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INTRODUCTION
The Impact of Cyclical Trends in Investment Returns on the Funding of State Teacher Retirement Plans presents a detailed overview of the investment asset allocation, investment performance and funding levels of the statewide public retirement systems that cover teachers. Information on investments and funding levels generally follow traditional fiscal year reporting cycles. 

This study is divided into two sections.  Each section presents data for each of the fifty state plans covering teachers in the United States. Section 1 describes how state teacher retirement system assets were allocated for investment in FY2004 and the one-year, three-year, five-year and ten-year rates of return posted by the plans through the period ending with FY2004.  Section 2 of the study examines funding levels reported by each plan in FY2000 and FY2004, the actuarial rate of return assumptions of each plan and the five-year investment rate of return reported by the plans.  Section 2 reviews the impact of general economic conditions on investment returns and pension funding, indicating how pension funding was impacted adversely by poor economic conditions during the 2000-2002 period and how good investment performance associated with improved economic conditions can result in an improvement in pension system funded ratios over time. 
Questions concerning information appearing in this study may be directed to the study’s author, Stanley C. Wisniewski, Ph.D.,J.D., Workplace Economics, Inc., Box 33367, Washington, D.C. 20033-0367.

1. INVESTMENT ALLOCATION AND RETURNS
Investment income, rather than employee or employer contributions, typically produces the largest part of the funding for pension benefits in state teacher pension plans.  Therefore, better than expected investment returns are the basis for either lower contributions or improved benefits or both. The combination of investments targeted by any public employee retirement system will determine the short-term and long-term returns enjoyed on those assets and the volatility of those returns.  This study looks at two aspects of state teacher retirement plan investments: asset allocation and the rates of return earned on assets over various time horizons.
Asset Allocation

Asset allocation encompasses a retirement system's choice of investment categories and the percentage of total assets allocated to those different investment categories.  A retirement system usually allocates investment assets by considering a variety of factors: general economic conditions, the outlook for inflation, expected total return from investment income and capital appreciation, the risks associated with specific investments, and the retirement system’s needs with respect to liquidity, regularity of income and capital preservation.   Public retirement systems in some states may also be restricted to investing in only certain asset classes or limited to certain percentage allocations to particular asset classes by state law or constitutional provisions.

Asset allocation can affect both investment income and risk in a positive way.  For example, a portfolio comprising both equities and fixed income securities can pose less risk than the least risky asset in the mix, because the prices of equity securities and fixed income securities often move in opposite directions and, thereby, produce offsetting effects.  A diversified portfolio usually produces a greater rate of return than the lowest risk pure fixed income portfolio over the long-term.
The asset allocations in Table 1 provide a snapshot of each retirement system's actual asset allocation at the close of the fund’s fiscal year.  Investment data are divided into six asset categories: (1) domestic stocks consisting of U.S. domestic equity holdings; (2) international stocks including foreign or global equity holdings where the latter are reported as part of the system's "international" holdings by the retirement system; (3) fixed income investments including government and corporate bonds and mortgage‑backed fixed income investments, but not including short‑term money market instruments and other cash equivalents; (4) short‑term money market instruments and other cash equivalents; (5) real estate and mortgages; and (6) all other asset classes including alternative investments such as venture capital, private debt/equity investments, natural resource development, or emerging market investments. 
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Average Asset Allocation of Plans, June 30, 2004
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Figure 1 describes the average asset allocation for the state teacher retirement systems that reported year-end data for a common snapshot date of June 30, 2004.  Asset allocation percentages are based on the percentage of assets at market value reported in the asset category as of the snapshot date.  The market value of the total portfolio invested as of the snapshot date of June 30, 2004 was $1.038 trillion.  Over eighty percent of the retirement systems in this study reported year-end asset allocation as of June 30, 2004; those retirement systems reporting actual asset allocation at a date of other than June 30, 2004 are identified in the footnotes to Table 1.
	State/Fund

	ASSETS

($Billions

at Market as of FY2004)
	FY 2004
Domestic Equity
	FY 2004
Int’l Equity
	FY 2004
Fixed Income
	FY 2004
Money Mkt or Other Short-term
	FY 2004 Mort-gages and Real Estate
	FY 2004

Alter-native Invest-ments and Other Invest-ments

N.E.C.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Alabama/TRS (1)
	$16.6 
	46.52%
	11.46%
	30.10%
	5.55%
	6.37%
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Alaska/TRS
	$3.9 
	40.30%
	17.81%
	30.92%
	  0.01%
	7.57%
	3.39%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Arizona/ASRS (2)
	$26.5 
	42.40%
	12.93%
	37.06%
	  7.51%
	0.10%
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Arkansas/ATRS
	$8.2 
	40.40%
	17.70%
	18.00%
	  5.00%
	7.40%
	11.50%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	California/STRS
	$116.2 
	43.50%
	22.70%
	23.30%
	1.10%
	4.70%
	4.70%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Colorado/PERA (3)
	$32.3 
	41.70%
	16.50%
	20.50%
	2.80%
	7.30%
	11.20%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Connecticut/TRS (4)
	$10.9 
	38.50%
	19.80%
	29.20%
	1.80%
	1.80%
	8.90%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Delaware/DPERS
	$5.5 
	48.10%
	15.20%
	23.00%
	2.70%
	--------
	11.00%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Florida/FRS
	$102.4 
	50.80%
	19.20%
	20.20%
	0.50%
	5.70%
	3.60%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Georgia/TRS
	$42.3 
	59.40% (5)
	------(5)
	39.00%
	1.60%
	--------
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hawaii/ERS
	$8.0 
	46.32%
	17.56%
	25.83%
	--------
	7.08%
	3.21%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Idaho/PERS
	$8.0 
	43.80%
	21.50%
	24.70%
	3.60%
	4.20%
	2.10%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Illinois/TRS
	$32.3 
	48.10%
	16.50%
	23.90%
	0.30%
	8.50%
	2.70%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indiana/TRF
	$6.5 
	61.30%
	18.60%
	19.30%
	--------
	--------
	0.80%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Iowa/PERS
	$17.2 
	34.20%
	15.70%
	37.50%
	0.40%
	6.10%
	6.10%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kansas/PERS
	$10.7 
	32.65%
	19.86%
	34.22%
	1.70%
	6.57%
	5.00%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kentucky/TRS 
	$13.0 
	55.67%
	--------
	33.57%
	7.73%
	3.03%
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Louisiana/TRSL
	$11.8 
	41.84%
	12.35%
	18.86%
	7.73%
	4.20%
	15.02%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maine/MSRS
	$8.0 
	50.28%
	16.26%
	33.41% (6)
	--------
	--------
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maryland/TRS/TPS (7)
	$30.0 
	48.70%
	15.30%
	27.30%
	1.60%
	6.80%
	0.30%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Massachusetts/MTRB (8)
	$32.6
	39.00%
	16.30%
	25.00%
	--------
	5.60%
	14.10%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Michigan/MPSERS (9)
	$36.2 
	48.80%
	10.50%
	17.50%
	 3.20%
	6.70%
	13.30%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Minnesota/TRA (10)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Basic Fund
	$6.9
	48.00%
	15.30%
	21.00%
	3.00%
	--------
	12.70%

	     Post Retirement
	$8.2 
	51.40%
	15.50%
	24.60%
	4.20%
	--------
	  4.30%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mississippi/PERS
	$16.1 
	53.70%
	18.30%
	25.20%
	0.70%
	2.10%
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Missouri/PSRS
	$22.0 
	39.70%
	17.60%
	41.00%(11)
	1.70%
	--------
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Montana/TRS
	 $2.3
	48.80%
	14.40%
	26.50%
	3.10%
	2.40%
	4.60%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nebraska/SRS (12)
	 $5.2
	52.30%
	17.30%
	29.90%
	0.10%
	0.40%
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nevada/PERS
	$16.5
	39.50%
	10.00%
	40.06%
	1.85%
	6.00%
	2.59%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	New Hampshire/NHRS
	$4.4 (13)
	50.80%
	9.70%
	24.30%
	--------
	7.20%
	8.00%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	New Jersey/TPAF
	$28.4 
	50.10%
	16.40%
	26.40%
	  5.00%
	2.10%
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	New Mexico/ERB
	$6.9
	46.50%
	20.10%
	28.60%
	--------
	4.80%
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	New York/TRS
	$79.4 
	60.97%
	9.52%
	15.24%
	2.23%
	9.16%
	2.88%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	North Carolina/TSERS (14)
	$46.7 
	51.17%
	8.09%
	36.62%
	--------
	2.90%
	1.22%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	North Dakota/TFFR
	$1.4
	40.00%
	21.00%
	19.00%
	3.00%
	8.00%
	9.00%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ohio/STRS
	$54.7 
	46.90%
	20.80%
	18.40%
	2.50%
	9.20%
	2.20%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Oklahoma/TRS
	$7.1 
	51.00%
	18.60%
	23.10%
	7.30%
	--------
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Oregon/PERS
	$44.3 
	36.22%
	21.19%
	28.88%
	--------
	9.62%
	4.09%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pennsylvania/PSERS
	$49.0 
	44.80%
	16.80%
	22.10%
	------(15)
	6.70%
	9.60%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rhode Island/ERSRI (16) 
	$5.3
	44.90%
	22.60%
	24.40%
	2.40%
	0.30%
	5.40%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	South Carolina/SCRS
	$21.3 
	42.75%
	--------
	43.32%
	13.93%
	--------
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	South Dakota/SDRS
	$5.5 
	42.00%
	19.60%
	22.00%
	1.1% 
	4.50%
	10.80%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tennessee/CRS
	$25.3 
	29.75%
	11.12%
	50.49%
	7.12%
	1.52%
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Texas/TRS (17)
	$84.4
	52.20%
	13.90%
	27.30% 
	3.60%
	--------
	3.00%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Utah/SRS (18)
	$16.9
	38.50%
	19.92%
	22.17%
	6.23%
	9.92%
	3.26%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vermont/STRS
	$1.2 
	45.10%
	16.70%
	28.60%
	1.10%
	8.00%
	0.50%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Virginia/VRS (19)
	$40.3 
	45.77%
	18.69%
	20.83%
	4.07%
	2.71%
	7.93%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Washington/TRS (20)
	$43.5 
	33.20%
	16.80%
	25.60%
	1.10%
	9.40%
	13.90%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West Virginia/TRS
	$1.5 
	39.00%
	19.00%
	36.00%
	6.00%
	--------
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wisconsin/WRS:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Fixed Fund (21)
	$59.1 
	41.00%
	21.00%
	30.00%
	1.00%
	3.00%
	4.00%

	      Variable Fund
	 $5.8
	79.00%
	20.00%
	--------
	1.00%
	--------
	--------

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wyoming/WRS (22)
	 $5.5
	50.30%
	12.90%
	29.00%
	5.50%
	2.30%
	--------


Table 1.

FOOTNOTES

(1) Alabama TRS: Data in table are for the year ended September 30, 2004. 

(2) Arizona ASRS: Data in table are for combined investment assets of retirement fund and health benefit supplement fund.

(3) Colorado PERA: Data in table are for the year ended December 31, 2004.
(4) Connecticut TRS:  Investment assets of TRS are part of investment funds managed by state treasurer as sole fiduciary for six state pension funds.  Total size of the combined fund at 6/30/2004 was $20.2 billion.
(5) Georgia TRS: Combined domestic and international equity.
(6) Maine MSRS:  Twenty-six percent of total portfolio allocated to investment in Treasury Inflation Protection Securities (TIPS), accounting for nearly seventy-nine percent of the fixed income asset category.
(7) Maryland TRS/TPS: Data in table is for pooled assets of the Maryland State Pension and Retirement System (MSPRS), including Maryland Teacher Retirement System (TRS), Maryland Teacher Pension System (TPS) and six other public employee retirement systems.
(8) Massachusetts MTRB: Data in table is for the assets of the Massachusetts Pension Reserves Investment Trust (PRIT) Core Fund which includes the combined investment assets of the Massachusetts State Employee Retirement System (SERS) and the Massachusetts Teachers Retirement System.
(9) Michigan MPSERS:  Data in table are for the year ended September 30, 2004.

(10) Minnesota TRA: The assets of the TRA are invested by the State Board of Investments (SBI) in two funds, the Basic Retirement Fund and the Post Retirement Fund.  Pension contributions from employers and active employees that participate in TRA, are invested in the SBI’s Basic Fund.  When a member retires, assets are transferred from the Basic Retirement Fund into the Post-Retirement Fund.
(11) Missouri PSRS:  More than 18% of the fixed income category in the table was made up of the Real Return Pool at 6/30/2004.  In other words, 7.5% of total investment portfolio of the retirement system was allocated to investment in Real Return Pool. The approved sub-asset classes in the Real Return Pool are U.S. Treasury and global inflation indexed securities, real estate investment trusts and sectors of the Lehman aggregate bond index.  The largest portion of the Real Return Pool was invested in U.S. Treasury Inflation Protection Securities (TIPS) at 6/30/2004.
(12) Nebraska SRS:  Data in table are for the year ended December 31, 2004.

(13) New Hampshire NHRS: Pooled assets for Pension Plan and Post Retirement Medical Plan.

(14) North Carolina TSERS: The assets listed in the table are the TSERS portion of the combined North Carolina pension investment funds ($62 billion).
(15) Pennsylvania PSERS:  Short-term investments included in both domestic equity and fixed income asset classes; total short-term investments accounted for 6.4% of the portfolio at June 30, 2004.
(16) Rhode Island ERSI: The assets of the Rhode Island ERSRI (state employees and teachers) and MERS (local government employees) funds are pooled together with the assets of the State Police Retirement Benefits Trust (SPBRT) and the Judicial Retirement Benefits Trust (JRBT) by the State Investment Commission for investment purposes only.  The combined fund asset allocations of the total funds’ asset value ($6.2 billion) are shown in the table. Asset value shown in table ($5.3 billion) applies to ERSRI only.
(17) Texas TRS: Data in table are for the year ended August 31, 2004.  For the year ended June 30, 2004, actual asset allocation included 68.6% in domestic and U.S. equities, 27.4% in fixed income securities, 1.2% in short-term investments or cash equivalents, and 2.8% in alternative investments.
(18) Utah SRS:  Data in table are for the year ended 12/31/04.  The assets of the various Utah retirement systems are pooled together for investment purposes.  The combined funds’ asset value and asset allocations are shown in the table.  

(19) Virginia VRS:  The assets of the Virginia Retirement System (VRS), the State Police Officers Retirement System (SPORS), the Virginia Law Enforcement Officers Retirement System (VaLORS) and the Judicial Retirement System (JRS) are pooled together for investment purposes.  The combined fund assets, asset allocations and rates of return are shown in the table.

(20) Washington TRS: The assets of the various state defined benefit retirement funds, including TRS, are pooled and invested by the State Board of Investments (SIB).  The Commingled Trust Fund (CTF) assets and asset allocations are shown in the table.
(21) Wisconsin WRS: The Fixed Fund is a balanced fund consisting of a broadly diversified portfolio of stocks, bonds and other asset classes, comparable to most traditional public pension funds.
(22) Wyoming WRS:  Data in table are for the year ended 12/31/04.  The assets of the various state defined benefit retirement funds are pooled and invested by the Wyoming Retirement System.  The combined fund assets and asset allocations are shown in the table.  

Investment Returns

The overall rates of return on investments earned by state teacher retirement plan assets over a one-year, three-year, five-year and ten-year period, where available, are presented in Table 2.   For those forty-two systems reporting for a fiscal year ending June 30, 2004, the average rate of return for the one-year period was 15.59 percent and the average rate of return for the three-year period was 4.18 percent.  These one-year and three-year returns largely reflect improving market conditions compared to those which characterized the period 2000-2002.  Those market conditions both anticipated and reflected the state of the general economy during the respective periods examined.
The average five-year return for those systems reporting for a fiscal year ending June 30, 2004 was 3.46 percent, showing both the impact of the difficult 2000-2002 period and the somewhat better general economic conditions which have been experienced more recently.  Finally, the average ten-year return reported for the period ending June 30, 2004 was 9.56 percent, showing that over the long-term, when taking into account the impact of the good investment returns of the latter 1990s when the economy was posting solid economic gains, many plans met or exceeded their actuarially assumed rates of return. 
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While many of the public pension systems in this study enjoyed similar investment experiences over the time periods examined, this study does not make direct comparisons of any system's investment
performance with that of another system, but rather examines each system’s individual experience and, in the next section of this report, looks at the contribution of that individual investment experience to the funding progress of that particular retirement system over time. Direct comparisons of investment returns between individual retirement systems may produce misleading conclusions since retirement system investment objectives may differ because of their varying needs with respect to liquidity, regularity of income, preservation of capital, legal impediments, and other factors.  Then too, the size of assets available for investment may affect retirement system investment strategies.  

In several states the assets of the state teacher retirement system may be pooled with those of other retirement systems for investment purposes.  This study indicates where pooling with other state public employee retirement plan assets occurs either by listing the investing entity that is investing more than just state teacher retirement plan assets (e.g., a consolidated statewide system) or by an explanatory footnote to Tables 1 and/or 2.  
While most retirement systems in this study report on a fiscal year ending June 30, where different fiscal or reporting periods are employed, such variations are indicated in the footnotes to Tables 1 and 2.
	State/Fund
	Investment Returns

(1 year ending FY2004)
	Investment Returns

(3 yrs ending FY2004)
	Investment Returns

(5 yrs ending FY2004)
	Investment Returns

(10 yrs ending FY2004)


	
	
	
	
	

	Alabama/TRS (1)
	10.71%
	6.00%
	4.12%
	8.61%

	
	
	
	
	

	Alaska/TRS
	15.09%
	4.09%
	3.29%
	--------- (2)

	
	
	
	
	

	Arizona/ASRS
	17.50%
	3.30%
	2.50%
	11.00%

	
	
	
	
	

	Arkansas/ATRS
	17.70%
	4.10%
	3.50%
	---------

	
	
	
	
	

	California/STRS
	17.38%
	4.51%
	3.17%
	9.15%

	
	
	
	
	

	Colorado/PERA (3)
	14.10%
	7.60%
	2.80%
	10.40%

	
	
	
	
	

	Connecticut/TRS
	15.12%
	3.40%
	3.79%
	9.20%

	
	
	
	
	

	Delaware/DPERS 
	15.90%
	3.90%
	4.40%
	10.60%

	
	
	
	
	

	Florida/FRS
	16.65%
	3.31%
	2.41%
	10.16%

	
	
	
	
	

	Georgia/TRS
	  9.90%
	3.30%
	2.40%
	---------

	
	
	
	
	

	Hawaii/ERS
	15.81%
	4.06%
	2.65%
	---------

	
	
	
	
	

	Idaho/PERS
	18.10%
	4.40%
	3.90%
	---------

	
	
	
	
	

	Illinois/TRS
	16.50%
	5.80%
	4.60%
	9.60%

	
	
	
	
	

	Indiana/TRF
	11.82%
	4.96%
	--------
	---------

	
	
	
	
	

	Iowa/PERS
	13.78%
	4.52%
	4.23%
	10.27%

	
	
	
	
	

	Kansas/PERS
	15.40%
	4.56%
	3.80%
	9.60%

	
	
	
	
	

	Kentucky/TRS 
	  9.70%
	3.30%
	2.70%
	9.20%

	
	
	
	
	

	Louisiana/TRSL
	18.20%
	3.90%
	4.20%
	9.60%

	
	
	
	
	

	Maine/MSRS
	16.60%
	4.30%
	2.80%
	9.40%

	
	
	
	
	

	Maryland/TRS/TPS (4)
	16.20%
	3.50%
	2.30%
	8.20%

	
	
	
	
	

	Massachusetts/MTRB
	19.49%
	5.15%
	4.74%
	10.79%

	
	
	
	
	

	Michigan/MPSERS (5)
	12.60%
	5.00% 
	3.20%
	  9.20%

	
	
	
	
	

	Minnesota/TRA (6)
	
	
	
	

	     Basic Fund
	16.60%
	3.00%
	2.30%
	9.80%

	     Post Retirement
	16.30%
	3.30%
	2.20%
	9.40%

	
	
	
	
	

	Mississippi/PERS
	14.60%
	3.50%
	2.20%
	9.10%

	
	
	
	
	

	Missouri/PSRS
	12.40%
	4.60%
	3.90%
	9.40%

	
	
	
	
	

	Montana/TRS
	13.51%
	3.89%
	2.84%
	8.98%

	
	
	
	
	

	Nebraska/SRS (7)
	11.40%
	7.70%
	3.80%
	10.00%

	
	
	
	
	

	Nevada/PERS
	12.10%
	4.70%
	4.00%
	9.00%

	
	
	
	
	

	New Hampshire/NHRS
	14.90%
	3.30%
	2.80%
	----------

	
	
	
	
	

	New Jersey/TPAF 
	14.10%
	2.40%
	1.50%
	-----------

	
	
	
	
	

	New Mexico/ERB
	15.39%
	2.68%
	1.82%
	8.83%

	
	
	
	
	

	New York/TRS
	16.10%
	4.00%
	2.60%
	10.50%

	
	
	
	
	

	North Carolina/TSERS
	12.01%
	4.85%
	4.18%
	-----------

	
	
	
	
	

	North Dakota/TFFR
	19.30%
	3.60%
	2.91%
	-----------

	
	
	
	
	

	Ohio/STRS
	17.70%
	3.43%
	2.74%
	8.65%

	
	
	
	
	

	Oklahoma/TRS
	20.60%
	6.40%
	5.50%
	-----------

	
	
	
	
	

	Oregon/PERS
	18.00%
	4.40%
	4.60%
	-----------

	
	
	
	
	

	Pennsylvania/PSERS
	19.67%
	5.21%
	3.88%
	-----------

	
	
	
	
	

	Rhode Island/ERSRI (8)
	19.50%
	4.40%
	2.00%
	-----------

	 
	
	
	
	

	South Carolina/SCRS
	8.79%
	6.16%
	6.07%
	7.64%

	
	
	
	
	

	South Dakota/SDRS
	16.60%
	5.20%
	4.60%
	10.7%

	
	
	
	
	

	Tennessee/CRS
	9.32%
	4.00%
	3.62%
	8.29%

	
	
	
	
	

	Texas/TRS (9)
	11.91%
	4.71%
	3.18%
	9.53%

	
	
	
	
	

	Utah/SRS (10)
	13.24%
	9.61%
	4.99%
	10.20%

	
	
	
	
	

	Vermont/STRS
	15.70%
	5.20%
	4.50%
	10.60%

	
	
	
	
	

	Virginia/VRS (11)
	17.90%
	3.80%
	3.70%
	10.30%

	
	
	
	
	

	Washington/TRS (12)
	16.06%
	4.21%
	3.97%
	-----------

	
	
	
	
	

	West Virginia/TRS
	15.10%
	5.4%
	4.80%
	-----------

	
	
	
	
	

	Wisconsin/WRS:
	
	
	
	

	      Fixed Fund
	16.60%
	--------
	4.30%
	  9.80%

	      Variable Fund
	23.00%
	--------
	1.00%
	10.10%

	
	
	
	
	

	Wyoming/WRS (13)
	11.54%
	6.98%
	2.98%
	10.32%


Table 2.

FOOTNOTES
(1) Alabama TRS: Data in table are for the year ended September 30, 2004. 

(2) Alaska TRS:  The system reported an 8.73% annualized rate of return over last 12.75 years. 
(3) Colorado PERA: Data in table are for the year ended December 31, 2004.
(4) Maryland MSPRS: Combined Maryland State Pension and Retirement System (MSPRS) system, including, including Maryland Teacher Retirement System (TRS), Maryland Teacher Pension System (TPS) and six other public employee retirement systems.
(5) Michigan MPSERS:  Data in table are for the year ended September 30, 2004.

(6) Minnesota TRA: The assets of the TRA are invested by the State Board of Investments (SBI) in two funds, the Basic Retirement Fund and the Post Retirement Fund.  Pension contributions from employers and active employees that participate in TRA are invested in the SBI’s Basic Fund.  When a member retires, assets are transferred from the Basic Retirement Fund into the Post-Retirement Fund.
(7) Nebraska SRS:  Data in table are for the year ended December 31, 2004.

(8) Rhode Island ERSRI: The assets of the Rhode Island ERSRI (state employees and teachers) and MERS (local government employees) funds are pooled together with the assets of the State Police Retirement Benefits Trust (SPBRT) and the Judicial Retirement Benefits Trust (JRBT) by the State Investment Commission for investment purposes only.  The combined rates of return are shown in the table.
(9) Texas TRS: Data in table are for the fiscal year ended August 31, 2004.  Returns calculated for the year ended June 30, 2004 are 1-year: 15.7%, 3-year: 4.3%, 5-year 3.0% and 10-year: 10.2%.
(10) Utah SRS:  Data in table are for the year ended 12/31/04.  The assets of the various Utah retirement systems are pooled for investment purposes.  The combined fund rates of return are shown in the table.

(11) Virginia VRS/SPORS:  The assets of the Virginia Retirement System (VRS), the State Police Officers Retirement System (SPORS), the Virginia Law Enforcement Officers Retirement System (VaLORS) and the Judicial Retirement System (JRS) are pooled together for investment purposes.  The combined fund rates of return are shown in the table.

(12) Washington TRS: The assets of the various state defined benefit retirement funds, including WSPRS, are pooled and invested by the State Board of Investments (SIB).  The Commingled Trust Fund (CTF) rates of return are shown in the table.

(13) Wyoming WRS:  Data in table are for the year ended 12/31/04.  The assets of the various state defined benefit retirement funds are pooled and invested by the Wyoming Retirement System.  The combined fund rates of return are shown in the table.

2. INVESTMENT TRENDS AND FUNDING PROGRESS
Investment income, combined with employee and employer contributions, produces the funding for pension benefits in state teacher retirement plans.  Better than anticipated investment returns increase the potential for lower contributions or higher benefits, to the extent that funding can be improved.  Because investment returns are directly tied to the general performance of the economy, it is easy to see how pension funding may be impacted adversely by poor economic conditions or impacted beneficially by a long period of strong economic growth.
For example, the long period of solid economic performance that characterized the latter part of the 1990s generally saw investment gains by public pension funds being posted that routinely exceeded long-term rates of return assumed for plan funding purposes.  As a result, plan funding levels generally improved throughout the period.   However, weaker economic conditions over the later 2000-2002 period were reflected in the investment performance of most pension systems as well, with particularly weak equity markets resulting in negative rates of return for pension investments.  Similar results were also experienced during the same periods by individual investors, showing up for example, as substantial reductions in the value of individual 401-k plan balances.

With the improvement in the general economy during the twenty-four months ending in June 30, 2004, investment returns returned to higher levels as well.  However, pension funding has not yet returned to levels achieved in FY2000 for most state teacher retirement systems.  The adverse impact of the low (or often negative) returns over 2000-2002 fiscal years continue to be reflected in actuarial calculations of current pension funding ratios inasmuch as most actuarial estimates of a pension fund’s assets tend to spread gains and losses out over four or five years.  Thus, the losses and low returns of the weak 2000-2002 period have yet to be completely offset by more recent higher investment returns.  When that happens -- assuming no loss of expected plan assets from other sources (e.g., underpayment of required contributions) or from another downturn in the general economy -- then further positive progress in pension funding will occur.

Some of the contours of this process are evident in looking at the data in Table 3 which examines the five-year rates of investment returns of state teacher retirement systems, each system’s actuarially assumed rate of return, and each system’s funded ratio (the actuarial value of plan assets as a percentage of actuarial accrued liability).  Annualized investment returns for the five years ending FY2004 typically tended to be low – somewhere between 2% and 5% -- reflecting the adverse impact of the weak 2000-2002 period.  Not surprisingly, as a result, the funded ratio for most plans in FY2000 was higher than in FY2004.  Plans typically were earning an average annual return that was less than their actuarially assumed rate of return.  Over time, barring a prolonged economic slump, plan investment returns should continue to be higher than those experienced during the period 2000-2002, with a consequent positive impact on plan funding.  Indeed, a comparison of annualized investment returns over the ten year period ending with FY2004 (shown in Table 2) with each plan’s actuarially assumed rate of return (shown in Table 3), indicates that over the long run each system’s annualized rate of return exceeds its actuarially assumed rate of return.  Usually, the greater
the margin, the better progress a system will make towards improved funding over the long term.
As previously noted, this study does not make direct comparisons of any system's investment performance with that of another system, but rather examines each system’s individual experience and looks at the contribution of that individual investment experience to the funding progress of that particular retirement system over time.   Differences between system investment and funding objectives and differences in actuarial methods and assumptions underlie the data in this study.
For example, GASB Statement No. 25, Financial Reporting for Defined Benefit Plans and Note Disclosures for Defined Contribution Plans, permits the use of actuarial cost methods that may be broadly categorized as either accrued benefit cost methods such as the projected unit credit method or projected benefit cost methods such as the entry age normal method, frozen entry age method, or aggregate cost method.  Accrued benefit cost methods like the unit credit approach accrue each individual employee's benefits in direct relation to years of service, while projected benefit methods treat employee benefits as a projected total that will be credited by the retirement date. 

The use of each method may result in a "normal cost" and a "past service liability cost."  Normal cost is the amount of annual cost determined by the plan's chosen actuarial cost method that is attributable to the valuation year.  Past service liability cost is the annual cost of amortizing past service pension obligations.  Measures of past service or actuarial liability that determine funding status are not comparable between plans using different methods.  Moreover, even with respect to plans using the same actuarial cost method, varying assumptions about wage growth or different asset valuation methods can make funding comparisons difficult across the full range of public systems.

The overwhelming majority of the state teacher defined benefit plans – thirty-seven systems -- use an entry age normal actuarial cost method.  Typically, the entry age normal method calculates normal costs by projecting how much would have to be contributed each year for each covered employee as a level payment or level percentage of pay to cover the cost of projected benefits from the time the employee started service until the employee is expected to retire.  Past service liability, if any, is usually amortized over some period of time such as thirty years.  From a taxpayer’s point of view, the entry age normal method spreads the cost of state police pensions over the several generations of taxpayers who benefit from the service of the state policemen covered by the plan, rather than placing the whole burden of plan costs on either current or future taxpayers. 

The remaining plans, as indicated by a footnote to each such respective system’s entry in Table 3, use either an aggregate actuarial cost method, a projected unit credit actuarial cost method, a frozen initial liability actuarial cost method or a frozen entry age actuarial cost method. The aggregate actuarial cost method determines the present value of all future benefits, subtracts the existing fund assets, and divides the remainder by the present value of all future salaries – thereby, producing a percentage of salary required to be contributed.  No explicit funded level is reported by plans using this actuarial method. The projected unit credit actuarial cost method requires the allocation of prospective benefits to valuation years by means of a consistent formula. Because cost under this method identifies the amount of benefits attributable to the current year of service of the covered employees rather than the value of benefits at their retirement, this method may tend to accumulate assets more slowly than other methods and may produce increasing rather than level contribution rates over time. In a frozen initial liability method or frozen entry age method, the past service liability may be “frozen” at a particular amount so that as gains and losses are experienced they are reflected only in changes in normal costs
.  
Assumptions must be made about the anticipated experience of the plan as part of calculating normal cost and past service liability.  Important assumptions that can affect the funding of a plan include such factors as mortality rates for active and retired participants, retirement rates, rates of investment returns on plan assets expressed as an interest rate, the rate of inflation, and the rate of salary increases.

A retirement plan's full investment return may or may not be recognized for actuarial purposes in the year in which it occurs.  In most cases, however, assets are valued at fair market value by some averaging method ("smoothing") over some period of time (typically five years), in order to spread out the impact of any unusual investment returns experience and somewhat dampen the volatility of necessary employee/employer contributions
.  For example, during periods of better-than-normal investment returns in the late1990s prompted by strong equity markets, such smoothing techniques spread out the recognized gains over time; similarly, losses stemming from weak equity markets during the three year period ending in 2002 have been spread out over time as well and continue to negatively impact funded ratios to date.  But in both cases, neither exceptionally strong gains nor unusually large losses were typically recognized immediately in order to avoid sharp spikes in contribution levels.  
In short, the asset valuation method used in the actuarial valuation can affect a plan's funded level.  Thus, even two plans with the same actuarial cost method and the same actuarial assumptions may not have comparable funded levels, because of variances in the asset valuation methods.  Most state teacher plans used some form of modified market value approach, typically a five-year smoothed asset valuation.  
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	Alabama/TRS (1)
	4.12%
	8.00%
	102.5%
	93.6%
	6/30/2003

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Alaska/TRS (2)
	3.29%
	8.25%
	99.6%
	62.8%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Arizona/ASRS (3)
	2.50%
	8.00%
	120.4%
	92.5%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Arkansas/STRS (4)
	3.50%
	8.00%
	96.7%
	83.8%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	California/STRS (5)
	3.17%
	8.00%
	110.0%
	83.0%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Colorado/PERA (6)
	2.80%
	8.50%
	104.7%
	70.1%
	12/31/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Connecticut/TRS (7)
	3.79%
	8.50%
	81.4%
	65.3%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Delaware/DPERS (8) 
	4.40%
	8.00%
	117.0%
	103.0%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Florida/FRS
	2.41%
	7.75%
	118.09%
	112.10%
	7/1/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Georgia/TRS
	2.40%
	7.50%
	102.3%
	101.1%
	6/30/2003

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hawaii/ERS (9)
	2.65%
	8.00%
	94.4%
	71.7%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Idaho/PERS (10)
	3.90%
	7.75%
	116.5%
	91.7%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Illinois/TRS (11)
	4.60%
	8.50%
	68.2%
	61.9%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indiana/TRF (12)
	-----(13)
	7.50%
	42.5%
	44.8%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Iowa/PERS (14)
	4.23%
	7.50%
	97.74%
	88.62%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kansas/PERS
	3.80%
	8.00%
	88.6%
	69.8%
	12/31/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kentucky/TRS (15) 
	2.70%
	7.50%
	95.7%
	80.9%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Louisiana/TRSL (16)
	4.20%
	8.25%
	72.5%
	63.1%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maine/MSRS (17)
	2.80%
	8.00%
	79.8%
	74.7%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maryland/MSPRS (18)
	2.30%
	7.75%
	101.22%
	92.18%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Massachusetts/MTRB
	4.74%
	8.25%
	79.2% (19)
	67.6%
	1/1/2005

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Michigan/MPSERS (20)
	3.20%
	8.00%
	99.3%
	86.5%
	9/30/2003

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Minnesota/TRA (21)
	
	
	
	
	

	     Basic Fund
	2.30%
	8.50%
	105.21%
	100.01%
	7/1/2004

	     Post Retirement
	2.20%
	6.00%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mississippi/PERS
	2.20%
	8.00%
	82.5%
	74.9%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Missouri/PSRS
	3.90%
	8.00%
	106.3%
	82.0%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Montana/TRS
	2.84%
	7.75%
	84.7%
	74.0%
	7/1/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nebraska/SRS
	3.80% (22)
	8.00%
	88.4%
	87.2%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nevada/PERS
	4.00%
	8.00%
	84.7%
	78.7%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	New Hampshire/NHRS (23)
	2.80%
	9.00%
	103.4% (24)
	92.12%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	New Jersey/TPAF (25) 
	1.50%
	8.75%
	110.2%
	92.7%
	6/30/2003

	
	
	
	
	
	

	New Mexico/ERB
	1.82%
	8.00%
	91.6%
	75.4%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	New York/TRS (26)
	2.60%
	8.00%
	N/A (26)
	N/A (26)
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	North Carolina/TSERS
	4.18%
	7.25%
	112.8%
	108.10%
	12/31/2003

	
	
	
	
	
	

	North Dakota/TFFR
	2.91%
	8.00%
	101.6%
	80.3%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ohio/STRS (27)
	2.74%
	8.00%
	92.0%
	74.8%
	7/1/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Oklahoma/TRS
	5.50%
	8.00%
	53.7%
	47.3%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Oregon/PERS (28)
	4.60%
	8.00%
	97.6%
	86.8%
	12/31/2003

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pennsylvania/PSERS
	3.88%
	8.50%
	123.8%
	91.2%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rhode Island/ERSRI (29)
	2.00%
	8.25%
	80.6%
	64.9%
	6/30/2003

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	South Carolina/SCRS
	6.07%
	7.25%
	89.0%
	82.8%
	7/1/2003

	
	
	
	
	
	

	South Dakota/SDRS (30)
	4.60%
	8.00%
	96.0%
	97.7%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tennessee/CRS (31)
	3.62%
	7.50%
	99.49% (32)
	99.76% (33)
	7/1/2003

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Texas/TRS (34)
	3.18%
	8.00%
	107.4%
	91.8%
	8/31/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Utah/SRS (35)
	4.99%
	8.25%
	102.6%
	92.4%
	12/31/04

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vermont/STRS (36)
	4.50%
	8.00%
	88.4%
	90.2%
	6/30/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Virginia/VRS (37)
	3.70%
	8.00%
	105.4%
	96.4%
	6/30/2003 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Washington/TRS (38)
	3.97%
	8.0%
	98.0% (37)
	88.0% (37)
	9/30/2003

	
	
	
	
	
	

	West Virginia/TRS (39)
	4.80%
	7.50%
	21.4%
	22.2%
	7/1/2004

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wisconsin/WRS (40) :
	
	
	
	
	

	      Fixed Fund
	4.30%
	7.80%
	96.0%
	99.4%
	12/31/2004

	      Variable Fund
	1.00%
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wyoming/WRS (41)
	2.98%
	8.00%
	113.8%
	85.0%
	1/1/2005


Table 3.

FOOTNOTES
(1) Alabama TRS: Data in table are for the year ended September 30, 2004.
(2) Alaska TRS:  Uses projected unit credit actuarial cost method.

(3) Arizona ASRS: Uses projected unit credit actuarial cost method; uses five-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets for years before FY2002 and ten-year smoothing for FY2002 and later years.
(4) Arkansas TRS: Uses four-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets.
(5) California STRS: Uses three-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets.
(6) Colorado PERA: Data in table are for the year ended December 31, 2004.  TRS: Uses four-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets.
(7) Connecticut TRS: Uses four-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets.

(8) Delaware DPERS:  Funded ratios in table are for State Employees Pension Plan (SEPP) which covers teachers and state government employees.

(9) Hawaii ERS: Uses four-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets.

(10) Idaho PERS:  Assets are valued at market as of the actuarial valuation date.

(11) Illinois TRS:  Uses projected unit credit actuarial cost method and assets are valued at market as of the actuarial valuation date.

(12) Indiana TRF: Uses four-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets.

(13) Indiana TRF:  The system reported an investment return of 3.91% for the 4-year average ended 6/30/2004 and 6.25% for the 6-year average ended 6/30/2004.  
(14) Iowa PERS:  Uses four-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets.

(15) Kentucky TRS:  Uses projected unit credit actuarial cost method.

(16) Louisiana TSRL:  Uses projected unit credit actuarial cost method and uses four-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets.

(17) Maine MSRS:  Determines actuarial value of assets for valuation purposes by recognizing in a given year one-third of the investment return that is different from the 8% actuarial assumption for investment return.

(18) Maryland MSPRS: Combined Maryland State Pension and Retirement System (MSPRS) system, including, including Maryland Teacher Retirement System (TRS), Maryland Teacher Pension System (TPS) and six other public employee retirement systems.
(19) Massachusetts: MTRB:  Valuation date of funded ratio in this column is January 1, 2001.
(20) Michigan MPSERS:  Data in table are for the year ended September 30, 2004.
(21) Minnesota TRA: The assets of the TRA are invested by the State Board of Investments (SBI) in two funds, the Basic Retirement Fund and the Post Retirement Fund.  Pension contributions from employers and active employees that participate in TRA are invested in the SBI’s Basic Fund.  When a member retires, assets are transferred from the Basic Retirement Fund into the Post-Retirement Fund.

(22) Nebraska SRS:  5-year annual investment return rate in table is for the year ended December 31, 2004.
(23) New Hampshire NHRS:  Funded ratio data in Table applies to pension liability for teachers only.  Uses open group aggregate actuarial cost method
(24) New Hampshire NHRS:  Funded ratio for pension liability for teachers as of 6/30/2001.

(25) New Jersey TPAF:  Uses projected unit credit actuarial cost method.

(26) New York TRS: Uses aggregate cost actuarial method; no funded ratio applicable.

(27) Ohio STRS:  Uses four-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets.

(28) Oregon PERS:  Funded ratio data applies only to pension funding; does not include postretirement medical.  Uses four-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets with actuarial value of assets limited to a 10% corridor above and below fair market value.
(29) Rhode Island ERSRI:  Funded ratio in table applies to teachers.

(30) South Dakota SDRS: Uses entry age cost actuarial method with frozen unfunded actuarial accrued liability.

(31) Tennessee CRS:  The Tennessee Consolidated Retirement System encompasses  the State Employees, Teachers and Higher Education Employees pension Plan (SETHEEPP) and the Political Subdivisions Pension Plan (PSPP).  Actuarial data in table is for the SETHEEPP only.  Uses frozen entry age actuarial cost method.
(32) Tennessee CRS:  Actuarial valuation data in this column is for 7/1/1999; actuarial valuation performed every two years only, therefore none performed in FY2000.

(33) Tennessee CRS:  Actuarial valuation data in this column is for 7/1/2003; actuarial valuation performed every two years only, therefore none performed in FY2004.

(34) Texas TRS: Data in table are for the fiscal year ended August 31, 2004.
(35) Utah SRS:  Data in table refer to noncontributory system only.  The combined systems’ funded ratio was 105% in 2000 and 93% in 2004.
(36) Vermont STRS:  Uses entry age normal actuarial cost method with frozen initial liability.  The amount of assets for actuarial valuation purposes equals the preliminary asset value plus 20% of the difference between the market and preliminary asset values; the preliminary asset value is equal to the previous year’s asset value (for valuation purposes) adjusted for contributions less benefit payments and expenses and expected investment income; if necessary a further adjustment is made to ensure that the valuation assets are within 20% of the market value.
(37) Virginia VRS:  The assets of the Virginia Retirement System (VRS), the State Police Officers Retirement System (SPORS), the Virginia Law Enforcement Officers Retirement System (VaLORS) and the Judicial Retirement System (JRS) are pooled together for investment purposes.  The combined fund rates of return are shown in the table.  The Virginia Retirement System funded ratios shown in the table apply to the system as a whole which covers both state employees and teachers.  The funded ratio for teachers only was 103.1% at 6/30/2000, the funded ratio for teachers only was 93.7% at 6/30/2003 and the funded ratio for teachers only was 87.2% at 6/30/2004.  Uses five-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets with the resulting value not less than 80% or more than 120% of the market value of assets.
(38) Washington TRS: The assets of the various state defined benefit retirement funds, including WSPRS, are pooled and invested by the State Board of Investments (SIB).  The Commingled Trust Fund (CTF) rates of return are shown in the table.  Data for funded ratios are for TRS Plan 1 only; TRS Plans 2 and 3 use an aggregate cost method in actuarial valuation, therefore no funded ratio applicable.  Uses eight-year smoothing in actuarial valuation of system assets.
(39) West Virginia TRS:  Assets are valued at market as of the actuarial valuation date.

(40) Wisconsin WRS:  Uses frozen entry age actuarial cost method.
(41) Wyoming WRS:  Investment data in table are for the year ended 12/31/04.  The assets of the various state defined benefit retirement funds are pooled and invested by the Wyoming Retirement System.  The combined fund rates of return are shown in the table.  However, the funded ratio data in the table applies only to the Public Employees Pension Plan (PEPP) which covers teachers and other non-uniformed, non-judicial employees in the state.
Retirement System Names and Acronyms
Alabama Teachers’ Retirement System 





TRS

Alaska Teachers’ Retirement System 





TRS

Arizona State Retirement System






ASRS

Arkansas Teacher Retirement System 





ATRS

California State Teachers’ Retirement System




STRS

Colorado Public Employees’ Retirement Association



PERA

Connecticut Teachers’ Retirement System





TRS

Delaware Public Employees Retirement System




DPERS
Florida Retirement System






FRS

Georgia Teachers’ Retirement System





TRS

Hawaii Employees’ Retirement System





ERS

Idaho Public Employees’ Retirement System
     



PERS

Illinois Teachers’ Retirement System





TRS

Indiana Teachers’ Retirement Fund





TRF

Iowa Public Employees’ Retirement System
   



PERS

Kansas Public Employees Retirement System
     



PERS

Kentucky Teachers’ Retirement System





TRS

Teachers’ Retirement System of Louisiana





TRSL

Maine State Retirement System






MSRS

Maryland Teachers Retirement System





TRS

Maryland Teachers Pension System





TPS

Maryland State Pension and Retirement System




MSPRS

Massachusetts Teachers’ Retirement Board




MTRB
Michigan Public School Employees Retirement System



MPSERS

Minnesota Teachers Retirement Association




TRA

Mississippi Public Employees’ Retirement System




PERS

Missouri Public School Retirement System




PSRS

Montana Teachers’ Retirement System





TRS

Nebraska School Retirement System





SRS

Nevada Public Employees’ Retirement System




PERS

New Hampshire Retirement System





NHRS

New Jersey Teachers’ Pension and Annuity Fund




TPAF

New Mexico Educational Retirement Board
     



ERB

New York Teachers’ Retirement System





TRS

North Carolina Teachers and State Employees Retirement System 


TSERS

North Dakota Teachers’ Fund for Retirement




TFFR

Ohio State Teachers Retirement System





STRS

Oklahoma Teachers’ Retirement System





TRS

Oregon Public Employees Retirement System




PERS

Pennsylvania Public School Employees’ Retirement System
 


PSERS

Employees Retirement System of Rhode Island




ERSRI

South Carolina Retirement System





SCRS

South Dakota Retirement System






SDRS

Tennessee Consolidated Retirement System




CRS

Texas Teachers’ Retirement System





TRS

Utah State Retirement System






SRS

Vermont State Teachers’ Retirement System




STRS

Virginia Retirement System






VRS

Washington Teachers’ Retirement System





TRS

West Virginia Teachers’ Retirement System




TRS

Wisconsin Retirement System
     





WRS

Wyoming Retirement System






WRS



Workplace 


Economics, Inc.








Workplace 


Economics, Inc.








Workplace 


Economics, Inc.








� For a further discussion of actuarial cost methods and funding measures, see State Police Retirement Plans – 2004: A Detailed Study of State Police Retirement Plans in Effect in Each of the 50 States, Workplace Economics, Inc., 2004.





� Plans which use an asset valuation method other than a five-year smoothing of fair market values, are indicated by a footnote to each such respective system’s entry in Table 3.
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