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1 (Proceedings commenced at 3:01 p.m.)

2

3

4

5 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Okay.  Peter Adomeit 

6 speaking.  I should call the meeting to order.  This is 

7 the State Employees Retirement Commission Actuarial 

8 Subcommittee meeting being held remotely on June 15t h, 

9 2022.  

10 Attorney Cieslak, do you have the 

11 attendance, please?

12 MS. CIESLAK:  Sure.  This is Cindy 

13 Cieslak.  Present today, we have Chairman Peter 

14 Adomeit; Trustee Karen Nolen; Actuarial Trustee Claude 

15 Poulin; John Flores, General Counsel to the Treasurer’s 

16 Office and Ex Officio Member of the Retirement 

17 Commission; Trustee Michael Bailey; Actuarial Trustee 

18 Tim Ryor; John Herrington, the Retirement Services 

19 Division Director; Jean Reid from the Retirement 

20 Services Division; Donald Wilkerson from the Retirement 

21 Services Division; John Garrett from Cavanaugh 

22 Macdonald; and myself, Cindy Cieslak, General Counsel 

23 to the Retirement Commission.

24 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Okay.  Thank you very 

25 much.  
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1 MR. GARRETT:  And Mr. Chairman, I just 

2 wanted to point out, Ed Macdonald wanted to apologize  

3 for not being able to attend the meeting today.  He 

4 usually joins me with you all, but he had a prior 

5 commitment.

6 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Thank you.  

7 Okay, the agenda, Item Number 1, GASB 

8 Statement 68 for MERS prepared as of June 30t h, 2021.

9 MR. GARRETT:  And Cindy, if I could—

10 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  John Garrett speaking.

11 MR. GARRETT:  Oh, thank you, Mr. 

12 Chairman.  This is John Garrett.

13 Cindy, can I share my screen?  And I’ll 

14 share the report.  

15 MS. CIESLAK:  Yes.  I just changed the 

16 option.

17 MR. GARRETT:  Or if everybody has it—

18 MS. CIESLAK:  This is Cindy.  You should 

19 be able to share now.

20 MR. GARRETT:  Okay.  So I think when we 

21 brought up the GASB 67 report back in February or 

22 March, I think it wasn’t on the agenda, so we pushed it 

23 off.  But just some basics on the GASB 67.  So under 

24 GASB rules now, the plan reports pension measures of 

25 liability under GASB 67, and the employers then have a 
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1 report that pertains to their financial reporting under 

2 GASB 68.

3 So GASB 67 was the plan’s reporting.  

4 Again, this was distributed back in, I think, February, 

5 it might have been March.  But really, this is the 

6 basics of where the liabilities come from that are used 

7 in the GASB 68 report that we do next.  And it’s on 

8 Page 2 here.  We’ll see in the middle of the table 

9 there, we had, as of June 30, 2021, which is the 

10 measurement date for this, the total pension liability, 

11 which is a number that is almost always, provided we 

12 can use the same discount rate, the same as the actual 

13 liability in our pension valuations, $4 billion, 77, 78 

14 million.  

15 The fiduciary net position, which is 

16 really the market value of assets, as of that same 

17 measurement date, approaching $3.4 billion, reduces the 

18 net pension liability to $710 million, which gives us a 

19 ratio – this is a little different from the funded 

20 ratio because this uses the market value – but on this 

21 basis, the MERS system is about 83 percent funded.  

22 Other items in this report that are of 

23 note, this is a sensitivity analysis required under 

24 GASB.  So we use a discount rate one percent lower, 

25 which produces a net pension liability of about $1.2 
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1 billion, and a discount rate one percent higher, which 

2 produces a net liability of just under $300 million.

3 And then the experience for the plan - 

4 this is under 67 - the plan’s experience for the year 

5 as far as the gain/loss on liabilities is measured.  

6 And here we see Item (e) is that measurement of the 

7 gain/loss, which we’ll see then moved to GASB 68 as a 

8 $67.3 million loss for this plan year, very similar to 

9 what the measure was in the actuarial valuation.  And 

10 the rest of this is really the 10-year reporting of 

11 information.  It’s pretty good to kind of see progress 

12 or retrograde changes in these measures over time.  

13 One last item here is the differences 

14 really, and one of the primary differences to how we do 

15 the valuations and how this GASB reporting is 

16 performed, the auditor of public accounts uses the 

17 total of the future initial liability payments that 

18 plans, as they come into MERS and establish a liability 

19 for past service, they pay that out over a 30-year 

20 period of time.  On the valuations, we carry the 

21 present value of that liability, and under GASB, the 

22 auditor of public accounts is treating that as a 

23 receivable of future payments.  So the difference is, 

24 you know, the sum of the payments to be paid is about 

25 $13.4 million, whereas the liability under our 
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1 valuations is about $7.8 million, so almost half of 

2 this amount.

3 So that’s one of the primary differences 

4 in the total liability.

5 MR. FLORES:  John?

6 MR. POULIN:  Excuse me.  John?  Yeah.

7 MR. FLORES:  This is John Flores.  Just a 

8 quick question.  Refresh my memory why we have a seven 

9 percent rate of return where it’s 6.9 percent on the 

10 other, from what I remember, from what we’re doing?  I 

11 forgot.

12 MR. GARRETT:  Right.  You know, it’s no 

13 real difference.  In fact, I mean, the difference even 

14 in the measurements is pretty – pretty minor, 6.9.  You 

15 know, if we said the median of a distribution of 

16 returns that – to be expected in the future, if the 

17 median is 6.9 percent, then seven percent is maybe the 

18 fifty-first percentile, probably not even the fifty-

19 first percentile.  

20 MR. FLORES:  Yeah.

21 MR. GARRETT:  But - so it’s really tight 

22 there.  However, you know, it’s a different decision.  

23 The Board adopted the seven percent.  In this case for 

24 MERS, that 6.9 was kind of driven from really more the 

25 SEBAC agreement, the legislative process for both 
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1 teachers and SERS.  

2 MR. FLORES:  Okay.  Thanks.

3 MR. GARRETT:  So I guess, in a nutshell, 

4 John, my answer is there’s – I really don’t know.  But, 

5 you know, to an actuary, 6.9 and seven percent is 

6 really – you know, when we talk about the expectation 

7 of future returns, really kind of the same number.

8 Well, that’s—

9 MR. POULIN:  Excuse me, John.  This is 

10 Claude.

11 MR. GARRETT:  Yeah.

12 MR. POULIN:  What we have on the screen 

13 now is GASB 67 supplement; right?

14 MR. GARRETT:  Correct.  Correct.  

15 MR. POULIN:  Okay.

16 MR. GARRETT:  And I just wanted to re-

17 cover this because I don’t think we had – it wasn’t on 

18 the agenda when we presented it back in February or 

19 March.  So I’ll just go – this is – you know, these 

20 numbers really produced in 67 are really pulled into 

21 68.  So I just wanted to make sure that we had a chance 

22 to look at 67 as well.  And honestly, I don’t know, in 

23 the minutes, if 67 for MERS was actually approved in 

24 that prior meeting.  So it might be something you need 

25 to consider as well.
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1 But – so if we have any other questions 

2 with 67?  If not, I’ll move on to 68 real quick.

3 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Hearing no questions, 

4 move on.

5 MR. GARRETT:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

6 Still John Garrett here.  And this is the GASB 68 

7 reporting.  It uses the measurement date, same as GASB 

8 67, June 30, 2021, which again, was our latest 

9 valuation date.  But these numbers are produced for 

10 financial reporting, called the reporting date, June 30 

11 of 2022.  So this is - the end of this month is really 

12 the reporting date that these will be used for, and 

13 these are going to be numbers that are pretty highly 

14 sought after by the employers that participate in MERS 

15 coming up the upcoming month.

16 So just quickly here, those measures from 

17 GASB 67, again, transfer to GASB 68, the same numbers, 

18 you see it here, collected in that pension liability.  

19 This is the liability of all of MERS.  MERS is really a 

20 cautionary plan.  So, you know, once this report is 

21 approved by the Subcommittee and then the Commission, 

22 our work is to then produce the allocations for each 

23 participating employer and each of the four subgroups 

24 of MERS, which then roll into the auditor’s work and 

25 their reporting for fiscal yearend 6/30/2022.
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1 So, again, you’ll see the numbers from 

2 GASB 67 here in the middle of the page determining the 

3 collective net pension liability, $710 million, 83 

4 percent funded ratio on that basis.  Here, we 

5 determined in GASB 68, the collective pension expense, 

6 and then the measure of the deferred inflows and 

7 outflows to be recognized in upcoming years.

8 We quickly can go down to some of the 

9 other pertinent sections of GASB 68, if I could find 

10 how to – there we go.  Again, same sensitivity analysis 

11 which you saw in 67.  So in GASB 68, we have to measure 

12 the other gains and losses.  So in 67, we report the 

13 experience gain/loss for the liability side.  Here, we 

14 determine the investment earnings gain/loss.  And 

15 remember, June 30, 2021 was a very, very good year, 

16 returns around 24 to 26 percent in the plans.  Here, we 

17 see that the gain for that year on a market value basis 

18 was $483 million.  

19 And then that flows into the pieces that 

20 we were recognizing before.  So we had three loss years 

21 in 2020, 2019, and 2018, and 2017 was another gain.  I 

22 can see where one of these should be – not have 

23 parentheses on that.  I’m going to have to fix that.  I 

24 think we should have parentheses around the $483-

25 billion figure for 2021.  So we’ll get that fixed up in 
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1 the final that we’ll send this afternoon.

2 But basically, the net is that we have a 

3 net $290 million of gains yet to be recognized.  The 

4 GASB is a little bit different in that gains and losses 

5 due to investments are spread over a five-year period 

6 of time.  So they’re recognized just straight-line 

7 recognition over five years, whereas gains and losses 

8 due to the liability calculations are spread over a 

9 modified average working lifetime measure, which is 

10 really the average working lifetime of the actives, but 

11 divided by all the participants in it in the plan.  

12 So for MERS, it’s, I think, 4.6 years, 

13 4.55 years, is the recognition period for the other 

14 sources of deferred output.

15 MR. POULIN:  Excuse me.

16 MR. GARRETT:  Yes?

17 MR. POULIN:  This is Claude.  Could you 

18 stay on Page 7 at the bottom?

19 MR. GARRETT:  Yes.

20 MR. POULIN:  The investment gain this 

21 year was $483,000, and I think that they – if they – 

22 the 2017 number, that should not have parentheses 

23 because the investment gain is positive, but it results 

24 in the amount recognized in pension expense as being 

25 negative.  So I think that this, the 107, because minus 
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1 107 would mean a loss really.

2 MR. GARRETT:  Right.  So really, to me, 

3 looking at this table, I don’t think we need 

4 parentheses anywhere because gains go into the deferred 

5 inflow column all the way to the right, and losses go 

6 into the deferred outflow column in the next to the 

7 last.

8 MR. POULIN:  I agree.

9 MR. GARRETT:  So I don’t even think we 

10 need parentheses around these to denote gains or losses 

11 because they have their own columns.  So if everybody’s 

12 okay with that, I’ll remove all the parentheses that we 

13 have in there now.  

14 And then Page 8, again, we have 

15 parentheses here.  This is probably something we need 

16 to kind of rethink how we’re pulling these numbers in.  

17 They might be pulled in from a spreadsheet that are 

18 negative, and then they were shown here with 

19 parentheses around them.  But still, the—

20 MR. POULIN:  Yeah.

21 MR. GARRETT:  --the – well, I guess 

22 Column C though, Claude, needs to have some – you know, 

23 because it’s just the – divided by the recognition 

24 period.

25 MR. POULIN:  Yeah.
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1 MR. GARRETT:  So maybe—

2 MR. POULIN:  Yes.

3 MR. GARRETT:  You know, and looking at 

4 that, I really think the $483,280 the number – the gain 

5 for 2021 needs the parentheses around it, if that’s the 

6 case, so we keep that.

7 So what’s in Column C is correct.  That’s 

8 one-fifth of that amount in Column B.  

9 MR. POULIN:  Right.

10 MR. GARRETT:  You know?  I think the 483 

11 needs parentheses instead of removing all of the 

12 parentheses.  So we’ll do that, and we’ll have that 

13 version back out this afternoon.  

14 Then in the next column – I’m sorry, the 

15 next page, we show the recognition of deferred outflows 

16 and inflows due to the experience.  So again, from GASB 

17 67, we know the experience loss on the liabilities was 

18 $67.3 million.  And it’s recognized over a period of, I 

19 believe, 4.55 years.  And so what’s remaining is - 

20 deferred is in that next last column, deferred 

21 outflows.  And you can see what’s still being picked up 

22 from the prior gains and losses in prior years. 

23 And then the last source of the deferred 

24 outflow or inflow is due to assumption changes and, 

25 again, the last experience study was noted in the – or 
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1 recognized in the 2018 valuation, and that was a $440-

2 million – or $440.5-million increase to the 

3 liabilities.  We’ve recognized most of that.  We’ve 

4 recognized – through 2021, we have recognized $355 

5 million with a remaining $86 million left to be 

6 recognized in the next year.

7 And this is just another description of 

8 how those total up, the total deferred inflows and 

9 outflows.  We see we have total outflows of $151 

10 million, total inflows of 333, and where they’re going 

11 to be recognized are the next four years beyond this 

12 year, the year ending 2022.  

13 And then the measure of collective 

14 pension expense is probably the most other, I guess, 

15 primary number that’s determined.  And pension expense 

16 really is a lot different than what - you know, what we 

17 do for actual determined employer contributions.  In 

18 fact, I know we’ve cautioned about this almost every 

19 year.  We look at GASB.  Just because the descriptions 

20 of the numbers that are provided in here make it sound 

21 like these are real actuarial numbers that we should be 

22 considering in funding the plan, but pension expenses 

23 are far too variable, volatile numbers to try and use 

24 for funding.  

25 The other item about it is that it’s 
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1 really spreading gains and losses over much shorter 

2 periods of time.  Again, assumption changes and 

3 liability gains and losses are spread only four-and-a-

4 half years, whereas the amortization period in MERS is 

5 21 years.  So, you know, it’s a very quick recognition.  

6 That’s why it would be so volatile.  Plus, the 

7 liability under these measures is based on market 

8 value, another source of large amounts of volatility.  

9 So here, we really take the service cost 

10 and the interest on the total pension liability at the 

11 beginning of the year.  We move down through the 

12 contributions made by members.  And really what this 

13 is, I guess, attempting to define as pension expense 

14 for financial reporting is really - the primary drivers 

15 are the difference between the liability measure at the 

16 beginning of the year and the liability measure at the 

17 end of the year.  So that’s why it’s really a much 

18 different number than what we use for funding the plan 

19 and the actual determined employer contributions.  

20 So anyway, we end up with – once we 

21 recognize the pieces of the deferred outflows and 

22 inflows, both at the beginning of the year that were to 

23 be recognized this year as well as the new pieces, this 

24 year’s recognition of those pieces that came in as of 

25 6/30/2021, we get a collective pension expense of about 
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1 $150.5 million.  

2 And that’s – that is it for GASB 67 and 

3 68.  Again, 68, this will have been turned into – we’ll 

4 add to this our allocation work for the individual 

5 employers in each of those subgroups of MERS and pass 

6 that on to the auditors, which they’ll include in their 

7 reporting, which is then relied upon by all those 

8 employers in the State that are participating in MERS.

9 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Thank you, John.  Are 

10 there any other questions or comments?  

11 Now, this is going to be presented 

12 tomorrow to the Commission for acceptance in its final 

13 form.  And so if you can be here tomorrow, John 

14 Garrett, and, Cindy, if you can make sure that John 

15 gets an invitation, we’d much appreciate it.

16 MR. GARRETT:  Be happy to, Mr. Chairman.

17 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Okay, thank you.  And 

18 then we will need a motion to amend the agenda.

19 MR. POULIN:  This is Claude.  Do we need 

20 to have two motions, one for 67 and one for 68, since 

21 we never really approved it at a Commission level?

22 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Well, if we never 

23 approved it, yes, we do.  

24 MR. POULIN:  Does this mean that both—

25 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  We don’t approve it.  
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1 We accept it.

2 MR. POULIN:  I’m sorry?

3 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  I think the word is, 

4 motion to accept.

5 MR. POULIN:  Okay.  So do we need two 

6 motions or one motion, one that would encompass both 67 

7 and 68?

8 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Well, if we – we need 

9 to have them both accepted.  So if one is not yet 

10 accepted, then the motion has to be two motions.

11 MR. POULIN:  Okay.

12 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Okay?  Very good.

13 MR. POULIN:  So I move to accept the GASB 

14 67 Report for the Connecticut Municipal Employees 

15 Retirement System Prepared as of June 30 t h, 2021.

16 MR. BAILEY:  Bailey, second.

17 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Okay.  All in favor, 

18 say aye, or raise your hand.

19 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKERS:  (No audible 

20 response)

21 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  It’s unanimous.  The 

22 ayes have it.  Thank you.

23 Okay, moving on to Number 2 on the 

24 agenda—

25 MR. POULIN:  I think we need a motion for 
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1 68.

2 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Oh, I’m sorry.  You’re 

3 correct.  Go ahead, Claude.

4 MR. POULIN:  I move to accept the GASB 68 

5 Report for the Connecticut Municipal Employees 

6 Retirement System Prepared as of June 30 t h, 2021.

7 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Okay.  

8 MR. BAILEY:  Bailey, second.

9 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  All in favor, say aye, 

10 or raise your hand.

11 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKERS:  (No audible 

12 response)

13 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Opposed, nay.  The 

14 ayes have it.  

15 Okay, moving on, Item Number 2, Groton 

16 Housing Authority Cost to Withdraw.

17 MR. GARRETT:  Mr. Chairman, this is John 

18 Garrett.  We performed a calculation, but I think John 

19 Herrington might want to add, I guess, some of the 

20 background to it.  Or, John, or you’d like me to, 

21 however you want to go.

22 MR. HERRINGTON:  Sorry, I was on mute.  

23 Yes.  So it seems as though this is an issue that came 

24 before the Actuarial Subcommittee just about a year ago 

25 with respect to a cost of withdrawal.  And there were 
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1 some subsequent questions regarding that cost to 

2 withdraw that may have been resolved at this point.  

3 But in any event, it appears as though the existing 

4 cost to withdraw is out of date, and we may need to 

5 collect some additional information to provide an 

6 updated cost of withdrawal.  

7 But I wanted to talk that through with 

8 John in terms of whether that’s required and whether we 

9 did fully kind of clarify whatever the outstanding 

10 issues were a year ago.

11 MR. GARRETT:  And Mr. Chairman, this is 

12 John Garrett.  And, John, so there was a couple things, 

13 there was.  Tim had some great questions.  I hope we 

14 addressed all those, Tim.  That was – it’s been a 

15 little while.  I think it was like last May or June 

16 that we went back and forth.  

17 But we – you know, these calculations are 

18 so significantly different, that I think, you know, I 

19 wouldn’t have a problem with you producing them and 

20 showing them to Groton and letting them know that 

21 they’re only getting bigger.  So I’ve kind of looked at 

22 just kind of an expected update, just kind of what we 

23 would be looking at.  And, you know, on the withdrawal 

24 calculation, it’s statutory, and that’s going to grow 

25 at about $90,000 from the last one.  So it’s up $90,000 
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1 more, and that was at one point – in fact, I have it.

2 If I can share my screen again?  Yeah.  

3 Cindy, wow; you’re a mind-reader.  Oh.  Is everybody 

4 seeing that?

5 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Not yet.

6 MR. GARRETT:  Oh, well, it’s only me.  

7 I’m sharing it with myself right now, Mr. Chairman.  

8 I’m sorry about that.  

9 MR. RYOR:  This is Tim Ryor.  Is this a 

10 document we have, or is this new?

11 MR. GARRETT:  Yeah, I – Tim, I know we 

12 went back and forth with it from May of ’21, I think.  

13 (Inaudible)

14 MR. RYOR:  No, I meant recent.  So we 

15 don’t have the new numbers you’re talking about?  We 

16 don’t—

17 MR. GARRETT:  They’re not updated.  We’re 

18 just starting the process to update them.

19 MR. RYOR:  Oh, okay.  I was just trying 

20 to find an email with the document related to this and 

21 I was—

22 MR. GARRETT:  Well, this was—

23 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  There we go.

24 MR. GARRETT:  This was the calculation.  

25 So it goes through – the upper part of this is really 
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1 per the State Statutes, Section 7-427, how it is 

2 performed.  And it’s really - we take the net employer 

3 contributions for both their percentage of pay 

4 contributions as well as the amortizations, if they had 

5 any.  That’s $300.7 million – I’m sorry, $307,000.  I’m 

6 so used to the numbers from GASB being in millions, or 

7 in thousands.  

8 So $300,705.  We’d look at how much has 

9 been paid on behalf of participants who have retired or 

10 have drawn benefits from participating in MERS with the 

11 Town of Groton, $604,494.  And then we go down to some 

12 actuarial calculations here, which is the present value 

13 of the remaining payments to people that are in pay 

14 status.  That’s $916,000.  We did have one vested and 

15 active member, who, I think, in reality, is an active 

16 member of the plan, but because she was active before 

17 they withdrew, we’ve been carrying her as a vested 

18 terminated member in (inaudible) the plan.  But we 

19 measure her liability at $126,000.

20 The contributions that have been made 

21 from members and retirees over the years is $84,000.  

22 So we net that out to be $958,778.  Add that to the 

23 Item 2(a), $604,000.  So we get a total for Section 2 

24 of $2.563 million.  And then we subtract out Item 1, 

25 which is what they contributed from the employer’s 
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1 side, $300,000.  And so they have a net settlement, if 

2 they want to withdraw, under the Statutes, they would 

3 have to pay MERS $1.2 million, or closer to 1.3.  

4 And again, this number, I looked, and it 

5 looks like it would update through June 30 of 2022, 

6 which is really a year and a quarter from when this 

7 calculation was done, it would go up about $90,000.  

8 I’m estimating it.  And again, it’s an estimate.  We 

9 don’t know if they’ve hired new people, which would 

10 have a bigger impact here, but, you know, that’s 

11 looking like it's more like 1.36, 1.35 on that basis.

12 The other basis we’ve put down here on 

13 the bottom is, you know, the typical settlement 

14 calculations when towns are caught withdrawing without 

15 properly withdrawing from MERS, where they just stop 

16 contributing on behalf of active members.  So we did 

17 this calculation on that basis.  It’s a very small 

18 group.  They have four active members, five if you 

19 include the one that we call a vested terminated 

20 member.  

21 And so here, we look at how much has MERS 

22 lost through the turning off of employer contributions 

23 and administrative fees and the earnings on those 

24 amounts, along with how much employee money and 

25 earnings MERS would have.  That was $213,000 as of 
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1 March 31, last year.  I’d update that today; it’d be 

2 closer to $280,000, just my estimate.  Again, we don’t 

3 know if they’ve hired new people, you know, if they 

4 have more employees than the four or five that we had 

5 last time.  

6 So – but these numbers are so far 

7 different; right?  So if you think of it from the 

8 Town’s side, they either have to pay you – pay MERS 

9 $1.3 million and get out per statute, or they could 

10 make up the $280,000 they really kind of should in 

11 order to make MERS whole for their lack of contributing 

12 on the active employees they had without withdrawing.  

13 So I think those are so different, I 

14 think you could take these numbers to the Town and 

15 start the conversation about which way, do you want the 

16 salt or the pepper; you know?  And in that meantime, 

17 you know, we can update this based on the information 

18 that Katie (phonetic) at the Retirement Services 

19 Division is going to be collecting from the Town.

20 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Okay.  Thank you, 

21 John.  

22 Any questions or comments?  

23 MS. CIESLAK:  Mr. Chairman, this is Cindy 

24 Cieslak.  I want to say, and this is going off memory 

25 and I am recovering from COVID, so my memory might not 
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1 be a hundred-percent accurate, but I want to say, I’ve 

2 been discussing this matter with their attorney because 

3 we are, you know, talking to them about the fact that 

4 they’ve unofficially withdrawn and that’s not permitted 

5 pursuant to the Commission’s declaratory ruling.  

6 And so, you know, where we’re at is they 

7 are looking for this cost to withdraw since they had 

8 asked for it.  So it’s good to see that we have it.  

9 You know, understandably, it’s not completely up to 

10 date because some time has passed.  But if my memory 

11 serves me right, I think I was informed that they have 

12 three new employees.  That almost – you know, if they 

13 have four, maybe five, that almost doubles them, but, 

14 you know, they haven’t had as long of service as some 

15 of the other employees.  

16 So I’m just wondering, you know, if they 

17 have three new employees, can you estimate, you know, 

18 is this number at the bottom here likely to double?  I 

19 mean, that’s still significantly less than the cost to 

20 withdraw.  But when I have this discussion with their 

21 attorney, I’d like to, you know, estimate, you know, 

22 what this number might change into so that they can 

23 start to think about how they want to proceed.

24 MR. GARRETT:  Right.  And so, Cindy, that 

25 is pretty important, less so for the top section, the 
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1 statutory-type withdrawal, because they’re not going to 

2 add a whole lot of liability; they’re going to have a 

3 normal cost component, which, you know, grows the 

4 liability, but the measures in here are the liability.

5 So what I would say is that, you know, 

6 depending on their pay, right now, MERS employers are, 

7 you know, they’re – you know, I would estimate about 

8 $7,000 per new employee per year, just a number 

9 something like that.  It’s roughly about, for a typical 

10 employee of pay, you know, the $40,000 range, it’s 

11 about $800 of employee contributions and about $7,000 

12 in employer’s, six to seven thousand employer’s.

13 So I would just kind of ballpark it to be 

14 about $8,000 a year per employee.  You know, we haven’t 

15 seen the data.  The data we got last was March 31 of 

16 2021.  So they’ve hired them; they’re in there for up 

17 to a year and a quarter.  So again, that’s not a whole 

18 lot of time to grow those numbers, you know, extremely 

19 large.

20 MS. CIESLAK:  Thank you for that.

21 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Okay.

22 MR. POULIN:  This is Claude.  We have 

23 discussed this earlier with – in the Samson (phonetic) 

24 case.  But these employees would not be vested because 

25 they’re brand-new employees.  So that what would happen 
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1 with their member contributions, could they be 

2 transferred to CMERS, or what would happen?  I don’t 

3 recall the – because I remember that we had a special 

4 treatment for these employees who were not vested in 

5 Thompson.  In fact, I think it was not part of the 

6 penalty, if you will.

7 MR. GARRETT:  Right.

8 MS. CIESLAK:  Those were for employees – 

9 this is Cindy Cieslak.  Those were for employees who 

10 were no longer employed and terminated employment 

11 before they had vested.

12 MR. GARRETT:  Yeah, Claude, so this is 

13 John.  You know, if we force them to put their money 

14 into MERS, they pay it right back to them as a refund 

15 with some interest.  So it didn’t make a lot of sense 

16 to force them to take their money from their 401(a) 

17 defined contribution plan, put it into MERS, and then 

18 MERS is going to write them a check back for their 

19 refund of their contributions with some interest.

20 So that’s not the case here.  We do have 

21 – there was one person.  Again, we carried them as a 

22 vested terminated, so we’ve had a liability for this 

23 person, unlike the other four active members, who we 

24 had no idea they were there.  So we had – we had really 

25 – I think there were four or five retirees, one vested 
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1 terminated member, and as far as we could see in the 

2 data, there were zero actives. 

3 So with Thompson, and I don’t know if 

4 it’s worked out the same way in every way, and Cindy 

5 certainly knows about how the negotiations go, but, you 

6 know, the employees are contributing to a 401(a) 

7 defined contribution plan, which, you know, this plan 

8 could take a direct trustee-to-trustee transfer of 

9 their accounts, but, you know, again, how that’s – I 

10 think what’s typically done is the employer kind of 

11 makes the employee whole in this process as well.  

12 Is that kind of how things go, Cindy?

13 MS. CIESLAK:  Yeah, I’m hesitant to, you 

14 know, put on a recorded meeting exactly how things go 

15 because each settlement we’ve had has been very, you 

16 know, case-by-case and specific to the circumstances.  

17 But I will say that, you know, we start out with a 

18 number that you provide that would make the plan whole 

19 as if the employees were always enrolled in CMERS.  And 

20 so then, we go from there to see if there can be any 

21 reductions for various circumstances that are – it’s 

22 very specific to each scenario.

23 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Peter Adomeit.  Do you 

24 folks see a need to alert the Commission tomorrow that 

25 this is going on beyond we’re working on it?  Or how do 
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1 you wish to proceed with the Commission tomorrow on 

2 this issue?

3 MS. CIESLAK:  Mr. Chairman, if I may, 

4 this is Cindy Cieslak.  I do believe this matter is on 

5 the agenda in executive session.

6 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Oh, okay.  That 

7 answers it.  Thank you.

8 All right.  Any further comments?

9 MR. POULIN:  This is Claude.  I have a 

10 question.

11 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Go ahead, Claude.

12 MR. POULIN:  It’s the second item in the 

13 executive session tomorrow, but there are no numbers.  

14 It was the – some sort of description of what the issue 

15 was.  If we discuss this tomorrow, should we have the 

16 numbers, like what we’re seeing right now on the 

17 screen, or telling the Commission also that these 

18 numbers would increase; the $212,000 is a minimum; it 

19 might be between three and four-hundred thousand?

20 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  Cindy?

21 MS. CIESLAK:  This is Cindy Cieslak.  I 

22 see no problem with providing the Commission with these 

23 numbers.  If either John Herrington wants to email them 

24 out ahead of time, or if John Garrett wants to have 

25 them available to share-screen, we have it on the 
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1 agenda for executive session because it has a written 

2 legal opinion with it because they’re – you know, I 

3 have had discussions with Groton’s attorney and I 

4 wanted to advise where we are at because this is an 

5 ongoing matter.  But certainly, having these numbers 

6 would be helpful, and I also think you can always 

7 invite John Garrett into executive session as well.

8 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  All right.  That 

9 sounds like a plan.  

10 All right.  Any further comments on this?  

11 We have run out of agenda.  We need a motion to 

12 adjourn.

13 MR. RYOR:  I’ll make that motion.  This 

14 is Tim Ryor.

15 MR. BAILEY:  This is Bailey.  I’ll 

16 second.

17 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  All right.  All in 

18 favor, say aye, or raise your hand.

19 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKERS:  (No audible 

20 response)

21 CHAIRMAN ADOMEIT:  It’s unanimous.  The 

22 ayes have it.

23 Okay, folks, we will see you tomorrow.  

24 Thank you all.  Nice to see you.

25 (Adjourned at 3:37 p.m.)
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