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ReGulaR CoMPenSation ReGulation

By Robert Dennis
Investment Director

Preliminary returns from our local 
retirement systems indicate that, 
for the second consecutive year, 

the locals have registered better perfor-
mance than the PRIT Fund. While PRIT 
has reported a 2009 return of 17.7%, it 
appears that the median return for the 
local systems that invest on their own will 
be about 20%. Returns received to date 
range from 13% to 30%. 

As reported in our recent PERAC 
Financial Bulletin (“A Good End to a Bad 
Decade”), benchmark returns for 2009 
were US stocks, 28%; developed nations 
international stocks, 32%; emerging 
market stocks, 79%; investment grade 
fixed income 6%; high yield fixed income, 
56%; Real Estate Investment Trusts, 28%; 
private real estate, -17%; and hedge funds 
of funds, 11%. (Benchmark returns for 
private equity are not yet available.)

For several years, the PRIT Fund’s wide 
asset class diversification paid off hand-

a Good inveStMent yeaR FoR loCal RetiReMent SySteMS

By Barbara Philips
General Counsel

On February 23, 2010 the 
Commission voted to approve 
amendments to 840 CMR 15.03 

dealing with the definition of regular 
compensation.  The regulations that were 
approved are similar in most respects to 
the draft that was initially considered by 
the Commission and not approved.  The 
regulations were filed with the House 
and Senate Clerks and were referred as 
House Bill 4545 to the Joint Committee 

on Public Service on March 4, 2010.  After 
the referral is made, if there is no action 
by the legislature within 45 days, the 
regulations will be deemed to have been 
approved.  After legislative approval, the 
regulations will be filed with the Secretary 
of State and will become final upon 
publication in the State Register.  This has 
been a long process and the Commission 
appreciates the participation of those 
who attended the hearings and provided 
written comments.  We will continue to 
update you as the process goes forward.

GoveRnoR PatRiCk FileS MaJoR PenSion ReFoRM Bill
Pension Reform II Legislation Sent to the Public Service Committee

By Michael DeVito
Director of Public Affairs

On January 25, 2010 Governor 
Deval Patrick filed a comprehen-
sive package of pension reform 

proposals with the legislature. The bill, 
H. 4440 was assigned to the legislature’s 
Joint Committee on Public Service. The 
bill follows the major pension reform 
initiative that was signed into law in 
2009 as Chapter 21 of the Acts of 2009: 
An Act Providing Responsible Reforms in 
the Pension System.  

The Governor described this new phase 
of pension reform as follows: 
“Providing a fair, fiscally sustainable and 
publicly credible pension system for pub-
lic employees is in the best interests of 
the Commonwealth, taxpayers and public 
employees. The pension reform legisla-
tion passed in June 2009 addressed 
long-standing abuses and loopholes in 
our pension system that resulted in the 
pension benefits of a few casting a cloud 
over the credibility of the entire system 
and over the many public employees who 

(Continued on page 6)
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By James Lamenzo
Actuary 

Two charts from the January 1, 2010 actuarial valuation 

report of the State Retirement System (SRS) are pre-

sented on this page.  The bar chart shows the unfunded 

actuarial liability (UAL) for the SRS since 1993.  The UAL repre-

sents the actuarial accrued liability less the value of plan assets.  

As of January 1, 2010, the actuarial liability was $24.9 billion 

and the actuarial value of plan assets was $19 billion.  The differ-

ence of $5.8 billion is the UAL, which represents an $888 million 

reduction from the 2009 valuation.  When there is no UAL, the 

system is said to be fully funded. 

 

It is important to note that plan assets have grown much faster 

than plan liabilities since 1993.  As of January 1, 1993, the actu-

arial accrued liability was approximately $9.4 billion and assets 

$5.1 billion resulting in a $4.3 billion UAL.  Since 1993, the actu-

arial liability has grown by 2.6 times while assets have grown by 

3.7 times.  For this reason, the funded ratio represents a better 

measure of the plan’s funded progress.  The funded ratio equals 

the actuarial value of plan assets divided by the actuarial accrued 

liability.  When the funded ratio reaches 100%, a system is fully 

funded.  The funded ratio chart shows the significant progress 

made by the SRS in the past 17 years. 

The 2008 investment loss significantly impacted the UAL and 

funded ratios for the State Retirement System, as it did for 

all systems.  However, despite the 2008 loss, the SRS has an 

average return of approximately 9.6% per year since 1985.  This 

exceeds the 8.25% investment return assumption by 1.35% 

each year.  If you draw a straight line from the 1993 to the 2010 

funded ratio, the line is moving upward to the right.  This dem-

onstrates the funding progress that has been made.  Some argue 

2010 State valuation Study

that the plan was 94.5% funded on January 1, 2000 

and has moved backward the past decade.  I would 

argue that getting to that level in 2000 was a case 

of getting “too much, too soon.”  The system earned 

about 12.6% per year from 1985 through 2000.  

Under more normal circumstances, the funded ratio 

graph would not have increased so steeply in the 

1990s.  In fact, if the returns from 1985 to 2000 

had been lower than what actually happened and 

the returns since 2000 were higher, but the overall 

return was the same as it is currently, most impartial 

observers would say significant funding progress had 

been made.

Please note: The results presented on this page 

pertain exclusively to the State Retirement System. 

The State Retirement System is one of the four 

components of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

pension valuation. The other three components are 

the Massachusetts Teachers’ Retirement System, 

Boston teachers, and the Cost of Living Allowance 

Reimbursements to Local Systems.
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By Robert Dennis
Investment Director

Are Massachusetts public pension 
systems managing their investment 
programs based on investment return 

assumptions that are too high?

The PRIM Board’s target return remains the 
8.25% level set by the Legislature in 1996, 
but the staff and board members have often 
mused in recent years that a lower target 
might be appropriate. The PRIT Core Fund 
has achieved an annualized return of 9.6% 
from 1985 through the end of 2009 (although 
it returned only 4.2% over the past ten years) 
but its investment consultant Ennis Knupp 
recently projected that the Fund’s annual 
return over the coming years would be in the 
range of 7.4% based on the current market 
environment and the firm’s latest capital 
market assumptions. 

At the local level, assumed returns have been 
trending down for several years. Seventy of 
the commonwealth’s 103 local retirement 
systems already have assumed returns below 
8.25%. Most are in the 7.75%-8.00% range 
with a few at 7.5%.

The issue has gained attention in recent 
weeks with the news that the California 
Public Employees Retirement System, the 
nation’s largest public retirement system, will 
consider lowering its target. The assumed 
rate had already been lowered from 8.25% to 
7.75% in 2003 but expectations of an extend-
ed period of modest economic growth are 
forcing CalPERS’s board to consider whether 
a further reduction is now appropriate. Some 
major investment firms have encouraged the 
board to lower the rate to as low as 6%.

Adding further fuel to the fire, a March 8 

front page story in The New York Times  
headlined “Public Pension Funds Are 
Adding Risk to Raise Returns” noted that 
public funds are increasing their use of 
non-traditional, alternative investments at 
the same time that corporate pension plans 
are reducing equity holdings and positioning 
their portfolios more conservatively. The 
article cited the generally higher investment 
assumptions used by public funds. A similar 
article appeared in Pensions and Investments 
the same day. Citing a forthcoming 
Greenwich Associates study, this article was 
headlined, “Two Approaches to One Problem: 
Corporate Funds Cut Risk while Public Funds 
Swing for Fences.” Citing public funds’ higher 
return expectations, a Greenwich analyst 
declared in this article that “Public funds 
are backing into numbers that allow them to 
avoid contributions at a time when states are 
very stressed in their ability to tax.” 

The implications for any public retirement 
system lowering its assumed rate are enor-
mous. Lowered investment returns would 
require increased contributions by state and 
local governments and/or their employees to 
cover unfunded and future liabilities. Raising 
revenues from these sources would be a 
daunting challenge in the current environ-
ment. Nevertheless, if we are indeed in an 
extended period of lower returns, a failure 
to acknowledge this reality will only cause 
accumulated pension deficits to balloon even 
further over time.

On the other hand, lowered investment 
assumptions would likely lead public pension 
funds to reduce their appetite not only for 
illiquid and very volatile asset classes such 
as private equity and real estate but possibly 
also for stocks.

The decision to adjust expected returns is 

never easy. While there is little debate that 
today’s economic environment is challeng-
ing and likely to remain so for a number of 
years, there is much less consensus on the 
implications for the financial markets. We’ve 
compared the latest capital market projec-
tions of several investment consulting firms 
serving our local systems with those of Ennis 
Knupp. In domestic equity alone, projected 
annualized returns from domestic equity vary 
by as much as 1.5%, with PRIM’s consultant 
being among the lowest in its expectation. 
Significant variations are seen in projections 
for all other asset classes. This is not surpris-
ing since firms develop and utilize different 
models for use in estimating asset class 
returns. However, all consultants agree that 
their projected returns should not be con-
sidered as anything more than an indication, 
based on current assumptions, of expected 
returns over an indeterminate intermediate 
time horizon. 

Asset class returns are used along with 
expected risk (or volatility of returns) and 
expected correlation among asset classes to 
arrive at expected portfolio returns. Since all 
these inputs are fraught with uncertainty, 
developing an expected portfolio return with 
which a retirement board can have confidence 
is much more an art than a science.

Nevertheless, because the stakes are so huge, 
it is vitally important for retirement systems 
to work with their actuary and investment 
experts to agree on an investment return 
assumption that is prudent in the context 
of the board’s investment philosophy and 
realistic market expectations. As you know, 
PERAC’s Chief Actuary Jim Lamenzo works 
closely with retirement boards in this regard 
and welcomes any inquiries on the subject. 

aRe ouR inveStMent aSSuMPtionS too oPtiMiStiC?

By Frank Valeri
Deputy Director

Approved on July 23, 1945 Chapter 
658 was signed into law, as a 
result of the recommendations of 

a “1943 Special Commission – Established 
for the Purposes of Making Further 
Investigation of the Retirement Systems 
of the Commonwealth and of the Political 
Subdivisions thereof.”  Sound familiar? 

Well, that marked the beginning of the 
Massachusetts contributory retirement sys-
tem we know today as Chapter 32, Sections 
one through twenty-eight.  And what remains 
a requirement for Massachusetts retire-
ment boards is the annual filing of a “sworn 
statement of the financial condition of such 
system.”

Actually a couple of things have changed over 
the past 65 years, and personally I think it’s 

a positive change! Boards are not required to 
file any longer by March 1 but rather 60 days 
later on May 1. In addition, filing is no longer 
made with the Commissioner of Insurance 
but rather with the Public Employee 
Retirement Administration Commission.

History has not changed much of this 
requirement; however, one significant occur-
rence that has developed over the past decade 
is the electronic processing of this reporting 

65 yeaRS lateR, BoaRdS aRe Still ReQuiRed to File annual StateMentS

(Continued on page 5)
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deserved and received fair and appropriate 
pension benefits.

This legislation proposes a second phase 
of pension reform to achieve the following 
objectives:
~ Update the system to reflect demo-

graphic changes, such as the fact that 
people are living and working longer; 

~ Eliminate abuses, through anti-spiking 
measures, extending the number of 
years used to calculate pension benefits, 
and increasing scrutiny of legislation 
benefiting individual employees; and, 

~ Address fairness issues, through updat-
ing purchase of creditable service and 
buyback provisions, requiring SJC 

judges to contribute to their pensions as 
other state employees do, and limiting 
the annual pension payout the system 
and taxpayers support for retirees.”

Among the bill’s provisions are:
For new hires (those employed after 
7/1/10):

▪ A cap on earnings for purposes of contri-
butions and benefits;

▪ An adjusted retirement age factor table;

▪ Increasing the period of average highest 
consecutive years of earnings for calculat-
ing retirement benefits from three years 
to five.

For new hires and potentially current 
employees:

▪ A proration requirement for members 
who have served in more than one Group;

▪ A limit on the amount of annual salary 
increases that could impact retirement 
benefits.

A copy of the bill and all of its provisions 
can be accessed on the General Court web-
site at:  http://www.mass.gov/legis/bills/
house/186/ht04pdf/ht04440.pdf

Note: H. 4440 was granted an extension 
for consideration by the Joint Committee 
on Public Service until April 30, 2010.

GoveRnoR PatRiCk FileS MaJoR PenSion ReFoRM Bill (continued from page 1)

(Continued on page 5)

By Michael DeVito
Director of Public Affairs 

Two major pension-related initia-
tives, essentially the same as those 
initially proposed by Governor 

Patrick, and two changes to Chapter 68 
of the Acts of 2007 dealing with transfer 
of retirement board assets to the Pension 
Reserves Investment Trust (PRIT) Fund 
were recently reported favorably by 
the legislature’s Joint Committee on 
Municipalities and Regional Government. 
The Joint Committee, Chaired by Senator 
James Eldridge and Representative Paul 
Donato, reported these pension proposals 
on February 25, 2010 as part of a major 
Municipal Relief bill, H. 4526. The bill 
was sent to the House Ways and Means 
Committee.

Municipal Early Retirement Incentive
The early retirement incentive provides for 
a local acceptance early retirement pro-
gram for cities and towns. The Governor 
described the draft bill that he provided to 
the Joint Committee on Municipalities and 
Regional Government as follows:
“The proposed program is structured in a 
restrictive manner to ensure that city and 
town managers have sufficient control to 
avoid adverse operating impacts and to 
achieve desired budget savings that exceed 
the present value cost to the pension sys-
tem. By making this program available at 
the option of municipalities, it will give cit-

ies and towns the flexibility to determine 
for themselves whether this limited toll is 
appropriate for their community.”

The incentive consists of the addition of 
either three years of age or three years of 
service or a combination of both to a lim-
ited number of local employees who must 
have at least twenty years of creditable 
service to qualify. A person opting into the 
program must agree to forego their accu-
mulated vacation and sick time payouts. 
The payout amounts would go directly into 
the municipal retirement fund. 

Section 25 of H. 4526 containing the early 
retirement incentive can be accessed at 
the following web address:  http://www.
mass.gov/legis/bills/house/186/ht04pdf/
ht04526.pdf 

Municipal Pension Funding Schedule 
Extension Proposal
In addition to the early retirement 
incentive, the Joint Committee on 
Municipalities and Regional Government 
also reported a provision in Sections 
26-29 of H. 4526 on Retirement System 
Funding Relief. This provision is similar 
to Governor Patrick’s proposal in H. 4439: 
An Act Providing Municipal Pension 
Funding Schedule Relief. According to 
the Governor, the proposal to extend 
municipal funding schedules to June 30, 
2040 will:
“…. help local pension systems address 

unprecedented asset losses in a fiscally 
responsible and manageable way without 
the significant increases in payments that 
would otherwise be required.

This legislation allows local systems to 
extend their funding schedule subject to 
certain conditions and requires that future 
asset gains be used to shorten schedules, 
not reduce payments. 

It is essential to allow local systems to 
address recent market losses that increase 
unfunded liabilities in a disciplined way 
as part of the municipal budget planning 
already underway for fiscal year 2011.”

The Governor’s proposal is similar in 
many respects to a proposal made by 
PERAC.  A retirement system (other than 
State and Teachers) that conducts an actu-
arial valuation of the retirement system as 
of January 1, 2009 or later, may establish 
a revised retirement system funding 
schedule, subject to the approval of the 
actuary, which reduces the unfunded 
liability of the system to zero on or before 
June 30, 2040 as long as it satisfied the 
following conditions:
(a) The payment in any year under the 
revised schedule or any subsequent sched-
ule shall not be less than the payment 
in any prior fiscal year under the then 
current schedule until the system is fully 
funded.
(b) The increase in the amortization com-

MuniCiPal RelieF PenSion PRoPoSalS advanCe in H. 4526
Reported Favorably by the Joint Committee on Municipalities and Regional Government
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MuniCiPal RelieF PenSion PRoPoSalS advanCe in H. 4526 (continued from page 4)

of the financial condition of the systems. 
The significant reliance by most systems on 
the various pension software programs has 
changed the landscape for direct training 
of board staff in the proper completion of 
this statement. Over the past two years, this 
agency has taken a less structured approach 
to training. PERAC has chosen to direct 
its efforts towards greater interaction with 
vendors and board administrators to ensure 
the accuracy of the data used to develop this 
financial statement.

Consequently, only two formal training ses-
sions were held this year in February, one at 
PERAC and a Western Massachusetts session 

in West Springfield.  Prior to these training 
sessions, the Annual Statement publications 
were distributed primarily via CD to the 
boards. Included on the CD was a booklet 
with specific instructions for preparing an 
Annual Statement with sample adjusting 
journal entries and closing journal entries; 
another booklet that provides line by line 
references for the sources of data required to 
complete the Annual Statement; and a blank 
Annual Statement that provides the format 
and template for the filing.

In addition, the audit staff will be making 
a more concerted effort to be available to 
work with the retirement board staff. One 

auditor will be assigned to work with respec-
tive boards to provide technical assistance. 
Also, concurrent with the direct audit staff 
assistance, the 2009 Annual Statement 
process will include a new e-mail “Help Desk” 
address which will be utilized to respond to 
ongoing questions that may arise throughout 
this process. This electronic communication 
will not only provide you with a convenient 
means of directing questions, but hopefully 
you can convey any unique situations you 
may encounter during the compilation 
of the Statement.  This will better enable 
us to document and address issues in the 
future.  Inquiries should be directed to 
AnnualStatement-2009@per.state.ma.us

65 yeaRS lateR BoaRdS aRe Still ReQuiRed to File annual StateMentS (continued from page 3)

By Frank Valeri
Deputy Director

The Public Employee Retirement 
Administration Commission is 
pleased to announce that it will host 

two disability training sessions for retirement 
boards in the spring of 2010. These seminars 
are targeted toward new retirement board 
staff members; however, all are welcome to 
participate. Seminar presenters will include 
staff members from PERAC’s Disability and 
Actuarial Units.  Their focus will be on dis-
ability basics and Workers’ Compensation 
calculations. Also included in the seminar 
agenda will be discussions relating to the 
new Physician’s Statement Pertaining 
to a Member’s Application for Disability 

Retirement, implemented last fall, and filing 
disability information via PERAC’s Electronic 
Content Management System (ECM). 

 In addition, some common pitfalls that 
could delay the timely processing of disability 
pension applications will be discussed. Last 
year, many concerns were raised about 
the costly delays that can result from the 
prolonged processing of such benefits. Board 
staff will be encouraged to share their experi-
ences with such delays. One of the primary 
goals of the sessions will be to convey ideas 
about how to complete the entire process in a 
timely manner.  

The spring disability seminars of 2010 will 
be held at PERAC in Somerville on May 6 

and May 19, 2010.  Registration forms will 
be mailed to retirement boards in advance of 
the seminars.  

Prospective seminar participants are 
encouraged to list disability issues that are 
of particular interest on their completed 
registration forms.  Such information will aid 
us in customizing the seminars to ensure that 
each student’s needs are met. 

Please note, if demand exceeds the seating 
capacity of PERAC’s seminar room, addi-
tional sessions will be scheduled. Disability 
seminars may also be presented in Western 
Massachusetts in the fall on dates and loca-
tions to be announced.     

SPRinG diSaBility tRaininG SeSSionS SCHeduled

ponent of the appropriations required by the 
schedule from year to year shall not exceed 
4 per cent and shall be designed so that the 
funding schedule and any updates to it shall 
reduce the unfunded actuarial liability of the 
system to zero on or before June 30, 2040.
(c) If an updated actuarial valuation allows 
for the development of a revised schedule 
with reduced payments, the revised schedule 
shall be adjusted to reduce the unfunded 
liability of the system to zero by an earlier 
date to the extent required to ensure that the 
appropriation required for a particular year 
under the new schedule shall not be less than 
the amount identified for that year under the 
prior schedule established under this section.
(d) If a schedule established under this sec-
tion would result in an appropriation in the 
first fiscal year of the schedule that is greater 
than 8 per cent more than the appropriation 

in the previous fiscal year, the requirement 
of subsection (2) of subsection (a) may be 
adjusted with the approval of the Public 
Employee Retirement Administration  
Commission.

Sections 26-29 of H. 4526 can be accessed at 
the following web address:
http://www.mass.gov/legis/bills/house/186/
ht04pdf/ht04526.pdf  

Revised Provisions for Transfer of 
Municipal Retirement Systems’ Assets 
into PRIT 
H. 4526 also includes two changes to Chapter 
68 of the Acts of 2007 which mandated the 
transference of retirement systems’ assets 
into PRIT if they did not meet certain bench-
marks.

Section 30 provides that “a system that 
has voluntarily transferred ownership and 
control of its assets to the PRIM Board 
before receiving a notice from the commis-
sion that the system is underperforming, as 
determined under this section, shall not be 
subject to the requirement that the transfer 
be in perpetuity.” 

Section 31 provides that an appeal by a 
retirement board of an order by PERAC 
to transfer assets to the PRIT Fund would 
be deliberated by PERAC rather than the              
four member review board specified in 
Chapter 68 of the Acts of 2007. 

Sections 30 and 31 of H. 4526 can be 
accessed at the following web address:
http://www.mass.gov/legis/bills/house/186/
ht04pdf/ht04526.pdf
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somely as many of those non-traditional, 
alternative asset classes, as well as inter-
national and emerging markets equity, 
performed better than US stocks. That was 
not the case, however, in 2008 as nearly 
all asset classes suffered huge declines. 
The local systems benefited that year from 
their proportionally higher allocation to 
investment grade fixed income, the only 
asset class to register a positive return in 
that horrific year.

In 2009, most asset classes other than 
private real estate rebounded handsomely 
from 2008 but many locals appear to have 
done better than PRIT mainly due to their 
larger holdings of domestic and interna-
tional equity, which were among the best 
performing asset classes last year. PRIT’s 
global equity holdings represented 45-48% 
of its total assets throughout the year while 
many of the local systems had correspond-
ing allocations between 50% and 60%. 

Some of the best performing local systems 
benefited not only from above average 

holdings in equities but also from equity 
performance well in excess of major bench-
marks. Several also benefited, as PRIM 
did, from healthy exposure to high yield 
bonds and emerging markets. Several also 
enjoyed strong fixed income performance, 
which in 2009 would have come from 
overweighting corporate bonds relative to 
Treasuries. Some systems also benefited 
from less exposure to commercial real 
estate than PRIM.

As in most years, Massachusetts public 
retirement systems have held their own 
compared to public funds nationwide. 
Median returns of some major public fund 
universes were: TUCS (systems > $1 bil-
lion), 19.76%; State Street universe, 18.5%; 
ICC/NEPC, 18.5%.

While the PRIT Fund has had two consecu-
tive years of below average performance, 
it remains in the top half of public funds 
nationwide for periods of five to ten years. 
Once the ongoing re-valuation of real 
estate runs its course and conditions return 

to normalcy in private equity, the strengths 
of PRIT may well come into play again. 
PRIT is also in the midst of implementing 
some adjustments to its asset allocation 
that will result in slightly higher allocation 
to equities.

For the local systems, the favorable 
results of the past two years have served 
to validate their contention that they can 
be competitive with PRIT. Those systems 
that have successfully diversified their 
portfolios by adding meaningful holdings 
of high yield bonds, hedge funds, private 
equity, international and emerging markets 
equity, and real estate—and that have 
worked hard to hire and retain the best 
possible managers—should continue to do 
well over time.

As always, finalized and complete returns 
for all systems will be published this spring 
in PERAC’s Annual Report, preceded by a 
special Investment Report.

a Good inveStMent yeaR FoR loCal RetiReMent SySteMS (continued from page 1)

By Frank Valeri
Deputy Director

Massachusetts public retirees are 
subject to post-retirement earnings 
limitations when they return to 

work for a Massachusetts governmental enti-
ty after retirement. The standard established 
by Chapter 32, Section 91 is often confusing 
to many retirees and public employers.  The 
source of the confusion seems to be the dual 
standard that the retirees must adhere to 
independently. Essentially, retirees cannot 
work in excess of 960 hours, in the aggregate, 
for governmental employer(s) nor can the 
compensation when added to their current 
annual retirement allowance be in excess of 
current salary of the position from which the 
member retired.

As simple as the dual standard sounds, there 
are often cases where clearly the employer 
and/or employee do not understand the 

limitation. PERAC has developed a post-
retirement calculator and worksheet form to 
help retirees, public employers, and board 
administrators estimate earnings limits 
for a calendar year.  The calculator that 
will be posted on the PERAC webpage will 
incorporate both the earnings and hourly 
components of the post-retirement limit 
established by Chapter 32, Section 91. In 
addition to the calculator format, PERAC 
intends to make a worksheet available to all 
board administrators in the form of an Excel 
application for distribution to the employer 
units within their respective system.

The release of these tools has been strongly 
advocated by PERAC Executive Director, 
Joseph E. Connarton, who believes, “Our 
efforts to provide a tool for retirees, boards, 
and public employers to help understand 
this post-retirement earnings limitation will 
hopefully help to avoid the potential hard-
ship and embarrassing situations retirees 

could encounter if found to be in violation.” 
Retirees’ earnings in excess of limits are 
subject to recoupment by employers or 
retirement systems.

The calculator/worksheet concept was fur-
ther developed by PERAC from a worksheet 
recently designed by the City of Boston for 
its department heads. PERAC sought input 
from administrators attending a Public 
Pension Advisory Group (PPAG) meeting. 
It is the Commission’s intent to release the 
calculator/worksheet later this month. Notice 
of the release will be formally announced in a 
PERAC Memo that will include instructions 
for obtaining access to the applications.

Please feel free to direct any comments, 
inquiries, or ideas relating to these  
tools to Frank Valeri, Deputy Director  
(617 666-4446, Ext. 945).

PeRaC to ReleaSe PoSt-RetiReMent eaRninGS CalCulatoR


