
 

 

  

EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM OF THE COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE 
MINUTES OF THE MAY 19, 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 

Nicole Best  
Jeffrey Gollner 
Elena LaMendola 
LaValle Morgan 
Ronald Nelson (Vice Chair)  
Himanshu Parikh 
David Robles (Chair) 

 

Members Excused 

Fernando Aniban  
 

 
  
 
 
 

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 
Scott Manske, Milwaukee County Comptroller 
CJ Pahl, Financial Services Manager, Office of the Comptroller 
Jennifer Folliard, Director of Audits – Office of the Comptroller 
Dan Laurila, Operating Budget Manager – Milwaukee County 
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 
Matt Strom, Segal Consulting 
Fred Rutter, ERS Member 
Jessa Victor, Hawks Quindel s.c., Attorney for Mr. Rutter 
Lauren Albanese, Financial Investment News 
 

3. Chairperson's Report 
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The Chair called the May 19, 2021 Pension Board meeting to order.  He stated the 
Board has a good agenda, and it has been an interesting month where the markets 
continue to perform well.   

4. Minutes 

(a) Meeting Minutes – April 21, 2021  

The Chair stated the minutes of the April Pension Board meeting 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 April 
minutes.  

The Pension Board unanimously voted by voice vote to approve the minutes 
of the April 21, 2021 Pension Board meeting.                             

5. F. Rutter Appeal Hearing 

The Chair stated the next item is the consideration of the appeal of Fred Rutter.  
The Chair noted he disclosed to counsel at the outset that he will be recusing 
himself from discussions or decisions related to Mr. Rutter’s appeal.  The Chair 
further noted that at the Appeals and Rules Committee meeting, Mr. Morgan 
indicated that he was also recusing himself due to his relationship with Mr. 
Rutter.  The Chair explained that because of these two recusals, the Committee 
did not have a quorum to provide a recommendation to the Board on Mr. Rutter’s 
appeal.  Accordingly, the Committee voted to refer the matter to the entire Board.  

The Chair asked if Mr. Rutter and his attorney were present.  Ms. Victor 
introduced herself to the Board and noted she works for Hawks Quindel.  The 
Chair stated he assumed Ms. Victor heard that he and Mr. Morgan had recused 
themselves from discussing or voting on this matter and will not be participating 
in the deliberations of the Board.  The Chair explained that the Vice Chair will 
handle the agenda item.  He further explained that if there is material or 
information that Ms. Victor feels is confidential in nature, the Pension Board may 
go into closed session to hear that information.  After Ms. Victor’s presentation, 
the Board will go into closed session to deliberate on the appeal along with other 
matters on the agenda.  The Chair clarified that he and Mr. Morgan would not be 
participating in the portion of the closed session that addresses the appeal.  Upon 
returning to open session, the Board will vote on Mr. Rutter’s appeal.  The Chair 
then asked the Vice Chair to take over for this agenda item.   

The Vice Chair thanked the Chair and noted to Ms. Victor that the Board has 
received her materials.  He explained this is her chance to present her arguments 
regarding Mr. Rutter’s appeal to the Board. 

Ms. Victor thanked the Vice Chair.  She stated the Board was provided with 
copies of her letter dated March 25, which explains Mr. Rutter’s legal arguments.  
With that in mind, Ms. Victor noted she would provide a short recap for the 
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Board.  Ms. Victor stated that this case arises from the County's mistaken 
calculations of Mr. Rutter’s pension benefits, and the County's attempts to transfer 
the burden of that mistake onto Mr. Rutter who bears no responsibility for those 
mistakes.  Despite the fact that Mr. Rutter bears no responsibility for the mistakes, 
Ms. Victor stated that the County demanded that Mr. Rutter repay vast sums with 
interest and reduced his monthly pension benefits going forward.   

Ms. Victor then provided some background.  She stated Mr. Rutter worked for 
Milwaukee County, first as a deputy sheriff and later as a lieutenant, for nearly 
three decades from 1988 until his retirement in March of 2015.  He then began 
receiving his monthly pension benefits the following month in April of 2015.  Ms. 
Victor stated that approximately 5 years later, Mr. Rutter received a letter from 
ERS informing him that over the course of the past 5 years, his pension had been 
overpaid by more than $72,000.  Ms. Victor noted that this was jarring for 
Mr. Rudder because he had budgeted, structured his finances and planned for his 
future based on the pension benefits that he had been promised.  She explained 
that then Mr. Rutter was told that not only did he need to repay more than $72,000 
but that also his monthly pension benefit going forward would be reduced by 
more than $1,000 per month.  Ms. Victor stated that she is fairly confident that the 
Board would agree that these circumstances led to an unfair outcome for 
Mr. Rutter since he was not responsible for the initial mistake.  Ms. Victor 
contended that not only was this outcome unfair, it was also contrary to law.  She 
explained that Pension Board Rule 1001 confirms that any action of the Board 
becomes final after one year.  In other words, any correction to Mr. Rutter’s 
pension benefits needed to be made within one year of the Board approving his 
pension benefit amount.  Ms. Victor noted that since Mr. Rutter’s pension benefits 
became payable in April of 2015, this one-year period expired in April of 2016.  
She argued his pension benefits became final and unalterable at that time.  
Moreover, Ms. Victor argued the subsequent repeal of Pension Board Rule 1001 
in January of 2020 does not change the fact that Mr. Rutter’s pension benefits 
became final and unalterable in April of 2016.  Instead, Ms. Victor contended that 
the repeal of this Rule would only affect Pension Board actions taken on or after 
the one-year period before the rule was repealed.  She argued actions that had 
become final before the repeal of the Rule would remain final after the repeal of 
the Rule.  Ms. Victor explained this is consistent with the fact that it is unlawful 
for new legislation to apply retroactively if such retroactive application would 
disturb the vested rights or diminish benefits previously approved.  Ms. Victor 
stated that ERS' attempt to disturb and diminish Mr. Rutter’s previously approved 
pension benefits is for that reason unlawful.   

She concluded that for the reasons she briefly outlined and for the reasons that are 
set forth in March 25th letter, Mr. Rutter respectfully requests that the Pension 
Board reverse the decision to recoup the alleged overpayment of Mr. Rutter’s 
pension benefits and restore Mr. Rutter’s monthly pension benefits to the 
previously paid amount.  Ms. Victor thanked the Board for its time and 
consideration of the appeal and she called for questions.   
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The Vice Chair thanked Ms. Victor for her presentation and asked if there were 
questions from the Board.  Seeing none, the Vice Chair stated that Ms. Victor 
provided the Board with a nice summary and the Board will go into closed session 
later in the meeting to consider Mr. Rutter’s appeal and make a decision.  

6. January 1, 2021 Actuarial Valuation Report 

The Vice Chair stated the Chair would be back in a moment and invited the 
representatives from Segal to present their report to the Board.  Mr. Bridges 
thanked the Vice Chair.   

Mr. Bridges began with an update on the Actuarial Valuation Report.  He stated 
that in April, Segal presented the preliminary results and the Board approved the 
actuarial assumptions.  Mr. Bridges explained that since that meeting there have 
been two significant changes.  First, Segal now has final numbers, which are 
reflected in the valuation.  He noted the final numbers are better than the 
preliminary numbers, but because 90% of each year's gains and losses are 
deferred, these improved numbers do not drive a large change in the funding for 
this year.  Mr. Bridges noted, however, that the funded percentages on both an 
actuarial and a market value basis have improved.   

Mr. Bridges continued by explaining that the second significant change from the 
preliminary valuation is the result of the fact that 2020 had 27 biweekly pay 
periods, which does not happen very often.  As a result, some figures were 
slightly overstated.  Segal has been working with the Comptroller’s Office to 
make adjustments, which will result in a small gain and reduce the actuarial 
contributions for this year and the budget contributions for next year.  Mr. Bridges 
stated Segal is still finalizing those adjustments with the Comptroller’s Office, so 
there is not a final valuation to present to the Board today.  Mr. Bridges noted that 
that Segal is aware of the June 1 deadline for the Board to provide a letter to the 
County describing the contributions for this year and the budget contributions for 
next year.  Mr. Bridges stated the goal is still to send out the letter on time.  He 
noted this year’s process has gone well, and Segal appreciates the work that has 
been done with Comptroller Manske and Ms. Pahl.  Mr. Bridges then asked if 
there were questions from the Board.   

The Vice Chair questioned whether there would be 25 pay periods in another year 
if there were 27 pay periods in 2020.  Mr. Bridges stated that usually there are 26 
pay periods, and the adjustment for 27 pay periods is approximately a .3% 
adjustment.  Going forward, in years when there are 26 pay periods, Segal will 
make a small adjustment up and on those occasional years when there are 27 pay 
periods, Segal will make a small adjustment down.  Mr. Bridges explained this 
will result in an apples-to-apples comparison on a year-to-year basis.   

In a follow-up question from the Chair, Mr. Bridges stated that 27 pay periods is 
approximately 378 days, which is a little bit bigger adjustment for the years that 
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have 27 pay periods.  Mr. Bridges clarified that this will not affect the liabilities in 
a significant way.   

In response to a follow-up question from the Chair, Mr. Bridges stated that this 
will not have any impact on the administration of ERS.  Instead, this is simply the 
tool for budgeting and determining the contributions.   

Ms. Pahl stated she could provide some background on the issue.  She explained 
that the occurrence of 27 pay periods will only happen once every 11 or 12 years 
because employees are paid bi-weekly.  On those occasions, employees end up 
receiving the 27th paycheck on the first or second of the year.  They then receive 
26 paychecks throughout the remainder of the year.  Ms. Pahl stated that the 
occurrence should have been about five years out, but in 2020, the County 
changed its payroll dates.  Previously, employees were paid 12-13 days after a 
pay period ended.  Now employees are paid six days after a pay period ends.  Ms. 
Pahl explained this event shifted everything and resulted in the 27th pay period in 
2020.  She stated this likely will not occur for another 11-12 years.  Ms. Pahl 
noted that the pension contributions were only taken for 26 pay periods per the 
Ordinance.   

The Vice Chair asked Mr. Bridges if he could briefly discuss the other factors that 
affect the valuation other than investment returns.  Mr. Bridges stated the actuarial 
valuation is based on assumptions, including assumptions about how long people 
will live, pay increases for active members, how many people will go out on 
disability and how many people will terminate employment.  Each year, Segal 
reviews these assumptions.  Mr. Bridges explained that there will be variances 
because nobody can accurately predict all assumptions, and those variances are 
what drives gains or losses for ERS.  Mr. Bridges then reviewed some of the 
assumptions in more detail.  He noted one item particular to ERS that makes some 
assumptions more complicated is the backDROP.  Typically, when Segal 
calculates these gains and losses, they look at individual participants.  The 
backDROP complicates this because Segal knows that in aggregate there were 
backDROP payments, but Segal does not have it broken down to an individual 
level.  Mr. Bridges clarified that Segal does include an adjustment for the 
backDROP, but it is difficult to predict.  The Vice Chair thanked Mr. Bridges for 
the explanation and stated he wanted the Board to further understand that while 
investment returns are a significant driver, there are other assumptions that affect 
how ERS is doing.   

Mr. Bridges clarified that as the Board discussed the prior month, Segal reviews 
and the Board approves the assumptions each year, but every five years, Segal 
does an in-depth review of the assumptions.  The last experience study was 
completed for 2016 and Segal will be completing the next one for 2021.   

In response to a question from the Vice Chair, Mr. Bridges confirmed that the 
experience study would be completed after the books are closed on 2021.   
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The Chair called for any additional questions.  Seeing none, he thanked Mr. 
Bridges for his presentation and stated the Board looks forward to receiving the 
final report.   

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 started by 
providing an update on the markets.  He noted that the momentum from 2020 
has largely carried over into 2021.  Mr. Caparelli explained that the first quarter 
of the year was pretty good and April continued that trend.  The S&P 500 was 
up 5.3% in April, bringing the total year-to-date return for the first four months 
to almost 12%.  Mr. Caparelli noted a little bit of volatility has crept into the 
markets in May, with the S&P down around 2% thus far for May.   

Mr. Caparelli continued by discussing growth versus value.  He explained 
growth had been outperforming over the last 10 years pretty consistently.  Then 
in November when the vaccine trials were released, there was a significant shift, 
and value has done quite a bit better.  Mr. Caparelli noted this change paused a 
bit in April, but it is resuming again in May.  For example, Large Cap Value 
through April was up 15.7%, whereas Large Cap Growth was up only 7.8%.   

Mr. Caparelli then discussed Fixed Income.  He stated there have been a number 
of conversations about inflation, and interest rates have moved up over the 
course of the last 7 to 8 months.  For example, the 10-year treasury in July was 
at about .5%, and today it's at 1.65%.  This has created some negative returns in 
the bond market, but this is not new, and April was a decent month for Fixed 
Income.   

Mr. Caparelli asked if there were questions before Mr. Christenson presented 
the April Flash Report.           

Mr. Christenson started by reviewing the managers in the ERS Portfolio.  He 
noted UBS will still be part of the list for a while until the money is fully 
withdrawn.  ERS still has approximately $7 million outstanding on the 
withdrawal.  Mr. Christenson explained that this fund is not 100% liquid and 
can go into queue.  He noted this is rare, but it is an interesting time right now.  
Mr. Christenson stated that there is also an outstanding queue with American 
Realty that he expect to be completed soon.   

Mr. Christenson then continued by reviewing the Fund Portfolio.  He stated 
assets are now over $1.8 billion.  He then discussed the Policy targets.  Mr. 
Christenson noted the Report has not yet been updated with the new asset 
allocation approved by the Board in April.  Accordingly, these targets are the 
old targets.  In addition to updating the targets, Mr. Christenson stated there will 
likely be two new manager searches this year.  Mr. Christenson clarified that 
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Marquette wanted to wait until the Board approved the Investment Policy 
Statement (“IPS”), which is on the agenda today, to updated the targets in the 
Report.     

Mr. Christenson stated that Marquette has two recommendations for the Board, 
first is with regard to QMA and the second is with regard to Boston Partners.  
He explained Boston Partners has a current target of 5.5% and is overweight to 
6.3%.  Mr. Christenson further explained the new target is 3.5% so this 
represents roughly a liquidation out of Boston Partners of about $50 to $54 
million depending on the day.  Mr. Christenson stated that Marquette is 
recommending liquidating these amounts in smaller chunks.  He explained that 
the reason to do this is the S&P movements.  Rather than have Boston Partners 
raise the money, which may have to be overlaid before it is moved to Northern 
Trust, Marquette would prefer to have 3-4 periods of transition with Boston 
Partners, each $15-$20 million.  Accordingly, Marquette is requesting some 
discretion to gradually reduce Boston Partners to the new 3.5% target.  

Mr. Christenson then review the Private Equity portion of the Portfolio.  He 
stated this asset class has grown to 15.1% with the new target being 11%.  Mr. 
Christenson explained that because Private Equity remains overweight, it is 
important to keep the equities a bit lower to counterbalance and maintain the 
risk profile.  He noted that it is great news that the Fund has such strong 
exposure here and part of the overweight is due to the assets performing really 
well towards the end of last year.  Mr. Christenson stated the goal is to get the 
target back toward 11% because it is an illiquid asset class.   

In response to a question from the Chair, Mr. Christenson explained that the 
Board does not have as much control to manage this asset class.  He stated the 
Board can only change the size of new commitments because the historical 
commitments are already locked in.  Mr. Christenson noted the Board did this 
with its new managers where it approved a certain amount and then at the next 
meeting reduced it because the Board saw what was happening in the markets. 
Mr. Christenson clarified that the next time the Board will likely make smaller 
commitments.   

Mr. Christenson continued by reviewing the other asset classes.  He stated April 
was a good month at 2.2% for the Total Fund Composition, bringing the year-
to-date number up to 6%.  U.S. Equities are up 16.4% year-to-date versus 12% 
for the benchmark.  On the International side, year-to-date is 8.5% versus the 
6.5% benchmark.  Hedged Equity has also been a bright spot.  Infrastructure is 
9.5% over the one-year period, and Real Estate is up 1.7% over the three-month 
period.  Mr. Christenson stated he is hopeful that some of the write-downs have 
subsided, but there is a big question mark still in how many companies are 
going back to the office full-time.  There has been a lot of talk about many 
companies moving to a flexible schedule.     
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Mr. Christenson then reviewed some of the managers.  He stated TCW, one of 
the Board’s newer managers, has done well, up 23.8% over the one-year mark.  
Boston Partners had a rough couple of years due to their value tilt, but value is 
coming back, and they are up 52.8% in the last year versus 45% for the 
benchmark.  Mr. Christenson stated as the Board will discuss further, Marquette 
is recommending that QMA be placed On Alert today.  Mr. Christenson noted 
UBS is down 4% over the one-year period and down .9% for the three-year 
period.  He stated this is unusual for Real Estate, but UBS had a lot of retail in 
its portfolio.  Mr. Christenson then called for any questions.  Seeing none, he 
stated Mr. Caparelli would present the changes to the IPS.   

8. Investment Committee – May 11, 2021 

(a) Investment Policy Statement 

Mr. Caparelli began by providing an overview of the IPS.  He stated it is one of 
the most important documents for purposes of the ERS Portfolio.  The IPS is the 
governing piece that drives the Portfolio and specifies rebalancing and other 
procedural items.  Mr. Caparelli explained that in updating the IPS, it is more of 
a housekeeping item at this time because there are not any changes to the spirit 
of the Policy.  Instead, it is updating the targets to align with all of the work the 
Investment Committee did to result in the approval of the L* Portfolio.  
Accordingly, the changes to the IPS are generally just to the targets themselves.    

Mr. Caparelli then highlighted some changes.  First, he discussed the changes to 
the targets and minimums and maximums of each asset class.  He explained 
these targets are what drives rebalancing.  For example, U.S. Equities are 
moving up to 26% and Real Estate is moving down to 5%.  Mr. Caparelli 
clarified these targets are all what was in the L* Portfolio and if these new 
targets are approved, these targets will be reflected in the Flash Reports going 
forward. 

Mr. Caparelli stated the other set of changes are to the Policy Benchmarks.  
Some of these benchmarks needed tweaks to fit the new targets.  The other spot 
where there is a substantive change is to the cash overlay.  Mr. Caparelli 
explained that as the Board has discussed, the cash in the Portfolio is being 
overlaid by Northern Trust.  As there have been some tweaks to the targets, 
there have been some tweaks to the cash overlay as well to keep the risk buckets 
aligned. 

Mr. Caparelli called for questions and noted Marquette is looking for approval 
of the changes to the IPS.  In response to a question from the Chair, the Vice 
Chair stated that the Investment Committee has reviewed the proposed changes 
to the IPS and recommends that the Board adopt the changes.  The Chair 
thanked the Vice Chair and Marquette and said the Board would take up 
approval as part of the Investment Committee report.  
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(b) Investment Committee Report 

The Vice Chair stated that the Board has already discussed the key portions of 
the Committee meeting.  He noted the meeting was very productive. In addition 
to reviewing the changes to the IPS, the Committee reviewed some additional 
reporting options and possibilities for additional data information that the 
Committee would find helpful.   

The Vice Chair stated the Committee also received a presentation on diversity 
and learned there are a lot of different definitions of diversity in investments.  
They also reviewed ways to improve diversity in investments, which is a key 
focus for the County in the coming years.  The Vice Chair noted there is 
diversity that can be applied to the investment professionals, including the 
staffing and the ownership of the firms, as well as where the investments are 
being made.  The Committee will be looking at this as it moves forward.  The 
Vice Chair noted the Board previously took steps as part of its last Private 
Equity manager search to increase and encourage participation by diverse 
managers in the RFP process and those efforts will continue.   

The Vice Chair stated the Committee talked briefly about QMA and the 
significant organizational changes occurring there.  The Committee asked 
Marquette for and received a timeline of an implementation plan to transition to 
the L* portfolio. The Committee further discussed the changes to the IPS and 
the strategies for making the changes.   

The Pension Board voted 6-0 to adopt the revisions to the Investment 
Policy Statement as provided by Marquette Associates.  Motion by Ms. 
Best, seconded by Ms. LaMendola.  Mr. Parikh was not present for the 
vote.     

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

(a) Committee Report 

The Chair stated the Board has been presented with the Appeals and Rules 
Committee minutes.  The Committee had six appeals on its agenda.  The Chair 
explained that the Committee chose to take up that many appeals in one meeting 
to facilitate the Board’s review at the May and June meetings.  Otherwise, some 
of the appeals would have had to be deferred to the September Board meeting.   

The Chair explained the appeal from Ms. Ramos was deferred to July as a result 
of Ms. Ramos’ request to obtain counsel.  The Board also heard the appeal from 
Mr. Rutter earlier in the meeting.  

The Chair then noted that the Committee received information related to 
contribution refunds.  He stated RPS is moving forward with the process 
outlined by the Board and there were no additional affidavits received by RPS.  
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The Chair concluded by noting that the disability work group would be meeting 
in the near future.     

Mr. Morgan then moved that the Pension Board adjourn into closed session under 
Wisconsin Statute section 19.85(1)(g) with regard to item 10(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 and the Board may adjourn into 
closed session under the provisions of section 19.85(1)(e) with regard to items 11(a)-(b) 
and 12 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.  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 6-0 to enter into closed session to 
discuss items 10(a) through 12.  Motion by Mr. Morgan, seconded by Mr. Gollner. 

10. Counsel Report 

(a) Litigation Update 

The Pension Board discussed this item in closed session.  

11. Investment Committee Closed Session Items 

(a) Investment Manager Update – QMA 

The Pension Board discussed this item in closed session.  

(b) Investment Policy Statement 

The Pension Board discussed this item in closed session.  

12. Private Debt Manager Request for Proposal Status Update 

 The Pension Board discussed this item in closed session.  

The Pension Board agreed by a roll call vote of 6-0 to return to open session.   

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

(a) Investment Manager Update – QMA 

The Chair stated that Marquette has recommended placing QMA on Alert status 
because of the departure of a number of key personnel.  The Investment 
Committee will be inviting QMA to present and provide the Committee with 
information on how they will be handling the transition.  The Investment 
Committee will then report back to the Board.   
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The Pension Board voted 5-0 to place QMA on Alert status given the 
personnel changes that have occurred and are likely to be completed in 
2021.  Motion by Mr. Morgan, seconded by Mr. Gollner.  Mr. Parikh and 
Ms. LaMendola were not present for the vote.       

(b) Investment Policy Statement 

The Chair stated that Marquette Associates recommended and the Board 
discussed reducing Boston Partners’ allocation to align with the L* Portfolio 
target.  The Chair explained that Marquette recommended that the Board allow 
Marquette discretion to liquidate smaller portions of Boston Partners’ portfolio 
over several months.   

The Pension Board voted 5-0to approve the liquidation of assets with 
Boston Partners to achieve the targets set forth in the revised IPS as 
determined appropriate by Marquette so as to not negatively affect the 
ERS Portfolio.  Motion by the Chair, seconded by Mr. Gollner.  Mr. Parikh 
and Ms. LaMendola were not present for the vote.   

(c) Private Debt Manager Request for Proposal Status Update 

The Chair stated the Board discussed an RFP for a private debt manager as part 
of the asset allocation change to L*.  Marquette Associates will begin the 
process of developing an RFP for that private debt manager and the RFP will 
then be approved by the Board at a subsequent meeting.     

13. RPS Reports 

(a) RPS Director Report 

Ms. Bronikowski began her report with an update on the RPS team.  She stated 
that the team continues to mostly work remotely as the County has not made 
any formal announcements to employees about its reopening plans.  Ms. 
Bronikowski noted that RPS hired two retirement analysts in early April, but a 
retirement analyst will be leaving, so RPS is working to make sure the vacancy 
will be posted right away.  RPS also received permission to fill the Senior 
Compliance and Research Analyst role, which has been vacant for 
approximately a year.  Ms. Bronikowski explained this role is responsible for 
policy and procedure documentation, auditing, technical and complex 
calculations as well as tasks like open records requests and research requests.  
RPS expects that the position will be filled in late June or early July.   

Ms. Bronikowski continued by reviewing RPS’ current projects.  She stated that 
a lot of time is being spent on V3 upgrade work as well as the Annual Valuation 
and Annual Report.  Ms. Bronikowski stated the V3 upgrade is on track.  With 
regard to the Annual Report and Annual Valuation, Ms. Bronikowski reported 
that RPS will be able to meet the June 1 deadline for submission of the letter 
from the Pension Board that outlines the 2022 contributions to the County 
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Executive.  RPS is also working on mailing annual pension statements, which 
are sent to members who are earning or have earned benefits and are not yet 
retired.  Finally, RPS is also working through the earned income mailing for 
accidental disability retirement pensioners who have to report any outside 
income to ERS each year.   

Ms. Bronikowski then discussed a question that came up at the Appeal and 
Rules Committee meeting regarding the procedures for deferred vested 
members to commence their retirement benefits.  She provided an overview of 
the process for the Board and explained that, due to COVID and some staffing 
issues, there were some delays in recent months.  For example, prior to COVID, 
a member could come to RPS in person and complete their retirement paper 
work.  During COVID, the member and RPS were reliant on the mail.  
Additionally, due to COVID, the County implemented a hiring and overtime 
freeze, which also contributed to staffing constraints that are not normally 
present.  Ms. Bronikowski explained that RPS has been working to find ways to 
ensure that deferred vested members will receive their retirement packets on 
time so their commencement dates are not delayed.  This includes starting the 
mailings 6 months before the member’s eligibility date instead of 3 months, 
calling the member if they have not returned the packet within a certain time 
frame and the recent hiring of two analysts.  

In response to a question from the Chair, Ms. Bronikowski agreed that Rule 
1049 could also be reviewed for potential amendment to provide some 
additional flexibility.   

(b) Retirements Processed 

The Chair asked Ms. Bronikowski to present the Retirements Processed Report.  
Ms. Bronikowski stated that there were 12 retirements that commenced in April:  
one disability retirement, one deferred vested retirement, and 10 active member 
retirements.  Of those 10 active members, 3 elected backDROPs.  One 
backDROP was under $100,000, one was between $100,000 and $500,000 and 
one was above $500,000.   

Ms. Bronikowski stated that RPS expects 20 retirements to commence in May.  
She called for questions and seeing none, stated that concluded her report.   

(c) Fiscal Reports 

The Chair asked Ms. Lausier to present the Fiscal Reports.  Ms. Lausier stated 
she provided the Board with the Portfolio Activity Report for April, the Funds 
Approved Report through the first half of 2021 and the final 2020 Financial 
Statements for both ERS and OBRA.  She noted she also provided the final 
2020 Budget Versus Actual.   

Ms. Lausier stated that as Marquette noted, April was another positive month 
with net Plan assets of $1.84 billion as of April 30.  Ms. Lausier explained that 
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the Portfolio Activity Report shows an ending balance of $1.81 billion.  She 
stated the $30 million difference is related to when ERS’ custodian cuts off the 
month. Ms. Lausier clarified the custodian closes the month on the fifth 
business day of the following month, while Marquette has the ability to continue 
to update the figures until they close the Flash Report.  She stated a few items 
came in after the custodian closed April, mostly related to alternative 
investments.  Ms. Lausier noted April resulted in a $44.5 million increase in 
ERS, which was due mainly to increases led by U.S. Equity and International 
Equity.    

Ms. Lausier then reviewed the distributions and capital calls for April.  She 
stated ERS received nine distributions in April totaling $4.5 million.  There 
were also three capital calls in April from ERS’ new Private Equity Managers.  
Ms. Lausier stated BPEA requested $2.5 million, Greenspring requested 
$400,000 and Fairview Private Markets V requested $475,000.  Ms. Lausier 
noted that due to the available cash, it was not necessary to raise other funds to 
meet the April disbursement needs.  She explained part of the cash flow was due 
to the termination of Segall Bryant.   

Ms. Lausier continued by reviewing the 2020 Financial Statements and the 2020 
Budget Versus Actual.  She noted that within the 2020 financial statements, 
RPS included estimated fair market value adjustments for a few of the 
alternative investments where the annual statements were not yet available.  She 
explained these estimates were derived with the assistance of Marquette in 
working with those specific investment managers.  As Marquette mentioned, 
there were significant unrealized gains reported by a few of the Private Equity 
funds that increased the overall net change in Plan assets from $20 million, 
which was in the preliminary financial statement, to $54 million in the final 
statement.   

Ms. Lausier commented that with the occurrence of the 27 pay periods in 2020, 
employee contributions were inadvertently deducted and submitted to ERS for 
the 27th pay period.  In accordance with the Ordinances, employee contributions 
are only deducted for 26 pay periods.  Ms. Lausier explained the amount 
received by ERS for the 27th pay period was reported as an additional employer 
contribution, and Milwaukee County made up the difference with employees.  
Ms. Lausier also noted that on the Budget Versus Actual, the actual expenses 
came in under budget by approximately $3.3 million in 2020.   

In response to a question from Ms. Culotti, Ms. Lausier stated that the County 
provided an employee contribution holiday for pay period 6 in 2021 to make up 
for the employee contributions taken from the 27th pay period.  She noted that 
no money was refunded from the ERS trust fund.  

Ms. Lausier then stated that the 2020 Annual Report is almost complete.  She 
noted Segal adjusting a few items, but once the Actuarial Report is completed, 
her team will be able to finalize the Annual Report.   Ms. Lausier clarified that 
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Baker Tilly will be presenting at the June Actuarial, Audit and Risk Committee 
meeting, and she will provide the Committee with the 2020 Annual Report.   

14. Administrative Matters 

(a) Authorized Signers List 

Ms. Lausier then stated that with the election of Mr. Nelson as the Vice Chair of 
the Pension Board, it was necessary to execute a new Authorized Signers List 
(“List”).  She explained this List is provided to investment managers to show 
those individuals authorized to sign documents, contracts or approve changes.   
Ms. Lausier asked Ms. Culotti to certify the new List.  Ms. Culotti asked Ms. 
Bronikowski to confirm that the signature shared on the screen was her 
signature, and Ms. Bronikowski confirmed that it was.  Ms. Culotti asked Ms. 
Lausier to do the same, and she did.  The Chair and the Vice Chair also 
confirmed that the signatures on the screen were their signatures.  Ms. Culotti 
stated she would sign the List and send the hard copy to Ms. Lausier. 

15. Funding Request for Second Half of 2021 

Ms. Lausier stated she did have a funding request for the second half of 2021.  
She explained that at the December Pension Board meeting, $109 million was 
approved for estimated first-half of 2021 needs.  There was a surplus from the 
fourth quarter of 2020 of $2 million, which resulted in total available funds of 
$111 million.  Ms. Lausier stated $18 million was required in January, 
$17.5 million for February, $19 million was required in March and $17 million 
was required in April.  Ms. Lausier anticipates $18.5 million will be required in 
May and $18 million will be required in June.  Ms. Lausier noted this leaves ERS 
with a $3 million surplus.  She is requesting $107 million for estimated funding 
needs for the last six-months of 2021.  Ms. Lausier clarified this request is 
approximately $55 million per quarter, which is what ERS has been averaging for 
the last few years.  Ms. Lausier asked if there were any questions or comments on 
this.  Seeing none, the Chair asked for a motion.     

The Pension Board voted 5-0 to approve the liquidation of assets to fund cash 
flow of $107 million for the second half of 2021 funding.  The amounts should 
be withdrawn from investments designated by Marquette Associates.  Motion 
by Ms. Best, seconded by the Vice Chair.  Mr. Parikh and Ms. LaMendola 
were not present for the vote. 

16. F. Rutter Appeal Hearing Deliberation 

Mr. Morgan stated that because he has recused himself from Mr. Rutter’s appeal, 
he would be leaving the meeting as this is the last agenda item. The Chair noted 
that the June meeting would be Mr. Morgan’s last meeting.  He stated he would 
ask the Board to formally adopt a resolution recognizing Mr. Morgan’s hard 
work, time, effort and commitment to the Board.  The Chair stated Mr. Morgan 
has been on the Board longer than the Chair and has made important decisions 
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that affect the lives of retirees and their beneficiaries.  The Chair thanked Mr. 
Morgan for all his effort.  Mr. Morgan thanked the Chair and left the meeting.  

The Chair noted that Mr. Parikh and Ms. LaMendola had rejoined the meeting, 
and the Board would take up Mr. Rutter’s appeal.  The Chair reiterated that he 
would not be participating in the discussion or vote related to the appeal.  

Mr. Nelson then moved that the Pension Board adjourn into closed session under 
Wisconsin Statute section 19.85(1)(g) with regard to item 16 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 5-0 to enter into closed 
session to discuss item 16.  Motion by Mr. Nelson, seconded by Mr. Gollner.  

The Pension Board agreed by a roll call vote of 5-0 to return to open session.   

After returning to open session, the Pension Board had the following discussions 
and made the following motion. 

The Pension Board voted 5-0-1 with the Chair abstaining to deny Fred 
Rutter’s appeal, adopting a written decision to be finalized by counsel, 
approved by the Vice Chair and provided to Mr. Rutter’s counsel. Motion by 
Mr. Gollner, seconded by Mr. Parikh.    

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

17. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 11:58 a.m. 

Submitted by Erika Bronikowski, 
Secretary of the Pension Board 


