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Executive Summary

Historically, the Pension Review Board’s (PRB) oversight efforts have typically focused on systems with
significant funding challenges. As a result, the 33 typically well-funded Chapter 810 systems have operated
largely under the radar. However, in recent years issues such as outdated lump sum practices of multiple
Chapter 810 systems and the potentially catastrophic funding challenges experienced by the Nacogdoches
County Hospital District’s retirement plan have resulted in increasing levels of attention and oversight of
these systems by the PRB. The PRB’s intent in pursuing this intensive study is to document foundational
knowledge about this lesser-known system type by exploring various Chapter 810 systems’ practices and
identify best practices to improve system management and avoid future problems. The report
accomplishes this goal by providing analysis and case studies to note strengths and opportunities
regarding contribution and benefit structures, system governance, actuarial assumptions, and investment
practices.

Public retirement systems governed under Chapter 810 of the Texas Government Code differ in many
important ways from other types of Texas systems. Most Chapter 810 systems offer employee retirement
benefits for county hospital districts, public transit authorities, river and port authorities, and electricity
providers, often competing for talent with corporate or nonprofit entities. The majority of other Texas
public retirement systems are public safety plans for municipalities competing with other public entities
to staff their firefighter and police departments, including all 42 local firefighter systems and most of the
17 large municipal systems. These workforce differences lead to distinct benefit structures, with Chapter
810 systems often offering defined contribution retirement benefits geared toward shorter-term
employment lengths, while other Texas public pension systems rely mainly on defined benefit pensions
that work well for public safety employees who may work their entire career earning accruals in a single
pension system.

Another unique aspect of Chapter 810 systems is how contribution decisions are made and the overall
system governance structure. Texas public retirement systems’ pension contributions are typically
determined through negotiations between two separate entities: the plan sponsor and the retirement
system board that exists for no other purpose than to manage the retirement system. By contrast, Chapter
810 systems usually do not have a plan sponsor separate from the retirement system governing body.
This unified governance structure provides a unique advantage to Chapter 810 systems—a streamlined
decision-making process allowing swift responses to changing conditions. By contrast, other Texas public
pension systems must rely on negotiations between two entities with often competing goals. However,
because the pension plan is not the primary focus of the governing body, Chapter 810 systems can face
unique challenges. They may overlook issues that do not require immediate attention, allowing small
problems to fester into larger issues over time. For example, the Nacogdoches County Hospital District
board could have acted years ago to ensure the pension fund remained actuarially sound after the board
decided to freeze the planin 2017. However, the board took no action, resulting in a dire funding situation
that resulted in the system triggering the Funding Soundness Restoration Plan requirement in 2022. While
the system completed the required funding plan 2025, more attentive and proactive plan management
could have avoided the funding shortfall altogether.
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Chapter 810 systems are also mostly using actuarially determined contribution structures, which provide
necessary payments to appropriately fund the systems. While this contribution structure helps ensure the
retirement system is adequately funded, governing bodies must maintain their diligence to ensure their
members are receiving a fair benefit. Historically, these systems have not faced many issues that have
drawn attention, but there have been some recent concerning issues. For example, Nacogdoches County
Hospital District failed to pay the full actuarially determined contribution amount which allowed the
pension to become underfunded, or multiple systems using outdated actuarial assumptions to determine
lump sum payout amounts.

Finally, this report provides information on trends in Chapter 810 systems’ approach to investing,
including their comparatively conservative return assumptions and lower-risk asset allocations as well as
asset pooling of a subset of Chapter 810 systems. Smaller public pension systems across Texas, both
Chapter 810 and other systems, share similar challenges including fee management and limited
investment opportunities. Some Chapter 810 systems have alleviated these issues by pooling assets and
administration through the Texas Hospital Association.
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Introduction

The Pension Review Board (PRB) is mandated to monitor the financial health of public retirement systems
in the state of Texas. Currently, the PRB oversees 99 defined benefit (DB) systems classified under four
broad categories: statewide, municipal, local firefighter (governed by the Texas Local Fire Fighters
Retirement Act or TLFFRA), and special district and supplemental created under Chapter 810 of the Texas
Government Code. The number of systems under each category is as follows:

e 7 statewide

e 17 municipal

e 42 TLFFRA

e 33 special district/supplemental

In the spring of 2025, the PRB sent a survey to all 33 special district and supplemental retirement systems
—also referred to as Chapter 810 systems — and received 20 responses. The survey requested information
related primarily to system governance — board composition, meeting frequency, frequency of pension
discussions, and other related topics. The systems’ responses have provided the PRB with a deeper
understanding of how these pension plans are managed, and the decision-making processes of their
governing boards.

One of the PRB’s primary statutory duties is to conduct intensive studies of potential or existing problems
that threaten the actuarial soundness of Texas public retirement systems.! The purpose of this study is to
provide a foundational overview of special district and supplemental systems, as the PRB has often
focused on other categories of systems due to their fixed contribution structures and frequent funding
issues in recent years. Chapter 810 retirement systems mostly use an actuarially determined contribution
(ADC) structure, which provides the necessary funding for the system as long as the contributions are
paid. This study aims to highlight how these systems operate and provide insight on practices systems can
implement for improved system health and to avoid future problems. While Chapter 810 systems have
historically been well-funded, funding issues such as those facing the Nacogdoches County Hospital
District’s retirement system demonstrate that even a well-funded system can become underfunded in a
matter of a few years if not appropriately managed. A listing of the funding status of all 33 systems can
be found in Appendix A: Actuarial Valuation Details.

Chapter 810 retirement system overview and framework

Local governmental entities in Texas have authority to create pension systems under Chapter 810 of the
Texas Government Code.? Chapter 810 systems currently include 10 county hospital districts, seven public
transit authorities, five river authorities, three port authorities, two electricity providers, and six other
entities. Special purpose districts are generally able to participate in the Texas County and District
Retirement System (TCDRS), which offers DB retirement options for participating counties and districts.
TCDRS handles almost all the administrative work and responsibilities of offering employees a retirement

1 Section 801.202(2), Texas Government Code.
2 Section 810.001(b), Texas Government Code.
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benefit and offers a menu of benefit packages for selection by the employer.® Another statewide
retirement system, the Texas Municipal Retirement System (TMRS), does the same for participating
municipalities.* Conversely, the 33 Chapter 810 systems operate independently. Statute provides broad
authority to create local retirement systems under Chapter 810, so the individual governmental entities
must take a more hands-on approach to administering benefits and maintaining the financial health of
the system.

Chapter 810 systems vary widely in asset size from the largest, CPS Energy Pension Plan, with over $2.4
billion in assets, to the smallest, Refugio County Memorial Hospital District Retirement Plan, at just under
$1.4 million. These systems provide retirement benefits to a wide variety of workers across Texas,
including doctors, nurses, engineers, electricians, bus drivers, and many more. The system with the largest
number of members, Dallas County Hospital District Retirement Income Plan, consists of 22,473 members
while the smallest, Supplemental Retirement Plan of University Medical Center, has only three members.
Appendix B: System Asset Totals and Appendix C: System Membership Totals contain a full breakdown of
the assets size and system membership for all 33 systems.

Benefits structure and cost

While there are many different variations, most traditional public DB plan formulas offer a percentage of
final average pay multiplied by years of service in exchange for substantial mandatory employee
contributions. Such pay formulas reward employees who dedicate most of their working lifetime to one
employer and continue to be an appropriate and effective recruitment and retention tool for traditional
public service roles such as public safety. However, this benefit structure is not as valuable for a mobile
workforce. For example, a 35-year-old who terminates employment will not have earned a valuable final
average pay formula when the benefit they receive at age 65 is based on their much lower pay when they
were 35; however, they receive the benefit for life. Many corporate and nonprofit employers offer defined
contribution (DC) benefits, such as 401k, 403b, and 457 plans that continue to increase in value after the
employee terminates if investments gain returns. The DC plans may be more appreciated by employees
with short service periods. However, these plans transfer the risk to the members, whose accounts are
subject to market swings with no guaranteed lifetime benefit.

Chapter 810 system benefits differ from other Texas public retirement systems in three main ways:

Many Chapter 810 system governing boards are not focused primarily on DB pension benefits.
The overall level of DB pension benefits is lower than other public employee systems with little to
no employee contributions.

3. The overall level of DC and Social Security benefits is higher than other public employee systems.

The differences in pension formulas, types, and amounts from other system types is understandable
considering that Chapter 810 sponsors are often competing for short-term hires with corporate and

3 “Helping Texans Move Toward Retirement,” Texas County and District Retirement System,
https://www.tcdrs.org/about-us/
4 “Overview,” Texas Municipal Retirement System, https://www.tmrs.com/overview.
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private enterprises, while municipal and TLFFRA system sponsors are competing for long-term hires with
other public employers. A county hospital, for instance, may want to offer similar benefits as a not-for-
profit hospital when hiring nurses who may stay for only five years, while a city looking to hire a firefighter
for the next 25 years is likely only competing with other municipalities for those firefighter recruits. Thus
Chapter 810 pension benefits are often structured like other corporate pension benefits, while TLFFRA
pension benefits are structured like other public pension benefits. As shown in the following sections of
this report, these fundamental differences create a contrast between Chapter 810 and other systems in
how much focus and emphasis are placed on the DB pension plans.

The following charts describe benefit costs for DB, DC, and Social Security benefits. In each case the cost
shown represents expected annual employer costs for a new hire related to funding ongoing benefits.
These costs approximate the additional compensation provided by the retirement benefit, without
adjustment for the additional risks DC plans transfer to employees.

Employee defined benefit pension costs are lower for Chapter 810 systems,
resulting in a lower total benefit.

The chart Average Active Defined Benefit Pension Cost shows the average employee contribution level
and overall pension cost as a percentage of pay for systems that continue to provide ongoing pension

accruals for Chapter 810, statewide, municipal, and TLFFRA systems. The employer normal cost shown
approximates the additional compensation provided by the pension.

Average Active Defined Benefit Pension Cost
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The net pension benefit the employee receives is the total benefit less the employee’s own contributions.
While the net pension benefits provided, shown as average employer normal cost, are similar across all
system types, other system types generally provide a larger total pension benefit than the Chapter 810
systems largely because those employees contribute significantly more. Some Chapter 810 systems make
up this difference with DC benefits, as shown in the upcoming charts.

Defined contribution benefits make up a significant portion of overall
retirement benefits for Chapter 810 system members.

While all statewide, municipal, and local firefighter systems provide DB pension benefits to new hires,
close to half of the Chapter 810 systems do not. Out of the 33 Chapter 810 systems, 18 provide ongoing
DB pensions for current and future hires, while 15 are either completely frozen or closed to new entrants.’
Most of those 15 systems instead provide DC plans for new hires, allowing the employers to provide
retirement benefits that may be better appreciated by a mobile workforce at a more predictable annual
expense than DB benefits.

For the next three charts, the 33 Chapter 810 systems are divided into three categories: nine closed plans
with no further DB accruals, 11 active systems that continue to provide ongoing DB pension accruals, and
three frozen systems that provide ongoing DB pension accruals through TCDRS. Systems not in the charts
include two plans that provide supplemental benefits only, four frozen plans whose DC benefits were
difficult to ascertain, and four active systems that did not fit into one of the five employer types (electric,
hospital, port authority, river authority, transit). While the mix of DB, DC, and Social Security benefits
varies by category and system, the overall average benefit cost by category is consistently between 10
and 12 percent of pay.

5 Frozen systems do not allow nhew members to join the plan. Members already in the plan cannot accrue
additional years of service but are still entitled to the benefit they earned prior to the plan being frozen. Systems
that are closed to new hires still allow members to accrue service time, but no new members can enter the plan
after a specified date.
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The chart Average Retirement Benefit Cost as Percentage of Pay for Closed Chapter 810 Pension Systems
shows that all nine systems include DC benefits as part of the retirement package offered to their
members rather than DB pensions, with an average overall benefit level of over 10 percent of pay. Social
Security benefits are included as 6.2 percent of pay, since that is the required employer contribution to
the program.

Average Retirement Benefit Cost as Percentage of Pay
For Closed Chapter 810 Pension Systems
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The following chart Average Retirement Benefit Cost as Percentage of Pay for Active Chapter 810 Pension
Systems shows that five of the 11 systems include DC benefits as part of the retirement package offered
to their members, with an average overall benefit level of close to 12 percent of pay.

Average Retirement Benefit Cost as Percentage of Pay
For Active Chapter 810 Pension Systems
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The last chart in this section Average Pension Benefit Cost as Percentage of Pay For Frozen Chapter 810
Pension Systems Now Providing Benefits Through TCDRS shows three systems that do not include DC
benefits, and instead provide ongoing accruals through TCDRS, with an overall average benefit level of
around 11 percent of pay.

Average Pension Benefit Cost as Percentage of Pay
For Frozen Chapter 810 Pension Systems Now Providing Benefits
Through TCDRS
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Overall, these three charts show a similar level of total retirement benefits provided in three different
ways, with each system weighing benefits differently between DB, DC and Social Security offerings. The
Chapter 810 systems that do not offer any DC or Social Security benefits provide the lowest overall
retirement benefits. The Chapter 810 systems that do not participate in Social Security tend to make up
much of the difference by providing DC benefits that often outweigh the DB amounts of their
counterparts.

Including DC and Social Security Benefits, Chapter 810 systems offer very
competitive retirement benefits compared to other system types.

The average total employer-provided retirement package of DB, DC, and Social Security benefits is fairly
even across Chapter 810 systems, at around 10 percent of pay for frozen/closed systems, 11 percent of
pay for systems now participating in TCDRS, and 12 percent of pay for systems with ongoing DB accruals.

10
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Average Total Employer-Provided Retirement Benefit as
Percentage of Pay
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The chart Average Total Employer-Provided Retirement Benefit as Percentage of Pay shows that the total
retirement package is larger for Chapter 810 systems than other system types, given that each of the
statewide, municipal and TLFFRA systems provide much lower instances of DC and Social Security
participation.

Chapter 810 system governance

The governance structure of Chapter 810 systems is unique among Texas public retirement systems, with
its own benefits and drawbacks. Most Texas DB retirement systems have a clear separation between the
body that governs the day-to-day operations of the system and the sponsoring entity, or employer. Most
commonly for local systems, the sponsoring entity is a city or municipality, and the system’s governing
body is an independent pension board with its composition set in statute or other law, such as city charter.
By contrast, Chapter 810 systems differ from this arrangement in that the sponsor and the system
governing body are usually one and the same. For example, the board of directors of a local transportation
authority is responsible for the overall operations of the authority and also manages the DB retirement
plan offered to its employees. This unified governance arrangement lends itself to speedier decision
making but also has the potential to lead to less frequent discussions and reviews of system performance
than other systems in the state with dedicated pension boards, given that Chapter 810 system boards
have many other oversight responsibilities. A county hospital board might meet several times without

11
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discussing the pension plan at all, while a TLFFRA board will discuss the pension plan at every monthly
meeting since that is the board’s sole purpose.

In this study, the PRB identified differences with other system types in terms of pension-specific board
meeting frequency and discussion, board composition and qualifications, and trustee and administrator
compliance with the statutorily mandated Minimum Educational Training program requirements. The
study also identified variation among Chapter 810 systems in terms of how proactively they communicate
with plan members and have processes to make information available to them.

Despite the broad focus area of Chapter 810 system governing boards, they hold
an important fiduciary duty to plan members.

The governing body of any Texas public retirement system, regardless of board composition or practices,
has a fiduciary duty to act in the best interest of plan members. Statute defines a governing body of a
retirement system as the board of trustees, pension board, or other public retirement system governing
body that has fiduciary responsibility for assets of the system and has the duties of overseeing the
investment and expenditure of system funds and system benefits.® A fiduciary is a person who owes a
duty of care and loyalty to another and has the responsibility to act primarily for the benefit of another in
a particular activity.” The key to determining whether an individual or entity is a fiduciary is whether they
exercise discretion or control over the plan.® Under these definitions, Chapter 810 system boards have a
fiduciary responsibility to their pension plan members.

As previously described, Chapter 810 system boards have a wide range of responsibilities, the pension
plan being one of many. However, pension-specific discussion frequency varies considerably among the
boards. The survey responses the PRB received from the 20 responding systems provide more insight into
the frequency of retirement system specific discussion. Fewer than half of the respondents stated they
discuss retirement system business regularly, with seven indicating they discuss system matters quarterly,
and two have discussions monthly. Nine of the 20 responses stated the board discusses pension topics
only on an “as needed” basis, and two discuss pension topics annually. The governing body composition
also varies, with twelve boards having a dedicated retirement committee that meets more frequently.

The survey showed that most Chapter 810 boards, or their retirement committees, discuss the pension
plan at least on a quarterly basis. This tends to be less frequent than the other types of retirement systems
that report to the PRB. For example, TLFFRA systems are required to meet on a monthly basis.® However,
more frequent meetings may not be necessary for most Chapter 810 systems since almost every Chapter
810 system uses an ADC funding strategy. The current meeting frequency and board structure appears to
be working for these systems as long as operations continue as expected. However, more frequent

6 Section 802.001(2), Texas Government Code.

7 “Retirement Plan Fiduciary Responsibilities,” Internal Revenue Service, last reviewed or updated August 26,2025,
https://www.irs.gov/retirement-plans/retirement-plan-fiduciary-responsibilities

8 “Meeting Your Fiduciary Responsibilities,” U.S. Department of Labor, accessed September 23, 2025,
https://www.dol.gov/agencies/ebsa/about-ebsa/our-activities/resource-center/publications/meeting-your-
fiduciary-responsibilities

9 Article 6243e, Vernon’s Texas Civil Statutes.
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meetings may be needed if funding issues arise or changes occur, such as the problems with the
Nacogdoches County Hospital District pension plan described throughout this report. Infrequent focus on
the retirement plan could lead to poor funding, or other problems, going unnoticed for an extended
period causing any potential solutions to become more costly. Funding issues that go unnoticed long
enough can even jeopardize the system’s ability to pay benefits to its members, as shown in the textbox
below regarding the Nacogdoches County Hospital District Retirement Plan.

Case Study: Nacogdoches County Hospital District Retirement Plan

One Chapter 810 system, the Nacogdoches County Hospital District Retirement Plan (NCHD), endured
multiple years with an infinite funding period due to insufficient contributions. In 2017, the system
froze the pension plan and ended its relationship with their contracted pension administrator, the
Texas Hospital Association (THA). Despite these significant changes in administration, the system
continued to only meet annually to discuss plan matters. When the hospital outsourced operations
to a private contractor, the pension responsibilities remained with NCHD with no protections and no
expected contributions. When markets soured in 2022, the system took no action. This caused the
system to drop to 73.5 percent funded as of July 2024. The funding period rose from 20 years to
infinite in that same period, which triggered the Funding Soundness Restoration Plan (FSRP)
requirement. After a new board chair was elected who aimed to address the pension funding issues,
and following several appearances by prior system representatives over about a year to provide
updates at PRB board and board committee meetings, the system completed their FSRP by the
September 1, 2025 deadline. This is a good example showing that even plans funded at 100 percent
can very quickly deteriorate if they are not dutifully maintained and monitored.

The survey also showed that these boards typically do not have specific pension-related requirements,
professional expertise, or qualifications to become a trustee. Boards are often made up of professionals
within the organization itself. For example, hospital system boards understandably consist of medical
professionals. The boards do not usually have requirements for certain board positions to be held by
someone with financial or investing expertise, or legal expertise. Most boards tend to address the lack of
pension expertise of their members by contracting third-party administrators to handle the day-to-day
operations of the retirement system. The board’s involvement is typically to receive reports from their
contractors and decide whether to continue paying for their services. It is important to note that a board
does not waive its fiduciary duties when hiring outside contractors to manage system funds, as hiring the
outside management is a fiduciary decision in itself. It is still ultimately the responsibility of the governing
body to continually observe and evaluate the operations of its contracted parties and ensure they are
operating in the best interests of the plan members.

Chapter 810 systems have lower average Minimum Educational Training (MET)
program compliance rates compared to other categories of Texas systems.

Trustees and administrators of DB Texas public retirement systems are required to complete pension-
related educational training each year they serve in such capacity. In their very first year, they must take

13
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seven hours split between seven core topic areas — governance, ethics, benefits administration, risk
management, fiduciary matters, investments, and actuarial matters. Each year after, they must take two
hours of continuing education training in any pension-related topic of their choosing.’® Systems are
required to report what training their trustees have taken at least once on an annual basis, due by April 1
of each year. 1!

As of July 2025, only seven of the 33 Chapter 810 retirement systems were fully compliant with state
requirements, and four systems were 100 percent noncompliant. A listing of each system’s compliance
with MET requirements can be seen in Table 1.

Table 1: Percentage of trustees and administrators compliant with MET requirements

Brazos River Authority 50%
Brownsville Navigation District 100%
Capital MTA Administrative Employees 33%
Capital MTA Bargaining Unit Employees 50%
Colorado River Municipal Water District 75%
Corpus Christi RTA 75%
CPS Energy 100%
Dallas County Hospital District 27%
Dallas/Fort Worth Airport 83%
DART Employees 100%
El Paso Fire & Police Staff Plan 100%
Galveston Wharves 0%
Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority 100%
Harris County Hospital District 78%
Houston MTA Non-Union 57%
Houston MTA Workers Union 38%
Irving Supplemental Benefit Plan 100%
Lower Colorado River Authority 50%
Lower Neches Valley Authority 50%
Nacogdoches County Hospital District 0%
Plano Retirement Security Plan 100%
Port of Houston Authority 63%
Refugio County Memorial Hospital District 0%
San Antonio Metropolitan Transit 0%
Texas Hospital Association* 80%
University Health System 11%

*The Texas Hospital Association is not a retirement system, but their board members are the acting trustees for five retirement
systems. This listing shows 26 entities rather than 33 because some boards manage multiple retirement systems.

1040 T.A.C. Chapter 607.110
1140 T.A.C. Chapter 607.140.
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The PRB publishes a biennial report to the Texas legislature before every legislative session, with the most
recent report published in November 2024.12 That report includes a full listing of trustees’ and
administrators’ MET compliance for every actuarially funded Texas DB retirement system. As of the end
of 2024, 60 percent of Chapter 810 retirement system trustees and administrators were compliant with
MET requirements in comparison to statewide and municipal systems that were 93 percent and 82
percent compliant, respectively. The 2024 Biennial Report also showed four Chapter 810 systems with O
percent compliance. Since then, the MET compliance rate remains low, and progress in improving
compliance rates has been stagnant. Given that most Chapter 810 systems do not require board members
to have specific pension-related qualifications, completing the required minimum training is critical given
that these trustees are managing retirement funds on behalf of employees.

Chapter 810 systems have varied approaches to communicating with members.

Communication with members is an important aspect of administering a pension plan. Systems should
strive to make information readily available, and the information should be in plain language. State law
has some minimum requirements public retirement systems must meet regarding member
communications. At a minimum, Texas law requires retirement systems to send members an annual
statement on their accumulated contributions and service.'® In addition, retirement systems must provide
their members with a summary of the financial condition of the retirement system if the system’s actuary
has determined that the current funding arrangement is inadequate.* An inadequate funding
arrangement includes any arrangement that would trigger an FSRP — anytime that a system’s funding
period is above 30 years for three consecutive annual actuarial valuations, or two consecutive if valuations
are not conducted on an annual basis, or immediately if the funding period exceeds 40 years, or exceeds
30 years with a funded ratio below 65 percent.?’

Of the 20 systems that responded to the PRB survey of PS E Pensi Pl i
ner ension Plan provides a
Chapter 810 systems, seven indicated they do not gy P

. I . multitude of communication methods for
engage in regular communication with members

unless specifically requested. Eight systems provide their members, including online pension
annual statements of the financial health of the Modeling, annual participant letters,
retirement plan to their members but offered no  annual statement of benefits, retirement
additional regular communications beyond that. Only  seminars, open enrollment programs,
five of the systems surveyed offer newsletters and  and more.

more frequent pension updates to their members.

Eight of the systems surveyed stated that they have an online benefit modeler available to their members,
with four of them listing this as their only method of communication. Benefit modelers generally include
descriptions of the benefit formula, vesting requirements, retirement options, and they allow members

12 pension Review Board, Biennial Report 2023-2024, accessed September 26, 2025,
https://www.prb.texas.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/2024-Biennial-Report.pdf
13 Section 802.106(c), Texas Government Code.

14 Section 802.106(d), Texas Government Code.

1540 T.A.C. 610.15, and Section 802.2015(c), Texas Government Code.
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to quickly and easily view their current benefit amount and how it might grow. A good practice would be
to remind members periodically where they can find the modeler and benefit information, keeping in
mind that further communication with members may sometimes be necessary.

When a retirement system’s funding health is poor, the main concern of the members is generally
whether their benefits are safe. In these situations, it is imperative for systems to have methods of
communicating with plan members. When systems do not proactively communicate with members, a
poor funding situation can cause panic and anger among the members. For example, members of the
Nacogdoches County Hospital District Retirement Plan discovered, through a news article in October
2024, that the system had an inadequate funding arrangement and was considering terminating the
pension plan. After attempting unsuccessfully to contact the system to get more information, multiple
individuals reached out to the PRB for clarity on the system’s situation. Several noted they found more
information on the PRB’s website and through PRB public meetings than directly through their system.
Ensuring this information is readily available to members, including current funding levels and expected
remedies, as well as consistently communicating with them, can help alleviate stress that news of poor
funding health can cause.

Sharing system information on a website can be an
effective tool for communication. Most websites already ~ Port of Houston Authority provides an
contain a section on careers and employment whichmay  example of providing information on a
contain some overview of benefits offered to  website to help members understand their
employees. Expanding the available information to  benefits, as well as showcasing recent
include some highlights of the financial status of the reports and performance of the retirement
retirement system can go a long way to ensuring  system.!®

members feel secure and informed about their

pension.

Actuarial assumptions

Actuarial assumptions affect the funded status of systems and the benefits received by members.
Assumptions are categorized either as economic or demographic. Economic assumptions are generally
related to inflation, such as expected salary increases, while demographic assumptions relate to employee
career decisions, such as expected retirement age. The most impactful economic assumption is the
expected asset return, also known as the discount rate, while the most impactful demographic
assumption is the mortality assumption. To the extent that the assumptions are determined based on the
system’s expectations, the assumptions used to determine the funded status will closely resemble the
assumptions used to determine benefits.

The assumptions used to determine benefits are particularly important for Chapter 810 systems that offer
complete lump sums. While all statewide, municipal, and TLFFRA system members must receive at least
half of their benefit as a monthly annuity for the duration of their retirement years, members of 12
Chapter 810 systems have the option to take one large payment at retirement with no future monthly

16 “pansijon & Benefits,” Port Houston, https://porthouston.com/financial/pension-benefits/.
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payments to follow. The lump sum values are highly dependent on the assumptions used to convert the
monthly annuity into a single payment, known as the actuarial equivalence assumptions.

Chapter 810 systems’ actuarial valuation assumptions are significantly different compared to those of
other Texas public pension systems, as are their actuarial valuation assumptions compared to the actuarial
equivalence assumptions used to calculate optional payment forms.

Actuarial valuation assumptions for 810 systems are more conservative on
average than those of other Texas public pension systems.

Some systems set a more aggressive expected investment return assumption than others, with the
expected return set significantly higher than their recent long-term investment experience would suggest
and higher than the median expected long-term future returns based on modelling by their investment
adviser. The more contributions are expected to grow with investment returns, the smaller the
contributions need to be, and vice versa. Setting economic assumptions appropriately in the actuarial
valuation helps decision makers determine truly sufficient contribution levels to keep the system on a
path to full funding.

Most Chapter 810 systems have ADCs, with contributions tied directly to the funded status. With the same
body generally responsible for setting both assumptions and contribution levels, Chapter 810 systems
have more leeway to set more realistic assumptions than other public retirement system boards, such as
a TLFFRA system board. A Chapter 810 system can change the assumption, review the effect on necessary
contributions, and change the contribution level as one process within a single governing board. A TLFFRA
system, on the other hand, cannot dictate a change in the plan sponsor contribution level after reviewing
the assumption change and its effect on necessary contributions. Further, a TLFFRA system board that
does not believe it will receive the necessary contribution increase may choose not to lower the expected
return even if it believes it appropriate to do so.

As shown in Table 2, a Chapter 810 system with ongoing benefit accruals has a median expected return
of 6.75 percent, compared to 7 percent for statewide and municipal systems, and 7.25 percent for TLFFRA
systems. This assumption is typically lower than other system types due to the lower level of risk that
these systems usually choose to take within their investment portfolios. More discussion on Chapter 810
systems’ investment practices can be found later in this study.

17



Intensive Study: Chapter 810 Retirement Systems

Table 2: Median expected returns by system type and status

Median E ted Syst
System Type System Status s I:Ztu):'l:r’lec s gzu(::
810 Frozen/Closed 6.25% 15
810 Active 6.75% 18
Statewide Active 7.00% 7
Municipal Active 7.00% 17
TLFFRA Frozen/Closed 7.13% 2
TLFFRA Active 7.25% 40

In contrast to the widely varying expected return assumptions, all Texas public pension systems use
recently updated mortality tables in their actuarial valuations. By using updated tables, systems ensure
their pension liabilities are based on a best expectation of the number of annuity payments per retiree.

Most Chapter 810 systems review and discuss actuarial equivalence
assumptions infrequently.

While all Texas public retirement systems maintain updated mortality tables in their actuarial valuations,
many Chapter 810 systems do not do the same when it comes to their actuarial equivalence assumptions.
Actuarial equivalence assumptions are specified in a system’s pension plan document and are comprised
of the mortality table and discount rate used to determine actuarially equivalent forms of payment. A
lump sum payment is calculated to be actuarially equivalent to the annuity by assuming how many annuity
payments would have been paid and the investment return for each payment (i.e., the discount rate). Of
all Texas public pension systems, only 12 Chapter 810 systems offer complete lump sums, many at a
reduced value to the standard annuity option due to outdated actuarial equivalence assumptions. An
outdated mortality table will result in a smaller number of assumed payments, producing a smaller lump
sum. A higher discount rate will assume each dollar of lump sum will be worth more in the future,
producing a smaller lump sum payout. Retirees choose the lump sum option quite often. For the largest
systems, the 2022 take rates were 18 percent for University Health, 55 percent for Houston MTA Non-
Union, and 36 percent for Citizens Medical Center. CPS Energy offers lump sums only for pre-retirement
benefits, with a 24 percent take rate.
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A system that does not review their plan document regularly may
neglect to update these critical assumptions. While new widely = Houston MTA Non-Union used
adopted mortality tables typically come out approximately every  [ife expectancies based on 1971
10 years, many 810 systems are still using tables from 1984. Asa  |ayels until updating the mortality
result, the PRB issued Guidance for Calculating and Administering

assumption after July 2024. The

. 17 .
Lump Sums in July 2024." Table 3 shows the mortality table years update means members’ benefits

and discount rates used in actuarial valuations, actuarial .

) i ) . are now based on a longer life
equivalence prior to the guidance, and current actuarial
equivalence for the 12 systems offering complete cashout options.
While some systems have made changes in response to the PRB’s

2024 guidance, most have not updated their assumptions.

expectancy, causing a higher
benefit than previously received.

Table 3: Mortality Table Years and Discount Rates of Systems Offering Complete Cashout Options

Valuation @ Valuation Prior/Current Prior/Current
Mortality  Discount Lump Sum Lumb Sum
Table Rate Mortality Table . =
Year Year Discount Rate
1984 8.00%
- . o
Citizens Medical Center 2012 6.75% Unchanged Unchanged
Colorado  River  Municipal o 1994 30-year Treasuries
Water District 2012 >.75% Unchanged Unchanged
1984 8.50%
0,
CPS Energy 2010 7.00% Unchanged Unchanged
Houston MTA Non-Union 2010 6.25% 1971 - 2025 7.00% = 6.25%
Irving Supplemental Benefit o 2010 6.75%
Plan 2010 6.75% Unchanged Unchanged
JPS Tarrant County Hospital o 1984 8.00%
District 2012 6.75% Unchanged Unchanged
2010 6.00%
. . o
Lower Colorado River Authority 2010 7.00% Unchanged Unchanged
2025 6.50%
1 0,
Lower Neches Valley Authority 2010 6.50% VT O
Nacogdoches County Hospital 0 1983 7.50%
District 2014 6.75% Unchanged Unchanged
Refugio County Memorial o 1994 7.00%
Hospital District 2010 6.00% Unchanged Unchanged
1984 8.00%
. . o
Sweeny Community Hospital 2012 5.75% Unchanged Unchanged
University Health System 2010 7.00% 1994 - 2025 8.00% > 7.00%

17 pension Review Board, Guidance for Calculating and Administering Lump Sums, July 25,2024,
https://www.prb.texas.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/July-2024-Lump-Sum-Guidance.pdf
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Prior to the PRB Guidance, the valuation mortality tables were all 2010 or later, while only three of the
lump sum mortality tables were 2010 or later, with five 1984 or earlier tables. Discount rates follow a
similar pattern, with valuation assumptions updated to reflect current best estimates but actuarial
equivalence rates often left unchanged for years or decades. Only four of the lump sum discount rates
were equal or less than the valuation expected return, with five systems as 8 percent or higher. Since the
PRB adopted Guidance, the count has increased to six systems with lump sum discount rates equal to or
less than the valuation expected return.

Since Guidance was published, two systems have updated their mortality tables and rates, including the
system which previously used the 1971 mortality tables, the most outdated of the group. Those two
systems have taken a significant step toward securing appropriate benefit levels for their members
regardless of the chosen payment form. To put this into perspective, the combined mortality and interest
changes are estimated to have increased the lump sums for a 65-year-old retiree by 14 percent for
University Health and 31 percent for Houston MTA. If another system were to change their assumptions
from UP1984 mortality and 8 percent interest to a modern table with 7 percent interest, the same lump
sums would increase by around 30 percent. Had these systems been monitoring assumption changes over
the last several decades, the 30 percent increase would have been broken up into many smaller, more
manageable contribution increases along the way.

Maintaining updated assumptions in the plan provisions will ensure members receive the benefit level
they were promised regardless of their chosen payment form. Systems should consider reviewing the
discount rate annually and the mortality table at least once per decade.®

Investment practices

Retirement systems need adequate funding through consistent contributions to grow as intended. Any
instability with contributions can have larger long-term impacts other than just the missing contribution,
as those funds are not available for investment growth. For example, if a new employee has a contribution
shortfall of $100 over the course of their 25-year career, a conservative 7 percent investment return
assumption would mean that by the time they would retire, that $100 not contributed could have been
$542.74 for retirement benefits. A retirement system’s board cannot directly control the investment
outcomes, but they can control if the investment portfolio is appropriately funded with contributions to
aid in growth. They also exercise a degree of control over investment expense levels as well as the asset
allocation and asset selection of the system, which is directly tied to the level of risk assumed by the
system.

As described in further detail in the following section, Chapter 810 systems have consistent contributions
due to their ADC structure, lower investment return assumptions than other types of Texas systems, and

18 pension Review Board, Guidance for Calculating and Administering Lump Sums, July 25,2024,
https://www.prb.texas.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/July-2024-Lump-Sum-Guidance.pdf

20


https://www.prb.texas.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/July-2024-Lump-Sum-Guidance.pdf

Intensive Study: Chapter 810 Retirement Systems

lower risk portfolios. In addition, several hospitals use the Texas Hospital Association (THA) to achieve
efficiencies, which may be a model for other small systems to consider.

Chapter 810 systems’ use of an ADC contribution structure provides stable
funding for investing.

Compared to other types of Texas public retirement systems, Chapter 810 systems disproportionately use
an ADC contribution structure. The chart Texas Pension Contribution Methods shows in the inner circle
the types of pensions in Texas, TLFFRA, statewide, municipal, and Chapter 810 systems and the outer ring
showing the contribution methods used by that specific type of pension. Contribution options are either
fixed amounts, actuarially determined contributions or other. Other contribution methods generally are
for systems that are fully funded or have a unique contribution structure.

Texas Pension Contribution Methods

= Fixed

Actuarial

m Other

Statewide

The importance of stable and adequate funding to any pension is that any form of underfunding from
contributions means that either more contributions will be needed in the future, or the investments will
need to outperform expectations to keep the plan on track from a funding perspective. According to the
2025 National Conference on Public Employee Retirement Systems (NCPERS) Public Retirement System
Study, “retirement systems that did receive their full contribution reported funded ratios an average of
20 percentage points higher than those that did not receive the full funding contribution.”*® Another

1% National Conference on Public Employee Retirement Systems (NCPERS), 2025 Public Retirement Systems Study:
Trends in Fiscal, Operational, and Business Practices, accessed September 26, 2025,
https://www.ncpers.org/public-retirement-systems-study
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NCPERS research study found that for every 1 percent of additional contribution a system is closer to their
ADC, the funding levels improve by 0.23 percent.?°

Investment returns typically provide retirement systems between 60 and 65 percent of revenue for
pension benefits. Consequently, adequate contributions every year are critical to allow for sufficient
investment growth to fund future benefits. With over 90 percent of Chapter 810 systems using an ADC
structure, there is a large incentive for reasonable and potentially more conservative investment return
assumptions with less volatility, as any issues with meeting investment assumptions impact the
contribution amount.

Chapter 810 plans’ lower return assumptions result in lower risk investment
portfolios.

Investment risk management is a critical part of managing a pension fund. Deciding on the appropriate
amount of risk directly impacts the investment return assumptions, the asset allocation, and much more.

Over the past few decades, corporate pensions that

offered traditional DB arrangements have largely
closed those plans and instead shifted the benefit
design to less risky retirement plan offerings with
known costs. While many governmental pensions can
accept more pension risk to provide appealing
benefits, most Chapter 810 systems are similar to
private corporate pensions that are seeking to provide
competitive benefits at a minimal level of risk. Seeking
low risk often results in decisions to set lower return
assumptions which results in more conservative

Risk tolerance is the amount of variation in
investment returns a pension or person is
willing to accept. Having a more conservative
or less variation in investment returns will
lower the risk but also lower the expected
return when compared to higher risk
portfolios. In order to generate higher returns

a portfolio must also carry more risk.

investment portfolios that are less prone to market volatilities and sizeable underperformance.

Texas public retirement system investment policy statements include asset allocation targets based on
capital markets assumptions recommended by their consultants. Table 4 shows the average asset
allocations calculated based on the system classification and asset classes with cash and fixed income
generally being the less risky investments and real assets and equities higher risk. Alternative investments
cannot be classified as strictly low- or high-risk, because it is a highly diverse investment asset class
comprised of investments of varying risk levels.

20 NCPERS, NCPERS Research Series, June 2023,
https://www.ncpers.org/files/resources/NCPERS Research Series BeyondFundingRatios2023 Web.pdf
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Table 4: Average asset allocation based on system classification

. . Fixed | Alternative Real
Classification | Equities Cash
Income | Investments | Assets

TLFFRA 59.29% | 27.48% 11.85% 9.02% | 3.38%

Statewide 37.86% | 21.00% 29.67% 15.57% | 1.40%

Municipal 49.87% | 21.37% 20.57% 10.79% | 1.71%

Chapter 810 | 55.75% | 31.73% 9.94% 9.12% | 3.15%

Most notable in Table 4 is that on average, Chapter 810 systems allocate the most to fixed income
compared to other types of Texas systems. Statewide and municipal systems appear to allocate the least
to fixed income and equities; however, this is likely due to their larger alternative investment allocations
that are not simply private equity but investments that offer similar investment profiles to fixed income
or other asset classes but use strategies outside normal investments in pursuit of higher returns or
optimized correlations to the market. This should improve how well a portfolio performs in both good and
bad markets and help manage portfolio risk.

Other systems should consider the benefits that come with less risky equity exposures like most Chapter
810 allocations, as appropriate for their plan demographics and funding health. While all retirement
systems’ investment portfolios are unique, the impact that additional risk creates can be seen through
the following example.

In a hypothetical portfolio, the additional risk from shifting the allocation by 5 percent from fixed income
to equities increases the expected mean return by approximately 0.15 percent. It also increases the
standard deviation from 12.19 percent by 0.6 to 1.12. This means that over a long-term basis, the portfolio
should return at the mean 0.15 percent more, but it would be risking 0.6 to 1.12 percent more in
additional volatility of returns. For gaining 0.15 percent in mean expected return a system will have much
larger fluctuations in potential returns meaning larger losses and larger gains by 0.6 to 1.12 percent or

more.
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Each retirement system decides on the level of risk
Plan maturity is defined by a combination of they are willing or able to assume or can tolerate
factors that represent the average member. These  depending on their funding status and plan
factors include measures such as active to retiree  maturity. The majority of Chapter 810 systems
ratios, average member age, and non-investment  appear to be more risk averse considering the ADC
cashflow. A new or less mature plan will have a  funding structure and an average investment
larger active membership to retirees, lower return assumptions one percent below the Texas
average member age and a positive non-  average. Systems that accept higher levels of
investment cashflow from more contributions investment risk and have inadequate funding
coming in than benefit payments going out. A arrangements are likely exposing the sponsoring
mature plan will have more equal or a larger entity or members to the risk that any potential
retiree amount than active members, higher  future shortfalls will need to be resolved with
average age, and a negative non-investment additional contributions. Even with more
cashflow from a large number of members conservative assumptions, systems can still have
receiving  benefit  payments instead of  strong investment returns which can be seen in
contributing. appendix D that provides an overview of
investment data of Chapter 810 systems.

Texas Hospital Association asset pooling provides savings and other benefits to
Chapter 810 hospitals and could be a model for other small pensions.

The 2018 PRB study Asset Pooling for Small Pension Systems found that pooling assets of smaller pensions
would provide similar economies of scale that larger pensions experience. The THA was one of the groups
of systems examined in the study to quantify the impact of asset pooling. The study estimated the impact
of pooling assets over a 10-year period would be an increase of 29 percent in assets from the aggregate
increase in investment earnings and the lower investment costs generating savings.?

Asset pooling advantages are predominantly a result of gaining access to investment vehicles that would
otherwise be inaccessible based on investment minimums that could exceed or represent an outsized
allocation for smaller pension funds. These investment vehicles could offer better risk/reward profiles,
access to quality investment managers, or simply lower investment management fees. For example,
access to mutual fund institutional class shares often can have an investment minimum of $100k, $1
million, or higher, determined by the fund company or manager while retail class shares often have no
investment minimum. The difference in mutual fund expense ratios —investment expenses netted from
returns—will vary by the type of mutual fund. Based on research by The Pew Charitable Trusts in 2022,
the median difference in expense ratios for equity retail and institutional fund class shares was 0.34
percent on a relative basis. The paper also stated that “although this seems like a small difference, it
represents about 37 percent higher fees”. 22 This difference implies that a pension fund fully invested in

2pension Review Board, Interim Study: Asset Pooling for Small Pension Plans, accessed September 26, 2025,
https://www.prb.texas.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Asset-Pooling-Interim-Study-Final.pdf

22 PEW Charitable Trusts, Small Differences in Mutual Fund Fees Can Cut Billions From Americans’ Retirement
Savings, June 2022, https://www.pew.org/-/media/assets/2022/05/smalldifferenceinmutualfunds brief vi.pdf
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equity retail class mutual funds could save 0.34 percent of assets or 37 percent of fees by swapping to the
institutional share class.

THA provides a variety of offerings and services to its members, including investment management,
investment consulting, actuarial, audit, legal and benefit administration services to qualified DB and DC
plans in the health care sector. Participating members include private, non-profit, and public hospitals. A
DB plan must meet minimum actuarial and legal requirements to be considered for the program. Once
accepted, plans are required to invest all assets with the trust as well as use THA’s benefit administration
services. DB plans may select between four different pre-determined asset allocation models based on
the employer’s risk preferences. The models are a mix of equity and fixed income investments which are
managed by the THA board of trustees with the assistance of independent investment advisors.
Participating plans retain full control of existing benefit provisions.

THA hospital participants combine small pensions of $1-52 million in assets with other hospital pension
funds that have up to $550 million in assets creating a master trust of over $800 million. Currently the
THA master trust has eight investments using mutual funds and collective investment trusts. Total
investment expenses of 0.18 percent of net total assets are low compared to the national average of 0.71
percent of net total assets, with none of the investments having excessive fees. 2> Administration costs
are monitored by THA, who contracts with the investment consultant, actuary, and other providers. This
allows fixed costs associated with running a pension such as certain third-party consultants to be spread
out over the trust allowing the smaller pensions to create cost savings. By pooling assets, the pension
funds with assets around $1 million are now able to fully access investments with investment minimums
that could exceed their total assets providing them all the benefits without the costs and diversification
issues that would apply to a small stand-alone trust.

A few other similar examples of retirement plans joining into a larger group that includes asset pooling in
Texas are TCDRS and TMRS. TCDRS allows counties and districts to join the system to provide retirement
benefits to their members, while TMRS does the same for municipalities. Unlike THA, these systems place
more controls on the benefit formula structure.

Asset pooling for THA plans provides fee savings, consolidated resources, and improved investment
options for its members. While most statewide and municipal systems are large enough on their own,
other smaller local systems could benefit from implementing similar structures and should consider the
feasibility of pooling assets with other pensions.

23 National Conference on Public Employee Retirement Systems (NCPERS), 2025 Public Retirement Systems Study:
Trends in Fiscal, Operational, and Business Practices, accessed September 26, 2025,
https://www.ncpers.org/public-retirement-systems-study
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Appendix A: Actuarial Valuation Details

Funding | Funded Unfunded
Plan Name Date Period Ratio % Liability Plan Status
Nacogdoches County Hospital 7/1/2024 Infinite | 73.5 $11,768,937 Frozen
Floresville Electric Light and Power 1/1/2025 26.4 62.9 $7,850,205 Active
Anson General Hospital 7/1/2024 25.0 98.8 $17,885 Frozen
CPS Energy 1/1/2025 24.0 83.8 $445,131,209 | Active
University Health System 1/1/2024 21.0 78.2 $172,616,238 Active
Dallas County Hospital District 1/1/2025 19.0 72.9 $705,532,433 | Active
Houston MTA Union 1/1/2025 18.0 69.8 $139,214,731 Closed
Houston MTA Non-Union 1/1/2025 18.0 59.9 $138,294,863 | Closed
San Antonio Metropolitan Transit 10/1/2024 17.0 70.2 $157,769,896 | Closed
Capital MTA Admin Employees 1/1/2025 16.7 80.5 $16,429,754 Active
Galveston Wharves 1/1/2025 16.0 95.1 $808,639 Closed
Lower Colorado River Authority 1/1/2025 15.0 77.1 $147,285,690 | Closed
Sweeny Community Hospital 1/1/2025 13.0 85.7 $469,866 Closed
DART Employees 10/1/2024 12.6 90.5 $23,752,147 Closed
Dallas/Ft. Worth Airport DPS 1/1/2025 11.3 83.2 $59,890,245 Active
Dallas/Ft. Worth Airport 1/1/2025 10.9 85.8 $109,194,663 | Active
JPS Pension Plan 10/1/2024 10.8 92.8 $38,586,241 Active
Harris County Hospital District 1/1/2025 10.6 86.0 $169,883,009 | Closed
Lower Neches Valley Authority 1/1/2025 10.0 85.4 $3,103,709 Frozen
Corpus Christi RTA 1/1/2025 9.0 82.6 $11,121,969 Active
Brazos River Authority 3/1/2025 7.0 80.1 $5,999,410 Frozen
Capital MTA Bargaining Employees 1/1/2025 6.0 68.2 $19,015,526 Frozen
Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority 1/1/2025 5.0 89.4 $4,272,274 Frozen
Colorado River MWD 1/1/2025 4.8 83.3 $1,803,385 Active
University Medical Center - Supplemental | 1/1/2025 3.0 88.5 $749,574 Active
Port of Houston Authority 8/1/2024 2.0 98.4 $3,657,318 Closed
Plano Retirement Security Plan 12/31/2024 0.0 104.2 $(9,505,364) Active
Citizens Medical Center 3/1/2025 0.0 116.4 $(24,285,266) | Active
Guadalupe Regional Medical Center 1/1/2025 0.0 101.6 $(1,902,393) Active
Irving Supplemental Benefit Plan 1/1/2025 0.0 102.2 $(2,649,909) Active
Brownsville Navigation District 1/1/2025 0.0 112.5 $(1,469,101) Active
El Paso Fire & Police Staff Plan 1/1/2024 0.0 107.8 $(103,934) Active
Refugio County Memorial Hospital 11/1/2024 0.0 105.6 $(72,750) Frozen
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Appendix B: System Asset Totals

Plan Name Date Assets

CPS Energy 12/31/2024 | $2,406,772,230
Dallas County Hospital District 12/31/2024 | $1,880,972,000
Harris County Hospital District 12/31/2024 | $1,043,567,505
Dallas/Fort Worth Airport 12/31/2024 | $657,668,000
University Health System 12/31/2024 | $651,920,792
JPS Pension Plan 9/30/2024 | $550,272,821
Lower Colorado River Authority 12/31/2024 | $491,332,000
San Antonio Metropolitan Transit 9/30/2024 | $385,561,413
Houston MTA Union 12/31/2024 | $304,440,635
Dallas/Fort Worth Airport DPS 12/31/2024 | $294,840,000
Plano Retirement Security Plan 12/31/2024 | $236,469,503
DART Employees 9/30/2024 | $229,738,000
Port of Houston Authority 7/31/2024 | $222,161,151
Houston MTA Non-Union 12/31/2024 | $198,492,018
Citizens Medical Center 2/29/2024 | $162,065,366
Guadalupe Regional Medical Center 12/31/2024 | $124,987,835
Irving Supplemental Benefit Plan 12/31/2024 | $119,740,434
Capital MTA Admin Employees 12/31/2024 | $68,074,058
Corpus Christi RTA 12/31/2024 | $51,498,262
Capital MTA Bargaining Unit Employees 12/31/2024 | $41,713,495
Nacogdoches County Hospital 6/30/2023 | $34,833,311
Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority 12/31/2024 | $33,957,381
Brazos River Authority 2/29/2024 | $23,772,998
Lower Neches Valley Authority 12/31/2024 | $18,120,216
Galveston Wharves 12/31/2024 | $15,637,550
Brownsville Navigation District 12/31/2024 | $13,420,409
Floresville Electric Light and Power 12/31/2024 | $13,195,271
Colorado River Municipal Water District 12/31/2024 | $9,019,053
University Medical Center - Supplemental | 8/31/2024 | $5,236,091
Sweeny Community Hospital 12/31/2024 | $2,918,333

El Paso Fire & Police Staff Plan 12/31/2024 | $1,604,902
Anson General Hospital 6/30/2024 | $1,454,134
Refugio County Memorial Hospital 10/31/2024 | $1,383,301
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Appendix C: System Membership Totals

Plan Name Date Members | Annuitants | Active | Inactive
Dallas County Hospital District 12/31/2024 | 20,908 4,046 11,112 | 5,750
University Health System 12/31/2024 | 10,433 1,513 7,087 | 1,833
CPS Energy 12/31/2024 | 6,337 2,839 3,269 | 229
Harris County Hospital District 12/31/2024 | 6,332 3,706 1,399 | 1,227
JPS Pension Plan 9/30/2024 | 5,419 653 2,774 | 1,992
Houston MTA Union 12/31/2024 | 3,674 2,422 737 515
Plano Retirement Security Plan 12/31/2024 | 3,658 1,202 2,314 142
Irving Supplemental Benefit Plan 12/31/2024 | 2,446 496 1,648 | 302
Dallas/Fort Worth Airport 12/31/2024 | 2,271 1,649 326 296
San Antonio Metropolitan Transit 9/30/2024 1,967 1,238 599 130
Lower Colorado River Authority 12/31/2024 | 1,794 1,056 681 57
Citizens Medical Center 2/29/2024 1,669 232 958 479
Capital MTA Admin Employees 12/31/2024 | 1,160 185 592 383
DART Employees 9/30/2024 | 998 865 48 85
Guadalupe Regional Medical Center 12/31/2024 | 947 250 519 178
Nacogdoches County Hospital 6/30/2024 | 944 321 19 604
Capital MTA Bargaining Unit Employees 12/31/2024 | 927 593 94 240
Port of Houston Authority 7/31/2024 | 846 563 227 56
Houston MTA Non-Union 12/31/2024 | 753 409 269 75
Dallas/Fort Worth Airport DPS 12/31/2024 | 704 261 390 53
Corpus Christi RTA 12/31/2024 | 677 268 237 172
Brazos River Authority 2/29/2024 | 314 170 46 98
Brownsville Navigation District 12/31/2024 | 240 54 113 73
Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority 12/31/2024 | 205 127 43 35
Colorado River Municipal Water District 12/31/2024 | 133 30 74 29
Galveston Wharves 12/31/2024 | 118 76 10 32
Floresville Electric Light and Power 12/31/2024 | 112 44 52 16
Lower Neches Valley Authority 12/31/2024 | 48 12 31 5
Refugio County Memorial Hospital 10/31/2024 | 42 4 27 12
Sweeny Community Hospital 12/31/2024 | 35 21 2 12
Anson General Hospital 6/30/2024 | 35 22 1 12

El Paso Fire & Police Staff Plan 12/31/2024 | 12 10 0
University Medical Center - Supplemental | 8/31/2024 | 3 2 0
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Appendix D: Investment Details

Total Investment

Investment 10-Year Expense as
Return Net Percentage of
Plan Name Date Assumption Return Net Total Assets
Galveston Wharves 12/31/2024 | 7.00% 8.51% 0.66%
San Antonio Metropolitan Transit 9/30/2024 7.00% 8.30% 0.40%
JPS Pension Plan 9/30/2024 6.75% 8.05% 0.17%
Guadalupe Regional Medical Center 12/31/2024 | 6.75% 7.87% 0.18%
Citizens Medical Center 2/28/2025 6.75% 7.75% 0.18%
CPS Energy 12/31/2024 7.00% 7.65% 0.39%
University Health System 12/31/2024 7.00% 7.58% 0.54%
Plano Retirement Security Plan 12/31/2024 | 6.75% 7.44% 0.45%
Capital MTA Admin Employees 12/31/2024 | 6.75% 7.38% 0.64%
El Paso Fire & Police Staff Plan 12/31/2024 | 7.50% 7.12% 1.07%
Harris County Hospital District 12/31/2024 | 5.75% 6.96% 0.46%
Capital MTA Bargaining Employees 12/31/2024 | 6.50% 6.78% 0.43%
Brazos River Authority 2/28/2025 6.50% 6.77% 0.60%
Dallas/Ft. Worth Airport DPS 12/31/2024 7.00% 6.70% 0.95%
DaIIas/Ft, Worth Airport 12/31/2024 7.00% 6.70% 0.95%
DART Employees 9/30/2024 6.25% 6.63% 0.37%
Nacogdoches County Hospital 6/30/2023 6.75% 6.61% 0.67%
Brownsville Navigation District 12/31/2024 | 6.00% 6.53% 0.86%
Corpus Christi RTA 12/31/2024 6.75% 6.51% 0.56%
Dallas County Hospital District 12/31/2024 | 6.00% 6.27% 0.39%
Irving Supplemental Benefit Plan 12/31/2024 | 6.75% 6.16% 0.55%
Lower Colorado River Authority 12/31/2024 | 7.00% 6.00% 0.43%
Port of Houston Authority 7/31/2024 6.00% 5.90% 0.60%
Refugio County Memorial Hospital 10/31/2024 | 6.00% 5.70% 0.00%
Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority 12/31/2024 | 6.25% 5.60% 0.24%
Sweeny Community Hospital 12/31/2024 | 5.75% 5.53% 0.18%
Floresville Electric Light and Power 12/31/2023 | 6.50% 5.37% 1.05%
Houston MTA Union 12/31/2024 6.25% 5.30% 0.31%
Houston MTA Non-Union 12/31/2024 6.25% 5.20% 0.24%
Colorado River MWD 12/31/2024 | 6.00% 5.00% 1.16%
Anson General Hospital 6/30/2024 5.75% 3.02% 0.16%
Lower Neches Valley Authority 12/31/2024 | 6.50% N/A 0.47%
University Medical Center - Supplemental 8/31/2024 4.00% N/A 0.28%
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