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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT

EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

SACRAMENTO DIVISION

In re:

CITY OF STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA,

Debtor.

Case No. 2012-32118

D.C. No. OHS-15

Chapter 9

DECLARATION OF ROBERT
LELAND IN SUPPORT OF CITY’S
SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM
OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF
CONFIRMATION OF FIRST
AMENDED PLAN FOR THE
ADJUSTMENT OF DEBTS OF CITY
OF STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA
(NOVEMBER 15, 2013)1

Date: May 12, 2014
Time: 9:30 a.m.
Dept: Courtroom 35
Judge: Hon. Christopher M. Klein

1 Paragraph 13 of the Order Modifying Order Governing The Disclosure And Use Of Discovery Information And
Scheduling Dates Related To The Trial In The Adversary Proceeding And Any Evidentiary Hearing Regarding
Confirmation Of Proposed Plan Of Adjustment (Dkt. No. 1242, modifying Dkt. No. 1224) contemplates that the
Parties will submit direct testimony declarations for their respective witnesses by April 21, 2014. Accordingly, the
declarations submitted in support of this Supplemental Memorandum do not contain all of the information and do not
attach all of the evidence that will be included in the direct testimony declarations that will be filed on April 21.
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I, Robert Leland, hereby declare:

1. I am a Senior Manager at the consulting firm of Management Partners. I make this

declaration in support of the City of Stockton, California’s (“the City” or “Stockton”)

Supplemental Memorandum Of Law In Support Of Confirmation Of First Amended Plan For The

Adjustment Of Debts Of City Of Stockton, California (November 15, 2013). I have 39 years of

experience in state and local government finance. I have served 26 years as the Director of

Finance for the City of Fairfield, California, 3 ½ years as Assistant Finance Director for the City

of Sacramento, California, and 6 ½ years as a staff consultant to the Assembly Revenue and

Taxation Committee. Since March of 2012, I have been a consultant to the City on the creation

of the City’s budget model.

2. I am the principal author of the Long-Range Financial Plan of the City of Stockton

(“Long-Range Financial Plan” or “LRFP”), which is Exhibit B to the Disclosure Statement With

Respect To First Amended Plan For The Adjustment Of Debts Of City Of Stockton, California

(November 15, 2013). Based on my past experience and on my experience with the City, I

believe that the findings, projections, assumptions, and underlying facts used to create the Long-

Range Financial Plan, as supplemented by new and updated financial data generated since the

filing of the disclosure statement, represent the City’s best efforts to forecast its revenues, costs,

and overall feasibility under the terms of its plan of adjustment.

The City’s Revenue And Expense Projections Are Realistic

3. In preparing the Long-Range Financial Plan, the City considered as many

contingencies as possible in order to develop the most realistic revenue and expense projections

that it could to demonstrate solvency over a prolonged period of time. Its revenue and expense

projections are conservative relative to the pre-recession magnitude of estimates that got the City

into trouble in the first place, but are now grounded in post-recession reality.

4. The City’s basis for its projections of revenues from the property tax (24% of

projected FY 2014-15 total revenues) and sales tax (36% of projected FY2014-15 total revenues)

begins with the reports prepared by its consultant HdL. True and correct copies of the HdL

projections of property and sales tax revenues that underpin the Long-Range Financial Plan are
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attached hereto as Exhibits A through L. The City’s property tax forecast goes on to project each

of the four elements contributing to property tax growth: estimated changes in ownership, new

construction based on projected development levels, Proposition 8 increases based on the

potential for valuation recoveries, and the annual Proposition 13 inflator. This analysis militates

against unwarranted optimism in the expected growth of future property tax revenues, which

under this forecast increases an average of 3.9% annually over the next 10 years. Starting April

1, 2014, sales tax revenues will include approximately $28 million per year in new revenues as a

result of the passage of Measure A. On March 5, 2014, the City obtained updated sales tax

information from HdL for the third quarter of 2013, but based on subsequent concerns raised by

HdL2 the City determined that it was premature to update its sales tax projections from those in

the revised Long-Term Financial Plan, which currently grows by an average of 3.4% annually

over the next 10 years.

5. The City’s projections of utility users' tax (“UUT”) are also realistic. The

foundation for these projections is an analysis of gas, electricity, cable, and telecommunication

trends by City consultant MuniServices, and staff assessment of the tax on usage of its water

utility. Given the impact of water and energy conservation efforts by utility customers, and

changing technology trends affecting usage of telecommunications and cable, it is unlikely the

ongoing revenue growth will exceed the 1.5% projected in the LRFP.

6. The LRFP does not attempt to predict or project that amount of public facilities fee

(“PFF”) revenues to be collected for future years. This is because the LRFP is a projection of

General Fund revenues and General Fund expenses, and restricted funds, such as PFF revenues,

2 On March 14, 2014, Lloyd deLlamas of HdL provided the following update: “Just as a heads up, we just
downloaded the results of Stockton’s holiday quarter and the results particularly in the pool receipts were somewhat
lower than anticipated. Although all of the pools for the 58 counties were up 7.8% over the same quarter a year ago,
Stockton’s share of the San Joaquin county pool was only up 3.7%. Stockton’s Christmas quarter was surprisingly
disappointing. Although total receipts were up 4.5% over last Christmas, the revenues were inflated by adjustments
to make up for late payments last quarter. The actual increase after all aberrations are factored was 1.7%. Given
these numbers, the growing concerns regarding a continuing drought on the Central Valley’s economy and recent
speculation that Amazon may convert their tax allocations from the county pools to the three fulfillment centers, we
will be re-evaluating the projections provided just a few weeks ago. The data is still in raw form and it normally takes
us three weeks to identify and assess all of the variables that impact each quarter’s allocation of sales and use tax by
the Board of Equalization, update our quarterly economic forecasts and then focus in on projections for individual
clients. Brice Russell will be performing this quarter’s analysis for Stockton. He and I will work together and
provide you updated projections by mid-April.”

Case 12-32118    Filed 04/01/14    Doc 1332



- 4 -
DECL. OF ROBERT LELAND ISO CITY’S SUPPL.

MEMO OF LAW ISO FIRST AMENDED PLAN FOR

THE ADJUSTMENT OF DEBTS

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

are not General Fund revenues. Franklin has interpreted one statement in the text of the LRFP to

mean that the City expects to collect $500,000 in PFF revenues that are available to pay Franklin,

even though the City’s plan does not provide for Franklin to receive these PFF revenues.

Franklin’s interpretation is not what was intended by the statement.

7. The mathematical model attached to the LRFP as Attachment “A” was prepared to

mathematically calculate the savings to the General Fund expected to be achieved by the City in

future years as a result of the City’s restructuring of its various financial obligations. The cost to

the City for the lease rent payable under the Golf Course/Park Lease Back was approximately

$2.9 million per year. However, the General Fund had not paid all $2.9 million of those lease

payments, so it would have been inappropriate to show a $2.9 million savings per year as a result

of the City rejecting the Golf Course/Park Leases. At the time of the preparation of the financial

model for the LRFP, which was last summer, the City’s best estimate of future PFF revenues was

such that about $500,000/year of PFF revenues could have been available to make the lease

payments if the Golf Course/Park Leases were not rejected. Thus, the financial model showing

the savings to the City of the financial restructurings reduced the savings from rejection of the

Golf Course/Park Leases from $2.9 million in lease payments, to $2.9 million minus the assumed

amount of $500,000 of available PFF revenues, for a net savings to the General Fund of $2.4

million.

8. At the request of Franklin, I also prepared a second financial model of the LRFP

that, instead of demonstrating the saving of the restructurings to the City, simply shows future

projected General Fund revenues and projected General Fund expenditures (Attachment “A-1” to

the LRFP). There are no PFF revenues set forth in that financial model since PFF revenues are

not General Fund revenues. Attachment A-1 shows zero ongoing expense to the General Fund

for the 2009 bonds.

9. With respect to the issue of whether the City will collect enough in PFF revenues

to satisfy the obligations for which those future PFF revenues must be used, the downturn in

development in Stockton and the resulting nosedive in PFF revenues has dramatically decreased

the capacity to make payments from PFFs. While the future expectation is that upon recovery the
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Stockton market will be able to absorb 700 residential units per year, this is far below the

historical peak level of almost 3,000 per year during the early 2000s. And precisely when that

recovery will occur is still in question. Since the creation of the housing absorption study by

consulting firm Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (“EPS”) in the second calendar quarter of

2013, the City’s estimate of residential building permits to be issued building permits from FY12-

13 through 16-17 has dropped 63% to 1,850, from the EPS original estimate of 4,668. All of the

factors discussed in the Steven Chase declaration place significant constraints on the availability

of PFF funds for anything other than the infrastructure improvements for which the PFF revenues

are collected, and little or nothing for payment of debt service to creditors.

10. The LRFP projects that, with the savings from the financial restructuring described

in the Plan as well as new revenues, new revenues from the passage of Measure A, the City will

achieve a balanced and sustainable budget. The projected levels of sales tax revenues, real

property tax revenues, user utility taxes, and other taxes, fees, and revenues will enable the City

to maintain and fund adequate municipal services, including fire and police protection, as well as

to satisfy the City’s obligations to its creditors as restructured pursuant to the Plan.

The General Fund Reserve Level Contemplated By The Long-Range Financial Plan Is

Appropriate For The City’s Long-Term Sustainability

11. Attached hereto as Exhibit M is a true and correct copy of a publication by the

Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) titled “Best Practice: Appropriate Level of

Unrestricted Fund Balance in the General Fund (2002 and 2009) (BUDGET and CAAFR).” It is

publicly available online at

http://www.gfoa.org/downloads/AppropriateLevelUnrestrictedFundBalanceGeneralFund_BestPra

ctice.pdf. In this publication, the GFOA “recommends that governments establish a formal policy

on the level of unrestricted fund balance that should be maintained in the general fund.” Id. at 1.

It further recommends “at a minimum, that general-purpose governments, regardless of size,

maintain unrestricted fund balance in their general fund of no less than two months of regular

fund operating revenues or regular general fund operating expenditures.” Id. at 2. This

recommended balance translates to 16.67% of total expenditures.
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12. In 2006, the City Council adopted a resolution approving a policy that aspired to

maintain in the General Fund a “catastrophic reserve” that is “equivalent to five percent of the

General Fund annual appropriations and transfers out” and an “economic contingency/budget

uncertainty reserve” that is also “equivalent to five percent of the General Fund annual

appropriations and transfers out.” City of Stockton Council Policy No. 700-4, Reserve Policy—

General Fund, adopted by Resolution 06-0299 (June 6, 2006). However, as the City’s financial

health began to deteriorate, it became clear that this total reserve of 10% was inadequate. In the

LRFP any resources in excess of 15% of total expenditures are assumed available to be applied

toward unmet operating needs. Currently, it is projected that the City will not achieve a 15%

reserve level until fiscal year 2032-33. If the City’s finances were more favorable than currently

projected, the City could achieve its operating reserves earlier. In its fourth quarter financial

review for FY2013-14 held on February 25, 2014, the City staff report cited the GFOA’s

recommended reserve policy of two months of operating revenues or expenditures and now

recommends moving toward that level of reserve. 3 By inference this supersedes the City’s 2006

policy of a 10% total reserve, which has not been cited in the City’s Annual Budget since May

2010.

13. Franklin’s suggestion that a reserve fund of 10% or less is sufficient and that

money from this fund is available to pay the 2009 Bond Claim indicates a deep misunderstanding

of the purpose of reserves. Reserves are a one-time resource designed to help bridge a downturn

in the economy that results in lower revenues than projected, or to help meet an unexpected one-

time increase in expenditures. Reserves are not available to pay an ongoing increase in

obligations such as the 2009 Bond Claim. If the General Fund began paying the full $2.9 million

3 “The Government Finance Officers Association recommends, at a minimum, that general-purpose governments,
regardless of size, maintain unrestricted fund balance in their General Fund of no less than two months of regular
General Fund operating revenues or General Fund operating expenditures, which is equivalent to 16.7% of those
amounts. Cities with formal reserve policies generally specify between 10-20% reserve levels. The Administration
now recommends that the portion of the Ending Fund Balance ($3.1 million) that resulted from the unanticipated
refund of County Property Tax Administration Fees (explained in detail later in this report), be retained in the
General Fund to help build the available fund balance. With a balance of $3.1 million (or just under 2%), the City is
still substantially below these recommended levels. This recommendation is made to provide a small step towards
building up one-time monies to meet the many unfunded, but mission critical needs for spending.” (Council agenda
report #14-0202, February 25, 2014).
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in 2009 Bond debt service starting in the current fiscal year 2013-14, the General Fund would be

in deficit within six years.

14. In addition to these reserves, the Long-Range Financial Plan also incorporates a $2

million per year annual contingency (approximately 1% of expenditures). The purpose of this

annual contingency is, like an annual operating reserve, to protect the City against financial

setbacks. However, whereas an annual operating reserve represents one-time emergency

resources to deal with short-term issues, the annual contingency serves as a long-term buffer

against natural swings in economic conditions. As evidenced by the recent recession, economic

downturns can cause a city to fall short of its projections by millions, or even tens of millions, of

dollars over several years. Moreover, it may take several additional years for a city’s revenues to

return to their prior peak year total, much less the level to which revenues would have grown

given a continuation of pre-recession trends. For example, after five years, in FY2013-14

Stockton is still $36 million below the $203 million in General Fund revenue it received in its

peak fiscal year of 2008-09, and the City is $93 million below the trended level of revenue

produced by a continuation of the General Fund growth that occurred in Stockton from FY1996-

97 through FY2006-07. The annual contingency is meant to provide a safeguard against these

types of long-term setbacks by serving as a “smoothing” mechanism – that is, the annual

contingency spreads the impacts of economic downturns over the entire period of the LRFP. This

allows the City to make projections of its future finances without having to make predictions

about the timing or severity of future recessions.

15. Franklin argues that the $2 million annual contingency is unnecessary, and

contends that the City can simply pay that money to Franklin instead. This argument completely

misses the importance of the annual contingency to the City’s projections and the City’s long-

term fiscal health. While the City could theoretically eliminate the annual contingency from the

LRFP, the LRFP itself would then need to be altered in order to incorporate predictions as to the

timing and magnitude of economic swings and the impact of such swings on the City’s finances,

which also would have the result of fewer revenues available for payments to creditors. Given the

inherent difficulties of predicting recessions, particularly over a 30-year period, budget forecasts
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do not typically do so, but rather opt for a realistic linear growth trend for revenue and either

build in a buffer against future variations or require significantly higher reserves.4 However, if

the City were to eliminate its $2 million contingency and incorporate recessions into its revenue

forecast, and at the same time increase expenditures by $2 million annually to make payments

toward the 2009 Bond Claim, current projections indicate that this would cause the General Fund

balance to rapidly erode and result in a deficit within 7-9 years, depending on the timing and

severity of the recessions, which in turn would require another restructuring of City finances.

16. The City must be sustainable. The City recognizes that its financial plans and

budgets, however sound, will need to be amended as economic and financial circumstances

change. Maintaining a healthy reserve is essential to weather the “worst case scenarios” where

the City does worse than anticipated. The operating reserves and the annual contingency

projected in the LRFP are necessary to sustain the City as a viable municipality. This is in the

best interests of the City and its residents. Raiding these reserves for payments to Franklin would

imperil the City’s financial viability.

17. Similarly, if the City were to subjugate its own business judgment to that of

Franklin’s by submitting a plan that impaired CalPERS, Franklin would fare worse than it would

under the Plan. If the City were to impair CalPERS, CalPERS would have an immediate

unsecured claim worth approximately $1.62 billion.5 CalPERS’s claim would represent 73.6% of

4 The City of Sunnyvale is the “gold standard” for long-range financial plans, in that it has been adopting 20-year
budget forecasts bi-annually since the 1980’s. Sunnyvale’s current reserve policies are as follows: (1) “The General
Fund Contingency Reserve will be maintained at 15% of operations costs in year one of the long-term plan, with
annual increases based on projected increases in the Consumer Price Index”, (2) “The Budget Stabilization Fund will
be a minimum of 15% of projected revenues for the first two years of the 20-year planning period. Beyond year two
the Budget Stabilization Fund will always have a balance of at least zero”, and (3) “The Twenty-Year Resource
Allocation Plan Reserve shall be used to levelize economic cycles and maintain stable service levels over the long
term.” (http://sunnyvale.ca.gov/Portals/0/Sunnyvale/CodesAndPolicies/7.01.01.pdf) Sunnyvale’s projected reserves
for FY2013-14 total $92.7 million, which is 63% of its budgeted total requirement of $146.6 million. Sunnyvale does
not attempt to predict the timing of recessions, but rather uses relatively linear forecasting trends (as does Stockton);
its projected property tax revenue averages 3.8% annual growth from FY2013-14 through 2032-33 (compared to
3.4% for Stockton over the same period), and its sales tax revenue averages 2.9% annual growth (compared to 3.1%
for Stockton over the same period).
5 This is the amount which CalPERS claims it would be due as the total of the “Unfunded Termination Liability” for
the combined Safety and Miscellaneous plans, using the “Termination Liability Discount Rate” of 2.98%, the yield of
the 30-year US Treasury Separate Trading of Registered Interest and Principal of Securities (STRIPS) as of June 30,
2012. Attached hereto as Exhibits N and O are true and correct copies of excerpts from the CalPERS Annual
Valuation Reports as of June 30, 2012 for the Miscellaneous and Safety Plans for the City of Stockton, respectively.
See page 28 of Exhibit N and page 28 of Exhibit O for CalPERS’ calculation of the “Unfunded Termination
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the unsecured claims pool, compared with a roughly 24.7% share for Retiree Health Benefit

Claimants ($545 million) and an approximate 1.6% share for Franklin (even assuming the

Franklin claim is in the amount of $35 million as opposed to $10.4 million).

The City’s Projections Of Its CalPERS Obligations Are Sound

18. On the expense side, the City’s projections of its CalPERS obligations are sound.

In September 2013, the City received a long-range projection of CalPERS employer rates6 for its

Safety and Miscellaneous employee plans from its actuary, The Segal Company (“Segal”), using

the CalPERS June 30, 2011 valuation, the latest then available, and taking into account the

following anticipated changes:

a. Rate smoothing and unfunded liability amortization changes phased in over five

years. These changes would result in significant short-term increases in rates, but

with fixed periods for amortization, rates would drop as various “layers” of

unfunded liability become fully amortized, ultimately leaving only the levy of a

rate for “normal” costs with prior unfunded liabilities completely paid off. These

changes were subsequently reflected in the June 30, 2012 valuations (which

became available after the Segal forecast).

b. Mortality Improvements, reflecting longer beneficiary lifespans, phased in over

five years. These were adopted by the CalPERS board in February 2014 and

should be reflected in the June 30, 2013 valuation reports due later this year.

c. Discount Rate Reduction. The City’s projections include the assumption that an

additional reduction of 0.25% in the discount rate (the assumed investment return

for actuarial purposes) would be approved by the CalPERS board. If the discount

rate is reduced, employer rates go up significantly, given that 70% of CalPERS

income comes from investment returns. Two years ago the CalPERS staff

Liability” for the Miscellaneous and Safety Plans, respectively. Because the City intends not to terminate the
CalPERS contracts, the City has not researched this number and thus does neither agrees nor disagrees with this
amount.
6 The employer rate consists of a “normal cost” rate to pay the cost of service accrued for active employees for the
upcoming fiscal year, and an “unfunded rate” to pay the fiscal year’s amortized portion of unfunded liability (the
amount by which accrued liabilities exceed the actuarial value of assets). These rates are applied to the “PERSable
income” of active employees to generate the amounts payable to CalPERS.
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recommended a 0.5% reduction in the discount rate, from 7.75% to 7.25%. The

CalPERS board enacted half of that amount, a 0.25% reduction to 7.5%, and

deferred action on the second half of the staff recommendation. To date the board

has not acted on the second 0.25% reduction. Given favorable investment returns

the past two years (the forecast assumed a 12.5% CalPERS investment return for

FY2012-13), and the cumulative impact of rate increase that results under (a) and

(b) above, there may be a disincentive for the board to act on this item in the near-

term. A board workshop on risk has been proposed for later this year. The City’s

projections, by including a discount rate cut, prudently assume the potential for an

additional rate increase.

d. Payroll Adjustments. The unfunded liability portion of pension costs is a fixed

amount, but the payment to CalPERS is determined by multiplying the unfunded

rate supplied by CalPERS to the City’s payroll. There is a three-year lag between

the last year CalPERS has actual payroll data from the City (e.g., FY2011-12), and

the year for which CalPERS is issuing its newest rate (for FY2014-15), and

CalPERS bridges the gap by assuming that the historical payroll last reported

increases by 3% annually. If the City’s payroll for the rate year in question

(FY2014-15) is less than estimated by CalPERS, the unfunded rate provided by

CalPERS will prove to be too low to generate the payments expected from the City

by CalPERS for purposes of unfunded liability amortization, and in subsequent

years that unfunded portion of the rate will need to be increased. This outcome of

payroll being less than the CalPERS actuarial projection has proved to be an issue

statewide as many cities have cut positions and reduced compensation, as has

Stockton, and thus wind up with lower payroll than in the CalPERS actuarial

valuation. In an effort to better reflect the impacts on the unfunded portion of the

employer rate, Segal’s estimates took into account the lower level of payroll in the

near-term due to past position cuts and compensation reductions. They also built

in the higher payroll long-term due to the three-year phase-in of 120 new police
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officer positions and other non-sworn staff as part of the City’s Marshall Plan on

Crime.

e. The Public Employees’ Pension Reform Act (“PEPRA”), provides for lower

benefit levels for “new hires” (this excludes past CalPERS members with less than

a six-month break in service, who would retain the higher benefit levels, referred

to as “classic” members). Savings will accrue over time as gradual ongoing

turnover places “classic” new hires in the City’s “tier 2” (an in-between level of

benefits between PEPRA and the original or “tier 1” level of benefits) and “non-

classic” new hires who will fall into the PEPRA tier. This transition is included in

the Segal estimates, which also assume all of the new safety hires under the

Marshall Plan come in under PEPRA and are computed under that formula. The

City does not yet have official employer rates for PEPRA employees. These are

expected in the June 30, 2013 valuation report due later this year. While PEPRA

assumes a 50:50 split of total normal cost between employer and employee, this

has to be negotiated. If agreement is not reached the City can impose a 50:50 split,

but not until 2018.

19. Segal took the estimated rates of each tier using the foregoing assumptions, and

computed a weighted overall Safety rate, which was multiplied by forecasted Safety employee

“PERSable” income (salary, add-pays, uniform allowance), and a weighted overall Miscellaneous

rate, which was multiplied by forecasted Miscellaneous salaries. Salary growth includes the new

employees under the Marshall Plan, cost of living adjustments (COLAs), and estimated impact of

merit (step) increases.

Franklin Could Not Get More Money From The City If The Bankruptcy Case Were Dismissed Or

If The City Impaired CalPERS

20. Franklin claims that it will do better if the City’s bankruptcy case were dismissed

because Franklin could obtain a judgment against the City for the amount of the lease payments

every six months. But Franklin misses a key point: The City would not have enough money to

pay these judgments. With the possible exception of the Ambac Settlement Agreement, all of the
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settlements that the City has made with its creditors would be unraveled, and Franklin would be

just one out of more than one thousand creditors pursuing individual remedies in state court.

The City simply would not have sufficient funds to pay all of the judgments that would be

obtained by all of its creditors if the City was no longer afforded bankruptcy protection. These

creditors would include CalPERS, holders of Retiree Health Benefit Claims, NPFG, Assured,

possibly Ambac, various tort claimants and numerous other creditors. The inevitable resulting

chaos would seriously harm the City’s operations, staff retention, crime prevention, the collection

of fee and tax revenues, and Stockton’s overall desirability for both residents and businesses.

Conclusion

21. The City has endeavored to maintain budgetary solvency through forecasting the

higher level of pension costs that even the most recent CalPERS actuarial valuation projections

do not incorporate. The City has incorporated inflationary cost increases over time, including

modest 2% salary and health COLAs to remain competitive within the labor market. The forecast

also builds in higher contributions to replace the City’s aging technology, fleet and equipment,

undertake deferred maintenance, and slowly rebuild reserves in its Workers Compensation fund.

Service level solvency is being addressed through the implementation of the Marshall Plan on

Crime, made possible by voter approval of Measure A, the 0.75% local sales tax. The additional

$28 million in annual sales tax revenue from Measure A allows for the hiring of 120 police

officers to achieve 1.6 sworn officers per 1000 residents, and another 43 support staff, while

building up adequate reserves and avoiding the need for additional service level cuts to balance

the General Fund budget. These levels of budgetary commitments and public safety

improvements may not attain the ultimate in budgetary vitality and public safety staffing levels,

but they do allow the City of Stockton to emerge from bankruptcy with a demonstratively

sustainable financial plan over a far longer time frame (30 years) than proposed by other bankrupt

cities, such as Vallejo (5 years) or Detroit (10 years).

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /
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