AHEEM BN HRE
— SRR 14 4R —

ZTEEMS8




FEMBRAIHES
_2255’61435}%_

ER16E12H24H
HeREEEITEHIESS



Hak

tatkEFES FeETS

Y&,

HaRRE B

S

B

B

1ERE

#

QPN e

FRKZFREFIER

RRPAANE 2 2 SR 63

(ft) R AEEBEASHREK

(th) AT @A FerE g =

) BART 7 F =27V —EM

FLRR R R

(fh) S & B R R

(#R) BARFHFHE WRER



BHFEMBRRBE —FR4EE—- (s

1 BB

OLMFEHELAEOMBKRE — M EIE39.2 kM —

AHVESRIERE TR L, 14 EEDOILA
PREREHIUA 26. 4 JKM . EE - AR FEAHE 6.0 Ik
M, XHIZESHEE 39,2 k@Z L 25T
Do 14 FEROELEIT, BMH~—RT 196.9
KM, FHl<—2%T 190.0 K T -7~ (ME
1. AXE*E 2-1-1),

H UHEEOBRELY . TRTOAMESHIEEIC VTR
SEHEEZHHE L 2B EEOBEEZ T TS,

ORIRBURA  —2EBIZBAER . FAPHFIL

@ —

PRECEHR AL JEA4E 4 20. 2 Jk 1T, [EH3E 1.0
JEM. Hu3EHE 3.0 JKM., FLFIERK 0.3 kA, F
RE®1LIKATH 7= (KK 2-1-4), B4
F&lT. BRESHKEOHET 1A EF ML

R 1 MBICORE  — FRI4ERE -

PNipE:S g )
x5 24 (RR)

]
WA (BE~—=) 418, 827
PREBHA 263, 555
EE - AREAR 59, 982
B3 19, 465
BRI (Bff~— =) 42, 742
RESLEAR YRS & 17,243
Ui % B S & 3,730
£ 0fth 12,111
X% 396, 919
it 391, 711
0 5,208
FERMILE M~ = 1, 968, 904

A~ — 2 (1, 899, 746]

B ANESHIESEORRNRMBIRIRREY & 6257

B, DEPESHIENTORY LY Ch 5 EBESIMIS .
EMESTHE, FERBRENLS (BRFESELSS
BHSIA) 1220T, A - ZINEE S HRVLTN S,

b DORERITITBAEMBIFHETI 0, HidtE L ERESIT 11 EEF ©— At /> 1
D, HFEES UEEIIIRSICELE, —F. FFRFIIINER BTV S,

Of R —HAEES. ERFESTH L THN—
R RS, EASES 20.3 kM. EH5E 1.7 kM. HiE% 4.2 Sk, FA24EyE 0.2
K. BERESOERESHE 2.4 kM, ERESET 10.2 kM Ch o7 (R TRE
271711, BAEFEE TR, WEEICEKE CETHY L2 b 00’ U ClmE i
Vo, BRFEE& T, ERESHE TRIBREMNEE —F T, BREESHE CIX—

R LU THAEmS VTV 5,

E BHECKMRIL. EMESHYUMGNE (FEEEOBMED S LEBESIEY L Sn55) 2ETe,
ERFEEBEOHRMRIIEL L TREERESORMHE. ERESHEDRMNBRIIERESLRARTHS,

OMii& —-#RUTHUHNHMIE—

R &™E, BASS 137.7 kM [132.1 k™I, Et558.7 JkM [8.7 JkM]1. Hudk
#37.5 JkM [36.6 JkM], A%y 3.1 3kM [3.2 kM), EEE4 9.9 k@ [9.5 3k
Ml Thot, (FxH*E 2-1-16), # CCTHRUMHIL L TETWnWa,

E HEIEE~—Z [ ] REEBE<—2Th5, REEEAR 0 5 IR DV TIEA TR 2-1-17 B8,



2 #HEsHE
OHRAREY —VEEIEAEFEHEHTHEM-
BARREE L AEESN EEEE 3,214 T HRZ BEREFHOKE FA

35,000 r 1 4,000
AN EEER 110 HA, H3e 318 HA, B o
e 43 TADR 3,686 TA, ERFELFELH 000 ™
3.839
PHRBRE 252,237 F N5 3 SRR AE 231,124 B D 3.181 4 3,000
25,000 |
AT, DEEFHIESETIE7,046 FATH 22.368
ERESE 1S 4 2,500
27 (% 2, RXF 2-2-1), FFHFBE 20,000 __//
MLTWS—HT, ZOMOEAEFE TR U ek e ] 20
E’Cﬁ’}‘ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂ:béiﬁ‘ 14 E);%liﬂ\"%“;ﬂ;(%&}_—?: 15,000 F ?*Amﬁf%ﬁﬁ%‘#t(iﬂ\) |4 so0
ARG THNL (RRREOEMILA® B o | —
125 > 1 1,000
HEGOEAEL~OHEVEE)., BAZE - e
SHIE T, EEORSERD DR, OO [T s
400  ELEERF(BEL) 429
ERELE | BHRREEMERT TV, . .

B OEAESRUASRETIE, 14 £ 4 A7 b RREE T 78 9 1011 12 13 1 s

DM EIRD 65 A O 70 BEKMICT X RiF bhiz,
3R, ERFRUMILEIT, TR LV HRRREBRICERLRIZZRV,
O1AHEYRERMATE —SOERFLMIF, FHFLUNIED—
I NSV EERMARIL. EAFE 31450, Ef540.6 50, #tkE 45.7 5
M. R 37.0 TR TH o I (KK 2-2-9), EEHF L#idtFiz, EEFESEOR
FHFIHEANTELROEN NSV, EIRE, bk, FAFEILF THMER 235600 T

W s, 14 FEEIIIRZEFUMIBDICE L TWVWD (RXXFEK 2-2-10),
TA  HR3 SREEROES

FA
|3 &ﬁﬁﬁ 25,000 r 2109
OBRIEEN —KHEE LM — 3t % (A 21,98 1 2,000
1,747
TR, BEEEE 2,198 FA, Bty 00 [ Taree 21,653
91 FFA. HiEH 211 HA, FAZEILHE 25 H A, i e PEFE s
ERE&(HEERFES L IREERSES)2,165 15,000 70 wer R, 10
FANTHo 1z (R% 3, AXRE 2-3-1), 5 RORRRIRTA
1 1,000
MONESDZHEEETTHHIL3,016 5 10,000 } m
Thd, FHEL LEMNERIT TS, 778 EEEREA)
5,000 | (AR 7 500
2%6 (HBRWHEL)(ABEL)
173 PP (REA) 246
0 0

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 #K¥

_ii_



Ol - BEHUADEEDIENFERAE —HHBEREIFEL—

B BFEARE YN OESOEHES AET (EREHEES D2 ET0)T. EAES(
EFESEEERITHLED)17.2 FH. EHILF 21.6 7, #d5 23,1 T, fFL5EdeE
21.5 M., EREE&(FEEHERTES A OCIREHERESOEHFESL)S.2 FATH-
T (AR HFE 2-3-13). HHAHFEESHIEN IEEROBL L5 —FT, ERFESIT
mhnafl TS (R[F 2-3-15) .

&1 %%-@%m%tm\m%@&wHﬁKW%ﬁV%WE%@ﬁ&thrwé(%@#%(%ﬁmzom

) ROUDEEROBRIEGE (15 G001 & adn) FEOEmEA T SR OERILEES . WO IHEOE
M#%&dﬁﬁ%?w LA,
TE2 LEd(ZE L ’C jis (??r# GG s S END T Lo B ABRBICHIERITER S S

I EIIHEBSY ‘}z'f

o

4 BABUEE
OFEHEBELE —FUREHE BUOEHSE. HAEK BHELHLET-
FERELR L, BEASE 317, [EHEF 181, MilkiF 2. 16, LMK 5.60, [E
E¢@3m1%m\%%%k%ﬁF%ﬁﬁ@m&ﬁi@%&&%p%ﬁMEE@‘
FAFEILFORENL ZNETED NI Lo TWAHR, ZHvE, Ek 14 FENS 70
AT E THAEESOWERE L7220 | 65~69 B E 7 %70 - 12 RLFHF O 8
REEEAREENLZZ LI EEZOND,
. FEREREAHTE T ARETHAIFESMINEHER L, NEUIIRTER
WThb,
71 %%@%&02%%%&(%%-M%M%@&%%ﬁ&)uﬁ?é%“

%@%Mﬂﬁ%ﬁuﬁféw%”

A4 AR A — 1R —

BERHE | o BEBEMNA
A S B T ;

(ES I oS
ot &

ALk

0 14 16 18 20 (%)

o
-
fap)
o
=
—
[g%]

1 ORI TR LGESERHS (ié?’éé"’rf%éo
FH2 EEESOBMBOHIZONTIE, BE&RITOE2EALC =R THIL T D,

C i -



MK5 KEEHZE

25.3
(34 E+)

* | mErTREEOTR

ORERME —MPHFERD - |
REBARYNT, EEF4£19.8%, H
& 22. 1%, #iILHE 17. 5%, FLFEILE
14.2% ThHh o7 (KK 5. AR
2-4-6), BAMEL. EIE, HEEE |
%%1.0,0.6,0.8 KA >k EE Lizas, ;ZE%L{;EZ% RS
A SRR A RO | R
X0, 018 A ML,

CHUBEBR AR

it FEEEO

15 r

E RENLIHO S bAMTHREZEDRITH
372 BRVEy OIRHES A BRERIC T D
10

$O
7 8 9 10 11 12 13

(5 PR 11 FHBREHEICSTIHRRELEOLE

ORBMIRA —BHELLRANERELEZTE >z
PRERBHI AL, BHIE L b EE IR LB L &2 TE - 2 (AXRFE 3-2-1), TE-

ZEIGREEES 11.5%, EILHF 3.8%, HiILHF 11.3%, FAFHLHF 8.9%, ERES

5.2% Th-oTc,
¥ E4AFEE - BRELIZOVWTIE. IEEHH (EXT7TIH2R)THBE LTV, UTIZBWTHLREETH B,

OHRIREH —HFEHE. EREGLUI KA RREELZ TR F=—
WRBRE LI, EAFES, EIE, MIF CIIERSRREE L 2 THE - (KX

% 3-2-2), FTHE>ZEESIIELEFES 8.3%, EIE 1.8%, HitE 4. 4% ThHoT. —
FH. BFEHFLERESIT, EEMERBELEZZNEN 1.4%, 0.8% EEl-7z,

ORHMLGXHE —-SHELIRMNRRBLETE -
RHEHARZHENT, BHIEL bERPIRREL 2 TH 2 (KXEE 3-2-5), F

B 72 B S AR S 5. 1%, [E3EH 5.5% . H3EHE 10. 2% . FLE23 1. 6%, ERLE

£6.1%ThoTz,
EOXHOS L, BREHRA, ERANARCERE - ASFAETHES = LTk 585,

ORKEY —BEFRUNOEHETCERANIERELETE 1=—
ZHRERL, BRESVHE SN EAESITIEENIRAE L 20T 512 (0.1%)
EEoTeb DD, F OO FIE TIIERIFFREE L Z TR - (RXEEK 3-2-6),
TR EIEIXEILE 3.0%, #ifhE 1.9%, FFEHE 17.4%, BRFE2.3% Tho

7’?
~o

_iv_



- . 0 M*k6 FoehBE
[ERBMAFRRELETE ST~ THiL, MBI SRS
EopEIRIT, FEEE, EE. B | ot Tty T D

» BRREN LRI,
EFCIIEEIIERBLE TR (K 5 | B
# 6, AXEFE 3-3-1). FE- g, B4
ELRKXL 0.2 HA Y FThotr,

BFIT TZHEH ) N—RADUFEHE KD
FRhRERTHD,

O#EaRAE —EHFLNMIEENTFERR mAES

ELELEf— " _

GOBAFL. ERFLAOSMETE ¢ ——
EASRAE L% EE o (R&5, AR 5 =17
#3-36), LE-LEREEESRLIR | R ——

A v b, HIBEEEAS 0.1 84 v b, RLEIEH AE—— LS mkmmL
N1LOKRA L NTHD, —FH, EEFITE 1 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

B

Bk RBLEZ 0.5 KA M TFHEST,

6 EMETR 1 FHBEBEHEOERBEL L ORRSH

ORBEMA DKM L FERE L & OTBSH
BREELLHEICROT, EEMSREBLEZ TR 25, £ HEE& EFRNT
KRBLETESZZ EHBAESFLELTVS (RTKFE 3-4-2),

OfTRORMEFERRE L & OFERMS I
HHEFEEHEIIBNT, ZREMRBERE L2 THR- 28, BAFE, #LFT
I, —ABTZY FETREPIFREBLEZ TR LI LOFENKRE L, BHEE. 7
FHEETILZBELRPREABLEZ TR EOFENKE W (RXKFE 3-4-7),

OERESUMHEORMETERE L & DFEMSHT
BAFE, ERFE T, EESHERRELZ TR, ML, FAFILFTIE,
EEPRRBLE LRIo Tz, FHEL D, FERERPFRAEBELZ TR L
M2AFTRAIFE LTS (RXEE 3-4-10), ¥z, RRFHEFLAN TR, ERtFES
WHERENRERPFIRAEBLEZ TEHS LI LA TRIHELTWD (AXH
% 3-4-11),



OMIAITNHRMEFERREL L DFEMES T

HHEBFSEHEICRBNT, EEMERABELEZ TR -2, 4 HERAEY 234
RABLETESZZEBKELFEL TS (EXNFE 3-5-3), FOKRERERL
LT, ARESERFIIRRBLE FTESZZ L BHD (AXKEK 3-5-5), K~
—ATHIGFE. EIEE, RELXBFOEIESIEMR—RA IV KEL Y, BB
LEDTEBEITET NI Z2oTWVB,

( RE) TREMBKR)

NEVFEE TIHREEHCRR A B2 L ICZ#EE & b4 BES ERRICE U TERERT
2ZEMG, LEES LEROBVIRIMICIIMEMNICOE VEEN LV EEZD
ns,

DTRRIZED L, ZEESERROMERBL EOBVICX DB 13 [EEL
FIRABLEDOTHE IV KENWKETO HWIEKDOTHEERE] OB, TR
THEORHE] LV bKEV, ), ZOEZLBES EERUANOERIZLIZHDOTH
V., HEES LARERICLSRBELITHHTHEIZE TV D,

L EES EARERICE DTBEL RV ZEZER—X T, BYEIIT 7 ADOZET
HD (RK7, ALK 3-56), 7ZL, 7T7RLWV-Th, 12~14 FEED IFE/HT
RELIZDTHY, RENZESEHME~DOEEII/NI W,

M&7 WK 14 FERBELEGOFEE TR 11 FHBEEFEIZR T 2409k 7iE L & ORI
LIk RBLEE%E (100) 12 LTHR]

LELS B 3o ¢ T IHH
o0 g MR ataibied A e

ERI14ER

90 90 90

8 % Rk LSERNQLEROAE LI 1 EANBEREDOAE 8 % Sl EANSLEREDHE 8 * R LZEARNSLERROHE
naL RMEL-REDOBWI L1 (% RALLEREORNN L (% RRLLEAEOMEN waEL RMELI-REDRMN

90

(%) MRORK
cTEiE & THREREEARDOHEERE LISHEOWIHE) OFEH, EETV I 7I RTHY TS,
CHVCTHEERT, EFETIAEBESEARMPRABLELERR SR Z LILIDFENIEZRLTVD,



Financial Report on the Public Pension System
Fiscal Year 2002 (Summary)

1. Fiscal Revenue and Expenditures

(1) Financial Status of the Public Table 1 Financial status (FY2002)

Pension System as a whole - 39.2 Public pension
Trillion yen in Benefit Expenses Classification plan as a whole
(in real terms)
100 million yen
The financial status of all public pension  Total amount of revenue (book value) 418,827
plans as a whole for FY2002 reveals that Contributions 263,555
26.4 trillion yen of revenue was income Subsidies by state etc. . ) 59,982
f tributi d 6.0 trilli Subsidies for “bestowals” payments of prior period 19,465
rom con n utions, and 6.U trithion _yen was Investment income (book value) 42,742
from National Treasury etc., while 39.2 Payment of the cost for consolidation of AFF etc. 17,243
trillion yen of the expenditure was for Payment of the cost for portion exceed over EPI 3,730
pension benefits. The reserve at the end of Other 12,111
FY2002 was 196.9 ftrillion yen at book  Total expenditure 396,919
value and 190.0 trillion yen at market Benefits 391,711
value* (Table 1, in the text Figure 2-1-1). Other 5,208
Reserve at the end of fiscal year (book value) 1,968,904
* From the FY2002 report, the market (market value) [1,899,746]

values of reserve have been reported from Note: To calculate revenue and expenditure in real terms, contribution

all public pension plans as reference. to Basic Pension, contribution to the equivalent to benefits of Basic
Pension (old law) and contribution to support JT MAA, JR MAA and
NTT MAA that consolidated to EPI and corresponding revenue are
excluded from both revenue and expenditure because those contributions

Decline. The Mutual Aid Corporation and income are paid from one public pension plan to other public
pension plan.

(2) Contribution— Generally Tended to

for Private School Personnel Tended to

Increase

Contribution of Employees’ Pension Insurance (EPI) was 20.2 trillion yen, that of National Public Service
Personnel Mutual Aid Association (NPSP) was 1.0 trillion yen, Local Public Service Personnel Mutual
Aid Association (LPSP) was 3.0 trillion yen, the Mutual Aid Corporation for Private School Personnel
(PSP) was 0.3 trillion yen, and National Pension (NP) was 1.9 trillion yen (in the text Figure 2-1-4). EP1
increased in FY2002 as a result of the consolidation of Mutual Aid Association for Agricultural, Forestry
and Fishery Organization Personnel (AFF), but except this its downward trend continues. LPSP and NP
began declining after peaking in FY1999. NPSP began declining in FY2002. Meanwhile, PSP continues
on the rise.

(3) Pension Benefits— Generally Increased at Employee Pension Plans and Basic Pension

Benefits * of EPI were 20.3 trillion yen, those of NPSP were 1.7 trillion yen, LPSP were 4.2 trillion yen,
PSP were 0.2 trillion yen, NP’s National Pension Account were 2.4 trillion yen, and NP’s Basic Pension
Account were 10.2 trillion yen (in the text Figure 2-1-11). While NPSP decreased slightly in FY2002,
other employee pension plans continued to increase. With regard to NP, while Basic Pension Account
continued to increase significantly, National Pension Account has tended to decrease.



*Benefits for each pension plan includes benefits equivalent to Basic Pension (the amount of benefits
under the old law (pension law effective before 1985) regarded equivalent to Basic Pension). The Benefits
of the National Pension Account are mainly the benefits paid by the old National Pension law. The
benefits of Basic Pension Accounts are the benefits paid by Basic Pension.

(4) Reserves— Growth is Slowing Down on the whole.
Reserve of EPI was *137.7 trillion yen (132.1 trillion yen), that of NPSP was 8.7 trillion yen (8.7 trillion

yen), LPSP was 37.5 trillion yen (36.6 trillion yen), PSP was 3.1 trillion yen (3.2 trillion yen), and NP was
9.9 trillion yen (9.5 trillion yen) (In the text Figure 2-1-16). Growth is slowing down on the whole.

* The values are at the book values. The values in parentheses are at the market values.

2. Contributors

(1) Contributors— Employee Pension Plans as a whole Increased in FY2002

persons Figure 2 Trends in the number porsons
The total number of contributors insured by the employee 35000 of contributors 1 4,000
pension plans was 36.86 million. The number of 33N
contributors insured by EPI was 32.14 million, by NPSP 30000 - - Erl 1 3500
was 1.10 million, by LPSP was 3.18 million, by PSP was T, ——
0.43 million. In addition, the number of contributors (Scale on the right) k3000
25000

insured by NP Category-1 was 22.37 million and by 1 368

Category-3 was 11.24 million, bringing the total number NP Category-1 1{ 2,500
of participants in the public pension plans as a whole 20000 M

reaches to 70.46 million (Figure 2, in the text Figure 19,104 1 2000
. . The figures represent the number of
2-2-1). While the number of contributors to PSP 15000 | contributors at the end of FY1995
increased, those contributing to other pension plans and FY2002 (1,000 persons) 4 1,500
decreased on the whole. In FY2002, the increase in the NPSP (Scale on the right)
number of contributors to PSP and to EPI was affected by '**® [T e 4 1000
the expansion of eligible participants* and the (Dofunct AFF)  (End of FY2001)
consolidation of AFF with EPI. The number of 5000 |°%___ (Saleon theright) 439 | o0
contributors to employee pension plans, which had been 400 PSP (Scale on the right) 429
decreasing in recemt years, has increased, while the 0 : 0
number of NP Category-1 insured persons has continued 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 "“Seur

to increase.

*Starting in April 2002, the age ceiling for eligibility under EPI and PSP was raised from under 65 to
under 70. In the case of NPSP and LPSP, as before, there is no age ceiling.

(2) Standard Monthly Remuneration Per Capita— High for National Public Service Personnel
Mutual Aid Association and Local Public Service Personnel Mutual Aid Association. Except for the

Mutual Aid Corporation for Private School Personnel, Per Capita Remuneration Decreased
Standard monthly remuneration per capita was 314,000 yen for EPI, 406,000 yen for NPSP, 457,000 yen

for LPSP, and 370,000 yen for PSP (in the text Figure 2-2-9). The difference in remuneration between
male and female contributors is greater for EPI and PSP than NPSP and LPSP. Remuneration continued to

i -



increase for NPSP, LPSP and PSP, but in FY2002, it began to decrease for those participating in these
pension plans except PSP (in the text Figure 2-2-10).

1,000 1,000

3. Beneficiaries persons Figure 3 Trends in the number persons
25000 of beneficiaries

(1) The Number of Beneficiaries— Continued to 1 I"I" (Scale on the right) 71.980 4 2,000
Increase for All Pension Plans s
20,000 | 21,653

NP (Basic Pension under the new
law and National Pension

There were 21.98 million beneficiaries in EPI, 0.91 |t el EP1 1 1500
million beneficiaries in NPSP, 2.11 million beneficiaries
in LPSP, 0.25 million beneficiaries in PSP, and 21.65 15,000 15,081 The figures represent the number of
million beneficiaries in NP (both Basic Pension under the bencficiarics at the end of FY1995

. . ] and FY2002 (1,000 persons)
new law and National Pension under the old law) (Figure 4 1,000
3; in the text Figure 2-3-1). There were a total of 30.76 10000 - //“’T;
million beneficiaries in the public pension plans. The 7 NPSP (Scale on the right)
number of beneficiaries continued to increase for all
public pension plans. 5000 (Defunct AFF)  (EndoffH2000) 1 500

’ 266 (Scale on the right)

(2) The Average Monthly Old-age (for Long-Term s PSP (Scale on the right) 246
Contributors) Benefit— Decreased in Employee 0 9

. 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002  yeu
Pension Plans

The average of old-age (for long-term contributors )' pension per month® (including the amount of the
Old-age Basic Pension) was 172,000 yen for EPI (including the portion paid by Employees’ Pension Fund
on behalf of EPI), 216,000 yen for NPSP, 231,000 yen for LPSP, 215,000 yen for PSP, and 52,000 yen for
NP (basic old-age pension benefits under the new law and old-age pension benefits of National Pension
under the old law) (in the text Figure 2-3-13). While the average monthly pension benefits for all
employee pension plans decreased for three consecutive years, average monthly benefits for NP continued
to increase.

Note 1. “Old-age (for long-term contributors)’ is the old-age pension under the new law whose period of
contribution meets the eligible period (25 years) stipulated in the old-age basic pension (including the
interim measure [at present, 20 years] and the special measure [l15 years] for middle age and older
contributors), as well as the old-age pension under the old law.

Note 2. At the comparison, besides that the Mutual Aid Associations (MAAs) has the portion exceed over

EPI, it is necessary to bear in mind that there are differences on male-female proportion and average
contribution period by the plan compared.

4. Financial Ratios

(1) Pension Support Ratio— High in the Mutual Aid Corporation for Private School Personnel, Low
in National Public Service Personnel Mutual Aid Association and Local Public Service Personnel
Mutual Aid Association. The Ratio Was Decreased in All Public Pension Plans

The pension support ratio' continued to decline in all public pension plans (in the text Figure 2-4-2). It
was 3.17 for EPI, 1.81 for NPSP, 2.16 for LPSP, 5.60 for PSP, and 3.16 for NP. The decline for PSP was

i -



smaller than in the past, because the age ceiling for contributors to employee pension plans was raised to
70 in FY2002, resulting a rise in the number of contributors to PSP.

In addition, to see the effect of not only Old-Age pension but also Disability and Survivors’ pension, the
cost ratios by type of pension’, which complement the pension support ratio, are shown in Figure 4.

Note 1. The ratio of contributors to beneficiaries (only old-age (for long-term contributors))

Note 2. The ratio of Old-age (Disability, Survivors’) pension’s “real” expenditure to the total standard
monthly remuneration. This expenditure means the cost each plan should pay (i.e. expenditure minus
National Treasury etc., other subsidies and payment).

Figure 4 Cost ratios by type of pension (FY2002)

Disability cost ratio Survivors’ cost ratio

EPI

NPSP

LPSP

PSP

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 %

Note 1. Above figures are estimated by Actuarial Subcommittee.
Note 2. To calculate Old-age( Disability or Survivors’) pension expenditure of EPI, we use
expenditure including the portion paid by Employees’ Pension Fund on behalf of EPL
Figure 5 The comprehensive cost ratio
% 25.3(End of FY2001)

(2) Comprehensive Cost Ratio— The figures represent the actual
25
. . value for FY2002
Decreased in The Mutual Aid

Corporation for Private School

Personnel

NPSP

Estimates of
actual value,

The comprehensive cost ratio* was 19.8 20 |
percent for EPI, 22.1 percent for NPSP,
17.5 percent for LPSP, and 14.2 percent
for PSP (Figure 5, in the text Figure
2-4-6). While the ratio increased 1.0, 0.6,
and 0.8 for EPI, NPSP and LPSP
respectively, the comprehensive cost ratio
declined 0.1 point for PSP as its increase
of standard monthly remuneration.

Future projection
Actual value >

* The ratio of real expenditure to the total
standard monthly remuneration. 10

-«

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Fiscal Year
Note: There are some differences of objects used by the actual and the future projection. The
former is on account base and the latter on actuarial base. To compare both, we use "the
Estimates of actual value", which is the actual value calculated like future projection, such
as including the portion paid by Employees’ Pension Fund in behalf of EPI and so on.
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5. Comparison between Actual Values and Future Projections of 1999 Actuarial Valuation

(1) Contribution— The Actual Contributions Were Less than the Future Projection for all Public
Pension Pians

For each public pension plan, the actual contributions were less than the future projection (in the text
Figure 3-2-1). EPI was 11.5 percent less than that of the future projection, NPSP was 3.8 percent less,
LPSP was 11.3 percent less, PSP was 8.9 percent less, and NP was 5.2 percent less.

* EPI and NP are compared by using “estimates of actual value” (see note in Figure 5 and p. 71 of the
text). Hereinafter the same.

(2) Contributor— The Actual Contributors Were Less Than that of the Future Projection except for
The Mutual Aid Corporation for Private School Personnel and National Pension

The actual number of contributors was less than the future projection for EPI, NPSP and LPSP (in the text
Figure 3-2-2). The actual number was 8.3 percent less for EPI, 1.8 percent for NPSP and 4.4 percent for
LPSP. On the other hand, the actual number was 1.4 percent and 0.8 percent higher for PSP and NP,
respectively.

(3) Expenditure— The Actual Expenditure Was Less Than the Future Projection for all Pension
Plans

The actual expenditure* was less than the future projection for all pension plans (in the text Figure 3-2-5).
The actual expenditure was 5.1 percent less for EPI, 5.5 percent less for NPSP, 10.2 percent less for LPSP,
1.6 percent less for PSP, and 6.1 percent for NP.

*Of the expenditures, the portion that is provided for by the income from contributions and investment
income as well as by the National Treasury Times Figure 6 The pension support ratio
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The actual pension support ratio was lower than the future projection for EPI, NPSP and LPSP (Figure 6,
in the text Figure 3-3-1). The difference, at 0.27, was large for EPI.

(6) Comprehensive Cost Ratio— The Actual Comprehensive Cost Ratio Was Higher Than the Future
Projection for All Public Pension Plans except National Public Service Personnel Mutual Aid

Association

The actual comprehensive cost ratio was higher than the future projection for all public pension plans
except NPSP (Figure 5, in the text Figure 3-3-6). The ratio was 1.3 higher for EPI, 0.1 higher for LPSP,
and 1.0 higher for PSP. On the other hand, the actual comprehensive cost ratio was 0.5 lower than the
future projection for NPSP.

6. Analysis of the Difference Between Actual Value and Future Projection Based on 1999 Actuarial

Valuation
(1) Analysis of the Difference in Contributions

The actual contribution was less than the future projection for all employee pension plans. A main factor
responsible for this was that the nominal wage growth rate was lower than the future projection (in the text
Figure 34-2).

(2) Analysis of the Difference in Benefits

The actual benefits were less than the benefits in the future projection for all employee pension plans. For
EPI and LPSP, a main factor responsible for this was that the per capita pension payment was less than the
future projection. For NPSP and PSP, a main factor was that the number of beneficiaries was smaller than
the future projection (in the text Figure 3-4-7).

(3) Analysis of the Difference in Contributions to Basic Pension

The actual contributions to Basic Pension were less than the future projection for EPI and NPSP, but they
exceeded the future projection for LPSP and PSP. The fact that the rate of pension indexation was lower
than that of the future projection was a negative contributing factor (in the text Figure 3-4-10). Also,
except for PSP, the fact that the number of people on whom their contribution to Basic Pension assessed
was less than the future projection was also a negative contributing factor (in the text Figure 3-4-11).

(4) Analysis of the Difference Between Actual Reserve and the Future Projection

For all employee pension plans, the actual reserve was less than the future projection. An important
contributing factor was that the actual nominal rate of yield on investment was lower than the future
projection (in the text Figure 3-5-3), especially, the nominal wage growth rate had a significant part (in the
text Figure 3-5-5). On the market value basis, the reserves for NPSP and PSP were more than their book
value, thus slightly reducing the difference.
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(Financial Status “in Real Terms”)

Because both revenue and expenditure generally increase or decrease as the nominal wage growth rate
increases or decreases in the public pension plans, the difference between the actual nominal wage growth
rate and the future projection may make a small impact on the finance in the long run.

The results of the analysis indicates that “the difference caused by the difference between the actual
nominal wage growth rate and the future projection” was greater than “the difference between the actual
reserve and the future projection” (sum of “The thin three downward pointing arrows” shown in Figure 7
is longer than “the thick downward pointing arrows.”) This difference is caused by factors other than the
nominal wage growth rate, and as such serves to eliminate the difference caused by the nominal wage
growth rate.

Financial status in real terms — which does not include the difference caused by the nominal wage growth
rate — has a positive effect on reserve (Figure 7, in the text Figure 3-5-6). However, although the effect
may have been positive, it was positive only from the three-year period between FY2000 to FY2002 and
its long-term effect on pension financing is small.

Figure 7 Difference between the actual amount of reserve at the end of FY2002 and the future projection
of 1999 Actuarial Valuation [expressed by using the future projection as the standard (=100)]
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(Reference) How to read the figure

® The difference between the “actual reserve” and the “estimated reserve when only the nominal wage growth
rate is used as actual value” is the “positive effect” stated above.

® The thin downward pointing arrow represents the share that is contributed each fiscal year when "the nominal
wage growth rate differs from the future projection”
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