
 

 

  

EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM OF THE COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE 
MINUTES OF THE APRIL 21, 2021 PENSION BOARD MEETING 

1. Call to Order 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 8:33 a.m.  The meeting was held virtually 
due to Milwaukee County’s and the City of Milwaukee’s Stay Safe MKE initiative 
limiting gatherings in light of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

2. Roll Call 

Members Present 

Fernando Aniban  
Nicole Best  
Jeffrey Gollner 
Elena LaMendola (for item 11) 
LaValle Morgan 
Ronald Nelson (Vice Chair)  
Himanshu Parikh 
David Robles (Chair) 

 

Members Excused 

 
 
  
 
 
 

Others Present  

Erika Bronikowski, Director - Retirement Plan Services 
Tina Lausier, Fiscal Officer - Retirement Plan Services 
Turkessa McCoy, Retirement Plan Services 
Natasha Ford, Retirement Plan Services 
Jennifer Folliard, Director of Audits – Office of the Comptroller 
Judd Taback, Assistant Corporation Counsel 
Rachel Preston, Paralegal - Office of Corporation Counsel  
Jessica Culotti, Reinhart Boerner Van Deuren s.c. 
Brett Christenson, Marquette Associates, Inc. 
Christopher Caparelli, Marquette Associates, Inc.  
Geoff Bridges, Segal Consulting 
Patryk Tabernacki, Segal Consulting 
Kim Nicholl, Segal Consulting 
Steven Shore, Segal Consulting 
Lauren Albanese, Financial Investment News 
Commissioner David M. Sweet, ERS Member 

3. Chairperson's Report 

The Chair began by thanking everyone for attending the April 21, 2021 Pension 
Board meeting.  He noted a couple of Board members have time constraints, so 
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his report will be brief.  The Chair stated that the Board will be discussing a 
number of important items at the meeting, including the valuation report.   

4. Election of Pension Board Vice Chairperson 

The Chair stated the second item on the agenda is the election of the Pension 
Board Vice Chair.  He explained that for this election, the Chair will entertain 
self-nominations as well as nominations from other Board members.  The Chair 
stated Vice Chair is an important position in the event that the Chair cannot be 
present for a meeting or there are items that need to be delegated.  In those 
situations, the Vice Chair performs the duties of the Chair.    

Mr. Aniban then nominated Mr. Nelson to serve as Vice Chair.  He noted he had 
not discussed this with Mr. Nelson, but he thinks he is a good candidate for the 
position.  The Chair stated he would second Mr. Aniban’s nomination.  The Chair 
then called for any additional nominations or comments.  Mr. Nelson stated that 
he was a little bit surprised by the nomination, and he is not sure how much more 
work he can take on given his current workload.  However, Mr. Nelson explained 
he is willing to serve as Vice Chair as long as the Chair intends to be at the 
majority of the Board meetings.  The Chair stated he has done very well with 
meeting attendance except for some technical issues at the beginning of meetings.  
The Chair then called for any further discussion.   

The Pension Board unanimously voted to elect Mr. Nelson to serve as Vice 
Chairperson of the Pension Board.  Motion by Mr. Aniban, seconded by the 
Chair. 

The Chair thanked Mr. Nelson for taking on this role and stated he will do his best 
to give Mr. Nelson notice if he is unable to attend a Board meeting in the future.    

5. Minutes 

(a) Meeting Minutes – February 17, 2021  

The Chair stated the next item is the approval of the February Pension Board 
meeting minutes.  He noted the minutes have been distributed and called for any 
comments, questions, additions or corrections.  Seeing none, the Chair stated he 
would entertain a motion to approve.  

The Pension Board unanimously voted to approve the minutes of the 
February 17, 2021 Pension Board meeting.  Motion by Ms. Best, seconded by 
Mr. Gollner.                           

6. D. Sweet Appeal Hearing 

The Chair stated the next item is the consideration of the appeal of David Sweet. 
He noted time has been set aside for Commissioner Sweet to provide additional 
comments on his written submission to the Board.  Commissioner Sweet stated he 
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was present and had a few verbal comments to present to the Board.  The Chair 
explained that the Board has received a copy of Commissioner Sweet’s written 
materials, but if there anything else he would like the Board to consider either in 
open session or in closed session, the Board will afford him that opportunity.  

Commissioner Sweet noted that his written submission received by the Board 
covers most of the factors he wants the Board to consider.  He stated the first 
factor is that his service prior to the end of 1974 is covered by the very specific 
definition set forth in Paragraph 1 of the Ordinance.  Commissioner Sweet 
explained that Paragraph 1 sets out a very specific lengthy list of what constitutes 
military service, and the County Board did not intend to create two classes of 
veterans.  He contended that the use of the term "active service" in the second 
paragraph of the Ordinance does not negate the definition presented in 
Paragraph 1.  Commissioner Sweet further contended that there was a case that 
was referred to in the Committee's recommendation that is not on point.  He stated 
the case dealt with someone who was working and then had time away from work 
during that period.  The individual was earning retirement credits from work and 
then was applying for additional retirement credits for the same period of time he 
was already receiving credit.  Commissioner Sweet argued that the 43 days of 
service that was originally credited to him by RPS is different from the cited case 
because there was a law that had been passed pursuant to the State statute that 
specifically excluded active duty for training.  He further argued this exclusion is 
not present in the County Ordinance.  Therefore, Commissioner Sweet contended 
that the credit would have been included, but for the fact that there was a specific 
State statute that excluded the time in that case.  Commissioner Sweet noted again 
that this exclusion is not at issue in his case because the County Board did not 
pass an Ordinance that excluded active duty for training.  Commissioner Sweet 
explained that he believes the County Board intended to define what constitutes 
military service for purposes of retirement credit and that Paragraph 2 of the 
Ordinance does not exclude that definition of military service.  Instead, Paragraph 
2 creates two separate types of employees.  Commissioner Sweet also noted that 
the State statute included in the Committee's recommendation does not include 
anything close to the same lengthy definition of what constitutes military service 
as the County Ordinance does.  Commissioner Sweet stated this is his position, 
and it is fully set forth in his submission to the Board.  He stated he hopes the 
Board gives his position due consideration as this means a lot to him.  
Commissioner Sweet also noted that he is likely one of the last County employees 
who would fall under this definition given the 1974 cutoff date.   

Commissioner Sweet continued by commenting on the original 220 days that the 
Committee recommended reducing to 177.  He argued that RPS made a number 
of statements regarding its past practice and how they have always calculated 
military service.  Commissioner Sweet questioned that if that is true, how there is 
a recommendation to reduce his service now.  Commissioner Sweet opined that 
this may have implications for any persons who were previously given credit and 
questioned whether an audit would be required to change RPS’ prior practice.  
Commissioner Sweet then thanked the Pension Board for its consideration.  
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The Chair thanked Commissioner Sweet for his presentation.  The Chair stated 
the Board will consider his materials and presentation in closed session.  The 
Board will then return to open session to vote and Commissioner Sweet will be 
notified through counsel or Ms. Bronikowski of the action taken by the Board.   

7. Investment Report 

(a) Monthly Update 

The Chair welcomed Mr. Caparelli and Mr. Christenson from Marquette 
Associates and asked them to present their report.  Mr. Caparelli greeted the 
Board and stated his presentation would be brief.  He noted overall returns 
continue to be pretty good for the start of 2021.  The momentum that the 
markets built throughout 2020 is continuing into 2021.   

Mr. Caparelli then reviewed the Market Tracker, which he noted is dated 
through the end of the first quarter.  The S&P 500 is at 6.2% for the first quarter 
of 2021.  Mr. Caparelli noted that in looking at the long term average return in 
the markets, 7-9% per year returns are expected.  This means that through the 
first quarter of 2021, the equity markets are getting close to the annual expected 
average returns.  In looking at the trailing 12-month period, which covers the 
beginning of the COVID pandemic and the recovery, the S&P 500 is up 56.4%, 
the Russell 3000 is up over 62% and the NASDAQ, which is the tech side of the 
market is up 73.4%.  Mr. Caparelli stated these are just really incredible returns.  
He explained there are a number of factors that led to these returns, including 
the hope that as people get vaccinated, things will start to get back to “normal.”  
Another important factor is the unprecedented and tremendous amount of 
stimulus that has come into to the market from central banks and from central 
governments around the world to help businesses and individuals make it 
through the COVID crisis.  Mr. Caparelli explained this stimulus has propped 
up asset prices around the world.   

Mr. Caparelli continued by stating throughout 2020, growth led the way in a 
very dramatic fashion.  Then in November, the trend started to change when the 
vaccine trials were released.  Since then, value has been on a nice run.  Mr. 
Caparelli noted that the style boxes are almost exactly reversed from this time 
last year.  Thus far in 2021, large cap growth is up only .9% whereas large cap 
value is up 11.3%.  Small cap value is also doing quite well, up 21.2%.   

Mr. Caparelli stated Non-U.S. returns also continue to be pretty good.  The 
overall non-U.S. market is up 3.5% year-to-date and up approximately 50% in 
the trailing one year period.  Mr. Caparelli noted that as has been the theme, the 
international markets come in a little bit short of the U.S. market returns, but 
still pretty strong in an absolute sense.  Mr. Caparelli then stated the last item he 
wanted to point out is Fixed Income.  He stated the Board has talked about for a 
while how fixed income is expected to be a low return asset class going 
forward, and those results have started to come to fruition over the first quarter 
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of 2021.  In looking at the yield curve, the short end of the yield curve remains 
anchored at zero.  Mr. Caparelli explained this is the part that the Fed controls, 
and they have pledged to keep at zero for the foreseeable future.  As the curve 
moves out to longer dated maturities, this is the part that is controlled by the 
market.  In looking at the benchmark ten-year treasury yield a year ago, it was 
in the 50, 60, 70 basis point range, and today it is approximately 1.5 and gone 
about as high about 1.7.  Mr. Caparelli explained those higher interest rates 
create negative returns in the bond portfolio.  The Aggregate Index, which is 
investment grade fixed income in the U.S., is down 3.4% year-to-date.  Mr. 
Caparelli explained this is the result of those higher interest rates and is a good 
reminder that there is still risk in the Fixed Income part of the portfolio.  
Overall, the market has had a nice start to the year, and April continues to move 
in the right direction.  Mr. Caparelli then called for questions.   

In response to a question from the Chair with regard to when the Russell 3000 
change will be effective, Mr. Caparelli stated Ms. Culotti’s team has reviewed 
the contract and did not have any major legal concerns.  He stated the contract 
can likely be signed in the next few days and the change made before the end of 
the month.   

Mr. Caparelli continued by reviewing the March Flash Report.  Overall, he 
stated the ERS Portfolio had a market value of $1.795 billion as of March 31, 
2021.  Mr. Caparelli noted the Policy Percentage column in the Report is one 
that will change over the coming months to reflect the Board’s new asset 
allocation structure.  Currently, he explained that the Policy to Target looks very 
much like it has for the last few meetings.  Fixed Income continues to be 
underweight to almost $100 million because it has been one of the lowest 
returning asset classes in the Portfolio.  Marquette is comfortable with this asset 
class being underweight because one of the primary offsets is cash.   

Mr. Caparelli stated the Segall Bryant portfolio was liquidated mid-March, and 
as a result, ERS received some cash.  Mr. Caparelli noted that ERS has a high 
cash balance right now, but that will certainly get spent down over the next few 
months.  Mr. Caparelli reminded the Board that this is fully equitized through 
the cash overlay program.  This is not simply cash sitting in the Portfolio.  It is 
being invested, but shows up as cash.  With the exception of Private Equity, 
which Mr. Caparelli stated he would discuss in a moment, the remaining 
Portfolio is relatively within range of the target.   

Mr. Caparelli continued by explaining one rebalancing recommendation from 
Marquette that is based on the change to the L* portfolio the Board selected at 
the last meeting.  Mr. Caparelli stated that within the Real Estate composite, 
UBS is being terminated, but the current $31 million balance will take a while 
to be paid out.  With the remaining managers, Morgan Stanley and American 
Realty, the overall portfolio will remain overweight to the new target, which is 
5%.  Mr. Caparelli stated because of this, Marquette is recommending that the 
Board put in a $20 million redemption request to Morgan Stanley.  He noted 
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that if the Board approved that today, the redemption would be for June 30 and 
the payment would be made by the end of July or mid-August.  Mr. Caparelli 
further explained that at that point, it is likely the Board will have the private 
debt search underway and be working towards selecting a new home for those 
assets.  Mr. Caparelli asked if there were any questions or thoughts or comments 
on that recommendation.  

Mr. Nelson stated he had a question on a related note.  He asked if the Board 
needed to approve anything further to redeploy some of the cash to the Russell 
3000 investment with Northern Trust.  Mr. Caparelli stated it was his 
understanding that nothing else was required.  The Board made all of the 
necessary approvals at the February meeting, so the only item that is left is to 
execute the documents, which he stated would be happening in the next couple 
of weeks.  The Chair agreed with Mr. Caparelli and stated in his view, when the 
Board approved the asset allocation under L*, as part of that, the Board 
approved the necessary transactions to effectuate that new allocation.  

The Chair stated that unless there were questions, he would entertain a motion 
to approve a $20 million redemption from Morgan Stanley based on the 
recommendation from Marquette Associates. 

Mr. Aniban asked Mr. Caparelli to confirm why the redemption is coming from 
Morgan Stanley.  Mr. Caparelli stated the UBS is already in the liquidation 
phase, and the remaining managers are Morgan Stanley and American Realty.  
Collectively, those managers are still significantly overweight to the new 5% 
target.  Mr. Caparelli explained that the recommendation is for the amounts to 
come from Morgan Stanley to keep the weights between Morgan Stanley and 
American Realty the same as they have been historically with Morgan Stanley 
at only a slightly higher balance.   

The Pension Board unanimously voted to approve Marquette Associates’ 
recommendation of a $20 million redemption from Morgan Stanley.  
Motion by Mr. Nelson, seconded by Ms. Best.                             

Mr. Caparelli continued by reviewing the Flash Report.  He stated a year ago 
this time, March 31, 2020, the ERS Portfolio had a balance of $1.488 billion.  It 
is now almost $1.8 billion.  Mr. Caparelli noted this is pretty remarkable.  He 
further noted that, on the year-to-date basis, 2021 is off to a good start.  He 
reminded the Board that Private Equity is an asset class that is reported on a 
significant lag.  ERS still does not have the full 2020 valuations from all of its 
Private Equity managers.  Mr. Caparelli stated that what was reported from the 
Board’s prior meeting was Adam Street's fourth quarter numbers, which include 
some really incredible write-ups.  For example, the Co-Investment fund has a 
2020 return of 63%.  Prior to the fourth quarter, that number was around 20% or 
25%.  As a result of those significant write-ups, the overall Private Equity 
composite for the calendar year 2020 posted returns of 25.8%, making it the 
best performing asset class in the overall Portfolio.  Mr. Caparelli explained that 
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over time it is certainly expected for Private Equity to be the best performing 
asset because it is illiquid and there is a fair amount of risk.  Mr. Caparelli 
further explained that these returns are not expected in a year when the equity 
markets are up 20 or 25%, but this speaks to the frenzied M&A activity that 
exists in the market today.  Mr. Caparelli stated Private Equity was a nice boost 
to the 2020 returns, which are now approximately 10.7%.  He noted this is not 
final and the returns may move up a little bit as the last few Private Equity 
managers report in.    

Looking at the other asset classes, Mr. Caparelli stated the overall returns for 
March were up 1.8% with 3.3% year-to-date returns.  These are both in excess 
of the benchmark.  The overall return for the trailing 12 months is a positive 
30.3%, which Mr. Caparelli noted is great for a balanced portfolio with a 
number of asset classes and a fair amount of diversification.  In reviewing the 
longer term returns, Mr. Caparelli reported that all are fairly significant, which 
speaks to how strong the market has been over the last 10-12 years since the 
financial crisis.  Fixed Income is down 1.1% for March and 3.3% year-to-date.  
Galliard, who is the largest manager within Fixed Income continues to do a nice 
job of adding incremental bits of value.  Mr. Caparelli explained that while 
Galliard has a negative 2.6% return year-to-date, they are outperforming the 
benchmark at negative 3.4%.  Emerging Markets Debt had a rough first quarter.  
Mr. Caparelli explained that when interest rates move up in the U.S., there is 
generally a concern about capital flight out of the emerging markets into more 
developed areas with higher returns.  It is not unusual to see the emerging 
market debt fall when U.S. rates rise.  The benchmark is down 4.7% year-to-
date.  TCW is a little behind that with negative 5% year-to-date.  Mr. Caparelli 
pointed out that the one-year return for TCW is really strong at 24.6% next to 
the 14.3% benchmark.   

U.S. Equity showed a strong start to the year, up 11.5% year-to-date.  Mr. 
Caparelli stated one reason for this is that value has come back.  Boston 
Partners, who is a primary value manager is showing nice returns, up 15.1%.  
The small cap area has also done well, up 21.2% for the benchmark.  
Silvercrest, which has had historically nice numbers, has underperformed this 
year over the trailing one year period, 80.8% next to the 97.1% for the 
benchmark.  Mr. Caparelli explained that Marquette does not have a concern 
with Silvercrest, and this performance is likely due to the natural ebb and flow 
of the market.   

In the non-U.S. side of the market, Mr. Caparelli reported a couple of managers 
that have been struggling have started start to turn things around in the first 
quarter.  Mr. Caparelli stated the timing of the termination of Segall Bryant 
worked out well because ERS was able to capture a couple of good months of 
performance before parting ways with them at the end of March.  He explained 
Segall Bryant was up 7.2% year-to-date, but longer term, there was still a 
significant hole.  QMA, which tends to have a value tilt, is up 9.3% year-to-date 
versus the 7.7% benchmark.   
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Mr. Caparelli continued by reviewing the alternative areas of the Portfolio.  He 
noted the Portfolio includes two Hedged Equity managers, ABS a traditional 
hedge fund, and Parametric, which is more untraditional.  Mr. Caparelli 
explained that for most of 2020, ABS was outperforming Parametric, but that 
has flipped in 2021 with Parametric showing 5.1% versus 1.3% for ABS year-
to-date.  Mr. Caparelli reported ABS as a whole was able to avoid the 
deleveraging that went on in the Hedge Fund market due to the strange activity 
with Reddit and Game Stop earlier this year.  Mr. Caparelli stated the long term 
track records for both managers remain intact and both are showing strong 12-
month numbers.  Mr. Caparelli noted Real Estate, which was a tough asset class 
in 2020, has had a better start in 2021.  The Real Estate composite is up about 
1.7% year-to-date.  The last asset class is Infrastructure, but Mr. Caparelli stated 
that ERS has not yet received numbers for JP Morgan.  IFM showed a decent 
start to the year with a 2% return.   

Overall, Mr. Caparelli stated the Portfolio had a strong start to the year and a 
really strong 12-month period.  He stated there is always one manager that is not 
quite keeping up and right now that is Silvercrest.  Mr. Caparelli explained that 
Marquette feels good about their trailing returns, but will be keeping an eye on 
them.  Mr. Caparelli stated that concludes his prepared remarks and called for 
questions.  Seeing no questions, the Chair thanked Mr. Caparelli for his report.  

8. Draft 2020 Valuation Report Review 

The Chair welcomed Segal to the meeting.  Mr. Bridges greeted the Board and 
introduced the other members of the Segal team who were in attendance.  He 
stated Patryk Tabernacki is an actuary that works with ERS and will be presenting 
part of the actuarial valuation results.  Kim Nicholl is also in attendance and will 
provide color commentary.  Finally, a new member of the Segal team, Steven 
Shore is attending the meeting to observe.    

Mr. Bridges began by discussing the agenda.  He stated they will talk through the 
valuation process with the Board.  In particular, they will discuss the ERS 
valuation, including changes from the prior valuation and a summary of the 
valuation results.  Mr. Bridges noted they will also briefly discuss OBRA.  He 
further noted there is an appendix to the presentation, which they will not review 
unless there are questions from the Board.   

Mr. Bridges continued by providing an overview of the valuation process.  He 
explained they look at ERS’ actuarial assets which vary from the market assets 
because of smoothing, which keeps costs from being overly volatile.  Segal also 
calculates the liabilities, which are the sum value of all promises that have been 
made to the retirees, the active members and other individuals that have benefits 
in ERS.  Mr. Bridges stated that Segal determines the actual funding contribution 
for the year, which they then compare to the budget contribution that was 
calculated last year.  Segal also determines the budget contribution for the 
upcoming year as well as the member contribution rates.  They further explore 
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why the valuation this year differs from the prior valuation.  Mr. Bridges noted 
this was not a very exciting year, but they will discuss what changes occurred.  
Finally, Segal provides information for the annual financial statements.   

Mr. Bridges next reviewed the inputs and outputs of the valuation.  He explained 
Segal receives the input information, which includes member data and asset 
information.  Mr. Bridges noted that the asset information they currently have is 
preliminary so there may be some adjustments.  He stated those adjustments are 
not expected to be major, but there may be some.  The inputs also include benefit 
provisions, which are determined by Ordinance, and the actuarial assumptions.  
Mr. Bridges explained that these assumptions are determined by the Board.  He 
noted every five years, Segal conducts a study examining the assumptions and 
works with the Board to reevaluate the assumptions if necessary.  Mr. Bridges 
stated the last study was the five-year period ending in 2016, and the next study 
will be for the five-year period ending in 2021.  Segal will wait until the end of 
year data is available and then conduct the study.  Mr. Bridges stated the final 
input is the funding methodology, which has to do with how costs are calculated 
and how the value of benefits are allocated.  In terms of the outputs, Mr. Bridges 
explained that Segal receives the actuarial value of assets, which is the smoothed 
assets.  Normal costs represent the cost of the benefits that members are earning 
for the current year, and the actuarial liability, which is that sum value of the 
benefits earned.  Segal then calculates the unfunded liability, the funded ratio, the 
actual funding contribution, the budget contribution and the accounting results.   

Mr. Bridges continued by reviewing how the valuation is performed.  He stated 
Segal gather the data from RPS as of the valuation date and projects benefits for 
each member.  For retirees, their benefits are already set, but the question is how 
long will they be collecting those benefits.  For active employees, the questions 
include how long will they work, what will happen with salaries and when will 
they retire.  Mr. Bridges explained there are a number of moving pieces in those 
projections which is where the actuarial assumptions come into play.  Segal 
applies these assumptions to determine the total liability and then applies the 
funding policy to determine the actual funding contribution and the budget 
contribution.   

Mr. Bridges provided some additional detail on the actuarial assumptions.  He 
stated there are two major classes of assumptions.  The first is demographic 
assumptions, which relates to when people will retire, including how often people 
become disabled, how often people die in active service, how many participants 
will leave before they get to retirement and how long they will live after 
retirement.  Mr. Bridges noted ERS still has the backDROP option even though it 
is being phased out.  The second class of assumptions is on the economic side and 
includes inflation and investment returns.  Mr. Bridges stated the investment 
return assumption is the most important assumption and can have a very 
significant impact on plan costs.  Mr. Bridges explained Segal projects salary 
increases based on the type of members and the service they have.  Payroll growth 
is an additional minor assumption because the amortization used is 1.75%, which 
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is intended to be a sustainable long term rate of growth for the County's tax base.  
Mr. Bridges reminded the Board that Segal makes assumptions as to when and 
why a member is in active service and estimates the amount and duration of the 
benefits.  He explained all of this feeds into calculating the liabilities.   

Mr. Bridges next discussed the actuarial methods.  He stated in terms of the asset 
valuation method, everyone is aware how volatile assets can be and the market 
value of assets changes rapidly from year to year.  To avoid volatility in the 
County’s costs, Segal uses a smoothing method to smooth out the volatility.  Mr. 
Bridges stated the actuarial value of assets was set equal to the market value of 
assets on January 1, 2013, which catches a lot of the losses from 2008 and the 
financial crisis.  Mr. Bridges stated the cost method is an allocation of liability of 
past and future service.  He explained when a new employee is hired, all of their 
benefits should not be counted right away.  Instead, it should be spread out over 
their service.  The cost method allocates costs over the period of each participant's 
service.  The final actuarial method is the amortization method because ERS has 
unfunded liability and the goal is to pay down that unfunded liability over time.  
The main unfunded liability was set up in 2015 and is amortized over 20 years. 

The Chair stated Mr. Bridges mentioned that the actuarial value of assets was set 
to the market value of assets as of January 1, 2013.  He questioned whether that is 
done on a periodic basis.  Mr. Bridges stated that it is not done on a periodic basis.  
In this case, Segal started working for ERS in 2017 and this was done in 2013.  
Mr. Bridges stated it is likely that this was done in 2013 by the prior actuary due 
to the realization that there would not be a fast recovery from the 2008 financial 
crisis and it would be best to continue to defer some of the losses. 

The Chair also asked whether the 21-year closed period that began July 1, 2015 is 
meant to get ERS to 100% funded over that period.  Mr. Bridges explained that 
the goal was to get to 100%.  He stated that if all of the actuarial assumptions 
were met in the future, all of the outstanding basis would get paid off over that 
period of time, and ERS would achieve 100% funding.  Mr. Bridges clarified that 
of course all of the assumptions will not be met.    

Mr. Bridges continued by reviewing some highlights of the valuation.  He stated 
ERS had an 8.6% return for 2020.  Mr. Bridges noted Segal’s numbers will be 
different from Marquette's numbers for a few different reasons that he can discuss 
later if there are questions.  Due to asset smoothing, 90% of the 2020 gains are 
deferred and the recognition of deferred losses results in a 7.8% return on the 
actuarial value of assets.  Mr. Bridges stated the funded ratio did not move much, 
increasing from 74.5% to 74.9%.  The actual funding contribution budgeted was 
$75.5 million and the actual funding contribution came in at $75.5 million, which 
is good news for the County.  Mr. Bridges noted the budget contribution for 2022 
is $76.5 million, which is a little bit of an increase from this year.  He explained 
that as he mentioned earlier, the valuation results are based on one set of 
assumptions and not everything is going to go according to these assumptions.   
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Mr. Tabernacki next reviewed the changes since the prior valuation.  He stated 
there were no changes to the actuarial assumptions or ERS benefits.  The 
contribution rate increased from 9.7% to 9.9% for public safety members, and the 
general member contribution rate decreased from 6.2% to 6.1%.  With regard to 
member data, in this year's valuation, there were 3,529 active members with an 
average age of 44½ and average years of benefit service of 9.4, which is 
unchanged from last year.  Total annualized pay increased from $200.3 million to 
$211.3 million.  Mr. Tabernacki stated that this year, the number of retirees and 
beneficiaries decreased 1.4% from 8,001 to 7,886 participants.  Both total annual 
benefits and the average monthly benefit increased .5% and 1.7%, respectively.  
He noted there has been a slight increase in the average age of retirees over the 
last several years.  Mr. Tabernacki stated that in reviewing the historical 
participant data, active participants have been steadily decreasing with a high of 
3,972 members in 2012 to 3,529 in 2021.  Since 2012, the number of retirees and 
beneficiaries has increased about .6% per year on average, while the number of 
active members decreased by 2.2% per year on average. With regard to salaries 
and benefits, Mr. Tabernacki stated that since 2012, average salary has increased 
1.9% per year and average retiree annual benefits have increased 1.8% per year. 

Mr. Tabernacki continued by reviewing ERS’ financial information.  He stated 
the market value of assets increased from $1.74 billion as of December 31, 2019 
to $1.76 billion as of December 31, 2019.  Segal determined that the investment 
return on a market value basis was 8.6%.  Mr. Tabernacki noted the actuarial 
value of assets, which is the smoothed value of assets, is $1.73 billion, and the 
actuarial investment return is 7.75%.  He noted that is compared to the 7.5% 
assumption.  The average annual market return on market assets based on the last 
five years averaged 8.64%, and the last 10 years averaged 7.55%.  The average 
annual return on actuarial assets over the five-year average is 7.55% and the last 
10 years is 7.14%. 

In response to a question from Ms. Best regarding the differences in the rates of 
return between Segal and Marquette, Mr. Bridges stated that the difference is the 
recognition over the 10-year period.  He noted over the last several years, ERS 
has had asset gains that have not yet been recognized in the actuarial value and 
will be recognized over the next 10 years.   

Mr. Tabernacki noted that Mr. Bridges previously discussed the asset smoothing 
method for the actuarial value of assets.  He reviewed how Segal calculates this 
number.  He stated they start with the market value of assets as of December 31, 
2019 and account for the cash flows and the expected return, which is based on 
the 7.5% assumed rate of return.  Mr. Tabernacki explained this results in the 
expected market value of assets, which is $1.74 billion.  This is then compared to 
the actual market value of assets as of the end of the year, which is $1.76 billion.  
He noted the excess in assets is $18 million.  Mr. Tabernacki explained that Segal 
then recognizes only 10% of the excess this year.   
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In response to a question from Ms. Best, Mr. Bridges stated that a little 
background may be helpful.  He explained that in 2017, ERS’ assumed rate of 
return was 8%, and the Pension Board decreased that rate to 7.5% over a couple 
of years.  Mr. Bridges stated from a benchmarking perspective, plans are reducing 
their rates, and 7.5% is beginning to be a little bit on the higher end.  Mr. Bridges 
clarified that Segal reviews this each year, and they determined that 7.5% is still 
reasonable, but it is one of the items that will be carefully reviewed and 
considered for reduction as part of the 5-year study he mentioned earlier.  Mr. 
Bridges explained that the assumed rate of return is the most important 
assumption used in the valuation, but even a small change drives big costs 
increases for the County and the active members.   

In response to a follow-up question from Ms. Best, Mr. Bridges stated that his 
rule of thumb generally, not specifically related to ERS, is that a full percent 
decrease in the assumed rate of return will increase liabilities by about 12%.  He 
noted when the Board changed the rate of return from 7.75% to 7.5%, it increased 
the contributions by $5 million.   

Mr. Tabernacki then reviewed a graph that shows the rates of return on an 
actuarial basis compared to the market value basis over the last several years.  He 
noted how volatile the market value returns are with the largest returns being 
15.8% last year and the lowest being -2.2% in 2018.  The actuarial value of assets 
are much more stable.  Mr. Tabernacki also reviewed a graph that shows the two 
asset values and how they compare to the actuarial accrued liability.   

The Chair asked Mr. Tabernacki to confirm that in theory, if this graph were 
extended out from 2021 to 2036 the purple line, which represents the actuarial 
accrued liability, should meet the line that represents actuarial value of assets.  
Mr. Tabernacki agreed.  The Chair stated that it does not seem like ERS is 
keeping pace in terms of the actuarial value of assets.  Mr. Bridges stated that 
there are a couple of things going on.  First, is that over the last couple of years 
some headwinds have slowed things down.  For example, the Board reduced the 
assumed rate of return which causes an increase in the actuarial accrued liability.  
Second, ERS is a fairly mature plan, and is paying out a fair amount of benefits 
each year.  Mr. Bridges explained that when the unfunded liability was reset in 
2015, there was a big spike in the actuarial accrued liability related to some 
assumption changes and moving to more realistic assumptions. Mr. Bridges 
compared this to a mortgage where if you pay monthly on your 30-year mortgage, 
at the end of the year you are not one 30th of the way.  Instead, you paid off a tiny 
amount of principal but most is interest.  This is similar with the first few years 
here, and then it starts to ramp up.  Mr. Bridges explained that one of the issues is 
keeping the contributions affordable for County employees.  If there was a flat 
contribution rate, it would result in larger payments up front which would have 
really strained the County resources and the current County employees.  Overall, 
Mr. Bridges stated that each time an assumption changes, that line will redirect in 
the opposite direction.  The Chair noted it dovetails with Ms. Best’s earlier 
question related to changing the assumed rate of return.  Mr. Tabernacki add that 



 

13 
44994528 

the bottom line on the Y axis of the graph is $1.5 billion.  Accordingly, the 
difference is very exaggerated.  If the graph started from zero, it would look much 
closer.   

Mr. Tabernacki then reviewed a history of the total contributions and pension 
benefits.  He noted pension benefits also include contribution refunds to 
participants.  Mr. Tabernacki explained contributions have been drastically 
increasing since 2014 from $29.1 million to $78.2 million, and benefit payments 
and refunds have been pretty steady with the exception of a spike in 2016.  Mr. 
Tabernacki also reviewed a history of net cash flows as a percentage of market 
value.  He stated net cash flows have been slightly improving over the last 10  
years from -9% in 2011 to -7.1% in 2020.  Mr. Tabernacki explained that net cash 
flow is important because the more negative the number is, the more ERS relies 
on investment returns to pay for benefit payments.   

Mr. Bridges then continued by reviewing the valuation results.  He explained that 
the actuarial accrued liability for active members is $374 million.  For inactive 
members, who are individuals who terminated County employment but have not 
yet started their benefits, the number is much smaller at $86 million.  The largest 
actuarial accrued liability is for retirees and beneficiaries at $1,854 million.  
Adding these together, the total actuarial accrued liability is $2,314 million for a 
funded ratio of 74.9%.  Mr. Bridges explained that the contributions result from a 
few components.  First, is the normal cost, which is the value of the benefits 
participants are earning.  For 2021, this was $19.7 million, and $55.8 million is 
the result of the amortization of the unfunded liability.  Mr. Bridges stated these 
numbers result in an actual funding contribution of $75.5 million which, was just 
about exactly what the budget was last year.  Looking ahead to 2022, Mr. Bridges 
stated there is a small increase in the normal costs and a resulting small increase 
in the budget contribution to $76.5 million.   

Mr. Bridges next reviewed the reconciliation of the budget to actual.  He said 
Segal determined that the budget was $75,504,000, and the actual contribution 
totaled $75,531,000.  Mr. Bridges explained that the County actually contributed 
a little more than what was projected and that gets amortized over a 5-year period, 
which is the $705,000 element of the reconciliation.  He noted there were a few 
other minor factors including the actuarial rate of return was slightly higher than 
expected, 7.75% to the 7.5% assumption.  The increase from 2021 to 2022 is due 
to the expected increase in normal costs and existing amortization base.   

Mr. Bridges continued by reviewing the OBRA valuation.  He explained OBRA 
covers part-time and seasonal workers and there was a significant decrease in the 
actuarial accrued liability from $8.3 million in 2020 to about $4.4 million in 2021.  
Mr. Bridges explained this is likely due to the fact that seasonal and part-time 
workers were hit harder than other groups by COVID.  There was also a slight 
decrease in the active membership.  Mr. Bridges explained that typically if a 
participant is part of the valuation one year, it is expected to see them again in the 
valuation next year.  A number of things can happen such as deaths, termination 
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of employment before vesting, but there was a larger drop.  RPS reported that 
some members’ benefits were escheated to the state, which explains the drop.  Mr. 
Bridges stated that because of the drop in the liability, OBRA has a 93% funded 
ratio and the actual funding contribution dropped from $712,000 to $324,000.  
The budget contribution is quite low at $176,000 for 2022.  Mr. Bridges stated 
they talked previously about risks and the fact that the valuation is based on a set 
of assumptions.  Prior to COVID, there were discussions with RPS and the 
County about modeling going forward, but things went haywire with COVID.  
Once next year’s review is completed, the Board can revisit these assumptions.  
Mr. Bridges concluded by stating that unless a Board member has a question, that 
concludes their presentation.  Seeing no questions, the Chair thanked Mr. Bridges 
and Mr. Tabernacki for their presentation.  He noted this information will be 
important to the County with regard to the contributions. The Chair also noted 
that there may need to be a motion to approve the assumptions in the report.   

The Pension Board unanimously voted to approve the assumptions used in 
the valuation report as submitted by Segal.  Motion by Mr. Gollner, 
seconded by Mr. Parikh.                             

9. Appeals and Rules Committee Report – March 11, 2021 

(a) Committee Report 

The Chair stated he was also Chair of the Appeals and Rules Committee.  He 
explained that at its March 11, 2021 meeting, the Committee dealt with a 
number of items, the first of which was the appeal the Board heard previously 
from Commissioner Sweet.  The other items that the Committee reviewed were 
Rule changes that will be discussed in closed session.  One deals with Rule 
1008, which is recommended for repeal as it is obsolete.  The other is Rule 
1039, which relates to the documents that are submitted by retirees to confirm 
identification and demonstrate eligibility at the time they retire.   

The Chair continued by discussing a potential amendment to Rule 1020.  He 
explained that in December, RPS conducted a virtual nomination process for the 
open employee Pension Board member seat.  Two employees were interested, 
but neither were able to obtain the requisite number of signatures to be 
nominated.  The Chair stated presently, Rule 1020 requires 100 individuals to 
nominate a candidate. The proposal is to reduce that number to 40.  The 
Committee recommended that the Board adopt that change.  It also 
recommended adopting the amendments to Rule 1039 and repealing Rule 1008.   

The Chair stated the Committee also heard a report related to the disability 
retirement workgroup.  He noted Ms. Bronikowski outlined a number of issues 
that the group will address.  Mr. Gollner and the Chair volunteered to work with 
the workgroup to address some of those issues.  The Chair stated that concludes 
his report on the Committee meeting and called for questions.   
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(b) 2021 Employee Member Election and Pension Board Rule 1020   

The Chair stated that the Board may take up the changes to Rule 1020 at this 
time because it is not necessary to go into closed session.  The Chair explained 
that one of the challenges presented by COVID was obtaining 100 signatures 
for nomination to the Pension Board.  The Committee felt 40 signatures was 
sufficient to show interest and obtain enough support to get on the ballot.  The 
proposed amendment makes the change from 100 signatures to 40.  The Chair 
asked if there were questions or further discussion.   

The Pension Board unanimously voted to approve the amendment to Rule 
1020 as reflected in Exhibit A.  Motion by Mr. Gollner, seconded by Ms. 
Best.   

Ms. Culotti noted that the Pension Board will need to approve RPS holding a 
special election.  She stated the Board could approve that now or at the next 
meeting.  Ms. Culotti clarified that generally these elections are completed 
during the normal election cycle so Board approval is not necessary, but this 
would be a special election.  The Chair stated he would prefer to take this up 
now.  He stated that the Committee discussed that the nomination process would 
occur over a couple of months to allow for notice of the vacancy and 
nominations.  Once nominations are opened, there is a period of time for the 
collection of signatures.  If more than two qualified candidates are successfully 
nominated, there is a primary election, and if not, there is just the general 
election.  The Chair explained if the Board approves the special election now, 
RPS may begin the timeline.  Hopefully by the beginning of June if 
vaccinations continue at the same rate, some County departments may return to 
working in the office.  The Chair called for questions, further discussion or a 
motion.   

The Pension Board unanimously voted to approve a special election for the 
open employee position on the Pension Board.  Motion by Mr. Aniban, 
seconded by Mr. Gollner.   

10. Actuarial, Audit and Risk Committee Report – March 30, 2021 

(a) Committee Report 

The Chair asked Mr. Aniban to present the Committee report.  Mr. Aniban 
stated that on March 30, the Committee had a meeting.  He explained that 
unfortunately, the Committee did not have a quorum so not votes occurred.  The 
Committee did discuss some of the items that are on the Pension Board’s 
agenda, including litigation monitoring and the technology policy as well as an 
update to the Charter.  Mr. Aniban stated that the minutes reflect in detail what 
was discussed.   

(b) Actuarial, Audit and Risk Committee Charter Update 
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The Chair stated that one of the items discussed at the Committee as Mr. Aniban 
stated was an update to the Actuarial, Audit and Risk Committee Charter.  The 
Chair explained that the Charter provision to be clarified is what reports the 
Pension Board is obligated to provide to not only the County Board 
Chairperson, but also the County Executive.  The proposed edits to the Charter 
make it clear that there are certain annual reports, such as the actuarial valuation 
report, that are to be provided to the Plan Sponsor, but that other periodic 
reports may be provided at the discretion of the Committee after the reports 
have come before the Board.  The Chair noted that at the Committee meeting he 
had some proposed changes to the revised language, but after reviewing further, 
he is comfortable with the language that was drafted.  The Chair called for any 
questions or further discussion.  Hearing none, he stated he would entertain a 
motion to adopt the proposed revisions to the Charter as distributed.   

The Pension Board unanimously voted to adopt the revisions to the 
Actuarial, Audit and Risk Committee Charter as distributed.  Motion by 
Mr. Aniban, seconded by Mr. Morgan.   

(c) Technology Policy 

The Chair asked Ms. Bronikowski to provide an update on this item.  Ms. 
Bronikowski stated the Committee has discussed the technology policy over a 
couple of meetings.  The Committee determined that it would make sense for 
Trustees to conduct their Board work using County-provided email addresses 
and potentially also receive County devices.   

Ms. Bronikowski explained that initially RPS developed for the Committee a 
full-blown technology policy.  After some discussions with Committee, it was 
decided it made more sense to utilize the County's existing Information 
Management Service Division (“IMSD”) policy, which covers a lot of the 
concerns that were brought up during Committee meetings.  It also made sense 
to supplement the IMSD policy with modifications to the Pension Board and 
Staff Interaction Policy.  Ms. Bronikowski clarified that there has not been a 
recommendation out of Committee to adopt these because the Committee could 
not take action at the last meeting.  Ms. Bronikowski asked counsel to weigh in 
on whether this is something the Board can adopt or whether it needs an official 
Committee recommendation.   

Ms. Culotti stated that the Pension Board has authority over the Charters and the 
Policies.  Therefore, if the Pension Board feels comfortable, the Board could 
adopt the IMSD policy and changes to the Staff Interaction Policy today.  If 
there are questions or if Committee members want to review further, it can also 
go back to Committee.  The Chair stated he agreed with that assessment. He 
also noted the matter did come before the Committee and was discussed, but the 
Committee could not vote without a quorum.  The Chair stated his thought was 
that these are fairly straightforward, and in order to be provided County email 
addresses, the Trustees would have to agree with the IMSD policy no matter 
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what.  The Chair asked Ms. Bronikowski to confirm whether the County still 
used Lotus Notes because it was a cumbersome impediment when that system 
did not work with Outlook.  Ms. Bronikowski confirmed that the County now 
uses Outlook.  The Chair stated that would be easier and clarified that the 
expectation would be that the Trustees would receive County email addresses 
and utilize them for Board communications.  The Chair explained that if there 
were open record requests other requests for information, RPS and Corporation 
Counsel’s Office would be in a position to obtain that information.  Mr. Aniban 
stated that he agreed with the Chair that this is a policy-related item that can go 
straight to the Board, and he would be in favor of approving this today.  
However, Mr. Aniban stated he would defer to the other members of the 
Committee because some of them were not present for the prior meeting.   

Ms. Best stated she had a technical question, but noted she is in favor of this 
because she works at a financial firm and all of her emails may be retained for 
SEC purposes.  Accordingly, her Board-related emails could be potentially seen 
by others.  She questioned whether calendar appointments and items like that 
may be forwarded to an outside email address.  Ms. Best stated that if Board 
members do not have that ability, it may be a significant logistical issue.  Mr. 
Taback stated this is a technical question that IMSD would need to confirm.  He 
noted he would follow-up with IMSD and find out what the options are to 
forward or synch calendars.  Mr. Taback explained that there are other outside 
stakeholders who use the County system so it is likely the County has options to 
address this issue.   

Mr. Parikh stated he thought the discussion at the Committee level was to break 
down the policy into two parts – one relating to the confidentiality of the data 
and the second related to the use of the equipment.  Mr. Parikh stated this policy 
appears to be related to the confidentiality of the data.  Mr. Taback stated this 
policy would be mainly focused on granting access to the County-sponsored 
email accounts and email system as well as a cell phone device.  He noted that 
confidentiality is already covered by the Pension Board’s Code of Conduct.  Mr. 
Parikh questioned how it would work currently if he has a personal cell phone 
with data on it that is subpoenaed.  The Chair stated if there was a request for 
information, the individual would be obligated to produce that information.  He 
clarified that the individual would not necessarily have to produce the device, 
but the information itself on the device that is related to the request for 
information.  The Chair stated it is only in rare circumstances that the device 
itself is subject to production, and a search warrant would likely be required in 
such a case.  Ms. Culotti stated that as Ms. Best noted, it becomes more 
complicated when there are emails coming to another system that is not the 
County.  Ms. Culotti explained that if a litigation hold has to be put into place 
and a Board member is no longer on the Board, it becomes even more 
complicated if the information is on a personal device.  To avoid some of those 
more complicated situations, if Board member emails are all on the County’s 
system, they can be accessed even after the individual member is no longer on 
the Board and former trustees do not have to have litigators going through their 
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non-County emails.  In response to a follow-up question from Mr. Parikh, Mr. 
Taback stated that that when a trustee leaves the Board, they will no longer have 
access to their emails, but IMSD does maintain an archive of those emails.  
Accordingly, if there is litigation or open records requests, IMSD can access 
those emails.     

Mr. Gollner stated that for the employee trustees, they have already agreed to 
the IMSD policy for their County emails and devices.  He noted whether to 
adopt the IMSD policy is really more of a question for the non-employee 
trustees.  The Chair stated he agreed, but noted that it also affects the employee 
trustees if IMSD provides the employee trustees County Pension Board email 
addresses separate and distinct from their general County employee email 
addresses.  Mr. Gollner questioned whether the employee trustees would have 
the option to retain their employee email address for this purpose or whether 
they would be required to have a separate email address.  The Chair stated that 
is likely a technical question for IMSD, but it may be simpler to isolate emails 
after a trustee’s term if they are under a separate email account.   

The Chair reiterated that Mr. Aniban has indicated as Committee Chair he has 
no objection to the Board considering the policies today.  The Chair called for 
any questions, further discussion or a motion.   

The Pension Board unanimously voted to adopt IMSD’s Administrative 
Directive on Acceptable Use for any County email address or County 
device provided to Pension Board Trustees for use during their terms on 
the Pension Board. Motion by Mr. Aniban, seconded by Mr. Gollner.   

The Chair stated that the corollary to the IMSD policy is the proposed 
amendment to the Pension Board and RPS Staff Interaction Policy.   

The Pension Board unanimously voted to adopt the proposed changes to 
the Pension Board and RPS Staff Interaction Policy as presented.  Motion 
by Mr. Aniban, seconded by Mr. Morgan.   

(d) Litigation Monitoring 

The Chair stated the next item related to securities litigation monitoring.  He 
asked Ms. Bronikowski to present that item.  Ms. Bronikowski stated that the 
Committee has been discussing whether to hire a firm or company to provide 
additional litigation monitoring services.  The Committee heard a presentation 
late last year from one firm and a follow-up presentation from ERS’ custodian 
who provides some of these services currently.  The Committee questioned 
what the procurement process would be for such a company and whether an 
informal bidding process was acceptable or whether a full RFP would need to 
be completed.  The question arose because the fee structure for these services is 
generally contingency based, so there is not a flat fee to determine if it meets the 
RFP threshold in the Procurement Policy. Ms. Bronikowski stated she reached 
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out to the Procurement Department because they have experience with these 
issues and she is waiting to hear back.   

Ms. Bronikowski explained she has four different service providers on the list, 
and if the Committee can proceed with an informal competitive bidding process, 
the Committee may be able to consider this at its next meeting.  The Chair 
stated this item was on the agenda to inform the Board that Mr. Aniban’s 
Committee has been reviewing this issue.  The Chair explained this is an 
important issue as one of the Board’s fiduciary responsibilities is to maintain 
and look after the ERS Trust.  Accordingly, the Chair stated it is prudent to 
periodically review the monitoring process in place and decide if there are 
additional steps to be taken to improve the monitoring process.   

In response to a question from Mr. Parikh, the Chair stated this is going back to 
the Committee to address whether additional monitoring is warranted given the 
services Northern Trust provides, which is not historical, and to address the 
procurement question.  Ms. Culotti noted that she and Mr. Taback are working 
with Ms. Bronikowski and Ms. Lausier to confirm what monitoring the Board’s 
prior custodian is doing.  She explained there is some language in the contract 
that provides for continued monitoring after the termination of the contract.  Ms. 
Culotti will bring that additional information to the Committee meeting.  The 
Chair thanked Ms. Culotti and stated that the next items are marked for closed 
session.   

Mr. Nelson then moved that the Pension Board adjourn into closed session under section 
19.85(1)(e) with regard to item 11 for deliberating or negotiating the purchase of public 
property, to invest in public funds or conducting other specific public business whenever 
competitive or bargaining reasons require a closed session and the Board may adjourn 
into closed session under the provisions of Wisconsin Statute section 19.85(1)(g) with 
regard to item 12(a) for the purpose of the Board receiving oral or written advice from 
legal counsel concerning strategy to be adopted with respect to pending or possible 
litigation.  At the conclusion of the closed session, the Board may reconvene in open 
session to take whatever actions it may deem necessary concerning these matters. 

The Pension Board agreed by a roll call vote of 7-0 to enter into closed session to 
discuss items 11 through 12(a).  Motion by Mr. Nelson, seconded by Mr. Morgan. 

11. Investment Consultant Request for Proposal 

 The Pension Board discussed this item in closed session.  

12. Appeals and Rules Committee Closed Session Items 

(a) D. Sweet Appeal Hearing 

The Pension Board discussed this item in closed session.  
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The Pension Board agreed by a roll call vote of 7-0 to return to open session.  
Motion by Mr. Morgan, seconded by Mr. Gollner. 

After returning to open session, the Pension Board made the following motions. 

(a)   Investment Consultant Request for Proposal 

The Chair asked Mr. Nelson to provide a brief summary of this item in open 
session.  Mr. Nelson stated the Board issued an RFP for an Investment 
Consultant.  There were 9 respondents.  A five-person evaluation panel was 
formed and went through a very structured evaluation process.  The Evaluation 
Panel (“Panel”) included Mr. Parikh, Ms. Lausier, Mr. Nelson and a couple of 
outside individuals.  The Panel reviewed and scored each of the 80 responses and 
determined three finalists: Marquette, Aon and Callan.  Mr. Nelson stated all 
three presented to the Panel and were asked for any final and best cost proposals.  
Mr. Nelson explained that while all three finalists were impressive and the 
Pension Board could work with any of them, Marquette was the top choice from 
a scoring perspective.  Mr. Nelson stated there was also the advantage of no 
transition costs because Marquette is the Board’s current consultant.  Mr. Parikh 
echoed Mr. Nelson’s comments.  Ms. Lausier stated that the process went well 
and helped the Panel thoroughly review all of the duties the Board expects from 
an investment consultant.  She noted she was impressed with everyone’s efforts 
in reviewing the respondent’s responses and she is comfortable with Mr. 
Nelson’s summary.  The Chair stated that going into the RFP, it was known that 
two Committee members would be part of the Panel and would not participate in 
the Board’s vote due to Procurement’s procedures.   

The Pension Board voted 4-0-3, with Ms. Best, Mr. Nelson and Mr. Parikh 
abstaining to hire Marquette Associates as the Pension Board’s Investment 
Consultant as recommended by the RFP Evaluation Panel for a 3-year 
contract.  Motion by Mr. Gollner, seconded by Mr. Aniban.  The motion to 
approve Marquette as the Investment Consultant failed to pass because it 
lacked the necessary five votes as required.    

After some discussion, Ms. Bronikowski stated she would email Ms. LaMendola 
to see if she would be able to call into the meeting.   

(b)   D. Sweet Appeal Hearing 

The Chair stated that the Board heard and considered the statements of 
Commissioner Sweet in advance of going into closed session.  The Board also 
received the Committee’s recommendation, Commissioner Sweet’s written 
response to the recommendation and a memorandum from counsel.  The Chair 
explained the Committee recommended approving Commissioner Sweet’s 
request for a 177 days of military service credit as indicated on the Form DD-
214 but denying his request for the remaining service credit as it was for 
inactive duty and active duty for training.   
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The Chair also asked Ms. Bronikowski to confirm for the record RPS’ past 
practice with regard to military service credit.  Ms. Culotti noted that the 
Board’s understanding is that RPS has historically credited military service 
based on the Form DD-214 and the active service specifically listed on that 
form.  Ms. Bronikowski stated that is correct.  She explained that, for the 
members who have had pre-employment military service credit included in their 
pension calculation over the past five years that she has been with RPS, RPS has 
relied on the Form DD-214 and the listing on that Form of the member’s total 
active service.   

The Pension Board voted to approve the Appeals and Rules Committee’s 
recommendation related to Commissioner David Sweet’s appeal and grant 
him 177 days of military service credit, deny the remaining days of military 
service requested and issue a written decision reflecting this determination.  
Motion by Mr. Gollner, seconded by Ms. Best. 

Mr. Nelson then moved that the Pension Board adjourn into closed session under the 
provisions of Wisconsin Statute section 19.85(1)(g) with regard to items 12(b), 12(c) and 
13(a), 13(b) for the purpose of the Board receiving oral or written advice from legal 
counsel concerning strategy to be adopted with respect to pending or possible litigation.  
At the conclusion of the closed session, the Board may reconvene in open session to take 
whatever actions it may deem necessary concerning these matters. 

The Pension Board agreed by a roll call vote of 7-0 to enter into closed session to 
discuss items 12(b)-13(b).  Motion by Mr. Nelson, seconded by Mr. Morgan. 

12. Appeals and Rules Committee Closed Session Items 

(b) Rule Amendments Regarding Retirement Application Information 

The Pension Board discussed this item in closed session.  

(c) Rule Amendments Regarding Voluntary Pension Contributions 

The Pension Board discussed this item in closed session.  

13. Counsel Report 

(a) Litigation Update 

The Pension Board discussed this item in closed session and upon returning to 
open session, took no action. 

(b) N. Evans Disability Retirement Application 

The Pension Board discussed this item in closed session and upon returning to 
open session, took no action. 



 

22 
44994528 

Mr. Aniban left the meeting during closed session.   

The Pension Board agreed by a roll call vote of 6-0 to return to open session.  
Motion by Mr. Morgan, seconded by Mr. Gollner. 

After returning to open session, the Pension Board made the following motions. 

(a)    Rule Amendments Regarding Retirement Application Information 

The Chair stated that Ms. Bronikowski summarized the rationale for the 
proposed amendments to Rule 1039.  He explained these amendments were 
generally housekeeping amendments to address the actual identification 
documents that have historically been submitted to RPS.  These amendments 
clarify and streamline those documents.  The amendments also allow Real IDs 
to be used for certain purposes.  The Chair stated that the Committee 
recommended that the amendments be adopted with a revision to allow for a 
certificate of naturalization to also be used.  The Chair explained that the 
certificate is issued by the federal government when someone becomes a U.S. 
citizen and it includes a photograph and information related to the individual’s 
date of birth.   

Mr. Aniban returned to the meeting.   

The Pension Board unanimously voted to approve the amendments to Rule 
1039 as reflected in Exhibit B.  Motion by Mr. Morgan, seconded by Mr. 
Gollner.   

(b)    Rule Amendments Regarding Voluntary Pension Contributions 

The Chair stated that the Committee also recommended that the Pension Board 
repeal Rule 1008 as it no longer applies.   

The Pension Board unanimously voted to repeal Rule 1008.  Motion by Mr. 
Gollner, seconded by Mr. Nelson.   

14. RPS Reports 

(a) RPS Director Report 

Ms. Bronikowski began her report with an update on the RPS team.  She stated 
the team has been continuing to work in a hybrid manner, rotating in and out of 
the office each week.  Ms. Bronikowski further stated that RPS recently hired 
two additional retirement analysts, which filled the remaining analyst vacancies.  
She explained retirement analysts guide members through the retirement 
process and perform pension calculations.  She stated she expects having these 
individuals complete their onboarding in early-May.  Ms. Bronikowski noted 
that some requests and some backlog may take a little longer to work through, 
but once these employees are released into their roles, there will be a lot of 
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progress made quickly.  Ms. Bronikowski reported the rest of the staff is 
remaining healthy and continuing to stay positive.  She noted the County has 
not announced a reopening plan, so RPS does not have direction on when staff 
may be able to be in the office more often.   

Ms. Bronikowski continued by reviewing the current RPS projects.  She stated 
they are continuing to prepare for the Vitech upgrade.  Ms. Bronikowski noted 
everyone is very excited to proceed with that project, and they are hopeful that 
they will have an upgraded system sometime next year.  RPS recently approved 
the interface between the payroll system and the pension system.  Ms. 
Bronikowski explained that the County recently upgraded its payroll system 
effective with the first pay period of 2021.  RPS has been working closely with 
the payroll team to test the dozens and dozens of pay codes that an employee 
might have to confirm that the pay codes are feeding into the V3 system 
correctly.  Finally, the team is working on the annual report project, including 
the valuation and the financial audit.  Ms. Bronikowski stated they are on track 
to meet the established deadline.  She noted that while it is a lot of work, Ms. 
Lausier has been able to transition the entire process to remote work and 
continue hitting all of the deadlines.  Looking forward to this spring, RPS will 
be issuing annual pension statements.  Ms. Bronikowski stated that concluded 
her report unless there were questions.     

(b) Retirements Processed 

The Chair asked Ms. Bronikowski to provide the Retirements Processed report.  
Ms. Bronikowski stated she provided the Board with the Retirements Processed 
reports for February 2021 and March 2021.   

Ms. Bronikowski reported that in February, there were 19 new retirements.  Of 
those 19, 7 were deferred vested members and 12 were active employee 
retirements.  Seven of the active employees elected backDROPs, two were 
under $100,000, three were between $100,000 and $300,000, and two were over 
$300,000.  

Ms. Bronikowski then stated that there was a small uptick in retirements in 
March with 23 retirements.  Of those 23, 5 were deferred vested members and 
18 were active employees.  Ms. Bronikowski noted that a number of these 
employees left the County in January and had a retirement effective date of 
February 1.  She explained it is very common for RPS to see an increase in 
retirements at the beginning of the year with benefits effective February 1.  Ms. 
Bronikowski stated that 12 active employees elected backDROPs, with 5 under 
$100,000, 6 between $100,000 and $300,000, and 1 over $300,000.   

Looking forward to April, Ms. Bronikowski stated RPS is expecting 12 new 
retirements, which is typical after the influx of retirements in the beginning of 
the year. Ms. Bronikowski then called for questions.  Seeing none, she noted 
that Ms. LaMendola joined the meeting.   
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The Chair then took the agenda out of order to revisit agenda item 11 – Investment 
Consultant Request for Proposal.  The Chair stated that the Pension Board received 
information from the RFP Evaluation Panel related to this item.  The Chair noted that 
the Board discussed this item in closed session and asked Mr. Nelson if he would 
summarize the evaluation panel’s work and recommendation. Mr. Nelson stated that the 
Board issued an RFP and received nine proposals.  A five-person evaluation panel 
followed a structured evaluation review with County procurement.  The Panel reviewed 
and evaluated over 80 responses from the 9 companies and scored each one.  Mr. 
Nelson explained the Panel determined three finalists, Marquette, Aon and Callan, who 
then presented to the Panel.  The finalists were also asked for any final adjustments to 
their cost bids.  The Panel determined that Marquette was the clear choice, but Mr. 
Nelson stated all three companies were impressive and the Board could work with any 
of them.  Mr. Nelson noted an additional advantage to Marquette is that there are no 
transition costs.  Mr. Nelson explained the contract runs from July 1, 2021 through June 
30, 2024 for the initial 3-year period.  Mr. Nelson further explained that because he and 
Mr. Parikh were part of the Panel, they were not allowed to vote on the contract at the 
Board level pursuant to County Procurement procedures.  Mr. Nelson asked if there 
were questions.  Ms. LaMendola stated that the Panel’s process and decision made 
sense to her.  She noted she expected Marquette to continue to do a great job like they 
have been doing and she is glad they were one of the finalists.   

The Pension Board voted 5-0-3, with Ms. Best, Mr. Nelson and Mr. Parikh 
abstaining to hire Marquette Associates as the Pension Board’s Investment 
Consultant as recommended by the RFP Evaluation Panel for a 3-year contract 
beginning July 1, 2021.  Motion by Mr. Gollner, seconded by Ms. LaMendola.      

(c) Fiscal Reports 

The Chair asked Ms. Lausier to present the Fiscal Reports.  Ms. Lausier began 
by congratulating Mr. Nelson for being elected Vice Chairperson.  She noted 
that with this change, ERS will need to execute a new Authorized Signers List.  
Ms. Lausier stated she would send the documents to the Chair and Mr. Nelson 
for signature and then to Ms. Culotti for certification.  Ms. Lausier noted she 
will get those documents out right away to be able to have the certification 
completed at the May Pension Board meeting.   

Ms. Lausier continued by stating she provided the Board with the Portfolio 
Activity Report for February and March as well as the Funds Approved Report 
through April of 2021.  She also provided updated Preliminary 2020 Financial 
Statements for ERS and OBRA as well as an updated Preliminary 2020 Budget 
versus Actual.    

Ms. Lausier next reviewed the Portfolio Activity Reports.  She stated on the 
February report, there is a reduction for American Realty Advisors in the 
amount of $39.5 million.  This is a correction due to the issue mentioned in 
February related to an error on the January report.  If this error is eliminated 
from the report, the February report shows a positive $9.8 million increase to 
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ERS after disbursements.  Ms. Lausier stated that the March report shows a 
$44.6 million increase to the unrealized gains.  She also stated that Segall 
Bryant was fully liquidated during the month of March.  Due to this liquidation 
and other redemptions and distributions, it was not necessary for ERS to raise 
funds to meet February or March disbursement needs.   

Ms. Lausier continued by reviewing the Funds Approved Report.  She stated 
that at the December Pension Board meeting, $109 million was approved for 
estimated first-half of 2021 needs, and there was a surplus from the 4th quarter 
of 2020 of $2 million.  This resulted in total available funds of $111 million.  
Ms. Lausier explained $18 million was required in January for disbursements.  
$17.5 million was required in February.  $19 million was required in March, 
and an estimated $18 million will be required for April.  This leaves 
$38.5 million remaining in surplus for the first six months of 2021.  Ms. Lausier 
reported that based on current estimates this will be sufficient for the remaining 
first half needs.   

Ms. Lausier then reviewed the distributions and capital calls in February and 
March.  She stated ERS received 8 distributions in February totaling 
$6.6 million, and 7 distributions in March totaling $50.4 million.  Ms. Lausier 
noted that this includes the full redemption of Segall Bryant.  Ms. Lausier 
reported that ERS did not have many capital calls.  ERS received 2 capital calls 
in February, including $380,000 for Fairview and $860,000 for Siguler Guff 
Fund III, and 1 in March in the amount of $450,000 for Mesirow Fund VI.  Ms. 
Lausier noted that the capital calls will likely increase as the summer months 
approach.   

Ms. Lausier next stated that while she provided preliminary 2020 financial 
statements for ERS and OBRA, she is waiting for several of the alternative 
investments to provide their final valuations for 2020.  She also noted she is 
waiting for the final administrative expenses from Milwaukee County.  Ms. 
Lausier explained that in order for the actuary and auditors to be able to timely 
complete their reports, ERS will be closing its books on April 28 with the 
valuations that have been received by that date.  She noted there are always a 
couple of final valuations every year that have not yet been received.  In those 
cases, they will use estimates to value the investment as of December 31.  Ms. 
Lausier stated she will have final financials on April 30 and a draft of the 2020 
Annual Report will be provided to the Actuarial, Audit and Risk committee on 
June 1.  Ms. Lausier then called for questions.   

The Chair questioned whether Ms. Lausier would be making a request to the 
Board in May to approve funds for the second half of 2021.  Ms. Lausier stated 
she would.   

15. Administrative Matters 

(a) 2021 Annual Pension Board Meeting Virtual Alternative 
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The Chair stated the final item on the agenda is an update with regard to the 
status of the Annual Meeting.  Ms. Bronikowski explained that, historically, the 
Pension Board has held an Annual Meeting in April that is well attended by 
retirees.  She stated approximately 200 retirees generally attend.  Ms. 
Bronikowski explained that there is usually a presentation related to the 
performance of ERS, presentations by some elected officials and a question and 
answer session for the attendees.  With the pandemic, RPS was not comfortable 
with hosting an in-person gathering last year with 200 retirees and is not 
comfortable this year either.  However, Ms. Bronikowski stated RPS wanted to 
wanted to make sure that retirees still had an opportunity to receive the content 
that they typically would receive at the Annual Meeting.  She explained this 
year, there will be content provided by Marquette, Segal, the County Executive, 
and the Pension Board Chair.  Ms. Bronikowski stated she would also provide 
some content.  The content will be a mix of written communication in the 
monthly retiree newsletter and content that is available on the RPS website.  Ms. 
Bronikowski explained that each of the contributors will discuss a different 
topic on which they are a subject matter expert.  For example, Marquette will 
provide an overview of the 2020 investment performance, the County Executive 
will present information on his mission statement and discuss some of the 
initiatives that former County Executive Abele began.  The Pension Board 
Chair has prepared some remarks related to Pension Board operations, and Ms. 
Bronikowski will be discussing RPS’ achievements in 2020.  To honor the 
tradition of having a question and answer session, in March, RPS requested in 
the newsletter that retirees submit questions.  Ms. Bronikowski reported they 
received one question thus far related to the future viability of ERS.    

The Chair stated that in terms of his submission, he has drafted some remarks 
that he has shared with Ms. Bronikowski.  He explained they are an overview of 
some of the fundamental changes that have occurred, including the adoption of 
the Pension Board charters, the make-up of the Committees, their 
responsibilities and how that affects Pension Board operations.  The Chair 
stated his remarks will also include some of the items upcoming in 2021 and 
2022, including the V10 upgrade, which will have a significant impact in 
streamlining communications with retirees as well as facilitating submission of 
documents and benefit calculations.  The Chair will also be updating the 
remarks to reflect that the Board is continuing its relationship with Marquette 
Associates.  His remarks will be in writing and also on video.   

The Chair asked if there were any questions or comments, and seeing none 
thanked everyone for attending.   

16. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 1:00 p.m. 

Submitted by Erika Bronikowski, 
Secretary of the Pension Board 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

AMENDMENTS TO THE  
RULES OF THE PENSION BOARD OF  

THE EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM OF THE  
COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE  

 
RECITALS 

 
1. Section 201.24(8.1) of the Milwaukee County Code of General Ordinances 

(the "Ordinances") provides that the Pension Board of the Employees' Retirement System of the 
County of Milwaukee (the "Pension Board") is responsible for the general administration and 
operation of the Employees' Retirement System of the County of Milwaukee ("ERS").  

2. Ordinance section 201.24(8.6) allows the Pension Board to establish rules for the 
administration of ERS.  

3. The Pension Board previously adopted Rule 1020 to govern elections of 
employee members of the Board as allowed by Ordinance section 201.24(8.2(4)(c)). 

4. The Pension Board desires to update Rule 1020 to decrease the required number 
of signatures for nomination of a candidate from one hundred (100) signatures to forty (40) 
signature.  

RESOLUTIONS 
 

Effective April 21, 2021, the Pension Board hereby amends Rule 1020 to read as follows:  

1020. Election of employee members of board. 

The following procedures shall apply when conducting the election of the employee 
members of the pension board.  The pension board shall have the discretion to interpret and 
amend these procedures in any manner that is consistent with ordinance section 201.24(8.2). 

(1) Candidate qualification.  To be a candidate for the employee member of the 
pension board, an individual must be an employee of the County of Milwaukee 
who is currently a member of ERS. 

(2) Election process timeline.  The regular term for an elected employee member 
shall begin as of March 1 of an applicable year and last for three (3) years.  
Special election timelines and different term effective dates shall apply in the 
event of a vacancy in this position as provided in subsection (9) of this rule.  In 
years during which an election of an employee member occurs, the following 
timeline shall apply, provided that, if the date of any deadline falls on a weekend 
or holiday, the deadline shall be extended until 4:30 p.m. of the next business day. 

(a) Notice of election and ability to seek nomination.  The retirement office 
shall send, by mail or electronic communication, a notice of election and 
ability to seek nomination to employees in the first week of December for 
a regular election or in the first week of a month when it is first feasible to 
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do so for a special election.  In the event a regular election and special 
election are being held concurrently, the notice described in this section 
shall make clear that an employee member nominee may only declare 
candidacy for one (1) of the elections. 

(b) Nomination deadline.  Complete nomination papers must be received in 
the retirement office by 4:30 p.m. on January 2 or, for a special election, 
the first day of the month following the month when the notice in 
subsection (2)(a) was distributed. 

(c) Notice of candidates for primary election and date of primary election.  
The combined 300-word resumes and statements of candidates shall be 
communicated to employees by January 31 or by the last day of the month 
established by subsection (2)(b) for a special election. 

(d) Primary election date.  A primary election shall be held by February 15 
for a regular election or the fifteenth day of the month following the 
month established by subsection (2)(c) for a special election.  If only two 
(2) candidates file valid nomination papers, this primary election shall be 
the final election. 

(e) Notice of candidates for final election and date of final election.  The 
retirement office shall inform the candidates of the results of the primary 
election and post the results of the primary election, if any, as soon as 
practicable following tabulation of the votes.   

(f) Final election.  If necessary, the final election shall be held before the last 
business day of February for a regular election or the last day of the month 
established by subsection (2)(d) for a special election.  Notice of the 
results of the final election will be given to the candidates and posted in 
various departments as soon as practicable following tabulation of the 
votes. 

(g) Commencement of service.  Service begins as of March 1 for a member 
elected pursuant to a regular election.  Service begins as of the first day of 
the month following the final election for a member elected pursuant to a 
special election, with the expectation that the member would be available 
to attend the regularly scheduled Pension Board meeting for that month.   

(3) Nomination of candidates.  To begin the nomination process, an eligible 
individual must register as a candidate, prove eligibility for candidacy to the 
Retirement Office and request nomination papers from the retirement office. 

(a) Nomination requirements.  To earn a nomination as a candidate for an 
employee member position on the pension board and be placed on the 
ballot for the election, an eligible individual must obtain 
forty (40) signatures from persons eligible to be candidates for employee 
member of the pension board.  An eligible individual's representative(s) 
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may circulate the nomination papers and collect signatures on behalf of 
the eligible individual.  The potential candidate or candidate's 
representative(s) must obtain the requisite number of signatures from other 
employees eligible to run for employee pension board membership.  Upon 
receiving the required number of signatures for nomination, the candidate 
or representative(s) shall sign and date the nomination papers, have them 
notarized and return the nomination papers to the retirement office.  The 
individual may also present, along with the nomination papers, a resume 
and statement, limited to three hundred (300) words, detailing the 
candidate's qualifications for the position at that time. 

(b) Nomination papers.  The pension board shall approve the form of the 
nomination papers and any changes to the nomination papers.  These 
papers shall require the signatory to include, at a minimum, his or her 
employment location and years of county service to date.  In the event that 
a regular election and a special election are taking place concurrently, the 
candidate must fill out specific nomination papers for either the regular 
election or the special election but not both.  If a candidate is nominated 
for both the regular election and the special election, the candidate will 
become ineligible for both elections. 

(4) Campaigning.  In the time period between the nomination deadline and either of 
the applicable election dates, a candidate may campaign for the position of 
pension board member.  Mailing labels will not be available for candidates to 
send mailings to eligible voters.  The communication of candidates' resumes and 
statements to eligible voters shall be made according to the timeline described in 
subsection (2)(c), as applicable.  Candidates must comply with any applicable 
campaign laws.  Candidates should seek counsel regarding these requirements 
prior to beginning their campaigns.  

(5) Election format.  If only one (1) candidate files approved nomination papers, no 
election will be held and that candidate shall be certified as the winner of the 
trustee position.  If only two (2) candidates file approved nomination papers for 
an election, no primary election will be held.  Instead, a final election will be held 
according to the timeline described in subsection (2)(d) above and will determine 
the employee member representative on the pension board.  If more than two (2) 
candidates file approved nomination papers for an election, a primary election 
will be held according to the timeline described in subsections (2)(d) and (f) 
above.  Following the primary election, the two (2) candidates receiving the 
highest number of votes in the primary election shall have their names placed on 
the ballot for the final election.  However, if one (1) candidate receives more than 
fifty-five (55) percent of the votes cast in the primary election, there will be no 
final election.  If necessary, the final election shall be held according to the 
timeline described in subsections (2)(e) and (f) above.  If a paper ballot is used, 
positions on the ballot for the primary election and the final election will be 
determined by random drawing.  The drawing will take place in the Retirement 
Office before one (1) or more witnesses.  Attendance of the candidates at the 
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ballot position drawing is optional.  If an electronic or telephonic ballot is used, 
positions on the ballot for any election shall be randomly alternated by the 
software program.   

(6) Voting. 

(a) Eligibility to vote.  ERS and OBRA members who are on the Milwaukee 
County payroll as of the second pay period prior to the election are 
eligible to vote. 

(b) Voting procedure.  All elections shall be conducted by use of a computer-
based internet system and a telephonic system, unless the pension board 
specifically decides to use a paper ballot process for a designated election.  
Voters shall be given the option to vote by either one of these methods, 
but the system shall be designed to limit an eligible voter to one (1) vote 
per election.  If a paper ballot is used, voting shall take place in person at 
times and places and over such number of days as are established by the 
retirement office.  The pension board reserves the right to grant special 
accommodations for those with extenuating circumstances.  If a telephonic 
or a computer-based internet ballot system is used, the retirement office 
shall send notice, by mail or electronic communication, of the primary or 
final election to all eligible voters, with instructions for the methods of 
voting, with voter identification and password, according to the timeline 
set forth in subsection (2) above.  If a ballot system other than paper is 
used, write-in votes are not allowed and will not be accepted.   

(c) Validity of votes.  An eligible individual may only cast one (1) vote per 
election.  If an individual attempts to cast more than one (1) vote, all of the 
individual's votes will be declared invalid.   

(7) Election results. 

(a) Determination of outcome.  In the case of a primary election, the two (2) 
candidates receiving the highest number of votes will progress to the final 
election.  However, if one (1) of the candidates receives more than fifty-
five (55) percent of the votes cast in a primary election, that candidate 
shall be declared one (1) of the employee members of the pension board.  
If no candidate receives more than fifty-five (55) percent of the votes cast 
in the primary election, the candidate receiving the highest number of 
votes in the final election shall be the winner of that election.  In the result 
of a tie in either the primary or general election, the retirement office shall 
break the tie in accordance with s. 5.01(4), Wis. Stats. 

(b) Certification and announcement of results.  As soon as possible after 
completion of both the primary election and the final election, the 
retirement office shall certify the election results to the pension board 
chairperson.  The retirement office will then announce to the public the 
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election results, including the number of votes received by each candidate.  
If no election is held because only one (1) candidate filed approved 
nomination papers, the retirement office shall certify that fact to the 
pension board chairperson and announce to the public that such candidate 
will be the new trustee.  

(8) Administration of election.  The retirement office shall oversee and administer the 
election process.  As a result, the retirement office shall take the following 
actions: 

(a) Compliance with the applicable election laws as determined by 
corporation counsel. 

(b) Compliance with applicable election policies of the pension board. 

(c) Acceptance and confirmation of validity of nomination papers. 

(d) Tabulation of votes.  In the result of a tie, the retirement office shall break 
the tie in accordance with s. 5.01(4), Wis. Stats. 

(e) Announcement of election results. 

(f) Handling complaints or disputes with the election process. 

The retirement office shall take all other actions necessary and within its power to 
administer this election.  The retirement office may assign responsibility for 
various actions to various other parties. 

(9) Special election.  In the event a vacancy exists in an employee member position, 
the pension board shall determine the need for and timing of a special election.  A 
special election may be necessary to elect an employee member in the event of the 
resignation, removal or death of a sitting employee member.  If an employee 
member terminates employment with Milwaukee County, that member shall not 
remain an employee member of the pension board.  If a special election becomes 
necessary, the retirement office shall follow similar election procedures to 
conduct the special election as are used to elect the employee member during the 
regular election.  The pension board shall establish alternative timelines 
appropriate for conducting the special election in a timely manner.  These 
timelines shall be based upon the timeline used for a regular election.  If the date 
of any deadline falls on a weekend or holiday, the deadline shall be extended until 
4:30 p.m. of the next business day. 
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EXHIBIT B 
 

 AMENDMENT TO THE  
RULES OF THE PENSION BOARD OF  

THE EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM OF THE  
COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE  

 
RECITALS  

 
1. Section 201.24(8.1) of the Milwaukee County Code of General Ordinances (the 

"Ordinances") provides that the Pension Board of the Employees' Retirement System of the 
County of Milwaukee (the "Pension Board") is responsible for the general administration and 
operation of the Employees' Retirement System of the County of Milwaukee ("ERS").  

2. Ordinance section 201.24(8.6) allows the Pension Board to establish rules for the 
administration of ERS.  

3. The Pension Board previously adopted Rule 1039 to require documentation for 
proof of identity, marital status, and age.  

4. The REAL ID Act requires individuals to provide enhanced documentation in 
order to obtain a REAL ID.  

5. RPS routinely receives the same documents from members to prove identity, 
marital status and age. The current version of Rule 1039 includes a number of documents RPS 
rarely, if ever, receives.  

6. The Pension Board desires to update Rule 1039 to allow for the acceptance of a 
REAL ID as proof of age and identity. It also desires to streamline Rule 1039 to reflect the 
primary documents RPS receives and to include a catchall where the Director of RPS may agree 
to accept alternative documents in unusual situations.   

RESOLUTIONS  
 

Effective April 21, 2021, the Pension Board hereby amends Rule 1039 to read as follows: 

1039. - Information furnished by member.  

The Pension Board shall have the right to require, as a condition precedent to the payment of any 
benefit, an individual applying for a benefit under the system to provide all information which 
the pension board or retirement office reasonably deems necessary to authenticate the identity, 
status or eligibility of the individual, including:  

(1) As proof of identity: 

(a)  U.S. Passport; 

(b)  U.S. Naturalization Certificate; 

(c)  U.S. social security card issued by the Social Security Administration; or  

(d)  REAL ID. 
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(2) As proof of marriage:  

(a)  An original marriage certificate;  

(b)  a copy of a public record of marriage certified by the custodian of record; or  

(c)  a copy of the member's tax returns for the three (3) preceding years that 
indicate the member filed the return as married.  

(3) As proof of age:  

(a)  A U.S. Passport; or  

(b) REAL ID, a driver's license, or ID card issued by a state or outlying   
possession of the United States, provided it contains a photograph or 
information such as name, date of birth, gender, height, eye color and address.  

The retirement office, in its discretion, may request additional proof of age if the  
document submitted by a member is not convincing proof;  

(4) Or such other documents determined to be acceptable by the Director of Retirement 
Plan Services.  

No benefit for which the Pension Board or Retirement Office requires any such information shall 
be payable until the Retirement Office receives such information. The Retirement Office may 
photocopy and retain photocopies of documents submitted by a member pursuant to this Rule to 
authenticate the member's identity, status or eligibility.  
 
However, the Retirement Office shall not photocopy an original or certified copy of a member's 
birth certificate nor any other vital record in violation of § 69.24, Wis. Stats. For purposes of this 
Rule, "vital record" shall have the meaning set forth in § 69.01(26), Wis. Stats. 
 


