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CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT SETTLES
SAN DIEGO PENSION ISSUE

In a closely watched case of particular interest to governmental defined benefit
pension boards, the California Supreme Court held on Monday, January 25" that
multiple felony conflict of interest indictments against five San Diego pension
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trustees should have been dismissed. The Court recognized that while it was true
that the five trustee defendants were financially interested in the pension
amendments they voted on, nevertheless, this was not improper since the identical
financial interest was shared with several thousand members of the retirement
system. According to the Court, the fact that employee trustees who were elected
by the membership are stake holders does not present a voting conflict, but rather
is an inevitable result of the intentional composition of many retirement boards.

By contrast, the Court refused to dismiss charges against the remaining and sixth
defendant, who was accused of voting on a “unique” and “personalized pension
benefit.” Where a trustee had allegedly obtained “customized, specially tailored”
benefits, the Court was unwilling to apply the statutory exceptions protecting the
other five defendants.

Accordingly, trustees are properly entitied to vote on matters in which they share a
generalized financial interest in common with the membership. Otherwise described
by the Court, the public services exception to Section 1090 applies if the interest in
question “is not personal to an employee or official because it is shared with like
members of the public agency’s constituency.” Ordinary pension board decisions
which commonly affect the financial interests of employees do not present the kind
of systemic danger that California’s conflict of interest laws were designed to
criminalize.

As observed in the opening sentence of the case of Lexin v. The Superior Court of
San Diego County, the case arose out of the fiscal crisis that swept the City of San
Diego over the past decade. The criminal indictments were brought against a
backdrop of political upheaval and class action litigation, where the City was alleged
to have failed to adequately fund its retirement system, federal investigations had
been brought involving the City’s bond disclosures, and where the City’s credit rating
had been compromised.

In 2005, the Lexin defendants were charged with felony violations of Section 1090
of California’s conflict of interest laws for allegedly voting three years earlier to allow
the City to underfund its retirement system in exchange for the City’s agreeing to
increase pension benefits for City employees. The defendants moved to set aside
the criminal charges arguing that (1) Section 1090 did not apply and (2) even ifit did,
their interest in their pension benefits was covered by the salary and public services
exceptions to Section 1090.

The Court concluded that when voting on amendments applicable to the
membership as a whole, trustees are covered by the public services exception since
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they are not ordinarily burdened by a prohibited conflict between their duties as
public servants and their own personal financial gain. The public services exception,
Section 1091.5(a)(3), recognizes that financial interests shared with one’s
constituency do not present the dangers the state’s conflict of interest laws were
designed to prevent as long as there is no “differentiation between their financial
interests and the financial interests of those they represent.” In so holding, the Court
rejected the argument that trustees were required to follow an antiseptic,
disinterested model of decision making.

In interpreting the statutes, the Court harmonized Section 1090 and the applicable
pension provisions mandating employee participation on retirement boards. In
examining the nature and composition of public pension boards, the Court was
mindful that the Legislature has long embraced the principle of employee
representation. According to the Court, it is “quite clear the Legislature intended for
retirement board trustees to share interests with their memberships.” The Court
further recognized that having trustees who share the interests of their constituents
was beneficial.

Citing President Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address, the Court indicated that one of the
corollaries of a republican form of government is that in a “government of the people,
by the people, for the people,” public officials will often be part of their own
constituencies, at once representatives and members of the class they represent,
at once governors and the governed. Accordingly, under the public services
exception, an interest is not personal, and poses no “two masters” problem, if it is
shared with, and undifferentiated from the interest of, the members of the broad
class of constituents a public official represents.

The Court further reasoned that by mandating employee representation on
retirement boards, the Legislature did not intend that these same employee trustees
would be second class citizens on their boards, prevented from participating on
important votes.

While the Court held that the public services exception applied, the Court determined
that the salary exception did not. According to the Court, the government salary
exception was intended to apply to situations where the board of which an official is
a member is contemplating a contract with a government entity for which the official
also works.

Recognizing that Section 1091.5(a)(9)’s salary exception is not a model of clarity, the
Court turned to legislative history and attempted to view the statutory scheme in its



entirety. The Court summarized the salary exception as follows, applying in at least
two archetypal situations:

The first, the scenario the Legislature expressly contemplated, involves
afirst party contract: an official has an existing employment relationship
with government entity A and also, in a separate capacity, has the
power to make or influence contracts made by A (other than those
sought by his or her own specific department), as with the city police
officer/city council member.

The second involves a second party contract: an official who makes or
influences contracts on behalf of government entity A is put in a
position of considering a contract with government entity B, for which
he or she also works.

The Court held that the salary exception does not extend “to contracts that more
directly affect one’s interests by involving one’s own department, or most directly
affect one’s interests by actually altering the terms of one’s employment” because
such interests directly implicate the “two masters” problems Section 1090 was
designed to eliminate.

After considering the text of the statute, judicial and Attorney General interpretations,
and the surrounding statutory scheme, the Court concluded that Section
1091.5(a)(3)’s public services exception should be read as establishing the following
rule:

If the financial interest arises in the context of the affected official’s or
employee’s role as a constituent of his or her public agency and
recipient of its services, there is no conflict so long as the services are
broadly available to all others similarly situated, rather than narrowly
tailored to specially favor any official or group of officials, and are
provided on substantially the same terms as for any other constituent.

Accordingly, the public services exception in California permits retirement boards to
enter contracts that affect trustee pension benefits, provided that the effect is the
same upon constituents who are not trustees.

As described by the Court, under a disinterested model of decision-making, one
might seek fairness and competence through a decisional body composed entirely
of individuals cleansed of any direct stake in the outcome, for example blue ribbon
panels or outside experts. Alternatively, under the interested model of decision-
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making, a blend of individuals, each with a clear stake in many decisions, assumes
that through the representation of all stakeholders, fair and wise decisions will
emerge. The Court understood that the Legislature and the City of San Diego have
each “plainly chosen the latter model in composing public retirement boards.”
NCPERS is pleased that the amicus brief it filed in the case played a constructive
role in this outcome.

In a related development, on April 6, 2010, a federal court dismissed similar charges
against three of the trustees, the former director, and the former general counsel of
the fund. They had been charged with mail and wire fraud as well as conspiring to
deprive the public of honest service. In dismissing the case, the federal judge noted
that all of the actions were taken at public meetings and involved no personal gain
other than as members of the retirement plan, they received the same benefits as
the other 10,000 plus members. The court expressed being mystified as the basis
for the prosecution and how mailing copies f the actuarial valuation could constitute
mail fraud. While the U.S. Attorney could seek to re-file charges or appeal the
dismissal, such an action is not expected.

Pension Board has standing to recover excess disability benefits paid in
addition to Workers’ Compensation benefits.

A police officer with 25 years of credited service suffered a permanent injury. The
officer applied and qualified for regular service retirement benefits, and the benefits
began in 1998. The officer then applied for disability benefits from the Pension
Fund, which were approved, and the Pension Board retroactively converted the
service retirement to a disability retirement. Later, the officer filed a claim under
Workers’ Compensation, and he was awarded benefits effective from 1998, but the
City refused to pay the benefits. In 2006, the City settled the officer's Workers’
Compensation claim and paid the award. The officer now possessed both Workers’
Compensation and disability benefits for the same period of disability. As a result,
the Pension Board sent the officer a letter seeking total reimbursement of the
disability pension benefits he received. However, the officer refused to reimburse
the Pension Fund. The Pension Board filed a breach of contract and unjust
enrichment action, arguing that it was entitled to recover the disability pension
benefits it paid the officer in the form of a dollar-for-dollar credit for the Workers'
Compensation benefits paid for the same period of disability. The officer argued that
the Pension Board did not have standing to recover the disability pension benefits
since the Pension Board and the City are distinct entities. The court found that the
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Pension Board unequivocally has standing to recover the excess disability benefits
because the City and the Pension Board are the same entity, and the pension code
confers standing on the Pension Board by ordinance. The court found that the
Pension Fund was entitled to reimbursement of disability pension benefits it paid to
the officer at the same time he was receiving Workers’ Compensation benefits.

City of Philadelphia, Bd. of Pensions and Retirement v. Clayton, 987 A.2d 1255
(Pa. Cmwilth. 2009)

Pre-planned training exercise could not be classified as an emergency.

In 2005, a firefighter responded to a live-fire training exercise in which his superior
instructed him to treat the exercise as though it were an actual emergency call. The
firefighter and his crew responded with lights and sirens running on the truck. The
team was to rescue a “dummy” victim from the fire and to advance the fire hose into
the building to contain the fire. The firefighter put on full fire protection gear including
a breathing apparatus, and entered the building. The building was full of smoke with
no visibility. The firefighter found and removed the dummy victim on the second
floor, and then he and his crew advanced a hose line through the building. As they
continued to the third floor, the hose became entangled and the firefighter followed
the hose line back to the obstruction. The hose was wrapped around a love seat.
When the firefighter moved the love seat, he severely injured his left shoulder. The
firefighter applied for a line-of-duty disability pension from the fire district, which was
granted. He also applied for health coverage benefits under the Public Safety
Employee Benefits Act (“Act’). The Act provides firefighters and their families
continuing health benefits following a catastrophic injury while responding to what
he or she reasonably believed was an emergency. After reviewing the firefighter's
application and the facts of the case alongside the requirements of the Act, the
Board of Trustees denied his application, finding that the firefighter was not
responding to what he reasonably believed was an emergency at the time of his
injury, and the firefighter appealed. The court found that an “emergency” under the
Act occurs when an incident is urgent and calls forimmediate action. Therefore, the
court determined that the firefighter did not reasonably believe that he was
responding to an emergency. The training exercise was not an “emergency”
because the firefighter was told that the goal of the training exercise was to rescue
a dummy victim and advance the fire hose to put out the fire. The court upheld the
Board’s decision finding that by definition, these pre-planned situations cannot be
classified as an unforeseen combination of circumstance for which the Act would
provide continuing health benefits.

Gaffney v. Board of Trustees of Orlando Fire Protection Dist., 921 N.E.2d 778
(lll. App. 1 Dist. 2009)



Mandatory retirement performance test is not required since Health and
Human Services never promulgated any test.

The Age Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA) contains an exemption that
allows State and local governments to set mandatory retirement ages for law
enforcement officers and firefighters. In 1974, Congress extended the ADEA to
cover government employees. Once the ADEA became applicable to their
employees, States and localities could retain maximum hiring and retirement ages
only if they could show that age was a bona fide occupational qualification for a
particular position. A safe harbor provision was created in 1996 that allowed a public
employer to impose mandatory retirement on public safety officers at the higher of
the age of retirement that was in place before the ADEA was found to apply to public
employers, the age limit enacted after 1996, or age 55. After the 1996 legislation,
the Health and Human Services Secretary (“‘HHS") was supposed to develop
guidelines on the use of a physical and mental fitness test to assess competency of
public safety personnel. However, no tests have been issued for use when
considering mandatory retirement. In 2003, the Puerto Rico legislature amended its
mandatary retirement law for police and firefighters from 65 to 55. Four days after
the mandatory retirement age was lowered, a group of officers who were 55 were
forced to retire. The officers brought a law suit alleging violations of the ADEA, and
the Equal Protection and Due Process Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment. The
court found that a state statute lowering the retirement age for public safety
personnel is permitted by the 1996 amendment so long as the amendment'’s other
requirements are met. The officers next claimed that even if they were lawfully
subject to the mandatory retirement age, Puerto Rico had to give them the
opportunity to avoid discharge by taking a performance test that could prove their
mental and physical fitness to continue working. However, the court found that the
performance test is not required because the HHS never promulgated the
appropriate test.

Correa v. Fortuno, 573 F.3d 1 (1% Cir. 2009)

Applicant bears the burden of proving that he was a member of the retirement
system.

A police officer attended the University of Washington between 1968 and 1972.
While a student, the officer began working as a janitor at the University’s health
sciences complex between 1970 and 1972. In 1974, the City of Tukwila hired him
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as a police officer, and he immediately joined the Washington State Law
Enforcement Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ retirement system (LEOFF). In 1991, the
officer started working as an investigator for the Washington State Attorney
General's office. Since he was already receiving LEOFF retirement benefits, he was
not permitted to join Public Employee Retirement System (PERS). However, in
1995, the Department adopted a rule stating that the prohibition is inapplicable if a
person can establish membership in PERS before 1976. The officer claimed he
qualified for PERS membership under this rule based on his janitorial work between
June 1970 and June 1972. He remembered working 20 hours a week throughout
this period. He also remembered filling out a PERS enroliment form and deductions
taken out of his janitorial pay for Social Security and PERS contributions. Despite
a comprehensive search, the officer could not find any records documenting his
janitor job, related social security tax payments, or PERS contributions. In addition,
University personnel could not find any of his employment records. They found no
record of the officer's PERS enroliment form or PERS contributions. Social Security
records showed no earnings for the officer's employment at the University. The
Department also searched its records, but found no evidence to support his claim,
and the officer could not find any federal income tax records for the period between
1970 and 1972. After the Department denied the officer's claim for PERS
membership and service credits, he appealed. The officer essentially asked the
court to reweigh the evidence and come to the contrary conclusion that he was a
member of PERS. Itis well established that on factual questions the reviewing court
cannot substitute its interpretation of the facts for the agency’s interpretation or
reweigh the evidence. Here, the officer presented some evidence that he worked
in a PERS eligible position prior to 1976, but the Department found it insufficient to
satisfy his burden of proof. Since the Department correctly allocated the burden of
proof to the officer and substantial evidence supports the denial, the court upheld the
Department’s denial of benefits.

Fox v. State, Dept. of Retirement Systems, Not Reported in P.3d, 2009 WL
4046584 (Wash. App. Div. 1 2009)

Multiemployer Pension Plan Amendments Act (“MPPAA”) liability can arise

from a collective bargaining agreement or as a result of a duty under
applicable labor management relations laws as defined by MPPAA.

A corporation that manufactured heating and cooling products entered into an
agreement with Top Transportation Services, Inc. (“Top”), under which Top agreed
to provide the corporation with truck drivers. Under the agreement, Top paid the
drivers’ salaries and benefits, and then sought reimbursement for those costs from
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the corporation. The agreement provided that Top shall bill the corporation its actual
costs and expenses of operations. Such costs and expenses included direct wages,
salary payments, payroll taxes and necessary fringe benefits, insurance and
administration applicable to the operations. The agreement also provided that Top
will handle all labor relations and the negotiating of union contracts and shall enter
into any and all labor contracts covering the drivers who are its drivers and are in the
service of the corporation. Per that provision, Top was a signatory to collective
bargaining agreements with Local Union. Those agreements required Top to make
contributions to a pension fund, which is a multiemployer pension plan as defined
by the Employment Retirement Income Security Act (“ERISA”), on behalf of the
drivers. Top invoiced the corporation for Top’s contributions to the Fund, and then
reimbursed Top those amounts. The corporation later terminated its agreement with
Top, which in turn ceased all operations the following month. That cessation
triggered withdrawal liability under the MPPAA. The Fund demanded payment of the
MPPAA liability from both Top and the corporation. Top never paid the assessment,
but it did invoice the corporation for the assessment. The corporation did not pay the
assessment or the invoice. The Fund then sued the corporation asserting that the
corporation owed withdrawal liability under the MPPAA and that the corporation
breached its agreement with Top when it failed to pay Top’s invoice for the
assessment amount. The district court granted summary judgment to the
corporation, and the Fund appealed. The court first determined whether an entity
is an employer under the MPPAA by asking whether the entity has an obligation to
contribute to a plan. The obligation to contribute to a plan can arise from a CBA or
as a result of a duty under applicable labor management relations laws as defined
by MPPAA. The court remanded the case for a determination as to whether the
defendant had a non-contractual obligation to contribute to the plan under applicable
labor management relations laws. The court then considered the Top’s claim for
breach of contract. The court found the agreement required the corporation to
reimburse Top for actual costs. Since Top never paid the MPPAA liability, Top never
had any actual costs, and the court affirmed.

Central States, Southeast and Southwest Areas Pension Fund, v. International
Comfort Products, 585 F. 3d 281 (6 Cir. 2009)

An elected official, characterized as both an employer and employee, may not
provide themself with an unreasonable accommodation.

Due to numerous health problems, a clerk declined to run for reelection as she knew
that she would be unable to fulfill the duties for another term. The clerk then sought
disability benefits. The hearing officer recommended that the clerk’s application be
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denied. Since the clerk was her own supervisor, and she was the one who granted
her own accommodations, the hearing officer found that she could grant herself
unlimited accommodations and perform her duties. The accommodations consisted
of being absent from the office half of the time, and delegating her work duties,
including the supervision of subordinate employees. The issue becomes whether
accommodations, which are reasonable at their inception, can become
unreasonable with the passage of time. The Board argued that an elected official,
characterized by the Board as both an employer and employee, may provide any
accommodation to themself and thus magically pronounce that the accommodation
so provided was reasonable. The court disagreed, and found that the argument
usurps the responsibility of the hearing officer in determining if the accommodation
is reasonable. The court stated that the clerk’s supervisory duties were clearly an
essential function of her job, and delegation of such duties were unreasonable
accommodations. The court found that the clerk’s accommodations (spending half
of her time at home, and delegating her supervisory) constituted an unreasonable
accommodation, and reversed the Board's decision.

Kentucky Retirement Systems v. Martin, _ S.W.3d __, 2009 WL 1423991 (Ky.
App. 2009)

Pension Board must determine whether denying a benefit was required to
maintain its tax qualified status.

A retired member of the Public Employees Retirement System (“PERS”) named her
long-time, same-sex domestic partner as her beneficiary. When the relationship
ended, the employee formally requested that PERS change her service retirement
annuity from a joint annuity to a single life annuity under the “pop-up” election. This
change would have increased her monthly benefit amount and removed her
beneficiary. PERS denied the request explaining that the “pop-up” election was not
triggered under the pension code because the beneficiary was still alive and the
employee did not marry or divorce her designated beneficiary. After PERS denied
the request to change her benefits, the employee requested an administrative
hearing, where the employee argued that PERS, denied them a benefit afforded to
similarly situated individuals based upon her inability to have married her domestic
partner due to her sexual orientation, in violation of the Oregon Constitution. PERS
denied the change explaining that it does not have the legal authority to grant the
relief sought. The employee appealed arguing that because the pension code made
no provision for an election by members who have separated from their same-sex
domestic partners, it is unconstitutional in that it denies her rights equal to those of
married persons. The court found that the pension code requires that PERS make
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a determination regarding whether the election would cause a loss of tax-qualified
status. However, PERS did not make that determination. Instead, the PERS
concluded that allowing the employee to use the “pop-up” option would place the
PERS's tax qualification in peril and that the employee demanded a remedy that
presents a substantial risk to the tax qualified status of the PERS. The court held
that this finding was qualitatively different from a finding that the denial of employee’s
election was required to maintain PERS's tax-qualified status.

English v. Public Employees Retirement Bd., 216 P.3d 342 (Or. App. 2009)

Court upholds denial of enhanced duty-related benefits based on substantial
evidence in the record.

A paramedic worked for approximately 25 years before she was forced to resign
because of pain in her hip joints. The paramedic applied for disability benefits from
the Public Employees Retirement Association (“PERA"), which granted her request
for basic disability benefits. However, PERA denied the paramedic’s request for
enhanced duty-related disability benefits on the ground that her disability was not
caused by an injury that was sustained in the performance of her duties as a
paramedic, and she appealed. The paramedic argued that she should receive
enhanced duty-related disability benefits because her paramedic duties substantially
contributed to her hip condition. The paramedic argued that PERA erred by finding
that she did not satisfy the statutory criteria for enhanced duty-related disability
benefits. In light of the plain language of the statute, an applicant must establish
three facts to be eligible for enhanced duty-related disability benefits: (1) the
existence of an injury, sickness, or other disability, (2) that the injury, sickness, or
other disability was incurred in or arose out of any act of duty, and (3) that the
applicant became physically unfit to perform her duties as a direct result of the injury,
sickness, or other disease. The only requirement in dispute is whether the hip
condition was incurred in any act of duty she performed as a paramedic. To satisfy
this requirement, the paramedic must establish a causal connection between her
disability and a task or function that was performed by her. The agency record
contained conflicting evidence as to whether the hip condition was the result of any
act of duty she performed as a paramedic. The paramedic relied on her own
doctor's opinion who initially concluded that the condition was not related to a
previous illness/injury but later asserted that her condition was partially attributable
to her paramedic duties. However, her doctor never retracted his earlier conclusion
that the hip condition was partially attributable to early osteoarthritis and
degenerative joint disease, which progresses over time. PERA relied on its own
examining physician’s opinion which was the hip condition was not caused by her

-11-



duties as a paramedic. The court found PERA'’s decision was based on substantial
evidence consisting of the examining physician’s statement that the hip condition
was not an injury, sickness, or disability that was caused by any act of duty.

In re Johnson, Not Reported in N.W.2d, 2009 WL 2447371 (Minn. App. 2009)

A surviving spouse may not elect a benefit option that was unavailable to the
member at the time of his retirement.

A former corrections employee retired at the age of 44 with a disability annuity. After
receiving a disability annuity for nearly 16 years, the employee died in 2005. Atthe
time of his retirement, the code provided two options for members of the employee’s
age who applied for a disability annuity: (1) members could withdraw their
contributions, or (2) receive a disability annuity. The employee elected to receive the
annuity, but the disability annuity did not allow a member to elect a joint and survivor
benefit. However, at the time of his death, the employee’s surviving spouse filed a
request for a survivor benefit with the Board. The Board denied the survivor's
request on the basis that the employee was not entitled to elect an annuity option
that provided for a survivor benefit at the time of retirement, and the survivor
appealed. The Board offered into evidence the employee’s application for a
disability annuity. On the form, the employee acknowledged that he was entitled to
a disability annuity only. The surviving spouse submitted various documents
indicating that the employee named her and his stepchildren as beneficiaries of his
state pension and state-sponsored life insurance. However, the court found that at
the relevant time the retirement code did not permit members of the employee’s age
to elect an annuity with a survivor benefit. The court rejected the survivor's
arguments that subsequent amendments to the retirement code, which reduced the
number of credited service years required for a survivor benefit, applied retroactively.
There is nothing permitting the surviving spouse to elect a benefit option which was
unavailable to the employee at the time of his retirement.

Teti v. State Employees’ Retirement Bd., 981 A.2d 399 (Pa. Cmwith. 2009)

Board is vested with the power to weigh conflicting medical evidence and
credit the more compelling evidence.

A stenographer for a city was exposed to fireproofing materials twice in one summer.
She sought medical attention for numerous physical ailments-including difficulty
breathing, burning in her eyes, burning in her mouth, and swelling in her hands. The
stenographer stopped working after she began experiencing similar symptoms when
she came into contact with a variety of other materials, including paint and certain
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office supplies. The stenographer has not returned to work since that time and
applied for disability retirement benefits. After her application was denied by the
comptroller, the stenographer appealed. In this case, the stenographer attempted
to prove that she was incapacitated due to chemical sensitivity by submitting medical
records from five treating physicians. Two of those physicians opined that the
stenographer was totally and permanently disabled as a result of her exposure to
multiple chemicals. However, one of the two subsequently asserted that she could
return to work if she was not subjected to respiratory hazards. The other physician
acknowledged that the overwhelming consensus in the medical and scientific
community is that inadequate evidence exists to unequivocally back any scientific
theory of causation as to multiple chemical sensitivity. To rebut the stenographer’s
evidence, the city relied on the opinions of two independent medical examiners
(“IME”") who reached contrary conclusions regarding the severity of the
stenographer’s disability. One IME remained unconvinced that she had
demonstrated disease in any area, and the second IME found that the stenographer
was not disabled from performing her duties as a stenographer. Where there is
conflicting medical evidence, the comptroller is vested with the exclusive authority
to weigh such evidence and credit the opinion of one medical expert over another.
The court found that the credited experts articulated rational and fact-based opinions
founded upon pertinent medical records and a physical examination of the
stenographer. The court held that the comptroller's determination was supported by
substantial evidence and upheld the decision.

Hammond-Timpano v. New York State and Local Retirement System, 885
N.Y.S.2d 780 (N.Y.A.D. 3 Dept. 2009)

An _employee was not totally and permanently disabled where evidence
showed a successful recovery.

An administrative specialist’s job duties included opening mail, entering data, filing,
faxing, and answering the phones. The specialist’s job required her to sit 6 hours a
day, lift up to 50 pounds occasionally, and walk extensively. The specialist sought
medical attention for persistent left hip and thigh pain. An MRI examination revealed
a cancerous lesion. The employee underwent surgery to remove the lesion, and to
reconstruct her left femur. Following the surgery, the employee was required to walk
with a cane, and she applied for disability retirement benefits, which were denied by
the medical review board on two occasions. A formal administrative hearing was
conducted, and the hearing officer issued a recommended order which
recommended denial of disability retirement benefits. The Board adopted the
hearing officer's recommended order as its final order, and the employee appealed.
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She argued that the Board'’s decision was arbitrary, capricious, and not supported
by substantial evidence. Giving deference to the finder of fact, the court found that
the evidence did not compel a finding that the employee was permanently physically
incapacitated to perform the job, or like duties, from which she received her last paid
employment. Although the evidence demonstrated that the specialist underwent a
radical operation to reconstruct her left femur, the evidence also demonstrated a
successful recovery. The employee has not experienced a recurrence of the lesion,
she was not currently taking any pain medications, and she was not currently
receiving physical therapy. Although she still required the use of a cane, there was
no medical evidence which corroborated her belief that she cannot perform her work
duties. Even though there was some conflicting evidence in the record, the court
concluded that the evidence did not compel a ruling in her favor, and the court
affirmed the Board’s decision.

Stivers v. Kentucky Retirement Systems, Not Reported in S.W.3d, 2009 WL
5125077 (Ky. App. 2009)

Board may deny payment for experimental treatments.

An employee patrticipated in a retirement plan which also provided health and
welfare benefits . The employee was diagnosed with chronic lymphocytic leukemia
(CLL). The employee’s physician treated his condition with conventional therapies,
but the disease progressed. At the employee’s request, the Plan pre-approved his
participation in a clinical study open only to CLL patients for whom standard
treatments had failed. The employee required further treatment involving “salvage
therapy with experimental therapeutics,” and recommended that he undergo a stem
cell transplant (the Transplant). The employee and his physician requested
pre-approval, but the Plan denied it as experimental and excluded from coverage.

The physician requested another review, and the Plan engaged a panel of three
independent experts, asking them to determine whether sufficient evidence existed
to demonstrate that the Transplant was “more likely than not to be more beneficial
than standard treatments or procedures.” One expert said yes, two said no; because
the majority answered in the negative, the Plan again denied the employee’s claim.

After exhausting his administrative remedies, the employee sued the Plan seeking
to compel pre-approval of and payment for the Transplant. The court found that a
participant is not entitled to payment of any charge for care, treatment, services, or
supplies which are not medically necessary, or are not uniformly and professionally
endorsed by the general medical community as standard medical care, treatment,
services, or supplies. The court found that the trustees were entitled to interpret the
terms of the plan and they rationally interpreted the plan as excluding experimental
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procedures because they are not standard care. The court held that the trustees
properly denied the experimental treatment.

Klein v. Central States, Southeast and Southwest Areas Health and Welfare
Plan, 346 Fed. Appx. 1 (6" Cir. 2009)

Following orders of a commanding officer is part of a police officer’s job
duties.

A police officer employed by the City of Newburgh Police Department, sustained a
back injury in 2005 while changing a flat tire on his patrol car. His subsequent
application for accidental disability retirement benefits was denied on the ground that
the incident did not constitute an accident within the meaning of the Retirement Plan.

The officer requested a hearing and redetermination, following which a Hearing
Officer denied the application on the same ground. The City adopted that decision,
and the officer appealed. The officer, as an applicant, bears the burden of
demonstrating that his disability arose out of an accident as defined by the
Retirement System, and the City’s determination in that regard will be upheld if
supported by substantial evidence. An injury that occurs without an unexpected
event as the result of activity undertaken in the performance of ordinary employment
duties, considered in view of the particular employment in question, is not an
accidental injury. Here, the officer testified that a mechanic would ordinarily be
dispatched to change a flat tire on a patrol car and that he had never changed a flat
tire before. However, the officer’'s watch commander had directed him to change the
tire when a mechanic proved unavailable. The officer further testified that his duties
included following the orders of his watch commander, and that the job description
of a Newburgh police officer includes a duty to maintain department equipment.

Accordingly, the court found that substantial evidence supported the City's
determination that petitioner was injured while performing a task inherent in his
regular employment duties.

Rolon v. DiNapoli, 889 N.Y.S. 2d 303 (N.Y.A.D. 3 Dept. 2009)

An_injury occurring without an unexpected event as the result of activity

undertaken in the performance of ordinary employment duties is not an
accidental injury.

A detective was returning to the squad room after interviewing a witness and parked
his unmarked vehicle too closely to the police car occupying the adjacent parking
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spot. Unable to fully extend the vehicle's door, the officer cracked his head up on
the doorjamb while forcing himself up out of the seat to get out of the car. He
performed light-duty work for approximately 10 weeks after the incident, but did not
return to work. The detective applied for accidental disability retirement benefits, but
he was denied. Following disapproval of his application, he requested a hearing and
redetermination. Atthe hearing, the Hearing Officer concluded that the incidents did
not constitute an accident within the meaning of the retirement code. The
comptroller adopted the Hearing Officer’s decision, and the detective appealed. The
court found that an injury which occurs without an unexpected event as the result of
activity undertaken in the performance of ordinary employment duties is not an
accidental injury. Inasmuch as the detective testified that his job duties include
responding to crime scenes, rounding up witnesses and “going out and arrest bad
guys,” activities that necessarily require his getting into and out of a police car,
substantial evidence supports the determination that the event precipitating his neck
injury was a risk inherent in the performance of his routine duties. Giving
appropriate deference to the comptroller's credibility resolutions, the court found no
basis on which to disturb his determination.

Lorenzo v. DiNapoli, 889 N.Y.S.2d 126 (N.Y.A.D. 3 Dept. 2009)

Statute of limitations begins when a party receives oral or written notice, or
when the party knows or should have known of an adverse determination.

Petitioner was wrongfully denied membership in New York State and Local
Employees’ Retirement System and her records were later lost, resulting in her
being deprived of an opportunity to buy back her time. An initial hearing was held
to determine petitioner's status in the Retirement System but the hearing was
adjourned several times before it was finally held. Atthe hearing, the hearing officer
denied the request for an adjournment and granted the Retirement System’s motion
to dismiss the case based on petitioner’s failure to proceed. Petitioner’s attorney
received the order of dismissal, and petitioner sought reversal of the order of
dismissal more than four months later. The Retirement System moved to dismiss
on the basis that it was barred by the statute of limitations, which was granted and
the petitioner appealed. In New York, a party seeking to challenge an administrative
determination must do so within four months of the decision becoming final and
binding. The statute of limitations begins to run when the party receives oral or
written notice, or when the party knows or should have known, of the adverse
determination. Where a party is represented by counsel, the statute of limitations
does not begin to run until the attorney receives the required notice in the proper
form. In this case, the record reflects that petitioner clearly articulated, and all
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parties understood, that she was represented by counsel. In addition, petitioner
unequivocally stated at the hearing that she wanted all documents to be sent to her
attorney. Thus, the statute of limitations began to run when her counsel received the
written order of dismissal more than four months before she commenced this
proceeding. Accordingly, the court granted the motion to dismiss.

Singer v. New York State and Local Employees’ Retirement System, 891
N.Y.S.2d 742 (N.Y.A.D. 3 Dept. 2010)

The finder of fact is vested with the authority to resolve conflicting medical
evidence and to credit the opinion of one expert over that of another.

A keyboard specialist applied for disability retirement benefits asserting that she was
permanently disabled due to lower back pain, neck pain, headaches, and cervical
radiculopathy. After her application was disapproved, the specialist requested a
redetermination and a hearing was held. Following the hearing, a Hearing Officer
denied the application on the basis that the specialist had failed to establish that she
was permanently incapacitated from performing her job duties. The Comptroller
made two supplemental findings of fact and a supplemental conclusion of law, but
otherwise accepted the Hearing Officer’s determination, and the specialist appealed.
A disability applicant bears the burden of proving that he or she is permanently
incapacitated from performing the duties associated with his or her employment. If
conflicting medical evidence is presented on this issue, the finder of fact is vested
with the authority to resolve such conflict and to credit the opinion of one expert over
that of another. The fact finder's determination will be upheld if it is supported by
substantial evidence in the form of a rational and fact-based, articulated medical
opinion. In this case, one of the specialist’s treating physicians opined that she was
permanently disabled. However, two physicians found that she was not permanently
incapacitated from performing her job duties. The independent medical examiner
likewise opined that the specialist was not permanently disabled or unable to
perform the functions of a keyboard specialist. Accordingly, the court did not disturb
the Comptroller’s decision.

Salik v. New York State and Local Employees’ Retirement System, 892
N.Y.S.2d 636 (N.Y.A.D. 3 Dept. 2010)
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The time for review of a final administrative decision must be commenced by

filing a complaint and the issuance of summons within the jurisdictional time
limit.

A firefighter suffered a spinal-cord injury in the line of duty, and he applied for a
“line-of-duty” disability pension. Later, the firefighter voluntarily withdrew his
“line-of-duty” pension application, and instead filed a new application with the fund
seeking a “not-on-duty” disability pension to be paid retroactive to June 1, 2005, the
date of his first (line-of-duty) application. The Board granted the “not-on-duty”
disability pension, and ordered the benefits be paid retroactive to February 1, 2008,
the date which the firefighter applied for “not-on-duty.” The firefighter filed a
complaint arguing that the Board erred in setting the commencement date as
February 1, 2008, as he argued that the proper commencement date was June 1,
2005, the date the firefighter filed his initial “line-of-duty” disability pension
application. While the Code is to be liberally construed in favor of the covered
worker, this does not mean the Board erred in setting February 1, 2008, instead of
June 1, 2005, as the commencement date of the firefighter’s “not-on-duty” disability
pension. The court found that it is unrealistic for a disability applicant to request that
his benefits relate back to a time prior to the filing of an application. Such a claim of
entitement would subject a Pension Board to uncertainty as to the extent of its
financial exposure for claims that have yet to come to fruition. Pension Boards need
to know what potential claims are outstanding so they can effectively manage
available funds. Further, the Board's decision to allow the firefighter to withdraw his
application for a “line-of-duty” pension terminated any proceedings before the Board.
No review of that decision was sought by either party. The court noted that every
action to review a final administrative decision must be commenced by filing a
complaint and the issuance of summons within 35 days from the date that a copy of
the decision sought to be reviewed was served upon the party affected by the
decision This 35-day limit is jurisdictional. Accordingly, when the Board allowed the
firefighters motion to withdraw his line-of-duty pension application, that was a final
decision. Thirty-five days thereafter, the Board lost jurisdiction over that application.
The record does not reflect that the firefighter ever argued to the Board that his
pension should be made retroactive to his last day of pay. Further, this argument
was not made in the firefighter's brief, nor could it have been made under the
circumstances here-where this argument was never made to the Board. As a result,
the firefighter forfeited this argument. Consequently, the Board did not err when it
set the commencement of the firefighter's “not-on-duty” disability pension at
February 1, 2008, the date he applied for the “not-on-duty” disability pension.

Philpott v. Board of Trustees of City of Charleston Firefighters’ Pension Fund,
___N.E.2d _, 2010 WL 145136 (lll. App. 4 Dist. 2010)

-18-



Uniform allowance did not quality as regular compensation for the purpose of
computing the retirement allowance.

A correction officer for the Suffolk County sheriff's office sustained serious disabling
injuries in the course of his employment, and he applied for accidental disability
retirement benefits pursuant to the pension code. During the officer’'s employment,
he received holiday pay, a fitness bonus, a uniform allowance, longevity pay, and an
educational differential that qualified as “regular compensation,” as that term is used
in the pension code, which was included in his salary for the purpose of calculating
his retirement allowance. However, the Retirement Board (Board) decided that the
above stated compensation did not fall within the definition of regular compensation.
The officer appealed with the Contributory Retirement Appeal Board (CRAB),
arguing that the Board erred in excluding the benefits from his regular compensation
for purposes of calculating his retirement allowance. After a hearing, an
administrative magistrate made detailed findings of fact and concluded that the
Board properly excluded the holiday pay and fitness bonus in calculating his regular
compensation, but the employee was entitled to have his recurring educational
differential, annual longevity pay factored into the computation of his retirement
allowance but excluded uniform allowance. The Board and the employee both
appealed. The standard of review is well-settled: a court may set aside a CRAB
decision if legally erroneous or unsupported by substantial evidence. The court
upheld CRAB's decision declaring that the holiday pay and fithess bonus did not
qualify as regular compensation for the purpose of calculating the retirement
allowance. The court found that the uniform allowance did not qualify as regular
compensation for the purpose of computing the officer’s retirement allowance. The
court reasoned that a uniform allowance is not a form of payment, or other
compensation, for the services rendered by the employee; it is a benefit offered by
the public employer as a matter of convenience so that its employees will be attired
in standard and identifiable clothing on the job, especially in light of the potentially
dangerous setting in which the employees work. The uniform is a “tool” required to
be used by the employees in the sheriff's office, rather than compensation.

O’Brien v. Contributory Retirement Appeal Bd., __ N.E.2d __, 2010 WL 537098
(Mass. App. Ct. 2010)

Former spouse of a member is only entitled to benefits that accumulated
during the marriage.

A former Sheriff was a member of the California Public Employees’ Retirement
System (CalPERS). In 1995, the Sheriff transferred 8.677 years of service credit to
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his former wife (First Wife), which represented her one-half interest in the service
credit the Sheriff earned during their marriage. The Sheriff, who was then married
to his current wife (Second Wife), exercised his right to redeposit the contributions
and paid for it with community funds through monthly deductions from his salary.
The Sheriff and First Wife later separated, and by that time, they had redeposited
about 70% of the scheduled payments. The question arose: What was the proper
division of the Sheriff's service credit received during his second marriage.
Generally, all property acquired during a marriage prior to separation is community
property, which includes the right to retirement benefits accrued by the Sheriff as
deferred compensation for services rendered. The service credit at issue here was
contributed by the employer and was not attributable to employment during the
Sheriff's second marriage. Instead, it was earned during the Sheriff’s first marriage
and was originally an asset of that community. The obligation of the employer to
contribute to the pension derived from the Sheriff's service during the first marriage.
Accordingly, the Second Wife had a claim only on the component of benefits relating
to the time period of the second marriage, and was entitled only to a pro tanto share
of that portion of Sheriff's retirement allowance. In other words, the Second Wife
was entitled to the salary contributed by the Sheriff and the appreciation of those
funds during their marriage. However, the Second Wife was not entitled to any
portion of the contributions attributed to the employer for the time he was employed
and married to the First Wife.

In re Marriage of Sonne, __ Cal.Rptr.3d __, 2010 WL 597225 (Cal. 2010)

A prenuptial agreement waiving rights to ERISA benefits, signed by a
deceased employee’s spouse does not constitute a valid waiver under ERISA.

An employee was employed by DuPont and participated in their retirement plan.
Merrill Lynch managed and serviced the DuPont Account. The plan states that a
participant may designate any beneficiary or beneficiaries they choose to receive all
or part of their vested interest in their account in case of death, and they may replace
or revoke such designations. However, in the event the participant has a spouse,
no designations of a person other than the spouse shall be permitted, unless such
spouse has consented in writing. The employee retired from DuPont, and, following
the death of his wife, the employee designated his six children as beneficiaries.

Subsequently, the employee remarried, but prior to the marriage, the employee
executed a prenuptial agreement wherein the new wife waived any rights to the
employee’s proceeds of his retirement account. However, the new wife never signed
and delivered a formal waiver abdicating her rights in the DuPont retirement account
prior to the employee’s death. After several requests by the children for the
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proceeds of the retirement account, Merrill Lynch and DuPont refused to release the
funds. The children filed an action against Merrill and DuPont (“Defendants”)
seeking an order requiring Defendants to release the funds to the children. The
court addressed whether a prenuptial agreement constitutes a valid waiver of funds
under an ERISA retirement plan. Courts have consistently held that prenuptial
agreements are not valid spousal waivers within the meaning of ERISA. The court
found that the prenuptial agreement signed by the deceased employee’s second
wife did not constitute a waiver under ERISA, and the court denied the children’s
claims to the benefits under the plan.

Robins v. Geisel, 666 F.Supp.2d 463 (D.N.J. 2009)

Testimony of specialists, coupled with the medical records, and risk factors,
are sufficient to rebut a statutory heart presumption.

In 1999, a firefighter suffered hearing damage and tinnitus after the air horn of a fire
engine was inadvertently discharged close to his right ear. He returned to full duty
within a month of the incident. In 2004, he experienced severe chest pains while
driving a fire truck in heavy traffic in response to an emergency. The firefighter was
diagnosed with atherosclerotic heart disease, and underwent quadruple bypass
surgery. The firefighter applied for accidental and performance of duty disability
retirement benefits based on both incidents. The cardiovascular disease specialist,
who examined the firefighter on behalf of the retirement system, diagnosed him with
atherosclerosis, a disease in which plaque gradually accumulates in the arteries of
the heart and which can progress more rapidly when certain risk factors are present.
The specialist opined that the firefighter’s heart disease was caused by the presence
of multiple risk factors, including a family history of early heart disease, hypertension,
elevated levels of cholesterol and heavy cigarette smoking. The specialist
concluded, within a reasonable degree of medical certainty, neither job-related
stress, the performance of firefighter duties, nor an incident where the firefighter
inhaled smoke while fighting a fire, contributed to or caused his disability. As to the
hearing impairment, it was undisputed that he returned to work within a month
following the incident that impaired his hearing, and he continued to work on full duty
as a firefighter until the heart incident. Further, the otolaryngologist (an ear nose
throat doctor), who examined the firefighter's hearing, opined that the firefighter had
normal hearing and was able to hear adequately in normal speech frequencies. The
otolaryngologist concluded that the firefighter was able perform the duties of a
firefighter. Based on the examining physicians, the retirement system denied the
applications, finding that the firefighter’'s disability was not a natural and proximate
result of his job duties. The retirement system found that the statutory “heart
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presumption” that a firefighter’s heart disease was incurred in the performance of his
duties had been rebutted, and the firefighter appealed. The court upheld the
retirement system’s conclusion finding that the testimony of the specialists, coupled
with the firefighter's medical records and the identified risk factors, were sufficient
to rebut the statutory heart presumption. The court also found that the
otolaryngologist’s report provided the requisite substantial evidence to support the
retirement system’s determination and denial of disability benefits.

O’Sullivan v. DiNapoli, 892 N.Y.S. 2d 223 (N.Y.A.D. 3 Dept. 2009)

Plaintiffs must establish a substantial likelihood that they personally will be
injured in the future by the government’s policy absent a tangible loss at the

government’s hands.

Police officers and a police officers’ association appealed from an order dismissing
their amended complaint for lack of standing. Standing is a question of law reviewed
de novo. The court found that the officers lacked standing because they failed to
meet the injury-in-fact test. The officers argued that the City’s alleged failure to
maintain the Fund on an actuarially-sound basis is an actual, concrete harm. Even
if the Fund is actuarially unsound, the officers failed to link the level of funding to any
immediate, direct injury. Abstract injury is not enough. It must be alleged that the
officers have sustained or are immediately in danger of sustaining some direct injury
as the result of the challenged statute or official conduct. Even assuming that the
City’s use of the Fund’s assets was improper, the officers failed to link that conduct
to any concrete and actual injury. When plaintiffs have not already suffered a
tangible loss at the government’s hands, they must establish a substantial likelihood
that they personally will be injured in the future by the government'’s policy. The
officers failed to allege a substantial likelihood of future injury. The City’s alleged
refusal to augment the Fund after the Board of Trustees gave notice of unfunded
liabilities did not constitute a systematic pattern or policy sufficient to confer standing
in the context of a threat of future harm. The Association lacked standing because
it did not demonstrate that its members would otherwise have standing to sue in their
own right, and neither the claim asserted nor the relief requested requires the
participation of individual members in the lawsuit.

Dillon Police Officers’ Ass’n v. City of Dillon, 333 Fed.Appx. 195 (9*" Cir. 2009)
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A member’s request to change from a single-life annuity to a joint-survivorship
annuity is invalidated by death before the board received the election.

A PERS member applied for retirement and elected to receive his pension benefits
under a joint-survivorship annuity paying for life and thereafter paying his surviving
spouse. The member designated his wife at that time as his beneficiary. Five years
later, the member divorced his wife and elected to have his payment changed to a
single-life annuity with no monthly payments to any surviving spouse. After
remarriage, the member designated his new wife as his beneficiary, but he did not
change his pension payment option. He continued to be paid a monthly benefit
based on a single-life annuity. The member requested and was mailed an
application to change his payment option. The member completed the application
but he incorrectly elected all of the listed options instead of following the instructions
and choosing only one. PERS returned the form with instructions that he was
required to choose one payment option. The member completed and signed the
corrected application to change from the single-life annuity to a joint-survivorship
annuity with his wife as the beneficiary, and mailed it to PERS. The next day, the
member died. PERS received the member’s request to change his pension option
after his death, and PERS refused the surviving spouse’s request for survivor
benefits. The surviving spouse sought a writ of mandamus to compel PERS to
accept the election executed by the member and to pay her the monthly survivor
benefit in accordance with that election. The court found that PERS did not act in
an unreasonable, arbitrary, or unconscionable manner by denying the surviving
spouse’s request for survivorship benefits, because the member’s election to change
from a single-life annuity to a joint-survivorship annuity was invalidated by his death
before the election ever became effective.

State ex rel. Shisler v. Ohio Public Employees Retirement System, 909 N.E.2d
610 (Ohio 2009)

Applicant could not be reinstated for the sole purpose of granting a disability
pension.

A firefighter was injured on the job, and he filed an application for disability
retirement. The City's Human Resources Department scheduled the firefighter for
two independent medical examinations (“IME”). The physicians found that the
firefighter was disabled from his duties. The firefighter voluntarily resigned from the
department first by way of a signed, handwritten post-it note to the Fire Chief, which
note read: “Dear Chief-lI quit-Thank you,” and, on the same date, by a signed,
handwritten letter to the Chief, which letter read, “As of 8/8/06 | Kevin Green resign
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from the Waterbury Fire Dept.” On the very same date, he withdrew his application
for disability and also notified human resources of his intent to withdraw his
contributions to the pension fund and to rollover such amount to an individual
retirementaccount (“IRA”). Subsequently, the firefighter wrote the Board, requesting
his application for disability be reinstated and considered by the Board, and that the
firefighter's request to withdraw funds from the City pension plan also be withdrawn
and the funds be kept in place. The Board denied the request and the firefighter
appealed. The court noted that the firefighter voluntarily resigned from his
employment as a firefighter, he withdrew his disability application, and he requested
a withdrawal of his pension contribution. At that time, the firefighter was no longer
a contributing member of the system. The firefighter was no longer a member when
he requested the Board permit reinstatement of his application for disability and he
no longer met the requirements for the disability pension to which he had once been
entitled. The ordinance expressly requires that disability pensions be awarded to
those “participating” in the retirement system and in the service of the City when the
application was being considered. The court noted that a post-termination applicant
could not be reinstated for the sole purpose of granting a disability pension under the
terms of the pension ordinance as such practices could lead to abuses of the
retirement system.

Greene v. City of Waterbury Retirement Bd., Not Reported in A.2d, 2009 WL
3085561 (Conn. Super. 2009)

Board must articulate, with reasonable clarity, reasons why it credits the
minority opinion over a majority opinion.

A police officer underwent a physical examination as required for employment with
the Metropolitan Police Department (“MPD”). At that time she disclosed in her
medical questionnaire that she had been diagnosed with asthma in 2001, with her
last episode occurring in 2003. The officer was found to be medically qualified for
employment with the MPD. The officer's second asthma attack occurred during
physical training at police academy. During physical training at the academy, the
officer suffered a second asthma attack while doing push ups. The pension board
(“Board”), then convened to consider disability retirement for the officer based on a
diagnosis of asthma. The Board issued an order finding that the officer was
incapacitated from further duty by reason of a disability incurred other than in the
performance of duty. The Board concluded that (1) the officer's asthma condition
disabled her from useful and efficient service with the MPD; (2) her asthma was not
incurred in the performance of duty; (3) she had less than five years of creditable
service; and (4) because she had less than five years of creditable service, the
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Board need not consider her capacity to occupy other employment. The officer
appealed challenging the Board’s conclusion that her asthma condition disables her
for useful and efficient service with the Department. The court reversed finding that
Board did not provide a persuasive reason for relying on the minority opinion of one
general physician over those of a half dozen other physicians, at least four of whom
are specialists in the medical condition at issue and one of whom is an
internationally-recognized expert in the condition, who found that the officer was not
permanently and totally disabled due to her asthma. The court stated that it could
not determine that the evidence, upon which the Board’s decision rested, was
substantial. The court’s principal function in reviewing administrative action is to
assure that the agency has given full and reasoned consideration to all material facts
and issues. This requires agencies to provide the basis of their order by an
articulation with reasonable clarity of its reason for the decision. Since the Board
chose to credit evidence that is so weak, in contrast with the evidence to the
contrary, to avoid a remand, it needed to give persuasive reasons for its reliance on
that particular testimony.

Sandula v. District of Columbia Police & Firefighters’ Retirement & Relief
Board, 979 A.2d 32 (D.C. 2009)

Employee’s injury must have occurred on the employer’s premises in order to
be eligible for disability benefits.

A State employee working for the Division of Youth and Family Services, arrived at
the parking lot designated for State employees where she was assigned to park.

The parking lot was located a block from the building where she worked. As she
exited her vehicle, she slipped and fell on ice. The Board determined that due to the
injuries incurred in the fall, the employee was permanently and totally disabled from
performing her regular and assigned duties, but did not qualify for accidental
disability benefits. In order to be entitled to accidental disability retirement benefits,
the disabling injuries must be sustained as a direct result of a traumatic event
occurring during and as a result of the performance of duties. The Board determined
that the employee did not meet this criterion as the employee was a block away
from her place of employment when she fell, she had not yet completed her
commute, and as a result, the fall had not occurred during and as a result of the
performance of regular or assigned duties, and the employee appealed. The court
stated that in order to be entitled to accidental disability benefits, the employee must
meet the statutory requirement that her fall took place as a direct result of a
traumatic event occurring during and as a result of the performance of regular or
assigned duties. The statutory language at issue was designed to limit eligibility for
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accidental disability pensions to accidents that occur on premises owned or
controlled by the employer. The court found that the employee had not reached her
employer’s building, but still had another block to go. She was not at the premises
where she worked when she fell. The court upheld the Board’s application of the
statute to the facts involving the employee’s accident.

Cannella v. Board of Trustees, Public Employees’ Retirement System, Not
Reported in A.2d, 2009 WL 2176988 (N.J. Super. A.D. 2009)

Retirement system must pay benefits to a missing beneficiary until that person
is declared deceased.

A teacher retired and selected a joint and survivor annuity and listed his wife as the
beneficiary. Under this plan, the teacher would receive a retirement benefit for his
lifetime, and upon his death, his wife would receive a benefit for her lifetime. The
employee died in 1989, and his widow began receiving the surviving spouse’s
retirement benefits. The widow disappeared in 2001, and a Florida probate court
appointed a guardian for her property. The guardian requested that the retirement
system forward the retirement payments to him, but the retirement system withheld
the payments. In 2006, the probate court declared the widow deceased. In 2007,
the retirement system advised the guardian that the widow had been entitled to
benefits in the amount of $152,774.10 for years 2001 through 2006. Since these
funds were not issued prior to the widow’s death, the retirement system concluded
that the widow’s children were entitled to these funds as beneficiaries, instead of the
widow's estate. The guardian filed a request for writ of mandamus to compel the
retirement system to pay the widow’s estate the retirement benefits it withheld during
the time the widow was missing before being declared dead. The court found that
the plain language of the statute dictates that the widow was alive as a matter of law
until 2006, when she was declared deceased by the probate court. The court found
that the retirement system acted in an unreasonable, arbitrary, and unconscionable
manner by ignoring the plain language of the statute and withholding the retirement
benefits from the widow’s personal representative when she was entitled to them.

The court granted the guardian’s writ for mandamus and ordered the retirement
system to pay the retirement benefits to the widow’s estate.

State ex rel. Mager v. State Teachers Retirement System of Ohio, 915 N.E.2d
320 (Ohio 2009)
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Firefighters do not enjoy a fundamental right to the pension benefits pursuant
to an ordinary employment contract.

The Union and The City of Waterbury (“the City”), negotiated terms of a new
collective bargaining agreement (“CBA”). In the CBA, the Union made substantial
concessions: pension benefits now accrued at 2% instead of 2.5%, the new CBA
required 25 years of service before receiving full benefits, instead of 20 years, and
firefighters who retired after the effective date of the new CBA had to make
contributions to their health care premiums, whereas previous CBAs provided
medical care at no cost. In return for these concessions, the Union received a
promise that none of its members would be laid off during the term of the agreement
and also procured a $4,000 lump sum payment to each firefighter over and above
their normal salaries. A group of active firefighters and members of the Union
claimed that the new CBA deprived them of benefits that vested under the previous
CBA, which stated that each employee shall vest in his pension after ten years of
service regardless of the reason for termination of employment. All of the firefighters
reached ten years of service either under the previous CBA or in the interim between
the expiration of that agreement and the ratification of the new CBA. The firefighters
claimed that the denial of allegedly vested benefits violated the substantive
component of the due process clause of the U.S. Constitution. The court granted the
City’s motion for summary judgment and the firefighters appealed. In order to sustain
a substantive due process claim, a plaintiff must demonstrate that he was deprived
of a fundamental constitutional right by government action that is arbitrary or that
shocks the conscience. The firefighters argued that they enjoy a fundamental right
to the specific pension benefits enumerated in the old CBA. They contend that,
because they have “risked their lives in service of the public good,” the pension
benefits they expected to receive under that agreement were “fundamental in our
society’s understanding of the proper order of things.” However, the court found that
it is well-established that substantive due process protections extend only to those
interests that are implicit in the concept of ordered liberty, and rights so rooted in the
traditions and conscience of our people as to be ranked as fundamental. Generally,
interests related to employment are not protected. Simple, state-law contractual
rights, without more, are not protected by substantive due process. The court
concluded that the firefighters did not enjoy a fundamental right to the pension
benefits they received pursuant to an ordinary employment contract.

Walker v. City of Waterbury, 2010 WL 114186 (2" Cir. 2010)
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Person who commits a felony that arises out of their conduct in connection
with their duties forfeits all of their pension benefits.

In 1966, George H. Ryan was appointed to a county board of supervisors and served
until 1972. While serving on the county board of supervisors, Ryan contributed to the
lllinois Municipal Retirement Fund (IMRF). Ryan was elected as a representative to
the General Assembly in 1972, served until 1982. Ryan was elected Lieutenant
Governor in 1982 and served until he was elected Secretary of State in 1990. Ryan
was elected Governor, and he served in that office from January 1999 until January
2003. When Ryan was first elected to the General Assembly in 1972, he became a
member of the General Assembly Retirement System (the System). At that time,
Ryan transferred the credits he had earned in the IMRF into the System. Ryan
continued to participate in the System while serving as Lieutenant Governor,
Secretary of State and Governor. In December 2002, Ryan applied for his retirement
annuity, to begin in January 2003. In December 2003, a federal grand jury indicted
Ryan on felony charges for racketeering, conspiracy, mail fraud, making false
statements to the FBI, and income tax violations. These charges were premised on
conduct that arose out of and was in connection with Ryan'’s service as Secretary of
State and Governor. In April 2006, a jury found Ryan guilty on all counts. Following
the felony convictions, Ryan was notified that all of his pension benefits were
suspended due to the pension code section that provides that none of the benefits
shall be paid to any person who is convicted of any felony relating to, or arising out
of, or in connection with his or her service as a member, and Ryan he appealed.
Ryan argued that the benefits he earned as county board supervisor, member of the
General Assembly, and Lieutenant Governor were not subject to forfeiture. The court
disagreed finding that the pension code plainly mandates that none of the benefits
provided for under the System shall be paid to any person who is convicted of any
felony relating to or arising out of or in connection with his or her service as a
member. In other words, the court found that the forfeiture was total, and therefore,
Ryan may not receive any benefits from the System.

Ryan v. Board of Trustees of General Assembly Retirement System, __ N.E.2d
__, 2010 WL 572103 (lll. 2010)

Oral representations are insufficient to establish a breach of fiduciary duty.

A group of employees worked for Credit Lyonnais Rouse (“Rouse”), which was
absorbed by Credit Lyonnais (“Defendant Company”) effective January 1, 2001.

Before the merger, the employees met with their human resources director to discuss
the impact of the merger on their pension benefits. The new company represented
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to the employees that it would calculate vesting for pension benefits from the date the
employees began working for the previous employer instead of the date the would
begin working for the Defendant Company. The employees also contended that the
company agreed to calculate pension funding from the date the employees began at
the previous company, but the Defendant Company denied making these
representations. The employees conceded that they have no written documents
confirming their understanding of how their pension benefits would be calculated, and
the record did not have any writing to that effect. Soon after the employees began
working for the Defendant Company on January 1, 2001, all of the employees retired
under the impression that pension benefits would be calculated according to their hire
dates with the previous employer. After their retirement, the human resources
director told one of the employees that his benefits would not be based on his start
date with the previous employer, but instead based on the date he began working for
the Defendant Company. The employees sued the Defendant Company alleging
promissory estoppel and breach of fiduciary duty under ERISA on the grounds that
the Defendant Company had represented that pension benefits would be funded as
of the date the employees began working for the previous employer. The court found
that oral promises are unenforceable under ERISA and therefor cannot vary the
terms of an ERISA plan. The court further held that an oral statement purporting to
alter the terms of a plan was insufficient to support a claim for promissory estoppel.
Therefore, the court held in favor of the Defendant Company and dismissed the
claims of promissory estoppel and breach of fiduciary duty.

Ladouceur et al. v. Credit Lyonnais et al., 584 F.3d 510 (2" Cir. 2009)

Treasurer must perform his duties as directed by the Board of Trustees.

A board of trustees ordered the treasurer to pay certain amounts of retirement
benefits to four retirees. Based on an audit by the lllinois Department (Department),
the treasurer believed that the monthly pensions should have been lower. The audit
concluded that the original pension determinations mistakenly included a $6,000
retirement incentive and a clothing allowance in the beneficiaries salaries, which
resulted in greater payments. The treasurer wrote a letter to the trustees, in which he
pointed out the mistakes, and he recommended that the trustees change the benefits
to comply with the audit. Upon receiving no response, the treasurer adjusted the
payments to reflect the Division’s audit. The trustees filed a complaint for mandamus
against the treasurer, alleging that the treasurer had refused to pay retirement
benefits as directed by the trustees. The court granted the trustees complaint
ordering the treasurer to pay the original amount, and the treasurer appealed.

Mandamus is used to compel an action that is purely ministerial where no exercise
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of discretion is involved. In this case, the court held that the trustees, not the
treasurer, have the authority to administer the pension fund and to order pension
payments. The treasurer, in contrast, is only authorized to hold or pay out money
following the direction of the trustees. Because the treasurer holds the money
subject to the order and control of the Board, it is the treasurer’s nondiscretionary
duty to pay the pension amounts that the trustees authorized. Further, the trustees
are entitled to have the treasurer pay as they direct because the Pension Code gives
the trustees authority to order payments and gives the treasurer the nondiscretionary
duty to pay as directed by the trustees. In this case, the trustees authorized the
benefits based on the salaries as determined at the time of each beneficiary’s
retirement. Because the trustees have the authority to manage the fund and order
payments and ordered payments based on the original salaries, they are entitled to
have the treasurer pay that amount.

Morris v. Harper, 912 N.E. 2d 1288 (lll. App. 5 Dist. 2009)

State Board of Administration not liable for investment losses during waiting
period.

Appellant voluntarily chose to participate in the Florida Retirement System’s (FRS)
self-directed investment plan account. Appellant understood that Section
121.591(1), Florida Statutes (2008), provides that participants in the Florida
Retirement System (FRS) cannot withdraw their funds until three months after
retirement. When he called the “MyFRS Financial Guidance Line” to inquire about
distribution of the funds in his account, he was advised that participants are allowed
to take a ten percent distribution after one month after retirement. By the time the
participant requested distribution of his account, the account had lost over $100,000
in value. The appellant claimed that the State Board of Administration (SBA) was
liable to him for the losses, arguing that “the SBA concealed a material fact by failing
to notify him that he still had the ability to reallocate his investment funds within the
options available in the FRS Investment Plan during the three-month waiting period.”
The court acknowledged that Florida law follows ERISA in shielding plan fiduciaries
from liability for losses experienced by participants in self-directed accounts, except
when the fiduciary conceals a material non-public fact from participants. The court
affirmed the SBA'’s refusal to reimburse the participant for his losses and found that
there was substantial competent evidence that the SBA did not conceal a material
non-public fact.

Burns v. State Board of Administration, 29 So. 3d 1205 (Fla. 1st DCA 2010)
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United States may garnish pension benefits in absence of state statute
authorizing garnishment.

Two plan participants and the plan appealed the trial court’s ruling that the United
States may garnish the participants’ pension benefits. The plan participants pleaded
guilty to violations of federal laws and the trial court ordered the participants to pay
restitution. The United States filed motions for writs of garnishment under the
Federal Debt Collection Procedures Act (FDCPA) in an effort to seize the
participants’ retirement interests, and the district court issued writs of garnishment to
the Louisiana Sheriffs Pension and Relief Fund (LSPRF). The appellants argued that
the United States cannot legally garnish pension benefits pursuant to the Mandatory
Victims Restitution Act (MVRA) because (1) Section 401(a)(13) of the Internal
Revenue Code makes pension benefits inalienable; (2) forfeiture of the benefits is
precluded by the Tenth Amendment to the United States Constitution; and (3)
Louisiana constitutional and statutory law exempts pension benefits from
garnishment. The court held that (1) “[njotwithstanding any other Federal law”
language in the MVRA overrides the anti-alienation provision of the Internal Revenue
Code; (2) the garnishment does not violate the Tenth Amendment because it has no
effect on state law, but rather penalizes violations of federal law; and (3) to the extent
state law is inconsistent with the FDCPA and MVRA, state law is preempted. Finally,
the LSPRF argued that it may be subject to liability for issuing a return of
contributions without receipt of the statutorily required application. The court rejected
the LSPRF’s argument that it may be subject to double liability by reasoning that
Section 3206 of the FDCPA insulates it from such liability.

United States of America v. DeCay, Case No. 09-30218 (5™ Cir. Sep. 20, 2010)

Resignation after being charged with crime, but before conviction, is not
considered constructive removal.

The retirement board denied a participant’s application for benefits because “the
behavior attendant to [the applicant's] resignation was moral turpitude.” The
participant was charged with sexual assault and resigned his position on the same
day. Several days later he submitted an application for retirement benefits, which
was later denied. The statute at issue contained the qualifying phrase “without moral
turpitude” immediately after “removed or discharged.” The court held that the board
erred in denying the participant’s application for benefits because the applicant was
not removed or discharged, but rather resigned, and the “without moral turpitude”
language does not apply to a resignation. In so holding, the court reasoned that
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retirement under the threat of removal is not the same as being removed or
discharged.

Herrick v. Essex Regional Retirement Board, 77 Mass. App. Ct. 645 (Mass. App.
Ct. 2010)

Board exceeded its authority in attempting to charge city for actuarial shortfall
caused by program intended to be cost-neutral to city.

The City of San Diego established a program that allowed employees to purchase
service credit in certain situations. It was undisputed by the parties that the program
was intended to be cost-neutral to the city. After the board implemented the program,
the city made retroactive benefit enhancements to the retirement plan, which
effectively caused an increase in the value of prior service credit. However, the board
failed to increase the cost of purchasing prior service credit. Several years later, in
an effort to remedy the plan’s growing actuarial liability, the board voted to charge the
city for the unfunded liability. The court ruled that because the legislation authorizing
the program provided that it would be cost-neutral to the city, the board exceeded its
authority when it voted to charge the city for the underfunding.

City of San Diego v. San Diego City Employees’ Retirement System, 111 Cal.
Rptr. 3d 418 (Cal. Ct. App. 2010)

Time spent working for another agency on loan is creditable to employee for
pension purposes.

Petitioner worked for New Jersey Economic Development Authority (EDA), but was
“loaned” to the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey on a “mobility
assignment.” The EDA participated in New Jersey’s pension system, while the Port
Authority participated in New York’s pension system. The EDA continued to pay the
petitioner’s salary from funds received from the Port Authority. The issue decided by
the court was whether the petitioner was an employee of the EDA or the Port
Authority during the mobility assignment. The court determined that the time the
petitioner spent with the Port Authority should be creditable because he remained on
the EDA’s payroll. However, the court ruled that the additional salary received by the
petitioner for his work at the Port Authority constitutes “extra compensation” and
should not be included when determining his base salary used to calculate average
final compensation.

Francois v. Board of Trustees, Public Employees’ Retirement System, 1 A.3d
843 (N.J. Super. Ct. App. Div. 2010)
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Evidence of specific condition or disease is unnecessary for award of

disability benefits.

An employee suffering from chronic pain was denied disability benefits because the
board determined that it did not have the authority to award disability because it
could not find any objective and credible medical evidence that there was a disease
or condition causing the employee’s pain. There was no dispute that the employee
was in pain and was not capable of performing the duties of her position. The court
held that there is no requirement for a specific medical condition if the evidence
supports the inability of the employee to continue work and that the evidence
presented was insufficient to support the board’s denial of disability benefits.

Poole v. The Public Employees’ Retirement System, _ So.3d ___, 2010 WL
3222808 (Miss. Ct. App. 2010)

Denial of disability benefits overturned because medical report relied upon by
board lacked factual basis.

A police officer injured his back in a car accident while responding to a domestic
dispute. In support of his application for disability benefits, the officer presented
opinions of several treating physicians, including an independent examiner, stating
that the officer was unable to perform the full responsibilities of a police officer.

However, one physician gave his opinion that there was no objective evidence to
support a finding of permanent disability. Relying on the sole opinion that the officer
was not permanently disabled, the board denied the officer’s application. The court
found that the medical opinion relied upon by the board lacked factual basis, was not
accurately premised on the employee’s medical records, and contained several
misstatements of fact. Therefore, the court ruled that the board’s denial of the
officer’s application for disability benefits was not supported by substantial evidence.

King v. DiNapoli, 905 N.Y.S.2d 336 (N.Y. App. Div. 2010)

Pension board not bound by determination made by Department of Labor that
is overturned on appeal.

A corrections officer witnessed a traumatic event and suffered from post-traumatic
stress disorder. In evaluating his application for workers’ compensation benefits, a
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Department of Labor hearing officer found that the officer suffered from work-related
post-traumatic stress disorder. The employer appealed the hearing officer’s
determination. On appeal, the Compensation Appeals Board determined that the
applicant had failed to meet his burden of proving that the disability was work-
related. Around the same time, the applicant’s claim for accidental disability
retirement benefits was pending before the pension board. The issue before the
court was whether the pension board is required to follow the Department of Labor
hearing officer's decision on causation even though the hearing officer’s decision
was overturned on appeal. The statute regarding accidental disability retirement
benefits allows for such benefits when the trauma “has been found to be
compensable by . . . the commissioner of labor . . . .” The court held that the
determination by the Department of Labor that the trauma is compensable must be
a final finding undisturbed by a subsequent appeal. Thus, the court found that the
pension board was not bound by the hearing officer's determination of causation
which was overturned on appeal.

Petition of Michael Poulicakos, 999 A.2d 246 (N.H. 2010)

Courts should determine pension beneficiary based upon will’s clear intent.

A deceased employee’s will named his mother and brothers as beneficiaries of his
residual estate. The employee’s will indicated that his son would be adequately
provided for by several policies and accounts, specifically naming his pension.

However, the employee designated his “estate” as the beneficiary of his pension.

The trial court determined that the employee had intended for his pension benefits
to be distributed to his residual estate. In reversing the trial court’s ruling, the
appellate court determined that the plain language of the will indicated that the
employee’s intent was for his son to receive his pension benefits.

In re Estate of Prosser,  N.W.2d ___,2010 WL 2602173 (lowa Ct. App. 2010)

Pension board cannot charge administrative expenses to account’s principal
balance where legislature intended for administrative expenses to be paid
from interest earned and employer contributions.

The Oregon Public Employees Retirement system maintains a regular account and
a variable account, with options available for participants to have specified
percentages of their contributions directed to the variable account. During 2001 and
2002, both the regular account and the variable account sustained losses. Forthose
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years, the board charged the variable account'’s pro rata share of the administrative
expenses of the retirement system against the account’s principal balance. For the
same time period, the board charged the regular account’s pro rata portion of
administrative expenses to employer contributions. The statute governing
administrative expenses of the plan, which applies to both the regular account and
the variable account, provides that administrative expenses shall be paid from
interest earned by the system, and that if such interest is insufficient to pay all
administrative expenses, the excess shall be paid from employer contributions.
However, the statute specifically governing the variable account only provided that
administrative expenses shall be paid from interest earned by the account, without
specifying how administrative expenses should be paid if the interest earned is
insufficient. In reversing the board’s action in charging administrative expenses
against the variable account’s principal, the court reasoned that the language in the
variable account statute clearly indicates the legislature’s intent to refrain from using
principal to pay administrative expenses. The court rejected the board’s argument
that its action equated to using the account’s “negative interest” to pay administrative
expenses. The court ruled that the variable account’s pro rata share of the system’s
administrative expenses should be paid out of the variable account’s interest, and
the excess expenses should be paid pursuant to the general statute: interest earned
by the balance of the system and then employer contributions.

Murray v. Public Employees Retirement Board, 230 P.3d 993 (Or. Ct. App. 2010)

Retirement system board properly followed its administrative rule in refusing
to credit variable account with participant’s redeposit of funds.

Petitioner participated in retirement system’s variable account program, which
included having funds credited to both the system’s regular account and variable
account. After terminating his employment, petitioner requested withdrawal of all
funds from his account. He later obtained employment that qualified him for
participation in the retirement system and sought to redeposit the withdrawn funds.
The board redeposited all of the petitioner’s contributions to the regular account and
refused to credit the variable account. At all relevant times, an administrative rule
specified that the retirement system “shall’ credit member lump sum payments to
a member's regular account.” The court held that the board properly refused to
credit the member’'s variable account because the administrative rule clearly
required the entire repayment to be credited to the regular account.

Smith v. Public Employees Retirement Board, 230 P. 3d 88 (Or. Ct. App. 2010)
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Plaintiffs alleged facially sufficient complaint for violation of Equal Protection
Clause where statute effectively denies health benefits to same-sex domestic
partners.

Prior to the passage of the bill at issue, the state provided subsidized health care
benefits to eligible employees and their dependents, including an employee’s
children, spouse, and domestic partner. The state’s administrative code contained
criteria for determining whether an individual is a domestic partner and specifically
included persons of the same or opposite gender. The bill at issue adds a new
statutory definition of dependent that does not include domestic partners. Plaintiffs
filed suit arguing that the bill violates the Equal Protection Clause and the Due
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution.
The plaintiffs argued that the bill discriminates based upon sexual orientation. In
support of their position, the plaintiffs argued that heterosexual couples could still
obtain health benefits by getting married, but that homosexual couples were entirely
precluded from obtaining health benefits due to the state constitution’s prohibition
on same-sex marriage. Atissue in the case was whether the plaintiffs have stated
afacially valid legal claim. The court found that the statute, when read together with
the state constitutional provision prohibiting same-sex marriage, treats unmarried
heterosexual employees differently than unmarried homosexual employees. The
court further found that the statute is not discriminatory on its face, but as applied it
imposes different treatment on the basis of sexual orientation. While the court
recognized that the state has legitimate interests in cost control, administrative
efficiency, and promotion of marriage, the court found that the denial of benefits to
same-sex domestic partners is not rationally and substantially related to those state
interests. Based upon these determinations, the court ruled that the plaintiffs have
stated a facially cognizable claim for violation of the Equal Protection Clause.
Therefore, the court denied the state’s motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ claim for
violation of the Equal Protection Clause. The court, however, granted the state’s
motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ claim for violation of the Due Process Clause by
reasoning that there is no fundamental right to health benefits or dependent health
benefits and the plaintiffs’ right to form and sustain family relationships is not
burdened by the bill.

Collins v. Brewer, F.Supp.2d ___, 2010 WL 2926131 (D.Ariz. 2010)
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Cumulative effect of multiple injuries must be considered in disability
determination and smoking is not a pre-existing condition.

An employee suffering from multiple lower back injuries as well as breathing
problems filed for disability benefits. Disability benefits were denied by the board on
the grounds that the employee failed to prove that he suffered from permanent
physical or mental impairment that would prevent him from performing his job and
because he failed to prove that his incapacity did not result from a condition pre-
dating his membership in the retirement system. On appeal, the employee argued
that it was an error for the hearing officer to fail to consider the cumulative effect of
his multiple injuries. The court agreed and remanded the case to the trial court for
a determination of whether the combined effects of the employee’s impairments
rendered him unable to perform his duties. The court also agreed with the
employee’s argument that it was improper to deny disability benefits on the ground
that the employee’s smoking was a pre-existing condition.

West v. Kentucky Retirement Systems,  S.W.3d ___, 2010 WL 2133844 (Ky.
Ct. App. 2010)

Reduction in amount of state-paid retiree health benefits found to not violate
constitutional prohibition on impairment of contract.

The state terminated a collective bargaining agreement pursuant to its termination
clause and enacted legislation reducing the amount the state would spend on retiree
health benefits. Labor union sued and argued that the state’s actions violate the
state and federal constitution impairment of contract clauses and takings clauses.
The court ruled that the there was no contractual relationship after the valid
termination of the collective bargaining agreement and that there was no intent for
the relevant provision of the agreement to survive termination of the agreement since
the plain language of the agreement required an employee to take the affirmative
step of retiring in order for the provision to apply. The court further held that in order
for legislation to be considered contractual in nature, it must be completely
unambiguous that the legislature intended for there to be a contractual obligation.
The court determined that such unequivocal intention had not been shown.
Therefore, the court ruled in favor of the state and determined that there was no
unconstitutional impairment of contract. The court additionally held that there was
no violation of the takings clauses because there was no property right in the
impaired benefits.

Rhode Island Council 94 v. State of Rhode Island, 705 F. Supp.2d 165 (D. R.l.
2010)
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Conviction for unauthorized access to a computer system found not to be a
forfeitable offense.

A police officer's pension was forfeited as a result of the officer’s conviction for
unauthorized access to a computer system. While on duty, the officer created an
account and password for 21 police officers in order to view the officers’ civil service
examination scores. The issue before the court was whether the officer’s conviction
was a forfeitable offense. The state’s forfeiture statute mandates forfeiture “after
final conviction of a criminal offense involving violation of the laws applicable to his
office or position . . ..” In holding that the officer’s conviction was not a forfeitable
offense, the court reasoned that “accessing the computer system was not inherently
in conflict with the role of a police officer as it is generally perceived by the public.”

The court went on to state that “[u]nless this court were to find that any criminal
conviction of a police officer requires pension forfeiture, which would appear to be
inconsistent with legislative intent, [the officer’s] criminal conviction ought not result
in the loss of his pension.”

Public Employee Retirement Administration Commission v. Bettencourt,
N.E.2d ___, 2010 WL 3279672 (Mass.Super. 2010)

Return of pension contributions is not considered a benefit.

Police officers who separated from service prior to vesting in the pension fund
attempted to receive a refund of their contributions to the fund. Pursuant to state
statute, such employees “shall be entitled to a refund of all of his or her
contributions.” State law also provides that a pension fund may provide “extra
benefits” using certain premium tax income it receives. The city argued that a refund
of the members’ contributions constitutes a benefit for which there must be available
sufficient premium tax revenue. The court rejected the city’s argument and held that
a return of the members’ contributions does not constitute a benefit and that such
refund is clearly mandated by statute regardless of the city’s financial situation.

City of St. Petersburg v. Remia, 41 So. 3d 322 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 2010)
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Creation of a DROP program is not illegal under state law.

A collective bargaining agreement between a union and a borough required the
parties to negotiate and implement a deferred retirement option plan (DROP). The
borough refused to create the DROP, arguing that it was illegal under state law. The
borough argued that state law requires calculation of benefits based upon the
“average salary of such member during not more than the last sixty nor less than the
last thirty-six months of employment.” Further, state law provides for determination
of the amount of a retiree’s benefit only “following retirement.” The borough argued
that a DROP participant is still working, and therefore not retired, such that it would
be impossible to legally calculate a DROP participant’s benefits. The court rejected
the borough’s argument and held that the creation of a DROP is not illegal under
state law.

Borough of Ellwood City v. Ellwood City Police Department Wage Policy
Committee, 2 A.3d 699 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2010)

Firefighter injured while servicing fire engine was notinjured while responding
to an emergency.

While servicing a fire engine, a firefighter seriously injured his shoulder. Under state
law, a firefighter is entitled to full payment of his and his spouse’s health insurance
premiums by his employer if he suffers a catastrophic injury while responding to what
is reasonably believed to be an emergency. The firefighter argued that he
considered repairing the engine an emergency because the engine might be needed
to respond to another call. The pension board awarded the firefighter a duty
disability pension, but the employer determined that the firefighter was not injured
while he was responding to an emergency and refused to pay health insurance
premiums for the firefighter and his spouse. The firefighter argued that any
firefighter who is injured in the line of duty and receives a disability pension is entitled
to insurance benefits. The court rejected this argument and held that a firefighter
must show that he was injured while responding to what was reasonably believed
to be an emergency in order to receive insurance benefits. Additionally, the court
ruled that the employer’s determination that the firefighter was not responding to
what could reasonably be considered an emergency was not clearly erroneous.

Oskroba v. The Village of Hoffman Estates, N.E.2d ___, 2010 WL 3515738
(1. App. Ct. 2010)
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Common-law spouse entitled to widow’s pension.

Plaintiff and deceased firefighter lived together for 35 years as husband and wife,
although they were never officially married. The plaintiff's application for a widow’s
pension was denied by the pension board due to the fact that there was never an
official marriage. Evidence was introduced at trial demonstrating that the plaintiff
and the deceased firefighter lived together as if they were married. The court
determined that the trial court properly concluded that the plaintiff and the deceased
firefighter had been common-law spouses and that the plaintiff was properly entitled
to a widow's pension. The court also affirmed the trial court’s refusal to grant the
plaintiff pre-judgment interest due to the fact that her action was for a declaratory
judgment, rather than a breach of contract action.

Fravala v. City of Cranston, 996 A.2d 696 (R.l. 2010)

Medical experts’ neutral opinions are insufficient to rebut presumption of
causation under Heart and Lung Act.

A firefighter suffered from chest pains and high blood pressure when he retired as
afirefighter. He subsequently went to work in the corrections division of the sheriff's
office. While working for the sheriff's office, he was diagnosed with heart disease,
lung disease, and sleep apnea. The state’s Firefighters’ Heart and Lung Act creates
a presumption that the nature of a firefighters’ work caused, contributed to,
accelerated or aggravated his heart disease. The court held that the testimony of
medical experts that they were unaware of a firefighters’ duties leading to heart
disease was insufficient evidence to rebut the presumption of causation.

City of Bossier City v. Colvin, 36 So. 3d 1207 (La. Ct. App. 2010)

Retirement board is not required to appoint a medical board prior to denying
application for accidental disability benefits.

A firefighter enrolled in DROP was injured prior to the end of his DROP period. A
few days before the last day of his DROP period, he applied for accidental disability
benefits. The retirement board declined to send the firefighter to a medical board
for an examination and denied his application because there was no compelling
evidence that he left the workforce due to his disability. The firefighter argued that
the board violated the plan’s terms by denying his application without appointing a
medical board and acted arbitrarily and capriciously. The court ruled that the board
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was not required to send the firefighter for a medical examination prior to denying
his application and that the board’s actions did not violate the terms of the plan and
were not arbitrary, capricious, or an abuse of discretion.

Hosea v. City of Phoenix Fire Pension Board, 229 P.3d 257 (Ariz. Ct. App. 2010)

Court lacks jurisdiction to decide case when firefighter failed to complete
grievance procedure and failed to complete application for pension benefits.

Afirefighter was suspended by the city without pay pursuant to city policy after being
charged with 6 felonies unrelated to his employment. The firefighter planned to
apply for early retirement in order to access his pension funds, but was acquitted of
all charges prior to completing his application. Upon acquittal, the city informed him
that he would be treated as a new hire and the retirement system refused to allow
him to access his pension because he had not completed the application and
because his reinstatement meant he was not retired. He contacted a union
representative, but grew impatient with the grievance process and filed a lawsuit
against the city and the retirement system. The court held that the trial court properly
dismissed the lawsuit against the retirement system because the firefighter had not
suffered an injury due to the fact that the retirement system could not have either
granted or denied his application because no application had ever been filed.
Additionally, the court determined that the trial court properly dismissed the lawsuit
against the city because the firefighter failed to complete the grievance procedure
prior to filing his lawsuit.

Brooks v. City of Detroit, _ N.W.2d ___, 2010 WL 1576782 (Mich. Ct. App.
2010)

Forfeiture of pension benefits was improper where there was no evidence to
support that employee’s commission of a crime was directly related to his
employment.

A city employee was convicted of felony mail fraud due to his involvement in a
scheme to bribe another city employee to grant contracts to a company in which he
was an investor. As a result of the conviction, the pension board forfeited his
pension benefits. In reviewing the forfeiture, the court found that there was only
evidence as to how the other participants in the scheme located the employee, but
there was no evidence as to why the employee was chosen to participate in the
fraud. The court held that because there was no evidence that could support the
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conclusion that there was a direct connection between the employee’s crime and his
employment, the forfeiture was improper.

Romano v. The Municipal Employees Annuity and Benefit Fund of Chicago,
931 N.E.2d 827 (lll. App. Ct. 2010)

Employer required to pay employer’s and employee’s retroactive contributions
to retirement system when employer erroneously failed to enroll employee in

retirement system.

A public employee was also a volunteer firefighter and a member of the firefighters’
pension system. The employer was incorrectly advised by a retirement system
representative that the employee could not be a member of two different state
funded retirement systems. As such, neither the employer nor the employee made
contributions to the retirement system on behalf of the employee. Contrary to the
advice received by the retirement system representative, state law specifically
provided that an employee can be a member of multiple state-funded retirement
systems in certain situations. The retirement system found that the employee’s
participation in the system was mandatory and invoiced the employer for both the
employer’s and the employee’s share of unpaid contributions. The employer argued
that it reasonably relied on representations made by retirement system. However,
the court rejected the employer’s argument by reasoning that the employer was
bound by the law and cannot be excused from following the law due to its ignorance.
The court also ruled that state law requires an employer to pay the employer’s share
and the employee’s share of retirement contributions when the employer makes an
error in calculation or participation coverage.

Poteau Valley Improvement Authority v. Oklahoma Public Employees
Retirement System, 233 P.3d 423 (Okla. Civ. App. 2010)

Statute requiring county to make pension contributions does not violate state
constitution.

A state statute required the county to make payments to the retirement system. For
several years, the county received incentive payments from a state agency to make
the pension contributions. Once the county stopped receiving incentive payments,
it voted to cease making contributions to the retirement system. A state
constitutional amendment generally bars the state from mandating that counties pay
for a new or increased level of activity or service, but it specifically provides that
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“‘compensation of county officers does not constitute a new or increased level of a
service or activity.” The court held that the phrase “compensation of county officers”
included pension contributions and that the county was required to make pension
contributions.

Missouri Prosecuting Attorneys and Circuit Attorneys Retirement System v.
Barton County, 311 S.W.3d 737 (Mo. 2010)

Judge not precluded from presiding over case that may affect retirement
system in which he is a member.

A trial court judge was assigned a criminal case where the defendant’s criminal
activity had resulted in the corruption of the investment program of the state’s
retirement fund, of which all state court judges are members. The court considered
whether a conflict of interest precluded it from presiding over the case. In deciding
to continue presiding over the case, the court reasoned that the full faith and credit
of the state backs the retirement fund so that any loss experienced by the retirement
fund would not directly affect the court. Additionally, the court determined that the
Rule of Necessity applies to the case because there is no other state court that
would not have the same potential conflict.

The People of the State of New York v. Morris, 2010 WL 2977151 (N.Y. Sup. Ct.
2010)

Refusal to allow former member of retirement system to re-enroll in system
does not constitute an unconstitutional impairment of contract.

The petitioner initially enrolled in the retirement system when she commenced
employment as a deputy attorney general. Prior to voluntarily resigning from that
position, she obtained a vested entitlement to a deferred retirement allowance upon
reaching sixty years of age. Several years after her resignation, the petitioner was
appointed as an administrative law judge. In between her resignation as a deputy
attorney general and her appointment as an administrative law judge, the state
legislature created a defined contribution plan as an alternative to the retirement
system. The petitioner argued that she should be allowed to re-enroll in the
retirement system through a grandfather provision. However, the grandfather
provision required continuous membership in the system. Due to the operation of
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a statute that specifies that membership in the retirement system terminates after
two years from separation from service, the court ruled that the petitioner was
ineligible to rely on the grandfather provision to re-enroll in the retirement system.
Next, in analyzing the petitioner’s claim that her inability to re-enroll in the retirement
system amounted to an unconstitutional impairment of contract, the court determined
that there is no contractual right to re-enroll in the retirement system. Finally, the
court rejected the petitioner's argument that the board violated the Administrative
Procedures Act by holding that an administrative agency is not required to
promulgate rules clarifying every statute that it is charged with enforcing.

Cookson v. Board of Trustees, Public Employees’ Retirement System, 2010 WL
816790 (N.J. Super. Ct. App. Div. 2010)

Union members do not have constitutionally-protected right to a particular
level, manner. or method of state funding of pension system.

A teachers’ union filed a lawsuit against the state due to the state’s failure to make
appropriations for several years to fund the teachers’ retirement system. Because
state law requires the state to fund the pension system and the state failed to do so,
the union argued that the state’s failure to fund the system amounted to an
unconstitutional impairment of contract. In rejecting the union’s argument, the court
held that union members do not have a constitutionally-protected right to a particular
level, manner, or method of state funding of a pension system.

New Jersey Education Ass’n v. State of New Jersey, 989 A.2d 282 (N.J. Super.
Ct. App. Div. 2010)

Employer's written procedure providing for payment of health insurance
expressly reserving right to revoke did not create constitutionally-protected
contractual right.

An employer implemented a written policy to defray the cost of health insurance for
long-tenured retirees by agreeing to pay health insurance premiums for retirees with
more than twenty years of service. The written policy specifically stated that the
employer “expressly reserves [the] exclusive right to unilaterally amend or cancel
written directives.” When the employer revoked the policy, employees filed a class
action lawsuit alleging that rescission of the policy constitutes an unconstitutional
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impairment of contract. The court held that the rescission of the policy is not an
unconstitutional impairment of contract because the policy is not considered a
contract when the plain terms of the policy allowed for the employer’s unilateral
rescission.

Carlucci v. Demings, 31 So. 3d 245 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 2010)
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