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The plan design for law enforcement provides for __ "- fie goaE,at the state is to continue to
retirement at age 55. It was noted in testimony :- provide this~m~ of plan design an option
provided over the last several biennium's that it is·-':-...- would be to m~laadude the law
important for the public interest and safety to allo~s enforcement pla~Ekthe DC plan

transition out of the profession at this age due to the';...::;... .:.;... ·~~:c
physical capabilities necessary to successful meet the-=:..,;. . ':"-::. --::-::;±;..
job requirements. A DC plan was conSi~ but last .:-.. ~...:-: '-':;'::
session it was decided to use the DB pla~·'_ --::;:.
Also it should be noted that for theHigh~P~

Low members that: ~ ",I --
Enforcement • Th~y are not in Social.:~:.~1:t~d this is-:~r only': ~t-::::.....

plans retIrement plan. ..::.::::.-::;:-' -:-:;::-. -::=:::. --_ ••=:-.:::::.:..

(Highway • They have a mandat~)~tiremeri~e of 60~~.- .-:-:~~..
patrol, Law statute (39-03.1-18 N:O~1. I§ "¥"

Enforcement • The "presuillp.:.tio:n£lause":"~~~,*iffect of"':2
and National having olaii:tFDtIim~i$:::as a resiU~1i chffirga~~the .~~

Guard DB plifiiSWlild effeet~st. ~ I_·~-...:;;. "":'

• They ha~!.higher disaffi~ener~~) and-="

special coniiijeration would~d to btr'--&~en to
providing a d~bility insuran~r them.~·

• It should be rev~~g if a chan~:o the DC
retirement plan w6if~ffect the1&xemption from
social security and ir~Ei~i£it~ require them to
start participating. If it ar~ould an additional
cost to the state for FICA payments and to the
trooper
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Would be the cost
of maintaining
the existing plan
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Would be the cost
of maintaining
the existing plan

trooper ~ .:.~
The DB format is the optimum method to provide for an .;;'~§=;~.i=':;'
age 55 retirement _.~,"::g?' ~~;'- I I

According to the Report of the Legislative Councils _~::::,.2 If the goaI6fit:1:Ie.state is to continue to
Retirement Committee that did the initial study ~==y;:::' provide this ty~~plan design an option
establishing the system "The deescalating multiple:. would to not incliio1&be Judges in the DC
was adopted by the committee because it both ~::.-;,;;'Z. plan .~ • :~:::..
encourages mid-career attorneys to assume positions ciff::::-;., /~-;: ~::::(2:?~..
the bench because of its high benefit ac@1~r;flte and it ' .....-.=:.
encourages older judges to retiree becau~~}C.lw ~"
benefit Accrual rate after 20 years ofserv~. - .~. "~--'.:-:..
This policy that is reflected in t!le plan desi~nnoi<'=: ~~~..
implemented in the DC p~;at.al:ff!S~B<?sed -'::-.:"::' .J~: .~;~ "~-;;;~ ..

.£E=Y~· -7~~ ~ .~.:~ ::;_·~:·~~s~~

Judges
Retirement

Plan

$5.1 Million1

, $1.6 Million1. An alternative to providing this in the DB
plan would be to add an employer paid
disability insurance as a benefit for state

The DB plan provides for stl'FSli¥or benefr@our opti~t.aTe An altef-rfci'tive to providing survivor benefits
provided including a lifetime 15~'r!iefit of 5&of the accr~ in the retirement plan could be to expand
benefit payable tQ~ouse fcr~:e..r~ii'f:11jf:eJ:::;.QJtheir I~ the employer provided life insurance
The DC spouseib.emlYJrs~~~~cco~~6~:tince:" ';.~. -;;;coverage from the existing $1,300 to a
Consequentl&·lll~DC plan"1lii$()ot p~ae as sou~~-:. - higher amount such as $50,000. This would
benefit for-sp-~es for employee:s~ith~~jgnifjcant~ equal about $300 a month for 25 years or
account bala~€::::.::E.or many empl~ that~et since about $460 for 12 years

'$.~ ~ ~

they provide thel~~ployees empl~paid Iife:.m:surance
that will help the spotis~ In North D@a we pr~ide
$1,300 in coverage but-methe DB pBad a sound
spouse benefit this was n~ritic~ I ! I

The PERS DB plan has a disab1'iE~ent benefit of 25%
of final average salary. The DC p~nly benefit is that
account balance which for many members unless they are

Survivor
Bene/it

Disability
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account balance which for many members unless they are disahi1~nsurance as a benefit for state
older with many years of service would not be adequate. ~ to offset the reduction in the
Some employers have employer paid disability that insures. ~-abili~~ti.rementbenefit
against this contingency • -=;~ . '~:;:...._

$77 millionl

Adequacy &
Equity

Investor
Education

Savings

Page 3 of 5

In a DC plan ffi.e;iadividualmem~resp~b.Le for setting
up their investr~J1lan. In the D$ifa,n that f:elimnsibility
is with the PERS B~:and the SIB. IFaile DC plaiTthe
members ability to rJf.eS!nd the tYPWf retirement they
will be afford is directly r~~ to ho~eetivethey are in
establishing and maintainin~r..i~ment strategy in
and age appropriate manner. : '0'-;-
The PERS plan added the PEP program to its plan design in

To provide DC member the resources to
manage their investments consideration
could be given to allowing each members
up to 4 hours per year of employer work
time to meet with their investment advisor,
participate in investment education
meetings and view on line education video's
Since the DC plan does have a similar

$1.9 Million
(this is a soft
dollar cost)

$37 MiI1ion1
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$9.3 Million

Savings
Incentive

Retiree
Increases

Administrati
on and plan

design

The PERS plan added the PEP program to its plan design in
the late 90's. This provision enhances the portability of the ..~V~n alternative would be to provide
plan and also provides an incentive for members to engage .~frecfii~i1~ to employees participating in
in supplemental retirement savings in the deferred compB supplemer• .litirement savings
program by matching their contribution in the DB pla~; ' ..;.:..;~.:..
increased vesting in the employer contribution. This~~ .. -::~__
program has been very successful and since its initiati~~~':.:':;-
supplemental retirement savings has increased. The .-:=::::_. '_""_
proposed DC plan does not have a similar !f(~\ve. '~E~~7 -:::::2'.:"

The states present process for providing ret:Im'~~I£l1%J;eases is IR.§iQC plan is passed a new method for
Ad Hoc adjustments. That is if the fund can StlP.RO~~-_ con~S~ng and funding retiree increases
increase it is considered by the legislature and~ernO'f:':""'. may ne:e~~be considered. One option......... -,--
and if passed will then take ef~~~~~n the ret%ent -~~~dd be~f:I:p a separate funding
plans existing funded status:i¥i$tmfr.itpat it wilr~bl~;m'8Gl5a:Pl~m.~ example would be to put a
to support any increasesf~ny year~wever iRmw:::.=-' 1% c(f~tion of all covered payroll into
employees are moved to a~dan it wililiure thatt~ the plan for such increases (this would need
fund will likely never to able t~iW..e.retir~~.J:eWee -;-:- a study to determine what would be
increase due tgimG~~n-,-lled de~w -- 011. -:;;;;:.appropriate) I
1. The PE~~~ness s~;;'Wili ne~ bemo~ "1. Update the business system code 1. $40,500

providg@J~rthe different~!!!lity pr~~~,ures .•.~ 2. The implementation date should be general fund
2. The imple:elltation is early~ay I:j~allenge moved to Jan 2012 appropriation
3. Not clear wllitf§bould happen m;.fTlembe1S)l·!he DB 3. Have a returning member stay in the required

plan who retu~-b,.service as a ftemploye:e after the Hybrid Plan to maintain continuity of 2. No Cost
DC bill would be ffiiliwented ? retirement plan 3. Minimal cost

Assumptions: 10,800 PERS State FTE & $926,151~~n~U!!E@ayrOIi

1. Assumes the benefit is provided to all PERSe~s at the same time, except for the life insurance which assumes all state employees including

Higher Education. If only applied to DC plan me~ers it would start lower and then grow as more members joined the plan.
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1. Assumes the benefit is provided to all PERS employees at the same time, except for the life insurance which assumes all state employees including

Higher Education. If only applied to DC plan members it would start lower and then g~_as more members joined the plan.

2. Would be the full cost at full implementation, that is when all employees are in th~~tem.

3. All cost estimates are very preliminary and are only provided to give a very gen§li.ifu-$timate. Full cost is shown so it can be factored down based
~...~._--

upon estimated participation :::.;:;-'::':??':".-:;§.::~.
...--" .............'-.;ffi? .-~ ~.~
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