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Detailed Benchmarking

» A 50-page survey CEM Benchmarking Inc.

What gets measured gets managed

from CEM Benchmarking Inc. gathered data from 28
public pension administrators in the US, and 25 in
Canada, Australia and the Netherlands.

» A 296-page report

analyzes the data to compare costs, transaction
types and volumes, service levels, complexities, etc.

» This enables DRS to

compare itself to peers across 14 common pension

administration activities, and learn (and share) best
practices.




28 from the US
% (15 in DRS’ Peer Group)




DRS’ Peer Group

*Peers ranked
by size

5 serve all
member
groups

5 admin DBs
and DB/DC
Hybrids

3 admin tax
deferred
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3 DON’T
handle
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management
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CEM’s Cost Drivers

» Service Level
- Higher service levels increase costs

» Transaction Types/Volumes
- More & higher-cost transactions increase costs

» Economies of Scale
- More members decrease unit costs

» Plan Complexity
- Greater complexity increases cost

» Cost Environment
- Higher Comparable Wage Index increases cost




Executive Summary Charts

Total Adjusted Administration Cost per Active Member & Annuitant - You versus All, 2006
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Exec Summary Charts (cont.)

Complexity from Total Relative Complexity -
Washington State DRS - vs All

100
I Y ou

90 + | o | 2T —
Al DRS = 77

80 + Peer Median PM — 5 O
------ All Median

70 -

60 4

50 4

NOTE: Service does
not consider cost
and CEM’s
weightings may not
reflect DRS member
preferences.

DRS administers one of the
most complex public pension

systems.
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Exec Summary Charts (cont.)

Total Membership (Active Members & Annuitants)
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The CWI for Olympia is
2.4% higher than the
peer median.




Benchmark Cost

Total Actual Cost versus Benchmark Cost
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Other Observations

» IT Cost vs. Capability:
- DRS’ Cost/Member = $17, Peer Median = $18
- DRS’ Capability Score = 85, Peer Median = 79
» We remain very responsive in humerous
transactions/interactions:
> Mail estimates in 4.6 days, Peer Avg. =12.5
- Meet walk-ins in 4.0 minutes, Peer Avg. = 10.4
> Schedule counseling same day, PA = 5.6 days
- Respond to phone calls in 39 seconds, PA = 149
> Issue disability decisions in 1 month, PA = 3.2
» We spend more to get good data into our systems
and less on subsequent calculations/transactions




Other Services

» Peer Network

DRS was recently recognized as one of the “Top 5
Responders” in 2006*

» Best Practice Analyses

- 2006 on Call Centers

> 2007 on Online Member Transactions
» Annual Conference

> 2007 in Chicago

> 2008 in Seattle

*DRS was also recognized by CEM for submitting our
survey responses early
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