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Merger Study:  Update 
Preliminary Survey Responses 

The following responses were compiled from the first 550 responses to the SCPP 
Merger Study Survey.  Where possible, staff has consolidated questions, and converted 
concerns/comments into questions.  Responses received since then will be compiled 
at a later date. 

Goals 
1. What is the purpose of a merger? 

2. Why merge two different entities?   

3. Why not merge other plans instead?  For example: 
a. All state plans into one with the same benefits? 
b. Legislator’s pension plan with the Teachers’ Retirement System 1 

(TRS 1)? 
c. Public Employees’ Retirement System 1 (PERS 1), TRS 1, and the Law 

Enforcement Officers’ and Fire Fighters’ Plan 1 (LEOFF 1) into one big 
plan? 

d. Washington State Patrol Retirement System with TRS 1? 
e. Public Safety Employees’ Retirement System with LEOFF 2? 
f. LEOFF 2 with TRS 1? 
g. TRS 1 with TRS 2? 

4. How would a merger benefit:  
a. LEOFF 1 members? 
b. Employers? 

5. Why not wait until all benefits are paid out? 
a. What would happen to the surplus after all remaining members have 

died? 

6. Will the merger be temporary? 
a. I.e., once TRS 1 is fully funded, will they be unmerged? 
b. Would it be like a loan of funds, with interest? 

7. Benefit improvements. 
a. Can LEOFF 1 and LEOFF 2 be merged to allow enhanced LEOFF 2 benefits 

like medical benefits, a higher multiplier, or earlier retirement? 
b. Can any excess funding in LEOFF 1 be used to increase benefits for 

LEOFF 1 members instead? 
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Legal  
8. Is a merger legal? 

a. What legal entities control (e.g., Internal Revenue Service (IRS), State 
Supreme Court)?  

i. What are their respective roles and jurisdictions? 
b. What case law is relevant, and what does it tell us? 

i. Does it prevent/prohibit a merger? 
ii. Will the Bakenhus case apply to the new plan? 

c. What are the terms of the contract that exists between LEOFF 1 
members and the state?   

i. I.e., what do members have a right to? 
ii. Benefits? 
iii. Funding plan? 
iv. Cash in the trust fund? 

1. Are LEOFF 1 members vested in the money itself?   
2. I.e., is the money being “stolen” from the trust fund? 

d. What laws need to be changed to complete a merger? 

9. Who are the fiduciaries for each plan?   
a. Is the Legislature a fiduciary to both the plan and the general state? 

10. Who owns the surplus? 
a. Does case law from Alaska on excess funding show that any surplus 

belongs to the members? 

11. Will there be any direct tax impact on the members?   
a. E.g., will a medically disabled member lose their individual tax exempt 

status? 

12. Are there any other IRS issues? 
a. What would be the impact of an unfavorable opinion by the IRS? 

i. What are the range of outcomes? 
ii. Would the plan members be made whole/held harmless under 

those scenarios? 
1. If so, how? 

b. Does each plan’s funded status impact the ability to merge? 

13. How will the state pay if it needs to defend a merger in court? 
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Fiscal/Actuarial 
14. Historical. 

a. How did gainsharing impact TRS 1?   
i. Is that partly why LEOFF 1 is in such good shape and TRS 1 is not? 

b. What is the funding history for each plan? 
i. Who paid what? 

c. Is LEOFF 1 cost sharing the same as other plans? 
i. I.e., did the state only put in 20 percent of contributions? 

d. What would have happened if there had been no general fund 
contributions to LEOFF 1? 

i. Or the Prior Act systems (e.g., City of Seattle)? 

15. Related to a merger. 
a. What is the financial situation before and after? 

i. What does the “surplus” represent?   
1. Is it the excess of funds needed to pay benefits this month?  

This year? 
ii. Is the surplus “real” or just projected? 

1. How reasonable is the investment return assumption? 
2. What would it look like under alternate scenarios 

(e.g., 7 percent or 6 percent)? 
iii. If the surplus disappears, would it be too late to insure the 

LEOFF 1 benefits? 
1. E.g., ensuring payment under a pay-go scenario versus 

insuring through plan immunization.  
b. How might the funds be used?  

i. Clarify:  Usable across the merged plan vs. usable outside either 
of the retirement plans (other obligations). 

ii. Should it be treated like a reserve for LEOFF 1 only? 
iii. Can money be “skimmed out” of the fund during transfer from 

LEOFF 1 to TRS 1? 
c. What happens in the event of a deficit? 

i. If the funded status were 87 percent, would that mean I only get 
87 percent of my current check amount? 

ii. Before merger? 
iii. After? 
iv. Who pays what?  
v. Who will be paid first?  (Overlap with legal/admin analysis) 
vi. Could the state default on the pensions? 

d. Would there be other costs (e.g., admin)? 
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Benefits  
16. Will benefits be impacted?   

a. I.e., can they be reduced? 
b. Will benefits be increased in exchange for the merger? 

i. Would LEOFF 1 benefits be given to teachers? 
1. E.g., will TRS 1 members receive health benefits similar to 

LEOFF 1? 
c. Would LEOFF 1 be paying for TRS 1 benefits? 
d. Will it impact rights for Prior Act City of Seattle or Seattle Police Pension 

Board (which “interprets the rights” for members)? 
e. Will this include survivor benefits? 
f. Will benefits be interrupted (e.g., are there any administrative issues 

that might delay issuing checks)? 

17. Will COLAs be impacted? 
a. Can TRS 1 COLA be reinstated without negative impact to LEOFF 1? 
b. Can LEOFF 1 COLAs be modified so as to not be dependent on date of 

retirement? 

18. Will medical coverage be impacted? 
a. LEOFF 1 

i. Source of medical benefit payments? 
ii. Disability boards. 
iii. Can it be provided to spouses? 

b. TRS 1 PEBB subsidy? 

19. Will survivor benefits be impacted? 
a. Are reductions for survivor benefits considered contributions to the plan? 

20. Will LEOFF 1 have priority in benefit payments over TRS 1? 

21. Will I still be considered a “retired police officer” as opposed to a general state 
retiree? 

a. Does this definition have legal implications (e.g., qualifying for certain 
benefits) or just personal ones? 

Governance 
22. Will governance be impacted? 

a. Will there be equal representation on the LEOFF 2 Board?   
b. Will LEOFF 1 oversee TRS 1 benefits? 
c. Will LEOFF 2 Board control LEOFF 1 benefits? 
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Other General Questions 
23. Is this a redistribution of the member’s income? 

24. Would a LEOFF 1/TRS 1 merger impact LEOFF 2? 

25. Would a LEOFF 3 be created for new hires? 

26. Can LEOFF 1 members opt out and “take their money out” entirely? 

27. Is lump sum still on the table?  If so: 
a. Some feel it should be higher than $5000. 
b. Why not pay it now, regardless of a merger? 
c. Employers would like a share. 

28. Can any excess be distributed every few years:  one-third state, one-third 
employer, one-third member? 

29. Even if the overall idea is sound, could a mistake in administration jeopardize 
benefits? 

30. Why not just increase the contribution rates for new members of these plans? 

Concerns 
31. Benefits should be fully funded. 

32. Funds should be kept separate – TRS with TRS, etc. – and never go back to the 
general fund. 

33. A plan should not be merged with a “lesser” plan. 

34. LEOFF 1 should be administered locally, and not by “some unknown voice in 
Olympia”. 

35. LEOFF 1 funding was frozen in 2000 without consent of members. 
a. Some members feel employer contributions should have continued up 

until now. 
b. Some members feel the remaining active members should have been 

paying over the last 16 years. 

36. LEOFF 1 system was forced on city and county plan members. 

37. LEOFF 2 benefits are already substantially higher than LEOFF 1. 

38. The LEOFF 1 funded status should never drop below 125 percent. 

39. Transparancy in process. 
a. All stakeholders need sufficient notification of any potential changes or 

discussions. 
b. Members of the plan should be able to vote since it is their plan and not 

the Legislature’s. 

40. Dual member provisions for members who leave LEOFF 2 should be reviewed. 
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