
HB 160 – REAL POMV
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WHAT DOES THIS BILL DO?

• Current: 

• 5% times average market value during first 5 of last 6 

years

• Proposed: 

• Real rate of return times the current market value
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PROBLEMS 
WITH THE 
CURRENT 

LAW

1. Draw rate is less 
than stated

2. Not based on actual 
performance

3. Exposes state to 
risks in both directions
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1. CURRENT DRAW RATE IS LESS THAN STATED

___________ =   4.1%$3,360.6

$81,472.1

___________ =   4.6%$3,526.1

$75,912.1

Source: 2023FEB28-APFC-History-and-Projections (3).pdf
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file:///C:/Users/lhsceki/Downloads/2023FEB28-APFC-History-and-Projections%20(3).pdf


WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE?
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COMPARISON OF ROLLING AVERAGE VERSUS CURRENT 
VALUE UNDER FORECAST RETURNS (7.05%)

Full 5% draw has stable ERA

(in addition to inflation transfers)

Current formula grows ERA

(in addition to inflation transfers)
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WHAT’S THE 
PROBLEM WITH 
DRAWING LESS?
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Annual Permanent Fund Growth

 Mineral Deposits Retained Earnings

Growing savings while in “deficit”
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2. CURRENT LAW NOT BASED ON ACTUAL PERFORMANCE
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COMPARISON OF CURRENT FORMULA VS. THIS BILL
ASSUMING FORECAST RETURNS (7.05%)

Proposed formula

Current formula
Current formula “under-

draws” the fund here

Current formula “over-

draws” the fund here
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3. CURRENT LAW EXPOSES THE 
STATE TO RISKS
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COMPARISON OF CURRENT FORMULA VS. THIS BILL
ASSUMING 8% RETURNS

Proposed formula allows use of excess 

earnings for state needs while still 

maintaining an adequate balance

Current formula grows balance

(while forcing budget cuts or 

taxes)
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COMPARISON OF CURRENT FORMULA VS. THIS BILL
ASSUMING 6% RETURNS

Proposed formula is adaptive (forces 

draw reduction when returns are low)

Current formula allows unsustainable draws (not 

allowing inflation proofing or full POMV draws)
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COMPARISON OF CURRENT FORMULA VS. THIS BILL
ASSUMING 6% RETURNS (INFLATION PROOFING THROUGH ERA)

Proposed formula is adaptive 

(forces reductions when returns 

are low)

Current formula “over-draws” 

the fund (relative to inflation)

Current law doesn’t 

keep up with inflation
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WHAT IF WE STOP INFLATION PROOFING?
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COMPARISON OF CURRENT FORMULA VS. MAX SUSTAINABLE DRAW
ASSUMING 7.05% RETURNS

…in order to grow 

the fund balance

Current formula “under-draws” 

the max sustainable draw…
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