
 
 

  
Important Message to the Public: In accordance with Government Code Section 54953, 
subsections (e)(1) and (e)(3), and in light of the State of Emergency proclaimed by the Governor on 
March 4, 2020 relating to COVID-19 and ongoing concerns that meeting in person would present 
imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees and/or that the State of Emergency continues to 
directly impact the ability of members to meet safely in person, the February 2, 2023 meeting of the 
Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners will be conducted both in the LAFPP Boardroom 
and via telephone and/or video conferencing. 
 
Members of the public who wish to attend the Board meeting in person must provide government 
issued photo identification. Alternatively, members of the public will have the opportunity to observe 
the meeting and provide public comment telephonically. 
 
To provide public comment telephonically, please call (669) 900-9128 or (346) 248-7799 and enter 
Meeting ID 898 405 2575 (Please note: Toll charges may apply). 
 
If you do not want to make a public comment, you may stream the meeting from the website 
(www.lafpp.com) or call any of the following numbers to access the Council Phone system and listen 
to live coverage: (213) 621-CITY (Downtown), (818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471-CITY (Westside), 
and (310) 547-CITY (San Pedro Area). 
 
Please refer to www.lafpp.com for more information.  
 
An opportunity for the public to address the Board or Committee about any item on today’s agenda for which there has 
been no previous opportunity for public comment will be provided before or during consideration of the item. Members of 
the public who wish to speak on any item on today’s agenda are requested to use the telephone number provided above.   
 
Notice to Paid Representatives:  If you are compensated to monitor, attend, or speak at this meeting, City law may 
require you to register as a lobbyist and report your activity.  See Los Angeles Municipal Code §§ 48.01 et seq.  More 
information is available at ethics.lacity.org/lobbying.  For assistance, please contact the Ethics Commission at (213) 978-
1960 or ethics.commission@lacity.org. 
 
In compliance with Government Code Section 54957.5, non-exempt writings that are distributed to a majority or all of the 
Board or applicable Committee of the Board in advance of their meetings may be viewed by clicking on LAFPP’s website 
at www.lafpp.com. In addition, if you would like a copy of any record related to an item on the agenda, please contact the 
Commission Executive Assistant, at (213) 279-3037 or by e-mail at evange.masud@lafpp.com. 
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Requests for Reasonable Accommodation:  As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the 
City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability and, upon request, will provide reasonable 
accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities.  Sign language interpreters, 
communication access real-time transcription, assistive listening devices, Telecommunication Relay Services (TRS) or 
other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability, you are advised to make your 
request at least 72 hours prior to the meeting you wish to attend. Due to difficulties in securing sign language interpreters, 
five or more business days’ notice is strongly recommended. For additional information, please contact the Department of 
Fire and Police Pensions (213) 279-3000 voice, (213) 628-7713 TDD and/or email pensions@lafpp.com. 

  
A. CALL TO ORDER 

 
1. Roll Call 

 
B. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MATTERS WITHIN THE BOARD'S JURISDICTION 
 
C. REPORTS TO THE BOARD 

 
1. AMENDMENT TO BOARD INVESTMENT POLICIES - DIVIDEND AND INTEREST 

INCOME REINVESTMENT AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 

2. U.S. EQUITY STRUCTURE STUDY AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 

3. SEMI-ANNUAL PRIVATE EQUITY PORTFOLIO PERFORMANCE AND STRATEGIC 
PLAN REVIEW AND FIRM UPDATE 

 
4. OVERVIEW OF PENSION ADMINISTRATION BENCHMARKING RESULTS AND 

BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS IN PROGRESS 
 

5. COMMENDATORY RESOLUTIONS, INTRODUCTIONS AND PRESENTATION 
 

D. INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT 
 
1. Benefits Actions approved by Interim General Manager on January 19, 2023  

 
2. Other business relating to Department operations 

 
E. CONSENT ITEMS 
 

1. APPROVAL OF TRAVEL AUTHORITY (CHURCHILL AND ZIMMON) – IFEBP, 
WHARTON SCHOOL, PORTFOLIO CONCEPTS AND MANAGEMENT 
CONFERENCE 
 
 

mailto:pensions@lafpp.com
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2. DETERMINATION TO CONTINUE TELECONFERENCING OPTION FOR BOARD 
MEETINGS PURSUANT TO ASSEMBLY BILL 361 AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

 
3. STATUS AND DISCUSSION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEM REQUESTS AND 

POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 

4. Findings of Fact 
 

a. Guillermo Espinoza– Tier 5 
b. Kyle E. Rice – Tier 5 
c. Lisa D. Van Blarcom (SS of Ray E. Van Blarcom) – Tier 5 

 
F. CONSIDERATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSIONERS 
 

DATE: FEBRUARY 2, 2023 ITEM:  C.1 
 
FROM: JOSEPH SALAZAR, INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: AMENDMENT TO BOARD INVESTMENT POLICIES - DIVIDEND AND INTEREST 

INCOME REINVESTMENT AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Board revise the Rebalancing Policy such that monthly income generated from all public 
market accounts (except for accounts less than $100 million) will be transferred to the custodian 
cash accounts. 

 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
During the November 17, 2022 Board meeting, there was an educational presentation by RVK on 
rebalancing.  The subject of income generated from dividend and interest payments from stock and 
bond accounts was raised by the Board as to whether they should be reinvested or transferred to 
the custodian cash accounts.   
 
These payments had been traditionally transferred to the custodian cash accounts until July 2021 
when the custodian bank was instructed by the CIO at that time to terminate this practice.   
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The purpose of investing in public equities and fixed income is to generate returns from capital 
appreciation and recurring income from dividends and interest payments.  There are two options 
in allocating the recurring income payments: 1) reinvest the proceeds back into the same asset 
class, or 2) withdraw and allocate them to the cash accounts.   
 
For a fund that has low liabilities or cash needs, reinvestment of income may be the best alternative, 
as this practice automatically puts the money back to work.  However, for a mature fund like LAFPP 
that has large monthly recurring liabilities for making benefit payments, contributions from the plan 
sponsor/employer (i.e., the City of Los Angeles) and members are insufficient to cover the pension 
rolls. Based on the 2022 total benefit payments, the annual plan sponsor contribution paid for 
approximately 46% of these recurring benefit payments, while the total annual member 
contributions accounted for approximately 10%.  Combined  employer and employee contributions 
covered approximately 56% of these benefit payments.  The income generated from all public 
market accounts in 2022 would cover approximately 35% of these benefit payments.  There are 
other recurring payment obligations as well, such as payroll/vendor expenses and management 
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fees.  If these recurring payments were included, total employer/employee contributions would 
have accounted for approximately 54% in 2022 and 33% from income generated.   
 
When income is reinvested, transaction costs are incurred.  Additionally, when securities are 
liquidated to raise cash, transaction costs are also incurred.  To minimize transaction costs, income 
generated from dividends and bond interest should be allocated to satisfy our recurring liabilities.     
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Monthly income generated from the stock and bond accounts should be allocated to the custodian 
cash accounts for paying the LAFPP pension roll and other payments.  This will minimize 
transaction costs as well as sales of securities during a downturn that may be disadvantageous to 
the Plan.    
 
 

   BUDGET 
 
Approval of these recommendations will have no budget impact. 
 
 
POLICY  
 
The recommended amendments to the Board’s Investment Policies (Rebalancing Policy) are 
attached to this report (see Attachments I & II). 
  
 
CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 
 
There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 
 
 
 
 
This report was prepared by:  
 
Derek Niu, CFA, Investment Officer 
Investments Division 
 
JS:TL:DN 
 
Attachments:   I – Investment Policy, Section 1.7 Rebalancing Policy (Redline Version) 
                       II – Investment Policy, Section 1.7 Rebalancing Policy (Clean Version) 
 



Investment Guidelines Policy 
 
 
REBALANCING POLICY 
 
1.7 As markets move over time, the actual asset mix of the System’s portfolio may 

diverge from the target allocations established by the Board through the asset 
allocation process. If Fund assets are allowed to deviate too far from the target 
allocations, there is a risk that the portfolio will fail to meet the investment 
objectives set by the Board. On the other hand, the Board is aware that continual 
rebalancing of the portfolio to the asset allocation targets may result in significant 
transaction costs and that the Rebalancing Policy is not intended to be used for 
tactical asset allocation. Cognizant of these risks, the Board directs Staff to 
rebalance the System’s portfolio in accordance with the following guidelines and 
procedures:  

 
A. With respect to each major asset class and to the investment structure 

within each asset class for which the Board has set a target allocation, the 
Board, in consultation with its Staff and its Investment Consultant, will 
establish rebalancing range limitations.  

  
B. Staff will monitor the portfolio’s actual asset allocation relative to the target 

allocations. If the actual allocations fall within the defined ranges, no 
rebalancing will be required. If the actual allocations fall outside the 
predetermined range, Staff will implement a rebalancing back within the 
range of the target allocation. (Amended 09/16/15) 

 
C. In rebalancing, Staff should prioritize implementation procedures as 

follows: 
 

1. Maintaining sufficient cash position for recurring liabilities such as 
benefit payments, capital contributions related to investment fund 
commitments and expenses.  Monthly income generated from all public 
accounts (except for account size less than $100 million) will be 
allocated to the custodian bank cash accounts to satisfy these recurring 
liabilities. (Amended 02/02/23)  
 

2. Drawing cash flows out of the portfolio for recurring liabilities from liquid 
asset classes that are above their range limitations (using interest 
payments, rental revenues and dividends) provided cash position is 
deemed inadequate. 

 
3. Investing net contributions into asset classes (including increasing 

commitments to illiquid asset classes) that are below their range 
limitations; 

 
4. Selling overweighted liquid assets and/or buying underweighted liquid 

assets. 
 

D. Whenever rebalancing is required within an asset class that has multiple 
managers under a single mandate, any reallocation of assets should be 
done according to the management structure of the asset class.  However, 
if one or more of the managers is on watch list notice pursuant to the 
Manager Selection and Retention Policy, Staff may use their discretion to 

Attachment I



Investment Guidelines Policy 
 
 

adjust the rebalancing weights. 
 
E. When circumstances arise in which it is impractical to rebalance, asset 

classes may be deliberately left outside of their ranges for a period of time. 
Such circumstances may include, but are not limited to, situations when it 
is known that there are potential asset shifts pending in the portfolio over 
the next 12 months, such as a hiring/termination of a manager(s), an asset 
allocation review of the entire portfolio, or a structural review of a given 
asset class. Illiquid asset classes such as private equity and real estate 
may be underweight but unable to absorb the full amount of cash needed 
to bring the portfolio into the asset allocation range for longer periods of 
time. A liquid asset class may remain overweight while holding the cash 
that the illiquid asset class cannot absorb immediately. Conversely, an 
illiquid asset class may remain overweight for an extended period of time if 
a market downturn has caused a sudden drop in the value of more liquid 
assets. 

 
F. Staff will report all rebalancing activities to the Board on a quarterly basis 

at a minimum. In circumstances where it is impractical to rebalance the 
portfolio for any market or portfolio-specific reason, Staff shall assess the 
rebalancing options, notify the Board of the out of balance situation, and 
report its recommendations to the Board. Staff shall seek approval from the 
Board to implement rebalancing according to Staff’s recommended 
rebalancing plan in situations that involve leaving the portfolio, or some 
portion of the portfolio out of balance for an extended period of time. 
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Investment Guidelines Policy 
 
 
REBALANCING POLICY 
 
1.7 As markets move over time, the actual asset mix of the System’s portfolio may 

diverge from the target allocations established by the Board through the asset 
allocation process. If Fund assets are allowed to deviate too far from the target 
allocations, there is a risk that the portfolio will fail to meet the investment 
objectives set by the Board. On the other hand, the Board is aware that continual 
rebalancing of the portfolio to the asset allocation targets may result in significant 
transaction costs and that the Rebalancing Policy is not intended to be used for 
tactical asset allocation. Cognizant of these risks, the Board directs Staff to 
rebalance the System’s portfolio in accordance with the following guidelines and 
procedures:  

 
A. With respect to each major asset class and to the investment structure 

within each asset class for which the Board has set a target allocation, the 
Board, in consultation with its Staff and its Investment Consultant, will 
establish rebalancing range limitations.  

  
B. Staff will monitor the portfolio’s actual asset allocation relative to the target 

allocations. If the actual allocations fall within the defined ranges, no 
rebalancing will be required. If the actual allocations fall outside the 
predetermined range, Staff will implement a rebalancing back within the 
range of the target allocation. (Amended 09/16/15) 

 
C. In rebalancing, Staff should prioritize implementation procedures as 

follows: 
 

1. Maintaining sufficient cash position for recurring liabilities such as 
benefit payments, capital contributions related to investment fund 
commitments and expenses.  Monthly income generated from all public 
accounts (except for account size less than $100 million) will be 
allocated to the custodian bank cash accounts to satisfy these recurring 
liabilities. (Amended 02/02/23)  
 

2. Drawing cash flows out of the portfolio for recurring liabilities from liquid 
asset classes that are above their range limitations (using interest 
payments, rental revenues and dividends) provided cash position is 
deemed inadequate. 

 
3. Investing net contributions into asset classes (including increasing 

commitments to illiquid asset classes) that are below their range 
limitations; 

 
4. Selling overweighted liquid assets and/or buying underweighted liquid 

assets. 
 

D. Whenever rebalancing is required within an asset class that has multiple 
managers under a single mandate, any reallocation of assets should be 
done according to the management structure of the asset class.  However, 
if one or more of the managers is on watch list notice pursuant to the 
Manager Selection and Retention Policy, Staff may use their discretion to 
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Investment Guidelines Policy 
 
 

adjust the rebalancing weights. 
 
E. When circumstances arise in which it is impractical to rebalance, asset 

classes may be deliberately left outside of their ranges for a period of time. 
Such circumstances may include, but are not limited to, situations when it 
is known that there are potential asset shifts pending in the portfolio over 
the next 12 months, such as a hiring/termination of a manager(s), an asset 
allocation review of the entire portfolio, or a structural review of a given 
asset class. Illiquid asset classes such as private equity and real estate 
may be underweight but unable to absorb the full amount of cash needed 
to bring the portfolio into the asset allocation range for longer periods of 
time. A liquid asset class may remain overweight while holding the cash 
that the illiquid asset class cannot absorb immediately. Conversely, an 
illiquid asset class may remain overweight for an extended period of time if 
a market downturn has caused a sudden drop in the value of more liquid 
assets. 

 
F. Staff will report all rebalancing activities to the Board on a quarterly basis 

at a minimum. In circumstances where it is impractical to rebalance the 
portfolio for any market or portfolio-specific reason, Staff shall assess the 
rebalancing options, notify the Board of the out of balance situation, and 
report its recommendations to the Board. Staff shall seek approval from the 
Board to implement rebalancing according to Staff’s recommended 
rebalancing plan in situations that involve leaving the portfolio, or some 
portion of the portfolio out of balance for an extended period of time. 
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSIONERS 
 
DATE: FEBRUARY 2, 2023 ITEM:  C.2 
 
FROM: JOSEPH SALAZAR, INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: U.S. EQUITY STRUCTURE STUDY AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Board review the U.S. Equity Structure Study and retain the current structure as 
recommended by RVK.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Beginning in April 2022, RVK, the Board’s general consultant presented a series of educational 
presentations on the assets in the System’s portfolio, liabilities, and asset allocation. At the August 
4, 2022 Board meeting, the Board reviewed and accepted the results of the Asset Liability Study. 
During the September 1, 2022, Board meeting, RVK presented the Asset Allocation Study. Within 
the Asset Allocation Study, the Board was introduced to the methodology of how asset allocation 
studies are conducted, key asset allocation concepts, the Board’s current target asset allocation 
and alternate asset allocation options for consideration.  The Board approved the asset allocation 
recommendation at the October 6, 2022, Board meeting. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Following the approval of the Asset Allocation Study, RVK was scheduled to bring to the Board 
asset class structure studies for each asset class. The attached presentation covers our U.S. 
(domestic) equity allocation.  This includes the allocation between large cap and small cap stocks, 
growth and value stocks, and passively and actively managed portfolios.  It also looks at the 
performance of these sub asset classes and includes RVK’s response to the Aon management 
audit comments that relate to domestic equity. 
 
RVK is not recommending any changes to our current structure based on their analysis.    

 
   BUDGET 

 
There is no budget impact associated with this report. 
 
POLICY  
 
There is no policy change related to this report. 
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CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 
 
There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 

 
 
This report was prepared by:  
 
Tom Lopez 
Interim Chief Investment Officer 
 
JS:TL 
 
Attachment – U.S. Equity Structure Study by RVK 
 



US Equity Structure Study
Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension System
February 2023
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Introduction
Key Conclusions and Actions

• The last domestic equity structure review was completed in 2016, at that time, the following 
changes were made:

– Introduction of Smart Beta and alternative weighted index exposure (equal weight S&P 500)

– Elimination of passive Russell 1000 Index

– Elimination of enhanced index products

• The domestic equity composite has performed well, net of fees, over the last 3-5 years, since 
implementation of the above changes.

– Each sub composite (large cap and small cap) have also performed well

• The total composite has faced headwinds from small cap overweight and value bias
– Manager excess return has assisted with this headwind

• Overall LAFPP has a ~10% allocation to small cap, about 125% more than the benchmark
– Also has a similar, but small, overweight to mid cap

• Style analysis suggest a slight value bias, particularly in large cap
– Driven in large part by smart beta portfolio

• Fees are highly competitive

• In aggregate, active management has been beneficial

• RVK is not recommending any changes as a result of this analysis
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The objective of this presentation is to review the structure of LAFPP’s US equity portfolio in 
the context of the goals and objectives as set forth by the LAFPP Board.

Key Considerations of US Equity Structure

1. Style and Capitalization Biases – Evaluate portfolio exposures relative to the 
appropriate index.

2. Structure Efficiency – Evaluate whether there is redundancy in the portfolio and how well 
mandates “fit” together.

3. Active/Passive Management – Evaluate active management use to ensure that active
management fees produce an acceptable level of expected excess return.

4. Selection/Evaluation of Active Managers – Which managers fit the mandates established 
above and how well do managers work together. The objective is to find the best set of 
managers, not the best individual managers.

5. Fees – Evaluate whether there are opportunities for fee savings by consolidating 
mandates.

Introduction
Overview
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Investment Decision Process
Total Fund

Assets vs. 
Liabilities

System 
Assets

Global Public 
Equity

Global Fixed 
Income

Alternatives

US Equity

Non-US Equity

US Fixed Income

Non-US Fixed 
Income

Diversifying Assets

Return-Seeking 
Assets

Large Cap

Small Cap

Developed

Emerging

Core

Non-Core

Developed

Emerging

Liquid

Illiquid

Liquid

Semi-Liquid

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Asset/Liability Study
(System/Plan Sponsor Risk)

Asset Allocation Study
(Top-Down Investment Risk)

Asset Class Structure Studies/Manager Selection
(Bottom-Up Investment Risk)

Key Decisions:
Liquidity Constraints

General Volatility Preference

Key Decisions:
Thematic/Asset Class Exposures

Level/Type of Diversification

Key Decisions:
Intended Style/Size Biases

Active/Passive Implementation
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Investment Decision Process
Public Equity

Public Equity

US Equity

Non-US Equity

Large Cap

Small Cap

Developed

Emerging

Value

Growth

Value

Growth

Key Decisions:
US vs. Non-US Exposure

Active

Passive

Active

Active Passive

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Manager(s)

Key Decisions:
Region and Size Biases

Key Decisions:
Style Biases

Key Decisions:
Active vs. Passive

Management

Key Decisions:
Selection of manager(s)

• In forming a new equity portfolio, structure decisions must be made progressing from left to 
right before individual manager selection should begin

• This framework should also be remembered when evaluating active managers

– What role do they play in the portfolio and are they meeting those objectives

– This is a different view from evaluating active managers in isolation

– For example, instead of Manager XYZ is underperforming the benchmark, is the 
manager meeting the expectations of their role in the portfolio?

– Sports analogy => The center of a basketball team isn’t scoring as many points as 
other centers in the league => they are underperforming

– Was this center selected to score or were they hired for their defensive abilities?
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LAFPP US Equity Structure Analysis
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Market Value
($ millions)

Actual 
Allocation % 
of Total Fund

Current 
Target 

Allocation

Allocation % of
US Equity 
Composite

Active/ 
Passive

Emerging 
Manager

$8,004,847,338 28.4% 29.0% 100.0% 25% / 75%

$6,425,523,703 22.8% 23.0% 80.3% 8% / 92%

Large Cap Value $515,774,939 1.8% 6.4% 100% / 0%

Boston Partners Large Cap Value $515,774,939 Active

Large Cap Core $2,214,365,848 7.9% 27.7% 0% / 100%

AllianceBernstein S&P 500 Index Fund $2,214,365,848 Passive

Large Cap Growth $1,326,180,342 4.7% 16.6% 0% / 100%

AllianceBernstein Russell 1000 Growth Index Fund $1,326,180,342 Passive

Smart Beta $2,369,202,574 8.4% 29.6% 0% / 100%

AllianceBernstein US Systematic Value $711,251,270 Passive

Northern Trust STOXX USA 900 Min Variance $537,499,819 Passive

Northern Trust S&P 500 Eql Wtd Index $1,120,451,485 Passive

$1,579,323,635 5.6% 6.0% 19.7% 92% / 8%

Small Cap Value $610,909,615 2.2% 7.6% 100% / 0%

AllianceBernstein Small Cap Value $207,025,462 Active

Channing Small Cap Value $61,867,308 Active Yes

Denali Advisors Small Cap Value $71,218,758 Active Yes

Phocas Small Cap Value $62,904,234 Active Yes

Westwood Small Cap Value $207,893,853 Active

Small Cap Core $428,442,570 1.5% 5.4% 70% / 30%

AllianceBernstein S&P 600 Index $129,215,968 Passive

Palisade Capital Small Cap Core $75,463,503 Active

Eastern Shore Small Cap Core $47,972,418 Active Yes

PIMCO StocksPLUS $175,790,680 Active

Small Cap Growth $539,971,450 1.9% 6.7% 100% / 0%

Frontier Small Cap Growth $491,834,267 Active

Lisanti Small Cap Growth $48,137,183 Active Yes

Total US Equity

Large Cap US Equity

Small Cap US Equity

Current LAFPP Structure
US Equity

Data is preliminary and as of December 31, 2022.
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Data as of September 30, 2022. Peer group shown is the All Public Plans – US Equity Segment.

Summary of Risk/Return
• Higher return than median plan over last 10 years

• 102% upside capture with 104% downside capture

• Strong Information Ratio - a measure of active management outperformance for the given level 
of tracking error

Current LAFPP Structure
US Equity
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0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

LAFPP US Equity Composite Russell 3000 Index

Large-
Cap

51.4%

Mid-
Cap

38.7%

Small-
Cap
9.9%

Large-
Cap

65.6%

Mid-
Cap

30.2%

Small-
Cap
4.3%

LAFPP Equity Structure
Current US Equity Market Capitalization Structure (Holdings Based)

Summary of LAFPP Current Exposures

• Underweight to large cap US equities

• Overweight to mid cap small cap 
US equities

• No significant under/overweight to any 
one sector

LAFPP US Equity Composite Russell 3000 Index

Data shown is as of September 30, 2022.
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0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

Large Value Large Core Large Growth Mid Value Mid Core Mid Growth Small Value Small Core Small Growth

LAFPP US Equity Composite Russell 3000 Index

Value
34.0%

Core 
34.3%

Growth
31.7%

Value
29.8%

Core 
35.0%

Growth
35.2%

LAFPP US Equity Composite

LAFPP Equity Structure
Current US Equity Style Structure (Holdings Based)

Russell 3000 Index
Summary of LAFPP Current Exposures

• Underweight to large cap growth

• Overweight to mid cap and small 
cap value, underweight large cap 
value

• Underweight to large cap core

Data shown is as of September 30, 2022.
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LAFPP Equity Structure
Returns Based Style Analysis – 10 Years

Performance shown is gross of fees and as of September 30, 2022.
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LAFPP Equity Structure
Public Funds Comparison

• The LAFPP US Equity portfolio is ~34% actively managed, which is higher than other 
members in the peer group with similar asset size.

Asset Class Total Equity Domestic Equity

Asset Range
Actively 
Managed

Passively 
Managed

Actively 
Managed

Passively 
Managed

All Public 43% 57% 24% 76%

Over 20B 42% 58% 22% 78%

LAFPP 51% 49% 34% 66%

Data from RVK 2022 Q2 Public Fund Report.
Percentage shown are based on actual allocation as of June 30, 2022.
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2022
CYTD

3
Years

5
Years

7
Years

10
Years

15 
Years

Since
Inception

Inception
Date

Domestic Equity Composite - Net -23.61 8.01 8.66 10.73 11.27 8.03 7.03 01/01/2001

Russell 3000 Index -24.62 7.70 8.62 10.90 11.39 7.92 6.90

Difference 1.01 0.31 0.04 -0.17 -0.12 0.11 0.13

Rank 32 23 24 20 26 11 N/A

Domestic Large Cap Equity Composite - Net -23.17 8.50 9.56 11.52 11.92 8.37 7.87 04/01/2001

S&P 500 Index (Cap Wtd) -23.87 8.16 9.24 11.40 11.70 8.03 7.46

Difference 0.70 0.34 0.32 0.12 0.22 0.34 0.41

Rank 50 34 33 33 37 44 58

Domestic Small Cap Equity Composite - Net -25.33 5.78 5.05 7.72 8.90 6.93 8.27 04/01/2001

Russell 2000 Index -25.10 4.29 3.55 7.51 8.55 6.40 7.69

Difference -0.23 1.49 1.50 0.21 0.35 0.53 0.58

Rank 61 51 53 68 72 69 83

LAFPP Equity Structure
Performance – Trailing Period

Performance shown is net of fees, ranks are gross of fees, and as of September 30, 2022.
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LAFPP Equity Structure
Performance – Calendar Year

Performance shown is net of fees, ranks are gross of fees, and as of September 30, 2022.

2021 2020 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

Domestic Equity Composite - Net 26.04 20.39 30.20 -5.63 21.01 11.42 0.05 11.01 35.44 16.26

Russell 3000 Index 25.66 20.89 31.02 -5.24 21.13 12.74 0.48 12.56 33.55 16.42

Difference 0.38 -0.50 -0.82 -0.39 -0.12 -1.32 -0.43 -1.55 1.89 -0.16

Rank 40 31 42 44 32 80 50 60 16 59

Domestic Large Cap Equity Composite - Net 27.53 20.12 30.79 -4.20 22.56 11.37 1.46 12.94 33.84 16.20

S&P 500 Index (Cap Wtd) 28.71 18.40 31.49 -4.38 21.83 11.96 1.38 13.69 32.39 16.00

Difference -1.18 1.72 -0.70 0.18 0.73 -0.59 0.08 -0.75 1.45 0.20

Rank 49 43 48 40 42 49 43 49 46 45

Domestic Small Cap Equity Composite - Net 21.33 19.44 28.12 -11.09 16.40 11.49 -4.99 3.28 42.77 16.60

Russell 2000 Index 14.82 19.96 25.53 -11.01 14.65 21.31 -4.41 4.89 38.82 16.35

Difference 6.51 -0.52 2.59 -0.08 1.75 -9.82 -0.58 -1.61 3.95 0.25

Rank 57 44 30 52 42 83 71 68 39 48

Page 14



Composite
Active Share (All 

Managers)
Active Share 
(Active Only)

10 Yr. Tracking 
Error (All 

Managers)

Management Fees (Active 
Only)

US Equity 27% 80% 1.46 34 basis points
US Large Cap 20% 76% 0.80 14 basis points
US Small Cap 66% 81% 3.37 41 basis points

LAFPP Equity Structure
Active Share

LAFPP Active Share
• As a composite, LAFPP’s active US Equity managers exhibit moderate active share.

– However, each individual manager demonstrates higher active share.

• Given fees and tracking error we have no concerns with active share at the composite or 
manager levels

Interpreting Active Share Values

• An Active Share of 0% represents holdings identical 
to the benchmark

• An Active Share of 100% represents holdings 
completely different than the benchmark

Data as of September 30, 2022.
US Equity tracking error is calculated against the Russell 3000 Index using gross of fees performance.
US Large Cap Equity tracking error is calculated against the S&P 500 Index using gross of fees performance.
US Small Cap Equity tracking error is calculated against the Russell 2000 Index using gross of fees performance.
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LAFPP Equity Structure
Fees

• LAFPP Equity fees are highly competitive when compared to the peer universe of 
funds within each sub asset class.

Asset Class Representative Index
LAFPP
Total 
Fee

LAFPP
Active Fee

Peer group 
Active Fee 
(5th - 95th 

percentile)

LAFPP
Active Fee 

Rank

US Equity Russell 3000 10 bps 34 bps - -

Large Cap Russell 1000 3 bps 14 bps 22 - 75 bps 1

Small Cap Russell 2000 36 bps 41 bps 28 - 100 bps 7

Data as of September 30, 2022.
Peer group data and ranks were run on the sub-asset class level in order to compare LAFPP’s active fees to
manager fees paid for other similar size mandates.
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II.1
Aon recommends adding an active vs passive investment 
management review to the Asset-Liability study performed every 
three to five years.

RVK agrees that active/passive analysis is a critical component 
of portfolio development. We advise clients to evaluate this 
during asset class structure studies like the one presented 
today. An asset/liability study is focused on identifying risk 

tolerances and the active/passive decision is not well suited for 
such a broad and complex analysis.

II.11
Consider the use of broader asset class mandates (i.e. public 
equity) for monitoring asset allocation relative to policy, and 
potential active risk considerations.

RVK includes the Russell 3000 Index when evaluating the 
Domestic Equity Composite in performance reports. The 
Russell 3000 represents one of the broadest US equity 

benchmarks.

II.13

Aon recommends amending the current U.S. Equity Policy 
allocation to either replace the S&P 500 Index with the Russell 
1000 Index or replace both the S&P 500 Index and Russell 
2000 Index with the Russell 3000 Index.

RVK disagrees with this recommendation. The Russell 1000 
includes smaller mid-cap companies compared to the S&P 
500. As highlighted in this study, LAFPP already has an 

overweight position to these securities. The decision to use the 
S&P 500 was made in the context of other US equity mandates 
and the complete asset class structure. Changing the passive 

exposure in isolation would have other unintended 
consequences.

Recommendation # Recommendation RVK Response

Management Audit Comments

• The 2022 Aon Management Audit contained three specific recommendations related directly to 
the domestic equity composite as shown below.
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Conclusions

• The domestic equity composite has performed well, net of fees, over the last 3-5 years, since 
implementation of the above changes.

– Each sub composite (LC and SC) have also performed well

• Overall LAFPP has a ~10% allocation to SC, about 125% more than the benchmark
– RVK recommends continuing with this overweight

• Style analysis suggest a slight value bias, particularly in large cap
– No concerns with current style positioning

• Fees are highly competitive

• In aggregate, active management has been beneficial

• RVK is not recommending any changes as a result of this analysis
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Manager Role
On 

Watch?

Performance Rank Excess Return Risk

Qualitative 
Notes

Contract 
Expiration

3 Year 5 Year 3 Year 5 Year
5 Year 

SD Rank

5 Year 
Sharpe 
Ratio 
Rank

Boston Partners Large Cap Value (SA) Large Cap Value Yes 32 47 3.06 1.53 37 55 No concerns 10/31/2025

AllianceBernstein Small Cap Value (SA) Small Cap Value No 65 74 0.48 0.28 25 76 No concerns 9/30/2023

Westwood Small Cap Value (SA) Small Cap Value Yes 89 76 -2.81 -0.28 68 81 No concerns 9/30/2023

Palisade Small Cap Core (SA) Small Cap Core No 76 -- -0.14 -- -- -- No concerns 6/30/2025

PIMCO StocksPLUS (SA) Small Cap Core No 91 -- -1.67 -- -- -- No concerns 7/31/2025

Frontier Small Cap Growth (SA) Small Cap Growth No 20 16 7.72 8.02 12 19 No concerns 6/30/2024

Active Manager Evaluation

Data as of September 30, 2022.
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Manager Role
On 

Watch?

Performance Rank Excess Return Risk

Qualitative 
Notes

Contract 
Expiration

3 Year 5 Year 3 Year 5 Year
5 Year 

SD Rank

5 Year 
Sharpe 
Ratio 
Rank

Channing Small Cap Value (SA) Small Cap Value No 59 74 0.45 -0.10 28 76 No concerns 9/30/2025

Denali Advisors Small Cap Value (SA) Small Cap Value No -- -- -- -- -- -- No concerns 4/30/2023

Phocas Small Cap Value (SA) Small Cap Value No 46 61 1.93 1.00 32 61 No concerns 9/30/2023

Eastern Shore Small Cap Core (SA) Small Cap Core No -- -- -- -- -- -- No concerns 4/30/2023

Lisanti Small Cap Growth (SA) Small Cap Growth No -- -- -- -- -- -- No concerns 4/30/2023

Active Manager Evaluation (Emerging Managers)

Data as of September 30, 2022.
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Manager Role
On 

Watch?

Beta* Tracking Error* Standard Deviation Sharpe Ratio

Contract 
Expiration3 Year 5 Year 3 Year 5 Year 3 Year 5 Year 3 Year 5 Year

NT S&P 500 Equal Wtd Index (SA) Smart Beta No 1.00 1.00 0.12 0.10 21.82 19.44 0.42 0.44 11/30/2027

NT STOXX USA 900 Min Variance (SA) Smart Beta No 0.98 0.98 2.10 1.88 14.54 12.89 0.04 0.39 11/30/2027

Manager Role
On 

Watch?

Performance Rank Excess Return Risk

Qualitative Notes
Contract 

Expiration3 Year 5 Year 3 Year 5 Year
5 Year

SD Rank

5 Year 
Sharpe 
Ratio 
Rank

AllianceBernstein US Systematic Value (SA) Smart Beta No 49 42 2.14 1.86 35 50 No concerns 12/31/2024

Smart Beta Evaluation

Data as of September 30, 2022.
*Calculated vs. the manager's primary benchmark.
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Equity plays an important role in an institutional portfolio.
1. Provides capital appreciation over the long term and greater expected returns than bonds.

2. Serves as a source of income with inflation embedded in earnings.

3. Provides a diversified source of returns given exposures to various companies.

4. Provides a source of liquidity for cash flow needs (including benefit payments and capital
calls).

Like any investment, there are risks associated with investing in Equities including:
1. Greater expected volatility than bonds.

2. Changes within a company (i.e. management changes), disappointing earnings, and outlook
can have a meaningful negative impact on the share price.

3. External factors not directly related to a company (i.e. country and industry risks) can negatively
affect share prices.

Role of Public Equity
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• Volatility/Drawdowns: How wide is the potential range of outcomes and how likely I am to suffer 
permanent loss of capital?

– Equities tend to be some of the most volatile investments, volatility projections inform how 
large are potential drawdowns might be

• Valuation: How much am I paying for future earnings?

– Valuations (price) has a high degree of correlation to future returns

• Economic: How will earnings growth, profit margins, and inflation effect returns?

– While equity prices and the economy are not the same, economic factors can drive market 
returns

• Currency: For investments based in currencies other than the USD, will currency movements 
impact potential return?

– Most non-U.S. equities trade in their local currency 

– This can lead to a mismatch to liabilities that are paid in USD

Risks of Public Equity
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• Classified into the following styles: growth, core, or value.

• Index classifications vary but usually review valuation metrics such as price/book ratio and stratify 
the highest PE names into a growth sub index (e.g., Russell 1000 Growth), and the lowest PE 
names into a value sub index (e.g., Russell 1000 Value)

– Value stocks may be perceived to be cheaper than industry peers and may be more likely to 
pay dividends.

– Growth stocks may be relatively more expensive than peers but are perceived to have high 
earnings potential in the future.

– Core strategies may invest in both value and growth, including stocks exhibiting 
characteristics of both styles.

Current Market Environment (2022) 

• The recent inflation shock and expectations for continued rising interest rates have led to 
uncertain conditions and have dampened the risk appetite of many investors. 

• Value stocks
– Outperformed growth stocks over the trailing 12 months as prior market trends reversed.

– Experienced improved performance amid extended market volatility

• Growth stocks
– On average have successfully provided downside protection during the initial pandemic drawdown and 

participated in the subsequent rebound, but 

– Have failed to replicate this success during the current correction.

Public Equity
Style
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• Stocks are also categorized by size where size is measured by market capitalization

• Typically categorized as large cap, mid cap, and small cap

• Just as styles rotate in and out of favor, so do market capitalizations

Public Equity
Market Capitalization

Russell 3000 Index
As of June 30, 2022

Large-
Cap, 
71%

Mid-
Cap, 
23%

Small-
Cap, 
6%
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Asset Class Structure vs. Individual Managers
Case Study

• To demonstrate why portfolio construction considerations are more impactful than individual 
manager selection, we have created a developed international equity portfolio constructed from 
managers that on their own have characteristics that could look less attractive, but do serve a 
role in a diversified portfolio. 

• The figure on the next slide shows the universe of developed international equity managers in a 
return/risk graph

– The blue dot represents a composite of 5 of these individual managers.

– The 5 managers were all drawn from the upper-right (higher than median return and risk) and lower-left 
(lower than median return and risk) quadrant of the figure, none from the upper-left quadrant (higher 
than median return and lower than median risk).

– When the 5 managers are combined, the composite plots in the desirable upper-left quadrant. 
The composite is superior to all but three of the individual managers in the entire universe despite being 
constructed with managers that fall outside of this quadrant.

• This exercise is not meant to diminish the importance of manager selection and ongoing 
monitoring but to note that manager evaluation in isolation of the role the manager plays in the 
asset class composite can lead to suboptimal outcomes.

• Strong composite performance can be, and often is, achieved via complementary managers 
which on their own may not always be the best performers, but when effectively combined can 
potentially reduce volatility and increase long-term outcomes.
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Asset Class Structure vs. Individual Managers
Case Study

Peer Group Scattergram
All EAFE Peer Group

December 2004 – September 30, 2021Composite of the 5 managers in green
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Active vs. Passive Investing
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• Low-cost passive investment strategies (e.g. indexing) are an alternative to active management 
and can be considered the ‘starting point’ for considering asset class structure. 

• Active management can then be assessed on an asset class by asset class basis.

• Lower fees – guaranteed performance 
“head start”

• Lower maintenance – no benchmark risk 
due to active “bets”

• No timing (manager termination/hiring) 
risk

• Straight forward selection skill required

• Efficient markets theory

• Markets can be efficient, but investors are not

• Fundamentals can be considered – valuation 
and other fundamentals can be incorporated to 
ensure that investments are not merely following 
prices

• Avoid concentration risk 

• Less efficient market segments provide 
opportunity for outperformance

The Case for Active InvestingThe Case for Passive Investing

Active vs. Passive
Considerations
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32

• We recommend the active/passive decision be made at the sub-asset class level.

• RVK believes active management can add value net of fees over the long-term in many
Equity sub-asset classes, given proper manager selection and ongoing monitoring.

Manager Excess Returns Summary 
Average Rolling 3-Year Return (Net of Fees) 

January 2001 – December 2021

Data shown is as of December 31, 2021.
Excess return is calculated versus universe-specific benchmark and is net of fees. January 2001 represents the start of the first 3-year period.
*Dec 2021 US Large Cap Enhanced Equity Peer Group population was 20. Jan 2001 Non-US Small Cap Equity Peer Group population was 16.
**Global REITs Peer Group data begins on Feb 2006 due to data limitations, with a population of 29.

Active vs. Passive
RVK 2022 Active vs. Passive Study Summary
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Active managers can produce excess returns, but are prone to periods of underperformance

• Active managers with negative excess returns in recent years may be the best performers 
in future years (and vice versa); a trend that rewards patient, long-term investors

• Past performance, by itself, is not an indicator of future outperformance

– For example, the worst performing US Small and Mid Cap manager strategies from 2001-
2010, on average, generated higher levels of excess returns over the next 10 years than the 
strategies with the best trailing returns

Analysis shown uses net of fees returns for 264 active strategies with sufficient track records that currently manage approximately $800 billion in assets.
The average excess returns versus appropriate style/size benchmarks were calculated for all small & mid cap managers listed in the eVestment database.

-2.0 -1.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

2011-2020

2001-2010

Past and Future 10 Year Excess Returns: US Small & Mid Cap 
Managers

Worst Performers (Bottom Quartile) from 2001-10 Best Performers (Top Quartile) from 2001-10

Active vs. Passive
Cyclicality of Active Management
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Source: RVK calculations, using  eVestment Alliance data.

We first identified active funds that ranked in the top quartile based on relative performance (excess returns) for the period from Jan-2009 through Dec-2018. Relative 
performance is calculated based on the universe specific benchmarks (a detailed list of universes is provided on slide 4). We ranked the identified top quartile funds on a 
quarterly basis based on their three-year rolling excess returns for the time period Jan-2009 through Dec-2018. The pie charts above show average percentage across multiple 
universes in each asset class. Excess returns are gross of fees. 

• An analysis of top-quartile active funds with 10+ year track records indicates that on average 
top quartile funds spent 50% of those periods ranking in the top quartile.

• Domestic equity and fixed income top quartile funds spent on average about 80% ranked 
above median (top and 2nd quartiles combined).

Percentage of Time Top Quartile Funds Spent in Each Universe Quartile
(based on 3-year rolling excess returns, quarterly periodicity)

Top Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile Bottom Quartile

52%

25%

14%

9%

US Equity 

49%

24%

18%

8%

International Equity 

62%

24%

8%

6%

US Fixed Income

Active vs. Passive
Cyclicality of Active Management
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Active vs. Passive
Will the Future Look Like the Past

• Many factors contribute to the success of active management; no single factor can predict 
future market performance

• However, we need to ask ourselves if conditions prevalent in the past will hold in the future or if 
the environment will change

• Two macro trends are currently reversing, and at least one of them clearly has a strong 
relationship with the success of active management

– High inflation and Fed policy have both entered a new era, drastically different than the 
period since the GFC.

– RVK’s research has shown that the Fed’s balance sheet has a relationship with the 
success of active management; whether this correlation has any causal effect is to be 
determined but this is a good reminder to consider forward conditions when evaluating any 
potential investment
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Source: RVK Investment Prospective The Fed Balance Sheet and Active Public Equity Management, July 2022. 

Fed Balance Sheet and Median Active Large 
Cap Core US Equity Performance 

Fed Balance Sheet Projections
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• The small and mid cap markets continue to be less concentrated than the large/mega cap 
segment.

– “Concentration” refers to the weight of the top stocks within a market index.

– Lower concentration allows for more evenly distributed returns across stocks rather than a 
market being driven by a select few heavily weighted stocks.

– The large/mega cap segment has experienced increasing concentration (Apple, Microsoft, 
Alphabet, among others, represent a large weight within the Russell Top 200 Index).

– The small and mid cap segments include more stocks, have higher volatility and lower 
concentration, all relatively positive factors for active management when compared to the 
large/mega cap market.

Index weights sourced from Morningstar Direct. Data as of 7/31/2022.
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Tools for Evaluating Equity Portfolios and 
Managers
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Manager Evaluation
Factors to Consider

• Institutional decision makers are tempted to emphasize the following factors which we have 
found less able to predict favorable future investment returns and can lead to a false sense of 
conviction: 

– Past performance (in particular, recent trailing returns)

– Size – Assets under management (AUM)

– Presentation skills (abilities and materials)

• We believe that the following are much more helpful in understanding and evaluating 
investment managers and their products:

– Qualitative factors

– Diligent risk-adjusted quantitative analysis over multiple cycles

– Consistency of results over short one-time episodes of strong outperformance

– Fees
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Modern Portfolio Theory (MPT)
Statistics

1. Performance vs. desired market exposure 
(benchmark)

2. Volatility vs. both benchmark and peer strategies

3. Downside protection

4. Tracking Error – how far from the benchmark has the 
strategy deviated

5. Information Ratio – Measured by dividing the active 
rate of return by the tracking error. The higher the 
information ratio, the more value-added

6. Sharpe Ratio – how efficient in the composite in 
trading off excess return and risk

7. Downside Risk – A measure similar to standard 
deviation that focuses only on the negative 
movements of the return series

11

22

33

44 55 66 77

The following measures are included in 
RVK’s quarterly investment performance 
reports
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• Active share is a statistic describing the degree to which the holdings of an investment fund or
composite differ from the holdings of the benchmark.

• It measures how active a manager is and can be measured over time, enabling long-term 
style related consistency.

• Active Share is similar to Tracking Error - designed to quantify active portfolio management.

– Tracking error can understate active management for stock pickers who can achieve 
sector weights similar to an index while making bets on particular companies within each 
sector; and overstate active management for macro managers making sector/factor bets.

• A benefit of Active Share is the ability to ensure when combining multiple managers in a
composite, that we avoid creating an index fund with fee levels resembling active management.

Active Share
What is Active Share and why use it?

• Combined with Tracking Error and fee information, Active Share
is a useful tool for analysis of both single manager and multi-
manager portfolios.

• Interpreting Active Share Values

– An Active Share of 0% represents holdings identical to 
the benchmark

– An Active Share of 100% represents holdings completely 
different than the benchmark
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RVK’s research and experience demonstrate that active share is a useful tool for analysis
of both single manager and multi-manager portfolios.

1. Active Share is a Useful but Limited Statistic

– Although active share is a powerful tool, but should not be used in isolation. Investors 
should consider its limitations and utilize additional criteria to analyze managers such as 
other proven quantitative metrics and qualitative criteria.

2. Investors Must Consider Additional Costs and Diminishing Returns of Manager 
Diversification

– Our research indicates that as more managers are added to a portfolio:

– the active share of the portfolio declines,

– direct and indirect portfolio management costs increase, and

– investors, at best, receive minimal incremental diversification benefit from large multi-
manager portfolios.

Active Share
Use in Evaluating Single and Multi-Manager Portfolios
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• Judging the relative quality of the firm, team, process and performance

• Strive to determine whether a manager has a unique advantage

• Determine whether the strategy and manager exhibit unique risks relative to others being 
considered

• Key person, regulatory, enterprise, headline, etc.

• Fees play an important role and are evaluated compared to relevant universe peers and/or 
search candidates

– While absolute fee levels are important, net of fees performance is more important to the 
Plan. All else being equal, if a higher fee manager is generating superior net of fees 
investment results, the Plan is better off relative to a lower fee manager generating less net 
of fees investment results.

Manager Evaluation
Qualitative and Quantitative Considerations
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Outperformance of lower quality or cyclical stocks

• Over the past 3 years, success rates of many small and mid cap managers has been impacted 
by short-term rallies of growth companies without profits, “meme” stocks, and commodity-linked 
companies.

• Active managers are primarily targeting “higher quality” companies, defined as those companies 
with the ability to produce attractive and more consistent profits, relative to peers, without 
excessive debt.

• Narrow market rallies in industries or sectors which don’t fit the long-term horizon of active 
managers generally are difficult periods for active stock pickers.

Index weights sourced from Morningstar. Data as of 7/31/2022.
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Disclaimer of Warranties and Limitation of Liability - This document was prepared by RVK, Inc. (RVK) and may include  
information and data from some or all of the following sources: client staff; custodian banks; investment  managers; 
specialty investment consultants; actuaries; plan administrators/record-keepers; index providers; as well as other 
third-party sources as directed by the client or as we believe necessary or appropriate. RVK has taken 
reasonable care to ensure the accuracy of the information or data, but makes no warranties and disclaims 
responsibility for the accuracy or completeness of information or data provided or methodologies 
employed by any external source.  This document is provided for the client’s internal use only 
and does not constitute a recommendation by RVK or an offer of, or a solicitation for, any 
particular security and it is not intended to convey any guarantees as to the future 
performance of the investment products, asset classes, or capital markets.
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Year-over-year summary
• Aggregate Portfolio is comprised of $8,517.8 million of commitments to 511 Core and Specialized Manager funds (395 Active and 116 Inactive) 

managed by 213 sponsors since the inception of its Private Equity Portfolio in 1996

• Contributions to and distributions from the Aggregate Portfolio since inception totaled $5,894.3 million and $5,539.2 million, respectively

• Year-over-year performance, as measured by Net IRR4 and Net Return Multiple4, has decreased in the Aggregate, Core and Specialized Manager 
Portfolios

• The public market correction/dislocation that began at the start to the Russia/Ukraine war in February 2022, in concert with rising inflation and 
interest rates, have led to fears of recession and been the primary drivers of a decline in performance in 2022

4

1. LAFPP considers a fund inactive if the partnership has had it’s final liquidating distribution. Active/Inactive numbers are preliminary
2. ARV ‐ Adjusted Reported Value. Represents reported value as most recently reported by the General Partners, adjusted for net contribution and distribution activity
3. Total Value: Cumulative Distributions + ARV2

4. Net IRR and Net Return Multiple as of 9/30/2022. Net Return Multiple ‐ (Cumulative Distributions + ARV2) / Cumulative Contributions (including fees outside of commitment)
5. ITD Net IRR for each portfolio represents the implied discount rate that will make the net present value of the stream of cash flows sum to zero. The first cash flows for the Core and Specialized
Manager Portfolios were September 1996 and December 2007, respectively.

LAFPP Private 
Equity Portfolio

Aggregate Portfolio Core Portfolio Specialized Manager Portfolio

12/31/2022 12/31/2021 Net Change 12/31/2022 12/31/2021 Net Change 12/31/2022 12/31/2021 Net Change

($’s in millions)

Funds 511 472 39 399 373 26 112 99 13

Active1 395 367 28 287 272 15 108 95 13

Inactive1 116 105 11 112 101 11 4 4 0

Sponsors 213 209 4 155 151 4 81 77 4

Commitments $8,517.8 $7,277.5 $1,240.3 $7,460.4 $6,373.1 $1,087.3 $1,057.4 $904.4 $153.0 

Contributions $5,894.3 $5,178.7 $715.6 $5,217.2 $4,611.0 $606.2 $677.1 $567.6 $109.4 

Distributions $5,539.2 $5,081.5 $457.6 $5,006.9 $4,608.8 $398.1 $532.3 $472.8 $59.5 

ARV2 $4,782.4 $4,883.4 ($101.0) $4,160.4 $4,275.9 ($115.5) $622.0 $607.5 $14.5 

Total Value3 $10,321.6 $9,964.9 $356.7 $9,167.3 $8,884.7 $282.6 $1,154.3 $1,080.2 $74.0 

Net IRR 
Since Inception4,5 12.9% 13.7% (0.8%) 12.9% 13.6% (0.7%) 13.6% 14.8% (1.2%)

Net Return Multiple4,5 1.77x 1.92x (0.15x) 1.78x 1.93x (0.15x) 1.72x 1.88x (0.16x)



Across-period and ITD performance

5

1. 1‐, 3‐, 5‐, 10‐ year net IRRs are calculated using the previous periods ending value as each calculations initial cash flow. The across period net IRR for each time series of data represents the implied
discount rate that will make the net present value of the stream of cash flows sum to zero.
2. ITD – Inception‐to‐Date Net IRR as of September 30th, 2022. ITD Net IRR for each portfolio represents the implied discount rate that will make the net present value of the stream of cash flows sum
to zero. The first cash flows for the Core and Specialized Manager Portfolios were September 1996 and December 2007, respectively.

LAFPP Private Equity Portfolio

1 Year Net IRR1 3 Year Net IRR1 5 Year Net IRR1 10 Year Net IRR1 ITD Net IRR2

Aggregate (2.7%) 23.1% 20.1% 16.7% 12.9%

Core 
(1996-2022)

(3.2%) 23.2% 20.3% 17.0% 12.9%

Specialized Manager 
(2007-2022)

1.1% 22.5% 19.0% 14.8% 13.6%

11.7%

11.0%
11.5%

12.0%
12.5%

12.9%
13.4%

13.6% 13.7%
13.4%

13.1% 12.9%

11.6%

10.6%
11.2%

11.7%

12.7%
13.2%

14.0%

14.8%
15.1%

14.7%

14.0% 13.6%
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Performance through Covid & Economic Slowdown that began in early 2022

Core Portfolio Specialized Manager Portfolio



Historical cash flow activity
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LAFPP Private Equity Portfolio 
Annual Cash Flow Activity

Contributions Distributions % Cont. funded by Dist.

% Cont. 
funded by 

Dist.
0% 2% 7% 15% 51% 41% 43% 81% 94% 116% 115% 120% 32% 34% 69% 72% 106% 145% 120% 113% 104% 155% 117% 112% 88% 108% 64%

• From 2000 to 2009, distributions averaged 72.7% of contributions in the Private Equity Portfolio, with a minimum of 32% in 2008 and 
maximum of 120.4% in 2007

• From 2010 through 2022, distributions averaged 105.6% of contributions in the Private Equity Portfolio, with a minimum of 64% in 2022 and 
maximum of 155.2% in 2017

• Observations from the chart below:

• Distributions fully funded contributions in nine of the last 13 years, despite increases in the annual commitment pace to keep up with growth in 
the Plan Market Value and three Board approved increases in the Plan’s private equity exposure target

• The public market correction/dislocation that began at the start to the Russia/Ukraine war in February 2022, in concert with rising inflation and 
interest rates, have led to fears of recession and been the primary drivers of a slowdown in distributions in 2022



Performance by maturity 

7

LAFPP Private Equity Portfolio1

Vintage 
Years

LTM2

Contributions
ITD2

Contributions
LTM2

Distributions
ITD2

Distributions
ARV3 1 Year 

Net IRR4
3 Year 

Net IRR4
5 Year

Net IRR4
10 Year 
Net IRR4

Net IRR  
9/30/22

Net IRR  
9/30/21

Net Return
Multiple 
9/30/22

Net Return
Multiple 
9/30/21

($’s in millions)

Mature
(1996-2011)

$1.0 $2,224.2 $57.1 $3,552.0 $360.5 12.9% 13.1% 11.5% 12.9% 10.8% 11.0% 1.76x 1.79x

Maturing
(2012-2016)

$13.2 $1,422.5 $297.7 $1,719.5 $1,584.6 (7.7%) 24.3% 22.1% 19.6% 19.4% 22.5% 2.33x 2.43x

Developing
(2017-2022)

$701.4 $2,247.7 $102.8 $267.6 $2,837.3 3.6% 25.6% 23.8% 23.7% 23.7% 41.0% 1.41x 1.61x

Total $715.6 $5,894.3 $457.6 $5,539.2 $4,782.4 (2.7%) 23.1% 20.1% 16.7% 12.9% 13.7% 1.77x 1.92x

• Private Equity Portfolio has been categorized into Vintage Year (“VY”) groups that distinguish between funds in distribution mode (“Mature” or 
“Maturing” groups) and funds in investment mode (“Developing” group)

• “Mature” group performance has largely been locked in with ~91% of total value distributed

• “Maturing” group continues to generate strong performance, despite the year-over-year decrease in the net IRR and net return multiple

• “Developing” group performance is still early; however, it continues to progress well, despite the year-over-year decrease in the net IRR and net 
return multiple

• “Mature” and “Maturing” groups have been fully “de-risked” with distributions returning ~145% of contributions

1. All cash related data presented as of 12/31/2022, unless otherwise stated
2. “LTM”: Last Twelve Months, “ITD”: Inception‐to‐Date
3. ARV – Adjusted Reported Value. Represents the 9/30/2022 RV as most recently reported from the GPs of the underlying funds, adjusted for net contribution and distribution activity through
12/31/2022
4. Net IRR as of 9/30/2022



Sector & sub-sector performance 
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Aggregate Portfolio Specialized Manager Portfolio

Sectors Commitments
% of 
Total

Net 
IRR1

Net Return
Multiple1 Commitments

% of 
Total

Net 
IRR1

Net Return
Multiple1

($’s in millions)

Buyout $4,397.6 51.6% 13.7% 1.76x $389.5 36.8% 14.8% 1.77x

Large $1,452.9 17.1% 13.4% 1.70x $0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.00x

Mid Market $2,944.7 34.6% 13.8% 1.80x $389.5 36.8% 14.8% 1.77x

Special Situations $2,110.8 24.8% 11.4% 1.51x $143.5 13.6% 9.9% 1.52x

Distressed Debt & Restructuring $1,069.8 12.6% 12.5% 1.61x $30.0 2.8% 18.0% 2.20x

Mezzanine $82.6 1.0% 11.8% 1.38x $34.0 3.2% 3.1% 1.16x

Multi-Strategy & Other $679.6 8.0% 9.2% 1.37x $64.5 6.1% 9.6% 1.28x

Secondary $278.8 3.3% 10.5% 1.47x $15.0 1.4% 7.6% 1.81x

Venture Capital & Growth Equity $2,009.3 23.6% 12.6% 2.06x $524.4 49.6% 14.6% 1.76x

Venture Capital $1,219.4 14.3% 10.0% 1.76x $374.5 35.4% 16.5% 1.68x

Early Stage $468.3 5.5% 12.9% 1.78x $278.4 26.3% 17.7% 1.70x

Late Stage $193.9 2.3% 4.8% 1.40x $28.0 2.6% 19.4% 1.70x

Multi-Stage $557.2 6.5% 10.9% 1.85x $68.1 6.4% 14.1% 1.64x

Growth Equity  $789.9 9.3% 17.0% 2.51x $149.9 14.2% 12.7% 1.90x

Total $8,517.8 100.0% 12.9% 1.77x $1,057.4 100.0% 13.6% 1.72x

• Aggregate Portfolio sector weightings of 51.6%, 24.8% and 23.6% are in line with the target portfolio midpoints of ~50% Buyout, ~25% Special 
Situations and ~25% Venture Capital & Growth Equity, respectively

• Specialized Manager Portfolio sector weightings largely reflect the investment opportunity set that is available to investors, with 36.8% in Buyout, 
13.6% in Special Situations and 49.6% in Venture Capital & Growth Equity

• Largest contributors to performance:

• Aggregate Portfolio – Buyout at 13.7% net IRR and 1.76x net return multiple and Growth Equity at 17.0% net IRR and 2.51x net return multiple

• Specialized Manager Portfolio – Buyout at 14.8% net IRR and 1.77x net return multiple and Venture Capital at 16.5% net IRR and 1.68x net 
return multiple

1. Net IRR since inception and Net Return Multiple as of 9/30/2022



Advisor performance
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1. Total Value – Cumulative Distributions + Adjusted Reported Value
2. 1‐, 3‐, 5‐, 10‐ year net IRRs are calculated using the previous periods ending value as each calculations initial cash flow. The across period net IRR for each time series of data represents the implied
discount rate that will make the net present value of the stream of cash flows sum to zero.
3. ITD – Inception‐to‐Date Net IRR as of 9/30/2022. ITD Net IRR for each portfolio represents the implied discount rate that will make the net present value of the stream of cash flows sum to zero.
4. Net Return Multiple as of 9/30/2022. Net Return Multiple ‐ (Cumulative Distributions + ARV) / Cumulative Contributions (including fees outside of commitment)
5. LAFPP committed to a 2015 vintage year fund in 2017 through Fairview’s specialized manager program; first capital call was March 2017

LAFPP Private Equity Portfolio

Advisor Portfolio
Vintage Year

Exposure
Commitments

% of
Total

Cumulative 
Contributions

Cumulative
Distributions

Total
Value1

% of
Total

1 Year2

Net IRR
3 Year2

Net IRR
5 Year2

Net IRR
10 Year2

Net IRR
ITD Net 

IRR3
Net Return
Multiple4

($’s in millions)

Abbott Capital 1996-2007 $397.4 5% $399.8 $624.3 $626.6 6% NM NM NM NM 10.3% 1.57x

Hamilton Lane 1997-2001 $314.5 4% $326.7 $484.5 $486.3 5% NM NM NM NM 8.5% 1.50x

Pension Consulting Alliance 2003-2006 $186.7 2% $187.7 $286.1 $287.8 3% NM NM NM NM 8.8% 1.54x

Portfolio Advisors (Legacy) 2004-2008 $263.5 3% $258.1 $396.8 $401.7 4% NM NM NM NM 7.7% 1.56x

Aldus Equity Partners 2007-2010 $506.6 6% $480.6 $845.2 $985.0 10% NM NM NM NM 16.1% 2.05x

StepStone Group 2007-2011 $191.5 2% $175.7 $274.5 $311.1 3% NM NM NM NM 10.1% 1.73x

Subtotal - Legacy Portfolio $1,860.2 21% $1,828.7 $2,911.3 $3,098.4 30% (9.9%) 12.1% 8.7% 11.9% 10.4% 1.69x

Portfolio Advisors (Current) 2010-2022 $6,267.7 74% $3,894.5 $2,619.2 $6,976.9 68% (2.8%) 23.9% 21.6% 19.0% 18.6% 1.82x

Core $5,681.8 $3,526.9 $2,310.1 $6,299.4 (2.9%) 23.9% 21.7% 19.1% 18.7% 1.82x

Specialized Manager $585.9 $367.6 $309.1 $677.5 (2.0%) 24.2% 21.6% 18.0% 17.7% 1.87x

Fairview Capital Partners 2015-20225 $300.0 4% $152.8 $8.6 $229.5 2% 12.0% 28.2% 27.6% N/A5 27.8% 1.55x

LAFPP Staff 2022 $90.0 1% $18.3 $0.0 $16.8 0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Subtotal - Current Portfolio $6,657.7 79% $4,065.6 $2,627.8 $7,223.2 70% (2.3%) 24.0% 21.7% 19.1% 18.7% 1.81x

Private Equity Portfolio 1996-2022 $8,517.8 100% $5,894.3 $5,539.2 $10,321.6 100% (2.7%) 23.1% 20.1% 16.7% 12.9% 1.77x



Portfolio Advisors – current portfolio performance
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1. Table reflects closed commitments through 12/31/22. Number of Funds and Commitments in each vintage year are based on the vintage year assigned by its General Partner. The total funds in any
given year is different from the funds approved by the Board in any given year. The latter is based on annual commitment pacing
2. ARV ‐ Adjusted Reported Value. Represents reported value as most recently reported by the General Partners, adjusted for net contribution and distribution activity
3. Total Value: Cumulative Distributions + ARV2

4. Net IRR since inception and Net Return Multiple as of 9/30/2022. Net Return Multiple ‐ (Cumulative Distributions + ARV2) / Cumulative Contributions (including fees outside of commitment)

Maturing

Developing

Vintage Year
# of 

Funds1 Commitments1 Contributions Distributions ARV2 Total 
Value3 Net IRR4 Net Return 

Multiple4

($'s in millions)

2010 5 $102.5 $89.2 $156.2 $22.4 $178.6 14.3% 2.01x
2011 16 $317.2 $307.0 $484.5 $152.0 $636.5 14.5% 2.08x

Sub-Total 21 $419.7 $396.2 $640.7 $174.4 $815.1 14.4% 2.07x
2012 27 $327.9 $297.1 $456.7 $193.4 $650.1 17.0% 2.19x
2013 11 $202.0 $180.5 $317.3 $168.4 $485.7 21.5% 2.69x
2014 16 $334.9 $310.5 $338.4 $336.6 $675.0 16.9% 2.18x
2015 18 $311.3 $277.7 $352.5 $378.6 $731.1 23.0% 2.64x
2016 23 $423.1 $343.2 $251.3 $479.8 $731.1 20.5% 2.13x

Sub-Total 95 $1,599.2 $1,408.9 $1,716.2 $1,556.8 $3,273.0 19.3% 2.33x
2017 20 $384.1 $319.3 $143.8 $438.1 $581.9 24.1% 1.83x
2018 18 $351.0 $279.1 $75.0 $412.5 $487.4 27.9% 1.76x
2019 27 $684.4 $511.9 $20.3 $711.5 $731.8 25.2% 1.44x
2020 24 $440.0 $319.3 $12.0 $390.7 $402.7 21.7% 1.27x
2021 40 $1,214.4 $563.5 $11.3 $579.7 $591.1 NM NM
2022 31 $1,175.0 $96.2 $0.0 $93.9 $93.9 NM NM

Sub-Total 160 $4,248.8 $2,089.3 $262.4 $2,626.5 $2,888.9 23.5% 1.41x
Total 276 $6,267.7 $3,894.5 $2,619.2 $4,357.7 $6,976.9 18.6% 1.82x

Mature

• As of December 2022, PA’s current portfolio fund recommendations totaling $6,267.7 million make up 73.6% of the Aggregate Portfolio’s 
commitments (276 funds out of 511 total Core and Specialized Funds) 

• PA’s fund recommendations have generated performance that has been highly accretive to the Aggregate Portfolio’s performance

• PA’s net IRR and net return multiple of 18.6% and 1.82x, respectively, compare very favorably to the Aggregate Portfolio net IRR and net return 
multiple of 12.9% and 1.77x, respectively

• Gold highlight illustrates very accretive performance when compared to the performance of the Aggregate Portfolio – each of the Mature and 
Maturing Vintage Years (2010 thru 2016) are generating a net IRR greater than 14% (net IRRs ranging from 14.3% to 23.0%) and net return 
multiple in excess of 2.0x (net multiples ranging from 2.01x to 2.69x)

• Mature and Maturing groups have been fully “de-risked” with distributions returning ~130.6% of contributions



Portfolio Advisors – sector & sub-sector performance
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1. Net IRR since inception and Net Return Multiple as of 9/30/2022

Sectors Commitments % of Total Net IRR1 Net Return Multiple1

($’s in millions)

Buyout $3,325.1 53.1% 19.1% 1.74x

Large $1,058.0 16.9% 16.1% 1.59x

Mid Market $2,267.2 36.2% 20.6% 1.84x

Special Situations $1,561.6 24.9% 12.5% 1.48x

Distressed Debt & Restructuring $815.9 13.0% 14.2% 1.58x

Mezzanine $0.0 0.0% N/A N/A

Multi-Strategy & Other $543.1 8.7% 8.7% 1.30x

Secondary $202.6 3.2% 15.8% 1.57x

Venture Capital & Growth Equity $1,380.9 22.0% 21.8% 2.33x

Venture Capital $695.5 11.1% 18.2% 1.93x

Early Stage $272.5 4.3% 24.2% 2.02x

Late Stage $83.0 1.3% 16.0% 1.84x

Multi-Stage $340.0 5.4% 16.7% 1.90x

Growth Equity  $685.4 10.9% 24.1% 2.71x
Total $6,267.7 100.0% 18.6% 1.82x

• Sector weightings of 53.1%, 24.9% and 22.0% are in line with the target portfolio midpoints of ~50% Buyout, ~25% Special Situations and ~25% 
Venture Capital & Growth Equity, respectively

• PA’s fund recommendations have generated performance that has been highly accretive to the Aggregate Portfolio’s performance. Largest 
contributors include:

• Net IRR and net return multiple of 19.1% and 1.74x, respectively, generated by the funds in PA’s Buyout Sector compare very favorably to net IRR 
and net return multiple of 13.6% and 1.76x, respectively, generated by the Aggregate Portfolio’s Buyout Sector (data from page 8)

• Similarly, the net IRR and net return multiple of 18.2% and 1.93x, respectively, generated by the funds in PA’s Venture Capital Sector compare 
very favorably to the net IRR and net return multiple of 10.0% and 1.76x, respectively, generated by the Aggregate Portfolio’s Venture Capital 
Sector (data from page 8)

• PA’s Growth Sector net IRR and net return multiple of 24.1% and 2.71x, respectively, compare very favorably to the Aggregate Portfolio Growth 
Sector net IRR and net return multiple of 17.0% and 2.51x, respectively (data from page 8)



Portfolio Advisors – specialized manager performance
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1. Closed commitments as of 12/31/2022
2. Number of funds listed in each vintage year is based on the vintage year assigned to each fund by the General Partner
3. ARV ‐ Adjusted Reported Value. Represents reported value as most recently reported by the General Partners, adjusted for net contribution and distribution activity
4. Total Value: Cumulative Distributions + ARV3

5. Net IRR since inception and Net Return Multiple as of 9/30/2022. Net Return Multiple ‐ (Cumulative Distributions + ARV3) / Cumulative Contributions (including fees outside of commitment)

Maturing

Developing

Vintage Year
# of 

Funds2 Commitments Contributions Distributions ARV3 Total 
Value4 Net IRR5 Net Return 

Multiple5

($’s in millions)

2010 1 $25.0 $21.1 $62.2 $1.1 $63.3 22.6% 2.99x
2011 2 $15.0 $13.9 $23.0 $2.7 $25.7 12.3% 1.85x

Sub-Total 3 $40.0 $35.0 $85.2 $3.8 $89.0 19.3% 2.54x
2012 13 $103.9 $95.9 $123.6 $59.4 $183.1 13.3% 1.91x
2013 2 $20.0 $12.6 $25.1 $10.3 $35.5 16.4% 2.82x
2014 2 $10.0 $9.2 $13.9 $12.9 $26.9 24.0% 2.93x
2015 4 $30.0 $26.8 $26.1 $32.6 $58.7 17.0% 2.19x
2016 3 $17.5 $13.3 $8.5 $14.0 $22.5 21.5% 1.69x

Sub-Total 24 $181.4 $157.7 $197.3 $129.3 $326.6 15.1% 2.07x
2017 5 $40.0 $32.3 $10.9 $57.4 $68.3 29.2% 2.08x
2018 5 $37.5 $26.6 $13.5 $34.5 $48.0 37.7% 1.89x
2019 5 $44.5 $31.5 $1.3 $45.2 $46.6 30.9% 1.51x
2020 5 $55.0 $36.9 $0.6 $46.7 $47.2 27.0% 1.31x
2021 9 $117.5 $44.6 $0.4 $48.7 $49.0 20.1% 1.12x
2022 6 $70.0 $3.1 $0.0 $2.8 $2.8 N/A N/A

Sub-Total 35 $364.5 $174.9 $26.6 $235.3 $261.9 30.3% 1.54x
Total 62 $585.9 $367.6 $309.1 $368.4 $677.5 17.7% 1.87x

Mature

• Since PA was hired in April 2010, LAFPP has closed on fund commitments that PA recommended totaling $585.9 million to 62 funds (VY’s 
2010-2022) managed by 45 Specialized Managers1

• $501.0 million (~86%) has been committed to 52 funds (~84%) managed by 36 Specialized Managers that are minority-, woman-, LGBTQ- and 
disabled veteran owned business entities, and 13 Specialized Managers have graduated to the Core Program

• PA’s fund recommendations have generated performance that has been very accretive to the Aggregate Portfolio’s performance

• PA’s net IRR and net return multiple of 17.7% and 1.87x, respectively, compare very favorably to the Aggregate Portfolio net IRR and net return 
multiple of 12.9% and 1.77x, respectively

• Gold highlight illustrates very accretive performance when compared to the performance of the Aggregate Portfolio

• Mature and Maturing groups have been fully “de-risked” with distributions returning ~147% of contributions



Fairview Capital Partners – specialized manager performance
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1. Closed commitments as of 12/31/2022
2. Number of funds listed in each vintage year is based on the vintage year assigned to each fund by the General Partner
3. ARV ‐ Adjusted Reported Value. Represents reported value as most recently reported by the General Partners, adjusted for net contribution and distribution activity
4. Total Value: Cumulative Distributions + ARV3

5. Net IRR since inception and Net Return Multiple as of 9/30/2022. Net Return Multiple ‐ (Cumulative Distributions + ARV3) / Cumulative Contributions (including fees outside of commitment)

Vintage Year
# of 

Funds2 Commitments1 Contributions Distributions ARV3 Total 
Value4 Net IRR5 Net Return 

Multiple5

($’s in millions)

2015 1 $5.0 $4.5 $3.2 $9.5 $12.7 33.0% 2.90x

2016 2 $10.0 $9.1 $0.1 $18.3 $18.4 19.3% 2.03x

Sub-Total 3 $15.0 $13.6 $3.3 $27.8 $31.1 24.1% 2.31x

2017 3 $15.0 $14.0 $1.2 $33.2 $34.3 36.6% 2.53x

2018 2 $10.0 $7.8 $0.5 $12.3 $12.8 22.6% 1.66x

2019 6 $62.0 $49.3 $3.6 $80.4 $83.9 44.5% 1.72x

2020 4 $40.0 $24.0 $0.0 $24.2 $24.2 0.9% 1.01x

2021 6 $85.0 $29.8 $0.1 $29.2 $29.2 NM NM

2022 6 $73.0 $14.3 $0.0 $13.9 $13.9 NM NM

Sub-Total 27 $285.0 $139.3 $5.3 $193.1 $198.4 29.5% 1.47x

Total 30 $300.0 $152.8 $8.6 $220.9 $229.5 27.8% 1.55x

Developing

Maturing

• LAFPP closed on commitments advised by Fairview Capital Partners totaling $300.0 million to 30 funds (VY’s ranging from 2015-2022) 
managed by 22 Specialized Managers¹

• All 30 of the closed private equity funds include general partners that are minority or women owned

• Fairview Capital performance:

• Portfolio is still early in its development; however, it is exhibiting positive momentum based on current performance

• The portfolio of specialized managers that Fairview Capital constructed was generating a net IRR and net return multiple of 27.8% and 1.55x, 
respectively, through September 30, 2022



Performance relative to S&P 500 index
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1. 1‐, 3‐, 5‐, 10‐ year net IRRs are calculated using the previous periods ending value as each calculations initial cash flow. The across period net IRR for each time series of data represents the implied
discount rate that will make the net present value of the stream of cash flows sum to zero.
2. ITD – Inception‐to‐Date Net IRR as of September 30th, 2022. ITD Net IRR for each portfolio represents the implied discount rate that will make the net present value of the stream of cash flows sum
to zero. The first cash flows for the Core and Specialized Manager Portfolios were September 1996 and December 2007, respectively.
3. Please refer to pg. 29 in the Appendix for important defined terms with respect to the S&P 500 Index.
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Across-Period Performance
Comparative Returns as of September 30, 2022

Private Equity Portfolio S&P 500 Index + 250 bps

Portfolio 1 Year Net IRR1 3 Year Net IRR1 5 Year Net IRR1 10 Year Net IRR1 ITD Net IRR2

Private Equity Portfolio (2.7%) 23.1% 20.1% 16.7% 12.9%

S&P 500 Index3 (17.0%) 8.5% 9.5% 12.1% 8.3%

S&P 500 Index + 250 bps (14.5%) 11.0% 12.0% 14.6% 10.8%

Core                     (3.2%) 23.2% 20.3% 17.0% 12.9%

Specialized Manager 1.1% 22.5% 19.0% 14.8% 13.6%

• LAFPP’s Private Equity Portfolio outperformed the 1-year, 3-year, 5-year, 10-year and ITD returns for the S&P 500 Index + 250 bps by a range of 
210 bps to 1,210 bps 

• Private Equity Portfolio outperformed S&P 500 Index by 460 bps to 1,460bps



Performance relative to other public pension plans1,2
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• Chart below illustrates LAFPP’s across-period private equity returns benchmarked against the private equity portfolios of (i) LAFPP’s two sister 
plans, LACERS & LADWP, and (ii) two large pension plans that have emerging manager programs, CalPERS & TRS

• As of June 30, 2022, LAFPP was outperforming LACERS, CalPERS and TRS with respect to the trailing 3-, 5-, and 10-year net IRR

• Although LADWP slightly outperforms LAFPP on a 3-, 5-, and 10-year basis, they have a younger portfolio and take on significantly more risk with 
such a concentrated portfolio. LAFPP maintains much greater diversification and downside protection

1. Performance data and portfolio metrics for the Public Pensions (LADWP, LACERS, TRS, CalPERS) were obtained from each plan’s respective websites and Staff. Reports are based on June 30, 2022data.
2. 3‐, 5‐, 10‐year net IRRs are calculated using the previous periods ending value as each calculations initial cash flow. The across period net IRR for each time series of data represents the implied
discount rate that will make the net present value of the stream of cash flows sum to zero.
3. Note: Past performance is not indicative of future results. The performance returns above are as of June 30, 2022 and are estimated and unaudited.

As of 6/30/22 Los Angeles Fire & Police 
Pensions (LAFPP)

Los Angeles City Employees' 
Retirement System (LACERS)

Los Angeles Department of 
Water & Power (LADWP)

California Public Employees' 
Retirement System (CalPERS)

Teacher Retirement System
of Texas (TRS)

Inception Date 1996 1995 2006 1990 1993

Active Partnerships 392 274 55 354 346

Plan Size (mm) $28,228 $20,600 $15,469 $444,025 $183,509
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Diversification
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1. FMV – Fair Market Value of underlying investments in the partnerships

Buyout 
46.7%

Venture Capital 
& Growth Equity

33.7%

Special 
Situations 

19.6%

Based on RV as of 9/30/2022

U.S.
80.2% International

19.8%

Based on underlying investment FMVs1 as of 6/30/2022

Private
91.0%

Public
9.0%

Based on underlying investment FMVs1 as of 6/30/2022

Communications
2.0%

Computer/ 
Electronics

36.7%

Consumer Products
4.8%

Fund of Funds
1.8%

Transport/Logistics
2.9%

Industrial 
Products

12.2%
Medical
/Health

9.5%Secondary
0.3%

Services
17.3%

Financial Services
8.0%

Real Estate
0.7%

Energy
2.9%

Other
0.9%

Based on underlying investment FMVs1 as of 6/30/2022

• LAFPP’s Private Equity Portfolio is well-diversified across sectors, geographies, industries, and companies – over 4,800 underlying companies



Ten largest sponsors by total exposure
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1. Commitments excludes inactive funds that have held their final distribution
2. Total Exposure is equal to the adjusted reported value as most recently reported by the General Partners plus remaining commitment
3. Net IRR as of 9/30/2022. Net IRR for each sponsor represents the implied discount rate that will make the net present value of the stream of cash flows sum to zero
4. Net Return Multiple as of 9/30/2022: (Cumulative Distributions + Reported Value) / Cumulative Contributions (including fees outside of commitment)
5. ABRY Partners’ ten funds include Mid Market Buyout funds and Special Situations funds (i.e., ABRY Senior Equity (structured equity) and ABRY Advanced Securities funds (structured credit))

Ten Largest Sponsors by Total Exposure

Sponsor Strategy
# of 

Funds
Commitments1

% of 
Aggregate 
Portfolio

Total
Exposure2

% of 
Aggregate 
Portfolio

Net 
IRR3

Net Return 
Multiple4

($’s in millions)

Thoma Bravo Buyout 10 $330.0 4.3% $350.5 4.7% 27.5% 1.87x

Insight Venture Associates Venture/Buyout 9 $250.0 3.3% $313.3 4.2% 23.9% 2.46x

GTCR Golder Rauner Buyout 5 $260.0 3.4% $269.5 3.6% 28.3% 2.31x

Gridiron Capital Buyout 4 $180.0 2.3% $261.7 3.5% 40.3% 3.28x

Vista Equity Partners Buyout 7 $210.0 2.7% $239.1 3.2% 23.8% 2.21x

Green & Partners Buyout 7 $200.0 2.6% $212.5 2.9% 18.4% 1.80x

ABRY Partners Incorporated5 Special 
Situation/Buyout

10 $275.1 3.6% $208.4 2.8% 10.1% 1.36x

Clearlake Capital Partners Special Situation 8 $194.4 2.5% $205.0 2.8% 25.9% 1.87x

Summit Partners
Special 

Situation/Venture
9 $147.5 1.9% $179.7 2.4% 21.8% 2.73x

Polaris Venture Partners Venture 7 $120.0 1.6% $151.0 2.0% 16.7% 2.01x

76 $2,167.0 28.3% $2,390.7 32.2% 22.5% 2.08x

• In recent years, LAFPP has emphasized increasing its exposure to its top performing sponsors

• These sponsors represent almost one-third of the Aggregate Portfolio and have been highly accretive to the Plan’s performance, generating a 
22.5% net IRR and a 2.08x net return multiple

• Of LAFPP’s 10 largest sponsors based on total exposure, seven have generated a 20% + net IRR and six have generated a net return multiple 
exceeding 2.00x



2. Strategic plan update
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Private equity exposure – definition

Changes in PE Portfolio Value (Numerator)Changes in PE Portfolio Value (Numerator)

• Commitment Pacing:

• Contributions increase exposure (↑)

• Distributions decrease exposure (↓)

• Unrealized Performance:

• Gains increase exposure (↑)

• Losses decrease exposure (↓)

Changes in Plan Market Value (Denominator)Changes in Plan Market Value (Denominator)

• The public market volatility that began at the start of the Russia/Ukraine war 
in early 2022 has caused significant swings in the Plan Market Value, from a 
high of $32.7 billion to a low of $26.9 billion Q3 2022

• “Denominator Effect” occurs when the value of one portion of a portfolio 
decreases significantly and pulls down the overall value of the portfolio; as a 
result, any segments that did not decrease in value now represent a larger 
percent of the overall portfolio. Consequently, any segments of the portfolio 
that haven’t decreased in value, in this case private equity, end up 
representing a larger percentage of the overall portfolio

• Valuation adjustments to private market funds typically lag by a quarter, if 
not more

• Valuing private market funds is a less precise process

1. Private Equity Portfolio Value is measured by the Reported Value from underlying funds or Adjusted Reported Value, which is the reported value from the underlying funds, adjusted for cash flows.
2. Plan Market Value is typically released ~3 weeks after the close of the previous month.
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Private Equity Exposure = Private Equity Portfolio Value1 / Plan Market Value2

• Variability in PE Exposure impacted by changes in PE Portfolio Value (numerator) and changes in Plan Market Value (denominator)

• Commitments that have not yet been drawn are not included in the calculation of the PE Portfolio Value; rather, as discussed below, undrawn 
commitments influence PE Exposure when they are contributed

LAFPP’s current exposure to private equity is driven by a ~$2 billion unrealized gain, a 
slowdown in distributions in 2022 accompanied by a decrease in the overall Plan Market Value 

(commonly referred to as the “Denominator Effect”)
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1. Plan Market Values were sourced from LAFPP. Except for the most recent period, which ended on September 30, 2022, PE exposure %’s were derived from the calendar year end reported values
from the underlying funds divided by the corresponding Plan Market Value for each period. The latest PE exposure % was based on the most recent reported value from the underlying funds, which is
September 30, 2022.

Plan Market Value grew at 8.1% per annum across 12 years 

• Since 2010, there have been three Board-approved increases to the PE exposure target, tremendous growth in the Plan Market Value and 
significant distributions from the Private Equity Portfolio (“self-funded” in 9 of 13 years). During this timeframe, the Plan’s actual exposure 
tracked closer to its increasing target, reaching 14.2% in December 2021

• Through Q3 of 2022, the Plan’s exposure to PE has increased and fluctuated between 16 to 18% due to a $5.8 billion decline (17.7%) in Plan 
Market Value, continued growth in the PE portfolio’s unrealized gain (currently ~$2 billion) and a slowdown in distributions

• The public market correction/dislocation that began with the onset of the Russia/Ukraine war in February 2022 has been impacted further by 
rising inflation and interest rates and has driven volatility across most asset classes in 2022, but the impact on private equity to date has been 
more muted

$5.8B 
decrease

$7.8B increase
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1. RV – Reported Value from the GPs of the underlying funds. Aggregate $ value for each period is based on 99% of the capital accounts received from the underlying funds for that quarterly period.
2. ARV – Adjusted Reported Value. Represents the 9/30/2022 RV1 as most recently reported from the GPs of the underlying funds, adjusted for net contribution and distribution activity through
12/31/2022.
3. Public/Private holdings are estimated from the 6/30/2022 holdings data reported by the General Partners.

1 1 2

• LAFPP’s PE Portfolio experienced record contributions and distributions over the 3 years from January 2020 through December 2022

• This investment activity was driven by the Board’s desire to “lean into the asset class” with the onset of the Covid-19 pandemic in early 2020, 
significant growth in the Plan Market Value and strong PE performance largely driven by funds with start years ranging from 2012 through 2020

• Observations from the chart below: 

• 89% of the $2,203.1 million increase in ARV² over 3 years is driven by $1,953.2 million of Unrealized Gains and only 11% from net new $’s

• Over half of the ~$1,953.2 million of Unrealized Gains are held in funds that are in distribution mode (Vintage Years 2012 to 2016)

• LAFPP’s PE Portfolio is largely “self-funded” - $1,720.6 million of distributions have been generated by the Portfolio since January 2020. These 
distributions have financed 87% of the $1,972.0 million of contributions over the same time period as the investment pace has scaled



Historical cash flow activity
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LAFPP Private Equity Portfolio 
Annual Cash Flow Activity

Contributions Distributions % Cont. funded by Dist.

% Cont. 
funded by 

Dist.
0% 2% 7% 15% 51% 41% 43% 81% 94% 116% 115% 120% 32% 34% 69% 72% 106% 145% 120% 113% 104% 155% 117% 112% 88% 108% 64%

• From 2000 to 2009, distributions averaged 72.7% of contributions in the Private Equity Portfolio, with a minimum of 32% in 2008 and 
maximum of 120.4% in 2007

• From 2010 through 2022, distributions averaged 105.6% of contributions in the Private Equity Portfolio, with a minimum of 64% in 2022 and 
maximum of 155.2% in 2017

• Observations from the chart below:

• Distributions fully funded contributions in 9 of the last 13 years, despite increases in the annual commitment pace to keep up with growth in the 
Plan Market Value and three Board approved increases in the Plan’s private equity exposure target

• The public market correction/dislocation that began at the start to the Russia/Ukraine war in February 2022, in concert with rising inflation and 
interest rates, have led to fears of recession and been the primary drivers of a slowdown in distributions in 2022
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1. Data from 1996‐1999 was excluded because LAFPP’s private equity portfolio was in the formative stages with limited distributions.
2. Quarterly Capital Call/Distribution Ratio – >1.0x means contributions exceed distributions and <1.0x means distributions exceed contributions (“self funding”).
3. Quarterly Capital Call/Unfunded % – Measures how much of the unfunded amount is drawn on a quarterly/annual basis. Additionally, growth or decline in LAFPP’s program is addressed.
4. Approved/Closed commitments through 12/31/2022.

• LAFPP’s Private Equity Portfolio can be evaluated in two groups, with just over half of the vintage years in the “Inconsistent Commitment Pacing” 
profile and the remainder in the “Consistent Commitment Pacing” profile

• Benefits of a consistent commitment pace: 

• Distributions are more predictable and can be viewed as a source of capital to fund future capital calls – 9 of the last 13 years “self-funded”

• Reduced volatility in cash flows, while avoiding over-exposure to high-priced markets and under-exposure to discounted pricing environments

Historical Liquidity/Cash Flow Statistics

Vintage Years1 ‘00 ‘01 ‘02 ‘03 ‘04 ‘05 ‘06 ‘07 ‘08 ‘09 ‘10 ‘11 ‘12 ‘13 ‘14 ‘15 ‘16 ‘17 ‘18 ‘19 ‘20 ‘21 ’22

Qtrly Capital Call/Dist.2 2.44x 2.91x 2.87x 1.71x 1.14x 1.03x 0.94x 0.88x 5.77x 3.34x 1.66x 1.38x 1.10x 0.72x 0.85x 0.91x 1.01x 0.67x 0.91x 0.89x 1.41x 0.93x 1.58x

Qtrly Capital Call/Unfund.3 13.1% 5.7% 5.4% 7.1% 11.6% 10.5% 9.8% 11.1% 11.3% 4.0% 7.7% 6.7% 7.7% 6.2% 7.6% 7.6% 6.6% 5.1% 6.1% 6.2% 6.8% 9.1% 7.1%

Average: 2.30x, 9.0%       Standard Deviation: 1.53x, 3.1% Average: 1.08x, 7.0%       Standard Deviation: 0.32x, 1.0%

4

Exposure Target
910%

Exposure Target
1012%



Observations
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• The public market correction/dislocation that began at the start to the Russia/Ukraine war in February 2022, in concert with rising inflation and 
interest rates, has led to fears of recession and been the primary driver of a decline in performance in 2022. Despite this, both the absolute and 
relative returns on LAFPP’s Private Equity Portfolio remain strong

• The Core Portfolio, which began in September 1996, was generating a 12.9% net IRR since inception and a 1.78x net return multiple

• The Specialized Manager Portfolio, which began in December 2007, was generating a 13.6% net IRR since inception and a 1.72x net 
return multiple

• LAFPP’s Private Equity Portfolio outperformed the 1-year, 3-year, 5-year, 10-year and ITD returns for the S&P 500 Index + 250 bps by a 
range of 210 bps to 1,210 bps

• LAFPP’s Private Equity Portfolio has outperformed LACERS, as well as two larger plans, CalPERS and TRS, with respect trailing 3-year, 5-
year, and 10-year returns. Although LADWP slightly outperforms LAFPP with respect to these same metrics, LAFPP maintains much greater 
diversification and downside protection, a unique characteristic for a plan of its size and age

• The cash flow profile of LAFPP’s Private Equity Portfolio reverted to a negative net cash flow profile during 2022, which is consistent with 
previous market dislocations; however, a ~$2 billion unrealized gain remains in the portfolio – given that almost 60% of this unrealized gain 
resides in Mature and Maturing funds that are in distribution mode, the Plan is likely to quickly revert back to a positive net cash flow profile 
(“self-funded” status) once the capital markets rebound

• As discussed during the educational presentation on January 5, 2023, LAFPP is somewhat unique when compared to other plan sponsors in 
that its Private Equity Portfolio is highly diversified across many funds and sponsors versus being more concentrated in fewer funds and 
sponsors. Recall, LAFPP won an award for its diversification and the portfolio’s ability to weather a downturn a few years back

• Importantly, Portfolio Advisors believes that diversification is a necessary precaution when investing in an asset class with some cyclicality 
over time and such a large disparity between the returns of top-quartile and lower-quartile fund managers

• As discussed, relative performance on LAFPP’s Private Equity Portfolio has been strong. This, combined with the diversification of the 
Portfolio, suggests LAFPP’s Private Equity Portfolio is generating strong risk-adjusted returns

• A ~$2 billion unrealized gain, slowdown in distributions and decline in the Plan Market Value have been the drivers behind the Plan’s exposure 
to private equity fluctuating between 16% and 18%. If the capital markets improve over the next 12 to 18 months, PA expects to see the Plan’s 
exposure decrease closer to the 14% target

• Portfolio Advisors worked closely with Staff on setting the commitment pace for 2023 at $800 million
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Portfolio Advisors – commodities performance
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1. Closed commitments as of 12/31/2022
2. Number of funds and commitments listed in each vintage year are based on the vintage year assigned to each fund by the General Partner
3. ARV ‐ Adjusted Reported Value. Represents reported value as most recently reported by the General Partners, adjusted for net contribution and distribution activity
4. Total Value: Cumulative Distributions + ARV3
5. Net IRR since inception and Net Return Multiple as of 9/30/2022. Net Return Multiple ‐ (Cumulative Distributions + ARV3) / Cumulative Contributions (including fees outside of commitment)

Maturing

Developing

Vintage 
Year

# of 
Funds2 Commitments2 Contributions Distributions ARV3 Total 

Value4 Net IRR5 Net Return 
Multiple5

($’s in millions)

2012 2 $23.7 $23.5 $20.6 $1.6 $22.2 (1.5%) 0.95x

2013 1 $18.8 $18.0 $19.0 $7.6 $26.6 9.9% 1.48x

2014 3 $75.0 $71.5 $22.6 $51.7 $74.3 0.8% 1.04x

2015 1 $30.0 $28.5 $24.6 $28.5 $53.1 15.8% 1.86x

2016 1 $25.0 $21.6 $18.2 $8.8 $27.0 8.3% 1.24x

2017 2 $45.0 $27.6 $5.1 $23.9 $29.1 2.4% 1.06x

2019 2 $30.0 $12.3 $1.2 $13.7 $14.9 12.5% 1.23x

Total 12 $247.4 $203.1 $111.4 $135.8 $247.2 5.0% 1.22x

• Commodities Allocation to PE was approved in March of 2012 and completed in 2019. During this time frame, LAFPP closed on commitments 
totaling $247.4 million to 12 funds (VY’s 2012-2019) managed by 8 sponsors¹

• Collectively, the funds have generated a net IRR and net return multiple of 5.0% and 1.22x, respectively

• Looking ahead, given that half of the Commodities Portfolio was targeted at oil and gas fund investments, the significant improvement in the 
prices of oil and gas during the last year should have a positive impact on future performance



Certain definitions
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S&P 500 INDEX – S&P 500 Public Market Equivalent (“PME”) as of September 30th, 2022. 

Because private market funds are based on different strategies and structured on entirely separate return profiles compared to public funds, it’s necessary to consider 
alternative metrics when evaluating their performance. A PME is a metric used to compare private capital fund performance to public indices. Essentially, the metric 
adapts public market returns into an IRR-like metric that accounts for irregular and fluctuating cash flows. It’s designed to give investors more of an apples-to-apples 
comparison between private market funds and public benchmarks. The S&P 500 PME assumes the same cash flow stream in calculating the Across Period and ITD 
returns for LAFPP’s Private Equity Portfolio. The hypothetical final cash flow/valuation at September 30th, 2022 reflects the amount of appreciation or depreciation that 
the S&P 500 Index experienced.



Disclosure statement
GENERAL DISCLAIMER

Past performance does not guarantee future results. The past performance presented in this document reflects the particular objectives and constraints of Portfolio
Advisors’ advisory clients and/or managed funds of funds at different points in time and is based on the actual historical performance of the private equity funds, co-
investments or any other investments, as applicable (collectively or individually, as the context requires, “investments”), committed to on their behalf. No representation
is made that the investments would have been selected for any Portfolio Advisors-sponsored fund during the period shown or that the performance of any Portfolio
Advisors-sponsored fund would have been the same or similar to the performance reflected. Portfolio Advisors-sponsored funds make investments in different economic
conditions than those prevailing in the past and in different investments than those reflected in the performance record(s) shown herein. Additionally, the performance
described herein reflects the performance of certain investments over a limited period of time and does not necessarily reflect any such investments’ performance in
different market cycles. The performance record(s) shown herein were compiled, and reflect certain subjective assumptions and judgments, by Portfolio Advisors. It has
not been audited or reviewed by any independent party for accuracy or reasonableness. Prospective investors should understand that the use of different underlying
assumptions and judgments, and comparisons to different information, could result in material differences from the performance record(s) herein. Additional
information can be provided by Portfolio Advisors upon request.

GENERAL DISCLOSURE

The summary description of any Portfolio Advisors-sponsored fund (each, the “Fund”) included herein, and any other materials provided to you, are intended only for
discussion purposes and are not intended as an offer to buy or a solicitation of an offer to buy or sell with respect to the purchase or sale of any security and should not
be relied upon by you in evaluating the merits of investing in any securities. These materials are not intended for distribution to, or use by, any person or entity in any
jurisdiction or country where such distribution or use is contrary to local law or regulation.

This summary is not intended to be complete and the description of the terms of any fund herein is qualified in its entirety by the terms contained in such fund’s
confidential private placement memorandum, partnership agreement and subscription agreement (the “Fund documents") similarly, any summaries of Portfolio Advisors’
policies are qualified in their entirety by the terms of the actual policies. Material aspects of the descriptions contained herein may change at any time and if you
express an interest in investing in the Fund you will be provided with a copy of the Fund documents. You must review the Fund documents and risk factors disclosed in
the Fund documents prior to making a decision to invest. You should rely only on the information contained in the Fund documents in making your decision to invest.

The information herein is not intended to provide, and should not be relied upon for, accounting, legal or tax advice or investment recommendations. You should consult
your tax, legal, accounting or other advisors about the matters discussed herein.

The Fund will not register as investment companies under the U.S. Investment Company Act of 1940, as amended (the “Company Act") in reliance upon the exemption
under section 3(c)(7) thereunder, and, accordingly, the provisions of the Company Act will not be applicable to the Fund.

An investment in the Fund will be suitable only for certain sophisticated investors who have no need for immediate liquidity in their investment. Such an investment will
provide limited liquidity because interests in the Fund will not be freely transferable and may generally not be withdrawn. There will be no public or secondary market for
interests in the Fund, and it is not expected that a public or secondary market will develop.

Investing in financial markets involves a substantial degree of risk. There can be no assurance that the Fund’s investment objectives or any of the Fund’s (or its sectors’
and sub-sectors’, if any) investment objectives will be achieved or that there will be a return of capital. Investment losses may occur with respect to any investment in
the Fund and investors could lose some or all of their investment. Nothing herein is intended to imply that an investment in the Fund or the Fund's investment strategies
may be considered "conservative," "safe," "risk free" or "risk averse." No regulatory authority has passed upon or endorsed this summary or the merits of an investment
in the Fund.
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Disclosure statement (CONT’D)

Distribution of this information to any person other than the person to whom this information was originally delivered and to such person's advisors is unauthorized and
any reproduction of these materials, in whole or in part, or the disclosure of any of the contents, without the prior consent of Portfolio Advisors, LLC. In each such
instance is prohibited. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, each recipient of this summary (and each employee, representative or agent of such recipient)
may disclose to any and all persons, without limitation of any kind, the tax treatment and tax structure of (i) the Fund and (ii) any of its transactions, and all materials of
any kind (including opinions or other tax analyses) relating to such tax treatment and tax structure.

Certain information contained herein constitutes forward-looking statements. Due to various uncertainties and actual events, including those discussed herein and in
the Fund documents, actual results or performance of the Fund may differ materially from those reflected or contemplated in such forward-looking statements. As a
result, investors should not rely on such forward-looking statements in making their investment decisions. Any target objectives are goals only, are not projections or
predictions and are presented solely for your information. No assurance is given that the Fund will achieve its investment objectives.

Examples of investments described herein do not necessarily represent all or any of the investments that will be made by the Fund. It may not be assumed that any
investments described herein would be profitable if implemented. Investment allocations may be changed or modified at any time without notice to you at the sole
discretion of Portfolio Advisors, LLC. The information herein may not be relied on in making any investment decision. Investment decisions may only be made in reliance
upon the information set forth in the Fund documents.

If the recipient of this document is or becomes subject to: (i) section 552(a) of Title 5 of the United States Code (commonly known as the “Freedom of Information Act”)
or any public disclosure law, rule or regulation of any governmental or non-governmental entity that could require similar or broader public disclosure of confidential
information provided to such recipient; (ii) any public disclosure law, rule or regulation of any public company that could require similar or broader public disclosure of
confidential information provided to such recipient; or (iii) any public disclosure law, rule or regulation of any pension fund (or similar entity) that could require similar or
broader public disclosure of confidential information provided to such recipient (collectively, all such laws, rules or regulations, “FOIA”), then, to the extent that any such
recipient receives a request for public disclosure of this document, such recipient agrees that: (i) it shall use its best efforts to (x) promptly notify Portfolio Advisors of
such disclosure request and promptly provide Portfolio Advisors with a copy of such disclosure request or a detailed summary of the information being requested, (y)
inform Portfolio Advisors of the timing for responding to such disclosure request, (z) consult with Portfolio Advisors regarding the response to such public disclosure
request, including Portfolio Advisors’ consideration of whether such disclosure is in the best interest of the fund and, to the fullest extent permitted by law, whether all or
any part of this document may be withheld from such public disclosure request.

Nothing set forth in this document is intended to constitute a recommendation that any person take or refrain from taking any course of action within the meaning of U.S.
Department of Labor Regulation §2510.3-21(b)(1), including without limitation buying, selling or continuing to hold any security. No information contained herein should
be regarded as a suggestion to engage in or refrain from any investment-related course of action as none of Portfolio Advisors, LLC nor any of its affiliates is undertaking
to provide investment advice, act as an adviser to any plan or entity subject to the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, as amended, individual retirement
account or individual retirement annuity, or give advice in a fiduciary capacity with respect to the materials presented herein. You are advised to contact your own
financial advisor or other fiduciary unrelated to Portfolio Advisors, LLC about whether any given course of action may be appropriate for your circumstances.

None of the information contained herein was prepared, reviewed or approved by the underlying portfolio funds identified herein, if any, the general partners thereof or
any of their respective affiliates.

This document constitutes advertisement according to the Swiss Federal Act on Financial Services of 15 June 2018.

By accepting these materials, you hereby acknowledge and agree to all of the terms and conditions in this disclosure statement, specifically that the information
contained herein is highly confidential and that you shall not disclose or cause to be disclosed any such information without the prior written consent of Portfolio
Advisors, LLC.
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DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS 
701 E. 3rd Street, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90013 
(213) 279-3000 

 
 

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSIONERS 
 

DATE: FEBRUARY 2, 2023 ITEM:  C.4 
 
FROM: JOSEPH SALAZAR, INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: OVERVIEW OF PENSION ADMINISTRATION BENCHMARKING RESULTS AND 

BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS IN PROGRESS 
 

THIS REPORT IS PROVIDED FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On August 4, 2022, staff presented the results of the Cost Effectiveness Measurement Benchmarking, 
Inc. (CEM) Pension Administration Benchmarking survey for the Fiscal Year (FY) ending June 30, 2021. 
During the presentation, Commissioner Zimmon requested staff to report back with an overview of 
business processes where improvements have been implemented or are pending, or that cannot be easily 
implemented. This report is in response to Commissioner Zimmon’s request.      
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Since 2018, LAFPP has engaged CEM twice to perform an objective benchmarking analysis of our service 
levels, business practices, and administrative cost per member. Attachment I and Attachment II discuss 
the benchmarking results for FY ending June 30, 2018 and FY ending June 30, 2021, respectively. The 
results include 1) Total Service Score and 2) Pension Administration Cost. 
 
TOTAL SERVICE SCORE 
 
The Service Metrics and Performance table on page 2 of this report summarizes LAFPP and peer average 
performance scores for the twelve (12) service areas evaluated in the survey for each of the benchmarking 
periods. 
 
The last column of the table indicates that LAFPP is at or above the peer average in seven service areas 
as of the 2021 benchmarking exercise (in comparison to five as of the 2018 exercise). 
 
The Total Service Score displayed at the bottom of the table suggests that LAFPP has gained 6-points, 
from 58 to 64, primarily due to business process improvements in the following areas: benefit estimates, 
website, news and targeted communication, member statements, red tape, and customer experience 
surveying. These process improvements, as well as ones in progress and others under consideration, are 
discussed later in this report. 
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SERVICE METRICS AND PERFORMANCE 

   

Service Area 
2018 

LAFPP  
Performance1 

2018  
Peer 

Average 

2021 
LAFPP  

Performance 

2021  
Peer 

Average 

2021 
Performance 

Above  / 
Below   
Average  

1. Paying Pensions 100 100 100 100   

2. Pension Inceptions 14 41 11 67   

3. Benefit Estimates 53 56 85 65   

4. 1-on-1 Counseling 95 100 95 97   

5. Presentations 100 90 100 85   

6. Member Contacts 36 40 34 51   

7. Website 69 65 78 66   

8. News & Targeted Communication 84 59 100 69   

9. Member Statements 49 68 77 73   

10. Disability 0 31 0 47   

11. Red Tape 35 54 40 62   

12. Customer Exp Surveying 42 24 52 35   

Total Service Score (TSS) 58 65 64 68 N/A  

TSS - excludes Disability 60 66 67 69 N/A  
1CEM Benchmarking, Inc. has adjusted the performance scores of the survey for the FY ending June 30, 2018, to reflect 
changes in its benchmarking methodology. Thus, the adjusted performance scores displayed in the table will not match 
the original scores that were reported to the Board on June 6, 2019 (Attachment I). 
 
PENSION ADMINISTRATION COST  
 
LAFPP Pension Administration Cost is calculated by dividing the Total Administration Cost by the Active 
and Annuitant (Retired) Members (Total Administration Cost / Active and Annuitant Members).  Between 
2018 and 2021 the Pension Administration Cost has also increased from $724 to $748 per member (with 
the peer average increasing from $352 to $473). However, CEM also offers an alternative perspective on 
our administration cost, that LAFPP pension administration cost as a percentage of total plan assets is 
6.4 bps, which is below the peer average of 9.3 bps and the fifth lowest in the peer group. More importantly, 
CEM emphasizes that LAFPP’s administrative costs have increased only 0.6% per annum between the 
2018 and 2021 benchmarking analyses, whereas a trend analysis of the average cost for five of our peers 
for the same period of time increased by 3.5% per annum. 
 
BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS 
 
CEM’s service model generally remained the same from the 2018 to the 2021 survey. Within the model’s 
twelve (12) service areas, there are twenty-six (26) service categories that staff methodically reviewed in 
order to find opportunities for service level improvement. As part of the FY 2019-20 Business Plan, staff 
presented to the Board that twelve (12) of the twenty-six (26) service categories required no action as 
LAFPP has scored well; mission critical transactions are being performed timely; certain business 
interruptions are beyond staff’s control; best practices described are outside of LAFPP’s core business; 
and risks outweigh rewards. Staff also parsed the remaining fourteen (14) service categories into twenty-
one (21) business process improvement projects. (Attachment III) 
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To date, staff has implemented eighteen (18) business process improvement projects and will complete 
research on the remaining three (3) opportunities by June 30, 2023, to determine the appropriate 
disposition. The status of all business process improvement opportunities is detailed in Attachment III. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
The three (3) remaining opportunities for research/implementation include: 1) virtual call center (VCC) 
system, 2) automated processing of pension and refund applications with no manual intervention (also 
known as straight-through processing), and 3) secure portal for member upload of documents. 
 
Staff has researched and participated in a VCC system demonstration, however, we found that it was too 
complex for our needs and thus not cost effective. Since new software in this market is frequently 
introduced, it is difficult to state that staff’s research is complete and no action will be taken. Staff believes 
continued research is warranted, which may extend beyond the end of the FY. Staff will report back to the 
Board should there be a VCC system appropriate for our needs. 
 
Additionally, staff has reached out to CEM to inquire which pension systems in California utilize straight-
through processing. Staff plans to further inquire if a demonstration may be available but remains cautious 
as this type of service may be more appropriate for a system with many employers.   
 
Staff also continues work toward the implementation of a secure messaging portal within MyLAFPP to 
allow members and staff to communicate and correspond with each other. The portal will also allow our 
members to securely attach documents/forms to be securely retrieved by staff to better assist them. This 
work is in progress and may be completed by June 30, 2023, subject to continued progress on this 
enhancement by our pension administration system vendor, Avenu. 

 
Lastly, staff plans to propose a new Business Plan Project for FY 24 to research public pension systems 
that are existing CEM clients to develop a peer group that closely resembles our membership count, as 
well as the type of programs we provide, and coordinate a schedule to participate in pension administration 
benchmarking on the same cycle.  This coordination is anticipated to result in improved peer group 
comparisons in future benchmarking analyses. 
 
BUDGET 
There is no impact to the budget. 
 
POLICY  
There are no policy changes associated with this report. 
 
CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 
There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 
 
This report was prepared by:  
 
James Pineda, Management Analyst 
Administrative Services Section 
 
JS:MTS:JP 
 
Attachments:    I:  June 6, 2019 Board Report - Pension Administration Benchmarking Results for 
  FY Ending June 30, 2018 
                        II:  August 4, 2022 Board Report - Pension Administration Benchmarking Results for 
  FY Ending June 30, 2021 
                       III:  Business Process Improvements 
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSIONERS 
 

DATE: JUNE 6, 2019 ITEM:  B.1   
 
FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, GENERAL MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT:  PENSION ADMINISTRATION BENCHMARKING RESULTS FOR THE FISCAL 

YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2018 AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION   

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Board: 
 
1) Consider the results of the Cost Effectiveness Measurement Benchmarking, Inc. (CEM) Pension 

Administration Benchmarking survey; 
 

2) Instruct Staff to include a new multi-year project in the 2019-20 Final Business Plan to implement 
operational best practices based on the CEM results;  

 
3) Instruct Staff to perform a follow-up CEM Benchmarking survey in three years to measure 

changes in departmental operations; and, 
 

4) Provide additional direction to staff as appropriate.  
 

   BACKGROUND 
 
The Fiscal Year 2018-19 Business Plan includes Project No. 7 – Pension Administration 
Benchmarking.  The purpose of the project is to objectively measure LAFPP services and practices 
against our peers to gain a better understanding of the total administrative cost per member and to 
help the Board and staff to determine if there are opportunities to become more efficient in the 
organization.  On July 19, 2018, the Board approved staff to execute a contract with Cost 
Effectiveness Measurement Benchmarking, Inc. (CEM) to perform such an analysis.  This analysis 
encompassed data from Fiscal Year 2017-18. Today CEM presents the benchmarking results 
(Attachment) via telephone. 
 
SURVEY AND STAFF INPUT 
 
CEM’s report is based on staff responses to its pension administration benchmarking survey which 
consists of 39 questions, the majority of which have subsets of questions that focus on: 
 
A) Plan Description – Questions to establish the plan design of the System. 
B) Service – Questions to quantify the types and level of service provided to members. 
C) Administrative Costs – Financial information to determine the overall cost per member. 
D) Transaction Volume – Designed to capture the overall volume of services provided to members. 

25705
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E) Satisfaction Surveying – Inquiries designed to quantify the frequency and immediacy of 
surveying members after receiving a service. 

 
It should be noted that the Administrative Costs questions eliminate healthcare and investment 
management related costs, including salaries, benefits and contractual expenses (e.g. health 
valuation; health consultant, and proxy services) associated with those services.  In doing so, CEM 
scrubs the data to provide an “apples to apples” comparison of pension administration costs when 
measured across the ten other Systems in our peer group. 
 
Responses to most of the survey questions were available through the 2018 Annual Report or were 
calculated based on accounting records; through ongoing efforts to increase member service and 
outreach; and via existing performance metrics.  However, some responses required staff to 
estimate annual transaction volumes by manually counting records; to query recently discontinued 
legacy systems (OnPoint and BPP – Benefit Payment Passport) to measure processing time; or 
filter electronic invoices and correspondence logs that had not been previously tracked. 
 
BENCHMARKING RESULTS 
 
Key Takeaways from the survey, as summarized in the Executive Summary on Pages 1-4 and 1-7 
respectively, are: 
  

• Total Service Score – LAFPP’s score was 70 out of 100, with a peer average of 65. 
 

• Pension Administration Cost – LAFPP’s cost was $724 per active member and annuitant 
compared to the peer average of $352.   

 
Below is a staff summary of the Key Takeaways and other benchmarking results. 
 
Plan Description 
CEM selects LAFPP’s peer group from its universe of government clients worldwide and whose 
data is updated annually through similar surveys.  In selecting the peer group, CEM’s primary 
consideration is the total active and annuitant membership size.  LAFPP is in a peer group of 11 
plans, with six located in California.  For the benchmarking period, LAFPP had 26,332 members, 
which is just 3,500 more than the peer average of 22,848 and near the median. 
 
A comparison of the plan characteristics shows that our peers in Fairfax County Retirement System 
(VA) and San Diego City Employee Retirement System (CA) are like us in that they administer a 
deferred retirement option program (DROP).  According to the 2018 San Diego CERS 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, the DROP program is closed to San Diego City 
employees hired after July 2005.  DROP administration is significant because the nature of the 
program (entry and exit) doubles the volume of member transactions and communications in 
comparison to processing a traditional service pension. 
 
Service 
CEM measures 12 metrics and LAFPP scored above or at the peer average in the following 10 
metrics: Paying Pensions; Pension Inceptions; Benefit Estimates; 1-on-1 Counseling; 
Presentations; Website; News and Targeted Communication; Member Statements; Red Tape; and 
Satisfaction Surveying.   
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The remaining two metrics, where LAFPP scored lower than the peer average, are Member 
Contacts and Disability Processing.  
 
Member Contacts - In this metric, CEM measures Availability and Capability.   
 

A) Availability - Although LAFPP staff is available to our members five more hours per week 
than the peer average, LAFPP accrued very few points in this metric for two reasons.  First, 
CEM describes that having an interactive voice response (IVR) phone system integrated with 
call center software (e.g., the member’s first point of contact would be with an automated phone 
tree to direct calls) is a best practice as it provides members more immediate access to a 
knowledgeable representative who can best answer their questions.  While staff has always 
believed that having a human receptionist serve as the first point of contact for a member 
provides a personal touch, CEM’s research indicates receptionists add a layer of time and 
effort to the member who would have to explain their needs twice and whose call may be 
redirected incorrectly.  Second, LAFPP lacks the ability to report key metrics (e.g. the average 
total wait time and the percentage of calls abandoned while in queue or on hold) which could 
provide staff with important information to better manage resources.     
 
B) Capability - CEM suggests that the score is dependent on whether plan policies allow 1) 
staff to provide benefit and purchase estimates and 2) members to change account 
instructions, via telephone. 

 
Disability Processing - In this metric, CEM measures the speed at which disability pension 
applications are processed from the time of application to the time the Board reaches a decision. 
Using CEM’s guidelines for measurement, LAFPP had an average processing time of 30 months, 
while the peer average was 11 months. There are many possible reasons that LAFPP’s disability 
pension processing may be delayed including the scheduling of physician appointments; receiving 
all medical records, many times from multiple sources; members electing surgery during the 
application process; members electing surgery that is ultimately denied by Workers’ Compensation; 
members hiring legal representation late in the process; members claiming a large number of 
injuries and amending the application to include additional injuries; and difficulties scheduling Board 
hearings with applicants and/or representatives.  
 
LAFPP has taken steps to improve disability pension processing times. Board Operating Policies 
Section 3.4 – Disability Application Process was amended on January 18, 2018, to allow staff to 
schedule compulsory hearings if an applicant and/or representative fails to respond to a request for 
a hearing date. The amended policy also grants staff the ability to administratively withdraw a 
disability application if the applicant and/or representative fails to respond to a staff request within 
30 days. Additional staff was also hired in recent months and assigned to the Disability Pensions 
Section to process disability pension applications. 
 
Administrative Costs 
LAFPP total pension administration cost was $19.1 million or $724 per member.  This cost is 
significantly higher compared to the $352 per member peer average, and $395 per member for the 
California systems.  While CEM acknowledges that the LAFPP cost environment is 23% higher than 
the peer average based on our geographic location, this does not completely explain this finding.   
CEM also offered an alternative perspective on our administration cost, that is LAFPP pension 
administration cost as a percentage of total plan asset is 8.2 bps, which is below the peer average 
of 12.9 bps and the third lowest in the peer group.   
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Highlighted below are additional factors that affect our costs: 
 
Uses more Full Time Equivalent (FTE) to serve members – Table 1 below reflects LAFPP’s 
workload in administering a complex six-tier benefit plan and active DROP program, which require 
more staff to process increased member transactions and to manage the variety of member 
communications.  This is consistent with CEM analysis that reveals LAFPP weighted transaction 
volume is 33% above our peer average (Attachment, Page 1-10). 
 
Higher cost per FTE – Staff salaries and benefits are non-discretionary in that they are negotiated 
by the City of Los Angeles (City) as the employer.  While LAFPP costs are 16% higher than the 
peer average, these costs are exacerbated by the LAFPP retirement contribution paid to LACERS. 
This payment started in Fiscal Year 2014-15 based on a City Controller’s Audit that found the City 
was not paying a retirement contribution to LACERS for LAFPP or LACERS staff.  For the 
benchmarking period, LAFPP paid a retirement contribution of $2.65 million to LACERS, which 
increased our overall cost by $27,503 per FTE (Attachment, Page 1-9).  Staff plans to follow-up with 
the peer group to understand if retirement contributions for their staff is included in their system 
costs.   
 
Higher cost per member – CEM found that LAFPP pays more per member for professional services 
and charges to sister organizations.  Included in the professional services were the PARIS project 
expenditures of $1.21 million during the benchmarking year, which was part of a major, five-year IT 
modernization that would normally occur once every 10-15 years.  In addition, the charges paid to 
“sister organizations” primarily included $592,000 in costs for the City Attorney’s Office, consistent 
with the Board’s Governance Policies, Section 18.0 – Compensation of City Attorney Legal Fees, 
Benefits, and Expenses.  This amount includes City Attorney staff direct salaries, overhead costs 
which is 58% of the direct cost, and the proportionate share of the costs shared with LACERS and 
DWPERP. 
 
Transaction Volumes 
CEM analysis reveals LAFPP performed more transactions and/or have a more costly mix of 
transactions per active member and annuitant.  The table below displays the volume of transactions 
performed for FY 2018, with the most labor intensive transactions bolded for context. 
 
TABLE 1 

ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION VOLUME 
% OF ACTIVITY 
(figures are rounded) 

Member 
Transaction 

Pension Payments 12,890 84.0 

Service/Survivor Pension Inceptions 905 5.9 

Withdrawals 95 0.6 

Service Purchases 1,435 9.4 

Disability Applications 18 0.1 

  15,343 100.0 

Member 
Communication 

Member Calls and Emails 65,900 67.3 

Incoming Letters 15,909 16.2 

Written Estimates 159 0.2 

1-on-1 Counseling Sessions 2,473 2.5 

Group Presentations 87 0.1 

Mass Communications to Actives 13,442 13.7 
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  97,970 100.0 

Collections and 
Data Maintenance 

Active Members 13,442 51.0 

Annuitants and Inactive Members 12,940 49.0 

  26,382 100.0 

  
NEXT STEPS 

 
Today’s presentation by CEM completes the Business Plan project Milestones.  More importantly, 
through this project, staff has gained a deeper understanding of how to measure existing service 
levels and transaction volumes, and how our administrative costs are aligned with our pension 
activities. 
 
The results provide a current assessment in comparison to our peer group, identifies high 
performing areas and areas for improvement, and give insights into best practices and trends to 
manage costs, improve service levels, and develop objective performance metrics.  In addition, staff 
attended the CEM Global Pension Administration Conference in mid-May and had the opportunity 
to explore new strategies including straight-through-processing (which is to fully automate pension 
processing) and LEAN Management (a systematic approach to reduce or eliminate activities that 
do not add value to the process). 
 
Given these new tools staff proposes to submit for the Board’s consideration a multi-year project, in 
the 2019-20 Final Business Plan, to study and identify operational best practices based on the CEM 
results. Funding will be requested based on the individual improvement related project and for the 
appropriate budget year. 
 
During the CEM Global Pension Administration Conference, staff also learned that the larger sized 
system participants perform benchmarking on an annual basis.  Staff discussed with CEM how often 
the small size participants like LAFPP performs benchmarking.  CEM suggested that benchmarking 
every three years is reasonable for small size participants since improvements generally take longer 
with less staff and funding resources.  CEM does have clients, both large and small, that participate 
annually because they are attempting to measure against themselves.  Staff proposes to perform 
this CEM benchmarking once every three years to allow staff the time to assess service gaps and 
develop a work plan to bridge these gaps before the next benchmarking study.  Also, staff 
anticipates these efforts will be positively reflected in the upcoming City management audit - and in 
subsequent management audits - since they are objective reviews of the LAFPP operations. 

 
BUDGET 
 
A total of $20,000 has been appropriated in the FY 2018-19 Budget for pension administration 
benchmarking. 
 
POLICY  
 
There are no policy changes associated with this report. 
 
 
This report was prepared by: 
 
Myo Thedar, Chief Benefits Analyst 
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Administrative Operations Division 
 

RPC:WSR:MTS:JB 
 
Attachment: CEM BenchmarkAdmin - 2018 Benchmarking Analysis for LAFPP 



CEM Benchmarking Inc.

372 Bay Street, Suite 1000, Toronto, ON,  M5H 2W9

Tel: 416-369-0568   Fax: 416-369-0879

www.cembenchmarking.com

Copyright 2019 by CEM Benchmarking Inc.  Although the information in this report has been based upon and obtained from sources we believe to be reliable, CEM does not 

guarantee its accuracy or completeness.  The information contained herein is proprietary and confidential and may not be disclosed to third parties without the express 

written mutual consent of both CEM and LAFPP. Prepared on May 24, 2019.

2018 Benchmarking Analysis for

Los Angeles Fire and Police Pensions

BenchmarkAdmin

http://www.costeffectiveness.com/


The benefits to benchmarking your administration costs and service:

1. Measure and manage your performance

• Identify what is important

• Monitor progress using an independent benchmark

• Serves as a catalyst for change

2. Communicate to stake-holders

• Demonstrate success and achievements to governing bodies

• Identify service gaps to support resource requests

3. Focus on your customer service levels

• Learn what others are doing that you are not

• Gain best practice insights into key areas

© 2019 CEM Benchmarking Inc. Executive Summary 1-1



United States South Dakota RS The Netherlands

Arizona SRS STRS Ohio ABN Amro Pensioenfonds

CalPERS Texas County and District RS ABP
CalSTRS TRS Illinois bpfBOUW

City of Austin ERS TRS Louisiana Pensioenfonds Metaal en Techniek

Colorado PERA TRS of Texas Pensioenfonds Vervoer
Delaware PERS Utah RS Philips Pensioenfonds

ER of Fairfax County Virginia RS PFZW
Fairfax County RS Washington State DRS Spoorwegpensioenfonds

Florida RS Wisconsin DETF SPOV

Fort Worth ERF Rabobank Pensioenfonds
Idaho PERS Canada Shell Pensioenfonds
Illinois MRF Alberta Pension Services

Indiana PRS Alberta Teachers' RF

Iowa PERS BC Pension Corporation

Kansas PERS Canadian Forces Pension Plans

LACERA FPSPP

LACERS Local Authorities (Alberta)

LAFPP OMERS

Michigan ORS Ontario Pension Board

Milwaukee County Ontario Teachers

North Carolina RS OPTrust

NYC BERS RCMP

NYC ERS Retraite Quebec

NYC PPF SHEPP

NYC TRS

NYSLRS

Ohio PERS United Kingdom

Oregon PERS Armed Forces Pension Schemes

Orange County ERS BSA NHS Pensions

Pennsylvania PSERS BT Pension Scheme

Sacramento County ERS Pension Protection Fund

San Bernardino CERA Principal Civil Service Pension Scheme

San Diego City ERS Rolls Royce

Sonoma County ERA Scottish Public Pension Agency

PSRS PEERS of Missouri Teachers' Pensions Scheme

South Carolina RS Universities Superannuation Scheme

Participants

79 leading global pension systems participate in the benchmarking service.
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Your peer group consists of the following 11 participants:

 Actives 

Members  Annuitant Total

Sonoma County ERA 4,110 4,936 9,046

Fort Worth ERF 6,597 4,391 10,988

Milwaukee County 3,502 8,037 11,539

City of Austin ERS 9,612 6,225 15,837

San Diego City ERS 7,913 9,537 17,450

Sacramento County ERS 12,677 11,883 24,560

LAFPP 13,442 12,890 26,332

Fairfax County RS 18,253 11,462 29,715

ER of Fairfax County 21,841 11,729 33,570

San Bernardino CERA 21,465 12,716 34,181

Orange County ERS 21,746 16,369 38,115

Peer Average 12,833 10,016 22,848

Peers

Membership

© 2019 CEM Benchmarking Inc. Executive Summary 1-3



Service is defined as 'Anything a member would like, before considering costs'. Generally speaking this means 

faster is better, and more services and more availability is better. The Total Service Score is a weighted average of 

the service scores for each activity. The following pages provide an overview of the key service measure included 

in your Service Score.

Your total service score was 70 out of 100. This was above the peer average 

of 65.
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Peer

Activity You Average Weights

Paying Pensions 100 100 20.0%

Pension Inceptions 95 41 7.0%

Benefit Estimates 69 56 5.0%

1-on-1 Counseling 100 100 7.0%

Presentations 98 90 6.0%

Member Contacts 30 40 21.0%

Website 77 65 11.0%

News and Targeted Communication 84 59 4.0%

Member Statements 83 68 6.0%

Disability 0 31 4.0%

Red Tape 60 54 4.0%

Satisfaction Surveying 28 24 5.0%

Total Service Score 70 65 100.0%

Total Service Score - Median 66

Service Scores by Activity

The total service score is the weighted average of the activity level service 

scores.
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Select Key Service Metrics You Peer Avg

Member Contacts

• Average total wait time including time negotiating auto attendants, etc. n/a 42 secs

• % of calls abandoned while in queue, on hold or in menu? Unknown 4%

• How many hours per week can members call service representatives? 48.0 43.0

Website

• Can members access their own data in a secure environment? Yes 91% Yes

• Do you have an online calculator linked to member data? Yes 91% Yes

•

12 8

Member Statements

• How current is the data in member statements when mailed? 2.0 mnths 1.9 mnths

• Do statements provide an estimate of the future pension entitlement? Yes 55% Yes

Pension Inceptions

•

96% 47%

1-on-1 counseling

• % of your active membership that attended a 1-on-1 counseling session 18.4% 11.7%

Examples of key service measures included in your Service Score:

# of other website tools offered such as changing address information, 

registering for counseling sessions and/or workshops, viewing or printing 

tax receipts, etc.

What % of annuity pension inceptions are paid without an interruption of 

cash flow greater than 1 month between the final pay check and the first 

pension check?
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All foreign currency amounts have been converted to USD using Purchasing Power Parity figures as per the OECD (see Appendix B).

Your pension administration cost was $724 per active member and 

annuitant. This was $372 above the peer average of $352.

Your cost per member calculation is based on total pension administration cost of $19.1 million. 

Included in your total cost are IT modernization costs of $1.2 million for FY2018. The 5-year IT modernization 

project commenced in FY2016 and the last phase will be implemented by FY2020.
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California Systems

CalPERS

CalSTRS

LACERA

LAFPP

Orange County ERS

Sacramento County ERS

San Bernardino CERA

San Diego City ERS

Sonoma County ERA

California systems tend to be higher cost.

Your total pension administration cost of $724 compared to an average of $395 for all the California systems in 

the CEM database.
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Reasons why your total cost was $372 higher than the peer average:

Impact

Reason

A. Using 122% more FTE to serve members 36.6 16.5 122% $250

B. Paying more in total per FTE for:

• Salaries & benefits* $138,611 $118,983 16%

• Building expenses $10,007 $8,744 14%

$148,618 $127,727 16% $76

C. Paying more per member in total for:

• Professional Fees $125 $76 65%

• Amortization $10 $20 -51%

• Charges from sister organizations $23 $5 379%

• Other administration expenses $23 $34 -32%

$181 $134 34% $46

Total $372

* The retirement contribution of $27,503 per FTE for fiscal year 2018 is included in your salaries & benefits.

FTE per 10,000 members

Cost per FTE

$s per member

Comparison

You

Peer

average

More/ 

Less

$s per 

member
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Your cost environment was 23% higher than the 

peer average.

Workloads: your weighted transaction volume was 

60, which was 33% above the peer average. This 

suggests that you do more transactions and/or have 

a more costly mix of transactions per active 

member and annuitant. The next page shows you 

where you are doing more or less transactions in 

comparison with your peers.

Research suggests that for every tenfold increase in 

size, administrative costs fall by $40 per member. 

This suggests that you have a $2.47 per member 

advantage relative to the peer average.

Differences in costs can also be attributed to factors such as economies of 

scale, cost environment, and differences in transaction volumes.
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Where are you doing more/fewer transactions than your peers?

Activity

Activity volume

description

Your 

Volume You Peer Avg

More/

-less

1. Member Transactions

A. Pension Payments annuitants 12,890 489.5 462.8 6%

B. Pension Inceptions service & survivor inceptions 905 34.4 28.1 22%

C. Withdrawals withdrawals 95 3.6 15.6 -77%

D. Purchases purchases 1,435 54.5 18.3 199%

E.  Disability disability applications 18 0.7 1.4 -51%

Unknown? 2. Member Communication

A. Member Calls calls & emails 65,900 2,502.7 1,595.6 57%

B. Mail Room incoming letters 15,909 604.2 450.5 34%

C. Pension Estimates written estimates 159 6.0 94.3 -94%

D. 1-on-1 Counseling counseling sessions 2,473 93.9 63.0 49%

E. Presentations presentations 87 3.3 2.4 37%

F. Mass Communication active members 13,442 510.5 537.2 -5%

3. Collections and Data Maintenance

A. Employer data active members 13,442 510.5 537.2 -5%

B. Non-employer data annuitants, inactive members 12,940 491.4 568.3 -14%

Weighted Total¹ 60.2 45.2 33%

Where are you doing more/fewer transactions than your peers?
Volume per 1,000 active 

members and annuitants

1.  The weights used for each transaction type are equal to the 2018 fiscal year global PABS participant median.  See section 5 for 

more details.
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An alternative way of comparing costs is as a percentage of total assets. Your 

cost of 8.2 bps was below the peer average of 12.9 bps.

The above calculation uses your net pension administration cost. This excludes any healthcare or investment 

management related costs.
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Key Takeaways:

Your pension administration cost was $372 above the 

peer average.

Your total service score was above the peer average,  

and you score above or at the peer average in 10 of 

CEM's 12 measured activities.

The activities with the biggest impact on your score 

were pension inceptions, website, news and targeted 

communication. 
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DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS 
701 E. 3rd Street, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90013 
(213) 279-3000 

 
 

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSIONERS 
 

DATE: AUGUST 4, 2022 ITEM:  C.8 
 
FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, GENERAL MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: PENSION ADMINISTRATION BENCHMARKING RESULTS FOR THE FISCAL
 YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2021 AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Board: 
 
1) Consider the results of the Cost Effectiveness Measurement Benchmarking, Inc. (CEM) Pension 

Administration Benchmarking survey; 
 

2) Instruct staff to research the feasibility of coordinating with other pension plans similar not only 
in membership size to LAFPP but also in terms of plan design, to participate in benchmarking 
on the same cycle, in order to truly compare performance and cost over time;  

 
3) Instruct staff to perform a follow-up CEM Benchmarking survey in three to five years, to provide 

latitude to negotiate a benchmarking cycle with potential members of our peer group, to measure 
changes in departmental operations; and, 

 
4) Provide additional direction to staff as appropriate.  

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Per Section 1112 of the City Charter, the City of Los Angeles (City) is to conduct an audit, coordinated 
by the Controller’s Office, of each of the pension and retirement systems every five years. The first 
management audit by Independent Fiduciary Services in 2007 included a recommendation for LAFPP 
to consider subscribing to an Administrative Benchmark Data source to acquire comparative 
efficiency data. On March 20, 2008, the Board approved the classification of the audit 
recommendations, determining that benchmarking was too expensive to implement. Subsequently 
staff developed internal metrics to measure both administrative performance and cost. 
 
The following management audit in 2012-13 by Hewitt Ennis Knupp determined that overall LAFPP 
is generally operating in an effective manner. The findings were bifurcated into two reports, of which 
neither raised an issue for not implementing benchmarking: Interim Report (issued June 27, 2013) 
and Final Report (issued March 12, 2014). 
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On June 21, 2018, the Board adopted the 2018-19 Business Plan with a project to measure our 
services and practices against our peers to gain a better understanding of the total administrative cost 
per member. LAFPP then engaged with CEM to perform its inaugural pension administration 
benchmark analysis in 2019 for the fiscal year (FY) ending June 30, 2018. Based on the 
benchmarking results, the Board instructed staff to implement additional operational best practices 
and perform a follow-up CEM benchmarking survey in three years to measure changes in 
departmental operations. 
 
Since 2019, staff has implemented seventeen (17) opportunities for business process improvements 
and plans to study four (4) additional opportunities for implementation by June 30, 2023. Status on 
these business process improvements and pending opportunities have been reported to the Board 
via the quarterly Business Plan Updates. Additionally, as part of the 2021-22 Business Plan, Project 
No. 10 – Pension Administration Benchmarking, staff engaged with CEM once again to perform a 
follow-up benchmarking analysis for the one-year period ending June 30, 2021.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Today, CEM joins us virtually to present the results of the follow-up benchmarking survey, 
encompassing data from FY 2020-21. 
 
SURVEY, METHODOLOGY & PEER GROUP 
 
CEM’s pension administration benchmarking survey consists of 44 questions, the majority of which 
have subsets of questions that focus on: 
 
A) Plan Description – Questions to establish the plan design of the System. 
B) Administrative Costs – Financial information to determine the overall cost per member. 
C) Transaction Volume – Designed to capture the overall volume of services provided to members. 
D) Service – Questions to quantify the types and level of service provided to members. 
E) Customer Experience – Inquiries designed to quantify the frequency and immediacy of surveying 

members after receiving a service as well as after life events or journeys. 
 

CEM analyzes LAFPP’s survey responses to ensure data integrity and utilizes a proprietary database, 
which has been mathematically modeled to provide statistical and comparative analysis of retirement 
system pension administration. The database generates an overall service level rating (or Total 
Service Score) for each participant that is weighted based on CEM’s estimates of the importance and 
relative cost of each activity. The weights are determined, among other items, through client feedback, 
relative cost of each activity, and relative volumes of each activity. 
 
Total Pension Administrative Cost calculation is straightforward and is the quotient of total 
administration cost and active and annuitant members. It should be noted that the administrative costs 
questions eliminate retiree healthcare and investment management-related costs, including staff 
salaries/benefits and contractual expenses (e.g., health valuation; health consultant, and proxy 
services) associated with those services.  In doing so, CEM scrubs the data to provide a best effort 
toward an “apples to apples” comparison of pension administration costs when measured across 
systems in our peer group. 
 



   
 

 
Board Report                      Page 3                      August 4, 2022 

CEM selects LAFPP’s peer group (this year, a total of 11 pension plans including LAFPP) from its 
universe of government clients and whose data is updated through similar surveys for the same period 
of analysis. In selecting the peer group, CEM’s primary consideration is the total active and annuitant 
membership size. For the benchmarking period, LAFPP had 26,350 members compared to the peer 
average of 256,523 members (or 63% fewer members than the peer weighted average after economy 
of scales adjustment). CEM recognizes the significant difference in membership size of certain larger 
California plans, however, their intent is to include as many of their California clients in our peer group 
to organize systems with like pension and cost environments. Discussion regarding selection of peers 
is further addressed in this report.  
 
BENCHMARKING RESULTS 
 
Key Takeaways from the survey, as summarized in the attached LAFPP Benchmarking Results 
(Attachment, pages 1-5 and 1-11 respectively) are: 
  

• Total Service Score – LAFPP’s score was 64 out of 100, with a peer average of 68. 
 

Insights: Prior benchmarking results stated a Total Service Score of 70. However, this score 
was restated to 58 to reflect changes in CEM’s methodology. Therefore, in comparison, 
LAFPP has gained 6-points in Total Service Score, from 58 to 64, primarily due to 
improvements in the following areas: website, member statements, pension estimates, and 
newsletters. 

  
• Total Pension Administration Cost – LAFPP’s cost was $748 per active member and annuitant 

compared to the peer average of $311. As LAFPP had an economy of scale disadvantage 
(having 63% fewer members than the peer weighted average), each peer’s cost was adjusted 
for its advantage over LAFPP. The adjusted peer average cost was $473 per active member 
and annuitant.  

 
Insights: LAFPP’s cost was $275 more than the adjusted peer average. In comparison to 
our peers, LAFPP utilizes more FTEs (Full Time Equivalents) to serve members and pays 
more in total per FTE (non-discretionary salaries and benefits) and per member in total 
(discretionary and non-discretionary expenses). CEM also attributes the higher cost to          
1) LAFPP being in a 14% higher cost environment than our peers, and 2) LAFPP’s weighted 
transaction volume being 47% above our peer average.  

 
Below is a staff summary of additional takeaways and considerations for future benchmarking. 

 
Service 
As the following table shows, CEM measured a total of 12 metrics, with LAFPP scoring above or at 
the peer average in 7 categories (green circle) and scoring lower than the peer average in 5 categories 
(red circle) – (Attachment, page 1-6).  
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Activity LAFPP 
Score 

Peer 
Average Weight Above/Below 

Peer Average 
Paying Pensions 100 100 10.0  
Pension Inceptions 11 67 7.0  
Benefit Estimates 85 65 5.0  
1-on-1 Counseling 95 97 7.0  
Presentations 100 85 6.0  
Member Contacts 34 51 21.0  
Website 78 66 21.0  
News and Targeted Communication 100 69 4.0  
Member Statements 77 73 6.0  
Disability 0 47 4.0  
Red Tape 40 62 4.0  
Customer Experience Surveying 52 35 5.0  

 
For the categories scoring below the peer average: 
 
Pension Inceptions – CEM measures the percentage of cashflow interruptions between the last 
payment as active members and first payment as new annuitants or for survivor pensions. LAFPP’s 
score of 11 versus the peer average is mostly reflective of the City’s payroll system and our pension 
payment system’s functionality of being able to easily query the required information.  Staff intends to 
research and/or develop queries to extract this data once the City’s new payroll system goes live 
(currently expected in 2023). 
 
1-on-1 Counseling – In this metric, the higher volumes imply greater availability, value, and greater 
communication of availability. Staff believes the LAFPP score of 95 is up to par with the peer average 
of 97, with minimal points deducted for availability outside normal working hours.  
 
Member Contacts - In this metric, CEM measures Availability and Capability.   
 

A) Availability - Although LAFPP has implemented an interactive voice response (IVR) phone 
system, the ability to report on key metrics (e.g. the average total wait time and the percentage 
of calls abandoned while in queue or on hold) requires an add-on component with call center 
features which LAFPP has determined to not be cost effective to implement at this time. 
 
B) Capability - CEM indicates the score is dependent on whether plan processes incorporate 
real-time or over the telephone services such as benefit and purchase estimates and changes 
to member account information. Due to the complicated nature of LAFPP member benefit 
calculations and our commitment to member account security, many of these services are not 
available in real-time or over the telephone to ensure proper controls have been followed. 

 
Disability Processing - In this metric, CEM measures the speed at which disability pension 
applications are processed from the time of application to the time the Board reaches a decision. 
Using CEM’s guidelines for measurement, LAFPP had an average processing time of 20 months, 
while the peer average was 8 months. There are many possible reasons that LAFPP’s disability 
pension applications may take longer to process, including the scheduling of at least three physician 
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appointments; delays in receiving all medical records, many times from multiple sources; members 
electing surgery during the application process; members hiring and/or changing legal representation 
mid-process; and members claiming a large number of injuries and amending the application to 
include/exclude injuries at various points in the process.  
 
However, LAFPP has taken steps to improve disability pension processing times. Board Operating 
Policies and Procedures Section 3.0 – Pension Processing and Section 4.0 – Hearings were 
amended on April 16, 2020, to streamline disability hearings, with a focus on reducing the length of 
each hearing and improving the quality of evidence presented during the hearings. The amended 
policy also requires surviving spouses or a decedent’s representative, in cases of death by suicide, 
to sign a release to allow staff to obtain requisite medical records and assist Board review in these 
cases more readily. The Board’s Ad Hoc Committee on Disability Pensions also further worked to 
improve the disability process by altering the Disability Rating Worksheet to include a nonservice-
connected disability rating scale and revising the disability rating scale for serious and severe 
limitation categories. 
 
Furthermore, CEM explains that disability pension administration in California, and specifically for 
public safety retirement plans, are more costly, complex, and the process more rigorous than our non-
California peers. Among these complexities, LAFPP has multiple tiers and disability pension criteria 
set forth by the City Charter and Los Angeles Administrative Code. For example, LAFPP has different 
minimum levels of disability necessary to be eligible for a disability pension benefit, and disabled 
members must be examined by at least three physicians selected and paid for by LAFPP. CEM 
suggests this negatively impacts our service and increases pension administration costs. 
 
Red Tape – In this metric, CEM measures Red Tape like obtaining notarizations, which creates work 
for members. Many systems have eliminated this requirement as notarizations can be fraudulent. 
However, LAFPP and City Attorney staff have discussed and determined there is a continued need 
for notary of certain documents to provide additional protection for our members as well as our system 
(notary is not required for onsite transactions). 
 
Administration Cost 
The LAFPP total pension administration cost was $19.7 million or $748 per member. This cost is 
significantly higher compared to the $473 per member scale adjusted peer average. While CEM 
acknowledges that the LAFPP cost environment is 14% higher than the peer average based on our 
geographic location, this does not completely explain this finding. Thus, CEM also offers an alternative 
perspective on our administration cost, that LAFPP pension administration cost as a percentage of 
total plan assets is 6.4 bps, which is below the peer average of 9.3 bps and the fifth lowest in the peer 
group. More importantly, CEM emphasizes that LAFPP’s administrative costs have increased only 
0.6% per annum between the 2019 and 2022 benchmarking analyses, whereas a trend analysis of 
the average cost for five of our peers for the same period of time increased by 3.5% per annum.    
 
Highlighted below are additional factors that affect our costs: 
 
Uses more Full Time Equivalent (FTE) to serve members – The Transaction Volumes table reflected 
further in this report indicates LAFPP’s workload in administering a complex six-tier benefit plan and 
active DROP program, which requires more staff to process increased member transactions and 
manage the variety of member communications.  This is consistent with CEM analysis that reveals 
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LAFPP’s weighted transaction volume is 47% above our peer average (Attachment, pages 1-14 and 
1-15). 
 
Higher cost per FTE – Staff salaries and benefits are non-discretionary in that they are negotiated by 
the City as the employer.  While LAFPP costs are 19% higher than the peer average, these costs are 
exacerbated by the LAFPP retirement contribution paid to LACERS. This payment started in FY 2014-
15 based on a City Controller’s Audit that found the City was not paying a retirement contribution to 
LACERS for LAFPP or LACERS staff.  For the benchmarking period, LAFPP paid a retirement 
contribution of $3.07 million to LACERS. 
 
Higher cost per member – CEM found that LAFPP pays more per member for professional services 
and charges to sister organizations. One notable item included in LAFPP’s professional services costs 
was the PARIS implementation project expenditures of $504,983 during the benchmarking year, 
which was the final year of the multi-year project to design and implement a new pension 
administration system. The core PARIS system went live in early 2019 with implementation completed 
at the end of FY 2021. Going forward, related costs are anticipated to be substantially reduced as 
staff now manages ongoing maintenance and enhancements to increase efficiencies in PARIS.  In 
addition, the charges paid to sister organizations primarily included $528,131 in costs reimbursed to 
the City Attorney’s Office, consistent with the Board’s Governance Policies, Section 18.0 – 
Compensation of City Attorney Legal Fees, Benefits, and Expenses.  This amount includes City 
Attorney staff direct salaries and overhead costs. 
 
Transaction Volumes 
CEM analysis reveals LAFPP performed more transactions and/or has a more costly mix of 
transactions per active member and annuitant, with a weighted transaction volume that was 47% 
higher than the peer average.  The table below displays the volume of LAFPP transactions performed 
for FY 2021, with the most labor-intensive transactions bolded for context. 
 

ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION VOLUME % OF ACTIVITY 
(figures are rounded) 

Member Transaction Pension Payments 13,527 90.2 
Service/Survivor Pension Inceptions 817 5.5 
Withdrawals 89 0.6 
Service Purchases 524 3.5 
Disability Applications 35 0.2 

  14,992 100.0 
Member 
Communication 

Member Calls and Emails 82,350 79.0 
Incoming Letters 6,124 5.9 
Written Estimates 266 0.2 
1-on-1 Counseling Sessions 2,594 2.5 
Group Presentations 66 0.1 
Mass Communications to Actives 12,823 12.3 

  104,223 100.0 
Collections and 
Data Maintenance 

Active Members 12,823 48.6 
Annuitants and Inactive Members 13,586 51.4 

  26,409 100.0 
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A comparison against the peer average for these activities indicates that LAFPP performed more 
transactions than our peers as they relate to Member Calls and Emails (+121% more) and Group 
Presentations (+132% more) per 1,000 active members and annuitants. As the time period covered 
under these benchmarking results include the initial COVID-19 lockdown orders and adjustments in 
member service delivery thereafter, it is unclear whether these results accurately take into account 
the different COVID-19 service delivery approaches by each peer, which would have varied widely 
from state to state. It is noteworthy that LAFPP members did not experience any delays or 
interruptions in service during the COVID-19 pandemic due to staff’s efforts in reimagining our service 
delivery methods.  Future benchmarking may indicate whether the transaction volume captured in the 
FY 2021 dataset was temporary in response to COVID-19 or a more long-term trend.  
 
Another consideration is whether the fact LAFPP’s membership is now trending towards less active 
members versus annuitants will also affect transaction volumes. Though CEM indicates active 
members cause more transactions than annuitants, additional transactional support might be required 
as more maturing workforce members are expected to transition into retirement going forward. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
As shown in the table below, LAFPP was part of an 11-member peer group in both the 2019 and 2022 
benchmarking exercises.  However, only four of our peers remained the same. Staff learned that peer 
groups differ due to participation cycles (assuming they continue to participate). Additionally, two 
California participants in the 2022 benchmarking peer group were much larger organizations. While 
CEM incorporated an economies of scale adjustment, it is intended to account for membership size 
and not the complexities of the systems. As such, staff would like to research the feasibility of 
coordinating with pension plans that are similar in membership size and plan design to LAFPP 
(including a handful of the California plans indicated in bold below), in order to participate 
prospectively in benchmarking on the same cycle, to truly compare performance and cost over time. 
 
Systems in Peer Group 2019 Benchmarking 2022 Benchmarking 
CalPERS  X 
CalSTRS  X 
LACERA  X 
Orange County ERS X X 
Sacramento County ERS X  
San Bernardino CERA X  
San Diego City ERS X  
Sonoma County ERA X  
City of Austin ERS X X 
ER of Fairfax County X X 
Fairfax County RS X X 
Fort Worth ERF X  
Milwaukee County X  
NYC BERS  X 
RCMP (Canada)  X 
TTCPP (Canada)  X 
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As with the 2019 benchmarking results, the 2022 benchmarking results provide a current assessment 
in comparison to our peer group; identify high performing areas and areas for improvement; and give 
insights into best practices and trends to manage costs, improve service levels, and develop objective 
performance metrics. The current iteration also provided staff an opportunity to realize the progress 
made since the implementation of business improvement projects resulting from the initial 
benchmarking analysis.  
 
CEM has suggested that benchmarking every three years is reasonable for small size participants 
since improvements generally take longer with less staff and funding resources. CEM does have 
clients, both large and small, that participate annually because they are attempting to measure against 
themselves.  Staff proposes to perform the next CEM benchmarking in three to five years, to provide 
latitude to negotiate a benchmarking cycle with potential members of an improved peer group. 
 
BUDGET 
 
A total of $22,500 has been encumbered from the FY 2021-22 Budget for this iteration of pension 
administration benchmarking. 

 
POLICY  
 
There are no policy changes associated with this report. 
 
CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 
 
There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report.  
 
 
This report was prepared by:  
 
Myo Thedar, Chief Benefits Analyst 
Administrative Operations Division 
 
RPC:JS:WSR:MTS:EC:EH:JP 
 
Attachment: CEM BenchmarkAdmin – (FY) 2021 Benchmarking Analysis for LAFPP 
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2021 Benchmarking Analysis for

Los Angeles Fire and Police Pensions

BenchmarkAdmin

Attachment

http://www.costeffectiveness.com/


The benefits to benchmarking your administration costs and service:

1. Measure and manage your performance

• Identify what is important

• Monitor progress using an independent benchmark

• Serves as a catalyst for change

2. Communicate to stake-holders

• Demonstrate success and achievements to governing bodies

• Identify service gaps to support resource requests

3. Focus on your customer service levels

• Learn what others are doing that you are not

• Gain best practice insights into key areas
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United States United Kingdom*

Arizona SRS TRS of Texas Armed Forces Pension Scheme

CalPERS Utah RS BSA NHS Pensions
CalSTRS Virginia RS BT Pension Scheme

City of Austin ERS Washington State DRS Greater Manchester PF

Colorado PERA Irish Construction Workers' PS

Delaware PERS Canada Local Pensions Partnership

ER of Fairfax County Alberta Teachers Lothian PF

Fairfax County RS Alberta Pension Services Merseyside PF

Florida RS BC Pension Corporation Pension Protection Fund

Idaho PERS Canadian Forces Pension Plans Principal Civil Service

Illinois MRF Federal Public Service PP Railpen Pension Scheme

Indiana PRS HOOPP Rolls Royce Pension Fund

Iowa PERS Local Authorities (Alberta) Royal Mail Pensions

Kansas PERS Municipal Pension Plan of BC Teachers' Pensions

LACERA Ontario Pension Board Tyne & Wear PF

LA Fire and Police Pensions Ontario Teachers Universities Superannuation

Michigan ORS OPTrust West Midlands Metro

Minnesota State RS RCMP West Yorkshire PF  

Nevada PERS Saskatchewan HEPP

NYC BERS TTC Pension Plan

NYC TRS

NYSLRS Denmark

Ohio PERS ATP

Orange County ERS

Oregon PERS The Netherlands*

Pennsylvania PSERS ABN Amro Pensioenfonds

PSRS PEERS of Missouri ABP

South Dakota RS bpfBOUW

STRS Ohio Pensioenfonds Metaal en Techniek

Texas County and District RS Pensioenfonds PWRI

TRS Illinois Pensioenfonds Vervoer

PFZW

Rabobank Pensioenfonds

Participants

76 leading global pension systems participate in the benchmarking service.

* Systems in the UK and most systems in the Netherlands complete different benchmarking surveys and hence your analysis 

does not include their results.
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Key Takeaways:

Your total service score was 64 out of 100. This was 

below the peer average of 68.

Compared to 2018 your service score increased by 6 

points, mainly due to improvements made on your 

website, member statements, estimates and 

newsletters.

Before adjusting for economies of scale, your pension 

administration cost was $748 per active member and 

annuitant. This was $437 above the peer average of 

$311.

Size matters: you had an economies of scale 

disadvantage relative to the peer average. After 

adjusting the cost of each peer for its scale advantage, 

your cost of $748 per member was $275 above the 

adjusted peer average of $473.
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Your peer group consists of the following 11 participants:

 Actives 

Members  Annuitant Total

City of Austin ERS 10,138 6,961 17,099

TTCPP 15,384 9,729 25,113

LAFPP 12,823 13,527 26,350

Fairfax County RS 17,740 12,134 29,874

ER of Fairfax County 20,133 12,512 32,645

Orange County ERS 22,011 19,826 41,837

RCMP 22,267 22,156 44,423

NYC BERS 31,198 18,525 49,723

LACERA 99,118 71,366 170,484

CALSTRS 449,339 318,049 767,388

CalPERS 863,767 753,054 1,616,821

Peer Average 142,174 114,349 256,523

Peers

Membership
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Service is defined as 'Anything a member would like, before considering costs'. Generally speaking this means 

faster is better, and more services and more availability is better. The Total Service Score is a weighted average of 

the service scores for each activity. The following pages provide an overview of the key service measure included 

in your Service Score.

Your total service score was 64 out of 100. This was below the peer average 

of 68.
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Peer

Activity 2018¹ 2021 Average Weights

Paying Pensions 100 100 100 10.0%

Pension Inceptions 14 11 67 7.0%

Benefit Estimates 53 85 65 5.0%

1-on-1 Counseling 95 95 97 7.0%

Presentations 100 100 85 6.0%

Member Contacts 36 34 51 21.0%

Website 69 78 66 21.0%

News and Targeted Communication 84 100 69 4.0%

Member Statements 49 77 73 6.0%

Disability 0 0 47 4.0%

Red Tape 35 40 62 4.0%

Customer Experience Surveying 42 52 35 5.0%

Total Service Score 58 64 68 100.0%

Total Service Score - excl. Disability² 60 67 69

Service Scores by Activity

The total service score is the weighted average of the activity level service 

scores.

2.  Disability administration in California, and specifically for safety retirement plans, are more costly, 

complex, and the process, more rigorous, than your non-CA peers. Among your complexities:  you have 

multiple tiers and disability pension rule sets, you determine different minimum levels of disability 

necessary to be eligible for a disability benefit, disabled members must be examined by at least 3 doctors 

selected and paid for by you. This negatively impacts service and increases pension administration costs. 

Your total service score was 67 vs a peer average of 69, if we removed Disability from the scoring.

You

1.  Your historic service scores may differ from previous reports because historic scores have been 

restated to reflect changes in methodology. Please refer to Appendix C for details.
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Peer Avg

Select Key Service Metrics 2018 2021

Member Contacts

• Average total wait time including time negotiating auto attendants, etc. n/a n/a 254 secs

• % of calls abandoned while in queue, on hold or in menu? Unknown Unknown 15%

• How many hours per week can members call service representatives? 48.0 45.0 45.0

Website

• Can members access their own data in a secure environment? Yes Yes 91% Yes

• Do you have an online calculator linked to member data? Yes Yes 73% Yes

•

11 13 11

Member Statements

• How current is the data in member statements when mailed? 4.0 mnths 5.0 mnths 2.5 mnths

• Do statements provide an estimate of the future pension entitlement? No Yes 64% Yes

Pension Inceptions

•

Unknown Unknown 73%

•

90% 70% 78%

1-on-1 counseling

• % of your active membership that attended a 1-on-1 counseling session 18.4% 20.2% 10.0%

• % of your active membership that attended a presentation 15.0% 14.4% 8.3%

Examples of key service measures included in your Service Score:

# of other website tools offered such as changing address information, 

registering for counseling sessions and/or workshops, viewing or 

printing tax receipts, etc.

What % of annuity pension inceptions are paid without an interruption 

of cash flow greater than 1 month between the final pay check and the 

first pension check?

You

What % of survivor pension inceptions are paid without an interruption 

of cash flow between the pensioner's final pension check and the 

survivor's first pension check?
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Your service score increased from 58 to 64 between 2018 and 2021.
Your service score is 64.

1. Trend analysis is based on systems that have provided 4 consecutive years of data (5 of your 11 peers).

Your 6-point gain was the result of improvements made in the following areas: 

•

•

•

•

2. Your historic service scores may differ from previous reports because historic scores have been restated to reflect changes in 

methodology. Please refer to Appendix C for details.

Member statements: Your statement offers your members an estimate of the future pension 

entitlement based on age scenario modeling or assuming the member continues to work until 

earliest possible retirement.

Estimates: Your turnaround time for a written estimate decreased from 7.5 days to 5 days, 

which you regularly track. Your estimates now also include alternative scenarios to improve 

benefits. Your members can now obtain estimates through 2 channels: website and the member 

statement (in 2018 you only offered estimates through your website).

Newsletters: You're sending targeted newsletters to 4 different member groups, as opposed to 

2 groups in 2018. 

Website: You've added live chat, the option to change beneficiaries and tax withholding amount 

as additional online tools. 
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2018 2019 2020 2021

You 58 64

Peer Avg 67 68 68 69

Trend in Total Service Scores1, 2

© 2022 CEM Benchmarking Inc. Executive Summary 1-8



Total service scores fell for almost all systems in the 2nd half of 2020 and into 
2021 due to COVID. Some systems were impacted more than others. 
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Key service measures affected by the COVID experience:

Select Key Service Metrics 2020 2021 % Change

Member Contacts
• % of calls resulting in undesired outcomes ('call another time'

message and abandoned calls in a queue or on hold) 12.6% 15.4% 22.0%

• Average total wait time including time negotiating auto
attendants, etc. 323 secs 389 secs 20.4%

• Average call duration 329 secs 382 secs 16.1%

1‐on‐1 Counseling and Member Presentations
• % of your active membership that attended a 1‐on‐1 counseling

session 9.8% 6.7% ‐31.0%
• % of your active membership that attended a presentation 4.9% 3.5% ‐28.3%

Inceptions

• What % of annuity pension inceptions are paid without an
interruption of cash flow greater than 1 month between the 
final pay check and the first pension check?

87.0% 85.5% ‐1.7%

• What % of survivor inceptions are paid without an interruption
of cash flow greater than 1 month between the pensioner's final 
pension check and the survivor's first pension check?

75.5% 68.3% ‐9.6%

* For the 21 systems that submitted data for the 12 months ending Jun 30, 2020 and 2021.

Global avg for 12 months ending Jun 30*
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1. All foreign currency amounts have been converted to USD using Purchasing Power Parity figures as per the OECD (see Appendix B).

Your cost per member calculation is based on total pension administration cost of $19.7 million.

Your pension administration cost was $748 per active member and 

annuitant. This was $437 above the peer average of $311.
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Size matters:  you had an economies of scale disadvantage relative to the peer 

average. After adjusting the cost of each peer for its scale advantage, your cost 

of $748 per member was $275 above the adjusted peer average of $473.

Your system had 63% fewer members than the peer weighted average. Your smaller size means that you had a scale 

disadvantage of $275 relative to the peer average.

The scale adjustment is based on regression analysis using cost and membership data from 370 global pension plans. 

Approximately 70% of differences in cost per member can be explained by differences in size. Each peer's cost was 

adjusted for its scale advantage relative to your system.
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Reasons why your total cost was $275 higher than the peer average:
Reasons why your total cost was XX higher than the peer average:

Impact

Reason

A. Using 163% more FTE to serve members 37.6 14.3 163% $315

B. Paying more in total per FTE for:

• Salaries & benefits $150,192 $126,594 19%

• Building expenses $14,899 $15,479 -4%

$165,091 $142,073 16% $86

C. Paying more per member in total for:

• Professional Fees $58 $45 29%

• Amortization $26 $13 102%

• Charges from sister organizations $20 $2 707%

• Other administration expenses $25 $32 -23%

$128 $92 39% $36

Total - unadjusted $437

Adjustment for your scale disadvantage -$162

Total after adjusting for economy of scale differences $275

FTE per 10,000 members

Cost per FTE

$s per member

Comparison

You

Peer

average

More/ 

Less

$s per 

member
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Your cost environment was 14% higher than the 

peer average.

Differences in costs can also be attributed to factors such as cost 

environment, and differences in transaction volumes.

Workloads: your weighted transaction volume was 

56, which was 47% above the peer average. This 

suggests that you do more transactions and/or have 

a more costly mix of transactions per active member 

and annuitant. 

The next page shows you where you are doing more 

or less transactions in comparison with your peers.
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Where are you doing more/fewer transactions than your peers?

Activity

Activity volume

description

Your 

Volume You Peer Avg

More/

-less

1. Member Transactions

A. Pension Payments annuitants 13,527 513.4 431.0 19%

B. Pension Inceptions service & survivor inceptions 817 31.0 24.7 26%

C. Withdrawals withdrawals 89 3.4 9.8 -66%

D. Purchases purchases 524 19.9 11.6 72%

E. Disability disability applications 35 1.3 1.7 -20%

Unknown? 2. Member Communication

A. Member Calls calls & emails 82,350 3,125.2 1,416.4 121%

B. Mail Room incoming letters 6,124 232.4 423.4 -45%
C. Pension Estimates written estimates 266 10.1 58.8 -83%

D. 1-on-1 Counseling counseling sessions 2,594 98.4 55.1 79%

E. Presentations presentations 66 2.5 1.1 132%

F. Mass Communication active members 12,823 486.6 569.0 -14%

3. Collections and Data Maintenance

A. Employer data active members 12,823 486.6 569.0 -14%

B. Non-employer data annuitants, inactive members 13,586 515.6 548.6 -6%

Weighted Total¹ 55.5 37.7 47%

Where are you doing more/fewer transactions than your peers?
Volume per 1,000 active 

members and annuitants

1. The weights used for each transaction type are equal to the 2021 fiscal year global PABS participant median.  See section 5 for

more details.
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Trend analysis is based on systems that have provided 8 consecutive years of data (31 of the 42 systems in 

the universe).

Traditional transaction volumes have been decreasing while digital 

volumes are increasing.

per 1,000 active members and annuitants per 1,000 active members and annuitants

Written Estimates
per 1,000 active members and annuitants

Incoming Mail
per 1,000 active members and annuitants

Member Presentations Members Counseled 1-on-1

Website - Total Secure Area Visits Incoming Calls and Emails
per 1,000 active members and annuitants per 1,000 active members and annuitants
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Cost Trends

1. Trend analysis is based on systems that have provided 4 consecutive years of data (5 of your 11 peers).

Your total pension administration cost per active member and annuitant increased by 0.6% per annum 

between 2018 and 2021.The average cost of your peers with 4 years of consecutive data increased by 

3.5% per annum.
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Global Trends

1. COVID-19 is changing work and disaster plans.

• Continuing in the future: Work from home, web counseling, web presentations, and requiring members

to do more transactions online.

• Disaster recovery has less need for a second physical location.

2. Pension administration systems are becoming IT organizations.

• IT & Major projects is now the biggest cost category for most systems.

Based on 31 systems in the CEM universe that provided 8 years of consecutive data.

3. Cyberrisk continues to increase

• A sample of 12 large plans had an average of 4 internal FTE dedicated to managing cybersecurity.

4. Customer experience focus

• Organizing communication, service, work and staff by customer journeys. Collecting satisfaction and

effort metrics by journey as well as channel.

• More segmentation, data mining, focus groups, targeted messaging, personas, branding.

5. Improved cost effectiveness

• Improving processes: e.g. More than half of systems are using tools such as Lean, Six-Sigma, One and

Done.

• Straight through processing.

• Maximizing online transactions, eliminating paper.

• Belief that online is the highest service channel if done correctly.

• Reduced emphasis on counseling and presentations (less true for systems administering healthcare).

6. Managing pension envy, which is often exacerbated by poor funded status
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BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
MULTI-YEAR BUSINESS PLAN PROJECTS

GOAL IV PURSUE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

ATTACHMENT III

1 Services Area Paying Pensions

Rationale/Best Practice ◦Mission critical.

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
1. Paying Pensions Any late pension roll LAFPP pension rolls are timely. No Action

2 Services Area Pension Inceptions

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
2. Cash Flow Interruptions % of first pension check within one month of final active 

check.
Member pension - Delay, if any, is due to last minute change in retirement effective date.  No action 
necessary at this time.

No Action

3. Survivor Pensions % paid without interruption between pensioner final check 
and QSS first check.

Most survivor pension inceptions are processed for the pension roll subsequent to the month of the 
member's death. However, this is dependent on the date of the member death notification, receipt of 
the member's death certificate, availability of marriage certificate or proof of qualified survivor, etc., 
and there could be a few months delay between the last paid pensioner check and the first survivor 
check.

Staff reviewed and proposed changes which were adopted by the Board on April 16, 2020, to 
alleviate delays:
- Alternate proof of death (statement from funeral home or physician) will be accepted.
- Waivers from the qualified survivor to collect overpayment will be obtained.
- Accounting will process off-cycle survivor payment.

Completed

3 Services Area Benefit Estimates

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
4.Turnaround Speed • Desired speed < 3 days; LAFPP 5 days

• Regularly measure time to provide an estimate
MyLAFPP, which includes a benefit calculator for pension as well as service purchase, has launched 
since the benchmarking survey.

Additionally, cross-training has improved staff response time in preparing benefit estimates. Staff has 
incorporated internal metrics to measure effectiveness.

Completed

5.Content Estimates explain:
• inflation protection
• effects of social security
• alternative scenarios to improve benefit
• alternative retirement options

Basic information is currently provided with benefit estimates.  Additional information regarding 
pension impact on social security benefits, Windfall Elimination Provision, Government Pension 
Offset, etc. are posted on LAFPP.com and retirement options are available via My LAFPP.

However, providing scenarios to improve benefit may border on providing financial planning advice.  
Members may seek such information through the Financial Planning Education Consultant.

No Action

6. Alternative Channels Estimates offered via:
• mbr stmnts - include future pension entitlement
• website - ben calc in non secured area
• website - calc in secured area; not linked to member data
• website - calc in secured area; linked to mbr salary/svce
  data
• immediate est. provided (on phone) and on real-time basis

MyLAFPP, which includes a benefit calculator for pension as well as service purchase, has launched 
since the benchmarking survey.  The calculator generates benefit estimates which include salary, 
years of service, final average salary, loss time, etc.

LAFPP maintains written benefit estimates rather than phone benefit estimates as the latter leaves 
room for error or misunderstanding.

No Action

◦Perfect score means system can incept a pension or survivor benefit without an interruption in cashflow.
◦Interruptions can cause hardships and irritation for members, especially in case of survivor pension.

◦Perfect score requires system to turn around an estimate within three days of the request and provide all of the information on a written estimate.
◦The more members understand how their pension is affected by inflation, social security, etc, the better they can plan for retirement.
◦The more channel choices in obtaining a pension estimate, the greater access and convenience for members.
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BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
MULTI-YEAR BUSINESS PLAN PROJECTS

GOAL IV PURSUE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

ATTACHMENT III

4 Services Area 1 on 1 Counseling

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
7. Availability (# members counseled 1-on-1)/(active membership)

• desired quotient > 1%
• LAFPP > 1%
• Peer > 1%

LAFPP achieved perfect score.  However, staff explored how to be more available for 1-on-1 
counseling.

Staff researched how to quickly and accurately check in members upon arrival. To that end, staff 
reviewed four digital visitor check-in software solutions and found one to meet our unique 
requirements: workflow, notification of multiple service requests and automated survey distribution. 
Staff has fine tuned the workflow to ensure that members have a user-friendly interface and staff is 
able to use various features including performance metrics to drive further improvements. A proof-of-
concept trial was completed and staff has been trained to utilize digital check-in software effective 
February 1, 2023, when the City's emergency order will be lifted and LAFPP reopens to walk-in 
members.

Staff also pursued video conferencing solutions for remote 1-on-1 counseling sooner than intended.  
Staff is currently utilizing platforms including Zoom, Teams, FaceTime, and Skype, with the ability to 
share screen with members, to walk through documents in a secure environment.

Completed

Completed

5 Services Area Presentations

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
8. Availability Desired # attendees as a % of active membership > 2.5%

• LAFPP > 2.5%
• Peer > 2.5%

LAFPP achieved perfect score.  However, online registration for benefit and financial planning 
webinars was rolled out September 24, 2020, as a real-time tool to access upcoming webinars.  This 
functionality has since been upgraded and will be available for members to register for in-house 
presentations when City guidelines allow for indoor public meetings to convene.

Completed

9. Group Size desired # attendees per presentation < 20 attendees

• LAFPP < 25
• Peer > 25

LAFPP achieved near perfect score.  However, in light of the pandemic, virtual (benefit) 
presentations were implemented on September 30, 2020.  These webinars allow for smaller group 
discussion as well as more opportunities for individual attention.  As of this report, staff has hosted 
95 virtual presentations, with a total of 2,293 members in attendance (average of 24 members per 
event).  The data suggests staff has been able to offer webinars to a high volume of participants.  
Additionally, staff has uploaded seven static videos at LAFPP.com, on topics such as COLA, recruit 
training time, survivors, etc.

Completed

◦Higher volumes imply greater availability and value.
◦Smaller groups are preferred to larger groups because they provide more opportunities for individual attention.

◦Higher volumes imply greater availability, value, and great communication of availability.
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BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
MULTI-YEAR BUSINESS PLAN PROJECTS

GOAL IV PURSUE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

ATTACHMENT III

6 Services Area Member Contacts

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
10. Availability • % abandoned calls

• hours/week available via phone
• average wait time on phone (desired within 20 seconds)
• phone menu navigation prior to reaching a representative
  receptionist as first point of contact

Since the benchmarking results, staff has implemented an interactive voice response (IVR) feature 
to the department's main phone line. With IVR, member callers are routed to their choice of sections 
within the Pensions Division through touch-tones from the telephone rather than through a human 
operator.

Additionally, based on results of a member survey specific to the desired hours of business, LAFPP 
has shifted its operations 1/2 hour earlier, to 7:30 AM to 4:30 PM.

Staff acknowledges a virtual call center (VCC) system is best practice (e.g. to measure abandoned 
calls) and without one, LAFPP will not score well in this area. Staff proposes to revisit this item in the 
future to determine if there is a VCC system appropriate for our needs.

Completed

Completed

Pending
(Virtual Call Center)

11. Capability • benefit estimates available via phone
• estimates based on calculator linked to member account
  data
• service credit purchase estimates via phone
• change address over phone
• change email address over phone
• change pay instruction over phone
• workflow system with real-time status of open items

Staff has evaluated the risks and rewards of providing these services via telephone and has 
determined that written benefit estimates leave little room for error or misunderstanding and that 
MyLAFPP provides members the ability to change address, email address and pay instructions, 
outside of business hours. 

No Action

◦Perfect score requires callers to reach a knowledgeable person with a wait time of < 20 seconds.
◦Members prefer to get through immediately to knowledgeable person.
◦Irritation increases rapidly with number of menu layers
◦Receptionists are often more irritating than a menu layer ecause of the need to explain member needs twice, incorrect redirection, etc.
◦System can serve member better if staff had real time access to all records and tools which enable staff to provide immediate, informed, and accurate answers.
◦Ability to serve members is greatly reduced if capabilities or policies prevent us from answering questions over the phone.
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BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
MULTI-YEAR BUSINESS PLAN PROJECTS

GOAL IV PURSUE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

ATTACHMENT III

7 Services Area Website

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
12. Benefit Calculators • interactive calculator

• linked to salary & service data
• calculate cost of purchase service credit

LAFPP achieved perfect score. No Action

13. Salary and Service Credit • secure access to salary & service data (LAFPP inactives
  do not) if salary & service data is up-to-date to most recent
  pay period
• complete annual history of salary & svc. credit data
  available

LAFPP inactive members will not have access to salary and service data. However, deferred vested 
members may maintain access to such data available in MyLAFPP as long as registration took place 
prior to termination/resignation.

No Action

14. Secure Access Design • immediate access upon registration
• log-in greets by name
• disclaimer acknowledgement @ each log-in
• disclaimer acknowledgement each time pension est. is
  generated
• inactives have access
• secure mailbox or digital file of correspon./mbr documents

Staff has considered the best practice to require members to acknowledge disclaimers at each log-in 
and generation of benefit estimate and has determined that doing so does not provide additional 
value to the website's design and security or to the member experience.  MyLAFPP log-in page 
includes a site disclaimer as well as language that informs members that amounts provided are 
estimates only and are subject to change based on individual circumstances. 

LAFPP inactive members will not have access to salary and service data.

Completed

15. Other Transactions and Tools • counseling session registration in real time (L-Term)
• presentation registration
• live chat (CFY)
• change address
• change beneficiaries (S-Term)
• add or change email address
• reset password
• change banking instructions
• change tax withholding
• view and print 1099R
• view pension payment advices
• apply for retirement (L-Term)
• % of online pension apps requiring mail in of follow up
  docs/sigs
• check status of online pension apps
• online refund application
• download member statement
• upload docs in-lieu of mailing hard copies
• view pensionable earnings or service without downloading

Web chat feature went live in FY 2020

As of January 7, 2021, members may update their beneficiary via MyLAFPP.

DROP counseling requires appointment and scheduling has traditionally been via phone. Real time 
counseling registration was implemented in February 2021.  Members are now able to register for 
DROP counseling and change registration via a link.

Automated processing of pension and refund applications with no manual intervention (also known 
as straight-through processing) requires additional research.  It may be more appropriate for a 
system with many employers.

Currently, members are able to fax or email scanned copies or quality photos of documents in-lieu of 
mailing hard copies. Staff is currently exploring secure upload of documents through MyLAFPP or 
like portal.

Completed

Completed

Completed

Pending 
(Automated Pension

and Refund Processing)

Pending
(Secure Portal for Member 

Upload of Documents)

◦Members visit website looking for information; the more information is provided the more tailored and customized it is to the member, then the easier it is to get on-line, the better.
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BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
MULTI-YEAR BUSINESS PLAN PROJECTS

GOAL IV PURSUE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

ATTACHMENT III

8 Services Area News and Targeted Communications

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
16. Newsletters • at least 2x per year actives

• at least 2x per year retirees
• 1x per year inactives
• segments-all/active/inactive/ret./age/gender based/empl.

Newsletter mailing list has been updated to include deferred vested members. There are no 
newsletters for inactives.

Completed 

17. Other Communications • welcome kit
• personalized letter

LAFPP achieved perfect score. No action required. No Action

9 Services Area Member Statements

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
18. Method • data current to one month (LAFPP 2 months)

• paper statements mailed directly to home
• electronic notice of online statement availability if sent to
  inactives at least annually

LAFPP has been moving into a paperless environment and has opted to make member statements 
available online. There are no plans to provide statements to inactives.

No Action

19. Content • summarizes service credit
• provides pensionable earnings
• includes historical summary of salary and svc credit
  earned/yr
• shows refund value if left at statement date
• shows est. of future pension benefit (age based&earliest
  ret)

Current statement is three pages long and includes year-to-date service credit. Historical information 
is on past member statements which are available via MyLAFPP.

No Action

◦Communicating more frequently by newsletter, personalized and customized messages for different target audiencesis higher service.
◦Milestone events as such joining the system, are good opportunities to communicate the value of the benefit.

◦Up-to-date accurate member statements provide one of the best opportunities to communicate value of benefit.
◦Showing estimate of future pension entitlement is more important than showing the refund value because pension entitlement is potentially much more valuable.
◦Sending member statements directly to active member rather than through employers is higher service because they are less likely to get lost and they are more confidential.
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BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
MULTI-YEAR BUSINESS PLAN PROJECTS

GOAL IV PURSUE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

ATTACHMENT III

10 Services Area Disability

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
20. Timeliness average # months between application and decision To obtain a perfect score in this area, staff would need to process and the Board would need to 

render a decision within one month of receiving the application (peer average at the time of 2021 
benchmarking was 8 months).  The application process is largely member driven and many external 
factors influence the processing timeline that are out of staff’s control (claim amendments, surgeries, 
rescheduling of appointments, changing or obtaining an attorney/representative).  City Charter and 
Administrative Code mandate that an applicant must be examined by no less than three physicians 
selected by LAFPP.  This differs from other Plans that may require a medical examination by one 
physician or a records review of medical documentation supporting the claimed illness or injury.

An Ad-Hoc Committee of the Board was formed in September 2019 to review and provide direction 
on modifying the disability pension application process, with the goal of decreasing the length of time 
it takes between receiving a completed application and the Board hearing.  To this end, in April 2020, 
the Board approved a number of amendments to its Operating Policies and Procedures.  A pilot 
program for disability pension applicants to gather and submit all medical records as part of the 
application began in August 2020 and was discontinued in March 2021 largely due to the COVID-19 
pandemic and economic hardship experienced by the applicants.  It is reasonable to expect that if 
there were no case backlog and no influence from external factors outside of staff’s control, that a 
nine to eleven month processing time from receipt of the disability application to Board approval 
would be feasible. 

Completed

11 Services Area Red Tape

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
21. Red Tape • notary required for retirement application (all, some, none)

• birth & marriage certs required before incepting a pension
• notary required for all refund apps

Staff evaluated two leading e-signature providers for use with member documents and LAFPP 
internal documents.  Both providers have comparable features such as task progress tracking and 
encryption.  However, one provider meets a higher level of security standards and costs significantly 
more than the second provider.  Staff considered deploying the second provider solution to staff to 
validate its capabilities but agreed no additional tools are needed to track documents.

Completed 

22. Notarization Disability Apps notary required for disability applications LAFPP and City Attorney staff have discussed and determined there is a continued need for 
notarization of certain documents. 

Completed 

◦From member perspective, faster is higher service.

◦Extra red tape like obtaining notarization, creates work for members and may not provide additional protection for the system (notarization can be fraudulent).
◦Many systems have decided that the potential risk reduction does not justify the inconvenience caused to members.
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BUSINESS PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS
MULTI-YEAR BUSINESS PLAN PROJECTS

GOAL IV PURSUE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

ATTACHMENT III

12 Services Area Satisfaction Surveying

Rationale/Best Practice

Scoring Category Associated Survey Questions Analysis Disposition
23. Calls • did survey take place in CEM surveyed year

• single activity survey
• duration between session and survey
• is survey delayed by at least 1 day from session
• survey # times per year
• ability to break down survey results by service agent
• ability to break down survey results by topic covered

Staff will be required to ask members to complete an online survey. In addition, a link to the member 
satisfaction survey was added to our email signature blocks. Without a virtual call center, all metrics 
would need to be manually recorded and produced. 

No Action

24. Presentations • did survey take place in CEM surveyed year
• single activity survey
• duration between session and survey
• is survey delayed by at least 1 day from session
• survey # times per year
• ability to break down survey results by service agent
• ability to break down survey results by topic covered

Staff has reviewed the presentation survey that is distributed to our members upon their participation 
in a variety of webinars and seminars.  Staff has determined no modification is necessary to the 
survey for it to be considered presenter specific. This is primarily because with the exception of one 
presentation, all of our webinars and seminars are presented by one staff.  Thus, the survey results 
can be interpreted as presenter specific.

Completed 

25. 1-on-1 Counseling • did survey take place in CEM surveyed year
• single activity survey
• duration between session and survey
• is survey delayed by at least 1 day from session
• survey # times per year
• ability to break down survey results by service agent
• ability to break down survey results by topic covered

LAFPP scored well and no further action necessary. No Action

26. Pension Inceptions • did survey take place in CEM surveyed year
• single activity survey
• duration between pension inception and survey
• survey # times per year

Staff has reviewed our member surveys and has determined no modification is necessary to 
consider them topic specific.  Our surveys allow for members to select the topic on which they are 
providing feedback - 1-on-1 counseling (or pension inception), seminars and webinars (six types of 
webinars). Members also have the option to provide feedback per event or for multiple events.  
These surveys are provided immediately after the event and member response time is usually within 
one business day.

Completed

◦Best practice satisfaction surveying is single activity focused, sent only to members who have recently received the service, can be summarized service-agent based, is performed on a frequent 
random-sample basis and results are communicated widely
◦By measuring satisfaction, system is doing a better job of managing and improving it.
◦Surveying immediately after the activity tends to give feedback that is heavily influenced by the member's positive or negative impression of the service agent.
◦Surveying a day or so later captures member's feedback regarding the success of the process and whether the member accomplished what they intend to.
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DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS 
701 E. 3rd Street, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90013 
(213) 279-3000 

 
 

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSIONERS 
 
DATE: FEBRUARY 2, 2023 ITEM:  E.1 
 
FROM: JOSEPH SALAZAR, INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER 

 
SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF TRAVEL AUTHORITY (CHURCHILL AND ZIMMON) – IFEBP, 

WHARTON SCHOOL, PORTFOLIO CONCEPTS AND MANAGEMENT 
CONFERENCE  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Board approve Commissioners Brian Churchill and Garrett Zimmon to attend the 
International Foundation of Employee Benefit Plans (IFEBP) – Wharton School, Portfolio Concepts 
and Management Conference from April 30 – May 4, 2023 in Philadelphia, PA (April 30th is a travel 
day). 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Commissioners Churchill and Zimmon expressed interest in participating in the following 
conference:  
 
 Conference:  Wharton School, Portfolio Concepts and Management 
 Sponsor:   International Foundation of Employee Benefit Plans 
 Dates:  May 1 – 4, 2023 
 Location:   Philadelphia, PA 
 Mode of transportation: Commercial Airline 
 
BUDGET 
 
Sufficient funds are available in the Fiscal Year 2022-23 Travel Account. Listed below is the 
estimated cost for attendance and travel: 
 
Estimated cost for Commissioner Churchill: 
 
 Registration  $5,895.00 
 Airfare 521.00 
 Hotel  1,297.00 
 Per Diem 262.00 
 Incidentals (Airport parking, mileage, ground transportation, baggage fees)       239.00 
        TOTAL                                                                                   $8,214.00 
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Estimated cost for Commissioner Zimmon: 

Registration $5,895.00 
Airfare 813.00 
Hotel  1,297.00 
Per Diem 262.00 
Incidentals (Airport parking, mileage, ground transportation, baggage fees)       247.00 

  TOTAL          $8,514.00 

POLICY 

If approved by the Board, the proposed expenditures would be within the Board’s Travel and 
Education Policy. 

CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 

There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 

This report was prepared by: 

Evangelina Masud, Commission Executive Assistant 
Administrative Operations Division 

JS:MT:EM 

Attachment:  2023 Portfolio Concepts and Management Conference Agenda 



Portfolio Concepts 
and Management
May 1-4, 2023 | Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Alternative 
Investment Strategies
July 18-20, 2023 | San Francisco, California

www.ifebp.org/wharton

Attachment



The Wharton School and International Foundation Partnership
The International Foundation of  Employee Benefit Plans is privileged to partner with 
the Wharton School of  the University of  Pennsylvania to provide high-quality education 
to employee benefits fiduciaries.

Through this partnership, International Foundation members have the opportunity to engage with the most cited, 
most published faculty of all top-tier business schools. With a profound influence on global business, 
Wharton faculty members are the sought-after, trusted advisors of corporations and governments worldwide.
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Annually, two or three high-quality investment programs are offered on Wharton campuses. Skilled educators 
and researchers, award-winning authors, and leading authorities in the investment management field teach 
and/or oversee the curriculum. The programs are independent units that may be completed in any sequence, 
although we strongly encourage individuals with little investment program experience to complete the Portfolio 
Concepts and Management program as a foundation prior to attending others.

2023 Schedule
Portfolio Concepts and Management
This three and a half day program lays the groundwork for the 
core principles of portfolio theory and investment performance 
measurement, offering practical tools and experiences needed 
to make sound investment management decisions.

Alternative Investment Strategies
This program provides practical education to help you understand the 
complexities of alternative investments. Focused on hedge funds and 
real estate investment, this advanced-level program will provide you 
with the tools to make effective investment decisions.

Additional Wharton Programs
Advanced Investments Management
The Advanced Investments Management program is a thorough 
and rigorous three and a half day program designed to build upon what 
is learned in the Portfolio Concepts and Management program 
or upon participants’ existing knowledge base and experience.

International and Emerging Market Investing
This program is designed to provide insight into the global 
marketplace and how it impacts your fund’s investment strategy. 
Discover investment opportunities and risks of international 
and emerging countries.
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PROGRAM AT A GLANCE 

Portfolio Concepts and Management 
May 1–4, 2023  | Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
www.ifebp.org/portfolio

Monday, May 1 | 8:30 a.m.–4:15 p.m.
• Introduction and Overview of Financial Assets

• Fundamentals of Portfolio Theory

Tuesday, May 2 | 8:30 a.m.–6:00 p.m.
• Performance Evaluation

• Fundamentals of Valuation

• Introduction to Case Study

Wednesday, May 3 | 8:15 a.m.–5:30 p.m.
• Managing Pensions in a Risky Global Environment

• Macroeconomic Issues and Financial Markets

• Case Study Group Work

Thursday, May 4 | 8:00 a.m.–12:00 p.m.
• Asset Allocation and Impacts of Risk on Return

• Case Study Discussion
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DAY ONE 
Introduction and the Fundamentals 
of Portfolio Theory

Introduction and the Overview of Financial Assets
Making investment decisions on behalf of others can be a daunting task. Our opening session will cover 
the investment basics you need to know to make informed choices for your fund. Learn the differences 
between a bond and a stock, how bonds and stocks are evaluated, what happens to bonds when interest 
rates change, different types of indexes, different definitions of earnings, and more.

Fundamentals of Portfolio Theory
There is more to understanding investments than just memorizing definitions and analyzing the financial 
system. As Day One continues, we will turn to the fundamentals of portfolio theory. This session 
will cover time-weighted and value-weighted rates of return, the concept of efficiency, how to build 
portfolios for a targeted risk level, the principles of diversification, and the challenges of constructing a 
well-diversified portfolio.

Great program. I was 
worried it would be 
above my education 
level, but I will be 
a better trustee 
moving forward.

Daniel Langford 
President 
Southwest Regional 
 Council of Carpenters 
Los Angeles, California
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DAY TWO 
Insights Into the Investment Decisions

Performance Evaluation
Having financial literacy and a clear investment policy is important for any fund, but it means little if you do not have the right people executing 
your vision. In “Performance Evaluation,” we will discuss the elements of manager monitoring, risk-adjusted measures, the role of different 
investment styles, understanding the numbers in a performance evaluation report, using your performance measurement tools in a practical 
framework, and the impact of investment policy.

Fundamentals of Valuation
How does an analyst determine the price of stock, and what determines the volatility of a bond? The simple answer to these questions: 
valuation, which is used to determine the current worth of an asset. In this session, we will cover topics like the mechanics of compounding 
and discounting, valuation of annuities, and how to calculate present and future value.

Introduction to Case Study
An important part of the Portfolio Concepts and Management program is interactive case study. At the end of Day Two, you will be directed to 
meet with your small groups to introduce yourselves and discuss the case study you will be working on for the remainder of the week.
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DAY THREE 
Economic Trends and Understanding the Economic System

Managing Pensions in a Risky Global Environment
What does our market look like right now, and should our current state of affairs affect our short-term and long-term investment decisions? 
This session will cover recent market trends, historical risk-and-return patterns, the capital asset pricing model, price distortions, and how to 
determine the discount rate.

Macroeconomic Issues and Financial Markets
While most people are at least remotely familiar with the term microeconomics, where economists look at an individual household or company, 
macroeconomics studies the economic system as a whole. Understanding macroeconomics means understanding how our complex economic 
system operates. In this session, we will discuss the basics of price and return, monetary and fiscal policy structures and current stances, and 
the exchange rates and international factors.

Case Study Group Work
At the end of Day Three, you will be directed to meet with your small groups to continue working on the case study.
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DAY FOUR 
The Conclusion

Asset Allocation and Impacts of Risk on Return
What is the best way to implement your plan’s investment strategy? In “Asset Allocation and the Impacts of Risk on Return,” we will 
discuss the trends of pension management, typical investment policies, overall asset allocation and allocation within asset class, and 
rebalancing vs. reinforcing asset allocation.

Case Study
Our final session of the program will cover the issues within the case study and discuss the various answers received by the small 
groups. Attendance at this session is required to earn a certificate.
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Gordon M. Bodnar, PhD
Morris W. Offit Professor of 

International Finance and 
Director of the International 
Economics Program

Johns Hopkins School of Advanced 
International Studies (SAIS)

Lecturer
The Wharton School

Geoffrey Gerber
President and Chief 

Investment Officer
TWIN Capital Management

The Wharton School of  the University of  Pennsylvania 
Program Faculty

Olivia S. Mitchell, PhD
Executive Director, Pension Research 

Council and Director, Boettner 
Center for Pensions and 
Retirement Research

The Wharton School

Howard Kaufold, PhD
Adjunct Full Professor 

of Finance
The Wharton School

A. Craig MacKinlay, PhD
Joseph P. Wargrove Professor of Finance
Academic Director, Jacobs Levy Center
The Wharton School
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Program Structure

Portfolio Concepts and Management is a three and a half  day program that is intended for those 
who have some knowledge of  investment concepts but limited coursework experiences.

HOTEL INFORMATION AND REGISTRATION:  www.ifebp.org/portfolio

Space is extremely limited for this advanced-level program to allow for extensive discussion and optimal comprehension.

DATES

May 1–4, 2023
LOCATION

The Wharton School, 
University of Pennsylvania 

255 South 38th Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

COST

(through March 20, 2023)

Member: US$5,895
Nonmember: US$6,335

(after March 20, 2023)

Member: US$6,195
Nonmember: US$6,635
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PROGRAM AT A GLANCE 

Alternative Investment Strategies 
July 18–20, 2023 | San Francisco, California 
www.ifebp.org/altinvest

Tuesday, July 18 
8:30 a.m.–4:15 p.m.
• Introduction and Overview of 

Hedge Funds and Other Alternative 
Investments

• Institutional Interest in Hedge Funds 
and Hedge Fund Styles and Flows

• Hedge Fund Investing

Wednesday, July 19 
8:30 a.m.–4:15 p.m.
• Lessons from Hedge Fund Failures and 

Topics in Hedge Fund Allocation

• Other Alternative Investment Trends 
and the Future

• Equity Investments in Real Estate

Thursday, July 20 
8:00 a.m.–12:00 p.m.
• Debt Investments in Real Estate

• Program Wrap-Up
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Alternative Investment Strategies 
July 18–20, 2023 | San Francisco, California 
www.ifebp.org/altinvest

The varying investment needs of  an employee benefit fund 
require different investment strategies.

Alternative investment solutions can offer greater gains, but there is also 
higher risk. Knowing what to look for and how to monitor performance is key. 

The Alternative Investment Strategies program focuses specifically on topics 
related to hedge fund and real estate investing for benefit plans. Building 
upon participants’ existing knowledge and experience, this advanced-level 
offers faculty-led discussions, real-world problem-solving exercises, and 
group breakout sessions.
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DAY ONE 
Introduction and Hedge Funds

Introduction and Overview of Hedge Funds and Other Alternative Investments
Understanding new types of investment opportunities is no easy task. Our opening session will cover the alternative investment basics you 
need to know to make informed choices for your fund. Learn how to define alternative investments and understand the demand, myths, and 
facts about hedge funds, volatility considerations, and more.

Institutional Interest in Hedge Funds and Hedge Fund Styles and Flows
Why is there interest in investing in hedge funds? In this session, we will introduce you to examples of hedge funds and their statistical 
trends, various hedge fund styles, private equity and venture capital, and the basics of fund of funds.

Hedge Fund Investing
Do hedge funds hedge? At the end of Day One, we will continue our discussion of hedge funds as we dive into various types of investment 
strategies. We cover asset allocation, performance management topics including quantitative measures and qualitative criteria, hedge fund 
selection, exposure analysis, manager selection topics including manager strategy and business structure, performance persistence fees, 
operational due diligence, and market timing.
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DAY TWO 
Insights Into Alternative Investments

Lessons from Hedge Fund Failures and Topics in Hedge Fund Allocation
As our conversation about hedge funds comes to a close, we will summarize the elements of the fund of funds investment process, including 
topics such as the hedge fund’s approach to allocation, manager sourcing, manager selection process, fund performance and risk analysis, 
ongoing monitoring and self-discipline, liquidity parameters, tax implications, and portable alpha.

Other Alternative Investment Trends and the Future
What other alternative investments are available to funds? What investment choices are gaining traction in the investment industry? In “Other 
Alternative Investment Trends and the Future,” we will discuss these questions along with topics such as mark-to-market rules, hedge fund 
replication, and current trends in alternative investments.

Equity Investments in Real Estate
What real estate investments are considered alternative investments? In this session, we will cover the basics of real estate valuation, how 
to value real estate cash flow, the current state of the real estate market, real estate fundamentals and cycles, structured debt and its dangers, 
the real estate investment trust (REIT) market, real estate private equity, the risk/return profile of equity real estate and portfolio allocation, 
and risks and opportunities in real estate.
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DAY THREE 
The Conclusion

Debt Investments in Real Estate
Learning the risks and challenges of investing in real estate is important. This session will cover structured debt vs. traditional lending, 
commercial mortgage-backed securities, collateralized debt obligations, and mezzanine debt.

Final Wrap-Up and Program Integration
Our final session of the program. Attendance at this session is required to earn a certificate.
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Christopher Geczy, PhD
Adjunct Professor of Finance
Academic Director of Wharton Wealth 

Management Initiative
Academic Director of Jacobs Levy Equity 

Management Center for Quantitative 
Financial Research

The Wharton School

Todd Sinai, PhD
David B. Ford Professor
Professor of Real Estate and 

Business Economics and Public Policy 
Chairperson, Real Estate Department
The Wharton School

Wharton | San Fransisco 

Program Faculty
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Program Structure

Alternative Investment Strategies is a two and a half  day program intended for those with prior 
knowledge of  fundamental investment theory.

HOTEL INFORMATION AND REGISTRATION:  www.ifebp.org/altinvest

Space is extremely limited for this advanced-level program to allow for extensive discussion and optimal comprehension.

DATES

July 18–20, 2023
LOCATION

Wharton | San Francisco 
2 Harrison Street 

San Francisco, California

COST

(through June 6, 2023)

Member: US$4,495
Nonmember: US$4,825

(after June 6, 2023)

Member: US$4,795
Nonmember: US$5,125



ED225778

REGISTRATION 
IS NOW OPEN.
Portfolio Concepts and Management 
May 1–4, 2023 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Alternative Investment Strategies 
July 18–20, 2023 
San Francisco, California

Space is limited. Save your spot today. 
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DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS 
701 E. 3rd Street, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90013 
(213) 279-3000 

 
 

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSIONERS 
 
DATE:            FEBRUARY 2, 2023 ITEM:  E.2 
 
FROM: JOSEPH SALAZAR, INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: DETERMINATION TO CONTINUE TELECONFERENCING OPTION FOR BOARD 

MEETINGS PURSUANT TO ASSEMBLY BILL 361 AND POSSIBLE BOARD 
ACTION 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Board adopt the attached Resolution that authorizes the Board to continue meeting via   
teleconference and/or videoconference, under Government Code Sections 54953(e)(1)(B)-(C) and 
54953(e)(3)(A) and (B)(i). 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
LAFPP is committed to public access and participation in meetings of the Board of Fire and Police 
Pension Commissioners.  All LAFPP Board meetings are open and public, as required by the Ralph 
M. Brown Act (Cal. Gov. Code §§ 54950 – 54963), so that any member of the public may attend and 
participate as the LAFPP Board conducts its business.  The Brown Act, Government Code Section 
54953(e), makes provisions for remote teleconferencing participation in meetings by members of a 
legislative body, subject to the existence of certain conditions.  The COVID-19 State of Emergency 
proclaimed by the Governor on March 4, 2020, remains active and continues to be a public health 
concern in Los Angeles, with a High or Substantial rate of community transmission.   
 
The Board met via teleconference and/or in the Board room on October 7, 2021, and determined by 
majority vote, pursuant to Government Code Section 54953(e)(1)(B)-(C), that due to the COVID-19 
State of Emergency, meeting in person without continuing to provide a teleconference and/or 
videoconference option for Board members and the public, as permitted by the Brown Act, would 
present imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees. 
 
The attached draft resolution, if adopted by the Board by majority vote, would allow the Board to meet 
remotely under AB 361 for an additional thirty (30) days.  Thereafter, and assuming the state-wide 
COVID-19 state of emergency will end on February 28, 2023, the Board will no longer be able to meet 
under the AB 361 remote meeting procedures. When the state of emergency ends, Board members 
will have limited ability to participate remotely under two California provisions. These are: 1) Brown 
Act provisions that existed before the pandemic; and 2) AB 2449 provisions that are effective 
beginning January 1, 2023 through December 31, 2025. Staff will return to the Board on February 16, 
2023 with additional procedural information related to these two provisions.  
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BUDGET 
 
There is no budget impact. 
 
POLICY  
 
There are no policy changes. 
 
CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 
 
There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 
 
 
This report was prepared by:  
 
Myo Thedar, Chief Benefits Analyst 
Administrative Operations Division 
 
 
JS:MTS 
 
Attachment:   Resolution 



 

 
Attachment 

 
 

RESOLUTION TO CONTINUE HOLDING LAFPP BOARD MEETINGS BOTH IN THE LAFPP 
BOARD ROOM AND VIA TELECONFERENCE AND/OR VIDEOCONFERENCE, UNDER 
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTIONS 54953(e)(1)(B)-(C) AND 54953(e)(3)(A) and (B)(i).  
 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION 
 
WHEREAS, LAFPP is committed to preserving public access and participation in meetings of the 
Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners; and  
 
WHEREAS, all LAFPP Board meetings are open and public, as required by the Ralph M. Brown Act 
(Cal. Gov. Code §§ 54950 – 54963), so that any member of the public may attend and participate as 
the LAFPP Board conducts its business; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Brown Act, at Section 54953(e), makes provisions for remote teleconferencing 
participation in meetings by members of a legislative body, subject to the existence of certain 
conditions; and  
 
WHEREAS, the COVID-19 State of Emergency proclaimed by the Governor on March 4, 2020, 
remains active; and  
 
WHEREAS, on October 7, 2021, the Board met via teleconference and/or in the Board room and 
determined by majority vote, pursuant to Government Code Section 54953(e)(1)(B)-(C), that due to 
the COVID-19 State of Emergency, meeting in person without continuing to provide a teleconference 
and/or videoconference option for Board members and the public, as permitted by the Brown Act, 
would present imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board has reconsidered the circumstances of the State of Emergency; and 
 
WHEREAS, COVID-19 remains a public health concern in Los Angeles, with a High or Substantial 
rate of community transmission.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that pursuant to Government Code Section 54953(e)(1)(B)-
(C), the Board finds that holding Board meetings in person without continuing to provide a 
teleconference and/or videoconference option for Board members and the public, as permitted by the 
Brown Act, would present imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that pursuant to Government Code Section 54953(e)(3)(A) and (B)(i), 
the Board finds that the COVID-19 State of Emergency continues to directly impact the ability of all 
Board members to meet safely in person.
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board instruct staff to report back on February 16, 2023, and 
every thirty (30) days or fewer through February 2023, for the Board to reconsider the circumstances 
of the State of Emergency and determine, as required by Assembly Bill 361, whether that State of 
Emergency continues to directly impact the ability of the members to meet safely in person and/or 
state or local officials continue to impose or recommend measures to promote social distancing. 
 

 



 

 

 

DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS 
701 E. 3rd Street, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA 90013 
(213) 279-3000 

 
 

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSIONERS 
 

DATE: FEBRUARY 2, 2023 ITEM: E.3  
 
FROM: JOSEPH SALAZAR, INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: STATUS AND DISCUSSION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEM REQUESTS AND 

POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Board: 

1) Approve the status of the Future Agenda Item Requests as reflected on Attachment I (Active 
Items); and, 

2) Approve the status of the Future Agenda Item Requests as reflected on Attachment II 
(Completed Items). 

 
 

BACKGROUND 
On September 2, 2021, the Board considered a report providing a status update on all Future 
Agenda Items requested since July 2020. The Board approved the status of 44 items and asked 
that a status report be provided at every meeting, with “Completed” items separated to focus on the 
“Active” items more easily. On October 6, 2022, the Board directed staff to provide the report once 
per month during the first Board meeting of each month. This report is responsive to that request. 

 
 

DISCUSSION 
Attachment I reflects the updated status of 13 active items; of which three items have updated 
dispositions, two new items are added indicated as “Scheduled” and “Pending,” and four items 
indicated as “Completed.” Attachment II reflects items that have been completed within the last 
twelve months.  

 
 

BUDGET 
There is no budgetary impact related to this report. 
 
 
POLICY 
There are no policy revisions associated with this report. 
 
 
CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 
There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 
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This report was prepared by: 
JC De La Cruz, Management Analyst  
Administrative Services Section 
 
JS:MTS:JMS:EH:JCD 
 
Attachments: I. Status of Future Agenda Items – Active Items 

II. Status of Future Agenda Items – Completed Items 



Attachment I
(1 of 2)

Item 
No.

Request (Board 
Meeting) Date

Description of Requested Item 
Requesting 

Commissioner
Status* Disposition*

1 1/5/2023
Presentation by Portfolio Advisors on Co-Investing within the Private 
Equity portfolio

Ambriz Pending
Staff will confer with Portfolio Advisors on the 
scope and timing of this request and will 
provide an update to the Board in March 2023.

2 1/5/2023 Bi-monthly staffing level report Zimmon Scheduled

Staffing level report requested by 
Commissioner Ambriz was presented to the 
Board on 01/05/2023. During this meeting, 
Commissioner Zimmon suggested staff to 
report back routinely, possibly bi-monthly. The 
next report has been scheduled for 3/2/2023.

3 11/17/2022 Dividend and Interest Reinvestment Policy Review Buzzell Scheduled
Investments will present a proposed policy to 
the Board on 2/2/2023.

4 10/20/2022 ILPA Signatory Requirements Ambriz Pending
Investments staff is conferring with the 
Consultants and will present a report in March 
2023.

5 10/20/2022 Report on staffing level within the department was requested. Ambriz Completed Staff reported to the Board on 1/5/2023.

6 8/4/2022

Staff was directed to provide an update on areas that can be improved 
in the CEM Benchmarking survey report, while also providing education 
on the areas that cannot be easily improved due to systems or 
processes that are beyond staff's control.

Zimmon Scheduled

The CEM Benchmarking survey is being 
performed once every three to five years. This 
frequency allows staff to implement 
operational improvements where possible 
based on the survey. Staff will develop a long-
term plan to improve operations based on this 
survey and will include a project in the FY 2023-
24 Business Plan. Staff anticipates reporting to 
the Board on 2/2/2023.

7 7/7/2022 Specialized Manager Education for the new Commissioners. Pendleton Completed
PA provided an education overview on private 
equity on 1/5/2023, and included information 
on the Specialized Manager program  

8 4/7/2022
Asked for an in depth conversation about the process of terminating an 
active manager (Fisher) and moving the funds to a passive manager. 
Also should the Board invest in a deep value manager? 

Navarro Pending

The Board adopted the asset allocation plan on 
10/06/2022 and RVK provided an overview of 
asset class structure studies on 10/20/2022. 
RVK will provide US Equity Structure analysis in 
February 2023 and International Equity 
Structure analysis in March 2023.

REQUEST FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS - ACTIVE ITEMS (AS OF 01-19-2023)



Attachment I
(2 of 2)

Item 
No.

Request (Board 
Meeting) Date

Description of Requested Item 
Requesting 

Commissioner
Status* Disposition*

REQUEST FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS - ACTIVE ITEMS (AS OF 01-19-2023)

9 3/3/2022
Commissioner Pendleton asked the Chief Investment Officer and 
Portfolio Advisors to prepare a joint proposal on the secondaries 
market.

Pendleton Completed
 PA provided an education overview on private 
equity on 01/05/2023, and included 
information on secondaries.   

10 11/4/2021
Board Policy on holding over to the following meeting privileged advice 
from the City Attorney's Office.

Zimmon Completed

As of 01/05/2023 Commissioner Zimmon 
rescinded this request.  Rather than codifying 
this as Board Policy, staff will ensure this 
becomes the Department's practice going 
forward.

11 9/15/2021 RVK to provide non-real estate leverage education Buzzell Pending

RVK provided a high-level overview in the three 
part risk session: however Staff can request 
RVK to provide a more in-depth presentation 
on leverage.

12 6/3/2021 RVK and staff to give more education on value vs. growth. Navarro Pending

The Board adopted the asset allocation plan on 
10/06/2022. RVK will provide asset class 
education during the Board's review of the 
specific asset classes.

13 3/4/2021
(CF 20-1606) Update/discussion on City Council motion on Healthcare 
Options for Active and Retirees

Zimmon Ongoing
The Council Motions were approved instructing 
the CAO to report back with options. No action 
taken to date. 

STATUS COUNT PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
Completed 4 31%

Pending 5 39%
Ongoing 1 8%

Scheduled 3 23%
TOTAL 13 100%

* Yellow highlighted cells indicate updates since the last 
Board report.



Attachment II
(1 of 2)

Item 
No.

Request (Board 
Meeting) Date

Date of 
Disposition *

Description of Requested Item 
Requesting 

Commissioner
Status Disposition

1 6/16/2022 12/1/2022
Action Plan to Implement Quarterly Updates on Goal 6 of Strategic Plan: 
"Promote Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Throughout the Organization 
Including Our Investment Portfolio and Business Partners"

Ambriz Completed Staff reported to the Board on 11/17/2022.

2 4/21/2022 11/3/2022
Report on how the CIO/Investment staff are currently interacting with the 
Private Equity consultants and what policies need to be changed to 
effectively streamline communication and processes in the future.

Pendleton Completed
Staff provided updated Board Investment Policies to the 
Board in 10/20/2022.

3 3/17/2022 11/3/2022
Commissioner Zimmon requested that an Ad Hoc Committee on Cyber 
Security be created to mitigate the ever increasing risks in this area.

Zimmon Completed

President Buzzell formed the Ad Hoc Committee on 
10/06/2022 and appointed Commisioner Ambriz, 
Churchill and Zimmon to the committee. The Ad Hoc 
Committee is expected to meet for the first time on 
11/03/2022

4 8/4/2022 9/15/2022
Actuarial training sessions were requested for new Board members before 
the annual actuarial reports are presented to the Board.

Buzzell Completed

As of 9/6/2022, staff has provided all current Board 
members with this training.  In addition, staff has 
requested that our Plan actuary, Segal, provide a 
general training session at an upcoming Board meeting.

5 9/15/2021 8/4/2022 SEC Policy Amendment included in Investment Policy Vega Completed
The Board approved the Enforcement Action and 
Litigation Reporting Policy on 08/04/2022.

6 12/2/2021 7/21/2022 Discussion Re: Downside Risk Protection and Strategies Moving Forward Nathanson Completed
RVK provided this information in three part risk session 
with the first meeting in May and concluded in July.

7 4/7/2022 7/21/2022 Handling of hearings for survivor claims due to a member's death by suicide Navarro Completed The Board approved a new policy on 7/21/2022

8 4/7/2022 7/7/2022
Requested that a psychologist from LAPD and/or LAFD provide a discussion 
on sworn employee suicides to help Commissioners effectively consider 
survivor benefit claims when a member's death is due to suicide

Zimmon Completed
Dr. Krystle Madrid (LAFD) and Edrick Dorian Psy.d., ABPP 
(LAPD) presented the requested information to the 
Board on 7/7/2022.

9 8/5/2021 5/19/2022 Shortening Tier 2 Amortization from 70 years to a shorter period. Buzzell Completed
The Board approved the staff recommendations on 
5/19/2022.

10 3/17/2022 5/5/2022
Medicare enrollment requirements for members who do not qualify for 
Part A based on their own earnings record.

Navarro Completed Report presented to the Board on 5/5/2022.

11 10/7/2021 4/21/2022 Overview of PARIS Issues Zimmon Completed
Staff provided an informational item to the Board on 
4/21/2022.

REQUEST FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS - COMPLETED ITEMS (AS OF 01-19-2023)



Attachment II
(2 of 2)

Item 
No.

Request (Board 
Meeting) Date

Date of 
Disposition *

Description of Requested Item 
Requesting 

Commissioner
Status Disposition

REQUEST FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS - COMPLETED ITEMS (AS OF 01-19-2023)

12 1/20/2022 4/7/2022 Information on Discretionary COLA for Members in Tiers 3 & 4 Zimmon Completed
As requested by the Board during the 2/3/2022 meeting, 
Staff will combine this report back with the regular COLA 
report that will be presented to the Board on 4/07/2022.

13 6/3/2021 3/17/2022 Dedication to Tom Lopez in the board room, CIO wall or hall of fame. Nathanson Completed
The plaque was available for viewing during the 
3/17/2022 Board Meeting, and was permanently 
installed the week of 03/21/2022.

14 7/15/2021 3/17/2022 Commemoration for Tom Lopez. "CIO Wall or some type of dedication." Nathanson Completed
The plaque was available for viewing during the 
3/17/2022 Board Meeting, and was permanently 
installed the week of 03/21/2022.

15 2/18/2021 3/3/2022
Private Equity Emerging Managers Program not mirrored on Real Estate 
side.  Are there any other pension funds that have an emerging managers 
program on real estate investments?

Babcock Completed
Townsend presented this information during the 
3/3/2022 Board meeting.  

16 12/16/2021 2/17/2022
During the 12/16/2021 Board meeting, staff was asked to provide a future 
report for the Board to consider whether to seek City Council approval of 
an ordinance modifying the maximum Medicare subsidy amount.

Buzzell Completed
Staff is researching the steps necessary to recommend 
to the City Council a change the Medicare Subsidy and 
will report back in February 2022.

17 11/4/2021 2/17/2022 Discussion regarding Private Equity and Real Estate Approval Process Navarro Completed This report will be presented in February 2022. 

18 9/15/2021 1/20/2022 Emerging Manager Program to include persons with disabilities. Weber Completed This report was approved by the Board on 01/20/2022.

STATUS COUNT PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
Completed 18 100%

Pending 0 0%
Ongoing 0 0%

Scheduled 0 0%

TOTAL 18 100%

* Items highlighted in red are more than one-year old and 
will be removed in next report.
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