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TRUSTEES PRESENT:


TRUSTEE MISSING
Robert Hecker




Kelvin Randall

Frank Jobert (joined meeting at 9:35 am)
Benny Harris



.

James C. Randall




Mark Williams

Steven Dorsey
Clay Miller
ALSO PRESENT:
R. Randall Roche, Attorney; Mike Conefry of Conefry & Company; Linda Stern of Zenith Administrators; Ron Partain, CSG, and Malcolm J. McGee, Harbor Police Retiree
1. Chief Hecker called the meeting to order at 9:10 and it was determined that there was a quorum present.
2. Approval of Minutes from December 15, 2009 Meeting
Chief Hecker requested that when the Trustees make reference to the Board, if they will get in the habit of designating Port Board when referring to that Board.  If Ms Stern is not sure which Board is being referred to, if she will ask for clarification when being used.  Mr. Williams pointed out that on Page 5, line 5 should read “represents the HPRS members”.
On page 6, under 6, Mr. Williams said that it is indicated that Mr. Conefry would be writing a paragraph on each error and suggest how to fix it.  He was under the impression that Mr. Conefry would be verifying the data.  Mr. Conefry advised he was not auditing the data.  It was his understanding that it had been exhaustively audited by the auditor and the only unresolved issues were questions on specific individuals, Attorney General’s opinions, etc.  He did not check the data and would be making a presentation later in the meeting.

Page 6, second paragraph from the bottom, should read “He does know” instead of “knew”.
The following motion was made by James Randall and seconded by Clay Miller.

MOTION:
To accept the minutes with the noted corrections.



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Approval of Minutes from January 15, 2010 Meeting 

Mr. Williams asked he could get copies of the tapes from that meeting or if he could come to the Zenith office to listen to the tapes as he was involved and what he remembered was different.  Ms. Stern indicated that most of the minutes were word for word, but part was condensed.  Ms. Stern indicated she would check on this.  
It was questioned whether the indicated Exhibits (handouts) were part of the minutes.  Ms. Stern advised that they are included as part of the final minutes.  They would be available for anyone to review with the final minutes.  Copies were not included in what was sent out as they are normally quite extensive.
On Page 7, second paragraph, second to last line should read “Secretary of the HPRS”,  not Secretary of the Port.

On Page 11, third paragraph, first line should be “Port Board”.
Chief mentioned for record that Maj. Malcolm Magee was sitting in on the meeting.  

On Page 12, bottom paragraph, second sentence should read “This is an issue”.

Mr. Williams asked if the minutes could be approved subject to his coming back after his hearing the tapes.  He said he fixed everything he saw but he can’t remember some of the points.

Mr. Roche advised any motion can be revisited as long as it is by someone on the prevailing side. 

Mr. Williams said there is a lot of detail, and that’s what he doesn’t remember.  He remembers the key points.  

On Page 8, sixth paragraph, the Chief is actually the ex-officio member for the Harbor Police.  So it should be a total of seven, three from the Port, three from the Harbor Police, and an outside investment specialist.
The following motion was made by Mark Williams and seconded by James Randall.  

MOTION:
To accept and approve the minutes contingent on Mr. Williams being able come back later and make some corrections. 



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

3.
Report from Ron Partain of CSG

Mr. Partain touched on the February 2010 results as March 2010 just ended the day before the meeting.  He would work on that over the next couple of weeks and then work on the first quarter report.

February was a decent month, the Fund up 1.2%.  As of the third week of March, the market looked really strong.  Most of the equity strategies were up 5-7%, high yield bonds up 3-4%, investment grade bond part of the market up flat – up a couple of basis points, public real estate up 6-8% range.  
Equity market was up about 3%, this portfolio was up 2.9%.  Good results from Aletheia, WCM lagged for the month, Energy portfolio up almost 5% for the month.  All in all, a good month.  Fiscal year to date up 21%.  Over past 12 months up over 55%. Nice recovery over past couple of quarters.  Doesn’t erase the 2008 decline.  Even with the good recovery, trailing 3-year number is down 3.5%, but not down as far as overall market which is down anywhere 5-8% annualized.

The managers that seem to be struggling a little bit over the last couple of quarters is Aletheia and WCM.  Aletheia had some good returns a while back, but the current stocks are not doing well over the past few months.  Most of the stocks that have recovered have been those that are consumer retail oriented stocks.  This has baffled many of the money managers.

Fixed income portfolio for the month, PIMCO has done a nice job of adding some excess return over the index.  Made some good calls on the mortgage base.  Orleans Corporate strategy has been a good place. They didn’t keep up with the index but it has been a nice asset allocation decision.  They have been more conservative in their positioning.  The asset allocation was right earlier in 2009.  Over last 12 months it’s up 23%.  Their being more conservative has held them back.  

GoldenTree made significant recovery.  They have the right allocation there.  It’s a little heavier allocation than he is comfortable with, and they are trying to get the 16% down.  They will try to get that back down to the $1,000,000 level over the course of the next quarter.  That will be his recommendation.  They do a very good job.

Fixed income portfolio was up 40 basis points for the month, up about 6% fiscal year to date, over the past one year up 18.3%.  Those numbers look significantly better than the aggregate market.  Unfortunately, there was the down 47.8% with Commonwealth.

Frank Jobert was upset because Commonwealth was in for the mid-December meeting, and didn’t tell the Board anything about the possible write-downs.  They were in to bring the Board up to date on their portfolio, and had the perfect opportunity to tell the Board exactly what to expect or not to expect.  He felt that was wrong on their part not to at least give some indication of a problem.  He asked Mr. Partain if he had talked to them to see why they didn’t even bring it up or give any inkling of what might be coming.  The Board had just about broke even after 2 ½ years and were still rocking along with the $750,000 they gave Commonwealth and all the other fixed income was doing well.  When he got the December report, he was extremely upset. 

Mr. Partain said the only response he could give the Board, and he didn’t want to speak for Walter Morales or Commonwealth, this is just his opinion, but they may not have been aware mid-December of the write-down.  He does know they were involved in the repricing of the portfolio.  He reminded the Board that they did not take the write-down a lot of other people in 2008 and early 2009 did.  The reason they didn’t take the write-down was that it was all mortgages.  They looked at the time as an opportunity to take advantage of a dislocation of the market.  CSG noticed they didn’t get written down.  They have independent third party pricing agencies who price the portfolio.  The manager does not price the portfolio. There was not an actively traded market because of what was going on in the market at that time.  So he thought he knew what the value was based on this independent person’s evaluation of the securities.  Mr. Partain thought it was interesting that they weren’t seeing a write-down as other people were seeing it.  Then when the market started to settle down in 2009, he didn’t think the prices were actual.  He got multiple third parties to put bids on the portfolios.  When he got all those bids in, he determined he needed a new third party.  He went with another third party pricing service and when they got the statements back in Mid-January, he saw the write-down.  Mr. Morales has been to several other CSG client meetings.  He has shown them the cash flows on their portfolio.  He has decided that he will not let anyone out of the portfolio at this time, but he will distribute all income, not reinvesting it.  Effectively, shutting down the portfolio, letting it mature.  Then as the market recovers he will be able to sell the securities at a better valuation.

Mr. Jobert asked if there is a hope that this can go back up.

Mr. Partain advised from the models he has seen, they will eventually get all their money back.  It’s one of those things that will self-liquidate itself and start to recover.

Mr. Partain asked Mr. Morales what went wrong.  He indicated that they never envisioned running a model where interest rates drop and people don’t re-finance their mortgages.  Normally when interest rates drop pre-payment or re-financing activity picks up.  There was no data point in history that pointed to this circumstance.  There is no money to re-finance.  There are all kinds of issues going on in the lending market right now that have not helped this portfolio out.

Mr. Partain indicates he doesn’t know all the details yet, but there may be a buyer for this portfolio.  So there could be a possibility of liquidating soon.  

Mr. Jobert asked Mr. Partain if he could divulge how many clients CSG had this product and how much total money is involved in this.  Mr. Partain said he probably has 5-6 clients in that portfolio that represents approximately $50,000,000, and they all took the same kind of hit.  
Mr. Jobert said he felt it was ironic.  He encouraged the Board to invest in this product.  Mr. Morales made an excellent presentation.  He was going to get good prices on securities that were “fire-sale” prices because he knew people in the marketplaces.  So Mr. Jobert thought they would be buying at rockbottom prices.  Then 2 ½ years later after having made virtually nothing on them, to take another 50% hit, he was devastated.  

Mr. Miller asked if Commonwealth and GoldenTree are both high yield.  Mr. Partain indicated GoldenTree is definitely high yield and will invest in some of the same type securities.  But Commonwealth has been predominately just mortgage asset backed securities. For the most part they will not invest in corporate debt.  GoldenTree invests primarily in corporate debt.  Commonwealth has done corporate debt in the past, but that’s not the reason they hired them.  

Mr. Miller asked if the investment in Commonwealth would be considered junk bonds.  Mr. Partain indicated when he initially purchased these mortgages they were backed by government agencies so they had investment grade ratings on them.  The securities that he purchased have been downgraded to below investment grade now. Mr. Partain is most upset in his buying just one CDO, even though he intended to break it up and make a big recovery.  

Mr. Miller was concerned that the Trustees are buying non-investment securities and it is highly risky and should they be concerned.  Mr. Partain said it’s okay to be concerned but it is permissible in the Fund’s investment policy.  GoldenTree has below investment grade securities.  As long as the Trustees are aware of the kind of risk being taken, he feels that high yield is sort of an alternative to equity.  Mr. Partain said you have to almost view it as a conservative equity position.  That’s why if you have a lower allocation to equities, you’re able to pick up a little more risk by investing in the high yield bonds.  

Commonwealth is not alone.  Enhanced money market funds, short term fixed income funds experienced the same problems as Commonwealth. Those accounts have been down 20-25%.  Mr. Partain said his question to Mr. Morales is whether the Trustees will see some kind of recovery.  He has agreed to be more visible and attend more meetings.  Mr. Partain wants him at the next meeting to answer Trustee questions.

Mr. Jobert said his first question is why he wasn’t up front with the Board when he was at the meeting in December.

It was decided that Mr. Partain should discuss what can be done to get out of this problem.  How to get into a less volatile, less risky situation.

Mr. Partain said he feels GoldenTree has done an excellent job.  Over 5 years they have annualized at 9.2%. It is currently at 16.2%.  He feels that should be brought down closer to the $1,000,000 mark.  If they go below $1,000,000 they will have to get out of GoldenTree as they have a $1,000,000 minimum.  He is not advocating that.

In lieu of some other diversification, Mr. Partain likes two areas.  One is emerging market debt, which has risk associated with it.  But he feels globally they will grow faster than the rest of the developed world.  Those securities that have been historically considered below investment grade have improved in quality.  Those countries are running at surplus and their investment ratings have in many cases been moved up to investment grade.  It’s a way of getting equity-like returns without taking on equity volatility.  Another one is global fixed income.  That gives an opportunity to invest in not only US Treasuries or US bonds on the investment grade side but also non-US.  While the dollar has been depressed, he thinks there’s benefit in holding non-dollar denomination securities right now as well.  Being able to purchase bonds in Europe gives that currency hedge.  If the dollar stays weak and interest rates don’t rise here but rise in Europe foreign investors may be moving their money more to European bonds where they can get  higher income proponent.

They will be looking at drawing money from GoldenTree, for example, or Emory who isn’t getting the job done.  They could be a source of funding.  These are just examples of diversification.   These would be in registered mutual funds, not limited partnerships. No problem with anti-money-laundering issues or liquidity concerns.
Ironwood is doing a good job.  Nice recovery in 2009.  That’s their hedge fund.

Equitas, he would like to have a phone conversation with them soon to see what’s going on in their portfolio.  They haven’t kept up.  They are very thematic.  Their returns are not bad, but he doesn’t think they are where they should be.

Americus is another hot topic.  Saw another write-down there.  The real estate market is what it is.  They are invested in 5-6 office buildings with government tenants.  Still performing very well.  Their write-down is due an appraisal done at the end of the year.  Income good, market on real estate is just not good.  It’s just a paper loss.  

Mr. Miller asked if they were still paying a quarterly basis.  Mr. Partain indicating they are still yielding a 9-9 1/2% interest.  Right now just dealing with appraisal value.  Mr. Miller asked if they would come back quicker than Commonwealth.  Mr. Partain indicated he assumed it would.  It will take the real estate environment getting more stabilized.  It may never, or at least could take several years, to get back to where they were.  He can’t be sure.  Mr. Miller asked if it would be a good time to buy another real estate property with prices being down.  Mr. Partain said it could be. But he’s not sure.  Actually in the near future, might be a good idea, but not now.
Mr. Williams asked about Dreman.  Mr. Partain said it is some residual income.  He has contacted Argent a couple of time about sweeping that income into something else, but he doesn’t know why they haven’t been able to do it.  Will find out why it can’t just be put into LAMP.  
Chief Hecker asked Mr. Partain to give recommendations for the Trustees to review.  Mr. Partain handed out Harbor Police Retirement System Manager Search Presentation which explains how they determine their recommendations.  They will whittle down to 2-3 for the Trustee consideration.  There are 3 on the emerging market debt side and 2 on the global bond side that he thinks would warrant consideration based on other clients who are similar in nature to this Fund.  The performance history and description of those funds are included.  He will come back and discuss their recommendation in more detail.  The dollar amount can be discussed at that time. He thinks possibly $500,000 in each fund, a total of $1,000,000.  A lot of that would come from the GoldenTree investment.  

Chief Hecker asked if the ones he highlighted would take less than $1,000,000.  Mr. Partain advised that they would.  

Chief Hecker asked for the names of the candidates.  Mr. Partain advised MFS on the merging market debt side, and Loomis and Brandywine on global bonds.  

Mr. Roche brought up Senate bill 594 which proposes to establish an investment allocation program for retirement systems.  Mr. Partain has reviewed the bill and made some notes for some of his other clients that would be applicable to this plan.

Mr. Partain advises they have a lot of questions.  It basically tells funds how to invest.  There would be mandates and restrictions on how much.  There is a 20% maximum on alternatives. There are definitions in the bill.  You have to have 15% core fixed income.  There is a 65% limit to equities, and of that you have to have 10% in index fund.  He feels that’s bad in his opinion.  

(There was discussion but I was unable to understand as Randy was speaking quietly)

Mr. Partain indicated there would be a lot of resistance to this bill.  There will be several meetings with Sen. Gautreaux over this bill.  It is surprising as he has been in favor of a lot of things that they have done, a lot of alternatives.  They have gone to him and shown him that they don’t believe that these decisions will help matters at all.  It’s okay to put 65% in equities, for example.  But chart shows over every time period all of the assets that were equities had the most volatility and were the worst performers over multiple time periods.  So why would you say it’s okay to put 65% here, but limit to 20% to some of the alternatives that have much less volatility and higher returns.  It doesn’t make sense.  They showed him model portfolios that went back 5 years where if they did as proposed in the bill would have earned 2.78% vs. 4.5%.  They think this is reactionary decision to what’s going on in the markets over the last couple of years.  What’s going on in the market has affected everybody, not something a few systems have done, but the entire market.  They don’t think it’s prudent to put these kind of restrictions on.  They showed him the results in another large system out of state that have these restrictions, and the results were terrible.  Mr. Jobert advised LASERS is upset also.  Chief Hecker presented a letter from CSG as to why are not comfortable with the bill.  Mr. Partain summed it up, they don’t think this is proper course to take.
The following motion was made by Clay Miller and seconded by Steve Dorsey:

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



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

4.
Request by Mark Williams for Detailed Information Pertaining to Invoices

Mr. Williams requested that Mr. Conefry provide a breakdown of hours worked for the five categories noted on the $7,000 invoice.  He feels the Trustees should know what they are paying for.  

Mr. James Randall also had questions on that.  He thinks half was on work for the Board itself and half on answering questions that Mr. Williams had sent him.  Is Mr. Conefry sending part of the work as he completes it to Mr. Williams for approval or how did Mr. Williams get work he was doing to have questions about?

Mr. Conefry indicated the work on the invoice was all as a result of Mr. Williams’ memorandum with questions and clarification issues.  Mr. James Randall said that’s why he was asking how Mr. Williams got the work to ask questions on, did he send it to him?  Mr. Conefry replied that Mr. Williams asked one question, for the individual present value by individual person.  As Mr. Conefry said in his memorandum, he faxed the information to him the next day and that’s the last he heard from him until December 30 when he got his 12-15 page treatise, and then he responded to it.
Mr.  James Randall said he felt if the Trustees were going to pay just to have Mr. Williams’ questions answered, Mr. Conefry should wait until his work is completed, let all the Board members have a copy of it, and then if they find anything wrong, the Board shouldn’t have to billed again for it.  He’s charging just to answer questions for Mr. Williams.

Mr. Conefry said the question Mr. Williams asked on November 19, he considered a routine question, although he’s never been asked to give the individual present value of benefits for a  member, but he didn’t charge extra for that.  It was in his records and he was able to produce it.  The time he spent was in responding to an attack on his credibility as an actuary.  This was all in his memorandum and in the minutes of the meeting.  He did spend the time.

Mr. Williams said he would just like a breakdown on where the hours were spent.  The Board had voted on that in the past that they wanted details on the invoices.  He is just asking for what the Board already requested.

Mr. Conefry indicated he wasn’t going to answer any more questions for Mr. Williams for exactly this reason.  He will respond to the Board.  Whatever the Board wants, he will be happy to comply.  Just vote on it and tell him what to do.  He indicated he had to do the actuarial valuation 3 or 4 times, and didn’t charge anywhere near all the time he spent.  He had to do the valuation with and without turnover, with different mortality tables.  He had to spend quite a few hours developing projections of retirement probabilities because Mr. Williams didn’t understand them.   Mr. Williams asked if someone asked him to do this.  Mr. Conefry responded that Mr. Williams did by assaulting his credibility as an actuary.  Mr. Williams replied that he didn’t ask him to do anything, that he wasn’t questioning his credibility.  These were questions he was going to bring up at the scheduled meeting.  Mr. Conefry responded that they weren’t questions.
Mr. James Randall asked if he was paid for it.  Mr. Conefry advised he was.

Mr. Williams said he wrote those to Chief Hecker and he asked that the questions be sent to Mr. Conefry so that he would know what was going to be asked at the meeting.  Mr. Conefry said he stood by his response, it was written in detail and was thorough.  Whatever the Board pleases, he would be happy to comply.

Mr. Jobert said since it was already paid for and probably a moot point as pointed out by Mr. James Randall, he would still like to see a more detailed breakdown on the hours just to get through this. He wasn’t at the meeting.  It is a rather hefty invoice and this small fund doesn’t have a lot of money to spare.  He would like to have an itemized breakdown, it would make the Trustees feel a little better.  This should be expected from all consultants.

Mr. James Randall’s comments were just that Mr. Conefry shouldn’t be spending all this time just answering questions that Mr. Williams has without making the Board aware of it.  They didn’t know until Mr. Conefry brought the answers to his questions at the January meeting where they spent 1 – 1 ½ hours listening to his response and then the Board got the bill.

Chief Hecker indicated when the Board requests a study of an individual associated with the Board, if it’s going to bear a cost, then it needs to come before the Board to be voted on.

Mr. James Randall said if then there are any questions or mistakes, the Board can vote on it.  Then if Mr. Conefry must re-do his job, it shouldn’t cost the Board anything for his mistakes. But if it’s questions that the Board has and Mr. Conefry has to research and do a detailed answer to the questions, then the Board should pay him.  But all these were accusations by Mr. Williams about his work.

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

MOTION:
All paid consultants associated with this Board will prepare a detailed invoice illustrating their hourly rate and that the work was completed.


MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Mr. Jobert said there may need to be a second motion.  His motion was to deal with the breakdown of how the Trustees are billed.  He thinks the second issue should be how to go about requesting services.  He thinks this is a valid point. People shouldn’t be able to cause the Board to incur a debt on their own.  It should be a collective decision that the whole Board has to participate in.  Mr. Harris said Mr. Jobert’s motion doesn’t specify who creates the charge, just to clarify how it is charged.  Mr. Jobert verified that his motion is just to clarify how the Board gets billed and how the Board makes payment on these charges.  He thinks Mr. James  Randall’s  has to do with who can go about indebting this Fund or causing the Board to incur some type of liability.  Not to do anything on their own but it has to be a collective Board decision.

The following motion was made by James Randall and seconded by Benny Harris:

MOTION:
That any request for work by any paid consultant should be pre-approved by the Board of Trustees before the cost is incurred.  
Mr. Williams advised that his point was that he didn’t ask for any work from Mr. Conefry.   He said those were the questions he would be bringing up at the meeting.  They were designed for
Chief Hecker, and he asked that they be forwarded to Mr. Conefry so he would be aware of what  would be discussed at the meeting.  He didn’t ask for a response; it was a courtesy thing given Mr. Conefry so he would have the questions in advance.  They weren’t designed for

Mr.Conefry.  He put in time based on his own initiative because he felt slighted.

Chief Hecker advised that Mr. Williams presented several scenarios that he felt needed to be addressed by the actuary.  Rather than breaking them down and prolonging the meeting, he did send them to Mr. Conefry in advance, to prepare a response to them.  However, to get to the technical point of Mr. James Randall’s request, if any Board member does something that will bear a cost, Mr. Randall recommends that rather than getting hit with the cost on the back side before any body has any knowledge of it, to make sure it’s done up front, get an estimate, and get it approved.  
Mr. Randall’s motion is that any request for work by our paid consultants should be pre-approved by the Board if it is to bear additional cost.  Mr. Williams wanted to clarify, if any of the consultants, Mr. Roche, Mr. Conefry, Mr. Partain, will be doing something additional and it will incur a fee, they aren’t to do anything until the Board approves it.  Mr. Jobert suggested that it should be more than $1000 to require approval.  

It was discussed that other Boards funnel everything through the Chairman.  If a Board member has a question, or wants a service provider to do some work or respond to a question, at least the Chairman will be the one making the request.

Mr. Jobert said in this case, the Chairman did submit the request.  He thinks it was fair that    Mr.Conefry  responded because he took it as a request from the Board by virtue of the fact that it came from the Chairman.  He wants to forget about what happened in the past, and determine how to fix it going forward.
Mr. Conefry advised that this didn’t happen in the past, that it is ongoing.  He wrote a very strongly worded letter to the Board, and gave a very strongly worded presentation to the Board in writing and orally at the January 15th meeting.  He would like a response from the Board to the letter and what he said at the January 15th meeting.  It was the most vicious assault on his credibility as an actuary in 42 years as a professional.  He wants the Board to respond to it somehow instead of asking him to justify the money spent answering questions that were far outside the normal course of business. He had to justify things he shouldn’t have had to justify.  Mr. Williams was making actuarial statements even though he denies it.  His only response at the meeting was to say that he isn’t an actuary but he consulted an actuary who doesn’t have the courage to respond to his request for a written statement whether he did or did not say what Mr. Williams attributed to him.  He would like the Board to do something about it.  He indicated this is ongoing.

Mr. Williams said that it was ongoing with Mr. Conefry.  Mr. Conefry said it appears to him that it is Mr. Williams who is keeping it going.  Mr. Williams asked if he felt that ongoing is asking that he define more on the hours he spent.  Mr. Conefry said he just reminded the Board that there are some outstanding letters and strongly worded requests to the Board that he has heard nothing from the Board about. Mr. Williams questioned if Mr. Conefry was asked to do those letters?  

Mr. Jobert asked Chief Hecker what he was referring to, and Chief Hecker explained that Mr.

Conefry was referring to his response to Mr. Williams that he brought to the Board meeting on January 15.  That he wrote this letter and is asking the Board to recognize his response.  Mr. Jobert asked if it was on the agenda for this meeting.    
Mr. Conefry indicated it was nearly the entire meeting in Janaury.  He gave a very strongly written response completely repudiating every claim or question that Mr. Williams had.  It was a full-blown assault on him as an actuary and he neutralized every one of them.  Mr. Williams told Mr. Conefry that he didn’t answer most of them and refused to answer some of them.  Mr.  Conefry said he would let his written response stand on its own.  Mr. Williams indicated that was fine.  

Someone said he considered the matter closed.  Chief Hecker looked to see what was done at the January meeting.  Chief Hecker asked Mr. Roche if he wanted to make any recommendations on anything additional the Trustees need to do based on the January 15th response?  Mr. Dorsey has recollected that Chief Hecker went around the table and each person had a comment and accepted his response.

Mr. Conefry asked that the Board read the letter of January 8 and the written presentation of January 15 carefully.  If they read them carefully and still decide not to do anything, then that will be fine with him.
There was again discussion about what limitation should be allowed for any Board member acting through the Chief to incur on behalf of the Board, and Mr. Jobert proposed $1000.

Mr. Williams asked if that was $1000 per month?  Mr. Jobert said it was an individual request.  Mr. Williams said that could still add up.  Mr. Jobert said they could make it $500.  Mr. Partain discussed that other Trustees funneled through an executive director or Chairman.  The Chairman makes a call whether or not the service provider should take the charge to the Board.  That way they would know what was being communicated. 

Mr. Roche indicated that he and Mr. Partain have contracts with the Board and everything is under the one contract.  If there is anything that will have a charge, they have to have a separate contract.  That’s the way the municipal police handle all their service providers.  When he does legislation, there is a separate contract.
Mr. Williams said he was confused.  Mr. Roche is on retainer and is on contract; Mr. Conefry is on a retainer.  He asked Mr. Roche what was covered by his retainer.  Mr. Roche advised everything was, unless the Board authorizes additional payment for something, such as legislation or to complete the IRS forms that would require a lot of extra work.  He doesn’t get paid for copies or mileage, it’s all covered under his stipend.  The Board did authorize an extra $2500 earlier last year.

Mr.  James Randall indicated he thought Mr. Conefry was on a special deal that he was doing, and he had to stop what he had been asked to do to answer questions that Mr. Williams asked.  So that was outside what he had been asked to do.  So he should be billing for that.  But his point was that he shouldn’t have to stop what he was doing because Mr. Williams had some questions or doubts about what he was doing until the whole thing is presented to the Board.  Then if there are questions to be answered or corrections to be made, he would have to do that on his own as he had been paid to do that assignment.  But for him to stop what he is doing to answer 25 or 30 pages of what Mr. Williams sent to him. Then yes he should be paid for it, but it shouldn’t be up to Mr. Williams to stop someone from doing his assignment to answer his questions.  
Someone indicated that Mr. Partain said that everyone should go to the Chairman to expedite       matters.  The Chairman has to get with all the Trustees and this would delay the process of getting it to where it has to go.  So the Chairman should be the one to make the decision so it wouldn’t tie it up.  Then if there is a cost involved, it’s his responsibility to let the Board know.  If you want to try to expedite things why can’t the Chairman just make the decision.

Chief Hecker said he thinks what he is trying to ask is if there is an estimate that hits his desk is it permissible for him to send it out by information e-mail and get responses.  Mr. Roche said that is in violation of Public Meeting clause.  But he needs to have a blanket authorization up to a certain point to do certain things such as signing contracts. For example, Mr. Conefry has a contract to do actuarial service.  This is to do yearly reports and benefits, that sort of thing.  But he’s been doing a lot of other things involving the audits and the problems that have been found.  Those are what he has been billing for.  So he understands why there is a problem with respect to his contract and his billing for his services.  But Chief Hecker should have some authority with respect to passing job requests out.  Give $500 or $1000 at a time a shot.   
Mr. Jobert noted that these things needed to be done between scheduled Board meetings. The things couldn’t wait for the Board to get together every three months and it can’t be done by e-mail.  So Chief Hecker needs to be given some authority between meetings.
Mr. Roche gave as example the GoldenTree contract.  That has been held up since before December because the Chief doesn’t have authority to sign the contract.  He needs blanket authority to sign a contract as they come up between Board meetings.  The actions can be ratified at the next meeting.  GoldenTree wanted a certified copy of the minutes and he doesn’t have that.  They wouldn’t accept the fact that they told him that he had authority.  That’s why it was held up.

The following amendment to previous motion was made by Frank Jobert and seconded by Mark Williams:
MOTION:
The Chairman will have the authority to approve up to $1000 between Board meetings and to bring that to the Board of Trustees at their next meeting.



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

The following full motion as amended was made by James Randall and seconded by Benny Harris: 

  MOTION:  
The Chairman has the authority up to $1000 to approve special projects requested by any paid consultant between Board meetings.

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

11:55 – 12:15 – Break for lunch

5.
Reports by Mike Conefry

A.
Audit Progress.  Except for his initial meeting and a few subsequent discussions with Becky Hammond, he has not involved her in the process.  He used the detailed spreadsheet that P&N provided in his initial meeting with them.  The memorandum passed out (Exhibit I) detailing with the assumptions used, the types of errors addressed, the remaining issues and questions, and answers to some of the questions.  This whole process got bogged down in October 2008, and the Board has asked him to try to organize it and set up some sort of schedule of remaining questions, his opinion on any opinions needed, and his recommended procedure for resolving this whole process.

In this status report, he split the groups of retirees into several groupings.  He made two changes in calculations on the spreadsheet prepared by P&N.  One was the interest as it appears interest will not be paid on the underpayments and probably won’t be asked on the overpayments.  This is an assumption that may or may not be true.

The second change he made was a result of the information from discussions he had with Becky Hammond.  He got the impression, which may or may not be true, that the method that was used in calculating service based on the elapsed time between date of hire and date of termination, was run using several times and never was resolved in a precise way.  There isn’t a inherently correct way to do that.  Years ago when most retirement plans were mostly insured, the insurance companies insisted on the retirement age being the first of the month following the participant satisfying some event, such age 65.  Service was calculated in completed years and months. If someone was hired other than on the first day of a month, the days were left hanging and only the completed months and years were used as a fraction in calculating the benefit.  The years leading up to this project, HPRS had been using the formula, which is very common in other systems, full years, plus months, divided by 12, plus days divided by 365.  That produces a fraction.  There are several advantages to that.  One advantage is if the beginning of the period is April 23, and the end of the period in later years is April 23, it produces exactly the integral number of years. Other methods don’t.  Using Excel arithmetic is fraught with leap year issues, very small, but excess decimals, and he makes the recommendation that the fund not retroactively do all the calculations, supposedly changing “errors”, which really aren’t an error.  The calculations were done correctly unless rounding was wrong, or some other mistake was made in calculating the service, using the formula full years between two dates, months divided by 12, and days divided by 365.  

He made that change and removed the interest on his spreadsheet calculation.  The spreadsheet P&N did goes through calendar year 2008.  There have been no COLA increases since 2008.  What he presents is the accumulation that the spreadsheet by P&N developed plus the remaining time after December 31, 2008 up to whatever time the Trustees want to cut it off at the present to close out the accumulations. 
One minor point was that he needed to get with Becky Hammond and Zenith to determine exactly when someone starts getting paid for retirement or DROP. It was resolved in recent discussions that it is the actual date of retirement which is one day after the date of termination.  If someone’s date of retirement is April 23, that person gets a full month’s payment as of April 23.  It may not be paid that way because of the scheduling of the payor.  It used to be paid on the first of the month but is now paid on the 24th of the month because the Trustees wanted it a few days before the first of the month.  But the amount of money the participant is paid is paid in fractions and in full monthly amounts in such fashion that the real benefit stream begins on the date of retirement or the date of entering into DROP.  There is a possibility that some or all of the cells of the spreadsheet, the very first piece of the excess benefit or overpayment, is not accurately reflected for that reason.  He seems to recall that someone’s date of retirement was in the month of May, the person would have 7 months of corrections for that given calendar year because there were 7 months remaining after the month of May.  But actually that person had a piece of a benefit payable on behalf of the month of May also.  He will get with Ms. Hammond on that.

Item B has 24 reasons for differences. The Trustees may recall that what started the whole situation was the 300 hour problem where Human Resources was subtracting it and Glenda wasn’t.  Sometimes they were both doing it and sometimes they were neither doing it.  Then when it got looked into, there were other inconsistencies and issues.  Some were dividing by different amounts for converting leave to years of service, some were not taking enough decimal points and calculating the benefit formula.  The benefit formula is 3 1/3% and it should be 3 1/3% with sufficient length of decimals not to add a material impact on the resulting benefit.  Sometimes it was compensation that wasn’t correctly retrieved from the files. He has not audited the auditors by checking their primary source of information.  He checked the actuarial factors, and made comments during the course of the project, the methodology and implementation of the assumptions and corrections described in the spreadsheet itself.  He retrieved the data from the spreadsheet produced in Tab A.
Under Tab C, several pages, there are 12 remaining questions.  He has not addressed any of these with anyone other than to put notation next to the person on the listing and to put that person in a lower priority category to be taken care of.  
He has broken them down into categories.  The first priority category are those who are currently receiving benefits, where accumulating underpayments is causing a deficit to accrue, and the accumulating overpayments is increasing and ultimately will hurt the member that much more as you try to collect.  And if you limit it to three years, it will cause you to limit what you can recoup.  

On the spreadsheet there is a column with the letter Q without a number.  It means there are not any questions.  At the end of Tab C, there are five answers on specific people.  On the spreadsheet he also has a column with the letter A and a number.  If there only A with no number, it means there aren’t any issues that have to be discussed, confirmed, or addressed by anyone as far as he can tell.  The ones that are plain are this first group.  The middle of Tab C are all of the assumptions and they are very well documented and thoroughly explained.  

On Tab A there are 32 people in the first group.  The right most column are a string of letters denoting the type of errors that applied to that individual and were corrected in the audit process.  The letter A appears on almost all of them because of the calculation service issue.  Some of the accumulated difference is less than $1.  That is the result of a stray remote digit in the years of service probably.  They appear on list even though it’s not a real error to address.
Those currently in the course of payment are the ones that are ready to be dealt with.  So the Board needs to confirm the absence of interest.  He asked Chief Hecker if this would be addressed at this meeting.

Chief Hecker replied that the AG recommended that the Trustees follow a current collection plan.  The Board recommended the LASERS and the AG confirmed that they should follow that Plan.  To the best of his knowledge no interest is paid in the LASERS plan.

Mr. Conefry indicated he didn’t feel strongly about the calculation of service, but in truth it wasn’t an error.  It has always been calculated years, plus months/12, plus days/365.  Many systems do that and it was generally accepted and it’s the way it was done in this Fund except when it was calculated incorrectly.  He doesn’t see any reason to retroactively change it and that’s his recommendation.

The Trustees can see the numbers in the middle column, the cumulative underpayment or overpayment are listed separately.  The underpayment which is owed by the system is $82,825.93, not including the additional 16 payments since December 2008.  The total overpayment is $34,984.46 shown as a negative as it is due to be recouped from the members.
The next group are receiving benefits but they have either question or answer issues that have to addressed individually.  

The next group of five are all in the active DROP.  That is easy to fix as all that is needed is to change their benefit to what it should be and re-do the DROP accumulation.  Two will be discussed today as they are near the end of the DROP period.
The next man is in a class by himself as he is beyond DROP and still working.  Until he retires there is nothing that can be done but his benefit will need to be re-calculated anyway.  The difference is small, $22.64 per month and he hasn’t received anything yet as he forfeited his DROP interest.  The DROP will be recalculated when he retires.

The last group is all the people whose benefits have ceased because the retiree and/or survivor have already died.  Some go back 25 or 30 years.  Most are more recent.  He considers them the last category simply because the errors are not continuing. Some may not even be able to be contacted.  A lot of them have questions on them and they need to be addressed individually. 

In order to get the project to a point where something could be done with it, he recommends taking care of the people who don’t have issues, either in general or specifically.  Those are the first 32 people.  The five DROP people will be taken care of as described previously.  The current valuation monthly benefit is what he used in the actuarial valuation.  He will need to confirm with Zenith’s records that this is what is actually being paid.  But he wants to double check to make sure there are no discrepancies there.  The net difference overpayments/underpayments for the 32 people in the first group is $374.61 per month.  The amount for the whole group is $600.88 net.  That consists of $835.77 underpayment and $234.89 overpayment for the entire group. 
Frank Jobert questioned on Page 2 of Exhibit A, on Jesse Baker, he was underpaid $14,486.31 at the rate of $34.03 per month?  Mr. Conefry responded that he is listed with the question 6 answer 3, and the underpayment was $34.03.  Workers compensation was involved there.  That may or may not be a valid amount. 

Mr. Conefry indicated he didn’t get into specific issues.  He checked all of them using the assumptions, calculations, and split them into prioritized groups so that if there weren’t any general questions on what was being done, he identified the ones that could be taken care of right now and then address the remaining in blocks based on issues that were remaining.
Mr. Jobert questioned Mr. Roche if they were dead if their estate would have to be paid? Mr. Roche indicated, yes if they had an estate.  If there was no estate, the money would remain in the fund.  

Chief Hecker said they should concentrate on the top 32.  Mr. Conefry indicated he wanted to point out that he put together hastily under Tab D as an example of what he has mind.  It is a sample of an actual member with all the details from the calculation and the census data that went into the calculations.  

Chief Hecker said he feels that it is encouraging since it has been pending for nearly 3 years that it looks like it’s close to resolving on at least the first 32.  Naturally, they want to develop a plan, present it to the AG and get them to sign off on it.  It has been a lot of work and it’s good to see it’s getting close.

Mr. Jobert asked a question on Mr. Malcolm McGee.  According to the spreadsheet, the fund owes him $21,546.45.  Mr. Conefry advised that it might not be correct as there several issues involved on him.  Mr. Jobert said he didn’t understand as it appears to be only off $100 in the initial calculation.  Then if you go across, it looks like it’s only off $128.94 with COLA.  Mr. Conefry indicates he should refer to Question 4 and that has to be resolved before any answer can be given.  He hasn’t looked into the documentation at all, and the Board has never seen this.  So it’s premature to discuss it.  Mr. Jobert indicated he just wanted to understand the charts.  

Mr. Conefry indicated that what has been happening is the process got bogged down as there were a lot of general issues that had to be discussed and decided, there were some specific issues that applied to one person, and nothing was getting down as everything was trying to be decided at one time.  The Board asked him to try to make some sense, to organize it, to see where the project is, and that’s what he is doing.  He wants to meet with Ms. Hammond and Zenith to confirm all of the data.  
There was discussion on Question 4 as this is one of the issues involved with Mr. McGee.  Mr. Conefry indicated that it seems logical that it could be whatever his high 36 months was for the whole period of his career since he could have taken that leave.  It could have accumulated before the DROP entry, during the DROP period, or a combination of both.  He didn’t see why the high 36 months during his whole career, and it might be the one when he ended the DROP, shouldn’t be used.  That would be reasonable interpretation of the concept to him as the leave is something he could take at any time at his then prevailing salary.  He’s not promoting this, just saying what is reasonable.

Chief Hecker presented an example.  He has 100 hours in annual at the time of DROP.  He puts 20 hours in to compute his initial DROP amount, keeping 80 on the books. Over the 5 years, he gains another 30, giving him 110 at the end.  Initial benefit has already been calculated.  Now he wants to bundle these hours into an additional benefit.  Is it to be calculated at the annual leave rate he earned at the end of the DROP period, or is he locked into annual leave rate when he entered DROP.

Mr. James Randall said he had a question.  When someone gets ready to retire from the Harbor Police Department, the Port pays at the rate of pay he is currently receiving on the 300 hours.  

Mr. Roche indicated that is civil service.  That’s not retirement.  If you have 200 hours and you want to convert it to cash, you don’t get that amount of cash, you get an actuarially reduced amount of cash.  You convert it to a benefit and then are paid cash.

Mr. Jobert said what he understands Mr. Roche to be saying is that when you come out of DROP, you can convert it to a lump sum payment or can convert it to retirement credit.  To convert it to credit, you take the number of hours over 2080, figure out how many years that is and add that back to your benefit.  Then if you take the lump sum, they take your then prevailing wage, multiply it by the number of hours leave, and then do an actuarial calculation based on your age and life expectancy, etc., and that is the lump sum you get.  He thinks they do use at the end what you are actually getting paid.

Mr. Conefry said he understands that you take the benefit it would be converted to and convert that to a lump sum benefit based on the actuarial assumptions of the plan.  That is what the statute says.  It says you can either convert it to a benefit to be paid for life, or take the actuarially equivalent of that benefit as determined by the actuary.  

Mr. Williams asked Mr. Jobert if he wanted to check with the LASERS.  Mr. Jobert said if they are using LASERS for everything else.  Mr. Conefry said that’s okay if the language is the same as LASERS.  Mr. Williams asked the Trustees if they wanted to hear the other alternative or did they just want to hear Mr. Conefry’s.  
Mr. Williams said there is a reason why you have work 3 years after DROP to change your salary.  You’re paying benefits into the system after you leave DROP.  You have to work 3 years and then they will change your salary to the new 3-year amount.  If you don’t change, all those 3 years are calculated at your old rate.  During DROP you aren’t paying into the system.  The retirement system got your credit based on your DROP rate at the start of DROP.  If you don’t work 3 years after DROP, you aren’t putting enough into the retirement system to pay the higher rate.  

Mr. Roche said that is partially right.  The other reason, adding to what Mr. Williams said, is that if you get a salary increase somewhere in that period, the 3 years is to give you enough time to contribute at that higher rate to cover that cost.  

Mr. Jobert said he went into DROP, then worked 3 years after DROP.  That’s why LASERS calculated his at the higher rate.  In HPRS, they don’t pay anything into the system during DROP, consequently they won’t recognize the higher wage scale.  When you come out of DROP with this Fund, you have to quit or forfeit your interest.  With the LASERS, you keep working and keep everything.

Mr. Williams said you are earning leave during DROP, but you aren’t paying anything more during that time.  So you get paid leave the same as when you went into DROP. There is no  benefit going in to pay that.

Chief Hecker read the Statute, E-3, a and b of section 3684, Creditable Service:  “Upon completion of the term of the Deferred Retirement Option Plan and termination of employment, after having being paid for the number of hours of annual leave payable in accordance with state civil service provisions, such member will have the following options:  a. to be given credit for all unused sick leave and unused annual leave as creditable service to be used in computing an additional benefit to be added to the original Deferred Retirement Option Plan benefit.  b.  To request in writing that in lieu of the foregoing conversion of unused sick leave and unused annual leave to retirement credit, he be paid for such leave in a lump sum for the amount of leave that could otherwise be converted to retirement credit.  Alternatively, such member who has unused sick leave or unused annual leave that if converted to retirement credit would exceed 100% of the member’s average compensation shall be entitled to be paid for such leave in excess of 100% of average compensation at it’s actuarial value.”  So it doesn’t address the rate.

Mr. Conefry feels the Board should decide what it wants to do and then change the law.

Mr. Roche indicates the Board can make the decision and doesn’t need to change the law.

Mr. Conefry said he would feel more comfortable if the law said what is being done as it is vague and a future Board may end up having the same problem again.  There’s no urgency to it.  Then he clarified there is an urgency in making a decision but not in changing the law. 

Chief Hecker said there is an urgency as Casey Adams is being affected.  Mr. Jobert wanted his scenario.  He has already come out of DROP.  He didn’t go back to work as they can’t without forfeiting their interest.  The final average comp right now is the amount when he went into DROP.

Chief Hecker clarified that is the question. He has earned leave over that 5-year period he has been in DROP.  He may be at a higher rate of pay than when he entered DROP.  We know his benefit is locked in; he can have an additional leave benefit based on that sick and annual leave.  How do you compute that benefit, based on salary he was making when he went into DROP, or the salary he was earning when he finishes DROP?

Mr. Randall feels it should be what it was when he went into DROP as he hasn’t paid anything into the system during those 5 years.  Mr. Jobert agreed with that.

Mr. Jobert asked how you would compute the additional benefit if he wanted to convert it to retirement credit?  You would take the number of hours in leave divided by 2080 to give you the number of years.  Then you would add that to his pre-DROP service credit and then multiply by the original final average comp when he went into DROP and that would be the benefit.  

The following motion was made by Mark Williams and seconded by James Randall:

MOTION:
To compute the sick and annual leave at the rate which was in effect at the time a member enters DROP.      

Mr. Dorsey indicated he would want to be paid at the higher amount when he retires.

Mr. Jobert said he thinks most would feel that way too, but as Mr. Williams pointed out, no contributions were paid during DROP, this is the way the system has to maintain its integrity.  They have to protect the system.  But he did want to address his point, if he stays past the end of DROP and forfeits the interest in DROP, and he would like to see that eliminated, if he continues to work for 3 years, he would agree with what he said.  He would get a new final average comp based on a higher rate of pay.

Mr. Harris said to use an analogy, if you had 2 bank accounts. One bank account makes 5%, you close that account. You have another account making 8%.  You take all the money you have in your 8% account. Then all interest you have is what you have in beforehand, which would be pre-DROP.  He thinks that’s what Mr. Williams is saying.
Chief Hecker took a show of hands. All in favor by raise of hands, Mr. James Randall, Mr. Harris, Mr. Miller, Mr. Williams, Mr. Jobert.  Opposed by Steve Dorsey. 
MOTION PASSED 5 TO 1.

Chief Hecker indicated they are at the next step on the first 32.  Mr. Conefry is comfortable with his calculations.  He asked if anyone had comments.

Mr. Williams asked if the Board would have anyone check, or research, any of P&N’s calculations.  He indicated he would take a random sampling.  Mr. James Randall said it seems like the calculation on the sample, Karen Adams, is really wrong.  She had only been retired a couple of years.  Mr. Jobert asked if he was referring to why they owe that much money? Chief Hecker said she had been gone a long time.  But Mr. Randall said not that long.  

Mr. Conefry indicated he is going to produce individual pages on each of the 32 retirees before finalizing them.  He will have a meeting with Zenith and Becky Hammond to confirm his understanding and everything he retrieved from the spreadsheet, and that all that was done was consistent with what happened.  P&N is a professional firm of auditors.  Over a period of two years they checked the data.  He doesn’t know what they mean by checking calculations, but the final pieces of the calculation will all be on one page for each person.  And he advised Mr. James Randall, as discussed in his case, he will see what the differences were and why as indicated by the codes.  On Ms. Adam’s it was error codes ABCFKO.  Mr. Williams indicated that the biggest difference between Mr. Randall and Mrs. Adams was that she had an error in actuarial factor used, which could produce a bigger amount.  Mr. Jobert indicated that if she has been gone 9 years, it’s the right amount.  She left January 31, 2000.  

Mr. Williams said the Board should decide whether or not to check.  He feels the Board has a responsibility to make sure the numbers are right.  Mr. James Randall said if Mr. Williams wants to do samples, he is all for it.  There should be another Board meeting within the next 3 months before the decision is made on what will be done.  Mr. Williams can bring anything he finds before the Board at that meeting.  Someone has to meet with the people.  If they wait until another Board meeting, it will never be finished by July 1. There was discussion that it probably wouldn’t be completed by July 1 anyway, but that is the date they want to shoot for.  Chief Hecker indicated that any of the Board members has the right to check figures, just to do a spot check.

Mr. Conefry said what he wanted to accomplish was confirmation that the Board agrees to the changes he made; no interest and method of calculating service credit.  Mr. Williams indicated that he used the same data as Ms. Hammond had, just calculated different.  Mr. Conefry advised the other methodology he examined, there may be a slight change, as described, because of that little piece of a month at the beginning or end, but that will be a minor difference.  He wants to meet with Ms. Hammond, but he had put off meeting with her because he didn’t want to run her clock up trying to understand what was going on.  Her spreadsheet was very well documented, very understandable, just had a lot of detail on it.  It had formulas which he could read and understand, and he checked the assumptions used.  But before the Board has finalized or spot checking or whatever they want to do, he wants to meet with Zenith and Ms. Hammond about the 32 people to make sure that he has retrieved everything consistently and correctly and hasn’t misinterpreted something she did.

Mr. Williams asked to clarify.  Mr. Conefry used Ms. Hammond’s beginning and ending dates. Then he used his formula, number of years, number of months, and number of days/365.  Mr. Williams said he feels that is better than Excel as it takes into effect leap year and you could end up with more years than the member worked.  Mr. Conefry indicated that happened in a lot of cases.  If you divide by 365.25 that wouldn’t happen.  His point is why change it if it had always been done the other way and it’s acceptable.  Mr. Williams indicated as long as the data is correct.  That was Mr. Conefry’s point of departure.  He thought that was exhaustively done by the auditors and Mr. Williams and everybody else involved.  If Mr. Williams still thinks there is something wrong with that, then they are back at square one.  Mr. Williams said he thinks they need to sample it just to make sure it’s right.  The question was asked how many Mr. Williams would want to sample.  He replied out of 60, he would do 8.  So out of 32, he would probably do 4.  He indicated it wouldn’t take long, just to check all the data Ms. Hammond has.  

Mr. Williams asked if they want to do the 32 by July 1?  Chief Hecker said he would like to be able to say between now and July 1, he would be able to reconcile all of them.  From what he’s hearing from Mr. Conefry, he will be meeting with Zenith and Ms. Hammond about not only the top 32, but on the whole list.  Mr. Conefry said he wasn’t sure if all that could be done depending on what he finds.  On some of it, Ms. Hammond said she needed confirmation on how to do it.  He has no idea what the background is on all of it.  They might find a whole file full of problems.  That’s why he wanted to carve out the people that could be taken care of, that don’t have issues or questions.  Mr. Jobert wanted to clarify that the four below are retired and have questions that have to be resolved, like Mr. Ben, Mr. Branch, Mr. McGee, and Mr. Perry.  Mr. Williams indicated those with a Q with a number after it have questions.  Mr. Conefry advised the DROP people are okay.  And the rest of the people are dead.  Not to dismiss them, but there isn’t an urgency.  It was clarified that Daniel McLees is deceased about a year ago.  So he can be pulled out .  

There was discussion on Mr. McGee as to why he was in the batch with questions as there appeared to be no question, but answers.  Mr. Conefry advised that the answers aren’t really answers but clarification or confirmation is needed.  There is an issue on his military time. He left with 31 years but did that 31 years include the 4 years of military credit?  If it didn’t, he can’t get any more as he already has already maxed out with 30 years.  He could get actuarial valuation of his leave in excess of his 100%.  Mr. Conefry indicates that’s a classic example of why those with issues need to be looked at individually.  In looking at the spreadsheet, Mr. McGee’s military credit was included in the maximum calculation.  He had 26.02 years of service, annual leave 1.32, sick leave 2.4, and prior service 4 years, which is his military service, for 33.74 years.  Some of that is military.  If it was done the other way around, he could use the military service credit, and all the leave that’s left over, he can get the actuarial valuation for that.  Mr. Jobert said he wanted to point that out so that the man wouldn’t get gypped out of it for doing service to his country.  The $21,000 comes from using the military credit.  At the time he retired, you could use one or the other.  If military was applied, he would lose his leave.  The new law says you get the 100% plus anything over that as actuarial value of leave, but that only took effect 1 or 2 years ago.  So the $21,000 may not be right.

Chief Hecker wanted to discuss in 3 weeks or so to stay on track.  He asked Mr. Conefry if 3 weeks was a reasonable time to get with Zenith and Ms. Hammond.  And Mr. Conefry said he thought it was.  Mr. Williams said he met with the AG and he would like to get together again.  If he met with him to go over the main issues, they might could be resolved.  He indicated he would like to draw this to a conclusion as much as possible.  It is up to the Board what Mr. Williams talks to the AG about.

Mr. Randall said the issue he has is how the Board could collect some of the money.  The AG has already told the Board the guidelines they would have to follow which is the LASERS collection process.  They go back 3 years.  Chief Hecker indicated that’s why he would like to resolve this by July 1 so that the people who deserve money can get money, and the ones that are being overpaid can be stopped.  Everyone is agreed to that.  They need to cut it as soon as possible, but to do it correctly as can be done.  The Board has followed the AG’s instructions, they hired a professional auditing firm, turned it over to the Board’s actuary for him to do his calculations.  That’s the point the Board is at now.  Spot checking is fine, but he feels they need to keep moving forward to reach that conclusion.  If those first 30 can be done by July 1, it would be good. Mr. Williams asked if he should talk to the AG.  He would like to finish up all 60 if possible.  Mr. Jobert said he thinks they should prioritize with the top 30.            

There was a question about Question 4, attachment C.  Chief Hecker said that was AG opinion from 2007. They asked about DROP, and he really didn’t answer the question.  That’s what it’s talking about.  Mr. James Randall said that means he shouldn’t have lost the years of annual leave that he accumulated.  
Chief Hecker went back to the beginning of this issue.  He was called into Human Resources and they went over the forms.  One of the questions was existing leave for people who left prior to 2008.  They were of the opinion initially that the Harbor Police Retirement Fund had to compensate these people.  He met with Mr. Roche, and he said there was nothing in the statute that would allow this to be done.  His opinion was that civil service would have to make a decision on that.  So he asked the Human Resources director, who was going to speak with civil service directors at a meeting, to convey the question as to whether the employee would either use or lose existing leave.  Her answer was that if you don’t use it, you lose it.  Mr. Harris asked if that word was deliberate that says 300 hours could be lost.  Mr. Roche clarified that you can’t lose the 300 hours; they are referring to anything over the 300 hours.  Mr. James Randall asked when that opinion was issued by the Attorney General.  
Mr. Williams asked if it was Ms. Hammond’s wording in Question 4, attachment C.  Mr. Williams and Mr. Roche indicated they recall discussing a lot of this before the meeting with P&N, but some of it is not what they recalled.  Mr. Harris still posed the question on the wording “could” be lost, not shall or will.  Mr. Roche said unless the statute says otherwise, you will lose it.  Mr. Roche said HR was trying to say Harbor Police had to pay them for that, and he replied that they did not as there was nothing in the statute requiring the Harbor Police to do that.  He instructed them to ask civil service and was told Harbor Police did not have to.  Mr. Harris questioned, you don’t have to, but you can.  Mr. Roche clarified that they could do it.  Mr. Williams indicated the policy used to be, use it or lose it.  

Mr. James Randall said the Harbor Police Retirement System would have nothing to do with that, it would be the Port, right?  Chief Hecker said he told them that there was nothing in the statute that commanded the Harbor Police to pay for existing leave.  Mr. Randall said not this Board, but seems to be the employer, which would be the Port of New Orleans, not the Harbor Police Retirement System.  Mr. Roche advised that the law was changed in 2008 to say that if there is leave remaining, the retiree can get the actuarial value if he doesn’t convert it.  That’s paid by the Harbor Police Retirement System. The Port pays up to 300 hours.  

Chief Hecker said that what the HR director was saying was that civil service said what basically we have lived by all along, nobody can pay you for that leave.  One of Mr. Williams’ questions to the AG was what happens to the leave for the people who left prior to 2008.  When he met with Mr. Roche, he said the question needed to be directed to civil service.  Mr. Williams indicated they need to check with Ms. Hammond on how that was done.  It might have been something that would be fixed.  It might have been something that was built into the table that Ms. Hammond did. As it was something that was waiting to go to the AG since HR said federal law said HPRS had to pay it, and it was waiting for the decision from the AG, it may have been assumed that it would be approved.  So those who would have been affected by this issue need to be checked.  Mr. Conefry indicated he will check all of those with question.  He didn’t want to do them piecemeal.  He wanted to get the clean ones out of the way.  Mr. Williams indicated this could have affected some of the clean ones, but maybe not.  He just feels that Ms. Hammond needs to know that this is an assumption that has changed.  It would only possibly affect anyone who was on DROP before they began drawing a benefit.

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

MOTION:
To approve the method of calculating the lapsed time from the date of hire to date of termination: years plus months/12 and days/365.


MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Mr. Williams wanted to know what to take to the AG.  He was working on the ones after the top 30, including the ones on the last page of attachment A.  It was stressed that the ones on the last page aren’t a priority as they aren’t on-going.  But he would like to get the four that are alive cleared up.  Chief Hecker said he didn’t see how Mr. McGee can be cleared up as it wasn’t known how his credit was calculated.  Mr. Conefry said he would need to check with Ms. Hammond to find out what all the issues are.

Mr. Williams asked to take all the names except for those on DROP and get them all cleared up.  Mr. Conefry said he still had not finalized to his comfort level.  He wanted meet with Ms. Hammond and Zenith before he finalizes it.  Then he will produce individual statements.  

The question was asked (Was it Randy who asked?) whether the Board felt that the AG Opinion 93-511 was a political opinion, not a legal opinion. This is where you enter the DROP and it’s not really an entry into the DROP, and then allowed to enter the DROP twice.  This was in McGee’s favor.  He went into the DROP, had a disagreement with Archie Ben, he was allowed to come out of the DROP and stay on as long as he wanted to.  There was discussion (not sure who was talking) that it was a misinterpretation of some information, he was improperly advised.  Mr. Williams indicated it has resulted in $1200 per year and he has been gone since 1998.  Ms Hammond calculated on 33 years and that he is due his final average comp, which puts him at 100%.  Mr. Williams indicate he has a lot of issues.

Chief Hecker requested that in the interest of time that the Board move along.

B.
Frank Piediscalzo.  Mr. Conefry indicated as described in his January memo, the facts haven’t changed.  He signed an election form for Joint & Survivor, probably 100%, as he took more than a 20% reduction.  His wife was the beneficiary.  She was dead by the time his benefit started.  So Option 2 with her as beneficiary would have been null and void.  That’s the way his benefit was calculated and that’s the benefit he has been receiving all these years.  Ms. Stern verified that he signed the second option, the Maximum Option, in December 1997.  His DROP ended January 1998.  Mr. Conefry indicated that when his DROP began is when he would have elected his option, and his DROP began after she died.  Ms. Stern verified that the one signed in December 1997 was before he actually left DROP.  Mr. Conefry said it should have been before he entered the DROP.  Ms. Stern again clarified before he entered DROP, he signed the Option 2 but she was still alive then.  Mr. Conefry thought she had died before he signed the original election.  Ms. Stern verified that his wife died July 29, 1997, he signed the second election December 2, 1997.  She was dead before he left DROP.  Mr. Conefry requested verification of what the second election was for.  It was for the Maximum.  Mr. Conefry indicated he probably didn’t need to sign the second election.  There wasn’t a pop-up then. Mr. Conefry said his signing the maximum was erroneous.  Once he goes into DROP the Option is fixed, he can’t change his option.  Mr. Randall questioned if his beneficiary dies.  Mr. Conefry advised that she died after he began receiving benefits and there wasn’t a pop-up then.  So even though she died soon after, it was just like you had retired with an option, if your beneficiary dies, that’s tough luck.  That’s why the pop-up was put in later.  Mr. Randall said she was alive when he went into DROP but died while he was in DROP.  He thought the statute says if your beneficiary dies and you notify the Board within 30 days, that’s supposed to change your benefit back to your maximum benefit.  Mr. Williams advised that’s if he had taken 2A, which pops it up.  Mr. Conefry indicated it would pop up to what the original benefit was before the reduction.  But that didn’t come into effect until years later.  Mr. Conefry advised that most of the other systems, just for general information and future reference, because there is so much misunderstanding about joint and survivors, just use the regular option factors and give them the pop-up.  But that’s not something that can done here.  It would mean the fund owing him over $50,000 if you went back to when she originally died.  Mr. Conefry said there was another complication.  He asked when he added his six children. Ms. Stern verified it was attached to the second election with the Maximum.  Mr. Piediscalzo elected the original option correctly.  Mr. Randall feels it is a rip-off.  Why should a person be penalized by giving him a reduced benefit even though his beneficiary is dead.  He thinks that’s wrong.  Mr. Conefry said that’s why Option 2A was put in.  Mr. Jobert said they changed it to fix the inequity but this person got burned because his benefit was before the change was made.  Mr. Randall said he knows there are other people affected by it.  Mr. Harris said he doesn’t think that was the intention to begin with.  If a person receives one check after getting out of DROP, then he thinks he should be legally bound by the option he signed, but he didn’t receive any checks.  The person died before he became eligible.  Mr. Williams indicated that he is receiving a check; it’s going into DROP program.  Mr. Conefry advised if the member had died while he was in DROP, she would be getting the benefit.  Mr. Williams advised that the statute says when you elect your option going into DROP, that is it, but we let him change.  Mr. Conefry advised that he was allowed to sign a form that he shouldn’t have been allowed to.  Mr. Williams asked if his benefit was changed.  Ms. Stern verified that $1396.44 is the amount that was on the original option form that he signed on Option 2, and that is the amount on the list.  Mr. Williams looked at it and determined that it was never changed to the Maximum benefit.  So the Maximum form he signed is just a piece of paper.

Mr. Jobert advised that when he went into DROP, he had to sign a DROP beneficiary form to designate who would get his DROP earnings if anything happened to him.  Then when he came out of DROP and decided he would retire, the DROP beneficiary was already locked in so if she had died, it would all have gone back to him as a lump sum.  When he actually retired, they made him sign another one when he came out of DROP, but he couldn’t change to Maximum, he had to elect the same thing he did when he went into DROP.

Mr. Randall said they have to realize that he had to sign another paper for beneficiaries because his original beneficiary had died and he hadn’t received any payments from the retirement system.  He had to have a beneficiary on record so he listed his six children.  If he had died the day after retired, the money would have to go to somebody.  Mr. Williams said he wasn’t allowed to do that, that the benefit would stop.  Mr. James Randall said it would have to go to somebody.  If he never received a payment, the money he put into the system would have to go to somebody.  Mr. Roche advised the DROP money would have to go somebody.  Mr. James Randall said not just the DROP money but the money he contributed to the system has to go to somebody.  Mr. Conefry said that’s a different form.  Mr. Williams says he isn’t changing his retirement option beneficiaries are, just now that she has died, he wants to name his children as beneficiaries.  He just signed the wrong form.  Mr. Randall said just in case he died before he received anything from the system itself.  Mr. Williams indicated that his option is 2 and it stays at 2, and that’s what has been paid all along.  Chief Hecker said that breaking it down, he has been overpaid him by $5000 by virtue of the errors noted, plus the additional 18 months.  

6.
Update on Casey Adams and Linda St. Cyr.  Had already been addressed.

7.
Reports by Chief Hecker and Randy Roche.

A.
Chief Hecker indicates he had sent everyone a package, the legislative items.  One the Board had already approved, which was the quorum (Exhibit II).  Mr. Williams advised something had changed; the only change was from 4 to 5.  There was a whole other sentence that they voted to take out which was still in there.  The sentence that was underlined.  Mr. Roche advised that was put in there by legislative staff.  Chief Hecker questioned if the second sentence clarifies it? Mr. Roche advised the first sentence has no real affect.  It just says you have to have a majority for a quorum.  It doesn’t say what a quorum is, but Mr. Roche indicated that 4 ½ is a quorum.  But it says 5.  He sent the exact thing that was approved to them.  Mr. Jobert said it wouldn’t change anything.  If 5 people show up, it would have to be a unanimous vote to pass. Mr. James Randall asked Mr. Roche what would happen if 4 members and Chief Hecker showed up, that’s 5 Board members which is considered a quorum.  But could they vote on it?  The Chief doesn’t vote.  But he is a voting member.  He normally just chooses not to vote except to break a tie.  Everyone felt that the item is okay the way it was written.

House Bill 747 (Exhibit III).  Jeff Arnold put this in intending to correct what was put in in 2003.  

House Bill 660 (Exhibit IV).  This was about Option 4A. When Chief Hecker met with HR, they didn’t understand it.  He met with Mr Conefry who said he didn’t see a need to keep it in there.  And Mr. Roche agreed.  Unless someone sees it differently, they opted to have it removed.  Mr. Williams had a couple of issues.  Option 4A is the same as 3A and 4A in that it pops up.  Option 4A reads exactly the same as Option 4 except for the pop up.  Mr. Conefry indicated that you can do anything as long as it is actuarially equivalent including pop up. So you can already do the pop up under Option 4, so why do you need 4A, and it’s confusing.  Mr. Williams asked if Option 2 and 2A are the same benefit payment?  Mr. Conefry advised that 4 is anything that is actuarially equivalent that is approved by the Board, including before they had 2A and 3A, a pop up if they wanted to do it.  

Mr. Williams asked why it didn’t go before the legislative committee, why didn’t it come before the Board before it went to the House and Senate.  This Board voted to establish a legislative committee to examine all issues.  Then the committee would take it to the Board.  The Board would take it back to the legislative committee if there were issues.  Then the committee would go forward.  He didn’t understand why it was going around the legislative committee and the Board. Chief Hecker asked if he was referring to 4A.  Mr. Williams indicated yes, but he was talking about his too.  Mr. James Randall indicated 747 never came before the Board either.  Mr. Roche said 660 would be Board sponsored and didn’t go before the committee because it came up right at the time the bill had to be filed.  It can be removed.  Removing it will have no effect on anyone or anything.  

On Bill 661, Mr. Arnold presented this bill.  It isn’t a Board sponsored bill.  He can be asked to remove it.  The legislator can file any bill he wants to file.  Chief Hecker and Mr. Roche asked that he file it.  Anyone can oppose it if they want.  Any citizen of the state can have a bill filed by the legislator.  Mr. Williams asked why was he asked and skirting the Board.  Mr. Roche advised it was never an issue of the Board.  Mr. Williams asked why it wasn’t a Board issue since it affects the retirement system. Mr. Roche indicated it didn’t, in his opinion.  

Chief Hecker wanted to take it one at a time.  Mr. Jobert said he was still on 4A.  Mr. Williams said he felt it should be pulled out, it should have gone before the Board   Mr. Jobert said he was trying to figure out why it was needed or not.  Mr. Williams said he went to personnel and asked if they had an issue and they said they didn’t have an issue.  Mr. Conefry advised it was put in by mistake.  When 2A and 3A was put in, someone put in 4A because they were following the pattern for 2A and 3A.  It meant something to put in 2A because it is different from 2; it meant something to put in 3A because it is different from 3.  But 4A is just a redundancy on 4 which says you can do anything you want.  To say you can do anything you want and then have it pop up is silly and confuses people.  Mr. Williams asked if it made a difference.  Mr. Conefry said it didn’t.  Mr. Williams said to leave it there as it didn’t come before the Board.  This Board decides what changes in the statutes and it needs to go before the Board.  Chief Hecker said he wanted to take it before the Board at this point as he takes exception to HR telling Mr. Williams one thing and telling him another.  Mr. Williams asked if the Board could file a bill now.  Mr. Roche said if you could find someone file it.  This bill is in there now, but he is asking if you can file a bill now.  You have to find an author.  They only have five bills after opening day.  So you would have to find an author to file the bill.  Mr. Williams said this was all done before the Board approved it going in.  Mr. Jobert asked why they would need anyone to file a bill if it is already in.  Mr. Williams said his point is that it shouldn’t have been in.  Mr. Jobert said he understands that but did they need anybody else to do anything right now?  He can withdraw a bill but can’t add a bill.  Mr. Williams agreed they aren’t trying to add a bill.  Mr. Randall said he is saying that it didn’t come before the Board to approve it.  Bill 747 and 660 didn’t come before the Board at their last meeting.  

Chief Hecker said the following occurred on 660.  He brought in the forms to HR.  He sat across the table from Willie Mae Womack, Elaine Ralph, Gwen Hager.  They went over the application for retirement form.  They went to 4A and asked him to explain it.  He said the best he could tell them was that it was an amount the actuary will determine.  They said they weren’t clear on it and didn’t see why it had to be in there.  He agreed he didn’t see why it had to be in there either, but he would check with Mr. Roche and Mr. Conefry.  He checked with both of them and they agreed they could see no reason for it to be in there.  Mr. Williams said it should be taken to the Board.  Chief Hecker said that is what he is doing.  Mr. Williams said if it wasn’t at the legislature already, they would have to find someone now to take it to the legislature who would have the opportunity to do it if the Board should approve it.  Comments made: Take it out / vote on it / take a vote to remove it / it doesn’t make any sense, so what?  Chief Hecker asked Mr. James Randall to make his motion.  Mr. Randall asked if they wanted to vote to remove it.  Chief Hecker said he was telling how it got where it is.  Mr. Williams said he votes to remove it.  Mr. Conefry asked if he was voting to remove the language in 4A or removing the bill.  It was still unclear.  Mr. Roche explained that Mr. Williams’ motion is to remove the bill that has been filed from the process of the legislature.  The reason he wants to do this is because it was never discussed with the Board prior to it’s being filed.  The removal of the section from the statute is totally different from the motion to remove the bill from the legislative process.  They are confusing two different issues.  The bill removes Section 4A from the legislative statute, but Mr. Williams’ motion is to remove the bill from the legislative process.  Chief Hecker said it was like a wart in the system that no one wanted there and he didn’t have time to bring it back to the Board.  He conferred with Mr. Roche and Mr. Conefry and they agreed that it doesn’t need to be in there and has no purpose; no one has ever used it.
Mr. James Randall said his motion is to continue to have it removed from the statute.  Mr. Conefry said Mr. Williams’ motion is to leave it in the language and remove it from the legislature.  If they want to leave it in the language and withdraw the legislation, second Mr. Williams.  If you don’t, you don’t.  Mr. Williams said the point of his motion is different.  His point was that the Board established a legislative committee to examine changes to the statute.  Those two bills were not put before the committee or before the Board.  And therefore should not have been taken to the legislature.  So he says withdraw it.  Mr. James Randall asked if it could be voted on today.  Mr. Williams said he wanted to vote to take it out.  He doesn’t like someone skirting the authority of the Board.  He can make a motion to do that, and the Board can turn it down.

Chief Hecker said if there was an accusation that he skirted because of a 4A clause after consulting with the actuary --- Mr. Williams said he wasn’t accusing him of anything – Chief Hecker said he was.  Mr. Williams said he was accusing him of not using the Board.  Chief Hecker said he was telling him how that happened.  Mr. Williams said he understood how it happened.  Chief Hecker said he wanted to withdraw the piece of legislation for whatever reason he wanted to put in the motion and the Board will vote on it.

The following motion was made by Mark Williams and seconded by Clay Miller:

MOTION:
To withdraw the legislation, bill 660, pertaining to 4A because he was not satisfied with the method that it got filed.

Chief Hecker asked if there was any opposition.  Mr. Jobert asked if he meant opposition to the Mr. Williams’ motion to remove Bill 660.  In other words, do you agree you don’t want the legislation to be filed to have 4A taken out.  Mr. Roche clarified that the motion is to remove House Bill 660 from the legislative process.  Mr. Jobert said now they can discuss the motion.  He read the form six times while it was being discussed and he doesn’t understand it either.  Do they really need it in there.  Mr. Roche said that’s not what the motion is.  Mr. Jobert said he wants to leave the bill in there if they still need it. That’s why he wants to know what it says.  Mr. Roche explained the motion.  The motion is to remove the bill from legislative process because it did not come before the legislative committee.  Mr. Jobert said it would have the same effect.  Once the Board votes on it, it will be withdrawn, and they might need it in there because he’s not really sure what the form says.  Mr. Roche said a “yes” vote removes it, so that’s all he needs to know.  Mr. Jobert said he might want it in there.  Mr. Roche said he wasn’t telling him how to vote only what the votes do.  

(Much talking over each other, have no idea what was said – part of it was something with Randy talking to Mark about this was discussed the same day as the leave time and civil service and that a lot of forms were discussed.)

Mr. Jobert went back to the pop up.  Is the pop up automatic?  Some plans have no automatic pop up.  Mr. Conefry said 4A has nothing to do with the pop up.  It was a drafting mistake by someone who didn’t understand what he was drafting.  4A doesn’t do anything that 4 doesn’t do.  

Mr. Randall said since neither bill was discussed, they want both removed?  They decided to take them one at a time.  Mr. Conefry advised from an actuarial standpoint, 4A doesn’t do anything that 4 doesn’t do and it doesn’t need to be in there and it confuses people.  Mr. Jobert said if someone takes a reduced benefit and the spouse or beneficiary dies it will automatically give them --- Mr.Conefry said if they take 2A or 3A.  Option 4 is for a totally different reason.  Option 4 is to allow for example someone to have a 20-year certain and lifetime that’s not in the Plan, but if it’s actuarially equivalent calculated the right way, the Board can approve it.  Option 4 is in there as a catchall to allow the Board in certain individual circumstances that it wants to do something and it doesn’t want to change the law, it just gives them more flexibility.  Option 4A, whoever drafted it just took the same language as 4 and said anything the Board wants to do can be done but then it will pop up too.  That wouldn’t make any sense if it was 20 certain or life.  Mr. Jobert asked if all the others give the pop ups.  Mr. Conefry said the pop up stays in.  It has nothing to do with joint and survivor options already in there.  Mr. Miller said he didn’t disagree with Mr. Conefry as he doesn’t understand it when he reads it, but that’s not exactly what was being voted on.  Just that it should have gone to the legislative committee and it did not.  It could have been explained to them if it went to committee if they wanted to know.  But speaking as a Board member, before any laws are changed, the Board would like to know about it.  That’s why he seconded the motion.  It’s a very minor and technical issue, and this is the first time that he is aware of that laws were being changed and it hadn’t been discussed.  If the legislative committee makes that recommendation, he’s fine with it because he doesn’t want to understand all that.  He also feels that all the stuff about retirement should be in handled by committee since half of them sitting there don’t understand and can’t follow if he hadn’t been involved in it.  That way they could make a recommendation instead of the whole Board trying to understand it.  But that’s another issue.  

Mr. Williams said had it come before the legislative committee he would have approved having it taken out.  Chief Hecker said it makes no sense to him.  If it’s an unnecessary paragraph in the statute and he doesn’t feel it should be in there, yet for other reasons he will allow it to be in there, maybe he’s missing something.  Mr. Williams said the Board established a legislative committee to consider all changes to the statute.  They met on seven other pieces of legislation but not on this one.  Chief Hecker indicated how this one and the other one came up.  Mr. Williams said this doesn’t get done until the next time the legislation committee meets.  So that’s his motion.

Chief Hecker asked for individual vote, Mr. Harris votes yes to the motion; Mr. Jobert votes no because even though they circumvented the process, today it was addressed at length and everybody had a chance to discuss and express their opinion and see that it is a needed piece of legislation, he says they have an opportunity to fix something.  Why wait 2 more years to fix it if it’s not fixed now.  He grants Mr. Williams his opinion that it should have been done by committee but since it wasn’t and everyone had a chance to go over it in length today, he is voting against the motion; Mr Dorsey votes no as he agrees with Mr. Jobert; Mr. James Randall votes yes.

MOTION PASSED 4 TO 2.  

Mr. Jobert verified they are asking Mr. Arnold to pull that bill. 
Mr. James Randall said Bill 747 wasn’t discussed.  Chief Hecker said that was put in by Rep. Arnold.  He was notified after the fact.  The only thing that he did was do some research to show was intended in 2003.  With that he will step out of the room. Chief Hecker left the room.

Mr. Roche advised this was a bill that was filed by Rep. Arnold on his behalf.  They got into a situation where there is an issue that was supposed to have corrected years ago.  It was supposed to have been corrected by his hand.  It unknowingly got messed up.  The actuary at the time said the bill would solve the problem.  Unfortunately he didn’t put anything in writing.  There is nothing in the Chief’s file that says that bill corrected the problem.  Since he feels that he created the problem, he asked Rep. Arnold to file a bill to correct the problem. It is not a Board sponsored bill and if the Board wants to oppose the bill, that’s fine.  And the Board can oppose the bill, all they have to do is take a vote to do that.  If this bill does not pass, there will be a lawsuit filed by Chief Hecker against the Port of New Orleans and the Harbor Police Retirement System.  Because when he was hired, he was told he could be a member.  He was enrolled in the system, made his contributions.  He has made his contributions just like anyone else who has ever been enrolled in the system.  He has made every single contribution that  was required.  Why you would say now he is not entitled to be a retiree of the system is beyond belief on his part.  Someone asked who was saying that.  Mr. Roche indicated Mr. Williams is saying that.  Mr. Williams replied that he was saying that it was not done before the Board.  Mr. Roche advised this was not a Board bill   Mr. Williams said it concerns the Retirement System. Mr. Roche advised that if he wanted to oppose it, he could do so.  But he asked Rep. Arnold to file the bill on his behalf, that is the legislative process.  Mr. Williams said okay.  Mr. Roche asked what was the problem.  Mr. Williams indicated it should have come before the Board.  Mr. Roche said it should not have as it was his bill.  Mr. Williams asked if he felt the Board would have denied it.  Mr. Roche indicated the Board could not deny it as it was his bill, not the Board’s.  Mr. Williams again asked if it had come before the Board if the Board would have denied it.  Mr. Roche asked Mr. Williams if he thought he couldn’t file a bill on his own.  Mr. Williams indicated yes he could file a bill.  There was several comments from various Trustees agreeing that anyone could file a bill.  Mr. Williams indicated that he had a perfect right, as does anyone, to find a legislator to put a bill before the legislature.  What he would have preferred is the opportunity to say that yes, he deserves a retirement, he put in the time, put in the money, why is that statute in there.  

Mr. James Randall indicated that was in the statutes when he was hired.  But it was agreed that he could be included in the retirement system and they should have straightened it out then.  There was another bill in 2003 that was supposed to have corrected the issue, but it didn’t completely change it.  Then on January 15, 2010 there was another meeting for 3 or 4 hours that had 5 or 6 bills that were voted on.  Three were rejected.  This one wasn’t brought up.  It should have been brought up at that time.  Mr. Williams indicated he would have sponsored it.  He is being cheated out of social security because he is working for the Port.  He earned social security, put in the time, and paid the money.  So he feels the Chief put in the time, paid the money, should get paid it.  Mr. James Randall said if they were taking a vote on the bill, he would vote for the bill to go through.  What needs to be done.  

Mr. Roche said to blame him, not the Chief.  When Chief Hecker saw it, he asked who did it.  It took him by surprise.  It was published before he had time to advise anybody.  Mr. Williams said he thinks it needs to be adjusted to make it work.  If it had come before the Board, he could have made some comments, changed the wording to where he doesn’t think there’s any question.  He didn’t get that opportunity.  He thinks it needs to be changed to be assured of doing what it needs to do.  He would have sponsored it.  Mr. Dorsey asked if it didn’t go now, when could it be taken again.  Mr. Roche advised two years. He’s been in DROP for 3 years and only has 2 more years.  Mr. Dorsey commented that he understands that it may seem that it circumvented going through the correct process, but if this is going to bring undue harm to Chief Hecker when he only has a few years left and they may not be able to get to it next time, it is his opinion it should be approved.  He feels that because what he has done and what we all do on this Board, we would want everyone to do the same thing for us if it came to that situation.  Sometimes things in life don’t go exactly the way we want them to go.
Mr. Roche wanted to say exactly how it happened.  The last day to file a bill was Friday the 19th.  The last day to turn a bill in was 2 days prior to that.  He didn’t know that.  He called Rep. Arnold at 4:30 on that Wednesday and told him that there was a problem with Chief Hecker’s pension and explained it to him.  He asked if he thought he would want to file a bill on it.  He said he could do that but that was the last day to get a bill to the House of Representatives.  Mr. Roche said he thought it was Friday.  Mr. Arnold told him to call Matt Tessier right then.  So he called him.  That’s why no one knew he had done it as he didn’t even know he would do it that day.  After it was done, it was done.  There was no backing out of it.  Chief Hecker didn’t even know he did it.  

Mr. Miller said he didn’t really understand the initial bill, and when did he find out that the bill done in 2003 wasn’t correct?  Mr. Roche replied that it was questioned last year.  Mr. Jobert said the only time he heard about it was at a Board meeting at Zea’s when the Board was going over a list of questions that Mr. Williams had come up with on various people who were going through the audit process.  There was a executive session and the Chief left the room.  Frankly it was something the Board should have thought of and gone in and fixed it.  He didn’t know why they didn’t.  Mr. Williams said he thinks Mr. Jobert asked what to do, and Mr. Williams said to fix it.  Mr. Jobert said that’s what should have been done.  Mr. James Randall said they had been discussing it as it was on the long list of questions to the Attorney General, question number 11.  Mr. Williams thinks the original clause got in there because they wanted to exclude somebody when they set up the system.  Mr. Roche said he thinks that phrase was in all the systems at one time. It was eventually taken out of everybody’s plans.  

Mr. James Randall said this is an emergency that needs to be resolved.  Did the Board want to take a vote on it?  Mr. Roche said in his opinion there was nothing to vote on.  They can’t vote to kill the bill as it isn’t a system bill.  They can vote to oppose the bill or to support the bill.  Mr. Jobert said he would vote to make it right as Mr. Williams said he has additional ideas on what needs to be done to make it correct.  He would go so far as to amend the bill to make it the way it needs to be done.  He doesn’t think it needs to wait the two more years.  Mr. Roche said it could be amended.  Mr. Jobert said to make it the Board’s bill. They have enough time to still do it by amendment.  Mr. Roche said at the time it happened he had 30 minutes.  There was no talking to anybody or doing anything.  He just made the phone call, didn’t even give him a draft  He just explained to him what he was trying to do and what came out is what came out.  He didn’t see it before anybody else.  

Mr. Harris said he thinks he hears everybody basically saying that the Board should do it because of the contributions and it’s the right thing to do.  But what Mr. Williams says is right.  And Mr. Roche said he agrees with him that it didn’t come before the Board.  Mr. Harris said that sometimes in order to do right you do wrong.  So the Board would be doing an injustice to someone in order to do right.  So to make the choice about the right thing, he feels the right thing would be to make it right as Mr. Roche and Mr. Jobert says.  

Mr. Williams said now that he understands how it happened, he thinks it needs fixing so that it won’t be questioned, if the Board agrees.  Mr. Jobert said he thinks it could become the Board’s bill.  They could put their stamp of approval on it if the Board thinks that is the right thing and the necessary thing to do. He asked Mr. Williams if he had some suggested language, he would be willing to listen to it.  Then he could ask Rep. Arnold to amend it.

Mr. Miller asked if it was being done for Chief Hecker, then if someone else comes in later does it affect them?  It wasn’t solely for the Chief.  It would affect anybody in the future that had retired from another system so that they could be a member of this system.  Mr. Miller said he assumed there wouldn’t be a problem with doing that.  Mr. Williams indicated as it is worded, it won’t do that.  Mr. Roche said the date needs to be taken out.  Mr. Williams said to have it say that date or thereafter.  He thinks the date needs to be left to apply to Chief Hecker.  The original statute said anybody who retired from a public system was not eligible.  If that statute was taken out in 2003 to make him eligible, then he was over the age.  So you had to go back and say it the way it was originally worded so that he would be eligible.  But you need to leave the 2003 in there but add “or thereafter” to allow other people who come after him to join the system.  

There is one more thing that he thinks needs to be fixed.  It may not be right:  Any employee who is employed on July 17, 2003, who has retired from service under any retirement system, and was prohibited from joining because of that is eligible to become a member from the date of his initial employment provided he meets all other eligibility requirements.  On July 17, 2003, the Chief didn’t meet them.  You should add eligibility requirements when he was hired.  If you leave 2003, he doesn’t meet them.  That needs to be added to make it clear.

Mr. James Randall said if the bill was passed as it was stated, he still wouldn’t be eligible.  Mr. Conefry said it would be vague and you never want vague language.  There was discussion that there is a possibility that there might be some other people who might be affected by this change. There may have been a patrol officer hired at age 49 from another police system who was told that he couldn’t be a member of the Harbor Police Retirement System but had to be in the state retirement system.  Mr. Jobert asked if there were some who were denied by the Harbor Police but were in LASERS.  That’s right.  They can be hired, just can’t be in this system. 

Mr. Williams said he thinks anybody under 50, whether they are retired or not, are a member of this system.  Payroll and personnel didn’t know this was an exclusion.  They know if they are over 50, they are rejected.  Mr. Williams said he talked to the person in personnel yesterday who fills out the form and sends to Zenith.  And she checks off the box that says if they are retired from another system, but didn’t know why she did it.  So he explained it to her. They only knew they couldn’t join the Harbor Police system if they were over 50.  So if there is anybody else out there, they have to be made eligible.  
Mr. Williams addressed another problem.  He said maybe Mr. Roche could answer it.  RS. 11:158 says they are paid the higher of two calculations upon the date of asking for the credit.  The actuarial value or the previous employee/employer contributions.  He doesn’t know why that provision is in there.  Mr. Roche said they didn’t put it there.  RS 11:58 was probably put it in there by the staff of the legislature.  Mr. Jobert said if there is any cost and they determine that there’s a cost, they’re expecting if the system doesn’t absorb the cost, the individual will have to.  Mr. Williams asked Mr. Conefry if he knew if it is more expensive to pay the back contributions or is it to the actuarial value.  Mr. Conefry said it depends on the circumstances of the employee.  Typically for an older employee closer to retirement, it’s more expensive to pay the actuarial value.  For younger people it’s higher for the accumulated contributions.  Usually that’s when they are in their 30’s and 40’s with a lot of service but they are not that close to retirement eligibility.  The actuarial number is not that high, but the accumulated contributions are.  Ironically, if you’re already eligible and are talking about a transfer to another system, you’re better off waiting until you actually retire because the actuarial value of your resulting benefit since you’re already eligible to retire goes down as you get older.  The value of the amount necessary to transfer from the sending system goes up as the interest accrues on former contributions.  Mr. Williams asked Mr. Roche what happens here.  Mr. Conefry said he didn’t know why it was in there.  Mr. Jobert said he didn’t think they would be able to have it taken out, but they could try.  He would like to have it taken out because he didn’t think it needed to be in there. Mr. Jobert said he made contributions from day 1, the employer matched those contributions, monies were invested the whole time, there shouldn’t have been an actuarial cost to anybody. It was a funded benefit under the present statute.  The money has been there since the day he was hired.  It’s not like someone was getting credit when there were no contributions.

Mr. James Randall asked if they were going to vote on the issue.  They wanted to know how to fix it and Mr. Williams said Mr. Roche can amend the bill.  Mr. Roche said all he wanted them to vote on was whether they would support the bill and then he would amend it to do whatever the Board wanted.  Mr. Jobert said he thought it should be amended, ask Rep. Arnold to amend his bill with the Board support and make sure there is no cost to the member involved, or hopefully any other member that may be involved. 

Mr. Roche said he would like to see everything left in from however on; stopping at “meets all other eligibility requirements at the time of employment”.  

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

MOTION:
To request Rep. Arnold on behalf of this Board to amend his bill using the following wording beginning on Page 2: shall become a member of this system from the date of his initial employment providing he had met all other eligibility requirements on date of hire.
(There was a a comment by, I believe Mr. Dorsey, to which Mr. Roche replied that he agreed with the comment but he was willing to get  fired over this.  He felt that strongly about it.)




 MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Mr. Roche said he would take care of it.  He can have it say that the content of this law supercedes any previous laws.  All they have to do is next year is come out with another law that supercedes that law. The current laws say that.  

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

MOTION:
In the future, any bill that anyone associated with the Harbor Police Retirement System wants to have anything to do with, will have to come before the Board before they can have a bill filed or take an interest in the bill.  This would include consultants as well as Board members. 

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Chief Hecker returned to the meeting.  Mr. Williams advised that Mr. Roche’s bill did not clearly accomplish what was intended, so the Board is amending it.  Mr. Roche advised that, at Mr. Williams’ recommendation, Mr. Williams made a motion to support the bill and amend it to remove the unclear language about requiring a payment and making sure it says that these provisions would assure that Chief Hecker was eligible at the time of employment.  The Board will support this bill which will affect him and any other person who may in the future be retired from another system.  Chief Hecker said as long as the Board is satisfied with it, he’s happy with it and thanked the Board.  

B.
HPRS Forms Revision.  Form HPRSBEN1 (Exhibit V) is a form that Chief Hecker made which has been approved by HR and has been used by Mr. Adams and Mrs. St. Cyr.  This form explains that the 300 hours is being paid and the final hours of leave after this 300 hours is what is being submitted to Zenith.  The bottom of Page 2 should clear it up once and for all.  Mr. Roche and Gwen Hager and her assistants were okay with it.  He asked that the Board look at it and if they see anything they feel would work better to let him know.


Mr. James Randall said as long as they were on retirement forms, there hasn’t been a form sent in 2 or 3 years to make sure all the retirees are still alive.  That survey form needs to be sent out. 


On the remaining leave form, Mr. Conefry said he would put 1, 2, and 3 next to the sections on  leave: 1. Amount of annual leave----- 2. Amount of unused annual leave remaining after the deduction in item 1.  Chief Hecker agreed that would be good.  

Mr. Jobert asked if that was just telling them what their options are?  They are not actually selecting an option.  How do they know what they are taking, what Option?  Is there a check-off box, an X, or circle one of the letters?  How do they know which one they are checking as their option?

Mr. Conefry said this is more of a notification they are signing.  Chief Hecker indicated this is the way the statute is written.  The first paragraph indicates he is requesting that his sick and annual leave balance be sent to be calculated toward an additional benefit.  

Mr. Jobert said this just tells him what his other options are.  Chief Hecker said when he does the new forms, he copies the whole statute.  Mr. Jobert just clarified that this form is where the participant actually wants it used for additional retirement.  Chief Hecker said he hasn’t gotten to the form where he wants it converted to cash.

Mr. Dorsey questioned about the year-end statement that was normally sent out.  Mr. James Randall said that’s not the same form they are referring to.  This form is to retirees to be taken to a notary to verify he is still alive, still getting a benefit, if they are remarried, do they have children under the age of 21, are they getting worker’s comp. Mr. Williams is revising the year-end survey form to send out to retirees.

Chief Hecker indicated Mr. Dorsey is asking about the form that used to be sent out to active members on their projected retirement income based on 30 years of service, 25 years of service, etc., a benefit estimate.  Mr. Conefry indicated he is the one who normally prepares those.  He will prepare them and send them to Zenith.

C.
Draft of Letter for Ratification (Exhibit VI).  Chief Hecker said he sent out the letter of ratification ahead of time for the Board to look at.  The last time they met on this matter, he pulled up as much information as he could.  It hasn’t been sent yet, he wanted the Board to look at it one more time as he represents everyone on the Board, to make sure they are comfortable with it.  Maybe he didn’t include everything.  He will be including all the attachments with it to bolster their request.  This was recommended by both Mr. Roche and Mr. Belsom to do it this way.  There are 2 dates in the letter; it passed on or about July 1, 1985, but if you read the minutes dated November 14, 1985, the change was to take effect January 1, 1986.  That’s why he specified that in the request. So January 1, 1986 should be the date that the 3 1/3% benefits began.  This might be something that Mr. Conefry should check.  
Chief Hecker indicated that Page 4, first paragraph, of the minutes read: On motion of Mr. Ben, seconded by Mr. Stokes, a resolution was unanimously passed to increase the benefit payments of the retirees, effective January 1, 1986. 

Mr. Conefry indicated on the assumptions page material he provided, item 10 in the assumptions said it began at 2 ½%, changed to 3% in 1975, and changed to 3 1/3% in 1985.  He will check the spreadsheet to make sure whether it was changed in 1985, or in 1986 as it should have been.   

Chief Hecker asked for a motion to direct him to send the letter.  He will address it to Port Director, via COO, Pat Galwey

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

MOTION:
To direct Chief Hecker to proceed with sending the letter for ratification dated April 2, 2010 as written. 


MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Mr. Roche wanted to add something under 8-A regarding IRS qualification.  There is no actual legislation that is required to be filed this year.  What they are waiting on is to finalize the overpayment/underpayment thing; how and when the Board will do that.  Then what he will have to do is send a copy of every act of the legislature since the beginning of time; he did that the first time, so all he will have to do is give all the additional copies since the last time they applied.  Fill out the required forms and send all the required legislation.  Mr. Williams wanted to verify that they are essentially qualified.  Mr. Roche said they should be technically qualified and just have to get the IRS approval.  He said this should be done by June 30.  

D.
Foreign Accounts.  Chief Hecker addressed Mr. Roche on the Foreign Accounts which Mr. Roche said was due the end of June.  Mr. Roche said he has forms that need to be filled out.  Mr. Partain has to give it to the manager, which will be GoldenTree, and just have to file the form saying where they are located and that the Fund isn’t doing any illegal transactions. 
8.
Hospitalization Coverage for Retirees.  Issue was tabled.


(there may have been a little bit of what was said lost here with changing tape recorders)


9.
Report by Frank Jobert

A.
Mr. Jobert wanted a motion on Doley Securities for trying to get more business.  The agreement was ready to go and he wanted to ask the money managers to send part of the trade to Doley.  He explained that Doley Securities has a local office, but their main office and trading desk is in New York.  They have a seat on the Exchange and have a place on the floor.  You wouldn’t have to go through a third party, but would be dealing directly with someone who is on the New York Stock Exchange.  Mr. Williams asked if the Board knows what they are getting from CSG.  Mr. Jobert asked if he meant in terms of recapture?  He doesn’t think they are getting anything from CSG.  Mr. James Randall said he thought CSG contract was supposed to be reduced by something.  Mr. Williams said he thought it was 75% but he didn’t know of what.  Mr. Jobert said he didn’t think they were being used for any trades, they stayed away from that  because of the potential conflict of interest.  

Mr. James Randall said when CSG first came on board, they were charging X amount of dollars (someone said they thought $36,000 a year) and it was supposed to be reduced by the number.  They need to look at the contract.  Chief Hecker said it was $40,000.  If traded with other companies, it would be rebated back.  The amount varies.  Sometimes it’s a couple of thousand per year.  Mr. Williams asked if it was still going on.  Chief Hecker advised it was.  Mr. Williams said it’s not going through Magna.  How long ago was that defunct?  Mr. Jobert said Magna went out of business at the end of the year.  Mr. Jobert said he wasn’t aware of this when he first brought this up.  In subsequent conversations with Doley, he found out Magna is now defunct.  Mr. Jobert indicated this would take the place of Magna.  When he brought it up, he said it could be used in addition to Magna. He wanted to stand corrected.  He has since learned that Magna is no longer in existence.  Magna didn’t notify this Fund.  They may have notified CSG, but if they did, CSG didn’t notify them.
The following motion was made by Mr. Harris and seconded by Mr. Williams:

MOTION:
To accept the Commission Recapture Agreement with Doley Securities.

Mr. Jobert clarified that CSG will notify the money managers that the Board now has this agreement with Doley.  Whenever any of the equity or fixed income managers have any trades, they can direct a portion of those trades to Doley.  As an example, if they charge 6 cents a share and rebate 3 cents a share back under the recapture agreement, those monies that are recaptured will go back to CSG and be used as an offset against our contract for their services.  So it should reduce the fee the same way.  CSG has to notify the money managers and custodians.

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

  Chief Hecker will be authorized to sign the agreement with Doley Securities.

B.
The second item was the Investment Committee.  The reason the Trustees got the portfolio at this meeting was that it had been e-mailed to Mr. Jobert and Chief Hecker and had some suggestions about moving some money around.  He thinks everyone agrees that some needs to be moved from the Golden Tree account.  He feels some of the $1.6 million needs to be redistributed.  He asked him to bring the report today but that it shouldn’t be voted on today as the Board has been blindsided in the past by being expected to vote on something at the time it is presented.  Mr. Jobert doesn’t like to do that.  He hasn’t actually called a committee meeting as there were no proposals.  

Mr.  James Randall (I think) reminded the Board that several hundred thousand dollars would need to be paid out to Casey Adams and Linda St. Cyr in the near future, probably three or four hundred thousand.  Mr. Jobert said he was glad he reminded them as that would change the figures.

Mr. Jobert said Chief Hecker had appointed him to look at the investments.  He will call a meeting before the next Board meeting.  He feels it’s not necessary for the full Board to review this and he asked Clay Miller and James Randall to serve on the Committee with him.  They can meet either by phone or however is convenient for them and they will bring a proposal back to the Trustees at the next meeting.  He wanted to look at the handout given at that meeting.  The amounts to be paid out to the DROP participants will change the amount left to reinvest.
Chief Hecker asked Ms. Stern if she had an approximate amount of the payouts.  She indicated it would be $188,000 to Casey Adams and $144,000 to Linda St. Cyr.  

(There was discussion but I couldn’t understand what was being asked).

Chief Hecker advised that had already been approved.  The hangup was that GoldenTree requires a copy of the minutes authorizing Chief Hecker as the signature of the Board.  Even though he was granted that for a couple of projects, it has never been a blanket approval and the statute really doesn’t address it.   The other forms have already been filled out.  Mr. Roche has already filled out the foreign account forms.  Mr. Roche said that was specifically to draw money for retirement benefits.  Chief Hecker said with those two DROP payments, it would probably have to be revisited.  $250,000 had already been approved and with the additional $332,000, Mr. Jobert indicated they may need to take $600,000.  

Chief Hecker said by trying to meet the demands of the retirees, when GoldenTree’s $250,000 was held up by the form, they did a fallback by asking for $100,000 from Pimco.  Once the resolution is done today, the $250,000 will be put in place, and that should address those two DROP accounts.  Mr. Jobert said if you add the DROPs, $332,000, and $250,000 for general operations, that’s a total of $582,000.  Chief Hecker said he wasn’t sure what was in the account at this time.  Mr. Jobert said that’s why he thinks they should leave the DROP money in the account, if they could.  Ms. Stern advised that both participants asked if there was anything available.  

Chief Hecker advised that Argent has offered to send down a money manager investor to discuss investing money in rollovers with any of the retirees, and are willing to do it on an annual basis.  Mr. James Randall asked if it wouldn’t be better to let that person get their own money manager, someone to tell them about investments, so that if anything goes wrong they can’t come back saying the Board supplied the money manager and the Board would be at fault.  It was discussed that some time back the Board didn’t want to tell anybody anything about what to with their money.  Ms. Stern indicated that when they asked her if the Board had any recommendations, she advised them to talk with someone at their own bank to see if they could give them some direction.  

Chief Hecker advised that in the past First Bank came in every year and gave a seminar about what you might want to do with your money when you retired.  It was just an informational discussion.  Mr. Jobert said he thought it would be fair if they could be told to contact Great West.  They run the State’s Deferred Compensation Plan.  You could do a direct rollover to them without any tax consequences, and you can pick your own investment menu.  That’s someone who is already sanctioned by the State.  Mr. James Randall said he thought the Board should stay out of it all together.  (There was discussion, talking over each other, I couldn’t understand any of it).

Chief Hecker said he would find out how much cash was available and see how short they would be based on those two DROP amounts.  Then the Board would have to decide where the money has to be pulled from.  Mr. Jobert said he would advise to take it all from GoldenTree, as that’s about the only place they are over-allocated.  That would negate the need for the committee.

C.
A few months back the Board executed an agreement for securities monitoring and securities litigation.  They have Barroway and Topaz, and Scott and Scott.  There was a previous one, Mark Ripken.  Chief Hecker said he hasn’t heard anything or seen anything from them since the day the resolution was passed.  Mr. Jobert recommends getting rid of them.  They don’t need them if they already have two groups watching things on a national level.  He would like to recommend a third one on a local level, keeping up the local theme.  It doesn’t cost anything to hire them.  They monitor your portfolio, file actions as warranted, based on what they determine to be indiscretions on the part of their money managers, people handling the Board’s funds.  He is going to ask them to look at the Commonwealth Fund.  He thinks they were misled, were given bad investments.  When Mr. Partain mentioned the $50 million in other Louisiana plans at risk with this company, it’s one they should take a look at.  That is an issue for another day.  

Mr. Jobert is asking that in place of the firm with Mark Ripken, that the Board add Kahn, Swift and Foti to use on a local basis.  The other two firms would remain on a national level.  They do consistently get small amounts from those firms. Mr. Roche said he does know the local firm.  They do good work.

A motion was made by Mr. Jobert to terminate the firm whose principal lawyer is Mark Ripken out of Washington DC and replace them with Kahn, Swift and Foti.

Chief Hecker said he would have to see if there was ever a signed agreement.  There may have been a motion to hire them but he doesn’t know if they ever executed any type of signed agreement with them.  Mr. Roche asked if there was ever an agreement with the other two.  Chief Hecker said he has signed agreements with them.  Mr. Jobert said he would change his motion.

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

MOTION:
To hire Kahn, Swift and Foti for fraud litigation to begin immediately.



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY
D.
Mr. Jobert said he was going to a meeting at 4:30, the LATEC Board meeting at Morton’s Steak House.  All the Trustees were invited to the meeting.  On April 21 and 22, at the Loew’s Hotel, there are two half-day seminars.  One on Wednesday, the 21st, is actually a halfday boot camp that morning for new Trustees, anybody with two years or less on a Board.  It may not be beneficial to this Board.  The afternoon session will be geared toward veteran Trustees.  Dinner that night will be at Ruth’s Chris Steakhouse.  Anybody who attends the conference is invited to the dinner, along with their significant other.  

On Thursday morning at 8:00 a.m. another half-day seminar for veterans.  It will end around 12:30 or 1:00 p.m. There is a golf game scheduled for that afternoon.  For anyone who wanted to participate, there is no charge.  After the golf event, that evening there will be a social at Lakewood Country Club on Gen. Degaulle Dr., which also includes significant others.  All the Board members are LATEC members, so there is no charge to attend any of this.  The only charge is a $25 fee for the golf.  

10.
Zenith contract regarding auditing issues.  Ms. Stern indicated there was a question about the final audit.  Ms. Arnold is looking into it.  She had been waiting to hear from Joey Richard, but she has gotten most of what she needs from Mr. Williams.  She said she wasn’t sure if Zenith could do what was being requested.  
11.
Signature for the Board.  Chief Hecker asked if they wanted to make a motion to have him be the signature for the Board.  That’s the hangup with GoldenTree.  Mr. Roche advised there should be a motion to authorize someone to sign contracts and other documents.  The Board has approved the GoldenTree contract and someone needs to be authorized to sign it.  Mr. James Randall asked if the Board has to continue authorizing the Chief to sign contracts.  Mr. Roche said it would be a general one-time authorization.  Chief Hecker said they have done it for special projects.  Mr. Roche said they had searched the minutes and nothing had ever been put in the minutes.  He thought it was done at the December meeting two years prior, but he could find nothing.  It was determined that it should read Chairman of the Board.


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

MOTION:
To authorize the Chairman of the Board to sign all contracts or other documents necessary for the transfer of funds as authorized by the Board of Trustees. 


MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY 

Mr. Roche will draw up the document.  He will give the form to Ms. Stern.  She will draft the form, have Chief Hecker sign as Chairman of the Board, she will sign as administrator, the person who does the minutes.
12.
Reports by Mark Williams.


A.
Mr. Williams passed out the Proposal for Audit Services by Silva Gurtner & Abney.
Chief Hecker asked if Mr. Williams identified the cost for each, whether they are comparable.  Mr. Williams advised they are not.  That is the reason he is recommending the change.  Silva Gurtner & Abney is essentially doing it for what Postlewaite & Netterville had previously done it for.  Postlewaite & Netterville is changing from $9700 to $13,500 with a 5% increase for each year.  Silva’s estimate is $9750 for three years.  

Chief Hecker indicated Mr. Williams had asked him if he wanted to participate in the study and discuss the two proposals.  Chief Hecker told him it would be best coming from him as he is the one who had to work closely with whoever the Board hires.  

It was questioned how big an issue it would be to change auditors.  Mr. Williams said it would not be a problem as Ms. Hammond is with Silva Gurtner.  She is familiar with the Fund.
Mr. Williams said there were only two bids received.  Usually when Postlewaite & Netterville bids, no one wants to bid against them.  He thinks Silva Gurtner & Abney are domiciled on the Northshore but have a small office on the Southshore.  They have been in business since 1995.  

Chief Hecker asked if this issue needed to be settled at this meeting and Mr. Williams indicated it did.  Mr.Williams indicated the Port is staying with Postlewaite & Netterville, but on a year to year contract.  They wouldn’t have a problem with this Board changing auditors.

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

MOTION:
To hire Silva Gurtner & Abney.



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY 
Chief Hecker will send Postlewaite & Netterville a letter from the Board.

B. 
Financial Outlook for HPRS.  Mr. Williams passed out a memo to the Trustees (Exhibit VII).  It was requested that he give a summary and the Board members would review all the data after the meeting.  Chief Hecker indicated there would be another meeting in a few weeks.

Mr. Williams referenced one of the charts with 2007 at the top.  The top line is 2007 actual numbers for payroll through payout and year end balance.  4% has typically been the Port’s increase in pay.  But that is a variable.  If you go across you get the total contributions and deduct the total payments, the next column you have the number of new retirees.  This takes into account the current employees.  The assumption is made that anytime an employee is lost, he is replaced.  That isn’t happening right now.  So the payroll grows by 4% per year. The current employees, it is noted the first time they are able to retire.  So in 2010, there are 6 who would become eligible.  Then it shows contributions less benefits paid.

Mr. Conefry asked what supporting actuarial data he had not supplied when he was requested.  Mr. Williams asked that they have a reasonable discussion.  Mr. Conefry said it wasn’t reasonable.  He asked the same question again.  Mr. Williams said Mr. Conefry obviously had read his questions before.  Mr. Conefry said he responded to that for 3 hours at the January Board meeting, and he covered every “so-called” clarification he had in there.  Mr. Williams said if he had read the entire thing, he would see that he had asked for some information.  He also indicated that at the end of the meeting he talked to him and asked that he call him with some dates he could meet with him, but he never did.  It is written in that document.  He needs the actuarial data.  He said he didn’t come to argue, just to give out some information.

The next column is projected retiree deaths.  Based on those columns, payouts change, up for new retirees and down for deaths.  All those adjustments are taken into account.  There are a lot of assumptions. It shows you the balance from 2007 with 27 year projection is only about $3 million.  It is going down.  This is based on the annual return that they have had for the past 10 years not counting the 2009 big loss.  5.13% is what was averaged net.  Take earnings, take out contributions and the only thing left is expenses.  Take out contributions and benefit payments and you have earnings and expenses.  So that’s the net earnings over those 10 years.  He projected that to go forward.  The long sheet underneath gives you the impact of changes.  So for 2007, we’re here for the long term.

On the page with the 2009, it has the 7% and 13%.  Balance in 2009 is $10 million.  The whole first line is actual amounts.  That brings the same information forward.  (Mr. Conefry left the meeting.)  If the assumption is made, the same benefit payments, same 7%, same 13%, 4% pay raise, same average earnings, the Fund will run out of money in 17 years.  That means the Port will have to pay.

On page two of the document there are three items.  The first item the Harbor Police got supplemental pay.  Depending on your salary, it represented 5.7%-15.4% increase in salary.  The average person got 12.5% for supplemental pay.  The second item is the Board issued a pay raise of between 10%-26%.  The average was 11.4%.  Those 2 equal about 24% plus the regular 4% for a total of about 32% raise in 2007-2008. Then the downturn in the economy in 2008.  That’s what is causing the difference between 2007 still having $3 million in 2034.  But in 2009 you have payroll and benefits being paid, you run out of money in 17 years if nothing else changes.  

Another schedule shows 2009 with employee contribution being 9% and employer contribution being 20%.  He said something has to happen, even if the Fund gets the 9% and 20%.  As you go down, you earn less.  This is reflected in the last column, net earnings is going down.  More is being paid out than taken in.  
Mr. Jobert asked if he went back and looked at a longer time frame than the last 10 years for returns.  Mr. Williams indicated he did not.  Mr. Jobert pointed out that there had been some pretty exciting markets in the past 10 years.  The Fund was looking good prior to the 2008-2009 crash.  

Mr. James Randall asked if the Port would be willing to go up to 20% if the employees were willing to go up to 9%?  Mr. Williams said a 1% increase by employees would represent a 14% change.  A 1% increase by employer would represent 7.7% change.  If the employees went up to 9%, that would be a 28% increase in what they pay.  If the Port went up to 20%, that would be a 53% increase in their contribution.  So if the employees went to 9% and the Port went up to 20%, the Port is going up about double what the employees are going up.  Of course, the Port can see the writing on the wall.  Something has to happen or they will have to start paying monthly.  

Someone asked if 20% was not out of the realm of possibility.  Mr. Williams said he didn’t think so.  It would require a change in the statute.  It currently says 13%.  So that needs to get changed.  The AG says that is the maximum that can be paid without the change.  The AG asked if the employee contribution would actually be increased.  That would also require a statute change.  If they changed the statute to say 20% and the Port agreed to that, they could word the statute to read up to 20%.  That way it’s not a fixed amount and could go down if things got better.  That could be a selling point to the Port.  He doesn’t think that’s unreasonable.

Mr. Jobert left the meeting at 4:15.

Chief Hecker said the Board will need to make a decision in conjunction with the Port’s Board.  Mr. Roche said if the Port went up to 15-20% and the employees went up to a reasonable amount, and interest earnings went up to a reasonable amount, it could all work out.  Mr. Williams said all those things would have to work out.  The two things you can control are contributions.  You can’t control earnings, which is where you could use the most help.  You could do really well one year and not the next year.  Mr. Williams said he would like to ask Mr. Partain if he has any projections on how things will go over the next few years.
Mr. Roche said a lot of Pension Systems are making changes this year.  But this will only change things for the future.  It can’t affect current employees.  Mr. Williams said that’s why he suggested contribution change.  Mr. James Randall said in this system, there is a hiring freeze on right now.  If contributions are only changed for new employees, it would only be 1 or 2 people.  Mr. Williams indicated the AG advised that the contribution changes can be for existing employees.  Chief Hecker said that if it was only for future employees trickling in, the 9% wouldn’t make much of an impact.  It would have to be for current employees also.  And up to the 20% on the Port side.
Mr. Williams said he didn’t do any analysis of changes of benefits.  He would need an actuary to help with that.  Mr. Williams didn’t know if many of the employees would be in favor of their paying additional if the Port didn’t agree to increase their percentage.  Chief Hecker said he didn’t think it would be on a voluntary basis.  The AG said it could be done without the employees agreeing. Chief Hecker thinks a letter of information would be sent out.  Mr. Williams said he agrees that the employees should be filled in on the situation the Fund is in, and that this would be the best way to solidify their benefits in the future.  Chief Hecker said he would begin generating that letter if Mr. Williams would see what he could come up with as far as a commitment up to the 20% as he quoted as far as the Port Board is concerned.  Maybe they can bring them together before the Board meets again.  Chief Hecker said it was too late to do anything in this legislative session.  Randy said he would see what could be done.  He doesn’t think 9% is unreasonable.  The new LASERS plan gets 9 ½% contribution, called hazardous duty group. 
Chief Hecker said he thinks common sense factor has to kick in.  If you look at these numbers and you see that the Fund is on the downslide and you want to do your part to save it.  In good times, they got them the supplemental pay, the 25-30% raises.  Unfortunately these are tough times.  He thinks everybody realizes that, with the hiring freeze and the budget freeze.  He’ll put a letter together to let them know this is something that will have to be considered. He will welcome any feedback meanwhile.

Mr. Williams said he doesn’t have the ability to calculate the impact of changing benefits.  So he will have to work with Mr. Conefry to get this information.  He had asked him for information before and asked to get together with him.  He can’t make him do it.  The Trustees heard Mr. Conefry tell him he wasn’t going to answer any more of his questions.  That’s not the right response.  He can’t work like that.  If Mr. Conefry doesn’t change from that, Mr. Williams said he won’t stay.  His responsibility is to the retirees.  If he can’t function, he can’t take the risk and stay.  He can’t do his job.  Mr. Conefry has to answer his questions.  It is bizarre to him that someone you hire responds like he did.  He didn’t intend that information for him.  It was written to the Chief.  He intended to ask those questions verbally. He won’t give the questions like that anymore if that’s the response that will happen.  He didn’t know he would get that response.  He had someone else read it with the intention of not leaving something there that was outrageous.  Obviously it didn’t work.  That person edits all his letters.  It took her a week and she made some changes.  But that was intended for the Chief.  If he had known, he would have worded it differently.  

The next piece is Mr. Conefry’s answers.  He wants the Trustees to see if Mr. Conefry answered his questions.  Some of them he did.  In the meantime, the LASERS published their actuarial report.  Their report included a lot of their tables, their mortality table.  If you compare this with the LASERS tables, Mr. Conefry said the mortality table from 1971 was still good.  So he compared it to LASERS.  LASERS tables has their people living substantially longer.  You can see the men, some of the ladies live shorter than our current table, most live longer.  And the men significantly longer.  The LASERS changed to that this year.  They have a new actuary this year who changed a lot of their tables.  The table the LASERS is using is the table the Actuary Association of the US recommends for retirement systems to use. This averages about 30% longer life than we are using.  We have to pay benefits 30% longer, then we are in worse trouble than you see in his chart.  The people are not going to die when they are projected to die and we will be paying benefits longer.  That is what has him concerned.

The next page has charts with termination dates.  The 1986 chart is our rates.  You can see the termination rates are getting higher.  In 2009 at young ages they are higher, but then they drop way down.  Acceleration factors are a little bit different.  If you read what LASERS does, they use 1.3% in the first year, we use 2%.  Our factors go up, then gradually go down.  LASERS do not accelerate anything beyond that first year.  What the termination does for your plan is you have people who work so many years, they make contributions, the employer makes contributions.  Then somebody quits before retirement, he gets his contributions back, but the Plan keeps the employer contributions.  So if you’re projecting a lot of people quit, you’re thinking you’re getting a lot of employer money that you can keep and benefit from.  But if that’s not actually what happens, you’re relying on something you’re not going to see. You’re not going to get those employer contributions because people are going to stay until retirement.  And that’s what happens when you have a higher set termination.  In the first 3 years today vs. 1986, it’s 11% vs 6%.  So we’re estimating 11% age 20 employees are going to quit.  Then the first year of employment you will double that, 22%.  In 1986 in our own plan, doubling 6% is 12%.  We’re thinking a lot more people are going to quit today than in 1986.  Pre-Katrina, and you can correct me if I’m wrong, we had a higher turnover than we do today.  Someone said that is right.  He thinks people today, because of the economy and the better pay are staying.  So there will be a lower turnover rate.  Again, this will make the chart look good compared to if you used a reasonable table.  A reasonable table would make the chart look worse.

The Board can read the whole document.  Another aspect is that on some of Mr. Conefry’s  tables, he used the earliest retirement age of 45.  His response to me was that he used that age as it was the earliest a person could retire with 20 years.  They don’t need to be 45.  The age is not required.  They can retire with 25 years at any age.  And there have been 6 who retired at 43, and 5 at 44.  So there are people retiring sooner than he’s projecting.  So we will have to pay benefits longer.  That throws it the wrong way too.  He would like to have had Mr. Conefry look at this.  He showed this to the Port and recommended that they have an actuary go back through this and verify what he has determined.  He doesn’t have the capability of calculating changing benefit amounts.  You need an actuary for that.  That’s why he wanted to meet with Mr. Conefry.  He waited a long time before he started this as he wanted to get with him.  Unfortunately, it doesn’t look like that will happen.  So he went ahead and did it.  It was enough to convince the Port that something has to be done.  Nothing against Mr. Conefry.  It requires that the Board make changes to those tables.  Mr. Conefry should suggest but the statutes say it is the Board who decides.  The Board chooses, and by the Board minutes changes the tables.  One mortality table is in the statute.  But it says the Board can change that.  And Mr. Conefry is supposed to be doing that.  He sees other things, he looked at actuarial standards and wants to suggest doing something that is not normal.  

The way he reads the standards, Mr. Conefry should have been doing many looks each year;  done an analytical assessment on the tables.  The big assessment is done every 5 years, which is what the Board has asked him to do.  But each year he is supposed to analyze whether the tables are still current without doing a big analysis and make recommendations to the Board.   The reports are supposed to contain a lot more data.  That’s how he was able to compare the LASERS because their reports contain a lot more data.  It has statistics on their people also, how many people, what age, how long they’ve been employed.  We don’t have anything like that in ours.  So he couldn’t make any comparison on that.  That’s some of the data that he asked for from Mr. Conefry.  This could be much worse than the chart he showed the Trustees running out in 17 years.  If we use LASERS tables, it would be.  It would take a lot more calculating than he has the time or capability of doing.  An actuary is needed to use the data to do an overall projection.  He thinks the Port is going to hire an actuary.  They are concerned because they don’t have the money to begin paying monthly benefits, and don’t foresee having it in 17 years.  That’s why he thinks the 20% isn’t unreasonable.  They want to get this stabilized.  

There are a couple of other options.  He’s not suggesting any of it.  One thing the AG mentioned to him was that he felt this Plan should get in the Hazardous Duty Plan.  Mr. Williams thinks the AG was thinking a bigger pool of money means more stability and more security for retirees.  He said the best shot at that is right now while the Plan is being put before the legislature.  The shot is getting less and less each day as you go on.  He’s only looked at the basics of the Plan.  It’s 9 ½% contribution, benefits are 3 1/3% for 3 years just like this Plan.  This Plan has some benefits that the other Plan doesn’t have.  It was questioned if this would be one Plan for all the law enforcement agencies, firefighters.  Mr. Roche said it included Wildlife and Fisheries, Probation and Parole, all those folks.  Mr. Williams said you could do that for new people, but that would present a bigger problem for this Plan   That means our contributions would go down if we weren’t replacing with people coming in.  We run out of money sooner.  That in itself is not a fix.  Mr. Williams is assuming to get into that Plan, you would have to satisfy LASERS actuarial calculations.  When someone moves today, LASERS sends a letter requesting the amount they want.  Mr. Conefry calculates the amount the system has for that person.    LASERS comes with the calculation.  Our Plan might be more or less.  If our money is more, we send the LASERS a check for what they want.  If our money is less, the statute says LASERS can take that money and convert it to equivalent years in their system.  The employee might have 16 years but end up with 13 years with LASERS.  The alternative is the employee could contribute the difference, give it to the LASERS and get it up to what he had with this system.  Another possibility is the Port could pay the difference.  The Plan would not have that money.  Just by the fact we are 79% funded in 2009 using those other tables.  If you use these tables, we would be a lower percent funded.  What the LASERS wants is just give them the money to fund that person, and this Fund doesn’t have it.  The only hope for the Board is. if they want to go this way, is if there was a way for the Board to pay the difference over time.  
The LASERS doesn’t want a Plan that’s not funded.  They are only 59% funded.  They don’t want any more unfunded persons.  They don’t want a plan dumped on them that’s not 100% funded.  So he doesn’t think they are interested in just taking on this Plan.  They would want that actuarially calculated money.  Mr. James Randall commented that there are few, if any, plans that are 100% funded right now, and the LASERS probably wouldn’t be taking anybody.  Mr. Williams agreed they would not be taking anyone on an as is basis.  So you might be able to get the new people in, but then you have to do something for all the rest of the members.  There are no easy answers to this but needs to be addressed.   

(Benny Harris said something here about a meeting with firefighters and defined contribution plan, but he was talking low and there is static on the tape so I couldn’t understand enough to transcribe it). 

Chief Hecker indicated it was unfortunate that this came at the end of the meeting as it is too important to cut short, but it was time to wrap up the meeting.  He recommends that the Board meet more frequently, condensing the agenda and prioritizing it so that there wouldn’t be 8 or 9 hour meetings.  But these things have to come up as priority.  He suggests that everybody read all the documents, not just put it aside until the next meeting.  Everybody’s input is needed.  Mr. Williams has laid it out the best he can, but they need Mr. Conefry to break it down from an actuarial point of view.  

Chief Hecker just wanted to reiterate what Mr. Randall said; that he is not telling anybody what to do; they can do what they want.  But Mr. Randall is right.  When you start out a page and it’s condemnation of anybody, it is going to put them on the defensive.  Mr. Williams sent it to him and it was titled Clarification and Questions for an Actuary.  Naturally he wasn’t going to go in and extract specific questions.  He told Mr. Williams he was sending it to Mr. Conefry so that he could start working on it.  But even if it was handed out like was done today, he would read what was in it.  

Mr. Williams said the handout today was intended for Trustees.  He has to explain why.  He had asked Mr. Conefry and had not gotten the answers.  Chief Hecker said he was only giving his point of view and if he wanted to continue it, that was fine.  Mr. Williams said whatever he wrote now would tick Mr. Conefry off.

Mr. Dorsey said even when he reads e-mails, he doesn’t want to come to go to the next  meeting.  It’s usually just a line or two that will put someone on the defensive. He said if anything comes from Mr. Williams right now and he’s not sweet as pie, he’s going to get it.
Mr. Williams said he isn’t going to be sweet as pie.  The Board has a problem.  If Mr. Conefry won’t answer his questions, he’s not going to stick around.  The Board can find someone else to do the financial analysis, deal with the Port, try to get money from the Port.  He’s not going to sit here and pretend that he can take care of the retiree’s interests without getting the actuarial questions answered.  He won’t take that risk.  He has had investment firms call him and advise him to get off that Board as he is going to get sued.  By using the old data and not being sure the Plan’s solid, he needs to get off if he’s not getting the answers he needs from the actuary.  If the Plan sticks with Mr. Conefry and he doesn’t get the answers he thinks he needs, he’s gone.  He has too many investment firms tell him that he’s going to get sued.  He’s there to protect the benefits for the Plan’s retirees.  And he’s going to be blunt, he needs the data, has to have it.  Mr. Conefry is a professional.  Mr. Williams isn’t an actuary.  He may ask some dumb questions.  He’s probably asked Mr. Roche some dumb questions and he knows he asked the AG some dumb questions.  But he needs answers.  Even if it’s a stupid question, he needs an answer.
Chief Hecker said he thinks everybody has the same goal, to try to fix it and stabilize the Fund.  Mr. Williams said he agrees that is the goal but that he’s about at the end of his patience.  Chief Hecker said he will try to bridge the gap and get focused again. Mr. Williams said if Mr. Conefry doesn’t want to talk to him, just let him know and he’s gone.  He’s not going to pretend to take care of the membership without getting actuarial data he needs.  He won’t go through another Trustee to answer his questions.  If he can’t treat the Trustees the same.  He’s the only one who has asked these questions and obviously he didn’t like them.  But he’s the one with the financial background, so he has to ask those questions.  He has been dealing with Morgan Stanley and he’s asked them a lot of pointed questions and they have made some comments to him.  But he said someone has to ask those questions.  He met with them last week and their projection was that the Plan could run out of money in about 10 years.  They did it based on investment side, he based it on expense.  They said they worked up an analysis but could not give him that information unless there was a chance they would get the business.  Mr. Williams wanted to get that for another person’s perspective.  If they were given an RFP, he could give additional data.

Chief Hecker said he thought they need to have another meeting in another 3 or 4 weeks.  He thinks they need to meet more often.  Mr. Harris agreed they need to have more frequent meetings.  Chief Hecker said they need to prioritize the agenda.  Some of the stuff needs to wait.  The shape of the Fund and audit are the two items that need to be taken care of as soon as possible.  Maybe by the end of April or early May to pick up where they left off.  Meanwhile everyone needs to read all the material they were given.

Chief Hecker said he knows they have their differences but everybody on the Board appreciates the time and effort Mr. Williams has put into this and studies he has done.  He thinks when it’s all finished, everybody wants the same thing, to get the Plan stabilized.

Chief Hecker asked Mr. Roche to check into the Hazardous Duty Plan before the Trustees meet again.  

He suspended the remainder of the agenda until a later date.
Motion was made by Clay Miller and seconded by Bennie Harris to adjourn the meeting at 4:50 p.m.
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