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My colleague from the Commission, Jim Smith, has provided comprehensive testimony regarding the
recommendations we made for changes in the TRS. | would like to amplify those remarks in just two
respects, touching on matters that were not dealt with in our report.

1.

First, as Jim indicated, we would urge you to go beyond our proposal for a reformed TRS to
bring teacher contributions more in line with comparable states. At the current rate of 7%, CT's
level is well below where it should be. The attachment shows 2014 data listing teacher
contribution levels in various states. The right hand column showing the 13 states—including
CT—where teachers do not participate in Social Security is the relevant comparison. This data,
presented to us by PEW, shows that the average of the 12 other relevant states is 9.74%. We
believe that the teacher contributions in CT, especially given the proposed increment in funding
to the plan, should be at that level.

Second, the Commission did not address the state’s current practice of funding one-third of
teacher OPEB, at a cost of $40 million at the current time. We find little rationale for the state
participating in this cost at all. The state makes no contribution to OPEB for other local
employees, and the future cost of these benefits could become very large. The responsibility for
funding teacher OPEB should be with the local districts, where the benefits contracts are
negotiated. One funding possibility might be for teachers to be enrolled in Medicare—which
they can do even though they do not participate in Social Security. To be eligible to participate
in Medicare requires having participated in paying the Medicare payroll tax for 10 years. We
would urge you to consider whether the state might participate in funding catch-up payments
where needed to enable current teachers to be eligible for Medicare.
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