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HARBOR POLICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING

OCTOBER 14, 2009
Held At

CHEESECAKE BISTRO
2001 ST. CHARLES AVE., NEW ORLEANS, LA 
TRUSTEES PRESENT:




Robert Hecker



Kelvin Randall
Steven Dorsey



James C. Randall
Benny Harris



Mark Williams
Frank Jobert, Jr.


Clay Miller
OTHERS PRESENT:
Linda Stern of Zenith Administrators; R. Randall Roche, Attorney; Michael A. Conefry of Conefry & Company; Ron Partain and Adam Patterson of Consulting Service Group.
1. Chief Hecker called the meeting to order at 10:05 a.m. and as all eight Trustees were present, it was determined that there was a quorum. 
2. Chief Hecker presented the minutes of the 6/24/09 meeting prepared by Linda Stern for approval.  The following changes/corrections were discussed:

Chief Hecker indicated that on Page 4 under question 11, MDRS should be MPRS. Also under Number 9, Page 13 insurance renewal, the company should be Aon instead of Aeon.   

Question 3, Page 2, Chief Hecker indicated he would be looking at the word Employees on the new form to make sure the change was made.  

Ms. Stern advised she would make these changes to the minutes.


The following motion was made by Clay Miller and seconded by James Randall:
MOTION:
To accept minutes as amended


Motion Passed Unanimously

Chief Hecker also presented the 8/21/09 minutes for approval.  The following changes/corrections were discussed:

Chief Hecker indicated that on Page 4, paragraph beginning with Mr. Jobert, the last sentence says Mr. Roche said they weren’t sure the state was responsible of the state.  Mr. Roche indicated it should be weren’t sure the state is responsible for the Port.

There was discussion on the paragraph referring to Mr. Williams and it would be changed to read that on the 13% matter, they would meet with Port and then take to the legislature.  
The last paragraph of Page 4, line 3 should read Chief Hecker said before they go back to the AG, they can make a notation on those pension benefits.  
Chief Hecker also asked Ms. Stern to provide him with a signed copy of the 2/17/09 minutes and the 3/6/09 minutes.

Mr. Jobert indicated that on Page 5, third paragraph from the bottom, instead of prospective, the sentence should read retroactive, it could be costly to the Plan.
The following motion was made by Bennie Harris and seconded by Kelvin Randall.

MOTION:
To accept the minutes as amended.



Motion Passed Unanimously.

3. Next on the agenda is the Fiduciary Liability Insurance.  Chief Hecker advised he and Mr. Miller have been communicating with Todd  Tauzant with Aon.  He received an e-mail from Mr. Tauzant this day saying he hoped to get the package out to the Trustees that day.  Unfortunately it would not be in time for this meeting, but it’s just a matter of signing it.  If it is within the realm of the same cost, the Trustees  could make a motion approving Chief Hecker and Mr. Miller signing it and sending along with the $25 checks instead of waiting until the December meeting.  

Chief Hecker indicated until he got the package, he wouldn’t be able to tell the Trustees exactly how to make the checks out in case it’s a little different from last year.  Mr. Jobert and Chief Hecker agreed that they felt it would be $25.00 again.  He asked Mr. Roche if it would be okay to make a motion to accept the insurance policy if it is comparable to last year’s policy along with individual recourse premium checks.  The question was asked if they wouldn’t do it more than one year at a time?  Each year they need a lot of documents.

Mr. Jobert made the following motion and it was seconded by Mr. Williams:

MOTION:
To renew the policy with Aon assuming the price is comparable to last year, and that they offer the Trustees liability insurance.

Motion Passed Unanimously.

Chief Hecker indicated as soon as he receives the bill, he will send everybody a 
copy and they can send the checks to him.
4. After meeting with the AG’s office a couple of months ago, Chief Hecker received a letter from Mr. Charles Belsom.  As he indicated he is the specific Assistant AG, Chief Hecker felt it would be a good idea for a follow up meeting with him, Mr. Belsom and Mr. Conefry to lay out the plans that the Trustees discussed in 8/09 . Mr Conefry, Mr. Roche, and Chief Hecker met with him a few weeks before, laid out the plan again.  Mr. Belsom is completely on board and urged them to proceed as discussed.  

Mr. Jobert asked if Mr. Belsom felt it would be acceptable to use the LASERS Collection Procedures.  He said it would be perfectly acceptable.  They also discussed the procedures, going back 3 years from the date the audit is declared completed on anyone who owed the Fund money, and going back to the beginning on anyone the Fund owes.
5. Mr. Conefry presented an update on the Benefits Error Audit.  He met with Joey Richard and Becky Hammond the previous week and Ms. Hammond gave him a copy of their Excel spreadsheet which was extremely thorough and complex and which he had trouble opening because it was locked.  When he was able to open it, all the data was scrambled.  Ms. Hammond provided him with a clean copy the afternoon before the meeting.  

The whole process has been mired down in a lot of details on the spreadsheet, all beginning with the 300 hour problem on sick and annual leave but many other problems turned up; inconsistencies in rounding, how to convert leave to service, data arithmetic, calculating ages and so forth. The spreadsheet has letter code descriptions for each one of these types of errors.  He decided to write an overall cover dissertation describing each type of error that was found and resolved by the auditor.  A description of what kind of error it was, and if it hasn’t been resolved, his recommendation of what the resolution should be.  For example, there were issues about leap year days, etc.  Ms. Williams was doing it one way, and others before her were doing it a different way.  He will try to clear all that out, give them what his recommendation is as a general principle. After all that is laid out in a cover memo, he will apply those general principles to the individual calculation for each person.  He hopes it will be a one-page memo, a description of each person’s benefits, what was done wrong, how it was fixed, and what the bottom line is on how much additional they are owed, or how much they are overpaid and why.  He would present that to the Board in a complete and clear fashion.  The Board can either sanction the adjustment, or correct or revise it as they see fit, and then take it to the AG’s office for approval of the Board’s actions.  He described this to both of the assistant AG’s and they both agreed this is the most reasonable approach and the best way to reach some sort of resolution.  He advised he would do these things as quickly as possible, but it may still take another couple of months.  He’ll do his very best to get something to the Board for review in case he needs some guidance.  Mr. Jobert asked if he was still depending on Ms. Hammond and Mr. Conefry advised that he has found that they have done a very thorough audit and he has looked over the worksheets and he doesn’t think he will need to deal with the auditors extensively, and if so, he will get approval from the Board for any additional time charges to Ms. Hammond.  Chief Hecker questioned whether this would be an extra project or if it would part of his regular charges.  He indicated that it would be a separate project, but he would do his best to minimize.  He feels that he is familiar enough with it as he has already put time in on it.

Chief Hecker feels that there should be a resolution to approve the plan as he described so that they are all clear on what the intent is going forward.   Even though most agreed that this is the way to go forward, he feels that the Board should vote on it.  

Mr. Jobert asked if this was done last time.  Chief Hecker advised that last time they decided that since the audit has been an on-going process that this was just another turn the Trustees would accept.  Mr. Conefry indicated that more important, it was what he laid before the AG’s office and they, understandably,  obviously didn’t want to answer individual questions.  This way, they’ll be able to function the way the statute requires as the legal advisor.  The Board is doing something, a set of procedures that is discussed with them, organized, and they have already approved it.  That is something of an enhancement or progress made beyond where it was before.

Mr. James Randall asked if he put this in writing to the AG.  Mr. Conefry indicated he described what he was intending to do.  When he completes it and the Board approves this as what they want done, then the AG will sanction it; it will all be in writing.  He will approve what the Board did.  Mr. Roche said he understands that is the way it is to be handled.  It was decided that Mr. Conefry would write a letter to the Board outlining the process he would be using and would copy Mr. Belsom as a follow up to their meeting.          


The following motion was made by Mr. James Randall and seconded by Steve Dorsey:

MOTION:
To accept the plan as described by Mr. Conefry.



Motion Passed Unanimously

6,
Mr. Conefry had a report on the DROP interest calculations on Casey Adams and Linda St Cyr.  In February he had given a letter to the Board with the results of the DROP interest calculations which was based on the compound average rolling 36 months ending on each Plan year end.  And that compound average rate minus 0.5% contingency charge is the rate that is used for Plan year beginning the day after the end of the rolling period.  In February he gave the rates applicable for the years beginning July 1, 2006, 2007 and 2008.  He added to that the average for the 36 months ending June 30, 2009, and as the Trustees can see, it is negative.  That being down and the low approximate 1% positive the year before brings the 36 month average down considerably.  Because the Policy also provides that the DROP rate interest applicable is not to be below 0%, 0% would apply for the Plan year beginning July 2009.  


In an earlier conversation with Chief Hecker, he asked why 36 months is used instead of 5 years or 7 years?   Different systems use different lengths of time.  Chief asked since the DROP length here is 5 years, wouldn’t 5 years be more appropriate for this Plan?  Mr. Conefry said it’s a really a judgment call.  He doesn’t know where the 36 months came from to begin with. Three years was decided on long ago.  There is no reason why it couldn’t be changed.  If it were changed to 36 months instead of being negative this year, it would be positive somewhere approximately 3%.

There was discussion on decisions made by other Funds.  Chief Hecker indicated that this was administrative action the Board took years ago.  Mr. Conefry said that was his understanding.  


Chief Hecker said the interest is done on the 36 months, the DROP is 5 years.  Mr. Conefry said it was the way of calculating interest. It’s calculated over the designated period of time but is applied one year at a time to the DROP accounts.  Mr. Randall indicated unless it has changed since he was on DROP, they did all 5 years.  Mr. Conefry said you get interest for all 5 years, but the way it is calculated for each year is based on the 36 months average prior to when that year began.  So it rolls forward each year.  


Chief Hecker said it’s like picking stocks—it could help, it could hurt if you change it.  Mr. Conefry advised the only reason it might be bad for the members is the fact that when you have 3 bad years in a row and 3 of the 5 years they are in DROP are negative, they get 0% for 3 of the 5 years, where if it is spread out, it would prevent that kind of thing.  The fact that they can’t less than 0% has been an advantage.


There was discussion on how other Funds administered their Plans.  One Fund doesn’t give interest for the period they are in DROP.  It was only after DROP that they got interest.  Mr. Jobert asked if this Fund’s members got interest at the end of the DROP or all along.  Mr. Conefry advised that because of the contractual situation the device used to make sure they retire at the end of the DROP years is that if they don’t, they get no interest for the DROP period, and if they do retire, they get the interest.  It’s calculated this way, but it’s only given to them at the end of DROP if they stop working.  


Chief Hecker indicated he was going to talk about this issue when Mr. Roche gets to his legislative package.  Mr. Conefry feels that the reason for it being set up this way was to encourage older employees to retire so that younger people can have the jobs.  However, there aren’t as many younger people seeking these jobs.


Mr. Jobert said he feels there should be the option of leaving the money in this account when you retire if you want to rather than taking the risk of losing the money due to your not being qualified to make good investments.  He feels it’s better left to a professional investor to monitor the portfolio.  


Chief Hecker indicated that prior to 1995, the Plan allowed these members to continue working with no penalty.  But Chief Ben changed it, probably due to reasons stated by Mr. Conefry.  He said if theTrustees want to include allowing DROP retirees to continue working in the legislative package, ant if there is going to be a minor cost because a higher salary is being paid than would be if it were a new recruit, it probably will need to be discussed with Port’s management.  He doesn’t feel the cost would be huge.  Mr. Conefry advised there would be several levels of cost and other considerations.  Paying higher salaries would generate higher benefits if it were changed across the board.  But you would also have operational considerations.  In the overall scheme of things, additional payroll costs would probably be judged less important than giving up operational capabilities.  


Mr. Jobert indicated you could not force employees to stop working.  Mr. Conefry indicated it would discourage them continuing.  The reason for that would be seniority, preventing the normal progression of younger people coming along.  It was a negative impact on the operational and progression in the ranks.  But now things have changed, population trends have changed.  20-30 years ago there were more younger people, now there are more older people, and the diminishing size of the active ranks compared to the number of retirees and beneficiaries illustrates that.  

Chief Hecker advised one of the forms he revised was the DROP Agreement, basically a contract they sign, and one of the penalties is that they forfeit the interest, and can’t draw their pension as long as they continue to be employed.  They are out of the system completely, can no longer contribute into the Harbor Police Retirement System.  There is one individual in that category, still with the Harbor Police.  There are a couple of other things, but that’s just one of the penalties for continuing to work.  You do have to take your money out of DROP and do something with it, roll it over to some tax sheltered plan or whatever you decide to do with it.  When Mr. Roche talks about the legislative package, the Trustees can discuss that and see if they want to include anything about that matter in the package.


Mr. Dorsey feels that it’s unfair that a Plan “forces” a member to retire.  They may have planned to retire but with the economy being the way it is, they find that they can’t afford to stop working at this point.  It’s putting a burden on them. 
Chief Hecker said they have to abide by the statute, but he makes good points if he wants to argue about changing the statute.  That is certainly one of the issues.  People have lost a lot of money in their retirement funds and are in a bind and want to continue working but the statute prevents them from doing so.
Mr. Harris asked if there was any way around changing the statute to allow for exceptions.  He thinks it should be allowed for a period of time to get through this economic situation.  Is there any kind of relief package on a temporary basis.  Mr. Roche advised that the relief package right now is that you’re not making any interest, but you can leave your money in the Plan until you retire.  There is no provision for anybody to keep their money in DROP.  Once you retire you can’t leave your money in the Fund.  You can’t leave your money in and make interest.  You have to take it out and invest it elsewhere.  
Mr. Roche said there is no way around what’s in the law.  The law is pretty specific.  Somebody could continue to work but losing interest on the DROP account but continuing to work until the economy turned around.  

Chief Hecker indicated that at the last committee meeting it was suggested that anybody who retired after 1985 would have their benefit calculated using the 3 1/3% formula, but Mr. Roche advised that the Port would have to approve this.  
However, Mr. Williams indicated that it had previously been at 2 ½%, then to 3%, and then in 1985 to 3 1/3%.  He could find nothing in previous minutes to indicate that the Port had approved this.  Mr. Jobert asked if this would be prospective approval only as previously discussed?  Mr. Roche advised that this previous discussion referred to COLA only, not for the 3 1/3% increase.  

It was decided that this 1985 statute needed to be approved by the Port.  Mr. Roche indicated he would write the letter to the Port.  Mr. Williams asked if it wasn’t specifically in the statute is it automatically retroactive.  Mr. Roche advised that it is, but the Port does have to ratify.
Mr. Jobert asked if the Port failed to ratify, would the calculations need to be made at 3% or 3 1/3%?  Mr. Roche indicated he would research this matter.  Mr. Jobert indicated there may some benefits calculated at 2 ½% that should have been at 3% or some at 3% that should have been at 3 1/3%.  Those that may have been calculated using the wrong rates will need to be corrected.  Chief Hecker and Mr. Williams asked that Mr. Roche should check to make sure that the calculation should be based on the rate that was in effect at the time the member retired.

Mr. Conefry advised he will get a spreadsheet set up in Excel to send to Zenith to have set up to calculate the future DROP benefits.

Mr. Conefry left the meeting.

Mr. Jobert asked Mr. Roche if the Trustees could be held at fault as fiduciaries for not seeing that the 13% contribution as indicated in the statute is collected as it is beyond their control?  Mr. Roche advised he could send them a letter, and they have already asked the AG about it.  Mr. Jobert asked if the $25 they pay for the liability insurance should cover the matter.  Chief Hecker indicated they would talk about that for the 2010 legislative package and at least approach the Port about coming up with some kind of formula that may rectify it in some way.  

      7.
Reports by Mr. Roche

A. Denbury Litigation – Mr. Roche has received e-mails of pleadings that are being filed.  These have gone back and forth between plaintiff and defendants.  None of this is costing the Fund anything.  The Trustees will receive a lot of e-mails.  It’s just a common practice and nothing for the Trustees to be concerned about.
B. Theft and Forgery Bond Insurance – At some point the Trustees may have handled money for the Fund.  They now have an administrator with their own insurance, custodians who handle the money, professional consulting firm advising the Board of Trustees.  Mr. Roche indicated he didn’t know why it was necessary for the Board to have this insurance.  Chief Hecker indicated that all he does regarding money would possibly be to sometimes take a check out of one envelope and put in another one to forward either to Argent or Zenith.  They also don’t handle the traffic fines.  Chief Hecker indicates this is a $500 annual premium.  It’s not a lot of money but the Fund can use the money.  Mr. Roche advised that he felt they didn’t need this insurance.  Chief Hecker suggested that a motion be made to cancel this insurance.

Mr. Jobert made the following motion and it was seconded by Mr. James Randall:

MOTION:
To cancel the Zurich Employee Theft, Forgery or Alteration Bond.


Motion passed unanimously.  Chief Hecker will send the insurance agency a letter.

C. Foreign Accounts – Mr. Roche has received notice that the IRS is requiring

that the applicable form has a deadline of 6/30/10.  He has given a copy to Chief Hecker.  Chief Hecker has gotten three opinions as to who has to ultimately complete the form---CSG, the auditor, or Mr. Roche.  Mr. Roche indicates that Mr. Partain can tell who has a foreign account, if anybody, and the Trustees can go from there.  Mr. Partain advised they can’t complete the form.  The matter will be tabled for the next couple of meetings.
D.
Tax Qualified Plan – The matter is still on hold.  It should be included in the legislative package.

E.        Legislative Package for 2010 – The following should be included in the 2010 package:  Changes to DROP, the take away exit provision or any other changes; hiring professionals provision.  The AG gave them language from another local system and Mr. Roche needs to just copy that language for this Plan, once legislative package is started the AG representative will review; the 13% cap – the AG rep has agreed to attend the meeting with the Port once the package is put together to answer any questions they may have; and the IRS changes.  Mr. Roche advised that he would have more information on the IRS changes in the next several meetings.


There was discussion on what changes are involved with the DROP.  Mr. Roche advised that several changes had been discussed earlier and he asked the Trustees if they wanted to proceed with them.  For example--Did they want to remove the provision that the member has to leave after DROP is completed? Does a retiree have to remove his money when he leaves?    


Mr. Jobert also wanted to address another issue; as there were 2 active members at the meeting, were they willing as a bargaining chip to up the employee contribution rate as a compromise when taken to the Port?  Is that something they would consider?  Mr. Jobert indicated he didn’t want to take it to the Port without their approving it.  Both Mr. Randall and Mr. Dorsey indicated they would be willing to go up to 9% if the Port would go up to 15%.

 Mr. Roche advised they needed to have some suggestions to take to the meeting with the Port.  There are comparable plans that can be researched and there was some discussion of what some of the others have.  Based on the input from the active members on the Board, it was agreed that the membership would probably agree to a compromise.  Chief Hecker said if they had suggestions to take to the Port, it would show that the Trustees have made their best effort.  As the Port is the Plan sponsor, it will be their final decision.  Chief Hecker said they may want to go up on a sliding scale.  Mr. Conefry will need to come up with some numbers when approaching the Port.  


Chief Hecker asked that the Trustees give some thought to what they would like in the 2010 legislative package and e-mail it to him. He will put everything together and submit it to Mr. Roche.  At the December meeting they can fine tune it.  They will keep the same committee, Chief Hecker, Mr. Jobert, Mr. Williams, and Mr. Harris and some standbys.

      Adjourned for Lunch at 11:45 a.m.
      Presentation of Point Bio Energy by Duncan Williams and Lakespurt.

      Resumed meeting at 1:25

8. Chief Hecker passed out a letter from Mayor Harris requesting a volunteer trustee representative to participate on an Educational Liaison committee.  Mr. Jobert advised he agreed with the idea.  They have common goals, to stop taking away from employees, and want to get together as a cohesive group to go to the legislature to keep them from losing benefits.  They will present a united front to voice any objections. One goal is to help lesser paid employees who can’t do for themselves.  Chief Hecker asked that the Trustees think about this and asked that someone volunteer and call him to discuss the matter.

9. Report from James Randall on update on hospitalization for Retirees – Mr. Randall contacted Lucius McGee at Argent Bank and he said they would be able to handle the change involved. There are only 7 people interested in making this change. They would automate the process and there would be very little cost to the system to do this.  He sent the names of the Retirees who are interested and is waiting to hear from them.  Mr. Randall said he could let them know when to start the change but there may be some changes made in a few months to see what the Port is going to do.  It may be better to have Argent hold off until after the first of the year.
10. Update on Revised Forms.  Chief Hecker indicated he had worked on the forms.  He worked with Mr. Roche and got revisions on Application for Retirement, DROP Contract, Refund of Contributions, Beneficiary for DROP, and Beneficiary for Unused Leave.  He had intended for these forms not to be used until HR signed off on them. However, one previous member, Robert Miles, wanted to get his money out of the Fund.  He sent the Refund of Contributions form over to Human Resources and they were satisfied with it.  

Since then he had met with Human Resources to go over the forms as written, and they asked for a few changes.  They wanted a section for contingent beneficiary.  Even though we use  Beneficiaries, there is only one section for the Beneficiary information.  Chief Hecker told them he would add a Contingent Beneficiary section for those who want a back-up Beneficiary.  That can also be used in case someone wants to have dual beneficiaries.  They also wanted to make sure to indicate the date the form is being revised.  
Mr. Jobert asked if the form should have multiple copies (NCR forms).  Printing of these forms might be costly.  Chief Hecker advises that HR was satisfied with photocopies.  Mr. Miller asked if having a co-beneficiary is okay by law.  Chief Hecker advised that HR indicates that this is standard on most groups.   
11. Annual Harbor Police Retirement System Audit – Postlethwaite & Netterville sent a draft of the audit results to Chief Hecker and Mark Williams.  This will be sent to all Trustees, and Mr. Williams will present at the 12/09 Trustee meeting.
12. Chief Hecker presented the bill from Zenith for the charge for extra meeting.  The Zenith contract allows for $100 per hour for extra meetings.

 Mr. Jobert made the following motion and it was seconded by Mr. Kelvin Randall:

MOTION:
To pay Zenith for the extra meetings according to the Zenith contract.


Motion passed unanimously.

13. Report by Mr. Partain of Consulting Service Group (Exhibit I)
Mr. Partain went over their report for the Harbor Police Retirement System.  He indicated that it was a good equity period.  He said that a lot of things were going on that are confusing people—half say that things are on the road to recovery and others say no.  Earnings were stronger than analyst expectations.  There were various reasons for this.  The trend may not continue to go up.  He wasn’t forecasting a severe drop, but a slower recovery.
He was very pleased with the performance of this Fund’s portfolio.  There was a Calendar year-to-date increase of 19.4%.  This Fund did not lose as much as many funds did.  It has had an increase of almost 10% since the beginning of the Fund Year.  He feels the returns have been exceptional compared to the rest of the market.  He should have a comparison report by the middle of 11/09.
The Total Equity Managers have done significantly better than the index and has doubled the index since 2003.  

He has not been pleased with the performance of Commonwealth Core Fixed Fund. The Trustees may want to have them brought in to give an update on things.

The same for Emory Partners.  He feels with the market mostly up now, they should have come up more.  The Trustees may also want them come in.  

He indicated he is comfortable with what Equitas is doing.  

His recommendation for the portfolio would be to keep at least the 29.4% in equities, maybe even consider increasing the equities by 4-5% at this point.  He feels that there is probably too much in Emory at this point and this additional 4-5% could be drawn from there.  Maybe that should be added to Thornburg International Equity, giving a merging market a chance.  He recommends putting equities at 33-34% in the next 3 or 4 months.
Mr. Partain made another suggestion, to fund some future distributions with Golden Tree.  Don’t pull from PIMCO.  And he thinks they have gotten the maximum return from Orleans Capital.  May want to convert that to the best idea portfolio within the fixed income market.  He could just send a letter to them when the Trustees decide.

Mr. Jobert asked if there was something else out there that they could look into.  Mr. Partain indicated he would bring anything he feels is a good idea to their attention.  But they have to be selective  on anything with liquidity.

Chief Hecker wanted to discuss the motion as to where the Trustees want to take the money from and to.  The easiest one would be Orleans Capital.  Not corporate only, maybe some high yield.

The following motion was made by Mr. Jobert and seconded by Mr. Miller:

MOTION:
To move money from the present corporate fund portfolio at Orleans Capital to the best idea in US Bonds market, a broad domestic bond strategy .  .

Motion passed unanimously.
Adam Patterson will write the letter.


Mr. Partain indicated the Fund may need to take out $250,000-$400,000 per quarter to fund benefits.  


There was a discussion as to where to take the money from.


The following motion was made by Mr. Harris and seconded by Mr. Dorsey:


MOTION:
To take $250,000 from Golden Tree when needed to the cash account.



Motion passed unanimously,

Mr. Partain made the following recommendations:  

A.
Emory needs to prove they deserve to stay with this Fund.  The Trustees will allow 3 or 4 months to do better.



B.
When recovery is in place, move larger percentage to equities.
C.
A poll was taken for moving $400,000 from Emory to Thornburg.  Will wait until the December meeting.

14. Mr. Jobert asked for a discussion on the presentation of Point Bio Energy.

Mr. Partain indicated the following cons on the issue:  There is no manager involved; Duncan Williams will place investors but won’t stay.  Their strategy is based on the regulation in Europe; if a better source becomes available, no one can say what will happen.  The contract could be changed, so there are risks involved.   They have no rating.  Private placement could be called in 5 years instead of 10.  Money is being used to build one plant.  If there was a natural disaster, there is no promise of
what would happen.  The plant has good strong management, but he has never managed a wood pellet plant, just pulp.  The fund would need to be cognizant of what percent to put in, he wouldn’t recommend more than 1-2%.  There are a lot of risks.

The following pros:  CSG would need them to restructure to sell to clients;  if there were more clients he would be more ready to recommend; a return of 12-14 ½% is indicated; would get 2 years of interest.  It would be signature secured which means the Fund would be paid before anyone else after cost of set up, equipment, etc. was paid for.  It’s a local business.

Mr. Harris asked how long it would take to build and was told at least 18 months.

Mr. Miller feels the Trustees should take a couple of months to consider this option.

15. Set Date of Next Meeting
Next meeting date was discussed and it was decided to tentatively schedule it for Tuesday, December 15, 2009 at 10 a.m.
The following motion was made by Kelvin Randall and seconded by James Randall:

MOTION:
To adjourn the meeting at 3:15 p.m.



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

___________________________2009   ____________________________________________









Robert Hecker, Chairman
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