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Wallis, Keri

From: Chris Vance <cvapv@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2012 12:31 PM
To: Bailey, Rep. Barbara; Conway, Sen. Steve
Cc: kccgprez@gmail.com; kccgvp@gmail.com; Office State Actuary, WA; Gutierrez, Aaron
Subject: 2012 Study of High Risk Employees
Attachments: Pension letters.pdf

  

 
KING COUNTY CORRECTIONS GUILD 

  
  

May 14, 2012 
  
  
TO:      Executive Committee,  
            Select Committee on Pension Policy 
  
FM:     Chris Vance, KCCG Public Affairs Consultant 
  
RE:     2012 Study of Risk Classifications of High Risk Employees 
  
  
The Select Committee will soon take up the study of “risk classifications of employees in the state 
retirement systems that entail either high degrees of physical or psychological risk to the members 
own safety, or unusually high physical requirements that result in elevated risks of injury or 
disablement for older employees” as mandated by SB 6378. 
  
We believe that Corrections Officers – who are required to work until age 60 under both PERS 
and PSERS - are precisely the type of high risk employees contemplated by this study.   
  
As you discuss your process to undertake this study we would ask that we be permitted to provide 
input, and to be kept apprised as to your process.  We would like to be helpful in any way possible. 
  
We thank you for your continuing attention to this issue.  Attached is our past correspondence with 
you on our retirement issue. 
  
Please contact me if you have questions, or to coordinate our members’ participation.  I can be 
reached at 253-347-9713. 
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Wallis, Keri

From: Mark Gjurasic [mgjurasic@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 12:36 PM
To: Schoesler, Sen. Mark; Seaquist, Rep. Larry; Davis, Randy; Office State Actuary, WA
Cc: Wallis, Keri
Subject: PSERS Retirement Request
Attachments: 090109 Letter to SCPP.PDF

 
  

KING COUNTY CORRECTIONS GUILD 
  

  
  
Thursday, June 2, 2011 
  
  
TO:      Sen. Mark Schoesler - Chair– Schoesler.mark@leg.wa.gov 

Rep. Larry Seaquist - Larry.Seaquist@leg.wa.gov  
Vacant - Vice Chair  
Steve Hill, DRS Director – SCPP Request to Forward 
Randy Davis, TRS Actives - marysvillecoach@hotmail.com  
Glenn Olson, PERS Employers – SCPP Request to Forward 
Robert Thurston, WSPRS Retirees – SCPP Request to Forward 
Matt Smith, State Actuary – state.actuary@leg.wa.gov 

  
  
  
Dear Sen. Schoesler and Rep. Seaquist: 
  
I am following up on my previous request to have the Select Committee on Pension Policy to review 
the Public Safety Employees Retirement System (PSERS) which was created in 2004.   
  
As representing the King County Adult Corrections Guild (KCACG), we are respectfully asking for a 
few minutes on your June 21 meeting, should you have one, or July 19 meeting to make a request 
why PSERS which has not been reviewed since 2004 should be studied to ensure it maintains good public 
policy.   
  
Since its formulation in 2005, in 2007 the Washington State Legislature changed PSERS Plan II and III.  
The change allows, with members of 30 years of service, to retire at age 62, instead of 65 without a 
reduction in benefits.  We believe that there should be further review, to see whether the intent, at that 
time and today, should have been to lower their retirement age to a lower level.  For further background 
information and rational, please see the attached letter dated September 1, 2009 to then Rep. Steve 
Conway that further outlines this exploratory request. 
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Again, the purpose of this letter is to request that we make a presentation at the Select Committee 
on Pension Policy on this issue and whether it should be further studied by the Pension Policy 
Committee and its staff. 
  
Thank you for your time reviewing this information and addressing this policy question. 
  
We would appreciate a spot on the agenda for discussion.   
  
Many thanks. 
                                                                                       
Mark Gjurasic 
King County Adult Corrections Guild Lobbyist  
Public Affairs of Washington, LLC 
mgjurasic@comcast.net  
(360) 481-6000 
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1996
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___________________________________________________

September 1, 2009

Representative Steve Conway
Select Committee on Pension Policy
PO Box 40914
Olympia, WA 98504-0914

Dear Representative Conway,

As you know, the Public Safety Employee
was created by legislation in the year 2004
certain public employees whose jobs conta
personal safety. PSERS was created to app
in high risk positions from other employee
(PERS) who do not work under conditions

In creating PSERS, the legislature recogniz
Safety Employees endure, and distinguishe
five years earlier without a reduction of be
PERS Plans 2 and 3 was 65 years of age, a
retirement age at 60 years of age. It was cl
these public safety employees to retire five
distinction given because of the additional
work responsibilities of these public safety

In 2007, the Washington State Legislature
lowered key PERS standard retirement age
employees that are members of PERS 2 an
without a reduction to their retirement ben
with 30 years of service to retire at age 62
have also seen the standard retirement age
Fighters’ (LEOFF) Plan 2 lowered from 58
years of age for LEOFF members to retire

The public safety employees in Washingto
standard 60 year age limitation for them to
year earlier retirement distinction that the L
been reduced to a two year difference betw
King County Corrections Guild
6417 S. 143rd Pl.,
Tukwila, WA 98168
__________________________________________________________

s’ Retirement System in Washington, (PSERS)
to create a separate retirement system for
in a high degree of physical risk to their own
ropriately distinguish these employees serving

s in the Public Employees Retirement System
that are so dangerous and harsh.

ed the additional risk that Washington’s Public
d these employees by allowing them to retire
nefits. The standard age for retirement under
nd the new PSERS plan set the standard
ear that the legislature believed that allowing
years earlier was an appropriate and sufficient

risks and hardships that come with the regular
employees.

changed PERS Plans 2 and 3. This change
requirements, and now allows certain

d 3 the ability to retire three years earlier
efits. The change allows PERS 2 and 3 members
instead of 65 without a reduction in benefits. We
in the Law Enforcement Officers’ and Fire
years, to 55 years, and has most recently to 53

without a loss of benefits.

n that are members of PERS now have a
retire without a reduction in benefits. The five
egislature believed was appropriate in 2000 has
een PERS and PSERS.

Phone: (206) 444-9493



I would like to request the Select Committee on Pension Policy review the question of:
Is there still an appropriate and sufficient distinction between the PERS, PSERS, and
LEOFF retirement systems?

Thank you for your time reviewing this information and addressing this policy question.
We appreciate your commitment to helping make our state a good place to work and live.

With Best Regards,

Sergeant Doug Justus
President
King County Corrections Guild







From: Dave
To: Burkhart, Kelly
Subject: Please distribute to all SCPP Members and include in Committee Correspondence file
Date: Friday, May 18, 2012 2:35:28 PM

Colleagues;

During the Executive Committee meeting following this last week’s SCPP meeting, a
comment was made relative to issues to be studied in the near future regarding proposals
made during the 2012 Legislative Session(s) toward increasing Defined Contribution (DC)
Pension Plans and what young people want today. The comment, made by and discussed by
the group who have all (no offence intended and myself included) surpassed the threshold of
being considered “youth”, struck me as incongruent with the young people I come in contact
with in my daily endeavors.

Subsequently, I had this interesting study (below), done by a firm who sells 401k’s,
annuities, etc., brought to my attention. It seems like a trustworthy source as opposed to
sources (“Think-tanks”) which are more inclined toward political biases.

I thought this might be useful should the debate go any further.

 

Sincerely,

 

David Westberg

SERS Actives Member

 

Youth Appeal: 20-Somethings More Likely
To Prefer Guaranteed Income In
Retirement Than Older Workers

Downloads ›

May 14, 2012

While most retirement plan participants find guaranteed income appealing, the farther the
horizon to retirement, the greater the attraction, study from The Hartford shows

mailto:iuoe609@qwestoffice.net
mailto:Kelly.Burkhart@leg.wa.gov
http://newsroom.thehartford.com/News-Releases/Youth-Appeal-20-Somethings-More-Likely-To-Prefer-Guaranteed-Income-In-Retirement-Than-Older-Workers-4ec.aspx#downloads


SIMSBURY, Conn.--(BUSINESS WIRE)-- A new study from The Hartford shows that
while many American workers find it appealing to have a guaranteed income in retirement,
the younger the employee, the greater the attraction.

"Our research shows that Americans, regardless of age, want the ability to create a
guaranteed income for their retirement as traditional pension plans vanish from the scene,"
said

Patricia Harris, assistant vice president of product management for The Hartford's Retirement
Plans Group. "Surprisingly, we also found that the farther retirement appears on the horizon, the
greater the appeal of guaranteed income."

The Hartford's Guaranteed Retirement Income study finds that three out of five Americans
(64 percent) say their employer's 401(k) or other retirement plan does not allow them to turn
their savings into guaranteed income in retirement or they are unsure if it does.
Overwhelmingly, those respondents say they would welcome the opportunity:

Overall, 87 percent of respondents of all ages say they find it "very" or "somewhat"
appealing to be able to turn at least a portion of their retirement savings into a guaranteed
income.

95 percent of workers younger than 30 say the same, the highest of any age group.

The same sentiment was expressed by 90 percent of those ages 30-39, 89 percent of ages
40-49, 88 percent of ages 50-59, and 77 percent of age 60 and older.

"Although the economy and the financial markets are on the mend, many younger employees
are seeking sources of greater long-term financial security," Harris observed. "Few younger
workers have access to traditional pension plans and many wonder whether Social Security
will continue in its current form. They are clearly saying they want the ability to create a
guaranteed income for themselves in retirement."

The Hartford's study, which surveyed 2,500 Americans ages 18 and older earlier this spring,
was conducted following the introduction of The Hartford Lifetime Income® (HLI), an
investment option that allows 401(k) participants to use their savings to create a pension-like
income in retirement.

"Overall, the study confirms our own experience since January in offering Hartford Lifetime
Income through employer-sponsored retirement plans across the country," said Harris, the
actuary who designed the patented investment option. "We see broad acceptance of lifetime
income among 401(k) participants of all ages, even younger workers who are decades from
retiring."

However, The Hartford's study did pinpoint some differences related to gender and income.
For instance, women (89 percent) have a greater preference for guaranteed retirement income
than men (84 percent).

Household income also impacts the level of appeal, although not in a linear fashion. The
concept of guaranteed retirement income appeals most to those with a combined annual
household income of $50,000-$74,000. A total of 92 percent in that demographic would like



their employer to offer a guaranteed income option compared to 87 percent of those earning
$30,000-$49,000, 86 percent earning less than $30,000, and 84 percent earning $75,000 or
more.

"As a leading provider of retirement plans, The Hartford is acutely aware of the need for
Americans to not only save for retirement but to use a portion of their savings to create a
guaranteed retirement income that they cannot outlive," Harris said. "We recommend that
everyone should ensure they have enough guaranteed income from a variety of sources,
including Social Security, a pension if they have one and retirement savings, to at least cover
their basic living expenses when they retire."

About The Hartford

The Hartford Financial Services Group Inc. (NYSE: HIG) is a leading provider of insurance
and wealth management services for millions of consumers and businesses worldwide. The
Hartford is consistently recognized for its superior service, its sustainability efforts and as
one of the world's most ethical companies. More information on the company and its
financial performance is available at www.thehartford.com. Join us on Facebook at
www.facebook.com/TheHartford. Follow us on Twitter at www.twitter.com/TheHartford.

 
 

http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.thehartford.com&esheet=50276100&lan=en-US&anchor=www.thehartford.com&index=1&md5=62124d83ff77e18d9a09b678e9fe5a40
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2FTheHartford&esheet=50276100&lan=en-US&anchor=www.facebook.com%2FTheHartford&index=2&md5=763b47f7518c8a180f83f38656b17180
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.twitter.com%2FTheHartford&esheet=50276100&lan=en-US&anchor=www.twitter.com%2FTheHartford&index=3&md5=5da5eaeeadf15586f30ac061e9e6ccc6
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Wallis, Keri

From: Gabe Hall <mrsoup@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 2:18 PM
To: Office State Actuary, WA; Matt Zuvich
Subject: JRA staff joining PSERS
Attachments: Pension document.doc

 



 
To: The Select Committee on Pension Policy 
 
     I am writing you to ask that you make employees of the Juvenile 
Rehabilitation Administration eligible for the Public Safety Employees 
Retirement System (PSERS). The PSERS was created to allow employees 
who work in high risk jobs, with high risk offenders, to be able to retire 
before age and infirmity make it too dangerous for them to work with that 
clientele. We in JRA work with volatile, dangerous youths that are, in many 
cases, highly aggressive. There is a high need for alertness and physical 
ability when supervising these youths. Fights can break out any time, caused 
by something as little as one resident maintaining eye contact for a second or 
two longer than the other resident feels is a “respectful” amount of time. The 
number of gang involved youth in JRA has increased significantly in recent 
years, leading to a marked increase in assaults by residents on each other. 
We staff are required to physically intervene when resident fight. We have 
seen an increase in staff injuries that coincides with the increase in resident 
fights. It does not make much sense to have 65 year old staff trying to 
physically control young, fit, and in many cases, large young men intent on 
doing damage to each other. Unlike staff, residents are not constrained from 
punching, kicking, biting, pinching and otherwise flailing at staff when we 
attempt to control them. 
     We staff are required to attend and pass annual refresher trainings on 
Dealing With Resistive Youth (DWRY) techniques. This training is certified 
through the Criminal Justice Training Center, as are the instructors. During 
these trainings, we must demonstrate proficiency in restraint techniques 
designed to ensure the safety of both staff and residents caught up in an 
incident. This involves a high level of physical ability to pass the training. 
Many staff have been injured while taking the original 40 hour course and 
the annual 8 hour refreshers. Some staff have been injured so badly during 
these trainings that they have had to be medically separated from their jobs. 
We are seeing ever higher numbers of older staff injured during these 
trainings. 
     Other employees who deal with this same population are currently 
eligible for PSERS. Staff of city and county juvenile detention facilities can 
join PSERS. Our residents come from these facilities. The detention centers 
generally have the residents for a few weeks or months, while they are being 
held for trial. Once the youths have been sentenced, they come to JRA, often 
for terms of several years. 



     So, in conclusion, it makes sense for JRA employees to be included in 
PSERS, for the very same reasons that PSERS was established: to allow 
employees in high risk jobs to not have to continue to work until there is an 
elevated risk of injury to older employees. 
     Thank you for your attention to this matter 
Gabe Hall; President Local 862 of the Washington Federation of State 
Employees 
Member of the Executive Board of Council 28 of the American Federation 
of State, County, and Municipal Employees 
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