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W F Corroon was retained by the Los Angeles County Economy and Efiidency 
Commfssfon to: 

Provide the Commission with an objective and comprehensive analysis of the 
polides andpracticesgoverningretfrement-eligible salsrJFandbenefasofLACERA 
& cornp& to other analogous public and private penslon systems; 

Provide recommendations that enable fhe develo~ment of effective polides and 
practices in the area of pension system stru&mUWand management,?ocusing on 
those issues related to retirement-eugtble salary and benefits; and 

+ Prwide innovative, alternative approaches to the accomplishment of the above 
recommendations. 

This report provides the results of this assignment. 

In order to achieve the objemives, the following methodolo@ was used: 

1. A "typical employee group-as created to represent a cross section of County 
General Member employees. 

2. typical employee group was w e d  for: 

The adequacy of employer and employee provided retirement benefits from 
Los Angeles Retirement system Plans D and E and the Los Angeles County 467 
and M(k) retirement savings plans; 

The equity of these retirement bene5ts between the typical employees; and 

The comparability of these Caunty retirement benefits with those provided by 
a sample of comparable public and private employers. 

3. The County retirement program was evaluated and based on the above criteria, 
meommendations for possible improvements were made. 

We hope that this report will pnwe infomath snd wful to the Commission in the 
formulation of its recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. 

Lor Angeles County Retirement Analysk 3 September 1992 



Etnrluatlon of dl mt@men€income SOIVCBI, smileble from the employer. 
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+ The results of our measurement indicate that: 
At retIrement,theincome forthetspiesl e m p l o  
adequate to sustain the employee's preretirement lifestyle when 
employee contributions are considered. The Colmtty-funded portion 
of benefits replaces 6096 to 80% of net preretlrenmt emin@. 
I n f l e t i o n o f 6 % w i n ~ i n a r e d ~ ~ o n ~ r r ~ ~ r a g e p ~ 1 ) g ~ ~ ~ e  
over the employee's retirement years of 80% for the typical employ- 
ees m r e d  under Plan D and 40% under Plan E. These reductions 
do not inch& the pwchegfRgpower pEotectron promoted underthws 
SIM supplemental eosMtU.Vlng p~o~gaw for Plan D. 9rd 

Adequacy meaeures are based upon be~efits geaenrted fMm amounts 

-8 L -3. -> 3- .r. 
- M e d  by both the County and the employee from: 

The County Retirement System, plus 
The County's 401F) and 467 Retirement Savings Plans, and 
For the DP Manager 111 and Auditor Controller positions under Plan 
E, mounts gene~dfrompersonalsavings,tothe extentthatthese 
employees were precluded from maldng full contributions to the 
401(k) plan due to fsderaluhU- 

SEC~ON 3.3 This semion of the report deals with the fbm questioxc 
INTRA~OUNTY Is the County retirement pxogmmequitsble to all ELsses of our typical 
COMPARISION: employee group? 
EQUITY WT 

Our eqdty memmis bgaed upon th Retirement Benef¶t Adequac~~ Coef- - fldent 0 developed in Section 8.8. I 
I : wc; + As measured by the RBAC, the typical employeesinthe Choices and the 

Options flexible benefits plans receive less adequate retirement bek 
eiits than the typical employees who participate in the MegaFlex plan. 

I ; TNs is the direct result of the level of flextble benefit cash options XI I Y  :-= 
I 1;nTnr I d - 1 -  included as pensionable earnings. 

.A : 1 - . u ?'he results ofequI$ytests mongthetspicalemployees who pruticipate 
,.L,, n in the MegaFlex plan indicate a bias towards Mghbr compensated 

employees (baaed on the IRS definition of YhigNy compensated employ- 

--- - --- ees"). The desirabW of this situation is 8 comqeneation and benefit 
gone h e .  A 



* In compsrlng the form af cornpenastion pcludable in pensionable earn- - tog ~~ County fs unique amone those surveyed for including 
tnulsportatlou dlowance, secarpoI allowance, and county flexible benefit 
Cplittfbutiom. Howeverl searvgg data @ed to us bg the Commbdon 

" ' hrdlcatedthatsomeofthesmaller ~AoTretawmntsJrstsxnsindudethese 
' item in pensionable earnings. 

v - 

This section of the repoit vd€b the &&on: 
hre tbe Retireanent System benefb being ihnded in r renaonable aad a 
reepoeBB)le m s ~ e r  constderbg fke imm8se8 h liabilities that h e  oe 
carred as areealt of the tnelnsion o f f l d l e  benefit w h  options and other 
rdditlonal compensation elements Mo peasionable aompensation? 

@ Tho@ mntribution lev& barn been incmwd, the W e d  status of the 
system remains eound. 

o There was a decrecae in the government accounting staadard funding ratio 
from 84.0% as of June 90.1990 to &L5% as of ,Tune 80.0.81. Even with this 

. -the~angeles ~ o ~ n $ s p t e r n ~ s  funded ratio is above that of the 
I median county retirement ssgtem, and sit5 onrryclose to the average for all 



I t ~ ~ e d i n t h e a c t a s r i e l ~ n t h a t t h e c l r s h o p $ l o n  
"able under the Choices plan wil l  increase at the eame rate as 

+% -ju-. -A,, 
8 salaties,ie., 6%peryeat, Uit increases more tapidlgthanth 

- L L  *., 8 -  ' - c  
(e& if it increases in unison with increw in medical premiums 
under the Choices plan)there will be substantial Mure increases in 
the unfunded IiabiIity. 

This is an are8 where there b need for close coordination between 
ComtyadmMsffatlon andthe RBtfrement$stem sothat all parties 
are acute4 aware of the retiramant c a t  implications of future 
negotfrrted cash options avaiIable under the Choices plan. These 
same concerns will also apply btIw caeh option under the Options 
Flexible Benefits Plan. 

Retirement Benefit Adequacy 

- 
In gene* the benefits are not overly generow when one considersthat 

, I -  - i - - #r a substmhl  portion ofthe benefit in M d  by the employee, and the 
n. , - , - ,i - ;r l  . ,, redu&on in benefit adeqmq tkat occurs through the inflationary 

losses in purchasing power after retire- 

September 1992 10 '=Ad--w-AeahVdr 



I(EcO~MDblwKlb(s 
1 r , ' l l f c  . - 

%e recommendations which follow have impwtmt legal, labor relations and 
poliq impWtone which maet be caretul$ considered before thy are h p l e  

L FWible Beaeflt Cash Optione 

'," In our opinion, panting higher pension beneshs when flex5le benefit plan 
oasft @ptbns rue available does not spend emploger benefit d o h  in the 



T B u a , & m ~ a r e I l B e t h s c p s s t h a t ~ ~ ~ ~ n t t o 1 ) ~ p p o r t t h e 8 8  
mnslon ~~CIIBBBR#L would be better swnt, in other benefit areas or to 

To le6m the impact ofthe r6uluPtiaa of tbncesh option on employ- 
ems the e-gEQPsclion ef &g&!Lexpad Blesr to b&de 4010 could be - 



employee benefits into cash equivalents. Once these beneat values are 
incorporatea Mo the pension farmu4 the retirement ppolpara beBina 
replakng both income arrdbeneflts. As a hult,  there m&be juetitlc&on 
to use the increase inbenefIts that a retiree geb from incorporating flexible 
benefits amountcr into pensionable earnings agatnstthe amounbtheCounty 
would otherwise contribute to that retIree's medlcal benefits. 

As an example, assume an employee retires st age 82 from Retirement Plan 
D with 30 years of service. Assume further that the employee has final 
annual earnings of 830,000 before including the MegaFlex annual cash 
option and $36,100 after ineluding it. The retiree fs entitled to a monthly 
retirementbenefitof $l1886.U ofwNchS~.~isduetothehcluslonof~ 
MegaNex cash option. This employee would be required to contribute 
towards the cost of retiree healthinsurance uptothe lesser ofthe cost ofthe 
chosen coverage or 1266.66 per month. In future years, the $266.66 would 
be increased with cost~f-Uvlq @ustments. 

In effectthts extends the flexible benefits concept into the retirement years 
(albeit without the tax advantages) since the retiree can choose to contrib 
utetowards andpartidpate inthe County health plan, or- 
per month. 

3. Eliminate the incorporation of flexible benef 
allowance$ from pensionable earnings for new hires. To leseen the impact 
ofthe reduction ofthe cashoption on employees, the expansion of Megalilex 
and Flex to include 401(k) could be investigated. 

4. Either include all future special salary d e f d  arrangements in pension- 
able earnings on an asearned basis or discontinue such salary deferral 
arrangements. TNs practice promotes "sp&ngW of pension benefits which 
produces inequitable benefits and understatement of ultimata pension 
costs. 

6. The evaluation of executive compensation and benefits issues as they relats 
to public and private sector m&es is m d t h e s c o p e  of ow study. The 
Commission may want to recommend that thfS issue be studied further. 

Lor Angales County Ratirement Analysis 13 September 1992 
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A forward looldng approach was takea ihw, cetlre 
m a t  8nd flexible bendit ~lans oonddered in ow 
rtue were onlg uuw a v a i i t ~  to new employem 
' E h i s r p p ~ p r o d ~ e e s t b a m o s l ~ l e w u l t s  
by conpar& bendlt dedma at the rrsme point in 
ttme.Ilb~onbene5taavatlabletonewbtres 
from other employera competing in the same 
mrkroree markets. 

Sineethedutlesof8aietJrmembers~1) W- 
different than thorn of most prfvsts aactor emplay- 
eee and haw a coneiderable impad on the design of 
their retirepaent bfw¶ts, we him €irfwed safe@ 
membera from this gta9. 

Formo&portlousoftbstu4p,~fncl~ S* 
ment income e o m  available to employee8 aim 

An importentelementinth$sha$ie~need to 
evaluate how the W o w  compensatIenit8ma a&ed 
the level ofwtfrementben&te when deword drom a 
number of different perspectives: the adequacy of 
the beneilt9, the equitable treatment of different 
elassea of  employ^^^, and the level of benQts rela- 
tive to other eomparsble public and private sector 

Taken tagether, these Qpical employem then c o i  
priae a repreaentatIve crossxbn ofthe employee 
populatiotl. 

In order to reflect dUt'erences in penatonable com- 
pensation, the elassea were baed on their flexible 
b e n ~ p l m \ a o ~ ~ ~ $ 8 ~ f o r m s o f  
eompe~ontypfoalbrraaprlvad.WltNa~clps$a 
sample Oenerul member job We, representative of 
the General members ofthe group, lsps chosen. Bg- 
pothetW employeesfrorn these job tltlea were used 
for comparlsone throughout the report. The claasea 
and mo&d job tltlea ww 

EPrntngsntllteadinourah@foreachofthejobtitlea 
areshownh~axtB.18 .  Psnalonableearnhw 
for the Lo8 Angela CounQ Employees' Retirement 
@&em m s e m  noted The eaminga were 
rwkwdrnd rp~leppsdby arepmentaMve niWI the 
C Q l f e Q ~ r ' ~  Omce. 

In orderto~ect~aoarpeasst loni tamsinW 
study, ~ e t i c s l  emplogeain eligiblelob clussill- 
cations sre unrulaed te rseetPe tamportation and 
~ a u o w a g w o a d  s m p l ~ i n t h e ~ t h r ~ e  
# b o b w l g a ~ t a r e c 8 i v e b ~ p q . I n  
addMon, coverage under the appropriate flexible 
benefit plan ie assumed. 

September 1992 L o r ~ w b u n t y ~ ~ s  



Hving I~QBBW(I~ the penslon~teriacluded In 
the corpontIone' mud fimdal stabmen$. 

IntemtratQllleedbdetenninetbsvalueof& 

BeneEaW~ age at retirement 62 
Years of 8e~ice at mthment 80 

Lor Angelas County Retirement Armtysis 19 September 1992 



KEY POINTS lhis sectton of the report deals withthe following question: 

t The ra&s of our measumment indioate that: 

Bt l.etlwment, the income forthe typical employee groupis gemally 
adequate to ~ustain the employee's prer&lrement lifestyle when 
emprpyee eontrfbutlons are considered. The ComQ-funded portion 
of benefib replaces 60% to 80% of mt pnmthnentearninge. 
Inflation of6% will result in a reduction fn merage pnrohasing power 
mtbaemployee'sretirementye8rs of~forthetspicslempl~es 
m r e d  under Plan D and 40% under Plan E. These reductions do not 
indude the purehasing power protection promoted under the STAR 
8upplaantsl wt-of-living proghm fMPlasl D. 

The CoaneJr Retirement &&em, plus 

The Countg's 401G) and 457 Retirement Smrlngs Plans, and 



Agcnaionplanisde&gnedtor%placeemoe~onof 
an smployee'~ compensation aRer retirement. Ana- 
Iptical techniqw Rave been used to determine the 
proportion of companeotton neceservy to provide a 
wmparrble $sndard of Uving oil employees enter 
rettrement. Thege pmportlons are commonly m 
f e d  to rrs %placement rattos*. 

Note that the adequacy measures are based upon 
benefits generated from: 

+ The County FtefArement System, plus 

to ths40l(k) plan due to federal limits, 

and reprwent amounts funded by bdh the County 
and the e~\ployee. 

kTERMlNATlON OF REPLACEMENT R~Tlof 

We used the following procadm to Edmtlate the 
replacement ratios for our $pfcal employee group 
(Note: the letterln8refem% the columns in lllustra- 
hone 38.1 and 8.2.e): 

a 6rOw Preretlremept Income 

the year immehiatelp ~ r & g  e r e t i r e  

is ultimately bmd.  County contributions to 
the flexible benefits plans are sof included. 

lhe  r e a n  for e%clud&.g flexible benefit cow 
trlbutiow in gmag p m m t  income ie 
that the mere existam of the flexible plan 
should not altect the level of retirement in- 
come needed by the employee. An example 
might be to compare two identical employern 
wIth the exact same benefit and pay structure, 
accept employer tl providesailedblebenefits 
plan and employw #2 doen not. There is no 
justification why an employee of employer tl 

hus any need for a Mgherpendon s o l d y b  
awe of Ute esWmce ofthe fl-le benente 
p h  Therefore, the pmmtirment income 
npon which we me- retirement benefft 
adequacy should be the fpme for each em 
ployw. 
Another way to dew W d d  be to compare 
two identical employees, one employee who 
retlrespriortothSimplement9tion~ailexible 
benafitplanandan employeewhoratfresalter 
the~nrentsttom~thefledMaben~tplan 
Themere edatence ofthe Badble benedlb plan 
ereatee no r~esdfor ahigher pension ben& for 
the second employee. Thus the preretirement 
incowuponarfJchtomeaaureadepua~rehould 
be the a&efor each employee. It maybe that 

trlbuttona are based on cornpensation inclub 
ingthe fiexible beaeM contribution) he or she 
is entltled to smont odeqwte beneiit, but the 
bade ad- waswr should be the m e .  
In lmp1emanflag the flexlble beneiits plan, all 
that hae happened is that certain employee 
benefit  el^^ have been converted to their 
caah equivalent and offered back to employees 

The only dtuation in which one might have 
fustinatbn for hluding the fleJdble bendta 
contrlbtdiona would be if the flexible benefits 
plan vlspMOtded in exchange for a reduction 

b, and we und&d that no aalG in- 
manes were Poregone upon the lmplementai 
tlon of tha County'e warlous flexble benefits 

a/e. Pmetlrement T a m  
Ihe tederal a d  stste income tax rates are 
based npon W81 raten for a single tarpayer 
tukhgthastandard deductionwlth one tmemp 
tion. Medicare Esras are also included. 





RETIREMENT P L A N  U 

'Ihe 1 n . i  h n d  lbtimmmt Inwm includes benefits gem~~ted born mernbar and Oomty conlibntbm tp tl18 heunty'~ refiremsat @tern ad 
6pvir@ plPns (40l(k) a d  451pb), 

September 1992 24 lo$ Angdes County Rdrement Analysis 



RETIREMENT PLAN E 1 

Ihe I n i t l s l h u p l  Retiremant Incoma Includes benellts neneated from member and Coun$ c ~ t r l b u t i o ~  to ttie CpW'l rethsment rystsm and 

later into retirement before drawing any con- 
clusions about the relative vaIue of the twO 
plans. There are other differences that affect 
the relative values as well, such as benefits 
continued to mmivhg apou8e8. These other 
diflerenceswlll be addressed in Section 3.4 of 
this report. 

Theretirernenteavingaamounts8hmin Illus 
tration 3.2.1 are close to those in similar stud- 
ies. It maybe argued that Plan E membersmay 
be less likelyto save fir reretirement given their 
choice to participate in a noncontributoq re 
tirement plan. 'That may well be, but itwas also 
our intent to calculate the replacement ratios 
InIUuetration 3.2.1 using a common basehe of 
preretirement expenditures. Ifweassumethat 
Plan E members spend the Plsn D contribu- 
tions rather than save them for retirement, we 
get the muttsshown in Illustration 8.2.2. Note 
that we assume in this illustration that they put 
the somemounts into the 4Ol(k) and 457plans 
as the Plan D members. 

+ Many of the mpkcement ratios u e  over 
lrn 
It 18 importpnt to note hat the benefits in 
IUostration 8.8.1 areboth employee and Oounty 
financed. Between4Mand fiS%ofthebeneAts 
are funded by the member, thue the County 
does not finance retirement b e n a  whlch 
exceed 100% of net preretirement earnings for 
a30yearemplayee. The county-funded portion 
of the beneflts at retirement are more in the 
range of 60% to 80% of net preretirement 
esmlngs. 

+ The rephcemeat ratios for  the 
nonrepr~(~nted employees exceed tho= of 
the repreeented employees. 
Thin ''equity" iasue is addressed in dew1 in 
Section 3.3 of this report. It b generally the 
result of the.higher flesible benefit amounts 
which are included in the calculation of the 
Wemant System beneflts. 

Los Angdes County Retirement Analysis 25 Septornber 1992 



11's montn$. earnin@. Since the Locsl 660 
Mummndm of Undemtanding provid~  Bat 
~ c o s h  option nnder the Option&exibIeben- 
&plnnwinbecomee&tothatofthe~ 
j+h  in 1884, we M e  1LgBs the $W monthly 
MlstlntfarboththeSecSetary IandPropwty 
Agentn. ~ d 2 4 4 i s a ~ p e r c e n t a g e d t h e  
~ I ' ~ p e y , s o t , I t e ~ ~ o n ~ ~  
eflt ls about 8% U@er rs a pmentrFge o f ~ w .  
UndPnPlanD,WB%differen&eWbthe 
fact that the Rope* Agent II expertenw a 
more favorable tax situation after retirement, 
relative to preretirement, than does the 
secretary I. 

REPLACEMENT RAM AND ME c k # W G E  IN 
LIVING EXPENSES AFTER RETIREMENT 
There are maw fad018 that need to be considered 
when evaluatingthe results of'khe replacemeM,r&tio 
analysis. One ofthew isthe ohangeinlivingmenses 

gross Income can be tobat&l is the re- 
moval of work-relabed expenae~ such sa 
~~4mut@on  eoetr~ t h e b ~ e f m n i n -  
teiatng a second car, lunch and dothing 
costs, and 610 on. A h ,  many retired 
individuals no longer fm the costs wo- 

haw reduced h o e  @&a be- of 
me coxnpletion of mar@#. payments 
and, tn m e  localities, reduced real ee- 
tatetaxratee. 

AMay 1880 report by the Rs&dant+s Commlrsek,n on 
PensionPoliey~edinftarepl(~~tmentratio an@- 

efeWtheseduceionin living expenses Le 6% ofafter- 
tar-- 

On the other hand, some experte claim that poor 
health (which can lead to menditwesfor custodial 
type cprt, wbieh is genaalQ not copered by health 
glans) and I~WWWI biamW&d a d  commnnity 
8e& a@tlvities a n  ina- eertda typas ofex- 
penses overtheir preretirement level& 

we might have othemkie added. Per theee ~ ~ B O I U  

we have not incorporated any prerethment and 
postretirement expense differences in ow analyeis. 
Bowever, one area of exmm which aMMts fur- 
ther distigsfon l~ pweiirementmedkal expenm. 

g a a a s o f e e n 4 ~ e a t 1 1 ( 1 ~ e n t c a n ~ ~ f r e e  
medfcal plus dental a d  &fan  ceveroge. Tberaiom, 
no differences between preretirement and 
po-ent herdCk radated mpauw b e  been 
f a c t o r e d r n o m ~  

b-m,@mwbe-- 
r e l a  aegtFetlr%ment e w m m  due to det&orab 
L n g h ~ g l l c h a s ~ ~  W e ~ ~ e d  

This (reetllllption should not st the attention 



bnos AND THE EFFECT OF 
Poss l lnnwl  INFLATION 

8. Add up rEl the products cdcuWd in step 2; 
and 

4. Divide the result o f e p  8 bywhat would have 
been achieved U Ule replacement ratio1 hnd 
been 10& for each age dtrrsllrenlent 

+ Are pension hri* provided by the County 



P h  D PIPIID Plan E 
Age (w/o (rrAR) (w/STAR) 

I 
82 118% 118% 128% 
66 106% 1 111% 
70 90% 00% 87% 
76 TS% 86% 68% 
80 63% 83% 68% 
85 63% 80% 4296 

PlanD P h D  P&nE I 

S o p i m h r  1992 28 br Angela Counly Rdrmmt Analysis 



10s ~ G E L E S  COUNTY RETIREMENT SYSTEM BENEFIT PERCENTAGES 
"$ A,,,. A Inn .... ..... ... II-. ...-.-- 
I I 

Monthly 
Pensionable Earnines LA Cow& Pensionable Emi&(2) 

Qpical Employee LA Cow@ OBRA PO (1) Plan D Plan E OBRA '90 
8eoretsrYI $2.668 $2.230 72.97% 60.00% 40.18% 

Proper@ Agent Il 4,168 3,044 72.97% 60.00% 42.49% 

DP Manager ID 9,6W 4,626 72.97% 60.00% 22.17% 

Auditor Controller 13,717 4,626 72.97% 60.00% 16.68% 

(1) Base salary limited to $65,500 in 1992. 
(2) Based on age 66 retirement with 30 years of service 

a retirement age of 85. Illustration 8.2.4 provides a 
comparison of the mtnimmn beneflts for pension 
plana with those prodded under Plm D and E. 

Illuatratton 3.2.4 indicates that both Plane D and E 
wen exceed these minimum pension benefit require 
ments. 

Note that the retirement beneflt percentages in this 
illustration are diEerentthan those 8howninIHusba- 
tlons 8.2.1 and 9.2.2 a c e  these reprtwnt the per- 
centage of gross pendonable earnings provided un- 
derthe Retirement System done, and do not reflect 
the fleet oftarea and the change in living expenses 
rRea retirement. 

It should be noted in thc context of OBRA 90, the 
minimum beneflt d w  aan be uttefIed by providing 
benefits in forms other than pension plana In fact, 
parttime,seasondandbem~onrpCo~employees 
not covered by the County B%tlrement $stem are 
covered by the CounQki Psmaion Bavlnga Rogram. 
Thla program, whfch ie fanded entirely by employee 
contributions equal to 8% of pay, b provided in the 
form of a Seetfon 467 eavlnga plan. This program 
(whfchieobvi~very eostsiEectivcforthe county) 
aleomeetetheminimumbsa&repulrementsunder 
OBRA '90 even though It b & M y  employee funded. 
For thin reawn, it ia probabiy not v m  meanhgfd to 
use these Rllee as a meaeun, of adequacy. 



b tihe 00eretlrennent progr8m equitable to sll clssees of our typical 
em#oyee group? 

Our ~QUQ mattem Ss based upon the Retirement Benefit Adeqnscy Coeffl- 
dent (RBAC) developed in Section 92 

t As measured by €he WAC, the brpW emplopees in the C h o h  and the 
OBtla~~Ziardblebeneii6s ~lans receive less deanate retirement benefits 

pensionable earnings. 

t % results of eqsity testa among the typical employee8 who piMcfp8te 
in the MeaaFlef plan indicate a bW toward8 highly compensated employ- 
ees@asedbntbeWdefintti(m6fYWghlgco~neeted emphpes.).. The 
desirsbili$ of thts &ation% a a m t i @  mi andn~ilt, polfcy iseue. 



In thin discusdon we are not concerning ourselves 
with~derstionsofequiQamngthe5veplansd 
benet i l that~stwiWthe~ent$stem.  We 
would not capectbegefb amongthesevaclo~~plans 
tobe compsrabls InW P Cormon's ION Betirement 
Bene5tn h e y  we compared the aotuarlal preaeat 
duesofthe~emegtbeneflbmeivedby atgpld 
employee &om Plane A through E (Plan D-1.00). 
Illuntration 8.3.1 show thin comprtrieon. 

The decreasen in relative value ore dm@~-bseed. By 
that we mean they were negotiated and thstalled an 
part of an ongoing procesl4 of redudne rettrement 

were implemented, the sWe and Wwl con&& 
Uonal protsction agalnstredudng benefibfor ex& 
ing employees led to the c1&g of Plans A, B, and C. 
Thisnaturallycreated hequittea mehasthoseshown 
in Illushation 3.3.1. 

Ou r f o c u e i n W ~ $ ~ b e o n e q u i $ i s s u e s m ~  
our group of typtd employ- within a common 
generation, that Is, within the same plan of benedta 

DEFINITION OF EQUm Mwuu 
m e  5rst issue that needs to be addrased la how we 
will define our equity measure. 

September 1992 

theretima ovarhisorherretirement~inrelatr~ 
to thd BxPerlenced before retirement A RBAC al 
lese thsn.00 indicates that, on the average, the 
re& wlll experience a reduction in standard of 
living. l l ~ e  REAC's of our Qpical employees can be 
compared and used as a measure of- among 
members ofthe groups. 

B e f o r e w e ~ e t h e t h e C a n a n e q u f @ ~ m  
need to dietillthevaclow piecw that we aretrging to 
measam. In m on 89 of thts report we i n c o w  
retad within the BBAC the value of dl WtiMment 
income beneilts, regardiem of whether they were 
Wded by the eBploye8 or the employer. For p w  
p o a e s o f m ~ ~ , r a t h e r t h a n  adequacy, we 
should remove the emplyee funded beneflta. Also, 
we MI @we ths'8PAE supplemental co8t.oi-living 
prosram, since the source of funding fs retirement 
fund earninge rsther UIlur member and County con- 
tribution& &, them b no guarantee that thie 
progmm.sPlll continue for theinde5nitsfuture Ellmi- 
natlon of BTAB from the BBAC should not have any 
dfeniiieant impact on the rctsulta 

A w n w  OF THE RBAC hum TESTS 

In order to determine whather spuitJr exists among 
speciiIc Ipoupa ofemployees, we have disttngulshed 
betwean: 

The OptioneJCholces flerlble benefits plan par- 
ldclpanb and Lbe MegaPlex partldpants; a d  

N ~ v e m ~ c o m p e n a a t e d e m p l o y e e 8  
in the MegaFlex plan 

We have broken the MegaFlexgroupinto %on-highly- 
compensatedw and 'highly compeneated employeesw 
basadupontheES's 1002 pay breakpoint of $62,346. 
The IRS ha9 detailed nondisclzminstionts~ rules 
to ensure that retirement plan8 do not favor hfgh$ 
compensated employee#. Thwe rulea do not yet 
applyto atatg andlocalgwement retltsmentplq 
but thls pay breakpoint will be weful for our eauit~ 
meseurementpuqkesas aneatabllshedfheifn;, f& 
ldenti$ine bighly compeneated employees. 



mtoge ofsalary (l714)mmm the crsh oflm 
dwe lmd& ttle'(%emi.phr d Optlans 

!I Flexible Beneflts 



8. The regulte for both Plan D and FW E patid- 
panteindicpte a bias tow&rda the highly cornpen- 
aatedemplcrpea ~raisesthepeUcyces#on 
of whether or not it In appmpdata that the 
County's overall retirement program should pm 
vide a more admuate benefit for tta htghbr e m  

This policy questlon must be considered carefully. 

retention ofhighly qualiiled exmtiw level emplay. 
ctea la diideult for pdblic entities due to strict ilmfCB- 
&mi on ths Qpea @f Pnecutlve m p e W o n  and 

providedwWl other compensstfon and beneflte eueh 
as stoak related cornpensatton (optlone, rpp& 
tion rights, restricted gurts, etc.), nonqualllfed tax 
defemd adn@ plane and 8 p p p l e W  r&rement 
programs. On the obher hand, there are &&holder 
movee afoot to cut back on mecutlve compena8tion 
and benefit packages in at least nome private sector 
oganieatio~1. 

employees la beyond the scope of our study. The 
CommlssIon may want to recommend that thla issue 
be studied W e r .  1 





In order to evaluate the compewve element, we 
B I V P B J ~ ~ ~  6 of the 10 lageat corporatlona with h& 
quatea in h Angelea County, 2 California public 
nWth, and l0 other Cdiiornis public retirement 
systems and compsred the retirement bensilts with 
those amhble to La Angela% County employees. 
The public retirement 8ptems wvrrey included four 
of the largest 1@87 Aot uystem, the two largest 
CalPERS wuntfe9, the two largest city Q%tenwl and 
thestateemployeesco~ under CalPEBS Wehave 
Included retirement hcome from the followhg 
80un!W 

Our swey revealed the following reauk 
7 8 % o r 1 4 o f t h e 1 8 ~ n a ~ r e d b y e o c i a l  
d t y .  

slrusac* PandonPLn -8.- OUler Rertrsnmat Ptar 

@l@) Plm~ 467 R L ~  - 
&el- COW@ No Y a  Ym Ye4 No 

W - 1  Y a  Ye4 No Y a  No 
IbUh-8 No Y e  No Y a  No 
wblic-a ye4 y e  NO YM NO 

~tbl ie -4  Ye, Y a  NO Y= NO 

PubUc.6 Y a  Y a  Ye4 Ye4 No 
mbk-8 P* Pb No Y a  NO 
W - 7  Ye4 Ye4 No Y a  No 
Publfc-8 No Ye, No Ye, No 
Publie-0 No Ye4 No Y a  No 
Pnblie - 10 Ye4 Y a  No Y a  No 

U W -  1 Y a  Ye4 Y a  No No 

urmty-a YU yes ye4 NO NO 
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0 HPvethemcentribntebt8em- 
;&-asna-- @& &= 
m, if ap~ItWe) k, the srcgs eatant 
eorrtrfbw UnM the Lol Anselee reEfremdnt 
P- 



Ing the rettree's standard of living by rentorkg at 
l sps tp&dths~power los t throu@~In&-  
tton. Many of the pWc retfremeqt p h 6  provide 
~&cCOLAOledQonthe~erPr iee  Index 

The C O N  haa eigntncant value for a retiree. In 
Ihstratlon 8.43 we &ow a cornpariaon of a $100 
m o n ~ b e n ~ t  with the same $100 benefft wlth a 2% 
COLA and then fully adjusted for fnilation (6% per 
-I. 
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Included in our comprrrison of re*& programall 

are retirement mvh@ plwa Ihese indude: 



Interest rate 8%/year 
Backward salary scale* B%lyear (indudas 5% for inflation 

and I% for promotion) 

Inllation 6%/~rear 
Social Security future CPI i n c ~  WYW 
Moltality 1971 Qmup Annuity 

6 ..I:, .I 1 '  a 8 ' f 4 a " r n  \ ' / IJ ."  
!dale Mortality setback 

6 yeare to reflect a unisex basis 

Percentage Married 70% 

I ' For our moll DP Mmqm I md III, ud Audltor Controbr we used r 6% backnrd alvy rec)e per yeu for the lpct 6 
geua md BX for the e u k  yemi for the AudItnr Commller, 7.6% for DP Mmlgsr IU, md 6.7% for DP Mvuger I. 

of $8,?28 during 1883. The madmum dollar 
amount h @u&d annually to refleci Mation. 

AllofthepubUcemployeresweyed,haveanIntemal 
Revenue Code (EC) Section 467 plan. Los Angales 
County la the OI@ employer in the survey that pro- 
vides a plan with amatchlng employer contribution. 

Ofthe e u ~ e y  participants, aU private, amployere and 
2pubUcemployerspmvidedIRCSection~lQplans. 
~tshould be noted thatpublicemployera arenolonger 
allowed to start new 4010  plans due to federal 
regulations. 

Baaedonoursurvey, 8 ofthe g employere withrlOl(k 
plans matched the employee's contribution. The 
employer match averaged 66% up to 4% of the 
employee's salary. - 

For t h w  employm that pfovide W SecUrtty 
coverage for thefr employees, thevalue rraeincladed 
in our proaesaThe Soclal Security beneftt wm deter- 
mined as the amount avatlrrble at age 62 under cur- 
rent Sodal Security law aseuming the tjplcal em- 
p l o p  psrticfpatad in So&l S e d Q  throughout hi8 
or her entire career. 

Notethat because some ofthe public employera have 
withdrawn from So& Semkj', some ofthe current 
employees may still be eligible to receive beneflte 
based upon prior partlclpation or &om other Social 
Security covered employment. However, we are & 
noring this possibility in our attemptto evaluate only 
those ben& payable to a new employee. 

VALUATION M-UXIY b, 4 luummo~ 3.43 
The iirat step in developing the relativa value of 8.- 
retirement aavinga plan la to make an assumption as 
to the l e d  of aontributiw madg by our $pica1 L a  
Angelea county employees Employee's age at retirement I32 

The assumed leveh of employee savings are shown in Beneficiary's age at re.tirement 62 

the Appendiralongwiththeother assumptiomused. Years of Serviw at retirement SO 

The employer matching eontrlbutton,ffsny,wmthen Employee's age at hire/entry 82 
included to determine the value gith plan. I 
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Other Qpw of employmibided retlmment plan8 
were offered by some of the surveyed private 
=Plogm 

TheresuMeoPowreldl~~)~esnrPpsls~redromln 
IllnstratIons 3.4.6 and 3.47. IlluhUon 3.U ehom 
the average8 tram IIWraUon 3.4.7. The nrtmarteal 
relative valued em be found In the Appendht We 
have gtven eat41 emplop's program avdue for & 
~idetaplogwrslativstoUIotofthetiamee~ 
ployee partleipa&@ In loll &dea Plan D, If ara 

Averages of Su~eyed  Employers 
mr- 

Job Title Plan D Plan E 10 Public 2 Utilities 5 Corporations 

Secretary I 1.00 0.97 1.11 1.10 1.02 

Property Agent I1 1.00 1.00 1.12 1.09 0.97 

Sr Secretary In 1.00 1.02 1.01 1.05 0.96 

DP Manager I 1.00 1.03 0.90 0.96 0.93 

DP Manager 111 1.00 0.91 0.89 0.89 0.84 I 
- ~ -  

Auditor Controller 1.00 0.86 0.88 0.85 0.80 I 
Lor Angeles b u n l y  Retirementhalysis 4 1 September 1992 --- -. . 
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September 1992 42 Lor A q o h  Gunty R&amenl Analysis 





provldedhfgherrep1acementntiosEerlm pteas have aytomrtic COLA providone or a 
paid employma ThbwfIl tend to reduce the policy of conatettnt d hoc COLAS. 
d u e  for the bieher paid ernplngectll v e m  
thw of Lo8 fagelm mn@. cornpeneation and bemilt programs were 

not coneidered. TMs should be kept ia mind when 
2. Psnslonabte amings-None ofthe corpor& interprew the m. 

tions include e m ~ l m r  ilerible benefits con- 



In general we fond the aohwid ~98111(ptio~ m d  by the Mbement 
&stemto be masonabla and conafstent withthose Plredlw other l@R& 
&unty retirement e m s .  There are three ~pedilc Gems we would 
comment OR 

Options Flexible Ben& Plan 
An addftfonal increspe in unbded l f s b i b  wfn occur when flex016 



This fs an area where there le need for closecoordination between 
County admhMdon and the lhtimment 8ystPrm so that all 
partlea ere acu@ly aware afthe retirement cost implications of 
fntaue negotisted cask optfons milable under the ORoim plah 
These same concerns wlll also apply to the cash option under the 
Options Flextble Benefits Plan. 

Future costs of continuing this program wiU increase because of the 
inclusion of the additional compensation elements in pensionable 
earnings. 





pemionable earnings is not reflected in the 
System's curfent acherial valuation. This 

We muld m ~ n n l b n d  tW the Boad of In- 
vestments m i ~ w  tbe @propriatenaa$ of the 
1% growth asaumpt$on when the amortiur- 
tlon pe@od fasue is rehitfd by €he Board of 
Investmen@ hr fm yeaft. 

lb0 indosion o f h  &I epticm m m t  un- 
der bhe tlhofees fbdk~laene8ts plan into 
pensionable earnings d t e d  in $162 mil- 
lion of the $266 million total Increase in the 
unfunded liability. The $244 mwtNy cash 
option avbble under the Chew plan is 
c u n ~ a & ~ t o w t R h a t t h e C o u n t y w i l l  
contribute for an employee whb dects eingle 
party medical coverage. Itlsour understand- 
ing that, for the actuarial valuation, it was 

increases in the unfunded liability. 

Thfs is an ants where there le need for close 
coordination between the  count^ admini& 
tr&on and the kk&ihment ggskRnao that all 
p@ea are oauksly eswre of the retirement 

, . .  . ,.. . .. .~.- -~ . . . . -- 
of current retirees to a level eaual to 76% of the 
purchasing pwer they held wien their beneflte 
began, This program is financed on spay as you 
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1937 Act Cwnty GASB 6;5 Ratios 
[ b a d o n b o a k ~ d o r ~ b l  

go basis fiom unanticipated gains &om inveet- 
ment earnings on the retirement fun& If this 
program ia conhued for tuture retirees whose 
retirement benefits have been increased from 

the inclusion ofthe additional cornpensatton ele- 
ments, additional amounts wfll  be necessary to 
&re the Iost pwchseing power on these in- 
creased benefits. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

- .., - . .  . - -  
c, # I { ~  bx&z ,* , In Bsnerd, the -am are compambk3 withthe exception of benef¶ts 

providedt&igh$compe~dgl~ployee~. This is the direct result ofthe 



continuation of the STAR supplemental cost of living program for 
future retirees.TheaddltfonalmedUabwhasbeen determined 
assuming that the cash options under the Choices program increases 
at 6% per gear in direct proportion with increases in mky. To the 
extent that this amount increases at a different rate, the unfunded 
liability can increase. 

Before offering possible solutions to the issues raised above, it is impor- 
tant to disouss the realistic potential for implementation of solubtons. 

POTMTIAL FOR CHANGE The mdti-phn structure of the County Betirement Syst8m hasevoked as 
a product of the pension rights of public employeets in Cdffoffik Any 
retirement plan design changes intended to reduce cost8 can be made 
mandatory for new employees only, Current employees have a vested 
right in their pl'O8peCtive retirement plan banefib. These oested right6 
significantly limit a Californiapublic e m ~ l m r  fromImPle~neRtingretke- - - 
mint plan cianges which prodhe reduction8 in short&costs.l(educ- 
tions in costs wWch result &om reductions in benefits for new employees 

As part of ow analpsfs we have read the legal opinion obtained by the 
Commission. W6 have taken particular note of the section regarding 
vestink/contrsctual rights. It appears clear from the conclusions of thb 
opinion thgt California's m t M g  &ct&e may very well protect current 
employees' rewonable e x p W o n s  to have flexible benefita and trans- 
portation allawsj~w wnMered 88 pwt of pensionable compensation 
daringtheterms oftheiremplqWent, Thie is corroboratedlrgthe opinion 
of the Wernen t  System's legal counsel, Based upon thie opinion, the 
Retirement Board has formally voted toinoludetransportation allowance 
and flexible benefit8 up to the lmlthat could be taken in cash. Thus, any 
abilityto modi$the definition of pensionable compensation with respect 
to these two items under current law mrq be limited to new employees. 
This means that any rsductdons which might be realized will occur 
over an extended perid of many sears. 

RECOMMENDATlONS The recommendafions which follow h8YB important legd, labor relations 
and policy implications whtoh must be carefully considered before they 
are implemented. They have not been given any legal review. They have 
been formulated under the assumptionthat reductions in retirement plan 
e ~ ~ r e s  are an important heal objective. Adoption of these recom 
m ~ ~ o n s - m &  be eonsiaered in terms of their impact on the entire 
oompens8tton and benefits plrckage criCounQ employees. 

1. Flexible Benefit Cash O p t i o ~  
In our opinion, grantinghigher pension benefits when flexible benefit 
plan cash options are available does not spend employer benefit 
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To k m n t h e h I l r m e e e ~ & ~  ofthe cash option on employees1 

+;re ~ 7 .  K d h n - d  t ru n a h w  the eqw&m of b&pF'k BBb Flex to include 401(k) could be 
tn TE. *;1 mn+ x mqdqu~~r m a .  
R(!*J~!-&:W & ~~;Olfatg~@k~*%&ili@~fo~C~nn$rtttfr~ 

healthinsurance contribaima meFetfremeot benefit fncrewes resub 
Ing from the inclusion of the flexible benefit ainounw into pensionable 
earnings. 
In Section 3.2 we addressed the policy M e  of what the approprlak pay 
base should be to measure income mplace_ment for retiregent benafit 
purposes. We believe that the mere esiskmce of a flex0le bent& plan 
does not create the need for additional retirement income, The Countg 



contrlbutiom tothe flexible ben&pEane resulted fromaconwrsion 
of employeebenefita iRto d w p h l e n t s .  Oncethese benefit values 
are incorporat8d into the pnsiw formula, the retirement program 
begin8 replacing both income adbenefib. As a result, there map be 
j&crrtion to uas the increase in benefii that a retiree gets from 
t n c o r p o r ~  aeB331e benefits amounts into pensionable earnings 

. agatnst the amomta the County would otherwise contribute to that 
retiree's medical beneftts. 

&enexample, awmmeanemplogge retires at age 62 from Retirement 
RmDwithXbperus dsemke. Assume furtherthatthe employeehas 
final annual earnings of 950,0& bepare including the MegaRex an- 
nudoash optdon and $35,108 afbriRcludingit. The retiree is entftled 
to &monthly retirement benefit df $l,B6.M ofwhich $266.66 is due to 
the Inclusion of the MegrtFex Gaeh option. This employee would be 
required to cantribute tawenlsthe cost of retiree health insurance up 
totha lesser of the cost of the ohpaen coverage or $266.66 per month. 
In future years, the $266.66 would be increased with cost-of-living 
a@utment$. 

In effactthis extendstheBendbk benefits concept intotheretirement 
gears (allwit without.the tsx&mtages) since the retiree can choose 
to contributetowards and partAdpate in the County health plan, orto 
keep the $266.66 per month. 

3. F&&@e the incorporation of flexible benefits amounts and 
traaswrtattan allomues frow pensionable earnings for new hires. 
Tol@wen the impact of the reduetion ofthe cash option on employees, 
the mpllilgion of WgaFlex and Flex to include 4 0 1 0  could be 
investigated. 

4. Either inciude all futnre special salary deferral arrangements in 
pensfonable e8rnIngs on aagarned bnsh or discontinue such 
salaw deferral arrangements. TMs practice promotes "~piking" of 
pension benefitflwfulch producesinquitable benefits and understate- 
ment of ultimate pension a m .  

6. The evaIuatien of executive compensation and benefits h u e s  as they 
relate to public and ptivate sector employees is beyond the scope of 
our stud#. The Commission maywantto recommend that this issue be 
studied further. 



7 + b 
,..,. 8--.. - 
l:~rlrll h am i 

W w M  
SECTION 3.1b 
INTRA-COUNTY 
COMPARISON: 
EQUITY ELEMENT ~ b d  rl 

Trplw EMP~OYEE - SALARY SUUE 
(INCUIDS INFLATlON AND PROMOTIONAL INCREASES PER YEAR) 

Ages 57 - 61 Ages 32 - 66 
(Last 5 yeam (First 26 year 

Job Title of employment) of employment) 
Secretary I 6.0% 6.0% 

I Property Agent I1 6.0% 6.0% I 
Senior Secretary Ill 6.0% 6.0% I 
DP Manager I 6.0% 6.7% 

DP Manager 111 6.0% 7.6% 

Auditor Controller 6.0% 8.0% I 

LA County Total 
Plan D rate al Social Retirement 

Job Title entry age of 32 Security Savings Savings 

Secretary I 7.31% 0.00% 1.60% 8.91% 

Property Agent Il 7.31% 0.00% 1.60% 8.01% 

-. - - -  
DP Manager I 7.31% 0.00% 3.89% 11.20% 

DP Manager Ill 7.31% 0.00% 3.89% 11.20% 
Auditor Controller 7.31% 0.00% 3.89% 11.20% 
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n\e savings rate used for Secretarg I and Property Agent II, were based 
onasavingsrate amongparticipantaintheLosBngeles County's457 Plan. 
We have also assumed thatthe retirement savings rate would be made via 
the 461 Plan. 

The savings rate for the Senior Secretarg 111 was based on a national 
survey that showed an average 401(k) contribution rete among nonhlghlg 
compensated employees in the private sector of 4% per year and a Sodal 
Security employee deduction of8.20% of wages belowthe Sodal S m  
wagebase for atotal of 10.20%. Since Los Angeles C o u n t J l . h ~ ~ a t e d  
Social Security coverage, we ham.~ssnmdthe total rate of M@W~ould 
be eaved by the Senior See rem III. Since aPIan D member with&M&y 
age of 32 would pay 7.31% for both normal and oost of living member 
xkdbutions, W pdd le8w~1 vet avaWla savings rate of 2.89%. Mb 
.wed B simtlar ,wuwption nlr hfShly Wmpensated empio$ees, DP 
Mawgtm I atd m, andAudiw.r C b a r , ' b u t  wkh an average 401(k) 
&rit&utfon rate in me pi%b sector of 8% per year. b r  aU non 
reprewnbd employees we have assumed that the addMona1 wtlrement 
savings would be made via the 401(k) plan. 

The appropriate employer matches on these contributions were also 
included. 

SECllON 3.2 ~ U U ~ ~ ~ A T I O N S  3.2.1 AND 3.2.2 
 GENERA^ ANALYSIS: Assumptions: 
ADEQUACY ELEMENT + Preretirement Income Taxes 

Based on 1901 InternalRevenue Service and CallforniaRanchiseTax 
Board tax rates for sslngle taxpayer with standard deductions. 

* IiBtiEemasmgs 

Assumed Plan E memkm a, , d u b  into the County retirement 
savings ph.Ang excess retirement savings (i.e. above federal regu- 
lated Hlaximum levels) was assumed to be contributed into some 
other personal savings program en an aftertax basis. 

+ Postretirement Income Taxes 
Based on is(M Internal Reve~ue9ervbeand California Franchise Tax 
Board taxrates for single taxpayerwithstandard deductions.W have 
excluded additional deductions or credits which mlqr be used since 
our typical employees are assumed to retire at age 62. 



State of Californh 

City and County 
of San Rancisco 

City of Los Angeles 

Orange County 

Sen Diego County 

Santa Clara County 

City of L a  Angeles 
Department of Water and Power 

Rivereide County 

Alanteda County 

Sacramento County 

PacitIc Teleais Group 

Southern Cslltomia Gsa 

Occidental Petroleum Corporation 

Atlsntic fflchfleld Company 

Rockwen International 
Corporataon 

Lttton Industdes Incorporated 

Avery Denniaon Corporation 

For contributorg pension plans, we used the total retirement savings rate 
described in Section 3.1 Appendix notes and deducted the apjroprlate 
member contributio~ rate. The retirement 8avings rate wm rednaed for 
Social Security taxes, if applicable, and the net mte wap used to determine 
the savings rate for the typical employees in the ather employer plans. 



For example, SecretarJr I ha$ a total maximum savings rats of 8.91%. U 
employer& is covered by SodalSedQthen 8.20% is deducted for anet 
of 2.71% (8.81% - 8.20%) of Secretary I% compensation which can be 
deferred into employer X'6 401(k) plan. If empIoyer X matches the 
emploree'rr contribution st 100% up b 2% of the employee's compense 1 -,- . . - 8 . -  

- - 
, '  ' .  , , mi I-:, 

tion, then the total contribution i& the 401fi) pl& under emp$yer x 
> .  would be 4.n% (Z.n% from the employee and 2% &om the employer). 

If an employee earned over the Social Security wagebase, the amount8 
above the Soda1 Security wagebase were assumed to be made into 
cetirementsavings. I - & - ' I  "" ' 

. . e >, 

'4; h\ - - 8  
. \c J 

NUMEgCAL RUWE VAL~U&;O GEN- ~Ul#TMltONS 3.4.6 AND 3.4.7 

I Property Sr Secretary DP DP Auditor 1 
Employer Secretary I Agent I1 m Manager I Manager III Controller I 

LA Plan E 037 1.00 1.02 1.03 0.91 0.86 

Public - 1 1.11 1.10 1.01 0.86 0.87 0.88 

Public - 2 0.90 0.96 0.85 0.83 0.82 0.83 

Public - 3 1.11 1.11 1.01 0.88 0.86 0.84 

Public - 4 1.06 1.06 0.97 0.81 0.84 0.86 

Public - 5 1-06 1.04 0.06 0.84 0.78 0.73 

Public - 6 1.43 1.46 1.29 1.14 1.10 1.07 

Public - 7 1.37 1.39 1.24 1.09 1.06 1.07 

Public - 8 1.09 1.15 1.00 0.96 0.04 0.04 

Public - 0 1.07 1.12 0.98 0.94 0.92 0.92 

Public - 10 0.88 0.86 0.82 0.66 0.69 0.69 

Utility - 1 1.12 1.14 1.10 1.01 0.93 0.80 

Utility - 2 1.07 1.04 1.00 0.01 0.84 0.80 

Gorp - 1 1.22 1.22 1.20 1.14 1.04 0.90 
COQ - 2 0.99 0.96 0.93 0.87 0.77 0.71 
Corp - 3 0.78 0.73 0.74 0.67 0.67 0.66 
Corp - 4 1.06 1.02 1.02 1.02 0.87 0.79 
Corp - 5 1.03 0.90 0.91 0.94 0.87 0.88 

-- 
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