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HARBOR POLICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING
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Held At

MORTON’S STEAKHOUSE
ONE CANAL PLACE, 365 CANAL ST., NEW ORLEANS, LA
TRUSTEES PRESENT:




Robert Hecker





 
Steven Dorsey

Frank Jobert, Jr.

Clay Miller

Kelvin Randall

James C. Randall

Mark Williams
Benny Harris (joined the meeting at 10:20)







OTHERS PRESENT:
Linda Stern of Zenith Administrators; R. Randall Roche, Attorney, Charles Belsom, Jr. Department of Justice State of Louisiana, Allison Catoir and A. J. Richard of Postlethwaite & Netterville
1. Chief Hecker called the meeting to order at 10:10 a.m. and it was determined that there was a quorum present. 
2. Chief Hecker presented the minutes of the 10/14/09 meeting  prepared by Linda Stern for approval.  On Page 8 of the Minutes, second paragraph from the bottom should read “if the Port would go up to 15%” instead of the 13% indicated. Chief Hecker advised correction in the spelling of Becky Hammond’s name.  Page 4, #6, eliminate the first “ago” in the third line from the bottom, should read “Three years was decided on long ago”.  Page 7, third paragraph, second line, should read “Mr. Jobert indicated there may “be” some benefits—“.  Page 10, motion made by Mr. Kelvin “Randall”.  Page 11, Motion: To move from the present corporate fund portfolio at Orleans Capital to the best idea in US Bonds market, a broad domestic strategy. 

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

MOTION:  
To accept the minutes with the noted corrections and changes.

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
3. Chief Hecker asked Mr. Belsom if he cared to make a few comments as the Attorney General representative.  Mr. Belsom introduced himself.  He attended the meeting as Chief Hecker invited him.  But he also attended as he is the statutory legal advisor to the Board and he was just assigned this Board about two months previously and thought it would be a good idea to attend the meeting and get an idea of what was happening.  
4. Mr. Richard of Postlewaithe & Netterville presented a draft of audit report for fund year ending June 30, 2009 (Exhibit I).
Mr. Richard pointed out that there is an ongoing problem which would be resolved by Zenith preparing the accrual based financial statements.  Mr. Richard felt that the communication between him and Zenith to resolve the problem didn’t happen this year. 
Mr. Jobert expressed his concern at the problem existing last year and their answer was to hire Zenith, and the problem still exists.  Mr. Richard said that before they start the audit next year, they will commit to sitting down with Zenith to discuss the problem so that it won’t happen again.  Chief Hecker asked if that was in Zenith’s contract and Mr. Richard indicated they would look into that. 

Mr. Richard advised as soon as they get the last of the data on the participants, they should be ready to finish up.  They will sign the report and file it with the legislative auditor and provide the Board with the appropriate number of copies.

Chief Hecker asked for an approximate timeline for that.  Mr. Richard advised as soon as they get the last of the data, it should only take one day.  Chief Hecker questioned when it was due.  Mr. Richard indicated it was due by December 31st.  

Chief Hecker clarified that once P&N gets the participant data, the Draft will change to Final and the Board will get copies.  Mr. Richard indicated they would do one final reading for typographical errors, make any corrections, and finish up.
There was no further discussion on his presentation.  

The following motion was made by Frank Jobert and seconded by Steve Dorsey:

MOTION:
To accept the presentation of Postlewaithe and Netterville.



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

Tom Wright and Ron Partain joined the meeting.

5. Legislative Committee Report

Everything presented to Board are still drafts.  They are numbered 1 through 7.  (Exhibit II).  Chief Hecker indicated that five of the seven have no cost to the system; two of them do.

#1.  Chief Hecker recommended that until they meet with Mike Conefry, this matter be placed on hold as there are some clarifications needed on the valuation report.

Mr. Williams did meet with the C.O.O. to touch on some of them and he has made some comments.  Chief Hecker indicated as they go through each item he would let Mr. Williams give his opinion on how the Board may want to change them.

#2.  Mr. Conefry will estimate an approximate cost to the system and the Board if they return to something similar to the pre-1995 DROP. Prior to 1995, those who entered DROP could return to service in good standing and begin building on their service time.  After 1995 it was changed 
so that when the participant completed his/her DROP he/she could remain with the Department but you could not return to the system and would forfeit any and all interest that may have accrued during their DROP.  Explanation of reason for this is noted in #2.

This was discussed at the last meeting and all agreed that this may have been a good idea in 1995 but it would not be a good sound practice today.  Before a vote was taken, Chief Hecker asked Mr. Williams if he had any comments on this matter.

Mr. Williams advised that he discussed this with Pat Gallwey.  Looking at the differences, he doesn’t think there would be a problem with the DROP participant staying but there would be some cost because of the higher rank being retained.  However, along with that, experience and knowledge is also being retained.  His issue is that currently during DROP, both employer and employee contributions stop.  However, with pre-1995 DROP the employee contributions stopped until after DROP ended, then employee contributions restarted, but employer contributions continued through DROP.  What Mr. Gallwey thought would be a problem is continuing employer contributions during DROP considering the Port’s financial condition.  If the option of having both employer and employee contributions stopped, he thought the change would be acceptable.  
Mr. James Randall indicated that the issue he had an objection to was of the DROP participant not being able to contribute to the system when he continued to work after DROP participation.  Chief Hecker pointed out that they do contribute when they come back.  The only time the employee, and now the employer, does not contribute to the system is during the DROP participation time, up to 5 years.

Chief Hecker indicated he will add a paragraph that both employer and employee contributions will stop during DROP, but will begin again when the participant returns to full duty.

If this passes, anyone who is in DROP at that time would be eligible for the change when their DROP ends.  They would have option of staying on the job after DROP.  It would not change anything for anyone who has already finished DROP prior to the time the change passes.

There was discussion regarding a former DROP participant who continued to work for the Port of New Orleans, Harbor Police division.  Chief Hecker indicated that the statute says you agree to terminate employment or forfeit your interest, and that you are no longer in the Harbor Police Retirement System.  That means he can keep his job but can no longer be covered under the Harbor Police Retirement System.

Mr. Conefry indicated that the statute requires that if a participant doesn’t stop work at the end of DROP, he would forfeit the interest earned during DROP and would be paid out immediately.  He just wanted to verify that this employee had been paid out.  Chief Hecker verified that he was.

Mr. Jobert wanted to clarify that, assuming this passes, if a participant was in DROP and continues employment after DROP, that the money can still remain in the DROP account.  If they separate employment, can they withdraw that money then?

Mr. James Randall said he had an objection to that.  He was concerned what would happen if there were 5 or 6 participants who leave their money in the Harbor Police system and for some reason all decided to take their money out at the same time.  Based on current salaries, this could mean nearly $1,000,000.00.  This could result in assets having to be liquidated to pay out that much money at one time.  He wasn’t sure this would be feasible.  He wanted to know why they couldn’t be allowed at the end of DROP to take that money out and invest it elsewhere. 

Chief Hecker indicates that most other agencies allow the money to remain in that DROP account if they are going to stay with the Department.  He feels that’s what the legislative committee’s wishes were.

Mr. Randall feels that it would be different if the money was taken when they completed DROP and kept separately.  Chief Hecker indicated that it was their money and would be categorized as such by Zenith to show what their funds are.  Mr. Randall was still concerned about having to come up with that much money at one time.  

Chief Hecker felt that this proposal needs additional work and needed to be taken to the committee again.  It is not ready to be taken to legislature.

#3.  Chief Hecker presented Proposed Statute Change #3.  Mr. Williams felt that this was too restrictive and it was agreed to remove this proposed change.

Taylor Shulte with Commonwealth joined the meeting at 11:00 a.m.

#4. This Proposed Statute Change was an administration change only.  Mr. Roche recommended that the change be accepted.  

Mr. Williams indicated that management was concerned with the wording.  When the Board was first established, there were seven members, with four being a majority.  The majority of a quorum would only be three.  Management would like a current full board majority, five of eight.  
No vote was taken.

#5.   This Proposed Statute Change was an administrative change only.  

Mr. Williams indicated that the Port suggested creating an ex-officio member from the Port, a financial expert.  The Board started with the Chief, two Harbor Police employees, three port employees and one financial specialist.  Mr. Williams feels that the Chief should remain on the Board.  The Port would like to return to two Harbor Police representatives, one active and one retired, the Chief, two from the Port and one financial person from the Port, and one outside person who would be an investment specialist.

James Randall disagreed with the number from the Port.

Chief Hecker feels the committee needs to meet again on #5.

Mr. Williams said the Port wants equal representation as they put up twice the money.

Mr. Jobert didn’t feel that the Port representation had been diluted.

Mr. Williams said he wanted to make the Port side heard even though he represents the Harbor Police Retirement System as a Trustee.

No vote was taken on #5.    
  
#6.  This change was an administrative change only.  To change to elect a Chairman and Co-Chairman.
#7.  This change is to spell out what local legal representation can do.  
Mr. Williams advises that the Port’s legal staff wants to keep the Attorney General (AG) as the legal advisor for the Harbor Police Retirement System as the AG presents a bigger name if any issue goes to litigation.  This concern is tied into the current funding issues.  

Chief Hecker advised that the intent of the legislative committee, as Mr. Roche has been around to help with legal issues, to use him to keep from having to go to the AG for every little thing.

Mr. Belsom indicated that the scope of the AG is not clear in the statute.  But their intention is to be available for answering questions, not suing people.   The AG’s office doesn’t want to limit the Port’s authority to seek legal opinion from the AG.  They will be the legal advisor, not to be used for litigation. 
Chief Hecker asked Mr. Belsom if it is common to have other legal opinion and still go to the AG for opinions.  Mr. Belsom indicated that it is common; different boards do things differently.  Other retirement boards have power to have outside counsel.  If the board has other legal representation, the AG would be just the advisor, not active in litigation.  Mr. Belsom also advised Mr. Roche that it wouldn’t be necessary to change the language for #7.  On the cover letter, he can just request advice, not an opinion.
Chief Hecker recommended not to vote on the matter at this time.  The committee should meet within the next 30 days to discuss the matter further.
The following motion was made by Frank Jobert and seconded by Benny Harris: Randall:

MOTION: 
To advertise in the Times Picayune and The Advocate, a Notice of Intention to Introduce Retirement Bill by the Harbor Police 30 days before the bill is filed.


Motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Tom Wright with Emory Capital Management, LLC, made a presentation at 11:45 a.m.

Mr. Walter Morales with Commonwealth Advisors passed out Harbor Police Annual Review to the Trustees and went over its content.  

Mr. Jeff Arnold joined the meeting at 12:25 p.m.
Meeting re-convened at 1:45 p.m.

6.   Reports by Mike Conefry 
A.  Chief Hecker indicated that Mr. Conefry was to present an audit report he was working on for the Board to be finalized with Becky Hammond, but that he was working with her records at this time and he would give an update.

Mr. Conefry presented a follow up to last month’s meeting at which Mr. James Randall requested that he put this in writing.  He is presenting a plan of action discussed with Mr. Belsom when he, Chief Hecker, and Mr. Roche met with him 2 week prior.  What P&N did in the audit was very well done and the details are exhaustive.

There are 24 different types of errors that were categorized.  He would take each one, write a paragraph to discuss each alleged error, and whether or not he felt it was an error. He will make his recommendation on how to handle each type of error The next stage would be to give specific examples.  The end result would be to present to the Board his recommendation of how to handle the alleged errors.  He will have one page for each participant giving all the information with a line at the bottom of the page indicating what the handling should be and what the results are.  
One thing that hasn’t been discussed is interest on back payments owed to the participant. That is a decision that would ultimately have to be made.  As there are numerous ways to determine this, he feels Mr. Roche should think about these before a decision is made.

Mr. Roche asked if he is right in saying that if they follow the LASERS guidelines there is no interest.  Mr. Conefry indicated that LASERS do not pay interest on money owed but they do collect for actuarial rates and they could only go back three years.
Chief Hecker indicated it is his understanding that it is the plan to follow the LASERS guidelines.  

Mr. Jobert indicated he would check the LASERS plan to determine if interest is charged on their overpayments.  He does know they do not pay if anything was underpaid to a participant.

Mr. Conefry indicated his target is to at least get the problems on Casey Adams and Linda St. Cyr resolved.  On Casey Adams it is only $13.00 per month and on Linda St. Cyr it is only $2.00 per month.  He would like to at least get those two participants finished before they begin so that the Board would know how their type of problem should be handled. 
Chief Hecker feels they should have a meeting in mid-January to finalize the legislation issues, bring it to the Port, and have it ready for Randy before the end of January so that he can pre-file.  Mr. Conefry should be on that month’s agenda.
Mr. Conefry feels that he should be able to provide the Board enough to make decisions.  They may not be able to resolve everything at that meeting, but would have enough to think about on how it should be handled. Ms. Hammond understands and is happy with it as she has already done so much.  He will wait until he can put everything together before he involves her. 
B.  Mr. Conefry passed out a revised cover letter for the results of the actuarial valuation as of June 30, 2009 (Exhibit III).  He had presented the valuation report at the last meeting.  There were some typographical errors in the original letter.  He added two lines to the numbers on the first page, Employer Contribution Percent and Employee Contribution Percent.  The change in the contribution rate is pointed out in the Gain/Loss Analysis.  More than half of the change was due to downturn in the investment performance.  There was only one death and that was a Joint and Survivor Annuity so there was a very small gain.  There was the 1.370% increase in contribution, due to Zenith reporting to him the dates of birth of the joint annuitants.  Before he was not given that information and he assumed they were the same age and opposite gender. When these accurate dates were put in, it resulted in the loss.  

Mr. Conefry also addressed the Decision of COLA, which was addressed at the last meeting.  The Plan did not meet either of the two tests, so the COLA would not be available according to the statute.

C.  The next issue addressed was Casey Adams and Linda St. Cyr.  He gave an updated DROP Interest letter (Exhibit IV).  He gave the spreadsheet results to Zenith so that he can get together with Zenith and determine how to coordinate checking each other in doing those calculations.  This is the methodology of the DROP interest calculation, along with the formula, that was used.  He did test it against the spreadsheet that had been used in the past before he became actuary and it came out to the penny.  He did confirm to his satisfaction that the spreadsheet that had been used before was correct. 
Conversion of unused sick and annual leave.  This has to be done for both Casey Adams and Linda St. Cyr at the end of the DROP period.  The leave is converted in the usual way to a life annuity benefit by taking the number of hours and dividing by 2080.  That comes up with the number of years.  You multiply that times the final average salary which presumably done the same way taking into account the salary during the drop period.  This is not spelled out explicitly in the statute.  If this is not the case, then it needs to be discussed. Instead of using the final average salary at DROP entry, you use the highest average salary during the DROP to calculate what it is at the end of the DROP.
Mr. Conefry believes that an argument could be made by a member that it should be whatever the up to date final compensation is at the end of the DROP.  He doesn’t think the salary used for this calculation should necessarily be the same used for the original calculation.  This is a decision that must be made by the Board.  This is for the record and for the administrators to know how it should be done to determine the value once the number of hours is determined.  

Chief Hecker summarized.  The letter was an update of the valuation to the Board.  He didn’t feel it required a motion as all it did was to revise the cover letter and summarize what he had already presented.  However, Mr. Williams has requested a meeting with Mr. Conefry to go over the valuation 
report as he had several questions about the contents and some of the calculations. Chief Hecker suggested that since it is somewhat tied in to some of the legislative actions, that Mr. Conefry, if possible, attend the legislative committee meeting and they can go over those issues at that time.  Mr. Conefry agreed that he would do that.

On the COLA issue, Chief Hecker felt that a vote should be taken based on Mr. Conefry’s recommendation due to the fact that neither test was met.
The following motion was made by Mr. Jobert and seconded by Mr. Dorsey:

MOTION:
That the Board not grant a COLA for the retirees effective January 1, 2010 based on Mr. Conefry’s actuarial report and the fact that neither test for granting COLA has been met.


James Randall abstained from the vote.
MOTION PASSED.
Mr. James Randall asked if the cost of the audit to date has been determined.  Chief Hecker indicated that based on P&N’s folder, it is estimated at about $22,500.  Some additional charges will need to be added for Mr. Conefry’s charges which have not been billed.  There may also be additional charges by Becky Hammond.  

Silva Gurtner & Abney LLC has sent an engagement letter for Ms. Hammond’s services,  which Chief Hecker sent to the Board.  Her fees will be on a standard hourly rate of $150. Chief Hecker spoke with Ms. Hammond and she understands that Mr. Conefry has taken the lead in this and he is to use her existing documents, figures, etc., to come up with a final “scoresheet”.  When he presents his final recommendations, Ms. Hammond will be at that meeting to answer any questions and explain how she arrived at her figures.  Mr. Conefry knows that if he needs to contact Ms. Hammond, it is his responsibility to document the time spent in dealing with her and the hourly fee will go into effect.  The Chief asked that the Board vote to accept the letter of engagement for Becky Hammond’s services.  This would keep her on a standby basis ready to answer any necessary questions.

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

MOTION:
To allow Chief Hecker to sign the letter of engagement from Silva Gurtner & Abney for required services of Ms. Becky Hammond.

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

Chief Hecker will sign the letter and return to Silva Gurtner & Abney.

Mr. Jobert asked if the Board had ever paid Mr. Roche additional fees that had been discussed at previous meetings for extra services.  This probably should be added into the costs of the audit.   He feels that the total should include the actuary, attorney, auditor, and anyone else involved.  Chief Hecker advised he would pull all records and send an updated cost to date to all Trustees. 

7.
Report from CSG
Mr. Partain passed out copies of the Estimated Performance Summaries for 9/30/09 and 11/30/09, and revised Investment Policy Review.
Highlights from 9/30/09.  Out of the eight traditional managers in the Fund’s portfolio, five are in the top 10% of their peers, and one manager is in the top third.  Only one manager, Aletheia, ranked low, but they are still historically one of the better performing managers over the years. All in all, he feels all these managers have performed well.   

Review of 11/30/09 report.  He was pleased with Aletheia.  Thornberg has gotten conservative, but has still done well.  WCM has been a long time performer for the Fund and has outperformed over the past 3 years.  Total Equity Managers have outperformed all other indexes.  Fixed Income managers are who need to do the most explaining, which is why they were invited to meeting.  He feels that PIMCO has done a good job. Orleans has not been as aggressive as index, has stayed away from the financial sector. Golden Tree is currently being used to fund benefits.  Ironwood recovered nicely from 2008.  Equitas is a little behind, but he’s still comfortable with them and has no major concern with them.  Americus has increased in value.
Chief Hecker expressed his concern on the 2 investments presented at the meeting.  Mr. Partain indicated that the Board should look at the bigger picture.  He feels there should be more diversification in the portfolio.  He feels they should increase their exposure to some non-dollar assets;  for example, global bond managers.  Another thing they should look at is commodities.  But it’s hard to find good ones.  He feels they have enough in energy. But to fund this diversification, he’s not sure where to pull the money from.  They can’t pull from Commonwealth.  

He was disappointed in Emory’s results.  They don’t seem to be getting the job done.  He feels they should have done better than 4%.  They could possibly do better in the future.  And it’s up to the Trustees as to whether they want to give them more time.  He does recommend that they reduce the exposure.  He feels they should at least cut in half.  He indicated the Board may want to look at replacing them if they don’t begin producing as expected. 

Chief Hecker indicated he would like Mr. Partain to make some recommendations for changes, possibly some global investments.  Mr. Partain indicated he would like to see Golden Tree under 10% allocation, but they are needed currently to fund benefits.
Mr. Jobert suggested possibly re-forming an investment committee.  The previous committee was disbanded several years ago as there were so many new Trustees on the Board and they wanted everyone to be involved in the discussions, from the beginning to the end.  Everybody currently on the Board has been there a few years.  He feels that everybody attends these long meetings, all the information is presented at once, and then they are trying to make decisions that make sense.  If there was a committee, that committee could have meetings between full board meetings and look at the issues.  They would have time to discuss, weigh the issues, look at possible changes, see how it would fit into the current portfolio, if it was adding risk or adding diversification, or whatever they were trying to accomplish on the issue.  If Mr. Partain needed to be involved, they could teleconference with him.  Only after full consideration by the committee would the matter be presented to the full Board.  He feels that would make it easier to make informed decisions.

Chief Hecker asked Mr. Jobert to head up the investment committee.  He should contact all Trustees, excluding Chief Hecker, and see who might be interested in serving.  Mr. Jobert indicated the committee might get on a conference call with Mr. Partain and discuss the issues and be prepared to
bring it to the next meeting. Then the full Board could consider the suggestions made by the committee. The decision on the pending issues can be postponed until the committee can review and bring their recommendations to the next meeting.

Chief Hecker thanked Mr. Partain for his taking time to attend the meeting.

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

MOTION:
To accept the report presented by Mr. Partain for CSG.



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

8.
Travel Policy for 2010
Chief Hecker discussed that in the past, due to the poor performance of the Fund, it was recommended that the Trustees reduce the travel policy by 50%, a maximum of $2500 per calendar year per Trustee.  Considering that the Fund has not performed much better, it is his opinion that, to show good faith, the $2500 cap on travel should be extended for another year.

The following motion was made by Mr. Harris and seconded by Mr. Kelvin Randall:
MOTION:
To continue the restricted travel policy of $2500 per calendar year per Trustee for 2010.

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

9.          Report on Mayor Harris’ Committee by Benny Harris

Mr. Harris met with Mayor Harris.  The Mayor said he needed someone from each Fund to talk to their Trustees, get their comments, and act as a liaison with the other Funds.  He presented a lot of good ideas.  One of these ideas was regarding possible consolidation of state funds, whether for investments or merging administration.  A streamlining committee was formed to take the ideas back to the legislature.  There were approximately eight Funds represented at the meeting.  The purpose of the meeting was to try to identify common problems that will be affecting most of the Funds. Then to try to come up with common solutions to articulate when they go before the legislative committees and determine ways to continue to communicate with each other between meetings so that when something does come up that affects one or all of the funds, they can go en-masse to the legislature.  A large group filling up the room tends to get the legislature’s attention.

10.          Zenith Invoice

Chief Hecker advised he was contacted by Gail Arnold with Zenith Administrators and went over their contract.  Their contract calls for their attendance at four meetings per year.  Any additional meetings 
is at additional cost.  A meeting was held for the audit committee to finalize moving to Mike Conefry to finish the audit.  Neither Ms. Arnold nor Ms. Stern could attend.  The meeting was taped and Mr. Williams asked to have either Ms. Arnold or Ms. Stern transcribe this into minutes.  Ms. Arnold called and advised that there were problems with the tape and it took almost nine hours to complete.  The rate for that is $100 per hour.  The invoice is for $900 for the transcription of those minutes.
Chief Hecker said there were a couple of things to look at.  He had no complaints on the minutes, but he feels the Board will continue to have extra meetings in 2010.  He asked the Trustees if they felt they could afford to pay $100 per hour for that amount of time.  He suggested they may want to consider doing something on their own. Maybe taking turns on those extra meetings to take the tape and transcribe it.  That would mean for eight meetings, the Trustees would have to take care of the transcription for four of them.. Zenith will take care of four under the contract.  Or the Trustees can hire a temporary employee to do it.  That’s to be considered.

The first thing to consider was if the Board wanted to approve the $900 invoice.  
The following motion was made by Mr. James Randall and seconded by Mr. Dorsey:

MOTION:
To approve payment for the $900 invoice from Zenith for transcription of minutes.


MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

11.          Reports by Mr. Roche

A.  First item is Foreign Accounts.  As explained in prior meeting, the deadline won’t be until June 30, 2010.  Before that date reports must be filed for 2008 – 2009.  As soon as 2009 ends, Mr. Roche will get assistance from Mr. Partain in determining who, if anybody, is holding any funds outside the United States.  It would only be a mutual fund that is held outside.  Everything else would be held by a custodian.  He will work with Mr. Partain to find out who has foreign accounts  As soon as he gets the information, he will complete the forms and send them to Chief Hecker for his signature.

B.  Tax Qualified Plan.  There are a couple of bulletins that were issued since the Plan was last qualified that need to be complied with.  Mr. Roche has pulled them but has not gone through them completely. Since the Board is now formulating a legislative package, on anything that needs to be changed, he will put together the legislation to cover that, and will send it out to all of the Trustees.  After that legislation is passed this year, he will have to submit all the laws that affect the system to the IRS and let them review it and then do the determination letter.  Mr. Roche indicated they would work with him, with him making whatever changes they say before issuing the letter.  They will not deny the Plan qualification. They will help obtain these qualifications.

C.   Denbury Litigation.  The attorneys have been communicating with the Trustees.  Over the past three months there has been a lot of paperwork e-mailed to everybody.  But it is all just standard motions and oppositions to motions, just normal things attorneys do.  It is nothing to be concerned about.  There is no expense to the Fund for all this going back and forth.  

D.  Mr. Roche had one other item.  The Trustees had mentioned earlier the LASERS collection procedures.  Did they want that to be put into Harbor Police form to be used.  Chief Hecker indicated that he did want Mr. Roche to do this.
12.   Chief Hecker had one other item.  At a previous meeting, Mr. Williams came across an old statute that said in 1985 the Harbor Police was going to go from 3% to 3 1/3% in the calculations for retirement.  There was a sentence in that statute that indicated this change was subject to being   approved by the Board of Commissioners.  Mr. Williams tried to find if the Board of Commissioners had done a resolution approving this change.  Looking back in the archives, he was unable to find it.   He did find a letter from the Port Director at that time written to Gov. Edwards saying that the Board of Commissioners supported the 3 1/3%, but there was nothing to establish that they took a vote on it.  In 1985 the administrator went from 3% to 3 1/3% to do the benefit calculations.  The Board must decide at this time what should be done about it.
One thought was to go to the Board of Commissioners and ask them to do this retroactively to 1985 due to this being an oversight and the Trustees would like to make it official.  The second thought would be to just leave it alone because the Trustees feel there should be enough documentation from those minutes and from the minutes being held in Baton Rouge that the Port Director was agreeable to this change, and he indicated that the Board of Commissioners had approved the increase.  

Mr. Williams had left the meeting but Chief Hecker indicated that he had indicated he felt the matter should be taken to the legislature now and get them to approve the 3 1/3% going forward.  But that may create a problem as it was not approved from 1985 to the present. 
After discussion, it was decided that Chief Hecker get with Mr. Roche to prepare the document needed to present to the Board of Commissioners and let them ratify it.  

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

MOTION:
A ratification to be prepared by Mr. Roche and presented to the Board of  Commissioners to satisfy the needs for the 1985 legislature.


MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

13.   Update on forms will be tabled.

14.    Hospitalization Forms
Ms. Stern indicated that Ms. Arnold has been talking with Debbie Holmes with Argent Bank to make sure she had the list of all the names.  Ms. Holmes said she had the seven names and this should take care of the matter.

Mr. James Randall advised that Argent would be writing to the seven retirees who elected to have the hospitalization taken out of their pension checks.  When that is received, the amount will be deducted from their pension checks.  This should mean those retirees will have up to $3000 tax credit.
15.   Chief Hecker advised that the legislative committee, along with Mr. Conefry, needs to meet sometime in January 2010.  Hopefully at that meeting, they will be able to resolve reconciling the seven legislative items and reconcile the valuation report to address the concerns that Mr. Williams has. Chief Hecker should be able to e-mail Mr. Conefry a list of Mr. Williams’ questions prior to the meeting.

After the legislative committee meeting, there will need to be a full Board meeting to take a final vote on the proposed legislation. 

16.   Mr. Jobert had one other matter to discuss.  This Board many years ago issued instructions to Orleans Capital, one of the Fund’s equity managers, to utilize a firm named Magna Securities for most of the equity trading.  This is a firm that is located in New York. Mr. Jobert feels that local companies should be given a chance if they can do the same job at the same cost as an out of state company.  He  was recently approached by a local firm, Doley Securities, who also wrote Chief Hecker a letter, asking the Trustees to give Orleans Capital permission to do some of the trading with them. This company has a trading desk in New York but is  locally based at 616 Baronne St.  Mr. Jobert asked that the Board have Orleans Capital look at Doley Securities, and if they can do the job effectively to use their firm for some of trades in the Fund’s portfolio.

Mr. Roche suggested that the Board revoke the authorization that they use Magna exclusively and give them the latitude to use more than one other firm.  It doesn’t have to be Doley Securities, just give Capital the latitude to use who they want and Doley Securities can be put in that mix.  

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

MOTION:
To authorize the equity managers to use any brokerage firm that can deliver best results, including Magna and Doley Securities.  

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
.  
The following motion was made by Mr. Jobert and seconded by Mr. Harris:

MOTION:
To adjourn the meeting at 3:25 p.m.



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
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