
 

Horizon Actuarial Services, LLC 
8601 Georgia Ave., Suite 700 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

Phone: 240.247.4600 
www.horizonactuarial.com 

 

 

Atlanta            Cleveland            Denver            Irvine            Los Angeles 

Miami            San Diego            Washington, D.C. 

September 17, 2018 
 
The Honorable Orrin Hatch    The Honorable Sherrod Brown 
Co-Chair      Co-Chair 
Joint Select Committee on Solvency   Joint Select Committee on Solvency 

of Multiemployer Pension Plans   of Multiemployer Pension Plans 
United States Senate     United States Senate 
Washington, DC, 20510    Washington, DC, 20510 
 
Sent via Email to: JSCSMPP@finance.senate.gov 
 
RE: Against the Use of Corporate Bond or Treasury Yields for Minimum Funding Purposes 
 
Dear Chairman Hatch and Chairman Brown: 

We have the deepest appreciation for your work and the time the Committee has spent 
learning about and being a part of finding a solution for troubled multiemployer pension plans 
and the PBGC.  We are writing to you to express our serious concern about using corporate 
bond or Treasury yields as mandated discount rates for minimum funding purposes, which 
would endanger currently healthy plans, participants, and employers alike.  

In this letter, we provide general commentary regarding discount rates plus specific 
commentary in response to points made by James Naughton and Joshua Rauh in their 
testimonies to the Joint Select Committee on July 25, 2018. 

General Commentary Regarding Discount Rates 

We support continuing the current requirement that the assumed discount rate be based on 
the expected investment return of a multiemployer pension plan’s assets.   

The mandated use of discount rates based on corporate bond or Treasury yields for minimum 
funding purposes would have devastating consequences for the more than 10 million 
participants in the U.S. multiemployer pension plan system as evidenced in our report “The 
Impact of Alternative Discount Rates on Multiemployer Pension Plan Funding”. Further, there 
would also be severe adverse consequences for the tens of thousands of employers who 
contribute to these plans throughout the U.S. 

There are opportunities to adjust multiemployer pension plan funding rules – without changing 
the basis of the discount rate assumption – that will both strengthen the system and avoid the 
disruption that will inevitably cause the demise of multiemployer plans and put retirement 
benefits at risk for the millions of hard working Americans covered by these plans. 
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The Practical Reality of Pension Funding 

Pension funding is a long term budgeting exercise.  Over the life of a pension plan, the incoming 
total contributions and investment earnings must equal the total benefits paid out (plus 
expenses to operate the plan). It is, therefore, important to predict the long term investment 
earnings as accurately as possible so that contributions can be budgeted to satisfy this future 
benefit obligation. If the benefit obligation is discounted at a rate below the reasonably 
expected long term investment earnings, the contributions needed in the shorter term will be 
unnecessarily high. 

The theory of discounting benefit obligations using risk-free or low risk bond yield rates, and 
thus also prescribing investment solely in bond portfolios to fund those obligations has received 
attention in academic circles, but it does not consider the practical reality of how pensions 
plans are – and should be – invested. It is unreasonable to suggest that anyone should invest 
for retirement in a portfolio consisting solely of risk-free assets.  Since the typical 
multiemployer plan’s investment earnings will be greater than they would be if the assets were 
invested in a risk-free portfolio, the value of the benefit obligation should recognize those 
greater expected investment earnings in determining the contributions needed to fund the 
promised benefits. 

Effect of Using Discount Rates Based Corporate Bond or Treasury Yields  

 Overstatement of Contribution Needs:   Multiemployer plans invest in fully diversified 
professionally managed investment portfolios that, over time, are expected to produce 
earnings well in excess of corporate bonds or Treasury instruments.  Therefore, in the 
current economic environment, using discount rates based on these lower yields would 
significantly overstate the contributions required to fund future benefits.   

 Volatility of Contribution Requirements:  Using discount rates based on fluctuating 
corporate bond and Treasury yields would correspondingly result in contribution 
requirements that fluctuate from year to year – solely due to changes in bond yields. 
This would add an additional and unnecessary layer of risk for multiemployer plans.  
While sponsors of single employer plans have the flexibility to adjust contributions 
based on changing conditions, contributions to multiemployer plans are established by 
multi-year collective bargaining agreements and cannot easily be changed to 
accommodate movements in bond yields. 

 Required Adoption of Unnecessary Measures:  Overstatement of funding needs would 
likely cause most multiemployer plans to fall out of the “Green Zone”, as described 
more fully in our report “The Impact of Alternative Discount Rates on Multiemployer 
Pension Plan Funding”, which was previously provided to the Committee by the National 
Coordinating Committee for Multiemployer Plans (NCCMP).  That report shows that the 
percentage of multiemployer plans in the Green Zone would plummet from 62% to an 
estimated 7% (if discount rates were to be based on corporate bond rates) or 2% (if 
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discount rates were to be based on Treasury instruments). Plans would then be required 
to adopt unnecessary and excessive measures that would threaten their long-term 
sustainability rather than strengthen it.  

 Unraveling of the Multiemployer Pension System: Requiring the use of discount rates 
based on corporate bond or Treasury yields would likely lead to withdrawals by 
employers who cannot compete or remain in business with significantly higher 
contribution requirements. These withdrawals would in turn lead to more employer 
withdrawals, resulting in a spiral towards a “last man standing” scenario, in which the 
retirement security of 10 million Americans would be threatened.  

Consequences for Current and Future Workers and Retirees 

 Benefit Reductions: As noted above, overstating the funding obligation would cause 
plans to adopt unnecessary measures to reduce benefits.  These benefit reductions 
would have a devastating impact on the standard of living for the plans’ participants and 
their families.      

 Wage Reductions: When multiemployer pension plans need to increase contributions, 
the source of contribution increases is as likely to come from participants’ existing wage 
packages (by reallocating wages to pension contributions) as it is from negotiated 
employer contribution increases. Creating an unnecessary increase in required 
contributions could cause a reduction in take-home pay for many plans’ working 
participants. 

Consequences for Current and Future Contributing Employers 

 Contribution Increases and Volatility:   Increasing and unpredictable contributions 
would find participating employers becoming less likely to remain in the Plan, driving 
them to withdraw, as noted above.  

 Competitive Pressures and Increased Risk of Bankruptcy: Higher contribution 
requirements would make it difficult for employers to compete. This is especially true in 
the construction industry, which accounts for roughly 55% of all multiemployer plans. 
Many of these contributing employers are small and medium sized contractors who may 
be forced out of business by the inability to remain competitive in their industry, or by 
the high cost of employer withdrawal liability payments. This is also true of other 
industries where businesses operate under relatively narrow profit margins.  
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Comments on the July 25, 2018 Testimony  

Here we provide several quotes from the transcripts of Mr. Naughton’s and Mr. Rauh’s 
testimony, with our responses. 

Testimony of James P. Naughton 

1. “Currently, the multiemployer system is chronically underfunded and the retirement benefits 
of many participants are at significant risk.” 

Horizon response: While it is true that the benefits of participants in the roughly 115 plans 
in critical and declining status are at risk, it is not true that the multiemployer system is 
“chronically underfunded”. According to “The Multiemployer Retirement Plan Landscape”, 
an annual study of all U.S. multiemployer pension plans that we conduct with the 
International Foundation of Employee Benefits Plans, the median funded percentage was 
82% at the end of 2015 and well over half of all plans were on target to become fully funded 
within 15 years. These results are based on reasonable and appropriate assumptions, as 
discussed throughout this letter. 

2. “While luck may play some part in which individual plans are in the most critical condition, I 
firmly believe that the current crisis is a function of trustee choices.” 

Horizon response: This comment does a severe disservice to the vast majority of 
multiemployer plan trustees who diligently carry out their fiduciary responsibilities to act in 
the best interests of plan participants at all times. Rather, the current crisis is a result of 
many factors outside the control of plan trustees, such as the decline in work levels (that 
affected some industries more than others) and the 2008 economic crisis which resulted in 
the worst one-year investment results in U.S. pension history. 

3. “If plans were required to collect actuarially sound contributions and purchase annuity 
contracts, there would be no crisis.” 

Horizon response: Plans are required to – and actually do – collect “actuarially sound” 
contributions (as we understand Mr. Naughton’s term) under the ERISA funding rules and 
the Actuarial Standards of Practice. Further, were these plans to purchase annuity contracts 
to fund benefits, multiemployer plan benefits would be drastically lower than current levels, 
due not only to the low interest rates assumed in pricing insurance annuity contracts, but 
also due to the profit margins and administrative expense loads built into annuity pricing – 
in effect transferring funds to insurance companies that were originally intended to provide 
benefits to workers. This would turn a limited crisis into a far more severe crisis, as older 
workers would be unable to retire, affecting workforce patterns with fewer opportunities 
for young workers to enter the workforce. In effect, this would turn a manageable and 
appropriate long term investment risk into a greater societal and economic risk, 
exacerbating an ever growing retirement income crisis in the United States (where roughly 
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half of the private sector workforce has no workplace retirement benefit). This myopic 
viewpoint expressed by Mr. Naughton, focusing only on an academic approach to 
measuring the value of the pension promise and funding that promise with insurance 
company annuities, conveys their lack of understanding of the practical realities of 
multiemployer plan funding and the importance of providing meaningful pension benefits 
to more than 10 million U.S. workers and retirees. 

Multiemployer pension plans have for decades been a tax effective and economically 
efficient way for industry employers and workers to come together to provide retirement 
income to alleviate the risk of poverty in old age. While Mr. Naughton (and Mr. Rauh) is 
confident of the soundness of his positions, there is no contemplation of the unintended 
negative consequences of adopting his view of how multiemployer pension plan funding 
should work. 

4. “…multiemployer plans generally choose to invest in risky equity investments and to collect 
contributions that are inadequate relative to the promised benefits.”  

Horizon response: The investment risks that multiemployer plan trustees take are 
reasonable and prudent, given the long term nature of the pension benefit promise. As 
noted in the previous response, were these plans to invest in low risk bonds or annuity 
contracts rather than reasonable and diversified investment portfolios, the risk would shift 
from funding and investment volatility to a serious risk of inadequate benefits and the 
related consequences. 

A recent analysis by the NCCMP showed that in 52 of the 62 most recent rolling 30-year 
periods, the average annual investment return of a balanced investment portfolio exceeded 
7.5%. We have reviewed the investment history of several large multiemployer plans and 
found similar results – as an example, for one of the five largest U.S. multiemployer plans 
the 30-year returns exceeded that plan’s 7.75% return assumption in every one of the last 
22 30-year periods. Note that many of these 30-year periods include the disastrous 
investment returns in 2008, yet the returns still exceed the actuarial discount rate.  

It is important to note that historical investment returns on their own are not enough to 
support future long term investment return expectations for multiemployer plans.  The 
Actuarial Standards of Practice require that actuaries consider forward looking expected 
investment returns.  We publish a “Survey of Capital Market Assumptions” on an annual 
basis, which collects forward looking return expectations from various investment 
professionals.  The 2018 edition of this survey includes results from 34 different investment 
advisors.  This report is made public and can be used to help evaluate the appropriateness 
of the long term investment return assumption. 
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5. “In short, rather than collecting contributions reflecting the value of promised benefits and 
investing those funds appropriately, the trustees used the discretion in the multiemployer 
plan rules to provide for insufficient contributions and to pursue risky investment choices…” 

Horizon response: Mr. Naughton’s view is that the only “appropriate” investments for these 
plans are essentially risk-free instruments, such as U.S. Treasury bonds. As discussed above, 
the appropriate approach to investing multiemployer plan assets is that which balances 
reasonable long-term investment risks with the objective of providing meaningful 
retirement benefits. Mr. Naughton’s comment about “insufficient contributions” is another 
unnecessary insult directed at the many trustees who carry out their duties prudently and 
honorably. 

6. “It is worth noting that the problem is not that the rules prohibit trustees from running the 
plans conservatively – trustees are free to purchase annuities to fund the benefits that the 
plan promises.” 

Horizon response: While trustees may be free to purchase annuities to fund benefits, the 
cost of doing so in the current low interest rate environment is prohibitively expensive. By 
purchasing annuities, trustees might face challenges from participants, unions, and 
employers that the trustees have not acted in the best interest of plan participants. 

7. “In general, the assumption of risk is an appropriate course of action to the extent that one 
can respond to the inevitable volatility. Unfortunately, this is not the case with the 
multiemployer system, where there is a structural inability to respond to poor experience.” 

Horizon response: It is simply untrue that there is a “structural inability” to respond to poor 
performance. The current multiemployer funding rules provide unlimited opportunities to 
both anticipate and respond to poor experience. Many of our multiemployer plan clients 
weathered the 2008 economic storm without needing to increase contributions or reduce 
benefits. They did this with the help of funding policies that provided funding “cushions” for 
adverse experience. These funding policies are typically developed through “stress testing” 
– evaluating what happens to plan funding under adverse experience. Stress testing is now 
required under the newly developed Actuarial Standard of Practice No. 51. 

ERISA does require that plans have a funding policy and disclose it in their required Annual 
Funding Notice, but many plans do not go far enough in developing a funding policy that 
will help them avoid funding trouble. Rather than make matters worse by requiring an 
unrealistic measurement of pension obligation through the use of mandated bond-based 
discount rates, plans should be encouraged, either through legislation or otherwise (such as 
appropriate consulting advice), to adopt funding policies that will minimize the likelihood of 
future funding crises. 

Further, it is critical that multiemployer plans have a stable funding target, based on a 
discount rate that not only reflects the expected investment return on the underlying 
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assets, but also a rate that is relatively consistent from year-to-year and is changed only 
when warranted under the Actuarial Standards of Practice. If benefit obligations were to be 
based on fluctuating bond rates, the resulting volatility in benefit liabilities would make it 
very difficult to budget for and manage benefit expectations as funding targets vary from 
year to year. 

8. “In addition, the Pension Protection Act of 2006 (“PPA”) response included provisions that 
waived required contributions for the most troubled plans, thus ensuring that the situation 
would almost certainly deteriorate as these plans are able to promise additional benefits 
without setting aside the funds needed to cover these benefits.” 

Horizon response: This is both misleading and untrue. While it is correct that an 
“accumulated funding deficiency” can be waived for plans in the “red zone” (critical status), 
this waiver is valid only if the plan is making statutorily required progress with its PPA 
rehabilitation plan. If a plan fails to certify progress with its rehabilitation plan funding goals 
for three consecutive years, the plan loses its exemption from the minimum funding rules 
and the contributing employers are subject to federal excise taxes on the funding 
deficiency. Thus, through the potential imposition of excise taxes, these plans do not escape 
their obligation to set aside the funds needed to cover promised benefits.  

9. “First and foremost, multiemployer plans need to have accurate measurement of liabilities 
and strong funding rules so that they can provide promised benefits.” 

Horizon response: Here, at last, is a statement by Mr. Naughton that we agree with, though 
not as he intends. These plans are in fact measuring liabilities accurately and reasonably, 
given the long term nature of the obligation and the appropriate investment policies used 
by multiemployer plans. The current funding rules work well for the vast majority of plans 
that fund well above minimum required levels; as discussed above, plans would do well to 
adopt or strengthen funding policies to avoid future funding problems. There may be 
opportunities to adjust the current funding rules to strengthen plans’ financial future; 
however, any such adjustment must be done carefully so as to help, not hurt, the ability of 
these plans to deliver the promised benefits. We will provide the Committee additional 
thoughts on possible enhancements to the current multiemployer funding rules. 

10. “My suggestions also focus on improving rather than replacing the current system, as I 
believe that the correct approach is to develop a sustainable defined benefit program rather 
than switching to a defined contribution plan. A conversion, by definition, will hurt those 
employees closest to retirement. More importantly, a well-run defined benefit plan is far 
more effective at ensuring retirement security for the types of workers who participate in 
these plans.” 

Horizon response: While we disagree with Mr. Naughton’s suggestions for improving the 
system, we strongly agree that defined benefit plans are far more effective at ensuring 



Joint Select Committee on Solvency of Multiemployer Pension Plans 
September 17, 2018 
Page 8 of 11 
 

  
 

retirement security than defined contribution plans.  As Mr. Naughton points out, 
“multiemployer plans provide pension portability, allowing them to accumulate benefits 
earned for service with different employers throughout their careers. In addition, because 
these plans offer annuity benefits, they represent an efficient source of retirement income 
due to risk pooling advantages. From the employer’s perspective, the efficiencies of scale 
facilitates diversified investment opportunities and lessens the administrative and 
investment costs relative to the operation of numerous small single-employer plans.”   

Requiring the use of discount rates based on risk-free assets is a drastic and draconian 
measure that would exacerbate the current state of the multiemployer system rather than 
strengthen it. As noted in our response to item 9, we encourage the Committee to consider 
practical improvements to the funding rules that would improve benefit security for 
participants, and ultimately preserve a system that is, for the most part, an efficient means 
of providing valuable and important retirement benefits to millions of hard working men 
and women. 

Testimony of Joshua D. Rauh 

11. “Therefore, to reflect the present value cost of actually delivering on a benefit promise 
requires the use of a default-free yield curve, such as the Treasury yield curve.” 

Horizon response: As discussed above in our responses to Mr. Naughton’s statements, this 
comment reflects an academic and theoretical view of a real world problem. Disconnecting 
the discounting of promised benefits from the investment policy used to fund the promised 
benefits may be appropriate when settling a liability, but makes no sense for funding an 
ongoing pension plan. From the implementation of the ERISA rules in the mid-1970s until 
the early 1990s, corporate bond and Treasury yields exceeded the actuarial discount rates 
used by multiemployer plans. Had plans used default-free discount rates in that period, long 
term pension obligations would have been grossly understated, resulting in benefit 
increases that would have greatly exacerbated today’s funding issues.  

12. “A more stringent standard [for funding benefits] would be contributing the cost of new 
benefits, plus progress towards paying down the unfunded liability.” 

Horizon response: This is precisely how plans are funded under current rules, using 
appropriate long term investment policies and reasonable actuarial assumptions under the 
Actuarial Standards of Practice with which all Enrolled Actuaries must comply. 

13. “Minimum funding requirements for multiemployer plans have not been sufficient to keep 
multiemployer plans in good health, as they depend heavily on expected rates of return.” 

Horizon response: It is true that minimum funding requirements are not sufficient to keep 
multiemployer plans in good health, but it is also true that very few multiemployer plans 
are actually funded at the minimum required levels. By definition, a plan cannot be in the 
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green zone under the Pension Protection Act if it is funded at the minimum required level, 
and more than 60% of all multiemployer plans are currently in the green zone. In the same 
way that a homeowner can build up home equity faster by paying a 30-year mortgage as if 
it were a 15-year mortgage, pension plans improve their funded percentage (analogous to 
the homeowner’s home equity) by contributing more than the minimum required amounts. 
Blaming the inadequacy of the minimum funding requirements on expected rates of return 
does not make sense, since the expected rates of return are the only reasonable basis on 
which to measure multiemployer plan funding, as described in other responses above. As 
noted in our responses to items 9 and 10, some adjustments to the multiemployer plan 
funding rules may be advisable, as long as those adjustments are phased in so as not to 
unduly burden healthy plans. 

14. “Congress relieved multiemployer red zone plans of their obligations to continue to pay 
normal costs plus amortization of unfunded liabilities in the Pension Protection Act of 2006.” 

Horizon response: See response to item 8 above. 

15. “Trustees had decades to undertake voluntary, remedial measures before resorting to trying 
to force participants to take cuts against promised benefits under the Multiemployer 
Pension Reform Act of 2014 (MPRA). Before reaching this point, they failed to use the many 
options that were at their disposal to ensure the solvency of plans. They have always had the 
right to gradually require greater contributions from employers, to make more realistic 
assumptions about investment returns, and to make more affordable benefit promises on a 
prospective basis.” 

Horizon response: These statements display a stunning ignorance of how multiemployer 
plans have dealt with funding issues over the past several decades. As noted previously, 
many, if not most, of the problems faced by these plans were caused by economic and 
demographic events out of the control of trustees and their professional advisors. We can 
provide countless examples of plans that did exactly what Mr. Rauh accuses these plans of 
not doing: taking voluntary remedial actions, redesigning benefits, and gradually increasing 
contributions, all under reasonable assumptions. As an example, from 2006 to 2015 the 
median contribution rate per active plan participant increased by 93% (much of that 
increase in response to the 2008 Great Recession), while the National Average Wage Index 
increased just 24% over the same period. During the same period, benefit accrual rates 
remained level or decreased for most plans. Trustees, participants, and employers all make 
sacrifices to address funding problems.  

16. “Giving the plan actuary or trustee discretion over the selection of the return they believe 
the portfolio will earn opens up the possibility of arbitrary selection of discount rates.”  

Horizon response: First, under ERISA, the trustees do not have discretion over the selection 
of the assumed discount rate for multiemployer plans; this is the responsibility of the plan’s 
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Enrolled Actuary. Actuaries must comply with strict Actuarial Standards of Practice in the 
selection of all assumptions, not just the discount rate assumption.  Under these Standards, 
considerable analysis goes into the selection of these assumptions.  One such example is 
our annual Survey of Capital Market Assumptions, noted in item 4. Further, actuaries who 
exercise the “arbitrary selection” of discount rates face a serious risk of being disenrolled 
under ERISA or disciplined by the actuaries’ professional body.  

17. “In contrast, the Budget Liability [as distinguished from the “Solvency Liability”] does not 
reflect the true present value cost of delivering on pension promises.” 

Horizon response: Mr. Rauh’s use of “true” in this statement reflects his academic and 
theoretical view of an actual cost that requires a practical consideration of what “true” cost 
really is. Over the life of any retirement plan (defined benefit or defined contribution, single 
employer or multiemployer), the following equation must hold true: Contributions + 
Investment Earnings = Benefits + Expenses. If a multiemployer plan’s benefits must now (in 
this current low interest environment) be discounted at a risk-free yield such as Treasury 
rates, the expected investment earnings in this equation will become lower than if benefits 
are discounted using the expected investment return of a diversified investment portfolio 
(i.e., what the plan’s assets are actually invested in). This means that if the discount rate is 
suddenly lowered, contributions must be increased or benefits must be decreased 
immediately based on the expectation of low investment returns. However, over time, the 
diversified portfolio will generate greater returns than the low discount rate suggests. So, at 
some point in the future, investment gains, relative to the low discount rate, will result in 
the need to reduce contributions and/or increase benefits. This disconnect between the low 
bond-related discount rates and higher expected investment returns on plan assets 
destroys the budgeting principle discussed on the first page of this letter and results in 
intergenerational inequities, where benefits that older participants may have received 
instead become available to a currently younger generation of participants. Using a realistic 
discount rate based on the expected return of the diversified portfolio, coupled with a 
prudent funding policy (as discussed above), leads to a more equitable timing of 
contributions and allocation of benefits. 

18. “In sum, I estimate that the average plan realized returns of 5.8-6.2% over the period 1996-
2016, and that the multiemployer space overall realized returns of 6.5-6.6% over the period. 
Thus, my analysis of the returns in the Schedule MB filings reveals that over the past two 
decades, compound annualized returns have fallen short of the current average level of the 
actuarial discount rate (7.3%), despite the fact that the period in question was part of a 
multi-decade bull market in stocks and other risky assets.” 

Horizon response: First, Mr. Rauh’s assertion of a “multi-decade bull market” conveniently 
avoids mentioning that this period includes 2008, the single worst year of investment 
returns ever for multiemployer plans, when the median multiemployer plan investment 
return was negative 23.5%. It also includes the 2000-2002 dot com bubble burst, when the 
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typical plan’s investment returns were negative for three straight years. Also, we question 
the claim of 6.5%-6.6% returns during that period – many, if not most, of our client plans 
met or exceeded their actuarial assumed rate of return during this period. Further, it is not 
reasonable to draw meaningful conclusions about the appropriateness of actuarial discount 
rates based on the experience of a single 20-year period. As previously mentioned, pension 
plans are very long term propositions – participants in their 20s can expect to receive 
benefits into their 90s – and so it is more appropriate to consider returns over longer, 
overlapping periods as discussed in the response to item 4. 

********* 

The U.S. is facing a serious retirement income crisis. We applaud Mr. Naughton and Mr. Rauh 
for their desire to make pension benefits more secure for participants in multiemployer plans, 
but the practical reality of their academic suggestions would be disastrous if put into practice. 
Changing the discount rate assumption for all multiemployer pension plans, the majority of 
which are financially healthy, would exacerbate the current crisis, putting retirement security at 
risk for millions of Americans who count on the multiemployer system as a key piece of that 
security.  

As actuaries and advisors to a significant portion of the U.S. multiemployer pension system, we 
urge the Committee to act carefully and prudently with regard to any changes in the funding 
rules for the healthy multiemployer plans, which constitute the overwhelming majority of the 
roughly 1,400 multiemployer plans in the U.S. 

We very much appreciate your careful attention to this matter, and would be happy to answer 
any questions the Committee may have. 

Yours sincerely, 
 

Horizon Actuarial Services, LLC 
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Horizon Actuarial Services, LLC (Horizon) is one of the largest actuarial consulting firms 
providing services to multiemployer pension plans.  

We serve as the actuaries for close to 100 multiemployer plans, representing more than 2.5 
million participants in plans with more than $80 billion in assets. These plans account for 
24% of the 10.8 million participants and 16% of the $500 billion in assets for all U.S. 
multiemployer pension plans.  

Some of our firm’s associates have been providing actuarial services to multiemployer 
plans for more than 40 years, and many of our actuaries are recognized experts in the field. 


