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1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

The meeting was called to order at 12:15 p.m. by the Co-Chair, Mr. Scott MacDonald.   

 

The primary purpose of the meeting was to review a draft presentation on “Plan Sustainability” 

to be presented to the various stakeholder groups.  This is in preparation for any potential 

amendments that may be voted on by the unions/Council prior to the Actuarial Valuation as of 

December 31, 2012. 

 

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA, ADDITIONS, AND DELETIONS 

 

Moved by Dan White and Seconded by Ray MacKenzie to approve the agenda as presented.  

Motion Put and Passed. 

 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – September 6, 2012 

 

Mr. White referred to Page 4, Para 5, 3
rd

 sentence, the word “benefits” should be “benefit 

reductions”. 

 

Page 5, Para 7, 2
nd

 sentence, Mr. White asked if “6.5% discount rate “should be “6.75%”?  Mr. 

B. Wilson referred to the actuary’s presentation at the September 6, 2012 meeting and confirmed 

6.75%.  However, Ms. Troy later confirmed that 6.5% was correct. 

 

Page 5, Para 6, 4
th

 sentence, Mr. White asked that an additional sentence be added in this 

paragraph to indicate that the additional considerations did not have a significant impact. 

 

Page 5, Para 7, 2
nd

 sentence, “2,5%” should read “2.5%.” 

 

Page 8, 1
st
 line, correction “45:59%” should be “45.59%.” 

 

Mr. White asked a question about Don Ireland’s presentation which was discussed at the last 

meeting.  Mr. Ireland had confirmed that he assumed that the solvency deficit was eliminated. 

Mr. White asked if there are any ongoing solvency payments that still need to be made?  Ms. 

Troy replied that Mr. Ireland’s assumption was that the Plan would receive permanent solvency 

relief and therefore there would be no solvency deficit to fund.  Mr. MacDonald added that 

special solvency payments are still being paid.  Mr. White asked if these were considered in Mr. 

Ireland’s presentation?  Mr. Troy replied that Mr. Ireland assumed that the December 31, 2012 

valuation does not have any solvency deficit to fund.  Only going concern deficit payments have 

been assumed.   Mr. White added that the Superintendent of Pensions might consider the current 

special solvency payments to be still payable even if solvency relief is granted. 

 

Mr. Sampson referred to Page 7, (c), 1
st
 sentence, add “in” before “compliance.” 

 

Mr. Sampson referred to Page 10, Item 7.1 Update on Member Statements.  He asked if DC 

accounts and conversion accounts were shown separately?  Mr. Hirschfeld replied that these 
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were combined in the initial statement.  However, revised statements have been issued which 

separate the DC accounts and conversion accounts.   

 

Mr. Sampson referred to Page 10, Item 7.2 Aon Hewitt – Commuted Value Calculations.  He 

asked if the error by Aon caused an expense to the Plan?  Mr. Hirschfeld replied that this did 

cause an overpayment.  However, Aon is covering this expense. 

 

Moved by Dan White and Seconded by Mike Sampson to approve the September 6, 2012 

minutes as amended.  Motion Put and Passed. 

 

4. Review of Potential Contribution Rates and/or Benefit Reductions 

Mr. Hirschfeld introduced Angela White-Rushton.  Angela joined the Pension Office in July as 

Manager of Pension Services and is responsible for the day to day plan member contact. 

 

Mr. Hirschfeld presented a draft presentation for town hall discussion with stakeholder groups on 

the sustainability of the pension plan. 

 

Mr. Field asked how we would communicate the town hall meetings to plan members so they 

would show an interest to attend.  Mr. Hirschfeld recommended changing the presentation title to 

“Facing Funding Challenges” instead of “Plan Sustainability.”   

 

Ms. Troy added that the Committee can decide if they want to make a recommendation when 

asking the stakeholder groups for input.  However, if one of the five unions or Council does not 

reach consensus on plan design changes, the default is a contribution increase.  

 

Mr. Field asked if the Committee was going to make a decision based on the feedback from plan 

members?   Mr. MacDonald replied that the final plan return will not be known until the end of 

December 2012.  The valuation of pension obligations will not be known until approximately six 

months after year end.  The town hall discussions will provide the Committee with feedback on 

what the members might be willing to accept with regard to contribution increases and/or benefit 

reductions.  Ms. Troy added that the Committee should be ready to bring forward a 

recommendation to plan members. 

 

Slide 1 of the presentation provides the background of the HRM Pension Plan.  Mr. White made 

the suggestion to change the bullet, “Recommends contribution rate increase” to “Recommends 

contribution rate changes.”  The Committee accepted this change.   

 

Slide 4 shows a total of 45.0% (shared 50/50) for contribution rate increases if there is no 

solvency exemption.  The Committee anticipates an answer from government on solvency relief 

by the end of October prior to the town hall presentations. 

 

Slide 5 reviews the estimated going concern deficit which is predicted to be $267,325,000 at the 

end of December 31, 2012.  Mr. Sampson asked if the change from the 6.75% to a 6.25% 

discount rate was due to a change in actuarial assumptions or a change in anticipated investment 

returns?  Mr. Hirschfeld replied that this was a change in the actuarial assumption with respect to 

going concern.    Ms. O’Toole referred back to Slide 3 and suggested focusing on how 

investments are doing.  Ms. Troy suggested adding a slide on performance.  Ms. O’Toole also 
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suggested adding the word “obligations” after the bullet “Present value of accrued benefits” on 

Slide 4.  The Committee discussed changing “Expected increased deficit due to lower return 

environment” on Slide 5 to “Projected increases in cost of benefit obligations.”  Discussing the 

change in discount rates may be confusing for some plan members.  Mr. Ireland had 

recommended lowering the discount rate. 

 

Slide 7 reviews the options to address the additional deficit.  Ms. Abbott suggested mentioning 

the results of the survey here to discuss why these changes were selected rather than the survivor 

benefit or the pension formula.  The possible benefit reduction scenarios explored were: 

 

 Average earnings period from 3 to 5 years 

 Unreduced early retirement earlier of age 60 and Rule of 85 

 Unreduced early retirement earlier of age 60 and 10 or 15 years of service or Rule of 85 

 

Mr. Bussey asked how this would impact IAFF plan members who are now Rule of 75?  Mr. 

Hirschfeld replied that this would change to Rule of 80. 

 

Mr. Field added that it needs to be clear that this is for future service only.  Mr. B. Wilson 

explained that you cannot take away an accrued benefit.  Years of service already accumulated 

under the Rule of 80 remain the same.  This would result in two pension calculations, one under 

the old rule and one under the new rule.  The Committee suggested providing some examples of 

various retirement situations.  Mr. Dragatis also suggested providing dollar amount examples in 

addition to percentages. 

 

Scenario 1 shows the change in average earnings from 3 to 5 years. This benefit reduction 

reduces contribution  rates by 0.2% resulting in a net increase in contribution rates to 1.8% from 

employees and 1.8% from employers.  For a person with earnings of $50,000 a year, this would 

be $900.00 a year before tax.  Mr. B. Wilson suggested also showing the dollar amount for the 

2% increase in contributions as well.  Mr. White suggested showing the dollar amount per pay. 

 

Scenario 2 shows the unreduced early retirement changes to earlier of age 60 and rule of 85 with 

no change to average earnings period.  This benefit reduction reduces contribution rates by 0.5% 

resulting in a net increase in contribution rates of 1.5% from employees and 1.5% from 

employers.  For a person with earnings of $50,000 a year, this would be $750.00 a year before 

tax.   

 

Scenario 3 shows the unreduced early retirement changes to earlier of age 60 and 10 with Rule of 

85 and no change to average earnings period. This benefit reduction reduces contribution rates 

by 0.6% resulting in a net increase in contribution rates of 1.4% from employees and 1.4% from 

employers.  For a person with earnings of $50,000 a year, this would be $700.00 a year before 

tax. 

 

Scenario 4 shows the unreduced early retirement changes to earlier of age 60 and 15 with Rule of 

85 and average earnings from 3 to 5 years.  These benefit reductions reduce contributions rates 

by 1.0% resulting in a net contribution increase of 1.0% from employees and employers.  For a 

person with earnings of $50,000 a year, this would be $500.00 a year before tax. 
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Mr. Sampson asked if the demographics were known as to what groups might be affected by 

these changes more so than others.  Mr. Hirschfeld will discuss this with the actuary but most 

members would be affected in some way.  Mr. Field would like to make sure pensioners know 

that this does not affect their pensions. 

 

The Committee suggested showing the impact of both examples of earlier of age 60 and 10 years 

of service as well as age 60 and 15 years of service. 

 

Ms. Barry suggested removing “No change to early retirement” and inserting “Increase in 

contributions of 1.8%” in the subtitle to Scenario 1 and making a similar change in all the 

subtitles. 

 

Ms. O’Toole asked if the new Mayor and Council would be briefed?  Ms. O’Toole also asked if 

someone from the Pension Office would present to Halifax Water?  Ms. Troy agreed but that this 

would be for information only.  Mr. Field suggested that the Mayor and Council should be 

briefed by management representatives. 

 

Ms. O’Toole suggested preparing Q and A’s that would provide information for employees at 

different stages of their careers. 

 

Ms. Troy suggested presenting to the unions first and then a meeting for the rest of the members.  

It is our understanding that the Superintendent of Pensions requires any amendments to be 

agreed upon prior to the effective date of the amendment.  Therefore, the voting stakeholders 

(unions/Council) would need to vote prior to this date.  Ms. Troy reiterated that if one 

stakeholder group does not agree with any benefit reductions, then contribution rates will need to 

increase by 2% from employees and 2% from employers, assuming the assumptions are accurate.   

 

The Committee decided to have two General Town Hall meetings for all plan members, one in 

Halifax and one in Dartmouth.  Meetings for all union groups will be held after the general 

meetings.  The Pension Office will set up the general meetings.  The union representatives will 

inform the Pension Office of what dates are convenient for them for their union meetings. 

 

5.  NEW BUSINESS 

 

5.1 Recommendation for SIPP 

Ms. Troy referred to Page 9 Section 4.4 of the SIP & P.  The reason why one of the investment 

managers asked for this change is because the methodology for determining the credit rating for 

an individual credit security is changing for the DEX Universe fixed income benchmark. The 

sentence relating to the four sources of bond rating agencies refers to “and” which implies that a 

manager is using all four agencies.  In some cases, managers use only two or three bond rating 

agencies.  It was recommended that “and” should be changed to “and/or” before “Fitch.”  The 

next sentence referring to “if all four sources differ” was deleted.  The following sentence was 

added to 4.4, “If the sources differ on the credit rating, the mid-point will be used.” 

 

Moved by Dan White and Seconded by Gordon Roussel to approve the change to the SIP & P 

as amended.  Motion Put and Passed. 
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8. OTHER BUSINESS 

 

9. DATE OF NEXT MEETING – November 22, 2012 

 

10. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:00 p.m. 

 

Signed 

 
________________________ _______   
Scott MacDonald, Co-Chair 

        


