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Response to Council Request: Councilwoman Pastor Regarding Proposition 106
THIS ITEM IS FOR INFORMATION ONLY.
This report provides the City Council with information in response to a request made
by Councilwoman Laura Pastor at the July 2, 2019 Policy Session for staff follow up
about Proposition 106 that will be considered by Phoenix voters on the Aug. 27, 2019
ballot. Councilwoman Pastor asked about the impact of the initiative on City programs,
monetary and long-term effects on the City, as well as an estimate of the City's
pension contribution over several years including this year and last year.
The City of Phoenix does not take a position on pending ballot measures. The
following information is provided for informational purposes only in response to specific
questions from the City Council and is not intended to express either support or
opposition to the proposition. This report responds to questions and does not address
all potential beneficial or detrimental impacts of the proposition. The projections in this
memo are based on the information currently available and do not reflect all possible
scenarios and/or outcomes.
Summary of Proposition
· Proposition 106 language as submitted (Attachment A) would amend the City
Charter to impose new requirements related to the City budget and the funding of
public pensions for the City of Phoenix Employees' Retirement System (COPERS),
the State of Arizona's Elected Officials' Retirement Plan (EORP), and the State of
Arizona's Public Safety Personnel Retirement System (PSPRS). Specifically, the
proposition would require the City to conduct an annual assessment of each of the
above pension plan's current and future pension debt, apart from and in addition to
any other annual actuarial assessment currently performed by the City and/or the
State of Arizona's pension plans themselves.
· Under the proposition, in each year, if the City's current and future pension plan
liabilities are not at least 90 percent funded, the City must impose a cap on budget
growth for all City programs including budgets for parks, municipal courts, libraries,
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and information technology but excluding budgets for police, fire, first responders,
labor agreements executed before Jan. 1, 2018, enterprise funds, and voterapproved special revenues or revenue funds. All excess funds above the budget
cap must be spent solely towards the payment of the City's current and future
pension liabilities, beginning with the State of Arizona's Public Safety Personnel
Retirement System until all pensions are 90 percent funded.
· Lastly, the proposition, if adopted, would require elected officials to reimburse the
City for all prospective pension plan employer contributions made by the City on the
elected official's behalf.
Potential Impact on Budget and City Programs
· Under the terms of the proposition, if pensions are not at least 90 percent funded,
the City Council cannot increase the budget for General Fund (GF) programs other
than to account for population growth and inflation. However, the proposition does
not specify whether "population growth, per the U.S. Census" and "rate of inflation
for the previous year" (the benchmarks for fixing budget growth), refer to national or
local population and inflation rates. It also is not clear how the two factors are used
together to fix budget growth, and the language for this calculation is not consistent
throughout the proposition.
· The proposition proposes limiting all growth in funding for General Fund programs
and services, with some exceptions, until pension liabilities are at least 90 percent
paid, beginning with PSPRS. The impact of this budget growth cap would fall upon
non-public safety GF departments such as: Parks, Library, Human Services,
Neighborhood Services, Street Transportation, Municipal Court, Prosecutor, Public
Defender, and internal services like Public Works fleet and buildings, Budget,
Finance, Audit, Human Resources and Information Technology. It could also result
in a need to reduce non-Police, Fire and First Responder employment and/or
compensation.
To illustrate, as requested by Councilwoman Pastor, if the proposition's limit on
budget growth had been triggered for the FY 2019-20 budget, the City Council
could not have used the $55 million GF surplus to expand non-public safety
services or increase non-Police, Fire and First Responder employee
compensation. Therefore, the additions in the FY 2019-20 budget for Youth
Services, Homelessness Prevention and Affordable Housing, Neighborhood
Preservation and Revitalization, Parks, Infrastructure, and Census 2020
(Attachment B) likely would not have been allowed. Instead any funds in excess
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of the prior year's budget (FY 2018-19), as adjusted for population growth and
inflation, would have to be spent toward paying down pension liabilities,
beginning with PSPRS, or to increase police, fire and first responder budget
line items, or other exempt line items.
· Many terms in the proposition are not defined and thus there is some uncertainty
regarding the meaning, intent and potential impact of the measure. For example,
regarding the required annual assessment of pension debt and pension solvency,
the terms "pension debt" and "pension solvency" are not defined. Similarly, related
to the budget growth cap, the terms "90% funded" and "First Responders" are not
defined.
· The City would still be required to make the legally mandated annual payments to
the PSPRS, COPERS, and EORP pension plans. (The proposition would not end
elected officials' pensions, but rather requires current elected officials to reimburse
the City for future contributions to the pension on their behalf, so the City would
continue to pay on its EORP liability). Annual pension contributions for all systems
have been historically increasing and are forecasted to continue to rise. If triggered
in a given year, the Proposition's cap on budget growth could impair the City's ability
to increase budgets to meet the required contribution obligations. If that were to
occur, the City would likely have to reduce funding for other GF programs to cover
the required pension contributions.
· The proposed cap on budget growth also could limit the City's ability to borrow
additional funds necessary to maintain aging infrastructure. Limiting the City's ability
to finance could affect the City's bond ratings and increase capital costs.
Potential Monetary and Long Term Impacts
· The annual assessment method in the proposition requires calculation of pension
liabilities using an estimated rate of return based on the most recent 10-year
historical experience of the pension plan. This rate would be adjusted every year.
Below is a table showing the annual changes to the 10-year historical rate of return
for PSPRS.
Fiscal Year
2008-09
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12

Ten-Year Average Rate of Return
1.1%
1.2
4.6
6.0
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2012-13
2013-14
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19

6.5
6.3
5.8
5.0
4.6
6.0
9.15

Note: This information is from City of Phoenix Comprehensive Annual Financial
Reports.
· Yearly fluctuations in an individual plan's rate of return could result in an inaccurate
forecast if used annually to assess whether pensions are at least 90% funded. The
Finance Department has estimated that every one percent change in the return on
the investment could result in a $500 million to $700 million change in the net
pension liability leading to an under- or over-valuing of the plan's liabilities each
year. (This estimate is unaudited and is derived from the Finance Department
modeling of actuarial studies for planning and analytical purposes.)
· The annual assessment required by the proposition also includes a proposed basis
for determining the liability using a historical 10-year average life expectancy of plan
members. Industry standards for developing life expectancy rates used to determine
future pension plan liabilities are based on a significant population to accurately
produce a valid forecast. According to actuarial standards, the member populations
in the City's plans are not large enough to provide an accurate forecast of life
expectancy rates.
· The Pension Clause of the State Constitution requires retirement plans to be funded
using actuarial standards. Pension plan funding levels according to the proposition's
accounting assessment may differ from the funding levels reflected in the plans'
Annual Actuarial Valuations and the Comprehensive Annual Financial Statements
relied upon by rating agencies, external auditors and investors.
· The City's actuarially determined annual required contributions (ARC) for pensions
will not change whether or not Proposition 106 passes.
City Pension Contributions
· Pension contributions for PSPRS over the past five years are as follows:
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Fiscal Year
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2019-20

Annual PSPRS Contribution 1/
$142,230,000
$170,316,000
$197,906,000
$247,016,000
$271,180,000 (Estimate)

1/Amounts for FY 2015-16 and 2016-17 are from the FY 2017-18
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, Required Supplementary
Information, page 117. Amount for FY 2017-18 is from the unaudited
FY 2018-19 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. Amounts for
FY 2018-19 and 2019-20 are from the approved budget.
At this time we are not able to forecast the impact of the proposition on future
contributions due to the unknown nature of future population, inflation and economic
growth.
Responsible Department
This item is submitted by City Manager Ed Zuercher and the Budget and Research,
Law and Finance departments.
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