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June 25,2024

The Honorabte Lota Smattwood-Cuevas
Chair, Senate Labor, Pubtic Emptoyment, and Retirement Committee
1021O Street, Room 6740
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: AB 2284 (Grayson), Revisions to county employee retirement compensation - OPPOSE

Dea r Senator Smattwood-Cuevas,

I am writing on behatf of the Kern County Board of Supervisors to express our strong opposition to
AB 2284 (Grayson), which woutd usurp locat control from emptoyers and authorize a retirement
system to define "grade" and group emptoyees it considers together based on similarities in job
duties, schedutes, unit recruitment requirements, work location, coltective bargaining unit, or
other common work-retated grouping or ctassification.

This bitt sets a dangerous precedent as it woutd create overreach into responsibitities reserved for
emptoyers by giving retirement systems the abitity to determine whether emptoyees fal.t within a

defined "grade" as we[[ as emptoyees' etigibitity for certain pensionabte pay. Emptoyment
ctassifications and grades are the subject of tabor negotiations and resutting Memoranda of
Understanding (MOUs) between emptoyers and employee representatives, they are not in the
purview of the retirement systems.

Furthermore, the proposed definition of the word "grade" is overbroad, vague, and ambiguous and

witt inevitabl,y tead to ctaims and titigation over "grade" determinations and pensionabitity, either
from active members whose pensionabte pays were redesignated after the Alameda decision' or

from emptoyers who oppose the retirement system's authority to determine whether member
emptoyees fatt within an emptoyment "grade" or not. ln turn, this may generate statewide tegaL

chattenges and associated detay and uncertainty about how to interpret and appty members'
"compensation earnabte." Likewise, the proposed definition in AB 2284 onty appties to some

county retirement systems and witt add to the potential probtems, especiaLty with members who

have reciprocity invotving their finat average compensation.

AB 2284, as proposed, does not ctarify the statutory interpretation of the '37 Act or promote

administrative efficiency. lnstead, it introduces the potentiaI to undermine pension reform and the
judiciat determinations imptemented after the Alameda decision by attowing retirement systems to

l Alameda County Deputy Sheriff's Assn. v. Alameda County Employees' Retirement Assn. (2020) 9 Cal.5th 1032



classify emptoyees in a way that may be inconsistent with an emptoyer's MOU and attows such
members to receive pay attowances that woutd otherwise be exctuded from the pension
catcutation under the Pubtic Emptoyees' Pension Reform Act (PEPRA) and/or the Alameda
decision.

For these reasons, the Kern County Board of Supervisors strongty opposes this Legistation and
respectfutty requests that you vote NO on AB 2284.

Sincerety,

David Couch, Chairman
Kern County Board of Supervisors
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