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Committee Meeting Notice 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

Start Date and Time: 

End Date and Time: 

Location: 

Duration: 

Monday, March 13, 2017 01:00 pm 

Monday, March 13, 2017 06:00 pm 

Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

5.00 hrs 

Consideration of the following bill(s): 

HB 103 Public Records/Nonviable Birth Records by Cortes, B. 

CS/HB 239 Public Records/Protective Injunction Petitions by Civil Justice & Claims Subcommittee, Lee 

CS/HB 369 Pub. Rec./Prearrest Diversion Programs by Criminal Justice Subcommittee, Plakon 

HB 671 Reemployment Assistance Fraud by La Rosa 

HB 681 Unclaimed Funds Held by the Clerks of Court by Clemons 

HB 789 Procurement of Professional Services by Stone 

HJR 811 Membership of Cabinet; Election of Secretary of State by Harrell 

HB 1137 Use of State Funds by Edwards 

HB 1141 State Employment by Yarborough 

Workshop on the following: 

HB 143 Firefighters by Fitzenhagen, Willhite Firefighter Presumption 

NOTICE FINALIZED on 03/09/2017 4:0SPM by Larson.Lisa 

03/09/2017 4:08:14PM Leagis ® Page 1 of 1 



COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

Summary: 

Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

Monday March 13, 2017 01:00 pm 

HB 103 Favorable 

CS/HB 239 Favorable 

CS/HB 369 Favorable 

HB 671 Favorable 

HB 681 Favorable With Committee Substitute 

Amendment 578847 Adopted Without Objection 

HB 789 Not Considered 

HJR 811 Favorable 

HB 1137 Favorable 

HB 1141 Favorable 

HB 143 Workshopped 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® 

Yeas: 11 

Yeas: 11 

Yeas: 11 

Yeas: 11 

Yeas: 12 

Yeas: 11 

Yeas: 11 

Yeas: 11 

Nays: 0 

Nays: 0 

Nays: 0 

Nays: 0 

Nays: 0 

Nays: O 

Nays: O 

Nays: O 
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COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

Attendance: 

Present Absent 

Neil Combee (Chair) x 
Daisy Baez 

Kimberly Daniels x 
Tracie Davis x 
Brad Drake x 
Katie Edwards x 
Eric Eisnaugle 

Patrick Henry x 
Blaise Ingoglia x 
Bobby Payne x 
Cary Pigman x 
Daniel Raulerson 

Bob Rommel x 
Rick Roth x 
Clay Yarborough x 

Totals: 12 0 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® 

Excused 

x 

x 

x 

3 
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COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

HB 103 : Public Records/Nonviable Birth Records 

0 Favorable 

Yea 

Daisy Baez 

Kimberly Daniels x 
Tracie Davis x 
Brad Drake x 
Katie Edwards x 
Eric Eisnaugle 

Patrick Henry x 
Blaise Ingoglia x 
Bobby Payne x 
Cary Pigman x 
Daniel Raulerson 

Bob Rommel 

Rick Roth x 
Clay Yarborough x 
Neil Combee (Chair) x 

Total Yeas: 11 

Appearances: 

Devane, Barbara (Lobbyist) - Waive In Opposition 
Florida National Organization for Women, Inc 
625 E Brevard St 

Tallahassee FL 32308 
Phone: (850) 251-4280 

Nay No Vote Absentee 
Yea 

x 

x 

x 
x 

Total Nays: O 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® 

Absentee 
Nay 
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COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

CS/HB 239 : Public Records/Protective Injunction Petitions 

0 Favorable 

Yea Nay No Vote Absentee 
Yea 

Daisy Baez x 
Kimberly Daniels x 
Tracie Davis x 
Brad Drake x 
Katie Edwards x 
Eric Eisnaugle x 
Patrick Henry x 
Blaise Ingoglia x 
Bobby Payne x 
Cary Pigman x 
Daniel Raulerson x 
Bob Rommel x 
Rick Roth x 
Clay Yarborough x 
Neil Combee (Chair) x 

Total Yeas: 11 Total Nays: O 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® 

Absentee 
Nay 
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COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 l:OOPM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

CS/HB 369 : Pub. Rec./Prearrest Diversion Programs 

0 Favorable 

Yea 

Daisy Baez 

Kimberly Daniels x 
Tracie Davis x 
Brad Drake x 
Katie Edwards x 
Eric Eisnaugle 

Patrick Henry x 
Blaise lngoglia x 
Bobby Payne x 
Cary Pigman x 
Daniel Raulerson 

Bob Rommel 

Rick Roth x 
Clay Yarborough x 
Neil Combee (Chair) x 

Total Yeas: 11 

Appearances: 

Frost, Greg - Waive In Support 
Civil Citation Network 
President 

3333 W. Pensacola St. 
Tallahassee FL 
Phone: 850-544-7350 

Daniels, Nancy (Lobbyist) - Waive In Support 
Florida Public Defender Association, Inc. 
103 N Gadsden St 
Tallahassee FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 488-6850 

Bishop, Barney (Lobbyist) - Waive In Support 
Florida Smart Justice Alliance 
204 S Monroe St Ste 201 

Tallahassee FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 907-3436 

Nay No Vote Absentee 
Yea 

x 

x 

x 
x 

Total Nays: O 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® 

Absentee 
Nay 
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COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

HB 671 : Reemployment Assistance Fraud 

0 Favorable 

Yea Nay 

Daisy Baez 

Kimberly Daniels x 
Tracie Davis x 
Brad Drake x 
Katie Edwards x 
Eric Eisnaugle 

Patrick Henry x 
Blaise Ingoglia x 
Bobby Payne x 
Cary Pigman x 
Daniel Raulerson 

Bob Rommel 

Rick Roth x 
Clay Yarborough x 
Nell Combee (Chair) x 

Total Yeas: 11 Total Nays: O 

Appearances: 

Johnson, Carolyn (Lobbyist) - Waive In Support 
Florida Chamber of Commerce 
Policy Director 

136 S Bronaugh St 
Tallahassee FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 521-1235 

Dawes, Alexia (Lobbyist) (State Employee) - Waive In Support 
Department of Economic Opportunity 
Deputy, Legislative Affairs 

107 E Madison St MSC 55 
Tallahassee FL 32399 
Phone: (850) 245-7113 

No Vote Absentee 
Yea 

x 

x 

x 
x 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® 

Absentee 
Nay 
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COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

HB 681 : Unclaimed Funds Held by the Clerks of Court 

0 Favorable With Committee Substitute 

Yea 

Daisy Baez 

Kimberly Daniels x 
Tracie Davis x 
Brad Drake x 
Katie Edwards x 
Eric Eisnaugle 

Patrick Henry x 
Blaise Ingoglia x 
Bobby Payne x 
Cary Pigman x 
Daniel Raulerson 

Bob Rommel x 
Rick Roth x 
Clay Yarborough x 
Neil Combee (Chair) x 

Total Yeas: 12 

HB 681 Amendments 

Amendment 578847 

0 Adopted Without Objection 

Appearances: 

Murphy, BG (Lobbyist) - Proponent 
Department of Financial Services 
Deputy Legislative Affairs Director 
400 N Monroe St 
Tallahassee FL 32399 
Phone: (850) 413-2863 

Kupperman, David {General Public) - Opponent 
Surplus Trustee clients 

Attorney 
101 NE 3rd Ave. Suite 1500 
Fort Lauderdale FL 33301 
Phone: 954-332-3684 

Costello, Jonathan (Lobbyist) - Opponent 
Citizens for Judicial Process, Inc. 
119 S Monroe St Ste 202 
Tallahassee FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 681-6788 

Nay No Vote Absentee 
Yea 

x 

x 

x 

Total Nays: O 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® 

Absentee 
Nay 
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1111111111111 

Amendment No. 1 

COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE AMENDMENT 

Bill No. HB 681 (2017) 

COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE ACTION 

ADOPTED 

ADOPTED AS AMENDED 

ADOPTED W/0 OBJECTION 

FAILED TO ADOPT 

WITHDRAWN 

OTHER 

(Y/N) 

(Y/N) 

7(Y/N) 

(YIN) 

(Y /N) 

1 Committee/Subcommittee hearing bill: Oversight, Transparency & 

2 Administration Subcommittee 

3 Representative Clemons offered the following: 

4 

5 Amendment (with directory and title amendments) 

6 Remove lines 34-129 and insert: 

7 (3) During the 60 days after the clerk issues a 

8 certificate of disbursements, the clerk shall hold the surplus 

9 pending a court order. 

10 (c) If the remainder of the surplus has not been paid to 

11 the owner of record or any subordinate lienholder, it is subject 

12 to s. 717.113 and shall be reported and remitted to the 

13 Department of Financial Services in accordance with ss. 717.117 

14 and 717.119. For purposes of establishing entitlement to the 

15 property, only the owner of record reported by the clerk, or the 

16 estate or beneficiary as defined ins. 731.201 of a deceased 

578847 - HB 681 Amendment Line 34-129.docx 

Published On: 3/10/2017 5:17:41 PM 

Page 1 of 2 



1111111111111 

Amendment No. 1 

COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE AMENDMENT 

Bill No. HB 681 (2017) 

17 owner of record reported by the clerk, is entitled to the 

18 surplus. Any surplus of less than $10 escheats to He elaim is 

19 files sttriHg the 68 say peries, the clerk shall appeiHt a 

20 sttrpltts trttstee frem a list ef ~ttaliffaes 

21 

22 

23 
-----------------------------------------------------

DIRECTORY AMENDMENT 

24 Remove lines 26-29 and insert: 

25 Section 2. Paragraph (d) of subsection (1), paragraph (c) 

26 of subsection (3), and subsection (4) of section 45.032, Florida 

27 Statutes, are amended to read: 

28 

29 -----------------------------------------------------
30 TITLE AMENDMENT 

31 Remove lines 9-11 and insert: 

32 circumstances; specifying the entities who 

578847 - HB 681 Amendment Line 34-129.docx 

Published On: 3/10/2017 5:17:41 PM 
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COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

HB 681 : Unclaimed Funds Held by the Clerks of Court (continued) 

Appearances: (continued) 

Graham, Walter - Information Only 
Director of Division of Unclaimed Property 
200 E. Gaines St. 
Tallahassee FL 32301 
Phone: 850-413-5590 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® Page B of 14 



COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

HB 789 : Procurement of Professional Services 

0 Not Considered 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® Page 9 of 14 



COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

HJR 811: Membership of Cabinet; Election of Secretary of State 

0 Favorable 

Yea 

Daisy Baez 

Kimberly Daniels x 
Tracie Davis x 
Brad Drake x 
Katie Edwards x 
Eric Eisnaugle 

Patrick Henry x 
Blaise Ingoglia x 
Bobby Payne x 
Cary Pigman x 
Daniel Raulerson 

Bob Rommel 

Rick Roth x 
Clay Yarborough x 
Neil Combee (Chair) x 

Total Yeas: 11 

Appearances: 

Mortham, Sandra {Lobbyist) - Proponent 
Self 
6675 Weeping Willow Way 
Tallahassee FL 32311 
Phone: (850) 251-2283 

Nay 

Total Nays: O 

No Vote Absentee 
Yea 

x 

x 

x 
x 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® 

Absentee 
Nay 
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COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

HB 1137 : Use of State Funds 

0 Favorable 

Yea Nay No Vote Absentee 
Yea 

Daisy Baez x 
Kimberly Daniels x 
Tracie Davis x 
Brad Drake x 
Katie Edwards x 
Eric Eisnaugle x 
Patrick Henry x 
Blaise Ingoglia x 
Bobby Payne x 
Cary Pigman x 
Daniel Raulerson x 
Bob Rommel x 
Rick Roth x 
Clay Yarborough x 
Neil Combee (Chair) x 

Total Yeas: 11 Total Nays: O 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® 

Absentee 
Nay 
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COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

HB 1141 : State Employment 

0 Favorable 

Daisy Baez 

Kimberly Daniels 

Tracie Davis 

Brad Drake 

Katie Edwards 

Eric Eisnaugle 

Patrick Henry 

Blaise Ingoglia 

Bobby Payne 

Cary Pigman 

Daniel Raulerson 

Bob Rommel 

Rick Roth 

Clay Yarborough 

Neil Combee (Chair) 

Yea 

x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

Total Yeas: 11 

Appearances: 

Lowe-Minor, Jessica (Lobbyist) - Opponent 
Institute for Nonprofit Innovation and Excellence 
300 W Pensacola St 

Tallahassee FL 32301-16 
Phone: 850-201-9766 

Gregory, Matt (State Employee) - Information Only 
Department of Management Services 
Workforce development & benefits manager 
4050 Esplanade Way 
Tallahassee FL 

Ferrin, Samantha (Lobbyist) (State Employee) - Proponent 
Department of Management Services 
Deputy Director of Legislative & External Affairs 

4050 Esplanade Way 
Tallahassee FL 32399-70 
Phone: (850) 410-0804 

Nay No Vote Absentee 
Yea 

x 

x 

x 
x 

Total Nays: o 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® 

Absentee 
Nay 
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COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

Workshop 

HB 143: Firefighter Presumption 

[}] Workshopped 

Appearances: 

Stanco, Omar - Information Only 

Metro-Dade Firefighters Local 1403 

President 

8000 NW 21 St. 

Miami FL 33187 

Phone: 305-593-6100 

Chandler, Chris - Information Only 

BSO Fire Rescue 

Captain 

5108 SW 87 SW Terrace 

Cooper City FL 

Phone: 954-684-0651 

Conn, Kraig (Lobbyist) - Opponent 

Florida League of Cities 

301 S. Bronaugh 

Tallahassee FL 32301 

Phone: 850-222-9684 

Perez, Otema - Information Only 

Miami Dade Fire Rescue 

5750 NW 112 Terrace 

Miami FL 33012 

Phone: 305-588-6196 

Petrick, Lawrence - Information Only 

Health & Safety 

Deputy Director 

1750 New York Ave. NW 

Washington DC 20006 

Phone: 216-287-2524 

Suarez, Luis - Information Only 

Miami Dade Fire Rescue 

16203 NW 84 Pl 

Miami Lakes FL 

Phone: 305-803-5361 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® Page 13 of 14 



COMMITTEE MEETING REPORT 
Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

3/13/2017 1:00PM 

Location: Morris Hall (17 HOB) 

Workshop (continued) 

Tolley, James (Lobbyist) - Proponent 

Florida Professional Firefighters 

President 

343 W Madison St 

Tallahassee FL 32301 

Phone: (850) 224-7333 

Tyson, Keith - Information Onty 

EducaUon & Research/ Firefighter Cancer Support Network 

Vice President 

10217 SW Fernwood Ave. 

Port St. Lucie FL 34987 

Phone: 786-351-3276 

Committee meeting was reported out: Monday, March 13, 2017 6:23PM 

Print Date: 3/13/2017 6:23 pm Leagis ® Page 14 of 14 



W10 
COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

[a Bill D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: _ ___,/_c) __ '_"'"-'j=--· __ 

Amendment Number: --------

Address: -~----+'-';,=---~--~-~~~~~--------/-./=---__ ,------~ 
State/Zip: \;: L 3 ;z __ ;3!J c;/ 

Phone Number: --1/--.L..f...L..__---"~-"-,'--'-_::::.r--,,,c;,:+_.,µ.6,./ Meeting Date: 3, J 3 ~ { 7 
Committee/Subcommittee: _..1..,;'.....!;'._.::_..::::::::::::::__..µ:.-':::'.:~'"--f-.':::J::· :::::_~::......:=:.fl!c!'.:!Z:c!c''.':::_,,C-'!::C::::4;,'., _~ __ '---__ -__ .. _/,.... 

Presentation/Workshop Topic: __ ("'
7
~~~::s'--d:..'.1-:-""'"'-"'s:.__.,41:__.!e;_::_-1-JL.L,c.L(.,-J,c...k=::'."-<'....C==::::...,~· 

1 

/41--, 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

/ 

Registered Lobbyis~: YES IT O O 
State Employee: vEsO 

f 
1 ~ •· " 1.»~00 

I wish to speak (I) M~ c~~~--p-
Appearing in respon~e to an irftjuiry f~ made by member, committee, or staff 

Appearing in response to subpoena 

Appearing at the written request of the chair 

Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as roponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: Proponent O 

Amendment: Proponent D 

H·116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 

Opponent 

Opponent D 
lnfoonly O 
lnfoonly D 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

J> r Bill D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: H 36? 

Amendment Number: 
~~~~~~~-

Representing: __ G_~~/~V_r L.._~C~'~1_,;~4-~t~l~O_N __ ~LI\J __ c_( _w_o_· _r,_.K.. ________ _ 

Title: --tP-· _n~i_' s_··_1_D_£-'-;v_·,_1 ____________________ _ 

Address: 3 ~ 3 ~ [A), Pt:-AJ 5 4W cA,;: > r~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~-

City: JJ4: l. L4JW5:S!i.f:. State/Zip:~_L..-_______ _ 

Phone Number: f-jSl;?·- .5:'1fl(-7_~SO Meeting Date: 3,. / I 3 

Committee/Subcommittee: Gov; (?1/1/Z>( 01±:T 

Presentation/Workshop Topic: Hl!:-At1,t'-f (1" l>(V'iA. :Sl&/J c,'<.1L 112 ;2£.ccrzo.s E.. k 

g 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Registered Lobbyist: YES O 
State Employee: YEsO 

I wish to speak 

NO~ 

Nofil 

Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

Appearing in response to subpoena 

Appearing at the written request of the chair 

Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

{If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: Proponent~ Opponent O Info only D 
Amendment: Proponent O Opponent O lnfoonly D 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 
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75618369 

COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 
Please fill out the entire form and submit two copies to the committee/subcommittee 

--administrative assistant at the meeting. 

Amendment 
Bill Number: CS/HB 369 : Pub. Rec./Prearrest 
Diversion Programs 

PCB/PCS/Amendment#: NIA 

Name: Daniels, Nancy 

Representing: Florida Public Defender Association 

Title: Legislative Consultant 

Address: 103 N. Gadsden Street 

City: Tallahassee State/Zip: FL 32301 

Phone Number: 850-488-6850 Meeting Date: Mar 13 2017 l:OOPM 

Committee/Subcommittee: Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

Presentation/Workshop Topic: Pub. Rec/Pre-arrest Diversion Programs 

Bill Registered Lobbyist 
State Employee Proponent 

I Wish To Speak Amendment 
Appearing in response to subpoena LN_i_A _________ _J 

Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee or staff 
Appearing at the written request of the chair 
Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 
Lobbyist Appearance Form Submitted 

H-l 6e (Revised I 0/21/16) 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

-~II o Amendment 

/Biffi' "'2 " ': (_~ PCS/PCB Number: --=L--L~--

Amendment Number: _______ _ 

Name: /;)~f"rPJ,, (>ts~ 

Representing: £[tf:..., 5~f fv~ ~ A[lt~ 
I 

Title: Pre-; "'i CfJ-0 

Address: 2.0f .S. ~ f"tre --~-~--~-------------------------~ 

City: __ __,_Jt_?i--_,_t'-{ --------

Phone Number: __ B~S<~O~·-bl~l_O_, ~9~;7_"2._'2-. __ _ 

State/Zip: -H- -3i 2. 2 0 I 

Meeting Date: I 3 /-1- c.-h 17 
- > 

Committee/Subcommittee: 8/e.v-5,'j:t,._.+-
1 

TVt::Lt.A.Sf~ ~ M ,,._,;h-
Presentation/WorkshopTopic: />v{;:,[,'o ~Jf- fl~,f- l},ve..r;s,~ 

D I wish to speak 

/ 
Registered Lobbyist: YES [9/ NO D 
State Employee: YES D NO ua,·/· 

D Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

D Appearing in response to subpoena 

D Appearing at the written request of the chair 
/ D )efcige or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

~ Lobbyist Appearance form submitted on line 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 
/ 

Bill: Proponent ~.,, Opponent D Info only D 
Amendment: Proponent D Opponent D Info only D 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 



Wt5 
COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

~ Bill D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: ~lR~t~l __ _ 

Amendment Number: _______ _ 

Name: Coxo\tj'.) --::SC)~ 

Representing: "f'v (),rO_yy\\C:0' c:£ LD«J~(__Q_ 

Title: 5b\J.Uj y\'{':E'.ctzy"' 

Address: \~ S t:>(Qnt)~ ~ 

City: ::CQ.\,\OW"CLS SQ_Q_ 

Phone Number: S.:>\,,.. \:<t::ro 

State/Zip: :::S.:) 'Vu\ 

Meeting Date: ~) I 3 j I I 

Committee/Subcommittee: _W~,,_e..>f"S-=---=~-\~3-+Vir'--'------------------­

Presentation/Workshop Topic: \2..Q._.Q. '(y\€\6:j~ ~-...S~ wu_oq 
Registered Lobbyist: YES~ 

State Employee: YESD 

[Sil-> I wish to speak 

L] Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

D Appearing in response to subpoena 

D Appearing at the written request of the chair 

D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

[}a) Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: Proponent W Opponent D Info only D 

Amendment: Proponent D Opponent D lnfoonly D 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 
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40218156 

COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 
Please fill out the entire form and submit two copies to the committee/subcommittee 

--administrative assistant at the meeting. 

Name: Dawes, Alexia 

~ Bill D Amendment 
Bill Number: HB 671 : Reemployment 
Assistance Fraud 

PCB/PCS/Amendment#: NIA 

Representing: Department of Economic Opportunity 

Title: Deputy, Legislative Affairs 

Address: 107 E Madison St, MSC 55 

City: Tallahassee State/Zip: FL 32399 

Phone Number: (850) 245-7113 Meeting Date: Mar 13 2017 1:00PM 

Committee/Subcommittee: Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

Presentation/Workshop Topic: NIA 

~ Registered Lobbyist Bill 
~ State Employee f-P_r_op~o_n_e_n_t ______ -1 

D I Wish To Speak Amendment 
D Appearing in response to subpoena LN_I_A ________ __, 

D Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee or staff 
O Appearing at the written request of the chair 
D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 
D Lobbyist Appearance Form Submitted 

H-16e (Revised I 0/21 /16) 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

Name: ~ Mu.v lii. 

Representing: C,f'O 11 tw01f.e.v 

D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: _u_~~I ___ _ 
Amendment Number: _______ _ 

Title: U\J<.Jt:( Le:~1 \/01f1vl Affc.1v( D1veciov 

Address: L.f60 )Dv<(h M6v1 VO e. 

City: /c- / le,:; lilCt ff e. E'. 

Phone Number: fS'6 - L/ I::? - 1<ci D 

State/Zip: 3 230 3 

Meeting Date: 3/ 13 / 1] 

Committee/Subcommittee: Ovevs1bht-, Jvv1Vtfp C,V.t.VJ\.t ~ AdW1iv11\rvc,,hoV\ Sc...la. 

Presentation/Workshop Topic:-------------------------­

Registered Lobbyist: YES § NO D 
State Employee: YES ~ NO D 

~wish to speak 

D Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

D Appearing in response to subpoena 

D Appearing at the written request of the chair 

D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

D Lobbyist Appearance form submitted on line 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: Proponent ~ Opponent D Info only D 
Amendment: Proponent D Opponent D lnfoonly D 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 



Ill llll 111111111111111111111111111 

83163334 

COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 
Please fill out the entire form and submit two copies to the committee/subcommittee 

--administrative assistant at the meeting. 

Name: Kupperman, David 

Representing: Surplus Trustee clients 

Title: Attorney 

Address: 101 NE 3rd Ave, Suite 1500 

City: Fort Lauderdale 

Phone Number: 954-332-3684 

~ Bill D Amendment 
Bill Number: HB 681 : Unclaimed Funds Held 
by the Clerks of Court 

PCB/PCS/Amendment#: NIA 

State/Zip: FL 33301 

Meeting Date: Mar 13 2017 1:00PM 

Committee/Subcommittee: Oversight, Transparency & Administration Subcommittee 

Presentation/Workshop Topic: NIA 

D Registered Lobbyist 
[] State Employee 
~ I Wish To Speak 

Bill 
Opponent 

Amendment 

I 

D Appearing in response to subpoena LN_i_A ________ __, 

D Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee or staff 
D Appearing at the written request of the chair 
D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 
D Lobbyist Appearance Form Submitted 

H-16e (Revised 10/21/16) 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

Amendment DZ[ Bill D 
Bill/PCS/PCB Number: ___ 0"'--'$,,_l __ 

Amendment Number:---------

Name:_~~-~Co~'---"-51(~/~tD~-------­

Representing: _ __.c-""-. .,_;f.,_· -'-0'"'~""'"'-"-,,,,.. -~-¥--'--"'--"'>~ .... (_wl.=_.:..,_1 
c__el'_· C-"L-'-l __ v{'--'r--'-c'--, =..c..· -'"'t',"-:,'.-<5------­

Title: _ __,.lh~~'-+· ~(~----------

Address: ------------------------------------
City:------------------ State/Zip: _________ _ 

Phone Number: --;+-u=:--~_·· ~N~~~o_1~· ~-- Meeting Date: ________ _ 

Committee/Subcommittee:---------------------------

Presentation/Workshop Topic:-------------------------­

YES~ 

YEsD 

Registered Lobbyist: 

State Employee: 

~ish to speak 

NOD/ 
NO [Qf 

D Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

D Appearing in response to subpoena 

D Appearing at the written request of the chair 

D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

D Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your posit7as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: Proponent D Opponent 0 Info only D 
Amendment: Proponent D Opponent D Info only D 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

0~ill D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: --'s'l ,,__1....oD::., --1.I __ _ 

Amendment Number: --------

Name: _W_1_•(J..,---'-\ -_t_t_x_---.ccc=.;J,_,.,C_C_;\_~-=-' "--lfY)--''--------------

Representing:\)\ \ji Si cr1 c,C \J'\ClCl,~1Y\fc'.£1 ''Dr:,.yV,t'-1.vir 

Title: D\Y-:eC~TJI" ck· ty\{,, U\\J\;S\CJ;) uf ~(J(\iVY'\.{_Q 

Address: Uo ~ 
State/Zip: f;L f ?) Z~ 3 C j 

I . 
Meeting Date: ··=s /\ 3 / 1 ~ 

()Jrc C)::.'JJIU"'l Cui-~ Rcl~Y)i i ' ~(l/J 
'SJ.'.:)u:cfY\m1·{,4-t.,'C., 

Committee/Subcommittee: 1\l·if')fc' 

Presentation/Workshop Topic:-------------------------

Registered Lobbyist: YES D NO tzl 
State Employee: YES~ NOD 

D I wish to speak 

~ Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

D Appearing in response to subpoena 

D Appearing at the written request of the chair 

D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

D Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: Proponent D 
Amendment: Proponent D 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 

Opponent D 
Opponent D 

Info only-~ 

lnfoonly D 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

[2'.J Bill D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: H 1-e 9 I / 

Amendment Number: --------
c ' b 

Name: 'Ja 11cA ,a,_ 
Representing: __ :S_E_' ~f~···_' ___________________________ _ 

Title:-------------------------~----------

1 J ·\ 'i).,110,,) 1)6.>:i 
Address: wro75' Lu<L..e-p1vv:::r la:1e• l l ~._.. !..(_ "'-'::::;} 

~ . \ .-1 State/Z'1p: F- f_ City: ( Q. \ [ c._tL::t. ss-e . e... ,._ 

Phone Number: ¥ SO·· 25 I" 2 z S:?, Meeting Date: I 3 (() ,..,,_1· I 7 

Committee/Subcommittee: Dve y S'\ .0 k+. :-::r;:.l~\i\.S pCZ...,1E.\A.Cj "'f·· AJfi1 ' V) 

Presentation/Workshop Topic:--------------------------

Registered Lobbyist: YES W NO D 
State Employee: YEsD 

E::~(/1 wish to speak 

D Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

D Appearing in response to subpoena 

D Appearing at the written request of the chair 

D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

D Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: Proponent 0 Opponent D Info only D 
Amendment: Proponent D Opponent D lnfoonly D 

H·116 (Revised 1·4·2016) 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

[2} Bill D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: _1_i_'\-_I ___ _ 

Amendment Number:--------

·- . Representing: .1.-sLL,i, L/ Ne- ,·cf. I T~~, 1 ~J .• " «,J tl",·<11~,u, 

Address: oo v'1. P.c~(,,,.i~ SI. ~-~~~~~~--~----------------------~ 
State/Zip: Fl- 3 l 3 " · 

Phone Number: ( '6 ~ 0 ) lo i · "'! , l (, Meeting Date: 3 I Ii / 1 1 

T. . A . 
Committee/Subcommittee: __ o_· _v_,_._,_. cr:i_l_J~, -~-···-·~~ ... e~A~·~,~· "=' +t-:~· _. _)_-_._ .. _._· (_;_,_ ... _. ·_i "-"-· ··~-2u-~· ~~t. -

Presentation/Workshop Topic: _F'-'5'-"(_C_( ______________ _ 

I /I I wish to speak 

Registered Lobbyist: YES E'.] 

State Employee: YES O 

O Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, comm 

O Appearing in response to subpoena 

O Appearing at the written request of the chair 

O Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

[2J' Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a prop, 

Bill: Proponent O Opponent G2J Info t 

Amendment: Proponent O Opponent O Info only 

H·l16 (Revised 1·4-2016) 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

1ZJ_ Bill D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number:-+-\ \~4_.__...) __ _ 

Amendment Number: ~-------

Name: IY\(tlr oRlBOfl~ 
Representing: 1>lPO£.:tYYH'.JOt Df ma.na 0im rnt: l[U<..VU:Cb 

Title: IA]Q~tfute,e, d{~e1\0~NHnt 4 '{)e,Qent5 ffiOJ)ll1lf£.. 
Address: 4-060 e6P\uoude UYl:-1 

< 

City: :ro u a rio.sfrll: State/Zip:__._f_L~-----­

Oh, ! Number: _____________ _ Meeting Date: o\ \'a 1 \ t 
nittee/Subcommittee: D~ er<'61lhht1 ='l aDspr1 £en~ d: adrorn 1sucd10Y1 S-ub. 

2ntation/Workshop Topic:-------------------------

Registered Lobbyist: YES O 
State Employee: YES~ 

I wish to speak 

NO~ 

NOD 

I Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

j Appearing in response to subpoena 

J Appearing at the written request of the chair 

J Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

J Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: Proponent O Opponent O Info only'$ 

Amendment: Proponent O Opponent O lnfoonly O 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

® Bill o Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: H 6 ) \4 \ 
Amendment Number: _______ _ 

Name: Samantha. F~t© n 
Representing: De;OJ<:tmw Of fVJaM gem rot ( [pgu1Le:s 

Title: DlPOi:J Dlls.ectot of Jcg15Jafwe. 

Address: 4-050 f6~W nade, IA)i'J.8 
d fX:ltU rd O ffw:B£ 

City: -ra I\ o V\.05£ fL State/Zip:__,_S=l ____ _ 

Phone Number: Meeting Date: o\ \3\ \:\ 
Committee/Subcommittee: o,1eJZS1:) Vlt 1 &1 nspwe 0l0 ~ :Ac\ro 10 lct'Ro::ho n SOD' 

Presentation/Workshop Topic:------------------------

D I wish to speak 

Registered Lobbyist: YESpZ] 

State Employee: YES l3J. 

D Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

D Appearing in response to subpoena 

D Appearing at the written request of the chair 

D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

D Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: 

Amendment: 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 

Proponen~ 

Proponent D 
Opponent D 
Opponent D 

Info only D 
Info only D 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

,/ 

gBill D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: --~/_C.""'2(~_'?.,___ 

Amendment Number: _______ _ 

Name: __ ··~---~-s.~··_,1L'~vYl'----'--------~2~,-?~l1--+--/ce_,~-,~-----------------------· /) (' 
Representing: _.,_1_-.,_fr--'-"-,.~-_,_, .... ' ('--'.-( (c,le-----'v'-· --'f'-'c~z::l-+-'e"--"'s;:""s'--', .... r c .. v="""' .... ( __ _,£,'-' -_,-__.'vw'Co;;;~___,'-

1
'-; '<.1,, • ...,£,.,-... I'-~"'"""' e;..-...aSc._' ---­

/ 

Title: __ __,,./;}'--_._,e=:"'<;~,rc..<,._r.cO_.' :f?::cLIC-'-dc..L:-------------------------

(() o cY, ' s r.,.r, 5.. -/, 

State/Zip: 7L 

Meeting Date: __ •. _3'--"/~/~.Jc,' ,,_/,.,_/_-,,,__) 
7 7 1 

Committee/Subcommittee: __ _,(')"'-'--~'-1--'A-"--=.S=-------------------

I"; r . 
Presentation/Workshop Topic: £~ C:c · ', 'e: h±-r.r- ! 1 

a ,.1, } 7 :e--

Registered Lobbyist: YES ~NO O 
State Employee: YEsO NO~ 

~-·:ish to speak 

D Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

O Appearing in response to subpoena 

O Appearing at the written request of the chair 

D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

O Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also i •cate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: 

Amendment: 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 

Proponent 

Proponent O 
Opponent O 
Opponent D 

lnfoonly O 
lnfoonly D 



1)1J l\\ot-A:f~Ait 
COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

J:2l Bill D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: ~'-1 ........ >~---
Amendment Number: 

~~~~~~~~ 

Name: _~___:,_:__')\-W!_---'--\(.--=~-----------

IT f Efti2S €t TI26 Representing: C~ 
Title: fA£l:2 
Address: l<fu2 -::E:~~ 

City: ::v-:.-tt-
Phone Number: ~ 7:2 ~ /v:.:4: (J Meeting Date: 3/IJ Iii 
Committee/Sobrnmmittecc ~~;: 'M,wv, · 
Presentation/Workshop Topi;; ~z =· (M 

Registered Lobbyist: YES ~ 
State Employee: YES D 

D I wish to speak 

D Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

D Appearing in response to subpoena 

D Appearing at the written request of the chair 

D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

D Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: 

Amendment: 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 

Proponent D 
Proponent D 

Opponent )ZJ 
Oppon£ D 

lnfoonly D 
lnfoonly D 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMJVHTTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 
Please fill out the entire form and submit two copies to the committee/subcon:,mittee 

administrative assistant at the meeting. 

Type or Print Clearly 

Bill Number: _...1.../ Y__c_..3,__ _____ Meeting Date: ;) / 13 / 11 

Fill in appropriate information: 
PCB/PCS/ Amendment # or 
Presentation/Workshop Topic: 

Committee/Subcommittee: OTAS 

Name: _Lu_~"""· __ \""''-'-u'-'a'"-'-r_,._e_.?_,~-----------· 
Title: 

Address: I ( p JO 3 /J t.li 

city: Y\tJ111V\')1 LakPs State/Zip: _f.:....;,.,L~_3"-...e:.jl,i..Q,__,/ (p"'------

Phone Number: 

Representing: ---··--·--

Registered Lobbyist: YES DNol vi State Ernployec: YES D NO Q 

I Wish To Speak: YES [2J'No0 Bill Amendment 

Proponent D <)pponcntO ProponcntO Opponent O 
I Have Been Requested to Speak: YESDNO D InfoOnly n Info Only lj 
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COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 
Please fill out the entire form and submit two copies to the committee/subcommittee 

administrative assistant at the meeting. 

Type or Print Clearly 

Bill Number: 
~ I J -~t_c,t .... · _,.,-5 __ ' ------ Meeting Date: __ )_'~/~/_>~1_1 _I; ________ _ 

Fill in appropriate information: 
PCB/PCS/ Amendment # or 
Presentation/Workshop Topic: 

Committee/Subcommittee: 

r 
( /' / '1 ,'j 
I I j ) 
'-· ' 

Name: (Jlt!\ (_
i! /1 

' ///./' 
/'7:(Vk · ,f.~ 

Title: 

Address: <""; () 2 
.) '-' -,J 

City: 

Phone Number: 

Representing: 

Registered Lobbyist: YES DN0GJ1 

State Employee: YES D NO !3' 

/ 

I Wish To Speak: YES I vr~oD Bill Amendment 

Proponent D OpponentO ProponentO Opponent O 
lnfoOnly n lnfoOnlv n I Have Been Requested to Speak: YES0No D 

H-16 REVISED 2/17 /14 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 
Please fill out the entire form and submit two copies to the committee/subcommittee 

administrative assistant at the meeting, 

Type or Print Clearly 

Bill Number: -+H--1->l'-'?'---'-1_4,.cco=-,---- Meeting Date: ----'? .... ),__,_,_.\__._3"'--'-' -"-l I_,_ _____ _ 

Fill in appropriate information: 
PCB/PCS/ Amendment# or 
Presentation/Workshop Topic: 

Committee/Subcommittee: 

Name: 

Title: 

Address: :S75D N\rJ 

OTf\S 

I 2 Te vYace,, 
City: __ _,_L(\-'--1'-'Q...,_m,_'""'1 _______ State/Zip: ,·3:30 \ 'L _________ _ 

Phone Number: 

Representing: 

:?D'S ' ~::2Pf~ •, l O I 0 1 U, 

~-1\,~1~1o=·r~11~1~--D=o=d~c-·~f-11..~~-' ~(1:scLJ.e.. 
Registered Lobbyist: YES DNo[a- Slate Employee: YES D NO D 

I Wish To Speak: YES [d'NoD Bill Amendment 

Proponent D Opponent O ProponentD Opponent D 
[ Have Been Requested to Speak: YESDNo D '"'l"'nt.;.'o.;cO;.;,;nl._v,_.n ..... _____ ._1c,;.nt;,eo.;;;O.,;,;,nl"-y.-n,.__ ____ .., 

H-16 REVISED 2/17/14 



COM1"UTTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 
Please fill out the entire form and submit two copies to the committee/subcommittee 

administrative assistant at the meeting. 

Type or Print Clearly 

Bill Number: __ ·H.'-''tc::.._,_/ i..-1-J=.3'---- Meeting Date: _ _..;s.s*;;z...;....,/B=--.1--,)_,_17_,__ ___ _ 

Fill in appropriate information: 
PCB/PCS/ Amendment # or 
Presentation/Workshop Topic: 

Committee/Subcommittee: 

Name: 

Title: 

Address: 

City: 

(J "TAS 

Phone Number: fJ 6 b 3 SJ-, 3 J 7 b 

Representing: p,
1 

>'.ff/J/ <IJ- ;£e,.::;,)J/ 

Registered Lobbyist: YES ONo[x) Slate Employee: YES D NO (xJ 

I Wish To Speak: YES ~NoO Bill Amendment 

Proponent D OpponentO ProponentO Opponent D 
I Have Been Requested to Speak: YES ONO O lnfoOnlv n Info Only D 

H-16 REVISED 2/17/14 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 
Please fill out the entire form and submit two copies to the committee/subcommittee 

administrative assistant at the meeting. 

Type or Print Clearly 

Bill Number: __ /_i,...~\.::_·~----- Meeting Date: _ _,(_{b..._·2j..;r::..:::.:c::::..i.f-t-i. ---'-'/1..:.~·":>'--i-,-',;;z"'--· -'-'6:..:.1.....,71-----

Fill in appropriate information: 
PCB/PCS/Amendment# or 
Presentation/Workshop Topic: 

Committee/Subcommittee: 

Name: 

Title: 

Address: 

City: 

Phone Number: 

OJ?d'S 

Representing: 4-r!T~zrJrrTToJaz µS.SPLi 'l-Tlo,-J l Df& 'n 6-rlfiE.h'> 

Registered Lobbyist: YES 0No0 State Employee: YES D NO c:::r· 

I Wish To Speak: YEs~O Bill Amendment 

Proponent D OpponcntO ProponentO Opponent D 
lnfoOnlv n lnfoOnlvO I Have Been Requested to Speak: YES ONO D 

H-16 REVISED 2/17/14 



COMMITTEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

~ Bill ~endme~t 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: ) Y?) 
Amendment Number: _______ _ 

Name: \( C °'- ~ C\ C.a fl (l 
Representing: Pr~ r~ c( c. L ~3>1:f 

Title:------------------------------------

Address .. ''"L c·J, \. .:; . .2 · ' / ~.. 1 o o _:;L __ I .. , '--~{ <~ Q ·~1lA ~__]::!: J 

City: ~::\'---e-_J.1.,.· ..LI __:o:__~.:c.· ·....J:::::ee:../2....,{_),..::::...:=-....,<:::l.· __ ·_ State/Zip: t=L '.:::) '2 ~ C2, 

Phone Number: _l_. _l.=._l--=---_=_~-----'·-~-~-"f_y__,·~- Meeting Date: 3 } / :J I I] 

D-~s ~-~ \ .j\ r-r r '"-.J~) {:) 1v·{ Committee/Subcommittee: 

Presentation/Workshop Topic:-------------------------­

Registered Lobbyist: YEsh 

State Employee: YEsD 

l2i, I wish to speak 

D Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

D Appearing in response to subpoena 

D Appearing at the written request of the chair 

D Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

D Lobbyist Appearance form submitted online 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: 

Amendment: 

H-116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 

Proponent D 
Proponent D 

Opponent~ 

Opponent D 
Info only D 
lnfoonly D 



COMMITIEE/SUBCOMMITTEE APPEARANCE RECORD 

Please fill out the entire form and submit both copies to the Committee Administrative 
Assistant at the meeting. 

D Bill D Amendment 

Bill/PCS/PCB Number: ______ _ 

Amendment Number: --------

Name: ___ ___::::.::_~_l~A_ .. ···~1'&=----'lt)~._L_ .. _:_:_ __ L.::>_· ______________ _ 

, , :f11iu . Dm'JE r::i l-+ic"rl.. s L 0c· 1 4 o ';:;, 
Representing: ___ 1~-~------------------------------

Title: ·pf2.£5 I ------------------------------------
Address: ___ 'CJ~·~,·-o_<_:_,c_J_-'-f'.J-'_(...U_· ___ ~_l __ ":s_:"_i_··_. ________________ _ 

city: --~rv_\._t_A_·~--· _________ _ State/Zip: b' L ~~--------

Meeting Date: ", / \ ":> / I I 

Committee/Subcommittee: =,:eort s\.;:,-{7 
1 

r11.k,.i.s P~€"'6:) '4 Ao,\,'\1iv\'>fl1~,uAJ 

~ 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Registered Lobbyist: YES D 
State Employee: YEsD 

I wish to speak 

Appearing in response to an inquiry for information made by member, committee, or staff 

Appearing in response to subpoena 

Appearing at the written request of the chair 

Judge or elected officer appearing in official capacity 

Lobbyist Appearance form submitted on line 

(If you are testifying on an amendment, please also indicate your position as a proponent or opponent on the bill as a whole.) 

Bill: Proponent D Opponent D lnfoonly D 
Amendment: Proponent D Opponent D lnfoonly D 

H·116 (Revised 1-4-2016) 



Florida Professional Firefighters 
& Paramedics 

SB 158(Latvala)/HB 143(Fitzenhagen)-Firefighter Cancer 

FPF SUPPORTS THIS LEGISLATION 

SB 158/HB 143: 
• Limits presumption to 4 diseases: 

o Multiple Myeloma 
o Non-Hodgkin Lymphoma 
o Testicular Cancer 
o Prostate Cancer 

• Requires pre-employment physical exams 
• Excludes tobacco users 
• Excludes firefighters with part-time jobs in other "cancerous" workplaces 
• Encourages research/review of other cancers (Breast, Colon, Stomach, Brain, Skin, Throat, etc.): 

o $1.5 million funded by Legislature in 2016 
o $965,000 funded by Legislature in 2015 
o University of Miami Sylvester Comprehensive Cancer Center 
o The University is partnering with Fire Depts. in Miami-Dade, Palm Beach, and Broward, 

and several more 

Meta-analysis of32 separate Firefighter Cancer studies showsi: 
• "Elevated" or "probable association" for the 4 included cancers 
• "Possible association" for 8 additional cancers 

Fiscal Impact to the Florida Retirement System 2: 
• Cost of the bill, as amended is 0.01 % of payroll to the FRS for 2016-2017 

o $95,000 costto the State of Florida 
o $326,000 cost to ALL other participating employers, combined 

• No negative impact to Unfunded Liability of the FRS 

Statewide Public Opinion Poll3 
• 801 registered voters polled throughout Florida 
• 7 4% agree that certain cancers, proven to be more prevalent among firefighters, should be 

presumed job related 
• 88% believe that employers are responsible for providing safer equipment to prevent cancer 
• 74% are willing to pay higher taxes to pay for better equipment in order to reduce cancer 
• 57% support a new law to give firefighters easier access to worker's comp benefits 
• 28% believe that the burden of proof should fall on the firefighter to prove cancer was job 

related 

References Attached: 

1 LeMasters et al. Cancer Risk Among Firefighters: A Review and Meta-analysis of 32 Studies QOEM. 2006; 48: 1189-1202) 
2 Special Actuarial Study ofFirefighter ILOD Cancer Presumption, Feb. 11, 2016; Milliman Actuaries for OMS 
3 Statewide Public Opinion Poll by Screven Watson & Associates, January 30, 2016 
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uring the course of their work, fire­
fighters are exposed to hannful sub­
stances at the fire scene as well as at 
the firehouse. At the fire scene, fire­
fighters are potentially exposed to var­
ious mixtures of particulates, gases, 
mists, fumes of an organic and/or in­
organic nature, and the resultant pyrol­
ysis products. 1

'
2 Specific potential 

exposures include metals such as lead, 
antimony, cadmium, uranium, chemi­
cal substances, including acrolein, 
benzene, methylene chloride, polyaro­
matic hydrocarbons, perchlorethylene, 
toluene, trichloroethylene, trichloro­
phenol, xylene, formaldehydes, miner­
als such as asbestos, crystalline, and 
noncrystalline silica, silicates, and var­
ious gases that may have acute, toxic 
effects. 1 

'
2 In some situations, respira­

tory protection equipment may be in­
adequate or not felt to be needed 
resulting in umecognized exposure.3 
At the firehouse where firefighters 
spend long hours, exposures may oc­
cur to complex mixtures that comprise 
diesel exhaust, particularly if trucks are 
run in closed houses without adequate 
outside venting. In light of the World 
Trade Center disaster, concerns have 
reemerged and heightened related to 
building debris particle exposures from 
pulverized cement and glass, fiberglass, 
asbestos, silica, heavy metals, soot, 
and/or organic products of combustion.' 

To date, only one meta-analysis 
conducted by Howe and Burch in 
1990 examined the extent of cancer 
risk among firefighters in 11 mortal­
ity studies.4 They reported that there 
was an increased association with the 
occurrence of brain tumors, malig­
nant melanoma, and multiple my­
eloma with the evidence in favor of 
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causality somewhat greater for brain 
tumors and multiple myeloma. Since 
then, there have been numerous mor­
tality and incidence studies. Hence, 
the purpose of this study was two­
fold. The first purpose was to update 
the Howe and Burch findings by 
reviewing the methodologic charac­
teristics of these studies and deter­
mining the probability of cancer by 
assessing the weight of evidence, includ­
ing the calculated metarisk estimates. 
The second purpose was to describe a 
methodology for use in a meta-analysis 
when diverse investigations are being 
evaluated and summarized. 

Materials and Methods 

Search Strategy and 
Inclusion Criteria 

Standardized mortality ratio (SMR), 
proportional mortality ratio (PMR), 
relative risk (RR), standardized inci­
dence ratio (SIR), and case-control/ 
mortality odds ratio (OR) studies re­
lated to firefighters and cancer risk 
were evaluated. For publication selec­
tion, at least I year in service as fire­
fighters was required except for those 
studies basing employment on death 
certificates. Publications were retrieved 
by a search of computerized databases, 
including Medline ( 1966-December 
2003), Health and Safety Science Ab­
stracts (since 1980-December 2003), 
Cancerlit (1963-December 2003), 
NIOSHTIC and NIOSHTIC2 (up to De­
cember 2003), BIOSIS Previews (1980-
December 2003), and PubMed (up to 
December 2003) using the following key 
words: firefighters, fire fighters, cancer. 
In addition to the computerized search, 
bibliographies in identified papers were 
reviewed for additional studies. 

The search was restricted to reports 
published in English; abstracts and re­
views were not included. Studies were 
excluded without basic data (eg, con­
fidence intervals) that are necessary in 
the derivation of the meta-analysis 
risk estimate. If there was more than 
one article with the same or overlap­
ping population, preference was 
given to the article providing more 
comprehensive information. The 
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data were extracted from each article 
by one reviewer and was verified by 
another. Discrepancies identified by 
the second reviewer were resolved in 
a consensus meeting. 

Likelihood of Cancer Risk. Statis­
tically significant increases in cancer 
risks among firefighters were evalu­
ated as the likelihood for cancer risk 
given a three-criteria assessment. The 
three criteria included "pattern of 
meta-relative risk association," "study 
type," and "consistency" among stud­
ies. These criteria were particularly 
important given the different method­
ologies used for evaluating cancer risk 

(ie, SMR, PMR, RR, SIR, and OR). 
These criteria were used in a foiward 
approach as illustrated in Figure I in 
which at each stage, a new criterion 
was applied, and the probability of 
cancer risk was reassessed. The likeli­
hood for cancer risk was given an 
assignment of "probable," "possible," 
or "not likely" patterned after the In­
ternational Agency for Research on 
Cancer (!ARC) risk assessment of hu­
man carcinogenicity in terms of weight 
of the evidence.5 

The "pattern of metarelative risk 
associations" was the first criterion and 
included a two-step evaluation. For the 

Criteria One 
Meta-relative risk (mRR) score by study type (e.g. mSMR) 

Pattern of mRR associations and initial likelihood of cancer risk 

1 

Criteria Two 

Study type used to generatf! mRR 

Criteria Three 

Heterogeneity (consistency) among all combined studies 

[~""'~raae~is~l· .. 
HeierogeTI,eity:~,l,9nfffCant 3t 

10llA,Jever 

[No Change in Risk] 

Final Likelihood of Cancer Risk 

Fig, 1. Likelihood of cancer risk. 

Fl 
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first step, the strength of the meta­
analysis by each study type (eg, SMR, 
PMR) was assigned a score. The score 
of"++" was assigned if the metarela­
tive risk was statistically significant 
and greater than I.I. The score of"+" 
was assigned if the metarelative risk 
was not statistically significant, but the 
point risk estimate was greater than 
1.1. The score of " - " was assigned if 
the metarelative risk was not statisti­
cally significant, and the point risk 
estimate was equal to or less than 1.1. 
At the second step, these scores were 
used to assign a probable, possible, or 
unlikely designation for the pattern of 
metarelative risk association. A "prob­
able" was assigned to the cancer­
specific site if one metarelative risk (ie, 
mSMR, mPMR, mSMR and PMR, 
mRR, mSIR, mOR) was statistically 
significant (score of + +) and at least 
another was greater than I.I (score of 
+ ). A "possible" assignment was 
given if only one metarelative risk was 
available and was statistically signifi­
cant (score of + +) or if at least two 
metarelative risks were greater than 
1.1 but were not statistically significant 
(score of + ). "Not likely" was as­
signed if the cancer-specific site did 
not meet the probable or possible 
criteria. 

The second criterion examined 
the "study type" used to generate 
metarelative risks. If the metarelative 
risk estimate reached statistical signif­
icance (score of + + ), based primarily 
on PMR studies, the level was down­
graded. PMR studies do not measure 
the risk of death or death rates but 
rather the relative frequency of that 
particular cause among all causes of 
death. Hence, the limitation of a PMR 
study is that the estimate may be ab­
normally low or high based on the 
overall increase or decrease in mortal­
ity and not due to the cause of interest. 6 

Also, if the mSMR point risk estimate 
was not significant and :s I.I (-), the 
level was downgraded. The third crite­
rion used for generating the likelihood 
of cancer risk was an assessment of 
"inconsistency" among studies. Heter­
ogeneity testing as described in statis­
tical methods was used to evaluate 

inconsistency. The level was down­
graded if heterogeneity (inconsistency) 
testing among all combined studies 
had an a :so. JO. 

Statistical Methods 
For all cancer outcomes having two 

or more studies, the observed and ex­
pected values from each study were 
summed and a metarelative risk esti­
mate (mRR) was calculated. An mRR 
was calculated for each cancer by each 
study type, eg, SMR studies and as a 
summary metarelative risk across all 
study types. The mRR was defined as 
the ratio of the total number of ob­
served deaths or incident cases to the 
total number of expected deaths or 
incident cases as follows: 

,, 

i=l 
mRR=-~ 

where 0 1 denotes observed deaths 
(cases) in each individual study, E, 
denotes expected deaths (cases), and 11 

is the total number of studies.7 The 
95% confidence interval (Cl) of mRR 
may be computed using the Poisson 
probability distribution as described by 
Breslow and Day. 8 The standard error 
(SE) for the metarelative risk is calcu-

1 
lated as SE= Fm where W1 is the 

y,L.,W,. 
statistical weight for a given study 
defined as 1/SE,2 and SE, is the stan­
dard error for a given study. 

In the absence of heterogeneity, the 
fixed-effect model was applied for de­
riving the metarelative risk estimate; 
otherwise, the random-effects model 
was used. A test for heterogeneity for 
the fixed-effect approach is given by 
Q = 0'~ 1 W, * {log(RR,) - log(mRR) )2 

where RR, and mRR are the relative 
risk and the metarelative risk, respec­
tively. The hypothesis of homogeneity 
among studies would be rejected if Q 
exceeds x:i-J,tx· Then the random­
effects model was used with a different 
study weight (W,*) that further ac­
counts for the interstudy variation in 

effect size. 8 The weighing factor W1* 
in the DerSimonian and Laird random­
effects model is 

where W; is the statistical weight for 
a given study for the fixed-effect 
model and is equal to 1/SE,2 with SE, 
being the standard error for a given 
study according to Chen and Seaton 9 

,, 
[Q - (n - I)] *:SW, 

It should be noted that D is set to O 
if Q < 11 - I. The random-effects 
model was validated against data 
provided in Petitti, 10 which after ap­
plication using our equations gave 
identical results. For this study, an 
a :s 10% or less for declaring heter­
ogeneity was adopted. 11 

The SAS software was used to per­
form the calculations and validated our 
program for the fixed-effect model 
using data from different studies 
compiled by Howe and Burch4 on 
standardized mortality ratios and 
proportional mortality ratios among 
firefighters. Where there were no 
observed deaths or incident cases, 
the lower confidence interval for an 
individual study was set at 0.1 as 
suggested in the method used by 
Collins and Acquavella. 12 This 
method was compared with the data 
excluding studies with a zero relative 
risk, and the results were similar. 

Results 

Identification and 
Characteristics of Studies 

.The cq111puterized · .literature .. search 
identified 21 J.J.$. iind J4 n911-u .. s. 
artic!es.13'-47 It. was de(efli)irt~, that 
thre¢,sfooies.· wei nqt eligi~l~ ·far .ihe 
hl~filc8Il~y$iS ~~au~~ bf either insuf­
ficient data, 41 ·.data were .combined for 
flfefighters and other personnel,"'' or 
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example, in 1992, Demers et al 18 re­
ported more observed and expected 
cancers than in the 1994 article.46 Four 
additional studies48

-
51 were identified 

in the review by Howe and Burch4 and 
used in the meta-analysis. These latter 
four studies are not presented in Table 
L Hence, a total of 28 studies received 
a detailed review as shown in Table I, 
which describes the study design char­
acteristics, exposure, and outcome def­
initions. Sixteen were U.S. studies and 
12 were non-U.S. investigations. Five 
studies had an internal comparison 
group with the remaining using re­
gional or national comparison groups. 
Fourteen ascertained exposures from 
employment records and defined ex­
posure as a dichotomous (yes/no) vari­
able. The majority of the studies relied 
on death certificates for assessing a 
cancer diagnosis. Of a total of 32 
articles, 26 are included in the meta­
analysis as shown in Table 2. The six 
additional articles are case-control/ 
mortality odds ratio studies and pre­
sented in Table 3 with one meta­
analysis for non-Hodgkin's 
lymphoma. 

Overview of Meta-analysis 
Table 2 summarizes the meta­

analysis results by study type. Stud­
ies were mostly mortality and were 
analyzed using SMRs and PMRs. 
All-cause mortality had an SMR 
10% less than general population 
rates. Mortality from all cancers was 
similar to the general population us­
ing SMR and RR indices, but PMR 
studies showed a I 0% significantly 
higher rate (Table 2). For individual 
cancers, there were statistically sig­
nificant elevated meta-SMR esti­
mates for colon cancer ( 1.34) and 
multiple myeloma (l.69). PMR stud­
ies demonstrated three significantly 
elevated meta-PMR values that in­
cluded skin (I.69), malignant mela­
noma (2.25), and multiple myeloma 
( 1.42). There was one significantly 
elevated metarelative risk for esoph-
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ageal cancer (2.03). Incidence stud­
ies showed significant meta-SIR for 
cancers of the stomach (1.58), pros­
tate (1.29), and testis (1.83). 

As shown in Table 3, only one 
cancer type, non-Hodgkin lym­
phoma, had two mortality OR anal­
yses, and both were significant. The 
estimated mOR was essentially 
based on Ma et al 14 due to the much 
larger sample size of firefighters 
(n = 4800) compared with 23 for 
Figgs et al. 15 Odds ratios were sig­
nificantly higher for buccal cavity/ 
pharynx (5.90) and Hodgkin's dis­
ease (2.4) 14 as well as the single 
incidence study related to bladder 
cancer (2.1 l) and non-Hodgkin's 
lymphoma (3.27).22 

The next step was to determine the 
likelihood of cancer risk based on the 
three criteria assessment. Cancers re­
ceiving "probable" and "possible" 
designations are shown in Table 4. 
Based on evaluating the first crite­
rion "pattern of metarelative risk" for 
the 20 cancer sites, eight were des­
ignated as "probable," four as "pos­
sible," and eight as an unlikely risk. 
Based on the second criteria "study 
type" stomach, rectum, skin cancer, 
and malignant melanoma risk were 
downgraded because of reliance on 
PMR studies for statistical signifi­
cance or the mSMR point risk esti­
mate was not significant and :::::; I. I. 

For the third criterion, "inconsis­
tency" among all studies caused a 
downgrading for only colon cancer 
to "possible." This inconsistency 
may have been related to several 
factors, including study type and a 
cohort effect There were 14 SMR 
and PMR colon cancer studies with 
elevated meta-risk estimates of 1.34 
and l.25, respectively (Table 2). Of 
these 14 studies, there were 11 
(78.6%) with firefighters employed 
on or before 1950. In contrast, there 
were six mRR and SIR studies with 
meta-risk estimates of 0.91 and 0.90, 
respectively, with half employed 
on or before I 950. It is possible 
that the older cohorts had higher 
exposures due to a lack of aware-

ness of the hazards or use of pro­
tective equipment. 

A final check on the three criteria 
assessment presented in Table 4 was 
made by calculating an overall sum­
mary of cancer risk across all studies 
(ie, SMR, PMR, RR, SIR, OR). 
There was agreement that cancer was 
unlikely between the criteria assess­
ment and the not significant sum­
mary risk estimates for esophagus, 
liver, pancreas, larynx, Jung, bladder, 
kidney, and Hodgkin's disease and 
all cancers (Table 5). Differences TS 

between the two approaches were 
found for cancers of the buccal cav­
ity/pharynx and leukemia because 
these were designated as possible by 
the criteria assessment but as not 
significant in the summary risk esti-
mate. The remaining cancers were all 
rated as probable or possible and all 
had significant summary risk esti-
mates. Of note, testicular cancer 

T4 
received the highest summary risk 
estimate (OR = 2.02; 95% CI = 
l.30-3.13) related to the SIR stud-
ies compared with the "possible" 
designation by the three criteria 
assessment. 

Discussion 
The meta-analysis and criteria as­

sessment designate the likelihood of 
cancer among firefighters as proba­
ble for multiple myeloma and 
prostate cancer Thus, the findings 
related to multiple myeloma are in 
agreement with Howe and Burch.4 

The Philadelphia firefighter study 1' 

was the largest cohort study reported 
to date investigating exposure­
response relationships. For Philadel­
phia firefighters, the SMR results for 
multiple myeloma demonstrated an 
increasing trend with duration of em­
ployment as a firefighter: 0.73 (95% 
CI = 0.10-5.17) for under 9 years, 
1.50 (95% CI= 0.48-4.66) for IO to 
19 years, and 2.31 (95% CI = 1.04-
5.16) with six observed deaths for 
greater than 20 years. Except for 
race, there are essentially no known 
risk factors for multiple myeloma 
other than occupational exposures 
( eg, paints, herbicides, insecticides, 



c.. TABLE 1 0 
Characteristics of Studies From Electronic Search m 

s: 
Study Number of Comparison Exposure Exposure Cancer . 

Reference Company Location Design/ Analysis Period Workers Group Variable Source Source Cofactors < 
2. 

Baris, 2001 13 Philadelphia Cohort mortality (SMR) 1925-1986 7789 INT/NGP/NED 1, 3, 5 ER DC Age c: 
"" 3 ~ Ma, 199814 24 US states Case-control (MOR) 1984-1993 6607 INT 4 DC DC Age/race <D Eli 

Figgs, i 99515 24 US states Case-control (MOR) 1984-1989 23890 (cases) RGP 4 DC DC Age .... ;:.-
!'> 0 

3 119,450 (contro!s) z ..!., 
0 

Burnett, 199416 27 US states PMR 1984-1990 5744 INT 4 DC DC Age c: 3 
3 ;:.-

Demers, 199317 4 US states Case-control (OR) 1977-1981 692 (cases) LGP 4 TRV TRV 0 Age O" 3 
1683 (controls) <D i· ., 

Demers, 1992a18 Seattle, Tacoma (WA} Cohort mortality (SMR) 1944-1979 4528 LGP DCN, TRV - 3 4 ER Age - ;:.-. 0 Incidence (SIR) INT/LW/NGP z 3 
Demers, 1992b 19 Seattle, Tacoma, WA Cohort mortality (SMR) 1944-1979 4546 INT/LW/NGP 2,3 ER DCN Age 0 g 

< 
Portland (1) 1i! 3 i:i Beaumont, 1991 20 San Francisco Cohort mortality (RR) 1940-1970 3066 NGP 3,6 ER DCN Age/yr O" 3 (1) .... Grimes, 1991 21 Honolulu PMR, RR 1969-1988 205 RGP 3,4 ER DC Race 

., .... 
"' "' "" Sama, 199022 Massachusetts Case-control {MOR) 1982-1986 315 LW/RGP 4, 7 TRV TR Age/smoke 0 ' 0 al Vena, 198723 Buffalo Cohort mortality (SMR) 1950-1979 1867 NGP 3 ER DCN Age/yr m N 

Feuer, 198624 New Jersey PMR 1974-1980 263 LW/RGP/NGP 3,8 ER DCN Age >< ... 
Morton, 198425 ... Portland, Vancouver Incidence (SIR) 1963-1977 1678 RGP 4 TR TRV Age :;; 

~ Dubrow, 198326 British & USA Cohort mortality (SMR) 1950-1977 - - 4 AR DC None 
Musk, 197827 "' us Cohort mortality (SMR} 1915-1975 5655 RGP, NGP 4 ER DC Age II -Berg 197528 US, Great Britain Cohort mortality (SMR} 1949-1953 - NGP 4 DC DC Age 

and -~ PMR 1959-1963 "' Stang, 200329 Germany Case-control OR} 1995-1997 269 (cases} RGP 4 ER MR Age ~ 
797 (controls} -Bates, 2001 30 New Zealand Cohort mortality (SMR} 1977-1995 4221 NGP "' 3 AR DC, TR Age/yr ;:, ... 

Incidence (SIR) 

Firth, 199631 New Zealand Incidence (SIR) 1972-1984 26207 NED 4 TR TR 
)> 

Age ;; 
Deschamps 199532 France Cohort mortality (SMR) 1977-1991 830 NGP 2 ER DCN Age '-

0 
Delahunt, 199533 New Zealand Case-control (RR) 1978-1986 710 (cases} NGP 4 TR TR Age/smoke 

.:: 
"' 0 

12,756 (controls) la 
Aronson, 199434 Canada Cohort mortality (SMR) 1950-1989 5414 RGP 3,6, 7 ER DCN Age/yr !!l 
Tornling, 199435 Sweden Cohort mortality (SMR) 1931-1983 1153 LGP 1,3, 7 ER DC, TR Age/yr = ... 

Incidence (SIR) = :;: 
Giles, 199336 Australia Incidence (SIR) 1980-1989 2865 RGP 3, 6, 7 TRV TR Age ,,. 
Guidotti, 1 99337 Canada Cohort mortality (SMR) 1927-1987 3328 RGP 2 ER DCN Age/yr 
Hansen, 199038 Denmark Cohort mortality (SMR) 1970-1980 886 NED 4 OTH DC Age -(Continued) -., 

"' 
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engine exhausts, and organic sol­
vents). 52-57 Benjamin et al58 re­
ported that blacks compared with 
whites have at least double the risk 
of being diagnosed with multiple 
myeloma and twice the mortality 
rate. Race may be ruled out as a 
potential factor among firefighters, 
because cancer risk was investigated 
primarily for whites. 

The analyses for non-Hodgkin's 
lymphoma were consistent across a 
diversity of study designs, including 
SMR, PMR, SIR, and OR incident/ 
mortality studies. All showed ele­
vated meta-risk or point estiinates. 
The overall summary risk estimate 
was significantly elevated at 1.51 
(95% CI= l.31-1.73). Hence, non­
Hodgkin' s lymphoma is considered a 
probable cancer risk for firefighters. 
Non-Hodgkin's lymphoma is, how­
ever, several cancer types with five 
International Classification of Dis­
ease (!CD) codes (200, 202.0, 202.1, 
202.8, 202.9). Of importance is how 
the definition of non-Hodgkin's lym­
phoma by !CD code may contribute 
to the variability in study findings. 
For example, in a study by Demers et 
al 19 comparing firefighters with po­
lice, the mortality incidence density 
ratio for "lymphosarcoma and reticu­
losarcoma" (!CD 200) was not ele­
vated (0.81) 19 but was (l.40) for 
"other lymphatic/hematopoietic" 
(!CD 202, 203). Subsequent to the 
time period covered in this review, 
Ma et al 59 examined Florida fire­
fighters but evaluated only one of 
two cancers for !CD code 200, ie, 
lymphosarcoma but not reticular sar­
coma and found nonsignificance 
(SMR = 0.94). Hence, these studies 
demonstrate the importance of being 
cognizant that differences in cancer 
risk estimates and interpretation of 
risk may be influenced by outcome 
definition. 

Results \Showing a;.prob~ble asso­
ciati,,>ri forprostati;, cancer is curious. 
Prostate cancer is the most common 
malignancy affecting men and is the 
second leading cause of cancer. 60 

Risk of developing prostate cancer is 
associated with advancing age, black 
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TABLE 2 
Metarelative Risk Estimates and Test for Inconsistency for Mortality and Incidence* 

95°/o 
Number of Metarelative Confidence PValue 

Disease Studies Reference Observed Expected Risk Interval Inconsistency 

Mortality studies 
Standardized mortality 

ratio (SMR) 
All causes (001-999) 12 13, 19, 23, 27, 30, 8384 9273.8 0.90 0.85-0.97 <0.00 

32,34 
35, 37-40 

PJI cancers (140-209) 13 13, 19, 23, 27, 30, 1801 1799.9 1.00 0.93-1.08 0.02 
32, 34 

35, 37-40, 51 
Buccal cavity and 5 13, 19, 32, 34, 37 34 29.8 1.14 0.79-1.60 0.84 

pharynx (140-149) 
Esophagus (150) 4 13, 19, 23, 34 17 25.1 0.68 0.39-1.08 0.62 
Stomach ('151) 7 13, 19, 23, 30, 34, 75 81.3 0.92 0.73-1.16 0.72 

35, 37 
Colon (153) 10 13, 19, 23, 26, 28, 252 188.3 1.34 1.01-1.79 <0.00 

30,34,35,37, 51 

Rectum (154) 6 13, 19, 23, 30, 34,35 54 40.7 1.33 1.00-1.73 0.43 
Liver/gaflbladder 5 13, 19, 23, 34,35 22 21.9 1.00 0.63-1.52 0.92 

(155-156) 
Pancreas (157) 6 13, 19, 23, 34, 35, 37 63 64.2 0.98 0.75-1.26 0.58 
Larynx (161) 3 13, 19, 34 8 13.7 0.58 0.25-1.15 0.82 
Lung (162) 8 13, 19, 30, 34, 35, 37, 378 359.2 1.05 0.95-1.16 0.50 

38, 51 
Skin (173) 3 13, 19, 37 16 15.7 1.02 0.58-1.66 0.68 
Malignant melanoma 2 30, 34 4 5.9 0.67 0.18-1.70 0.23 

(172) 
Prostate (185) 6 13, 19, 23, 34, 35, 37 104 91 1.14 0.93-1.39 0.67 
Testis (186) 1 34 3 1.2 2.50 0.50-7.30 
Bladder (188) 6 13, 19, 23, 30, 34,37 41 33.0 1.24 0.68-2.26 O.Q3 

Kidney (189) 6 13, 19,23, 34, 35,37 30 30.9 0.97 0.44-2.13 0.01 
Brain and nervous 8 13, 19, 23, 27,30, 34, 64 46.1 1.39 0.94-2.06 0.07 

system (191-192) 35, 37 
Non-Hodgkin's 3 13, 19, 34 30 20.6 1.46 0.98-2.08 0.92 

lymphoma 
(200, 202) 

Hodgkin's disease 2 19,34 4 5.1 0.78 0.21-2.01 0.59 
(201) 

Multiple myefoma (203) 4 13, 26, 34, 51 24 14.2 1.69 1.08-2.51 0.15 
Leukemia (204-208) 2 13, 19 30 29.9 1.00 0.68-1.43 0.27 

Proportional mortality 
ratio (PMR) 

All cancers (140-209) 6 16,24, 39, 48, 49, 50 2443 2215.7 1.10 1.06-1.15 0.64 
Buccal cavity and 

pharynx (140-149) 
Esophagus (150) 
Stomach (151) 
Colon (153) 4 28, 48, 49, 50 99 79.2 1.25 0.90-1.74 0.08 
Rectum (154) 16 37 25 1.48 1.05-2.05 
Liver/gallbladder 

(155-156) 
Pancreas (157) 
Larynx (161) 
Lung (162) 4 16,48,49, 50 773 742.1 1.04 0.88-1.23 0.04 
Skin (172-173) 2 16,24 42 24.8 1.69 1.22-2.29 0.41 
Malignant melanoma 2 48, 49 9 4 2.25 1.03-4.27 0.49 

(172) 
Prostate (185) 

(Continued) 
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TABLE 2 
Continued 

95°/o 
Number of Metarelative Confidence PValue 

Disease Studies Reference Observed Expected Risk Interval Inconsistency 

Testis (186) 
Bladder (188) 1 16 37 37.4 0.99 0.70-1.37 
Kidney (189) 1 16 53 36.8 1.44 1.08-1.89 
Brain and nervous 4 16,48,49,50 64 54.9 1.17 0.90-1.49 0.27 

system {191-192) 
Non-Hodgkin's 16 66 50 1.32 1.02-1.67 

lymphoma 
(200, 202) 

Hodgkin's disease 
(201) 

Multiple myeloma 4 16,48,49,50 46 32.5 1.42 1.04-1.89 0.88 
(203) 

Leukemia {204-208) 2 16, 24 65 53.5 1.21 0.94-1.55 0.47 
Relative risk (RR) 

All causes (001-999) 
Alt cancers (140-209) 2 20,21 291 295.6 0.98 0.87-1.10 0.17 
Succar cavity and 20 11 7.7 1.43 0.71-2.57 

Pharynx (140-149) 
Esophagus (150) 20 12 5.9 2.03 1.05-3.57 
Stomach (151) 2 20,21 25 20.6 1.21 0.80-1.81 0.55 
Colon (153) 2 20, 21 25 27.5 0.91 0.60-1.36 0.92 
Rectum (154) 1 20 13 9 1.44 0.77-2.49 
Liver (155-156) 
Pancreas (157) 20 17 13.6 1.25 0.73-2.00 
Larynx (161) 20 3 3.8 0.79 0.17-2.35 
Lung (162) 20 60 71.4 0.84 0.64-1.08 
Skin (172-173) 20 7 4.1 1.71 0.68-3.49 
Malignant melanoma 

(172) 
Prostate (185} 2 20, 21 19 24.3 0.78 0.13-4.82 <0.00 
Testis (186) 
Bladder (188) 
Kidney (189) 20 4 5.9 0.68 0.19-1.74 
Brain and nervous 2 20, 21 9 7.1 1.26 0.55-2.34 0.14 

system {191-192) 
Non-Hodgkin's 

lymphoma 
(200, 202) 

Hodgkin's disease 
(201) 

Multiple mye!oma 
(203) 

Leukemia (204-208) 20 6 9.8 0.61 0.22-1.33 
Incidence studies (S!R) 

All cancers (140-209) 3 30, 35,36 367 366.6 1.00 0.90-1.11 0.61 
Buccal cavity and 2 18,36 25 19.6 1.28 0.83-1.88 0.73 

pharynx (140-149) 
Esophagus (150) 2 18,30 10 7.6 1.32 0.63-2.42 0.51 
Stomach (151) 3 18,30,35 38 24.1 1.58 1.12-2.16 0.33 
Colon (153) 4 18, 30, 35, 36t 59 65.3 0.9 0.69-1.17 0.37 
Rectum (154) 3 18, 30, 35 41 36.1 1.14 0.81-1.54 0.4 
Liver (155-156) 1 35 4 4.7 0.85 0.23-2.18 
Pancreas (157) 4 18,30,35,36 22 18.2 1.21 0.76-1.83 0.83 
Larynx (161) 2 18,31 13 8.3 1.57 0.17-14.51 <0.00 
Lung (162) 4 18,30,35,36 111 120.0 0.93 0.76-1.11 0.83 
Skin (172-173) 1 35 5 3.3 1.52 0.49-3.54 
Malignant melanoma 4 18, 30, 35, 36 60 47.9 1.25 0.96-1.61 0.87 

(172) 
Prostate (185) 4 18,30,35,36 147 114.1 1.29 1.09-1.51 0.56 

(Continued) 
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TABLE 2 
Continued 

95°/o 
Number of Metarelative Confidence PValue 

Disease Studies Reference Observed Expected Risk Interval Inconsistency 

Testis (186) 2 30, 36 21 11.5 1.83 1.13-2.79 0.15 
Bladder (188) 2 18, 30 31 29.9 1.04 0.70-1.47 0.67 
Kidney (189) 3 18,30,35 11 18 0.61 0.30-1.09 0.69 
Brain and nervous 3 18, 30, 35 19 15.4 1.23 0.74-1.93 0.84 

system (191-192) 
Non-Hodgkin's 36 4 2.2 1.82 0.49-4.65 

lymphoma 
(200-202) 

Hodgkin's disease 
(201) 

Multiple myeloma 
(203) 

Leukemia (204-208) 4 18,25,30,36 18 12.9 1.4 0.82-2.21 0.36 

Note. Codes of the International Classification of Causes of Death (9th Revision} in parentheses; published data for references 48-50 In 
Howe and Birch.4 

*Meta analysis completed only for two or more studies. 
tReference 36 is a combination of colon and rectum cancers. 

TABLE 3 
Mortality and Incidence Studies for Case-Control/Mortality Odds Ratio Studies 

Outcome References 

Al! cancers (140-209) Mortality 14 
Buccal cavity and pharynx (140-149) Mortality 14 
Esophagus (150) Mortality 14 
Stomach (151) Mortality 14 
Colon (153) Mortality 14 

Incidence 22' 
Rectum (154) Mortality 14 

Incidence 22' 
Liver/gallbladder (155-156) Mortality 14 
Pancrease (157) Mortality 14 

Incidence 22' 
Larynx (161) Mortality 14 
Lung (162) Mortality 14 

Incidence 22' 
Skin (172-173) Mortality 14 
Malignant melanoma (172) Mortality 14 

Incidence 22' 
Prostate (185) Mortality 14 
Testis {186) Incidence 29 
Bladder (188) Mortality 14 

Incidence 22' 
Kidney (189) Mortality 14 

Incidence 33 
Brain and nervous system {191-192) Mortality 14 

Incidence 22' 
Non~Hodgkin's lymphoma (200, 202) Mortality 14, 15t 

Incidence 22' 
Hodgkin's disease (201) Mortality 14 
Multiple myeloma (203) Mortality 14 

Incidence 17 
Leukemia (204-208) Mortality 14 

Incidence 22' 

95°/o Confidence 
Odds Ratio Interval 

1.1 0 1.10-1.20 
5.90 1.90-18.30 
0.90 0.70-1.30 
1.20 0.90-1.60 
1.00 0.90-1.20 
1.04 0.59-1.82 
1.10 0.80-1.60 
0.97 0.50-1.88 
1.20 0.90-1.70 
1.20 1.00-1.50 
3.19 0.72-14.15 
0.80 0.40-1.30 
1.10 1.00-1.20 
1.30 0.84-2.03 
1.00 0.50-1.90 
1.40 1.00-1.90 
1.38 0.60-3.19 
1.20 1.00-1.30 
4.00 0.70-27.40 
1.20 0.90-1.60 
2.11 1.07-4.14 
1.30 1.00-1.70 
4.89 2.47-8.93 
1.00 0.80-1.40 
1.52 0.39-5.92 
1.41 1.10-1.70 
3.27 1.19-8.98 
2.40 1.40-4.10 
1.10 0.80-1.60 
1.90 0.50-9.40 
1.10 0.80-1.40 
2.67 0.62-11.54 

*Two control groups available; police rather than state employees selected as most comparable. Significance difference only for malignant 
melanoma when using state employees odds ratio and 95% confidence interval was 2.92 (1.70-5.03). 

tMortality odds ratio {mOR) calculated only for non-Hodgkin lymphoma as only case-control study with at least two studies. mOR estimated 
based primarily on larger sample in Ma et al.14 
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Cancer Risk Among Firefighters , LeMasters et al 

ethnicity, a positive family history, 
and may be influenced by diet. Al­
though the positive association with 
prostate cancer may be due to some 
of these factors, it is unlikely that 
these entirely explain the findings; 
most studies analyzed white men ad­
justing for age. The summary risk 
estimate was 1.28 (95% CI = 1.15-
1.43). The mSIR was significantly 
elevated, and all individual studies 
showed excess SIR values. Parent 
and Siemiatycki,61 in a review arti­
cle, concluded that there was sugges­
tive epidemiologic evidence for 
prostate cancer associated with expo­
sure to pesticides and herbicides, me­
tallic dusts, metal working fluids, 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon, 
and diesel engine emissions. Cer­
tainly firefighters are exposed to 
these latter two agents. Recently, 
exposure to complex mixture in the 
semiconductor industry also has 
been associated with an increase in 
prostate cancer. 62 Thus, it is possi­
ble that some of the mixed expo­
sures experienced by firefighters 
may be prostate carcinogens. Ross 
and Schottenfeld63 have cautioned, 
however, against associating occu­
pational exposures with prostate 
cancer. 

Although there were only four stud­
ies evaluating testicular cancer, we 
propose upgrading the likelihood of 
cancer risk from possible to probable. 
This upgrade is suggested because 
testicular cancer had the largest sum­
mary point estimate (2.02, 95% CI = 

1.30-3.13) as well as consistency 
among the one SMR study, two in­
cidence studies, and one case­
control study showing elevated risk 
estimates between 1. J 5 and 4.30. 
Testicular cancer is the most com­
mon malignancy between the ages of 
20 and 34. Except for cryptorchism, 
no risk factor has been clearly dem­
onstrated.64 Because testicular can­
cer occurs among younger men with 
high survival, mortality studies are 
less germane. Bates et aJ'0 showed 
an increase in the incident cases of 
testicular cancer with firefighter ex­
posure duration as follows: JO years: 
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TABLE 5 
Summary of Likelihood of Cancer Risk and Summary Risk Estimate (95% Cl) Across All Types of Studies for All Cancers 

Likelihood of Cancer 
Cancer Site Risk by Criteria 

MLlllii,ie ::proHabie 
1'.rn'Y~t6ina 

N6n.-::BC/c:1Qkin ;PrObcible 
lympi\oma 

1P'r0St8te Pl'Obable 

'Te.stiS ·iPOSSlble 

,Skin POSsJPle 

Maligr@\t .Possible 
tffiijiij'nO'.m.a 

·sr:8ln POsslble 

RB.CtUm ·P,oSslble 

·B.t.iCCal;C!lv'ity :PosSlble 
{anai,6a,:Ynx 

Stomach :Possible 

Colon Poss!ble 

teUketnla if:'o$sible 

Larynx Unlikely 

Bladder Unlikely 

Esophagus Unlikely 

Pancreas Unlikely 

Kidney Unlikely 

Summary Risk 
Estimate (95°/o Cl) 

1.53 (1.21-1.94) 

1.51 (1.31-1.73) 

1.28 (1.15-1 .43) 

2.02 (1.30-3.13) 

1.39 (1.10-1.73) 

1.32 (1.10-1.57) 

1.32 (1.12-1.54) 

1.29 (1.10-1.51) 

1.23 (0.96-1.55) 

1.22 (1.04-1.44) 

1.21 (1.03-1.41) 

1.14 (0.98-1.31) 

1.22 (0.87-1.70) 

1.20 (0.97-1.48) 

Comments 

Consistent with mSMR and PMR (1.50, 95% Cl= 1.17-1.89) 
Based on 10 analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Only two SMR and another PMR studies 
Slightly higher than mS.MR and PMR (1.36, 95% Cl= 1.10-1.67) 
Based on eight analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Consistent with mSIR (1.29, 95% Cl= 1.09-1.51) 
Based on 13 analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Slightly higher than mSIR (1.83, 95% Cl= 1.13-2.79) 
Based on four analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Slightly lower than mSMR and PMR (1.44, 95% Cl = 1.10-1.87) - derived 

on basis of PMR studies 
Based on eight analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Slightly higher than mSMR and PMR {1 .29, 95% Cl = 0.68-2.20) 
Based on 10 analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Slightly higher than mSMR and PMR (1.27, 95% Cl= 0.98-1.63) 
Based on 19 analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level; there was 

heterogeneity among SMR studies 
Slightly lower than mSMR and PMR (1.39, 95% Cl= 112-1.70) 
Based on 13 analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Slightly higher than mSMR (1.18, 95% Cl= 0.81-1.66) 
Based on nine analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Lower than mSIR ('1.58, 95% Cl= 1.12-2.16); 
Based on 13 analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Slightly lower than mSMR and PMR (1.31, 95% Cl= 1.08-1.59) 
Based on 25 analyses 
Heterogeneity-significant at the 10% level; there were 

heterogeneity among SMR and PMR studies 
Similar to mSMR and PMR (1.14, 95% Cl= 0.92-1.39) 
Based on eight analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Higher than mSMR (0.58, 95% Cl= 0.25-1.15) 
Based on seven analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
SimHar to mSMR and PMR (1.24, 95% CJ = 0.83, 1.49) 
Based on 11 analyses 
Heterogeneity-significant at the 10% level; there was 

heterogeneity among SMR studies 
1.16 (0.86-1.57) Higher than mSMR (0.68, 95% Cl~ 0.39-1.08) 

Based on eight analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 

1.10 (0.91-1.34) Slightly higher than mSMR (0.98, 95% Cl - 0.75-1.26) 
Based on 13 analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 

1.07 (0.78-1.46) Similar to mSMR and PMR (1.23, 95% Cl~ 0.94-1.59) 
Based on 12 analyses 
Heterogeneity-significant at the 10% level; there was 

heterogeneity among SMR studies 
(Continued) 
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TABLE 5 
Continued 

Cancer Site 

Hodgkin's 
disease 

Liver 

Lung 

All cancers 

Likelihood of Cancer 
Risk by Criteria 

Unlikely 

Unlikely 

Unlikely 

Unlikely 

Summary Risk 
Estimate (95% Cl} 

1.07 (0.59-1.92) 

1.04 (0.72-1.49) 

1.03 (0.97-1.08) 

1.05(1.00-1.09) 

Cancer Risk Among Firefighters • LeMasters et al 

Comments 

Higher than mSMR (0.78, 95% Cl= 0.21-2.01) 
Based on three analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Similar to mSMR (1.00, 95% Cl= 0.63-1.52) 
Based on seven analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level 
Similar to mSMR and PMR (1.05, 95% Cl= 0.96-1.14) 
Based on 19 analyses 
Heterogeneity-not significant at the 10% level; there was 

heterogeneity among PMR studies 
Similar to mSMR and PMR (1.06, 95% er= 1.02-1.10 
Based on 25 analyses 
Heterogeneity-significant at the 10% level; there was 

heterogeneity among SMR studies 

Cl indicates confidence interval; SMR, standardized mortality ratio; PMR, proportional mortality ratio; SIR, standardized incidence ratio. 

SIR = 1.39, 95% CI = 0.2-5.0; 11 
to 20 years: SIR = 4.03, 95% CI = 
1.3-9.4. In those exposed greater 
than 20 years, the risk estimate re­
mained elevated but declined (SIR = 

2.65, 95% CI = 0.3-9.6), possibly 
because testicular cancer generally 
occurs at a younger age. Bates et al30 

argued that, although the reason for 
the excess risk of testicular cancer 
remained obscure, the possibility that 
this is a chance finding was low 
because incident studies are likely 
the most appropriate methodology 
for a cancer that can be successfully 
treated. 

The 1990 findings of Howe and 
Burch4 showing a positive associa­
tion with brain cancer and malignant 
melanoma are compatible with our 
results because both had significant 
summary risk estimates. !_ijJ~lf(<P.an:... 
cers.werefnrli:aHy:~?of&l:lls:,prpl-!~oie 
l-!ut1henctl\wfiii¥~aeafrq"·tiJlssil-!f~,(ta. 
I,\~ 5). There was inconsistency 
among the SMR studies, which re­
sulted in the use of the random­
effects model, yielding confidence 
limits that were not significant 
(SMR = 1.39, 95% CI = 0.94-2.06) 
(Table 2). This inconsistency primar­
ily resulted from the Baris et al 
study," a 61-year follow up of 7789 
firefighters demonstrating a marked 
reduction in brain cancer (SMR = 

0.61, 95% CI = 0.31-1.22). As 

noted in Table 4, however, there 
were elevated, but not significant, 
risk estimates across all studies, ie, 
mSMR, mPMR, mRR, and mSIR. 
This consistency is aH the more re­
markable given the diversity of rare 
cancers included in the category 
"brain and nervous system." Further­
more, there was a 2003 study by 
Krishnan et al65 published after our 
search that examined adult gliomas 
in the San Francisco Bay area of men 
in 35 occupational groups. This 
study showed that male firefighters 
(six cases and one control) had the 
highest risk with an odds ratio of 
5.93, although the confidence inter­
vals were wide and not significant. In 
addition, malignant melanoma was 
also initially scored as probable but 
was downgraded to "possible" due to 
study type. This study downgrade 
was related to the negative SMR ( - ) 
and reliance primarily on a PMR 
study. Thus, in conclusion, our study 
supports a probable risk for multiple 
myeloma, similar to Howe and 
Burch's4 findings, and a possible 
association with malignant mela­
noma and brain cancer. 

Summary 
We implemented a qualitative 

three-criteria assessment in addition 
to the quantitative meta-analyses. 
Based on the more traditional quan-

titative summary risk estimates 
shown in Table 5, 10 cancers, or half, 
were significantly associated with 
firefighting after the three cancers 
were designated as a probable risk 
based on the quantitative meta-risk 
estimates and our three criteria as-

;:;,'";/di_i\;;,;;t • 
:iva:)'$; In anecdotal conversations 
with firefighters, they report that 
their skin, including the groin area, is 
frequently covered with "black 
soot." It is noteworthy that testicular 
cancer had the highest summary risk 
estimate (2.02) and skin cancer had a 
summary risk estimate ( 1.39) higher 
than prostate (1.28). Certainly, Edel­
man et al 3 at the World Trade Center, 
although under extreme conditions, 
revealed the hazards that firefighters 
may encounter only because air 
monitoring was performed. 
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As noted in Table I, approxi­
mately half of the studies used local, 
regional, or national general popula­
tion rates as the comparison group. 
These general population compari­
son groups raise concern that the 
actual risk of cancer may be under­
estimated due to the healthy worker 
effect related to the strict physical 
entry requirements, maintenance of 
better physical fitness, and good 
health benefits. The healthy worker 
bias may be Jess pronounced, how­
ever, for cancer than for conditions 
such as coronary heart disease. Fur­
thermore, tobacco is unlikely a con­
tributing factor because cancers 
known to be associated with smok­
ing such as Jung, bladder, and larynx 
were designated as unlikely and cor­
responding summary risk estimates 
were not statistically significant. 
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This letter provides actuarial analysis related to SB 456 as refined by response to questions 
received on December 18, 2015. In the concept for analysis, firefighters who are prospectively 
diagnosed with certain cancers are presumed to have contracted those cancers in-line-of-duty 
(ILOD) for purposes of determining eligibility for FRS Pension Plan disability or death benefits. 

Executive Summary 

The proposal provides ILOD disability or death benefits, as applicable for firefighters diagnosed 
with certain cancers. The firefighters are a subset of the Special Risk Membership Class. The 
proposal would potentially increase the benefits for these members, as some disabilities and 
deaths that were previously considered to be non-duty would now be considered ILOD. In 
addition to the higher benefits that are often payable for ILOD, there is no minimum service 
requirement, while there is a minimum creditable service requirement' for non-duty pension plan 
death or disability. As such, this proposal will increase the number of people receiving death or 
disability benefits. 

While this benefit will only affect firefighters, it is our understanding that the contribution rate 
impact will be spread across the entire Special Risk Membership Class. We were asked to 
analyze the proposed concept under two variations: one covering ten enumerated cancer types 
and one covering four enumerated cancer types. As summarized in the following table, the 
increase in the blended proposed statutory contribution rate is 0.02% of Special Risk 
Membership Class payroll under the ten-cancer variation, and 0.01 % of Special Risk 
Membership Class payroll under the four-cancer variation. Those increases include a 0.01 % 
increase to the disability cost rate for Investment Plan members in Special Risk Class in the ten­
cancer variation. There is no Investment Plan death benefit under current statute. 

1 The credible service requirement for non-duty pension plan disability benefits is eight years, regardless 
of membership tier. To be eligible for non-duty pension plan death benefits, the member must have six 
years of service for Tier 1 or eight years of service in Tier 2. 

This work product was prepared solely for the Florida Department of Management Seivices for the purposes stated herein, and may not be appropriate 
to use for other purposes. Milliman does not intend to benefit and assumes no duty or liability to other parties who receive this work. Milliman 
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• 
Number of Cancers Employer Normal Cost Pension Plan UAL Total 

Enumerated Contribution Rate Cost 

Ten 0.02% 0.00% 0.02% 

Four 0.01% 0.00% 0.01% 

In addition, the modifications made by this proposal affect the composite system average 
normal cost rate for the pension plan by less than 0.005% of pension plan payroll, and therefore 
no change is reflected on the composite system contribution rates. 

Concept for Analysis 

The concept's ILOD presumption would apply to the following ten cancers, with the conditions 
with an asterisk denoting the cancers analyzed under the four enumerated cancers variation: 

• Brain cancer 

• Breast cancer 

• Colon cancer 

• Leukemia 

• Malignant melanoma 

• Multiple myeloma* 
• Non-Hodgkin's lymphoma* 

• Prostate cancer* 

• Skin cancer 

• Testicular cancer* 

Special Risk Class members who are firefighters and receive an initial diagnosis subsequent to 
the concept's effective date would be affected by the concept. An affected member who is 
diagnosed would be eligible for Pension Plan ILOD disability benefits if the member is totally 
and permanently disabled. Investment Plan (IP) members who meet the disability criteria could 
elect to transfer all IP accumulations to the FRS Pension Plan and be eligible for the Pension 
Plan ILOD disability benefits. 

Beneficiaries of affected members who die as a result of one of the specified cancers before 
retirement would be eligible for FRS Pension Plan ILOD death benefits. Beneficiaries of IP 
members who die would only be entitled to the account balance in the IP, as an account 
balance payment is currently the statutory benefit for IP members who die while in active 
service. Note that there is currently a proposal that would create the potential for additional 
ILOD death benefits for IP members. If a new IP ILOD death benefit is created, there would be 
additional benefits for the beneficiaries of affected firefighters. It would have a comparatively 
small impact and was not studied as part of this concept. 
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For cost estimation purposes, the concept was valued as if first effective July 1, 2015, which is 
the date of the most recently completed actuarial valuation of the Pension Plan. Benefits will be 
prospective in nature. Based on our understanding of the concept, the benefit is not available for 
otherwise eligible members with initial cancer diagnoses made prior to the effective date. Our 
understanding is that the provided benefit would increase annually by COLA if the member is 
eligible for a COLA. 

Exclusions 

The analysis is based on our understanding that the exclusions listed below are not included in 
this concept. They are not covered by the proposed bill in its current form or identified in 
responses to questions received on December 18, 2015. A change in the exclusions could lead 
to additional liability for the system. The use of "member" below is intended to refer to a Special 
Risk Class member who is a firefighter. 

• A member who finalizes retirement under either the FRS Pension Plan or the FAS 
Investment Plan and is later diagnosed with one of the cancers enumerated in this 
concept 

• The surviving spouse of a married member who dies as a result of one of these cancers 
cannot change retirement type from an ILOD disability benefit payment option or from a 
single life annuity or a joint-and-survivor benefit payment option to qualify for ILOD death 
benefits under this concept 

Summary of Results 

While not all Special Risk Class members are firefighters, it is our understanding this concept 
would not create a new membership class in FAS. Instead, the cost of the additional benefits 
would be funded by employer contribution rates on the entire Special Risk Membership Class 
payroll. The Department of Management Services, Division of Retirement provided us a data file 
identifying which members would be classified as firefighters. 

For the firefighters within the Special Risk Membership Class, the assumed increase in the 
frequency of ILOD disability and death benefits would increase the Pension Plan normal cost 
rate for the Special Risk Membership Class. Because this change impacts future ILOD death 
and disability benefits regardless of a member's hire date, there is an increase in the actuarial 
present value of benefits (PVB) as of the effective date of the concept. Applying the actuarial 
cost allocation method that is currently used for determining actuarially calculated contribution 
rates, the actuarial liability is increased by the upward move in PVB, but decreased by the 
upward move in the present value of future normal costs (PVFNC). Our analysis indicates that 
the actuarial liability for Special Risk Class members in total will decrease as a result of the 
proposed change by an amount less than 0.005% of Special Risk Membership Class payroll. 
Therefore, we have reflected no change to the UAL Cost rate due to this concept. 
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Our analysis quantifies the estimated impact when compared to the current benefit structure for 
the Special Risk Class pension plan participants: 

• Peosit1t1sPIM'actvaWil:1ia!;liliJ¥iWl!>v!dxdi:le!feas·et;>y$?~:m111i¢!tf$Q:.6••rnJ1Jit1f;l'in•111e:,1t1µ·r, 
(cai;1¢eri1a1terrjatiye):.:a$;d¢1:ls;:tl1eipf;lftil\ldec!iactL1arialiliabiJitY•{t!l!~~Y." as this is just the 
liability after subtracting assets. That represents an approximately 0.004% of payroll 
decrease in the UAL Cost rate (0.001% decrease for the four-cancer alternative) for 
active Special Risk Class pension plan members. liti$XP:9SSib!ei.ll!i!'.11:!Jsi!.t:lell'.111imate¥1:!PltY 
,agelt'1!i>st11met1Jt1d1ll!IEr1:1mJYil'.1seiif;tt1r:.sYllti:lrn.to1:1l:f1pg\~a!li:'i;iia1it1!tJ!!l"!::llffiei~i!l.it!ilI~ec!fe1t$e 
10•.resp!:\nsetti.a1>errelitiml::ri:last1~1:f1Ji$/ot';correIJWith 1f1Jis1eoncet>fl"0Jnm,eid1tcreaseliWas 
·Ve"rYJma1.11tompare!:!Ji5\tts1em01iaJ:>iliJy; 

• As noted above, the pension plan's actuarially calculated UAL Cost rate would change 
by less than 0.005% under both variations of the concept, so no UAL Cost rate change 
is reflected, when rounding to the nearest 0.01 % of payroll, which is the standard 
convention for representing actuarially calculated contribution rates for FRS. 

• The actuarially calculated employer normal cost rate specific to the pension plan for 
Special Risk Class members would increase by 0.02% of payroll (0.01 % for the four­
cancer alternative). The calculated disability rates specific to Investment Plan payroll 
would increase by 0.01 % (0.00% for the four-cancer alternative). The change to the 
estimated blended proposed statutory normal cost rate which is developed annually is 
0.02% (0.01% for the four-cancer alternative). 

• The combined effects of the above two items on Special Risk Class payroll are a 0.02% 
of payroll:(0.01% fo(theJoi.Jtcl::'lirii:fe(a!te().iative) increase in the pension plan-specific 
rate, 0.01 % for the Investment Plan-specific disability rate (0.00% for the four-cancer 
alternative), and a 0.02% of payroll (0.01% for the four-cancer alternative) increase in 
the blended proposed statutory rate. 

Note that the normal cost rate for DROP is set equal to the System average normal cost rate. 
The 0.02% change in the Special Risk Class pension plan normal cost rate (0.01 % for the four­
cancer alternative) would increase the composite system average pension plan normal cost rate 
by less than 0.005% under both variations of the concept. As such, the DROP normal cost rate 
would be unchanged by this concept. 

Tables 1 A, 1 B and 2 show the impact of the ten-cancer variation of this concept. Tables 3A, 38 
and 4 give parallel results for the four-cancer variation of this concept. 

Tables 1 A and 3A show the impact of the change on the pension plan's actuarial valuation 
results for Special Risk Class members prior to blending with IP cost levels to create proposed 
blended statutory employer contribution rates. Section A of each table shows the estimated 
increase to the actuarially calculated employer normal cost rate, the estimated increase to the 
actuarially calculated UAL Cost rate, and the combined effect of the two changes which result in 
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an expected increase to the actuarially calculated employer contribution rate for the pension 
plan prior to blending. Section B of each table shows the estimated decrease to the pension 
plan's actuarial liability due to the combined effects of the increase in normal cost rate and the 
increase in the PVB given the current methodology used to calculate actuarial liability for 
pension plan funding calculations. 

Tables 1 Band 38 show the actuarially calculated Investment Plan employer contribution rates 
due to the proposed ILOD Cancer Presumption concept. The Investment Plan rates shown in 
this table are prior to blending with the pension plan contribution rates to create proposed 
blended statutory employer contribution rates. 

Tables 2 and 4 show the estimated impact of the change in ILOD death and disability benefits 
for cancer presumption on the proposed blended statutory rates for Special Risk Class 
members for the 2016-2017 plan year as if the proposal had taken effect on July 1, 2015. 
Section A of each table develops the blended employer normal cost contribution rate reflecting 
the expected impact of the proposal. The pension plan and Investment Plan rates are based on 
the actuarial analysis in this letter. 

Section B of Table 2 and Table 4 develops the proposed blended statutory employer UAL rate 
as the total employer UAL Cost derived from the pension plan divided by the total projected 
payroll of the pension plan and Investment Plan for Special Risk Class members. Section C of 
each table compares the proposed blended statutory rates reflecting the impact of the ILOD 
Cancer Presumption to those developed in the 2015 Blended Rate Study as part of the July 1, 
2015 actuarial valuation. Section D of each table translates the estimated change in proposed 
blended statutory rates to an estimated increase in employer contributions during the 2016-2017 
plan year as if the proposal had taken effect on July 1, 2015. 

The payroll for some employee groups is subject to only the Blended UAL Contribution Rate 
component of the overall employer contribution rate (e.g., participants in the SUSORP, 
SMSOAP, and SCCORP, and reemployed members not eligible for renewed membership). The 
payroll for those employee groups is included in the calculation of the Blended UAL Contribution 
Rate, but is excluded from the calculation of the Blended Normal Cost Contribution Rate. 

The contribution rates shown in Tables 2 and 4 exclude the 0.04% contribution rate (proposed 
to increase to 0.06% for 2016-2017) for Investment Plan administration and education (applied 
to all membership classes except DROP) and the 1.66% contribution rate for the health plan 
insurance subsidy (HIS), which applies across the board to the Investment Plan and the 
Pension Plan. 

Analysis-Specific Assumptions and Methodology 

In developing this analysis, the mortality rates for active Special Risk Class members during 
their time of employment were modeled using the Combined Healthy analogues to the Healthy 
Annuitant Society of Actuaries RP-2000 mortality tables used in the FRS 2015 Actuarial 
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Valuation Report for the Pension Plan. The combined healthy tables were used because in our 
opinion they will provide an improved estimate of anticipated future mortality experience for 
active members. Before the modification explained below for cancer, it was assumed that 25% 
of Special Risk Class deaths would be ILOD. 

To conduct adjustments to the mortality rates for cancer, gender-specific mortality rates for each 
type of cancer were obtained from the National Cancer lnstitute's SEER (Surveillance, 
Epidemiology, and End Results) database. Those rates were adjusted based on data available 
from the National Cancer Institute to reflect mortality rates for each type of cancer in the state of 
Florida when compared to national averages. Those rates were then further modified to reflect 
firefighter-specific rates using the 50-year longitudinal study of cancer and mortality incidence 
for career firefighters as conducted by researchers from NIOSH (National Institute of 
Occupational Safety and Health) and the UC Davis Department of Health Sciences. 

The mortality rates were broken into two categories, one for those below age 50 and another for 
those above age 50. After obtaining these estimates for the mortality rates attributable to the 
enumerated types of cancer, those mortality rates were added to the ILOD death probabilities 
and subtracted off the non-duty death probabilities. The total probability of death at a given age 
is unchanged from the Society of Actuaries mortality table, however more of the deaths are 
classified as ILOD. 

For adjusting the disability rates, it was necessary to estimate the percentage of members who 
may become totally and permanently disabled and whose disability would be caused by one of 
the enumerated types of cancers. A survey of literature from insurance companies indicated that 
approximately 10% - 15% of long-term disabilities are cancer related. During the time allotted for 
this analysis, we were not able to find more specificity regarding which cancers cause those 
disabilities. Firefighters have an elevated risk of cancer diagnosis based on the NIOSH data, 
among other sources. 

After considering these factors, we assumed that 15% of disabilities would be caused by one of 
the ten specified types of cancer. For the four-cancer alternative, the 15% rate was adjusted by 
the gender-specific incidence rates for the four enumerated cancers compared to the ten 
enumerated cancers. Florida-specific incidence rates were developed from the SEER 
databased, further adjusted by the NIOSH data to be firefighter-specific, in a manner similar to 
what was done for the mortality rates. 

In the FRS 2015 actuarial valuation, age-specific disability rates developed from observed FRS 
experience were used. For this study, 15% (adjusted downward for the four-cancer alternative) 
of the sum of the non-duty and ILOD disability rates were added to the ILOD disability rates to 
reflect the projected effects of the cancer presumption. The same amount was subtracted from 
the non-duty disability rates. One item to note is that the ILOD disability rates are applied from 
hire, while the non-duty disability rates are only applied after achieving the eight-year service 
requirement for vesting of non-duty pension plan disability benefits. 
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Other Assumptions and Methods 

The calculations are based on census and payroll data as of July 1, 2015 provided to us by the 
Division of Retirement for development of the FRS 2015 Actuarial Valuation Report and the 
FRS 2016-2017 Blended Rate Study. We have not audited or verified this data and other 
information. If the underlying data or information is inaccurate or incomplete, the results of our 
analysis may likewise be inaccurate or incomplete. The Division provided an additional file used 
to identify which members would be classified as firefighters. 

We performed a limited review of the data used directly in our analysis for reasonableness and 
consistency and have not found material defects in the data. If there are material defects in the 
data, it is possible that they would be uncovered by a detailed, systematic review and 
comparison of the data to search for data values that are questionable or for relationships that 
are materially inconsistent. Such a review was beyond the scope of our assignment. 

Except where otherwise noted in this letter, this analysis is based on the July 1, 2015 actuarial 
valuation methods and assumptions. The data was based on the July 1, 2015 FRS actuarial 
valuation database. The results of our study depend on future experience conforming to those 
actuarial assumptions discussed earlier in this letter. Future actuarial measurements may differ 
significantly from the current measurements presented in this analysis due to many factors, 
including: plan experience differing from that anticipated by the economic or demographic 
assumptions; changes in economic or demographic assumptions; increases or decreases 
expected as part of the natural operation of the methodology used for these measurements 
(such as the end of an amortization period) and changes in plan provisions or applicable law. 
Due to the limited scope of our assignment, we did not perform an analysis of the potential 
range of future measurements. In addition, the cost of the proposed change will depend on the 
actual legislation. 

Milliman's work product was prepared exclusively for the internal business use of Florida 
Department of Management Services, Division of Retirement. It is a complex technical analysis 
that assumes a high level of knowledge concerning the Florida Retirement System's operations, 
and uses Division data, which Milliman has not audited. To the extent that Milliman's work is not 
subject to disclosure under applicable public record laws, Milliman's worked may not be 
provided to third parties without Milliman's prior written consent. Milliman does not intend to 
benefit or create a legal duty to any third party recipient of its work product. Milliman's consent 
to release its work product to any third party may be conditioned on the third party signing a 
Release, subject to the following exceptions: 

a. The Division of Retirement may provide a copy of Milliman's work, in its entirety, to the 
System's professional service advisors who are subject to a duty of confidentiality and 
who agree to not use Milliman's work for any purpose other than to benefit the System. 
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b. The Division of Retirement may provide a copy of Milliman's work, in its entirety, to other 
governmental entities, as required by law. 

No third party recipient of Milliman's work product should rely upon Milliman's work product. 
Such recipients should engage qualified professionals for advice appropriate to their own 
specific needs. 

The consultants who worked on this assignment are pension actuaries. Milliman's advice is not 
intended to be a substitute for qualified legal or accounting counsel. 

Milliman consultants are independent of the plan sponsor. We are not aware of any relationship 
that would impair the objectivity of our work. 

The undersigned are consulting actuaries for Milliman, Inc., members of the American Academy 
of Actuaries, and meet their Qualification Standards to render the actuarial opinion contained 
herein. 

Please let us know of any questions or comments regarding this letter. 

Sincerely, 

~///~~-
Matt Larrabee, FSA, EA, MAAA 
Principal & Consulting Actuary 

Daniel Wade, FSA, EA, MAAA 
Principal & Consulting Actuary 

cc: Garry Green (Division of Retirement), Kathryn Hunter (Milliman) 
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FLORIDA RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Effect on July 1, 2015 Defined Benefit Pension Plan Actuarial Valuation Results 
Impact of Ten-cancer Variation of Proposal For Prospective Firefighter ILOD cancer Presumption effective July 1, 2016 

Please see the attached letter for details regarding data, assumptions, methodology, and plan provisions used 

This work product was prepared solely for the Florida Department of Management Services for the purposes stated herein, and may not be appropriate to use for other purposes. Milliman does not intend to benefit and 
assumes no duty or liabllity to other parties who receive this work. Milliman recommends that third parties be aided by their own actuary or other qualified professiOnal when reviewing the Milliman work product. 

Special Risk ---Elected Officers' Class---- Senior Composite Composite 
R~ Special Risk Administrative Judicial L~-A!!Y:..(ab Local Mana2ement ( excluding DROP} DROP {Including DROP} 

A, Actuarially Calculated Pension Plan Employer Contribution Rates (prior to blending to create proposed blended statutory contribution rates) 

1. Actuarially (alctllated Pension Plan Employer Contribution Rates Developed in July 1, 2015 Valuation 1 

a. Employer Normal Cost 2.84% 11.17% 3.19% 11.75% 6.58o/o 8.47% 4.18% 4.17% 4.17% 4.17% 
b. UAL Cost Dr& 10,54% 3230% 2542% 4461% 44 52% 2100% 487% 710% 506% 
c. Total Employer Cost 6.21% 21.71 % 35.49% 37.17% 51.19% 52.99% 25.18% 9.04% 11.27% 9.23% 

2. Actuar!ally calculated Pension Plan Employer Contribution Rates Reflecting Proposed Change 

a. Employer Normal Cost 2.84°/o 11.19% 3.19°/o 11.75°/o 6.58°/o 8.47°/o 4.18°/o 4.17°/o 4.17% 4.17% 
b. UAL Cost = 10 54% 32.30°/o = 44 61°/o 44 52°/o 21.00o/o 487% ~ = c. Total Employer Cost 6.21"/o 21.73% 35.49°/o 37.17°/o 51.19°/o 52.99°/o 25.18°/o 9.04% 11.27% 9.230/o 

3. Change in Actuarially calculated Pension Plan Employer ContributiOn Rates due to Proposed Change 

a. Normal Cost 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00°/o 0.00°/o 
b. UAL Cost = = = = = = = = = = c. Total Cost 0.00% 0.02°/o 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 

B. Unfunded Actuarial Liability (UAL) and Present Value of Projected Benefits (Dollars In Thousands) 

1. July 1, 2015 Actuarial Valuation UAL 2 
$11,808,459 $5,668,445 $11,715 $408,376 $45,622 $297,389 $1,675,489 $19,915,495 $2,437,902 $22,353,397 

2. July 1, 2015 UAL Reflecting Proposed Change ~ ~ 1L.Zli ~ = = l.lli.1i2 = = ~ 3. Increase In UAL due to Proposed Change $0 ($2,341) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($2,341) $0 ($2,341) 

4. Increase in Present Value of Future Normal Costs ill ~ ill ill ill ill ill = ill = 5. Increase In Present Value of Projected Benefits (3. + 4,) $0 $4,827 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,827 $0 $4,827 

1 As reported in the July 1, 2015 valuation - Table 4-11 
2 As reported In the July 1, 2015 valuation - Table 3-2 
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FLORIDA RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Effect on Investment Plan Employer Contlibution Rates 
Impact of Ten-Cancer Variation of Proposal for Prospective Firefighter ILOD cancer Presumption effective July 1, 2016 

Please see the attached letter for details regarding data, assumptions, methodology, and plan provisions used 

Table 18 

This work product was prepared solely for the Florida Department of Management Services for the purposes stated herein, and may not be appropriate to use for other purposes. Milliman does not intend to benefit 
and assumes no duty or liability to other parties who receive this work. Milliman recommends that third parties be aided by their own actuary or other qualified professional when reviewing the Milliman work product. 

Re_g_u1ar Special Risk 
Special Risk 

Administrative 
-·-Elected Officers' Class--

Judicial Leg-Atty-Cab _b23!! 

A. Actuarially Calculated Investment Plan Employer Contribution Rates (prior to blending to create proposed blended statutory contribution rates) 

!. Employer Rates effective since July 1, 2012 (Sec 121.72 and 121.73) 1 

a. Employer Cost {excludes member contributions) 3.55%, 12.33°/o 5.40°/o 10.96°/o 6.79°/o 8.75°/o 
b. UAL Cost 0.00°,1, O.OOo/o 0.00°/o 0.00% 0.00% 0.00°/o 
c. Total Employer Cost 3.55°/o 12.33°/o 5.40°/o 10.96°/o 6.79°/o 8.75°/o 

Senior 
Management 

4.93°/o 
0,00°/o 
4.93o/o 

ComQosite 

4.76°/o 
0.00°/o 
4.76°/o 

2. Actuarially Calculated Investment Plan Employer Contribution Rates Reflecting Proposed Change to Increase Investment Plan Disability Benefit {there is no IP death benefit under current statute} 

a. Employer Cost (excludes member contributions) 
b. UAL Cost 
c. Total Employer Cost 

3.550/o 
0.00°/o 
3.55% 

12,34°/o 

0.00°/o 
12.34% 

5.40°/o 
0,00°/o 

5.40% 

3. Change in Actuarially Calculated Investment Plan Employer Contribution Rates due to Proposed ILOD cancer Presumption 

a. Employer Cost 
b. UALCost 
c. Total Employer Cost 

o.00°1o 
0.00% 
0.00% 

1 As reported in the 2016-2017 Blended Rates Study dated December 2, 2015. 

O.Olo/o 
0.00% 
0.01% 

MILLIMAN 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

10.96% 
0.00°/o 

10.96% 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

6.79°/o 
0.00°/o 
6.79°/o 

0,000/o 

0.00°/o 
0.00% 

8.75°/o 
0.00°/o 
8.75°/o 

0.00°/o 
0.00% 
0.00% 

4.93% 

0.00% 
4.93°/o 

0.00°/o 
0.00% 
0.00°/o 

4.76% 
0.00% 
4.76% 

O.OOo/o 
0.00°/o 
0.00°/o 
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FLORIDA RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Effect on Proposed Blended Statut,,,y Employer ContrlbutlDn Rates for 2016-2017 Plan Ye;,r 
Impact of Ten-Cancer variation of Proposal for Prospective Firefighter II.OD C8ncer Presumption effective .July 1, 2016 

Assumes 3.25% Annual Growth In Total Payroll 
Pleases~ the attached letter for details regarding data, assumptions, methodology, and plan provisions used 

This work product was prepared solely for the Florida Department of Management Services for the purposes stated herein, and may not be appropriate to use for other purposes. MiHiman does not in!End to benefit and assumes no duty or liability 
to other partles who receive thls work. Mimman recommends that third partles be aided by their own actuary or other qualified professlonal when reviewing the Milliman work product 

Special Risk ----Elected Officers' Class-- Senior Composite Composite 
R~ular seeaal Risk Administrative Judicial ~-A!!}'.-Cab Local M;;ma11ement (eltclodirig DROP) DROP (lndudl~ OROP) 

A. Proposed Blended Statutory Normal Cost COnb"lbut.ion Rates Reflecting the Proposed Change (Dollars In Thousands) 

1. Actuarially Calculated Defined Benefit Pension Plan Normal Cost 

a. Employer Pension Plan Normal Cost Rate 2.84% 11.19% 3.19% 11.75% 6.58% 8.47% 4.18% 4.17% 4.17% 4.17% 
b. Projected Pension Plan Normal Cost Payroll $19,242,767 $3,557,412 $2,715 $106,095 $6,354 $42,341 $510,388 $23,468,072 $2,320,464 $25,788,536 
c. Total Employer Pensioo Plan Norma! Cost [(la) x (lb)] $545,495 $398,059 $87 $12,465 $418 $3,585 $21,334 $982,445 $95,731 $1,079,176 

2. Investment Plan Employer Cost 

a, Employer Rates effective July 1, 2012 (Sec 121.72-73) 3.55% 12.33% 5.40% 10.96% 6.79% 8.75% 4,93% 4.76% 0.00% 4.76% 
b. Additional Contribution to Provide ILOD Qmcer Presumption 000% 001% 0.00% 0 00% 0.00% = 0.00% = QJ!Q;'& ~ 
c. Tota! Employer Contribution Rate effectiVe July 1, 2016 3,55% 12.34% 5.40% 10.96% 6.79% 8.75% 4,93% 4.76% 0.00% 4.76% 

d. Projected Investment Plan Payroll $4,226,371 $553,257 $1,188 $9,771 $2,192 $17,279 $182,231 $5,092,299 $0 $5,092,299 
e. Total Employer Investment Plan Cost [(2c) x (2d)] $150,036 $80,613 $54 $1,071 $149 $1,512 $8,984 $242,429 $0 $242,429 

3. Proposed Blended StaMory Employer Normal Cost Rate (Pension Plan + Investment Plan) 

a. Total Emp!oyer Normal Cost Contribution [(le)+ (2e)] $696,531 $478,672 $151 $13,537 $567 $5,098 $30,318 $1,224,874 $96,731 $1,321,605 
b. Total System Projected Payroll [(lb)+ (2d)] $23,469,138 $4,210,679 $3,903 $115,866 $8,546 $59,620 $692,619 $28,560,371 $2,320,4&1 $30,880,835 
c. Proposed Blended Statutory Employer Normal Cost Contribution Rate 1 

As a Percentage of Total Payroll [(3a) I (3b)J 2.97% 11.37% 3.87% 11.68% 6.63% 8.55% 4.38% 4.29% 4.17% 4.28% 

B. Proposed Blended Statutory Unfunded Actuarial llablllty (UAL) Cost Contribution Rates Reflecting the Proposed Change {Dollars In Thousands) 

1. Actuarially Calculated Defined Benefit Pension Plan UAL Cost 

a, Pension Plan UAL Cost Rate 3.37% 10.54% 32.30"/o 25.42% 44.61% 44.52% 21.00% 4.87% 7.10% 5,06% 
b. Projected Pension Plan UAL Cost Payroll $22,083,499 $3,595,469 $2,715 $107,248 $6,820 $45,169 $535,948 $26,376,868 $2,320,464 $28,697,332 
c. Tota! Employer UAL Cost [(la) x (lb)] $744,214 $378,819 $877 $27,262 $3,042 $20,109 $112,549 $1,285,872 $1&1,753 $1,451,525 

2. Investment Plan Projected Payroll $4,226,371 $653,267 $1,188 $9,771 $2,192 $17,279 $182,231 $5,092,299 $0 $5,092,299 

3, Proposed Blended Statutory Bnployer UAL Contribution Rate (Pension Plan + Investment Plan) 

a. Total Employer UAL Cost [(le)] $744,214 $378,819 $877 $27,262 $3,042 $20,109 $112,549 $1,286,872 $154,753 $1,451,625 
b. Total System Projected Payron [(lb)+ (2)] $26,309,870 $4,248,736 $3,903 $117,019 $9,012 $62,448 $718,179 $31,469,167 $2,320,454 $33,789,631 
c. Proposed Blended Statutory Employer UAL Contribution Rate 1 

As a Percentage of Tot.al Payro!J [(3a) / (3b)J 2.83% 8.92% 22.47% 23.30% 33.75% 32.20% 15.57% 4.09% 7.10% 4.30% 

1 Rates shown do not include the HIS contribution rate or IP administrative fees. 
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FLORIDA RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Effect on Proposed Blended Statutory Employer Contribution Ra~ For 20:1.6-20:1.7 Plan Year 
ImJJil(t of Ten-Cancer Variation of Proposal For Prospec:til'e Firefighter ILOD Cancer Presumption effec:t/ve July 1~ 2016 

Assumes 3.25%Annual Growth In Total P;,yro/1 
Please see the attached letter for details regarding data, assumptions, methodology, and plan provisions used 

This work product was prepared solely for the Florida Department of Management Services for the purposes stated herein, and may not be appropriate to use for other purposes. Mflliman does not intend to benefit and assumes no duty or liability 
to other parties who receive this work, Milliman recommends tMt third parties be aided by their own actuary or other qualified professional when reviewing the Mill Iman work product 

Special Risk ---Elected Officers' Class···· Senior Compos~e Composite 
Regular seooai Risk. Administrative Judicial Le2·A!!z:--Cab local Mana2ement [excluding DROP) DROP ~ndOOlr,g DROP) 

c. Proposed Blended Statutory Employer Contribution Rates Reflecting the Proposed Change 

l, Proposed Blended Statutory 8nployer Contrlbutlon Rates Based on July 1, 2015 Valuation" 

a. Employer Nonna] Cost Contribution Rate 2.97% 11.35% 3.87% 11.58% 6.63% 8.55% 4.38% 4.2.9% 4.17% 4.28% 
b. Employer UAL Contribution Rate """" Mlli. """"' """" .3.3..Zlli lUJlli """"" """ l.W', """"' c. Total Employer Contribution Rate ((Cla) + {Clb)] 5.80% 20.27% 2.6.34% 34.98% 40.38% 40,75% 20.05% 8.38% 11.27% 8.58% 

,. Proposed atended Statutory Employer Contribution Rates Reflecting Proposed Change 1 

a. Employer Normal Cost Contribution Rate [(A3c)] 2..97% 11.37% 3.87% 11.68% 6.53% 8.55% 4.38% 4.29% 4.17% 428% 
b. Employer UAL Contribution Rate [(B3c)] 3 

2 83% = 2.2.47% ,,,_ 33 75% ~ ~ 4.Qg% 2.10'!, """"' c. Tota! Employer Contribution Rate [(C2.a) + (C2.b)J S.80% 2.0.2.9% 2.5.34% 34.98% 40.38% 40.75% 2.0.05% 8.38% 11.27% 8.58% 

3. Change in Proposed Blended Statutory Employer Contribution Rates due to Proposed Change 

a. Employer Normal Cost Contribution Rate [(C2a) - (Cla)] 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
b. Employer UAL Contribution Rate [(C2b) • (Clb)] O.QQ% 0.00% .Q.QQ?& 000% Q..QQ.'.'& 000% 0.00% = 0.00% = c. Total Employer Contribution Rate [(C3a) + (C3b)J 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

D. Additlonal/(Reduced) Proposed Statutory Employer Contributions for the 2016-2017 Plan Year 
Due to Proposed Change {DoRars In Thousands) 

1. Slate $0 $191 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $191 $0 $191 ,. Sd1ool Boards $0 $6 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 " $0 " 3. State Universities $0 " $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6 $0 $6 
4. Community Colleges $0 $1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1 $0 $1 ,. Counties $0 $593 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $593 $0 $593 
6. Other IJl lli IJl IJl IJl IJl IJl lli .. lli 

7. Total $0 $642 $0 $0 $0 " $0 $842 $0 $842. 

I Rates shown do not include the HIS cootribution rate or IP administrative fees. 
2 As reported in the 2016·2.017 Blended Rates Study dated December 2., 2.015. 
3 Employers of employee groups subject to only the UAL contribution rate would pay the rates shown in line {C.2.b.). 
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FLORIDA RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
F-ISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Effect on .July 1,, 2015 Defined Benefit Pension Plan Actuarial Valuation Results 
Impact of Four...Cancer Variation of Proposal for Prospective Firefighter ILOD cancer Presumption effective July 1, 2016 

Please see the attached letter for details regarding data, assumptions, methodology, and plan provisions used 

This work product was prepared solely for the Florida Department of Management Services for the purposes stated herein, and may not be appropriate to use for other purpo~s. Mill!man does not Intend to benefit and 
assumes no duty or liability to other parties who receive this work. Milliman recommends that third part!es be aided by their own actuary or other qualified professional when reviewing the MlHiman work product. 

Special Risk ---Elected Officers' Class-- Sen!Or Composite Composite 
R~ Special Risk Administrative Jud!cial L~-A~-Cob Local Management ( exduding DROP) DROP (induding DROP) 

A, Actuarially calculated Pension Plan Employer Contribution Rates (prior to blending to create proposed blended statutory contribution rates) 

L Actuarially Calculated Pension Plan Employer Contribution Rates Developed in July 1, 2015 Valuation 1 

a. Employer Normal Cost 2.84% 11.17% 3.19o/o 11.75% 6.58% 8.47o/o 4.18°/o 4.170/0 4.17% 4.17% 
b. UAL Cost ~ 10.54% .&J.ll'.'& 25.42% 44,61% 44 52%, 21.00°/o 4,87o/9 7.10°/9 S.06°/o 
c. Tot.al Employer Cost 6.21% 21.71°/o 35.49% 37.17% 51.19% 52.99% 25.18% 9.04% 11.27o/o 9.23% 

2. Actuarially Cakulated Pension Plan Employer Contribution Rates Reflecting Proposed Change 

a. Employer Normal Cost 2.84% 11.18% 3.19% 11.75% 6.58% 8.47% 4,18% 4.17% 4.17% 4.17% 
b. UAL Cost 3.37°/o ~ 32.30% 2542% 44.61% 44 52% 21.00% 487% 710% S 06°/o 
c. Total Employer Cost 6.21°/o 21.71% 35.49% 37.17°/o 51.19°/o 52.99% 25.18°/o 9.04% 11.27% 9.23% 

3. Change 'in' ActUclrlallY' calailatecf Pens:rdn Plan- Employer-C6hti'lbution'ruites' due ttf Proposed Change 

a. Normal cost 0.00% 0:01% O.OOo/o 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% O.OOo/o 0.00% o.00°1o 0.00% 
b. UALCost = !l.!m, = = = = = = = = c. TOtaJ'Cost 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00°/o 0.00% 

B. Unfunded Actuarial Liability (UAL) and Present Value of Projected Benefits (Dollars In Thousands) 

1. July 1, 2015 Actuarial Valuation UAL 2 $11,808,459 $5,668,445 $11,715 $408,376 $45,622 $297,389 $1,675,489 $19,915,495 $2,437,902 $22,353,397 
2. July 1, 2015 UAL Reflecting Proposed Olange ll 8Q!;! 42~ ~ 11 715 ~ = = J..lli.1i2 ~ = = 3. Increase in UAL due to Proposed Change $0 ($605} $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($605} $0 ($605) 

4. Increase !n Present Value of Future Normal Costs >U = ® ® ® ® >U = >U = 5. Increase in Present Value of Projected Benefits (3. + 4.) $0 $1,399 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,399 $0 $1,399 

I As reported In the July 1, 2015 valuation - Table 4-11 
2 As reported in the July 1, 2015 valuation - Table 3-2 
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FLORIDA RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Effect on Investment Plan Employer Conbibutlon Rates 
Impact of Four-cancer Variation of Proposal for Prospective Rrefighter ILOD cancer Presumption effective July 1, 2016 

Please see the attached letter for details regarding data, assumptions, methodology, and plan provisions used 

Table 38 
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Re_g_ular Special Risk 
Special Risk 

Administrative 
--Elected Officers' Class--

Judicial Leg-Atty-Cab ~ 

A. Actuarially calculated Investment Plan Employer Contribution Rates (prior to blending to create proposed blended statutory contribution rates) 

1. Employer Rates effective since July 1, 2012 {Sec 121.72 and 121.73) 1 

a. Employer Cost {excludes member contributions) 3.55°/o 12.33o/o 5.40°/o 10.96% 6.79% 8,75°/o 
b. UAL Cost 0.00% 000% 0 00°/o Q.l!Q'k Q,OQO/o 000% 
c. Total Employer Cost 3.55°/o 12.33°/o 5.40%, 10.96o/o 6.79°/o 8.75°/o 

Senior 
Management 

4.93°/o 
0 00°/o 

4.93% 

Composite 

4.76% 

Q.l!Q'k 
4.76°/o 

2. Actuarially calculated Investment Plan Employer Contribution Rates Reflecting Proposed Change to Increase Investment Plan Disability Benefit (there is no IP death benefit under current statute) 

a. Employer Cost {excludes member contributions) 
b. UAL Cost 
c. Total Employer Cost 

3.55°/o 
0.00% 

3.55°/o 

12.33°/o 
O.QQO/g 

12.33°/o 

5.40°/o 
0 00% 

5.40% 

3. Change in Actuarially Calculated Investment Plan Employer Contribution Rates due to Proposed ILOD Cancer Presumption 

a. Employer Cost 
b. UAL Cost 
c. Total Employer Cost 

0.00% 
0.00% 
O.OOo/o 

1 As reported in the 2016-2017 Blended Rates Study dated December 2, 2015. 

0.00% 
0.00°/o 
0.00°/o 

MILLIMAN 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00°/o 

10.96o/o 
O OOo/o 

10.96% 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

6.79% 

0,00% 
6.79°/o 

0.00% 
0.00°/o 
0.00% 

8.75% 

Q.l!Q'k 
8.75% 

0.000/o 
0.00% 
0.00% 

4.93o/o 4.760/o 

~ o.00°1o 
4.93% 4.76% 

0.00% 0.000/o 
0.00% 0.00% 
0.00% 0.00% 
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FLORIDA RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Effect on Proposed Blended Statutory Employer Contribution Rates for 2D16-2017 Pliln Year 
Impact of Four-Cilnt:er vartatton of Propo!Jif/ for Prospective Firefighter ILOD Cil11cer Presumption effedfve July 1, 2D16 

Assumes 3.25% Annual Growth In Total Payroll 
Please see the attached letter for detall!i' regarding data, anumptiom;,, methodology, and plan provisions used 

This work product was prepared solely for the Florida Department of Management Services for the purposi!s stated herein, and may not be appropriate to use for other purposes. Milliman does not Intend to benefJt and assumes 110 duty or Habllfty 
to other parties who receive this won\. Mi!llman recommends tliat thirt:1 parties be aided by their own actuary or other qualified professional when reviewing the Milliman work product. 

Special Risk --Elected Officers' Class- Senior Composite Composite 
R~ular §Eecial Risk Administrative Judicial Le!,!-A!.11-Cab Local Ma11a2ement (e,,:d\ldfng DR.OP) DROP ~ndOOlr,g DROP) 

A. Proposed Blend~ statutOfY Normal Cost Contribution Rates Reflecting the Proposed Change {Dollars In Thousands) 

1. Actuarially Calculated Defined Benefit Pension Plan Normal Cost 

a. Employer Pension Plan Norma! Cost Rate 2,64% 11.18'% 3,19% 11.75% 6.58% 8.47% 4.18% 4.17% 4.17% 4.17% 
b. Projected Pension Plan Norma! Cost Payroll $19,242,767 $3,557,412 $2,715 $106,095 $6,354 $42,341 $510,388 $23,458,072 $2,320,454 $25,788,535 
c. Total Employer Pension Plan Normal Cost [{la) x (lb)] $545,495 $397 ,575 $87 $12,466 $418 $3,586 $21,334 $981,961 $96,683 $1,078,644 

2. Investment Plan Employer Cost 

a. Employer Rates effective JLlly 1, 2012 (5ec 121.72-73) 3.55% 12.33% 5.40% 10.96% 6.79% 8.75% 4.93% 4.76% 0.00% 4.75% 
b. Additional Conbibution to Provide !LOD Cancer Presumption Q~ 0 00% 0.00% """"' 0.00% """"' 0.QQ% O 00% 0 00% 000% 
c. Total Employer ContrlblJtion Rate effective July 1, 2015 3.55% 12.33% 5.40% 10.96% 6.79% 8.75% 4.93% 4.76% 0.00% 4.75% 

d. Projected Investment Plan Payroll $4,226,371 $653,267 $1,188 $9,771 $2,192 $17,279 $182,231 $5,092,299 $0 $5,092,299 
e. Tota! Employer Investment Pliln Cost [{2c) x (2d)] $150,036 $80,548 '"' $1,071 $149 $1,512 $8,984 $242,364 $0 $242,364 

3. Proposed Blended statutory Employer Normal Cost Rate (Pension Plan + Investment Plan) 

a. Total Employer Norma! Cost Contribution [(le) + (2e)] $696,531 $478,123 $151 $13,537 $567 $5,096 $30,318 $1,224,325 $96,683 $1,321,008 
b. Total System Projected Payroll [{lb) + (2d)] $23,469,138 $4,210,679 $3,903 $115,866 $8,546 $59,620 $692,619 $28,560,371 $2,320,464 $30,880,835 
c. Proposed Blended Statutory Employer Normal Cost ContribL1tion Rate I 

As a Percentage of Total Payroll [(3a) I (3b)J 2.97% 11.36% 3.87% 11.68% 6.53% 8.55% 4.38% 4.29% 4.17% 4.28% 

B. Propos~ Blended statutory unfunded Actuarli,I Lli!lbillty {UAL) Cost Contribution Rates Reflecting the Proposed Change {Dollars In Thousands) 

1. Actuarially Calculated Defined Benefrt Pension Plan UAL Cost 

a. Penslon Plan UAL Cost Rate 3.37% 10.54% 32.30% 25.42% 44.61% 44.52% 21.00% 4.87% 7.10% 5.06% 
b. Projected Pension Plan UAL Cost Payroll $22,083,499 $3,595,469 $2,715 $107,246 $6,820 $45,169 $535,948 $26,375,868 $2,320,464 $28,697,332 
c. Total Employer UAL Cost [(la) x {lb)] $744,214 $378,925 $877 $27,262 $3,042 $20,109 $112,549 $1,286,979 $164,753 $1,451,732 

2. Investment Plan Projected Payroll $4,226,371 $653,267 $1,188 $9,771 $2,192 $17,279 $182,231 $5,092,299 ;o $5,092,299 

3. Proposed BJeru:!ed Statutory Emp!oyer UAL Contribtrt:lon Rate (Pension Plan + Investment Plan) 

a. Total Employer UAL cost [(le)] $744,214 $378,926 $877 $27,262 $3,042 $20,109 $112,549 $1,286,979 $164,753 $1,451,732 
b. Total System Projected Payroll [(lti) + {2)] $26,309,870 $4,248,736 $3,903 $117,019 $9,012 $62,448 $718,179 $31,469,167 $2,320,464 $33,789,631 
c. Proposed Blended Statutory Employer UAL Contribution Rate I 

As a Percentage of Total Payroll [{3a) / (3b)] 2.83% 8.92% 22.47% 23.30% 33.75% 32.20% 15.67% 4.09% 7.10% 4.30% 

I Rates shown do not include the HIS contriblltion rate or IP administrative fees. 
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FLORIDA RETIREMENT SY5fEM 
ASCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Effect on ProJJO$ed Blended Statutory Employer Contribution R;Jtes for 2016-20.1.7 Plan YNr 
Impact of Four-C;Jncer V;1rliltion of PropoSitl for Prospective Firefighter ILOD Cancer Presumption effectf.-e July .1., 20.1.6 

Assumes 3.25% Annual Growth In Total Payroll 
Ple;1se see the attached letterfot details regarding data, assumptions, methodology, and plan provisions used 

This worn product was prepared soJely for the Flotlda Department of Management Services for the purposes stated herein, and may not be appropriate to use for other purposes. Milliman does not fntend to benefit and assumes no duty or liabiHty 
to other parties who receive this work. Mll!lman recommends that third parties be aided by their own actuary or other qualified professional when reviewing the Milliman work product 

Special Risk ----Elected Officers' Class- Senior Composite Composite 
Regular seecial Risk Administrative Judicial Le2-A!t[-Cab L=I Mana!!ement \""duding DROP} DROP (lnd~~OROI') 

C, Proposed Blended Statutory Employer contribution Rates Reflecting the Proposed Change 

1. Proposed Blended Starutory Employer Contribution Rates Based on July 1, 2015 Valuation l 

a. Employer Normal Cost Contribution Rate 2.97% 11.35% 3.87% 11.68% 6.63% 8.55% 4.38% 4.29% 4.17% 4.28% 
b. Employer UAL Contribution Rate ,..,,. ,.,,,,, .llAlli """"' = >UQll """" 

,_ = """' c. Total Employer Contribution Rate [(Cla) + (Clb)] 5.80% 20.27% 26.34% 34.98% 4{l,38% 40.75% 20.05% 8.38% 11.27% 8.58% 

2. Proposed Blended Statutory Employer Contribution Rates Reflecting Proposed Change I 

a. Employer Nonnal Cost Contribution Rate [(A3c)] 2.97% 11.36% 3.87% 11.68% 6.63% 8.55% 4.38% 4.29% 4.17% 4.28% 
b. Employer UAL Contribution Rate [{B3c}J 3 

2,83% 892% 22.47% 13.JQ"& 33.75% 32 20% ~ 409% 710% 430% 
c. Tota! Employer Contribution Rate [(C2a) + (C2b)J S.80% 20.28% 26.34% 34.98% 40.38% 40.75% 20.05% 8.38% 11.27% 8,58% 

3. Change in Proposed Blended Statutory Employer ContribUtk>n Rates due to Proposed Change 

a. Employer Normal Cost Conttlbutlon Rate [(C2a) - (Cla)] 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 
b. Employer UAL contribution Rate [(C2b) - (Clb}J 0.00% 0 00% 0.00% = ~ 000% O.OQ% 0.00% = = c. Total Employer Contribution Rate [(C3a} + (Ob)] 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% Q,00% 

D. Addtuol'lal/{Redilced)'Proposed'SUWtotV1:fflPloyet Contttbuttons for thlll!-"201&'2017 Plani"Yeait 
Due to'Pio,osed-chan"ge (Doll.ififlii Thoilsal1ds) 

1. Sbt, $0 $95 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95 $0 $95 
2. School Boards $0 $3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3 $0 $3 
3. State Unfversltles $0 $3 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3 $0 $3 
4, Community Colleges $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
s. Counties $0 $297 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $297 $0 $297 ,. Oth<c ill. lli ill. ill. ill. ill. ill. lli ill. lli 

7, Tot,I $0 $421 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $421 $0 $421 

1 Rates shown do not include the HIS contribution rate or IP administrative fees. 

'As reported in the 2015-2017 Blended Rates Study dated December 2, 2015. 

' Employers of employee groups subject to only the UAL contribution rate would pay the rates shown in line (C.2.b.). 
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SCREVEN WATSON & ASSOCIATES 

CANCER PRESUMPTION POLL 

Prepared by: Screven H. Watson 

January 30, 2016 



OVERALL RESULTS: 
Q 1. Do you feel things in the State of Florida are headed in the right direction, or 

do you feel things in the State have gotten off on the wrong track? 

Right direction 

Wrong track 

Unsure/refused 

39% 

41% 

20% 

Q2. Do you feel things in your local community are headed in the right direction, 

or do you feel things in the community ha~e gotten off on the wrong track? 

Right direction 

Wrong track 

Unsure/refused 

60% 

29% 

11% 

Next, I would like to ask your opinion of some groups and people who have been in 

the news recently. For each, please tell me if your opinion is favorable or unfavor­

able. (After favorable/unfavorable response, ask for intensity "ls that very or 

somewhat favorable/unfavorable") The first is: 

Q3. Governor Rick Scott 

Very favorable 17% 

Somewhat favorable 27% 

Somewhat unfavorable 14% 

Very unfavorable 32% 

Don't Know/Refused 10% 

Favorable 44% 

Unfavorable 46% 



Q4. Agriculture Commissioner Adam Putnam 

Very favorable 10% 

Somewhat favorable 20% 

Somewhat unfavorable 6% 

Very unfavorable 3% 

Don't Know/Refused 60% 

Favorable 31% 

Unfavorable 9% 

QS. The Florida Legislature 

Very favorable 6% 

Somewhat favorable 33% 

Somewhat unfavorable 20% 

Very unfavorable 18% 

Don't Know/Refused 22% 

Favorable 40% 

Unfavorable 38% 

Q6. Local firefighters 

Very favorable 77% 

Somewhat favorable 16% 

Somewhat unfavorable 1% 

Very unfavorable 1% 

Don't Know/Refused 5% 

Favorable 94% 

Unfavorable 2% 



Q7. Local police officers 

Very favorable 

Somewhat favorable 

Somewhat unfavorable 

Very unfavorable 

Don't Know/Refused 

Favorable 

Unfavorable 

Q8. When it comes to your local firefighters, do you think: 

They are paid too little 

They are paid about right, or 

They are paid too much 

Unsure/don't know 

Q9. How dangerous of a job is being a firefighter? 

Very dangerous 

Somewhat dangerous, or 

Not at all dangerous 

Unsure/don't know 

57% 

29% 

6% 

3% 

4% 

86% 

9% 

47% 

18% 

4% 

31% 

76% 

23% 

1% 

1% 



Q 10. Some say firefighters face secondary dangers different from the inherent dan­

gers of firefighting, such as heart-and-lung conditions, and a higher risk of job 

related cancers. Do you believe that firefighters should be covered by insur­

ance, by their employers, for these potential future health risks? 

Yes 82% 

No 11% 

Unsure/refused 7% 

Next I am going to read you a list of statements about firefighters, their jobs and get­

ting injured or sick. For each statement, please tell me if you agree or disagree with 

each. (After agree/disagree response, ask for intensity: "ls that strongly or some-

what agree/disagree") 

Qll. When firefighters are hurt or injured on the job they should be given added 

protections or pay to compensate them. 

Strongly agree 

Somewhat agree 

Somewhat disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Unsure/refused 

Agree 

Disagree 

69% 

20% 

5% 

2% 

4% 

89% 

7% 



Ql2. I believe firefighters are already paid well, and if they are hurt on the job, the 

current system already takes good care of them. 

Strongly agree 

Somewhat agree 

Somewhat disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Unsure/refused 

Agree 

Disagree 

11% 

14% 

20% 

27% 

28% 

25% 

47% 

QB. The safety of fighting fires has improved over the years and we really don't 

need to treat firefighters any differently than we treat other professions. 

Strongly agree 12% 

Somewhat agree 10% 

Somewhat disagree 23% 

Strongly disagree 47% 

Unsure/refused 7% 

Agree 22% 

Disagree 71% 



QI 4. If a firefighter develops certain types of cancer, which have been proven to be 

more prevalent among firefighters, we should presume that the cancer was job­

related. 

Strongly agree 48% 

Somewhat agree 26% 

Somewhat disagree 12% 

Strongly disagree 7% 

Unsure/refused 7% 

Agree 74% 

Disagree 18% 

Q15. I support our local firefighters, but worry that continuing to add protections for 

them will increase my taxes. 

Strongly agree 

Somewhat agree 

Somewhat disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Unsure/refused 

Agree 

Disagree 

20% 

26% 

22% 

23% 

8% 

46% 

45% 



Q 16. Firefighters are underpaid for doing a dangerous job, and offering them added 

protections or pay when they are sick is the least we can do. 

Strongly agree 54% 

Somewhat agree 20% 

Somewhat disagree 8% 

Strongly disagree 5% 

Unsure/refused 12% 

Agree 74% 

Disagree 13% 

Q17. Firefighters often enter burning buildings and inhale or are exposed to toxic 

chemicals that can lead to cancer. 

Strongly agree 

Somewhat agree 

Somewhat disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Unsure/refused 

Agree 

Disagree 

63% 

22% 

3% 

3% 

8% 

85% 

7% 

Q18. Providing safer equipment that prevents future cancer-type illnesses for fire­

fighter's is the responsibility of their employers. 

Strongly agree 

Somewhat agree 

Somewhat disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Unsure/refused 

Agree 

Disagree 

70% 

18% 

4% 

3% 

5% 

88% 

7% 



QI9. If local governments provide better safety equipment, we will not need to ex­

tend worker's compensation to firefighters. 

Strongly agree 

Somewhat agree 

Somewhat disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Unsure/refused 

Agree 

Disagree 

18% 

15% 

23% 

36% 

8% 

33% 

59% 

In the coming session, the association representing our state's professional firefighters 

will be pushing for a new law that says if a firefighter contracts certain types of can­

cer, then it shall automatically be presumed that the cancer was related to being a fire 

fighter. I am going to read you a list of statements, but this time about this proposed 

new law. For each statement, please tell me if you agree or disagree with each. (After 

each agree/disagree response, ask for intensity: "is that strongly or somewhat 

agree/disagree") (Unsure/refused - non-verbal) 

Q20. Fighting fires is a dangerous job and new laws like this help us ensure that we 

take care of those firefighters who protect us. 

Strongly agree 

Somewhat agree 

Somewhat disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Unsure/refused 

Agree 

Disagree 

67% 

22% 

4% 

3% 

4% 

89% 

7% 



Q21. Firefighters' exposure to toxins in their workplace puts them at greater risk for 

cancer. 

Strongly agree 60% 

Somewhat agree 24% 

Somewhat disagree 6% 

Strongly disagree 4% 

Unsure/refused 6% 

Agree 83% 

Disagree 10% 

Q22. Many forms of cancer come from smoking and other bad behaviors. If a fire­

fighter smoked cigarettes, then we should not presume he or she contracted 

cancer on the job. 

Strongly agree 

Somewhat agree 

Somewhat disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Unsure/refused 

Agree 

Disagree 

35% 

26% 

16% 

15% 

8% 

61% 

31% 



Q23. If a firefighter gets cancer at an earlier age than medical studies show is nor­

mal, then I presume they got that cancer because of job related exposures 

Strongly agree 34% 

Somewhat agree 29% 

Somewhat disagree 13% 

Strongly disagree 13% 

Unsure/refused 10% 

Agree 64% 

Disagree 26% 

Q24. I am willing to pay higher taxes to help pay for better equipment for local frre­

fighters to reduce the number of firefighters who contract cancer. 

Strongly agree 41% 

Somewhat agree 32% 

Somewhat disagree 7% 

Strongly disagree 14% 

Unsure/refused 5% 

Agree 73% 

Disagree 21% 



Q25. After hearing both sides about this issue, which of the following comes closest 

to your opinion? 

Firefighters are exposed to many 57% 

toxins and chemicals in the 

workplace, and I support a new law 

to give them easier access to workers 

compensation benefits. 

Firefighters should have to prove 37% 

their cancer was obtained in the 

workplace, like everyone else. 

Unsure/refused 5% 

Q26. If a firefighter is diagnosed with cancer, who should the burden of proof fall on 

to prove the cancer was job related: 

The firefighter, or 

The employer 

Unsure/refused 

28% 

56% 

16% 



The next two questions are about firefighters who work fighting forest fires. For each 

statement, please tell me if you agree or disagree with each. (After each agree/dis­

agree response, ask for intensity: "is that strongly or somewhat agree/disagree") 

Q27. Fighting forest fires for a living is a very dangerous job, and firefighters who 

fight forest fires should be given annual pay raises. 

Strongly agree 56% 

Somewhat agree 24% 

Somewhat disagree 7% 

Strongly disagree 6% 

Unsure/refused 7% 

Agree 80% 

Disagree 13% 

Q28. Our state's forestry firefighters average $27,000 a year in salary and they de­

serve a pay raise. 

Strongly agree 

Somewhat agree 

Somewhat disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Unsure/refused 

Agree 

Disagree 

71% 

17% 

4% 

2% 

6% 

88% 

6% 



DEMOGRAPHIC/STATISTICAL 0.!JESTIONS: 

I would like to ask you a few final questions just for statistical purposes to be sure we 

have included a good cross section of people in our survey. First... 

DI. How are you registered to vote? 

As a Democrat, 

As a Republican, or 

As something else? 

Unsure/Refused 

D2. How old are you? 

18-34 

35-49 

50-64 

65 or older 

Unsure/Refused 

D3. And how would you describe your ethnicity? 

White/Caucasian 

Black/African-American 

Hispanic, Cuban 

Hispanic, not Cuban 

Other/Unsure/Refused 

40% 

39% 

21% 

- -% 

15% 

20% 

30% 

35% 

- -% 

70% 

13% 

5% 

7% 

5% 



D4. How do you describe your overall political views? 

Very conservative, 

Conservative, 

Moderate, or 

Liberal? 

Unsure/Refused 

CODED QUESTIONS: 

Gender: (BY OBSERVATION) 

Male 

Female 

Call taken by: (TAKEN FROM VOTER FILE) 

Land line 

Cell phone 

Region: (TAKEN FROM VOTER FILE) 

Dade I Broward 

Palm Beach I Treasure Coast 

Southwest 

East Central 

West Central 

North I Panhandle 

Number of voters polled 

12% 

31% 

31% 

20% 

6% 

45% 

55% 

80% 

20% 

18% 

11% 

6% 

25% 

21% 

19% 

801 



PRESUMPTIVE LAW COVERAGE BY DISEASE 



New York cancer affecting the lymphatic, digestive, hematological, urinary, neurological, breast, 
reproductive, or prostate systems 

NEW: Ohio Firefighter Cancer Presumption 



'management 
. SERVICES 

Executive Briefing 

Division of Human Resource Management 
Florida State Employees' Charitable Campaign (FSECC) 

Statutory Authority: 

Section 110.181, F.S., directs the Department of Management Services (DMS) to establish and maintain an annual FSECC. The 
statute directs OMS to select a fiscal agent through a competitive selection process to receive, account for, and distribute 
charitable contributions among participating charitable organizations . 

tssue Sumniary: 
. 

Since 2006, the FSECC has experienced an ongoing and significant decline in employee contributions made to campaign charities. 
This reduction in contributions, despite OMS steps to reduce administrative costs associated with the campaign, has resulted in 
an expense to donation ratio which makes the FSECC difficult to financially sustain. 

Background: Relevant Data: 
The FSECC is the only authorized charitable fundraising drive directed toward state • In 2016, DMS renegotiated the 
employees within work areas during work hours, and for which the state will provide fiscal agent contract and reduced 
payroll deduction. Designated agency employees are required to coordinate FSECC fiscal agent fees to from $389,296 
activities at their respective agencies. to $180,000, by temporarily 

absorbing internally a number of 
In 2006, employee contributions to the FSECC started to decline. Since 2008, DMS has administrative duties previously 
taken steps to reduce overhead costs and has reduced fiscal agent and other performed by the fiscal agent. 
administrative campaign costs by 80 percent. However, during this same time period, This resulted in an expense to 
amounts pledged in the campaign have declined 93 percent from $4.3 million to donation ratio of 33 percent in 
$282,094. 2015-16. (Based on $546,186 in 

donations in 2015-16). 
If the current downward trend in voluntary employee contributions continues, the • Based on pledges of $282,094 in 
expense to donation ratio will continue to grow and ultimately will reach a point where 2016-17, the expense to donation 
costs to administer the campaign exceed voluntary contributions. ratio was scheduled to be 63.8 

percent. The fiscal agent was 
Since the campaign's creation in 1980, technology has changed the way donors can unable to reduce fees further to a 
access information about charities and how they can donate to charities. reasonable cost, which resulted in 

the termination of the contract. 
In today's information age, giving directly to charities is more streamlined than ever As a result, pledges for 2016-17 
and therefore, we believe the state's role as middle man is no longer necessary. were not processed. 

OMS proposes to eliminate the statute creating the FSECC and replace it with language 
that prohibits solicitations of state employees through any means for fundraising 
within work areas during work hours. 

Policy Options: Timeline: 
Amend section 110.181, Florida Statutes (F.S.) to remove the language authorizing the • Effective date of July 1, 2017 . 
FSECC and replace it with language prohibiting solicitation of state employees through 
any means for fundralsing or business purposes within work areas during work hours. • Repeal rule Chapter 60L-39, F.A.C. 
Employees would still be free to donate directly to charities through multiple methods -Chapter 60L-39, F.A.C. 
during non-work hours. 
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,, 

$703,479 

2006-07 
United Way 

$706,683 

2007-0B 
United Way 

Florida State Employees' Charitable Campaign (FSECC} History 
Amounts Raised and Amounts Withheld by Fiscal Agent (FA} 

~ Fixed Cosb {United Way) 

- Fl1<1>d Costs (Solix) 

....... Employee Contributions 

-
$801,032. $796,616 

$9l3,931 
$850,877 -II 11111 - $546,415 

$470,470 

I 
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

united Way United Way United Way lh,it1d W.ry "''"' sonx 

$869,004 

• 
2014-15 

Solix 

•201&.17 includes pledged doHars and scheduled fees for contract year 2017. Fiscal agent contract for contract year 2017 has been termintated and pledges will not be processed. 

~::· 
$180,000 1111 
1111 2016-17'" 

2015-16 Sol!x 

""' 




