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COUNCIL BILL NO. -~ 282788 - . - - ORDINANCE NO. - 4653

AN ORDINANCE

AMENDING Ordinance No. 4022, in part, which adopted a new retire-
ment plan for the employees of the City of Marietta, by
reinstating cgrtain death benefits which were contained in
said retirement plan and subsequently deleted and reducing
the group life insurance that was originally adopted at the
time the death benefits were deleted.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF MARIETTA, GEORGIA, THAT:

Sectiom 1: Ordinance No. 4022 which adopted a new retirement plan
for the employees of the City of Marietta, Georgia, is hereby amended
by reinstating the following provisions that provided certain death
benefits in said retirement plan. These death benefits were deleted by
Ordinance No. 4485 adopted July 9, 1986, and following a federal court
suit in the United States District Court for the Northern District of
Georgia, Atlanta Division, the court has indicated that said death
benefits should be reinstated as they originally existed prior to the
adoption of Ordinance No. 4485. The purpose of this ordinance is to
comply with said federal court order dated April 12, 1988, by the
Honorable Charles C. Moye, United States District Judge. Specifically,
the following provisions are hereby reinstated:

Article II, Section 34, Section 35 which is attached hereto as
Exhibit "A"™ and by reference made a part hereof; Article VII, Section
1, Section 2 which is attached hereto as Exhibit "B" and by reference
made a part hereof; Appendix D which is attached hereto as Exhibit "C"
and by reference made a part hereof; and Appendix E which is attached
hereto as Exhibit "D" and by reference made a part hereof.

Section 2: The City of Marietta, Georgia, hereby further amends the
group life insurance plan that was amended pursuant to Ordinance No.
4485 at the time the above mentioned death benefits were deleted. Said
group life insurance plan is to be amended for the employees of the
City of Marietta that will be eligible for the death benefits that are
being reinstated by this ordinance by amending said group life
insurance to the schedule of life insurance coverage that existed prior
to the adoption of Ordinance No. 4485. Specifically, the additional
coverage that was adopted by Ordinance No. 4485 is to be modified to
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the coverage as it existed immediately prior to the passage of
Ordinance No. 4485 in light of the fact that the death benefits are
being reinstated pursuant to this Ordinance. The life insurance
benefi:s adopted by Ordinance 4485 will not be modified for those
employ2es that are participants in the Consolidated Retirement Plan
(Ordinance 4532) since the death benefits reinstated by this Ordinance
will not apply to those employees. The Mayor is hereby directed to
execute the appropriate documents so as to adopt the modified group
life insurance.

It is hereby declated to be the specific intention of this
Ordinance that no participant or beneficiary shall be eligible or
entitled to receive duplicate benefits from the City of Marietta,
Georgia, by virtue of the passage of this Ordinance. Specifically, it
is the intention of this Ordinance not to provide both the modified
insurance that was enacted by Ordinance No. 4485 and the death benefits
that were in place prior to July 9, 1986. Rather, it is the intention
of this Ordinance to change the component parts of its retirement plan
pursuant to the federal court order so as to reinstate the level of
overall benefits that existed immediately prior to the passage of
Ordinance No. 4485 in accordance with the Court's order (See page 9 of
the federal court order).

Sectiom-3: It is hereby further declared to be the intention of

this Ordinance that if a claim is made by any employee or beneficiary
for both the modified insurance that was adopted by Ordinance No. 4485
and also the death benefits as they existed prior to July 9, 1986, and
a court subsequently determines that the life insurance as modified by
Ordinance No. 4485 must be reinstated, then the death benefits adopted
by this Ordinance will automatically be modified by an actuary so as to
make up the overall benefits as they existed prior to July 9, 1986,
using standard actuarial methods.

Sectiom 4: All Ordinances or parts of Ordinances in conflict with
this O;alnance are hereby repealed.

Sectionr 5: This Ordinance shall become effective July 15. 1988
P
rl H
. ;o (/I ®
DATE:  July 13, 1988 . - APPROVED: ?j/ cZ‘J il )

Mayor and Council
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ATTEST: A AL o C - #a/uu/
City Clerk
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FILED IN CLERK'S OFFICE
U.8.D.C, - Atlanta

APR 1 21988

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGTHER
ATLANTA DIVISION By:

TROY D. CALLIHAN, et al.,
Plaintiffs,
VS. : 1:87-cv-352-caM
CITY OF MARIETTA, et al.,

Defendants.

ORDER OF COURT

The above-styled case is before this court on the plain-
tiffs' motion for summary judgment. For the reasons set forth
below, the court GRANTS the plaintiffs' motion.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

The defendant City of Marietta is a municipal corporation
chartered by Act of the Georgia General Assembly, most recently
by Ga. Laws 1977, p. 3541. Through defendant City Council
members, Vicki Chastain, Scott Craddock, Paul Fields, Phillip
Goldstein, John Hammond, Betty Hunter, Floyd Northcutt, and Bruce
Shaw, acting in their official capacities, the City of Marietta
has been a governing authority of Marietta, Georgia at all times
relevant to this lawsuit.

At all times relevant to this law suit, plaintiffs Troy D.
Callihan, Bobby R. Fuller, and Carey E. Whitlow were salaried

employees of the City of Marietta Police Department, and plain-

)
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tiffs Kenneth B. Boyd, Luther Brackett, John E. Garrett, William
Hester and Harry G. Smith were salaried employees of the City of
Marietta Fire Department.

On February 20, 1976, the City of Marietta contracted with
Aetna Life Insurance Company for Group Life Insurance Policy
Number GL-359788 (hereinafter "the Group Life Policy"), to take
effect January 1, 1976, providing life insurance coverage to
employees of the City of Marietta. Riders to the policy were
executed December 13, 1976 and August 3, 1983.

The Group Life Policy was funded by the defendant City of
Marietta, and employees were not required to contribute toward
the premiums. For the death of an employee occurring prior to
retirement, the maximum benefit payable under the Group Life
Policy was $40,000. For the death of an employee occurring
after retirement, the maximum benefit payable under the Group
Life Policy was $20,000.

On February 8, 1984, the Mayor and Council of the City of
Marietta enacted and adopted Ordinance No. 4022, which according
to its purpose "constitute|s] the Retirement Plan of the City of
Marietta, Georgia for the exclusive benefit of the City employees

O Said Ordinance No. 4022 was amended by Ordinances No.
4084 and No. 4332 enacted September 12, 1984 and May 14, 1986,
respectively. Ordinance No. 4022, as amended by Ordinances No.
4084 and 4332, is hereinafter referred to as "the Retirement

Plan."
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The Retirement Plan was funded exclusively by the defendant
City of Marietta, and employees were not required to make any
contributions thereto. Sections 34 and 35 of Article II and
Sections 1 and 2 of Article VII of the Retirement Plan and the
accompanying Appendices "D" and "E" thereto (read in the context
of the entire Retirement Plan) defined survivor benefits payable
to the beneficiary of a Participant in the Retirement Plan who
died prior to or after retirement.

For the death of a Participant occurring prior to retire-
ment, the benefit under the Retirement Plan was based upon
salary, length of service, and the age of the survivor bene-
ficiary, according to Table D of the Retirement Plan, as more
fully described in the entire Retirement Plan. For the death of
a Participant occurring after retirement, the benefit under the
Retirement Plan was based upon the total benefit the Participant
would have been expected to have received less the portion of the
benefit the Participant had already actually received before
death, according to Table E of the Retirement Plan, as more fully
described in the entire Retirement Plan.

On July 9, 1986, the Mayor and Council of the City of
Marietta enacted and adopted Ordinance No. 4485, amending the
Retirement Plan, which amendment declares, in part: "by deleting
Article II, Section 34, Section 35; Article VII, Section 1,
Section 2, Appendix D; and Appendix E, in their entirety

land] provid[ing] a new schedule for life insurance coverage at
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the rate of three times the annual salary, not to exceed
$180,000."

The amendments to the Retirement Plan made by Ordinance No.
4485 terminated all survivor benefits previously provided by the
Retirement Plan. The amendments to the Group Life Policy
authorized by Ordinance No. 4485 changed benefits thereunder to
three times the salary, up to a maximum of $180,000 for death
prior to retirement; the amendments also changed benefits to
one-half of three times salary, up to a maximum of $25,000 for
death after retirement. At all times relevant hereto, no
plaintiff had a salary higher than $37,700.

At the above-mentioned July 9, 1986 Council meeting, and
before Ordinance No. 4485 was adopted, plaintiff Capt. Troy D.
Callihan addressed the Mayor and Council in the public hearing
and stated his opinion and cited law that such proposed action
would violate the constitutional rights of plaintiffs and
others similarly situated and would deprive them of their vested
property rights in violation of law. Several of the City
Councilmen are themselves lawyers, and the City Attorney was
present at the meeting.

On August 13, 1986, the Mayor and Council of the City of
Marietta enacted and adopted Ordinance No. 4500, amending the
Retirement Plan, which amendment declares, in part: ‘'by adding
an optional survivor's benefit for the employees of the City of

Marietta . . . . The effect of electing this option will cause
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the participant to receive a reduced retirement benefit and the
beneficiary to receive a monthly death benefit . . . ."

The amendments to the Retirement Plan made by Ordinance No.
4500 offered to City employees the option of buying at their own
expense a survivor benefit under the Retirement Plan. Such
benefit was available only for death after retirement; for death
prior to retirement, no benefit was provided, nor was any
available as an option under the Retirement Plan. Survivor
benefits under the Group Life Policy remained as provided by
Ordinance No. 4485 and were not changed by Ordinance No. 4500.

At said meeting of August 13, 1986, plaintiff Capt. Troy D.
Callihan and Attorney Edward W. Killorin addressed the Mayor and
Council at the first moment that public comment was allowed and
again stated their opinion that an such an ordinance, particu-
larly Ordinance No. 4500, has the effect of depriving plaintiffs
and others similarly situated of their vested property rights in
violation of the Constitutions of the United States and Georgia,
and the statutes thereof, and that said Ordinance No. 4500 and
previous Ordinance No. 4485 should be reconsidered and repealed.

The actions of the Mayor and Council in adopting and enacting
Ordinances No. 4485 and 4500 had the effect of decreasing by
$190,000 the projected cost to the city of providing the Retire-
ment Plan and the Group Life Policy for the current year. See
Memo by City Manager, M. Lyle Lacey, III to the Honorable Mayor
and Members of City Council dated July 3, 1986, attached as

Exhibit E-1 to plaintiffs' complaint.
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LEGAL DISCUSSION

The precise issue before this court, as stated by defendants'’
counsel in oral argument on March 30, 1988, is whether the City's
elimination of survivor benefits amounts to an impairment of
accrued contractual vested rights of the plaintiffs. This issue
consists of two logical parts. First, the court must address
the issue of whether the benefits provided by the Retirement Plan
and the Group Life Policy as they existed prior to amendment by
Ordinances No. 4485 and 4500 amounted to contractual rights.
Second, the court must address whether the plaintiffs' rights to
survivor benefits under the old plan amount to accrued vested
rights. The court will discuss these issues in turn.

A. Benefits as Contractual Rights

The Georgia Supreme Court in Withers v. Register, 246 Ga.

158, 269 S.E.2d 431 (1980), stated the legal nature of employees'

rights created by a city's retirement plan. The Court stated:

Long before the rule was recognized generally
by the courts of the several states, it was
the law of this state that a statute or
ordinance establishing a retirement plan for
government employees becomes a part of an
employee's contract of employment if the
employee contributes at any time any amount
towards the benefits he is to receive, and if
the employee performs services while the law
is in effect; and that the impairment clause
of our constitution (Art. I, Sec. I, Par.
VII, Constitution of Georgia of 1976; Code
Ann. § 2-107) [1983 Const. Art. I, Sec. I,
Par. X] precludes the application of an
amendatory statute or ordinance in the
calculation of the employee's retirement
benefits if the effect of the amendment is to
reduce rather than increase the benefits
payable. It is not necessary for an
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application of this rule that the rights of
the employee shall have become vested under
the terms of the retirement plan while the
amendment is in effect. Rather, if the
employee performs services during the
effective dates of the legislation, the
benefits are constitutionally vested,
precluding their legislative repeal as to the
employee, regardless of whether or not the
employee would be able to retire on any basis
under the plan.

246 Ga. 159, 269 S.E.2d 432 (citations omitted). While it might
seem from the court's language in Withers that employee contri-
bution to a retirement plan is necessary to confer vested status,

this is not the case. As the Georgia Court of Appeals wrote in

Dinnan v. Totis, 159 Ga. App. 352, 354, 283 S.E.2d 321, 323

(1981):

Fringe benefits of numerous sorts have become
a substitute for actual direct increases in
wages or salaries. They are no longer
bonuses in the traditional sense of the term,
but part and parcel of the remuneration
package....Payments by employers of
employees' pension contributions, and
insurance policies, both life and health,
have all become vital ingredients of employ-
ment. Such payments can no longer be
considered as gratuities or voluntary since
they are essential elements of most com-
pensation agreements in that they benefit
both the employer and the employee.

See also City of Athens v. McGahee, 178 Ga. 76, 341 S.E.2d 855

(1986).

On the basis of Withers, Dinnan, and McGahee, the Court has

little trouble concluding that the insurance and survivor
benefits provided by the city under the "old retirement plan"

amounted to contractually enforceable, constitutionally vested
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rights in the employees. See, McGahee at 78. ("'[I]f the

employee performs services during the effective dates of the
legislation, the benefits are constitutionally vested, precluding
their legislative repeal as to the employee....'") (quoting

Withers v. Register, 246 Ga. 158, 159). The defendants' counsel

conceded in oral argument that all plaintiffs were vested at the
time the City amended the retirement plan.

B. Constitutional Issues

Having concluded that retirement benefits are not mere
gratuities but are part of the employment contract between the
City and its employees, the Court must address the issue of
whether the elimination of survivor benefits, inasmuch as such
elimination caused an overall reduction in the acturial value of
the plaintiffs' total retirement benefits, amounts to an impair-
ment of contract and/or due process violation under the United
States and Georgia Constitutions. Again, the Court has little
trouble concluding that such a reduction violates both the United
States and Georgia Constitutions.

(1) The Impairment of Contract Clause

Article I, Section I, paragraph X of the 1983 Georgia
Constitution states:

No bill of attainder, ex post facto law,
retroactive law, or laws impairing the
obligation of contract or making irrevocable

grant of special privileges or immunities
shall be passed.
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Article I, Section 10 of the United States Constitution states in
relevant part:

No State shall pass any . . . Law impairing

the Obligation of Contracts . . .

The City of Marietta, to the extent that its enactment of
Ordinances No. 4485 and 4500 reduced the plaintiffs' overall
retirement benefits, has violated the impairment of contract
clause of the United States and Georgia Constitutions. While a
city is free to change the component parts of its retirement plan
for employees, such amendments may not reduce the overall value
of benefits provided to any employee. To the extent that
Ordinances No. 4485 and 4500 reduced the overall benefits to the
plaintiffs, the passage of such ordinances amounts to an impair-
ment of the obligation of contract and is therefore unconsti-

tutional. Swann v. Board of Trustees of Joint Municipal

Employees' Retirement System, 257 Ga. 450, 454 (1987) ("Where a

statute or ordinance establishes a retirement plan for government
employees,and the employee contributes toward the benefits he is
to receive and performs services while the ordinance or statute
is in effect, the ordinance or statute becomes part of the
compensation for the services rendered so that an attempt to
amend the statute or ordinance and reduce, or eliminate, the
retirement benefits the employee is to receive violates the
impairment clause of the state constitution.").

(2) 1l4th Amendment Violation and Cause of Action Under
42 U.S.C. § 1983
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The plaintiffs further contend that the defendants have
violated the plaintiffs' rights under Article I, Section 1,
Paragraphs 1 & 2 of the Georgia Constitution and the 1l4th
Amendment to the United States Constitution. Article I, Section

1, Paragraphs 1 & 2 of the Georgia Constitution state:

Paragraph I. Life, liberty and property.

No person shall be deprived of life, liberty,
or property except by due process of law.

Paragraph II. Protection to person and
property; equal protection.

Protection to person and property is the
paramount duty of government and shall be
impartial and complete. No person shall be
denied the equal protection of the laws.

The l4th Amendment to the United States Constitution states in

relevant part:

No state shall make or enforce any law which
shall abridge the privileges or immunities of
citizens of the United States; nor shall any
State deprive any person of life, liberty, or
property, without due process of law; nor
deny to any person within its jurisdiction
the equal protection of the laws.

It is well-settled that the Fourteenth Amendment to the
United States Constitution protects individual against govern-
mental deprivation of property rights without compensation. City

of Athens v. McGahee, 178 Ga. App. 76, 79 (1986). It is also

well-settled that any action "under color of state law" which has

-10-
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the effect of depriving an individual of his rights affords a
cause of action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.1
A municipality is a person within the meaning of § 1983.

Monell v. N.Y. Dept. of Social Services, 436 U.S. 658 (1978).

"[A] person receiving . . . benefits under statutory and admin-
istrative standards defining eligibility for them has an interest
in continued receipt of those benefits that is safeguarded by

procedural due process . . ." Board of Regents of State Colleges

v. Roth, 408 U.S. 564, 576 (citations omitted). The City of

Marietta, by virtue of its charter and its governing authority

thereunder is a "person" for purposes of § 1983. Monell, supra.

The Court, on the basis of Board of Regents of State Colleges v.

Roth, supra, finds that the plaintiffs' retirement benefits are

of a class of property protected against unilateral reduction by
the City. Accordingly, the City's attempt to deprive the
plaintiffs of their vested property rights by reducing the total
retirement benefits for plaintiffs gives rise to a cause of
action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

C. Attorney's Fees

42 U.S.C. § 1988 states in relevant part:

1 42 U.S.C. § 1983 states in relevant part:

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance,
regulation, custom or usage, of any State or Territory or the
District of Columbia subjects, or causes to be subjected, any
citizen of the United States or other person within the
jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any rights,
privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and
laws, shall be liable to the party injured in an action at
law, suit in equity or other proper proceeding for redress.

-11-




In any action or proceeding to enforce a
provision of sections 1981, 1982, 1983, 1985,
and 1986 of this title, . . . the court, in
its discretion, may allow the prevailing
party, other than the United States, a
reasonable attorney's fee as part of the
costs.

The court believes that an award of attorney's fees is appro-
priate in this case and DIRECTS the plaintiffs' attorney to file
within 15 days of the date this order is filed affidavits in
compliance with the Eleventh Circuit's recent opinion in Norman

v. Housing Authority of City of Montgomery, No. 87-7763, slip op.

(llth Cir. Feb. 1, 1988) to document the actual fees incurred in
this litigation and the reasonableness of those fees. De-
fendants' counsel shall have ten (10) days from that date to
object to the plaintiffs' counsel's requested fees.

In sum, the court GRANTS the plaintiffs' motion for summary
judgment and award of attorney's fees. The court wishes to
emphasize that its ruling is no more than a declaratory Jjudgment

, that the City of Marietta, through its passage of ordinances
decreasing the total actuarial value of the plaintiffs' retire-
ment benefits, violated the plaintiffs' vested rights in viola-
tion of the United States and Georgia Constitutions. Any
determination by this court of actual damages to the plaintiffs
cannot occur until the plaintiffs retire.

IT IS SO ORDERED, this /.~ day of April, 1988.

WED KT QL 2 €. Viey

United States District Judgqy

APR 21 1388
L D.T., CLERK
BY -12-
AQ 72A DEPUTY CLERK

{Rev. 8/82)
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Pnited States District Court

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

TROY D. CALLIHAN, ET AL
JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

CITY OF MARIETTA, ET AL CASE NUMBER: 1:87-cv-352-CAM

(J Jury Verdict. This action came before the Court for a trial by jury, The issues have been tried and the jury has rendered
its verdict.
d
(X] Decision by Court. This action came to t%%&?(’%%%&&&be%re the Court. The issues have been tﬁg&émg& and a
decision has been rendered, GRANTING the plaintiff's motion for summary judgment
IT1S ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the court issues the declaratory judgment that
the City of Marietta, through its passage of ordinances decreasing the total
actuarial value of the plaintiffs' retirement benefits, violated the plaintiffs'
vested rights in violation of the United States and Georgia Constitution. Any
determination by this court of actual damages to the plaintiffs cannot occur
until the plaintiffs retire.
*
*
*
*
FILED IN THE CLERK'S OFFICE
April 12, 1988
ENTERED ON DOCKET
APRIL 21, 1988
LUTHZ% CﬁEj-lOMAS Clerk
Datd\pril 21, 1988 Clerk

é/W&L 3/&%4«

(By) Deputy Clerk 0




ATTACHMENT TO ORDINANCE NO: 4653

O
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Section 34. bBeneficiary shall mean the person decignated
by the participant from time tTO
time in writing and on
prescribed forms, o receive
any aeath benefit, For purposes

o of this definition "person” shall
include only a2 natural person
and shall not include a corpora-
tion, estate or other such

entity.
Section 25. Beneficiary in shall mean the person designated
ketirement by +he participant Zrom time

<o time in writing and on
prescribed forms, to receive
any death benefit provided in
Article VII, Section 1.

j\gf

EXHIBIT “A”



O

ATTACHMENT TO ORDINANCE NO: 4653

ORDIKANCE NO. 4G22

ARTICLE VII. DEATH OR TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT

Section 1. Death Prior to Retirement.

a. If the employment or term of elective office of a Participant
is terminated by reason of his death prior to his Retirement in
accordance with the provisions of Article IV, there shall be payable to
his designated Beneficiary a monthly death benefit actuarially
equivalent to the Participant's anticipatec normal Retirement benefit
assuming that his age at the time of his death is fifty-five (55) if he
is a Level 1 Employee, or sixty-five (65) if he is a Level 2 Employee,
as defined in Article III, Section 2; said benefit shall be computed in
accordance with the Tables set forth in Appendix "D".

b. Designation of a Beneficiary Prior to Retirement may be
changed by the Participant in writing at any time prior to actual
Retirement on a form provided for that purpose. Only the last such
designation of a Beneficiary Prior to Retirement will have effect and
any new designation of a Beneficiary Prior to Retirement will have
effect and any new designation of a Beneficiary Prior to Retirement
invalidates, supersedes, and revokes any prior designation.

Section 2. Death After Retirement. Upon the death of a
Participant supsequent to hls ketirement in accordance with Article IV,
Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6, a monthly death benefit shall be paid to
his designated beneficiary, said benefit shall be computed in
accordance with the Tables set forth in Appendix "E".

Ll

EXHIRIT “B”
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APPENDIX D"
POLICEMEN/ FIREMEN

Ace pr
BENEFICIARY

FAcCIgn

09.7151222
0.76455
0.117152
0.7911g
0.p0%554
0.020G9

D.pa6us
0.095315
0.07115%
0.go9n3
0.90954
0.93015
0.95229

0.97540
1.00000
f.v2600
1.052%50
1.002013
f.t1304
f.14500

B3 AND EMPLOYEER ASSUMED AOE 83 AT pearn,

Ace OF
DEMETICIANY

6!
G2
63
64
65
Ge

&7
68
69
10
"
12
1)

14
15
18
1
19
19
80

ATTACHMENT TO ORDT*‘NCE NO:

4653

FACIONR

1.101ps
1.21919
1.2506G0
1.3007
1.34521)3
1.392:8

1.44271)
1.49ys507
1.5525%
1.67337
1.5705g
1.74unsg
1.0243g

1.90%547
1.9724y
2.00569
2.105s59
2.2923)3
2.4071)
1.53080

ACE oOr
BEMET ICLARY

8l
01
o)
na
us
06

or
()
09
90
91
92
93

o4
95
98
9r
99
e9
foo

TaACtion

2.6n3s%1
2.00s1)
2.9%n17?
J. 12358
3.30291%
3.47744¢

J.%091?
3.9413y
4.taryy
4.410112
4.717319
S.104 )1
53.46r%)9

3.0E3Y0
6.30264
6.%u020
1.32419
1.9102)
0.57%91¢
?.321823
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ATTACHMENT TO ORDINANCE NO: 4653

APPZRIIN "EZM

™ - - e -
(i’ TATH BINZTIT FAZTO?RS
1
RETIREMEINT AGE NMMBZR OF MOITHLY prvmonT -

EXPECTED TO BEZ RECZIVED

56 184.53
57 179.70
58 174,85
59 1€2.98
60 1€5.09
61 - 160.10
O 62 155.30
€3 150.42
64 145.56
€5 140.73
66 135.95
67 _ 131.23
68 | 126.57
69 121.95
70 ) .,'i ' 117.35
s . - CALCULATION OF DIZIATH BEINZIFITS
. The above Table ;Bould be used to determine the number of.monzhly
(H) péymgﬁts an?;desiﬁééte? bgpgffcigry should receive under A-F;cle Vii, "~

géction 2.

1}-!]

ERHIBIT DT



ATTACHMENT TO ORDINANCE NO: 4653

[

1f the Perticipant 1s 56 years of ege or older az :the zime cf dezzh,

Lremenz beneflzs, zhe number cf

e

and has alrecudy recelved monthly re
monthly rectirement benelits received prior to deazh shell be gecucred -
from the total nunmber of monthly paymenzs expected to be received ec

]

recirement age. The remaining number will represent the total number

oZ monthly benefits for the designazed beneficiary.

For purposes of calculating benefits under this Table, any parzicipan

shall be deemed to be not less than 56 yeacs of age zt retirement,

Tegardless of when the participant actuazlly recired or became eligible

for any retirement benefits. However, in the event the azrtuzl age oZ
('D the participant is less than 56 a2t retiremen:, there shz'l be no

deduction for monthly paymencs actuzlly received by the participan:.

Notwithstanding the Table set fo-zh in zhis Appendix "Z", any
designated beneficiary shall receive 2 minimum of 24 moncthly dea:zh

benelits following the death of the reciree.

. Zxample: 1f a Parzicipant retires et age 61, his expected number of
é ; monthly rertirement benefizs is 160.10. This Zigure 18 rounded 0% <to
!~ ‘160 and represents the toczzl number of monthly payments tThe
- participant is expected to receive at reti-ement. IF the participan

S e : x
-:z.— Gies efter B years and 5 monchs (101 payments), the designated

=

(J}_ bene;l-lafy wole ’ECEIVE the remzining number of mon-nly Denezlts, B

Bame belng 59 months (160-101 = 59),



