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FRANK VALERI TAKES REINS AS PRESIDENT OF MASS RETIREES’ ASSOCIATION
Former PERAC Deputy Director Assumes Celebrated Post

Following a unanimous 
election, PERAC’s Deputy 
Director Francis E. Valeri 

has retired from state service to 
assume the prestigious position 
of President of the Retired State, 
County and Municipal Employees 
Association of Massachusetts (Mass 
Retirees’ Association). In this 
position, he succeeds the legendary 
and long-time former President 

Ralph White who will continue as an 
Association Vice President.

Mr. Valeri is a veteran of 
Massachusetts State Government 
having served in various state 
positions for 38 years. Most recently, 
he served as Deputy Director of 
PERAC for six years from 2007-
2013. In this position, he exercised 
supervisory responsibility for the 
Agency’s Audit, Fraud and Disability 
Units. 

On January 17, 2014, the 
Suffolk Superior Court 
issued a decision in the 

matter of PERAC v. Bettencourt, C.A. 
No. 12-4545, agreeing with PERAC 
that a pension forfeiture mandated 
by G.L. c. 32, Section 15(4) may not 
be halted by the Eighth Amendment 
to the United States Constitution.  
The Superior Court found that 
protections afforded by the Eighth 
Amendment against “excessive fines” 

being levied have no applicability 
to a pension forfeiture pursuant to 
Section 15(4).

This case began almost a decade 
ago on December 25, 2004 when 
then-Peabody Police Lieutenant 
Edward Bettencourt (“Bettencourt”), 
while on duty, in uniform, and acting 
as Watch Commander of the Peabody 
Police Department, committed 
criminal offenses by using protected 
personal information of other police 
officers -- their dates of birth and 
Social Security numbers -- to hack 
into the Commonwealth’s Human 
Resources Division’s website.

  Bettencourt created 21 bogus 
accounts on the website to view the 
Civil Service examination scores of 
other police officers, including his 
competitors for the Captain’s exam.  
Bettencourt was convicted in 2008 
of 21 counts of violating G.L. c. 266, 
Section  120F, Unauthorized access 
to [a] computer system, and could 
have faced up to 21 months in the 
House of Correction and a $21,000 
fine.  The judge ultimately fined him 
$500 per count, for an aggregate 
fine of $10,500, and did not impose 
any jail time.  Bettencourt also lost 
his job because of his convictions. 

PERAC WINS SUPERIOR COURT PENSION FORFEITURE CASE
Court Agrees with Agency: Massachusetts Pension Forfeiture Not an Eighth Amendment Issue

By Michael J. DeVito
Director of Strategic Planning, 
Management and Public Affairs

By Judith Corrigan 
Deputy General Counsel and 
Managing Attorney

Continued on page 7

Continued on page 4
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PERAC LEGISLATION HEARD 

The legislature’s Joint 
Committee on Public 
Service heard testimony 

regarding PERAC bill H. 14: An Act 
Regarding Post Retirement Earnings 
and Unemployment Benefits. 
Testifying on behalf of PERAC 
were PERAC’s Executive Director 
Joseph E. Connarton and PERAC 
Commissioner and Fall River Police 
Sergeant James Machado. Chairing 
the hearing were Senate Chairman 
William N. Brownsberger and House 
Chairman Representative Aaron M. 
Michlewitz.

H. 14 seeks to remedy a loophole 
in Massachusetts law. Currently, 
Massachusetts law allows an 
individual who is a Massachusetts 
public retiree and who meets 
either the earnings limitation or 
the hours worked limitation in 
Massachusetts public entities to 
collect unemployment insurance 
without penalty. 

This “double-dipping” scenario 
became news when a retiree collecting 
his pension was laid off by a public 
entity as a result of meeting one of 
these limitations and subsequently 
collected unemployment insurance. 

PERAC’s bill provides that once 
an individual meets these earnings 
or hours worked limitations set in 
Chapter 32, Section 91(b) or 91A 
and begins to collect unemployment 
insurance that the unemployment 
benefit will be considered “earnings” 
under the statute. As such, this 

amount will be offset from the 
individual’s retirement allowance.

PERAC’s Executive Director 
Joseph E. Connarton noted in his 
testimony:

“This bill would consider 
any unemployment insurance 
income received after a member 
reaches the earnings limitations 
of Chapter 32, Sections 91(b) 
or 91A as “earned income”. 
Section 91(b) of Chapter 32 of 
the Massachusetts General Laws 
indicates that a superannuation 
retiree may work no more than 
960 hours for a Massachusetts 
governmental entity nor earn 
more than the amount that the 
position from which they retired 
is now paying minus their benefit 
amount plus $15,000. Disabled 
retirees cannot have such total 
income in a calendar year, which 
when added to their retirement 
benefit will be in excess of what 
they would be earning if they had 
continued in the position they 
retired from plus $5,000. 

The passage of H. 14 will 
help ensure that individuals 
receiving retirement benefits 
from the Commonwealth or one 
of its instrumentalities will not 
be entitled to unemployment 
benefits should they reach the 
earned income and workable 
hours limitations set in Chapter 
32.

In addition, the Commission is 
always observant of and mindful 
of taking necessary action to 
rectify any shortcomings in 

pension law that become 
known to us over time. Closing 
this unemployment insurance 
loophole is one of those 
occurrences. We hope that the 
General Court will agree and pass 
H. 14 and that Governor Patrick 
will sign the bill this year.” n

By Michael J. DeVito
Director of Strategic Planning, 
Management and Public Affairs

This bill would 

consider any 

unemployment 

insurance income 

received after a 

member reaches the 

earnings limitations 

of Chapter 32, 

Sections 91(b) or 

91A as “earned 

income”. 
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FUNDING SCHEDULE OBSERVATIONS

We cannot overstate the 
impact that the 2008 
investment loss had on 

unfunded actuarial liabilities (UAL), 
funded ratios, and funding schedules 
for Chapter 32 systems.  The 2008 
loss forced most systems to extend 
their funding schedules (often 
quite significantly) to maintain 
appropriation levels.  The loss has 
made boards more conservative 
in their funding policies.  This has 
been especially true in the past year 
as more and more systems have 
completed recognition of the 2008 
loss.

One aggressive funding technique 
is what I call a “ramp-up “ schedule 
in which the total appropriation 
(as opposed to the amortization 
payment) increases by a set 
percentage (usually 5.0% or greater) 
each year for a period of time (or 
the entire schedule).  Any remaining 
UAL after the ramp-up period is 
amortized in accordance with 
Chapter 32 funding requirements.  
Two years ago only 12 systems had 
such a schedule.  Currently, there 
are 48 systems that have adopted 
this type of schedule.  Notably, 22 
of these systems have adopted a 
schedule in which the appropriation 
increases by a set percentage for 
the entire length of the schedule.  
Most recently, the Commonwealth 
adopted such an approach for the 
State Retirement System and the 
Massachusetts Teachers’ Retirement 
System, moving the schedule from 
2040 to 2036.

Originally, some systems adopted 
this approach to avoid extending 
the schedule all the way to 2040.  
We have seen that adopting such 
an approach can reduce a 2040 
schedule by up to 5 years.  But 
more recently, a number of systems 
with amortization schedules to 
2030 or earlier have also adopted 
this approach.  When we perform 
actuarial valuations for local 
systems, we now generally include 
an alternative schedule of this type. 

We recommend that all systems 
with funding schedules that amortize 
the UAL beyond 2035 (currently 27 
systems), and especially those at 
2040, consider adopting schedules 
that amortize the UAL by 2035.  
Adopting such an approach provides 
more flexibility in the event of a 
market downturn.  Only 4 systems 
still have schedules to the 2040 
deadline- two years ago 12 systems 
had such a schedule.  

As systems have adopted more 
aggressive funding schedules and 
begun to put 2008 behind them, 

there is more optimism than we 
have seen in recent years.  Most 
systems have had nothing but bad 
news in each valuation after 2008.   
Local systems that performed a 
January 1, 2013 actuarial valuation 
(and used an actuarial value of 
assets methodology as opposed 
to market value) have now fully 
recognized the 2008 loss.  For most 
local systems that last performed 
a January 1, 2012 valuation, the 
recognition of the 2008 loss will be 
completed in the 2014 valuation. 
We expect these systems may find 
results slightly worse than the 2012 
valuation as the final recognition 
of the 2008 loss may outweigh the 
positive investment performance 
in 2012 and 2013.   However, we 
expect to see good news in valuation 
results for systems that performed a 
valuation as of January 1, 2013 and 
will complete one again in 2014. n

By James Lamenzo
Actuary

We recommend that all systems with 

funding schedules that amortize the 

UAL beyond 2035 consider adopting 

schedules that amortize the UAL by 2035”.

“

SEARCH FOR  
PUBLIC EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT  
ADMINISTRATION COMMISSION ON  
LINKEDIN.COM
Be one of the first to join!N

ew
!
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SUPERIOR COURT PENSION FORFEITURE CASE (Continued from Page One)

Massachusetts General Laws, 
Chapter 32, Section 15(4) provides 
that a member may not receive a 
retirement allowance under Chapter 
32 if they have been convicted 
of a criminal offense related to 
their position.  Bettencourt had 
knowledge of the provisions of 
Section 15(4), because he argued 
for a lighter sentence before the 
judge in his criminal case because 
he was going to lose his pension.  
Despite this, immediately following 
his convictions, Bettencourt applied 
for a superannuation retirement 
allowance.  The Peabody Retirement 
Board (“the Board”) approved his 
request for a retirement allowance 
after holding a hearing.  PERAC, 
reviewing the approval under 
various sections of the law, reversed 
the Board’s decision, concluding 
that Bettencourt was not eligible 
to receive a retirement allowance 
under Chapter 32 because he had 
been finally convicted of criminal 
offenses related to his position.  
PERAC instructed the Board that 
Bettencourt was only entitled 
to a return of his accumulated 
deductions, without interest.

Bettencourt sued PERAC in 
Peabody District Court in accord with 
G.L. c. 32, Section 16(3).  Bettencourt 
made two claims:  that his crimes 
were not related to his position, 
and the forfeiture of his pension 
would constitute an excessive fine, 
prohibited by the Eighth Amendment 
to the United States Constitution.  A 
Peabody District Court judge and 
then a Suffolk Superior Court judge 
each found Bettencourt’s crimes 
were not related to his office or 
position.  Both judges made their 
determination, in part, based upon 
their understandings of the Supreme 
Judicial Court case of State Board 
of Retirement v. Bulger, 446 Mass. 
169 (2006).    The Appeals Court 
of Massachusetts overturned these 
decisions, finding that Bettencourt 
had indeed been convicted of 
criminal offenses related to his office 

or position.   The Appeals Court 
wrote in an unpublished Rule 1:28 
decision:

Bettencourt’s crimes were not 
“mere personal transgressions 
wholly unrelated” to his 
office. Bulger, 446 Mass. at 174, 
843 N.E.2d 603…  He illegally 
accessed the files of the other 
officers while on duty in his official 
capacity as a watch commander, on 
department premises, and while 
using a department computer 
[footnote omitted]. Importantly, 
his job as a watch commander 
entailed the supervision of other 
officers, and he impersonated 
other officers on-line to 
facilitate his illegal access to the 
department computer system… 
Based on the facts of this case we 
have no choice but to conclude 
that the direct link required 
by Gaffney and Bulger is present 
here.  PERAC v. Bettencourt, 81 
Mass. App. Ct. 1113 (February 10, 
2012.)

The Appeals Court returned the 
case to the Peabody District Court 
“for consideration of the defendant’s 
claim under the Eighth Amendment 
to the United States Constitution.”

The Eighth Amendment to the 
United States Constitution, ratified 
in 1791, provides that “Excessive 
Bail shall not be required, nor 
excessive fines imposed, nor cruel 
and unusual punishments inflicted.”  
The Excessive Bail Clause and the 
Cruel and Unusual Punishments 
Clause have been much litigated in 
their over two centuries of existence.  
However, the Excessive Fines Clause 
has scant jurisprudence, and the 
first time the Supreme Court of 
the United States used it to halt a 
particular forfeiture was 1998, in the 
case of United States v. Bajakajian, 
524 U.S. 321 (1998).

In 1994, Bajakajian, his wife, and 
two daughters, were at Los Angeles 

International Airport waiting to 
depart the country, Cyprus being 
their ultimate destination.  The 
Bajakajian family, in checked 
luggage, wallets, purses and on their 
person, was attempting to leave the 
United States with a total of $357,144 
in currency.  It was then illegal to 
take over $10,000 in currency out 
of the country without declaring you 
were doing so.1  The penalty for 
the failure to report was the loss of 
all of the currency which one was 
attempting to transport out of the 
country.  The Supreme Court of the 
United States halted this forfeiture 
in reliance on the Excessive Fines 
Clause, and in so doing announced 
a three prong test for determining 
whether a fine is excessive for Eighth 
Amendment purposes.  As noted in 
the Massachusetts case of MacLean 
v. State Board of Retirement, 432 
Mass. 339 (2000), Bajakajian 
requires “us to consider first, 
whether there was an extraction 
of payments, second, whether any 
extraction was punitive, and third, 
whether any punitive extraction was 
excessive.”  Id, at 346. 

The MacLean case arose fairly 
soon after the decision in Bajakajian, 
and the Supreme Judicial Court in 
MacLean conducted its Excessive 
Fines analysis entirely on the third 
prong of Bajakajian, “assuming, 
without deciding” that the Eighth 
Amendment would be applicable to 
a pension forfeiture, setting the stage 
for several more cases to be decided 
using this same methodology.  See, 
MacLean at 346.  Accord Maher v. 
Retirement Board of Quincy, 452 
Mass. 517, 522 (2008), and Flaherty 
v. Justices of the Haverhill Division 
of the District Court, 83 Mass. App. 
Ct. 120, 123 (2013).  In each of 
these three cases, the courts decided 

1  Changes in the law resulting from the 
USA Patriot Act have made the smuggling of mass 
amounts of currency out of the country more than 
a mere reporting crime, but analysis in this article 
involves the law as it was in effect at the time of the 
Bajakajian decision.
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SUPERIOR COURT PENSION FORFEITURE CASE (Continued from Previous Page)

that though the 8th Amendment 
was assumed to apply, (next page)  
the loss of the pension was 
not excessive.  Thus, to date, no 
Massachusetts appellate court has 
halted a pension forfeiture under 
Section 15(4) on Eighth Amendment 
grounds. 

On remand in the Bettencourt 
case, PERAC argued, among other 
things, that a pension forfeiture 
is not a fine because it is not a 
payment to the sovereign of money 
already possessed by the member. 
There is nothing to extract and 
the Excessive Fines Clause only 
limits the government’s power to 
extract payments, whether in cash 
or in kind, ‘as punishment for 
some offense.’ ” Austin v. United 
States, 509 U.S. 602, 609-610, 
(1993) (emphasis supplied, quoting 
Browning Ferris Industries of VT, 
Inc. v. Kelco Disposal, Inc., 492 U.S. 
257, 265 (1989).)  

The Peabody District Court 
rejected PERAC’s arguments, 
explicitly finding that pension 
forfeiture was a fine and that the 
forfeiture of Bettencourt’s pension 
in these circumstances would 
be excessive under the Eighth 
Amendment.  

PERAC was thus forced to seek 
review in the nature of certiorari 
in the Superior Court, and renew 
its argument that Bajakajian is 
antithetical to and should not apply 
to a pension forfeiture.  Put another 
way, any attempt to apply the Eighth 
Amendment to a pension forfeiture 
using the three prong test enunciated 
in Bajakajian should always fail at 
the first prong, because, in contrast 
to a public employee anticipating 
a pension, Bajakajian already 
possessed that which was sought to 
be extracted from him.  Bajakajian 
had hundreds of thousands of 
dollars jammed into a suitcase and 
elsewhere.  A public employee simply 
does not possess his or her pension 

in this same way.  A legislature may 
condition the right to a pension 
on maintaining honorable public 
service.  See, generally, Hopkins 
v. Oklahoma Public Employees 
Retirement System, 150 F. 3d 1155, 
1162 (10th Circuit, 1998). 

The Superior Court agreed with 
PERAC, finding:

… Section 15(4) conditions the 
right to a pension on public service 
free from criminal convictions 
related to an employee’s office or 
position.  Failure to satisfy that 
condition means Bettencourt had 
no right to a pension.  Without 
such a right, he had nothing to 
pay the Commonwealth, and 
the Eighth Amendment does 
not apply.  Contrast Bajakajian 
524 U.S. at 328 (forfeiture of 
currency in which respondent 
enjoyed unconditional right of 
ownership was a fine subject to 
Eighth Amendment).  PERAC 
v. Bettencourt, Suffolk Superior 
Court, C.A. No. 12-4545, pp. 4-5.

An amended decision correcting 
a scrivener’s error was issued on 
February 6, 2014. Bettencourt has 60 
days from the date of the amended 
decision to file a Notice of Appeal. n
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PERAC REORGANIZATION IMPLEMENTED

In the aftermath of the 
departure of Deputy Director 
Frank Valeri to head the 

Massachusetts Retirees’ Association, 
PERAC Executive Director Joseph 
E. Connarton has announced a 
reorganization of staff and functions 
to meet the emerging challenges 
the agency will face in 2014 and 
beyond. Leading the changes is the 
appointment of General Counsel 
John Parsons to the position of 
Deputy Director and General 
Counsel.

Mr. Parsons will continue to 
direct the Legal Unit as General 
Counsel and in addition he will be 
assuming supervisory responsibility 
for several additional PERAC units 
previously managed by Mr, Valeri. 
These units include the Disability 
Unit, with its management of more 
than 15,000 disability recipient cases 
and the medical panel process for 
evaluating new disability applicants 
for Massachusetts’ 105 retirement 
systems among other disability-
related functions. In addition, Mr. 
Parsons will oversee the Audit Unit 
led by Chief Auditor Harry Chadwick 
and the Section 91A/Fraud Unit 
headed by Sandra King.  

Additionally, Mr. Connarton has 
appointed Judith Corrigan, Deputy 
General Counsel to the new position 
of Deputy General Counsel and 
Managing Attorney. The agency will 
be adding an additional Associate 
Counsel in the near future. 

Commenting on the 
organizational changes, PERAC’s 
Executive Director Joseph E. 
Connarton noted,

“After losing Frank Valeri 
to his new assignment with the 
Retirees’ Association, I felt it was 
important to not only appoint a 
new Deputy Director to oversee 

Frank’s previous functions but 
also to maintain continuity in 
the Legal Unit. John Parsons 
presented a unique combination 
of strengths to undertake the 
new and enhanced role I had 
envisioned. 

Not only has he performed 
admirably as General Counsel 
since assuming that role upon the 
retirement of Barbara Phillips, but 
as a former PERAC Commissioner 
John possesses an exceptional 
grasp of the importance of the 
Audit, 91A/Fraud and Disability 
Units and in the agency’s overall 
operations. It thus made great 
sense to promote John to Deputy 
Director overseeing those units 
while allowing him to continue to 
supervise the Legal Unit - with less 
direct day-to-day involvement in 
their activities. That role will now 
be the responsibility of Deputy 
General Counsel Judith Corrigan 
who I appointed Deputy General 
Counsel and Managing Attorney. 
Ms. Corrigan has extensive 
experience here at PERAC not 
only as an agency litigator but 
in all aspects of the Legal Unit’s 
Operations. Judith will direct the 
Legal Unit’s day-to-day activities.” 
n

By Michael J. DeVito
Director of Strategic Planning, 
Management and Public Affairs

Judith Corrigan, Deputy General Counsel and  
Managing Attorney

John Parsons, Deputy Director and  
General Counsel
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FRANK VALERI APPOINTED PRESIDENT (Continued from Page One)

The Deputy Director’s position 
at PERAC was Mr. Valeri’s second 
assignment at the agency. He served 
as Director of Government and 
Legislative Affairs from 1998 – 2002. 
In that position, he oversaw PERAC’s 
interaction with the General Court - 
especially with the Joint Committee 
on Public Service and the Senate and 
House Ways and Means Committees 
and monitored legislation and 
advocated agency positions as 
directed by the Commission and the 
Executive Director. 

Between these PERAC positions, 
Mr. Valeri served for five years 
as Chief of Staff to his longtime 
friend Senator Thomas M. McGee 
(D-Lynn). He assisted in the 
creation of Senator McGee’s office, 
served as Chief of Staff and also 
authored numerous pieces of 
legislation – including major bills 
positively impacting Massachusetts’ 
pension system. During this period, 
he further broadened his experience 
and expertise in the pension area 
by serving for two years as the 
Fifth Member of the Massachusetts 
Water Resources Authority (MWRA) 
Retirement Board.

Mr. Valeri held several other 
major state governmental positions. 
While serving in one of those 
positions, as legislative aide to 
Speaker David Bartley, he worked 
on the groundbreaking “Bartley-
Fox Gun Law”, which established 
the first- in-the-nation mandatory 
sentencing law regarding illegal 
possession of a firearm.

Mr. Valeri possesses a wealth of 
experience in both the legislative 
and the executive branches of 
Massachusetts state government – a 
background which only a very few 
individuals in the State can equal. 
This extensive state governmental 
experience coupled with his vast 
expertise in pension and retirement 
issues made Mr. Valeri a natural 
choice to succeed Mr. White upon 
his semi-retirement and assume 
the position of President of the 

Massachusetts Retirees’ Association.

PERAC Chairman Domenic 
J. F. Russo commented upon the 
retirement of Mr. Valeri and his new 
role at the Massachusetts Retirees’ 
Association:

“It has been a distinct privilege 
and pleasure to work with Frank 
Valeri during his latest tenure 
at PERAC for the past six years. 
He directed the operations of 
our critically important Audit, 
Fraud and Disability Units 
with unsurpassed dedication, 
professionalism and personability. 
I know I can speak for all my fellow 
Commissioners when I say that 
Frank’s commitment, competence 
and sense of humor will be sorely 
missed by the Commission and by 
the entire PERAC staff. While we 
lament losing him to retirement 
we can only feel pleased that 
he will now be leading a terrific 
organization with a proud and 
distinguished past, a magnificent 
staff and an almost mythical 
predecessor in Mr. Ralph White. 
We wish Frank all the very best 
in his new assignment and fully 
expect that he will continue 
his long history of success as 
President of the Massachusetts 
Retirees’ Association. Good Luck, 
Frank!”

Adding his congratulations and 
well-wishes was PERAC’s Executive 
Director Joseph E. Connarton:

“It is clearly with mixed 
feelings that we bid farewell to our 
old friend and colleague Frank 
Valeri while wishing him the very 
best of luck at the Massachusetts 
Retirees’ Association. Frank 
has been a colleague, a trusted 
associate and a friend here at 
PERAC (and elsewhere). Having 
worked with Frank during both of 
his spans at PERAC, and while he 
was in the legislature on numerous 
if not countless occasions, Frank’s 
leaving will probably be felt by me 
personally more than anyone else 

in the agency. 

Whether during his tenure 
as our Director of Government 
and Legislative Affairs or more 
recently as a Deputy Director in 
his oversight of our Audit, Fraud 
and Disability Units, Frank was 
a dedicated partner with me and 
the staff with our singular goal – 
implement PERAC’s statutory and 
administrative responsibilities in 
the most professional, in the most 
careful, and in the most efficient 
and cost-effective manner 
possible. This he did – and then 
some. I know that the entire staff 
joins me in feeling Frank will be 
sorely missed but also in wishing 
him all success as President of 
the Massachusetts Retirees’ 
Association. They are fortunate 
to have found such a talented, 
professional and wonderful 
person to lead their Association 
in the future. Frank, we wish you 
well.” n
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Last fall PERAC conducted a survey for Board 
Administrators to provide feedback on our current website. 
We had a 60% response rate and will use the answers 
provided to shape our strategy as we plan for the updating 
of our website, which will take place within the next year.  

Overall, the feedback was positive. Administrators, for 
the most part, are able to find the information they are 
looking for. The PERAC memos seem to be the most used 
and searched section of our website, however, the fact 
that several respondents requested a better search feature 
indicates to us that we need to work on the layout of the 
site to ensure information is easier to find. 

We found that the use of social media is growing, and 
we will try to stay ahead of the curve on that front. While 
we will not be starting a facebook page any time soon (the 
most used platform among respondents), we did launch 
a LinkedIn page this month. We invite you to connect 
with us for the latest in retirement news and events at 
PERAC and across the Commonwealth. Search for “Public 
Employee Retirement Administration Commission”. It 
is a members only group for the time being, therefore 
information shared will only be available for approved 
members of the group. Members of the Massachusetts 
retirement community will be automatically approved. 

Here is a brief summary of the survey results 
with highlights of some of the text responses. 

ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY RESULTS

About once a day

About once a week

About once a month

How often do you visit the PERAC website? 

How would you rate the following aspects of the website? 
(out of 5) 

•	 Visual Appeal (I like how the site looks) 3.5
•	 Ease	of	Use	(I	can	find	information	easily)	 3.43
•	 Organization of the Information 3.5
•	 Do	you	find	the	“Contact	Us”	button	useful	 3.5 

 

What do you like most about the website? 

•	 Overwhelmingly, the responses pointed to the 
PERAC memos as the best feature on the website.  
The “What’s New” section also received several 
mentions. 

What do you like least about the website?
•	 Search
•	 Navigation
•	 Forms
•	 Too many clicks to get to information 
•	 “Everything is scattered from h#** to breakfast”

What features would you like to see added? 

•	 Easier terminology
•	 Distinguish information for members and retire-

ment board administrators 
•	 Fillable forms online
•	 Better search feature
•	 Add video or audio to educate new members
•	 Tutorial for new board members and staff
•	 Email links for all PERAC staff
•	 Organize forms and publications better

Which pages do you visit the most? 

•	 Memos
•	 Forms & Publications
•	 Board	Profile	pages

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Yes

No

Do you ever visit the website on a mobile device? 

Which social networking services do you use? 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80%

Facebook

Google+

Myspace

Twitter

LinkedIn

YouTube

Tumblr

Flickr

Instagram

Describe	PERAC	in	five	words
•	 Oversight was most used word
•	 Regulator was also used frequently
•	 Our favorite: “a mix of helpful and annoying”

By Natacha Dunker, Communications Director


