne

Joan Passerino

Kimberly Woods

Patrick Sahm

Adina Dorch

Michael Xanthopoulos
Vernon Valentine

Jason Todd

Sebastian Podesta

Katie Schultz

Deborah Reaves

Johniece Harris

Wukyanos Gebremeskel
Shaquja Clark

OTHERS PRESENT

Chairman Bress introduced a motion to approve the May 19, 2016 Board meeting minutes.
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Motion #1: To approve the May 19, 2016 Board meeting minutes.

The motion was moved by Trustee Hankins and properly seconded by Trustee Clark. The motion
was approved (7-0, with 3 abstentions). (See Tally #1)

CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS
Chairman Bress commented on the following topics:

Strategic Planning Initiatives for 2017 and Beyond

During today’s Board meeting, Trustees will have the opportunity to meet the two firms that
DCRB’s internal Source Selection Evaluation Board chose as finalists for the Board’s Strategic
Planning Project. This Project will begin as soon as the Board selects the firm it wants to work
with, and a contract with that firm is negotiated and signed.

Trustee Elections

Elections will be held this fall for the Active Firefighter, Retired Police Officer and Active
Teacher trustee terms that begin January 28, 2017. As in the past, the process will begin in
August and the elected trustees will be certified in late November.

Committee Chair and Membership Appointments

Because the June Board meeting was cancelled, Chairman Bress noted that a copy of the Trustee
Committee List is included in the meeting materials for review. He noted that, except for the
appointment of Trustee Collins as the Chair of the Operations Committee, all other assignments
are the same as last year.

Condolences to Trustee Saunders
On behalf of the Board, Chairman Bress extended sincere condolences to Trustee Saunders on
the passing of his father.

Motion #2: To convene in closed session to discuss the acquisition of a strategic planning
consultant pursuant to D.C. Code § 2-575(b)(2).

The motion was moved by Trustee Bress and properly seconded by Trustee Collins. The motion
was approved (10-0). (See Tally #2)

Motion #3: To adjourn the closed session and reconvene the meeting in open session.

The motion was moved by Trustee Bress and properly seconded by Trustee Hankins. The motion
was approved (10-0). (See Tally #3)

INVESTMENT COMMITTEE REPORT
Committee Chair Blum provided the following motions from the Investment Committee meeting
of earlier in the day:

Motion #4: To authorize an investment manager search.

The motion was moved by Trustee Blum and properly seconded by Trustee Washington. The
motion was approved (10-0). (See Tally #4)
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Motion #5: To approve the Investment Consultant Agreement with Meketa Investment Group,
Inc. as the Board’s non-discretionary investment consultant for all services and authorize the
Executive Director and Chief Investment Officer to execute the approved contract.

The motion was moved by Trustee Blum and properly seconded by Trustee Collins. The motion
was approved (10-0). (See Tally #5)

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT
Executive Director, Eric Stanchfield, commented on the following:

Joseph Bress Reappointment Resolution

On April 5, 2016, the District Council unanimously adopted Council Resolution 21-444, the
“District of Columbia Retirement Board Joseph M. Bress Reappointment Resolution of 2016,”
reappointing Joseph Bress to the Board. The reappointment was effective retroactive to January
28, 2016, for a four-year term that will end on January 27, 2020. Included in the Board package
is a copy of the June 21, 2016 cover letter transmitting this action to the Board, as well as copies
of the Resolution and Certification Record.

Equal Employment Opportunity (EEQO) Laws and Sexual Harassment Sensitivity Training
DCRB staff recently received mandatory training regarding EEO laws and sexual harassment
sensitivity that was conducted onsite by the District of Columbia Department of Human
Resources. The training was in separate segments for managers and staff. Subsequent feedback
reflected that both segments were informative and well received.

Federal Benefits Seminar

On June 29 and 30, the United States Office of Personnel Management offered its annual Federal
Benefits Seminar as a live webcast. The Seminar, which several DCRB staff viewed, provided
sessions on: Policy Operations/Insurance Update; Federal Employee Health Benefits and
Medicare; Health Insurance/Retirement Open Forum; and Services On-Line.

OPERATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT
The Operations Committee met on July 20, 2016. Committee Chair Collins reported the
following update of activities that occurred since the May Board meeting:

Committee Meeting Schedule

The next Operations Committee meeting will be held in September to review amendments to
DCRB’s Procurement Policy regarding the Agency’s utilization of certified business enterprises
(CBE) in procuring goods and services and recent events regarding the Department of Small and
Local Business Development (DSLBD)/ CBE program.

Operations Committee Charter
A draft Operations Committee charter is currently being circulated for Trustee and staff review.

Action Items Report

A contract awards memo and supporting contract log containing a list of contracts awarded
during the period January 1, 2016 through July 15, 2016 is included in the Board package.
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Retirement Modernization Program

DCRB’s Chief Financial Officer, Anthony Shelborne, presented the Board with an overview of
the budget for the Retirement Modernization Program and the amount spent through June 2016.
Chief Technology Officer, Peter Dewar, provided an overview of the projects in process, their
status and their expected timelines.

BENEFITS COMMITTEE REPORT
The Benefits Committee met on July 20, 2016. Committee Chair Smith reported the following
update of activities that occurred since the May Board meeting:

Retirement Modernization Project - Electronic Transmission of HR Data to STAR

The Benefits Department conducted User Acceptance Testing and DCRB’s IT staff
electronically submitted the resulting test files to the U.S. Treasury’s STAR system. An
implementation date is expected in November. Implementation will: 1) reduce the amount of
manual data entry required; 2) reduce potential data entry errors; and 3) expedite the retirement
record creation process.

Purchase of Service Project (POS)

Benefits Department staff is working with DCRB’s actuary to consolidate the various purchase
of service spreadsheets currently used to compute amounts required by members to purchase
service for inclusion in their benefit calculation. The advantages of this project include: 1) easy
updating of changes in actuarial assumptions; 2) consistency in calculations and communication
with members; and 3) the elimination of the cost to members’ Tier-change calculations. The
resulting computation program is currently under review by DCRB’s Quality Unit.

Benefit Statements Project

The Benefits Department is also working with DCRB’s actuary to develop benefit statements for
active members. The statements will provide members with certain demographic data and both
an accrued and a projected benefit. Fire and Emergency Medical Service (FEMS) members have
been selected as a pilot group. A test group of 170 FEMS members will receive preliminary
statements around September 2016. Following DCRB’s receipt of feedback regarding the
statement and its content, DCRB expects to provide statements to all active FEMS members later
in the year and to all active police officers and teachers next year.

Term Vested Project

An effort is underway to identify Plan members who terminated employment with DCPS, FEMS
and MPD and who 1) did not complete five years of eligible service (were not vested) and did
not receive a refund of their contributions to their Plan, or 2) completed five years of eligible
service (were vested) and are eligible for either a deferred retirement benefit or a refund of their
contributions. An analysis of the original group of 38,000 potential members that was identified
in 2010 was reduced to around 9,500. Additional research is now being conducted to verify the
exact number affected prior to contacting the members.

LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT
On behalf of Committee Chair Blanchard, Chairman Bress referred Trustees to the Legislative
Committee Report included in the Board package.
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AUDIT COMMITTEE REPORT

Committee Chair Hankins stated that the Committee did not meet this month, but that answers to
questions posed by Trustees during the Committee’s meeting in May would be provided at its
meeting in September.

OTHER BUSINESS
None.

ADJOURNMENT

Motion #6: Chairman Bress introduced a motion to adjourn the meeting at 3:50 p.m.

The motion was properly moved by Trustee Bress and seconded by Trustee Collins. The motion
was approved (9-0). (See Tally #6)
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RETIREMENT BOARD

RECORD OF OFFICIAL BOARD ACTIONS

Tally #1:

| Date: July 21,2016

To approve the minutes of the May 19, 2016 meeting.

Members

Aye

Nay/
Oppose

No Vote/
Abstain

No Vote/
Recuse

Absent

Bress, Joseph M., Chair

Blanchard, Lyle

Blum, Barbara Davis

Clark, Joseph W.

Collins, Mary A.

Hankins, Gary W.

Ross, Darrick O.

<< Ll 2]

Saunders, Nathan

Smith, Edward C.

Tippett, Thomas N.

Warren, Michael J.

Washington, Lenda P.

Tally #2:

| Date: July 21,2016

To convene in closed session to discuss the acquisition of a strategic planning consultant pursuant to

D.C. Code § 2-575(b)(2).

Members

Nay/
Oppose

No Vote/
Abstain

No Vote/
Recuse

Absent

Bress, Joseph M., Chair

Blanchard, Lyle

Blum, Barbara Davis

Clark, Joseph W.

Collins, Mary A.

Hankins, Gary W.

Ross, Darrick O.

Saunders, Nathan

Smith, Edward C.

Tippett, Thomas N.

Warren, Michael J.

Washington, Lenda P.

< | << Pl P P P P P
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Tally #3:

| Date: July 21,2016

To adjourn the closed session and reconvene the meeting in open session.

Members

Aye

Nay/
Oppose

No Vote/
Abstain

No Vote/
Recuse

Absent

Bress, Joseph M., Chair

Blanchard, Lyle

Blum, Barbara Davis

Clark, Joseph W.

Collins, Mary A.

Hankins, Gary W.

Ross, Darrick O.

Saunders, Nathan

Smith, Edward C.

Tippett, Thomas N.

Warren, Michael J.

Washington, Lenda P.

< | <=2 P P P P P P

Tally #4:

Date: July 21, 2016

To authorize an investment manager search.

Members

Aye

Nay/
Oppose

No Vote/
Abstain

No Vote/
Recuse

Absent

Bress, Joseph M., Chair

Blanchard, Lyle

Blum, Barbara Davis

Clark, Joseph W.

Collins, Mary A.

Hankins, Gary W.

Ross, Darrick O.

Saunders, Nathan

Smith, Edward C.

Tippett, Thomas N.

Warren, Michael J.

Washington, Lenda P.
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Tally #5:

| Date: July 21,2016

To approve the Investment Consultant Agreement with Meketa Investment Group, Inc. as the Board’s
non-discretionary investment consultant for all services and authorize the Executive Director and

Chief Investment Officer to execute the approved contract.

Members

Aye

Nay/
Oppose

No Vote/
Abstain

No Vote/
Recuse

Absent

Bress, Joseph M., Chair

Blanchard, Lyle

Blum, Barbara Davis

Clark, Joseph W.

Collins, Mary A.

Hankins, Gary W.

Ross, Darrick O.

Saunders, Nathan

Smith, Edward C.

Tippett, Thomas N.

Warren, Michael J.

Washington, Lenda P.
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Tally #6:

Date: July 21, 2016

To adjourn the meeting at 3:50 p.m.

Members

Aye

Nay/
Oppose

No Vote/
Abstain

No Vote/
Recuse

Absent

Bress, Joseph M., Chair

Blanchard, Lyle

Blum, Barbara Davis

Clark, Joseph W.

Collins, Mary A.

Hankins, Gary W.

Ross, Darrick O.

Saunders, Nathan

Smith, Edward C.

Tippett, Thomas N.

Warren, Michael J.

Washington, Lenda P.
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WILL BE PROVIDED AT THE MEETING.
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT
September 15,2016

Activities Updates

Trustee Candidate notification materials for this year’s trustee elections (for retired

Elections police officer, active firefighter, and active teacher) were mailed to qualified
voters on September 8". The materials included a Notice of Election and
Request for Nominations letter, and a Candidate Information Form.
Information about the elections, including a schedule of important dates, has
been posted to DCRB’s website. Updates will be provided to you periodically
and the results will be presented to the Board for certification at its December
meeting.

Budget and On September 1, 2016, Finance sent materials to all other DCRB departments

Audit Updates regarding the FY 2018 budget development process. The materials included a
calendar, which provided a timeline for several tasks, meetings and the budget
submissions. The first draft will be presented to the Operations Committee in
November.
CliftonLarsonAllen conducted an interim audit during the week of August 15,
2016 and will be onsite during the week of November 14, 2016. They will
present their Audit Plan for the 2016 review to the Audit Committee at its
October meeting.

Actuarial Cavanaugh Macdonald has provided DCRB with preliminary information

Experience regarding the actuarial experience study covering the period from October 1,

Study 2010 through September 30, 2015. The results will be presented to the
Operations Committee during its October meeting.

Fossil Fuels DCRB received a letter last week from the African American Environmentalist

Investment Association questioning “the Board’s recent fossil fuel divestment

Inquiry announcement” and suggesting that “investments in pension funds need to be
based on fiduciary responsibilities, rather than ideology.” A response, pointing
out the Board’s ESG policy as a basis for investment decisions is being
prepared by Investment Department staff.

DCRB DCRB’s Summer Newsletter — Teachers’ Edition was distributed during the

Newsletter — week after Labor Day. In addition to introducing teachers to the Board’s teacher

Teachers’ trustees, the newsletter provides information on: post-retirement health care

Edition coverage, plan participation while teaching at a charter school, life events
changes, the Government Pension Offset, and plan membership and eligibility.
A copy is attached with this Report for your information.
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Staff
Appreciation
Day

DCRB’s annual Staff Appreciation Day was held on the rooftop of the IBEW
building on Friday, August 19. We had a warm, sunny day, and everyone
appeared to have had an enjoyable time. As noted in July, this annual event is
funded by the DCRB senior staff.

Staffing
Changes Since
the Last Board
Meeting

Hires

Diego Andrade, Sr. Systems Engineer, became a member of DCRB’s IT
Department on August 8, 2016. Diego has over 16 years of experience as a
systems engineer in a variety of settings, including the InterAmerican
Development Bank, Amtrak and IBM. He had worked for DCRB IT as a
contractor since 2013.

Sherrie Riddick joined the Benefits Department’s Member Services Center on
August 2, 2016. She worked for the Department as a contractor since
November 2015. Sherrie holds a Bachelor of Science Degree in Human
Resources Management and has worked for a number of years in Benefits
Administration.

Kimberly Woods joined DCRB’s Investment Department on July18, 2016 as a
Compliance and Risk Management Contractor. Kimberly served as a Sr.
Investment Advisor at the United Mine Workers Association’s Health and
Retirement Funds from 2003 to 2012 and had been Director for Private Markets
at the IAM National Pension Fund from 2012 until this year. She holds a
Bachelor of Science Degree in Business Administration, with an emphasis in
Finance, from American University.

Recent
Retirement-
Related Articles
(attached)

“State and Local Government Contributions to Statewide Pension Plans: FY
14,” NASRA Issue Brief, July 2016.

“Even Comparatively Well-Funded Public Pension Carry Risk of Volatile
Investments,” Moody’s Investors Service, July 25, 2016.

“M.LT, N.Y.U. and Yale Are Sued Over Retirement Plan Fees,” The New York
Times, Tara Siegel Bernard, August 9, 2016.
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A Publication of the District of Columbia Retirement Board for Active and Retired Teachers

Teachers’ Edition

SUMMER 2016 From the Chair of the Board

In our spring 2016 newsletter, I announced my re-election
as Chair of the District of Columbia Retirement Board

2 Post-Retirement Health (DCRB or the Board) and identified Board members who
would serve during 2016 as officers and current chairs of
the Board’s standing committees. To recap, the officers

Inside

Care Coverage

2 Questions You Asked are Joseph Clark, Vice Chair/Secretary, and Lyle Blan-
chard, Treasurer. The committee chairs are: Barbara Davis
3 Life Events Changes & Your Blum, Investment Committee; Edward Smith, Benefits
Benefits Committee; Mary Collins, Operations Committee; Lyle Joseph M. Bress

Blanchard, Legislative Committee; and Gary Hankins, Audit Committee.
These appointments are the same as last year, except Mary Collins, who was
3 Teachers’ Retirement Plan appointed chair of the Operations Committee in June, 2016.

Membershio & Eliaibilit Given the specific focus of this newsletter on issues, events and other

embership Igiofity matters related solely to the Teachers’ Retirement Plan and its members, 1

4 Useful Contacts thought it would be appropriate, as well as a good opportunity, to introduce
the trustees on the Board who represent District of Columbia Public Schools
(DCPS) teachers. In alphabetical order, those trustees are:

3 Government Pension Offset

The District of Columbia

Retirement Board’s mission Mary A. Collins
Trustee Collins joined DCPS in 1976 as a senior high school
mathematics teacher, and she taught until she retired in 2009.
She was initially elected to the Board by active teachers in 1997
and served as the active teacher representative until her retire-
ment. During that time, Ms. Collins chaired both the Benefits
and Operations Committees, and she also served as Board Chair from Sep-
providing those employees tember 2001 through January 2004. She began her current term as the
retired teacher trustee on January 28, 2014. Her term expires on January 27,
2018. Ms. Collins served for four years as a member of the Executive Board
of the Council of Institutional Investors and chaired its Policy Committee for
three of those years.

is to prudently invest the
assets of the Police Officers,

Firefighters, and Teachers of

the District of Columbia, while

with total retirement services.

Teachers’ Plan Assets

Fiscal Years 2010 through 2015 Nathan A. Saunders
20 Trustee Saunders joined DCPS in 1999 as a certi-
’ In Billions fied social studies teacher on the senior high

school level. He was elected President of the WTU

from December 2010 through July 2013 during

$1.32 $1.34 which time he created a VEBA to supplement

teachers’ retirements. Prior to his term as Presi-

dent, Mr. Saunders was elected twice as the WTU’s General Vice
President, where he was an advocate for teachers. He was elect-
ed to the Board as its active teacher trustee in 2010. He cur-
rently serves as the vice-chair of the Board’s Benefits Commit-
tee and is a member of the Legislative Committee. Mr. Saun-
ders’ term expires on January 27, 2017.

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

(Continued on page 4)
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Post-Retirement Health Care Coverage

Hired Before October 1, 1987

Teachers hired before October 1,
1987, are eligible for health care
coverage under the Federal
Employees Health Benefits (FEHB)
program and are subject to the Fed-
eral Government’s rules applicable
to that program. Under those rules,
an employee must have at least five
years of service and be entitled to
retire on an immediate annuity (this
means an annuity that begins the
day after retirement). The FEHB
program excludes deferred annu-
ities. Enrollment in an FEHB plan
must have been continuous for the
five years of service immediately
before the date their retirement
begins. For this coverage, the
employer pays 75% of the required
premium, and the retiree pays 25%.

Hired On or After October 1,
1987

Teachers hired on or after October
1, 1987, are eligible for health care
coverage under the District
Employees Health Benefits
(DCEHB) program. Under the Dis-
trict’s rules, a teacher must have at

Board Meeting - Executive Director's Report

least 10 years of creditable District
service, be enrolled in a DCEHB
plan at the time of retirement, and
have been continuously enrolled in
a DCEHB plan for five years imme-
diately before their retirement.
Unlike the FEHB program, teach-
ers who retire under deferred
retirement, may be eligible for post-
retirement health care if they meet
the above eligibility requirements.
For example, a teacher who is age
60 with 10 years of teaching service,
who leaves DCPS before being eligi-
ble for a voluntary retirement, is eli-
gible for a deferred retirement
annuity beginning at age 62. If that
teacher continued the DCEHB plan
under the District’s temporary con-
tinuation of coverage (TCC) pro-
gram at his/her own expense from
the time they left DCPS until the
time their deferred retirement
annuity begins, they are eligible for
post-retirement health care.

Change in District Premium
Payments

Prior to October 1, 2009, the Dis-
trict’s contribution toward retiree

charter school, or

teacher remained with DCPS.

Questions You Asked

DCRB frequently receives calls requesting information
regarding the continuation of participation in the District of :
Columbia Teachers’ Retirement Plan (the “Plan”) when a B
teacher leaves DCPS to work for a charter school. v
Upon leaving DCPS to work for a charter school, a teacher is eligi-
ble to continue Plan participation under one of two circumstances:
1) upon taking an approved leave of absence from DCPS to work for a

v

2) being hired by a charter school within 60 days of leaving DCPS.

The teacher who takes a leave of absence, is required to remain in the
Plan. The teacher who begins employment with a charter school after ter-
minating service with DCPS may elect to continue participation in the
Plan. In both cases, mandatory employee Plan contributions will be
deducted from the teacher’s charter school salary, just as before at DCPS,
and the charter school must make contributions to the Plan comparable to
the contributions that would have been made by the District, had the

2

health care was a flat 75%. Effective
October 1, 2009, this changed to a
graded percentage determined

by the retiree’s years of service, as
follows:

Years of District Retiree
Service Percentage Percentage
0-9 0% 0%
10 25.0% 75.0%
11 27.5% 72.5%
12 30.0% 70.0%
13 32.5% 67.5%
14 35.0% 65.0%
15 37.5% 62.5%
16 40.0% 60.0%
17 42.5% 57.5%
18 45.0% 55.0%
19 47.5% 52.5%
20 50.0% 50.0%
21 52.56% 47.5%
22 55.0% 45.0%
23 57.5% 42.5%
24 60.0% 40.0%
25 62.5% 37.5%
26 65.0% 35.0%
27 67.5% 32.5%
28 70.0% 30.0%
29 72.5% 27.5%
30 75.0% 25.0%

Under this graded arrangement,
retirees pay the percentage applica-
ble to their number of years of serv-
ice at retirement. For instance, if a
retiree has 20 years of service at
retirement, the District pays 50%
(the retiree pays 50%) of the pre-
mium for his/her health care cover-
age. That percentage remains the
same for as long as the retiree con-
tinues to be covered under a Dis-
trict health care plan. Premiums for
survivors are treated similarly,
with the District paying a minimum
of 20% for survivors of a retiree
with ten years of service and a max-
imum of 60% at 26 years of service
and beyond.

Upon reaching age 65, a retiree’s
District health care coverage
becomes secondary to Medicare.
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Life Events Changes & Your Benefits

events (e.g., marriage, divorce,

separation from service, re-
employment, retirement, or a death
in your family), your retirement and
other benefits may be affected.

When such events occur, it is
important that you contact the
appropriate District agency in case
your records need to be updated.
Which agency you should contact
depends upon your employment
status at the time of the event.
For example, if you are an active
employee and you become
divorced, you should contact the
DCPS Employee Services Division
(DCPS ESD) at (202) 442-4090.
DCPS ESD will describe any
changes you should or may wish to
make to your records (e.g., updat-
ing life insurance beneficiary forms
and changing your health care
insurance dependents). If you are

I f you experience certain life

retired, on the other hand, such
events should be reported to the
DCRB Member Services Center at
(202) 343-3272 (toll free (866) 456-
3272).

It is also important that your fam-
ily members and/or survivors know
who to call with such information.
Again, your status at the time of the
event determines who they should
contact. For instance, in the event
of your death, if you were an active
employee, your family should con-
tact DCPS ESD to let them know of
your passing. DCPS ESD will help
with information concerning health
and life insurance benefits, any pen-
sion or survivor benefits that may be
available, and/or any unpaid com-
pensation. Once you are retired,
however, DCRB should be notified.
DCRB will coordinate with either
DCPS or OPM as needed to assure
that your beneficiaries/survivors
receive the appropriate benefits.

Government Pension Offset

hen the Social Security Act (the Act) was passed in 1935, the
majority of households had one spouse working outside of the

home. Consequently, the Act included a spousal benefit for the

non-working spouse who depended upon the working spouse’s income for
financial support. Over time, both spouses became part of the workforce.

Normally, where both spouses work in covered employment (and both pay
Social Security taxes), an individual could be entitled to more than one
Social Security benefit at the same time (a benefit based on one’s own work
and a spousal benefit). However, such an individual does not receive the full
amount of each benefit. In this case, if the spousal benefit is greater than the
individual’s own benefit, the spousal benefit is reduced, or “offset,” by that
person’s individual benefit. If, on the other hand, an individual has non-cov-
ered employment where Social Security taxes are not paid (like at DCPS),
that individual is not eligible for Social Security benefits based on that
employment, but they may be eligible for Social Security spousal benefits
based on their spouse’s covered employment elsewhere.

In 1977, Congress enacted the Government Pension Offset (GPO) provi-
sion, which applies exclusively to Social Security’s spousal benefits. The rea-
son for this change was that Congress believed that individuals who receive
pension benefits from their own non-covered work from a governmental plan
would receive a “windfall” if they also received a Social Security spouse’s

continued on page 4
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Teachers’
Retirement Plan
Membership &
Eligibility
To be a member of the Teachers’
Retirement Plan (the Plan), you
must qualify as an eligible teacher.
Eligible teachers are DCPS employ-
ees who are in salary class ET 1 —
15 positions under the DCPS sys-
tem. Covered positions include
teachers, principals, assistant prin-
cipals, librarians, and certain teach-
ers who are employed by a charter
school (see “Questions You Asked”
on page 2). Participation in the Plan
is mandatory, so eligible teachers
are automatically enrolled in the
Plan upon employment. Member-
ship does not include substitute
teachers or teachers who retired
under the Plan and are rehired by
the District, including DCPS.

As of October 1, 2015 (the end of

the last fiscal year), participation in
the Plan included:

4866  Active Teachers

3,718  Retirees and Survivors

1,152  Terminated Members
With a Deferred Vested
Benefit

9,736  Total Members

The above numbers do not
include 2,419 retirees and survivors
who are receiving benefits under
the Teachers’ Plan that was frozen
on June 30, 1997 and is funded by
the federal government, or approxi-
mately 75 charter school teachers
who continued their participation in
the Plan after leaving DCPS.
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Information Specific to Members

of the District of Columbia
Teachers’ Retirement Plan

From the Chair
continued from page 1

Updates

As a part of DCRB’s Retirement
Modernization Program, which was
launched in 2013, DCRB began a
Data Management Project this year
which will provide DCRB with the
capability of beginning initial pen-
sion payments sooner after retire-
ment. In addition, a Request for
Proposal related to a Pension Infor-
mation Management System is
being developed and is expected to
be released in FY 2017.

Further, during 2016, DCRB is
preparing an updated Summary
Plan Description (SPD), for the
Teachers’ Plan. This 2017 edition of
the SPD is scheduled to be distrib-
uted to all active and retired mem-
bers of the Plan toward the end of
this year and will be available at

Lyle M. Blanchard Mary A. Collins
Treasurer Elected Retired
Council Appointee Teacher

Barbara Davis Blum Gary W. Hankins
Mayoral Appointee Elected Retired

Joseph M. Bress Police Officer

Chair ) ) Darrick O. Ross
Council Appointee Elected Active

Joseph W. Clark Police Officer
Vice Chair/Secretary
Mayoral Appointee

4

that same time for download from
DCRB’s website at derb.dc.gov/
service/ summary-plan-
descriptions.

Government Pension Offset
continued from page 3

benefit that their government pen-
sion did not offset. The intent was
to treat government workers the
same as those in the private sector
who work in jobs that are covered
by Social Security. This is reflected
in the GPO requirement that the
Social Security spouse’s benefit be
offset when the spouse receiving
the spousal benefit also receives a
government pension based on their
own non-covered work.

You should contact Social Securi-
ty (see chart on this page) for infor-
mation regarding your personal
situation.

Nathan A. Saunders

Elected Active Council Appointee
Teacher Lenda P. Washington
Edward C. Smith Mayoral Appointee
Elected Active
s Jeffrey Barnette
Firefighter Ex Off/'ciq,
Thomas N. Tippett Non-Voting
Elected Retired
Firefighter

Michael J. Warren

Pre-Sorted
Standard
US Postage
PAID
Permit #349
Washington, DC

Contacts

DCRB Member
Services (202) 343-3272

(866) 456-3272
Fax: (202) 566-5001

dcrbbenefits@dc.gov

D.C. Public Schools Employee
Services Division (202) 442-4090
dcps.hranswers@dc.gov

Office of Personnel Management
(OPM) (202) 606-1800
Toll Free (724) 794-2005*
http://www.opm.gov

Social Security Administration
(800) 772-1213
http://www.ssa.gov

(800) 633-4227
TTY (877) 486-2048
http://medicare.gov
*for health and life insurance issues

Medicare

900 7th Street, NW, 2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20001

Voice (202) 343-3200

Fax (202) 566-5000
www.dcrb.dc.gov

Eric O. Stanchfield
Executive Director

Joan M. Passerino
Editor
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NASRA Issue Brief:

State and Local Government Contributions
to Statewide Pension Plans: FY 14
NASRA

July 2016

Pension benefits for employees of state and local government are paid from trusts to which public
employees and their employers contribute while they are working. Timely contributions are vital to the
funding and sustainability of these plans, and over time yield investment earnings that account for the
largest share of pension revenues. Failing to pay required contributions results in higher future costs, due to
the foregone investment earnings that the contributions would have generated.

Nationally, contributions made by state and local governments to pension trust funds in recent years
account for around four percent of all spuzm:lir'.gfl Pension spending levels, however, vary widely among
states and are actuarially sufficient for some pension plans and insufficient for others. Unlike employees,
who must always contribute the amount prescribed in statute or by plan rules, some public employers—
states, cities, etc.—have discretion to set the contributions they make to public pension plans. The result of
this disparity in contribution governance arrangements is a wide range of experience among public
employers concerning required contributions. Overall, however, the experience for FY 14 reflects an
improved effort among state and local governments to make the full actuarially determined pension
contribution, as well as a decline in the rate of growth of pension costs.

This brief describes how contributions are determined; the recent public employer contribution experience;
and trends in employer contributions over time.

The Retirement Benefit Plan Equation Acmariall}r Determined Contributions

Funding a pension plan takes place over many years and typically involves
a combination of contributions from employees and employers, which are
invested to generate investment earnings. Contributions are a vital source
Cel=B+E of public pension funding: of the $6.7 trillion in public pension revenue
since 1985, more than one-third has come from contributions paid by
Contributions plus investment eamnings equals employers and employees. The amount of contributions needed to a fund
benefits plus expenses. The money that is pension plan is calculated as part of an actuarial valuation, which is a
LV LR AU LT DR ELL LU DR REI  mathematical process that determines a pension plan's condition and
Ll LR A b S L T RLERY  required cost. Professional actuaries are guided by Actuarial Standards of
money that is contributed to the plan and the Practice; ASOP No. 4 provides guidance on the determination of the
investmant samings thoss contributions required cost of a pension plan. Most public pension plans have an

generate. This fundamental foermula illustrates actuarial valuation conducted annually.
the vital role contributions play in funding a

pension plan.

A basic formula describes the financing of any

type of retirement benefit:

An actuarially determined contribution, or ADC, reflects the sum of a) the
normal cost (the estimated cost of benefits earned each year); and b} the
annual cost to amaortize, or pay off over a designated period of time, the unfunded liability, which is the value of benefits
earned to-date but for which assets have not yet been set aside.” An ADC is affected by the many factors on which it is
based, including actuarial methods and assumptions. Thus, as investment return assumptions, actuarial cost methods,

' NASRA, “State and Local Government Spending on Public Employee Retirement Systems,” March 2016; calculation does not include spending
from federal sources
? Governmental Accounting Standards Beard. Statement No. 67, Financial Reporting for Pension Plans
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mortality assumptions, amortization periods, etc. differ from one plan to another, the ADC also will vary. As a result, the
ADC for two hypothetical plans with identical financial and demographic compositions could differ.

Pension plans typically maintain a funding policy by which they expect to reach full funding at the end of a specified
period of time if a) the plan receives all of its actuarially determined contributions; and b} all of the plan’s actuarial
assumptions—about the many factors affecting the plan, such as future investment performance, how lang plan
participants will work, etc.—materialize as expected. Experience rarely matches assumptions, so pension plans regularly
monitor, typically through actuarial valuation and periodic actuarial experience studies, the plan’s condition and make
needed adjustments to actuarial assumptions and required contribution rates to reflect the changes in experience.

Laws and rules governing pension contributions vary widely among states and cities, and those provisions can affect
public pension plan funding. For more information concerning the impact of funding policies, statutes and rules, see
“The Annual Required Contribution Experience of Statewide Pension Plans, FY 01 to FY 13

FY 2014 Contribution Experience
As shown in Figure 1, the median actuarially
determined contribution received in FY 14 was
100 percent, and ranged from 18 percent to 160%
174 percent. On a dollar-weighted basis, the
average ADC received was approximately 87
percent; the non-weighted average was 93 i 120
percent, as a few larger plans received a low (l
portion of their ADC, reducing the weighted Median = 100% ettt I '
average. FY 14 marks the highest contribution Weighted Avg 1 | il l [ |
|

Figure 1: Distribution of ARC, . TE v 112 plans, FY 14

experience since the market decline of 2008- =R
09 increased unfunded pension liabilities and i
the economic recession diminished state and il ‘ .
local fiscal conditions. HHIN
|
|

The increase in required contributions from FY d‘ l! |
13 to FY 14 was 4.3 percent, marking the i
smallest annual increase in required Source: Compiled by NASRA

contributions for the measurement period.

This is likely a result of multiple factors, including strong investment returns following the 2008-09 market decline, and
pension reforms, including higher required
employee contributions and lower benefit
levels {and costs) enacted in nearly every
state since 2010.°

:";:T:: Recent History of Employer
Contributions
e - A s The employer contribution experience since
Annual FY 2001 covers an eventful period, including
Weighted two economic recessions and two sharp

Average

market downturns that reduced pension plan
assets. As a result, actuarially determined
B0% . e contributions rose considerably while state
and local government revenues were
diminished or grew more slowly. For
statewide plans, actuarially determined

01 02 03 04 O5 06 OF 08 09 10 11 12 13 14
Sowrce: Compiled by NASRA

¥ MASRA. The Annual Required Contribution Experience of Statewide Pension Plans, FY 01 to FY 13
&g
1bid.
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contributions rose from $27.8 billion in FY 01 to $98.2 billion in FY 14. Despite tepid fiscal conditions experienced by
many states and cities, actual contributions paid by employers during this period grew from $28.1 billion to $85.6 billion,
an increase of 204 percent. (Despite this increase, spending on pensions by states & local government remains around
four percent of all spending.” ) Figure 2 plots the percentage of actuarially determined contributions received from FY 01
to FY 14. Because each state is unique in terms of its governance structure, the relative cost of its pension plan(s), fiscal
condition, and other factors, so is the required contribution experience of each state also unique and ranges widely. As
Figure 3 shows, on a weighted average basis, states’ contribution record since FY 2001 varies, from less than 40 percent
to more than 100 percent. In the median, state plans received 95.9 percent of their required contributions, and 84.6
percent as a weighted average. The average actuarially determined contribution received for the period was 89 percent,
as a few larger plans received a lower portion of their ADCs.

Conclusion

Although contributions to public pensions
remain on average a small percentage of state
and local government spending, they also 100%|— Median = 85.9%
have grown in recent years. Depending on the Welghted Average
plan, the growth of required employer = 84.6%
contributions is due to one or more of various 80%
factors, including investment market losses,
insufficient contributions in prior years,
revised actuarial methods and assumptions,
and experience that differs from assumptions.
The overall experience for FY 14, however, 40% (—
reflects an improved effort among state and
local government employers to make the full
actuarially determined contribution, which
will forestall higher costs in the future and

strengthen the long-term sustainability of 0% H L
public pension plans. B T B I A e oy

Compiled by NASRA

Figure 3; Weighted average of ARC/ADC paid, by state, FY 01 to FY 14

B0%

See also
Mational Association of State Retirement Administrators, “The Annual Required Contribution Experience of State
Retirement Plans,” 2015, http://www.nasra.org/files/lointPublications/NASRA ARC Spotlight.pdf

Mational Association of State Retirement Administrators, Issue Brief: State and Local Government Spending on Public
Employee Retirement Systems, March 2016, http://www . nasra.org/costsbrief

Mational Association of State Retirement Administrators, Issue Brief: Employee Contributions to Public Pension Funds,
February 2015, http://nasra.org/contributionsbrief

Mational Association of State Retirement Administrators, “Significant Reforms to State Retirermnent Systerns,” 2016

Contact

Keith Brainard, Research Director, keith@nasra.org
Alex Brown, Research Manager, alex@nasra.org
Mational Association of State Retirement Administrators

* NASRA, Issue Brief: State and Local Government Spending on Public Emplovee Retirement Systems. March 2016
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Table 1: 10-year history of percentage of Actuarially Determined Contribution Received for 112 Public Pension Plans,
FY 05 to FY 14

B Fiscal Year -

Plan 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14
Alaska PERS 527 610 773 111.0 116.0 114.4 86.0 927 863 106.8
Alaska Teachers 450 540 62.2 1060 1393 786 84.6 85.2 86.3 1025
Alabama Teachers 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Alabama ERS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Arkansas Teachers 117.0 1135 1032 1018 1044 1073 959 899 BRB7 B45
Arkansas PERS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Arizona SRS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0
Arizona Public Safety Personnel  100.0 100.0 107.0 104.0 103.1 1043 1049 1046 1037 959
California PERF 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 1000 1011
California Teachers 70.0 64.0 &7.0 66.0 63.0 550 47.0 460 440 509
Colorado School 43.0 58.0 64.0 65.0 73.0 700 89.0 840 790 B4e
Colorado State 48.0 62.0 60.0 61.0 65.0 620 850 830 79.0 831
Colorado Municipal 64.0 85.0 89.0 91.0 106.0 1010 139.0 163.0 1160 100.0
Denver Public Schools 67.0 733 829 8307+ 270 2.0 2000 270 370 312
Colorado Affiliated Local 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 1000 100.0 1000 995 1000 1256
Connecticut Teachers 659 100.0 969 4857+ 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Connecticut SERS 100.5 100.0 100.0 993 928 803 87.5 1000 999 100.0
DC Police & Fire 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
DC Teachers 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Delaware State Employees 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000
Florida RS 102.0 96.0 111.0 107.0 111.0 1110 83.0 600 66.0 105.0
Georgia Teachers 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Georgia ERS 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 999 100.0 100.0 100.2 100.2 100.1
Hawaii ERS 100.0 100.0 953 95.7 1099 1021 91.8 837 872 926
lowa PERS 85.6 838 833 87.2 878 895 2.3 982 980 1000
Idaho PERS 101.6 107.4 113.0 1080 1274 109.0 874 840 970 960
Illinois Teachers 58.7 358 398 60.0 759 906 847 746 798 878
Ilinois Municipal 100.0 1000 1000 1000 1000 910 950 980 99.0 100.0
lllinois Universities 62.5 473 541 62.7 632 76.0 68.0 731 905 963
Illinois SERS 58.8 313 436 59.6 772 9831 875 86.2 880 868
Indiana Teachers 78.3 1043 1014 101.0 1042 93.0 873 909 1147 97.2
Indiana PERF 101.8 923 945 1043 1022 9189 708 781 855 983
Kansas PERS 686 634 639 65.0 680 720 740 670 750 794
Kentucky Teachers 100.0 100.0 8B8.0 830 740 760 1530 740 710 68.0
Kentucky County 102.2 101.2 101.7 65.5 111.8 110.2 112.0 105.7 100.0 100.0
Kentucky ERS 549 631 4938 223 413 4441 529 511 608 57.7
Louisiana Teachers 1056 103.1 1065 1162 1064 835 80.2 100.0 99.0 99.0
Louisiana SERS 992 931 959 1153 990 839 823 893 896 863
Massachusetts Teachers 974 933 978 1079 680 739 108.2 901 808 808
Massachusetts SERS 106.1 957 1009 1246 57.0 648 1068 837 779 798
Maryland Teachers 93.0 920 870 910 89.0 92.0 75.0 710 780 736
Maryland PERS 63.0 650 68.0 820 730 730 68.0 650 710 728
Maine State and Teacher 105.0 1059 1000 1000 1000 103.5 101.8 1000 100.0 1000
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Maine Local 100.1 101.1 1025 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 101.4 100.0 100.0
Michigan Public Schools 757 857 908 1105 101.1 847 815 834 706 756
Michigan SERS 832 738 477 1155 978 B84 948 711 99.0 1129
Michigan Municipal 1220 107.0 920 1100 1100 1050 111.0 108.0 113.0 100.0
Minnesota Teachers 153.0 1342 911 826 677 574 63.5 664 B2.7 650
Minnesota PERF 766 781 B4.4 810 862 773 1111 99.1 865 803
Minnesota State Employees 811 649 707 583 596 494 811 807 869 656
Missouri Teachers 655 J0.6 73.2 794 841 B0O6 869 925 125.0 105.8
Missouri State Employees 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Missouri Local 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0
Missouri PEERS 718 775 770 86.0 888 955 1000 100.0 1115 102.2
Missouri DOT and Highway

Patrol 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mississippi PERS 100.0 100.0 90.0 97.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0
Montana PERS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 1000 939 940
Montana Teachers 100.0 223.0 117.1 100.0 100.0 983 983 891 70.2 100.0
Morth Carolina Teachers and

State EEs 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.0 100.0 100.0 73.0 100.0 104.0 104.0
Morth Carolina Local

Government 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
North Dakota Teachers 683 639 631 764 893 Te5 684 665 1133 10438
North Dakota PERS 650 69.0 610 70.0 69.0 56.0 39.0 420 500 57.2
Nebraska County Cash Balance 100.0 1000 1000 1000 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 120.4
Nebraska State Cash Balance 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 126.4
Nebraska State & School 90.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 89.0 88.0 79.0 100.0
New Hampshire Retirement

System 100.0 100.0 1000 750 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
New Jersey Teachers 0.0 80 491 44.8 6.0 18 14 140 278 18.2
New Jersey PERS - state 04 04 568 42.1 7.9 4.1 36 161 286 142
New Jersey PERS - local 1l46.4 1378 634 988 872 829 841 90.2 905 958
New Jersey Police & Fire - state 306 366 59.2 528 7.3 2.1 20 149 278 29.7
New Jlersey Police & Fire - local 374 548 723 914 901 918 919 926 92.7 100.0
New Mexico PERF 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
New Mexico Teachers 813 755 703 790 862 87.7 8l6 634 623 755
Nevada Regular Employees 1000 97.0 97.0 96.0 93.0 93.0 890 960 860 931
Nevada Police Officer and

Firefighter 880 910 910 850 850 910 880 950 880 931
NY State & Local ERS 100.0 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0
New York State Teachers 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.3
NY State & Local Police & Fire 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0
Ohio Teachers 9.0 880 83.0 1000 B89.0 520 51.0 410 46.0 100.0
Ohio PERS 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Ohio Police & Fire 790 730 770 750 550 620 570 530 74.0 100.0
Ohio S5chool Employees 1000 97.0 S0.0 1000 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Oklahoma Teachers 56,2 858 931 1011 866 836 7.6 1159 113.1 1173
Oklahoma PERS 525 553 584 605 752 668 629 109.4 105.2 1746
Oregon PERS 1008 558 740 1000 100.0 100.0 830 720 861 100.0

Pennsylvania School Employees 46.0 34.0 380 270 27.0 290 41.0 39.0 460 580

July 2016 | NASRA ISSUE BRIEF: Employer Contributions to State Pension Plans | Pages

11




Board Meeting - Executive Director's Report

Pennsylvania State ERS 46.1 356 39.3 39.9 39.1 31.4 428 539 602 100.0

Rhode Island ERS 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0
Rhode Island Municipal 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
South Carolina RS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
South Carolina Police 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
South Dakota PERS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 91.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 121.9
TN State and Teachers 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
TN Political Subdivisions 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 1000 100.0
Texas Teachers 820 830 850 1020 1080 B86.0 860 740 740 78.0
Texas ERS 858 872 889 90.3 684 634 585 500 50.7 663
Texas County & District 101.0 1050 102.0 102.0 104.0 1020 109.0 106.0 1060 103.0
Texas Municipal 100.0 100.0 1000 1004 84.8 8B8.0 92.1 1015 1000 100.0
Utah Noncontributory 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Virginia Retirement System 853 895 859 926 Bl3 66.6 46,7 596 758 758
Vermont Teachers 51.2 441 9889 99.4 100.7 101.0 104.0 109.6 108.0 106.3
Vermont State Employees 101.3 965 978 925 86.7 841 84.5 140.2 1304 1320
Washington PERS 2/3 33.0 490 730 830 1190 850 800 940 950 974
Washington PERS 1 7.0 7.0 300 490 520 250 33.0 510 500 1022
Washington Teachers Plan 1 4.0 5.0 240 38.0 46.0 28.0 47.0 440 430 964
Washington Teachers Plan 2/3 29.0 450 610 52.0 860 750 720 %20 99.0 97.7
Woashington LEOFF Plan 2 67.0 790 1010 117.0 1220 1140 157.0 137.0 144.0 996
Washington School Employees

Plan 2/3 16,0 370 640 £9.0 89.0 75.0 70.0 880 910 986
Wisconsin Retirement System 100.0 1000 1040 105.0 105.0 108.0 108.0 104.0 100.0 100.0
West Virginia Teachers 105.5 190.1 1000 1075 943 9214 1064 1053 1008 113.0
West Virginia PERS 99.6 107.7 101.1 1021 1000 8B8.0 833 1053 966 96.6
Wyoming Public Employees 108.0 1110 1140 107.0 1680 77.0 930 880 810 708

*Includes proceeds of pension obligation bonds.
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U.5. PUBLIC FINAMNCE

MoobDy’s
INVESTORS SERVICE

SECTOR IN-DEPTH State and Local Governments - US
25 July 2006 i #

” Even Comparatively Well-Funded Public
Pensions Carry Risk of Volatile Investments

Most state and local government pension plans are invested in assets with significant
volatility and risk of market value loss in any given year. At the same time, many government

Contacts budgets are strained by rising pension costs to address previously accumulated unfunded
Thomas Aaren 3iz-7o6-9967  liabilities. Considering low single digit revenue growth prospects, governments will have
VP-Senior Analysi difficulty absorbing added costs if further pension investment losses materialize beyond
i the two most recent years of disappointing returns. As plans continue to grow relative to
';””:'1::3"3!::“':" ) 212-553-4524  budgets, even governments with low unfunded burdens can face rising budget risk from
e’ h:f'bl_" Badiihcom pension asset returns,

»  US public pension funds broadly pursue high risk-return investment strategies.
Portfolios generally allocate close to 50% to public equities in hopes of generating long-
term annual returns of 7% or more. This strategy aims to minimize government budget
burdens from pension liabilities, but carries high risk as well, illustrated by six separate
years of pension asset declines from 2000 to 2015. Megative returns {losses) fall within
one standard deviation of expected performance under many plans' assumptions.

»  Pension loss risk relative to government budgets now roughly matches
levels before the 2008 market downturn, but implications still vary across
governments. Defined benefit pension assets recently peaked at 165% of state and
local government current receipts in 2014, compared to 173% in 2007 prior to the
market downturn.

» Pension costs to address accumulated unfunded liabilities continue rising. Based
on a sample of 108 US public plans across all 50 states, the median contribution rate
relative to government payroll has increased by 60% over the last decade. Similar to
asset exposure, the scale of pension cost increases also varies significantly across plans,

» Reducing investment risk requires greater budget stress. To reduce risk of
investrment losses, pension funds must generally shift to assets with lower rates of
expected return. However, such shifts require even higher funding requirements for
years because, under government accounting, a lower expected asset return means a
lower discount rate is applied to liabilities--resulting in higher liabilities. This challenging
dynamic led the largest US public pension fund, the Califernia Public Employees’
Retiremnent System (CalFERS, Aa2 stable), to adopt a risk mitigation strategy last year
that is very gradual.
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US public pension funds broadly pursue potentially high-return, but also risky investment strategies
Public pension portfolios are generally designed to attain annual returns of more than 7% over the long term, in order to offset
government budget burdens from rising employee retirement liabilities. For example, the median assurmed rate of return in our large
plan sample of fiscal 2015 disclosures was approximately 7.5%. In order to attain these rates of return over the long-term, however,
public pension portfolios must significantly invest in a variety of risky assets.

According to the Federal Reserve, nearly two-thirds of US defined benefit public pension assets are comprised of corporate equities
(see Exhibit 1). Based on our own categorizations of a sample of large plan disclosures, we found that on average, 46% of assets were
allacated to public equities, 23% to fixed income and cash, and 31% to other types of assets, including private equities. Half of the
plans we sampled reported asset allocation targets of between 41% and 52% to various classes of public equities. As a result of their
pension fund investments, stock market performance is a common credit consideration across states and local governments, although
certainly to varying degrees. For example, the 5th percentile for public equity allocations in our sample was 30%, while the 20th
percentile allocation was greater than 60% to public equities (see Exhibit 2).
Exhibit 1 Exhibi1 2
State and Local Government Defined Benefit Pension Assets Are Even Though Individual Public Pension Funds Allocations Exhibit
Heavily Allocated to Equities Variation, Public Equity Allocations Are Substantial
Fiscal 2015 reporting of 57 public plans with an average of $35 billion in
assets

——— Phih 75th

sssssssGSth _muy - Gy

e e we -

0% = =
Public Equities Fined Income and Cash Other

Rellects Moody's categorization of target asset allocations provided under Gowernmental
Accounting Standards Board (GASE) Statement 67 disclosures.
Source: Plan comprehensive annual financial repovts (CAFRs] and Moody s fmvestars Service

Unfunded Babdlities are presented as assels in Federal Reserve data. They are excluded
fraem this presentation of pensicn assets,
Sowrce: US Federal Reserve "Financial Accownts af the United States.” fune 8, 2076 release.

Investment losses are well within the range of expected results in any given year
Given public pension funds' heavy allocations to public equities and other potentially volatile investments, negative returns (i.e. asset
losses) in any given year have a reasonable probability of occurring, even after considering the risk-mitigating impact of diversification.

The largest US public pension fund, CalPERS, experienced investment losses in four separate fiscal years from 2000 to 2075, with a
24% loss in 2009 representing its most dramatic single-year drop. Similarly, Federal Reserve data shows public defined benefit plan
assets in aggregate experiencing year-over-year drops on five separate occasions over the same time period.

Public plans' own capital markets assurnptions pertaining to their portfolios reveal a material expectation of asset losses in a given
year, despite a broad trend of recent modest reductions in assumed rates of return. For example, the two largest US funds, CalPERS
and the California State Teachers Retirernent System (CalSTRS), each currently assume annual investrnent returns of 7.5%. Under

This pubshicatian dees nol anncamce a coedil rating action For anyg credil ratings referenced m the pubilecstion, pleate see the ratings tab on the ssuerfenatily page on
wherw Frodadys com Tor the most pdated cedil rating scnon inlgrmalion aad relng hteny
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CalPERS' capital markets assumptions, its standard deviation is 11.7%, while CalSTRS' has declined to 13.0% in conjunction with its
implementation of a new asset nsk mitigation strategy. Assuming a normal distribution, the probability of returns below 0% in a given
year is roughly 26% with a mean of 7.5% and a standard deviation of 11.7%.

While many US public pension plans have significant public equity exposure, individual variation abounds. For example, the Georgia
Teachers Retirement System targets an investment allocation of 70% to various categories of public equities and 30% to fixed incorne.
In contrast, the Arizona Public Safety Personnel Employees Retirement System (PSPERS) targets substantial diversification away from
stock market volatility, allocating only 30% to public equities and roughly 60% to a variety of alternative investments. Still, PSPERS
and its consultants estimate the probability of negative returns occurring in any one year at close to 27%.

The investment strategies pursued by US public pension funds focus on long-term returns, an approach clearly observable in the case
of the Pennsylvania State Employees’ Retirement Systern (PA SERS). Under the assumption that extreme positive and negative returns
balance out over time, the distribution of PA SERS' expected returns under its capital markets assumptions narrows significantly as time
progresses. For example, negative returns over a 10-year period are assigned a low probability, close to 5%, compared to roughly 25%
in one year (see Exhibit 3).

Exhibit 3
High Return-Seeking by US Public Pension Funds in the Long-Term Corresponds with High Expected Volatility in the Short-Term
Distribution of Expected Retumns from One to Ten Years Under PA SERS' Capital Markets Assumptions
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Current Market Conditions Casting Further Doubt on Investment Return Prospects

Reflecting the potential for near-term declines in equity prices, earlier in June 2016, Moody's Analytics noted that “overvaluation
increases the vulnerability of today's equity market to a deep and sudden sell-off " Even more recently, the United Kingdom's (Aal
negative) decision to leave the European Union {Aaa stable) set ofl a pronounced reaction in the financial markets, with sterling
depreciating and global equity markets falling. Prior to the so-called “2rexit,” we expected 30 June 2016 fiscal year-end state and local
government pension fund returns near 0%. The impact of the United Kingdom's decision on public pension fund fiscal year-end returns
remains uncertain.

Beyond the risks from short-term volatility, however, current capital markets conditions raise doubt over the ability of US public
pension funds to meet their current return targets on average, even over multi-year periods. McKinsey Global Institute recently argued
that the past 30 years of investment performance exceeded longer-term trends and reflected a “golden era."' McKinsey notes that
the underlying factors driving such strong performance in recent decades, such as strong GDP growth and laber force expansion, are
subsiding. As a result, they project that real total returns for US equities over the next 20 years could average four to five percent in a
slow growth scenario, roughly 250 basis points below the average from 1985 to 2014,
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similarly, a survey of 2016 capital markets assumptions conducted by CalPERS, and presented at its June 2016 Investment Committee
meeting, indicates heightened capital markets skepticism compared to 2013 across almost all asset classes. For a long-term 30-year
horizan, the system’s consultants’ return forecast dropped 25 basis points compared to March of 2013.

Downside pension asset risk relative to government budgets has returned to pre-downturn levels, but
still varies across governments

As pension assets grow relative to government budgets, the burden of rebuilding assets following a given percentage loss also grows.
Buildups in the relative size of assets are expected as plans mature demographically and governments fund their pensions. Avoiding the
growing downside risk potential, however, represents a rationale for de-risking the asset portfolio.

Defined benefit public pension assets in aggregate stood at 154% of state and local government current receipts in 2015, compared
to 163% in 2005, according to the US Federal Reserve. While the relative size of these assets compared to government resources has
yet to match the peaks of the late 19905, it has grown materially from the most recent 129% low of 2008 caused by the financial
crisis. Viewed through the lens of downside asset risk, a 10% decline in pension assets in 2015 amounts to 15.4% of state and local
government current receipts, nearly matching the 2005 level of 16.3% (see Exhibit 4).

Exhibit 4
State and Local Defined Benefit Pension Assets Relative to Government Revenues Have Recovered to Pre-Downturn Levels
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Source: US Federal Reserve “Financial Accounts of the United States, ” fune 9, 2016 release.

Applied at the individual government level, the significance of pension asset downside compared to government resources can vary
considerably. For example, the portion of assets in Houston's three pension funds associated with governmental activities was 343% of
total governmental revenues in fiscal 2015, compared to 366% ten years earlier, In terms of downside asset risk, this means that a 10%
decline in pension assets would equate to 34% of the city's fiscal 2015 governmental revenues, very close to the 37% ten years prior.
Although the downside risk is roughly equal between 2005 and 2015, Houston's current level of previously accumulated unfunded
liabilities today is far greater than it was a decade ago. Unfunded liabilities asscciated with governmental activities equaled 170% of
revenues in fiscal 2015, compared to 92% in fiscal 2005.

In contrast, San Diego's (Aa2 stable) pension assets relative to governmental revenues increased substantially over the course of

a decade, to 267% in fiscal 2015 from 154%. As a result, a 10% decline in pension assets in 2015 equates to 26.7% of San Diego’s
fiscal 2015 governmental revenues compared to 15.4% in 2005. However, the relative scope of its reported basis unfunded liabilities
remained nearly unchanged over the same time period, reaching 65% of revenues in fiscal 2015 compared to 62% in fiscal 2005
(see Exhibit 5). San Diego's results reflect comparatively aggressive annual funding, including adherence to a pension board policy
prohibiting the use of negative amortization when calculating the city's annual contribution requirement.
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Exhibit 5

Pension Asset Buildup Compared to Governmental Revenues Increases Exposure to Market Value Losses Even Though Increased Funding is
Positive

For example, San Diege's pension asset downside risk has increased while aggressive funding has kept unfunded liability growth in check

B Pengion Assets [ Revenues Reported Unfunded Lisbdlithes / Revenues
350%

San Diegs [FY 2005) San Diego [FY 2015)

San Diego’s fiseal 2015 financial reparting reflects a pension measurement date of June 30, 2014, Thus, San Diege's fiscal 2005 data corresponds to June 30, 2004 pension reporting. For
comparability, the exhibit reflects persion assets and lisbilities astociated with povernmantal activities only, and total reported governmental revenues
Sowrce City CAFRSs, pension plan CAFRs and actuar(al valuabion:

Including San Diego and Houston, we sampled available fiscal 2015 accounting disclosures for 24 large local governments, which for
simplicity have only one pension plan or clearly denote plan-by-plan allocations across governmental and business-type activities. This
included two counties, one special district, 10 cities and 11 school districts, all of which have been included in our surveys of pension
liabilities for the 50 largest rated local governments by debt outstanding, and/or are among the most populous 25 cities. Furthermare,
entities for which fiscal 2015 financial reports are not yet available, such as the City of Chicago {Bal negative), are excluded. After
isolating the portion of each povernment’s pension fund(s) associated with governmental activities, we measured both our adjusted
net pension liability (ANPL) and pension plan assets relative to total governmental revenues. Our state and local government rating
methodologies emphasize the AMPL compared to government resources, as opposed to the size of pension assets to government
resources. From this sample, several cbservations stand out (see Exhibit &):

» Gowernments with larger unfunded pension liabilities relative to their revenues tend to have greater magnitudes of downside asset
risk, reflecting greater overall accrued pension promises compared to their resources. Despite this overall tendency, however, some
governments with similar unfunded liability burdens may exhibit varied levels of asset downside risk. For example, adjusted net
pension liabilities compared to governmental revenues for the cities of Boston, MA (Aaa stable), Honalulu, HI (Aal stable), Mew
Yark, WY (AaZ stable) and Philadelphia, P4 (A2 stable) are relatively close to one anather on the y-axis, ranging from 117% to
159%. However, New York City's pension assets are 152% of its governmental revenues, compared to just 67% for Philadelphia.

»  Anumber of governments exhibit lower direct pension risk because of support for pensions from another government. The cluster
of data peints to the lower left include several large school districts in Texas (Aaa stable), such as Morthside Independent Schoaol
District (Aal stable), as well as Boston, MA, where state povernments assume responsibility for a significant portion of local pension
costs. The District of Columbia, which has the lowest ANPL to its governmental revenues of the 24 sampled governments, has such
a comparatively low pension risk profile because of federal assurmption of legacy pension obligations.

»  The functions of governments in this sample are not all equivalent. Some entities, such as New York City, perform the functions
that in other cities may be split across several governments, such as a city, county and school district.
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Exhibit &

selection of Large Local Governments With Higher Current Unfunded Pension Burdens Also Have Higher Downside Asset Risk if Further
Losses Materialize

Mew York City and Honolulu Have Similarly Mederate Unfunded Liability Burdens to Boston and Philadelphia, but Greater Pension Asset Exposure (data
point values reflect x-axis, y-axis)
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Pension costs have grown to address accumulated unfunded liabilities

Ower the past ten years, pension costs have increased substantially following two major stock market downturns. The funding approach
used by many state and local governments generally smoothes assets over multiple years and amortizes unfunded liabilities over 20 to
30 years, often as an increasing series of payments. As a result, costs will remain heightened for the foreseeable future. Further, adverse
investment performance in fiscal years 2015 and 2016, plus a trend of modest discount rate reductions and other actuarial assumption
changes, will generally continue to drive up contribution requirements even more. Based on a sample from 108 public plans, including
at least one plan in which each of the 50 states participates, the median government pension contribution rate relative to payroll
reached 16.3% in 2015, from 9.9% in 2006 (see Exhibit 7). This reflects contributions, not actuarial costs, so plans with contribution
shartfalls relative to actuarial requirements are not fairly comparable.

Exhibit 7
US State and Local Pension Contribution Burdens Relative to Payrolls Have Increased Materially Over the Past Decade
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Rising perision costs generally add to budgetary difficulty by increasing current operating costs even though they are associated with
past government budgets, These higher fixed costs also decrease the capacity of budgets to withstand new shocks. As discussed earlier,
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the relative size of pension assets has generally rebuilt since the 2008 market downturn, but unlike before the last two market drops,
government budgets are now grappling with much more burdensome and rising pension costs. This translates into reduced resiliency to
further cost hikes stemming from pension asset losses. Yet at the same time, one of the key by-products of the long-term, high retum-
seeking investrnent approach taken by US public pension funds is the material likelihood of such an event occurring,

For example, CalSTRS' asset volatility ratio, measured by comparing assets to total plan covered payroll, exceeded 640% in 2015, close
to recent peaks of 2000 and 2007. But the pension cost structure now facing California school districts to address built-up unfunded
liabilities is far more burdensome than in prior years. Under current law, school district contribution rates relative to payroll will

more than double, over the course of several years, compared to historical levels in order to begin addressing the systern's unfunded
liabilities, The contribution rate hikes put in place were implemented under the expectation that investment returns would meet the
system's assumed rate of 7.5% annually. Thus, one or more near-term downside shocks would require even further cost spikes in order
to achieve the state’s goal of full funding by 2046 without offsetting investrment returns far above expectations.

Reducing investment risk requires greater budget stress in the short term

With discount rates tied to assumed rates of investment return under the government funding approach, substantially shifting asset
allocations away from volatility risk translates into lower discount rates. Lower discount rates cause higher reported liabilities and
contribution requirements, all else being equal, although the economic value of acerued pension promises remains unaffected by such
assumption changes.

Already heightened and rising contribution requirements offer the biggest disincentive to de-risking pension assets and lowering short-
term volatility risk; many government budgets cannot easily withstand the further material increases to contributions that would result
from lower risk portfolios and return assumptions. While return assumptions have no doubt declined across US state and government
pension plans in recent years, the declines have generally been moderate, with most plans continuing to assume returns in the range of
7.5% annually,

This dilernma was at the heart of debate between the State of Califorria (Aa3 stable) and CalPERS, as the pension fund considered
various de-risking strategies last year, ‘While the state favored quicker movement toward lower discount rates, lower asset risk and the
associated contribution increases, CalPERS ultimately decided to adopt a long-term and very pradual strategy to lower its discount rate
only following years with exceptional investment returns. The pension fund cited the current pressure on local povernment budgets
from rising pension costs as a main rationale for favoring such a gradual approach.

Although the high return-seeking model employed by US public pension funds is often linked with the long-term, or “perpetual” nature
of governments, this approach to pension funding still translates to an important credit risk consideration. In the event of pension
investment losses, governments must be able to withstand the budget ramifications of increased pension costs while continuing to
deliver public services and repay bonded debt

Given low single-digit growth prospects for state and local government revenues, many governments could be quite challenged. Should
significant asset declines occur in conjunction with an even more difficult revenue environment, caused for example by an economic
recession, the financial challenge to governments will only be compounded.
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Moody's Related Research
Sector In-Depth

Market Yolatility Points to Growing US Public Pension Debt in 2016, April 2016 (1018600)

»
»  Recent Municipal Bankrupteies Provide Greater Clarity on Quicomes for Investors, February 2016 (1010953)

» Higher For Longer - California Pension Costs To Remain Elevated Under CalPERS' Risk Reduction Plan, December 2015 (1011001)
% Past Pension Costs to Compete for Future Resources of Many US State and Local Governments, November #0175 (1009044)

» Municipal Bankruptcy Still Rare, But Mo Longer Taboo, August 2015 (1003275)

Data Report

»  US Municipal Bond Defaults and Recoveries, 1970-2015, May 2016 (1017170)

Sector Comment

w California Teachers Pension Fund to Reduce Asset Violatility by Decreasing Public Equity Exposure, April 2016 (189241)
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Endnotes

T "Diminishing Returns: Why Investers May Meed to Lower Their Expectations,” May 2016, McKinsey Global Institute.
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M.I.T., N.Y.U. and Yale Are Sued Over
Retirement Plan Fees

By TARA SIEGEL BERNARD AUG. g, 2016
Three prominent universities were sued on Tuesday, accused of allowing their

employees to be charged excessive fees on their retirement savings.

The universities — the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, New York
University and Yale — each have retirement plans holding more than $3 billion in
assets and are being individually sued by a number of their employees in cases
seeking class-action status.

The lawyer representing the three groups of plaintiffs, Jerome J. Schlichter, is a
pioneer in retirement plan litigation. Over the last decade, he has filed more than 20
lawsuits on behalf of workers in 401(k) retirement plans and has been widely
credited with lowering plan fees across corporate America.

With the suits filed in federal courts on Tuesday, the focus has turned to a
lesser-known corner of the retirement savings market, 403(b) plans, which are
named for a section of the tax code. The accounts are similar to 401(k) plans, but are

offered by public schools and nonprofit institutions like universities and hospitals.

The complaints allege that the universities, as the plan sponsors, failed to

monitor excessive fees paid to administer the plans and did not replace more
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M.LT., M.YU. and Yale Are Sued Over Retirement Plan Fees - The Mew York Times

expensive, poor-performing investments with cheaper ones. Had the plans
eliminated their long lists of investment options and used their bargaining power to
cut costs, the complaints argue, participants could have collectively saved tens of
millions of dollars.

“It is important for retirees and employees of universities to have the same
rights and ability to build their retirement assets as employees of for-profit
companies,” said Mr. Schlichter, a founding partner of Schlichter Bogard & Denton
in St. Louis. “They shouldn’t be penalized.”

In a statement, New York University said that it took the welfare of its faculty
and employees seriously, including a dignified retirement. “The retirement plans
offered to them are chosen and administered carefully and prudently. We will
litigate this case vigorously and expect to prevail,” said John Beckman, a university

spokesman.

A spokeswoman for M.1.T. said it did not comment on pending litigation, while Yale
said it was “cautious and careful” in administering its plans and would defend itself

vigorously.

More attention is being paid to investment costs shouldered by American
workers, who are less likely today to have pension plans. With the strong support of
the Obama administration, the Labor Department introduced new rules in April to
strengthen investor protections, requiring a broader group of financial professionals
to act in customers’ best interest when handling their retirement money. The aim is
to reduce conflicts of interest and the fees consumers pay.

Even modest reductions in costs can have a significant effect on retirees’
savings. An oft-cited example from the Labor Department: Paying one percentage
point more in fees over a 35-year career — say 1.5 percent instead of 0.5 percent —
could leave a worker with 28 percent less at retirement. An account with $25,000 —
and no further contributions for those 35 vears — would rise to only $163,000
instead of $227,000, at an annual rate of 7 percent.

Mr. Schlichter said the three universities’ plans were targeted because more
people were asking questions about their retirement accounts and “these involve
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¥

clear breaches of the law.

The complaint against N.Y.U. — which involves two 403(b) plans covering
faculty, research administration and the medical school — centers largely on costs.
The complaint said that participants were offered too many investment choices
(there were more than 100 options for faculty), and that many of them were too
expensive, The suit, filed in Federal District Court for the Southern District of New
York, singles out several investments, including the TIAA Traditional Annuity, which
it said has severe restrictions and penalties for withdrawal, as well as variable
annuities that have several layers of fees and have historically underperformed.

A spokesman for TIAA said it offered high-quality plans and low-cost
investments that provide lifetime income.

The suit also argues that even the cheapest funds offered could have been
provided for less, given the enormous size and bargaining power of the faculty and
medical school plans, which together held $4.2 billion in assets for more than
24,000 participants at the end of 2014.

The complaint alleges that the university did not use its negotiating powers to
select a single low-cost record keeper for administrative tasks such as sending
statements to employees. It said it also overpaid for these services for many years.

The issues concerning Yale’s 403(b) retirement plan — which held nearly $3.6
billion in assets in the spring of 2014 — follow a similar pattern: multiple record
keepers with excessive fees, costing participants millions of dollars over the last six
years; too many investments of the same style; and the use of higher-cost funds
instead of identical but lower-priced ones. That case was filed in Federal District
Court in Connecticut.

Yale eventually consolidated to one provider, TIAA, in April 2015, and swapped
in some lower-cost investments, but the suit claims that the changes did not go far
enough to fully protect the interests of its employees. Mr. Schlichter said
participants were still burdened with sorting through more than 100 options, many
of which were too expensive.
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M.LT., N.Y.U. and Yale Are Sued Over Relirement Plan Fees - The New York Times

The complaints lodged against M.1.T.’s retirement plan (unusually, it is a 401(k)
like those used by corporations) are similar but with a twist.

The suit alleges that the university, because of its longstanding relationship with
nearby Fidelity, did not conduct a thorough search for a plan provider, which might
have provided better service for less. The retirement plan offered more than 340
investment options — including 180 Fidelity funds — until July 2015, when M.LT.
reduced the lineup to 37 options but still retained Fidelity as the record keeper.

The complaint said that Fidelity had donated “hundreds of thousands of dollars”
to M.I.T., while Abigail Johnson, Fidelity’s chief executive, has served as a member
of M.L.T.’s board of trustees, giving her influence over the institution’s decision-
making.

Had the plan reduced its options to those on the menu it adopted last year,
“participants would have saved over $8 million in fees in 2014 alone, and many
millions more since 2010," according to the complaint, filed in Federal District Court
in Massachusetts. M.1.T. recognized that the plan structure was inefficient, the filing
said, since that was part of the reason it said it made the changes. But even after the

overhaul, the suit alleges, investment costs could be further reduced.

Fidelity, which noted that it was not a defendant in the case, declined to

comment.

Mr. Schlichter’s firm has settled about half of his 20 cases over the last 10 vears.
His first case involving a 403(b) was against Novant Health, a nonprofit hospital
system, which settled last year for $32 million. In a landmark case he argued last
year before the Supreme Court, the justices, in a unanimous decision, agreed that
plan sponsors had a “continuing duty to monitor investments and remove
imprudent ones.”

A series of suits, from Mr. Schlichter’s firm and others, continue to be filed in
the corporate world: Several asset managers, including Neuberger Berman and
Franklin Resources, among others, have recently been sued for putting their own
investments in their emplovees’ 401(k) plans.
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Some of the more prominent cases against 401(k) plans settled by Mr.
Schlichter include a $62 million settlement against Lockheed Martin, $57 million
from Boeing and $27.5 million from Ameriprise, all in 2015. He also settled cases
with Cigna, International Paper, Caterpillar, General Dynamics, Bechtel and Kraft.

Mr. Schlichter said his firm, which works on a contingency basis, typically
collects up to a third of the settlement, while the remainder goes to the plaintiffs and
members of the class. He said that his settlements also required employers to make
changes to their plans to ensure fees were reasonable in the future.

Eduardo Porter, whose Economic Scene column normally appears on this page, is away.

A version of this article appears in print on August 10, 2016, on page B1 of the Mew York edition with the
headline: Lawsuils Accuse Big Universities of Mishandling Retirement Plans.

@ 2016 The New York Times Company

hitpfwowrw nytimes com/201608M 1 0fyour -money/mit-nyu-yale-sued-401 3b-retirement- plan- fees-tiaa-Nidelity html Tsmprod=nytcore-ipad&smid=nytcore-ipad-sh,. 55
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WILL BE PROVIDED AT THE MEETING.
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NO WRITTEN REPORT
NO COMMITTEE MEETING WAS HELD THIS

MONTH

THE NEXT MEETING WILL BE PRIOR TO THE
OCTOBER 2016 BOARD MEETING
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To: BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FrOM: EDWARD SMITH, CHAIR
DATE: SEPTEMBER 15,2016

SUBJECT: BENEFITS COMMITTEE REPORT

The Benefits Committee did not meet during the month of August. The following report reflects
Benefits Department activities and projects that occurred since the last report.

Retirement Modernization Project - Electronic Transmission of HR Data to STAR

Progress continues on the STAR change request that will improve retirement processing
efficiencies and pave the way for the faster issuance of an annuitant's first pension check.

Purchase of Service Project (POS)

DCRB Benefits staff continues to work with Cavanaugh Macdonald Consulting, LL.C to
consolidate all of the various purchases of service spreadsheets used by our Benefits Quality Unit
to calculate the amount of money required by members to have certain purchased service credited
in their final benefit calculation. Cavanaugh Macdonald has committed to 10/1/2016 for the final
product.

Retirement Benefit Statement Project

The Benefits Department continues to work with Cavanaugh Macdonald (Cavanaugh) to develop
benefit statements for active members. The statements will provide Member Information,
Accrued Benefit, and a Projected Benefit. The Project Plan includes using a test group of 170
FEMS members, who will be issued a preliminary benefit statement on or about October 30, 2016.
Along with the statement will be an introductory letter explaining the project, and a link to an
online survey, where members can provide any feedback.

AnnuitantVerification Update

On May 26, 2016, letters were sent to 285 annuitants asking them to certify that they are
receiving the benefit payments they are entitled to. As of August 31, 2016, all but two have
responded. Since multiple attempts to communicate with those two remaining annuitants have
not been successful, we have had to suspend their benefits. Should those members later
communicate with DCRB and prove their identity, their benefits will be reinstated.
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Post-56 Military Purchases

The Benefits Department has completed a Post-56 Military Purchase Project for 2015, which
included members whose military service was used to calculate their annuity, but who had not
purchased that service when they retired. Members cannot continue retirement benefits that
include their military service once they reach social security retirement age unless they purchase
the military service or they are not eligible for social security benefits. The project included not
only the 38 annuitants who reached social security retirement age in 2015, but also a backlog of
374 cases from 2005 through 2013. Details of the project are noted below:

238  Members Who Purchased Service
75  Members Who Were Reduced
16  Deceased
14 Military Service not used
87  Not Social Security Eligible
_4  Outstanding
434  Total Population

Term Vested Project

A project is underway to send recently separated, non-vested (less than five years of service)
members information about their refund or deferred retirement options. The planned first mailings
of letters, brochures, applications, and other information is scheduled to be distributed later this
month. The initial mailings will be comprised of separations that occurred since the fall of 2015,
because their not having returned to District employment can be verified. Of the approximately
500 members who separated during that time, over 85% of them are Teachers.

Summary Plan Descriptions

The Summary Plan Descriptions (“SPDs”) for the Police Officers and Firefighters’ and Teachers’
Retirement Plans are now undergoing review by DCRB legal staff. Legal review should be
completed by the end of October.

Earned Income Review for Disability Annuitants

The Benefits Department has completed the 2015 income verification project for disabled
Police/Fire Plan annuitants who are under the age of 50. The final date for submission of 2015
income was May 16, 2016. Details of the project are provided below:

127  No action — Under Income Limits
13 Suspended — Over Income Limits
2 Suspended — Noncompliance
_ 6 Requested Extension due late tax filing
148  Total Population

Coinciding with the current 2015 annual earned income review, AON Hewitt Investment
Consulting recently reviewed DCRB’s annual earned income review process and Plan provisions
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along with those of seven (7) peer systems. Their draft report and recommendations are under
review by DCRB Benefits staff to determine next steps.

Stakeholder Outreach

Benefits Community of Interest Meeting

A meeting of the Benefits Community of Interest was held on August 30, 2016. The meeting was
well attended, with representatives from DCRB, the Office of Pay and Retirement Services
(OPRS), the DC Police & Firefighters Retirement & Relief Board (DCPFRRB), and the human
resources offices of the District, D.C. Public Schools (DCPS), Fire & Emergency Medical
Services (FEMS), and the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD). Topics discussed were: post-
retirement health care issues (including a new Medicare Supplemental Plan for District
annuitants), certification of reclaimed pension data, benefit statements, PeopleSoft query access,
creation of a Quality Change Control Board, and several other topics of interest. The group agreed
that these meeting are very helpful to everyone and that future meetings will occur at least
quarterly.

Benefits Department Monthly Statistics

Activity August July June
Retirement Claims
Received 154 192 213
Processed Retirements 117 100 159
Average Processing Days 54 68 54
Telephone Calls 2898 2434 2431
Walk-in Customers 131 102 132
Scanned Documents 12,378 11,502 14,820
QDROs Approved 3 final none 3 final
Purchase of Service 12 ($23,823) | 2 ($1,063.28) 1 ($3,500

You will find more details of the Benefits Department statistics in the attached reports.



Board Meeting - Benefits Committee Report



Board Meeting - Benefits Committee Report



Board Meeting - Benefits Committee Report

& OF Co,

%,

. D/S
. v\‘l\“A

DCRB;

\;gh
0

AUGUST 1, 2016

Remen o RETIREMENT CASE PROCESSING - MONTHLY REPORT

PLAN
CASES AVAILABLE | CASES RECEIVED (but
FOR PROCESSING may not have been
CASE TYPE . .
ready for payment) CASES PROCESSED Fire Police Teacher
Beneficiary (One-Time

99 53 46 Payments) 5 13 28
0 0 0 Beneficiary of Survivor 0 0 0
8 5 3 Deferred Annuity 0 1 2
1 1 0 Disability 0 0 0
3 1 2 Garnishment/Levy 1 1 0
1 0 1 Health Benefit Adjustments 0 1 0

Optional/Voluntary &

34 15 19 Involuntary Annuity 7 12 0
4 2 2 QDRO/QMSCO 0 2 0
22 9 13 Survivor Annuity 2 10 1
1 0 1 Student Certifications 0 1 0
12 6 6 Annuity Adjustments 2 1 3
0 0 0 ODCP AUDIT ADJUSTMENTS 0 0 0
7 0 7 POST-56 Adjustments 3 4 0
0 0 0 CAPS Adjustments* 0 0 0
0 0 0 Auto Debt Collection 0 0 0
192 92 100 20 46 34

*ODCP’s Corrective Action Project

RETIREMENT CASE PROCESSING REPORT - Prepared by S. Treadwell, Retirement Services Manager
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SEPTEMBER 1, 2016

Remen o RETIREMENT CASE PROCESSING - MONTHLY REPORT

PLAN
CASES AVAILABLE | CASES RECEIVED (but
FOR PROCESSING may not have been
ready for payment) CASES CASE TYPE
PROCESSED Fire Police Teacher

28 7 21 Beneficiary (One-Time Payments) 3 3 15
0 0 0 Beneficiary of Survivor 0 0 0
8 7 1 Deferred Annuity 1 0 0
3 1 2 Disability 1 1 0
3 0 3 Garnishment/Levy 1 2 0
0 0 0 Health Benefit Adjustments 0

Optional/Voluntary & Involuntary

48 15 33 Annuity 4 29 0
2 0 2 QDRO/QMSCO 1 1 0

16 6 10 Survivor Annuity 3 5 2
0 0 0 Student Certifications 0 0 0
5 0 5 Annuity Adjustments 0 2 3

Octo Review — Monetary & Non-

27 1 26 Monetary Adjustments 5 9 12
9 9 POST-56 Adjustments 8 0
0 0 0 CAPS Adjustments* 0 0 0

Disability Income Project
3 3 Adjustments 1 2
2 0 2 Auto Debt Collection 0 1 1
154 37 117 21 63 33

*ODCP’s Corrective Action Project

RETIREMENT CASE PROCESSING REPORT - Prepared by S. Treadwell, Retirement Services Manager
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Background

The reported survey outcomes are the results of the June 2016 Member Services Customer
Satisfaction Survey. The data collected are from active and retired members of the District of
Columbia Police Officers and Firefighters’ and Teachers’ Retirement Plans, their survivors and
beneficiaries. The purpose of the survey is to gather and measure the customer experience,
gaging their satisfaction in an effort to improve our service to them, as necessary.

Survey Objective
The resulting feedback will be used to:
e Increase member satisfaction and confidence
e Deliver actionable data to decision-makers
e Reduce caller and in-person wait times for service
e Set reasonable service expectations

Methodology
e This month, survey participants were Plan members who made onsite visits to the DCRB
member Service Center and members who contacted the center by email to the
dcrb.benefits@dc.gov address. Some members arrived after having scheduled an
appointment; others came in for assistance with updating their member
information. The survey participants were randomly selected.

Participants
e 309 surveys were sent.
e 31 responses were received from members.

Overall DCRB Member Satisfaction

Overall, how satished ane you with the member senvice provided by
DCRB?

mVery Satisfied

m Somawhal Satefied

B Meutral

B Somewhat Disaatisfied
B'Very Dissatmfied

aMA

MSC Satisfaction Survey_August.2016
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Owverall. how satisfied are you with the member service provided

by DCRB?
- Response Response

Answer Options Percent Count

Very Satisfied 79.3% 23

Somewhat Satisfied 6.9% 2

Meutral 34% 1

Somewhat Dissatisfied 0.0% 0

Very Dissatisfied 10.3% 3

A 0.0% 0
answered question 29

skipped question 2
Membership Type
~ - .

Please ndicale your DECRE member fsunivor type:

4.0%

4.0% BRetired Police Officer

B.O0%
| Reatired Teacher

120% Ohctive Police Officer
OSurvivor

W Retirad Firefighter
120% DActive Firefighter

B Active Taschear

Knowledge and Skills

How satisfied were you with how the representative addressed your problem/inquiry?

. Strongly Neither - Strongly
Answer Options R Agree e N Disagree T
Had the right information. 23 2 1 1 1
Understood your questions. 22 4 1 0 1
Provided clear answers. 23 2 1 1 1
Answered your questions. 22 3 0 1 1
Appeared well organized. 23 3 1 0 1
answered question
skipped question

MSC Satisfaction Survey_August.2016

Surent MEMBER SERVICES CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEY

Response

Count

28
28
28
27
28

N B
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Reason for Contact/

What was the main reason you contacted the DCRB Benefits Department?

Response Response

Answer Options Percent Count
Death of Annuitant 238% 5
Retirement 19.0% 4
Health/Life Insurance 14.3% 3
TaxWithholding Election 14.3% 3
Refund 14.3% 3
MamefAddress Change 4 8% 1
Direct Deposit 4.8% 1
RedepositfPurchase of Service 4 8% 1
Student Cerification 4 8% 1
Beneficiary Change 0.0% )
Disability 0.0% a
| did not contact DCREB. 0.0% a
Other (please specify) 9
answered gquestion 21
skipped question 10

Contact Wait Time

If you were placed on hold. what was the amount of time you were on hold?

Response  Response

Answer Options Percent Count
Less than 1 minute 185% 5
1to less than 3 minutes 18.5% 5
Jto less than 5 minutes 1M.1% 3
Over 5 minutes 14.8% 4
[ hung up. 0.0% 0
A 37.0% 10
answered question 27
skipped question 4

MSC Satisfaction Survey_August.2016
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July 2016
Background

The reported survey outcomes are the results of the June 2016 Member Services Customer
Satisfaction Survey. The data collected are from active and retired members of the District of
Columbia Police Officers and Firefighters’ and Teachers’ Retirement Plans, their survivors and
beneficiaries. The purpose of the survey is to gather and measure the customer experience,
gaging their satisfaction in an effort to improve our service to them, as necessary.

Survey Objective
The resulting feedback will be used to:
e Increase member satisfaction and confidence
e Deliver actionable data to decision-makers
e Reduce caller and in-person wait times for service
e Set reasonable service expectations

Methodology
e This month, survey participants were Plan members who made onsite visits to the DCRB
member Service Center. Some members arrived after having scheduled an
appointment; others came in for assistance with updating their member
information. The survey participants were randomly chosen...

Participants
e 426 surveys were sent.
e 38 responses were received from members.

Overall DCRB Member Satisfaction

Overall, how satisfied are you with the member service
provided by DCRB?

= Very Saticfiad
-— Very Satiste
-
- ‘_H\-._ ¥’

= Somewhat Satisfied

= Neutral

® Very Dissatisfied

= N/A

MSC Satisfaction Survey_July.2016

11



Board Meeting - Benefits Committee Report

5 OF Co,

,
4”(“
gt

DERBp .

>

a * O,
e
0

July 2016

Overall. how satisfied are you with the member service provided by

Suen ©° MEMBER SERVICES CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEY

DCRB?
N Response  Response
An r Options Percent Count
Very Satisfied 9.7% 33
Somewhat Satisfied 28% 1
MNeutral 0.0% 0
Somewhat Dissatisfied 0.0% 0
Very Dissatisfied 2.8% 1
MNA 2.8% 1
answered question 36
skipped question 2
Membership Type
" N
Please indicate your DCRB member/survivor
type:
M Retired Police Officer
C.0% W Retired Firefighter
M Retired Teacher
M Active Police Officer
W Active Firefighter
| Active Teacher
M Survivor
\_ w,

Knowledge and Skills

How satisfied were you with how the representative addressed your problem/finquiry?

- Strongly Neither . Strongly
SLETERE D 5] Agree L2 Agree/Disagree LTS Disagree
Had the right information. M4 2 0 0 0
Understood your questions. 4 2 0 0 0
Provided clear answers. M 2 0 0 0
Answered your questions. H 2 U] 0 0
Appeared well organized. H 2 U] 0 0
answered question
skipped question

MSC Satisfaction Survey_July.2016

12

Response

Count

88 H s

n 8



Board Meeting - Benefits Committee Report

5 OF Co,

ks
e

e

DERBp .
Suent 0 MEMBER SERVICES CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEY
July 2016

a * O,
-&Q "
0

Reason for Contact
What was the main reason you contacted the DCRE Benefits

Depariment?
. Hesponse Response

Answer Options Percent Count

Mame/Address Change 42% 1

Direct Deposit 0.0% 1]

Health/Life Insurance 125% 3

Redeposit/Purchase of Service 0.0% 0

Student Certification 0.0% 1]

Beneficiary Change 16.7% 4

Retirement 16.7% 4

Tax Withholding Election 125% 3

Refund 83% 2

Death of Annuitant 33.3% 3

Disability 42% 1

| did not contact DCRE. 0.0% 1]

Other (please specify) 10
answered question 24

skipped question 14

Contact Wait Time

If you were placed on hold. what was the amount of time you were on hold?

Response  Response

Answer Options Percent Count

Less than 1 minute 29% 1

1to less than 3 minutes 206% 7

3to less than & minutes 88% 3

Ower 5 minutes 0.0% 0

| hung up. 0.0% 0

MA 676% 23
answered question 34

skipped question 4

MSC Satisfaction Survey_July.2016
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Call Center Statistics
Total Call 2,808 1917
o s ’ B TotalCals
Inbound Calls 2,157
Outbound Calls (Voicemails & Follow-up calls) 701
- ; W FileNet Batches
- 6200 minutes
Average Talk Time Seanned
Average Caller Wait Time 2:58 minutes
Total Walk-In/Appointments 131 0 Total Walk-
In/Appointments
FileMet Batches Scanned 1,080
Documents Poges Scanned 12,378 B Correspondence
co d Written & P d 1,917 (Written &
rrespondence (Written rocessed) o Proc :I
Email & Fox 717 \
Processed Documents (EFTs, oddress & nome
1,200 / 2,898
changes, tax forms, 10995, & 28095 , etc.} 1086 +
Total 6,032
Top 3 Contact Trends
1. Motification of a death of 2 member/annuitant
Death Benefits/Notification 2. Change in Beneficiaries for Life Insurance
3. Status of Benefit payment
1. Questions regarding Open Enrollment for 2016/2017
2. Report enrollment in Medicare Parts 4 & B
Health Insurance 3. Transition from Active to Retirement
4 Reduction in coverage (Self + One or Self Only)
1. Corrections of current banking information
Electronic Funds Transfers 2. EFT forms requests by mail, email & fax
3. Processing of new EFT requests
Member Services August Statistical Comparison by Year
2015 2016 Comments
Walk-Ins/Appointments 118 131
Total Calls (includes vaice mails) 1,830 2,898
Emails 281 309
Total 2,229 3,338

Member Services Center 8.2016_JO
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%‘H(NT dﬁé}
Call Center Statistics
Total Call 2,434 1,463
—_ - B Total Cals
Inbound Calls 1384
Outbound Colls {Voicemails & Follow-up calls) 1,050
N : B FileMet Batches
: 3251 minutes
Average Tolk Time Scanned
Average Caller Wait Time 2:23 minutes
Total Walk-In/Appointments 154 [ Total Walk-
In/&ppointments

FileNet Batches Scanned 1,090
Documents Pages Scanned 11,502 B Corr dence
Co d Written & P d 1,463 (Written &

rrespondence (Written & Processed) y Broc :I
Email & Fax 354 \
Processed Documents (EFTs, address & nome g0 / 2434
changes, tax forms, 1099s, & 28095 , etc.}
Total 5,141 1,090
Top 3 Contact Trends

Death Benefits/MNotification

. Motification to DCRB of a death

. Request for death benefit packets and assistance with completing forms

. Status of benefit payments

Taxes

Fad = | LD B2

.General questions regarding taxes and how and which forms to complete

. Update or changes to withhaldings

Health Insurance

Pl

. Reduction in coverage (Self + One or Self Only)
. Dependents who have aged off of plan (dependents over 26}

3. Survivor Benefits

Member Services July Statistical Comparison by Year

2015 2016 Comments
Walk-Ins/Appointments a7 154
Total Calls (includes voice mails) 1,805 2,434
Emails 328 426
Total 2,230 3,014

Member Services Center_7.2016
Jacqueline Oliver
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To: BOARD OF TRUSTEES
FroMm: LYLE BLANCHARD, CHAIRMAN
DATE: SEPTEMBER 15, 2016

SUBJECT: LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT

The following report reflects activities of interest since the July Board Meeting:

COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

L21-0142, “Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Local Portion Adoption Act of 2016”
This proposed bill would appropriate $146,456,000 from local funds for the Police Officers and
Firefighters’ Retirement System; $56,781,000 from local funds for the Teachers’ Retirement
System; and $39,095,618 from the Teachers’ and Police Officers and Firefighters’ Retirement
Funds for the District of Columbia Retirement Board.

Status: The bill, B21-0668, was introduced on March 24, 2016, and was enacted with Act number A21-
0414 on June 15, 2016. The Act was transmitted to Congress on June 16, 2016, and became law on July
29, 2016.

A21-0488, “Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Support Act of 2016”

Title I, Subtitle L - Equity in Survivor Benefits Clarification Amendment Act of 2016
This provision of the proposed bill would amend the “District of Columbia Spouse Equity Act of
1988 (DC Code §1-529.03) to add a new section clarifying that the Mayor is not required to
comply with a qualified domestic relations order issued after an employee’s or retiree’s death.

Title 111, Subtitle E - Fire and Emergency Medical Services Department Chief Officers Service Longevity
Amendment Act of 2016
This provision would amend DC Code §5-544.01(a)(3) to provide longevity pay calculated based
on annual rate of pay and total active service for non-union, active Assistant Fire Chiefs, Deputy
Fire Chiefs and Battalion Fire Chiefs.

Title 11I, Subtitle F - Fire and Emergency Medical Services Presumptive Disability Implementation
Amendment Act of 2016
This provision would amend the “Fire and Emergency Medical Services Employee Presumptive
Disability Amendment Act of 2012” (DC Law 19-311; DC Code §§5-651 - 5-656) to require
additional eligibility requirements to be met by EMS employees and reporting requirements by
FEMS. Note: The 2012 Act is subject to appropriations and has yet to be funded.

Status: The bill, B21-0669, was introduced on March 24, 2016, and was enacted with Act number A21-
0488 on August 18, 2016. The Act was transmitted to Congress on August 24, 2016, and has a projected
law date of November 29, 2016.


http://www.dcrb.dc.gov/
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L21-0125, “Neighborhood Engagement Achieves Results Act of 2015”
Title II, Subtitle J of this act allows, with the exception of disability annuitants, police officers
retired from the Metropolitan Police Department to be eligible for rehire at the discretion of the
Director of the Department of Forensic Sciences as a temporary full-time or part-time employee
without jeopardy to the retirement benefits of the police officer.

Status: The bill, B21-0360, was introduced on September 22, 2015, and was enacted with Act number
A21-0356 on March 26, 2016. The Act was transmitted to Congress on April 6, 2016, and became law on
June 30, 2016.
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NO WRITTEN REPORT
NO COMMITTEE MEETING WAS HELD THIS

MONTH

THE NEXT MEETING WILL BE PRIOR TO THE
OCTOBER 2016 BOARD MEETING



Board Meeting - Other Business

NO WRITTEN REPORT PROVIDED
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Sponsor Name of Conference Date Location Cost Description
The program covers critical issues and trends in trustee service and reviews recent
ethical dilemmas in the pension fund industry and challenges trustees face with ethical
decision-making. The course will evaluate several fact patterns to sharpen their
. knowledge and understanding of fiduciary responsibilities, conflicts of interest, duties
Pension Fund Trustee . ) L. . .
CII Trainin 28-Sep Chicago, IL Members: $395 of care and loyalty regarding plan participants and the consideration of plan sponsor
g circumstances.The course examines common liability structures for a variety of funds
(pension, endowment) ways to set strategic investment objectives. Risk budgeting for
funds will be explored and applied in a brief case study that enhances participants’
understanding of the tactical and strategic choices that fund stewards must make.
National Council on Teacher Thru 09/10/2016 NCTR provides v1tal' suppO}'t ff)r‘the ret}rement ;ecurlty flor Amerlca s teachers. There
. . are thousands of dedicated individuals involved in our mission, but with more pressure
NCTR Retirement 94th Annual October 8-12 Providence, RI Member: $1,080 . . R
on retirement systems, the need is greater than ever for the leadership, support, and
Conference After 09/10/2016 - . .
. connections that NCTR provides for its members
Member: $1,230
The Public Safety Employees Pension & Benefits Conference is dedicated to providing
National Conference on quality education that is specifically tailored for the unique needs and demands of
Public Employee Retirement Thru 09/23/2016 public safety pensions. Since 1985, the Conference has educated hundreds of public
NCPERS Public Safety Employees October 23-26 Las Vegas, NV Member: $650 safety pension trustees, administrators and staff; union officials; and local elected
Pension & Benefits After 09/23/2016 officials by featuring presentations from recognized leaders in both the worlds of
Conference Member: $800 finance and politics, providing news on the latest developments, and offering attendees
the opportunity to network with fellow trustees.
M:[};;[?eiozgzl/(z)g?oo Expand your knowledge of the legal, legislative, plan design and fiduciary aspects of
Certificate of Achievement NonMembér' $t1 265 00 public sector employee pension plans by earning your CAPPP in Employee Pensions
CAPPP November 12-13 Orlando, FL i today! With curricula taught by distinguished faculty who are well versed on the real

in Public Plan Policy Part I

After 10/2/2016
Member: 1,295.00

NonMember: $1,515.00

issues affecting your plans, the CAPPP program provides attendees with a solid
foundation of education to help fulfill the duties of their roles.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RETIREMENT BOARD
Training & Travel Report
As of
September 15, 2016

Dates
Name Description Sponsor/Vendor Location From [ To
Trustees
No Trustee Travel
Staff i i i
Johniece Harris Education Stratéglc l?larmmg anq [mplementation Washington, DC 08/02/16 09/12/16
University of Phoenix DC Campus
. National Association of State Retirement Administrators !
Sheila Morgan-Johnson Conference NASRA 62nd Annual Conference Coeur d' Alene, ID 08/06/16 08/10/16
. National Association of State Retirement Administrators !
Erie Sampson Conference NASRA 62nd Annual Conference Coeur d' Alene, ID 08/06/16 08/10/16
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