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Issue | Background | Findings | Conclusions | Recommendations | Responses | Attachments 
 

Awareness Of San Mateo County Government 
Agencies Of Reporting Requirements For Non-

Pension Post-Employment Benefits 
 
Issue  
 
To what extent are government agencies in San Mateo County aware of, and prepared to 
comply with, Governmental Accounting Standards Board Statement 45? 
 
Summary  
 
The San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury (2007-2008) sent a questionnaire to 73 
governmental agencies to determine awareness of Government Accounting Standards 
Board Statement 45 (GASB 45).  GASB 45 requires that agencies report financial 
obligations for other (non-pension) post employment benefits (OPEB).  These benefits 
are typically health, dental and vision insurance. 
 
Seventy two agencies responded.  The Grand Jury concluded that most agencies knew of 
the reporting requirements and were making a good faith effort to comply with GASB 45. 
 
Fifty three (74%) of the agencies acknowledged having OPEB obligations, and plan to 
comply with GASB 45 by initially reporting those obligations between 2008 and 2010.  
Also, these agencies reported that 66% of the health benefits are provided for the lifetime 
of the recipient. 
 
The Grand Jury recommends that all agencies understand and report their OPEB 
obligations in strict accordance with GASB 45.  Agencies should critically evaluate the 
effects of their personnel compensation policies on their OPEB liability and on their 
long-term financial well being.  
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Awareness Of San Mateo County Government 
Agencies Of Reporting Requirements For Non-

Pension Post-Employment Benefits 
 
Issue 
 
To what extent are government agencies in San Mateo County aware of, and prepared to 
comply with, Governmental Accounting Standards Board Statement 45? 
 
Background 
 
The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) sets the accounting and 
financial reporting standards for government agencies.  In June 2004, GASB issued 
Statement 45 (GASB 45), which states that other post-employment benefits (OPEB) 
obligations (liabilities) must be reported in a manner similar to that used for pension 
obligations; i.e., to “Provide information about the actuarial accrued liabilities for 
promised benefits associated with past services and whether and to what extent those 
benefits have been funded”.1  
 
Many local governmental agencies provide post-employment benefits other than pensions 
to retirees.  OPEB typically includes health insurance, dental, vision, prescription, or 
other healthcare benefits provided to eligible retirees, and in some cases their 
beneficiaries.  These benefits accrue to eligible employees while they are still employed, 
although payment of the benefits begins after their employment has ended.  The actuarial 
accrued liability (AAL) is the estimated amount of OPEB already owed to active and 
former employees for past services, calculated according to any one of six acceptable 
actuarial cost methods.  Selection of a method is usually based on demographics, benefits 
offered, and the funding status of the plan.2  
 
Most local agencies have been reporting only their cash outlays for OPEB in a given 
year, and paying an amount equal to the benefits distributed in that year.  Generally, they 
have not estimated or reported the long-term OPEB liability which they have already 
incurred.  While GASB 45 requires only that the extent of funding of the AAL is 
disclosed, and not that the AAL be funded (although funding is encouraged), estimation 
of the AAL will at least give the agency a forecast of the present value of future OPEB 
payments.  Calculation and reporting of OPEB under the GASB 45 standard will help 
agencies to understand the magnitude of the long-term obligation which they are 
incurring.   
  
The Grand Jury is interested in the extent to which agencies are aware of, and prepared to 
comply with, the requirements of GASB Statement 45.  
 
 
                                                           
1  Summary of Statement 45.  http://www.gasb.org/st/index.html 
2  OPEB Plain Language Summary  http://www.gasb.org/project_pages/opeb_summary.pdf 

http://www.gasb.org/st/index.html
http://www.gasb.org/project_pages/opeb_summary.pdf
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Investigation  
 
The Grand Jury began by reviewing the financial reports of the County of San Mateo 
(County) and interviewing the County Manager and Controller’s staff.  Next, a 
questionnaire was mailed to the 73 other agencies in the county that are likely to have 
OPEB obligations.  The questionnaire (see Appendix 1) asked not only about awareness 
of and preparedness to comply with GASB 45, but also for current expenditures and 
estimates of liability.  All the questions and the responses are discussed below in the 
Findings. 
 
 
Findings 
 
The prescribed implementation dates for GASB 45 are determined by an agency’s annual 
revenues: 
 

Table 1: Implementation Deadlines 
 

 Annual Revenues 
Effective Date 
for GASB 45 

Phase 1 Revenues $100 million or more 2007-08 
Phase 2 Revenues $10 million or more but less 

than $100 million 
2008-09 

Phase 3 Revenues less than $10 million 2009-10 
 
The County implemented GASB 45 reporting beginning with the fiscal year ended 
June 30, 2006.  The County’s implementation was early; it was required no later than 
fiscal year 2007-2008.  Clearly, the County was aware and prepared to comply well in 
advance.   
 
Of the 73 agencies (other than the County) that were queried, 72 responded to the 
questionnaire.  This is a response rate of 99%.  The Yes/No responses are tallied in 
Table 2.  
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Table 2: Summary of Yes/No questions and responses 

  
 

Question 
Response 

Yes Percent 
1. Is your agency aware of the requirements of GASB 45 in regard to 

reporting the cost of other post-employment benefits? 
70 97 

2. Does your agency have either funded or unfunded OPEB 
liabilities? 

53 74 

3. If your answer to #2 is Yes, does your agency's current financial 
statement disclose funded and unfunded OPEB liabilities for your 
employees as required by GASB 45 standards? 

15 21 

4. Has your agency retained an actuary to determine the amount, if 
any, of your OPEB liabilities? 

37 51 

5. Have you received an actuarial study of your OPEB liabilities? 26 36 
6. If your agency has not retained an actuary, do you have an 

informal estimate of its unfunded OPEB liability? 
7 10 

7. Has your agency set aside or earmarked any funds for your OPEB 
liabilities? 

23 32 

7b. If Yes, is it in a trust? 2 3 
   Total 72 100 
 
 
Responses to the Yes/No questions indicated that: 
 

• Seventy of seventy-two agencies were aware of the requirements of GASB 45.3 
 

• While 70 agencies acknowledged awareness of GASB 45, only 53 agencies 
indicated they had OPEB liabilities; i.e., had an obligation to pay benefits for both 
current and former employees. 

 
• Even though 53 agencies indicated they had OPEB liabilities, only 15 indicated 

that they were already reporting those liabilities.4  Most were not yet reporting 
OPEB liabilities because their disclosure dates are from 2008 to 2010. 

 
• More than half of the agencies had retained an actuary to help determine the 

agency’s OPEB obligations. 
 

• About a third of the agencies had set aside or earmarked funds for their OPEB 
liabilities.  Only two of these agencies had deposited said funds in a separate trust 
account. 

 

                                                           
3 Two agencies indicated they were unaware of GASB 45 requirements, but one has no employees and the 
other believes it has no obligations. 
4 It appears that 13 of these agencies, all school districts, have been reporting their ongoing current year’s 
OPEB expenditures rather than their liabilities. 
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Agencies were also asked to provide some quantitative information regarding their OPEB 
expenditures and obligations.  The detail data is in Appendix 2.  Table 3 shows a 
summary: 
 

Table 3: Summary Statistics 
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Minimum 1 0 0 0 2,040 150,000 112 282 8,312

Maximum 1,600 1,000 716 8,158,533 30,115,703 58,218,000 23,182 19,800 123,708

Median       108  85  32  189,744        500,000      5,586,250          4,795           4,380          55,300 

Mean      293  194  99  526,294     2,017,020   17,057,060          6,041           5,898          58,612 
Standard 
Deviation       381  242  154  1,193,464     6,169,952   24,406,518          5,003           5,679          42,418 

StdDev/Mean 130% 124% 156% 227% 306% 143% 83% 93% 72%

 
 
The 72 agencies responding to this survey have a wide range of purposes and sizes; their 
diversity is evident in Table 3.  The large differences between minima and maxima, 
means and medians, and the large standard deviations (relative to the means) all confirm 
the diversity (heterogeneity) of the agencies in the County.  This diversity is evident not 
only in terms of purpose and size, but also in the nature of the benefits.  The most 
generous agencies pay full medical coverage premiums for spouses/survivors as well as 
retirees, and some agencies grant different benefits to different employee categories.  
 
Table 4 (below) shows the number of agencies granting each benefit type to each 
category of employee.  Here again, the diversity of the agencies prevents meaningful 
generalization.  Not all agencies have boards, councils, police or fire staff.  More 
agencies offer health benefits than dental benefits, and so on, moving from left to right. 
 

Table 4: Benefit and Employee Categories 
 

Question 10 
Employee 
Category Health Dental Vision

Mental 
Health

Other-
specify 

Board 12 9 6  1 
Council 9 2    
Management 45 20 13 1 1 
Administration 43 18 12 2 1 
Police 16 1    
Fire 14 2 1   
Public Works 17 1    
Other-specify 31 18 13 1 1 
    Total 187 71 45 4 4 
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Table 5 (below) shows that vesting for life is not universal, but is more frequent for the 
employee categories of council, police, fire and public works.  For example, 14 agencies 
grant health benefits to firefighters (Table 4), and those health benefits are vested for life 
(Table 5).  
  
The last row in Table 5 shows the percentage of lifetime vesting for each benefit type (the 
totals of Table 5 divided by the totals of Table 4).  In other words, of the 187 instances of 
health care benefits granted, 124 (66%) of those instances were vested for life.   
 

Table 5: Vesting for Life 
 

Question 11 
Employee 
Category Health Dental Vision

Mental 
Health 

Board 5 2 2  
Council 9 1   
Management 27 4 2 1
Administration 28 6 4 1
Police 14 1   
Fire 13 2 1  
Public Works 14 1   
Other-specify 14 4 4 1
  Total 124 21 13 3
  % Vested 66% 30% 29% 75%

 
 
 
Conclusions  
 
Most agencies in the county are making good faith efforts to comply with GASB 45.  The 
72 agencies who responded to this survey had varying degrees of awareness of the 
requirements set forth in GASB 45, but none was totally unaware.  Fifteen agencies 
indicated, some perhaps mistakenly, that they are already reporting OPEB liabilities.  All 
of those that had not yet reported, but knew they were required to do so, had submitted 
deadline dates.  However, four of those that have set 2008 deadlines had not yet retained 
actuaries, so it may be difficult for them to meet their deadlines.   
 
GASB 45 only requires disclosure of actuarially estimated liabilities; it does not require 
pre-funding of those liabilities, nor does it require analysis of the ability of an agency to 
fulfill its OPEB commitments.  Even pre-funding of the actuarial accrued liability (AAL) 
does not ensure that an agency will be able to pay its future OPEB costs because:  

1. The AAL is a forecast of the cost of benefits already accrued by current 
employees, vested former employees, and retirees.   

2. All estimates of future results, including the AAL, depend on actuarial and 
financial assumptions which may significantly differ from actual results.   

3. The assumptions themselves are usually based on past (albeit recent) experience, 
which may not be predictive of the future. 
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Examples of the key assumptions which could change unexpectedly:  
• Employee behavior in terms of turnover and age of retirement 
• Benefit terms and costs 
• Financial rates of return  

 
Many actuarial studies provide multiple estimates of AAL based on varying assumptions. 
These estimates can vary over a wide range.  For example, one responding city’s high 
estimate of its unfunded AAL was more than 50% greater than its low estimate.  The high 
estimate assumed no pre-funding and a rate of return of 4.25%, while the low estimate 
assumed full pre-funding and a 7.75% return.  These pairings of funding methods with 
rates of return are logical, in that a short-term rate of return of 4.25%, with no pre-
funding, was easily attainable in 2006-2007.  However, in April 2008, the San Mateo 
County Investment Pool returned 3.40%, significantly less than its return of 4.75% in 
May 2007.5  Similarly, the pre-funding assumption that a diversified portfolio of long-
term investments, including stocks, would return 7% to 8% was realistic, given actual 
returns for 2003-2007.  But a pre-funded, long-term diversified investment portfolio 
could return much less than 7% in 2008, perhaps even less than 0%.  The S&P 500 stock 
index declined by more than 9% from May 2007 to April 2008 (1,531 to 1,388).  
 
These observations are not meant to disparage.  They are presented only to show that 
actuarial estimates are no better than their assumptions.  Over the 20 and 30 year 
amortization periods typically assumed by these estimates, many changes affecting the 
adequacy of funding will probably occur.  For the reasons cited above, reassessments of 
OPEB liabilities every two or three years, as mandated by GASB 45, are advisable.   
 
As noted above in the Findings section, the 72 agencies who responded to this survey 
cover a wide range of purposes and sizes.  The attempt to “normalize” size by dividing 
dollars by numbers of employees was not especially effective, because the demographics 
and the nature of OPEB benefits granted by the agencies vary significantly.  Assessment 
of each agency’s ability to meet its OPEB obligations would require extensive research 
and analysis. 
 
Even with the uncertainties, GASB 45 estimates serve to alert agencies to the potential 
effects of their OPEB policies.  For example, in a Council Communication dated 
February 13, 2008, the managerial staff of the City of Vallejo, California (Vallejo) noted 
that Vallejo’s largest unfunded liability was its AAL for OPEB, in the amount of 
$135 million.  This document also acknowledged that Vallejo had no available cash to 
fund (amortize) this liability.6  On May 23, 2008, Vallejo filed for bankruptcy.  This is an 
extreme case, but it does illustrate the serious effect that OPEB obligations can have on 
the financial well-being of a city.  
                                                           
5 The County Investment Pool is managed by the County Treasurer on behalf of agencies in the county, 
such as special districts and school districts, which invest in the Pool. According to the County Pooled 
Investment Policy, “To meet the needs of liquidity and long term investing, the County has established the 
County Investment Pool. This fund is suitable for planned expenditures or capital funds. The securities in 
this pool may have longer individual maturities but will have a dollar weighted average maturity of no 
more than five years.”     
6 http://www.ci.vallejo.ca.us/uploads/253/021308%20-%20Amended%20City%20Council%20-
%20Special%20Meeting%20-%20Budget%20Workshop%20with%20Staff%20Reports.pdf 
 

http://www.ci.vallejo.ca.us/uploads/253/021308%20-%20Amended%20City%20Council%20-%20Special%20Meeting%20-%20Budget%20Workshop%20with%20Staff%20Reports.pdf
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Recommendations  
 
The San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury (2007-2008) recommends that all government 
agencies in the county that have OPEB obligations (other than the County): 
 
1. Understand the requirements of GASB 45, especially with regard to the difference 

between current expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post employment 
benefits (OPEB). 

 
2. Comply with GASB 45 and disclose their OPEB liabilities in accordance with the 

implementation deadlines. 
 

3. Maintain long-term solvency while meeting OPEB obligations by: 
a. carefully reviewing the assumptions and results of actuarial OPEB liability 

estimates, and 
b. adjusting OPEB compensation policies as needed. 
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Appendix 1 

GASB 45 Questionnaire 
 
Excerpted from GASB: Other Postemployment Benefits: A Plain-Language Summary of 
GASB Statements No. 43 and No. 45 

As the name suggests, other postemployment benefits (OPEB) are postemployment 
benefits other than pensions. OPEB generally takes the form of health insurance and 
dental, vision, prescription, or other healthcare benefits provided to eligible retirees, 
including in some cases their beneficiaries. It may also include some types of life 
insurance, legal services, and other benefits.  

 
1) Is your agency aware of the requirements of GASB 45 in regard to reporting the cost of 

Other Postemployment Benefits?   
 

Yes______ 
No_______ 
 

2) Does your agency have either funded or unfunded OPEB liabilities? 
 

Yes______ 
No_______ 

 
 

3) If your answer to #2 is Yes, does your agency's current financial statement disclose funded 
and unfunded OPEB liabilities for your employees as required by GASB 45 standards? 

 
Yes_____ 
No______ 
 

If No, please provide either the date at which your agency intends to disclose funded and 
unfunded OPEB liabilities in accordance with GASB 45, or provide a brief explanation as to 
why your agency need not do so (example: No OPEB liabilities). 

 
Date: mm____ dd____ yy________ 
or 
Explanation __________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________ 
 
 

4) Has your agency retained an actuary to determine the amount, if any, of your OPEB 
liabilities? 
 
Yes______ 
No_______ 
 

 
5) Have you received an actuarial study of your OPEB liabilities? 

 
Yes______ 
No_______ 
 
If Yes, please provide a copy within 30 days of receipt of this questionnaire.  
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6) If your agency has not retained an actuary, do you have an informal estimate of its 
unfunded OPEB liability? 

 
Yes______ 
No_______ 
 
If Yes, what is that informal estimate? _________________ 
 

7) Has your agency set aside or earmarked any funds for your OPEB liabilities? 
 
Yes__________ 
No___________ 
 
If Yes, how much has been provided?    $__________________ 
If Yes, is it in a trust?  Yes____  No____ 
 

8) What is the total number of current employees and retirees that will receive OPEB benefits 
under your current program? _______________ 

 
    How many are current employees?__________ 
 

Retirees?_____________ 
 
9) What was your agency's total cost of premiums/contributions for OPEB in your most recent 

fiscal year? __________________ 
       

 
 

If your agency does have obligations to provide OPEB to retired employees, please indicate 
which OPEB benefits are available to each category of employee by checking the cells in 
the table below  
 

 (check if the benefit is available). 
 Health Dental Vision Mental 

Health 
Long 
Term 
Care 

Other-specify 

Board       
Council       
Management       
Administration       
Police       
Fire       
Public Works       
Other-specify       
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10) Are OPEB benefits vested for life? Please indicate which OPEB benefits are vested for life 

for each category of employee by checking the cells in the table below  
 (check if the benefit is vested for life). 

 Health Dental Vision Mental 
Health 

Long 
Term 
Care 

Other-specify 

Board       
Council       
Management       
Administration       
Police       
Fire       
Public Works       
Other-specify       
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Appendix 2 1 

Quantitative Results 2 
 3 
  
 Column: A B C D E F G H I 
  Question: 8 8a 8b 9 7a 6a Col D / C Col E / A Col F / A 

Agency Name Agency Type 

Total 
Eligible 

Employees 
& Retirees

Current 
Eligible 

Employees

Current 
Eligible 

Retirees

Current 
OPEB 

Expenditure

Amount 
Currently 
Set Aside 

Estimated 
OPEB 

Liability * 

Current 
Expend-
iture per 

Retiree

SetAside 
per 

Eligible 
Employee

Estimated 
OPEB per 

Eligible 
Employee

Belmont City 179 123 56 358,000 784,000 10,300,000 6,393 4,380 57,542
Brisbane City 106 81 25 104,000    4,160   
Burlingame City 472 256 216 1,750,000   54,150,000 8,102  114,725
Daly City City 814 520 294        
Foster City City 96 65 31 119,856 1,175,707  3,866 12,247  
Half Moon Bay City 60 50 10 8,772    877   
Menlo Park City 302 235 67        
Millbrae City 140 90 50 267,754 1,500,000  5,355 10,714  
Pacifica City 120 110 10 146,352    14,635   
Redwood City City 782 534 248 1,274,643 1,453,747  5,140 1,859  
San Carlos City 166 106 60 242,000 875,000  4,033 5,271  
San Mateo City 920 540 380 722,000    1,900   
South San Francisco City 629 397 232 1,200,000 1,000,000  5,172 1,590  
Atherton Town 46 34 12 33,365    2,780   
Colma Town 64 50 14 138,000    9,857   
Hillsborough Town 167 85 82 677,385 2,000,000  8,261 11,976  
Woodside Town 20 20 0       
Half Moon Bay Fire 53 25 28 241,032 60,000 6,556,500 8,608 1,132 123,708
Coastside Fire 52 25 27 565,890    20,959   
Belmont-SanCarlos Fire 87 39 48 140,000 385,000 4,616,000 2,917 4,425 53,057
Woodside Fire 81 47 34 344,800    10,141   
Bayshore School 7 0 7 42,388 42,388  6,055 6,055  
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Belmont - Redwood 
Shores School 331 312 19 347,939    18,313   

Brisbane School 108 76 32 42,839    1,339   
Burlingame School 23 0 23 93,000    4,043   
Hillsborough School 203 171 32 49,023    1,532   
Jefferson Elementary School 541 472 69 407,983    5,913   

Jefferson Union High 
School School 624 465 159 1,409,406 263,904  8,864 423  

La Honda - Pescadero School 5 0 5 40,000   150,000 8,000  30,000
Las Lomitas School 212 145 67 144,038 350,000  2,150 1,651  
Menlo Park School 334 241 93 404,347 94,325  4,348 282  
Millbrae School 291 202 89 189,744    2,132   
Pacifica School 358 260 98 520,000 500,000  5,306 1,397  
Portola Valley School 10 0 10 37,284 163,614 163,614 3,728 16,361 16,361
Ravenswood School 612 592 20 100,000    5,000   
Redwood City School 56 0 56 284,102    5,073   
San Bruno Park School 277 230 47 199,270   2,302,365 4,240  8,312
San Mateo Union School 75 0 75 220,000    2,933   
San Mateo Foster City School 1600 1000 600 919,231 2,811,841  1,532 1,757  
Sequoia Union School 1138 640 498 2,127,048 1,700,000  4,271 1,494  
South San Francisco School 660 358 302 1,366,118 0  4,524  
Woodside Elementary School 16 0 16 80,202 80,202  5,013 5,013  
SMCo Community 
College School 1521 805 716 8,158,533 30,115,703  11,395 19,800  

SMCo Transit District Transportation 893 694 199 597,000   58,218,000 3,000  65,194
Coastside Water 30 18 12 73,345    6,112   
Mid-Peninsula Water 22 19 3 30,397 84,000  10,132 3,818  
North Coast County Water 46 24 22 510,000 700,000  23,182 15,217  
Mid-Coastside Sewer Sanitary 2 0 2 969    485   
West Bay Sanitary 40 26 14 1,570    112   

SMCo Mosquito 
Abatement District 6 0 6 27,542    4,590   
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Midpeninsula Regional 
Open Space District 92 87 5 3,088    618   

Broadmoor Police 
Protection District 1 0 1 1,800 2,040  1,800 2,040  

SMCo Harbor District 37 31 6 78,919 250,000  13,153 6,757  

Lowest Value   1 0 0 0 2,040 150,000 112 282 8,312
Highest Value   1,600 1,000 716 8,158,533 30,115,703 58,218,000 23,182 19,800 123,708

 4 
* In Column F, where low and high estimates were provided, this table reports the midpoint between low and high.  5 
 6 
 7 









 1017 Middlefield Road 
 Redwood City, California 94063 
Office of Director of Finance  Telephone: (650) 780-7070
 Fax: (650) 366-2447 
 www.redwoodcity.org 
 
  
July 21, 2008 
 
Honorable Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
Re: Response to Grand Jury Recommendations Regarding Non-Pension Post Employment Benefits 
 
Honorable Judge Scott: 
 
The City Council and staff  in the City of Redwood City have been well aware of the implications and 
requirements of Government Accounting Standard Board (GASB) Statement 45 since it was issued in 
2004.  Inasmuch as Redwood City is required to implement GASB 45 for  FY 2007-08 staff presented the 
City Council a recommendation to implement a funding plan on September 25, 2006.  After much 
discussion the City Council unanimously adopted this recommended plan which has been incorporated 
into the budgets the Council has adopted since that time.  A copy of this recommendation is attached for 
your review. 
 
When published, the City’s FY 2007-08 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report will report the City’s 
other post-employment liabilities (OPEB) as required by the GASB. 
 
The City Council is committed, at this time,  not only to fully comply with the provisions of GASB 45 but 
to also eventually fully fund the City’s OPEB liabilities on a current basis (fully funding the City’s 
actuarially required contribution). 
 
We appreciate the extensive efforts that the County Grand Jury has devoted to this project as we believe 
this is a major financial issue confronting local government agencies in this County. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Brian Ponty 
Director of Finance 
 
Attachment 
 
CC:   Honorable Mayor Foust and Members of the City Council 
          Peter Ingram, City Manager 
          Bob Bell, Human Resources Director 
          Silvia Vonderlinden, City Clerk 
          grandjury@sanmateocourt.org 
 

http://www.redwoodcity.org/
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South San Francisco Unified School District 
 

Response to San Mateo County Grand Jury Report 
 

Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting Requirements for 
Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits 

 
Findings: 
 
General responses from the South San Francisco Unified School District to the Grand 
Jury Report dated July 10, 2008: 
 
The District agrees with the findings that the District has made a good faith effort to 
educate itself with respect to GASB 45 and to adopt and implement a GASB 45 
compliant plan by the effective reporting deadline of FY 2008-09.  For the better part of 
FY 2007-08, the District researched GASB 45 specifics, dialogued with numerous 
financial advisors and public accountants, and sought out best practices among public 
sector agencies during the development of the District’s GASB 45 Funding Plan. 
 
The District also agrees with the Grand Jury’s finding that accurate assumptions on 
which requisite actuarial studies can be based are pivotal to determining realistic 
estimates of current and future OPEB liability. 
 
 
Recommendation 1: 
Understand the requirements of GASB 45, especially with regard to the difference 
between current expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post employment 
benefits (OPEB). 
 
SSFUSD Response:  Agrees with recommendation 

 
Recommendation has been implemented.  The District’s Board of Trustees adopted a 
GASB 45 Compliance Plan at its May 8, 2008 meeting after a public study session.  
Comprehensive study materials were provided that offered an analysis of GASB 45 
issues including results of the district’s actuarial analysis, e.g.- calculated ARC, UAAL, 
AAL; pay-as-you-go costs versus long term liabilities; funding options; and, timelines for 
implementation. 
 
 
 
Recommendation 2: 
Comply with GASB 45 and disclose their OPEB liabilities in accordance with the 
implementation deadlines.  
 
SSFUSD Response:  Agrees with recommendation 

 
The recommendation will be implemented by reporting OPEB liability on 2008-09 
financial statements, as required by GASB 45 for a district with our annual revenues. 
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Recommendation 3: 
Maintain long-term solvency while meeting OPEB obligations by: a) carefully reviewing 
the assumptions and results of actuarial OPEB liability estimates; and, b) adjusting 
OPEB compensation policies as needed. 
 
SSFUSD Response:  Agrees with recommendation 

 
Recommendation has been implemented.  As part of the District’s GASB 45 
Compliance Plan, actuarial assumptions will be reviewed as part of the required 
commission of a bi-annual actuarial study.  In addition, the District will re-evaluate the 
affects of OPEB on compensation levels and on accrued liability in response to the 
completion of every actuarial study.  The GASB 45 Compliance Plan will be adjusted 
accordingly to maintain long term fiscal sustainability and well being.  
 
 





 
 
 
 
July 30, 2008 
 
Hon. Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
Re: Grand Jury Findings on Reporting Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment      

Benefits 
 
 
Dear Judge Scott: 
 
The City of Brisbane agrees with all three findings of the Grand Jury. 
 

1. As a San Mateo County government agency with OPEB Obligation, the City of 
Brisbane understands the requirements of GASB45 and the reporting of long-term 
liabilities (Annual required contribution less contributions made equals Net OPEB 
obligation). 

 
2. The City of Brisbane is required to implement GASB45 for fiscal year 2008-09.  

We are planning for that implementation date and have engaged an actuary to 
determine our OPEB obligation.  At this time, our council has directed us to 
continue with pay as you go rather than full funding.  We will prepare the note 
disclosures for the Comprehensive Annual Report for the Fiscal Year Ending June 
30, 2009. 

 
3. As one cost saving move, the City of Brisbane has just changed the retirement 

policy for future hires.  As such, we plan to have the actuary update our report for 
the fiscal year 2009/10.  Under direction from council, we will review and adjust 
our assumptions accordingly. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Stuart Schillinger 
Administrative Services Director 
 



 

 PVSD 

 
PORTOLA VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
4575 Alpine Road  •  Portola Valley, CA 94028 
Phone: (650) 851-1777  •  Fax:  (650) 851-3700  • www.pvsd.net 

  
Anne E. Campbell, Superintendent  Board of Trustees 
Tim Hanretty, Asst. Superintendent  Donald Collat 
    Steven Humphreys 
  Judith Ann Mendelsohn 
 
 
 

 Ray Villareal 
William Youstra 

 
August 18, 2008 
 
Hon. Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center; 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA  94063-1655 
 
Dear Judge Scott, 
 
The Portola Valley School District Governing Board has received the Grand Jury’s 
recommendations regarding reporting requirements for non-pension post-employment benefits. 
 
The Governing Board agrees with the findings of the Grand Jury and responds as follows: 
 

1. The Business Office of the Portola Valley School District fully understands the 
requirements of GASB 45, especially with regard to the difference between current 
expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post employment benefits (OPEB).  
The PVSD budget contains a line item for these liabilities. 

 
2. The Portola Valley School District is in compliance with GASB 45 and has disclosed 

its liabilities in accordance with the implementation deadlines.  Furthermore, the 
District has reviewed this matter with its independent financial auditor, and the 
annual audit has substantiated that this action has been taken. 

 
3. The Portola Valley School District Governing Board takes very seriously its fiduciary 

responsibility to assure the long-term solvency of the school district and carefully 
monitors OPEB obligations. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond regarding this important issue. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
Ray Villareal, Board President 
 

Ormondale School Corte Madera School 

200 Shawnee Pass 4575 Alpine Road 

Portola Valley, CA 94028 Portola Valley, CA 94028 
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August 22, 2008 
 
 
 
Honorable Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA  94063-1655 
 
RE: Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting 

Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Report 
 
Dear Judge Scott: 
 
The City Council and staff for the City of South San Francisco received the 
Grand Jury’s report on Reporting Requirements for Non-Pension Post-
Employment Benefits and agree with the recommendations contained in the 
report. 
 
The City is aware of the reporting requirements of GASB Statement 45 and has 
acquired an actuary to perform the necessary study.  The City will report on other 
post-employment benefits (OPEB) in its financial statements by June 30, 2009. 
 
The City recognizes the long-term liabilities associated with retiree healthcare 
and has begun to earmark funds for its OPEB liabilities, study investment 
vehicles/trust accounts, and examine the viability of current benefit levels. 
 
The City of South San Francisco appreciates the work by the San Mateo County 
Civil Grand Jury.  Feel free to contact Jim Steele, the City’s Finance Director, if 
you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Pedro Gonzalez, Mayor 
City of South San Francisco 
 
cc: Barry M. Nagel, City Manager 
 Jim Steele, Director of Finance 



August 7, 2008 
 
 
 
Hon. Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
 
Dear Judge Scott: 
 
The Hillsborough City School District Board of Trustees has asked me to respond 
to the Grand Jury’s report regarding Reporting Requirements for Non-Pension 
Post-Employment Benefits Report. 
 
Findings: 
This respondent agrees with the findings. 
 
Recommendations: 

1. This recommendation has been implemented.  This District has completed 
an actuarial study and has had the Board of Trustees receive information 
regarding the options for compliance in 2008-09.  The Board will decide 
this school year how it intends to fund or delay funding this liability. 

2. This recommendation has been implemented.  The liabilities have been 
reported at a public meeting.  Our auditor will make certain we are in 
compliance with all public reporting requirements. 

3. This recommendation has been implemented.  These concepts will become 
a major part of all future labor negotiations.   

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Marilyn Loushin-Miller 
Superintendent, Hillsborough City School District 
 
 
MLM:td 



 

Pacifica School District  
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August 28, 2008 
 
Honorable Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
Re: Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits 
 
Dear Judge Scott: 
 
The Pacifica School District is in receipt of the July 10, 2008 San Mateo Civil Grand Jury Report 
which contains findings and recommendations regarding Non-Pension Post-Employment 
Benefits. 
 
The Pacifica School District agrees with the findings and submits the following in response to the 
Grand Jury’s recommendations: 
 
1. Recommendation:  

To understand the requirements of GASB 45, especially the difference between current 
expenditures and long-term liabilities for post employment liabilities. 
 

District Response:  
The Pacifica School District Board of Trustees and staff will continue to gain further 
understanding of the implications of GASB 45 in order to adhere to the reporting requirements 
and implement the recommendation beginning with the 2008-09 fiscal year.  
 
2. Recommendation:  

Comply with GASB 45 and disclose liabilities in accordance with implementation deadlines.  
 
District Response  
The Pacifica School District Board of Trustees and staff will continue to gain further 
understanding of the implications of GASB 45 in order to adhere to the reporting requirements 
and implement the recommendation beginning with the 2008-09 fiscal year. 
 
3. Recommendation:  

Maintain long term solvency while meeting OPEB obligations by carefully reviewing the 
assumptions and results of actuarial OPEB liability estimates, and adjusting OPEB 
compensation policies as needed.  

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
District Response  
The Pacifica School District Board of Trustees and staff will carefully review the findings and 
recommendations of the actuary reports and implement adjustments as necessary beginning 
with the 2008-09 fiscal year. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
James Lianides, Ed. D. 
Superintendent 
 
JL:sc 
 
Cc: Pacifica School District, Board of Trustees 
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September 2, 2008 

 

Honorable Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice  
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City CA 94063 
 

RE: Civil Grand Jury Findings on Reporting Requirements for Nonpension Post-
Employment Benefits 

 

Dear Justice Scott: 

As one of the respondents to the Grand Jury’s original inquiry regarding GASB 45 Other 
Post Employment Benefits, the City of Daly City concurs with the finding that all 
agencies understand and report their OPEB obligations in strict accordance with GASB 
45.  We are also very much aware of the effects of this reporting on our personnel 
compensation policies given the expected future costs of providing these post-retirement 
benefits.   

We are required to implement GASB 45 disclosure in our comprehensive annual report 
for the year ended June 30, 2009, and expect to have our independent actuary produce the 
final valuation before that time.  

Should you or the Grand Jury need additional information please let me know.  I would 
be pleased to discuss this matter at your convenience. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 
Donald W. McVey 
Director of Finance and 
Administrative Services 

 

Cc:   Patricia E. Martel, City Manager 
 Maria Cortes, City Clerk 

333 – 90TH STREET   DALY CITY   CALIFORNIA   94015-1895      Phone (650) 991-8048 











 
 

 
 

Jefferson Union High School District 
 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES – SERRAMONTE DEL REY 

699 Serramonte Boulevard, Suite 100 
Daly City, CA  94015-4132 

650-550-7900 • FAX 650-550-7888 

 
Board of Trustees 

 
Jean E. Brink 
Maria S. Luna 

David K. Mineta 
Thomas A. Nuris 

Katherine C. Zarate 
 

   
Michael J. Crilly 
Superintendent 

 
 
September 23, 2008 
 
 
 
The Honorable Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, California  94063-1655 
 
Re:    Awareness Of San Mateo County Government Agencies Of Reporting Requirements 

For Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Issue 
 
Dear Judge Scott: 
 
The Jefferson Union High School District agrees with the finding of the Grand Jury concerning OPEB 
obligations. 
 
Specifically: 
 

1. Understanding the requirements of GASB 45, especially with regard to the 
difference between current expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post 
employment benefits (OPEB). 

 
The district understands the requirements of GASB 45, and the specific difference between 
current expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post employment benefits.  
 

2. Comply with GASB 45 and disclose their OPEB liabilities in accordance with the 
implementation deadlines. 

 
The district has complied and disclosed OPEB liabilities in public board meetings in accordance 
with the implementation deadlines. 

 
3. Maintain long-term solvency while meeting OPEB obligations by: 

a.)    Carefully reviewing the assumptions and results of actuarial                                                        
 OPEB liability estimates, and 

b.)  Adjusting OPEB compensation policies as needed. 
 

The district has complied with GASB45 requirements and performs actuarial studies every three 
years at which time current employee statistics as well as changes in OPEB compensation are 
updated.  Most recently in 2007/2008, the district increased the number of years required to 
attain OPEB compensation with its bargaining units. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Michael J. Crilly 
Superintendent 
 
 
c     Board of Trustees 
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Honorable Joseph C. Scott
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655

Re: Special District Report filed July 10, 2008

Honorable Joseph C. Scott:

The North Coast County Water District (NCCWD) hereby submits its responses to the
recommendations of the Grand Jury regarding its review of "Awareness of San Mateo
County Government Agencies of Reporting Requirements for Non-Pension Post-
Employment Benefits Report".

1. "Understand the requirements ofGASB 45, especially with regard to the
difference between current expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post
employment benefits (OPEB)."

The NCCWD agrees with this finding. Further, the District has prepared an
actuarial evaluation of its OPEB obligation and will be adopting GASB 45 in
accordance with the implementation schedule.

2. "Comply with GASB 45 and disclose their OPEB liabilities in accordance with
the implementation deadlines."

The NCCWD agrees with this finding and intends to disclose its OPEB liabilities
in accordance with the implementation schedule.

3. "Maintain long-term solvency while meeting OPEB obligations by:
a. carefully reviewing the assumptions and results of actuarial OPEB liability
estimates, and
b. adjusting OPEB compensation policies as needed.."



Special District Report filed July 10, 2008
North Coast County water District
Page 2

The NCCWD agrees with this finding and will fund its OPEB obligation in a trust
account to help maintain long-term solvency.

The District appreciates this opportunity to respond to the Grand Jury report on GASB
45. Should you require any additional information please do not hesitate to contact Cari
Lemke, Assistant General Manager - Administration at (650) 355-3462.

Sincerely,

evin O'Connell
General Manager

Cc: Board of Directors



San Mateo County 
Mosquito and Vector Control District 
1351 Rollins Rd 
Burlingame CA 94010 
(650) 344-8592    Fax (650) 344-3843 
www.smcmad.org  
 

 
 
September 10, 2008 
 
 
Honorable Joseph C Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City CA 94063-1665 
 
 
Judge Scott,  
 
 
This letter is to formally acknowledge the findings of the Grand Jury in regards to 
awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting Requirements for 
Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits. 
 
It is San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector Control District’s position that we agree 
with all three Grand Jury recommendations in regard to the above subject*.  It is to be 
noted that our District has not implemented your recommendations at this time but will 
be doing so in fiscal year 2009-2010.  Due to the size of our fiscal budget, a small district 
such as ours is not required to implement the OPEB obligations until that time.  We will 
be taking steps to initiate the process upon further discussion with our Auditors, the 
County Controller’s Office and a potential actuarial firm to assist us with the 
arrangements. 
 
Respectfully,  
 
 
 
 
Leon Nickolas 
Board President 
San Mateo County Mosquito and Vector Control District 
 
 
*Recorded in board minutes September 10, 2008 







 
 
San Mateo-Foster City School District 
1170 Chess Drive ● Foster City ● California ● 94404 
Office  (650) 312-7777  ●  Fax  (650) 312-7736 

 
 

 
Dr. Pendery Clark, Superintendent of Schools 

 
Lory L. Lawson, President      Cathy Rincon, Vice President     Jack E. Coyne, Clerk    Colleen Sullivan, Trustee      Mark D. Hudak, Trustee      

September 30, 2008 
 
 
 
 
Superior Court of San Mateo County 
Hon. Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice  
400 County Center 
2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA  94063-1655 
 
 
RE:   Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting Requirements for 

Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Report   
 
 
Dear Hon. Joseph C. Scott: 
 
Per your request in your letter dated July 10, 2008, the San Mateo-Foster City School District’s 
Response to the Grand Jury report filed on July 10, 2008 follows.   
 
San Mateo-Foster City School District’s Response to Findings 
 
The District agrees in general with the findings of the Grand Jury report on the subject of 
Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting Requirements for Non-
Pension Post-Employment Benefits. 
 
San Mateo-Foster City School District’s Response to Recommendations 
 
Response to Recommendation #1: 
 
The District understands the requirements of GASB45, especially with regard to the different 
expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post employment benefits (OPEB). 
 
Response to Recommendation #2: 
 
The District will continue to comply with the GASB45 and disclose their OPEB liabilities in 
accordance with the implementation deadlines. 
 
 
 



 
 
San Mateo-Foster City School District 
1170 Chess Drive ● Foster City ● California ● 94404 
Office  (650) 312-7777  ●  Fax  (650) 312-7736 

 
 

 
Dr. Pendery Clark, Superintendent of Schools 

 
Lory L. Lawson, President      Cathy Rincon, Vice President     Jack E. Coyne, Clerk    Colleen Sullivan, Trustee      Mark D. Hudak, Trustee      

 
Response to Recommendation #3: 
 
The District consistently reviews and adjusts its budget in order to maintain long-term solvency.  
The District will continue to conduct actuarial studies and carefully review the assumptions and 
results of the actuarial OPEB liability estimates.  While the District can continue to work with 
the employee groups to adjust OPEB compensation policies, any changes to existing policies and 
contracts are subject to negotiation.    
 
Please contact Micaela Ochoa, Chief Business Official, at 650.312.7274 if you have further 
questions.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Pendery A. Clark, Ed.D. 
Superintendent  
 
 
 
CC: Board of Trustees, San Mateo-Foster City School District 
 Dr. Jean Holbrook, County Superintendent of Schools 
 Micaela Ochoa, Chief Business Official 
 Dr. Mary Willis, Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources  

Steve Mak, Director of Fiscal Services  
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     Town of Atherton 
            Office of the Mayor 
 
                             91 Ashfield Road 
             Atherton, California  94027 
                                   650-752-0500 
                            Fax 650-688-6528 

 
 

September 19, 2008 
 
 
Hon. Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
RE:  Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting 

Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Report 
 
Hon. Judge Scott: 
 
The Town of Atherton agrees with the findings in the Grand Jury Report and will comply 
with the three recommendations: 
 

1. The Town of Atherton understands the requirements of GASB 45 (Other 
Postemployment Benefits, “OPEB”), which are required to be implemented for 
the Town’s Annual Report for the year ending June 30, 2009.   

 
2. The Town’s Finance Department will be calculating the OPEB liabilities this fall 

and making recommendations for funding those liabilities before the preparation 
of next year’s Budget for FY 2009-2010.   

 
3. The Town is in strong financial condition and is prepared to address this 

obligation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
James R. Janz 
MAYOR 
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 September 16, 2008 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hon. Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
Dear Judge Scott: 
 
The Millbrae School District is in receipt of the 2007-2008 Grand Jury report entitled “Awareness 
of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting Requirement for Non-Pension Post-
Employment Benefit Report” 
 
The District has no basis to agree or disagree with the Findings because the District does not 
have personal knowledge of the Findings information. 
 
As to the Grand Jury Recommendation, the District understands its OPEB obligations under 
GASB 45. The District’s budget is between $10,000 and $100,000 and therefore, obligated to 
report beginning with the 2008-2009 fiscal year. 
 
Enclosed you will find a copy of the District’s responses to the GASB 45 Questionnaire. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 Shirley Martin 
 Superintendent 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SM/edm 
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October 1, 2008 
 

 
Hon. Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA  94063-1655 
 
Re:   Response to Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting    

Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Report 
 

 
Dear Judge Scott, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the findings of the Grand Jury.  
This letter serves as response from the Brisbane School District to the recommendations 
found therein. 

 
Findings:  
 
We agree with Grand Jury’s findings regarding various agencies’ knowledge and 
implementation of GASB 45. 
 
Recommendations by the Grand Jury: 
 
The San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury (2007-2008) recommends that all government 
agencies in the county that have OPEB obligations (other than the county): 
 
1 Understand the requirements of GASB 45, especially with regard to the difference 

between current expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post employment 
benefits (OPEB). 

 
The recommendation is being implemented.  The district has employed a GASB 45 
consultant so that we may better understand and implement the requirements. 
 
 



 

 2

2 Comply with GASB 45 and disclose their OPEB liabilities in accordance with the 
implementation deadlines. 

 
The recommendation is currently being implemented.  The district has employed a firm 
(Dempsey Filliger and Associates) to perform an actuarial study of the district’s post 
employment benefits other than pensions (OPEB) in order to prepare for our June 30, 2009 
GASB 45 implementation deadline. 
 
 
3 Maintain long-term solvency while meeting OPEB obligations by: 

a. Carefully reviewing the assumptions and results of actuarial OPEB liability 
estimates, and 

b. Adjusting OPEB compensation policies as needed. 
 

The recommendation will be implemented when we receive the results of the actuarial 
study of our OPEB liability estimates.  The district will adjust OPEB compensation policies 
as needed. 
 
 
 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Toni Presta 
Superintendent 
 

 CC: Brisbane Board of Trustees 
  grandjury@sanmateocourt.org (via email) 

mailto:grandjury@sanmateocourt.org


 

 San Mateo Union High School District 

 
 
 

 
October 3, 2008 
 
 
 
The Honorable Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center; 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
RE: AWARENESS OF SAN MATEO COUNTY GOVERNMENT AGENCIES OF REPORTING 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NON-PENSION POST-EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS REPORT 
 
Dear Judge Scott: 
 
On July 10, 2008, the Grand Jury of San Mateo County published its “Awareness of San Mateo County Government 
Agencies of Reporting Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Report.”  
As a School Board we are charged with setting policies and overseeing the implementation of those policies. The 
Board takes this responsibility very seriously and has not and will not allow, permit or approve any inappropriate 
action.  The San Mateo Union High School District completed its GASB 45 study. Due to our prudent fiscal 
oversight, the District has minimal post employment benefits liabilities.  
 
Please find our specific responses in the paragraphs below. 
 
DISTRICT’S RESPONSE TO GRAND JURY’S FINDINGS 
 
The Grand Jury’s Findings appear below:  

 
Findings on Page 3:  
The District agrees that the implementation dates for GASB 45 are determined by an agency’s annual revenues. Based 
on San Mateo Union High School District’s revenues, implementation for GASB 45 is scheduled for fiscal year  
2008-09. 

 
An actuarial study to measure the amount of post employment liability was performed in 2007-08. The District will 
begin to disclose the actuarial estimated liabilities in the 2008-09 audited financial records. San Mateo Union High 
School will reassess their OPED liabilities every two years thereafter as required by GASB 45.  

 
Adult School - Aragon - Burlingame - Capuchino - Hillsdale – Middle College - Mills - Peninsula - San Mateo 

                   An Equal Opportunity Employer 
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In closing, the District, on behalf of its communities and students, would like to thank the members of the Grand 
Jury for the work that they do to the benefit of the citizens of San Mateo County.  
 
Sincerely,      
 
 
 
David Miller, Ph.D. 
Superintendent and Secretary to the 
     Board of Trustees 



 

 LA HONDA-PESCADERO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
         P.O. Box 189  •  620 North Street, Pescadero, CA  94060 

                                           650-879-0286  •  FAX  650-879-0816 
 
                                                                        Timothy A. Beard, Superintendent     
   
                                                
 

 
 
 

October 8, 2008 
 
Honorable Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
RE: Grand Jury Report on Awareness of Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits 
Reports 
 
Hon. Judge Scott: 
 
This letter is in reference to the 2007-08 County Grand Jury report on Awareness of Requirements for 
Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Reports. La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District has 
considered the Grand Jury’s findings and submits this letter in response to the recommendations to 
government agencies in the County. 
 
La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District agrees with the findings and submits the following in 
response to the Grand Jury’s recommendations: 
 
1. Recommendation: 
Understand the requirements of GASB 45, especially with regard to the difference between current 
expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post employment liabilities. 
District Response: 
La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District will continue to gain further understanding of the 
implications of GASB 45 in order to adhere to the reporting requirements and implement the 
recommendation beginning with the 2009-10 fiscal year. 
 
2. Recommendation: 
Comply with GASB 45 and disclose OPEB liabilities in accordance with implementation deadlines. 
District Response 
La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District will continue to gain further understanding of the 
implications of GASB 45 in order to adhere to the reporting requirements and implement the 
recommendation beginning with the 2009-10 fiscal year. 
 
3. Recommendation: 

 
   
 

Maintain long term solvency while meeting OPEB obligations by carefully reviewing the assumptions 
and results of actuarial OPEB liability estimates, and adjusting OPEB compensation policies as needed. 



 
   
 

District Response 
La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District will carefully review the findings and recommendations of 
the actuary reports and implement adjustments as necessary beginning with the 2009-10 fiscal year. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Timothy A. Beard, 
District Superintendent 





















  

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
 

Council Meeting Date:  October 7, 2008   
Staff Report #: 08-149 

 
Agenda Item #: D-3 

 
 
CONSENT: Approval of Response to the County Grand Jury Report, “Awareness 

of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting 
Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Report”  

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council approves the City’s response to the Grand Jury 
Report, “Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting 
Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Report”, to be placed on file 
with the Clerk of the Court by the Court Executive Office. 
 
BACKGROUND  
 
The 2007-08 Grand Jury filed a report on July 10, 2008 which contains findings and 
recommendations regarding compliance with Governmental Accounting Standards 
Board Statement 45 as it pertains to government agencies in San Mateo County 
(Attachment A).  Each agency is required to respond to the recommendations (page 8) 
of the report no later than October 8, 2008. 
  
ANALYSIS 
 
Late last year the San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury (2007-2008) sent out a 
questionnaire to determine the extent to which governmental agencies in San Mateo 
County are aware of, and prepared to comply with, Governmental Accounting 
Standards Board Statement 45 (GASB 45).  GASB 45 requires that agencies report 
financial obligations for other (non-pension) post employment benefits (OPEB).  From 
the results of the questionnaire, the Grand Jury concluded that most agencies knew of 
the reporting requirements and are making efforts to comply with GASB 45.  The Grand 
Jury recommend in its report that all agencies strictly comply with GASB 45, and 
critically evaluate the effect of personnel compensation policies and liabilities on their 
long-term fiscal condition. 
 
The City of Menlo Park is prepared for full implementation of GASB 45 a full year prior 
to the required date of compliance.  As such, the City’s response to the Grand Jury’s 
report (Attachment B) indicates complete agreement with the Grand Jury’s findings and 
recommendations. 



Page 2 of 2  
Staff Report # 08-149 
 
 
IMPACT ON CITY RESOURCES 
 
The impacts of complying with GASB 45 have been previously considered by the 
Council in the establishment of a policy that provides for the full funding of the City’s 
OPEB obligations.  
 
POLICY ISSUES 
 
The City provides for the pre-funding of actuarially-determined OPEB obligations 
through contributions to a qualified trust fund.  No changes in City policy or spending 
priorities are anticipated as a result of the Grand Jury’s report. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
Environmental Review is not required. 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________  
Carol Augustine, Finance Director  
Report Author 
  
 
Attachments: A. Grand Jury Report, “Awareness of San Mateo County Government 

Agencies of Reporting Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment 
Benefits Report”

 
B.  City of Menlo Park response to the Grand Jury Report
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Honorable Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
Re:  Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting 

Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Report 
 
Dear Honorable Joseph C. Scott: 
 
The Bayshore Elementary School District is in receipt of the 2007-2008 Grand Jury 
report entitled “Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting 
Requirement for non-Pension Post-Employment Benefit Report,” and agrees with the 
findings contained in the report. We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment 
on the findings of the Grand Jury. Please accept this letter as response from the Bayshore 
Elementary School District Board of Education. 
 
Findings:  
We agree with the Grand Jury’s findings regarding various agencies’ knowledge and 
implementation of GASB45. 
 
Recommendations by the Grand Jury: 
 
The San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury (2007-2008) recommends that all governmental 
agencies in the county that have OPEB obligations (other than the county): 

1. Understand the requirements of GASB45, especially with regard to the difference 
between current expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post employment 
benefits (OPEB). 
 
We are currently planning for the implementation of this recommendation. The 
District has only medical and STRS liabilities for classified and certificated 
employees and so may be able to determine its liability without the need for a 
consultant. 
          Contintued on next page 
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      Continued from page 1 

 
2. Comply with GASB 45 and disclose their OPEB liabilities in accordance with the 

implementation deadlines. 
 

Our budget guidelines provide for the actuarial determination and GASB 45 
implementation deadline as June 30, 2009. We intend to implement by that time. 

 
3. Maintain long-term solvency while meeting OPEB obligations by: 

a. Carefully reviewing the assumptions and results of actuarial OPEB liability 
estimate, and 

b. Adjusting OPEB compensation policies as needed. 
 

The recommendation will be implemented at the completion of the actuarial study 
of the OPEB liability estimates for the district, at which time the district will also 
adjust OPEB compensation policies as needed. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Norman D. Fobert 
Superintendent 
 
Cc: Bayshore Board of Trustees 
grandjury@sanmateocourt.org 
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Honorable Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
Re:  Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting 

Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Report 
 
Dear Honorable Joseph C. Scott: 
 
The Bayshore Elementary School District is in receipt of the 2007-2008 Grand Jury 
report entitled “Awareness of San Mateo County Government Agencies of Reporting 
Requirement for non-Pension Post-Employment Benefit Report,” and agrees with the 
findings contained in the report. We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment 
on the findings of the Grand Jury. Please accept this letter as response from the Bayshore 
Elementary School District Board of Education. 
 
Findings:  
We agree with the Grand Jury’s findings regarding various agencies’ knowledge and 
implementation of GASB45. 
 
Recommendations by the Grand Jury: 
 
The San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury (2007-2008) recommends that all governmental 
agencies in the county that have OPEB obligations (other than the county): 

1. Understand the requirements of GASB45, especially with regard to the difference 
between current expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post employment 
benefits (OPEB). 
 
We are currently planning for the implementation of this recommendation. The 
District has only medical and STRS liabilities for classified and certificated 
employees and so may be able to determine its liability without the need for a 
consultant. 
          Contintued on next page 
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2. Comply with GASB 45 and disclose their OPEB liabilities in accordance with the 

implementation deadlines. 
 

Our budget guidelines provide for the actuarial determination and GASB 45 
implementation deadline as June 30, 2009. We intend to implement by that time. 

 
3. Maintain long-term solvency while meeting OPEB obligations by: 

a. Carefully reviewing the assumptions and results of actuarial OPEB liability 
estimate, and 

b. Adjusting OPEB compensation policies as needed. 
 

The recommendation will be implemented at the completion of the actuarial study 
of the OPEB liability estimates for the district, at which time the district will also 
adjust OPEB compensation policies as needed. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Norman D. Fobert 
Superintendent 
 
Cc: Bayshore Board of Trustees 
grandjury@sanmateocourt.org 
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December 1, 2008 
 
Hon. Joseph C. Scott 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Hall of Justice 
400 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655 
 
Dear Honorable Joseph C. Scott: 
 
RE: Grand Jury Report on Awareness of Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment 
Benefits Reports 
 
This letter is in reference to the 2007-08 County Grand Jury report on Awareness of 
Requirements for Non-Pension Post-Employment Benefits Reports. After reviewing the findings 
in the report the Ravenswood City School District submits this letter as a response to the 
recommendations to government agencies in the County. 
 
The school district is aware of the requirements of GASB 45. In summary the School District 
agrees with the findings and submits the following in response to the Grand Jury’s 
recommendations: 
 
 
1. Recommendation: 
 
Understand the requirements of GASB 45, especially with regard to the difference between 
current expenditures and long-term liabilities for other post employment liabilities. 
 

District Response: 
 
The School District will continue to gain further understanding of the implications 
of GASB 45 and will work with its independent auditors to correctly implement the 
reporting and funding requirements beginning in the 2009-10 fiscal year. 

 
 
2. Recommendation: 
 
Comply with GASB 45 and disclose OPEB liabilities in accordance with implementation 
deadlines. 
 

District Response 
 
The school district will continue to gain further understanding of the implications 
of GASB 45 in order to adhere to the reporting requirements and implement the 
recommendation beginning with the 2009-10 fiscal year. 
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3. Recommendation: 
 
Maintain long term solvency while meeting OPEB obligations by carefully reviewing the 
assumptions and results of actuarial OPEB liability estimates, and adjusting OPEB 
compensation policies as needed. 
 

District Response 
 
The school district has contracted with an actuary to better understand our long-
term obligations. This report must be updated is completed every two years. 
When the actuarial report is completed we will carefully review the findings and 
implement adjustments as necessary. 

 
Please contact me if you need additional information. 
 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Maria M. De La Vega 
Superintendent 
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