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• PERA appreciates the Subcommittee’s continued engagement and demonstrated commitment 

to the financial health of the trust funds, as well as the focus on ensuring that stakeholders 

understand pension risks and considerations.

• Significant PERA stakeholder interest on the same key elements considered by PNYX: return 

rate assumption, unfunded liabilities, funded percentage and amortization period

• PERA continues to prioritize enhancing risk analysis and reporting via the annual Signal Light 

Report.
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• Review of assumptions, while helpful, missed key elements that would make the report more 

comprehensive and on point.

• Increased flexibility on deadlines could be helpful in future years to allow time for 

incorporation of most recent enhancements made as part of the annual sensitivity analysis. 

• While PERA agrees additional significant funds (such as a $2B lump sum infusion) would 

mitigate risk and reduce pressure on employers and retirees, the inclusion of feasible policy 

options would have enhanced the value of report.

• Overall, PERA appreciates the report’s focus on how critical the initial years following the 2018 

legislative changes are to long-term success.



Pension Review 
Commission Bill Drafts

6



Pension Review Commission Bill Drafts
Bill 1: Adjust PERA Direct Distribution for Inflation

7

Bill Summary

The bill would require that beginning on July 1, 2025, and on July 1 each year thereafter, the State Treasurer shall 

annually adjust for inflation or deflation the amount of the direct distribution payment, but it may never be less than the 

current amount of $225 million. 

Estimated Impacts

The following tables (next slide) illustrate estimated impacts by projecting direct distribution payments from 2025 

through the targeted full funding date of 2047, with a comparison of current law vs. indexing (assumed indexing rate of 

3.35% based on annualized 10-year local CPI increase). 

• Within each table, the direct distribution dollars are shown in the left-hand column and the projected accumulated 

values are shown in the right-hand column. 

• The accumulated values assume an annual rate of return of 7.25% (the assumed long-term rate of return of the total 

PERA fund). 

• The estimated differences in contributed dollars and accumulated values under the two scenarios are shown under 

the right-hand table. 

In summary, this bill would: 

• be estimated to increase through the targeted funding period, the total principal dollars contributed to PERA by 

approximately $2.7 billion and increase the total estimated accumulated balance (which considers assumed 

investment interest) by approximately $4.8 billion, 

• lead to a slight reduction in the amortization period (approximately 1 year) of PERA’s division trust funds, and

• potentially delay the next automatic adjustment provision adjustments in future years.
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Bill Summary
The bill would codify the current governance reporting practices of PERA starting 2025 forward, by statutorily requiring the 

actuarial experience study and actuarial audit, increasing the frequency of conducting said reporting from the current practice 

of, “at least every five years” to a required three-year cycle and the proposed schedule repeats on a rolling three-year basis. It 

also would require the Office of the State Auditor (OSA) to commission, in the year following PERA’s independent actuarial 

audit, another independent actuarial audit intended to review the independent actuarial audit just performed.

Impacts and Considerations
• The current governance schedule of PERA reflects best practice models as set forth by the Government Finance Officers 

Association (GFOA) and industry standards. 

- A four- to five-year cycle period (a review of either 3 or 4 years of actual experience, respectively) is considered best-

practice to capture and analyze sufficient plan experience that will ensure reflection of meaningful long-term 

expectations and avoid risk of putting too much weight on short-term fluctuations, which helps to avoid high volatility in 

the adjustments made to any assumptions and potentially appearing in the metrics of the plan. 

- In addition, these are purposefully staggered to allow enough time for the actuarial audit to review the results of the 

experience study, including any adjustments to the assumptions and how those revised assumptions have performed 

over a period of time. 

• A statutory change to require a three-year cycle instead would allow the actuaries just two years of actual experience for 

review and this would not allow sufficient time to appropriately observe and assess any impact regarding the most recently 

adjusted assumptions in the current actuarial audit or the proposed follow-up audit that would be commissioned by the OSA 

under this bill. 



Questions

10


