
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 July 21, 2022 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 comply with these 
FOUR requirements: 1) provide proof of COVID-19 vaccination (fully vaccinated) OR negative 
COVID-19 test results (for test taken within 72-hours prior to building entry); 2) provide government 
issued photo identification; 3) submit to take a temperature scan, registering a temperature lower 
than 100.4 degrees; AND 4) wear appropriate face coverings regardless of vaccination 
status.  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 
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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. 

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 or (213) 628-7713 TDD. 

A. CALL TO ORDER

1. Roll Call

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

C. REPORTS TO THE BOARD

1. PRESENTATIONS BY FINALIST CANDIDATES FOR THE INDEX PROVIDER
SEARCH AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION

2. PRESENTATION BY SEMPER CAPITAL MANAGEMENT, L.P. MORTGAGE- 
BACKED SECURITIES FIXED INCOME MANAGER 

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

4. PRESENTATION OF ASSET/LIABILITY STUDY BY RVK AND POSSIBLE BOARD 
ACTION

5. UFLAC PRESENTATION OF ANTHEM BLUE CROSS HDHP (HSA) PPO, ANTHEM 
BLUE CROSS HMO, ANTHEM BLUE CROSS MEDICARE ADVANTAGE HMO, AND 
ANTHEM BLUE CROSS MEDICARE ADVANTAGE PPO PLANS

6. UFLAC PRESENTATION OF METLIFE DPPO, METLIFE DHMO, AND METLIFE 
DIRECT REIMBURSEMENT NETWORK PLANS

7. AMENDMENT TO BOARD OPERATING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES SECTION 
3.10 - CORRECTION OF ERRONEOUS PAYMENTS AND POSSIBLE BOARD 
ACTION

8. PENSION ADMINISTRATION BENCHMARKING RESULTS FOR THE FISCAL 
YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2021 AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION

9. BOARD INVESTMENT POLICIES - DRAFT ENFORCEMENT ACTION AND 
LITIGATION REPORTING POLICY AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

http://www.lafpp.com/
mailto:evange.masud@lafpp.com
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10. STATUS REPORT ON OUTSTANDING INTERNAL AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS
AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

D. GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT

1. Benefits Actions approved by General Manager on July 21, 2022

2. Other business relating to Department operations

E. CONSENT ITEMS

1. DETERMINATION TO CONTINUE TELECONFERENCING OPTION FOR BOARD
MEETINGS PURSUANT TO ASSEMBLY BILL 361 AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

2. STATUS AND DISCUSSION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEM REQUESTS

3. APPROVAL OF TRAVEL AUTHORITY (ARELLANO) – IFEBP, 68TH ANNUAL
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS CONFERENCE

4. Approval of Minutes

a. Regular Board meeting minutes of April 21, 2022 and May 5, 2022

F. CONSIDERATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

G. CLOSED SESSION

1. CLOSED SESSION PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.81 TO 
CONSIDER THE PURCHASE OF TWO (2) PARTICULAR, SPECIFIC 
INVESTMENTS AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 



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.1 

FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, GENERAL MANAGER 

SUBJECT: PRESENTATIONS BY FINALIST CANDIDATES FOR THE INDEX PROVIDER 
SEARCH AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board: 

1. Conduct interviews of the four finalist firms for the Index Provider search; and,

2. Select the four finalist firms to form an index provider bench, to manage LAFPP’s
passive investment mandates.

BACKGROUND 

At the November 4, 2021 Board meeting, the Board approved a search to consider hiring two or 
more index asset managers to provide asset management services for multiple passive investment 
strategies, including U.S. and Non-U.S. equities, fixed income, and real assets, for possible future 
investment needs.  Attachment I is November 4, 2021 Board report with background information 
on the index provider search. 

Staff initiated a Request for Proposals (RFP) for an index provider on January 10, 2022, and widely 
advertised the RFP in print and online publications, including the websites and newsletters of 
emerging manager-focused organizations such as Emerging Manager Monthly/Fin-Daily, New 
America Alliance (NAA), National Association of Securities Professionals (NASP), the Association 
of Asian American Investment Managers (AAIM), and the National Association of Investment 
Companies (NAIC). 

DISCUSSION 

LAFPP currently has sixteen passive mandates, primarily in the Equities and Fixed Income 
portfolios.  The three firms currently managing the passive mandates, AllianceBernstein (AB), 
BlackRock, and Northern Trust, are in the index provider space.  Staff recommended the search 
for index providers because of changes in passive asset management services, such as repricing 
fees for these services, over the years.  Staff also believes the Plan will benefit from hiring two or 
more index providers, creating an index provider bench (bench) that can provide passive asset 
management services for multiple commonly used passive strategies.  One benefit of having a 
bench capable of offering multiple passive strategies under a single master contract for each firm 
hired is the ease of access to passive strategies whenever the need arises.  In addition, the Plan 
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could efficiently reallocate assets to a particular passive mandate or rebalance without undergoing 
a lengthy search process.  With a bench, the Board could direct Staff to survey the firms all at once 
on proposed passive mandates instead of conducting multiple searches for each mandate.  This 
recommendation would not preclude the Board from conducting any desired future searches.  It 
would also reduce the administrative burden of managing multiple contracts for passive mandates.  
There are currently nine contracts for sixteen passive mandates, of which two contracts have 
multiple mandates.  The number of contracts would decrease to four, each with various mandates, 
with a single master contract for each firm on the bench if the Board selected all four firms.  Most 
notably, RVK and Staff anticipate competitive bidding among the firms on the bench to manage 
any future mandates.  RVK and Staff have also determined that matching the current lineup of 
passive mandates with the newly formed bench could generate significant fee savings.  RVK and 
Staff anticipate an estimated savings of approximately $700,000 to $1,000,000 annually, based on 
the number and combination of firms selected by the Board to form the bench.  Once the bench is 
in place, RVK and Staff will match the firms with the index portfolio best suited for a firm to manage 
and with the most competitive fee.  Any future passively managed mandates will be matched 
similarly. 

Additionally, RVK and Staff reviewed existing passive mandates not currently managed by one of 
the three search finalists (AB, Blackrock, and Northern Trust) to determine if there were any 
opportunities to renegotiate fees.  The passive Treasury Inflation-Protected Securities (TIPS) 
mandate managed by Reams Asset Management (Reams) is the only mandate that one of the four 
finalists could oversee instead of Reams.  Reams has had a relationship with LAFPP since 
December 1997 and has three existing contracts with the Board, including the passive TIPS 
mandate.  In place of possibly losing the TIPS contract to one of the four search finalists, Reams 
reduced the TIPS management fee.  The reduction in the TIPS fee will result in further annual fee 
savings of approximately $132,000.    

RVK and Staff have completed the due diligence phase of the search.  There are few firms in the 
index provider marketplace, and five prominent ones have submitted RFP responses.  RVK and 
Staff conducted a comprehensive evaluation of the RFP candidates, including assessments of their 
passive asset management platforms, processes, teams, and fees, as outlined in Attachment II.  
RVK and Staff recommend that the Board interview four firms: AB, Blackrock, Northern Trust, and 
Rhumbline.  Staff also recommends that the Board select all four firms to form an index provider 
bench, pending positive outcomes of the interviews.  The finalist firms have the passive asset 
management platforms, experience, teams, significant firm-wide resources, and competitive fees 
to manage LAFPP’s index portfolios.  Furthermore, the Plan has had successful long-term 
relationships with three finalists, AB, Blackrock, and Northern Trust (36, 10, and 19 years, 
respectively).   

 BUDGET 

Implementing the new index provider bench will determine the impact on the Department’s annual 
budget.  Estimated fee savings from executing RVK and Staff’s recommendations are between 
$700,000 to $1,000,000 annually for the existing index portfolios. 

In addition, as a result of the Index Provider search, RVK, in collaboration with Staff, renegotiated 
the fee for the Reams passive TIPS mandate.  Approximately $132,000 will be saved annually from 
the fee reduction. 
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POLICY 

The Investment Policy may require changes depending on the implementation of the 
recommendation. 

CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 

AllianceBernstein (AB) 
The contractor complied with LAFPP’s Contractor Disclosure Policy regarding campaign 
contributions, charitable contributions, gifts, intermediaries, and contacts on June 21, 
2022.  Internal Audit Section reviewed the provided information and determined nothing to report. 

BlackRock 
The contractor complied with LAFPP’s Contractor Disclosure Policy regarding campaign 
contributions, charitable contributions, gifts, intermediaries, and contacts on June 21, 
2022.  Internal Audit Section reviewed the provided information and determined nothing to report. 

Northern Trust Asset Management 
The contractor complied with LAFPP’s Contractor Disclosure Policy regarding campaign 
contributions, charitable contributions, gifts, intermediaries, and contacts on June 17, 
2022.  Internal Audit Section reviewed the provided information and determined nothing to report. 

RhumbLine Advisers 
The contractor complied with LAFPP’s Contractor Disclosure Policy regarding campaign 
contributions, charitable contributions, gifts, intermediaries, and contacts on June 22, 
2022.  Internal Audit Section reviewed the provided information and determined nothing to report. 

This report was prepared by: 

Susan Liem, Investment Officer 
Investments Division 

   RPC:JS:KN:SL:MS 

Attachments:  I – 11-4-21 Board Report, Manager Search for Passive U.S. and Non-U.S. Equities, 
Fixed Income, and Real Assets Investment Management Services and Possible 
Board Action 

 II – RVK Memo, Passive Management RFP - Finalist Interview Recommendation 
  III – AB Index Management Services 
 IV –  Blackrock Equity and Fixed Income Index Finals 
  V –  Northern Trust Finals Presentation for LAFPP  
 VI –  Rhumbline Presentation to the Trustees of LAFPP 



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: NOVEMBER 4, 2021 ITEM:  C.1 

FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, GENERAL MANAGER 

SUBJECT: MANAGER SEARCH FOR PASSIVE U.S. AND NON-U.S. EQUITIES, FIXED 
INCOME, AND REAL ASSETS INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT SERVICES AND 
POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board: 

1. Approve a search to consider hiring two or more investment managers to provide multiple
passive investment strategies with the following minimum qualifications as of September
30, 2021:

a. each proposed strategy must be offered in a separate account; and,

b. the firm must have at least one strategy with a 5-year track record in each of the
following asset classes: public equity, public fixed income, commodities, and real
estate; and,

c. the firm must have at least one existing separate account with at least $1 billion
in a passively managed account; and,

d. the firm must have at least $50 billion in passive assets under management.

BACKGROUND 

In 2002 most of LAFPP's active bond managers were on the watch list for continued 
underperformance.  At the time, if the Board terminated one of the bond managers, there was 
nowhere to transfer the assets as passive bond index options were not available for the transition.  
This need prompted a search for a core bond index manager.  An index account provides the 
flexibility to move assets from a terminated manager while maintaining exposure to the asset class. 
Subsequently, Northern Trust Investments, Inc. (Northern Trust) was hired in December 2003. 

At the October 21, 2021 Board meeting, Staff recommended renewing their contract and the Board 
approved a three-year contract renewal.  Staff also proposed (without a recommendation for Board 
action at the time) that it would be beneficial for the Board to do a survey of the index provider 
marketplace since the last survey of index providers, in this case core bond index providers, was 
the 2002 search.    

ATTACHMENT I
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DISCUSSION 

LAFPP currently has fifteen passive mandates (Attachment I, Table A).  Three of the firms that are 
managing the passive mandates, AB, BlackRock and Northern Trust, are in the index provider 
space.  Over the years, the introduction of newer entrants to the space and the repricing of 
strategies has led to fee compression.  There has also been differentiation in the management of 
passive strategies and the securities lending programs that are typically administered in 
conjunction with a portfolio.  Therefore, Staff believes it would be beneficial for the Board to survey 
the current marketplace of index providers.  RVK is in agreement with Staff’s recommendation 
(Attachment II). 

Furthermore, Staff believes the Plan would benefit from the hiring of two or more index providers 
(index provider bench) that can provide investment management services for multiple commonly 
used passive strategies (Attachment I, Table B).  A benefit of having an index provider bench 
capable of providing multiple passive strategies under a single master contract (for each firm hired) 
would be to allow the Board and Staff to easily have access to passive strategies whenever the 
need arises.  Asset reallocations to a particular passive strategy due to manager terminations, 
portfolio rebalancing or asset allocation changes could be done without going through a lengthy 
search process.  Also, with an index provider bench in place, the Board, would be able to survey 
the entire marketplace of index providers at one time with one search instead of having to conduct 
multiple searches each for just one mandate.  It would reduce, as well, the administrative burden 
of having to manage multiple contracts for passive mandates.   

At this time, Staff is recommending that the Board approve the search to confirm LAFPP is getting 
competitive fees and best available management of the Plan’s passive portfolios.  Additional 
recommendations, such as the search candidates for the Board to interview, investment policy 
changes and the implementation of the index provider bench, will be presented once the search is 
complete. 

If the search is approved, Staff can then prepare a Request for Proposals (RFP) and have it posted 
on LAFPP’s website and the Los Angeles Business Assistance Virtual Network (BAVN), which 
provides information on contractual opportunities offered by the City of Los Angeles.  Staff would 
also advertise the RFP in Pensions and Investments (P&I) magazine, P&I’s web site and the 
websites of outreach organizations that focus on emerging, minority and women managers.  These 
organizations include: Association of Asian American Investment Managers (AAAIM); New 
America Alliance (NAA); National Association of Investment Companies (NAIC); National 
Association of Securities Professionals (NASP); and Emerging Manager Monthly/FINdaily. 

BUDGET 

RVK (in conjunction with Staff) will conduct the search at no cost per their contract.  The estimated 
cost for advertising the RFP is $3,000 to $4,000.   

POLICY 

The Investment Policy may require changes depending on the implementation of this 
recommendation. 
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CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 

There is currently no disclosure information required for the search. 

This report was prepared by: 

Miki Shaler, Investment Officer 
Investments Division 

   RPC:RJ:SL:MS 

Attachments:  I – Existing passive mandates, Indexes/Passive Strategies 
 II – RVK Recommendation Memo 



ATTACHMENT I

AllianceBernstein AUM BlackRock AUM

AB S&P 500 Core $2.43b BlackRock MSCI EAFE $1.35b

AB Russell 1000 Growth $2.57b Northern Trust Investments AUM

AB S&P 600 $145.77m NTI Core Bond $798.05m

AB Global REITS $260.96m NTI S&P 500 Equal Weighted $1.16b

AB Commodities: NTI STOXX USA 900 $483.51m

 S&P Global Timber $88.11m Reams Asset Management AUM

 S&P Global Water $126.56m Reams TIPS $1.26b

 S&P Global Natural Resources $392,83m

 S&P Global Clean Energy $165.13m

 S&P Global DJ Brookfield $94.43m

 S&P Global Commodity Produce $101.12m

U.S. Equities Non-U.S. Equities Fixed Income Real Assets

■ S&P 500 ■ MSCI World ex-U.S. IMI ■ Bloomberg U.S. Aggregate Bond ■ FTSE NAREIT All Equity REIT

■ S&P 600 ■ MSCI World ex-U.S. Growth ■ Bloomberg U.S. Universal Bond ■ Bloomberg Commodity

■ S&P 600 Growth ■ MSCI World ex-U.S. Value ■ Bloomberg U.S. Government/Credit ■ Bloomberg Roll Select Commodity

■ S&P 600 Value ■ MSCI EAFE 1-3 year

■ Russell 1000 ■ MSCI EAFE Growth ■ Bloomberg U.S. Government/Credit

■ Russell 1000 Growth ■ MSCI EAFE Value Long-term Bond

■ Russell 1000 Value ■ MSCI EAFE Small Cap ■ Bloomberg U.S. Mortgage-Backed

■ Russell 2000 ■ MSCI Emerging Markets Securities

■ Russell 2000 Growth ■ MSCI Emerging Markets Growth ■ Bloomberg U.S. Government

■ Russell 2000 Value ■ MSCI Emerging Markets Value Inflation-Linked Bond

■ MSCI Emerging Markets Small Cap ■ Bloomberg U.S. TIPS

TABLE A - Existing Passive Mandates (AUM as of 9/30/21)

TABLE B - Indexes/Passive Strategies
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Recommendation 
RVK recommends that the Board launch an RFP for its full slate of passively managed strategies. 
This is in agreement with the Staff’s recommendation to the Board. 

This RFP would be inclusive of each passive account across the equity, fixed income, real estate, 
and commodity-related asset classes. The RFP also requests quotes for passive mandates not 
currently utilized in the LAFPP portfolio, but are commonly-used indices that could be 
implemented in the future. The purpose of this RFP is to confirm that LAFPP is receiving 
competitive fees and top tier implementation for each mandate. Two or more firms could be 
selected as part of the process. 

Background 
As of September 30, 2021, out of 45 managers, LAFPP had 15 passive mandates, which 
represents approximately $11.4 billion, or 36.8% of the total portfolio. 10 of the accounts are 
managed by AllianceBernstein (“AB”): AB S&P 500 Core Index, AB R1000 Growth Index, AB S&P 
600 Index, AB Global REITS Index, and 6 Passive Commodity accounts. The passive AB 
mandates total approximately $6.4 billion and represent 55.8% of the passive exposure. 

Northern Trust (“NT”) manages 3 of the accounts: NT S&P 500 Eql Wtd Index, NT STOXX USA 
900 Min Variance, and NT B Agg Index, which total approximately $2.4 billion and represent 
21.4% of the passive exposure. 

The remaining 2 mandates are BlackRock EAFE Index and Reams Asset TIPS, each total 
approximately $1.3 billion. 

Minimum Qualifications 
The proposed minimum requirements for this RFP are listed below. These requirements are 
intended to focus the candidate list on firms with extensive experience in passive management 
and servicing large, complex institutional clientele. 

Qualifying firms must meet the following minimum requirements as of September 30, 2021: 

 each proposed strategy must be offered in a separate account; and

 the firm must have at least one strategy with a 5-year track record in each of the following
asset classes: public equity, public fixed income, commodities, and real estate.

 the firm must have at least one existing separate account with at least $1 billion in a

Memorandum 
To The Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension System (“LAFPP”) 

From RVK, Inc. (“RVK”) 

Subject Passive Manager Bench RFP Recommendation 

Date November 4, 2021 

ATTACHMENT II

1



passively managed account; and 

 the firm must have at least $50 billion in passive assets under management.

Scope of Services 
The selected firm will report to the Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners of the City 
of Los Angeles. The firm selected will be expected to provide the following services: 

 Create and be responsible for the investment management of one or more separate
accounts designed to passively track stated benchmarks with a reasonable level of
tracking error.

 Thoughtfully manage passive accounts including the incorporation of index changes
during reconstitution, rebalances and other announced actions.

 For each account rewarded, consistently provide risk, returns and portfolio characteristics
that closely track the stated index.

 Develop and implement rigorous and thorough risk management practices to ensure that
risk is managed and measured as appropriate for the goals of the LAFPP.

 Reconcile to the custodian at least monthly and provide the reconciliation to the LAFPP
Staff.

 Provide monthly, quarterly, and annual portfolio performance analysis reports in a style
and format requested by LAFPP Investment Staff.

 Present portfolio performance and analysis reports to the Board and Staff at least
annually, and attend Board and/or Board Committee meetings when requested.

In addition, the firm selected will be required to: 

 Comply with the Board’s Contractor Disclosure Policy

 Comply with the Board’s Marketing Cessation Policy

 Act as a fiduciary with respect to the Plan

 Obtain a City of Los Angeles Business Tax Registration Certificate

 Have General Liability, Professional Liability, Fiduciary Liability, Workers’ Compensation
and Employer’s Liability Insurance. Proof of Insurance must be submitted to the
Department of Fire and Police Pensions prior to execution of the contract.

2



Conclusion 
The purpose of the RFP is to evaluate the current slate of passive managers to ensure that LAFPP 
is receiving competitive fees and top tier implementation for each mandate. If the recommendation 
for an RFP is adopted, RVK will work with LAFPP staff to finalize the necessary documents and 
begin the process of collecting and evaluating manager responses for the opportunity. 

3
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Background and Summary 
At the November 4, 2021 meeting, the Board approved a recommendation from Staff and RVK to 

launch a passive management RFP. Key rationale included the potential for lowering 

management costs and development of a passive manager bench to access for future passive 

strategies. 

The following managers responded to the passive management RFP issued in January 2022. 

Each provided comprehensive information regarding their firms, investment teams and passive 

implementation processes. Competitive fee bids were received and negotiated further during the 

search process. It was determined the most appropriate vehicles to consider were separate 

accounts in order to retain the current vehicle structure, reduce potential transition costs and 

maintain flexibility to customize the accounts, if needed, in the future. 

• AllianceBernstein

• BlackRock

• Northern Trust

• Rhumbline

• SSgA

Based on the evaluation of these firms, the following four are recommended for the 

Board interview stage as each is viewed as an attractive candidate to serve as part of the

passive manager line-up. Each has offered competitive fees for indexes used by LAFPP. Each 

manager would be assigned one or more indexes to arrive at a combination which would

reduce the cost of passive management fees by an estimated range of $700K to $1M annually. 

• AllianceBernstein

• BlackRock

• Northern Trust

• Rhumbline

Memorandum 

To Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension System (LAFPP) 

From RVK, Inc. (RVK) 

Subject Passive Management RFP - Finalist Interview Recommendation 

Date August 4, 2022

ATTACHMENT II
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The candidates employ dedicated passive management teams and have experience managing 

across a variety of different indexes and asset classes. Per Section 8.2 of the Board Investment 

Policies, as shown below, Staff and RVK are to recommend either 3 or 5 finalists for presentation 

to the Board. Unlike a traditional active search, where the objective is to hire the best fit manager, 

in order to maximize potential fee savings and passive management depth and capabilities, RVK 

recommends that the Board hire all four managers identified, pending successful Board 

interviews. Specific mandate assignments would then be determined during contracting to 

maximize fee savings. In addition to fee savings, having a bench of providers will allow for easy 

adjustments in the future should passive mandates be created or should a concern arise at one 

of the firms. All four firms are capable of providing large scale passive implementation of multiple 

asset classes. Additionally, three of the firms are existing LAFPP managers and long-term 

partners. Should the Board opt to select a subset of the four managers, fee savings could be less 

than estimated above and actual amounts would be dependent on the specific firms selected by 

the Board. 

The General Consultant shall provide to Staff a list of all Investment Managers who have 
met the minimum search qualifications established by the Board. Staff and the General 
Consultant shall recommend to the Board a list of finalists to interview. For searches to 
hire one (1) manager, Staff and the General Consultant shall recommend no more than 
three (3) finalists. For searches to hire two (2) managers, Staff and the General Consultant 
shall recommend no more than five (5) finalists. 

Discussion 

Responding firms were required to meet the following minimum requirements as of September 

30, 2021: 

a. Each proposed strategy must be offered in a separate account; and,

b. The firm must have at least one strategy with a 5-year track record in each of

the following asset classes: public equity, public fixed income, commodities, and 

real estate; and, 

c. The firm must have at least one existing separate account with at least $1 billion

in a passively managed account; and, 

d. The firm must have at least $50 billion in passive assets under management.

The RFP was posted publicly on January 10, 2022 with interested firms required to respond by 

February 4, 2022. The RFP resulted in responses by 5 firms across numerous different current 
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and prospective passive index strategies. After reviewing the responses, each responding firm 

met the minimum qualifications.  

The managers were subject to a full review of their RFP response and related documents. A 

summary of the characteristics reviewed are provided below. In addition, specific risks that were 

reviewed and considered for these firms are listed. These areas were key points in the evaluation 

of whether these firms could deliver institutional quality passive management services. 

• Firm – ownership, regulatory compliance, assets, insurance levels, organizational stability

o Key Questions/Risks Reviewed:

1. Recent firm disruptions (mergers, acquisitions, executive turnover, etc.)

2. History of frequent regulatory actions, litigation or felony convictions among

employees.

3. Relatively limited DEI efforts or low transparency into related initiatives.

4. Lack of appropriate insurance coverage.

5. Negative asset flows across firm or passive business.

6. Weak emphasis of passive management relative to other divisions at the firm.

7. Limited operational resources relative to complexity of business.

8. Lack of business continuity or disaster recovery plans.

9. Lack of timely portfolio reporting or access to other forms of market research.

• Team – years of experience in the industry and at the firm, overall team stability

o Key Questions/Risks Reviewed:

1. Size and scale of investment team relative to the types and geographies of

strategies offered.

2. Lack of employee ownership or employee participation in firm success.

3. Lack of independent risk management team.

4. Relatively fewer tools for risk management.

5. Limited or infrequent formal portfolio risk meetings.
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6. Limited resources or systems dedicated to compliance and portfolio guideline

monitoring functions.

7. Lack of direct line from risk management team to oversight personnel (CIO,

CEO, etc.) or controlling committee or board.

• Performance – history of passively tracking indexes across different asset classes with

appropriate levels of tracking error

o Key Questions/Risks Reviewed:

1. Limited experience managing the target asset classes.

2. Process leading to above average tracking error.

3. Lack of comprehensive transaction cost analysis or external support for TCA.

• Process – depth of supporting resources and tools, effective data and risk management,

knowledge of different index construction, ability to implement appropriate portfolio

construction practices

o Key Questions/Risks Reviewed:

1. Limited research resources focused on index rebalancing and/or corporate

actions relative to peers.

2. Rudimentary or fragmented portfolio management approach or resources.

3. Limited dedicated trading resources for passive management strategies.

4. Lack of oversight with regard to the use of cross trading.

• Fees

o Key Questions/Risks Reviewed:

1. Attractiveness of fees on a bundled and standalone basis.

2. Ability to offer cost effective solutions across multiple mandates.

3. Experience and focus on offering separate accounts to match existing

structure.



 

 
RVK · 5 

RVK and Staff held another discussion following the full RFP reviews and determined that each 

candidate should be evaluated further. The candidates were invited to participate in virtual 

interviews with RVK and Staff to evaluate the organizational stability, team depth, process quality, 

trading, compliance and operations functions of each firm. Firms were also provided an 

opportunity to revisit their fee proposals resulting in further reduction of cost levels for LAFPP to 

consider. The items covered during these interviews are detailed on the following page. 

Firm and Team Overview 

• Firm and Passive Management Growth & Footprint 

• Passive Team Structure and Support 

• Passive Investment Team Compensation 

• Diversity & Inclusion Efforts 

 Investment Process Overview 

• Review of Decision Making and Optimization Process 

• Fair Value Methodology 

• Corporate Action and Rebalancing Research 

• Risk Management Process and Oversight 

• Examples of ESG incorporation into passive management strategies 

 Trading, Compliance, Operations, and Business Continuity 

• Trading Team Overview 

• Trade Cost Analysis Overview 

• Trade Process and Settlement Example 

• Compliance Team Overview and Tech/Software Incorporation into compliance 

• Business Continuity and Disaster Recovery Plan 
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Following the interview stage, further discussions between RVK and Staff led to agreement that 

the following candidates should be invited to present in front of the Board. 

• AllianceBernstein

• BlackRock

• Northern Trust

• Rhumbline

Key characteristics of each firm leading to their inclusion as a recommended finalist are 

summarized below. 

• Firm and operations suitable for passive management and scaled to serve large,

institutional client relationships

• Depth and experience of the passive management team with additional support for

monitoring index rebalancing events and corporate actions

• Philosophy and investment process appropriate for passive management with an

emphasis on reducing tracking error risk and transactions costs

• Tracking error at or below median levels relative to peers across key mandates

• Effective risk management practices with external or proprietary systems to support

portfolio management decisions

• Competitive fees offered through separate accounts

Appendix A profiles each of the managers that underwent a comprehensive due diligence review 

and virtual interview with Staff and RVK. Appendix B shows the tracking error achieved by the 

managers across key passive indexes. Appendix C provides a ranking on the fees offered by 

each manager across major asset classes. Appendix D includes a search schedule which details 

key points throughout the RFP process. 
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Appendix A 

AllianceBernstein 

Firm 

AB is an independent, partial subsidiary of AXA Financial, Inc. (“AXA”). AXA owns approximately 

65% of AB. The remaining ownership includes a publicly traded component of 23% and AB 

Directors, Officers, and employees own the remaining 12%. AB manages approximately $735 

billion in a variety of asset classes including equity, fixed income, and alternatives; this includes 

over $50 billion in passively managed equity products. AB currently employs over 558 investment 

professionals across the fixed income, equity, multi-asset, and alternatives asset classes. 

Team 

There are three main groups working on AB’s indexing platform—the Index Management Team, 

the Passive Equity Investment Team, and the Risk Management Team. The Index Management 

Team closely monitors each index strategy’s performance in terms of tracking error. This team 

utilizes off-the-shelf products such as Barra and Wilshire, but also employs a host of proprietary 

tools to manage risk. The Passive Equity Team meets formally on a monthly basis to monitor risk 

and return characteristics and ex-ante tracking error to ensure performance is in-line with stated 

client objectives. This team also reviews portfolio exposures, both sector and country, to track 

factor risk and monitor the effectiveness of the firm’s trading strategies. The Risk Management 

Team maintains Sentinel, the daily end-of-day guidance and compliance monitoring system 

utilized by the firm. They review portfolios from a broad lens and are in charge of developing and 

assessing risk tools across the firm’s offerings.  

Product Strategy and Process 

AB’s broad indexing platform utilizes full replication and stratified sampling to track each index. 

The process considers a variety of factors that include: size, tracking error, cash flows, and 

custodial costs (whether they are asset or transaction based). Regarding portfolio construction 

and monitoring, AB employs a wide array of tools and dedicated internal groups to ensure 

portfolios meet the client’s tracking error targets at the lowest possible cost. Buy and sell decisions 

are driven by changes in the index or cash flows. When there are changes to index constituents, 

AB carefully reviews and subsequently predicts the impact of these changes and trades 

accordingly. The firm’s Index Management Team actively controls portfolio risk using operational 

and technological tools. Additionally, the firm’s Passive Equity Investment team formally reviews 

portfolios on a monthly basis to supplement the daily monitoring of client guidelines and other 

compliance-related matters through Sentinel. 
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BlackRock 

Firm 

BlackRock is a publicly traded firm based in New York (NYSE: “BLK”) managing $9.6 trillion in 

assets across equity, fixed income, alternatives, multi-asset, and cash management strategies. 

The firm was founded in 1988 by eight individuals, five of whom remain with the firm, and is now 

a nearly 14,000 employee financial services firm with primary offices in New York, London, 

Melbourne, Boston, San Francisco, and Princeton. While headquartered in New York, BlackRock 

operates in 30 countries, across 70 offices in the Americas, Europe, Asia-Pacific, the Middle East, 

and Africa. Primarily, members of BlackRock’s ETF & Index Investment Strategies team (EII) are 

located in San Francisco. BlackRock manages over $5 trillion across passive strategies and 

funds. 

Team 

BlackRock’s EII team manages the passive equity strategies at the firm. The team is led by Salim 

Ramji, Senior Managing Director, Global Head of iShares and Samara Cohen, Global Head of 

Investments. The portfolio management team consists of over 60 portfolio managers and more 

than 150 traders who contribute to the investment process. 

Product Strategy and Process 

The EII team, which is comprised of the Index Research Group (IRG) and Research Analysts, are 

explicitly dedicated to index equity research. The IRG manages internal systems designed to 

accurately reflect index constituents, while Research Analysts research trading strategies related 

to large-scale index changes (e.g. Russell reconstitution). Together, they evaluate thousands of 

index events and corporate actions each year.  

The team uses a proprietary enterprise risk management and analytics system, the Aladdin 

platform, to manage index strategies across multiple market caps and regions. Portfolio managers 

attend daily, weekly and monthly risk meetings, and meet regularly with index equity counterparts. 

They collaborate with BlackRock’s Risk and Quantitative Analysis group (RQA), which is 

responsible for independent risk oversight as well as counterparty and operational risk 

management. In addition, all index portfolios are subject to a formal monthly review by the 

Investment Review Committee (IRC). The IRC is composed of senior management, portfolio 

managers, performance analysts, and risk specialists.  
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Northern Trust 

Firm 

Northern Trust Corporation was founded in 1889 and currently operates as an investment 

manager, trustee, and custodian to both institutions and individuals. Providing both active and 

passive asset management, their core strengths lie in indexed and quantitative management. The 

firm is a is a wholly owned subsidiary of the Northern Trust Company, a publicly traded company. 

The firm currently manages $1.2 trillion in assets and is headquartered in Chicago, Illinois with 

additional offices located globally. Approximately $754 billion of the firm’s AUM is in passively 

managed portfolios.  

Team 

The passive strategy is team led, with the lead PM coordinating with the other market sector PMs 

on passive aggregate strategies. There are 32 dedicated portfolio managers across the index 

platform globally, of which 25 focus on equities and 7 on fixed income strategies. Members of the 

investment and trading teams are located across the firm’s offices in Chicago, London and Hong 

Kong. 

Product Strategy and Process 

Northern Trust uses a sophisticated system to replicate benchmark returns through different 

approaches, as necessary. The portfolio managers will consider full replication, optimization or 

stratified sampling to arrive at a beneficial reduction in trading costs and tracking error. Portfolio 

managers trade securities for their portfolios individually and as a team for portfolios with similar 

performance indices and holdings using a multi-functional portfolio management system, Aladdin, 

which provides risk analytics, portfolio management, trading, and operations tools.  
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Rhumbline Advisers 
 
Firm: 

Rhumbline Advisers is a Boston, MA based firm that was founded in 1990 and currently manages 

$92.3 billion in assets. The firm is 100% owned by employees with over 50% of the ownership 

qualifying as women or minority owned. Rhumbline focuses on providing passive strategies to 

clients with an emphasis on smaller account sizes or accounts that require a high degree of 

customization. The CEO and CFO of the firm are expected to retire in the near-term. A portion of 

their equity is being allocated to President Denise D’Entremont which will maintain the firm’s 

woman-owned status. 

Team 

RhumbLine’s investment team uses a team approach in managing portfolios with each portfolio 

manager serving as lead manager on a share of portfolios with other team members serving as 

backup. Portfolio managers are responsible for both investment management and trading. 

The investment team is led by Alex Ryer who works with the other four portfolio managers at the 

firm. The investment team has average of 14 years in the industry and 11 years at the firm. 

Philosophy and Process 

Rhumbline uses a flexible, yet targeted process in order to accommodate smaller or highly 

customized mandates. The investment team will use a combination of replication, optimization or 

stratified sampling in order to provide a portfolio that has an appropriate level of tracking error to 

the prescribed benchmark. Portfolios are reviewed daily in order to incorporate any necessary 

changes to reduce predicted tracking error or adjust for changes to the underlying benchmark. 

The firm prefers to trade conservatively to minimize market impact and transaction cost. 

The risk management of the strategy is rules-based and designed based on the benchmark, 

portfolio size and tracking error expectation of the client. Individual security weights and portfolio 

characteristics are constrained to be similar to the benchmark. Portfolios are generally re-

balanced monthly or more frequently depending on cash flows, dividend income and benchmark 

changes. Daily exception reports are generated to alert the assigned portfolio manager to any 

potential violations of a client’s restrictions. 
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State Street Global Advisors (SSgA) 

Firm 

SSgA is a wholly owned subsidiary of State Street Bank and Trust Company, and was established 

in 1978 as the asset management division. State Street manages both active and passive 

strategies, managing $4.0 trillion in assets. The firm is headquartered in Boston, Massachusetts, 

with global primary offices in Montreal, Toronto, London, Paris, Sydney, and Tokyo. State Street 

launched the firm’s first index strategy nearly four decades ago and considers index investing to 

be a cornerstone of the investment management business. 

Team 

John Tucker leads the index equity team which includes over 70 portfolio managers and 

researchers, in addition to over 30 traders and analysts. This team covers functions ranging from 

portfolio management, research, systems, and investment strategy. This team operates from 

seven investment centers around the world (Boston, London, Dublin, Krakow, Hong Kong, Tokyo, 

and Sydney).  

The Fixed Income Index Strategies team includes 30 indexing portfolio management 

professionals, led by Stephen Yeats, CFA, is the Global Head of Index Strategies. Portfolio 

managers are supported by additional dedicated fixed income investment professionals in 

Trading, Research, Risk and Portfolio Strategy. The Fixed Income Index Strategies team has 

investment centers in London, Boston, Singapore, Sydney and Tokyo providing global coverage. 

Philosophy and Process 

The indexing team works to deliver the returns and characteristics of the index, using broad 

market exposure and carefully weighing the tradeoffs between costs and tracking error. Lead and 

back-up portfolio managers are assigned to be the primary decision-makers, though any 

significant decisions are made through a team framework. The team researches practical issues 

such as transaction costs, index comparisons, index change analysis and trading strategies, in 

addition to theoretical issues, such as managing tail risk by implementing a low volatility strategy 

or achieving niche exposures through yield, quality or value tilts. 

Leveraging the size of the investment operation, State Street can implement portfolio transactions 

through internal crossing, thereby trading off-market without brokerage commissions or other 

transaction costs. 

When incorporating index changes, State Street will assess the relative volume expected to be 

traded, external factors such as shelf registrations, derivatives markets to gain insight on short 

index holders, liquidity available internally, and patterns of previous index changes. 
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Appendix B (Tracking Error Comparison) 
 
Each candidate has track records across multiple indexes of successfully replicating index returns 
with appropriate levels of tracking error. Tracking error levels are in-line or better than universe 
median levels across most indexes. 

Tracking Error through June 30, 2022 

 

5 Year Tracking 
Error Comparison S&P 500 

Russell 
1000 

Growth S&P 600 MSCI EAFE 

Bloomberg 
US 

Aggregate 
Bond 

Bloomberg 
US Tips 

AllianceBernstein 0.04 0.07 --- 0.13 --- --- 

BlackRock 0.02 0.03 --- 0.30 0.06 0.08 

Northern Trust 0.01 0.05 0.06 1.45 0.21 0.39 

Rhumbline 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.18 0.28 0.13 

SSgA 0.02 0.03 --- 0.10 0.02 0.02 

Universe Median 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.30 0.22 0.07 

Universe 

eVestment 
Passive S&P 

500 

eVestment 
Passive 

Large Cap 

eVestment 
Passive 

Small Cap 

eVestment 
Passive 

EAFE Equity 

eVestment 
Passive 

Core Fixed 
Income 

eVestment 
Passive US 

TIPS 
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Appendix C (Fee Ranking) 

Following a thorough review of the different proposals offered by each manager, RVK and Staff 
determined the most appropriate path was to focus on standalone, separate account fee 
proposals for specific index strategies. This stands in contrast to bundling all mandates with a 
single manager which would result in reduced firm diversification and the loss of a passive 
manager bench to use for future passive strategies. 

The below shows the lowest cost provider for indexes currently used by LAFPP. Importantly, there 
are multiple manager combinations possible which would each lead to significant fee savings 
compared to the current passive fee arrangement. 

Index Lowest Cost Second Lowest Third Lowest 

S&P 500 Rhumbline & Northern Trust (Tie) AllianceBernstein 

Russell 1000 Growth Rhumbline Northern Trust SSgA 

S&P 600 Rhumbline AllianceBernstein Northern Trust 

MSCI EAFE Rhumbline Northern Trust BlackRock 

Bloomberg US Agg Bond Rhumbline Northern Trust SSgA 

Bloomberg US Tips Northern Trust Rhumbline SSgA 

FTSE NAREIT All Equity REIT AllianceBernstein & Northern Trust (Tie) SSgA 
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Appendix D (Search Schedule) 

Search Process Dates Times Attendees 

RFP Approved 11/4/2021 N/A N/A 

RFP Posted 1/10/2022 N/A N/A 

RFP Responses Due 2/4/2022 N/A N/A 

Minimum Qualifications 
and Document Review 

2/16/2022 N/A RVK and LAFPP Staff 

Initial RFP Evaluation 
Discussion 

3/4/2022 1:00 PM PT RVK and LAFPP Staff 

Manager Interviews 3/31/2022 1:30 PM PT 
RVK, LAFPP Staff, 
BlackRock Staff 

Manager Interviews 4/6/2022 10:00 AM PT 
RVK, LAFPP Staff, 

Northern Trust Staff 

Manager Interviews 4/6/2022 12:30 PM PT 
RVK, LAFPP Staff, 

AllianceBernstein Staff 

Manager Interviews 4/11/2022 12:30 PM PT 
RVK, LAFPP Staff, 
Rhumbline Staff 

Manager Interviews 4/12/2022 11:00 AM PT 
RVK, LAFPP Staff, 

SSgA Staff 

LAFPP and RVK Post-
Interview Discussion 

4/26/2022 3:15 PM PT RVK and LAFPP Staff 

LAFPP RFP Interview 
Recommendation 

8/4/2022 N/A RVK and LAFPP Staff 



August 4, 2022

AB Index 

Management 

Services

Los Angeles Fire and Police 
Pensions 

This presentation is provided by AllianceBernstein L.P. This presentation booklet has been provided to you for use in a private and confidential meeting to discuss a potential or 

existing investment advisory relationship. This presentation is not an advertisement and is not intended for public use or distribution beyond our private meeting.

For Investment Professional use only. Not for inspection by, distribution or quotation to, the general public.

Josh Lisser Chief Investment Officer—Index Strategies 

Liz Smith Senior Managing Director—Public Funds 

ATTACHMENT III
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Diverse perspectives lead to differentiated insights and innovative solutions

Committed to Delivering Better Investment Outcomes for Our Clients

Fostering Diverse Perspectives

Our culture engages people with different 

backgrounds, viewpoints and ways of thinking, 

bringing out the best in our firm—and for our clients.

Commitment to Responsible Investment

We pursue responsibility—from how we work and act 

to the solutions we deliver to clients

Generating Differentiated Insights

We integrate diverse perspectives and broad 

expertise, collaborating across disciplines and 

ESG investing. This helps us break down silos 

and deliver investment clarity.

Embracing Innovation 

We challenge convention by applying new 

information sources and disruptive technology 

to advance our capabilities and the ways we 

serve clients.

Serving Clients with Our Global Reach and Integrated Network

352
Investment professionals

Since 2011
PRI* signatory

$647 Billion
in solutions for investors ranging 

from individuals to the world’s 

largest institutions

50+
years of experience in 

investment management

51 Cities
An on-the-ground presence 

across 26 countries and 

jurisdictions*

ESG: environmental, social and governance; PRI: Principles for Responsible Investment. 

*As of December 31, 2021

As of June 30, 2022. Source: AB
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A diverse, engaged culture brings out the best in our people—and for our clients

Building a Diverse 

Culture

• Diversity recruitment, senior 

leadership accountability, 

development of diverse talent

• Our CEO is a member of CEO 

Action for Diversity & Inclusion*

• Best Places to Work for LGBTQ 

Equality and perfect score on 

Corporate Equality Index†

• Chief Diversity Officer and 

recruiter focused on diverse talent

Engaging 

Employees

• 42 employee resource groups 

(ERGs) and employee wellness 

groups (EWGs) with 1,000+ 

participants‡

• Over 100 ERG and EWG 

events hosted globally‡

• Annual “AB Voice” surveys give 

employees a chance to be heard§

Serving Our 

Communities

• US$4.8 million donated to a 

variety of charitable causes||

• 1.7K+ different charities 

supported across the globe#

• Day of Service initiative: 171 

events globally supporting local 

communities in 2019–2020

• 9K+ total employee volunteer 

hours in 2019–2020

Fostering Diverse Perspectives

*Effective August 2018. †Score given by the Human Rights Campaign Foundation; AB achieved a perfect score of 100 in 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021 and 2022

‡For 2019. §Effective 2019, moving to annual from biannual. ||Total for 2020 by employees and eligible for company matching gifts. #Number of organizations impacted worldwide 

Source: Human Rights Campaign Foundation and AB

Janessa Cox-Irvin
Head of Diversity & Inclusion 

and Corporate Citizenship

Sharlyn Harper
Diversity Talent Solutions 

Manager 

Brynn Plummer
Senior Diversity & Inclusion 

Manager

Alyssa Macon
Diversity and Inclusion 

Specialist
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Our philosophy: best in class client service, implementation and trading

AB Index Strategies: A Differentiated Approach Over 30 Years 

 Significant experience and sizeable assets 

 Thirty-six-year history of providing Equity Index services to our clients 

 Over $20 billion in assets under management for Public Retirement Systems 

 A client centric approach

 A focus on delivering customized solutions to meet client needs

 Stable and long tenured collaborative team

 Benefiting from smaller size

 Flexibility in implementing trading strategies designed to minimize costs

 “Best in class” trading infrastructure

 Significant trading and operations expertise

 Leverages active equity footprint
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Index strategies team with a 30+ year history of providing Index solutions

As of June 30, 2022

Source: AB

AB Index Strategies: Experienced and Focused Team

$62.8 billion

Index Strategies Team

Index Strategies AUM

Years Industry

Experience19
Years Tenure

with AB18

Average

Portfolio Implementation Group
16 Employees

Global Equity Trading
19 Global Equity Traders

Global Operations
617 Employees

Katherine 

Robertson
Portfolio Manager

13 years experience

13 years in AB

Joshua 

Lisser
CIO, Index Strategies

30 years experience

29 years in AB

Ben Sklar
Portfolio Manager

16 years experience

15 years in AB

Geoff Tomlinson
Portfolio Manager

15 years experience

15 years in AB
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Large Presence with Public Pension Plans

Pension Plan Total AUM

(millions)

# of Mandates Relationship 

Inception

State Retirement 

System

$11,455.4 5 1986

LA Fire & Police 

Pension Fund 

$4,857.9 11 1986

State Retirement 

System

$1,337.2 11 2012

CA County Retirement 

System

$1,032.1 1 1989

State Investment 

Council

$928.7 2 2012

CA County Retirement 

System

$356.0 1 2020

Municipal Police 

Pension Fund

$331.0 1 1995

Municipal 

Supplemental

$70.4 1 1988

As of June 30, 2022; Source AB
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Ability to accommodate clients with an approach that meets their specific portfolio objectives

AB Index Strategies: Implementation

Full Replication

 Invest in every index security and its index weight

Stratified Sampling

 Invest in a subset of index securities that provide a reasonable proxy for the index

 Stocks having an index weight above a minimum position size are included in the portfolio at their index 

weights

 Stocks below a minimum position size are sampled and equal weighted at this minimum position size

 Sampled stocks are chosen to neutralize industry differences and capitalization biases while ensuring 

adequate liquidity

 For global/international indices, sampling also occurs at the country level
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Corporate Action and Rebalancing Research

 Robust Corporate Actions Processes

 AB’s Corporate Actions team is comprised of 26 staff members within Operations

 Team was responsible for processing approximately 23,000 corporate actions in 2021

 Largely automated processes around receiving notifications for events, validating the data, 

communicating elections to custodians and processing events on our internal accounting systems

 Investment team reviews certain voluntary event types in order to add value to portfolios and ensure 

alignment with the index

 Constituent Changes as a result of Corporate Actions

 Automated workflow for handling constituent changes as a result of corporate actions

 Investment team authorizes trading based on research from index providers and sell-side brokers

 Index Rebalances

 AB has feeds of forward-looking benchmark data from a vendor platform, as well as from the index 

providers

 Automated QC’s run against the data and exceptions are reviewed

 Investment team determines trading strategy and generates program trades
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As of June 30, 2022

Source: AB

A Global Team of Experienced Traders

 Dedicated trading team of 6 traders for Multi-Asset Solutions in NYC and Taiwan

 New York and Asia desks provides 24-hour trading coverage

 Dedicated TCA/quantitative & foreign currency trading teams

 Integrate the trading desk into the investment process

 Increased trading relationships with Minority, Women and Service-Disabled Veteran Owned 

Broker Dealers.

New York
Taiwan 

London

Sydney

Nashville

Hong Kong
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A summary of selected indexed equity mandates (USD)

AUM data is preliminary

Inception date: US Equity managed to the S&P 500—December 31, 1984; US Equity managed to the Russell 1000—December 31, 2000; US Equity managed to the Russell 

2000—December 31, 2002; US Equity managed to the Russell 3000—December 31, 2008; International Equity managed to the MSCI EAFE—December 31, 1987; Global Equity 

managed to the MSCI World—December 31, 2006 (AUM) includes World and World ex Australia. Periods of more than one year are annualized. Columns may not sum due to 

rounding. Past performance is no guarantee of future results. The returns presented above are gross of fees. This is supplemental information to the GIPS-compliant performance 

and disclosure page. The results do not reflect the deduction of investment-management fees; the client’s return will be reduced by the management fees and any other expenses 

incurred in the management of its account. For example, a $100 million account paying a 0.50% annual fee with a given rate of 10% compounded over a 10-year period would 

result in a net-of-fee return of 9.5%. Investment advisory fees are described in Part 2A of AB’s Form ADV. 

Source: MSCI and AB; see Performance Disclosure and Disclosures and Important Information.

AB Index Strategies Performance: Effective Implementation and Execution

Period Ended June 30, 2022

One

Year

Three

Years

Five

Years

10

Years

Since

Inception

Five Year 

Tracking Error

AUM

June 30, 2022

US Equity Index (10.61)% 10.57% 11.27% 12.91% 11.20% 0.04% $25.5 bil. 

S&P 500 (10.62) 10.60 11.31 12.96 11.18

Relative Performance +0.01 (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) +0.02

US Equity Index (12.94)% 10.19% 11.00% 12.80% 7.23% 0.09% $8.2 bil.

Russell 1000 (13.04) 10.17 11.00 12.82 7.19

Relative Performance +0.10 +0.02 0.00 (0.02) +0.05

US Equity Index (23.96)% 4.82% 5.60% 9.67% 9.73% 0.35% $2.3 bil.

Russell 2000 (25.20) 4.21 5.17 9.35 9.40

Relative Performance +1.23 +0.61 +0.43 +0.32 +0.33

US Equity Index (13.46)% 9.79% 10.64% 12.62% 13.41% 0.25% $6.5 bil.

Russell 3000 (13.87) 9.77 10.60 12.57 13.33

Relative Performance +0.41 +0.02 +0.05 +0.05 +0.08

International Equity Index (17.60)% 1.27% 2.41% 5.57% 5.17% 0.13% $2.1 bil.

MSCI EAFE (17.77) 1.07 2.20 5.40 4.88

Relative Performance +0.17 +0.20 +0.20 +0.17 +0.26

Global Equity Index (13.87)% 7.28% 8.07% 9.89% 6.03% 0.35% $1.4 bil.

MSCI World (14.34) 7.00 7.67 9.51 5.61

Relative Performance +0.46 +0.29 +0.40 +0.38 +0.42
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Gross of Fee Performance Summary 

AUM data is preliminary

*Inception dates: LAFPP US Equity managed to the S&P 500—December 31, 1986; LAFPP US Equity managed to the Russell 1000—December 31, 2010; LAFPP US Systematic

Value—January 24, 2017; LAFPP Global REIT—March 1, 2015; LAFPP US Small Cap Equity Index—July 1, 2019. Periods of more than one year are annualized. Columns may

not sum due to rounding. Past performance is no guarantee of future results. The returns presented above are gross of fees. This is supplemental information to the GIPS-

compliant performance and disclosure page. The results do not reflect the deduction of investment-management fees; the client’s return will be reduced by the management fees

and any other expenses incurred in the management of its account. Source: MSCI and AB; see Performance Disclosures and Disclosures and Important Information.

Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension System 

Period Ended June 30, 2022

One

Year

Three

Years

Five

Years

Ten

Years

Since

Inception*

AUM

June 30, 2022

LAFPP US Equity Index (1986) (10.60)% 10.59% 11.29% 12.94% 10.48% $2,164,262,046

S&P 500 (10.62) 10.60 11.31 12.96 10.44

Relative Performance +0.02 (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) +0.04

LAFPP US Equity Index (2010) (18.70)% 12.65% 14.33% 14.80% 15.04% $1,345,607,811

Russell 1000 Growth (18.77) 12.58 14.29 14.80 15.03

Relative Performance +0.07 +0.06 +0.04 0.00 0.00

LAFPP Global REIT (2015) (12.83)% (0.14)% 2.92% - 2.72% $229,022,465

FTSE EPRA/NAREIT Developed Real Estate (13.44) (1.07) 1.95 - 1.79

Relative Performance +0.61 +0.93 +0.97 - +0.92

LAFPP US Systematic Value (2017) (9.56)% 9.19% 9.38% - 9.92% $673,290,028

Russell 1000 Value (6.82) 6.87 7.17 - 7.30

Relative Performance (2.74) +2.32 +2.22 - +2.61

LAFPP US Small Cap Equity Index (2019) (16.79)% - - - 7.47% $124,813,752

S&P 600 (16.81) - - - 7.49

Relative Performance +0.01 - - - (0.01)
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Gross of Fee Performance Summary 

AUM data is preliminary

*Inception dates: LAFPP Natural Resources—September 30, 2013; LAFPP Timber & Forestry—September 30, 2013; LAFPP Water—September 30, 2013; LAFPP Comm. Producers—September 29, 2017; LAFPP DJ Brookfield—

September 29, 2017; LAFPP Global Clean Energy—September 29, 2017.Periods of more than one year are annualized. Columns may not sum due to rounding. Past performance is no guarantee of future results. The returns 

presented above are gross of fees. This is supplemental information to the GIPS-compliant performance and disclosure page. The results do not reflect the deduction of investment-management fees; the client’s return will be 

reduced by the management fees and any other expenses incurred in the management of its account. Source: MSCI and AB; see Performance Disclosures and Disclosures and Important Information.

Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension System 

Period Ended June 30, 2022

One

Year

Three

Years

Five

Years

Since

Inception*

AUM

June 30, 2022

LAFPP Natural Resources (2013) 2.62% 8.37% 8.70% 4.41% $79,368,402

S&P Global Natural Resources 2.27 7.83% 8.21% 3.96

Relative Performance +0.35 +0.53 +0.49 +0.46

LAFPP Timber & Forestry (2013) (12.40)% 9.50% 6.35% 7.03% $66,083,019

S&P Global Timber & Forestry (12.91) 8.95 5.74 6.43

Relative Performance +0.51 +0.55 +0.60 +0.60

LAFPP Water (2013) (15.60)% 7.84% 8.81% 8.88% $48,376,236

S&P Global Water Index (15.93) 7.53 8.46 8.51

Relative Performance +0.34 +0.31 +0.36 +0.37

LAFPP Commodity Producers Agribusiness (2017) 5.51% 12.42% - 8.86% $29,557,169

S&P Commodity Producers Agribusiness 5.04 11.91 - 8.46

Relative Performance +0.47 +0.51 - +0.41

LAFPP DJ Brookfield Global Infrastructure (2017) 2.85% 5.26% - 6.02% $60,176,439

Dow Jones Brookfield Global Infrastructure 2.07 4.45 - 5.23

Relative Performance +0.78 +0.81 - +0.80

LAFPP Global Clean Energy (2017) (17.56)% 23.16% - 19.32% $37,386,780

S&P Global Clean Energy (17.72) 22.91 - 19.22

Relative Performance +0.17 +0.24 - +0.10
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Our philosophy: best in class client service, implementation and trading

AB Index Strategies: A Differentiated Approach Over 30 Years 

 Significant experience and sizeable assets 

 Thirty-six-year history of providing Equity Index services to our clients 

 Over $20 billion in assets under management for Public Retirement Systems 

 A client centric approach

 A focus on delivering customized solutions to meet client needs

 Stable and long tenured collaborative team

 Benefiting from smaller size

 Flexibility in implementing trading strategies designed to minimize costs

 “Best in class” trading infrastructure

 Significant trading and operations expertise

 Leverages active equity footprint
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Disclosures and Important Information

By providing this presentation, neither AllianceBernstein (“AB”) nor its employees have the responsibility or authority to provide or have 

provided investment advice in a fiduciary capacity for the purposes of the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, as 

amended (“ERISA”), or Section 4975 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the “Code”), in connection with any decision 

by you to engage AB to provide the services described in this presentation. AB has a financial interest in providing this presentation in 

that it will be compensated if it is engaged to provide the services described in this presentation. AB believes that you are either (i) a 

fiduciary of the Plan and hold or have under management or control total assets of at least $50,000,000; or (ii) a representative of a 

financial institution, and are capable of evaluating investment risk independently, both in general and with regard to particular 

transactions and investment strategies. By accepting this material, you are deemed to have confirmed the above information.

Disclosure on Security Examples

References to specific securities are presented to illustrate the application of our investment philosophy only and are not to be 

considered recommendations by AllianceBernstein. The specific securities identified and described in this presentation do not

represent all of the securities purchased, sold or recommended for the portfolio, and it should not be assumed that investments in the 

securities identified were or will be profitable. Upon request, we will furnish a listing of all investments made during the prior one-year 

period.

Past performance is not a guide to future performance.

Additional Information

The value of investments and the income from them can fall as well as rise and you may not get back the original amount invested.

The value of non-domestic securities may be subject to exchange-rate fluctuations.

The views and opinions expressed in this presentation are based on AllianceBernstein’s internal forecasts and should not be relied 

upon as an indication of future market performance or any guarantee of return from an investment in any AllianceBernstein services.

MSCI makes no express or implied warranties or representations and shall have no liability whatsoever with respect to any MSCI data 

contained herein. The MSCI data may not be further redistributed or used as a basis for other indices or any securities or financial 

products. This report is not approved, reviewed or produced by MSCI. 
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US equity index (S&P 500) composite (in US Dollar)

Performance Disclosure
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Performance Disclosure

US equity index (Russell 1000) composite (in US Dollar)
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US equity index (Russell 2000) composite (in US Dollar)

Performance Disclosure
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Performance Disclosure

US equity index (Russell 3000) composite (in US Dollar)
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Performance Disclosure

International equity index (MSCI EAFE) composite (in US Dollar)
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Global equity index (MSCI World) composite (in US Dollar)

Performance Disclosure



The [A/B] logo is a registered service mark of AllianceBernstein and AllianceBernstein® is a registered service mark used by permission of the owner, AllianceBernstein L.P.

© 2022 AllianceBernstein L.P.  www.AllianceBernstein.com 
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Los Angeles Fire and Police 
Pension Plan

August 2022

This presentation is for use only in a one-on-one communication with Qualified Eligible Investors. It is strictly confidential and may not be 
reproduced for, disclosed to or otherwise provided in any format to any other person or entity without the prior written consentof BlackRock. 
This presentation does not constitute an offer to sell, or a solicitation of any offer to buy, securities in any jurisdiction to any person. The 
material is not intended to provide, and should not be relied on for accounting, legal or tax advice.  You should contact your tax or legal adviser 
about the issues discussed herein.

Equity and Fixed Income Index Finals

ICBM0722U/S-2311326-1/83
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I. Firm Overview
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4

of the world’s top insurance 
companies utilize our products 
and services to help enhance the 
value they deliver to their clients

400+
central banks and sovereign 
wealth funds partner with us 
across asset management, risk 
and advisory to help countries 
achieve their broader objectives 

~100
clinicians and 10,000 health 
organizations supported with
time-saving tech during the
COVID-19 pandemic through our 
global health-focused impact 
strategy*

500,000+

Investor accounts in the US hold  
iShares® ETFs in their portfolio1

25mn
Individuals planning for 
retirement in US & Canada have 
access to our products through 
their defined contribution plans2

44mn+
family offices in the US entrust 
us to manage assets on their 
behalf

400+

Who & how we serve
We collectively support millions of people around the world by 
working alongside institutions and financial advisors as they 
contribute to the financial well-being of those who depend on them.

Source: BlackRock, data as of 31 December 2021 unless otherwise noted. *Most recent data available, as of 30 September 2020. 
1 Source: Broadridge, BlackRock estimate (2021). Calculation based on the total number of households that own an iShares ETF an d assuming each household has 1.3 accounts. Not counting index mutual funds. 2 Source: BlackRock 
analysis, based on Brightscope data as of 31 December 2021.
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We have a history of innovating
to continually address clients’ needs.

5

Founded as a
fixed income manager
and introduced the
first risk-managed 
fixed income
solutions.

Pioneered index and
quantitative investing 
to help simplify 
investing.

Developed our
risk and portfolio 
construction 
technology, Aladdin®, 
making investing
more transparent.

Created the industry’s
first target date fund, 
helping millions
of people prepare       
for their retirement.

Introduced
iShares® ETFs, 
democratizing  
investing.

Expanded our product 
offerings to provide 
clients more choice 
through landmark 
acquisitions of
MLIM and BGI*. 

Launched Financial 
Markets Advisory 
business to help
solve the complex 
financial challenges
of governments,
central banks, and 
financial institutions.

Enhanced our 
capabilities around 
whole portfolio 
solutions by launching 
an OCIO platform
and expanding our
portfolio construction 
advisory services.

Introduced 
sustainability as a   
central part of how     
we invest, integrating
ESG throughout our 
active investment 
platform.

Set a new standard
in transparency for 
alternatives through 
eFront acquisition, 
extending Aladdin’s® 
capabilities to provide 
whole portfolio analysis.

Today

18,000+
Employees

100
Countries with
BlackRock clients

35
Countries with
BlackRock offices

$8.5tn
AUM

Entrusted to manage 
more assets than any 
other asset manager
in the world.

30+ years ago

Data as of 30 June 2022. All figures are represented in USD.
Timeline includes history from predecessor entities.
*Merrill Lynch Investment Managers and Barclays Global Investors.

20 years ago 10 years ago Last 5 years
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Investment teams directly benefit from firm-wide resources

Investment solutions designed to meet every client need

We are designed to deliver: our investment platform 
seeks to enhance outcomes, returns, convenience, 
value and transparency for clients.

6

Source: BlackRock. Assets under management as of 30 June 2022. All figures are represented in USD. 
1 Alternatives AUM may include committed capital, in addition to invested capital, which remains subject to drawdown.

BlackRock 
Capital Markets

BlackRock 
Investment Institute

BlackRock Sustainable 
Investing

BlackRock Investment 
Stewardship

Data & 
Technology

Global Trading
Risk & 

Quantitative Analysis
Public Policy

Securities
Lending

Transition Management

Active 
Equities

$393bn

Active Fixed 
Income

$953bn

Cash 
Management

$739bn

Financial 
Markets 
Advisory

$8bn

iShares® & 
Index

$5,437bn

Multi-Asset

$678bn

Alternatives

$321bn1
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II.Diversity, Equity & Inclusion
(DEI) & Sustainability Overview
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DEI at BlackRock
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Our Global Strategic Framework:
To Advance Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Holistically 

Our intent is to embed a DEI-mindset into everything we do – including how we develop our people, 
evolve our culture, operate our business, and engage with clients and broader communities

Key enablers

Build, develop and retain a 
diverse talent pipeline

Foster a connected culture

Respond to our clients’ needs 
around DEI

Develop products that focus 
on the “S” in ESG 

Invest in the long-term 
success and sustainability of 
underserved communities

Demonstrate leadership commitment and accountability

DEI expertise and DEI 
champions & resources 

Data analytics, insights and 
thought leadership 

Strategic communication 
(internal and external) 

1
Our own talent 
& culture across the globe

2
Our role as a fiduciary on 
behalf of our clients 

3
Policy and social impact in 
underserved communities 

9FOR USE WITH LAFPP IN LAFPP INDEX FINALS MEETING ON AUG 4 2022
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Global DEI Governance and Infrastructure Model

Global DEI Steering Committee (GDSC): Accelerates the pace of progress against BlackRock’s 
multi-year, global DEI strategy

Drivers: accountable to driving the strategic vision into the business

• Global DEI Team: Twelve-person team at the heart of DEI lead by Michelle
Gadsden-Williams, Global Head of DEI ~ 12

• GDSC & Regional Working Groups: Aside from meeting bi-monthly, new in
2022 are regional GDSC working groups to successfully drive local priorities
given country-specific diversity complexities and nuances ~ 26

• GEC DEI Sub-committee: Composite of GDSC & GEC members that meet
more regularly to initiate actions of the larger GDSC group ~ 8

• GEC Talent Sub-committee: Make decisions related to firmwide people
processes, focus on talent practices, manager and employee development, 
Future of Work, DEI, and well-being ~ 13

• DEI ExCo leads:  ExCo decision makers who develop, drive and are
accountable to the DEI action plan for their business (with COO & HR) ~ 40

• DEI Business leads: MD or Director within in the business that drives 
engagement focused on building the culture through DEI programs ~ 80

• DEI Business Sub-committees: Organically formed groups that help to
execute DEI initiatives within their  business function ~ 100+

Enablers: support the DEI strategy and action plans with drivers

• Human Capital Committee: Helps to shape the firm’s talent, culture and
employee experience while cascading key DEI messages and actions through 
the business ~ 33

• COO’s or C20: Help to scale operational execution of the action plans ~ 20

• HR  Senior Leaders: Ensures equitable talent practices and partners with 
ExCo & COO to drive DEI action plans within a business ~ 90+

Advocates: represent the DEI strategy with employees and clients

• Employee Networks: Provide feedback loop on DEI on plans and actions

• DEI Client Ambassadors: Help scale the DEI strategy to employees & clients

Global 
DEI 

Steer Co
REGIONAL WORKING GROUPS:

AMRS, EMEA, LATAM, APAC

Advocates

Collectively, the 425 plus leaders of the 

Global DEI Teams propel the DEI strategy 

and initiatives thought firm's businesses 

by way of Drivers, Enablers & Advocates

10FOR USE WITH LAFPP IN LAFPP INDEX FINALS MEETING ON AUG 4 2022
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2022 DEI Priorities

1

2022 

DEI 

Priorities

2

3

4

5

Representation & Advancement

• Increase representation of women, Black and Latinx professionals with equal emphasis on attraction,
development, advancement and retention

• Increase focus on global dimensions of diversity by using our self-id campaign (e.g., Disability, LGBTQ+,
Socio-economic status, etc.)

Inclusive & Equitable Experience 

• Support an inclusive environment and reduce employee experience gaps in the context of geopolitical
uncertainty, a return to office through our Future of Work pilot, and continued pandemic restrictions in some
locations

• Cultivate a more inclusive and equitable work environment with a focus on people manager training and 
scaling tEQuitable

• Continue delivering leadership development programs (BLF, LLF, PROPEL, WIN MD Summit and 
Sponsorship)

Accountability

• Achieve representation goals through hiring, promotion & retention

• Continue business-level DEI accountability and increase focus on people manager accountability through
the performance management process

Partnerships across BlackRock

• Continue to support the growth of the Diverse Manager and Diverse Broker Programs

• Partner with client teams to respond to client requests and needs around DEI

• Conduct DEI/Racial Equity Assessment

• Increase our focus with diverse suppliers and vendors

DEI Governance Models 

• Leverage the existing governance model (specifically the Global Diversity, Equity, & Inclusion Steering 
Committee) as a means to push more firm-wide progress and collective ownership across the firm

• Continue to invest in our employee, professional and social impact networks

11FOR USE WITH LAFPP IN LAFPP INDEX FINALS MEETING ON AUG 4 2022
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Diversity in Action at BlackRock

12

Source: BlackRock as of January 10, 2022  

43%

Female 
Employees

47%

Female 
New Hires 

2021

31%

Female 
Senior 

Leaders

38%

Female 
Senior Leader 

New Hires 2021

42%

Ethnic 
Minority 

Employees 
US

39%

Female 
Board of 
Directors

54%

Ethnic Minority 
New Hires 
2021 US
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Sustainability at BlackRock
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Sustainable investing at BlackRock

14

Sustainability 
at BlackRock

Sustainable Investment Solutions

Extensive platform encompassing index and 
active funds across all asset classes, designed 
to help clients meet their sustainability and 
financial objectives.

ESG Research

Dedicated sustainable research team focuses 
on the link between ESG and financial 
materiality, producing insights that drive 
investment processes.

Transparency & Reporting

We want clients and investors to clearly see 
the sustainability risks of their investments. 
We provide this information for all of our funds, 
where data is available, whether or not it is 
a sustainable strategy.

Investment Management

Integration of ESG insights and data 
into our active and advisory investment 

processes and portfolio construction.

Data & Technology
Aladdin® allows investors and clients to 
understand and manage portfolio risk.

Company Engagement

Fundamental investors and Investment 
Stewardship team engage with companies 

we invest in on behalf of our clients on  
sustainability-related issues that impact 

long-term financial performance.

BlackRock by the numbers Our sustainability leaders

$509 billion
Assets under management 
in dedicated sustainable 
strategies*

$3.37 trillion
Assets incorporate 
ESG insights

300+
Sustainable ETF, Index 
Mutual Funds & Active funds

3,500+
Annual stewardship 
engagements

Paul Bodnar, 
Global Head

Stephane Lapiquonne, 
EMEA

Emily Woodland & 
Geir Espeskog, APAC

Chris Weber & 
Eric van Nostrand, 

Research

Meaghan Muldoon, 
Sustainable Investment 

Innovation

Jessica Huang, 
Americas Solutions

Beatriz Da Cunha,
COO

Source: BlackRock Sustainable Investing, global statistics as of March. 31, 2022. All values in $USD.  * Comprised of ESG Broad, ESG Thematic, Impact strategies and selected priority screened products.
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BlackRock seeks to provide ease of access and choice for 
every kind of sustainable portfolio
Investors now have a comprehensive range of solutions to transition their entire portfolio into 
sustainable investments, irrespective of a client’s sustainable and financial goals.

15

1 The Impact Principles is a framework for portfolio managers to ensure that impact considerations are purposefully integrated throughout the investment life cycle. Source: https://www.impactprinciples.org/9-principles. 
2 Based on data provider or in-house ESG scoring methodology. 
Source: BlackRock Sustainable Investing, December 2021. There is no guarantee that a positive investment outcome will be achi eved. The above information is for illustrative purposes only and should not be interpreted as investment advice 
or recommendation. 

Motivation

Approach
Screened

ESG
Impact

Broad Thematic

Criteria Exclude controversial activities and 
companies that benefit from them, as 
defined by BlackRock’s Baseline 
Screens

Strategies with an explicit ESG 
objective which may include a 
targeted quantifiable ESG 
outcome. 

Broad strategies do not choose 
between E, S, or G, but rather target 
outcomes across all three.

Strategies that capitalize on long-
term transformative industry or 
societal trends through pursuit of 
specific Environmental, Social, or 
Governance themes. 

Thematic strategies target 
outcomes in E, S, or G. 

Strategies where investments are 
made with the intention to generate 
positive, measurable social and 
environmental impact alongside a 
financial return.

Investment process must adhere to 
the Operating Principles for Impact 
Management 1

Additional 
Detail

Baseline screens adopted to 
address majority of client requests:

• Controversial weapons

• Thermal coal and tar sands

• Civilian firearms

• Tobacco

Further exclusionary screens may 
be applied on a tactical basis.

Examples of Potential 
outcomes:

• Improved ESG score2 versus a
benchmark

• Invest in issuers in the top % 
of ESG scores

• % of portfolio revenues 
aligned to Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) 
(across E, S and G issues)

• Targeted E, S and G 
metrics/outcomes at the 
issuer level

Examples of Environmental 
focus:

• Climate Transition

• Circular Economy

• Sustainable/Clean Energy

Examples of Social focus: 

• Diversity & Inclusion

• Human Capital

Strategy must demonstrate the 
investor's contribution to the 
achievement impact. 

Examples of investor contribution:

• Capital directly invested in 
capital-constrained, minority-
owned enterprises

• Strategic engagement leading 
to portfolio companies' 
increased impact

Investment strategy not only aligns 
with the SDGs but also seeks to 
advance the SDGs.

Avoid Advance
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Sustainability is integrated throughout our organization

BlackRock Leadership

16

Source: BlackRock Sustainable Investing, December 2021. For illustrative purposes only.

BlackRock Board of Directors

BlackRock Global Executive Committee (GEC)

Dedicated expertise on Sustainability

BlackRock 

Sustainable Investing

BlackRock Investment 

Stewardship

Corporate 

Sustainability

Sustainable Portfolio 

Management

Global team responsible for firmwide 
ESG integration, sustainable solutions, 

research and analytics

Fundamental investors and Investment 
Stewardship team engage with 

companies we invest in on 
sustainability-related issues that impact 

long-term financial performance

Partners with business units to integrate 
sustainability into our own business 

practices and communicate progress

Portfolio managers and researchers 
focused on sustainable investing within 

their asset class

ESG operational leads & content experts sit within each division to establish specific processes & strategies

Alternatives
Cash 

Management
Equities Fixed Income Multi-Asset

ETF & Index 

Investments
Advisory

Investment teams directly benefit from firm-wide resources

Data & 

Technology

Risk & 

Quantitative 

Analysis

Aladdin

BlackRock 

Investment 

Institute

Trading and 

Liquidity 
Public Policy
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ESG integration 
in index strategies

• ESG integration is relevant for all asset classes and
styles of portfolio management, including index
strategies.

• Index portfolios differ from others in that they are
managed with a focus on minimizing the
performance tracking difference versus an
underlying index.

• The composition of the index is the responsibility of
the index provider, and the portfolio manager seeks
to provide investors with exposure to the
constituents of that index.

• We will continue to develop a sustainable alternative
for all flagship index products where these
alternatives do not already exist

17

ESG 
Integration 

in Index

Engagement with 
index providers
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III. Index Investing Overview
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BlackRock’s Index proposition

• Provide you with a broad range of market exposures together with a flexible
range of product features

• An evolving range of products and strategies designed to help meet your needs
today and in the future

• Partner with you to address your unique investment challenges through our

customisation and solutions capabilities

• Disciplined investment approach focused on delivering optimal tracking,
consistent returns and lowering the total cost of ownership

• Scale, breadth and diversity of our clients and strategies helps us to minimize
transaction costs and seek to preserve the value of your investments

• Design products and strategies that consider the factors that impact your
investment results from tax-efficiency to access and liquidity

• Our investment professionals are focused on delivering performance and

efficient outcomes

• Extensive trading, risk and operational platform positioned to seek efficient
tracking as well as enhanced returns

• Investment track record spanning four decades that has seen investors entrust
us with $6.37 trillion of assets under management as of 31 March 2022

19

Flexibility

Efficiency

Precision

Seeking to deliver high quality, cost-effective access to a broad range of market opportunities
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BlackRock’s Index Equity Platform: 
Global leader in Index Equity assets1

20

Focus on consistent performance with efficient outcomes for clients

• Thousands of skillful and thoughtful decisions made annually in each portfolio in seeking to achieve the precise 
performance clients demand 

Extensive and flexible platform for index strategies

• Over 2,500 funds managed against 900+ benchmarks, including: factors, ESG, liquidity strategies and index plus

Sophisticated technology and risk management

• The Aladdin® platform seamlessly integrates the capabilities of our dedicated portfolio management, research, 
trading and risk management teams

Source: BlackRock as of 30 June 2022
1 In terms of AUM. Source: Pensions & Investments
All dollar amounts referenced in this presentation are in USD

2,370 2,657
3,408 3,051

3,514
4,034

4,901
4,059

702
822

1,040
1,093

1,340

1,587

1,587

1,480

0

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

5,000

6,000

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

A
U

M
 $

b
n

Equity & Commodities Fixed Income

Exchange 
Traded 

Funds
50.1%

Separate 
Accounts

32.2%

Collective 
Trust Funds

15.3%

Other
2.4%

Distribution of assets by 
vehicle type as of 2022

Total indexed assets of 
$5.54 trillion 2022
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Why BlackRock for indexing?

As a BlackRock index client, you receive an excellent indexing experience with the following:

21

As of 31 December 2021

1
Index Research 

Expertise
Detailed knowledge of index methodologies and experience with projecting 
index changes

2
Skilled Portfolio 

Management
Dedicated portfolio managers with deep local market and index expertise

3
Extensive Trading 

Capabilities & Research 
Scale and breadth of our global trading platform helps minimize transaction costs 

4
Sophisticated 

Operating Platform
Proprietary end-to-end Aladdin® platform integrates portfolio management, 
risk analytics, trading and operations

5
Robust Securities 
Lending Benefit

Global focus on extracting premiums and negotiating stock loans in order to add 
value to index portfolios

BlackRock 
Investment Institute

Internal forum facilitates

idea sharing, debates 
economic implications 

and publishes firm wide 
thought leadership

Index Provider
Relationships

Allows for access to a 

broad index data set, with 
the ability to customize 

indices as needed. 
BlackRock acts as a 

steward of the indexing 
ecosystem

Fiduciary

With no cross 

subsidization between 
business units or affiliate 

broker-dealers acting as 
principal, we have an 

investment-only focus

Risk & Quantitative
Analysis

Specialized Risk & 

Quantitative Analysis 
Team (RQA) monitors risk 

factors globally on a 
continuous basis 

Leveraging the Power of the BlackRock Platform

Proxy 
Voting Choice

Eligible institutional index 

commingled trust fund and 
separate account clients 

can leverage BlackRock 
Investment Stewardship for 

proxy voting or choose to 
own their proxy voting
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Index pioneer 

and innovator

Defined contribution 

capabilities

Passive Long Duration 
launched

Emerging Market 

Equity Index

World Equity 

Benchmark 
Shares (WEBS)

Triple A: 

asset allocation 
PM tool 

iShares Exchange-Traded 

Funds

Eliminated dividend 

flipping

Risk model 
enhancements

EAFE 

Index Plus

First Global Credit 
Screened Smart 

Beta Strategy

First synthetic  
long duration 

funds

Awarded Treasury 
Mandate for 

Mortgage Market 
Stabilization 

Program

Frontier 

Markets

Fundamentally weighted 
strategies

Minimum Volatility 

ETFs

Journey 

Management 

Creation of Portfolio 

Construction on 
Aladdin

ESG fund series

Launch of Smart Beta 
Risk Strategy

Enhanced Proxy Voting 
Choices

50 years of experience driving index forward

22

Creating solutions so our clients have access to high quality index exposures

• Drive the industry forward through our ability to create specialized, innovative investments afforded by our scale & depth of expertise

• Forge new ground for clients — a history of being first to market with new investment ideas

• Evolve capabilities to continuously deliver on emerging trends — smart beta, global benchmarking, overlay strategies

• Serve as an index advocate on behalf of asset owners and act a key partner to index providers seeking our practitioner knowle dge

AUM as of 31 March 2022

$1T

$2T

$3T

$4T

$5T

1971

1971 1981 1989 1990 1991 1993 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2005 2007 2008 2009 2010 2013 2015 2017 2011

50 years of Index Equity — Continual evolution of products, technology and capabilities

BlackRock Index Equity AUMBlackRock Index Fixed Income AUM

Fund of fund 
structures

EAFE Equity 
Index

Securities 
Lending

Equity and currency 

hedging
First 401(k) 

Target Date 
Fund (LifePath))

Russell Index Funds Investment 

Analysis: 
index portfolio management 

tool

First Fixed Income

strategy 
ETFs EAFE 

Small 
Cap

EM Directed 

FX

Daily openings 
for all funds

Emerging 

Markets 
Small Cap

Factor ETFs

Aladdin 
Migration

T-2 for 

International

First 20+ 

STRIPS 
Index Fund 

Launched

Currency

Hedged 
iShares ETFs

Launch of Impact Bond 

Strategy

$10T Initiative

2019 2022 

$6T
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ETFs and Index Investments (EII) Investments Pillar

23

As of 31 March 2022. *Asterix indicates location in Atlanta (total EII team of sixteen investment professionals stationed in Atlanta). 

Salim Ramji
Global Head of ETFs and Index Investments

Investments Pillar

Samara Cohen 
Chief Investment Officer of ETF and Index Investments

Global Research

Nogie Udevbulu
Global Head of 

EII Research

Index & Quantitative 
Research 

+ 15 Researchers

Analytics Research

+ 39 Research Officers

Transition 
Management

Jessica Irschick

Global Head of 
Transition Management

+ 58 Transition Specialists

Index Equity

Jennifer Hsui, CFA, Global CIO and Co-Head of Index Equity

Paul Whitehead, Global Co-Head of Index Equity

Platform

Rajesh Nagella

Global Head of EII 
Investment Process & Platform

+ 5 Platform Engineers

Office of the CIO

Tim Parsons, CFA

Deputy CIO

+ 4 Portfolio Engineers

Jonathan Van Ginneken

Head of Investment 
Innovation & 

Global Index Plus

+ 5 Portfolio Engineers

Steven White

Head of Performance, 
Risk & Index Advocacy

Portfolio Engineering

Americas Index Asset Allocation, 
Commodities, Synthetics

Amy Whitelaw

Head of Americas 
Portfolio Engineering

Suzanne Henige, CFA*

Head of US-listed ETF 
PE 

(US, Developed, 
Emerging)

+ 17 Portfolio Engineers

Matthew Waldron, CFA

Head of Developed & 
Emerging Markets 

Institutional PE

+ 10 Portfolio Engineers

Peter Sietsema, CFA

Head of Sub-Advised, US 
Institutional, and 

Canada/LatAm ETF PE

+ 17 Portfolio Engineers

Greg Savage, CFA

Head of Global IAA, 
Commodities & Synthetics

Peter Tsang

Head of Americas IAA

+ 5 Portfolio Engineers

Steve Walker

Head of EMEA IAA

+ 6 Portfolio Engineers

Elliott Char, CFA

Head of Commodities & 
Synthetic Indexing 

+ 1 Portfolio Engineers

Orlando Montalvo

Head of FX & Synthetics

+ 3 Portfolio Engineers

Strategy

Scott Dohemann, CFA

Head of 
U.S. Product Strategy

+ 7 Strategists
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Americas Fixed Income Index Team

24

As of 31 March 2022.  Subject to change.

Americas Fixed Income

Jay Mauro
Head of San Francisco PM

Multi-Sector/Rates/MBS Credit/Emerging Markets
Muni/Canada/

ESG

Joel Silva
Sr. Portfolio 
Manager
Muni/Canada/ESG

Tao Chen
Portfolio Manager
Municipals

Jasmita Mohan
Portfolio Manager
Multi-Sector

Rena Patel
Portfolio Manager
Municipals

Jermaine Pierre
Portfolio Manager
Canada

Jonathan Graves
Sr. Portfolio 
Manager
Corporate Credit

David Dulski
Portfolio Manager
High Yield Credit

Allen Kwong
Portfolio Manager
Corporate Credit

Aaron Aguiar
Portfolio Manager
High Yield Credit

Wes George
Portfolio Manager
Multi-Sector/MBS

Marcus Tom
Portfolio Manager
Multi-Sector/MBS

Cynthia Fan
Portfolio Manager
Corporate Credit

Lip Tong
Portfolio Manager
Canada

Jesse Kang
Portfolio Manager
Corporate Credit

Research

Strategy

Ignacio Blanch
Head of Systematic 
Fixed Income Research

Global Research

Research

+ 5 Research Analysts

Americas

Matt Tucker

Kathryn Donovan

Alli Leiva

Joseph Maciunas
Portfolio Manager 
Multi-Sector

Clay Armistead
Portfolio Manager 
Securitized Credit

Kent Yamane
Portfolio Manager 
Securitized Credit

Mark Buell
Portfolio Manager
US Govt Bonds

Gabe Shipley
Portfolio Manager
Emerging Markets

Yang He
Portfolio Manager
Multi-Sector/MBS

Cole Bushman
Portfolio Manager
Corporate Credit

Emily Freeman
Portfolio Manager
Emerging Markets

Chandler Grinnell
Portfolio Manager
Multi-Sector/Rates

Sherrie Deng
Portfolio Manager
Corporate Credit

Ryan Connors
Portfolio Manager
High Yield Credit

Technology

Will Flanagan
Global Head of PM 
Architecture

PM Architecture

Technology

+ 11 Engineers

Justin Graham
Head of Bond ETF 
Architecture

Danny Ng
Portfolio Manager
Corporate Credit

Spencer Sheff
Portfolio Manager
Corporate Credit

William Chen
Portfolio Manager
Multi-Sector/Rates

Portfolio Management

Dandi Li
Portfolio Manager
Emerging Markets

Brian Venter
Portfolio Manager
ESG

Guillermo Perez
Portfolio Manager
Corporate Credit

Meher Habib
Portfolio Manager
High Yield Credit

Fan Xu
Portfolio Manager
Corporate Credit

Gordon Readey

Laura May

Chloe Yeh

Jimmy Wang
Portfolio Manager
ESG

Karen Uyehara
Deputy Head of San Francisco PM

Brian Chi
Portfolio Manager
Municipals

Htet Htet Win 
Pyone
Portfolio Manager
Multi-Sector/MBS
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Process and Philosophy

ICBM0722U/S-2311326-25/83



Focus on efficient performance outcomes
Supported by proprietary Aladdin® technology

• BlackRock’s disciplined index portfolio management is focused on optimally balancing return, risk and cost in 
seeking to deliver effective outcomes to clients

• Our portfolio managers specialize in financial markets, supported by BlackRock’s extensive global trading platform 
and market leading analytics, to provide a high-quality index experience 

• Technology does the ‘heavy-lifting’, enabling portfolio 
managers to focus on key drivers affecting portfolio return

• Offers process scalability and efficiency

• Includes consistency across product types and functions

• A sophisticated operating system that connects 
information, people and technology to support the 

entire investment lifecycle

What is Aladdin® ? Aladdin® helps solve investing challenges:

Supported by Aladdin Technology

Total Performance Management 

RiskReturn Cost
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Index Investment Management Cycle – dedicated expertise 
and resources

27

ALADDIN®: 
One central platform 

for all processes

Benchmark KnowledgePerformance & Oversight

Portfolio ConstructionEfficient Trading

• Review cumulative effect of investment 
decisions to help identify factors 
contributing to/detracting from portfolio 
performance

• Risk & Quantitative Analysis Team (RQA) 
monitors dozens of risk factors globally 
on a continuous basis

• Aladdin Advantage: Portfolio 
Management tools are integrated on the 
same platform as risk monitoring tools, 
making it easy for RQA to provide a 
third-party risk assessment on portfolios

• Global trading infrastructure allows for real 
time oversight of all trades in all regions

• Smart trading strategies are designed to 
access optimal liquidity

• Industry’s largest internal marketplace for 
potential netting of client flows

• Focused trading research and systems

• Aladdin Advantage: Extensive global 
trading platform helps ensure low costs 
and optimal access to liquidity  

• Detailed knowledge of index 
methodologies

• Experience with predicting and 
projecting index changes

• Focused on optimal treatment of 
corporate actions

• Continual research into index events

• Aladdin Advantage: Proprietary Aladdin 
‘Index Pro’ application makes analyzing 
benchmark changes a clean and 
efficient process

• Significant investment in technology

• Market leading portfolio and risk tools 
provided by our Aladdin® platform

• Integrated cost, risk,  and liquidity 
analysis

• Access to sophisticated optimization tools

• Aladdin Advantage: Custom ‘Portfolio 
Construction’ application built by our 
Portfolio Management Team designed 
specially for index management
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• All index families have a different cadence of
rebalance

• Team works to predict what will be added or deleted
from various indices in advance of a rebalance

– This helps portfolio managers to have a thoughtful
opinion about what will happen on index effective date

– Enables portfolio managers to monitor the applicable
assets and their liquidity profiles. This influences our
ultimate trade strategy

• Team works directly with all our index vendors to:

– Perform the data-intensive process of combing daily
index loads to provide clean fund snapshots

– Project daily changes and rebalances

– Field all index data requests across the firm

Index Investment Management Cycle
Benchmark knowledge

28

Our index platform has a dedicated internal global index research team unique to BlackRock; 
they are essential to the portfolio management process

The index research team coordinates across BlackRock and works closely with index 
providers to drive methodology improvements to the indices we utilize in our strategies

Index Methodology Recommendations

ALADDIN Tools: Index Pro

Day-to-Day Benchmark Focus Long-Term Rebalance Projections

Benchmark Knowledge
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Intermediate 
Government

40%

Long 
Government

5%
Intermediate 

Credit
17%

Long Credit
6%

MBS
29%

ABS
0%

CMBS
3%

Modular Fund Design
BlackRock's modular fund design leverages scale and facilitates crossing opportunities

Source: Barclays and BlackRock as of March 31, 2022
Funds are BlackRock CTFs. For illustrative purposes only. 

Barclays US Aggregate Index
Issues Fund: 9.796

Issues Benchmark: 12,538

Benchmark Knowledge

Intermediate
Government
Issues Fund: 220
Issues B’mark: 622

Long
Government
Issues Fund: 100
Issues B’mark: 96

Intermediate
Credit
Issues Fund: 4,525
Issues B’mark: 4,893

Long
Credit
Issues Fund: 2,943
Issues B’mark: 3,087

Mortgage-Backed
Securities
Issues Fund: 420
Issues B’mark: 420

Asset-Backed 
Securities
Issues Fund: 183
Issues B’mark: 379

CMBS
Issues Fund: 655
Issues B’mark: 3,041

29
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‘Portfolio Construction’ using the power of
Aladdin® technology

30

Our Portfolio Construction application was built for managing risk in index funds:

• Brings together all index data, portfolio attributes, risk and transaction cost models and optimization tools

• By leveraging a tolerance and exceptions-based framework, portfolio managers are able to focus on the items that
most influence portfolio returns

• Portal for trade approval and delivery of orders to our global trading teams

Screenshots are for illustrative purposes only. References to specific companies are included solely to help illustrate the p ortfolio construction process and should not be construed as a recommendation to buy or sell any securities. Actual 
BlackRock portfolios may or may not currently hold positions in the securities mentioned

A look inside: ‘Portfolio Construction’

Portfolio Construction
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Portfolio Construction

Stratified sampling: Dividing the various indexes into subsets (cells) based upon relative 
parameters

Source: BlackRock. For illustrative purpose only and subject to change.

Credit quality

M
a
tu

ri
ty

Benchmark Cell

• BBB-rated

• Banking

• <3 years
maturity

Government 

Bonds

Mortgage-Backed 

Securities

Credit & Asset-

Backed Securities

Portfolios are constructed by sampling bonds from each index cell

Portfolio Construction

Sector / Issue 
type

Issuer 
(GNMA, FNMA, 
FHLMC)

Sector / Issue 
type

Maturity

Mortgage type

(30 year, 15 
year, balloon)

Maturity / 
average life

Call Features Coupon Credit rating

Age 
(year of 
issuance)

Call / payment
structure

Specified Pools 
“Story”
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Portfolio Construction
Building a corporate bond index portfolio

Source: BlackRock; data as of 31 March 2022. Example for illustrative purposes only. And does not depict actual Collective Tr ust Fund data. It is shown to demonstrate the 
investment process. 

Construction process

Sector (example: Industrials)

Sub-Sector (example: Energy)

Index (Barclays Intermediate Credit Index)

Maturity (example: 7-10 years)

Credit Rating (example: BBB)

Structure (example: Make Whole Call)

Index (4,893 bonds)

Index (2,414 bonds)

Index (305 bonds)

Index (74 bonds)

Index (53 bonds)

Index (15 bonds)

BLK (4,525 bonds)

BLK (2,249 bonds)

BLK (280 bonds)

BLK (64 bonds)

BLK (45 bonds)

BLK (7 bonds)

Stratify Universe 

by Risk Cells

• Sector

• Industry / sub-sector

• Maturity

• Credit

• Structure

Optimize by

Risk Factors

• Key Rate Duration

• Convexity

• Duration Times Spread

• T-Cost

Part 1

Part 2

Example: US Intermediate Investment Grade Corporate Bond 
Index Fund (illustrative)

Portfolio Construction
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Efficient Trading: 
Adding value through core activities

33

An Industry Leader
Tier 1 client to all major counterparties, 

giving us deep access to liquidity

Trader expertise across all major asset 

classes with ~$99.4T of annual volume 

($3.4T equity notional)

All data as of September 30, 2021; Figures show in USD; Source: BlackRock. Inclusive of internal crossing opportunities. Blac kRock Execution Cost is the average difference between: the actual price achieved on the trade and the benchmark 
price. For Equity, BlackRock calculates Market Expected Cost using an average of multiple independent broker models. There is no guarantee that a positive investment outcome will be achieved. Subject to Change.

One Order Management System platform : Aladdin Dashboard
Regional hubs for each asset class with local market knowledge and sector expertise

Common technology enables us to pass the book with embedded business continuity plan

A Focus on Costs
Large and diverse client base results 

in a robust marketplace for potential 

netting of client flows

Trading footprint allows us to 

negotiate extremely competitive 

commission rates

Research Driven
Comprehensive database of metrics, 

including a tick database and >$185tn 

USD of trading history across >180mn 

transaction records

BlackRock’s Global Coverage

An Industry Leader A Focus on Costs Research Driven

Efficient Trading

24 hour a day, 5.5 days per week coverage

Mexico City

San Francisco Atlanta

Princeton

New York

Color key

Fixed Income

Equities

Foreign Exchange

London

Hong Kong

Singapore

Taipei

Shanghai
Tokyo
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Oversight & OperationsTrading

Scalable Trading Platform

34

Fully-integrated trading platform and risk analytics

• Collaboration between portfolio managers and traders on execution strategy

• Straight-through processing of investments, from order entry to trade execution to settlement

Screenshots are for illustrative purposes only

Portfolio Management

Order Management Execution Management Post-Trade Analysis

Efficient Trading
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RQA Tools & Process

35

Screenshots are for illustrative purposes only. Subject to change without notice

Risk measurement tools
RQA seeks to provide accurate and 

appropriate risk measures for investment, 
liquidity and redemption risk

1 32

Ex-Ante Risk Measurement Risk Management

Appropriate levels of risk
RQA works with portfolio managers to achieve 

buy-in for risk and performance target and 
ensure risk taking is consistent with targets

Enhancing and assessing
Regular meetings between portfolio 

managers & RQA to ensure positioning 
is deliberate, diversified and scaled

Risk/Return Awareness

5

Measure of success
RQA, portfolio managers and senior leaders review 

performance relative to the benchmark, peers and comparable 
accounts in formal Investment Review Committee Meeting

Performance Analysis

4

Consistency and accuracy
RQA determines the degree of consistency between 

pre-trade analysis and actual performance

Performance Attribution

Explore

Performance & Oversight
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People

Platform

Process

BlackRock’s vision for the future of indexing

We continue to invest in a scalable investment engine through a focus on:

Building diverse 
teams who can sit at 
the intersection of 

portfolio management 
and technology

Leveraging 

Aladdin® platform and 

the new technologies to 
build scale

Developing a 
systems-driven 
and rules-based 

investment process
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Key takeaway
Our approach to Index: anything but passive

Investors today demand more efficient returns and innovative ways to use index products

BlackRock’s Index approach is focused on:

Seek to provide 
consistent 

performance as 
planned

Performance

Rooted in deep 
understanding of 
benchmarks and 
capital markets

Process

Scale and technology 
innovations enhance 

ability to deliver 
consistent 

performance and 
minimize costs

Platform

Flexible spectrum of 
solutions featuring 

more than 2,500 
funds covering 900+ 

benchmarks

Products

Team combines skill 
and ingenuity in 

seeking to enhance 
outcomes

People
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IV. Fund Characteristics and
Performance
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Major sources of tracking error:
Global & domestic index funds

Performance 
“Headwinds”

Performance 
“Tailwinds”
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s
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e
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Tax Reclaim Process

Securities Lending

Securities Litigation

Treatment of Corporate Actions

Optimization

Treatment of Index Changes

Post Notified Impact

NAV Rounding

Futures Rolling Costs

Cash Balances

Transaction Costs

Custody Costs

R
e
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u
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s
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IV. Fund Characteristics and
Performance
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Equities
Equity Index Fund

S&P SmallCap 600® Equity Index Fund C 

Russell 1000® Growth Fund

L.A. Fire & Police EAFE Equity Index Separate Account
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Fund inception date 31 December 1977
Data is used for analytical purposes only. Index data may differ to those published by the Index due to calculation methods. Breakdowns may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding, exclusion of cash, STIF and statistically immaterial
factors. Portfolio holdings are subject to change and are not intended as a recommendation of individual securities.
Sources: BlackRock, S&P Dow Jones Indices LLC

Fund information

Benchmark S&P 500® Index

Total fund assets $112.13B

Number of issues in fund 504

Number of issues in benchmark 503

Equity Index Fund
Characteristics

8.87

10.54

6.99

4.35

10.84

15.14

7.81

26.84

2.60

2.92

3.10

8.87

10.54

6.99

4.35

10.84

15.14

7.81

26.84

2.60

2.92

3.10

0 8 16 24 32

Communication services

Consumer discretionary

Consumer staples

Energy

Financials

Health care

Industrials

Information technology

Materials

Real estate

Utilities

Fund Benchmark

Sector diversification

Top 10 holdings

Fund % Index %

Apple Inc 6.54 6.59

Microsoft Corp 5.98 6.02

Amazon Com Inc 2.89 2.91

Alphabet Inc Class A 2.04 2.05

Alphabet Inc Class C 1.88 1.89

Tesla Inc 1.76 1.77

Berkshire Hathaway Inc Class B 1.54 1.55

UnitedHealth Group Inc 1.50 1.51

Johnson & Johnson 1.45 1.46

Nvidia Corp 1.18 1.19

As of 30 June 2022
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Equity Index Fund
Performance

Gross total return in USD (annualized* %)

As of 30 June 2022

-8.25

-16.10
-19.96

-10.61

10.62 11.34 13.00 11.68

-8.25

-16.10
-19.96

-10.62

10.60 11.31 12.96 11.61

-28

-21

-14

-7

0

7

14

21

MTD* Q2* YTD* 1 year* 3 year 5 year 10 year Since
inception**

Fund S&P 500 Index

MTD* % Q2* % YTD* % 1-yr* % 3-yr % 5-yr % 10-yr %
Since 

incept %

Tracking difference
(Gross vs. Benchmark)

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.07

* Period returns for less than a year are cumulative
** Fund inception date 31 December 1977

This information is unaudited, subject to change and intended for analytical purposes only. The Fund’s net asset value does n ot include an accrual for the investment management fee but does include an accrual for fund level 
administrative costs and, if applicable, certain third party acquired fund fees and expenses. If the Fund’s net asset value did include an accrual for the investment management fee, the Fund’s returns would be lower. Past performance is 
n ot  necessarily an indicator of future performanc e. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to invest directly in an index.

Sources: BlackRock, S&P Dow Jones Indices LLC
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Fund inception date 11 January 2019
Data is used for analytical purposes only. Index data may differ tothose published by the Index due to calculation methods. Breakdowns may not sum to 100 percent dueto rounding, exclusion of cash, STIF and statistically immaterial factors.
Portfolio holdings are subject to change and are not intended as a recommendation of individual securities.
Sources: BlackRock, S&P Dow Jones Indices LLC

Fund information

Benchmark S&P 600 Small Cap Index

Total fund assets $0.42B

Number of issues in fund 601

Number of issues in benchmark 601

S&P SmallCap 600® Equity Index Fund C 
Characteristics

2.05

11.49

5.56

5.23

18.14

12.43

16.27

13.49

5.37

7.64

2.32

2.06

11.46

5.56

5.23

18.17

12.45

16.26

13.48

5.37

7.64

2.33

0 7 14 21

Communication services

Consumer discretionary

Consumer staples

Energy

Financials

Health care

Industrials

Information technology

Materials

Real estate

Utilities

Fund Benchmark

Sector diversification

Top 10 holdings

Fund % Index %

Southwestern Energy 0.82 0.81

Agree Realty REIT Corp 0.63 0.63

Omnicell Inc 0.59 0.59

Rogers Corp 0.58 0.57

ExlService Holdings Inc 0.58 0.57

AMN Healthcare Inc 0.57 0.57

Vonage Holdings Corp 0.56 0.56

Exponent Inc 0.55 0.55

Lantheus Holdings Inc 0.53 0.53

Helmerich & Payne Inc 0.53 0.53

As of 30 June 2022
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S&P SmallCap 600® Equity Index Fund C
Performance

Gross total return in USD (annualized* %)

-8.54

-14.11

-18.94
-16.79

7.36 8.27

-8.55

-14.11

-18.94
-16.81

7.30 8.22

-24

-12

0

12

MTD* Q2* YTD* 1 year* 3 year Since inception**

Fund S&P 600 Small Cap Index

* Period returns for less than a year are cumulative
** Fund inception date 11 January 2019

This information is unaudited, subject to change and intended for analytical purposes only. The Fund’s net asset value does n ot include an accrual for the investment management fee but does include an accrual for fund level 
administrative costs and, if applicable, certain third party acquired fund fees and expenses. If the Fund’s net asset value did include an accrual for the investment management fee, the Fund’s returns would be lower. Past performance is 
n ot  necessarily an indicator of future performanc e. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to invest directly in an index.

Sources: BlackRock, S&P Dow Jones Indices LLC

MTD* % Q2* % YTD* % 1-yr* % 3-yr %
Since 

incept %

Tracking difference
(Gross vs. Benchmark)

0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.05

As of 30 June 2022
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Fund inception date 22 July 1998
Data is used for analytical purposes only. Index data may differ tothose published by the Index due to calculation methods. Breakdowns may not sum to 100 percent dueto rounding, exclusion of cash, STIF and statistically immaterial factors.
Portfolio holdings are subject to change and are not intended as a recommendation of individual securities.
Sources: BlackRock, FTSE Russell

Fund information

Benchmark Russell 1000® Growth Index

Total fund assets $7.44B

Number of issues in fund 518

Number of issues in benchmark 520

Russell 1000® Growth Fund 
Characteristics

8.09

15.48

5.86

1.46

2.96

12.33

7.05

43.56

1.38

1.77

0.05

8.10

15.49

5.86

1.46

2.96

12.33

7.05

43.55

1.39

1.77

0.05

0 13 26 39 52

Communication services

Consumer discretionary

Consumer staples

Energy

Financials

Health care

Industrials

Information technology

Materials

Real estate

Utilities

Fund Benchmark

Sector diversification

Top 10 holdings

Fund % Index %

Apple Inc 11.80 11.85

Microsoft Corp 10.84 10.89

Amazon Com Inc 5.33 5.35

Tesla Inc 3.22 3.24

Alphabet Inc Class A 3.22 3.23

Alphabet Inc Class C 2.95 2.96

UnitedHealth Group Inc 2.47 2.48

Nvidia Corp 2.06 2.07

Visa Inc Class A 1.83 1.84

Mastercard Inc Class A 1.53 1.54

46
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Russell 1000® Growth Fund
Performance

Gross total return in USD (annualized* %)

-7.92

-20.92

-28.06

-18.77

12.60 14.31 14.84

7.18

-7.92

-20.92

-28.07

-18.77

12.58 14.29 14.80

7.09

-39

-26

-13

0

13

26

MTD* Q2* YTD* 1 year* 3 year 5 year 10 year Since
inception**

Fund Russell 1000 Growth Index

* Period returns for less than a year are cumulative
** Fund inception date 22 July 1998

This information is unaudited, subject to change and intended for analytical purposes only. The Fund’s net asset value does n ot include an accrual for the investment management fee but does include an accrual for fund level 
administrative costs and, if applicable, certain third party acquired fund fees and expenses. If the Fund’s net asset value did include an accrual for the investment management fee, the Fund’s returns would be lower. Past performance is 
n ot  necessarily an indicator of future performanc e. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to invest directly in an index.

Sources: BlackRock, FTSE Russell

MTD* % Q2* % YTD* % 1-yr* % 3-yr % 5-yr % 10-yr %
Since 

incept %

Tracking difference
(Gross vs. Benchmark)

0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.09
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Japan
22.25

United 
Kingdom

15.94

France
11.21

Switzerland
10.46

Australia
7.83

Country allocation (%)

Fund inception date 31 January 2012
Data is used for analytical purposes only. Breakdowns may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding, exclusion of cash, STIF and statistically immaterial factors. Portfolio holdings are subject to change and are not intended as a 
recommendation of individual securities.
Sources: BlackRock, MSCI Inc.

L.A. Fire & Police EAFE Equity Index Separate Account
Characteristics

Germany 7.29
Australia 7.21

Netherlands 3.86
Sweden 3.13

Hong Kong 2.55
Denmark 2.37

Italy 2.10
Spain 2.02

Singapore 1.30

Finland 0.85
Belgium 0.84

Norway 0.68
Israel 0.64

Ireland 0.52
Portugal 0.19

New Zealand 0.18
Austria 0.18

Top 10 holdings

Country Weight (%)

Nestle SA Switzerland 2.41

Roche Holding Par AG Switzerland 1.71

AstraZeneca PLC United Kingdom 1.49

Shell PLC United Kingdom 1.45

ASML Holding NV Netherlands 1.43

Novo Nordisk  Class B Denmark 1.37

Novartis AG Switzerland 1.36

LVMH France 1.24

Toyota Motor Corp Japan 1.20

BHP Group LTD Australia 1.05

Fund information

Benchmark MSCI World ex US Net Index

Total fund value $1.11B

Number of issues in fund 799

Number of issues in benchmark 799

As of 30 June 2022

48FOR USE WITH LAFPP IN LAFPP INDEX FINALS MEETING ON AUG 4 2022
ICBM0722U/S-2311326-48/83



L.A. Fire & Police EAFE Equity Index Separate Account
Performance

Gross total return in USD (annualized* %)

-9.27

-14.45

-19.45
-17.58

1.27 2.49
5.72 5.27

-9.28

-14.51

-19.57
-17.77

1.07 2.20
5.40 4.94

-24

-12

0

12

MTD* Q2* YTD* 1 year* 3 year 5 year 10 year Since
inception**

LAFPP Separate Account

MTD* % Q2* % YTD* % 1-yr* % 3-yr % 5-yr % 10-yr %
Since 

incept %

Tracking difference
(Gross vs. Benchmark)

0.01 0.06 0.12 0.19 0.20 0.29 0.32 0.33

* Period returns for less than a year are cumulative
** Fund inception date 31 January 2012

This information is unaudited, subject to change and intended for analytical purposes only. The Fund’s net asset value does n ot include an accrual for the investment management fee but does include an accrual for fund level 
administrative costs and, if applicable, certain third party acquired fund fees and expenses. If the Fund’s net asset value did include an accrual for the investment management fee, the Fund’s returns would be lower . Past performance is 
n ot  necessarily an indicator of future performanc e. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to invest directly in an index. 

Sources: BlackRock, MSCI Inc.
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Fixed Income
U.S. Debt Index Fund

U.S. Treasury Inflation Protected Securities Fund
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U.S. Debt Index Fund
Portfolio profile

Fund inception date 30 June 1986
Data is for analytical purposes only. Index data points may differ to those published by the Index due to different calculation criteria. The credit quality of a particular security or group of securities may be based upon a rating from a nationally 
recognized statistical rating organization or, if unrated by a ratings organization, assigned an internal rating by BlackRock, neither of which ensures the stability or safety of an overall portfolio. Breakdowns may not sum to total due to 
rounding, exclusion of cash, STIF, and statistically immaterial factors. Sources: BlackRock, Bloomberg Finance L.P.

U.S. Debt 
Index Fund

Bloomberg U.S. 
Aggregate Bond 

Index

Market value ($B) 8.26 24,864.33 

# Issues 10,193 12,563 

Characteristics

Coupon (%) 2.63 2.49

Yield to maturity (YTM) (%) 3.70 3.69

Weighted avg life (yrs) 8.79 8.81

Effective duration (yrs) 6.55 6.55

Spread duration 4.07 4.04

Option adjusted spread (bps) 54 53

Convexity 0.64 0.64

Quality breakdown (mkt val %)

AAA or above 74.05 73.77

AA 2.59 2.80

A 10.58 10.69

BBB 12.66 12.64

Bellow BBB 0.11 0.08

NR 0.00 0.03

U.S. Debt 
Index Fund

Bloomberg U.S. 
Aggregate Bond 

Index

Sector breakdown (mkt val %)

Treasury 40.91 40.53

Agencies 1.02 1.30

Financials 7.89 7.90

Industrials 14.00 14.08

Utilities 1.97 2.00

Non-US credit 3.26 3.38

Taxable munis 0.62 0.65

ABS 0.32 0.35

Mortgages 27.86 27.84

Hybrid ARM 0.01 0.00

CMBS 1.99 1.96

Foreign Government 0.00 0.00

Other 0.00 0.01

Cash 0.15 0.00

Weighted avg life breakdown (mkt val %)

0-1 2.41 0.09

1-2 8.02 10.61

2-3 7.44 10.26

3-5 19.72 15.93

5-7 14.95 14.99

7-10 21.37 22.06

10-20 14.34 14.67

20-30 10.94 10.57

30+ 0.82 0.82

As of 30 June 2022

51FOR USE WITH LAFPP IN LAFPP INDEX FINALS MEETING ON AUG 4 2022
ICBM0722U/S-2311326-51/83



-1.55

-4.66

-10.22 -10.19

-0.84

0.97 1.52 1.66

5.67

-1.57

-4.69

-10.35 -10.29

-0.93

0.88 1.42 1.54

5.61

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

MTD* Q2* YTD* 1 year* 3 year 5 year 7 year 10 year Since
inception**

Fund Bloomberg U.S. Aggregate Bond Index

Gross total return in USD (annualized* %)

MTD %* Q2 %* YTD %* 1-yr %* 3-yr % 5-yr % 7-yr % 10-yr %
Since 

incept %

Tracking Error*** 0.02 0.03 0.13 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.12 0.06

* Period returns for less than a year are cumulative
** Fund inception date 30 June 1986
*** Value is based on trailing monthly observations

This information is unaudited, subject to change and intended for analytical purposes only. The Fund’s net asset value does n ot include an accrual for the investment management fee but does include an accrual for fund level 
administrative costs and, if applicable, certain third party acquired fund fees and expenses. If the Fund’s net asset value did include an accrual for the investment management fee, the Fund’s returns would be lower. Past performance is 
n ot  necessarily an indicator of future performanc e. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to invest directly in an index. 

Sources: BlackRock, Bloomberg Finance L.P.

U.S. Debt Index Fund
Performance

52
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U.S. Treasury Inflation Protected Securities Fund
Portfolio profile

Fund inception date 15 November 2001
Data is for analytical purposes only. Index data points may differ to those published by the Index due to different calculation criteria. Breakdowns may not sum to total due to rounding, exclusion of cash, STIF, and statistically immaterial 
factors. 
Sources: BlackRock, Bloomberg Finance L.P.

U.S. Treasury 
Inflation 

Protected 
Securities Fund

Bloomberg U.S. 
Treasury Inflation 

Protected Securities 
(TIPS) Index 

(Series L)

Market value ($B) 3.34 1,197.77

# Issues 46 46

Characteristics

Coupon (%) 0.63 0.63

Yield to maturity (YTM) (%) 3.02 3.03

Weighted avg life (yrs) 7.38 7.38

Effective duration (yrs) 6.89 6.88

Convexity 0.93 0.93

U.S. Treasury 
Inflation 

Protected 
Securities Fund

Bloomberg U.S. 
Treasury Inflation 

Protected Securities 
(TIPS) Index 

(Series L)

Weighted avg life breakdown (mkt val %)

0-1 0.29 0.00

1-2 10.06 9.81

2-3 12.06 14.15

3-5 28.53 26.14

5-7 14.92 16.52

7-10 19.92 19.16

10-20 3.50 3.43

20-30 10.72 10.80

30+ 0.00 0.00

As of 30 June 2022
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U.S. Treasury Inflation Protected Securities Fund
Performance

Gross total return in USD (annualized* %)

MTD %* Q2 %* YTD %* 1-yr %* 3-yr % 5-yr % 7-yr % 10-yr %
Since 

incept %

Tracking Error*** -0.01 -0.02 0.04 0.02 0.09 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.08

* Period returns for less than a year are cumulative
** Fund inception date 15 November 2001
*** Value is based on trailing monthly observations

This information is unaudited, subject to change and intended for analytical purposes only. The Fund’s net asset value does n ot include an accrual for the investment management fee but does include an accrual for fund level 
administrative costs and, if applicable, certain third party acquired fund fees and expenses. If the Fund’s net asset value did include an accrual for the investment management fee, the Fund’s returns would be lower. Past performance is 
n ot  necessarily an indicator of future performanc e. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to invest directly in an index. 

Sources: BlackRock, Bloomberg Finance L.P.

-3.17

-6.10

-8.88

-5.12

3.13 3.33 2.95
1.84

4.62

-3.16

-6.08

-8.92

-5.14

3.04 3.21 2.82
1.73

4.54

-12

-8

-4

0

4

8

MTD* Q2* YTD* 1 year* 3 year 5 year 7 year 10 year Since
inception**

Fund Bloomberg U.S. Treasury Inflation Protected Securities (TIPS) Index (Series-L)
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Real Assets
FTSE NAREIT All Equity REIT

Bloomberg Commodity Index
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Fund inception date 12 June 2018
Data is used for analytical purposes only. Index data may differ tothose published by the Index due to calculation methods. Breakdowns may not sum to 100 percent dueto rounding, exclusion of cash, STIF and statistically immaterial factors.
Portfolio holdings are subject to change and are not intended as a recommendation of individual securities.
Sources: BlackRock, FTSE International

Fund information

Benchmark
FTSE EPRA/NAREIT 
United States Index

Total fund assets $3.85B

Number of issues in fund 116

Number of issues in benchmark 116

FTSE EPRA/NAREIT US Real Estate Securities Index Fund 
Characteristics

3.95

11.06

3.19

15.21

8.14

0.22

20.35

14.61

23.29

3.94

11.06

3.19

15.21

8.13

0.22

20.35

14.61

23.28

0 9 18 27

Diversified REITs

Health care REITs

Hotel & Resort REITs

Industrial REITs

Office REITs

RE Operating Cos

Residential REITs

Retail REITs

Specialized REITs

Fund Benchmark

Sector diversification

Top 10 holdings

Fund % Index %

Prologis REIT Inc 8.54 8.54

Equinix REIT Inc 5.87 5.87

Public Storage REIT 4.80 4.80

Realty Income REIT Corp 4.04 4.04

Welltower Inc 3.68 3.68

Digital Realty Trust REIT Inc 3.62 3.62

Simon Property Group REIT Inc 3.04 3.04

Vici Pptys Inc 2.81 2.81

AvalonBay Communities REIT Inc 2.66 2.66

Equity Residential REIT 2.63 2.63

As of 30 June 2022

56FOR USE WITH LAFPP IN LAFPP INDEX FINALS MEETING ON AUG 4 2022
ICBM0722U/S-2311326-56/83



FTSE EPRA/NAREIT US Real Estate Securities Index Fund
Performance

Gross total return in USD (annualized* %)

As of 30 June 2022

-7.39

-17.09
-20.52

-6.94

3.07
5.46

-7.40

-17.11
-20.52

-6.94

3.03
5.30

-25

-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

MTD* Q2* YTD* 1 year* 3 year Since inception**

Fund FTSE EPRA/NAREIT United States Index

* Period returns for less than a year are cumulative
** Fund inception date 12 June 2018

This information is unaudited, subject to change and intended for analytical purposes only. The Fund’s net asset value does n ot include an accrual for the investment management fee but does include an accrual for fund level 
administrative costs and, if applicable, certain third party acquired fund fees and expenses. If the Fund’s net asset value did include an accrual for the investment management fee, the Fund’s returns would be lower. Past performance is 
n ot  necessarily an indicator of future performanc e. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to invest directly in an index.

Sources: BlackRock, FTSE Russell

MTD* % Q2* % YTD* % 1-yr* % 3-yr %
Since 

incept %

Tracking difference
(Gross vs. Benchmark)

0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.16
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16.8%

12.3%
4.8%

18.4%

38.9%
5.8%

3.1%

Precious metals

Industrial metals

Livestock

Grains

Energy

Softs

Vegetable oil

Fund composition

Fund inception date 08 July 2009
Data is used for analytical purposes only. Breakdowns may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding, exclusion of cash, STIF and statistically immaterial factors.
Sources: BlackRock, Bloomberg Finance L.P.

Fund information

Benchmark
Bloomberg Commodity Index 

Total Return (Official)

Portfolio management technique Representative sampling

Implementation Futures

Number of commodities 23

Weighting method Production & liquidity weighted

Total fund value $510M

Commodity Index Fund
Characteristics

Sector allocation

Energy 38.86% Industrial Metals 12.27% Precious Metals 16.80% Grains 18.35% Livestock 4.82%

Natural gas 12.01 Copper 4.00 Gold 13.02 Soybeans 5.26 Live cattle 2.95

WTI crude oil 9.30 Aluminum 3.07 Silver 3.78 Corn 5.25 Lean hogs 1.87

Brent crude oil 8.14 Nickel 2.69 Soybean meal 2.98

Gas Oil 3.76 Zinc 2.51 C. Wheat 3.03

RBOB gasoline 2.86 K. Wheat 1.83

Heating oil 2.79

Softs 5.82% Vegetable oil 3.08%

Sugar 2.43 Soybean oil 3.08

Coffee 2.30

Cotton 1.09

As of 30 June 2022
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Commodity Index Fund
Performance

Gross total return in USD (annualized* %)

-10.78

-5.70

18.35

24.22

14.42

8.47

-0.75

0.84

-10.77

-5.66

18.44

24.27

14.34

8.39

-0.82

0.77

-16

0

16

32

MTD* Q2* YTD* 1 year* 3 year 5 year 10 year Since
inception**

Commodity Index Fund Bloomberg Commodity Index Total Return (Official)

MTD %* Q2 %* YTD %* 1-yr %* 3-yr % 5-yr % 10-yr %
Since 

incept %

Tracking difference
(Gross vs. Benchmark)

-0.01 -0.04 -0.09 -0.05 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07

* Period returns for less than a year are cumulative
** Fund inception date 08 July 2009

This information is unaudited, subject to change and intended for analytical purposes only. The Fund’s net asset value does n ot include an accrual for the investment management fee but does include an accrual for fund level 
administrative costs and, if applicable, certain third party acquired fund fees and expenses. If the Fund’s net asset value did include an accrual for the investment management fee, the Fund’s returns would be lower. Past performance is 
n ot  necessarily an indicator of future performanc e. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to invest directly in an index.

Sources: BlackRock, Bloomberg Finance L.P.

As of 30 June 2022
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V. Appendix
A. Supplemental Information: GIPS Separate Account Composite

Performance

B. Securities Lending

C. Disclosures
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QTD* YTD* 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 10 yr

BlackRock S&P 500 Index Separate Account (Americas) (gross)

BlackRock S&P 500 Index Separate Account (Americas) (net)

S&P 500 Index®

Total return in USD (annualized %)

Th e  figures shown relate to past performance. Past P erformance is not a reliable indicator of current or future results and should not be the sole factor of consideration when selecting a product or strategy. 
Source: BlackRock
* Unannualized

Certain performance results do not reflect the deduction of management/advisory fees and other expenses; management/ advisory fees and other expenses will reduce a client’s return. For example, assuming an annual gross return of 8%
and an annual management/advisory fee of 1.00%, the net annualized total return of the portfolio would be 6.94% over a 5-year period. Fees are described in Part 2 of BlackRock’s Form ADV. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to 
invest directly in an index.

† See page titled “Historical data BlackRock S&P 500 Index Separate Account (Americas) Composite Performance” for GIPS complian t data related to this composite.
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52

2Q21-2Q22 2Q20-2Q21 2Q19-2Q20 2Q18-2Q19 2Q17-2Q18

BlackRock S&P 500 Index Separate Account (Americas) (gross)

BlackRock S&P 500 Index Separate Account (Americas) (net)

S&P 500 Index®

12-month total return in USD (%)

BlackRock S&P 500 Index Separate Account (Americas)
Composite Performance

Supplemental Information† 
As of 30 June 2022

Composite 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 10 yr

Gross tracking error 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01%

Gross info ratio 3.08 2.30 2.05 4.05

Gross Sharpe ratio -0.63 0.54 0.61 0.91

Net tracking error 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01%

Net info ratio 0.40 -1.86 -2.34 0.21

Net Sharpe ratio -0.63 0.54 0.61 0.90

Composite QTD* YTD* 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 10 yr

Gross performance -16.08% -19.93% -10.57% 10.63% 11.33% 13.01%

Net performance -16.09% -19.94% -10.61% 10.58% 11.28% 12.96%

Benchmark performance -16.10% -19.96% -10.62% 10.60% 11.31% 12.96%

Active return (gross) 0.02% 0.03% 0.05% 0.03% 0.02% 0.05%

Active return (net) 0.01% 0.02% 0.01% -0.02% -0.03% 0.00%
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Calendar year
Gross of fee
composite
return (%)

Net of fee
composite
return (%)

Benchmark
return (%)

Number of
portfolios

Composite
dispersion

(%)

Composite 
gross

3yr annualized
standard

deviation (%)

Benchmark
3 yr annualized

standard 
deviation (%)

Composite 
assets

(USD millions)

Firm assets
(USD millions)

2012 16.10 16.03 16.00 5 0.04 15.09 15.09 102,776 3,775,033

2013 32.47 32.39 32.39 5 0.04 11.94 11.94 138,220 4,307,669

2014 13.80 13.74 13.69 7 0.05 8.97 8.97 154,581 4,632,820

2015 1.48 1.43 1.38 7 0.01 10.47 10.47 146,099 4,624,182

2016 12.05 11.99 11.96 6 0.01 10.59 10.59 158,428 4,981,408

2017 21.86 21.81 21.83 7 0.00 9.92 9.92 196,374 6,107,789

2018 -4.37 -4.41 -4.38 7 0.02 10.80 10.80 179,323 5,713,081

2019 31.50 31.44 31.49 6 0.21 11.93 11.93 228,788 7,186,292

2020 18.41 18.36 18.40 4 0.00 18.53 18.53 253,577 8,333,896

2021 28.73 28.68 28.71 4 0.02 17.17 17.17 296,477 9,663,234

E_AISP5S

Historical data
BlackRock S&P 500 Index Separate Account (Americas) 
Composite

The figures shown relate to past performance.  Past Performance is not a reliable indicator of future results and should not be the sole 
factor of consideration when selecting a product or strategy. Benchmark performance returns do not reflect any management fees, 
transaction costs or expenses.  Benchmarks are unmanaged and one cannot invest directly in a benchmark.
Please see the following page for important disclosures related to this composite.
Data shown may be subject to revisions from time to time based on availability of new information. Any such revisions are not material.
The three-year annualized standard deviation measures the variability of the composite gross returns and benchmark returns over the preceding 
36-month period.
* As of 31/12/2021, total firm assets are now presented for all periods presented. Previously, for annual periods through 31/12/2019, composite assets
were presented as a percentage of total firm assets.
GIPS® is a registered trademark of CFA Institute. CFA Institute does not endorse or promote this organization,
nor does it warrant the accuracy or quality of the content contained herein.

Period ending 31/12/2021
Gross of fee composite
annualized return (%)

Net of fee composite
annualized return (%)

Benchmark annualized
return (%)

1 Year 28.73 28.68 28.71

5 Years 18.49 18.44 18.47

10 Years 16.61 16.55 16.55

Supplemental data

62FOR USE WITH LAFPP IN LAFPP INDEX FINALS MEETING ON AUG 4 2022
ICBM0722U/S-2311326-62/83



No t es

BlackRock S&P 500 Index Separate Account (Americas) 
Composite

1. For purposes of compliance with the Global Investment Performance Standards (GIPS®), the "firm" refers to the investment adviser and national trust bank subsidiaries of BlackRock, Inc., located globally. This 
definition excludes: i) BlackRock subsidiaries that do not provide investment advisory or management services, ii) the Absolute Return Strategies ( funds-of-hedge-funds) business unit under the "BlackRock 
Alternative Advisers" platform, iii) BlackRock Capital Investment Corporation, LLC, iv) FutureAdvisor, Inc., and v) Retail mutual funds and separately managed accounts within BlackRock México Operadora, S.A.
de C.V., Sociedad Operadora de Fondos de Inversión, and vi) Aperio Group, LLC.

2. BlackRock claims compliance with the Global Investment Performance Standards (GIPS®) and has prepared and presented this repo rt in compliance with the GIPS standards. BlackRock has been 
independently verified for the periods 1 January 1993 through 31 December 2020. The verification report is available upon request. A firm that claims compliance with the GIPS standards must establish 
policies and procedures for complying with all the applicable requirements of the GIPS standards. Verification provides assur ance on whether the firm's policies and procedures related to composite and pooled 
fund maintenance, as well as the calculation, presentation, and distribution of performance, have been designed in compliance with the GIPS standards and have been implemented on a firm-wide basis.
Verification does not provide assurance on the accuracy of any specific performance report. The firm is verified annually by Deloitte & Touche LLP.

3. BlackRock uses a time-weighted linked rate of return formula with adjustments for cash flows to calculate rates of return. Trade date accounting has been used since the inception of the composite. The
currency used to calculate performance is US Dollar.

4. The benchmark index shown is the Standard & Poor’s 500 Index Total Return®.

5. Composite dispersion measures represent the consistency of a firm’s composite performance results with respect to the individual portfolio returns within a composite. Dispersion is represented by the asset-
weighted standard deviation of only portfolios that have been included in the composite style for a full year. For composites containing only one account, a measure of dispersion is not meaningful (NM).

6. There have been no alterations of the composite due to changes in personnel or other reasons.

7. Gross of fee performance results are presented before management and custodial fees and net of broker fees, transaction costs , and withholding taxes (if applicable). Certain portfolios may have fee waivers or 
custodial fees included. As of 1 October 2020, net performance reflects the deduction of the highest management fee (model ma nagement fee) between the strategy and fund fee schedules (if applicable).
Prior to that, net performance reflected the deduction of the highest management fee per the strategy fee schedule The standa rd management fee schedule for this strategy for institutional separate accounts 
is as follows: first $250 million of assets, 0.04 of 1%; remaining assets in excess of $250 million, 0.035 of 1%.

8. Lists of composite descriptions, limited distribution pooled fund descriptions, and broad distribution pooled funds are avail able upon request. Policies for valuing investments, calculating performance, and 
preparing GIPS reports are available upon request.

9. The BlackRock S&P 500 Index Separate Account Composite (Americas) is comprised of all fully discretionary, total return separ ate account equity portfolios, which are passively managed to track the
performance of the Standard & Poor’s 500 Index Total Return®. The principal risks of the strategy are valuation risk, counter party credit risk, concentration risk and equity risk. Accounts in this composite may 
engage in securities lending activity under the direction of the client via third parties while other clients may choose not to engage in stock lending. Performance shown above reflects any stock lending activity.
All accounts included in the composite follow a similar investment philosophy. This composite may include accounts with multi ple investor types which can have different withholding tax rates applied.
BlackRock also maintains an institutional fund composite for this strategy. The creation date of the composite is 1 November 2010. The inception date of the composite is 31 March 2003.  The composite
does not have a significant cash flow policy.
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QTD* YTD* 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 10 yr

BlackRock Bloomberg US Aggregate Index Separate Account (gross)

BlackRock Bloomberg US Aggregate Index Separate Account (net)

BBG U.S. Aggregate Index

Total return in USD (annualized %)

Th e  figures shown relate to past performance. Past performance is not a  reliable indicator of current or future results and should not be the sole factor of consideration when selecting a product or strategy.
Source: BlackRock
* Unannualized

Certain performance results do not reflect the deduction of management/advisory fees and other expenses; management/ advisory fees and other expenses will reduce a client’s return. For example, assuming an annual gross return of 8%
and an annual management/advisory fee of 0.25%, the net annualized total return of the portfolio would be 7.74% over a 5-year period. Fees are described in Part 2 of BlackRock’s Form ADV. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to 
invest directly in an index.

† See page titled “Historical data BlackRock Bloomberg US Aggregate Index Separate Account Composite” for GIPS compliant data r elated to this composite.
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2Q21-2Q22 2Q20-2Q21 2Q19-2Q20 2Q18-2Q19 2Q17-2Q18

BlackRock Bloomberg US Aggregate Index Separate Account (gross)

BlackRock Bloomberg US Aggregate Index Separate Account (net)

BBG U.S. Aggregate Index

12-month total return in USD (%)

BlackRock Bloomberg US Aggregate Index Separate Account 
Composite Performance

Composite 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 10 yr

Gross tracking error 0.13% 0.10% 0.08% 0.10%

Gross info ratio 2.36 1.57 1.85 2.62

Gross Sharpe ratio -2.12 -0.32 -0.02 0.33

Net tracking error 0.13% 0.10% 0.08% 0.10%

Net info ratio 1.93 0.95 1.07 1.98

Net Sharpe ratio -2.13 -0.33 -0.04 0.31

Supplemental Information† 
As of 30 June 2022

Composite QTD* YTD* 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 10 yr

Gross performance -4.54% -10.04% -10.00% -0.78% 1.02% 1.79%

Net performance -4.55% -10.06% -10.05% -0.84% 0.96% 1.73%

Benchmark performance -4.69% -10.35% -10.29% -0.93% 0.88% 1.54%

Active return (gross) 0.15% 0.31% 0.29% 0.15% 0.14% 0.25%

Active return (net) 0.14% 0.29% 0.24% 0.09% 0.08% 0.19%
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Calendar year
Gross of fee
composite
return (%)

Net of fee
composite
return (%)

Benchmark
return (%)

Number of
portfolios

Composite
dispersion

(%)

Composite 
gross

3yr annualized
standard

deviation (%)

Benchmark
3 yr annualized

standard 
deviation (%)

Composite 
assets

(USD millions)

Firm assets
(USD millions)

2012 4.35 4.29 4.21 3 0.01 2.34 2.38 2,132 3,775,033

2013 -1.83 -1.89 -2.02 4 0.02 2.71 2.71 25,852 4,307,669

2014 6.69 6.63 5.97 5 0.21 2.65 2.63 26,924 4,632,820

2015 0.90 0.84 0.55 5 0.10 2.90 2.88 27,358 4,624,182

2016 2.92 2.86 2.65 6 0.09 3.00 2.98 30,209 4,981,408

2017 3.81 3.75 3.54 5 0.11 2.79 2.78 31,757 6,107,789

2018 0.17 0.11 0.01 4 0.07 2.85 2.84 30,742 5,713,081

2019 8.73 8.66 8.72 4 0.01 2.88 2.87 36,915 7,186,292

2020 7.54 7.47 7.51 6 0.05 3.36 3.36 44,930 8,333,896

2021 -1.45 -1.51 -1.54 6 0.08 3.37 3.35 35,735 9,663,234

FI-AIAGSA

Historical data
BlackRock Bloomberg US Aggregate Index Separate Account 
Composite

The figures shown relate to past performance.  Past Performance is not a reliable indicator of future results and should not be the sole 
factor of consideration when selecting a product or strategy. Benchmark performance returns do not reflect any management fees, 
transaction costs or expenses.  Benchmarks are unmanaged and one cannot invest directly in a benchmark.
Please see the following page for important disclosures related to this composite.
Data shown may be subject to revisions from time to time based on availability of new information. Any such revisions are not material.
The three-year annualized standard deviation measures the variability of the composite gross returns and benchmark returns over the preceding 
36-month period.
* As of 31/12/2021, total firm assets are now presented for all periods presented. Previously, for annual periods through 31/12/2019, composite assets 
were presented as a percentage of total firm assets.
GIPS® is a registered trademark of CFA Institute. CFA Institute does not endorse or promote this organization,
nor does it warrant the accuracy or quality of the content contained herein.

Period ending 31/12/2021
Gross of fee composite
annualized return (%)

Net of fee composite
annualized return (%)

Benchmark annualized
return (%)

1 Year -1.45 -1.51 -1.54

5 Years 3.68 3.62 3.57

10 Years 3.12 3.06 2.90

Supplemental data
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Notes

BlackRock Bloomberg US Aggregate Index Separate Account 
Composite

1. For purposes of compliance with the Global Investment Performance Standards (GIPS®), the "firm" refers to the investment adviser and national trust bank subsidiaries of BlackRock, Inc., located globally. This 
definition excludes: i) BlackRock subsidiaries that do not provide investment advisory or management services, ii) the Absolute Return Strategies ( funds-of-hedge-funds) business unit under the "BlackRock 
Alternative Advisers" platform, iii) BlackRock Capital Investment Corporation, LLC, iv) FutureAdvisor, Inc., and v) Retail mutual funds and separately managed accounts within BlackRock México Operadora, S.A.
de C.V., Sociedad Operadora de Fondos de Inversión, and vi) Aperio Group, LLC.

2. BlackRock claims compliance with the Global Investment Performance Standards (GIPS®) and has prepared and presented this repo rt in compliance with the GIPS standards. BlackRock has been 
independently verified for the periods 1 January 1993 through 31 December 2020. The verification report is available upon request. A firm that claims compliance with the GIPS standards must establish 
policies and procedures for complying with all the applicable requirements of the GIPS standards. Verification provides assurance on whether the firm's policies and procedures related to composite and pooled 
fund maintenance, as well as the calculation, presentation, and distribution of performance, have been designed in compliance with the GIPS standards and have been implemented on a firm -wide basis.
Verification does not provide assurance on the accuracy of any specific performance report. The firm is verified annually by Deloitte & Touche LLP.

3. BlackRock uses a time-weighted linked rate of return formula with adjustments for cash flows to calculate rates of return. Trade date accounting has been used since the inception of the composite. The
currency used to calculate performance is US Dollar.

4. The benchmark index shown is the Bloomberg U.S. Aggregate Index Total Return®.

5. Composite dispersion measures represent the consistency of a firm’s composite performance results with respect to the individual portfolio returns within a composite. Dispersion is represented by the asset-
weighted standard deviation of only portfolios that have been included in the composite style for a full year. For composites containing only one account, a measure of dispersion is not meaningful (NM).

6. There have been no alterations of the composite due to changes in personnel or other reasons.

7. Gross of fee performance results are presented before management and custodial fees and net of broker fees, transaction costs , and withholding taxes (if applicable). Certain portfolios may have fee waivers or 
custodial fees included. Net performance reflects the deduction of the highest management fee (model management fee) between the strategy and fund fee schedules (if applicable). The standard 
management fee schedule for this strategy for institutional separate accounts is as follows: first $100 million of assets, 0. 06 of 1%; next $400 million of assets, 0.05 of 1%; remaining assets in excess of 
$500 million, 0.04 of 1%.

8. Lists of composite descriptions, limited distribution pooled fund descriptions, and broad distribution pooled funds are available upon request. Policies for valuing investments, calculating performance, and 
preparing GIPS reports are available upon request.

9. The BlackRock Bloomberg U.S. Aggregate Index Separate Account Composite is comprised of all fully discretionary, total return separate account fixed income portfolios, which are passively managed to track 
the performance of the Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index Total Return®. The principal risks of the strategy are concentration risk, counterparty risk, fixed income risk, credit risk, interest rate risk,
and non-investment grade risk. Accounts in this composite may engage in securities lending activity under the direction of the client via third parties while other clients may choose not to engage in stock 
lending. Performance shown above reflects any stock lending activity. All accounts included in the composite follow a similar investment philosophy. This composite may include accounts with multiple investor 
types which can have different withholding tax rates applied. BlackRock also maintains an institutional fund composite for th is strategy. The creation date of the composite is 1 November 2010. The inception 
date of the composite is 31 March 2003.  The composite does not have a significant cash flow policy.
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QTD* YTD* 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 10 yr

BlackRock Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index Separate Account (gross)

BlackRock Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index Separate Account (net)

BBG US TIPS Index, Series L

Total return in USD (annualized %)

Th e figures shown relate to past performance. Past performance i s not a reliable indicator of current or future results and should not be the sole factor of consideration when 
se lecting a product or strategy.
Source: BlackRock
* Unannualized

Certain performance results do not reflect the deduction of management/advisory fees and other expenses; management/ advisory fees and other expenses will reduce a
client’s return. For example, assuming an annual gross return of 8% and an annual management/advisory fee of 0.25%, the net a nnualized total return of the portfolio 
would be 7.74% over a 5-year period. Fees are described in Part 2 of BlackRock’s Form ADV. Indexes are unmanaged. It is not possible to invest directly in an index.

† See page titled “Historical data BlackRock Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index Separate Account Composite” for GIPS compliant data related to this composite.
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BlackRock Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index Separate Account (net)
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12-month total return in USD (%)

BlackRock Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index 
Separate Account Composite Performance

Composite 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 10 yr

Gross tracking error 0.07% 0.10% 0.08% 0.07%

Gross info ratio -0.70 -0.34 -0.23 0.01

Gross Sharpe ratio -0.96 0.48 0.49 0.25

Net tracking error 0.07% 0.10% 0.08% 0.07%

Net info ratio -1.37 -0.88 -0.87 -0.86

Net Sharpe ratio -0.96 0.47 0.47 0.23

Supplemental Information† 
As of 30 June 2022

Composite QTD* YTD* 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 10 yr

Gross performance -6.10% -9.00% -5.19% 3.01% 3.19% 1.73%

Net performance -6.11% -9.03% -5.24% 2.95% 3.14% 1.67%

Benchmark performance -6.08% -8.92% -5.14% 3.04% 3.21% 1.73%

Active return (gross) -0.02% -0.08% -0.05% -0.03% -0.02% 0.00%

Active return (net) -0.03% -0.11% -0.10% -0.09% -0.07% -0.06%
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Calendar year
Gross of fee
composite
return (%)

Net of fee
composite
return (%)

Benchmark
return (%)

Number of
portfolios

Composite
dispersion

(%)

Composite 
gross

3yr annualized
standard

deviation (%)

Benchmark
3 yr annualized

standard 
deviation (%)

Composite 
assets

(USD millions)

Firm assets
(USD millions)

2012 6.98 6.88 6.98 2 0.00 4.35 4.34 2,849 3,775,033

2013 -8.61 -8.69 -8.61 2 0.00 5.35 5.36 2,300 4,307,669

2014 3.66 3.58 3.64 2 0.01 5.14 5.15 2,284 4,632,820

2015 -1.44 -1.49 -1.44 2 0.01 4.99 5.00 1,730 4,624,182

2016 4.75 4.70 4.68 1 NM 4.08 4.08 612 4,981,408

2017 3.07 3.02 3.01 1 NM 3.46 3.46 2,103 6,107,789

2018 -1.29 -1.34 -1.26 1 NM 3.06 3.05 2,150 5,713,081

2019 8.40 8.35 8.43 2 0.00 2.96 2.96 3,358 7,186,292

2020 11.00 10.94 10.99 2 0.04 3.86 3.82 4,139 8,333,896

2021 5.94 5.89 5.96 2 0.03 3.88 3.84 5,244 9,663,234

FI-AIUTPSS

Historical data
BlackRock Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index 
Separate Account Composite

The figures shown relate to past performance.  Past Performance is not a reliable indicator of future results and should not be the sole 
factor of consideration when selecting a product or strategy. Benchmark performance returns do not reflect any management fees, 
transaction costs or expenses.  Benchmarks are unmanaged and one cannot invest directly in a benchmark.
Please see the following page for important disclosures related to this composite.
Data shown may be subject to revisions from time to time based on availability of new information. Any such revisions are not material.
The three-year annualized standard deviation measures the variability of the composite gross returns and benchmark returns over the preceding 
36-month period.
* As of 31/12/2021, total firm assets are now presented for all periods presented. Previously, for annual periods through 31/12/2019, composite assets
were presented as a percentage of total firm assets.
GIPS® is a registered trademark of CFA Institute. CFA Institute does not endorse or promote this organization,
nor does it warrant the accuracy or quality of the content contained herein.

Period ending 31/12/2021
Gross of fee composite
annualized return (%)

Net of fee composite
annualized return (%)

Benchmark annualized
return (%)

1 Year 5.94 5.89 5.96

5 Years 5.34 5.28 5.34

10 Years 3.10 3.04 3.09

Supplemental data
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Notes

BlackRock Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index 
Separate Account Composite

1. For purposes of compliance with the Global Investment Performance Standards (GIPS®), the "firm" refers to the investment adviser and national trust bank subsidiaries of BlackRock, Inc., located globally. This 
definition excludes: i) BlackRock subsidiaries that do not provide investment advisory or management services, ii) the Absolute Return Strategies ( funds-of-hedge-funds) business unit under the "BlackRock 
Alternative Advisers" platform, iii) BlackRock Capital Investment Corporation, LLC, iv) FutureAdvisor, Inc., and v) Retail mutual funds and separately managed accounts within BlackRock México Operadora, S.A.
de C.V., Sociedad Operadora de Fondos de Inversión, and vi) Aperio Group, LLC.

2. BlackRock claims compliance with the Global Investment Performance Standards (GIPS®) and has prepared and presented this report in compliance with the GIPS standards. BlackRock has been 
independently verified for the periods 1 January 1993 through 31 December 2020. The verification report is available upon request. A firm that claims compliance with the GIPS standards must establish 
policies and procedures for complying with all the applicable requirements of the GIPS standards. Verification provides assur ance on whether the firm's policies and procedures related to composite and pooled 
fund maintenance, as well as the calculation, presentation, and distribution of performance, have been designed in compliance with the GIPS standards and have been implemented on a firm-wide basis.
Verification does not provide assurance on the accuracy of any specific performance report. The firm is verified annually by Deloitte & Touche LLP.

3. BlackRock uses a time-weighted linked rate of return formula with adjustments for cash flows to calculate rates of return. Trade date accounting has been used since the inception of the composite. The
currency used to calculate performance is US Dollar.

4. The benchmark index shown is the Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index Total Return®.

5. Composite dispersion measures represent the consistency of a firm’s composite performance results with respect to the individual portfolio returns within a composite. Dispersion is represented by the asset-
weighted standard deviation of only portfolios that have been included in the composite style for a full year. For composites containing only one account, a measure of dispersion is not meaningful (NM).

6. There have been no alterations of the composite due to changes in personnel or other reasons.

7. Gross of fee performance results are presented before management and custodial fees and net of broker fees, transaction costs , and withholding taxes (if applicable). Certain portfolios may have fee waivers or 
custodial fees included. As of 1 October 2020, net performance reflects the deduction of the highest management fee (model ma nagement fee) between the strategy and fund fee schedules (if applicable).
Prior to that, net performance reflected the deduction of the highest management fee per the strategy fee schedule. The standard management fee schedule for this strategy for institutional separate accounts 
is as follows: first $100 million of assets, 0.05 of 1%; next $400 million of assets, 0.04 of 1%; remaining assets in excess of $500 million, 0.03 of 1%.

8. Lists of composite descriptions, limited distribution pooled fund descriptions, and broad distribution pooled funds are avail able upon request. Policies for valuing investments, calculating performance, and 
preparing GIPS reports are available upon request.

9. The BlackRock Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index Separate Account Composite is comprised of all fully discretionary, total return separate account fixed income portfolios, which are passively 
managed to track the performance of the Bloomberg Treasury Inflation Protection Index Total Return®. The principal risks of t he strategy are concentration risk, counterparty risk, fixed income risk, credit risk,
interest rate risk, and non-investment grade risk. Accounts in this composite may engage in securities lending activity under the direction of the client via third parties while other clients may choose not to
engage in stock lending. Performance shown above reflects any stock lending activity. All accounts included in the composite follow a similar investment philosophy. This composite may include accounts with 
multiple investor types which can have different withholding tax rates applied. BlackRock also maintains an institutional fun d composite for this strategy. The creation date of the composite is 1 November 
2010. The inception date of the composite is 31 March 2003.  The composite does not have a significant cash flow policy.
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BlackRock’s scale can help drive lower costs

70

The scale of BlackRock’s index platform can help lower transaction costs in the following ways:

• The size of our trading footprint allows us to negotiate low commission rates

• The diversity of our client base, coupled with the range of indices we manage assets against, facilitates the industry’s
largest internal market place for potential netting of client flows

• Large seasoned funds may require less market trading for flows relative to small asset pools

1  Estimated transaction costs includes commissions and taxes based on BlackRock’s current standard negotiated rates
Source: BlackRock. BlackRock Flagship Index Funds shown
Historical transaction costs are not indicative of future results

.5 1.5

12

2
3

6
8

17

2 2

18

6

21

15
16

23

0

5

10

15

20

25

Buy Sell Buy Sell Buy Sell Buy Sell

S&P 500 MSCI EAFE MSCI ACWI ex-US IMI MSCI EM

T
ra

n
s

a
c

ti
o

n
 c

o
s

ts
 (

b
p

)

Actual Client T-Cost T-Cost Estimate Pre Netting of Flows

Average client cost in 2021, as of Dec 31, 2021

BlackRock transaction costs vs. ex-ante estimates1

FOR USE WITH LAFPP IN  LAFPP INDEX FINALS MEETING ON AUG 4 2022
ICBM0722U/S-2311326-70/83



BlackRock’s Fixed Income Indexing Platform
Global leader in Fixed Income Index assets

There are four key reasons to pick BlackRock over any other index provider:

• Low historical tracking error1

• An experienced, stable team

• Potential for Low transaction costs from size and scale

• Transparent pricing and no cross subsidization as BlackRock has no custody business

1 Source: BlackRock. Realized 5-year gross tracking error as of 3/31/2022 is 6 bps for the BlackRock U.S. Debt Index Collective Trust Fund. Please see slide 28 for additional information on 
the Fund's tracking error.

2 Source: Pension & Investments. All dollar values are in gross $ billions.; data as of 1 June 2021. Managers included based on largest global fixed income index market AUM per Pension & 
Investments. 

3 Source: eVestment; data as of 31 March 2022. Periods less than a year are not annualized. Indexes are unmanaged and one cannot invest directly in an index. Managers on the right are 
different from those with the largest Index AUM due to product availability or missing data. The Category Average includes al l index funds available on eVestment managed against the 
Bloomberg Barclays US Aggregate Index. Category Average depicts tracking difference, defined as risk in excess of the benchma rk, vs. the Bloomberg Barclays US Aggregate Index. The 
Fund’s net asset value does not include an accrual for the investment management fee but does include an accrual for fund level administrative costs and, if applicable, certain third party 
acquired fund fees and expenses. If the Fund’s net asset value did include an accrual for the investment management fee, the Fund’s returns would be lower. Past performance is not 
necessarily an indicator of future performance. All periods contain 8 managers in the universe except the 7-Year and 10-Year periods, which contain 7. BlackRock is included in the 
universe. Please see slide 28 for the Fund's full performance track record. 

Global Fixed Income Index Market AUM ($B) 2 Gross Tracking Difference vs. BBG Barclays US Aggregate Index3
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Equity Trends & Interests

Investors today are enhancing their passive allocations with the below strategies:

Return Enhancement 
Strategies

Risk Reduction 
Strategies

Alternative 
Index Strategies

Index Plus
Enhanced index strategy designed 
to actively seek alpha, by tactically 
employing event driven trading that 
focus on IPOs, index changes, and 
other corporate events that might 
cause price dislocation

Securities Lending
Return enhancement strategy 
designed to capture scarcity 
premium by lending securities

Sector/Thematic Equities
Fundamental active strategies in 
sectors like technology and 
healthcare that are designed to take 
advantage of structural growth 
trends and increased dispersion. 
Often implemented as a 
growth/innovation satellite in 
equity portfolios in seeking to 
increase risk-adjusted returns 

Factors
Factor-based strategy designed 
to provide incremental returns 
over capitalization-weighted 
indices through a focus on 
broad, persistent sources 
of return

Scientific Active Equity
Active quantitative strategies 
that pursue a persistent 
informational advantage in 
seeking to generate consistent 
and differentiated alpha with 
incremental risk above the 
benchmark. Leverages harder to 
access alpha sources using 
alternative data and next 
generation tools (e.g., machine 
learning)

Minimum Volatility
Factor-based strategies designed 
to reflect the characteristics of a 
minimum variance portfolio 
focused on returns as well as 
minimizing absolute risk

Currency Hedging
Risk reduction strategy designed 
to minimize or eliminate foreign 
exchange risk 

Environmental, Social, 
and Governance
Market cap weighted strategies 
designed to incorporate ESG 
factors while minimizing tracking 
error to traditional indices

Liquidity & Completion 
Provides a liquidity management 
solution designed to maintain 
beta exposure and reduce 
tracking error yet still allow for 
flexibility
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Fixed Income Trends & Interests 

Factor-based strategies and other systematic solutions offer alternatives to traditional 
index returns

Source: BlackRock. The above information is shown for illustrative purposes only and not meant to be a recommendation to buy or sell any security. Derivatives may involve certain costs and risks such as liquidity, interest rate, market, credit, 
management and the risk that a position could not be closed when most advantageous. Investing in derivatives could lose more than the amount invested.
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U.S. Aggregate Strategies

Defensive 
Credit

• Defensive, systematic strategy 
designed to avoid issuers that are 
at risk of experiencing credit 
deterioration 

MBS Up In 
Coupon

• Factor-based strategy designed 
to outperform traditional 
mortgage-backed securities 
(MBS) indices by capturing 
attractive risk-adjusted carry

Curve 
Steepener 

• Factor-based strategy designed 
to outperform traditional 
government indices by  capturing 
term-premia and roll down

Short 
Carry

• Systematic strategy designed to 
generate carry through use of 
US Treasury Futures and short-
dated securitized holdings

Broader Strategy Options

Balanced Risk 
“FIBR”

• Factor-based strategy designed 
to balance interest rate and 
spread risk to improve risk 
adjusted returns

Systematic 
CorePlus

• Systematic strategy designed to 
outperform traditional indices by 
tilting into sectors traditionally 
utilized by active managers

Capital 
Efficiency

• Systematic strategy designed to 
release capital through synthetic 
replication of traditional fixed 
income indices

Impact 
Investing

• Systematic strategy designed to 
incorporate ESG factors while 
minimizing tracking error to 
traditional indices
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Optimal Beta – Dynamic ETF/CTF Solution

74

An optimized beta allocation that combines the cost-efficient access of a 
collective trust fund (CTF) with the trade flexibility of an exchange traded fund 
(ETF) within a single, unitized separately managed account

1) Offer a low-cost solution that can increase the liquidity profile of an index exposure

2) Facilitate efficient rebalance activity, capital calls, benefit payments, etc.

3) Reduce market entry timing risk through the option of same day trading

This slide describes a strategy that is subject to change.. Shares of ETFs may be bought and sold at market price (not NAV) a nd are not individually redeemed from the strategy. 
There can be no assurance that an active trading market for shares of an ETF will develop or be maintained.

Strategy 
Overview

Objective

Shifting from a static CTF allocation to a dynamic CTF/ETF 

blend provides flexibility to choose the most optimal split 

between beta exposure vehicles, to be adjusted over time 

as client needs and market conditions evolve

ETF
ETF

CTF

CTF
CTF

Dynamic ETF/CTF Solution
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BlackRock’s Securities Lending program 

BlackRock's approach

• BlackRock brings an investment management
approach to securities lending, applying risk
management, proprietary technology, and the
benefits of integration across BlackRock’s trading
and liquidity functions and affiliation with portfolio
management teams
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Source: BlackRock. 
* Data from 1/1/2022 – 3/31/2022
** Please note,  inception of our program in 1981 reflects that of our predecessor firm, Barclays Global Investors. Historica l performance may be provided upon request
P as t performance is no guarantee of future results.

BlackRock’s scale

• Lendable securities: $4.9 trillion*

• Securities on-loan: $389 billion or ~8% of
lendable securities*

• Active in 33 lending markets around the globe*

On loan balances by asset type*BlackRock lendable and on-loan – 7 year history
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$50 
billion
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$48 
billion

31% 
US Equity

15% 
Non-US 
Equity

23% 
US Fixed 
Income

31% 
Non-US 

Fixed 
Income

27% 
US Equity

14% 
Non-US 
Equity

28% 
US Fixed 
Income

31% 
Non-US 

Fixed 
Income

BlackRock’s Securities Lending program has produced positive monthly lending income 

for every eligible fund and client since the inception of our lending program in 1981**
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Presenter biographies
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Victoria Choi, Director, is a member of the US and Canada Institutional team within BlackRock's Institutional Client 
Business. She is responsible for developing and maintaining relationships with institutional investors, specifically 
public and private pension plans.

In her previous role, Victoria was a Relationship Manager within BlackRock's Retirement Insurance Group where she 
was responsible for business development and building relationships with Life and Annuity Insurance companies. 
She also held a similar role within the iShares Institutional Sales team. Prior to joining BlackRock in 2014, Victoria 
worked at Dimensional Fund Advisors within the Institutional Sales and Client Service team covering Life and Annuity 
Insurance companies.

Victoria graduated from the University of California, Irvine with BA degree in Economics and minor in Business 
Management.

Christian De Leon, Vice President, is an Index Equity strategist within BlackRock's ETF and Index Investments group.

Mr. De Leon's service with the firm dates back to 2010. Before transitioning to the ETF and Index Investments group, 
he was a product manager in the US & Canada Defined Contribution group. In this role, Mr. De Leon ensured that 
institutional defined contribution clients had the resources and information they needed for optimal plan design and 
implementation. In addition, he focused on institutional and regulatory operations. Mr. De Leon began his career as a 
manager of Equity Portfolio Accounting at State Street.

Mr. De Leon earned a BS in Managerial Economics from University of California, Davis, an MS in Financial Analysis 
and Investment Management from Saint Mary's College, and an MBA from the University of Southern California's 
Marshall School of Business.
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Laura May, CFA, Director, is a member of the Systematic Fixed Income Product Strategy Team within 
BlackRock's Global Fixed Income Group.

Ms. May's service with the firm dates back to 2012. Prior to joining the team in San Francisco in 2015, Ms. May 
was based in Toronto and focused on the Product Strategy effort in Canada for both the Institutional and 
iShares business. She began her career at CIBC Mellon in 2010.

Ms. May earned a BComm degree in Finance from McGill University and is a CFA charterholder. 

Presenter biographies (cont’d)
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BlackRock Institutional Trust Company, N.A. (“BTC”) is a wholly-owned subsidiary of BlackRock, Inc. For ease of reference, “BlackRock” may be used to refer to BlackRock, Inc. and 
its affiliates, including BTC. Any strategy referred to herein does not give rise to a deposit or other obligation of BlackRo ck, Inc. or its subsidiaries and affiliates, is not guaranteed 
by BlackRock, Inc. or its subsidiaries and affiliates, is not insured by the United States Federal Deposit Insurance Corporat ion or any other governmental agency, and may involve 
investment risks, including possible loss of principal invested. 

The Fund is also subject to other key risks, as described in the Fund’s Collective Investment Fund Profile. Some or all of those risks may adversely affect the value of units in the 
Fund, yield, total return and the Fund’s ability to meet its investment objective. See the Collective Investment Fund Profile for additional information. 

Past performance does not guarantee future results. Investment return and principal value of an investment will fluctuate so that an investor’s units, when redeemed, may be 
worth more or less than the original cost. Any opinions expressed in this publication reflect our judgment at this date and a re subject to change. No part of this publication may be 
reproduced in any manner without the prior written permission of BTC. Fund performance assumes reinvestment of income and does not reflect management fees and certain 
transaction costs and expenses charged to the fund. Risk controls, asset allocation models and proprietary technology do not promise any level of performance or guarantee 
against loss of principal. 

The Fund, a collective investment trust maintained and managed by BTC, is available only to certain eligible investors and no t offered or available to the general public. In the 
event of a conflict between this summary description of the Fund and the trust document under which the Fund was established, the trust document will govern. For more 
information related to the Fund, please see the Fund's trust document, Collective Investment Fund Profile and most recent audited financial statements. BTC, a national banking 
association operating as a limited purpose trust company, manages the collective investment products and services discussed i n this publication and provides fiduciary and 
custody services to various institutional investors. A collective investment fund is privately offered. Accordingly, prospect uses are not required and prices are not available in local 
publications. To obtain pricing information, please contact your local service representative. 

None of the information constitutes a recommendation by BTC or a solicitation of any offer to buy or sell any securities. The information is not intended to provide be relied upon 
as a forecast, research or investment advice. Neither BTC nor BlackRock, Inc. guarantees the suitability or potential value o f any particular investment. The information contained 
herein may not be relied upon by you in evaluating the merits of investing in any investment. 

THIS MATERIAL IS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL AND IS NOT TO BE REPRODUCED OR DISTRIBUTED TO PERSONS OTHER THAN THE RECIPIENT .

© 2022 BlackRock, Inc. All rights reserved. BLACKROCK is a registered trademark of BlackRock, Inc. in the United States and elsewhere. All other trademarks are the property of 
their respective owners. 

NOT FDIC INSURED. MAY LOSE VALUE. NO BANK GUARANTEE.

Important notes
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THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN MAY BE PROPRIETARY IN NATURE AND HAS BEEN PROVIDED TO YOU ON A CONFIDENTIAL BASIS, AND MAY NOT BE 
REPRODUCED, COPIED OR DISTRIBUTED WITHOUT THE PRIOR CONSENT OF BLACKROCK, INC. (“BLACKROCK”). These materials are not an adve rtisement and are not 
intended for public use or dissemination.   

This communication is not an offer and should not be deemed to be a contractual commitment or undertaking between the intended recipient of this communication and 
BlackRock but an indication of what services may be offered subject to a legally binding contract between the parties and therefore no reliance should be placed on this document 
or its content. Opinions, estimates and recommendations offered constitute our judgment and are subject to change without not ice, as are statements of financial market trends, 
which are based on current market conditions. We believe the information provided here is reliable, but do not warrant its accuracy or completeness. This communication and its 
content represent confidential information. This material has been prepared for informational purposes only, and is not intended to provide, and should not be relied on for, 
accounting, legal or tax advice. You should consult your tax or legal adviser regarding such matters.

Any reference herein to any security and/or a particular issuer shall not constitute a recommendation to buy or sell, offer t o buy, offer to sell, or a solicitation of an offer to buy or 
sell any such securities issued by such issuer.

Performance and Fees

Past performance is not a guarantee or a reliable indicator of future results. Certain performance figures do not reflect the deduction of investment advisory fees (described in Part 
2 of BlackRock's Form ADV) but they do reflect commissions, other expenses (except custody), and reinvestment of earnings. Such fees that a client may incur in the management 
of their investment advisory account may reduce the client's return. For example, assuming an annual gross return of 8% and a n annual management/advisory fee of .40%, the 
net annualized total return of the portfolio would be 7.58% over a 5-year period. The “net of fees’ performance figures reflect the deduction of actual investment advisory fees but 
do not reflect the deduction of custodial fees. All periods longer than one year are annualized. (Separate account clients ma y elect to include BlackRock funds in their portfolio; 
sector funds may be subject to additional terms and fees.)

Credit Quality

The credit quality of a particular security or group of securities does not ensure the stability or safety of an overall port folio. The Quality ratings of individual issues/issuers are 
provided to indicate the credit worthiness of such issues/issuer and generally range from AAA, Aaa, or AAA (highest) to D, C, or D (lowest) for S&P, Moody’s, and Fitch respectively.

Forward Looking Information

This material may contain “forward-looking” information that is not purely historical in nature. Such information may include, a mong other things, projections, forecasts, 
estimates of yields or returns, and proposed or expected portfolio composition. Moreover, where certain historical performance information of other investment vehicles or 
composite accounts managed by BlackRock, Inc. and/or its subsidiaries (together, “BlackRock”) has been included in this mater ial, such performance information is presented by 
way of example only. No representation is made that the performance presented will be achieved, or that every assumption made in achieving, calculating or presenting either the 
forward-looking information or the historical performance information herein has been considered or stated in preparing this mat erial. Any changes to assumptions that may have 
been made in preparing this material could have a material impact on the investment returns that are presented herein by way of example.

Important notes (cont’d)
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Disclaimer
Capital at risk. The value of investments and the income from them can fall as well as rise and are not guaranteed. Investors may not get back
the amount originally invested.

Past performance is not a reliable indicator of current or future results and should not be the sole factor of consideration when selecting a 
product or strategy.

Changes in the rates of exchange between currencies may cause the value of investments to diminish or increase. Fluctuation may be 
particularly marked in the case of a higher volatility fund and the value of an investment may fall suddenly and substantially. Levels and basis of 
taxation may change from time to time.

Any research in this document has been procured and may have been acted on by BlackRock for its own purpose. The results of s uch research 
are being made available only incidentally. The views expressed do not constitute investment or any other advice and are subj ect to change. They 
do not necessarily reflect the views of any company in the BlackRock Group or any part thereof and no assurances are made as to their accuracy.

This document is for information purposes only and does not constitute an offer or invitation to anyone to invest in any BlackRock funds and has 
not been prepared in connection with any such offer.

In the U.S., this material is for Institutional use only – not for public distribution.
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THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN MAY BE PROPRIETARY IN NATURE AND HAS BEEN PROVIDED TO YOU ON A CONFIDENTIAL BASIS, AND MAY NOT BE 
REPRODUCED, COPIED OR DISTRIBUTED WITHOUT THE PRIOR CONSENT OF BLACKROCK, INC. (“BLACKROCK”). 

These materials are not an advertisement and are not intended for public use or dissemination.  Any investments named within this material may not necessarily be held in any 
accounts managed by BlackRock. Reliance upon information in this material is at the sole discretion of the reader. Past perfo rmance is no guarantee of future results.

This material is for distribution only to those types of recipients as provided below and should not be relied upon by any ot her persons. This material is provided for informational 
purposes only and does not constitute a solicitation in any jurisdiction in which such solicitation is unlawful or to any per son to whom it is unlawful. Moreover, it neither 
constitutes an offer to enter into an investment agreement with the recipient of this document nor an invitation to respond t o it by making an offer to enter into an investment 
agreement.

Securities Lending Returns

BlackRock retains a portion of securities lending returns in exchange for managing the program. This fee reflects risk management, as well as the technology and personnel costs 
of maintaining the lending platform. In addition, BlackRock receives a fee for the management of cash collateral. Actual lending yields and fees for strategies represented may 
vary. Please note, other administrative costs, including but not limited to, accounting, custody and audit fees, may vary. Investors may receive 50% of securities lending returns 
and BlackRock retains 50%, except in cases where a client may negotiate a different compensation arrangement. BlackRock may negotiate different securities lending 
compensation arrangements with our clients depending on a variety of factors, including, but not limited to, the nature and s ize of the investment and the overall relationship with, 
and services delivered to, a particular client.  Asset spread income is defined as the interest income earned in cash reinvestment funds on collateral balances less the Federal 
Funds Open Rate until September 14, 2016 and the Overnight Bank Funding Rate beginning September 15, 2016.  Liability spread income is defined as the difference between the 
Federal Funds Open Rate until September 14, 2016 and the Overnight Bank Funding Rate beginning September 15, 2016, versus the rebate rate negotiated with the borrower.

Forward Looking Information

This material may contain “forward-looking” information that is not purely historical in nature. Such information may include, a mong other things, projections, forecasts, 
estimates of yields or returns, and proposed or expected portfolio composition. Moreover, where certain historical performance information of other investment vehicles or 
composite accounts managed by BlackRock, Inc. and/or its subsidiaries (together, “BlackRock”) has been included in this mater ial and such performance information is presented 
by way of example only. No representation is made that the performance presented will be achieved, or that every assumption made in achieving, calculating or presenting either 
the forward-looking information or the historical performance information herein has been considered or stated in preparing this material. Any changes to assumptions that may 
have been made in preparing this material could have a material impact on the investment returns that are presented herein by way of example.

Forecast

This material is not intended to be relied upon as a forecast, research or investment advice, and is not a recommendation, of fer or solicitation to buy or sell any securities or to 
adopt any investment strategy. The opinions expressed may change as subsequent conditions vary. The information and opinions contained in this material are derived from 
proprietary and nonproprietary sources deemed by BlackRock to be reliable, are not necessarily all inclusive and are not guar anteed as to accuracy. There is no guarantee that any 
of these views will come to pass.

Hypothetical Example

Hypothetical example for illustrative purposes only. No representation is being made that any account, product, or strategy will or is likely to achieve profits, losses, or results 
similar to those shown. Hypothetical or simulated performance results have several inherent limitations. Unlike an actual per formance record, simulated results do not represent 
actual performance and are generally prepared with the benefit of hindsight. There are frequently sharp differences between s imulated performance results and the actual results 
subsequently achieved by any particular account, product, or strategy. In addition, since trades have not actually been executed, simulated results cannot account for the impact 
of certain market risks such as lack of liquidity. There are numerous other factors related to the markets in general or the implementation of any specific investment strategy, 
which cannot be fully accounted for in the preparation of simulated results and all of which can adversely affect actual results. 

No Recommendation

These materials are neither an offer to sell nor a solicitation of any offer to buy shares in any fund. You may not rely upon these materials in evaluating the merits of investing in 
any fund that employs any of the strategies referred to herein. Any reference herein to any security and/or a particular issuer shall not constitute a recommendation to buy or sell, 
offer to buy, offer to sell, or a solicitation of an offer to buy or sell any such securities issued by such issuer.

Important notes
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Money Market Fund

Although a money market fund seeks to preserve the value of one’s investment at $1.00 per share, it is possible to lose money by investing in a money market fund. 
Investment in a money market fund is not similar to making a bank deposit. This investment is not insured or guaranteed by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation or by 
any bank or governmental agency.

Risk

Securities lending involves exposure to certain risks, including cash collateral investment risk (i.e., risk that cash collat eral investments, whether in Cash Collateral Funds or 
otherwise, may not achieve their investment objective, including suffering realized or unrealized loss due to investment perf ormance), “gap” risk (i.e., risk that the return on cash 
collateral investments is insufficient to pay the rebate fees the Lending Fund or Lending Account has committed to pay to bor rowers), liquidity risk (i.e., risk that the cash collateral 
is invested, directly or through the Cash Collateral Funds, in securities and other instruments that are less liquid than the Lending Fund or Lending Account, which could limit the 
liquidity available to the Lending Fund or Lending Account for ordinary course transactions), operational risk (i.e., risk of losses resulting from problems in the settlement and 
accounting process), foreign exchange risk (i.e., risk of a shortfall at default when a cash collateral investment is denominated in a currency other than the currency of the assets 
being loaned due to movements in foreign exchange rates), and credit, legal, counterparty and market risks. At any particular point in time, investments in the Cash Collateral 
Funds could comprise a material portion of a Lending Fund’s assets.

Investing involves risk, including possible loss of principal. Asset allocation and diversification strategies do not assure a profit and may not protect against loss or effects of 
market or other economic conditions on asset classes. Diversification among investment options and asset classes may help to reduce overall volatility. 

BlackRock makes no representations or warranties as to the accuracy or completeness of the information contained herein, and further nothing contained herein shall be relied 
upon as a promise by, or representation by, BlackRock whether as to past or future performance results. Past performance is not indicative or predictive of future performance.

These materials are being provided for informational purposes only and are not intended to constitute tax, legal or accounting advice. You should consult your own advisers on 
such matters. Additional information is available on request. Information contained herein is believed to be reliable but Bla ckRock does not warrant its accuracy or completeness. 
Information contained herein represents BlackRock’s own opinions. There can be no assurance that the investment objectives of any strategy referred to herein will be achieved. 
An investment in any strategy referred to herein involves a high degree of risk, including the risk that the entire amount invested may be lost. 

For ease of reference, “BlackRock” may be used to refer to BlackRock, Inc. and its affiliates, including BlackRock Institutio nal Trust Company, N.A. BlackRock Institutional Trust 
Company, N.A., a national banking association operating as a limited purpose trust company, manages the collective investment products and services discussed in this 
publication and provides fiduciary and custody services to various institutional investors. 

Collective investment funds maintained and managed by BlackRock Institutional Trust Company, N.A. are available only to certa in qualified employee benefit plans and 
governmental plans and not offered or available to the general public. Accordingly, prospectuses are not required and prices are not available in local publications. To obtain 
pricing information, please contact your local service representative. Strategies maintained by BlackRock are not insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation and are not 
an obligation or deposit of, or guaranteed by, BlackRock or its affiliates. There are structural and regulatory differences b etween collective funds and mutual funds that may affect 
their respective fees and performance.

THIS MATERIAL IS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL AND IS NOT TO BE REPRODUCED OR DISTRIBUTED TO PERSONS OTHER THAN THE RECIPIENT.

The information contained in this presentation is proprietary and confidential and may contain commercial or financial information, trade secrets and/or intellectual property of 
BlackRock. If this information if provided to an entity or agency that has, or is subject to, open records, open meetings, “f reedom of information”, “sunshine” laws, rules, regulations 
or policies or similar related laws, rules, regulations or policies that require, do or may permit disclosure of any portion of this information to any other person or entity to which it 
was provided by BlackRock (collectively, “Disclosure Laws”), BlackRock hereby asserts any and all available exemption, except ion, procedures, rights to prior consultation or other 
protection from disclosure which may be available to it under applicable Disclosure Laws. 

©2022 BlackRock, Inc. All Rights reserved. BLACKROCK is a trademark of BlackRock, Inc. or its subsidiaries in the United States and elsewhere. All other trademarks are those of 
their respective owners. 

Important notes (cont’d)

82FOR USE WITH LAFPP IN  LAFPP INDEX FINALS MEETING ON AUG 4 2022
ICBM0722U/S-2311326-82/83



83

Forecast

This material is not intended to be relied upon as a forecast, research or investment advice, and is not a recommendation, of fer or solicitation to buy or sell any securities or to 
adopt any investment strategy. The opinions expressed are those of the authors and may change as subsequent conditions vary. Individual portfolio managers for BlackRock may 
have opinions and/or make investment decisions that, in certain respects, may not be consistent with the information contained in this document. The information and opinions 
contained in this material are derived from proprietary and nonproprietary sources deemed by BlackRock to be reliable, are no t necessarily all inclusive and are not guaranteed as 
to accuracy. Past performance is no guarantee of future results. There is no guarantee that any of these views will come to pass. Reliance upon information in this material is at the 
sole discretion of the reader.

Index

It is not possible to directly invest in an unmanaged index.

Risk

Investing in the bond market is subject to certain risks including market, interest -rate, issuer, credit, and inflation risk. Equities may decline in value due to both real and perceived 
general market, economic, and industry conditions. Mortgage and asset-backed securities may be sensitive to changes in interest rates, subject to early repayment risk, and while 
generally backed by a government, government-agency or private guarantor there is no assurance that the guarantor will meet its obligations. High-yield, lower-rated, securities 
involve greater risk than higher-rated securities; portfolios that invest in them may be subject to greater levels of credit and liquidity risk than portfolios that do not. Investors will, 
at times, incur a tax liability. Income from municipal bonds may be subject to state and local taxes and at times the alterna tive minimum tax. Derivatives may involve certain costs 
and risks such as liquidity, interest rate, market, credit, management and the risk that a position could not be closed when most advantageous. Investing in derivatives could lose 
more than the amount invested. 

There can be no assurance that the investment objectives of any strategy referred to herein will be achieved. An investment i n any strategy referred to herein involves a high degree 
of risk, including the risk that the entire amount invested may be lost. 

THIS MATERIAL IS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL AND IS NOT TO BE REPRODUCED OR DISTRIBUTED TO PERSONS OTHER THAN THE RECIPIENT.

The information contained in this presentation is proprietary and confidential and may contain commercial or financial information, trade secrets and/or intellectual property of 
BlackRock. If this information is provided to an entity or agency that has, or is subject to, open records, open meetings, “f reedom of information”, “sunshine” laws, rules, 
regulations or policies or similar or related laws, rules, regulations or policies that require, do or may permit disclosure of any portion of this information to any other person or 
entity to which it was provided by BlackRock (collectively, “Disclosure Laws”), BlackRock hereby asserts any and all availabl e exemption, exception, procedures, rights to prior 
consultation or other protection from disclosure which may be available to it under applicable Disclosure Laws.

© 2022 BlackRock, Inc. All rights reserved. ALADDIN, BLACKROCK, BLACKROCK SOLUTIONS, and iSHARES are trademarks of BlackRock, Inc. or its subsidiaries in the United 
States and elsewhere. All other trademarks are the property of their respective owners.
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Presentation Overview
Section 1 – Firm 
• Importance of LAFPP to Northern Trust
• Northern Trust Asset Management (NTAM):

 Strategic importance within the firm
 Long-term history & continued commitment to passive investing
 DEI profile and initiatives

Section 2 – Investment Strategy
• NTAM Global Passive Investment Team

 Geographic footprint and resource base
 Global size, scale of investment & trading teams

• Technology Platform and Support
• Investment Process – Equity & Fixed Income
• ESG Integration Efforts
• Ability To Control Tracking Error Across Multiple Different Accounts And Index Types

Appendix 
• Passive Assets Under Management
• Performance and Characteristics
• Ownership Structure
• 2022 Minority Broker Equity and Fixed Income Trading Program
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Asset 
Management

Transition 
Management

Securities 
Lending

Custodian

LAFPP & Northern Trust: Valued Partnership Since 2004
Northern Trust is honored to have cultivated a tenured, client-centric relationship with 
LAFPP across the core segments & services of our firm.

Source: Northern Trust, All data is as of March 31, 2022, unless otherwise stated.

LAFPP
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Locations in 26 Countries
25,000+ Global Employees
A+ Debt Rating, Well-Capitalized¹

$1.4T Assets Under Management
$15.5T Assets Under Custody
$172.5BN Balance Sheet

$754.6BN* Index Assets Under 
Management

$664BN* Index Equity AUM

$87.2BN* Index Fixed Income AUM

Research-Oriented, Experienced 
Team of Portfolio Managers

A Disciplined Approach to Index 
Management and Implementation

A Globally Integrated Technology 
Platform

Why Northern Trust Asset Management?
We serve the world’s most-sophisticated clients from institutional and sovereign entities to the largest 
global corporations and hedge funds.

1Standard and Poor’s, senior debt as of June 30, 2021 
*As of March 31, 2022 (updated quarterly). Source: NTAM Finance. *Index Management AUM does not include $3.3B of Multi-Manager Solutions Assets. Northern Trust Asset Management 
is composed of Northern Trust Investments, Inc., Northern Trust Global Investments Limited, Northern Trust Fund Managers (Ireland) Limited, Northern Trust Global Investments Japan, K.K., 
NT Global Advisors, Inc., 50 South Capital Advisors, LLC, Belvedere Advisors LLC and investment personnel of The Northern Trust Company of Hong Kong Limited and The Northern Trust 
Company to offer investment products and services to personal and institutional markets. For purpose of compliance with the Global Investment Performance Standards (GIPS®) the firm is 
defined as Northern Trust Asset Management Services, a subset of Northern Trust Asset Management, and includes those investment products managed by NTI, NTGIL, NTGIJ and TNTC 
that are distributed through global channels.  As of 03/31/2022 Northern Trust Asset Management had assets under management totaling $1.24 trillion of which $1.17 trillion is part of the 
GIPS firm.

Global Footprint Consistent Process Commitment to Indexing

40+ Years
Index Management

30+ Years
ESG & Sustainability

20+ Years
Quantitative Active

10+ Years
Direct Indexing
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We Are Committed To Diversity, Equity & Inclusion
We’re committed to fostering a diverse and inclusive culture. That means we lead — and live —
by example, creating greater value for our employees, clients, shareholders and communities.

All data from Northern Trust as of 12/31/2020, unless otherwise noted. 1 American Association of People with Disabilities. 2 Collective investment trusts with trading activity. 3 As of May 
2020, Northern Trust announced it had committed to provide US$100 million in low-cost funding to assist Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs), which provide loans, 
investments, financial services and technical assistance to underserved populations and communities. 4 Excellence in Diversity & Inclusion Awards, Investment News, 2018, 2020, 
2021,2022. Please see Important Information in the Appendix at the end of this presentation for
more information about rankings and awards. Past performance is not indicative of future results.

Investment Programs

Putting our values into action —
driving change by developing 

innovative investment programs 
and investing in our communities.

Leadership

Advancing diversity, equity and 
inclusion through industry and 
civic leadership and notable 

dialogue engagements.

Diverse Talent and Leaders

Recruiting, developing and deploying 
diverse talent and leadership globally 

enables us to capitalize on the 
strength that lies in our differences.

Diverse Leadership — 58% gender-, racial-
and ethnically diverse Executive Group. 

11 employee-led councils providing 
professional development opportunities 
and amplifying diverse perspectives.

Creating and maintaining a diverse 
workforce has been recognized by many 
groups, including: Working Mother and 
Black Enterprise, as well as the Corporate 
Equality Index.

100% score in the Disability Equality Index 
and Disability:IN list of Best Places to Work 
for Disability Inclusion.1

Women’s Leadership Development Forum 
— More than 1,700 high-potential women have 
participated since 2008.

Established Minority Brokerage Program 
(2007):
• Participating firms are majority owned by

minorities, women and disabled veterans.
• 15% target for trading commissions executed

through minority brokers on certain equity
securities in CITs.2

• We have consistently met or exceeded the
SMA minority brokerage targets for our Public
Fund clients.

Multi-Manager Program, engaging with 
diverse managers since 1979.

Developed holistic, 360 framework to 
assess diversity within public and private 
investments.

$3.4 billion in community development 
investments and $100 million in low-cost 
funding committed to communities hard hit by 
the COVID-19 pandemic.3

Leading organizational sample membership:
• Signatory of Women in Finance Charter
• The Diversity Project
• LGBT Great
• Hiring Our Heroes
• Hispanic Alliance for Career Enhancement

(HACE)
• Women in Super
• Financial Services Pipeline Initiative

Encouraging transparent dialogue —
Through President’s open letters and 
media engagements.

Diversity Champion, Investment News.4
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A Foundation Rooted In Sustainability
We believe that the long-term financial success of our clients and shareholders is dependent upon 
a healthy global environment, a stable society and well-functioning, well-governed companies.

Source: Northern Trust, ShareAction. All data is as of December 31, 2020, unless otherwise stated.
1ShareAction 2021 report “Voting Matters” — Northern Trust Asset Management ranked 34th overall globally and 1st among U.S. asset managers. 2Data as of March 31, 2022.
*In our most recent 2020 UN PRI report we received an A+ rating for strategy and governance. For the full Northern Trust PRI Transparency Report, visit www.unpri.org. Assessment 
methodology can be found at https://www.unpri.org/reporting-and-assessment/how-investors-are-assessed-on-their-reporting/3066.article. Please see Important Information in the 
Appendix at the end of this presentation for more information about rankings and awards.
Past performance is not indicative of future results.

Organizational Commitment
Corporate social responsibility and philanthropy 
are essential elements of our mission and culture.

• Reduced carbon emissions by 62% since 2015 
vs. 25% goal (2020)

• 3rd consecutive year in the Bloomberg Gender-
Equality Index (2020)

• 58% of NTAM’s Executive Group and 58% of 
Northern Trust’s Board of Directors are gender-, 
racial- and ethnically diverse 

Stewardship
Representing investors’ ownership interests 
by following and applying a thoughtful, 
disciplined process.

• A thematic approach guides our $1 trillion global 
asset base to drive meaningful change through 
company engagement

• Best performing U.S. asset manager — supported 
68% of climate resolutions (2021)1

• 3,000+ total engagements globally (2020) 

Industry Leadership
Proudly participating, supporting and 
contributing to dozens of leading industry 
groups and initiatives around the globe.

• Founding signatory of Climate Action 100+ 
• A+ Rated for Strategy and Governance*

Principles for Responsible Investment; member 
since 2009

• TCFD Supporter 
Task Force on Climate-Related Financial Disclosures 

• SASB Investors Advisory Group Member 
Sustainability Accounting Standards Board

Expertise
Our history and proven expertise managing 
sustainable portfolios reflects a longstanding 
commitment to responsibly serving the needs 
of our clients. 

• $158 billion2 in sustainable strategies AUM
• 30+ years of expertise and innovation 
• Investment strategies and bespoke solutions 

across asset classes and global investment vehicles 
• The Northern Trust ESG Vector ScoreTM an 

industry first approach that captures both the 
magnitude and direction of a company’s potential 
ESG related business risks.
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NTAM Index 
Management 
Capabilities

ASSET MANAGEMENT

Index Management
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EQUITY SPECIALISTS
Christopher Fronk, CFA, CPA                                                            
Senior Equity Specialist
Emily Lawrence                                                                 
Senior Equity Specialist – Sustainable Investing
Austin Guy, CFA
Senior Equity Specialist

Experienced Global Index Team

EQUITY AND FIXED INCOME INDEX LEADERSHIP

Jake Weaver, CFA, CPA
Head of Equity Index

INVESTMENT STRATEGY
Jim McDonald
Chief Investment Strategist
Wouter Sturkenboom, CFA
Chief Investment Strategist – EMEA
Daniel Phillips, CFA
Senior Investment Strategist

Angelo Manioudakis 
Chief Investment Officer

David Alongi, CFA
Head of Fixed Income Index

PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT TEAM
United States (13)
London (7)
Hong Kong (4)

AVE FIRM EXPERIENCE: 10+ YEARS
AVE INDUSTRY EXPERIENCE: 18+ YEARS

GLOBAL EQUITY TRADING TEAM
Chicago (7)
Hong Kong (2)
London (3)

Curtis Nass
Global Head of Equity Trading

INVESTMENT STRATEGY

FIXED INCOME RESEARCH & SUPPORT

EQUITY RESEARCH & SUPPORT

927 Northern Trust Asset Management Employees*
437 Chicago | 78 London | 16 Hong Kong
Portfolio Management, Trading, Sales & Client Service, Product 
Management, Marketing, Compliance and Risk Management

*Northern Trust Asset Management, As of 9/30/2021. All other data as of 3/31/2022 unless otherwise noted. 

PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT TEAM
United States (7)
London (2)
RESEARCH ANALYST TEAM
United States (19)

AVE FIRM EXPERIENCE: 18+ YEARS
AVE INDUSTRY EXPERIENCE: 21+ YEARS

FIXED INCOME SPECIALISTS
Tim Johnson
Portfolio Manager, Chief Investment Strategist
Mark Carlson, CFA
Investment Strategist
Ellen Chenoweth
Investment Strategist
Arch King, CFA
Investment Strategist
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Integrated Global Technology Platform

Risk Controlled Scalable CustomizableGlobal

Risk Model
Daily Updates / Regional Models

Risk Model
Daily Updates / Regional Models

Optimizer
Fully Integrated / Immediate Results

Optimizer
Fully Integrated / Immediate Results

Benchmark/ Accounting  Data
Automatic Feeds / Independent Screen  

for Accuracy and Completeness

Benchmark/ Accounting  Data
Automatic Feeds / Independent Screen  

for Accuracy and Completeness

Compliance
Exclusion Lists / IMA Data Coded to OMS

Compliance
Exclusion Lists / IMA Data Coded to OMS

Oversight  Tools  - Order Analytics / Manager Dashboard / Execution Tracker

Aladdin®

Global Portfolio 
Management Platform

Integrated industry-leading global platform backed by significant scale and infrastructure



10northerntrust.com  |  © 2022 NorthernTrust

Equity Index Portfolio Construction
We optimize where possible and replicate where sensible while optimizing for liquidity across all 
trades

Please note that this information reflects current processes and that all steps of the analysis may not be taken for each investment. 

PORTFOLIO CONSTRUCTION

OPTIMIZATION / REPLICATION    TRANSACTION COST/RISK TRADEOFF     CASH MANAGEMENT 

IMPLEMENTATION

RISK CONTROLS

MANAGE TRADING COSTS     INDEX EVENTS / REBALANCING      MARKET ACCESS & LIQUIDITY

PORTFOLIO MANAGER MONITORING   COMPLIANCE OVERSIGHT  PERFORMANCE 
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Demonstrated Success Across Global Index Mandates

*Tracking error is an ex-ante prediction of tracking error based on security level optimization and weights.  The estimated range is annualized and expressed in basis points for the purpose 
of comparison.  Median Ex-Post tracking error calculated as the median of monthly trailing twelve-month tracking error from security selection from 2018-2021. Actual/Experienced tracking 
error can deviate significantly based on, but not limited to, securities lending impact, foreign exchange, cash drag, futures, sampling efficiency, transaction costs. It is not possible to directly 
invest in any index.

Index Strategy Expected Ex-Ante 
Tracking Error 

(+/-)*

Median Ex-Post 
Tracking Error from 
Security Selection 

(+/-)

S&P 500 Index 0-1bps <1bps

Russell 1000 0-1bps <1bps

Russell 1000 
Growth Index 0-1bps <1bps

S&P 400 Index 1-2bps <1bps

Russell 2000 
Index 1-3bps <1bps

S&P 600 Index 1-3bps <1bps

Index Strategy Expected Ex-Ante 
Tracking Error 

(+/-)*

Median Ex-Post 
Tracking Error from 
Security Selection 

(+/-)

MSCI ACWI Ex-US 
Index 3-5bps 2bps

MSCI EAFE Index 1-3bps 1bps

MSCI Emerging 
Markets Index 2-5bps 3bps

Replicate where possible, optimize where necessary while leveraging deep market expertise and scale. 
We endeavor to avoid unnecessary costs and add economic value where attainable.
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Fixed Income Index Portfolio Construction
We use cellular matching risk characteristics matching within our sampling strategy to optimize 
liquidity and minimize tracking error

INVESTMENT UNIVERSE

CELLULAR MATCHING

CHARACTERISTICS MATCHING

PORTFOLIO

CURRENCY YIELD CURVE

WEIGHT DURATION QUALITY ISSUERYIELD

Please note that this information reflects current processes and that all steps of the analysis may not be taken for each investment. 

COUNTRY SECTOR

Cellular Matching
• Decompose portfolio and index into “cells” that represent 

different segments of the index
• Match portfolio and benchmark in crucial areas of currency, 

country, duration, contribution-to-duration and yield

Characteristics Matching
• Construct portfolio consisting of a sample of benchmark issues 

in order to achieve representative risk/return characteristics. 
• Maintain liquidity and avoid costs associated with more difficult-

to-access segments
• Manage over/underweights to avoid excess or unnecessary 

costs (liquidity, trading, tax)

Risk Modeling
• Evaluate ex-ante tracking error volatility (TEV) vs benchmark
• Identify sources of TEV and contributions to risk
• Balance TEV, diversification and transaction costs
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Fixed Income Index Risk Management
Across asset classes, we share a focus on reducing costs and minimizing tracking error to reduce the 
total cost of index ownership

Sampling Strategy Based on Cellular and Characteristics Matching

Evaluate Ex-Ante Tracking Error
Balance Transaction Cost vs Risk Tradeoffs
Benchmark Expected 

Tracking 
Error* (+/-)

Yield 
Active Risk 
(+/-)

Duration 
Active 
Risk (+/-)

Typical 
Sampling 
Rate

Bloomberg US Agg 4-6bps 1-2bps 0-0.5yr 20-40%

Bloomberg US TIPS 0-1bps 0bps 0yr 100%

*Tracking error is an ex-ante prediction of tracking error based on security level optimization and weights. The estimated range is annualized and expressed in basis points for the
purposes of comparison. Actual/experiences tracking error can deviate significantly based on, but not limited to, securities lending impact, foreign exchange, cash drag, futures, sampling
efficiency, transaction costs.
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Appendix
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Passive Assets Under Management
Performance and Characteristics

ASSET MANAGEMENT
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Passive Assets Under Management

*As of March 31, 2022 (updated quarterly). Source: NTAM Finance.

Mandate Product Name Assets Under 
Management

Equity

S&P 500 Northern Trust S&P 500 Index Strategy $227.83BN

Russell 1000 Growth Northern Trust Russell 1000 Growth Index Strategy $28.04BN

S&P 600 Northern Trust S&P 600 Index Strategy $735.27MN

MSCI EAFE Northern Trust MSCI EAFE Index Strategy $45.49BN

FTSE NAREIT All Equity Real Estate Northern Trust Global Real Estate Index Strategy $1.98BN

Fixed Income

Bloomberg US Agg Northern Trust US Aggregate Index Strategy $40.19BN

Bloomberg US TIPS Northern Trust US TIPS Index Strategy $11.48BN

As of March 31, 2022
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S&P 500 INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

PERFORMANCE DISCLOSURES Past performance is not indicative of future results. Returns for periods greater than one year are annualized and represent geometrically 
linked rates of return. Gross performance returns shown do not reflect the deduction of investment management/advisory fees, assume the reinvestment of dividends and 
capital gains, and are net of transaction costs and other expenses (such as administrative expenses). Performance results will be reduced by the fees incurred in the 
management of the account. Investment management/advisory fees are charged outside of the trust. Performance results (or fees) are provided by Northern Trust 
Investments, Inc. Index performance returns do not reflect any management fees, transaction costs or expenses. It is not possible to invest directly in any index. To illustrate 
the effect of the compounding fees, assuming an annual gross return of 8% and an annual investment management fee of 0.20%, a $10,000,000 account would grow in value 
over five years to $14,693,280 before fees and $14,548,130 after deduction of fees. The fee illustration represents the deduction of the highest applicable management fee. 
Investment management/advisory fees are described in Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Form ADV Part 2A. There can be no assurance that any portfolio investment 
objectives will be achieved. Risk controls and models do not promise any level of performance or guarantee against loss of principal. Any discussion of risk management is 
intended to describe Northern Trust’s efforts to monitor and manage risk but does not imply low risk. 
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S&P 500 INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

**Please note Beta is calculated using the prior month's portfolio and benchmark returns. Information is provided to illustrate typical sectors and securities in which the portfolio may
invest and to reflect representative portfolio characteristics. It should not be considered investment advice or a recommendation to buy or sell any security.
There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not been repurchased.
It should not be assumed that any investments were profitable or will prove to be profitable.
Past performance does not guarantee future results.



19northerntrust.com  |  © 2022 Northern Trust 

RUSSELL 1000 GROWTH INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

PERFORMANCE DISCLOSURES Past performance is not indicative of future results. Returns for periods greater than one year are annualized and represent geometrically 
linked rates of return. Gross performance returns shown do not reflect the deduction of investment management/advisory fees, assume the reinvestment of dividends and 
capital gains, and are net of transaction costs and other expenses (such as administrative expenses). Performance results will be reduced by the fees incurred in the 
management of the account. Investment management/advisory fees are charged outside of the trust. Performance results (or fees) are provided by Northern Trust 
Investments, Inc. Index performance returns do not reflect any management fees, transaction costs or expenses. It is not possible to invest directly in any index. To illustrate 
the effect of the compounding fees, assuming an annual gross return of 8% and an annual investment management fee of 0.20%, a $10,000,000 account would grow in value 
over five years to $14,693,280 before fees and $14,548,130 after deduction of fees. The fee illustration represents the deduction of the highest applicable management fee. 
Investment management/advisory fees are described in Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Form ADV Part 2A. There can be no assurance that any portfolio investment 
objectives will be achieved. Risk controls and models do not promise any level of performance or guarantee against loss of principal. Any discussion of risk management is 
intended to describe Northern Trust’s efforts to monitor and manage risk but does not imply low risk. 
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RUSSELL 1000 GROWTH INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

**Please note Beta is calculated using the prior month's portfolio and benchmark returns. Information is provided to illustrate typical sectors and securities in which the portfolio may
invest and to reflect representative portfolio characteristics. It should not be considered investment advice or a recommendation to buy or sell any security.
There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not been repurchased.
It should not be assumed that any investments were profitable or will prove to be profitable.
Past performance does not guarantee future results.
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S&P 600 INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

PERFORMANCE DISCLOSURES Past performance is not indicative of future results. Returns for periods greater than one year are annualized and represent geometrically 
linked rates of return. Gross performance returns shown do not reflect the deduction of investment management/advisory fees, assume the reinvestment of dividends and 
capital gains, and are net of transaction costs and other expenses (such as administrative expenses). Performance results will be reduced by the fees incurred in the 
management of the account. Investment management/advisory fees are charged outside of the trust. Performance results (or fees) are provided by Northern Trust 
Investments, Inc. Index performance returns do not reflect any management fees, transaction costs or expenses. It is not possible to invest directly in any index. To illustrate 
the effect of the compounding fees, assuming an annual gross return of 8% and an annual investment management fee of 0.20%, a $10,000,000 account would grow in value 
over five years to $14,693,280 before fees and $14,548,130 after deduction of fees. The fee illustration represents the deduction of the highest applicable management fee. 
Investment management/advisory fees are described in Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Form ADV Part 2A. There can be no assurance that any portfolio investment 
objectives will be achieved. Risk controls and models do not promise any level of performance or guarantee against loss of principal. Any discussion of risk management is 
intended to describe Northern Trust’s efforts to monitor and manage risk but does not imply low risk. 
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S&P 600 INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

**Please note Beta is calculated using the prior month's portfolio and benchmark returns. Information is provided to illustrate typical sectors and securities in which the portfolio may
invest and to reflect representative portfolio characteristics. It should not be considered investment advice or a recommendation to buy or sell any security.
There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not been repurchased.
It should not be assumed that any investments were profitable or will prove to be profitable.
Past performance does not guarantee future results.
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MSCI EAFE INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

PERFORMANCE DISCLOSURES Past performance is not indicative of future results. Returns for periods greater than one year are annualized and represent geometrically 
linked rates of return. Gross performance returns shown do not reflect the deduction of investment management/advisory fees, assume the reinvestment of dividends and 
capital gains, and are net of transaction costs and other expenses (such as administrative expenses). Performance results will be reduced by the fees incurred in the 
management of the account. Investment management/advisory fees are charged outside of the trust. Performance results (or fees) are provided by Northern Trust 
Investments, Inc. Index performance returns do not reflect any management fees, transaction costs or expenses. It is not possible to invest directly in any index. To illustrate 
the effect of the compounding fees, assuming an annual gross return of 8% and an annual investment management fee of 0.20%, a $10,000,000 account would grow in value 
over five years to $14,693,280 before fees and $14,548,130 after deduction of fees. The fee illustration represents the deduction of the highest applicable management fee. 
Investment management/advisory fees are described in Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Form ADV Part 2A. There can be no assurance that any portfolio investment 
objectives will be achieved. Risk controls and models do not promise any level of performance or guarantee against loss of principal. Any discussion of risk management is 
intended to describe Northern Trust’s efforts to monitor and manage risk but does not imply low risk. 
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MSCI EAFE INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

**Please note Beta is calculated using the prior month's portfolio and benchmark returns. Information is provided to illustrate typical sectors and securities in which the portfolio may
invest and to reflect representative portfolio characteristics. It should not be considered investment advice or a recommendation to buy or sell any security.
There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not been repurchased.
It should not be assumed that any investments were profitable or will prove to be profitable.
Past performance does not guarantee future results.
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MSCI EAFE INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

Information is provided to illustrate typical country exposures in which the portfolio may invest. It should not be considered investment advice or a recommendation to buy or sell any 
security. There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not been repurchased. It should not be assumed that any investments were 
profitable or will prove to be profitable, and past performance does not guarantee future results.
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FTSE EPRA/NAREIT GLOBAL REAL ESTATE INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

PERFORMANCE DISCLOSURES Past performance is not indicative of future results. Returns for periods greater than one year are annualized and represent geometrically 
linked rates of return. Gross performance returns shown do not reflect the deduction of investment management/advisory fees, assume the reinvestment of dividends and 
capital gains, and are net of transaction costs and other expenses (such as administrative expenses). Performance results will be reduced by the fees incurred in the 
management of the account. Investment management/advisory fees are charged outside of the trust. Performance results (or fees) are provided by Northern Trust 
Investments, Inc. Index performance returns do not reflect any management fees, transaction costs or expenses. It is not possible to invest directly in any index. To illustrate 
the effect of the compounding fees, assuming an annual gross return of 8% and an annual investment management fee of 0.20%, a $10,000,000 account would grow in value 
over five years to $14,693,280 before fees and $14,548,130 after deduction of fees. The fee illustration represents the deduction of the highest applicable management fee. 
Investment management/advisory fees are described in Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Form ADV Part 2A. There can be no assurance that any portfolio investment 
objectives will be achieved. Risk controls and models do not promise any level of performance or guarantee against loss of principal. Any discussion of risk management is 
intended to describe Northern Trust’s efforts to monitor and manage risk but does not imply low risk. 
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FTSE EPRA/NAREIT GLOBAL REAL ESTATE INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

**Please note Beta is calculated using the prior month's portfolio and benchmark returns. Information is provided to illustrate typical sectors and securities in which the portfolio may
invest and to reflect representative portfolio characteristics. It should not be considered investment advice or a recommendation to buy or sell any security.
There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not been repurchased.
It should not be assumed that any investments were profitable or will prove to be profitable.
Past performance does not guarantee future results.
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FTSE EPRA/NAREIT GLOBAL REAL ESTATE INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

Information is provided to illustrate typical country exposures in which the portfolio may invest. It should not be considered investment advice or a recommendation to buy or 
sell any security. There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not been repurchased. It should not be assumed that any investments 
were profitable or will prove to be profitable, and past performance does not guarantee future results.
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BLOOMBERG US AGGREGATE BOND INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

PERFORMANCE DISCLOSURES Past performance is not indicative of future results. Returns for periods greater than one year are annualized and represent geometrically 
linked rates of return. Gross performance returns shown do not reflect the deduction of investment management/advisory fees, assume the reinvestment of dividends and 
capital gains, and are net of transaction costs and other expenses (such as administrative expenses). Performance results will be reduced by the fees incurred in the 
management of the account. Investment management/advisory fees are charged outside of the trust. Performance results (or fees) are provided by Northern Trust 
Investments, Inc. Index performance returns do not reflect any management fees, transaction costs or expenses. It is not possible to invest directly in any index. To illustrate 
the effect of the compounding fees, assuming an annual gross return of 8% and an annual investment management fee of 0.20%, a $10,000,000 account would grow in value 
over five years to $14,693,280 before fees and $14,548,130 after deduction of fees. The fee illustration represents the deduction of the highest applicable management fee. 
Investment management/advisory fees are described in Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Form ADV Part 2A. There can be no assurance that any portfolio investment 
objectives will be achieved. Risk controls and models do not promise any level of performance or guarantee against loss of principal. Any discussion of risk management is 
intended to describe Northern Trust’s efforts to monitor and manage risk but does not imply low risk. 
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BLOOMBERG US AGGREGATE BOND INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

PERFORMANCE DISCLOSURES Past performance is not indicative of future results. Returns for periods greater than one year are annualized and represent geometrically linked rates of
return. Gross performance returns shown do not reflect the deduction of investment management/advisory fees, assume the reinvestment of dividends and capital gains, and are net of
transaction costs and other expenses (such as administrative expenses). Performance results will be reduced by the fees incurred in the management of the account. Investment
management/advisory fees are charged outside of the trust. Performance results (or fees) are provided by Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Index performance returns do not reflect any
management fees, transaction costs or expenses. It is not possible to invest directly in any index. To illustrate the effect of the compounding fees, assuming an annual gross return of 8%
and an annual investment management fee of 0.20%, a $10,000,000 account would grow in value over five years to $14,693,280 before fees and $14,548,130 after deduction of fees.
The fee illustration represents the deduction of the highest applicable management fee. Investment management/advisory fees are described in Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Form
ADV Part 2A. There can be no assurance that any portfolio investment objectives will be achieved. Risk controls and models do not promise any level of performance or guarantee against
loss of principal. Any discussion of risk management is intended to describe Northern Trust’s efforts to monitor and manage risk but does not imply low risk. Information is provided to
illustrate typical sectors and securities in which the portfolio may invest and to reflect representative portfolio characteristics. It should not be considered investment advice or a
recommendation to buy or sell any security. There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not been repurchased. It should not be assumed that
any investments were profitable or will prove to be profitable. Past performance does not guarantee future results.
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BLOOMBERG US AGGREGATE BOND INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

Information is provided to illustrate typical sectors and securities in which the portfolio may invest and to reflect representative portfolio characteristics. It should not be
considered investment advice or a recommendation to buy or sell any security. There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not
been repurchased. It should not be assumed that any investments were profitable or will prove to be profitable.
Past performance does not guarantee future results.
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US TIPS INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

PERFORMANCE DISCLOSURES Past performance is not indicative of future results. Returns for periods greater than one year are annualized and represent geometrically 
linked rates of return. Gross performance returns shown do not reflect the deduction of investment management/advisory fees, assume the reinvestment of dividends and 
capital gains, and are net of transaction costs and other expenses (such as administrative expenses). Performance results will be reduced by the fees incurred in the 
management of the account. Investment management/advisory fees are charged outside of the trust. Performance results (or fees) are provided by Northern Trust 
Investments, Inc. Index performance returns do not reflect any management fees, transaction costs or expenses. It is not possible to invest directly in any index. To illustrate 
the effect of the compounding fees, assuming an annual gross return of 8% and an annual investment management fee of 0.20%, a $10,000,000 account would grow in value 
over five years to $14,693,280 before fees and $14,548,130 after deduction of fees. The fee illustration represents the deduction of the highest applicable management fee. 
Investment management/advisory fees are described in Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Form ADV Part 2A. There can be no assurance that any portfolio investment 
objectives will be achieved. Risk controls and models do not promise any level of performance or guarantee against loss of principal. Any discussion of risk management is 
intended to describe Northern Trust’s efforts to monitor and manage risk but does not imply low risk. 
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US TIPS INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

PERFORMANCE DISCLOSURES Past performance is not indicative of future results. Returns for periods greater than one year are annualized and represent geometrically linked rates of
return. Gross performance returns shown do not reflect the deduction of investment management/advisory fees, assume the reinvestment of dividends and capital gains, and are net of
transaction costs and other expenses (such as administrative expenses). Performance results will be reduced by the fees incurred in the management of the account. Investment
management/advisory fees are charged outside of the trust. Performance results (or fees) are provided by Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Index performance returns do not reflect any
management fees, transaction costs or expenses. It is not possible to invest directly in any index. To illustrate the effect of the compounding fees, assuming an annual gross return of 8%
and an annual investment management fee of 0.20%, a $10,000,000 account would grow in value over five years to $14,693,280 before fees and $14,548,130 after deduction of fees.
The fee illustration represents the deduction of the highest applicable management fee. Investment management/advisory fees are described in Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Form
ADV Part 2A. There can be no assurance that any portfolio investment objectives will be achieved. Risk controls and models do not promise any level of performance or guarantee against
loss of principal. Any discussion of risk management is intended to describe Northern Trust’s efforts to monitor and manage risk but does not imply low risk. Information is provided to
illustrate typical sectors and securities in which the portfolio may invest and to reflect representative portfolio characteristics. It should not be considered investment advice or a
recommendation to buy or sell any security. There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not been repurchased. It should not be assumed that
any investments were profitable or will prove to be profitable. Past performance does not guarantee future results.
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US TIPS INDEX
Sample representative account as of June 30, 2022

Information is provided to illustrate typical sectors and securities in which the portfolio may invest and to reflect representative portfolio characteristics. It should not be
considered investment advice or a recommendation to buy or sell any security. There is no guarantee that securities remain in the portfolio or that securities sold have not
been repurchased. It should not be assumed that any investments were profitable or will prove to be profitable.
Past performance does not guarantee future results.
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About the Presenters

Shivani Shah
Shivani Shah is a Portfolio Manager responsible for managing a variety of equity index portfolios for a broad range of clients. She joined Northern Trust in 2021. 
Prior to joining Northern Trust, Shivani was a Portfolio Manager and Trader at Vanguard Group managing ETFs and Equity Index investments. She has held 
various investment management roles where she optimized the performance of domestic and international mutual funds, ETFs, and equity index investments. 

Prior firms include: Davis Selected Advisors, The Vanguard Group, and most recently an Independent Consultant via Gerson Lehrman Group, Inc. 

Shivani received a Bachelor of Arts degree in Finance and Entrepreneurship from the University of Arizona. Additionally, she earned an Executive Education 
Certificate in Sustainable Finance and ESG Investing from NYU Stern Business School. She is specialized in Monetizing the Value of Sustainability (ROSI).

Sandy Sinor
Sandy Sinor is Director, Public Funds & Taft-Hartley Plans at Northern Trust Asset Management.  In her role, Sandy will deliver investment solutions, including 
equity, fixed income, and alternative asset classes, for primarily Taft-Hartley segments nationally.  Sandy has more than 26 years of financial industry 
experience.  Extensive experience in marketing Equity, Fixed Income, Multi Asset Strategies and Solutions, Hedge Funds, and Alternatives to institutional 
industries.

Sandy joined from Voya Investment Management, where she was an Institutional Client Advisor, responsible for institutional sales and marketing efforts 
throughout the plan sponsor and investment consultant community including Public Funds, Taft Hartley and Unions, Corporations. Previously, she was a 
Principal, Institutional Asset Management for Robeco, responsible for institutional sales and marketing efforts in the western United States focused on 
Institutional Pension Funds. Sandy also held several roles at Chase Securities of Texas, Inc. for eleven years, most recently as a Vice President in Capital 
Markets & Fixed Income.

Sandy earned a BA in Management from the University of Texas and an MBA from Amber University.  She holds Series 7, 6 and 63 licenses.

Michael “Mike” Chico, CFA
Mike Chico is a Senior Fixed Income Portfolio Manager in the Fixed Income Group and is responsible for quantitatively managing and trading fixed income 
accounts for Northern Trust clients.  Mike originally joined Northern Trust in 2005 as a Fixed Income Securities Trader with Northern Trust Securities, Inc., 
where he focused on structured products, non-USD fixed income securities, MBS/ABS, and Treasury securities.

Prior to joining Northern Trust, he was Vice President of MBS Trading at JP Morgan Securities, Inc, formerly Banc One Capital Markets, Inc.

Mike received his B.A. degree in Economics from the University of Pennsylvania and his M.B.A. degree in Finance and Economics from The University of 
Chicago Graduate School of Business.  Mike is a CFA Charterholder in the CFA Society of Chicago.

Mike is also an active member of Prospanica (formerly NSHMBA), the Association of Hispanic MBAs & Business Professionals.

Mike is currently the Board Chair of Esperanza Health Centers, an award-winning, nonprofit community health center that primarily serves Latino communities 
on Chicago's southwest side. Mike has been an active Board member since 2018, Board Chair since 2020, and marathon runner and fundraiser for Team 
Esperanza, which is a charity partner of the Bank of America Chicago Marathon, every year since 2017.
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Northern Trust Corporation

Northern Trust Securities, Inc.

NORTHERN TRUST CORPORATION

NT GLOBAL ADVISORS, INC

THE NORTHERN TRUST
INTERNATIONAL  BANKING

CORPORATION

NORTHERN TRUST MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES LIMITED

NORTHERN TRUST GLOBAL 
INVESTMENTS LIMITED

THE NORTHERN TRUST 
COMPANY 

OF HONG KONG LIMITED

50 SOUTH CAPITAL ADVISORS LLC

THE NORTHERN TRUST SCOTTISH 
LTD PARTNERSHIP

NORTHERN TRUST MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES 

ASIA PRIVATE LIMITED

NORTHERN TRUST INVESTMENTS,  INC.

NORTHERN TRUST FUND 
MANAGERS 

(IRELAND) LIMITED

NORTHERN TRUST FUND 
MANAGERS LIMITED, 

NETHERLANDS BRANCH

NORTHERN TRUST GLOBAL 
INVESTMENTS JAPAN K.K.

The Northern Trust Company

BELVEDERE ADVISORS LLC.
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Multi-Dimensional Approach to Risk Oversight
Continuous process examining portfolio risk, performance attribution and compliance.

Daily ReviewsConsists of senior investment and 
risk professionals across firm

Review performance results and 
peer group 

Evaluate credit, liquidity, interest 
rate, regulatory and operational 
risk

Review investment strategy 
decisions and governance

Oversight and monitoring of 
investment, operational and 
regulatory risks

Key members include Chief Risk 
Officer, Chief Compliance Officer 
and Chief Investment Officer

Portfolio 
Management 
Team

Compliance 
and 
Risk Teams

Monthly 
Investment 

Governance 
Committee

Quarterly Asset 
Management 

Risk Committee

Ongoing Reviews Daily Reviews
Observe projected tracking error

Evaluate positioning, risks and 
costs

Monitor changes in index 
constituents and characteristics

Conduct pre-trade compliance

System validation of holdings 
versus guidelines, in real time 

OMS (Order Management 
Systems) Systems examine 
holdings vs. guidelines

Conducts post-trade compliance
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EQUITY SPECIALISTS
Christopher Fronk, CFA,CPA  
Senior Equity Specialist
Emily Lawrence          
Senior Equity Specialist – Sustainable Investing
Austin Guy, CFA
Equity Specialist

INDEX EQUITY

PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT & RESEARCH
Chicago
Brent D. Reeder
Head of Index, US
Robert Anstine
Senior Portfolio Manager
Keith Carroll
Senior Portfolio Manager
Michael Gleeman, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Chris Jaeger
Senior Portfolio Manager
Lucy Johnston
Senior Portfolio Manager
Steve Santiccioli
Senior Portfolio Manager

Jake Weaver, CFA, CPA
Head of Equity Index

London
Nicholas Dymond, CFA
Head of International Index 
Equity, EMEA
James Amatt
Senior Portfolio Manager
Josh Fiennes, CFA         
Senior Portfolio Manager
Nigel Tyler
Senior Portfolio Manager

David Crowe
Portfolio Manager
Hamung Patel
Portfolio Manager
Simona Muresan
Associate Portfolio Manager
Open Position
Portfolio Manager

Brendan Sullivan, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Alan Aung, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Volter Bagriy, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Yair Walny, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Shivani Shah
Portfolio Manager
Errol Mitchell
Associate Portfolio Manager

EQUITY TRADING

INVESTMENT STRATEGY
Jim McDonald
Chief Investment Strategist
Wouter Sturkenboom, CFA
Chief Investment Strategist – EMEA
Daniel Phillips, CFA
Senior Investment Strategist

RISK MANAGEMENT LEADERSHIP
Michelle L Pfeiffer
Head of Investment Risk Management

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
Ali Bleecker
Chief Administrative Officer

Hong Kong
Gregory Pasieka, CFA
Head of Index, APAC
Manfred Wong, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager

Celia Chau, CFA, FRM
Portfolio Manager
Sophie Piempreecha
Portfolio Manager

INDEX SERVICES 
Michael Deverall
Head of Index Services

Curt Nass
Global Head of Equity Trading
Chicago
Peter Driscoll
Senior Equity Trader
Christopher Ebel, CFA
Equity Trader
Sean Finegan, CFA
Senior Equity Trader

London
Peter Hughes
Equity Trader
Kerem Onder
Equity Trader
Lindsay Anderson
Equity Trader

Hong Kong
Wilson Har
Equity Trader
Michael Tan
Equity Trader

Walid Karim
Senior Equity Trader
Ashish Mehta
Senior Equity Trader
Paul Howaniec
Junior Equity Trader

Jeffrey J Logan
Equity Trader
Open Position
Equity Trader

Angelo Manioudakis
Chief Investment Officer

Michael R. Hunstad, Ph.D.
Head of Quantitative Strategies

A Global Index Equity Team

Data as of 03/31/22. 
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Colin Robertson
Co-Head of Fixed Income

PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT & RESEARCH

Fixed Income Research
Peter Yi, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Head of Taxable  Research &
Cash Management

Mike Egizio, CFA
Team Leader Financials

Marie Winters, CFA, CAIA
Team Leader Industrials

David Unger
Team Leader Industrials

FIXED INCOME

RESEARCH TEAM

INDEX PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT TEAM 

32

27

27

33

13

22

3

Industry (Yrs) Firm (Yrs)

19 Credit/Sector Analysts 20 12

INVESTMENT STRATEGY
Jim McDonald
Chief Investment Strategist
Daniel Phillips, CFA
Senior Investment Strategist
Wouter Sturkenboom, CFA         
Chief Investment Strategist – EMEA

Taxable Fixed Income
Eric Williams
Senior Portfolio Manager 
Head of Taxable Credit Strategies

Peter Yi, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Head of Taxable Research & 
Cash  Strategies

David Alongi, CFA 
Senior Portfolio Manager
Head of Index Strategies

Morten Olsen
Senior Portfolio Manager
Head of Multi-Sector Portfolio 
Management

Angelo Manioudakis
Chief Investment Officer

Michael Chico, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Developed & Emerging Govts

Mousumi Chinara, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Investment Grade

Chaitanya Mandavakuriti
Senior Portfolio Manager
Investment Grade

Bilal Memon
Senior Portfolio Manager
Head of Ultra Short Fixed Income

Kevin O’Shaughnessy, CFA 
Senior Portfolio Manager
Securitized Products

Dan Personette, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Interest Rates

Patrick D. Quinn
Senior Portfolio Manager
Ultra-Short

David Alongi, CFA  
Senior Portfolio Manager
Head of Index Strategies

Dan Personette, CFA 
Senior Portfolio Manager

Michael Chico, CFA 
Senior Portfolio Manager

Kevin O’Shaughnessy, CFA 
Senior Portfolio Manager

Chaitanya Mandavakuriti
Senior Portfolio Manager

Mousumi Chinara, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager

Markell Henderson
Associate Portfolio ManagerINVESTMENT STRATEGISTS

Tim Johnson
Portfolio Manager
Chief Investment Strategist

Mark Carlson, CFA          Ellen Chenoweth            Arch King, CFA     
Investment Strategist    Investment Strategist       Investment Strategist 

Thomas Swaney
Co-Head of Fixed Income

32

26

17

33

9

3

3

Fixed Income Investment Team
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Security 
Selection

65% 

Sector 
Allocation

30%

RESEARCH SUPPORT
Elisa Lopez

FIXED INCOME

Colin Robertson
Co-Head of Fixed Income

FIXED INCOME RESEARCH

INVESTMENT STRATEGY
Jim McDonald
Chief Investment Strategist
Daniel Phillips, CFA
Senior Investment Strategist
Wouter Sturkenboom, CFA         
Chief Investment Strategist – EMEA

Fixed Income Research
Stephanie Woeppel
Head of Tax-Exempt Research

Peter Yi, CFA
Senior Portfolio Manager
Head of Taxable  Research &
Cash Management

Mike Egizio, CFA
Team Leader Financials

David Unger
Team Leader Industrials

Marie Winters, CFA, CAIA
Team Leader Industrials

Taxable Research
Marshall Birkey
Financials 

Ajay Kushwaha
Financials 

Jacob Olis
Financials

Evan Katz, CFA
Industrials

Tarun Rathore
Industrials

Anurag Varma, CFA, FRM
Industrials

Anthony Biancalana
Industrials

Teodor Tocan, CFA
Industrials

Municipal Research
Ashwin Bhat
Municipals

Timothy Blair, CFA
Municipals

Rakshith Gowdar
Municipals

Andrea McKeague
Municipals

Mike O’Leary, CFA
Municipals

Dan Simpson
Municipals

 Investment culture of accountability,
collaboration and teamwork that is responsive
to market conditions

 Strong research team with average
experience of 20 years

 Annual credit and industry reviews accompany
quarterly earnings notes on over 1000
corporate issuers

 Independent credit approval process with
internal rating precedes portfolio management 
decisions

 Focus on delivering attractive and consistent
performance on a risk adjusted return basis

Angelo Manioudakis
Chief Investment Officer

Thomas Swaney
Co-Head of Fixed Income

Fixed Income Investment Team
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Global, 24/6 Equity Trading Platform

• Global trading team with 24/6
pass the book infrastructure
between dedicated dealing
teams in Chicago, London, and
Hong Kong

• Straight through electronic
order processing from portfolio
management origination to
trade allocation and settlement

• Northern Trust is a
sophisticated market participant
able to efficiently navigate all
markets

• Competitive explicit trading
costs in all markets.

• Executes with understanding
and optimal blend of
opportunity cost and market
impact

Structure Trading Strengths

Leading market participant with global reach in Equities, Currencies, and Futures across Developed, 
Emerging, and Frontier Markets.
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RFI responses
2007 2009 2011 2014 2017 2019 

RFI responses 
received 34 35 38 32 27 29 

Firms selected 7 Equity 7 Equity 6 Equity 6 Equity 5 Equity 7 Equity 

14 FI 9 FI 8 FI 8 FI 
 

MINORITY BROKER NAME MINORITY 
DESIGNATION

EQUITY 
TRADING

FIXED INCOME 
TRADING 10 FIRMS SELECTED

Academy Securities, Inc. DV X X 7 FOR EQUITY
Cabrera Capital Markets, LLC H X 8 FOR FIXED INCOME
CastleOak Securities LP AA X   EQUITY
Guzman & Company H X   1 AA
Loop Capital Markets AA X X   2 DV
Mischler Financial Group DV X X   2 H
North South Capital W X   2 W
Penserra Securities LLC H X X   FIXED INCOME
Samuel A. Ramirez & Co., Inc. H X   2 AA
*Siebert Williams Shank & Co. LLC. W X X   2 DV

  3 H
AA - African American   1 W
DV - Disabled Veteran
H - Hispanic
W - Women

*Siebert Cisneros Shank & Co. LLC. and Williams Capital Group merged October 2019.

Firms selected effective January 1, 2020

The firms were selected to be on our preferred provider list for equity and/or fixed income trading  The firms, which were selected for one or more asset classes, based 
on a number of quantitative and qualitative selection criteria including execution capabilities, technology platforms and performance.

Minority Broker Equity and Fixed Income Trading Program
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2022 Minority Broker Equity and Fixed Income Trading Program 
Proposed Timeline

4Q2022

Selection Process 
Northern Trust  will 
select minority-, women-, 
disabled-owned broker 
dealers for equity and 
fixed income trading

Analysis of Responses
- Quantitative
- Qualitative

RFI Issued 
(Wed., May 25th)

OCT - NOV 2022JUL - SEP 2022

RFI Responses Received
(Fri., Jul 29th)

MAY - JUN 2022

Press Release Announces 
Upcoming RFI (Wed., May 25th)

Press Release 
Announces 
Selected Firms

Meetings with 
Potential Providers 
if Necessary

Bidders Forum
(Tue., Jun. 21st)
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Northern Trust Asset Management Increases Use of Minority Brokers 
Raises Trade Execution Target
CHICAGO, March 8, 2021 – As part of its ongoing commitment to ensuring and advancing diversity, equity and inclusion within the 
investment industry, Northern Trust Asset Management (NTAM) is increasing its trade execution services commitment to broker-
dealers owned by minorities, women, veterans or people with disabilities. The execution target for its Minority Brokerage 
Program is increasing in March from 10 percent to 15 percent of equity security trading commissions in certain 
commingled funds, while continuing to meet our best execution standards.

NTAM started its Minority Brokerage Program in 2007 and in 2018 instituted a 10 percent trading target that the participating funds 
have consistently met or exceeded. 

“As one of the world's largest investment managers , we founded the program over a decade ago because we recognized both the 
impact we can have to advance diversity within the industry and that partnering with diverse organizations can lead to better
outcomes,” Northern Trust Asset Management President Shundrawn Thomas said. “Empirical data has long shown that top-
performing companies, regardless of industry, are those that excel on cultural, ethnic and gender diversity. This shouldn’t surprise 
anyone, as it’s only logical that diversity strengthens culture and increases creativity and innovation—all key ingredients to 
success.” 

Investors have been increasingly looking to partner with asset managers that share a commitment to diversity, equity, and 
inclusion. The pandemic has led investors to focus even more on doing so, as inequities and other social ills have come into sharp 
view.   

“We are delighted that our Minority Brokerage Program provides clients with a proven means to have a significant percentage of 
their assets aligned with firms owned by minorities, women, veterans or people with disabilities,” said Chief Investment Officer Bob 
Browne. “And from an even larger perspective, we take pride in the fact that clients understand that the program is just one part of 
our long-standing commitment to diversity, equity and inclusion.” A recent acknowledgement of this commitment is Northern Trust 
Asset Management being named a Diversity Champion by InvestmentNews magazine last year for the second time in the last 
three.

Northern Trust Asset Management has been cultivating relationships with minority-owned investment management firms and 
brokerages for more than a decade. The firm’s commitment to diversity also includes its multi-manager solutions business, which 
invested approximately $4.6 billion with 17 minority-owned investment-management firms through manager-of-manager programs 
as of December 31, 2020. Minority owned firms that provide equity research are also part of the program.
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Important Information
2020 One of the World’s Most Admired Companies 
Fortune’s survey partners at Korn Ferry Group start with approximately 1,500 companies comprised of the Fortune 1,000 (the 1,000 largest U.S. companies ranked by revenue) and 
non-U.S. companies in Fortune’s Global 500 database with revenues of $10 billion or more. Korn Ferry then selects the companies with the highest-revenues in 52 industries, 
surveying a total of 670 companies from 30 countries in 2020. To create the 52 industry lists, Korn Ferry polled executives, directors and analysts to rate companies in their own 
industry on nine criteria, from investment value to social responsibility. A company’s score must rank in the top half of its industry survey to be listed. http://fortune.com/worlds-most-
admired-companies

Barron’s 100 Most Sustainable Companies
Additional information regarding the ranking methodology can be found at: https://www.barrons.com/articles/barrons-100-most-sustainable-companies-for-2021-
51613172493?refsec=top-sustainable-companies (click on ‘See our methodology and credits’ )

The information contained herein is intended for use with current or prospective clients of Northern Trust Investments, Inc. The information is not intended for distribution or use by 
any person in any jurisdiction where such distribution would be contrary to local law or regulation. This information is obtained from sources believed to be reliable, and its accuracy 
and completeness are not guaranteed. Information does not constitute a recommendation of any investment strategy, is not intended as investment advice and does not take into 
account all the circumstances of each investor. Information shown is current as of the date appearing in this material only and is subject to change without notice. Indices and 
trademarks are the property of their respective owners. All rights reserved.  

This report is provided for informational purposes only and is not intended to be, and should not be construed as, an offer, solicitation or recommendation with respect to any 
transaction and should not be treated as legal advice, investment advice or tax advice. Recipients should not rely upon this information as a substitute for obtaining specific legal or 
tax advice from their own professional legal or tax advisors. References to specific securities and their issuers are for illustrative purposes only and are not intended and should not be 
interpreted as recommendations to purchase or sell such securities. Indices and trademarks are the property of their respective owners. Information is subject to change based on 
market or other conditions.

Investing involves risk – no investment strategy or risk management technique can guarantee returns or eliminate risk in any market environment. 

Products and services provided by subsidiaries of Northern Trust Corporation may vary in different markets and are offered in accordance with local regulation. For more information, 
read our legal and regulatory information about individual market offices (available at northerntrust.com/disclosures). 

Northern Trust Asset Management is composed of Northern Trust Investments, Inc. Northern Trust Global Investments Limited, Northern Trust Fund Managers (Ireland) Limited, 
Northern Trust Global Investments Japan, K.K, NT Global Advisors, Inc., 50 South Capital Advisors, LLC, Belvedere Advisors LLC, Northern Trust Asset Management Australia Pty 
Ltd, and investment personnel of The Northern Trust Company of Hong Kong Limited and The Northern Trust Company.

© 2022 Northern Trust Corporation. Head Office: 50 South La Salle Street, Chicago, Illinois 60603 U.S.A.
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Important Information
An Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) Strategy’s use of ESG factors and screening process may affect exposures to certain companies or industries and cause the 
Strategy to forego certain investment opportunities. Investors can integrate ESG data to create a more holistic view of risks and opportunities — resulting in more informed investment 
decisions and resilient portfolios. An ESG Strategy utilizes ESG analytics as a risk mitigation tool not as an alpha driver, thus performance results may or may not be lower than other 
strategies that do not seek to invest in companies based on ESG ratings and/or screen out certain companies or industries.

The information contained herein is intended for use with current or prospective clients of Northern Trust Investments, Inc. The information is not intended for distribution or use by 
any person in any jurisdiction where such distribution would be contrary to local law or regulation. Northern Trust and its affiliates may have positions in and may effect transactions in 
the markets, contracts and related investments different than described in this information. This information is obtained from sources believed to be reliable, and its accuracy and 
completeness are not guaranteed. Information does not constitute a recommendation of any investment strategy, is not intended as investment advice and does not take into account 
all the circumstances of each investor. Opinions and forecasts discussed are those of the author, do not necessarily reflect the views of Northern Trust and are subject to change 
without notice. 

This report is provided for informational purposes only and is not intended to be, and should not be construed as, an offer, solicitation or recommendation with respect to any 
transaction and should not be treated as legal advice, investment advice or tax advice. Recipients should not rely upon this information as a substitute for obtaining specific legal or 
tax advice from their own professional legal or tax advisors. References to specific securities and their issuers are for illustrative purposes only and are not intended and should not be 
interpreted as recommendations to purchase or sell such securities. Indices and trademarks are the property of their respective owners. Information is subject to change based on 
market or other conditions.

All securities investing and trading activities risk the loss of capital. Each portfolio is subject to substantial risks including market risks, strategy risks, adviser risk and risks with respect 
to its investment in other structures. There can be no assurance that any portfolio investment objectives will be achieved, or that any investment will achieve profits or avoid incurring 
substantial losses. No investment strategy or risk management technique can guarantee returns or eliminate risk in any market environment. Risk controls and models do not promise 
any level of performance or guarantee against loss of principal. Any discussion of risk management is intended to describe Northern Trust’s efforts to monitor and manage risk but 
does not imply low risk. 

Past performance is no guarantee of future results. Performance returns and the principal value of an investment will fluctuate. Performance returns contained herein are subject to 
revision by Northern Trust. Comparative indices shown are provided as an indication of the performance of a particular segment of the capital markets and/or alternative strategies in 
general. Index performance returns do not reflect any management fees, transaction costs or expenses. It is not possible to invest directly in any index. Net performance returns are 
reduced by investment management fees and other expenses relating to the management of the account. Gross performance returns contained herein include reinvestment of 
dividends and other earnings, transaction costs, and all fees and expenses other than investment management fees, unless indicated otherwise. For additional information on fees, 
please refer to Part 2a of the Form ADV or consult a Northern Trust representative.

Forward-looking statements and assumptions are Northern Trust’s current estimates or expectations of future events or future results based upon proprietary research and should not 
be construed as an estimate or promise of results that a portfolio may achieve.  Actual results could differ materially from the results indicated by this information. 

This information is intended for purposes of Northern Trust marketing of itself as a provider of the products and services described herein and not to provide any fiduciary investment 
advice within the meaning of Section 3(21) of the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, as amended (“ERISA”). Northern Trust is not undertaking to provide impartial 
investment advice or give advice in a fiduciary capacity to the recipient of these materials, which are for marketing purposes and are not intended to serve as a primary basis for 
investment decisions. Northern Trust and its affiliates receive fees and other compensation in connection with the products and services described herein as well as for custody, fund 
administration, transfer agent, investment operations outsourcing and other services rendered to various proprietary and third party investment products and firms that may be the 
subject of or become associated with the services described herein. 

.
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The Northern Trust Company – Member FDIC – Equal Housing Lender
I-071922-2296122-081822



PRESENTATION TO THE TRUSTEES OF THE

LOS ANGELES FIRE AND POLICE PENSION PLAN

August 4, 2022

Denise D’Entremont Alex Ryer, CFA, FRM, CAIA Julie Carman Lind

C.E.O. C.I.O. Sr. Portfolio Manager

Confidential – For use in one-on-one client presentations by RhumbLine Personnel

ATTACHMENT VI



RhumbLine Advisers was formed in October 1990 to:

• Provide low-cost, passive investment products to the institutional

marketplace.

• Demonstrate flexibility by a willingness to customize index-based
strategies for accounts of all sizes.

– Long track record of managing customized passive portfolios;
customized portfolios under management total more than $27 billion in
assets across 253 accounts (out of 401).

• Deliver unsurpassed client service reflecting the reputation and
experience of the professionals in our organization.

rhumb line  n.
A line on a nautical chart which represents the most easily 

navigated course from Point A to Point B

2



• Assets under management: $81.2 Billion 

• Asset classes include:
– Domestic Equity

– Domestic Fixed Income

– International Equity

• Diversified client base:
– 119 Public Funds: 281 Accounts/$54.3 Billion
– 58 Corporate/ERISA: 108 Accounts/$12.2 Billion
– 91 Endowments/Foundations: 194 Accounts/$7.2 Billion
– 43 Taft-Hartley: 74 Accounts/$4.3 Billion
– 1 Sub-Advisory: 5 Accounts/$3.2 Billion

Current Profile

3

as of June 30, 2022



Organization Chart

Denise A. D’Entremont*

CEO 

28 Years

Stephen Goff

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER, 

2 Years

INFORMATION 

TECHNOLOGY

Chris Cool*

DIRECTOR

13 Years

OPERATIONS

Gina Berard*

DIRECTOR

8 Years

Paulo Campos

SR. ASSOCIATE

3 Years

Ralph Iannino*

SR. ASSOCIATE

14 Years

Paul Bonner

ASSOCIATE

4 Years

Lindsay Becker

ASSOCIATE

< 1 Year

John Pilgrim

ASSOCIATE – Part Time

16 Years

ADMINISTRATIVE

STAFF

Brenda Schofield*

ADMINISTRATOR

31 Years

INVESTMENT 

MANAGEMENT

Alex Ryer* CFA,FRM,CAIA

CHIEF INVESTMENT 

OFFICER

7 Years

Julie Carman Lind*

SR. PORTFOLIO MANAGER

21 Years

Jeff D. Kusmierz*

SR. PORTFOLIO MANAGER

16 Years

Antonio J. Ballestas*

PORTFOLIO MANAGER

10 Years

Drew Zagarri, CFA

PORTFOLIO MANAGER

1 Year

FINANCE

Kim Roger McCant*

GENERAL PARTNER

CHIEF FINANCIAL 

OFFICER
31 Years

MaryAlice McClanahan* 

ASSOCIATE

14 Years

COMPLIANCE 

Lisa A. Sheeler

CHIEF COMPLIANCE 

OFFICER & GENERAL

COUNSEL

3 Years 

Jennifer S. Pilgrim*

ASSOCIATE – Part Time

17 Years
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SOFTWARE 

ENGINEERING

Steve Claypoole

DIRECTOR

< 1 Year

Darren McDonald

PROJECT MANAGER

4 Years

Thomas Cheng

ASSOCIATE

6 Years

Wayne Owen

RETIRED PARTNER

31 Years

BUSINESS 

DEVELOPMENT 

& 

CLIENT SERVICE

Georgette Baxter

DIRECTOR

< 1 Year

MARKETING 

DELIVERABLES

Mary Woodward

CHIEF MARKETING 

OFFICER

10 Years

Sarah E. Duncan*

ASSOCIATE

16 Years

Melissa Martocchio

ASSOCIATE

7 Years

Kelly Rangel

CLIENT SERVICE 

LIAISON

< 1 Year

* Partners of the Firm
# of years equals tenure at Firm

100% Employee-Owned
78% Women/Minority-Owned
22% Other



 Ownership structure has always been 100% employee-owned with a majority ownership

comprised of diverse individuals.

 Added three limited partners in December of 2021.

 Recent and pending promotions are almost all diverse personnel.

 Over the last 10 years, RhumbLine has hired 11 employees.  Of those, 9 are diverse/female

personnel.

 Total of 27 employees; 17 are diverse personnel.

 As of April 30, 2022, diverse/women ownership increased to more than 70%.

 As of April 30, 2022, senior leaders that are diverse/women increased from 40% to 75%.

 Mentorship opportunities for diverse/women candidates increased from 1 to 2 personnel.

 Mandatory diversity training for all employees on an annual basis.  This has increased to twice a

year for 2022.

 Approximately 40% of all trades are executed with diverse brokers.

 Use of other diverse-owned businesses - compliance, legal, stationery, and recruiter.

Diversity Initiatives
As a firm founded by a minority, supporting and promoting diversity is 

part of our corporate culture and has been since our inception in 1990. 
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• ESG Mission Statement

– Integration – implement sustainable investing concepts into our

investment decision-making / portfolio construction process as well as into

risk management, within the bounds of our investment mandate.

– Evaluation – utilize our resources to educate clients and internal decision

makers on the importance and significance of ESG factors. This includes

enhanced reporting of Environmental, Social and Governance exposures

relative to the benchmark.

– Engagement – participate in industry conferences / organizations to bring

ESG investing to the forefront. Address sustainability risks and

opportunities by direct engagement with portfolio companies where

appropriate and through proxy voting.

ESG Initiatives – Mission Statement

6



• Incorporate ESG scores into Order Management System (OMS). We may

consider ESG as one of many ‘tiebreaker’ factors which may influence our

trading decisions where we had been otherwise ambivalent.

• Negative ESG score exposure is an unmanaged risk factor that we should

monitor and periodically report to clients, with review by our Investment / Risk

committee.

• We license Refinitiv (Thomson Reuters) ESG data – ESG Pillar Scores on all

of our 8500+ holdings, with plans to incorporate these scores into our OMS

trade decision-making systems and monthly reporting.

• Pursue engagement opportunities, either targeted direct or via communal

engagement (i.e. ISS pooled engagement).

• Encourage attendance at industry ESG conferences and events.

ESG Initiatives

7



Assets Under Management

8

as of June 30, 2022

6/30/2022, $81.2 Billion
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Distribution of AUM
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as of June 30, 2022

$0B

$2B

$4B

$6B

$8B

$10B

$12B

$14B

$16B

$18B

$20B

< 
$2

0m

$2
0m

 to
 $

50
m

$5
0m

 to
 $

10
0m

$1
00

m
 to

 $
20

0m

$2
00

m
 to

 $
50

0m

$5
00

m
 to

 $
1b

$1
b 

to
 $

2b

$2
b 

to
 $

5b

> 
$5

b

As
se

ts
 U

nd
er

 M
an

ag
em

en
t 

($
 b

ill
io

ns
)

AUM Grouped by Client Size
$ Pooled $ Separate

As of 06/30/2022
Pooled = $11.9 billion

Separate = $69.3 billion
Total = $81.2 billion
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Products
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LARGE CAP INDEX STRATEGIES
• Equal-Weighted Mega Cap

• S&P 100

• S&P 500*

• S&P 500 Equal Weighted*

• Russell Top 200

• Russell Top 200 Growth

• Russell 1000*

• Russell 1000 Growth*

• Russell 1000 Value*

• MSCI US

INTERNATIONAL INDEX STRATEGIES
• S&P ADR

• MSCI EAFE*

• MSCI ACWI

• MSCI ACWI ex-US

• MSCI ACWI ex-Fossil Fuels

• MSCI ACWI Minimum Volatility*

• MSCI ACWI ESG Leaders

• MSCI Emerging Markets

• MSCI Japan Broad

• MSCI World

• MSCI World ex-Fossil Fuels

• MSCI World ex-US

• DJ Brookfield Global Infrastructure

• DJ Brookfield Global Infrastructure Composite

• S&P Global Natural Resources

• S&P Global Low Volatility

BROAD MARKET INDEX STRATEGIES
• S&P 1500

• S&P 1500 ex-Fossil Fuels

• Russell 3000

• Wilshire 5000

• MSCI Global Investible US

SMALL CAP INDEX STRATEGIES
• S&P 600*

• Russell 2000

• Russell 2000 Growth

• Russell 2000 Value

MID CAP INDEX STRATEGIES
• S&P 400*

• S&P 400 Growth

• Russell Mid Cap

• Russell Mid Cap Growth

• Russell Mid Cap Value

SMALL-MID CAP INDEX STRATEGIES
• S&P 1000

• S&P 1000 Value

• Russell 2500

• Russell 2500 Value

• Russell Small Cap Completeness

FIXED INCOME STRATEGIES
• Core Bond*

• ICE BofA US 3-Mo. Treasury Bill

• Intermediate Government/Credit

• Bloomberg Capital US 5-7 Yr. Treasury Bond

• Bloomberg Capital US 1-3 Yr. Government

• Bloomberg US TIPS*

• Bloomberg US Government Long

• Bloomberg US Long Term Treasury

• Bloomberg US Intermediate Treasury Bond

ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES
• Russell RAFI US

• Russell RAFI Global ex-US

• Russell 1000 HEDI Moderate TTE

• RhumbLine Multi-Factor

• Energy Select Sector

• FTSE Nareit All Equity REIT*

• S&P Global Low Volatility

• SciBeta US Multi-Beta Multi-Strategy

4-Factor EW

• SciBeta Dev ex-US Value Diversified

Multi-Strategy

• TOBAM MaxDiv USA

SPECIALTY STRATEGIES
• Completeness

• Customized Screens

• Customized Tax-Efficient

• Equal Weighted

• Fossil Fuel-Free

• High Quality

• Minimum Volatility

• Sudan-Free

• Tobacco-Free

*Also available through a pooled investment fund to qualified investors with at least $5 million in assets.
**Please contact us if interested in any index or strategy that is not listed.

June 2022



Breakdown of Strategies

11

Please note that of the total assets under management, customized strategies are as follows: 
Socially Screened = $7,481.3MM, Sudan-Free = $6,982.5MM, Other Screens = $11,113.4MM

$81,170.4 MILLION
as of June 30, 2022

$28,067m 

$19,616m 

$9,278m 

$2,516m 

$2,949m 

$1,415m 

$5,428m 

$2,715m 

$5,352m 

$1,038m $986m $1,405m
$124m 

$35m $246m 

S&P 500 Strategies
Russell Large-Cap Strategies
Broad Market Strategies
Russell Small-Cap Strategies
S&P 400 Strategies
Russell Mid-Cap Strategies
International Strategies
Custom Strategies
Fixed Income Strategies
SciBeta  Multi-Factor
S&P 600 Strategies
Other S&P Strategies
Fundamental
MSCI Domestic
FTSE NAREIT



• Use full replication, optimization or stratified sampling dependent on asset 

size and client requirements.

• Review portfolios daily, monitoring tracking and cash.

• Monitor index changes and consider impact in determining trading strategy.

• Trade when appropriate for client directed cash flows, cash balance 

maintenance, mergers/acquisitions, index changes.

• Buy decisions are driven by the requirement to remain fully invested at all times

• Stock selection is driven by risk management in the optimization

• Use agency trading desks.

• Provide daily liquidity for all pooled funds.

RhumbLine Investment Process

Domestic Equity Index Strategies
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• Use of Optimization for portfolio construction.  Proven risk model with more than 20 years of

bond indexing history.

• Utilize Bloomberg to communicate bid & offer lists to maximize trade inventory and best

execution.

• Credit Risk induced by limiting size of each issuer and broadening number of holdings in the

Credit Sector.

• Scenario analysis on proposed portfolio trades to understand risk/return trade-offs among

term structure, sectors, qualities and yield ratios.

• Excellent relationship with seven brokers including three W/M/DV-owned firms.

• Analyze performance daily to ensure tight tracking to benchmark.

RhumbLine Investment Process

Domestic Fixed Income Index Strategies

13



• Use full replication, optimization or stratified sampling dependent on asset size,

restrictions and client requirements.

• Review portfolios daily monitoring tracking and cash levels.

• Trade only with high-quality, agency-only brokerage firms.

• Utilize existing broker relationships to obtain low commission rates.

• Transaction cost estimate: 3-5 basis points on trade value.

• Do not generate soft dollars.

RhumbLine’s Investment Process 

Global Index Strategies

14



• Database management 

– Daily benchmark, holdings, and restrictions data loaded overnight.

• Portfolio monitoring daily in DataEase.

– Cross-sectional and time series tracking error, cash and misweights.

– Daily compliance checking vs. benchmark, restrictions, hold lists, etc.

• Periodic optimizations are run in rebalancing tool, and scenarios are evaluated 

for trade efficacy.

– Replication / stratified sampling, incorporating trading costs.

– Mean-variance optimization used for more complex scenarios.

– Single-issue rebalance tool for index changes & cash equitization.

• Trade list run through RhumbLine’s OMS, checked for compliance.

• Approved trade list is entered into EMS for execution.

Portfolio Management Process

15



• Advanced rebalancing systems.

– Fixed ticket charges incorporated into rebalance to minimize custody cost.

– Market impact t-cost models incorporated into trade optimization.

• Low-cost trading techniques.

– Pre-trade cost analysis to inform best execution strategy.

– Quantitative algorithms, dark pools, ECNs, DMA, program trading desks.

• Best execution analysis of all trades.

– Third party transaction cost analysis, reviewed by investment committee.

• Driven by low-cost, high-quality agency execution only.

– No soft dollars or sell-side company research.

– Average US commission rate $0.008/share 3-yr average.

– Executed $28 billion (40%) in US & Int’l trades with MWDVBE brokers (last 12 months):

RhumbLine Trading Approach

16

Sample Firms:
Cabrera Capital

Loop Capital

Penserra/Cheevers

Siebert Williams Shank



• Hierarchy of Trading

– Unit crossing:  Within pooled funds, utilize any cash in funds first for withdrawals (free

trade).

• Residual trading costs are allocated to participant, insulating the fund from costs.

– Internal crossing:  We DO NOT use internal crossing under DOL exemption.

• Internal crossing systems generate multiple ticket charges at a high cost.

• Ticket charges do not affect performance, as custody is paid via withdrawal.

– Smart Order Routing:  Our brokers source liquidity across all lit and dark venues.

• External crossing is utilized to cross at midpoint of spread.

• Multiple venues can be utilized, with only one custody ticket charge.

• Transaction Cost Analysis

– Every execution is captured by third-party TCA monitoring

– Pre- and Post-trade TCA tools provide insights into best execution.

– Firm-wide commissions average less than 1 cent per share.

Best Execution

17



Annualized

INDEX STRATEGIES
Inception 

Date

2022 – YTD 

thru June**

(%)

1-YR Trailing

(%)

3-YR Trailing

(%)

5-YR Trailing

(%)

7-YR Trailing

(%)

10-YR Trailing

(%)

Since 

Inception (%)

Assets as of  

06/30/22 ($M)

LARGE CAP

S&P 500* 12/90 -19.94 -10.60 10.57 11.27 11.11 12.93 10.41 $27,824.6

S&P 500 Index -19.96 -10.62 10.60 11.31 11.14 12.96 10.27

Russell 1000* 12/96 -20.92 -13.01 10.14 10.97 10.75 12.79 8.72 $11,186.5

Russell 1000 Index -20.94 -13.04 10.17 11.00 10.78 12.82 8.69

Russell 1000 Growth* 12/99 -28.02 -18.71 12.59 14.29 13.44 14.79 5.77 $2,210.7

Russell 1000 Growth Index -28.07 -18.77 12.58 14.29 13.45 14.80 5.71

Russell 1000 Value* 05/96 -12.80 -6.76 6.87 7.16 7.68 10.47 8.52 $2,674.1

Russell 1000 Value Index -12.86 -6.82 6.87 7.17 7.69 10.50 8.45

Composite Returns (Gross of Management Fees)
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The above composite returns are supplemental information to the GIPS© compliant performance presentations which are available upon request. Please refer to the disclosure page at the 
back of this presentation for important disclosures and disclaimers.

*Available as a Pooled Fund or Separate account.

**Please note:  June is preliminary.

as of June 30, 2022

MID CAP 

S&P 400* 07/95 -19.50 -14.63 6.81 7.00 7.73 10.87 10.92 $2,890.5

S&P 400 Index -19.54 -14.64 6.87 7.02 7.76 10.90 10.83

S&P 400 Growth 09/17 -24.93 -20.52 5.11 - - - 6.13 $58.2

S&P 400 Growth Index -24.93 -20.50 5.15 - - - 6.17

Russell Mid Cap 12/05 -21.50 -17.22 6.62 7.98 8.05 11.30 8.61 $1,030.8

Russell Mid Cap Index -21.57 -17.30 6.59 7.96 8.04 11.29 8.59

Russell Mid Cap Growth 04/99 -30.97 -29.51 4.30 8.90 8.36 11.51 7.43 $261.3

Russell Mid Cap Growth Index -31.00 -29.57 4.25 8.88 8.35 11.50 7.47

Russell Mid Cap Value 08/07 -16.08 -9.83 6.73 6.35 7.21 10.64 7.48 $123.3

Russell Mid Cap Value Index -16.23 -10.00 6.70 6.27 7.15 10.62 7.43



Annualized

INDEX STRATEGIES
Inception 

Date

2022 – YTD 

thru June*

(%)

1-YR Trailing

(%)

3-YR Trailing

(%)

5-YR Trailing

(%)

7-YR Trailing

(%)

10-YR Trailing

(%)

Since 

Inception (%)

Assets as of  

06/30/22 ($M)

Composite Returns (Gross of Management Fees) 
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MSCI EAFE, MSCI Emerging Markets, and Core Bond Composite returns are preliminary.

The above composite returns are supplemental information to the GIPS© compliant performance presentations which are available upon request. Please refer to the disclosure page at the 
back of this presentation for important disclosures and disclaimers.

*Available as a Pooled Fund or Separate account.

**Please note:  June is preliminary.

***This composite is comprised of two accounts both with significant restrictions (i.e. Sudan, Iran, Tobacco, Firearms etc.).  The companies screened out equate to almost 35% of the index.  
In addition, not all countries are open to local trading. The expected tracking is within +/- 250 basis points on an annualized basis. 

as of June 30, 2022

INTERNATIONAL 

MSCI EAFE* 05/14 -19.21 -17.29 1.37 2.49 2.95 - 2.18 $813.8

MSCI EAFE Index -19.57 -17.77 1.07 2.20 2.70 - 1.91

MSCI Emerging Markets*** 01/13 -17.61 -26.45 -0.11 1.90 2.86 - 1.62 $266.8

MSCI Emerging Markets Index -17.63 -25.29 0.57 2.18 2.79 - 1.71

SMALL CAP

Russell 2000 12/04 -23.09 -24.61 4.50 5.35 6.05 9.45 7.16 $2,088.8

Russell 2000 Index -23.43 -25.20 4.21 5.17 5.91 9.35 7.08

Russell 2000 Growth 03/05 -29.33 -33.26 1.43 4.82 4.95 9.26 7.91 $38.5

Russell 2000 Growth Index -29.45 -33.43 1.40 4.80 4.96 9.30 7.91

Russell 2000 Value 04/04 -17.30 -16.23 6.21 4.92 6.42 9.02 7.40 $278.7

Russell 2000 Value Index -17.31 -16.28 6.18 4.89 6.40 9.05 7.39

FIXED INCOME

Core Bond* 03/05 -10.24 -10.16 -0.97 0.87 1.41 1.52 3.30 $1,170.6

Bloomberg US Aggregate Bond 

Index
-10.35 -10.29 -0.93 0.88 1.42 1.54 3.32



INDEX STRATEGIES

Expected Annualized Total Return 

Net of Fees Over the Short (1 Year) and 

Long-Term (3 – 5 Years) Investment Horizons

LARGE CAP

S&P 500 +/- 5 basis points

Russell 1000 +/- 5 basis points

Russell 1000 Growth +/- 5 basis points

Russell 1000 Value +/- 5 basis points

Expected Tracking

20

Based on $100MM Account Size, No Restrictions

MID CAP 

S&P 400 +/- 5 basis points

S&P 400 Growth +/- 5 basis points

Russell Mid Cap +/- 5 basis points

Russell Mid Cap Growth +/- 5 basis points

Russell Mid Cap Value +/- 5 basis points

SMALL CAP

Russell 2000 +/- 10 basis points

Russell 2000 Growth +/- 10 basis points

Russell 2000 Value +/- 10 basis points

INTERNATIONAL 

MSCI EAFE +/- 20 basis points

MSCI Emerging Markets* +/- 25 basis points

FIXED INCOME

Core Bond +/- 30 basis points

*Projected tracking assumes that all countries will be opened for trading purposes.



• Dedicated Asset Manager: Our Firm derives 100% of revenue from Investment Management; we offer

and manage only index strategies.

• Successfully Launched new index products for more than 30 years: Created 60 new products with

an initial investor for each fund – equities, fixed income, and international.

• Low risk indexing strategy: Index funds in general are a much lower-risk strategy to manage than

active products. In addition,   RhumbLine’s commingled index funds have no securities lending

exposure, allowing our portfolio management, operations and client service teams to remain focused on

delivering consistent investment results and outstanding client service.

• Simple Non-Hierarchical Organization Structure: A flat management structure allows clients access

to the entire management team, resulting in prompt responsiveness.

• RhumbLine track record and reputation: Since the firm’s inception (1990) we have built an excellent

reputation among our clients by delivering exactly what we have promised.

• Existing Client Growth: More than half of our clients utilize multiple index strategies with us.*

• Private, Management-Owned Partnership: Our ownership structure keeps our interest and focus

closely aligned with our client's interest.  This encourages efficient decision-making, client attention and

avoids the pressures that public shareholders sometimes can place on large public firms.

*As of 6/30/2022

Strategic Advantages
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General
All information contained herein is confidential and has been prepared for use in a one-on-one presentation with current or prospective qualified client’s of RhumbLine Advisers Limited
Partnership (‘RhumbLine”). This material has been prepared for informational purposes only and should not be construed as investment advice or an offering of securities. RhumbLine
permits consultants to share this presentation with prospects of RhumbLine provided they do so in a one-on-one presentation to qualified clients with the following disclosures provided.
RhumbLine is an SEC registered investment adviser, providing investment advice to clients on a discretionary basis. Registration with the SEC does not imply any level of expertise or
training. RhumbLine claims compliance with the Global Investment Performance Standards (GIPS®). RhumbLine has been independently verified for the periods 01/01/09 – 12/31/19. The
verification report is available upon request. To receive a copy or a complete list and description of RhumbLine’s composites and/or a presentation that adheres to the GIPS standards,
please contact us at 617-345-0434 or info@indexmngr.com.

Performance
The U.S. Dollar is the currency used to express performance. Returns are presented gross of management fees and include trading expenses and the reinvestment of all income. Actual
returns will be reduced by investment advisory fees and other expenses that may be incurred in the management of the account. Performance returns of RhumbLine’s Pooled Funds are
also net professional fees including custody and audit expenses. The collection of fees produces a compounding effect on the total rate of return, net of management fees. As an example,
the effect of investment management fees on the total value of a client’s portfolio assuming (a) quarterly fee assessment, (b) $10,000,000 investment, (c) portfolio return of 8% a year, and
(d) 0.10% annual investment advisory fee would be $10,416 in the first year, and cumulative effects of $59,816 over five years and $143,430 over ten years. Actual investment advisory
fees will vary. More information on RhumbLine’s investment advisory fees are available upon request and are described in Part 2A of RhumbLine’s Form ADV. AS WITH ANY
INVESTMENT, PAST PERFORMANCE IS NOT INDICATIVE OF FUTURE RESULTS.

Index Disclosures
The S&P® Indices are products of S&P Dow Jones Indices, LLC, or its affiliates (“SPDJI”). S&P® is a registered trademark of Standard & Poor’s Financial Services, LLC (“S&P”), and this
trademark has been licensed for use by SPDJI and sublicensed for certain purposes by RhumbLine Advisers Limited Partnership (“RhumbLine”). The RhumbLine S&P Index Composites
are not sponsored, endorsed, sold or promoted by SPDJI, Dow Jones, S&P, or their respective affiliates, and none of such parties make any representation regarding the advisability of
investing in such products nor do they have any liability for any errors, omissions, or interruptions of the S&P Indices. The Russell® Indices are registered trademarks of Russell Investment
Group. Russell Investment Group is the source and owner of the trademarks, service marks and copyrights related to the Russell Indexes. "FTSE®" is a trade mark of the London Stock
Exchange Group companies, and is used by FTSE International Limited ("FTSE") under license. "NAREIT" a trade mark of the National Association of Real Estate Investment Trusts
("NAREIT"). The FTSE NAREIT INDEX is calculated by FTSE. Neither FTSE nor NAREIT sponsor, endorse or promote this product and are not in any way connected to it and do not
accept any liability. All intellectual property rights in the index values and constituent list vests in FTSE and NAREIT. RhumbLine Advisers LP has obtained full license from FTSE to use
such intellectual property rights in the creation of this product. The Bloomberg Barclays Indices are a proxy of the indices distributed by Barclays Capital Inc. and is created by Wilshire
Axiom or Bloomberg utilizing the characteristics data supplied by Barclays Capital Inc. The Wilshire IndexesSM are produced by Wilshire Associates Incorporated and have been licensed
for use. All content of the Wilshire Indexes© 2009 is proprietary to Wilshire Associates Incorporated. The Carbon Underground 200TM is proprietary information of Fossil Free Indexes, LLC.
Any use of these materials beyond this presentation without prior express written permission of Fossil Free Indexes, LLC, is strictly prohibited. The information contained in the Carbon
Underground 200TM has been obtained from sources that Fossil Free Indexes, LLC, believes to be reliable; however, Fossil Free Indexes, LLC, does not guarantee its accuracy, timeliness
or completeness, and it is subject to change without notice. The Carbon Underground 200TM is a trademark of Fossil Free Indexes, LLC. Users are not permitted to use this or any other
Fossil Free Indexes, LLC, trademark without the prior written consent of Fossil Free Indexes, LLC. The Carbon Underground 200TM does not constitute financial or investment advice, or an
offer to buy or sell, or a promotion or recommendation of any security, financial instrument or product or trading strategy. Neither MSCI nor any other party involved in or related to
compiling, computing or creating the MSCI data makes any express or implied warranties or representations with respect to such data (or the results to be obtained by the use thereof), and
all such parties hereby expressly disclaim all warranties of originality, accuracy, completeness, merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose with respect to any of such data. Without
limiting any of the foregoing, in no event shall MSCI, any of its affiliates or any third party involved in or related to compiling, computing or creating the data have any liability for any direct,
indirect, special, punitive, consequential or any other damages (including lost profits) even if notified of the possibility of such damages. No further distribution or dissemination of the MSCI
data is permitted without MSCI's express written consent. Dow Jones Brookfield® Global Infrastructure Index is a registered trademark of Brookfield Redding, Inc. and/or its affiliates
(including but not limited to Brookfield Asset Management, Inc.) Dow Jones® is a registered trademark of Dow Jones Trademark Holdings, LLC. The ERI Scientific Beta United States Multi-
Beta Multi-Strategy Four-Factor Equal Weight Index and the ERI Scientific Beta Developed ex-USA Value Diversified Multi-Strategy Index are the intellectual property (including registered
trademarks) of EDHEC Risk Institute Asia Ltd and/or its licensors, which is used under license within the framework of ERI Scientific Beta activity. The RhumbLine SciBeta US Multi-Beta
Multi-Strategy 4-Factor EW Index Strategy, and the RhumbLine SciBeta Developed ex-US Value Diversified Multi-Strategy Index Strategy that replicate fully or partially the ERI Scientific
Beta United States Multi-Beta Multi-Strategy Four-Factor Equal Weight Index and the ERI Scientific Beta Developed ex-USA Value Diversified Multi-Strategy Index are not sponsored,
endorsed, sold or promoted by EDHEC Risk Institute Asia Ltd and its licensors and neither EDHEC Risk Institute ASIA Ltd nor its licensors shall have any liability with respect thereto.

Index returns are calculated in U.S. dollars. Indexes are unmanaged, statistical composites and their returns do not include payment of any sales charges or fees an investor would pay to
purchase the securities they represent. Such costs would lower performance. The performance of an index is not an exact representation of any particular investment, as you cannot invest
directly in an index. Index performance is proprietary data of the listed index provider(s) and has been licensed for use by RhumbLine Advisers. Please refer to the index provider’s website
for additional information.

Important Disclosures & Disclaimers
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THE RHUMBLINE TEAM

To the Trustees at the
Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension Plan:
Thank you for considering Indexing with RhumbLine!



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.2 

FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, GENERAL MANAGER 

SUBJECT: PRESENTATION BY SEMPER CAPITAL MANAGEMENT, L.P. MORTGAGE-
BACKED SECURITIES FIXED INCOME MANAGER 

BACKGROUND 

The Board has requested presentations by existing asset managers before the expiration of their 
contracts.  Semper Capital Management, L.P. (Semper), a Minority- and Veteran-Business 
Enterprise, is one of the Board’s two fixed income emerging managers.  Hired in 2015 after a broad 
fixed income emerging manager search, Semper is a unique manager within the Board’s portfolio, 
focusing exclusively on Mortgage-Backed Securities (MBS).  The Board initially funded the portfolio 
with $25 million on October 1, 2015.  In September 2018, Semper received an additional $20 million 
due to the termination of an existing manager.  Semper is the Board’s sole MBS manager, and the 
current contract will expire on September 30, 2022. 

In calendar years 2019 and 2020, Semper was placed on watch based on the manager Watch List 
policy that was in effect at the time.  The Watch List policy provided a process for identifying and 
placing managers on watch at the end of each calendar year when performance falls below the 
median manager in their peer group or below an appropriate benchmark if there was no comparable 
peer group.  Additionally, per the Board’s policy, if an asset manager has been “on watch” for two 
consecutive years, the asset manager is scheduled for a review and presentation to the Board, which 
Semper did at the August 19, 2021 Board meeting. 

In their presentation, Semper also discussed their SEC investigation.  In April 2020, Semper settled 
an SEC investigation related to the insufficient disclosure of the pricing of non-agency MBS in odd 
lots (bond trades that are less than $1 million), and the reporting of performance data.  Semper paid 
a fine, and the SEC made no further action or policy change recommendations. 

At the September 15, 2021 Board meeting, Staff recommended that the Board decline Semper’s 
contract renewal and highlighted a few reasons for the recommendation.  Reasons included the SEC 
order, which Semper had settled by the time of their presentation, personnel turnover discussed 
further in this report, and a concern with the inconsistency of information provided to RVK and Staff.  
There was no issue with performance.  Since its inception in October 2015, the portfolio outperformed 
its benchmark by 182 basis points, annualized, net of fees, and ranked 13th among its peer universe. 
Semper also outperformed its benchmark and ranked above median over all other observed trailing 
periods.  RVK recommended renewing Semper’s contract despite the recent personnel turnover and 
the SEC settlement.  RVK believed that contract renewal was still the best course of action given the 
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experience and stability of senior leadership on the MBS strategy, and strong historical performance. 
The Board approved a one-year contract extension to September 30, 2022. 

ASSET MANAGER INFORMATION 

Name of Firm:  Semper Capital Management, L.P. 
Location:  New York City, NY (Headquarters) 
Date Funded:  October 1, 2015 
Initial Funding Amount:  $25 million 
Mandate:  Mortgage-Backed Securities (MBS) 
Assets Managed for the Board:  $50.6 million (as of 6/30/22) 
Firm’s Assets Under Management:  $1.1 billion (as of 6/30/22) 
Expiration Date of Contract:  September 30, 2022 

DISCUSSION 

Semper primarily invests in the structured credit sector of the fixed income asset class.  Structured 
credit products are created through a securitization process.  Financial assets like loans and 
mortgages are packaged into interest-bearing securities backed by the underlying assets.  Within this 
sector, MBS constitute a unique fixed income market segment with limited volatility and a low 
correlation to LAFPP’s other fixed income managers. 

There are two types of MBS, Residential Mortgage-Backed Securities (RMBS) and Commercial 
Mortgage-Backed Securities (CMBS).  MBS are collateralized by mortgage loans that finance the 
purchase or the refinancing of residential homes (RMBS) or commercial real estate properties 
(CMBS).  MBS can also be divided into agency MBS and non-agency, also known as private label 
MBS.  Agency MBS are guaranteed by a federal agency or government-sponsored enterprises 
(GSEs), such as Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac.  Non-agency MBS are issued by private entities not 
guaranteed by a federal agency or a GSE, making credit analysis critical in non-Agency MBS. 

Semper’s investment strategy is based on a combination of top-down outlook and bottom-up analysis. 
Looking at economic growth, interest rates, real estate and credit fundamentals, and sector spreads 
or yields creates a framework that the Investment and Risk Committees establish, while also 
considering the relative benchmark characteristics.  They use fundamental analysis and risk 
management to trade the securities at the individual security level.  Semper believes its competitive 
advantage comes from their credit-intensive and relative value analysis and significant relationships 
with market participants.  The firm specializes in MBS and employs a notable use of non-Agency MBS 
holdings compared to the benchmark. 

The Board’s investment performance benchmark for Semper is the Bloomberg Barclays U.S. MBS 
Index.  Annualized and calendar year performance is provided in Attachment I.  Since its inception, 
the portfolio has added value to the Plan, outperforming the benchmark by 167 basis points, net of 
fees, and ranked above the median among its peer group as of May 31, 2022. 

In late 2020, Semper experienced a high-level personnel change with the departure of the Head of 
Trading and senior portfolio manager following the close of the firm’s hedge fund.  His primary 
responsibility was to manage the hedge fund product and provide input for the MBS strategy.  The 
Head of Credit assumed the trading functions but would later leave the firm in May 2022.  Since the 
Board’s approval to extend the contract at the September 15, 2021 Board meeting, there have been 
additional personnel changes at the firm.  In addition to the Head of Credit’s departure in May 2022, 
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the Chief Compliance Officer, a Vice President/Trader, and an Investment Analyst departed the firm 
in July 2022.  The current Chief Operating Officer will assume compliance-related responsibilities.  
New additions to Semper include a Portfolio Manager/Head of Trading and an Investment Analyst, 
hired in July and June 2022, respectively. 

RVK and Staff had discussions on the firm and portfolio, with an additional call with Semper on July 
18, 2022, on the recent personnel changes.  RVK and Staff will present a report with a contract 
recommendation at an upcoming Board meeting. 

The firm’s blended management fee was 30 basis points, or approximately $151,800, based on the 
portfolio market value of about $50.6 million, for the one year ending June 30, 2022. 

BUDGET 

There is no budget impact at this time. 

POLICY 

No policy changes are recommended. 

CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 

There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 

This report was prepared by: 

Susan Liem, Investment Officer 
Investments Division 

RPC:JS:KN:SL:MS 

Attachments:  Attachments:  I – Semper Capital Performance Information as of 5/31/2022 
 II – Semper Capital Management Presentation 



Semper Capital Performance Information

QTD CYTD 1-Year 3-Year 5-Year ITD
Inception 

Date
Semper Capital MBS (Gross of fees) -2.78% -6.75% -6.42% 0.38% 1.89% 2.92% 10/01/15
Semper Capital MBS (Net of fees1) -2.83% -6.88% -6.72% 0.08% 1.59% 2.62%
Bloomberg US MBS Index -2.44% -7.29% -7.59% -0.68% 0.61% 0.95%
Difference (Gross of fees) -0.34% 0.54% 1.17% 1.06% 1.28% 1.97%
Difference (Net of fees) -0.38% 0.42% 0.87% 0.76% 0.98% 1.67%
IM U.S. Mortgage Backed Bonds (SA+CF) -2.19% -6.83% -6.87% 0.17% 1.29% 1.59%
Percentile Rank (Investment Metrics Universe) 87 46 46 42 37 27

Calendar Year Data

2021 2020 2019 2018 2017 2016
Semper Capital MBS (Gross of fees) 1.85% 3.92% 6.09% 2.66% 4.68% 7.92%
Semper Capital MBS (Net of fees1) 1.55% 3.62% 5.79% 2.36% 4.38% 7.62%
Bloomberg US MBS Index -1.04% 3.87% 6.35% 0.99% 2.47% 1.67%
Difference (Gross of fees) 2.89% 0.05% -0.26% 1.67% 2.21% 6.25%
Difference (Net of fees) 2.59% -0.25% -0.56% 1.37% 1.91% 5.95%
IM U.S. Mortgage Backed Bonds (SA+CF) -0.42% 4.06% 6.56% 1.44% 3.59% 2.36%
Percentile Rank (Investment Metrics Universe) 23 59 77 30 30 4

1Based on an annual fee average, Semper's fee was approximately 30 bps.

as of 5/31/2022

as of 5/31/2022
Attachment I



This material is for informational purposes only and is subject to change by Semper Capital. It is not intended to be used as the basis for any

investment decision an investor may make. It does not constitute investment advice, nor is it an offer or solicitation to buy or sell any

securities. Investors must make their own investment decisions based on their specific investment objectives, financial position and using such

independent advisers as they believe necessary. Performance data is historical and past performance is not indicative of future performance.

Your capital is at risk. This material must be preceded or accompanied by a prospectus. ®“Semper Capital Management” is a registered

trademark. Semper is an SEC Registered Investment Advisor. Please refer to the Disclosures & Definitions page for additional Fund disclosures.

®

SEMPER  CAP ITAL  MAN AGEMEN T ,  L . P .

P R E S E N T A T I O N  T O :
L . A .  F I R E  A N D  P O L I C E  P E N S I O N S  B O A R D

O F  C O M M I S S I O N E R S

A U G U S T  4 ,  2 0 2 2

Greg Parsons, CEO

Thomas Mandel, Co-Founder, CIO

Semper Capital Management, L.P.     

52 Vanderbilt Ave. – Suite 401, NY, NY 10017

Phone: 212.612.9000   Fax: 866.283.2835

CONFIDENTIAL – NOT FOR PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION

Attachment II
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• Semper Capital Management Firm Update

• Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension Portfolio Update

−Portfolio Strategy & Positioning

−Portfolio Performance and Attribution

• Mortgage-Backed Securities Market Overview and Outlook
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F I R M  O V E R V I E W

1 AUM data as of 06/30/22 and includes all Semper products.
2 Agency MBS are mortgage-backed securities issued by the government-sponsored enterprises Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae, or the U.S. government agency Ginnie Mae in order to keep mortgage rates low and homeownership 
accessible. Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are the major backers of conventional loans. Private entities, such as banks, can also issue mortgage-backed securities. In this case, the MBS are referred to as non-agency MBS or private-label 
securities. These bonds are not guaranteed by the U.S. government or any government-sponsored enterprise. Non-agency MBS are often based on pools of borrowers who couldn’t meet agency standards.
3 Minority & Veteran Certifications:  New York and New Jersey Minority Supplier Development Council – Nationally Recognized;   National Minority Business Council, Inc. – recognized as Minority/Veterans business owned enterprise; 
Certified and recognized as a Veteran Owned Business (VOB) by the National Veteran Business Development Council. Certifications are renewed annually.

.  
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Founded in 1992, Semper Capital is a boutique asset manager focused primarily on U.S. MBS and structured products

• Current AUM:  1.1 Billion1

• Primary focus on Mortgage-Backed Securities (MBS) including Agency and Non-Agency2 MBS

(Residential Mortgage-Backed Securities -RMBS), as well as opportunistic exposure to

Commercial Mortgage-Backed Securities (CMBS), Asset-Backed Securities (ABS), and other

structured products

• Repeatable institutional process and execution across multiple access points:

− Separately Managed Accounts

− Commingled private and registered funds

• Minority- and Veteran-owned and operated2

− Active in veteran causes through the Firm’s True North program

• 11 full-time employees

• Office locations in New York City (headquarters), Orlando

SEMPER PRODUCT HIGHLIGHTSABOUT SEMPER CAPITAL MANAGEMENT

Separately Managed Accounts

$270 Million

• Predominantly public pensions

Registered Commingled Funds

$820 Million

• SEMMX:  MBS Total Return Strategy

• SEMIX: Ultra-Short Duration Strategy

• MBS Irish-domiciled UCITS Fund
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Team Providing Investment, Administrative, Operational, and Compliance Leadership Support for LAFPP

Greg Parsons - Chief Executive Officer

In addition to leading the business of Semper Capital, Greg serves as Chairman of the Investment and Risk Management Committees and is also a member of the

Compliance Committee. Prior to joining the Firm in 2008 as COO, Greg served as an Associate Principal at McKinsey & Company in the Financial Services Group

serving financial institutions. Greg began his career over 23 years ago and served as a Captain and Infantry Officer in the United States Marine Corps. Greg earned

an AB from Princeton University.

Thomas Mandel , CFA - Co-Founder, Chief Investment Officer

Tom co-founded the Firm in 1992 and is the Chief Investment Officer with primary responsibility over the administration and implementation of investment

management activities. Tom is the lead portfolio manager for our current strategies. Tom also serves on the Investment, Risk Management and Compliance

Committees. Tom began his 35+ fixed income investment management career at Chase Investors Management Corp. Tom earned an MBA and a BS from the

University of Pennsylvania Wharton School.

Stephen Ellwood - Chief Operating Officer, Chief Compliance Officer

Stephen is the Firm’s Chief Operating Officer and Chief Compliance Officer with responsibility over the Firm’s compliance, operations, and legal activities. Stephen

serves on the Compliance, Investment and Risk Management Committees. Stephen has over 22 years of legal, compliance and operational experience in asset

management. Prior to joining Semper, Stephen was the General Counsel and Chief Compliance Officer at Structured Portfolio Management, LLC (SPM), a

mortgage hedge fund company. Before SPM, Stephen held CCO and/or General Counsel positions at Arrowgrass Capital Partners, Quattro Global Capital, Greywolf

Capital, and Forest Investment Management. Stephen began his career as a member of the compliance teams at MacKay Shields, Goldman Sachs and Societe

General Asset Management. He received his BA from Loyola University Maryland and earned his JD from St. John’s University School of Law.

Vesta Marks, CFA, CAIA - Portfolio Manager and Head of Trading

Vesta serves as Portfolio Manager and Head of Trading. He is a member of the Firm’s Investment and Risk Committees. Vesta has over 21 years of industry

experience, with more than 11 of those years as a key member of Semper’s investment team including the duration of the Great Financial Crisis. In addition to his

tenure at Semper, Vesta has served as Head of Structured Products at William Blair Investment Management and Head of Fixed Income at Tortoise Capital

Advisors. Vesta was also an Executive Director and Portfolio Manager at Palmer Square Capital Management. Vesta has expertise managing, trading and analyzing

multiple strategies involving Agency and Non-Agency RMBS, CMBS and ABS, and developed proprietary prepayment models for asset-backed securities issued by

the Small Business Administration (SBA). He received a B.S. in Mathematics from Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT).
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The Firm supports:

• Providing workplace flexibility

• Mentoring and/or career development programs

• Targeted recruiting

• Formal and informal support in areas such as communication, leadership, analytical skills

• Partnering with diverse groups, including vendors and service providers such as broker/dealers, law firms and accounting firms

STRONG CORPORATE CULTURE PROMOTES DIVERSITY & INCLUSION

The Firm currently has 18% women employees and 46% minorities. The Firm continues to be committed to excellence,

innovation, market leadership and giving back to the community. In addition, diversity and inclusion is an inherent part of

Semper’s core principles.

Hiring/Promoting within the Workplace

During the hiring process, the firm will not discriminate

based on gender, race, ethnicity, national origin, age, sexual

orientation or identity, education or disability and if all

considerations are determined to be equal, Semper will

give the opportunity to one with a diverse background.

Service Providers/Vendors

When hiring and contracting servicers, all considerations are

determined to be equal. Semper will hire and award contracts to

minority owned business enterprises (MBE), women owned business

enterprises (WBE), disadvantaged, and veteran owned businesses.

As a  minority and veteran owned firm, Semper has always embraced diversity and inclusion  initiatives.

6
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• Beginning in 2021, we have worked to include environmental, social, and governance analyses in the credit analysis and quantitative analyses

that we perform in the determination of appropriate investments for purchase

• Semper Capital believes that positive ESG attributes may result in higher performance (better credit performance and/or higher price from

increased demand) for our bonds while negative ESG attributes may result in lower performance over time

• For every bond considered for purchase, in conjunction with standard research activities, the investment team will initially evaluate and then

monitor and report on ESG relevance  across social, governance, and environmental measures, as well as potential performance impact

• Bonds are ranked in two ways:

o ESG attributes on a scale of 3 to -3 (3 is high, 0 is neutral, -3 is low)

o Potential future risk adjusted total return impact of these ESG attributes, on a scale of 1 to -1 (1 is high, 0 is neutral, -1 is low)

• We analyze data related to specific bonds; loans securitizing the bonds; trustees and servicers providing service to the bondholders and

borrowers; and originators, deal sponsors, and underwriters supporting the securitization and placement of the bonds

• We utilize data gathered from internal research activities as well as third party sources including:

o Loan level data provided monthly by servicers

o Deal descriptions/analyses provided by rating agencies and underwriters

o Deal prospectus/Indenture

o Rating agency analyses of loan servicers and originators and underwriting/compliance practices

o Rating agency credit reports

o General economic and sector ongoing data/research provided by Street analysts

o Ongoing communication with originators and servicers, including Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac to review their underwriting and

servicing practices

• Over time we will seek to attribute positive and negative performance to ESG attributes.  If we are able to demonstrate a positive correlation

between performance and ESG considerations, we will expand investment guidelines and objectives to require investment in bonds with favorable

ESG considerations and avoid investment in bonds with negative ESG considerations.  In advance of that determination, we will continue our current

performance mission while increasing our exposure to bonds with favorable ESG attributes

Semper Capital is a signatory to the United Nations Principles for Responsible Investment. 

We became official UNPRI signatories December 2020.
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P O R T F O L I O  U P D A T E  A N D  P E R F O R M A N C E
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• The LAFPP mandate is a separately managed account within Semper Capital’s Active MBS Strategy.  The performance benchmark is the

Bloomberg U.S. MBS Index, part of the Bloomberg U.S. Aggregate Index.  The Aggregate Index is the primary index used as a

representation of the domestic bond market.

• The portfolio invests in Agency and Non-Agency MBS, along with commercial MBS (CMBS), and asset-backed securities (ABS).  The

portfolio is long-only and without leverage.

• Semper Capital’s overarching strategy is to construct and manage an opportunistic securitized debt portfolio with better yield, and less

interest rate sensitivity than the benchmark index, with low correlation to other fixed income strategies.  We emphasize mortgage

credit benefiting from upside optionality to improving residential real estate fundamentals, and opportunistic relative value trading in

both Legacy (pre-2008) and newer issue Non-Agency MBS.

• Over a market cycle Semper Capital expects to return 100 basis points of excess return annualized with 200 basis points of tracking

error.  The Strategy will generally outperform during period of stable or rising rates, and underperform during sharp declines in interest

rates  or bouts of macro volatility.

• Over time, the portfolio will consist of between 20% and 80% government agency securities (Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, Ginnie Mae).

Currently the allocation is about 33% to Agencies, with 58% in Non-Agencies and 8% in CMBS.

• The Strategy provides appropriate liquidity, strong credit quality, and low correlation to other asset classes including other credit

sectors.
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The Fed has pivoted towards restrictive monetary policy, forcing yields higher and credit spreads wider.

Source: Semper Capital and Bloomberg
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• Annualized net performance from 10/1/15 inception through 6/30/22 has been 1.64% ahead of the Bloomberg U.S. MBS Index

• Net performance from our mandate’s renewal  in 10/1/21 through 6/30/21 since inception has been 0.39% ahead of the benchmark

index

− The bond market has been negatively impacted by extraordinarily high inflation leading the Fed to rapidly move from an extremely

accommodative monetary policy towards a restrictive policy to bring down inflation expectations

− The Bloomberg Aggregate Index performance during this 9 month period was -10.34% versus -9.12% for the Bloomberg U.S. MBS

Index, which benefitted modestly from its lower duration and higher yield than the Aggregate Index

− This new paradigm has resulted in interest rates and volatility rising sharply, combined with a flight-to-quality / risk-off environment

− We have maintained interest rate sensitivity 25% to 30% lower than the index, reducing interest rate-driven price declines through the

over-allocation to Non-Agency MBS

− At the same time, yield spread widening in Non-Agency MBS caused by high supply and the general macro-volatility and risk-off have

partially offset their yield and lower duration advantage

− Importantly, fundamental credit quality of the Non-Agency bonds continues to rise with loan-to-values declining as home price

appreciation strengthened combined with increasing credit enhancement, with 62 credit rating upgrades and 1 downgrade in the last

year

− Additionally, real estate market fundamentals are expected to continue to support higher home prices and better MBS quality and

performance relatively stronger

Higher yields and spreads have pushed bond performance negative in all sectors.



A U G U S T  2 0 2 2  | S T R I C T L Y  C O N F I D E N T I A L

P O R T F O L I O  P E R F O R M A N C E

Inception October 2015; returns are annualized.  Returns are based on Custodians returns. 1Based on an annual fee average as of 1Q2021, the fee was approximately 30 bps. 2The Bloomberg  U.S. Mortgage-Backed Securities (MBS) Index 
includes Agency Mortgage-Backed Pass-through securities (both fixed-rate and hybrid ARM) issued by Ginnie Mae (GNMA), Fannie Mae (FNMA), and Freddie Mac (FHLMC). 

12

P E R F O R M A N C E  ( A S  O F  5 / 3 1 / 2 2 )

2022 YTD
10/1/21-

5/31/22 *
QTD 1 Year 3 Years 5 Years

Since 

Inception

Gross Performance -6.75% -7.02% -2.78% -6.42% 0.38% 1.89% 2.92%

Net Performance1 -6.88% -7.22% -2.83% -6.72% 0.08% 1.59% 2.62%

Bloomberg U.S. MBS Index2 -7.29% -7.64% -2.44% -7.59% -0.68% 0.61% 0.95%

Net Performance Excess Return  vs 

Index
0.42% 0.42% -0.38% 0.87% 0.76% 0.98% 1.67%

C A L E N D A R  Y E A R  P E R F O R M A N C E ( A S  O F  5 / 3 1 / 2 2 )

2022 YTD 2021 2020 2019 2018 2017 2016 4Q- 2015

Gross Performance -6.75% 1.85% 3.92% 6.09% 2.66% 4.68% 7.92% -0.25%

Net Performance -6.88% 1.55% 3.62% 5.79% 2.36% 4.38% 7.62% -0.32%

Bloomberg U.S. MBS Index -7.29% -1.04% 3.87% 6.35% 0.99% 2.47% 1.67% -0.10%

Net Excess Return vs Index 0.42% 2.59% -0.25% -0.56% 1.37% 1.91% 5.95% -0.22%

* The period since Semper’s mandate renewal in 2021.



A U G U S T  2 0 2 2  | S T R I C T L Y  C O N F I D E N T I A L

P O R T F O L I O  P E R F O R M A N C E

Inception October 2015; returns are annualized.  Returns are based on Custodians returns. 1Based on an annual fee average as of 1Q2021, the fee was approximately 30 bps. 2The Bloomberg  U.S. Mortgage-Backed Securities (MBS) Index 
includes Agency Mortgage-Backed Pass-through securities (both fixed-rate and hybrid ARM) issued by Ginnie Mae (GNMA), Fannie Mae (FNMA), and Freddie Mac (FHLMC). 
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P E R F O R M A N C E  ( A S  O F  6 / 3 0 / 2 2 )

2022 YTD
10/1/21-

6/30/22 *
QTD 1 Year 3 Years 5 Years

Since 

Inception

Gross Performance -8.24% -8.51% -4.33% -8.09% -0.38% 1.52% 2.64%

Net Performance1 -8.39% -8.73% -4.41% -8.39% -0.68% 1.22% 2.34%

Bloomberg U.S. MBS Index2 -8.78% -9.12% -4.01% -9.03% -1.44% 0.36% 0.70%

Net Performance Excess Return  vs 

Index
0.39% 0.39% -0.40% 0.64% 0.77% 0.86% 1.64%

C A L E N D A R  Y E A R  P E R F O R M A N C E ( A S  O F  6 / 3 0 / 2 2 )

2022 YTD 2021 2020 2019 2018 2017 2016 4Q- 2015

Gross Performance -8.24% 1.85% 3.92% 6.09% 2.66% 4.68% 7.92% -0.25%

Net Performance -8.39% 1.55% 3.62% 5.79% 2.36% 4.38% 7.62% -0.32%

Bloomberg U.S. MBS Index -8.78% -1.04% 3.87% 6.35% 0.99% 2.47% 1.67% -0.10%

Net Excess Return vs Index 0.39% 2.59% -0.25% -0.56% 1.37% 1.91% 5.95% -0.22%

* The period since Semper’s mandate renewal in 2021.
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Source: Semper Capital and Bloomberg

As of June 30, 2022

Characteristics LAFPP  Portfolio 
as of 6/30/22

Change vs 
6/30/21

Bloomberg US MBS Index 
as of 6/30/22

Change vs 
6/30/21

Total Market Value $50.6 Million -$4.5M $6.9 Trillion -0.2T

Yield to Maturity 5.38% +2.80% 3.77% +2.00%

Duration 4.12 years +0.92 year 5.78 years +1.78 years

Convexity -0.10 +0.62 -0.10 years +1.88 years

Average Life 6.55 years +1.74 7.75 years +2.21 years

Average Coupon 3.38% +0.09% 2.62% -0.18%

Average Credit Quality BBB Previously BBB- AAA

Credit 
Quality

Portfolio 
as of 6/30/22

Change vs 
6/30/21

Index1 as of 
6/30/22

Agency 32.3% 0.0% 100.0%

AAA 11.3% +7.8% 0.0%

AA 5.0% -1.3% 0.0%

A 6.9% -2.0% 0.0%

BBB 25.7% -4.6% 0.0%

<BBB 6.4% +1.1% 0.0%

Unrated 12.4% -1.0% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0%

Sector Allocation Portfolio as of 
6/30/22

Change vs 
6/30/21

Index1  as of 
6/30/22

Agency MBS 32.3% +0.1% 100.0%

Non-Agency RMBS 58.4% -2.3% 0.0%

Agency CMBS 0.0% -0.1% 0.0%

Non-Agency CMBS 7.5% +1.8% 0.0%

ABS 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Treasuries & Agencies 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Cash Equivalents 1.8% +0.5% 0.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0%
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Cash Equivalents, 1.8%

Agency MBS, 32.3%
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Legacy, 6.5%

Next Gen RMBS, 

90.2%

New Issue RMBS with Seasoned 

Collateral, 3.3% Legacy, 6.5%

Agency CRT, 10.8%

Non-QM, 21.4%

SFR, 20.5%

Jumbo 2.0, 37.6%

RPL/Seasoned, 3.3%
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R M B S  A L L O C A T I O N S  B Y  V I N T A G E

P O R T F O L I O  P O S I T I O N I N G

A S  O F  6 / 3 0 / 2 2

R M B S  S U B S E C T O R  A L L O C A T I O NS E C T O R  A L L O C A T I O N S
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M O R T G A G E - B A C K E D  S E C U R I T I E S  ( M B S )  M A R K E T
O V E R V I E W  A N D  O U T L O O K
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� Mortgage-backed securities (MBS) are bonds that are collateralized by large groups, or pools, of mortgages.  The value of these 

mortgages, and ultimately the value of the homes owned by the mortgagees, support the value of the bonds, and the bonds receive 

coupon interest and principal monthly from the mortgages’ principal and interest payments. In contrast corporate bonds generally repay 

principal on their maturity date rather than amortizing over time, and are not collateralized with assets 

� The $9 Trillion MBS sector makes up close to one-third of the domestic fixed income market, and is an important source of liquidity, 

yield, quality, and diversification for fixed income investors, as well as being an important Fed monetary policy tool and balance sheet 

asset, and is an efficient source of capital for the housing market 

� This is the second largest and second most liquid bond sector in the U.S. next to U.S. Treasuries.  Over 90% of the market consists of 

bonds issued by Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and Ginnie Mae, collateralized with mortgages purchased by these GSEs from banks and

other mortgage lenders.  The first 2 are government sponsored enterprises, with credit quality effectively equal to the U.S. Treasury, 

while Ginnie Mae is U.S. Treasury-guaranteed.  These are called Agency MBS

� The remaining portion of the MBS bond market consists of a broad range of bonds issued by private issuers including JP Morgan Chase 

and other large banks.  These are known as Non-Agency MBS, Private Label MBS, or RMBS.  Related securitized debt instruments 

include commercial mortgage-backed securities (CMBS) and asset-backed securities (ABS) which are collateralized by a broad range of 

commercial mortgages including multifamily housing loans, auto and credit card loans
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A T T R A C T I V E N E S S  A N D  C H A L L E N G E S  O F  A G E N C Y  M B S
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Key differences in MBS vs. other fixed income opportunities

� Principal and interest guarantee for Agency MBS investments 

�Monthly yield through monthly interest payments on mortgage securities passed through by trust vehicle

� Fully amortizing – monthly principal repayments and unscheduled prepayments – shortens the duration of cash flows

�Wide range of bond types and characteristics to suit investor demands and requirements

� Extremely liquid securities and actively traded markets benefit active management of MBS

�Agency MBS yield more than Treasuries to compensate for uncertainty of cash flow timing caused by mortgage 

prepayment uncertainty (negative convexity)

�As interest rates rise, voluntary mortgage prepayments fall, extending expected cash flows and increasing 

interest rate sensitivity

�As interest rates fall, mortgage prepayments/refinancings rise, shortening the timing of cash flows and 

reducing interest rate sensitivity
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Size of MBS Market
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 Fannie/Freddie/Ginnie ($8.5T)  Legacy ($0.17T)  Next Gen ($0.37T)

$2.2T

Next Generation Non-Agency

Agency

Legacy Non-Agency

C O M P O S I T I O N  O F  T H E  M B S  M A R K E T

Source: Bank of America Merrill Lynch

The mortgage-backed securities market is made up of Agency and Non-Agency bonds (RMBS), issued before (Legacy) and after (Next 

Generation) the 2007-2009 Great Financial Crisis.  
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N O N - A G E N C Y  M O R T G A G E - B A C K E D  S E C U R I T I E S
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� Non-Agency MBS are mortgage securities that are issued by private entities including banks and private equity sponsors 

� Non-Agency MBS investors are exposed to both risk of prepayment and default (credit) risk and pay higher yields to investors than 

Agency MBS given the additional risk profile

� Many Non-Agency bonds issued in the few years leading up to the Great Financial Crisis in the mid-2000s were securitized by mortgages 

that should not have been originated.  Fraud, predatory structures, loans to unqualifying home buyers, and excess leverage in the 

financial system all contributed to the economic downturn, with dire consequences to the housing market leading to robust protections 

that exist today 

� As a result, credit standards for borrowers post-2008 have remained much higher, and bond structures are stronger.  The supply/demand 

for housing remains very favorable for housing prices, the result of continued underbuilding since the recession and demographic trends 

supporting growth in household formation

� Mortgages supporting Non-Agency MBS are generally high quality but may not qualify for Agency status due to:

� Loan balance too high (“Jumbo” loans considered a loan balance generally over $548,2501)

� Loans that don’t meet traditional underwriting standards and are not eligible for GSEs (Non-QM mortgages)

� Self-employed or other incomes types that uses non-traditional underwriting.

� Loans still have to abide by “ability to repay rule” and have strong underwriting standards

� Additionally, Non-Agency MBS may also consist of agency collateral, seasoned, re-performing or non-performing mortgage loans 

� Non-Agency MBS deals are typically made up of a variety of tranches with highly differentiated risk / return profiles based on their 

position in the capital structure
Source:  FannieMae.com
1 Stated conforming loan limits are $548,250 for 2021 but the limit is higher in certain higher cost areas, up to $822,375.ca
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�Non-Agency MBS typically offer much higher current yield and yield to maturity than Agency MBS

�Although not government guaranteed, many bonds are investment grade and all are supported/collateralized by 

pools of mortgages and ultimately by underlying homes – the strongest sector in today’s U.S. economy

�Most structures result in credit quality improvement over time from both structural delevering as mortgages 

amortize and as home price appreciation leads to increasing home equity which reduces the risk of loss during 

voluntary or stressed home sales

� This fundamental credit grow is seen through credit rating agency upgrades, totaling over 2,100 year to date across 

all Non-Agency sectors after 3,600 last year, 300 in 2020, and nearly 700 in 2019, and can lead to lower yields and 

price appreciation over a range of economic scenarios

� Less interest rate risk in most profiles than Agency MBS, Treasuries, or corporate bonds

� Fully amortizing – monthly principal repayments and unscheduled prepayments – shortens the duration of cash flows

�Wide range of bond types and characteristics to suit investor demands and requirements

� Complexity of bonds, relatively small size and inefficiencies of sector create significant active management 

opportunities
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N O N - A G E N C Y  M B S  S E C T O R  O V E R V I E W

Agency Credit Risk Transfer (CRT) 

� Floating rate bonds backed by agency collateral where the GSEs (Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac) transfer credit risk to the private market

� Backed by high quality pools of agency mortgages with average FICO scores in the mid 700 range and mid 30s debt to income ratios (DTI)

Non-qualified Mortgages (Non-QM)

� Fixed rate bonds backed by mortgage loans that do not adhere to the qualified mortgage rules set by the CFPB but are still underwritten to strong standards

� Average quality of these borrowers is high and underwriting tight relative to that of pre-financial crisis borrowers with LTVs on average in the 60-70% range

Jumbo 2.0 (Prime) Mortgages

� Fixed rate bonds backed by higher balance and high-quality mortgage loans to borrowers with higher incomes and FICO scores (750+ on avg)

� Strong underwriting and higher credit quality have contributed to strong loan performance and very low levels of historic losses in this subsector

Non-performing Loan Securitizations (NPL/RPL)

� Fixed rate bonds backed by formerly distressed (RPL) or currently distressed mortgage loans and properties (NPL) that are repackaged into securities that offer 
strong structural protections

� NPL bonds are shorter duration and are often backed by REO properties while RPL bonds are backed by seasoned, de-levered re-performing mortgage profiles

Single Family Rental Securitizations (SFR)

� Fixed and floating rate bonds backed by single family rental properties across the U.S.

� Sector has benefited from strong demographic and pandemic driven demand for single family housing, high occupancy, low turnover and continued rental growth

Pre-2008 RMBS (Legacy)

� Floating rate bonds backed by seasoned and mostly modified mortgage loans that were originated prior to the Great Financial Crisis

� Pools consist of seasoned performing and modified performing loans that have weathered several economic cycles and have lower LTVs as a result of their age and 
home price growth

22

The Non-Agency MBS Sector is comprised of a wide range of securities with different structural features and collateral characteristics.
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Composition of RMBS Market

Legacy ($0.17T) SFR ($0.04T) Jumbo 2.0 ($0.11T) Non-QM ($0.05T) CRT ($0.06T) NPL/RPL ($0.11T)

C O M P O S I T I O N  O F  T H E  M B S  M A R K E T :  N O N - A G E N C Y  ( R M B S )  B O N D S

Source: Bank of America research

Legacy RMBS as a percentage of the RMBS market continues to decline while CRT and other newer products have continued to grow

and expand.
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Source: MBA, Bloomberg L.P., Morgan Stanley. As of 5/31/2022

H O U S I N G  F U N D A M E N T A L S  R E M A I N  V E R Y  S T R O N G

Housing and Borrower Fundamentals Are Very Strong, Underwriting Standards Remain Tight 

Source: Goldman Sachs, MBA Mortgage Bankers Association, Zillow. As of 4/1/2022

Housing Fundamentals Are Strong:
� Credit Availability remains tight post-GFC and has even

tightened as a result of the pandemic, keeping mortgage credit

extremely strong

� National home price growth over the last 2 years has totaled

30%, sharply reducing LTVs and increasing home equity

� Meanwhile, mortgage debt hasn’t increased in tandem with the

increased value of the housing market and home equity,

strengthening the overall fundamental value of the housing

market and RMBS securities especially Agency CRT which is

supported by the strongest agency-owned mortgages
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� Near term RMBS Supply Glut, Inflation, the Fed and Global Volatility/Risk Off has Created a Technical Widening
� Prices of many bonds have dropped sharply as investors moved to a risk off tone driven by macro volatility

� Record new issue volumes in 1H22 have driven spreads wider and pressured secondary prices

� Small “liquidity bid” sales have ratcheted down prices and pushed up yields

� We believe that investors are now undervaluing call optionality and prepayment potential because of sharply higher rates

� Support is slowly building for market support, which we believe will eventually build into strong demand 
� Support should be building as we pass quarter end, supply slows and we gain more clarity around the Fed path and geopolitical impacts 

� Seeing evidence that new investors are entering the market with strong buying power, CRT seeing new unique investors in each class

� RMBS investors continue to build “dry powder” through remittance paydowns, tender offers, and calls 

� RMBS gross issuance is projected to decrease by 20%+ YoY as rising rates lead to slowing origination volumes and higher funding costs

� Continued Housing Strength Will Persist and Help Support RMBS
� Home price appreciation (HPA) year over year has increased 30%+ since the beginning of the pandemic

� Low supply and continued demand for housing should drive strong home price growth in 2022

� HPA projections in 2022 remain ~3% to 10%+ despite the sharp rise in mortgage rates

� Borrower credit fundamentals have remained strong throughout the pandemic and underwriting has even tightened during the recent crisis

� Much of the RMBS Market is Structured to Perform in a Rising Rate Environment
� Premium fixed rate profiles with low duration where profiles can outperform as prepayments slow

� Increasing carry from floating coupons resetting higher in tandem with the Fed’s interest rate hikes

� Credit Roll Down is a Critical Benefit to Longer Term Performance and Spread Tightening
� As structures delever (through HPA, prepayments, and amortization) credit enhancement grows – leading to potential credit upgrades

� High levels of credit support and seasoning of underlying loans allow for credit migration and roll down, which leads to spread tightening

� Upgrade activity can remain strong as we get further from the pandemic and deal delinquency pipelines continue to improve



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.4 

FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, GENERAL MANAGER 

SUBJECT: PRESENTATION OF ASSET/LIABILITY STUDY BY RVK AND POSSIBLE BOARD 
ACTION 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board: 

1. Receive and accept the results of the Asset/Liability Study; and

2. Instruct Staff and RVK, Inc. to use the results of the Asset/Liability Study to conduct a new Asset
Allocation Study for future consideration of the Board.

BACKGROUND 

The Board recently completed a comprehensive three-part educational series on the topic of risk 
conducted by the Board’s General Consultant, RVK, Inc. (RVK).  The Board education on risk serves 
as a backdrop for the Asset/Liability Study, which takes the risk concepts discussed in the previous 
Board meetings and applies them to the Plan’s assets as well as its liabilities. 

Asset/Liability studies are recommended periodically to help ensure that a plan’s asset allocation 
remains appropriate for its unique circumstances.  The study explores various risk and return 
scenarios to the Board’s current asset allocation, as well as alternative asset allocations, and applies 
them to the benefit streams the Plan is obligated to fund over the next 20 years. 

DISCUSSION 

Attachment I is the executive summary prepared by RVK, which provides the Board with the key 
takeaways from the complete Asset/Liability Study (Attachment II). 

As the Board reviews the Asset/Liability Study, Staff recommends that the Board take the key 
findings of the report and direct RVK to produce an Asset Allocation study as the next step. 

BUDGET 

The contracted cost of the Asset/Liability Study is $52,250. 
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POLICY  

There is no policy change related to this report. 

CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 

There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 

This report was prepared by: 

Nathaniel Chang, CFA, Investment Officer 
Investments Division 

RPC:JS:KN:NC 

Attachments:  I – RVK Asset/Liability Study Executive Summary 
 II – RVK Asset/Liability Study 
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Introduction 

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the key inferences we draw from the 
Asset/Liability (“A/L”) study of the Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension System (“LAFPP” or the 
“System”). While this memorandum refers directly to points raised within the study, we emphasize 
that a full understanding of the A/L study and its implications requires a close review of the study 
in its entirety. 

Background and Key Conclusions 

As of the fiscal year ending June 30, 2021, the date of the most recent actuarial valuation and the 
start date of the projections in this study, the System was approximately 109% funded (on a 
market value basis). Based on a preliminary fiscal year to date return of -7.1% through June 30, 
2022, we estimate the funded ratio has fallen to 93%. In short, this means that assets were 
available to cover 93% of the System’s liabilities as currently estimated by the System’s actuary. 
This equates to a shortfall of approximately $2.2 billion. While this does mean that the System 
needs to gradually accumulate assets to fill this gap over the next several decades to reach full 
funding, the present funding level and current contribution policy result in an unquestionably 
strong financial position for the System, and particularly so relative to most other public pension 
plans. Unless stated otherwise, all projections in this study assume the -7.1% preliminary return 
though June 30, 2022. 

As highlighted below, this study suggests that continued diversification in the investment of the 
System’s assets is desirable. The study, however, suggests caution in assuming that increased 
pursuit of higher expected returns, through even more aggressive (and hence even more volatile) 
asset allocations, is always beneficial. High expected return and high expected risk approaches 
also bring (1) increased risk of large declines in the value of the System’s assets and (2) increased 
volatility in required contributions. 

The Purpose of an Asset/Liability Study 

The central purpose of an A/L study is to examine the probable future consequences, over 
extended periods of time, of applying alternative asset allocation strategies to the System’s 
investment assets in order to fund the liabilities created by the benefit provisions of the System. 
A/L studies are unique in their ability to combine in a single analysis the three critical factors that 
drive the current and prospective financial health of the System—benefit policy (liabilities), 
contribution policy, and investment strategy (asset allocation). Certainly, this type of forward-

 Memorandum 
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Subject Asset/Liability Study – Executive Summary 
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looking study cannot indicate with any reliability what will happen in any given year over this 
extended period of time, and its insights are dependent on the assumptions used. However, we 
have high conviction that the results of the study paint a highly reliable view of the core long-term 
trends in the System’s financial health. 

Best practice, in our judgment, is to take the general direction suggested as most appropriate by 
this study with its unique consideration of liabilities, contribution policy and trending liquidity needs 
and refine it in an asset allocation study where implementing the System’s structure can reflect 
the pragmatic considerations of investing in the capital markets present at any given point in time. 
While an Asset Liability Study cannot indicate precisely what asset allocation is optimal, it does 
with meaningful conviction indicate the risk and return characteristics that the asset allocation 
should have to reflect contribution policy and the Plan’s liabilities. 

While this study does not suggest modifying the risk profile of the current asset allocation strategy, 
refinements to asset allocation and asset class structure will be evaluated as the Board moves 
through the activities and decision points from left to right in the below investment decision 
framework. 
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Deterministic versus Stochastic 

In this study, we examined a series of related questions associated with this central purpose, 
projecting future outcomes under two distinctly different methodologies: 

1. a deterministic basis (all underlying System assumptions, liabilities, contributions and
most critically investment returns, are achieved precisely and without variance in each and
every year); and

2. a stochastic basis (outcomes for investment returns vary each year according to
estimated volatility with contribution requirements following suit while actual contribution
policy and liabilities remains in their current form).

Key Results 

Below you will find a series of important findings, forecasts, and conclusions drawn from the body 
of the study. While these summary points are presented here to allow a quick assessment of 
some of the key findings, they represent only a sampling of the fundamental elements of the 
study. We emphasize that a solid understanding of each element requires that they be reviewed 
as they are presented in the study itself within their surrounding context (please note the frequent 
page references to the full study). This is especially important to understanding the findings which 
represent probable, but not certain, outcomes as analyzed in the stochastic section of the study. 

At the Outset: 

 As of June 30, 2021 (the date of the actuarial valuation used to model liabilities), the
System’s market value funded ratio (available assets to fund benefit obligations) was
approximately 109% (page 6). Updated through June 30, 2022, we estimate the funded
ratio has fallen to approximately 93%.

 The number of benefit receiving members currently exceeds the number of active
members by approximately 6%. Over time, the benefit receiving population is projected to
continue to grow and eventually outnumber the active member population by over 43%
(page 8). This trend is highly certain to occur given the current plan structure and, the
maturing demographics of the System and as this trend unfolds, is an important factor
when considering the findings on System risk/return options and the projected status of
the System’s liquidity.

Deterministic Analysis: A deterministic analysis assumes full certainty about the future, in 
particular, certainty of investment returns. Its virtues are that it is simple and that the findings 
reflect what will happen if the future turns out to be precisely as forecasted—no better, but also 
no worse. 
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 As a result of an increasing number of beneficiaries and inflation, we expect annual benefit 
payments to System participants to increase by 126% over the next 20 years (page 9). 
Annual increases average approximately 4% over this period. 

 
 Annual dollar contributions (employer and employee) based on actuarially required rates 

fluctuate during the projection period (page 10). However, the general trend in 
contributions is relatively constant as the System amortizes the unfunded actuarial 
accrued liability. Please note however, that precise actuarially required rates as they 
unfold are the purview of the System’s actuary and are affected by factors other than 
investment returns and resulting asset values of the System. 
 

 Employer contributions expressed as a weighted average percentage of salary peak at 
43% of pay for plan year ending 2023 and then gradually decline to approximately 27% of 
pay during the remainder of the projection period (page 11). This assumes the current 
contribution policy remains unchanged and the current assumed rate of return on 
investments (7.00%) remain constant and is achieved each year. 

 
 Aggregate annual benefit payments are expected to increase by about 126% over the next 

20 years but they remain constant as a percentage of System assets over this same time 
period (pages 9 and 12). This metric – the payout ratio – is an extremely important metric 
both to assess System financial health but also the range of investment strategies the 
Fund can reasonably pursue. 
 

 Not only do benefit payments as a percentage of System assets not increase, they remain 
at a level relative to assets that is also healthy and sustainable on an absolute basis during 
this period in our judgement. This is an important and positive indication, because 
increasing payout ratios, if they rise sufficiently high, can potentially impose liquidity 
constraints on the management of the portfolio. Specifically, high payout ratios can inhibit 
the ability of the System to invest with a long-term horizon, therefore limiting the 
opportunity to invest in less liquid asset classes regardless of the return or risk reducing 
diversification benefits they may offer. The payout ratio is projected to remain at 
approximately 5% through the end of the projection period. These levels do not, in our 
opinion, materially inhibit investment opportunities for the System (page 12). 

 
 As, by definition in deterministic analysis, assets grow each and every year without 

exception at the assumed rate of return (7.00%), the funding ratio on a market value basis 
is expected to gradually increase to approximately 100% by 2036 from the current value 
of 94% (page 17). 
 

 Experiencing a return of 100 basis points below the System’s current assumed rate of 
return of 7.00% (i.e., 6.00%) (Scenario A) each year for the 20-year projection period 
would result in a moderate decline in the projected market funding ratio to 88% in year 20 
versus 100% at the current assumed rate of return (page 18). Additionally, under this 
scenario cumulative employer contributions would be approximately $5.4 billion higher 
over the 20-year period. Given the widely shared concerns about the prospects for a low 
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return environment in the capital markets over the foreseeable future, this is a conclusion 
that should be thoroughly understood and appreciated. In the event that capital markets 
do not support returns commensurate with the assumed rate of return, reliance on 
contributions to complete the payout of the System’s liabilities effectively increases, 
especially in later years. Though higher cumulative contributions, as indicated by our 
analysis in this scenario, over the entire study period are not a welcome aspect of this 
scenario, the fact that the funding ratio is still projected to be 88% is a positive conclusion. 

 Investment strategies that introduce increasing volatility in the Fund’s returns over the next
20 years also introduce rising employer contributions. Three additional return scenarios
are shown on page 18 of the full study. In scenarios B and C, the System is still projected
to reach full funding, however, cumulative employer contributions increase by
approximately $8.5 billion in scenario B (a V-shaped market) and $15.3 billion in scenario
C (a W-shaped market). The V scenario assumes a return of -15% in the first projection
year and +15% in the second projection year followed by the assumed rate of return
thereafter (7.00%). The W scenario assumes a return pattern of -15%, +15%, -15%, +15%
followed by the assumed rate of return thereafter (7.00%). Scenario D assumes a 10%
loss in the first year of the projection followed by an annual return of 6.00%. Again, in this
scenario, employer contributions are increased by approximately $13.3 billion over the
next 20 years compared to the base scenario. The key conclusion from this part of the
study is that volatility – specifically declines and subsequent recoveries in the Plan’s
assets – and when they occur can have a significant effect on cumulative plan
contributions.

 Finally, Scenario E assumes returns of 7.00% per year, just as the base case. However,
in this scenario, the expected return is met but achieved in an environment where inflation
is projected to be 5.00% per year rather than the base projection of 2.50%. This scenario,
particularly relevant currently, generates a significantly higher projected actuarial accrued
liability, approximately 50% higher than the base case. This requires substantially higher
contributions during the projection period, $18.4 billion more during the period. This is
more than double the projected contributions of the base case. Scenario E also ends the
projection period with the lowest projected funding ratio at 84%. As observed in the
previous scenarios, the return pattern matters. This scenario shows that inflation also
plays a material role in the outcome of the System going forward. Stated more directly,
persistently high inflation (1) increases Plan liabilities, (2) raises employer contribution
costs, and (3) weakens the financial health of the System.

Stochastic Analysis: Unlike a deterministic analysis, a stochastic analysis does not assume an 
unvarying stream of expected investment returns year after year. Instead, it reflects the realistic 
view that pension plan investment returns are—like the investment markets themselves—volatile 
and always uncertain throughout the projection period. This means that there are a range of 
possible outcomes for the System; some are more likely, others less likely, but still possible. Using 
the current expected values and variances of the returns and inflation, along with their 
correlations, 2,000 trials are generated to produce a distribution of possible results. 
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The deterministic approach is useful for gauging the general direction of change and associated 
consequences but adding the element of uncertainty—more specifically year to year variability in 
the performance of the capital markets and the value of the System’s assets over time—can offer 
additional insights, albeit along with considerable complexity. 
 
Uncertainty in future investment returns is modeled via a stochastic analysis of seven different 
investment approaches (in the table below and on page 25) ranging from highly conservative (low 
risk, asset protective) to highly aggressive (high return-seeking with substantial associated risk), 
including the current Target Allocation of the System. 
 
The reason for testing such a broad range of approaches is that at the heart of the System’s 
situation is a simple question that is difficult to answer: whether the System is better off following 
a strategy that:  
 

(A) Falls in the general category of higher prospective return with greater risk (i.e., 
potential for more widely varying outcomes – good or bad), or 
 

(B) Falls in the general category of lower prospective return with concomitantly lower 
risk (i.e., a tighter band of likely outcomes). 
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Essential to answering this question is to ask precisely how the System and its broader 
constituencies define what “better off” means. The metrics we use for each to determine whether 
the System is “better off” under one approach versus another are as follows: 
 

(1) The effect on funding ratio (and thus on contribution rates which decline with higher 
funding ratios). 
 

(2) The effect on System liquidity (i.e., the System’s ability to pay annual benefits without 
major disruption of its strategic asset allocation, the driver of its investment strategy 
and long-term System returns). 

 
(3) The effect on the trend line and stability of annual contributions. 

 
(4) The risk of large, sudden, and highly disruptive short-term declines in the 

System’s assets over the course of time and the associated effects on contribution 
stability, cumulative contributions, and potentially, investment decisions as well. 

 
The results of this analysis are displayed on pages 26 through 45 of the accompanying A/L study. 
For purposes of this summary, the consequences of choosing A versus B, as described on the 
prior page, is summarized most clearly in the tables on pages 29 and 45 of the study (copied 
below followed by explanatory comments). 

 
 

 
 

 With the exception of the 100% Fixed Income portfolio, all portfolios analyzed show a low 
to moderate (from 25% to 45%) probability of full funding in 20 years (page 29). The 100% 
Fixed Income portfolio shows no probability of full funding in 20 years (see top table above, 
first column). 

 
 The 100% Fixed Income portfolio has, by far, the weakest Funded status after 20 years 

(pages 28, 29, and 45). All scenarios reflect a more modest capital market outlook than 

100% Fixed Income 0% 100% 7% -17%

Equity -10% 25% 68% 6% -34%

Equity -5% 28% 64% 7% -36%

Target Allocation 31% 62% 7% -38%

Equity +5% 34% 59% 7% -39%

Equity +10% 37% 57% 8% -41%

100% Equity 45% 49% 9% -48%

Probability of < 93% 

(Current) Funding in 2042

Probability of Full

Funding in 2042
20 Years

Maximum 1 Year 

Investment Loss

Probability of < 50% 

Funding in 2042

50th 5th 95th Peak Trough

100% Fixed Income 61% 48% 79% $34.8 $45.5 $24.2 9% 11% 5%

Equity -10% 80% 48% 145% $26.9 $43.7 $8.0 7% 11% 4%

Equity -5% 81% 48% 156% $26.4 $44.0 $7.4 7% 12% 3%

Target Allocation 83% 48% 168% $25.7 $44.4 $6.7 6% 12% 3%

Equity +5% 85% 47% 181% $25.2 $45.0 $6.3 6% 12% 3%

Equity +10% 86% 47% 195% $24.7 $45.3 $6.0 6% 12% 3%

100% Equity 93% 44% 276% $23.0 $47.5 $4.8 6% 13% 2%

Year 20 

Median

Years 1 to 2020 Years
Market Funded Ratio in Year 20 Payout Ratios

50th 5th 95th

Cumulative Employer 

Contributions in Year 20 (Billions)
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actual experience has reflected prior to 2022. The remaining portfolios—including the 
current Target Allocation—result in expected funding ratios that are marginally lower than 
the current level (93%) (see second table, first column). This is supportive of the continued 
utilization of diversified investment approach. 

 None of the portfolios show a significant probability of extreme payout ratios over the next
20 years (pages 30-36 and 45). Even peak payout ratios (for all portfolios) are well below
15%, a level that does not inhibit asset allocation decisions as they relate to illiquid asset
classes. We consider this an important positive conclusion (see second table above,
second column from right).

 As the expected risk and return of the System is incrementally increased (from the -10%
Equity portfolio to Target Allocation to the +10% Equity portfolio), the median funding
outcomes do appear to gradually improve, but at the cost of marginally inferior worst-case
one-year declines and worst-case contribution levels. This is a direct result of significant
increases in portfolio volatility associated with diminishing increases in return. The key
takeaway is that the benefits of adding more risk to the investment strategy taper off as
expected risk increases. This implies the tradeoff for pursuing additional upside likely
becomes less attractive the more risk is increased. The range or dispersion of potential
outcomes—particularly for the market funded ratio and cumulative employer
contributions—increases as incremental risk is added to the plan. This does not, in our
opinion, directly support materially increasing risk at this time relative to that currently
anticipated from the Target Allocation.

 The cumulative cost of providing the System’s benefits is met through a combination of
contributions and the investment returns on those contributions. The most conservative
portfolio (100% Fixed Income) requires the largest increase in cumulative contributions
(i.e., the direct funding of benefits) (pages 37, 44, and 45). Even under the very unlikely
best-case outcome under the conservative approach, the System would have a funded
ratio of about 79%, far lower than any of the other portfolios (page 45). The only redeeming
virtue of such an ultra-conservative approach is that the potential for large declines in the
value of the System’s assets is significantly mitigated, albeit at much higher ongoing costs
(contributions) and chronic poor System financial health.

 The most aggressive portfolio (100% Equity) does appear to have the highest probability
of producing full funding by 2042 at 45% (page 29). However, it also has a maximum
theoretical one-year portfolio decline of 48%—a loss of almost half of the System’s assets,
which we believe is significant by any standard. Moreover, while there is no clear way to
predict when a significant downturn might occur under the most aggressive portfolio, we
know from the deterministic analysis that the timing can raise the cumulative cost of
required contributions. Again, the key takeaway is that volatility can have a significant
effect on cumulative plan contributions.

 The likelihood of notably larger one-year declines within the study period gives pause to
the desirability of a far more aggressive approach simply from a quantitative viewpoint. It
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also suggests that it may be a strategy which is extremely difficult for decision makers to 
sustain over a long period of time. Declines in the total fund market value of this magnitude 
are a disruptive event from all aspects of System management. Yet, the benefit of such 
an aggressive approach that makes it superficially attractive can only be realized with any 
probability if the aggressive and highly volatile approach is maintained for several decades 
by successive Boards, through good times, bad times, and possibly truly unnerving times. 
Furthermore, this type of strategy could prove difficult to maintain in future years should 
demographic (early retirement incentives for example) or financial events create higher 
liquidity demands on the System. For all these reasons, it is not an approach that should 
be seriously considered without full recognition of the significant risks. 

 
 While RVK supports the conclusions of the study using our current capital market 

assumptions, we also model for extreme market scenarios to stress test the results of the 
study. The summary of this analysis can be found in Appendices 1 and 2 (beginning on 
pages 46 and 49, respectively). The first test models the case of extreme market volatility 
by doubling the assumed standard deviations of all asset classes. The second test models 
converging market returns by assuming all assets are perfectly correlated (i.e., 
correlations equal +1.00). The results of these additional analyses show that the relative 
portfolio outcomes do not change, but that the range of potential results widens, indicating 
higher risk for all asset mixes given the increased systemic volatility and the reduced 
dampening effects of total fund diversification we assume under these stress scenarios. 

 
Final Comments 
 
Although this A/L study shows that the System currently has a shortfall of approximately $2.2 
billion (page 6). The System can best meet its objectives through the continued use of a well-
diversified investment portfolio. However, positive outcomes are extremely dependent on the 
contribution policy. This study does not suggest material changes to the long-term strategic target 
allocation. The incremental cost of additional volatility does not justify the potential increase in 
median outcomes. Additionally, reducing volatility increases contributions and does not improve 
the expected median outcome. Rather, we believe at this point that incremental changes in the 
asset allocation should reflect changes in the forward-looking capital market assumptions as they 
change over the 20 year study period. 
 
The study is not supportive of a long-term, ultra-conservative approach as the protection such a 
strategy provides to current System assets comes with the heavy cost of considerably higher 
contributions. Conversely, the increasing potential for large one-year declines suggests that there 
is likely a limit to the net benefits of adding increased risk in pursuit of additional return. 
 
Progress should be monitored periodically through studies such as these, particularly if the 
System encounters a sustained period of lower returns in the capital markets (and thus for the 
System’s assets) as well as material changes in contribution policy or benefit levels. 
 
Additionally, this study assumes no further changes are made to the benefit policy at any point 
during the 20-year projection period. Such changes would fall outside the reach of an 
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Asset/Liability study. However, we do note that even small changes to the benefit policy can have 
a meaningful long-term impact on the likely future outcomes of the System if they are adopted 
without a corresponding change in assets or contributions. 
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Introduction 

RVK, Inc. (RVK) has prepared this report for the Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension System (LAFPP) to: 

o Present projected valuation results with respect to the funded status of the Plan.

o Present projected benefit payments of the Plan.

o Investigate asset mixes to determine those which best serve to protect and increase funding levels, while
providing adequate liquidity for benefit payments.

The valuation projections are shown using both a deterministic and stochastic process. 

The deterministic process provides an open group analysis of projected valuation results based on a fixed set of future 
assumptions (see summary in the Assumptions and Methods section of this report). 

The stochastic process provides an open group analysis of projected valuation results under many capital market 
environments based on expected asset returns and inflation, and their expected volatility. Using a Monte Carlo simulation 
technique, both assets and liabilities are assumed to vary stochastically, linked together by changes in inflation. Expected 
values, variances of the returns and inflation, and correlations are used to generate 2,000 trials to produce a distribution of 
potential outcomes. A stochastic analysis can answer questions about the best/worst case outcomes along with the 
probability of such outcomes. 
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Introduction (continued) 

What is an Asset/Liability Study? 

 Investment programs and the strategy they seek to implement (Investment Policy) do not exist in a vacuum. They seek
to satisfy one or more investment objectives and operate within a plan framework that includes the investment objectives
(Benefit Policy) and plan funding (Contribution Policy).

 The purpose of an Asset/Liability Study is to examine how well alternative investment strategies (i.e., differing asset
allocations) address the objectives served by the Plan—the Plan’s “liabilities” in the context of the Plan’s funding
streams—the Plan’s Contribution Policy. It is the only standard analysis that fully links all three aspects of the Plan’s key
financial drivers.

 In doing so, it creates an important “guidepost” for the actual asset allocation for the Plan; the asset allocation chosen
by the Plan’s fiduciaries will likely reflect the nature of the liabilities but also numerous other factors including risk
preferences, liquidity, implementation constraints, etc.

 For the LAFPP Asset/Liability Study, we assume the objectives are:

1. Fund all participants’ benefits over time.
2. Assure sufficient liquidity to pay benefits at all times.
3. Foster a stable contribution stream consistent with objectives 1 and 2.
4. Achieve adequate returns without accepting unnecessary or imprudent levels of risk.

An Asset/Liability Study is NOT . . . 

 An actuarial study of the LAFPP liabilities—that is the purview of the Plan’s actuary.

 A prescription for Plan benefits—that is the purview of the elected representatives.

 An assessment of the affordability of contribution levels—that is the purview of the elected officials and their constituents.

 The sole determinant of the final asset allocation adopted for the Plan—there are a number of factors, including insights
from an Asset/Liability Study, which will bear on the optimal asset allocation.
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Introduction (continued) 

Asset/Liability Studies in Practice . . . 

 Begin with a forecast of the financial liabilities (i.e., benefit obligations).

 Include a baseline estimation of the financial contributions to the Plan over time.

 Compare alternative investment strategies (i.e., total fund asset allocations to the Plan’s financial needs).

 Draw conclusions regarding how well various investment strategies satisfy the Plan’s financial needs.

This Asset/Liability Study . . . 

 Uses data from the June 30, 2021 LAFPP Actuarial Valuation provided by Segal Consulting to project pension liabilities.

 Uses the actuarial cost method and the actuarial assumptions described in the June 30, 2021 LAFPP Actuarial Valuation
prepared by Segal Consulting.

 Accounts for an estimated Year 1 (July 1, 2021 through June 30, 2022) net of fees Plan return of -7.1% and inflation of
8.6%.

 Compares these specific investment strategies—(A) the current Target Allocation, (B) a conservative illustrative portfolio
(100% Fixed Income), (C) four diversified portfolios with increasing levels of risk (-10% Equity, -5% Equity, +5% Equity,
and +10% Equity), and (D) an aggressive illustrative portfolio (100% Equity).

 Assumes the Plan’s current benefit policy throughout the entire projection period—changes to the benefit policy are the
purview of the elected representatives.

 Note: Does not assume any actuarial adjustments that may take place in future years.
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*Based on preliminary estimated total fund return of -7.1% and estimated inflation of 8.6% through 6/30/2022. Actual values may differ significantly based on final returns.

Plan Summary 
July 1, 2021 

(Valuation Date) 
July 1, 2022 
(Projected)* 

Market Value of Assets $30.8 billion $28.2 billion 

Actuarial Accrued Liability $28.3 billion $30.4 billion 

Surplus/(Deficit) $2.5 billion ($2.2 billion) 

Market Value Funded Ratio 109% 93% 

Demographics 
Members 

(Projected as of July 1, 2022) 

Active Members 12,823 

Retirees and Beneficiaries 13,604 

Inactive Vested 65 

Total 26,492 
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Deterministic Analysis 

This section provides an analysis of the Plan’s assets, liabilities, funded status, and benefit payments based on a fixed set 
of future assumptions. Each analysis that follows in this deterministic section rests on the critical assumptions below and 
must be read and interpreted with them in mind. 

The deterministic assumptions are as follows: 

1. Current Plan provisions (see Summary of Plan Provisions in Section 4, Exhibit 2 of the June 30, 2021 actuarial
valuation report prepared by Segal.)

2. The participant data used in the June 30, 2021 actuarial valuation prepared by Segal.

3. -7.1% rate of return on Plan assets for year ending June 30, 2022. Actuarially assumed rate of return on Plan assets
for all subsequent projection years: 7.00%.

4. 8.6% rate of inflation for year ending June 30, 2022. Assumed inflation rate for all subsequent projection years: 2.5%

5. Assumes total employer contributions equal (1) normal cost less expected employee contributions, plus (2) an
amortization of the unfunded actuarial accrued liability, plus (3) administrative expenses. Normal cost and actuarial
accrued liability are calculated under the Entry Age Normal cost method (level percent of pay).

6. Assumes demographic experience projected in accordance with the assumptions used in the June 30, 2021 actuarial
valuation prepared by Segal.

7. Open group analysis: level active population. New active participants entering the Plan are assumed to have similar
characteristics to recently hired participants.
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Deterministic Analysis (continued) 

Demographics 

Following are the projected number of active and inactive participants at the end of each Plan year from 2022 through 2042. 
These projections are based on an open group analysis. Using the actuary’s assumptions for death, termination, retirement, 
and disability, current participants are assumed to leave the Plan in the future. The number of total inactive participants 
(Retirees and Beneficiaries and Vested Inactive) increases by approximately 36% during the 20-year projection period 
shown. Currently inactive participants outnumber active participants 1.1 to 1. This ratio is projected to grow to 1.4 to 1 in 
2042. For context, active members outnumbered inactive members by about 4% as of the 2015 Asset/Liability Study. This 
represents the continue, and expected, gradual maturity of LAFPP. 
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Projected Demographics
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Total Population 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

Annual Percent Change N/A 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
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Deterministic Analysis (continued) 

Benefit Payments 

The Plan’s projected annual benefit payments are shown in the chart below. The projected benefit payments are expected 
to increase by about 126% over the next 20 years. As a percentage of the market value of Plan assets, benefit payments 
are expected to remain roughly constant through the end of the projection period (see page 12). 

$1.5
$1.7 $1.7 $1.8 $1.9 $1.9

$2.0 $2.0 $2.1 $2.2 $2.3 $2.4 $2.5 $2.6
$2.7 $2.8

$2.9
$3.0 $3.1 $3.2 $3.3

$0.0

$0.5

$1.0

$1.5

$2.0

$2.5

$3.0

$3.5

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

B
il
li
o

n
s

For the Plan Year Ending

Projected Benefit Payments
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Deterministic Analysis (continued)

Contributions 

The Plan’s projected contributions, expressed as total dollar contributions, are shown in the chart below. The results assume 
the contribution policy remains unchanged, and that the Plan’s assets return precisely the actuarially assumed rate each 
year without exception for all projection years. 
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Deterministic Analysis (continued)

Contributions 

The Plan’s projected contributions, expressed as a weighted average percentage of salary, are shown in the chart below. 
The results assume the contribution policy remains unchanged, and that the Plan’s assets return precisely the actuarially 
assumed rate each year without exception for all projection years. 
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Deterministic Analysis (continued) 
 
Payout Ratio (benefit payments/market value of assets) 
 
The Plan’s projected payout ratios are shown in the chart below. The payout ratio is expected to remain constant through 
the end of the projection period. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged and that the Plan’s 
assets return precisely the actuarially assumed rate each year without exception for all projection years. 
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Deterministic Analysis (continued) 
 
Net Cash Flow (contributions – benefit payments) 
 
The Plan’s projected net cash flow is shown in the chart below. The results assume the contribution policy remains 
unchanged and Plan assets return precisely the actuarially assumed rate each year without exception for all projection 
years. 
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Deterministic Analysis (continued) 

Benefit Payments/Contributions 

The Plan’s projected benefit payments divided by projected contributions are shown in the chart below. The results assume 
the contribution policy remains unchanged, and that the Plan’s assets return precisely the actuarially assumed rate each 
year without exception for all projection years. 
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Deterministic Analysis (continued) 
 
Actuarial Accrued Liabilities and Market Value of Assets 
 
The Plan’s projected actuarial accrued liabilities and market value of assets are shown in the chart below. The results 
assume the contribution policy remains unchanged, and that the Plan’s assets return precisely the actuarially assumed rate 
each year without exception for all projection years. The relative disparity between the market value of assets and Plan 
liabilities is expected to be entirely eliminated by the end of the projection period. The funded ratio (based on market value 
of assets) is expected to gradually increase to 100% by the end of the projection period. This is shown more clearly on the 
following pages. 
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Deterministic Analysis (continued) 
 
Deficit (market value of assets – actuarial accrued liabilities) 
 
The Plan’s projected deficit of assets is shown in the chart below. The results assume the contribution policy remains 
unchanged, and that the Plan’s assets return precisely the actuarially assumed rate each year without exception for all 
projection years. The deficit is expected to be entirely eliminated by the end of the projection period. 
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Deterministic Analysis (continued) 

Market Funded Ratio (market value of assets/actuarial accrued liability) 

The Plan’s projected market funded ratio is shown in the chart below. The Plan is expected to end the projection period at 
approximately 100% funded. The results assume the contribution policy remains unchanged, and that the Plan’s assets 
return precisely the actuarially assumed rate each year without exception for all projection years. 
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Deterministic Scenario Analysis 

Sensitivity Analysis – Return Scenarios 

The figure below summarizes the outcomes of the following deterministic scenarios. The Base Case represents the analysis 
completed in the Deterministic Analysis section of this report and assumes the current actuarially assumed rate of return 
(7.00%). The results assume all other actuarial assumptions are precisely met over the time periods shown and that these 
returns are earned for every year, without variance. 

A. 6.00% – Assets earn 6.00% each and every year.
B. V Shaped Market Event – The V scenario assumes a return of -15% in the first projection year and +15% in the

second projection year followed by the assumed rate of return thereafter (7.00%).
C. W Shaped Market Event – The W scenario assumes a return of -15% in the first projection year, +15% in the second,

-15% in the third, +15% in the fourth projection year followed by the assumed rate of return thereafter (7.00%).
D. Loss then Low – Immediate 10% loss followed by a lower return environment (6.00%).
E. Persistent Inflation – Assets earn 7.00% each and every year but inflation is 5.00% per year during the 20-year

projection period.

Values in impact column may be impacted by rounding.

Base Case Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C Scenario D Scenario E

Projected Payout Ratio 5% 6% 5% 6% 6% 6%

Projected Employer Contributions (millions) $863.6 $1,550.7 $1,479.4 $2,026.4 $2,117.9 $3,212.7

Projected Actuarial Accrued Liabilities (billions) $61.5 $61.5 $61.5 $61.5 $61.5 $92.1

Projected Market Value of Assets (billions) $62.4 $54.4 $60.4 $57.7 $52.9 $77.6

Projected Surplus/(Deficit) (billions) $0.8 ($7.1) ($1.2) ($3.8) ($8.6) ($14.5)

Projected Market Funded Ratio 101% 88% 98% 94% 86% 84%

Projected Cumulative Employer Contributions (billions) $16.9 $22.3 $25.4 $32.2 $30.3 $35.3

Value in 2042

20 Year Cumulative Total
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Deterministic Scenario Analysis (continued) 

Liquidity Stress 

Under the deterministic analysis presented in the preceding pages, the Plan is projected to have a payout ratio of 
approximately 5% during the projection period. The below analysis depicts a significant equity drawdown and expands on 
the payout ratio metric to include not only benefit payments, but also potential capital calls on private investments. The focus 
for this analysis is not what funded ratio or contributions may be but rather, what degree of liquidity that the portfolio may 
need. The chart below shows the percent of liquid assets needed to be liquidated in a year where this event occurs. The 
assumptions are as follows: 

1. Current LAFPP allocation to private assets (to private equity, real estate, and private credit) – 27%
2. Public equity drawdown of 40%
3. Private asset capital calls of $1.20 billion in the first year, growing at the same rate as projected market value
4. Contributions are delayed/not received
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Stochastic Analysis 
 
In the previous section of this report, we assumed the Plan operated going forward with certain knowledge of the future 
investment returns earned by the Plan’s assets. This section introduces the element of uncertainty in those future investment 
returns. This part of the analysis examines Plan assets and liabilities under many capital market environments based on 
expected future asset returns and inflation, and their expected volatility. Using a Monte Carlo simulation technique, both 
assets and liabilities are assumed to vary stochastically, linked together by changes in inflation. 
 
Using the current expected values and variances of the returns and inflation, along with their correlations, 2,000 trials are 
generated to produce a distribution of results. A stochastic analysis can answer questions about the best/worst case 
outcomes along with the probability of such outcomes. This is contrasted with the deterministic analysis that provides an 
expected value if all current Plan assumptions are exactly met. 
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Long-Term Return and Risk Assumptions 
 
In order to perform a stochastic analysis and create asset allocation alternatives, it is necessary to estimate, for each asset 
class, its probable return and risk. The expected returns are our best estimates of the average annual percentage increases 
in values of each asset class over a prospective long period of time, and assumed to be normally distributed. The risk of an 
asset class is measured by its standard deviation, or volatility. If asset returns are normally distributed, two-thirds (67%) of 
all returns are expected to lie within one standard deviation on either side of the mean. For example, we expect Global 
Equity to return, annually on average, 6.80% with a standard deviation of 16.40%, meaning that two-thirds of the time we 
expect its return to lie between -9.60% (= 6.80 – 16.40) and 23.20% (= 6.80 + 16.40). Moreover, we expect 95% of all return 
outcomes to lie within two standard deviations of the mean return, implying only a one-in-twenty chance that the return on 
Broad US Equity will either fall below -26.00% or rise above 39.60%. The risk and return assumptions used in this study are 
outlined in the below table and chart: 
 

                  
 
 

Asset Class

Arithmetic 

Return 

Assumption

Standard 

Deviation 

Assumption

Public Equity 6.80 16.40
Private Equity 9.00 22.00
Fixed Income 3.10 5.50

Private Credit 7.25 13.00
Real Estate 6.85 13.97
Commodities 5.50 17.50
Cash Equivalents 1.50 2.00
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Correlation Between Asset Classes 
 
Creating a diversified portfolio of asset classes enables the investor to achieve a high rate of return while minimizing volatility 
of the portfolio. As defined on the previous page, volatility is “risk” or standard deviation. By minimizing the volatility of a 
portfolio, we produce asset returns that vary less from year to year. Diversification exists because the returns of different 
asset classes do not always move in the same direction, at the same time, or with the same magnitude. Correlation values 
are between 1.00 and –1.00. If returns of two asset classes rise or fall at the same time and in the same magnitude, they 
have a correlation value of 1.00. Conversely, two asset classes that simultaneously move in opposite directions, and in the 
same magnitude, have a correlation value of –1.00. A correlation of zero indicates no relationship between returns. The 
assumed correlations are largely based on historical index data, with some qualitative analysis applied. For instance, where 
appropriate, we have weighted current history more heavily. The correlation matrix used in this study is shown below: 

 

 
 
The fact that the correlations shown in the table are nearly all positive does not imply that these asset classes do not 
diversify one another. Their correlations are significantly less than 1.00, meaning we expect a measurable number of 
instances when the underperformance of one or more of the asset classes will be offset by the outperformance of others. 
This point is demonstrated on the following pages, which illustrate that diversification into less correlated asset classes can 
decrease the expected overall volatility of a portfolio. 
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Efficient Portfolios 
 
Each frontier portfolio (optimal allocation) is created using target rates of return both above and below the projected rate of 
return for the current allocation. This range illustrates the trade-off between return and risk; additional return can only be 
achieved by undertaking additional risk. The table below shows the possible optimal allocations given the selected asset 
classes and their constraints listed under “Min” and “Max.” The table shows Target Allocation and highlights six additional 
portfolios for consideration throughout this study. 
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Efficient Frontier 
 
The risk of each alternative allocation is plotted against the horizontal axis, while the return is measured on the vertical axis. 
The line connecting the points represents all the optimal portfolios subject to the given constraints and is known as the 
“efficient frontier.” The upward slope of the efficient frontier indicates the direct relationship between return and risk. 
 

Efficient Frontier 
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Asset Mixes 

Outlined below are Target Allocation and four other mixes to be examined in this stochastic analysis. The expected return, 
expected risk (as measured by standard deviation), and RVK Liquidity Metric for each is also shown. 
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Projected Market Funded Ratio                                                                                                
June 30, 2027

Unfunded 

Liability (Bil)

Funded 

Ratio

Unfunded 

Liability 

Funded 

Ratio

Unfunded 

Liability (Bil)

Funded 

Ratio

Unfunded 

Liability (Bil)

Funded 

Ratio

Unfunded 

Liability (Bil)

Funded 

Ratio

Unfunded 

Liability (Bil)

Funded 

Ratio

Unfunded 

Liability (Bil)

Funded 

Ratio

5th Percentile $12.7 66% $14.6 59% $14.9 59% $15.2 58% $15.6 57% $15.9 56% $17.5 52%

25th Percentile $10.0 73% $9.3 74% $9.4 74% $9.5 74% $9.5 74% $9.7 74% $10.4 72%

50th Percentile $7.8 79% $4.9 87% $4.7 87% $4.4 88% $4.2 89% $3.9 89% $3.2 91%

75th Percentile $5.4 85% ($0.7) 102% ($1.3) 103% ($1.9) 105% ($2.6) 107% ($3.3) 109% ($5.9) 116%

95th Percentile $1.7 96% ($11.9) 130% ($13.2) 134% ($14.7) 138% ($16.2) 143% ($18.1) 147% ($24.5) 165%

Equity +10%Equity +5%100% Fixed Income Equity -5% Target AllocationEquity -10% 100% Equity

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Projected Market Funded Ratio (market value of assets/actuarial accrued liability); 5 Years 
 
The graph below shows the distribution of possible market funded ratios five years from now, assuming the seven different 
asset mixes highlighted on the prior pages. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged for all 
projection years. 
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Funded 
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Unfunded 

Liability (Bil)
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Unfunded 

Liability (Bil)

Funded 

Ratio

Unfunded 

Liability (Bil)

Funded 
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Unfunded 

Liability (Bil)

Funded 

Ratio

5th Percentile $20.3 54% $20.9 51% $21.1 50% $21.5 49% $21.9 49% $22.2 48% $24.1 44%

25th Percentile $16.4 62% $14.3 67% $14.2 67% $14.2 67% $14.2 67% $14.2 67% $14.6 66%

50th Percentile $13.6 69% $8.0 81% $7.6 82% $7.2 83% $6.7 84% $6.3 85% $4.9 89%

75th Percentile $10.6 76% ($0.5) 101% ($1.5) 104% ($2.7) 106% ($4.0) 109% ($5.2) 111% ($10.3) 123%

95th Percentile $5.5 88% ($18.8) 140% ($21.9) 146% ($25.0) 153% ($28.6) 161% ($32.0) 168% ($47.4) 206%

Equity +10%Equity +5%Equity -10%100% Fixed Income Equity -5% Target Allocation 100% Equity

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Projected Market Funded Ratio (market value of assets/actuarial accrued liability); 10 Years 
 
The graph below shows the distribution of possible market funded ratios ten years from now, assuming the seven different 
asset mixes highlighted on the prior pages. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged for all 
projection years. 
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5th Percentile $32.2 48% $30.1 48% $30.3 48% $30.5 48% $30.7 47% $31.1 47% $32.7 44%

25th Percentile $26.4 56% $20.1 64% $19.6 65% $19.4 65% $19.2 66% $18.8 67% $18.0 68%

50th Percentile $22.4 61% $11.9 80% $10.9 81% $9.9 83% $9.0 85% $7.9 86% $3.7 93%

75th Percentile $18.3 68% ($0.1) 100% ($2.3) 104% ($4.8) 108% ($7.7) 113% ($10.7) 118% ($22.5) 138%

95th Percentile $12.7 79% ($29.0) 145% ($35.8) 156% ($42.9) 168% ($51.7) 181% ($62.0) 195% ($112.6) 276%
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Projected Market Funded Ratio (market value of assets/actuarial accrued liability); 20 Years 
 
The graph below shows the distribution of possible market funded ratios twenty years from now, assuming the seven 
different asset mixes highlighted on the prior pages. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged 
for all projection years. 
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Projected Market Funded Ratio and Maximum 1 Year Investment Loss (market value of assets/actuarial accrued 
liability) 

The tables below show the probability that the Plan will be at various funding levels for each of the seven different asset 
mixes highlighted on the prior pages. The tables also illustrate the maximum 1 year investment loss each portfolio is 
expected to experience during the given time period. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged 
for all projection years. 

*Current funded ratio estimated based on -7.1% investment return for the period July 1, 2021 to June 30, 2022.

100% Fixed Income 2% 91% 0% -14%

Equity -10% 28% 61% 1% -34%

Equity -5% 30% 60% 1% -36%

Target Allocation 32% 58% 1% -38%

Equity +5% 33% 57% 2% -39%

Equity +10% 35% 56% 2% -41%

100% Equity 39% 52% 4% -48%

5 Years
Probability of Full

Funding in 2027

Probability of < 93% 

(Current) Funding in 2027

Maximum 1 Year 

Investment Loss

Probability of < 50% 

Funding in 2027

100% Fixed Income 0% 98% 1% -15%

Equity -10% 26% 67% 4% -34%

Equity -5% 28% 65% 5% -36%

Target Allocation 30% 63% 6% -38%

Equity +5% 32% 61% 6% -39%

Equity +10% 33% 59% 7% -41%

100% Equity 39% 54% 9% -48%

Maximum 1 Year 

Investment Loss
10 Years

Probability of Full

Funding in 2032

Probability of < 93% 

(Current) Funding in 2032

Probability of < 50% 

Funding in 2032

100% Fixed Income 0% 100% 7% -17%

Equity -10% 25% 68% 6% -34%

Equity -5% 28% 64% 7% -36%

Target Allocation 31% 62% 7% -38%

Equity +5% 34% 59% 7% -39%

Equity +10% 37% 57% 8% -41%

100% Equity 45% 49% 9% -48%

Probability of < 50% 

Funding in 2042

Probability of < 93% 

(Current) Funding in 2042

Probability of Full

Funding in 2042
20 Years

Maximum 1 Year 

Investment Loss
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Projected Payout Ratio (expected benefit payments/market value of assets); 100% Fixed Income 
 
The graph below displays the range of possible payout ratios over the next twenty years, assuming the Plan’s assets are 
allocated according to the 100% Fixed Income portfolio. The results assume the current contribution policy remains 
unchanged for all projection years. 
 
The median annual benefit payment as percentage of the market value of assets is expected to range between 5% and 9%. 
The worst-case scenario could reach 11% or higher. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

Median 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 7% 7% 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Projected Payout Ratio (expected benefit payments/market value of assets); Equity -10% 
 
The graph below displays the range of possible payout ratios over the next twenty years, assuming the Plan’s assets are 
allocated according to the Equity -10% portfolio. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged for 
all projection years. 
 
The median annual benefit payment as percentage of the market value of assets is expected to range between 5% and 7%. 
The worst-case scenario could reach 11% or higher. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

Median 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7%



Asset/Liability Study    Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension System 

32 

5th 
Percentile

25th 
Percentile

Median

75th 
Percentile

95th 
Percentile

0%

3%

6%

9%

12%

15%

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

For the Plan Year Ending

Projected Payout Ratio  
Equity -5%

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Projected Payout Ratio (expected benefit payments/market value of assets); Equity -5% 

The graph below displays the range of possible payout ratios over the next twenty years, assuming the Plan’s assets are 
allocated according to the Equity -5% portfolio. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged for 
all projection years. 

The median annual benefit payment as percentage of the market value of assets is expected to range between 5% and 7%. 
The worst-case scenario could reach 15% or higher. 
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Projected Payout Ratio (expected benefit payments/market value of assets); Target Allocation 
 
The graph below displays the range of possible payout ratios over the next twenty years, assuming the Plan’s assets are 
allocated according to the Target Allocation. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged for all 
projection years. 
 
The median annual benefit payment as percentage of the market value of assets is expected to range between 5% and 7%. 
The worst-case scenario could reach 12% or higher. 
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Projected Payout Ratio (expected benefit payments/market value of assets); Equity +5% 

The graph below displays the range of possible payout ratios over the next twenty years, assuming the Plan’s assets are 
allocated according to the Equity +5% portfolio. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged for 
all projection years. 

The median annual benefit payment as percentage of the market value of assets is expected to range between 5% and 6%. 
The worst-case scenario could reach 12% or higher. 
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Projected Payout Ratio (expected benefit payments/market value of assets); Equity +10% 

The graph below displays the range of possible payout ratios over the next twenty years, assuming the Plan’s assets are 
allocated according to the Equity +10% portfolio. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged 
for all projection years. 

The median annual benefit payment as percentage of the market value of assets is expected to range between 5% and 6%. 
The worst-case scenario could reach 12% or higher. 

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

Median 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%
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For the Plan Year Ending

Projected Payout Ratio  
100% Equity

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Projected Payout Ratio (expected benefit payments/market value of assets); 100% Equity 

The graph below displays the range of possible payout ratios over the next twenty years, assuming the Plan’s assets are 
allocated according to the 100% Equity portfolio. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged 
for all projection years. 

The median annual benefit payment as percentage of the market value of assets is expected to range between 5% and 6%. 
The worst-case scenario could reach 13% or higher. 

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

Median 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%
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For the Plan Year Ending

Projected Cumulative Employer Contributions to Date 
100% Fixed Income

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

5th Percentile $0.8 $1.7 $2.6 $3.6 $4.6 $5.8 $7.2 $8.8 $10.5 $12.5 $14.6 $16.8 $19.3 $22.1 $24.8 $27.7 $30.9 $34.1 $37.7 $41.6 $45.5

25th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.5 $3.4 $4.3 $5.4 $6.6 $8.0 $9.5 $11.2 $13.0 $14.9 $17.2 $19.6 $22.0 $24.4 $27.0 $29.8 $32.8 $36.1 $39.4

Median $0.8 $1.6 $2.4 $3.3 $4.1 $5.0 $6.1 $7.4 $8.7 $10.2 $11.8 $13.5 $15.5 $17.7 $19.7 $21.9 $24.1 $26.6 $29.1 $31.9 $34.8

75th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.4 $3.1 $3.9 $4.7 $5.6 $6.7 $7.8 $9.1 $10.4 $11.9 $13.6 $15.4 $17.3 $19.1 $21.1 $23.2 $25.3 $27.8 $30.3

95th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.3 $2.9 $3.5 $4.2 $4.9 $5.8 $6.7 $7.6 $8.7 $9.8 $11.1 $12.6 $14.0 $15.4 $16.9 $18.6 $20.3 $22.2 $24.2

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Cumulative Contributions to Date; 100% Fixed Income 

The graph and table below show the range of projected cumulative contributions over the next twenty years, assuming the 
Plan’s assets are allocated according to the 100% Fixed Income portfolio (highlighted on the prior pages). The results 
assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged for all projection years.
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For the Plan Year Ending

Projected Cumulative Employer Contributions to Date                                                                          
Equity -10%

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

5th Percentile $0.8 $1.7 $2.6 $3.6 $4.7 $5.9 $7.4 $9.1 $10.9 $12.8 $14.9 $17.1 $19.5 $22.1 $24.9 $27.4 $30.4 $33.5 $36.6 $40.1 $43.7

25th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.5 $3.4 $4.3 $5.3 $6.4 $7.7 $9.1 $10.6 $12.3 $14.0 $15.9 $17.9 $20.1 $22.2 $24.3 $26.6 $28.9 $31.4 $34.1

Median $0.8 $1.6 $2.4 $3.2 $3.9 $4.8 $5.7 $6.7 $7.8 $9.0 $10.2 $11.5 $13.0 $14.7 $16.1 $17.7 $19.3 $21.1 $22.9 $24.9 $26.9

75th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.3 $3.0 $3.6 $4.2 $4.9 $5.7 $6.4 $7.3 $8.1 $8.9 $9.9 $11.0 $11.9 $12.9 $13.9 $14.9 $16.0 $17.4 $18.6

95th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.2 $2.8 $3.2 $3.6 $4.0 $4.3 $4.6 $4.9 $5.2 $5.6 $5.9 $6.3 $6.5 $6.7 $6.8 $7.1 $7.4 $7.7 $8.0

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Cumulative Contributions to Date; Equity -10% 
 
The graph and table below show the range of projected cumulative contributions over the next twenty years, assuming the 
Plan’s assets are allocated according to the Equity -10% portfolio (highlighted on the prior pages). The results assume the 
current contribution policy remains unchanged for all projection years. 
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For the Plan Year Ending

Projected Cumulative Employer Contributions to Date 
Equity -5%

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

5th Percentile $0.8 $1.7 $2.6 $3.6 $4.7 $6.0 $7.5 $9.1 $11.0 $13.0 $15.1 $17.3 $19.8 $22.3 $25.1 $27.7 $30.6 $33.7 $36.9 $40.3 $44.0

25th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.5 $3.4 $4.3 $5.3 $6.4 $7.7 $9.1 $10.7 $12.3 $14.0 $15.9 $17.9 $20.0 $22.1 $24.3 $26.6 $28.8 $31.3 $34.0

Median $0.8 $1.6 $2.4 $3.2 $3.9 $4.7 $5.7 $6.6 $7.7 $8.9 $10.1 $11.3 $12.9 $14.5 $15.9 $17.4 $19.0 $20.7 $22.5 $24.4 $26.4

75th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.3 $3.0 $3.6 $4.2 $4.9 $5.6 $6.3 $7.1 $7.9 $8.6 $9.6 $10.5 $11.4 $12.4 $13.3 $14.3 $15.2 $16.2 $17.5

95th Percentile $0.8 $1.5 $2.2 $2.8 $3.2 $3.5 $3.9 $4.2 $4.4 $4.7 $5.0 $5.3 $5.6 $6.0 $6.2 $6.3 $6.6 $6.7 $7.0 $7.1 $7.4

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Cumulative Contributions to Date; Equity -5% 

The graph and table below show the range of projected cumulative contributions over the next twenty years, assuming the 
Plan’s assets are allocated according to the Equity -5% portfolio (highlighted on the prior pages). The results assume the 
current contribution policy remains unchanged for all projection years.
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For the Plan Year Ending

Projected Cumulative Employer Contributions to Date                                                                          
Target Allocation

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

5th Percentile $0.8 $1.7 $2.6 $3.6 $4.8 $6.0 $7.6 $9.2 $11.1 $13.1 $15.2 $17.5 $20.0 $22.6 $25.3 $28.1 $30.9 $34.0 $37.1 $40.7 $44.4

25th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.5 $3.4 $4.3 $5.3 $6.4 $7.7 $9.2 $10.7 $12.4 $14.0 $15.9 $18.0 $20.0 $22.1 $24.2 $26.5 $28.7 $31.2 $33.9

Median $0.8 $1.6 $2.4 $3.2 $3.9 $4.7 $5.6 $6.6 $7.7 $8.8 $10.0 $11.2 $12.7 $14.2 $15.6 $17.1 $18.7 $20.4 $22.1 $23.9 $25.7

75th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.3 $3.0 $3.6 $4.2 $4.8 $5.5 $6.2 $6.9 $7.6 $8.4 $9.2 $10.1 $10.9 $11.8 $12.7 $13.4 $14.2 $15.2 $16.3

95th Percentile $0.8 $1.5 $2.2 $2.7 $3.1 $3.5 $3.8 $4.0 $4.3 $4.6 $4.8 $5.1 $5.4 $5.7 $5.9 $6.0 $6.1 $6.3 $6.5 $6.6 $6.7

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Cumulative Contributions to Date; Target Allocation 
 
The graph and table below show the range of projected cumulative contributions over the next twenty years, assuming the 
Plan’s assets are allocated according to the Target Allocation (highlighted on the prior pages). The results assume the 
current contribution policy remains unchanged for all projection years. 
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For the Plan Year Ending

Projected Cumulative Employer Contributions to Date 
Equity +5%

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

5th Percentile $0.8 $1.7 $2.6 $3.6 $4.8 $6.1 $7.6 $9.4 $11.2 $13.3 $15.4 $17.7 $20.2 $23.0 $25.6 $28.5 $31.2 $34.3 $37.5 $41.2 $45.0

25th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.5 $3.4 $4.3 $5.3 $6.4 $7.8 $9.2 $10.7 $12.4 $14.1 $15.9 $18.0 $20.0 $22.1 $24.3 $26.5 $28.7 $31.2 $33.9

Median $0.8 $1.6 $2.4 $3.2 $3.9 $4.7 $5.6 $6.6 $7.6 $8.8 $9.9 $11.1 $12.5 $14.0 $15.4 $16.9 $18.4 $20.0 $21.6 $23.2 $25.2

75th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.3 $3.0 $3.6 $4.1 $4.8 $5.4 $6.0 $6.7 $7.4 $8.1 $8.9 $9.7 $10.5 $11.2 $12.0 $12.7 $13.4 $14.2 $15.2

95th Percentile $0.8 $1.5 $2.2 $2.7 $3.1 $3.4 $3.7 $3.9 $4.1 $4.4 $4.6 $4.9 $5.2 $5.5 $5.6 $5.7 $5.7 $5.9 $6.1 $6.3 $6.3

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Cumulative Contributions to Date; Equity +5% 

The graph and table below show the range of projected cumulative contributions over the next twenty years, assuming the 
Plan’s assets are allocated according to the Equity +5% portfolio (highlighted on the prior pages). The results assume the 
current contribution policy remains unchanged for all projection years.
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For the Plan Year Ending

Projected Cumulative Employer Contributions to Date 
Equity +10%

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

5th Percentile $0.8 $1.7 $2.6 $3.7 $4.8 $6.1 $7.7 $9.4 $11.3 $13.4 $15.5 $17.9 $20.5 $23.2 $25.9 $28.8 $31.6 $34.7 $37.9 $41.5 $45.3

25th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.5 $3.4 $4.3 $5.3 $6.5 $7.8 $9.2 $10.7 $12.4 $14.1 $16.0 $18.0 $20.1 $22.1 $24.3 $26.5 $28.7 $31.1 $33.7

Median $0.8 $1.6 $2.4 $3.2 $3.9 $4.7 $5.6 $6.5 $7.6 $8.7 $9.8 $10.9 $12.3 $13.8 $15.2 $16.7 $18.1 $19.6 $21.1 $22.8 $24.7

75th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.3 $3.0 $3.5 $4.1 $4.7 $5.3 $5.9 $6.5 $7.1 $7.8 $8.5 $9.3 $9.9 $10.7 $11.3 $12.0 $12.4 $13.3 $14.2

95th Percentile $0.8 $1.5 $2.2 $2.7 $3.0 $3.3 $3.6 $3.8 $4.0 $4.2 $4.5 $4.7 $4.9 $5.2 $5.3 $5.4 $5.5 $5.5 $5.7 $5.9 $6.0

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Cumulative Contributions to Date; Equity +10% 

The graph and table below show the range of projected cumulative contributions over the next twenty years, assuming the 
Plan’s assets are allocated according to the Equity +10% portfolio (highlighted on the prior pages). The results assume the 
current contribution policy remains unchanged for all projection years.
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For the Plan Year Ending

Projected Cumulative Employer Contributions to Date 
100% Equity

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

5th Percentile $0.8 $1.7 $2.7 $3.8 $5.0 $6.4 $8.1 $10.0 $11.9 $14.1 $16.6 $19.1 $21.8 $24.8 $27.8 $30.7 $33.7 $36.8 $40.1 $43.7 $47.5

25th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.5 $3.4 $4.3 $5.4 $6.6 $7.9 $9.4 $11.1 $12.8 $14.5 $16.5 $18.7 $20.6 $22.6 $24.8 $27.1 $29.3 $31.6 $33.9

Median $0.8 $1.6 $2.4 $3.1 $3.9 $4.7 $5.5 $6.4 $7.5 $8.5 $9.5 $10.6 $11.9 $13.4 $14.6 $15.8 $17.1 $18.4 $19.8 $21.4 $23.0

75th Percentile $0.8 $1.6 $2.3 $2.9 $3.4 $3.9 $4.4 $4.9 $5.3 $5.9 $6.4 $6.9 $7.4 $8.0 $8.4 $9.0 $9.5 $9.8 $10.2 $10.8 $11.5

95th Percentile $0.8 $1.5 $2.1 $2.6 $2.8 $3.0 $3.3 $3.4 $3.6 $3.8 $3.9 $4.1 $4.3 $4.5 $4.5 $4.6 $4.6 $4.6 $4.7 $4.7 $4.8

Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Cumulative Contributions to Date; 100% Equity 

The graph and table below show the range of projected cumulative contributions over the next twenty years, assuming the 
Plan’s assets are allocated according to the 100% Equity portfolio (highlighted on the prior pages). The results assume the 
current contribution policy remains unchanged for all projection years.
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 

Employer Contributions (as a weighted average percentage of salary) 

The tables below show the range of required employer contributions (as a weighted average percentage of salary) assuming 
the seven different asset mixes highlighted on the prior pages. The results assume the current contribution policy remains 
unchanged for all projection years. 

5th 25th 50th 75th 95th

100% Fixed Income 54% 48% 44% 38% 31%

Equity -10% 59% 47% 38% 29% 16%

Equity -5% 60% 48% 38% 28% 14%

Target Allocation 61% 48% 37% 28% 13%

Equity +5% 62% 48% 37% 27% 12%

Equity +10% 63% 48% 37% 26% 11%

100% Equity 69% 50% 36% 22% 9%

5 Years
Required Employer Contribution for Plan Year Ending 2027

5th 25th 50th 75th 95th

100% Fixed Income 85% 74% 66% 57% 43%

Equity -10% 90% 71% 52% 32% 11%

Equity -5% 91% 71% 51% 29% 10%

Target Allocation 92% 71% 49% 27% 9%

Equity +5% 94% 71% 49% 25% 9%

Equity +10% 95% 71% 48% 23% 8%

100% Equity 101% 73% 46% 15% 5%

10 Years
Required Employer Contribution for Plan Year Ending 2032

5th 25th 50th 75th 95th

100% Fixed Income 120% 107% 96% 85% 66%

Equity -10% 120% 92% 67% 37% 2%

Equity -5% 121% 91% 65% 32% 0%

Target Allocation 121% 90% 63% 28% 0%

Equity +5% 122% 89% 60% 24% 0%

Equity +10% 123% 89% 58% 18% 0%

100% Equity 129% 89% 51% 5% 0%

Required Employer Contribution for Plan Year Ending 2042
20 Years
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Stochastic Analysis (continued) 
 
Drawing Inferences 
 
The tables below compare the projected market funded ratios five, ten, and twenty years from now, under the median (50th 
percentile), worst-case (5th percentile), and best-case (95th percentile) scenarios, assuming the five different asset mixes 
highlighted on the prior pages. The table also displays for comparative purposes the median, peak, and trough projected 
payout ratios and cumulative employer contributions for the seven asset mixes being examined. 

 

 
 

50th 5th 95th Peak Trough

100% Fixed Income 79% 66% 96% $5.0 $5.8 $4.2 6% 8% 5%

Equity -10% 87% 59% 130% $4.8 $5.9 $3.6 6% 8% 4%

Equity -5% 87% 59% 134% $4.7 $6.0 $3.5 6% 9% 4%

Target Allocation 88% 58% 138% $4.7 $6.0 $3.5 6% 9% 4%

Equity +5% 89% 57% 143% $4.7 $6.1 $3.4 6% 9% 3%

Equity +10% 89% 56% 147% $4.7 $6.1 $3.3 6% 9% 3%

100% Equity 91% 52% 165% $4.7 $6.4 $3.0 6% 10% 3%

50th 5th 95th Peak Trough

100% Fixed Income 69% 54% 88% $11.8 $14.6 $8.7 8% 10% 5%

Equity -10% 81% 51% 140% $10.2 $14.9 $5.2 6% 10% 4%

Equity -5% 82% 50% 146% $10.1 $15.1 $5.0 6% 11% 3%

Target Allocation 83% 49% 153% $10.0 $15.2 $4.8 6% 11% 3%

Equity +5% 84% 49% 161% $9.9 $15.4 $4.6 6% 11% 3%

Equity +10% 85% 48% 168% $9.8 $15.5 $4.5 6% 11% 3%

100% Equity 89% 44% 206% $9.5 $16.6 $3.9 6% 12% 3%

50th 5th 95th Peak Trough

100% Fixed Income 61% 48% 79% $34.8 $45.5 $24.2 9% 11% 5%

Equity -10% 80% 48% 145% $26.9 $43.7 $8.0 7% 11% 4%

Equity -5% 81% 48% 156% $26.4 $44.0 $7.4 7% 12% 3%

Target Allocation 83% 48% 168% $25.7 $44.4 $6.7 6% 12% 3%

Equity +5% 85% 47% 181% $25.2 $45.0 $6.3 6% 12% 3%

Equity +10% 86% 47% 195% $24.7 $45.3 $6.0 6% 12% 3%

100% Equity 93% 44% 276% $23.0 $47.5 $4.8 6% 13% 2%

10 Years
Market Funded Ratio in Year 10 Cumulative Employer 

Contributions in Year 10 (Billions)

Payout Ratios

50th 5th 95th
Year 10 

Median

5 Years
Market Funded Ratio in Year 5 Cumulative Employer 

Contributions in Year 5 (Billions)

Payout Ratios

50th 5th 95th
Year 5 

Median

Years 1 to 5

20 Years
Market Funded Ratio in Year 20 Payout Ratios

50th 5th 95th

Cumulative Employer 

Contributions in Year 20 (Billions) Year 20 

Median

Years 1 to 20

Years 1 to 10
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Appendix 1: Sensitivity Analysis: “Effect of Higher Volatility” 

This section provides a sensitivity analysis of the original stochastic projections by assuming the risk (as measured by 
standard deviation) of each asset class is doubled. These modified assumptions are outlined in the table below, compared 
to the original values: 

RVK supports the recommendations based on the original assumptions shown in the Stochastic Analysis section of this 
report. However, this stress-testing illustrates that potential increased capital market volatility does not change the asset 
allocation recommendations, based on the current status of the Plan. Instead, it simply widens the range of potential results, 
exacerbating the potential best and worst-case scenarios. 

Asset Class

Arithmetic 

Return 

Assumption

Standard 

Deviation 

Assumption

Standard 

Deviation 

Assumption 

Doubled

Public Equity 6.80 16.40 32.80
Private Equity 9.00 22.00 44.00
Fixed Income 3.10 5.50 11.00
Private Credit 7.25 13.00 26.00
Real Estate 6.85 13.97 27.94
Commodities 5.50 17.50 35.00
Cash Equivalents 1.50 2.00 4.00
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Appendix 1: Sensitivity Analysis: “Effect of Higher Volatility” (continued) 
 
Projected Market Funded Ratio and Maximum 1 Year Investment Loss (market value of assets/actuarial accrued 
liability) 
 
The tables below show the probability that the Plan will be at various funding levels for each of the seven different asset 
mixes highlighted on the prior pages. The tables also illustrate the maximum 1 year investment loss each portfolio is 
expected to experience during the given time period. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged 
for all projection years. 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

*Based on preliminary estimated total fund return of -7.1% through 6/30/2022. Actual values may differ significantly based on final returns. 

100% Fixed Income 17% 73% 2% -29%

Equity -10% 39% 54% 10% -59%

Equity -5% 40% 53% 11% -61%

Target Allocation 41% 53% 11% -63%

Equity +5% 42% 52% 12% -65%

Equity +10% 43% 51% 13% -67%

100% Equity 46% 49% 17% -74%

5 Years
Probability of Full

Funding in 2027

Probability of < 93% 

(Current) Funding in 2027

Maximum 1 Year 

Investment Loss

Probability of < 50% 

Funding in 2027

100% Fixed Income 13% 82% 11% -30%

Equity -10% 38% 57% 17% -59%

Equity -5% 39% 56% 17% -61%

Target Allocation 41% 54% 18% -63%

Equity +5% 42% 53% 18% -65%

Equity +10% 43% 52% 19% -67%

100% Equity 47% 50% 21% -74%

Maximum 1 Year 

Investment Loss
10 Years

Probability of Full

Funding in 2032

Probability of < 93% 

(Current) Funding in 2032

Probability of < 50% 

Funding in 2032

100% Fixed Income 8% 89% 19% -32%

Equity -10% 43% 52% 15% -59%

Equity -5% 46% 50% 15% -61%

Target Allocation 48% 48% 15% -63%

Equity +5% 49% 46% 14% -65%

Equity +10% 51% 45% 15% -67%

100% Equity 56% 41% 15% -74%

Probability of < 50% 

Funding in 2042

Probability of < 93% 

(Current) Funding in 2042

Probability of Full

Funding in 2042
20 Years

Maximum 1 Year 

Investment Loss
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Appendix 1: Sensitivity Analysis: “Effect of Higher Volatility” (continued) 

Drawing Inferences 

The tables below compare the projected market funded ratios five, ten, and twenty years from now, under the median (50th 
percentile), worst-case (5th percentile), and best-case (95th percentile) scenarios, assuming the seven different asset mixes 
highlighted on the prior pages. The table also displays for comparative purposes the median, peak, and trough projected 
payout ratios and cumulative employer contributions for the seven asset mixes being examined. 

50th 5th 95th Peak Trough

100% Fixed Income 80% 56% 118% $5.0 $6.4 $3.3 6% 9% 4%

Equity -10% 88% 43% 200% $4.7 $7.2 $2.7 6% 12% 2%

Equity -5% 89% 42% 209% $4.7 $7.3 $2.7 6% 12% 2%

Target Allocation 90% 41% 219% $4.7 $7.5 $2.6 6% 12% 2%

Equity +5% 90% 40% 232% $4.6 $7.6 $2.5 6% 13% 2%

Equity +10% 91% 38% 243% $4.6 $7.8 $2.5 5% 13% 2%

100% Equity 94% 33% 298% $4.6 $8.5 $2.2 5% 15% 2%

50th 5th 95th Peak Trough

100% Fixed Income 71% 45% 116% $11.5 $16.9 $5.7 7% 12% 4%

Equity -10% 84% 36% 250% $10.0 $18.9 $3.5 6% 14% 2%

Equity -5% 85% 35% 273% $9.9 $19.1 $3.3 6% 15% 2%

Target Allocation 86% 34% 296% $9.8 $19.4 $3.2 6% 16% 2%

Equity +5% 87% 33% 324% $9.7 $19.9 $3.0 6% 16% 2%

Equity +10% 89% 32% 356% $9.6 $20.2 $2.9 6% 16% 1%

100% Equity 94% 28% 489% $9.5 $21.9 $2.5 6% 19% 1%

50th 5th 95th Peak Trough

100% Fixed Income 64% 41% 109% $33.6 $55.9 $13.1 8% 13% 4%

Equity -10% 90% 37% 331% $26.3 $56.7 $4.2 6% 15% 2%

Equity -5% 92% 37% 372% $25.8 $57.6 $3.9 6% 16% 1%

Target Allocation 96% 36% 422% $25.4 $58.6 $3.7 6% 16% 1%

Equity +5% 99% 36% 480% $25.0 $59.1 $3.5 5% 16% 1%

Equity +10% 102% 35% 553% $24.5 $60.1 $3.4 5% 17% 1%

100% Equity 117% 32% 930% $23.7 $63.8 $2.7 5% 19% 1%

10 Years
Market Funded Ratio in Year 10 Cumulative Employer 

Contributions in Year 10 (Billions)

Payout Ratios

50th 5th 95th
Year 10 

Median

5 Years
Market Funded Ratio in Year 5 Cumulative Employer 

Contributions in Year 5 (Billions)

Payout Ratios

50th 5th 95th
Year 5 

Median

Years 1 to 5

20 Years
Market Funded Ratio in Year 20 Payout Ratios

50th 5th 95th

Cumulative Employer 

Contributions in Year 20 (Billions) Year 20 

Median

Years 1 to 20

Years 1 to 10
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Appendix 2: Sensitivity Analysis: “Effect of Higher Correlations” 

This section provides a sensitivity analysis of the original stochastic projections by assuming that all asset classes are 
perfectly positively correlated (i.e. correlation = 1.00). A correlation matrix reflecting these modified assumptions is provided 
below: 

RVK supports the recommendations based on the original assumptions shown in the Stochastic Analysis section of this 
report. However, this stress-testing illustrates that converging correlations across capital markets does not change the asset 
allocation recommendations, based on the current status of the Plan. Instead it simply widens the range of potential results, 
indicating higher risk for all asset mixes given the dampened effects of total fund diversification. 
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Appendix 2: Sensitivity Analysis: “Effect of Higher Correlations” (continued) 
 
Projected Market Funded Ratio and Maximum 1 Year Investment Loss (market value of assets/actuarial accrued 
liability) 
 
The tables below show the probability that the Plan will be at various funding levels for each of the seven different asset 
mixes highlighted on the prior pages. The tables also illustrate the maximum 1 year investment loss each portfolio is 
expected to experience during the given time period. The results assume the current contribution policy remains unchanged 
for all projection years. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

*Based on preliminary estimated total fund return of -7.1% through 6/30/2022. Actual values may differ significantly based on final returns. 

100% Fixed Income 5% 87% 0% -23%

Equity -10% 32% 57% 3% -41%

Equity -5% 34% 56% 3% -42%

Target Allocation 35% 55% 3% -43%

Equity +5% 36% 54% 4% -44%

Equity +10% 38% 53% 4% -45%

100% Equity 41% 50% 6% -49%

5 Years
Probability of Full

Funding in 2027

Probability of < 93% 

(Current) Funding in 2027

Maximum 1 Year 

Investment Loss

Probability of < 50% 

Funding in 2027

100% Fixed Income 3% 94% 3% -27%

Equity -10% 31% 62% 9% -47%

Equity -5% 33% 60% 10% -49%

Target Allocation 34% 59% 10% -50%

Equity +5% 36% 57% 10% -51%

Equity +10% 38% 56% 10% -52%

100% Equity 42% 52% 12% -56%

Maximum 1 Year 

Investment Loss
10 Years

Probability of Full

Funding in 2032

Probability of < 93% 

(Current) Funding in 2032

Probability of < 50% 

Funding in 2032

100% Fixed Income 1% 98% 11% -27%

Equity -10% 31% 64% 11% -47%

Equity -5% 34% 62% 11% -49%

Target Allocation 36% 59% 11% -50%

Equity +5% 37% 57% 11% -51%

Equity +10% 39% 55% 11% -52%

100% Equity 46% 50% 11% -56%

Probability of < 93% 

(Current) Funding in 2042

Probability of Full

Funding in 2042
20 Years

Maximum 1 Year 

Investment Loss

Probability of < 50% 

Funding in 2042
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Appendix 2: Sensitivity Analysis: “Effect of Higher Correlations” (continued) 

Drawing Inferences 

The tables below compare the projected market funded ratios five, ten, and twenty years from now, under the median (50th 
percentile), worst-case (5th percentile), and best-case (95th percentile) scenarios, assuming the seven different asset mixes 
highlighted on the prior pages. The table also displays for comparative purposes the median, peak, and trough projected 
payout ratios and cumulative employer contributions for the seven asset mixes being examined. 

50th 5th 95th Peak Trough

100% Fixed Income 79% 63% 100% $5.0 $5.2 $4.7 6% 8% 5%

Equity -10% 88% 54% 141% $4.8 $5.6 $3.6 6% 9% 3%

Equity -5% 88% 54% 144% $4.8 $5.7 $3.5 6% 10% 3%

Target Allocation 89% 53% 148% $4.7 $5.7 $3.5 6% 10% 3%

Equity +5% 90% 52% 151% $4.7 $5.8 $3.4 6% 10% 3%

Equity +10% 90% 52% 155% $4.7 $5.8 $3.4 6% 10% 3%

100% Equity 92% 49% 169% $4.7 $6.1 $3.2 5% 10% 3%

50th 5th 95th Peak Trough

100% Fixed Income 69% 52% 94% $11.7 $12.7 $9.7 8% 10% 5%

Equity -10% 82% 45% 162% $10.2 $14.0 $5.3 6% 12% 3%

Equity -5% 84% 45% 169% $10.1 $14.1 $5.1 6% 12% 3%

Target Allocation 85% 44% 175% $10.0 $14.3 $5.0 6% 12% 3%

Equity +5% 86% 44% 182% $9.9 $14.4 $4.8 6% 12% 3%

Equity +10% 87% 43% 190% $9.8 $14.5 $4.7 6% 12% 3%

100% Equity 91% 42% 219% $9.5 $15.1 $4.4 6% 13% 2%

50th 5th 95th Peak Trough

100% Fixed Income 61% 47% 86% $34.5 $37.3 $28.2 9% 12% 5%

Equity -10% 79% 44% 193% $26.8 $38.4 $8.2 7% 13% 3%

Equity -5% 80% 43% 206% $26.2 $38.6 $7.7 7% 13% 2%

Target Allocation 82% 43% 220% $25.6 $38.8 $7.3 7% 13% 2%

Equity +5% 84% 43% 236% $24.9 $39.1 $6.9 6% 13% 2%

Equity +10% 86% 43% 253% $24.4 $39.3 $6.6 6% 13% 2%

100% Equity 93% 42% 323% $22.7 $40.3 $5.6 6% 13% 2%

Year 20 

Median

Years 1 to 20

Years 1 to 10

20 Years
Market Funded Ratio in Year 20 Payout Ratios

50th 5th 95th

Cumulative Employer 

Contributions in Year 20 (Billions)

5 Years
Market Funded Ratio in Year 5 Cumulative Employer 

Contributions in Year 5 (Billions)

Payout Ratios

50th 5th 95th
Year 5 

Median

Years 1 to 5

10 Years
Market Funded Ratio in Year 10 Cumulative Employer 

Contributions in Year 10 (Billions)

Payout Ratios

50th 5th 95th
Year 10 

Median
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Appendix 3: Assumptions and Methods 

 
Actuarial Valuation Assumptions and Methods: At the beginning of each projection year, an actuarial valuation is 
performed to determine employer contributions. The assumptions used in the June 30, 2021 actuarial valuation prepared 
by Segal were utilized in all years. These methods and assumptions are summarized below: 
 
Actuarial Cost Method Entry-Age Normal (level % of pay, replacement life basis). Funding policies and methods 

are described in the June 30, 2021 actuarial valuation report prepared by Segal. 
 
Liability Discount Rate 7.00% per year, compounded annually. 
 
Inflation (CPI) 2.75% per year. 
 
Future Pay Increases Future pay increases as described on page 92 of the June 30, 2021 actuarial valuation 

report prepared by Segal. Pay increases include a 2.75% base wage rate, plus “across 
the board” increases of 0.50% per year, plus annual merit and promotion increases. 

 
Retirement Rates of retirement as described on page 96 of the June 30, 2021 actuarial valuation 

report prepared by Segal. 
 
Mortality Rates of mortality as described on pages 93-94 of the June 30, 2021 actuarial valuation 

report prepared by Segal. 
 
Disability Rates of disability as described on page 94 of the June 30, 2021 actuarial valuation report 

prepared by Segal. 
 
Termination/Withdrawal Rates of termination and withdrawal as described on page 95 of the June 30, 2021 

actuarial valuation report prepared by Segal. 
 
COLA  Benefits after retirement are assumed to increase as described on page 91 of the June 

30, 2021 actuarial valuation report prepared by Segal. 
 
Asset Valuation Method 7-Year smoothing of actual versus expected returns. The asset valuation method is 

described on page 98 of the June 30, 2021 actuarial valuation prepared by Segal. 



Asset/Liability Study    Los Angeles Fire and Police Pension System 

53 

Appendix 3: Assumptions and Methods (continued)

Actuarial Valuation Assumptions and Methods: (continued) 

Contribution Policy For all years of the projection, employer contributions are assumed to equal: (1) normal 
cost less expected employee contributions, plus (2) an amortization of the unfunded 
actuarial accrued liability (UAAL), plus (3) administrative expenses. Normal cost and 
actuarial accrued liability are calculated under the Entry Age Normal cost method (level 
percent of pay). Changes in UAAL due to actuarial gains or losses are amortized over 20-
year periods as a level percentage of payroll. Any surplus is amortized over an open 30-
year period. 
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Appendix 3: Assumptions and Methods (continued)

Projection Assumptions (used in the deterministic and stochastic asset/liability projections): These projections 
begin with the Plan's participant population as of June 30, 2021, as provided by Segal. The Plan's population is projected 
forward and assumed to change as a result of employment separation, death, disability, and retirement, as predicted by the 
assumptions used in the June 30, 2021 actuarial valuation prepared by Segal (and described on the prior pages). New 
members are assumed to enter the Plan such that the active population remains level throughout the projection. Employee 
compensation is projected into the future in accordance with the assumptions described on the prior pages. Investment 
returns are projected into the future in accordance with the assumptions described below. 

Employer Contributions For all years of the projection, employer contributions are assumed to equal to the 
Contribution Policy described above and on page 98 of the June 30, 2021 actuarial 
valuation prepared by Segal. 

Member Contributions Member contributions are determined based on current contribution rates, and projected 
pay. 

New Entrants New employees are assumed to join the Plan such that the active populations of the 
Police and Fire employee subgroups remain level throughout the projection. New 
employees entering the Plan are assumed to have characteristics similar to recently hired 
participants. 

Rate of Return on Assets Deterministic Analysis: -7.1% for FYE 2022. 7.00% thereafter, compounded annually. 

Stochastic Analysis: -7.1% for FYE 2022. Thereafter, returns on the portfolio are based 
on the expected returns of each asset class and the correlations between each class 
which are detailed in the Stochastic Analysis section of this report. 

Base Wages Deterministic Analysis: 3.25% increases per year. 

Stochastic Analysis: Increases that vary with inflation. 

Inflation 8.6% for FYE 2022. Thereafter 2.50% per year with a standard deviation of 2.50%. 
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Appendix 3: Assumptions and Methods (continued) 

 
Other  All other projection assumptions and methods are the same as those used in the June 

30, 2021 actuarial valuation prepared by Segal, with minor exceptions where system 
restraints required approximations. 
 
The participant data provided by Segal was the same as that used in the actuarial 
valuation as of June 30, 2021. Tier 5 active member records were grouped on age, 
service, and subsidy freeze code for efficient data processing. 
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UFLAC Retiree Medical Plan 
Overview



What Does UFLAC Do for Retirees?

3

 Continuation of benefits into Retirement
 Retiree advocacy for IOD claims and overall Pension issues
 Retiree support through the UFLAC benefits staff

 Dedicated support should retiree have questions on eligibility, 
benefits, or experience claim issues

 Assist new pensioners when they begin retirement process

 Customized communications including:
 Targeted letters/mailings
 Staff outbound phone calls

 Online benefits portal with plan information and technical support
 Fire Foundation provides scholarships for family members
 Representation and negotiation for retirees per the MOU 



 UFLAC currently offers 2 Anthem medical plans to non-
Medicare retirees:
 Anthem HSA-Eligible PPO
 Anthem Select HMO

 Both medical plans above include:
 Vision Service Plan (VSP) Vision
 Comprehensive Body Scan 
 Sharecare gym memberships
 LiveHealth Online – doctor visits via app

UFLAC Anthem Medical Plans Overview 
(Non-Medicare Retirees) 
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 UFLAC will offer 2 Anthem Medicare Advantage plans to 
Medicare retirees:
 Anthem Medicare Advantage (MA) PPO
 Anthem Medicare Advantage (MA) HMO

 Both Medicare Advantage plans include:
 Vision Service Plan (VSP) Vision
 SilverSneakers gym memberships
 LiveHealth Online – doctor visits via app

UFLAC Anthem Medical Plans Overview 
(Medicare Retirees) 
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Tier

7/1/21
Anthem

HSA-Eligible 
PPO

7/1/22
Anthem

HSA-Eligible 
PPO

7/1/21
Anthem

Select HMO

7/1/22
Anthem

Select HMO

Member Only 9 8 2 2

2-Party 13 17 12 8

Family 6 8 7 7

Total 28 33 21 17
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UFLAC Non-Medicare Retiree 
Anthem Medical Enrollment*

*Includes split plan enrollment 



Tier

7/1/21
Anthem 

Medicare 
Advantage 

PPO

7/1/22
Anthem 

Medicare 
Advantage 

PPO

7/1/21
Anthem 

Medicare 
Advantage 

HMO

7/1/22
Anthem 

Medicare 
Advantage 

HMO

Member Only 19 18 6 4

2-Party 27 29 8 9

Family 5 6 0 0

Total 51 53 14 13
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UFLAC Medicare Retiree 
Anthem Medical Enrollment*

*Includes split plan enrollment 



 UFLAC Benefits Trust includes a $22.00 monthly medical 
admin fee per enrolled member 
 Admin fees have remained unchanged since 2014

 Retirees are rated separately from actives and the medical 
premiums are set separately*

 Due to the size of the population, the experience reporting 
is combined for actives and retirees

UFLAC Medical Plan Background
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*UFLAC medical plans are not pooled for premium calculations.



 UFLAC has 2 annual medical open enrollment periods

 Sept-Oct open enrollment for Jan 1st effective date

 April open enrollment for July 1st effective date

 Allows members to change plan coverage and/or add or 
remove dependents without a qualifying event

 Communications for open enrollment are sent throughout 
September/October and April

Retiree Open Enrollment
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Plan Type
Non-Medicare 

Retirees
Medicare 
Retirees

Within CA Within the U.S. Outside the U.S.

HMO Plans Anthem Select HMO
Anthem Medicare 
Advantage HMO

In-network 
coverage only

Emergency/urgent 
care covered only

Emergency/urgent 
care covered only

PPO Plans 
Anthem HSA-
Eligible PPO

Anthem Medicare 
Advantage PPO

(Passive Network)

In and out-of-
network coverage

In and out-of-
network coverage

In and out-of-
network coverage*

UFLAC Retiree Medical Plan 
Coverage
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*For non-emergency/urgent care, coverage must be arranged in advance through the Blue Cross Blue Shield Global Core network/program for 
non-Medicare retirees (in-network providers/facilities vary by country); Medicare retirees only have access to emergency/urgent care 
coverage if traveling outside the U.S. or its territories.



2023 UFLAC Anthem Medical 
Renewal Recap



 In general, utilization has increased
 High utilization of annual preventive exams
 COVID-19 claims rebound is impacting utilization 
 Behavioral health and substance use disorders continue to 

be cost drivers
 More complicated maternity and newborn care
 Specific medical claims data and prescription drug data 

unavailable due to small population

 Anthem has strong contracts with the largest network in 
Southern California
 High utilization of in-network providers

Retiree Medical Plan Trends
Current
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 Plan design changes are considered by the Trustees every 
year during the renewal analysis

 Plan design changes considered include:
 Narrow network options
 Coinsurance/copay combinations
 Office visit, inpatient/outpatient surgery, hospital, ER room, and 

ambulance copays
 Calendar year deductibles
 Prescription drug copays and deductibles

 HSA deductions now available to retirees

Medical Renewal Considerations
Effective 1/1/23
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 The Trustees voted to renew the Anthem medical plans with 
no changes to the current plan designs

 Total average non-Medicare retiree monthly medical 
premiums increased by 6.16%*
 In general, driven by COVID-19 rebound and added claim 

complexities as a result 

 Total average Medicare Advantage retiree monthly medical 
premiums increased by 0.00%

UFLAC Medical Renewal
Effective 1/1/23

14

*Based on averages reported at the time of renewal data
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2023 Non-Medicare Retiree 
Anthem Medical Plans 

Please note, this is a summary only. Please refer to the actual policies for complete details.

Benefits
Current/Renewal

Anthem HSA-Eligible PPO
(In-Network)

Current/Renewal
Anthem Select HMO

Annual 
Deductible

$1,500 / person;
$2,800 / person on family plan;

$3,000 / family
$0

Annual Out-of-Pocket Max
$2,800 / person;

$2,800 / person on family plan;
$5,000 / family

$500 / person; 
$1,500 / family

Office Visit 10% coinsurance $10

Inpatient 
Hospital

10% coinsurance $500 / admit

Outpatient Surgery 10% coinsurance $200 / admit

Rx (Retail)
National Drug Formulary

$10 / $30 / $50 / 30% up to $150
National Drug Formulary

$10 / $30 / $45 / 20% up to $150



Benefits
Current/Renewal

Anthem Medicare Advantage PPO
(In/Out-of-Network)

Current/Renewal
Anthem Medicare 
Advantage HMO

Annual Deductible $100 / person $0

Annual Out-of-Pocket
Max

$3,400 / person
(Does not apply to Rx)

$3,400 / person
(Does not apply to Rx)

Office Visit $10 PCP / $25 Specialist $5 PCP / $25 Specialist

Inpatient Hospital $0
$150 / admit

($450 annual OOP max combined 
w/ inpatient mental health)

Outpatient Surgery $0 $100 / admit

Rx (Retail)
Open Formulary

$0 / $10 / $20 / $40 
Open Formulary

$0 / $10 / $20 / $40 

2023 Medicare Retiree 
Anthem Medicare Advantage Plans
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Please note, this is a summary only. Please refer to the actual policies for complete details.



2023 Non-Medicare Retiree Medical  
Monthly Cost – Unfrozen Subsidy

Medical Plan
2022 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

2023 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

7/1/22 
LAFPP 

Subsidy**

2023 Monthly 
Retiree Cost

Anthem HSA-Eligible PPO
Member Only

2-Party
Family

$1,051.99
$1,158.96
$1,318.99

$1,140.14
$1,247.11
$1,407.14

$1,140.14
$1,247.11
$1,407.14

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Anthem Select HMO
Member Only

2-Party
Family

$1,049.52
$1,826.12
$2,144.00

$1,137.67
$1,914.27
$2,232.15

$1,137.67
$1,914.27
$2,046.97

$0.00
$0.00

$185.18
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*Assumes maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. at $2,046.97 and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



2023 Non-Medicare Retiree Medical  
Monthly Cost – Frozen Subsidy

Medical Plan
2022 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

2023 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

7/1/22 
LAFPP 

Subsidy*

2023 Monthly 
Retiree Cost

Anthem HSA-Eligible PPO
Member Only

2-Party
Family

$1,051.99
$1,158.96
$1,318.99

$1,140.14
$1,247.11
$1,407.14

$1,097.41
$1,097.41
$1,097.41

$42.73
$149.70
$309.73

Anthem Select HMO
Member Only

2-Party
Family

$1,049.52
$1,826.12
$2,144.00

$1,137.67
$1,914.27
$2,232.15

$1,097.41
$1,097.41
$1,097.41

$40.26
$816.86
$1,134.74
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*Assumes maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. at $1,097.41 and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



Non-Medicare Retiree Medical 
Financial Report Effective 1/1/23

Unfrozen Subsidy
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Medical Plan
Monthly 

Enrollment
2023 Retiree 

Monthly Cost*
% Funded by 

LAFPP Subsidy*

UFLAC Monthly 
Admin Fees 

(PMPM)

Anthem HSA-Eligible PPO
Member Only

2-Party
Family

8
14
4

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

100%
100%
100%

$22.00
$22.00
$22.00

Anthem Select HMO
Member Only 

2-Party
Family

2
8
7

$0.00
$0.00

$185.18

100%
100%
92%

$22.00
$22.00
$22.00

*Assumes maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. at $2,046.97 and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



Non-Medicare Retiree Medical 
Financial Report Effective 1/1/23

Frozen Subsidy
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Medical Plan
Monthly 

Enrollment
2023 Retiree 

Monthly Cost*
% Funded by 

LAFPP Subsidy*

UFLAC Monthly 
Admin Fees 

(PMPM)

Anthem HSA-Eligible PPO
Member Only

2-Party
Family

0
3
4

$42.73
$149.70
$309.73

96%
88%
78%

$22.00
$22.00
$22.00

Anthem Select HMO
Member Only 

2-Party
Family

0
0
0

$40.26
$816.86
$1,134.74

96%
57%
49%

$22.00
$22.00
$22.00

*Assumes maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. at $1,097.41 and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



2023 Medicare Advantage Retiree 
Monthly Cost – Unfrozen Subsidy

Medical Plan
2022 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

2023 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

1/1/23 
LAFPP 

Subsidy*

2023 Monthly 
Retiree Cost

Anthem Medicare 
Advantage PPO

Member Only (w/ A&B)
2-Party (w/ A&B)

$517.81
$1,007.68

$517.81
$1,007.68

$494.67
$984.54

$23.14
$23.14

Anthem Medicare 
Advantage HMO

Member Only (w/ A&B)
2-Party (w/ A&B)

$379.56
$732.97

$379.56
$732.97

$379.56
$732.97

$0.00
$0.00
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*Assumes no change to current Medicare maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



2023 Medicare Advantage Retiree 
Monthly Cost – Frozen Subsidy

Medical Plan
2022 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

2023 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

1/1/23 
LAFPP 

Subsidy*

2023 Monthly 
Retiree Cost

Anthem Medicare 
Advantage PPO

Member Only (w/ A&B)
2-Party (w/ A&B)

$517.81
$1,007.68

$517.81
$1,007.68

$480.41
$795.15

$37.40
$212.53

Anthem Medicare 
Advantage HMO

Member Only (w/ A&B)
2-Party (w/ A&B)

$379.56
$732.97

$379.56
$732.97

$379.56
$623.77

$0.00
$109.20

22

*Assumes no change to current Medicare maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



*Assumes maximum LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S.

Medicare Advantage Retiree 
Financial Report Effective 1/1/23

Unfrozen Subsidy
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Medical Plan
Monthly

Enrollment
2023 Retiree 

Monthly Cost*

% Funded by 
LAFPP 

Subsidy*

UFLAC Monthly 
Admin Fees 

(PMPM)

Anthem Medicare 
Advantage PPO

Member Only 
2-Party

18
27

$23.14
$23.14

96%
98%

$22.00
$22.00

Anthem Medicare 
Advantage HMO

Member Only
2-Party

4
4

$0.00
$0.00

100%
100%

$22.00
$22.00

*Assumes no change to current Medicare maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



*Assumes maximum LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S.

Medicare Advantage Retiree 
Financial Report Effective 1/1/23

Frozen Subsidy
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Medical Plan
Monthly

Enrollment
2023 Retiree 

Monthly Cost*

% Funded by 
LAFPP 

Subsidy*

UFLAC Monthly 
Admin Fees 

(PMPM)

Anthem Medicare 
Advantage PPO

Member Only 
2-Party

0
0

$37.40
$212.53

93%
79%

$22.00
$22.00

Anthem Medicare 
Advantage HMO

Member Only
2-Party

0
0

$0.00
$109.20

100%
85%

$22.00
$22.00

*Assumes no change to current Medicare maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



2023 MA/Non-Medicare Medical  
Monthly Cost – Unfrozen Subsidy

Medical Plan
2022 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

2023 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

1/1/23 
LAFPP 

Subsidy*

2022 Monthly 
Retiree Cost

Anthem MAPD PPO & Non-Medicare 
HSA-Eligible PPO

One Over 65, One Under 65
One Over 65, Two or More Under 65
Two Over 65, One or More Under 65

$1,395.06
$1,642.50
$1,555.59

$1,395.06
$1,642.50
$1,555.59

$1,371.92
$1,619.36
$1,532.45

$23.14
$23.14
$23.14

Anthem MAPD HMO & Non-Medicare 
Select HMO

One Over 65, One Under 65
One Over 65, Two or More Under 65
Two Over 65, One or More Under 65

$1,311.90
$1,571.41
$1,539.19

$1,311.90
$1,571.41
$1,539.19

$1,311.90
$1,571.41
$1,539.19

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

25

*Assumes no change to current Medicare maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



2023 MA/Non-Medicare Medical  
Monthly Cost – Frozen Subsidy

Medical Plan
2022 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

2023 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

1/1/23 
LAFPP 

Subsidy*

2023 Monthly 
Retiree Cost

Anthem MAPD PPO & Non-Medicare 
HSA-Eligible PPO

One Over 65, One Under 65
One Over 65, Two or More Under 65
Two Over 65, One or More Under 65

$1,395.06
$1,642.50
$1,555.59

$1,395.06
$1,642.50
$1,555.59

$795.15
$795.15
$795.15

$599.91
$847.35
$760.44

Anthem MAPD HMO & Non-Medicare 
Select HMO

One Over 65, One Under 65
One Over 65, Two or More Under 65
Two Over 65, One or More Under 65

$1,311.90
$1,571.41
$1,539.19

$1,311.90
$1,571.41
$1,539.19

$623.77
$623.77
$623.77

$688.13
$947.64
$915.42

26

*Assumes no change to current Medicare maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



MA/Non-Medicare Medical 
Financial Report Effective 1/1/23

Unfrozen Subsidy
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Medical Plan
Monthly

Enrollment

2023 Retiree 
Monthly 

Cost*

% Funded by 
LAFPP 

Subsidy*

UFLAC 
Monthly 

Admin Fees 
(PMPM)

Anthem MAPD PPO & Non-Medicare 
HSA-Eligible PPO

One Over 65, One Under 65
One Over 65, Two or More Under 65
Two Over 65, One or More Under 65

2
4
2

$23.14
$23.14
$23.14

98%
99%
99%

$22.00
$22.00
$22.00

Anthem MAPD HMO & Non-
Medicare Select HMO

One Over 65, One Under 65
One Over 65, Two or More Under 65
Two Over 65, One or More Under 65

5
0
0

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

100%
100%
100%

$22.00
$22.00
$22.00

*Assumes no change to current Medicare maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. and has been confirmed by LAFPP.



MA/Non-Medicare Medical 
Financial Report Effective 1/1/23

Frozen Subsidy
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Medical Plan
Monthly

Enrollment

2023 Retiree 
Monthly 

Cost*

% Funded by 
LAFPP 

Subsidy*

UFLAC 
Monthly 

Admin Fees 
(PMPM)

Anthem MAPD PPO & Non-Medicare 
HSA-Eligible PPO

One Over 65, One Under 65
One Over 65, Two or More Under 65
Two Over 65, One or More Under 65

0
0
0

$599.91
$847.35
$760.44

57%
48%
51%

$22.00
$22.00
$22.00

Anthem MAPD HMO & Non-
Medicare Select HMO

One Over 65, One Under 65
One Over 65, Two or More Under 65
Two Over 65, One or More Under 65

0
0
0

$688.13
$947.64
$915.42

48%
40%
41%

$22.00
$22.00
$22.00

*Assumes no change to current Medicare maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. and has been confirmed by LAFPP.
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UFLAC Retiree Dental 
Benefits Overview



What Does UFLAC Do for Retirees?

3

 Continuation of benefits into Retirement
 Retiree advocacy for IOD claims and overall Pension issues
 Retiree support through the UFLAC benefits staff

 Dedicated support should retiree have questions on eligibility, 
benefits, or experience claim issues

 Assist new pensioners when they begin retirement process

 Customized communications including:
 Targeted letters/mailings
 Staff outbound phone calls

 Online benefits portal with plan information and technical support
 Fire Foundation provides scholarships for family members
 Representation and negotiation for retirees per the MOU 



 UFLAC currently offers 3 MetLife dental plans to retirees:
 MetLife Network Direct Reimbursement (DR)

 Flexibility to visit any dentist
 No need for referrals

 No limitations on any covered dental service
 No pre-authorizations required

 MetLife DPPO
 Flexibility to visit any dentist

 No need for referrals

 MetLife DHMO
 Must select Primary Care Dentist

 Referrals required

 Coverage based on fixed copay schedule 

Current UFLAC MetLife Dental Plans

4



Tier
7/1/21

MetLife 
Network DR

7/1/22
MetLife 

Network DR

7/1/21
MetLife

DPPO

7/1/22
MetLife

DPPO

7/1/21
MetLife
DHMO

7/1/22
MetLife
DHMO

Member Only 301 296 512 497 35 33

2-Party 792 813 815 822
53 48

Family 148 144 158 152

Total 1,241 1,253 1,485 1,471 88 81

5

UFLAC Retiree 
MetLife Dental Enrollment



 UFLAC includes a monthly dental admin fee per enrolled 
member and these range between $2.00-$5.00
 Admin fees have remained unchanged since 2017

 All MetLife dental plans rate actives and retirees separately*
 MetLife dental plan utilization combines both actives and 

retirees

UFLAC Dental Plan Background

6
*UFLAC dental plans are not pooled for premium calculations.



 UFLAC has 1 annual dental open enrollment period

 Sept-Oct open enrollment for Jan 1st effective date

 Allows members to change plan coverage and/or add or 
remove dependents without a qualifying life event

 Communications for open enrollment are sent throughout 
September/October 

Retiree Open Enrollment

7



Plan Name Within CA Within the U.S. Outside the U.S.

MetLife Network DR
In and out-of-network 

coverage
In and out-of-network 

coverage
Out-of-network 

coverage*

MetLife DPPO
In and out-of-network 

coverage
In and out-of-network 

coverage
Out-of-network 

coverage*

MetLife DHMO
In-network coverage 

only
Only emergency 

dental care
Only emergency 

dental care

UFLAC Dental Plan Coverage

8

*MetLife has limited in-network providers available outside the U.S. in certain U.S. territories including U.S. Virgin Islands, Puerto 
Rico, and Guam.



UFLAC MetLife Dental 
Renewal Recap



 In-network utilization is above MetLife benchmark
 Utilization of diagnostic and preventive services has been 

positive
 High utilization for routine cleanings and exams

 Implant services, prosthodontics, endodontics, and major 
restorative services have been cost drivers 

 Dental plan trends and utilization are back in-line with pre-
COVID-19 pandemic averages

Dental Plan Trends – DPPO Plan
Current

10



 The UFLAC Trustees voted to renew the MetLife DPPO with 
an extended rate guarantee through December 31, 2025
 MetLife has agreed to reduce the billed rates by $2.29 PEPM

 No change to retiree costs per COVID-19 premium credit expiration

 No changes to the current plan design

 The UFLAC Trustees voted to renew the MetLife DHMO and 
Network DR with an extended rate guarantee through 
December 31, 2025
 No changes to the current plan designs

UFLAC Dental Renewal
Effective 1/1/23

11
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Current MetLife Dental Benefits

Benefits
Current/Renewal

MetLife DR
(In/Out-of-Network)

Current/Renewal
MetLife DPPO

(In/Out-of-Network)

Current/Renewal 
MetLife DHMO

(Member Copay)

Deductible $0 $0 / $0 $0

Type A - Diagnostic & Preventive 
Services

Percentage of dental 
charges reimbursable:

$0-$500 – 100%
$500-$900 – 80%

$900-$4,260 – 50%

100% / 60% $0

Type B - Basic Services 100% / 60% Copay Varies

Type C - Major Services 80% / 50% Copay Varies

Type D – Orthodontia
(Adult & Child)

50% 50% / 50%
$0*

$265 Retention

Ortho Lifetime Maximum $2,000 per person $1,500 per person N/A

Annual Maximum $2,500 per person $3,000 per person N/A

Please note, this is a summary only. Please refer to the actual policies for complete details.

*Benefits cover twenty-four (24) months of usual & customary Orthodontic treatment and an additional twenty-
four (24) months of retention, includes all phases of treatment and fixed/removable appliances.



2023 UFLAC Retiree Dental 
Monthly Cost

Dental Plan
2022 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

2023 Total 
Monthly 
Premium

1/1/23 
Maximum 

LAFPP 
Subsidy*

2023 Monthly 
Retiree Cost

MetLife Network DR
Member Only

2-Party
Family

$72.00
$104.00
$155.00

$72.00
$104.00
$155.00

$44.60
$44.60
$44.60

$27.40
$59.40
$110.40

MetLife DPPO
Member Only 

2-Party
Family

$72.22**
$116.45**
$175.11**

$72.22
$116.45
$175.11

$44.60
$44.60
$44.60

$27.62
$71.85
$130.51

MetLife DHMO
Member Only 

2-Party / Family
$43.24
$82.27

$43.24
$82.27

$43.24
$44.60

$0.00
$37.67

13

*Assumes maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. at $44.60 and has been confirmed by LAFPP. 
**2022 MetLife DPPO monthly premium includes $2.29 PEPM buy-down from MetLife COVID-19 credit.



2023 UFLAC Retiree Dental 
Financial Report Effective 1/1/23

Dental Plan Enrollment
2023 Retiree 

Monthly Cost*
% Funded by 

LAFPP Subsidy*

UFLAC Monthly 
Admin Fees 

(PMPM)

MetLife DR
Member Only

2-Party
Family

296
813
144

$27.40
$59.40
$110.40

62%
43%
29%

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

MetLife DPPO**
Member Only

2-Party 
Family

497
822
152

$27.62
$71.85
$130.51

62%
38%
25%

$2.12
$3.79
$3.20

MetLife DHMO
Member Only

2-Party / Family
33
48

$0.00
$37.67

100%
54%

$4.58
$4.72

14
*Assumes maximum monthly LAFPP subsidy with 25+ Y.O.S. at $44.60 and has been confirmed by LAFPP.  
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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.7 

FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, GENERAL MANAGER 

SUBJECT: AMENDMENT TO BOARD OPERATING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES SECTION 
3.10 – CORRECTION OF ERRONEOUS PAYMENTS AND POSSIBLE BOARD 
ACTION 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board approve the proposed amendment to the Board Operating Policies and Procedures, 
Section 3.10: Correction of Erroneous Payments (Attachment). 

BACKGROUND 

The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) has increased the dollar limit on overpayments that do not 
require correction from $100 to $250, effective July 16, 2021, as stated in Revenue Procedure 2021-
30. This report update is a technical amendment to keep the Board Operating Policies and
Procedures consistent with the updated IRS provisions.  Pursuant to the IRS procedures, the Plan
is required to collect all overpayments which exceed this dollar threshold, however, in practice,
LAFPP staff make attempts to recover all benefit overpayments regardless of the dollar amount.

DISCUSSION 

In accordance with Board Operating Policies and Procedures, Section 3.10 - Correction of 
Erroneous Payments, LAFPP shall now recover any payments made in error exceeding $250, 
pursuant to the IRS Employee Plans Compliance Resolution System Section 6.02(5)(c), or as a 
result of failure of a beneficiary to notify LAFPP of discontinuation of entitlement to benefits. These 
benefit overpayments may result from the late reporting of the death of a retired member/survivor 
or discontinuation of full-time student status by a minor child, or when an employing department 
retroactively adjusts a member’s salary after retirement. 

Per the Board policy, if the member/beneficiary who received the overpayment is deceased, 
“reasonable recoupment efforts shall be taken,” including an offset against the decedent’s last check 
and request for payment from the decedent’s estate.  Staff’s current internal procedures for these 
“reasonable recoupment efforts” when the stream of benefit payments is discontinued* (i.e., either 

* In situations where the overpayment is made to a deceased retired member with a qualified surviving spouse/domestic
partner, staff will request repayment from the surviving spouse/domestic partner via a deduction from his/her survivorship
pension payment.  However, based on the City Attorney’s advice, staff cannot unilaterally collect the member overpayment
from a beneficiary.
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the retired member passes away leaving no beneficiary entitled to future LAFPP benefits or the 
member’s last qualified survivor passes away) are as follows: 

Overpayment Amount Internal Recovery Procedures 
$1 - $500 • Mail one (1) written notice to the decedent’s estate requesting

repayment
• Follow-up for a period of 3 months

$501 - $999 • Mail three (3) written notices to the decedent’s estate requesting
repayment

• Follow-up for a period of 6 months
$1,000+ • Staff will consult with the City Attorney on the next steps

Follow-up under staff’s internal recovery procedures involves a monthly call and email (if available) 
to the decedent’s estate to discuss the written notice and repayment options. If the follow-up does 
not yield results, staff may utilize collection agencies or take the responsible party to small claims 
court. 

Staff strives to minimize the number of overpayments and the potential financial impact to the Plan 
through various methods. One of those methods has been to implement an Alive and Well audit for 
members and beneficiaries over a certain age (e.g., all pensioners over the age of 90 or 95). This 
periodic audit reduces the potential for overpayments by making sure our pensioners are correctly 
receiving their payments.  In addition, monthly pension payments are suspended whenever staff 
suspects that a retiree or beneficiary is deceased (e.g., due to repeated instances of returned mail). 
LAFPP also subscribes to a weekly death report provider in case we do not receive timely 
notifications from pensioners’ families or their estates.  Lastly, staff has developed good working 
relationships with the Fire and Police Relief Associations, which regularly provide death reports to 
LAFPP. 

BUDGET 

While there is no direct budgetary impact associated with this report, each fiscal year the Plan’s 
assets reported to the actuary for that year’s valuation may be slightly less than they would have 
been if all benefits were paid with no unrecovered overpayments. These unrecovered overpayments 
therefore may result in a small actuarial loss, which is then smoothed and amortized in accordance 
with the Board’s Actuarial Funding Policy.  

POLICY 

The recommended amendment to Board Operating Policies and Procedures Section 3.10 has been 
reviewed and approved by the City Attorney as to form. 

CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 

There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 

This report was prepared by: 

Kyle Susswain, Manager 
Retirement Services Section 

RPC:JS:GFM:KS 

Attachment: Proposed Amendment to Board Operating Policies and Procedures Section 3.10 



Los Angeles Fire & Police Pension System 

3.0 - PENSION PROCESSING 

APPLICATIONS AND DOCUMENTATION 

3.1 All pension applications shall be filed in writing on forms prescribed by the 
Department of Fire and Police Pensions. Applicants shall be responsible for 
furnishing all required documents needed to process and verify pension eligibility.  
Pensioners, surviving spouses and legally appointed guardians/conservators of 
pension beneficiaries shall be responsible for notifying the Department of Fire and 
Police Pensions of any change of status which affects pension eligibility.  Failure 
to provide required documentation or cooperate with processing requirements 
shall be the basis for denial of an application or suspension of pension payments. 

DEFERRED RETIREMENT OPTION PLAN (DROP) 

3.2 CREDITING OF INTEREST 

DROP accounts shall earn interest in the amount of 5%, compounded annually 
(i.e., compounding at 12-month intervals following a member’s DROP entry date – 
13th, 25th, 37th, 49th month).  Interest will be calculated each month using a monthly 
factor of 0.004167 (1/12 of 5%), applied to the prior end of month inception-to-date 
deposits balance. Interest will be credited to member accounts semi-annually on 
June 30 and December 31. For members exiting DROP between the semi-annual 
interest-crediting dates, the account shall be credited with the monthly interest 
earned as of the exit date. (Amended 07/02/20) 

3.2.1 ACTIVE DUTY STATUS 

Effective November 1, 2008, in addition to the age and/or service requirements to 
enter DROP, a member must also be on active duty status on the DROP entry 
date.  For purposes of this provision active duty status shall include members 
working on light-duty status, but exclude members on sick, vacation, injured-on-
duty, administrative leave, and all other types of non-working status.   

A. The City Administrative Officer has been authorized to classify payroll
codes as “active” or “not active” for the purposes of DROP.

B. At least one of the prescribed active duty payroll codes must be recorded
on a member’s timesheet on their DROP entry date.

C. Verification of active duty status shall be made using the City’s payroll
system (PaySR) at the time of entry.

D. In the event a member elects a DROP entry date and is not on active duty
status on the DROP entry date as defined above, the member’s DROP
entry date will automatically be advanced to the next qualifying entry date.
The revised entry date will not be subject to further adjustment by the

Attachment



member.  The DROP Program Administrator shall notify the member of the 
approved DROP entry date in writing. 

3.2.2 REVOCATION OF DROP ENROLLMENT 
 
A member may revoke participation in DROP by submitting a DROP Revocation 
Notice (hereafter, “the Notice”) in-person, by email, or by facsimile no later than 
the day prior to the DROP entry effective date. The Notice must be received before 
the close of LAFPP’s regular office hours, or if emailed or faxed, by 11:59 p.m. The 
effective date of revocation shall be established upon receipt of the Notice and 
signature thereupon by LAFPP administrative staff.  The member is responsible 
for confirming timely receipt by LAFPP. If the member does not revoke his/her 
application for DROP as specified above, the DROP agreement will become final 
and binding, and thereafter be irrevocable. (Amended 05/21/15 and 07/02/20) 
 

3.2.3 DISTRIBUTION OF DROP ACCOUNT 
 
A member shall receive a distribution of the funds in his/her DROP account as 
either: (a) a lump sum cash payment, (b) a direct rollover to a qualified plan, or (c) 
a combination lump sum payment and direct rollover to a qualified plan.  Members 
may not leave a portion of their DROP account on deposit with LAFPP. 
 
The DROP Distribution Election Form must be completed and returned to LAFPP 
no later than 90 days following the member’s DROP exit date; otherwise, the 
member will receive distribution as a single lump sum taxable cash payment.  A 
member may directly rollover the taxable portion of his/her DROP distribution to 
only one eligible financial institution.  Members may not rollover any non-taxable 
DROP funds unless they also rollover all of their taxable DROP funds.  A member 
may directly rollover the non-taxable portion of his/her DROP distribution to only 
one eligible financial institution. 
 
For members exiting DROP on or after January 1, 2014 who complete and return 
the DROP Distribution Form no later than 90 days following the member’s DROP 
exit date, the member may recover his/her pre-1987 after-tax basis entirely from 
the lump sum DROP distribution.  Any post-1986 after-tax basis will be allocated 
pro-rata between the lump sum DROP distribution and the member’s ongoing 
monthly pension annuity.  (Section added 12/19/2013) 

  
AUTHORITY OF BOARD AND GENERAL MANAGER 
 
3.3 The General Manager shall present to the Board all eligible pension applications.  

The Board as a ministerial act shall approve all properly qualified service pension 
and surviving spouse applications. On August 7, 2003 the Board adopted 
Resolution 04008 delegating authority to the General Manager to perform this 
function. The General Manager’s actions are reported to the Board at the next 
subsequent Board meeting. The General Manager shall adopt procedures for the 
submission, verification and withdrawal of applications and shall determine 
whether applicants meet the qualifications specified in the Charter and 
Administrative Code. 



 
3.3.1 In the event a retired member receives benefits from more than one of the City of  

Los Angeles’ defined benefit plans, and their combined benefit exceeds the 
applicable Internal Revenue Code (IRC) section 415(b) limit, the plans must 
coordinate when limiting the combined benefit. Pursuant to Administrative Code 
Section 4.1906(s), the Board has delegated authority to the General Manager to 
enter into agreements with the Water and Power Employees’ Retirement Plan  
and/or the Los Angeles City Employees’ Retirement System and to create the 
administrative rules necessary to facilitate different manners for reduction of 
benefits in order to comply with IRC section 415(b).  (Section added 03/21/19) 

 
DISABILITY APPLICATION PROCESS 
 
3.4  The Board shall conduct hearings on disability pension applications. Active 

Members have the option of having their hearing conducted in open or closed 
session, either of which must be specifically requested in writing by the applicant/ 
representative. Should no completed election form be received by staff by the due 
date, the hearing will be conducted in open session. For Closed Session hearings, 
all witnesses must be excused from the room until their testimony is needed, and 
family members, the general public and non-essential Staff are prohibited from 
attending. Open sessions will be open to the general public but the Board may 
request that witnesses wait outside the hearing until called to testify. In order to 
expedite the hearing process, the Board may appoint a hearing examiner to 
conduct preliminary hearings as it deems necessary. The applicant has the burden 
of proof as to the existence of disability. (Amended 01/18/18) 

  
 A. The General Manager shall provide all relevant evidence and records, 

including doctor reports that the Board requires for the hearing process, and 
shall make a written recommendation to the Board on whether applicants 
should be granted or denied disability or survivor benefits. 

 
B.  LAFPP staff shall endeavor to accommodate the applicant/representative 

when scheduling a disability pension hearing. When the applicant/ 
representative cannot be reached, fails to return calls, correspondence, or 
emails, or twice cancels, delays, or continues a hearing, a compulsory 
hearing will be scheduled at the Board’s convenience. 

 
1) Using certified mail with return receipt requested or by email with return 

receipt, LAFPP staff shall provide the applicant/representative with the 
following: 
 
a) Notice of three dates to conduct the hearing. The earliest date should 

be at least four weeks from the date of notice. 
 

b) Instructions to choose one of the three dates and to contact LAFPP 
staff within ten calendar days of receipt of the notice. If no response 
is received after ten calendar days, the hearing will automatically be 
scheduled for the last of the three proposed hearing dates. 

 
c) Notice that attendance is mandatory and failure to attend the hearing 



will result in an administrative withdrawal of the application. If 
applicant/representative is present but not ready to conduct the 
hearing on the scheduled date, s/he must provide a verbal 
explanation to the Board.  (Section added 01/18/18) 

 
 C.  LAFPP staff may Administratively Withdraw an inactive application. An 

application shall be considered inactive if it has not proceeded to the next 
logical processing step for reasons that can’t be resolved.  The 
applicant/representative will have 30 calendar days to respond to a request 
made by LAFPP staff.  After 30 days, LAFPP staff shall mail a Notice of 
Administrative Withdrawal to the applicant/representative. The notice will 
inform the applicant/representative they have 15 calendar days to reply to 
keep their application open. If the applicant/representative does not reply, or 
replies but the delay extends another 30 calendar days, their application will 
be administratively withdrawn. Once an application is withdrawn, the 
applicant/representative may submit a new application for a disability 
pension. Upon receipt of a new application, staff shall start the process over 
from the beginning. (Section added 01/18/18) 

 
 D. The General Manager shall be responsible for selecting physicians to 

examine applicants. Physicians, preferably Board certified in their specialty, 
shall whenever possible be rotated considering geographical and availability 
constraints.  Refusal by an applicant to be examined will cause suspension 
of disability application processing and initiate the administrative withdrawal 
process Section 3.4(C).  The General Manager may consider applicant 
objections to physicians made for good cause to select a different physician.  
(Amended 01/18/18) 

 
 E. Charges by physicians for missed appointments by an applicant or for new 

or updated reports caused by the delay of an applicant shall be paid by the 
applicant, unless the applicant can show good cause for the missed 
appointment or delay.  Failure to pay for missed appointments may cause a 
suspension of processing and initiate the administrative withdrawal process 
Section 3.4(C). (Amended 01/18/18) 

 
  F. Appeals to the Board of the General Manager's decision regarding the 

selection of a physician or physician charges to an applicant must be made 
in writing, within 14 days of the Manager's decision. 

 
 G. All communication with pension physicians relating to any aspect of an 

examination performed on behalf of the Department of Fire and Police 
Pensions shall only be through Department staff. Under no circumstances 
shall an applicant, an applicant representative or operating department 
directly contact or provide materials or documents to a pension physician 
without prior approval of Department of Fire and Police Pensions staff.  All 
materials or documents to be reviewed by pension physicians shall first be 
submitted to staff for inclusion in the administrative record and then 
forwarded to the physicians. 

 
 H. Physicians who have performed disability examinations shall provide report 

clarification or additional evidence as required by the applicant or 



Department of Fire and Police Pensions staff. Such clarification shall be 
submitted in writing to the Department of Fire and Police Pensions.  This step 
may be repeated as often as reasonable and necessary.  If the applicant 
does not accept the written response, the applicant may then request a 
deposition of a pension physician.  Staff and a City Attorney shall attend each 
deposition, arranged by Department of Fire and Police Pensions staff.  The 
cost for the physician and court reporter shall be paid solely by the party 
requesting the deposition.  The Department of Fire and Police Pensions will 
be responsible for the cost of the transcription service and deposition 
documents provided by the court reporter.  Staff will provide copies of the 
deposition material.  If the applicant fails to accept the results of the 
deposition, a pension physician may be subpoenaed to appear for 
questioning at the time the claim is considered by the Board. 

 
SUSPENSION OF DISABILITY PENSION PAYMENTS 
 
3.5 It shall be the pensioner’s duty to cooperate with the Board and Staff and to comply 

with reasonable requests when the disability pensioner’s medical status is under 
review. Failure to cooperate or some other action that impedes or prevents 
completion of the review process may constitute cause for a suspension of 
disability pension payments by the Board.  Suspended pension payments will be 
deposited in an escrow account. 

 
 A. Staff shall first ascertain if a hardship exists which prevents the pensioner 

from cooperating with the review process. If there is no apparent hardship, 
the pensioner shall be provided the opportunity to appear before the Board 
to present reasons or evidence justifying the lack of cooperation or failure to 
comply with requests made in conjunction with the review process.  If the 
pensioner fails to appear at this hearing or is unable to demonstrate good 
cause for noncompliance, the Board may suspend pension payments for a 
period of one to three months pending compliance. 

 B. If the pensioner continues to refuse or fails to cooperate again, a second 
hearing will be scheduled for the purpose of suspending disability pension 
payments until the review process is completed. 

 
RESTORATION OF DISABILITY PENSIONERS TO ACTIVE DUTY 
 
3.6 A pensioner on service connected or non-service connected disability pension who 

is found by the Board to be no longer disabled shall have the pension terminated 
upon restoration to active duty, or failure to be restored as ordered by the Airport, 
Fire, Harbor or Police Department, or upon the date of the Board's determination 
if the retired member had previously been terminated or resigned. (Amended 
01/18/18) 

 
SURVIVOR BENEFIT APPLICATIONS 
 
3.7 Applications for surviving spouse, minor or dependent children or dependent 

parent benefits when members are deceased while on active duty due to 
indisputably service connected causes shall be processed automatically by staff 
for service connected benefits. 

   



A. When there is an issue whether the death is service connected, the 
application shall automatically be processed as non-service connected, 
without prejudice (recognizing that this is the minimum pension entitlement 
resulting from the death of an active member.) 
 

B. When the cause of death is the result of suicide, and the survivor applies for 
service connected benefits, the applicant must provide documentation 
indicating that he/she is the “personal representative” of the deceased 
member’s estate.  Acceptable documentation includes a valid and 
enforceable trust, will, or court order that identifies the applicant as the 
deceased member’s personal representative.  Without this documentation, 
medical providers will not release the deceased member’s psychological or 
medical records, which LAFPP requires for processing an application where 
suicide is associated with the cause of death.  For this reason, LAFPP will 
not accept an application filed without the required documentation.  (Added 
04/16/20) 
 

C. A hearing shall be conducted by the Board to determine whether the 
deceased member's death was service connected, at which time the Board 
shall review the autopsy report, if available, and a report of at least one 
qualified physician. 

  
3.7.1 A surviving child of a Tier 3, 4, 5 or 6 member may qualify for benefits provided for 

a minor child until he or she reaches the age of 22 years, if such person is enrolled 
in school full-time, but such person’s marriage terminates entitlement to these 
benefits. Such person must provide proof of registration at an academic or 
vocational school, with enrollment in the number of units required of a full-time 
student as determined by the educational institution.  Submission of transcripts 
may be required should there be a dispute regarding continued full-time student 
status. (Added 01/07/16) 

POST RETIREMENT SURVIVOR BENEFIT PURCHASE PROGRAM 
 

3.8 Application for post retirement survivors shall be processed automatically by staff. 
 
 A. A Retired Plan Member (Retiree) may elect percentage choices of 30% to 

100% continuances in 5% increments (service retirees and disability retirees) 
provided the election does not exceed any limitations imposed by federal law.  
The cost factors used to provide the continuance percentage elected shall 
be based upon the mortality tables as adopted by the Board in the most 
recent actuarial experience study. 

 
 B.  A Retired Plan Member may make an election to provide a survivor benefit  

pursuant to Charter Section 1236 on the first day of any given month, 
provided that all the documents necessary to make this election are provided 
to the Plan no later than the fifth day of that month, and the Retiree’s monthly 
benefit shall be reduced beginning with the payment due for that month.  If 
the necessary documents are not received by Plan by the fifth day, the 
election to provide this benefit shall be made on the first day of the following 
month and the Retiree’s monthly benefit shall be reduced beginning with the 



payment due that month.     
 

 C.   In the event that a Retiree dies less than one year from the date that the 
Retiree made an election to provide this benefit, as determined pursuant to 
the prior provision, then no survivor benefit shall be provided unless the 
Board shall determine that the Retiree’s death was accidental.  A Retiree’s 
death shall be determined to be accidental if the preponderance of the 
evidence establishes that an accident resulting in bodily injury caused the 
Retiree’s death.  A death due to sickness, bodily infirmity, suicide or an 
intentionally inflicted injury shall not be considered accidental.  If no survivor 
benefit is provided, a lump sum shall be paid as provided in Charter Section 
1236. 

 
 D.   The Retiree’s entire benefit, to the extent such constitutes his/her separate 

property, must be payable entirely to him/her at the time that he/she makes 
an election under this program.  A Retiree whose benefit is subject to a wage 
assignment for support, a tax lien, a workers’ compensation offset, or any 
other lien that may legally be imposed on his/her retirement benefit shall not 
be eligible to elect to provide a survivor benefit.   

 
E.   A Retiree shall not be precluded from electing this benefit due to a prior 

community property division awarding a portion of his/her benefit to a former 
spouse/domestic partner, as that person’s separate property, and the 
balance of his/her benefit to the Retiree as the Retiree’s separate property.  
However, only the Retiree’s separate property interest in his/her pension 
shall be subject to this election.  The Retiree’s election to provide this benefit 
shall have no impact upon the former spouse/domestic partner’s interest in 
the Retiree’s pension benefit or the payment of other survivor benefits from 
the Plan.  Since the Retiree is paying the full actuarially determined cost of 
this survivor benefit through a reduction in the Retiree’s separate property 
interest in his/her benefit, the Board shall not subject this survivor benefit to 
a community property claim from a prior spouse/domestic partner. 

 
F.   A Retiree receiving a disability pension from the Plan may elect to provide a 

survivor benefit, but should be advised that this benefit will not be paid if 
his/her disability pension is discontinued and he/she is returned to duty.  Also, 
because his/her disability pension could be subject to reduction in the future, 
only such portion of the Retiree’s disability pension that represents the 
minimum that he/she could be awarded shall be subject to reduction to 
provide for a survivor benefit and any balance of his/her disability pension in 
excess of this minimum amount shall continue to be payable to the Retiree 
in full.   

 
G. Because a disability Retiree’s benefit may be subject to a Workers’ 

Compensation offset in the future, a disability Retiree shall provide an 
authorization, signed by both the Retiree and his/her spouse/domestic 
partner, allowing the Plan, in the event of the Retiree’s death, to continue to 
offset any Workers’ Compensation paid to the Retiree from the survivor’s 
benefit until recouped in full.  This authorization is required because the 
survivor’s benefit is funded by a reduction in the disability benefit payable 
during the Retiree’s lifetime, which reduced the amount of the offset 



recoverable directly from the Retiree.  
 
H. The election to provide a survivor benefit must be signed by the Retiree 

unless someone else has the legal authority to act for the Retiree in this 
regard.  When the Retiree lacks the capacity to make this election and there 
is no one else legally authorized to act on the Retiree’s behalf, staff shall 
prepare a report explaining the situation for the Board’s consideration prior 
to taking any final action by the Board. 

 
REINSTATEMENT OF SERVICE PENSIONERS 
 
3.9  The General Manager shall provide a written recommendation to the Board on all 

applications for reinstatement to active duty from a service pension and the Board 
shall conduct a hearing on such applications. 

 
CORRECTION OF ERRONEOUS PAYMENTS 
 
3.10 A. Overpayments 
 
 The Department of Fire and Police Pensions shall recover any payments made in 

error exceeding $250, pursuant to the IRS Employee Plans Compliance Resolution 
System Section 6.02(5)(c), or as a result of failure of a beneficiary to notify the 
Department of discontinuation of entitlement to benefits (e.g., due to death of a 
pensioner or surviving spouse, attainment of Charter/Administrative Code 
specified age for a minor, or discontinuation of full-time student status of a minor). 

 
An additional amount equivalent to the interest that would have been earned in 
accordance with Section 5.1 (i.e., the amount credited to member accounts) during 
the period of overpayment shall also be charged to the member or beneficiary.  
The member/beneficiary shall be notified of the amount of the overpayment, 
including interest, and provided an opportunity to pay the total amount due in a 
lump sum or in two installments within a six-month period from the notification.  If 
the member/beneficiary elects to have the overpayment collected out of future 
monthly benefit payments, the payment period, not to exceed the individual’s life 
expectancy per the Social Security Administration’s Retirement & Survivors 
Benefits – Life Expectancy Calculator, shall be determined in advance by the 
member/beneficiary, except however, the General Manager may prescribe a 
minimum payment amount.  The entire balance may be paid at any time. 
 
If the member/beneficiary who received the overpayment is deceased, reasonable 
recoupment efforts shall be taken, including an offset against the decedent’s last 
check and request for payment from the decedent’s estate. 
 
If the overpayment is a result of delayed notification of a surviving child’s (between 
age 18 and 22) discontinuation as a full-time student, the funds to be recovered 
are effective the month subsequent to the date of discontinuation.  Recoupment 
may be made by offsetting against any reinstated benefits should the surviving 
child later re-enroll in school on a full-time basis. 
 
In the instance that a responsible party cannot be found, the General Manager 
may request issuance of subpoenas through the Office of the City Clerk to obtain 
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additional pensioner bank account owner information or any other information the 
General Manager deems necessary to assist in recovery of the overpayment(s). 
 
If the collection requests are unsuccessful, additional reasonable recoupment 
efforts shall include filing a creditor’s claim, suing the responsible party in small 
claims court , utilizing a collection agency, or filing a lawsuit against the responsible 
party. 
 
If, after all reasonable recoupment efforts have been taken and found 
unsuccessful, for amounts up to $20,000, the General Manager shall have the 
authority to write off the overpayment in whole or in part. For amounts over 
$20,000, the matter will be discussed with the City Attorney for likeliness of 
repayment and then brought before the Board for further consideration and/or 
instructions. For any unrecovered amount, the Board shall have the authority to 
write off the overpayment in whole or in part or to take such other action as the 
Board deems reasonable and appropriate. 
 
B. Underpayments 

 
 If the error results in an underpayment, an additional amount equivalent to the 

interest that would have been earned in accordance with Section 5.1 (i.e., the 
amount credited to member accounts) during the period of underpayment shall 
also be paid to the member/beneficiary. (Amended 01/07/16, 05/07/20, 10/15/20, 
and 08/04/22) 

 
PENSION PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS FOR ORGANIZATIONS 
 
3.11 The Department of Fire and Police Pensions permits organizations that are 

organized or operated for the benefit of LAFPP members, Police Officers or 
Firefighters to receive deductions from LAFPP pension payments.   
 
Organizations seeking to receive pension deductions after the effective date of this 
policy will be required to provide, as part of any request:  
 

• Evidence that the organization is organized or operated for the 
benefit of LAFPP members, Police Officers or Firefighters; 

• Evidence that a minimum of 50 retired LAFPP members are willing 
to authorize voluntary deductions to the group; and 

• The organization must receive monthly deductions from at least 50 
LAFPP pensioners for LAFPP to continue processing deductions.  

 
Under this policy, organizations that are currently receiving deductions from less 
than 50 members will remain eligible to continue receiving deductions from LAFPP 
regardless of membership figures.  This policy does not apply to organizations 
providing medical and/or dental insurance to LAFPP members. 
 
The General Manager or his/her designee shall establish a procedure for 
approving or denying applications from organizations seeking eligibility to receive 
voluntary pension deductions. If the organization is approved to receive 
deductions, the authorized deductions shall be submitted to LAFPP electronically. 
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Payment shall be prepared and issued to such organizations by LAFPP after the 
close of each respective Pension payment period.  All organizations must submit 
to the General Manager financial records upon request. (Section added 04/19/18) 

 
STALE-DATED CHECKS 
 
3.12 Pension or refund checks that have not been negotiated after 180 days will be 

considered stale-dated and cancelled.  Prior to cancellation, 
members/beneficiaries will be contacted approximately one month prior to the 
check’s expiration date reminding them of the deadline.  If contact cannot be 
established or the member/beneficiary does not negotiate the check within the 
180-day period, notification along with an affidavit form requesting a replacement 
check will be sent by certified mail with return receipt explaining that the check has 
been cancelled and that a new check will not be issued until a completed affidavit 
is received. (Section added 06/21/18)    

 
ESTABLISHMENT OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIPS 
 
3.13     It is the intent of the Board that with regard to all LAFPP benefits, domestic partners 

shall have the same rights, protections, and benefits, and shall be subject to the 
same responsibilities, obligations and duties, as are afforded to spouses, to the 
greatest extent permissible under law.  If there are any omissions or ambiguities 
in this policy regarding the rights of domestic partners, LAFPP shall resolve them 
in a manner that best fulfills this intent to treat domestic partners and spouses 
equally.  

 
A. Just as a married member must notify LAFPP of the marriage and provide 

documentary proof (i.e., marriage certificate), a member in a domestic 
partnership must notify LAFPP of the existence of the partnership and provide 
documentary proof.  Acceptable documentary proof shall include a Declaration 
of Domestic Partnership form filed with LAFPP, a copy of a State of California 
Affidavit/Declaration of Domestic Partnership, a copy of an affidavit or 
declaration of domestic partnership filed with another City Department, a 
formal letter of acknowledgment from another City Department, or similar 
documentary proof of a domestic partnership filed in another jurisdiction, 
subject to legal review by the Office of the City Attorney. 
 

B. Should the member fail to notify LAFPP of the existence of the domestic 
partnership prior to their death, the surviving domestic partner shall notify 
LAFPP and provide documentary proof of the establishment of the domestic 
partnership. Acceptable documentary proof shall be the same as described in 
paragraph A, above. Upon receiving such notice and documentary proof of the 
domestic partnership, the domestic partner shall be entitled to the same rights 
as would a spouse of a deceased member under the applicable eligibility 
requirements of the Plan. If a beneficiary form is on file with LAFPP indicating 
a different beneficiary than the surviving domestic partner, and the surviving 
domestic partner is determined to be eligible for survivorship benefits under 



the applicable Plan provisions, any inconsistent beneficiary form shall be 
deemed invalid. 
 

C. For the purpose of determining eligibility for survivorship pension benefits, any 
reference to the date of marriage shall be deemed to refer to the earliest date 
of registration of a domestic partnership with the State of California, any City 
Department, or another jurisdiction, subject to legal review by the Office of the 
City Attorney.   
 

D. For a member whose domestic partner is also an LAFPP member, only one 
Declaration or Termination of Domestic Partnership form or documentation of 
establishment of domestic partnership with the State, any City Department, or 
another jurisdiction, is required to be filed with LAFPP. The 
form/documentation will be cross-filed in both members’ pension files. 

 
E. Staff shall grant to domestic partners the same rights, responsibilities, and 

benefits with regard to LAFPP as are provided to married persons, upon 
LAFPP’s receipt of the notification and documentation of a valid domestic 
partnership, as stated in this policy. Just as members have a responsibility to 
notify LAFPP of a divorce or legal separation from a spouse, members shall 
promptly notify LAFPP of the termination of a domestic partnership.  If LAFPP 
receives written notice that a domestic partnership has been terminated or is 
invalid for some other reason, LAFPP shall review the information, conduct any 
other necessary research, and determine, with the assistance of the City 
Attorney, whether the partnership has been terminated or remains in effect. 
(Section added 01/07/21) 

 
HISTORY 
 
3.14 Adopted: Circa June 13, 1996; Amended 11/02/06, 12/04/08, 05/07/09, 01/21/10, 

12/16/10, 08/04/11, 01/05/12, 11/15/12, 12/06/12, 12/19/13, 05/01/14, 05/21/15, 
01/07/16, 11/03/16, 10/19/17, 01/18/18, 04/19/18, 06/21/18, 03/21/19, 04/16/20, 
05/07/20, 07/02/20, 10/15/20, 01/07/21, and 08/04/22. 

 
REVIEW 
 
3.15 This policy shall be reviewed by the Board as needed and may be amended by the 

Board at any time.  
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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. 
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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 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 



CEM Benchmarking Inc.

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

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

www.cembenchmarking.com

Copyright 2022 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 July 20, 2022.

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.

© 2022 CEM Benchmarking Inc. Executive Summary 1-6



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. 

52
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2018 2019 2020 2021

You 58 64

Peer Avg 67 68 68 69

Trend in Total Service Scores1, 2
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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
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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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2
Peer Characteristics

This section:

  • Details of your peer group.

  • A comparison of the characteristics of your peers.
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Your peer group consists of 11 peers.

Assets #

Active Annuitant Total $ millions employers

CalPERS 863,767 753,054 1,616,821 477,300 1,563 1,880

CALSTRS 449,339 318,049 767,388 285,910 1,791 832

LACERA 99,118 71,366 170,484 73,000 4 336

NYC BERS 31,198 18,525 49,723 10,534 7 101

RCMP 22,267 22,156 44,423 19,429 1 23

Orange County ERS 22,011 19,826 41,837 22,436 13 77

ER of Fairfax County 20,133 12,512 32,645 3,288 1 29

Fairfax County RS 17,740 12,134 29,874 9,300 2 26

LAFPP 12,823 13,527 26,350 30,751 1 99

TTCPP 15,384 9,729 25,113 6,194 3 12

City of Austin ERS 10,138 6,961 17,099 3,183 2 20

Peer Average 142,174 114,349 256,523 85,575 308 312

# pension 

admin. 

FTEs

Members

Custom Peer Group for LAFPP
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Graphical comparison of peer characteristics
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Profiles of the 50 benchmarking participants:
page 1 of 2 (excluding European and UK systems)
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Canada

Alberta Teachers 42,186 30,582 11,833 X X

Alberta Pension Services 214,822 116,856 53,773 X X X X X X

BC Pension Corporation 356,165 214,764 87,998 X X X X X X X X X X X

Canadian Forces Pension Plans 90,309 117,694 12,803 X X

FPSPP 243,776 284,020 41,677 X X

HOOPP 248,260 114,300 35,764 X X X X

Local Authorities (Alberta) 164,370 75,770 35,723 X X X X X

Municipal Pension Plan of BC 220,321 111,551 47,219 X X X X X X X X X X

Ontario Pension Board 43,731 40,129 7,314 X X X

Ontario Teachers 182,753 147,896 64,984 X X X X

OPTrust 48,851 40,195 9,437 X X X

RCMP 22,267 22,156 705 X X X

SHEPP 37,425 19,989 3,174 X X X

TTC Pension Plan 15,384 9,729 765 X X X X

United States
Arizona SRS 207,913 162,967 250,400 X X X X X X X X
CalPERS 863,767 753,054 464,652 X X X X X X X
CalSTRS 449,339 318,049 213,897 X X X X X
City of Austin ERS 10,138 6,961 3,118 X X X
Colorado PERA 233,989 127,117 288,142 X X X X X X X X X
Delaware PERS 45,828 33,632 18,024 X X X X X X X
ER of Fairfax County 20,133 12,512 5,196 X X X X
Fairfax County RS 17,740 12,134 846 X X X X X X
Florida RS 633,524 471,884 117,441 X X X X X X X X X
Idaho PERS 73,751 47,483 53,486 X X X X X X X X
Illinois MRF 170,750 140,393 129,769 X X X X
Indiana PRS 247,504 166,785 1,834 X X X X X X X X X X
Iowa PERS 173,186 129,026 79,710 X X X X X X X
KPERS 153,959 107,850 64,793 X X X X X X X X X
LACERA 99,118 71,366 16,841 X X X X X
LA Police and Fire Pensions 12,823 13,527 59 X X X X X

Members by Type Member Groups Plan Types
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Profiles of the 50 benchmarking participants:
page 2 of 2 (excluding European and UK systems)
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United States (continued)
Michigan ORS 177,754 283,084 588,440 X X X X X X X X X
Minnesota State RS 56,637 51,030 29,526 X X X X X
Nevada PERS 107,147 75,597 19,024 X X X X X X
NYC BERS 31,198 18,525 1,864 X X X X
NYC TRS 125,338 90,247 31,205 X X X X X
NYSLRS 501,890 496,628 173,629 X X X X X X

Ohio PERS 289,435 216,628 677,873 X X X X X X X

Orange County ERS 22,011 19,826 7,238 X X X

Oregon PERS 180,682 158,884 75,158 X X X X X X X X X

Pennsylvania PSERS 248,091 242,839 167,663 X X X X X

PERS of Missisippi 153,412 112,530 77,860 X X X X X X X

PSRS PEERS of Missouri 128,516 100,751 59,800 X X X X

South Dakota RS 41,305 31,243 22,047 X X X X X X X

STRS Ohio 202,970 159,578 165,160 X X X X X

Texas County and District RS 140,918 68,211 101,095 X X X X

TRS Illinois 159,027 127,518 145,769 X X X

TRS of Texas 918,545 458,133 501,241 X X X X X

Utah RS 97,919 73,400 59,412 X X X X X X X X X

Virginia RS 347,808 223,441 170,894 X X X X X X X X

Washington State DRS 333,992 209,173 308,711 X X X X X X X X

Members by Type Member Groups Plan Types

© 2022 CEM Benchmarking Inc. Peer Characteristics 2-5



3
Service Levels

This section:

  •

  •

  •

Identifies areas where you may be able to improve, or reduce, your service levels.

Provides details of the methodology and criteria we used to evaluate your service levels.

Analyzes your current service levels relative to your peers, to identify what you do and how it compares 

to others.
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Interpreting your Service Results

Higher service scores are not necessarily better.  This is because:

• 

• 

Service is defined as: 'Anything a member would like, before considering costs' .  As this definition does not 

consider costs, high service may not always be cost effective or optimal.  For example, it is higher service to 

have a call center open 24 hours a day but few systems would be able to justify the cost.

Our 'weights' are an approximation of the importance of an individual service element.  These weights will not 

always reflect the relative importance that you or your members attach to an individual service element.

The service measures are most useful for identifying what you are doing differently than your peers. 

Understanding these differences can give you ideas on how you may want to improve, or reduce , the service you 

provide to your members.

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

of 68.
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Your service score increased from 58 to 64 between 2018 and 2021.

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

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

methodology.
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66

68

70

2018 2019 2020 2021

You 58 64

Peer Avg 67 68 68 69

Trend in Total Service Scores1, 2
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Peer

Activity You Average Weights

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%

Total Service Score 64 68 100.0%

Total Service Score - Median 71

Service scores by activity and the weights used to determine the total service 

score

Service Scores by Activity
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How did we determine the weights for each activity?

1. Feedback from Participants

2. Relative Cost of Each Activity

3.

4. Expectations Based on External Experience

Service2DB_176

5. Personalized Human Contact

Service2DB_178

6. About Members' Money

Service5_1

7. Mission Critical

8. Stability

Nothing gets a member's attention faster than his or her own money.  So, based solely on this criteria, 

activities such as benefit calculators linked to member data, member statements and paying annuity pensions 

are much more important than newsletters or brochures.

We have been told that keeping the weights stable is more important than continually perfecting them.  

Clients want to measure their progress against a stable metric.

The weights reflect feedback from participants solicited at on-site meetings, symposiums and peer 

conferences.

The average CEM participant spends 5.4% of its annual budget for member contacts (calls, emails, letters) 

versus 2.2% for 1-on-1 counseling.  Thus, based solely on relative cost, member contacts is 2.5 times more 

important than 1-on-1 counseling.

The average CEM participant initiates 23 pensions and receives 607 calls for every 1,000 active members and 

annuitants.  Thus, based solely on relative volume, calls are 27.0 times more important than pension 

inceptions.

Relative Volume of Each Activity (i.e., How many times does the service 'touch' a member?)

Members have external comparisons for receiving payments, telephone calls and annual statements, but they 

have no direct experience with the pension inception process.  Thus, based solely on external experience, 

paying pensions and member contacts are more important than pension inceptions.

Research shows that the points of human contact provide the greatest opportunity for generating customer 

satisfaction.  Thus, based solely on personalized human contact, counseling and calls are much more 

important than 'no contact' activities such as the website or paying annuity pensions.

CEM considered the following 8 criteria to determine the weights used to calculate your total service score:

Paying pensions is mission critical.  Providing counseling is not. I.e., you’re in the business of paying pensions. 

For your members it’s more important to get their pension paid on time than having access to counseling. 

Offering counseling is good service but not your main task. 
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Most peers get a perfect score for this critical measure.

Graphical comparison of key service measures

This page shows a sample of key service metrics that we have weighted highly because we believe they are 

particularly important service measures from a member's perspective.

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

% Payroll on time

0
200 You Peer Peer Avg

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100
Estimate turnaround time

in days

One peer responded 
unknown. 

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1,000
Call wait time (if a queue)

in seconds

You do not have a queue. 3 peers 
do not have a queue.1 peer 
responded 'unknown'. 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

% Inceptions without an interruption of 
cash flow

You responded unknown.  
One peer had 0%.

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%
Members counseled

as a % of active members

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100
Website capability score

© 2022 CEM Benchmarking Inc. Service Levels 3-6



Graphical comparison of key service measures
(continued)
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1. Scoring method

+ 100

none 100.0

100.0

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q25

No 0% Yes

a)  If yes, how many payrolls were late? n/a n/a

b)  On average, how many days late were they? n/a n/a

Your service score for paying pensions was 100 out of 100. This compares to a 

peer average of 100.

Paying the pension payroll on the due date is a critical service requirement for retirement systems. 

Therefore, almost all systems get a perfect score for this measure, except in the event of a business 

interruption. A perfect score requires that all regular pension payrolls are paid on their due date.

Were any of your pension payrolls late vis-à-vis your normal payment 

cycle? [For example, a payroll might be late because of system problems, 

etc.]

Your

Data

Your

Score

If none of your pension payrolls where late vis-à-vis your normal payment 

cycle, otherwise 100  - 10 x numbers of late payrolls x average number of 

days late.

2. Rationale for the scoring method

Total Score
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(Reflects 10.0% of Total Service Score)
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1. Scoring Method

Cashflow Interruptions
+ 85

Unknown 0.0

Survivor Pensions
+ 15

70.2% 10.5

Total Score 10.5

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q26

Unknown 72.6%

Q27

70.2% 77.7%

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?

Your service score for pension inceptions was 11 out of 100. This compares to 

a peer average of 67.

What % of pension inceptions to retiring active members were paid 

without an interruption of cash flow greater than 1 month between the 

final pay check and the first pension check?

Your

Data

Your

Score

85 x percent of inceptions that occur within 1 month of final pay check 

(0% is assumed if unknown)

15 x percent of pensions paid without interruption to survivors

(0% is assumed if unknown)

2. Rationale for the scoring method

Cashflow interruptions can cause hardships and irritation for members. In case of a survivor pension this 

potential hardship comes at a difficult time. A perfect score requires that you can incept a pension or 

survivor benefit without an interruption of cashflow.
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(Reflects 7.0% of Total Service Score)

One peer has a score of 0.
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1. Scoring method

Speed of Turnaround
+ 31

5 days 29.0
+ 4 if you do regularly measure the time to provide an estimate Yes 4.0

Content
+ 9.5 Yes 9.5

n/a n/a n/a
+ 3.5 if you discuss alternative scenarios that could improve benefit Yes 3.5
+ 12 if you model alternative retirement options Yes 12.0

Alternative Channels
+ 40

27.0

Total Score 85.0

Your service score for benefit estimates was 85 out of 100. This compares to a 

peer average of 65.

A perfect score requires that you can turn around an estimate within three days of the request. The 

more members understand how their pension benefit is affected by inflation, social security, etc. the 

better they can plan for retirement. A perfect score requires that you provide all this information on a 

written estimate. More channel choices in obtaining a pension estimate provides greater access and 

convenience for your members.

Your

Data

Your 

Score

if estimate is mailed in 3 days or less, otherwise 31 minus 1 per day over 3 

days to provide a written estimate (30 days is assumed if unknown)

2 

channels

 if you also offer estimates via member statement, website and call 

center, otherwise: 27 if you offer 2 alternatives; 14 if you offer 1; 0 if you 

offer none

if you clearly address if and how the pension benefit is inflation protected

if you discuss the effects of social security

2. Rationale for the scoring method
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(Reflects 5.0% of Total Service Score)
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Benefit Estimates

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q16

a)  Benefit calculator in non-secure area? No 55% Yes

b)  Benefit calculator in secure area not linked to member data? No 0% Yes

Yes 73% Yes

Q20

a)  Estimates of benefits at retirement? No 36% Yes

Q28

5 19

Yes 55% Yes

Q29

Yes 55% Yes

n/a 75% Yes

Yes 64% Yes

d)  Model alternative retirement payment options? Yes 91% Yes

Q38 Do your member statements for active members include:

Yes 64% Yes

b)  If your pension is coordinated with or reduced by social security is the 

impact explained?

c)  Discuss alternative scenarios that could improve the benefit such as 

purchasing service credit or working longer?

e)  An estimate of the future pension entitlement based on age scenario 

modeling or assuming the member continues to work until earliest 

possible retirement?

Indicate whether the following capabilities are offered on your website 

and provide volumes (if available):

a)  Is this a number you regularly measure and track? [versus being an 

estimate]

Do your written pension estimates: [including cover letters etc. sent with 

the estimate]

a)  Clearly address if and how the pension benefit is inflation protected or 

not protected?

On average, how many business days did it take to provide a formal 

written estimate from the time of initial request from a member? [Do not 

include time in the mail.]

c)  Benefit calculator in secure area linked to member's salary and service 

data?

Can and will you provide the following information on an immediate real-

time basis to members over the phone: [If you do not have real-time 

access to the information or if your policy is not to give the information 

over the phone because of security or other concerns then your answer 

should be 'no'.]
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1. Scoring method

Availability

+ 70

20.2% 70.0

+ 25 Yes 25.0

+ 5

No 0.0

Total Score 95.0

Your service score for 1-on-1 counseling was 95 out of 100. This compares to 

a peer average of 97.

Your

Data

Your

Score

if 1-on-1 counseling is freely available, without limitations

if 1-on-1 counseling is available outside of normal working hours, 

otherwise 0

if members counseled 1-on-1 as a % of your active membership is more 

than 1%, otherwise 70 x members counseled 1-on-1 per 10,000 active 

members (+ 25 if unknown)

2. Rationale for the scoring method

Higher volumes imply greater availability, value and greater communication of availability.
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1-on-1 Counseling

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q2 Provide the breakdown of total members between:

a)  Active members (A) 12,823 142,174

Q14 What were your volumes for:

2,594 8,480

Members counseled 1-on-1 as a % of active members (B / A) 20.2% 10.0%

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q30

Yes 100% Yes

Q31

No 45% Yes

Is 1-on-1 retirement counseling a freely available option for most 

members? [If the only 1-on-1 counseling you do is for VIPs, disability, 

exceptions and emergencies then your answer should be no]

l)  Members counseled 1-on-1? [including sessions held via 

videoconference] (B)

Do you offer 1-on-1 counseling sessions after normal working hours, such 

as evenings and/or weekends?

© 2022 CEM Benchmarking Inc. Service Levels 3-13



1. Scoring method

Availability

+ 76

14.4% 76.0

+ 6 Yes 6.0

Types

+ 18

4 18.0

Total Score 100.0

2. Rationale for the scoring method

Your service score for member presentations was 100 out of 100. This 

compares to a peer average of 85.

Higher volumes imply greater availability and value.

Your

Data

Your

Score

if attendees as a percent of active members is greater than 2.5%, 

otherwise 30.4 x attendees as percent of active members

(+ 25 if unknown)

if you have 3 or more different targeted types of presentations (excluding 

healthcare and benefit changes), otherwise 6 X the number of types of 

presentations

if you offer presentations outside of normal working hours
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(Reflects 6.0% of Total Service Score)

One peer has a score of 0.
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Presentations

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q2 Provide the breakdown of total members between:

a)  Active members (A) 12,823 142,174

Q14 What were your volumes for:

m)  Presentations to members? [including webinars] 66 167

n)  How many members in total attended these presentations? (B) 1,847 8,594

Attendees as a % of active members (B / A) 14.4% 8.3%

Q32

a)  New members? Yes 73% Yes

b)  Members in mid career? Yes 73% Yes

c)  Members approaching retirement or ready to retire? Yes 82% Yes

d)  Healthcare? Yes 40% Yes

e)  Changes to benefits? n/a 22% Yes

Q33
Yes 64% Yes

Did you do specific presentations for members, in the past fiscal year, 

targeted solely for:

Do you offer presentations after normal working hours such as evenings 

and/or weekends?
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1. Scoring method

Availability

+ 21

Unknown 5.0

+ 3

45 hours 2.7

+ 24

10.0

+ 12

2 8.0

- 4 if a receptionist is the first point of contact No 0.0

if members reach a knowledgeable person in 20 seconds or less, 

otherwise 24 - 0.15 for each second to reach a knowledgeable person

(+ 10 if you cannot provide accurate wait times or if you do not have a 

queue, subject to a minimum of zero)

if one or fewer menu layers,  + 8 if two menu layers on average or less,  

+ 2.5 if three menu layers on average or less,  0 otherwise

Your service score for member contacts was 34 out of 100. This compares to a 

peer average of 51.

Your

Data

Your

Score

if your call center is open more than 50 hours per week, otherwise 3 x 

total weekly operating hours / 50 (subject to a minimum of zero)

if members experience no abandoned calls, less 

% of abandoned calls X 90

(subject to minimum score of 0), +5 if unknown

n/a
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Member Contacts Service Score
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(Reflects 21.0% of Total Service Score)
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Member Contacts

1. Scoring method (continued)

+ 4 estimate of the member's pension at retirement No 0.0
+ 5 estimate is linked to the member's actual account data n/a 0.0
+ 3 model alternate annuity payment scenarios No 0.0
+ 4

Yes 4.0
+ 3 provide pensionable salary No 0.0
+ 3 provide service credit history including gaps No 0.0
+ 3 estimate cost to purchase service credit No 0.0
+ 2 change address No 0.0
+ 2 change banking information No 0.0
+ 2 add or change email address No 0.0

If you offer the following tools to help serve callers better:
+ 1.5 record of the member's previous calls to the system No 0.0
+ 1.5 copies of recent correspondence online Yes 1.5
+ 1.5

No 0.0
+ 1.5 most recent member statement Yes 1.5
+ 1.5 beneficiary information Yes 1.5
+ 1.5 workflow system with the real-time status of open items No 0.0

Total Score 34.2

2. Rationale for the scoring method

• A perfect score requires callers to reach a knowledgeable person with a wait time of less than 20 

seconds.

• Members prefer to get through immediately to a knowledgeable person who can answer their 

questions.

• Irritation increases rapidly with the number of menu layers.

• Receptionists are often more irritating than a menu layer because of the need to explain your needs 

twice, incorrect redirection, etc.

• You can serve your members better if you have real time access to all of their records and have tools 

which will enable you to provide immediate, informed and accurate answers to their questions.

• Your ability to serve members is greatly reduced if your capabilities or policies prevent you from 

answering questions over the phone.

Your

Data

Your

Score

If you are able to provide the following information on an immediate real-

time basis or conduct the following transactions over the phone:

provide refunds or transfer value if member exited employment at time 

of call

knowledge based online help system available for use by the service 

representative
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Member Contacts

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q17 No 18% Yes

Q18 Do callers wait in a queue for service representatives? No 64% Yes

a)  If yes, what is the average wait time? [in seconds] n/a 254

Unknown Unknown 10.6%

Q19

Yes 73% Yes

If yes:

2 2

Q20

a)  Estimates of benefits at retirement? No 36% Yes

No 50% Yes

n/a 100% Yes

b)  Refund or transfer value assuming the member exited employment at the time of the call?Yes 64% Yes

c)  Pensionable salary? No 82% Yes

d)  Service credit history including gaps? No 82% Yes

e)  Service credit purchase cost estimates? No 36% Yes

Q21 Can members calling in perform the following transactions over the phone:

a)  Change address? No 55% Yes

b)  Add or change email address? No 64% Yes

c)  Change payment instructions? [i.e., bank account] No 36% Yes

Q22

No 73% Yes

Yes 91% Yes

No 64% Yes

Yes 100% Yes

Yes 100% Yes

Q23 45 hours 45 hours

Q24

No 82% Yes

Do your service representatives have real time access to a workflow 

system that lets them know the status of open items?

When a member calls in, is the first point of human contact usually a 

receptionist?

Do members have to navigate a phone menu before speaking to a service 

representative?

Can and will you provide the following information on an immediate real-

time basis to members over the phone: [If you do not have real-time 

access to the information or if your policy is not to give the information 

over the phone because of security or other concerns then your answer 

should be 'no'.]

a2)  Is the estimate based on an interactive benefit calculator linked to 

the member's actual account data?

a)  What is the average number of menu layers that must be navigated 

before a caller can speak to a live person? [Count each and every time a 

caller must select a menu option by pressing a button on the phone as a 

menu layer. Use the volume-weighted average number of menu layers if 

there are different menu-tree branches.]

b)  What is the percentage abandoned calls [i.e. caller hangs-up] while in 

queue or on hold or in menu?

How many hours per week can members call service representatives?

a1)  Can you easily model and provide alternate annuity payment 

scenarios?

d)  Most recent member statement?

c)  Knowledge based on-line help system available for use by the service 

a)  Record of the member's previous calls to the system?

b)  Copies of recent correspondence on-line?

When a member calls in, do you have immediate computer access to the 

e)  Beneficiary information?
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1. Scoring method

Benefit Calculators
+ 10 if you have an interactive calculator on your website Yes 10.0

+ 24 if the calculator is linked to a member's salary and service data Yes 24.0

+ 2 If the financial planning tool linked to member-specific data No 0.0

+ 3 if you can calculate the cost of purchasing service credit Yes 3.0

Salary and Service Credit

+ 5 if you offer secure access to both salary and service credit data Yes 5.0

+ 5 if salary & service credit data is up-to-date to the most recent pay period Yes 5.0

+ 1 if a complete annual history of salary and service credit data is available Yes 1.0

Secure Access Design

+ 4 if members can get online immediately upon registering No 0.0

+ 3 if you greet member by name upon log-in Yes 3.0

- 2 No 0.0

- 2

No 0.0

+ 1 if inactive members have access to the secure member area No 0.0

+ 2

No 0.0

Your

Data

Your

Score

if you force members to acknowledge a disclaimer every time they log-in

if you force members to acknowledge a disclaimer every time they use 

the calculator

if you offer a secure mailbox or a digital file which includes a history of 

recent correspondence and member documents

Your service score for website was 78 out of 100. This compares to a peer 

average of 66.

0

20

40

60

80

100

Website Service Score

You Peer Peer Avg

(Reflects 21.0% of Total Service Score)
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Website

1. Scoring method (continued)

Other Transactions and Tools

+ 1 register for counseling sessions in real time No 0.0
+ 1 register for presentations Yes 1.0

+ 2 live chat Yes 2.0

+ 3 change address Yes 3.0

+ 2 change beneficiaries Yes 2.0

+ 3 add or change email address Yes 3.0

+ 1 reset password Yes 1.0

+ 2 change annuity deposit banking information Yes 2.0

+ 2 change tax withholding amount Yes 2.0

+ 3 view or print tax receipts Yes 3.0

+ 3 view pension payment gross amount and deductions (payment stubs) Yes 3.0

+ 3 apply for retirement No 0.0

+ 2

n/a 0.0

+ 1 if can check status of retirement application No 0.0

+ 3 apply for a transfer-out or refund No 0.0

+ 2 download member statement Yes 2.0

+ 3 upload documents in lieue of mailing hard copies No 0.0

+ 3 view pensionable earnings and/ or service without downloading Yes 3.0

Total Score 78.0

2. Rationale for the scoring method

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q15

Yes 91% Yes

If yes:

Yes 10% Yes

Yes 90% Yes

No 10% Yes

No 22% Yes

No 70% Yes

f) Are users required to acknowledge a disclaimer every time they 

generate a pension estimate?

g)  Do inactive members have access to the secure member area?

Members visit your website looking for information. The more you can provide, the more tailored and 

customized to the member, and the easier it is to get on-line, the better.

if less than 50% of pensions initiated online require follow-up 

documents or signatures to be mailed in

Your

Data

Your

Score

Does your website have a secure member area where members can 

access their own data?

c)  If a member wants to register for the first time, does he/she have to 

wait for a password in the mail?

d)  Do you welcome the member by name on the home page of the 

secure member area?

e) Are users required to acknowledge a disclaimer every time they log in?
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Website

3. Survey questions used (continued) You Peer Avg

Q16

a)  Benefit calculator in non-secure area? No 55% Yes

b)  Benefit calculator in secure area not linked to member data? No 0% Yes

Yes 73% Yes

d)  Service credit purchase calculator? Yes 45% Yes

e)  Financial planning tool? No 18% Yes

e1)  Is the financial planning tool linked to member-specific data? n/a 50% Yes

f)  Register for counseling sessions? No 45% Yes

n/a 100% Yes

g)  Register for presentations? Yes 64% Yes

h)  Live chat? Yes 18% Yes

j)  Change address? Yes 73% Yes

k)  Change beneficiary? Yes 64% Yes

Yes 91% Yes

m)  Reset password? Yes 90% Yes

n)  Change banking information for direct deposit? Yes 64% Yes

o)  Change tax withholding amount? Yes 55% Yes

p)  Download or print duplicate tax receipts? [i.e., 1099s in the U.S.] Yes 73% Yes

q)  View pension payment details? [i.e., gross amounts, deductions] Yes 73% Yes

r) Submit a retirement application online? No 40% Yes

n/a 0% Final

n/a 41%

s)  View status of online retirement application? No 20% Yes

t)  Apply for a refund or transfer-out? No 27% Yes

No 55% Yes

v)  Download member statement? [i.e., Adobe format] Yes 82% Yes

w)  Upload documents (such as birth certificates)? No 45% Yes

x)  View pensionable earnings and/or service without downloading? Yes 82% Yes

x1)  Are both salary and service data available? Yes 89% Yes

x2)  Is online data up-to-date to the most recent pay period? Yes 100% Yes

x3)  Is a complete history from the beginning of employment available? Yes 56% Yes

u)  Secure mailbox or digital file including history of recent 

correspondence and member documents?

f1)  Does the member have real-time access to available dates and 

times?

r1)  Does the online application provide an estimate, final value or 

neither of the annuity payment the member will receive?

r2) Approximately what % of retirements initiated online require follow-

up documents or signatures to be mailed in?

l)  Change email address?

Indicate whether the following capabilities are offered on your website 

and provide volumes (if available):

c)  Benefit calculator in secure area linked to member's salary and service 

data?
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1. Scoring method

Newsletters
+ 25

9 times 25.0

+ 25
10 times 25.0

+ 2 if inactive members receive a newsletter at least annually 5 times 2.0

+ 32

32.0

Other communication
+ 13 if you issue a 'welcome' kit to new members Yes 13.0

+ 3 if you include a personalized letter Yes 3.0

Total Score 100.0

Your service score for news and targeted communication was 100 out of 100. 

This compares to a peer average of 69.

Your

Data

Your

Score

if active members receive a newsletter 2 or more times per year, 18 if 1 

time, 0 otherwise

if annuitants receive a newsletter 2 or more times per year, 18 if 1 time, 0 

otherwise

if you have different newsletters for 3 or more of the following segments: 

all members, actives, inactives, annuitants, age based, gender based, 

employer/ employment category, other; 18 if 2 segments; 0 otherwise

4 

segments

0
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100

News & Targeted Communication Service Score

You Peer Peer Avg

(Reflects 4.0% of Total Service Score)
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News and Targeted Communication

2. Rationale for the scoring method

3. Survey questions used

Q34

# #

a)  All members (active, inactive and annuitants)? Yes 5 36% Yes 4

b) Active and inactives members? No n/a 18% Yes 8

c) Active members and annuitants? Yes 2 27% Yes 3

d)  Active members only? Yes 2 27% Yes 2

e)  Inactive members only? No n/a 0% Yes n/a

f)  Annuitants only? Yes 3 36% Yes 5

g)  Age segments (i.e., under 35, 35-50, 50 plus)? No n/a 9% Yes 4

h)  Women only or men only? No n/a 0% Yes n/a

n/a n/a 0% Yes n/a

j)  Other? n/a n/a 22% Yes 18

Total segments 4 1.7

Q40

Yes 100% Yes

Yes 82% Yes

You Peer Avg

Indicate whether you sent newsletters or news magazines (in 

either electronic or paper format) last year to any of the 

following member segments, and if yes, the number of times 

it was sent. Only indicate 'yes' if the newsletter was 

customized for and only sent to members in the segment:

i)  Employer or employment category (i.e., a different 

newsletter for teachers vs. bus drivers)?

a) If yes, does it include a personalized letter addressing the 

new member by name?

Are new members issued a 'welcome' kit describing their 

benefits?

• Communicating more frequently by newsletter, personalized, and customized messages for different 

target audiences is higher service.

• Milestone events, such as joining the system, are good opportunities to communicate the value of 

the benefit.
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1. Scoring method

+ 20

5 12.0

+ 5 if paper member statements mailed directly to the member's home No 0.0

+ 5

Yes 5.0

+ 5

0 0.0

Content
+ 10 if summarizes service credit Yes 10.0
+ 10 if provides pensionable earnings Yes 10.0

+ 5 No 0.0

+ 10 if shows refund value if you left at the statement date Yes 10.0
+ 30 if shows estimate of future pension entitlement Yes 30.0

Total Score 77.0

Your

Data

Your

Score

if sent to inactive members annually or more frequently, otherwise 5 X  

times per year on average

if data is current to 1 month, otherwise 22 - 2 x number of months out of 

date

Your service score for member statements was 77 out of 100. This compares 

to a peer average of 73.

if provides a historical summary of salary and service credit earned each 

year

if email or other electronic notice to members that the statement is 

available in the secure member area

0
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Member Statements Service Score

You Peer Peer Avg

(Reflects 6.0% of Total Service Score)
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Member Statements

2. Rationale for the scoring method

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q36

a)  Directed through the employer? 0% 0%

b)  Mailed directly to members' homes? 0% 34%

100% 64%

Q37

5 2

Q38 Do your member statements for active members include:

a)  Total accumulated service credit? Yes 100% Yes

b)  Pensionable earnings? Yes 73% Yes

c)  A historical summary of salary and service credit earned each year? No 27% Yes

d)  The refund value if you left at the statement date? Yes 82% Yes

Yes 64% Yes

Q39

Never 1 Per Year

• Up-to-date, accurate member statements provide one of your best opportunities to communicate 

the value of the benefit to members.

• Showing an estimate of the future pension entitlement is more important than showing the refund 

value because the pension entitlement is potentially much more valuable.

• Sending member statements directly to active members' homes or via email or other electronic 

notice rather than through employers is higher service because the statements are less likely to get 

lost, and it is more confidential.

e)  An estimate of the future pension entitlement based on age scenario 

modeling or assuming the member continues to work until earliest 

possible retirement?

How frequently do you send member statements to inactive members? 

[i.e., never, annually, every 2 years, etc.]

On average, how current was an active member's data when their 

member statement was mailed to them?

Indicate the approximate percentage breakdown of how you send 

member statements to active members:

c)  Email or other electronic notice to members that the statement is 

available in the secure member area?

© 2022 CEM Benchmarking Inc. Service Levels 3-25



1. Scoring method

Timeliness

+ 100

0.0

Total Score 0.0

2. Rationale for the scoring method

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q41 Do you administer disability?

20 8

if you return a decision on a disability application in 1 month or less, 

otherwise 110 - 10 x number of months to reach a decision

Your service score for disability was 0 out of 100. This compares to a peer 

average of 47.

From a member perspective, faster is higher service.

a)  the date of the initial receipt to a decision?

Your

Data

Your

Score

If yes, how many months, on average, does it take to return a decision on 

a disability application from:

20 

months

0

20

40

60

80

100

Disability Service Score

You Peer Peer Avg

(Reflects 4.0% of Total Service Score)

You have a score of 0. One peer 
has a score of 0. 3 peers do not 
administer disability.
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1. Scoring method

Red Tape
+ 50

Some 25.0

+ 20

Yes 0.0

+ 10

Some 5.0

No Notarization Disability
+ 20

Some 10.0

Total Score 40.0

Extra red tape, like obtaining notarizations, creates work for members and may not provide additional 

protection for the system. For example, notarizations can be fraudulent. Many systems have decided 

that the potential risk reduction does not justify the inconvenience caused to members.

Your

Data

Your

Score

2. Rationale for the scoring method

if you do not require birth/marriage certificates before incepting a 

pension, 0 if you do require birth/marriage certificates before incepting a 

pension

if you do not require notarization for refund applications, 5 if you require 

notarization of only some refund applications, 0 if you require 

notarization for all refund applications

if you do not require notarization of retirement applications, 25 if you 

require notarization of only some retirement applications, 0 if you require 

notarization for all retirement applications

if you do not require notarization of disability applications, 10 if you 

require notarization of only some disability applications, 0 if you require 

notarization for all disability applications

Your service score for red tape was 40 out of 100. This compares to a peer 

average of 62.

0
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40
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80

100

Red Tape Service Score

You Peer Peer Avg

(Reflects 4.0% of Total Service Score)

One peer has a score of 0.
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Red Tape

3. Survey questions used You Peer Avg

Q42 Do you require notarization of all/some/none:

a)  Normal or early retirement applications? Some 10% All

b)  Refund applications? Some 9% All

c)  Disability applications? Some 13% All

Q43 Yes 73% YesDo you require a birth or marriage certificate before incepting a pension?
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Your

Weight¹ Score

a. Member satisfaction, Net Promoter Score (NPS) or Engagement (If applicable)

a1. Active members 5.0% Yes 100.0

a2. Annuitants 5.0% Yes 100.0

b. Single-channel touchpoints

b1. 1-on-1 counseling 7.0% Yes 55.0

b2. Member presentations 7.0% Yes 70.0

b3. Member telephone calls 16.0% Yes 75.0

b4. Website - secure member area 16.0% Yes 70.0

b5. Website - public area 8.0% Yes 70.0

c. Member Journeys

c6. Disability 5.0% n/a 0.0

c7. Retirement 21.0% n/a 0.0

c#. Other member journeys 10.0% Yes 42.5

Weighted Total 100.0% 51.8

Your service score for customer experience surveying was 52 out of 100. This compares to a peer average of 35.

Your service score for customer experience surveying is the weighted total of the components shown in the table 

below. The methodology and data used to determine your scores for each of these components is described in detail 

on the following pages.

Do you 

survey?

1 Other systems may have slightly different activity weights than you. Their weights are reflective 

of the activities that they do.

# - 1. Divorce, 2. Death, 3. Starts a new job, 4. Exits a job, 5. Marries or has children, 8. Takes a 

leave of absence

Customer Experience Surveying

0
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80

100

Customer Experience Surveying Service Score

You Peer Peer Avg

5.0% of the total service score

3 peers have a score of 0.
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Customer Experience Surveying - Satisfaction, NPS, Engagement

1.  Scoring method for member satisfaction, NPS or engagement Your

Data

Your

Score

a1. Active members

+ 100 If you survey satisfaction, NPS or engagement of active members.

Yes

Yes 100

a2. Annuitants

+ 100 If you survey satisfaction, NPS or engagement of annuitants. Yes 100

A number of plans have told CEM that measuring and managing the customer experience has become a key strategic 

priority for them. These plans have adopted a more data-driven, customer-centric service delivery model. Extensive 

feedback is collected from members and employers so the customer experience can be tailored to the customer's 

wants and needs.

Plans don't just measure member satisfaction. Plans also survey other aspects of the customer experience. Commonly 

surveyed metrics are a Net Promoter Score (NPS), customer effort and engagement.
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Customer Experience Surveying - Single Channel Touchpoint

1.  Scoring method for single-channel touchpoints Your

Data

Your

Score

b1. 1-on-1 counseling

+ 50 if you survey satisfaction or NPS exclusively for 1-on-1 counseling. Yes 50.0

+ 20

3 Days 0.0

+ 15 if you can summarize results by service representative. No 0.0

+ 10 if you can summarize results by topic covered. No 0.0

+ 5 if you survey how easy it was for the member to accomplish what they wanted. Yes 5.0

Total 55.0

b2. Member presentations

+ 55 if you survey satisfaction or NPS exclusively for member presentations. Yes 55.0

+ 30

+ 10 if you can summarize results by service representative. Yes 10.0

+ 5 if you survey how easy it was for the member to accomplish what they wanted. Yes 5.0

Total 70.0

b3. Member telephone calls

+ 35 if you survey satisfaction or NPS exclusively for member telephone calls. Yes 35.0

+ 25

3 Days 0.0

+ 20 if you survey how easy it was for the member to accomplish what they wanted. Yes 20.0

+ 10 if you can summarize results by service representative. Yes 10.0

+ 10 if you can summarize results by topic covered. Yes 10.0

Total 75.0

b4. Website - secure member area

+ 20 if you survey satisfaction or NPS exclusively for website - secure member area. Yes 20.0

+ 35 if you survey how easy it was for the member to accomplish what they wanted. Yes 35.0

+ 30 if you can summarize results by topic(s) browsed. No 0.0

+ 15

1 Day 15.0

Total 70.0

b5. Website - public area

+ 20 if you survey satisfaction or NPS exclusively for website - public area. Yes 20.0

+ 35 if you survey how easy it was for the member to accomplish what they wanted. Yes 35.0

+ 30 if you can summarize results by topic(s) browsed. No 0.0

+ 15

1 Day 15.0

Total 70.0

if the greatest length of time between the survey and the 1-on-1 counseling 

session is 1 day.

if the greatest length of time between the survey and the member presentations 

session is 1 day. 2 Days 0.0

if the greatest length of time between the survey and the member telephone calls 

session is 1 day.

if the greatest length of time between the survey and the website - secure 

member area session is 1 day.

if the greatest length of time between the survey and the website - public area 

session is 1 day.
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Customer Experience Surveying - Member Journey

1.  Scoring method for member journeys Your

Data

Your

Score

c6. Disability

+ 40 if you survey member satisfaction or NPS exclusively for the disability process. n/a 0.0

+ 35 if you survey whether the disability process was easy. n/a 0.0

+ 25

n/a 0.0

Total 0.0

c7. Planning for retirement

+ 40

n/a 0.0

+ 35 if you survey whether the planning for retirement process was easy. n/a 0.0

n/a 0.0

Total 0.0

c#. Other member journeys

+ 40

All 40.0

+ 40

None 0.0

+ 5

Satisfaction

/NPS 

2.5

+ 5

None 0.0

+ 5

None 0.0

+ 5

None 0.0

Total 42.5

Planning for loved ones: If you survey satisfaction/NPS and effort, 50% of the 

score if you survey only satisfaction/NPS, or only effort

A member journey reflects a life event that may result in a single or multiple interaction with the pension plan. For 

example, the retirement process can result in multiple interactions: A retiring member may visit the website, attend 

presentations or counseling sessions, request a written estimate and call the pension plan. A survey focused 

exclusively on the retirement journey asks how members rate the retirement process as a whole.

if the greatest length of time between the survey and the end of the disability 

process is 30 days or less.

+ 25 if the greatest length of time between the survey and the end of the planning for 

retirement process is 30 days or less.

Divorce and separation: If you survey satisfaction/NPS and effort, 50% of the 

score if you survey only satisfaction/NPS, or only effort

if you survey member satisfaction or NPS exclusively for the planning for 

retirement process.

New to the pension plan: If you survey satisfaction/NPS and effort, 50% of the 

score if you survey only satisfaction/NPS, or only effort

Leaving the pension plan: If you survey satisfaction/NPS and effort, 50% of the 

score if you survey only satisfaction/NPS, or only effort

Retired life: If you survey satisfaction/NPS and effort, 50% of the score if you 

survey only satisfaction/NPS, or only effort

Takes a leave of absence: If you survey satisfaction/NPS and effort, 50% of the 

score if you survey only satisfaction/NPS, or only effort
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Customer Experience Surveying

•       

•        

•        

•        

Occurs shortly after the transaction or journey is completed. Immediately after a transaction is optimal for 

getting the member's impression of the service agent. Any longer and research shows that the member 

starts to confuse service received from the agent with other interactions that occur in the members daily 

life (e.g., with airlines, banks, retailers, family, etc.). A day or more after a call or the completion of a 

journey is better for determining whether the member accomplished what they intended, and/or were 

happy with the entire process. 

2. Rationale for the scoring method

Best practice surveying:

Focuses on a single customer journey, such as the retirement process, or a single service transaction, such 

as calls.

Surveying about activities such as calls, 1-on-1 counseling and presentations can be summarized by the 

person that provided the service, and the purpose of the call or visit.

Is performed on a frequent random-sample basis and results are communicated widely.
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Customer Experience Surveying

3. Survey questions used

Your Responses

a. Member satisfaction or experience

a1. Active members Yes

a2. Annuitants Yes

b. Single-channel touchpoints

b1. 1-on-1 counseling Yes Yes 3 No No

b2. Member presentations Yes Yes 2 Yes

b3. Member telephone calls Yes Yes 3 Yes Yes

b4. Website - secure member area Yes Yes 1 No

b5. Website - public area Yes Yes 1 No

c. Member Journeys

c6. Disability n/a n/a n/a

c7. Retirement n/a n/a n/a

c#. Other member journeys

c1. New Job Yes No 0

c2. Exit Job n/a n/a n/a

c3. Leave of Absence n/a n/a n/a

c4. Married n/a n/a n/a

c5. Divorce Yes Yes 3

c8. Death n/a n/a

Peer Responses

a. Member satisfaction or experience

a1. Active members 70% Yes

a2. Annuitants 70% Yes

b. Single-channel touchpoints

b1. 1-on-1 counseling 88% Yes 100% Yes 4 67% Yes 60% Yes

b2. Member presentations 100% Yes 100% Yes 3 100% Yes

b3. Member telephone calls 63% Yes 80% Yes 14 100% Yes 100% Yes

b4. Website - secure member area 57% Yes 80% Yes 16 67% Yes

b5. Website - public area 40% Yes 50% Yes 1 0% Yes

c. Member Journeys

c6. Disability 75% Yes 67% Yes 49

c7. Retirement 100% Yes 100% Yes 27

c#. Other member journeys

c1. New Job 33% Yes 0% Yes 0

c2. Exit Job 80% Yes 75% Yes 55

c3. Leave of Absence 0% Yes 0% Yes n/a

c4. Married 33% Yes 50% Yes 30

c5. Divorce 50% Yes 67% Yes 17

c8. Death 33% Yes 50% Yes 0

Q120

Did you survey 

satisfaction, NPS 

or engagement for 

this activity in your 

most recently 

ended fiscal year?

If yes, for each activity surveyed:

Did you survey 

member effort?

What was the 

longest 

possible time in 

days between 

the activity or 

journey and 

the survey?

Can you break 

down the 

survey results 

by service 

agent?

Can you break 

down the 

survey results 

by topic 

covered?
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4
Cost Analysis

This section:

  •

  •

  •

Compares your total costs per member.

Shows how differences in FTE, salaries, professional fees and building costs impact your costs.

Compares other factors that impact costs such as workloads, productivity, economies of 

scale, cost environment, and major projects.
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Cost Category You

Peer

Average You

Peer

Average

Salaries and benefits 14,869 39,728 75% 60%

Professional fees (actuarial, legal, audit, consulting, 

outsourced IT, etc) 1,517 7,696 8% 15%

Building expenses (rent, depreciation, leasehold 

amortization, utilities, facility services) 1,475 4,832 7% 7%

Cross charges paid to sister organizations 528 70 3% 1%

Amortization and depreciation (non-building) 672 1,485 3% 3%

Other administrative expenses 650 6,178 3% 14%

total administration cost (A) $19,711 $59,988 100% 100%

active members and annuitants (B) 26,350 256,523

$ per active member and annuitant (A X 1000/B) $748.05 $310.95

In $000s as a % of total

Your total pension administration cost per the survey was $19.7 million, or 

$748 per active member and annuitant.

All foreign currency amounts have been converted to USD using Purchasing Power Parity figures as per the OECD 

(see Appendix B). The benefit of using the same exchange rate for prior years is that changes in costs reflect 

fluctuations in your peers' costs and not fluctuations in foreign exchange.
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Cost Trends

1. Trend analysis is based on systems that have provided 4 consecutive years of data (4 of your 8 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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Your pension administration cost was $748 per active member and 

annuitant. This was $437 above the peer average of $311.

Inactive members are excluded from the total membership because they are much less costly to administer than 

either active members or annuitants. Inactive members are also excluded from the denominator when 

determining total cost per member.
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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.

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 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.
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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 to sister organizations $20 $2 707%

• Other administration expenses $25 $32 -23%

$128 $92 39% $36

Total $437

Adjustment for your scale disadvantage -$162

Total after adjusting for economy of scale differences $275

Comparison

You

Peer

average

More/ 

Less

$s per 

member

FTE per 10,000 members

Cost per FTE

$s per member
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Using more FTE increases your cost relative to the peer average by an estimated $314.61 per member.

• 

• 

Refer to section 5 Transaction Volumes for more insight into workloads.

Productivity: your weighted-transaction score per FTE was 14,775, which is 54% lower than the peer average. 

Differences in productivity are caused by differences in staff capabilities, IT capability, service levels, 

economies of scale, organizational processes, complexity, projects and outsourcing (i.e., using consultants 

instead of internal staff will increase productivity per internal FTE).

You used 163% more FTE to serve your members in comparison to the peer 

average.

Key reasons for differences in FTE per member include differences in workloads and differences in productivity.

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. 
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Graphical comparisons - Where do you pay more/less?
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Differences in costs can also be attributed to 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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Your cost environment was 14% higher than the peer average.

 

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), United States Department of Labor

The more expensive the location you are in, the higher your costs. The highest cost environment in your peer 

group was 30% higher cost than the lowest cost environment.

The cost environment measure is based on Bureau of Labor Statistics data for state and local government public 

administration wages within a given geographical area. It is normalized by dividing it by the national average. 
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Differences in investment in major projects can have a very large impact on relative cost performance.

You spent 5% of your total administration cost on major projects. This was 

above the peer average of 2%.
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Calculation of your pension administration cost as a percentage of total assets

Total pension administration cost in $000s (A) $19,711

Total assets in $ millions at the end of the fiscal year (B) $30,751.0

Pension administration cost as a % of total assets in bps (A/B X 10) 6.4 bps
1 basis point (bps) equals 0.01%.

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

cost of 6.4 bps was below the peer average of 9.3 bps.

The above calculation uses your net pension administration cost. These exclude any healthcare or investment 

management related costs. If healthcare and investment management related costs are included in this 

calculation, your cost was 7.6 bps compared to a peer average of 12.8.
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5
Transaction Volumes

•

•

• Comparisons of online transaction volumes.

The calculation of your weighted transaction volume score per member. It shows 

whether your transaction volumes are more or less costly in aggregate. 

This section contains:

Comparisons of the most important pension administration transaction volumes. 

Transactions are a major driver of costs. It is higher cost to have higher transaction 

volumes per member.
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Differences in volume per member reflect differences in:

• Activities that you administer. For example, some plans do not administer disability.

• Services provided. For example, some plans do not offer counseling.

• Online self-service. For example, self-service can reduce call volumes.

• Membership mix. Active members cause more transaction volumes than annuitants.

• Member demographics. Some member types demand more services than others.

Your weighted transaction volume was 47% higher than the peer average.

The weighted transaction volume shows whether your transaction volumes are more or less costly in aggregate. 
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Activity

Activity volume

description

Your 

Volume

(A)

Weight = 

World PABS 

Cost per Unit

(B)

Weighted 

Volume

(A x B)

1. Member Transactions

A. Pension Payments annuitants 13,527 8 114,407

B. Pension Inceptions service & survivor inceptions 817 117 95,280

C. Withdrawals withdrawals 89 107 9,495

D. Purchases purchases 524 225 117,674

E.  Disability disability applications 35 1,124 39,342

2. Member Communication

A. Member Calls calls & emails 82,350 8 667,900

B. Mail Room incoming letters 6,124 5 28,620

C. Pension Estimates written estimates 266 41 10,783

D. 1-on-1 Counseling counseling sessions 2,594 68 177,380

E. Member Presentations presentations 66 1,284 84,719

F. Mass Communication active members 12,823 3 36,233

3. Collections and Data Maintenance

A. Employer data & money active members 12,823 6 70,587

B. Non-employer data annuitants, inactives 13,586 1 10,264

Total 1,462,684

Total per active member and annuitant 56

For some activities, we have used members as a proxy for the activity's transactions. For example, active members is 

used as a proxy for the transactions of employer data and money. The implicit assumption is that data maintenance 

transactions (such as new hires, leaves, exits, changes in family status, address changes, etc) will occur at similar 

ratios of members for all schemes.

Your weighted transaction volume equals the cost weighted average of 13 key 

activity volumes.

Calculation of your Weighted Transaction Volume per Member

The weights used are the in-house peer median cost per transaction for all participants in CEM's global pension 

administration benchmarking service. These weights enable us to normalize for the substantial differences in time 

and effort expended on each type of task. For example, the work effort in responding to a disability application is 

much higher than answering a telephone call.  
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Where are you doing more/fewer transactions than your peers?

Cost- 

impact

Activity

Activity volume

description

Your 

Volume You

Peer 

Avg

More/

-less

You vs. 

Peers

1. Member Transactions

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

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

C. Withdrawals withdrawals 89 3.4 9.8 -66% decreasing

D. Purchases purchases 524 19.9 11.6 72% increasing

E.  Disability disability applications 35 1.3 1.7 -20% decreasing

2. Member Communication

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

B. Mail Room incoming letters 6,124 232.4 423.4 -45% decreasing

C. Pension Estimates written estimates 266 10.1 58.8 -83% decreasing

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

E. Presentations presentations 66 2.5 1.1 132% increasing

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

3. Collections and Data Maintenance

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

B. Non-employer data annuitants, inactives 13,586 515.6 548.6 -6% decreasing

Weighted Total 55.5 37.7 47% increasing

Volume per 1,000 active 

members and annuitants

Where are you doing more/fewer transactions than your peers?

All volumes in the above table are compared on a 'per 1,000 active members and annuitants', even if both 

member groups do not always cause the volume. This is because active members & annuitants is the divisor used 

to determine cost per member. Therefore, if you want to know how volumes impact your relative cost 

performance, they need to be compared on the same basis.
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Membership mix impacts transaction volumes

Active members cause more transactions than 

annuitants. For your system, active members 

represented 49% of the divisor used to determine 

cost per member (i.e., active members and 

annuitants). This was less than the peer average of 

57%. Having less active members decreases your 

relative volumes and costs.

Inactive members cause the fewest transactions. 

Therefore they are excluded from membership 

volumes when determining cost per member. But 

they still cause some transactions (i.e., withdrawals, 

service retirements, calls). So having fewer inactive 

members decreases your relative volumes and costs. 

Your system had fewer. Inactive members 

represented 0% of the divisor used to determine 

cost per member (i.e., active members and 

annuitants) which was fewer than the peer average 

of 12%.
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Member transactions - Where are you doing more/less?

Transaction volumes below, and on the following two pages, are compared versus the member group subsets that 

are most likely to cause the volumes.

0
100 You Peer Peer Avg

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50
Service retirements

per 1000 active & inactive members

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80
Withdrawals

per 1000 active & inactive members

One system has a 
volume of 0.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
Disability applications

per 1000 active members

3 systems have a 
volume of 0.

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80
Purchases

per 1000 active members

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40
Inceptions to survivors

per 1000 annuitants

One system has a 
volume of 0.

© 2022 CEM Benchmarking Inc. Transaction Volumes 5-6



Communication transactions - Where are you doing more/less?
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Shown below are secondary drivers of collections and data cost.

Collections and data transactions - Where are you doing more/less?

The key driver of collection and data transactions and costs is active members which in turn cause data 

transactions such as service accruals, divorce, leaves of absence, exits, withdrawals, inceptions, deaths, 

beneficiaries and new members. Annuitants and inactive members cause far fewer data transactions. So if you 

have a higher ratio of actives relative to annuitants, this will increase your relative cost per member.
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Service retirements are not the only driver of counseling sessions. 

Systems that administer healthcare often counsel retirees on 

healthcare choices.

Interesting ratios
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Online Transactions

# peers

Peer able to

Online Tool You You Average provide

Benefit Calculators

In non-secure area No 55% Yes n/a 382 4

In secure area not linked to member's data No 0% Yes n/a n/a 0

In secure area linked to member's salary and service data Yes 73% Yes 827 1,416 5

Service credit purchase calculator Yes 45% Yes 62 43 3

Register for counseling sessions No 45% Yes n/a 20 4

Real-time access to available dates and times n/a 100% Yes

Register for presentations Yes 64% Yes Unknown 54 5

Live chat Yes 18% Yes

Change address Yes 73% Yes 44 71 6

Change beneficiary Yes 64% Yes Unknown 78 5

Change email address Yes 91% Yes 97 48 6

Reset password Yes 90% Yes 217 181 6

Tools for annuitants

Change banking information for direct deposit Yes 64% Yes 5 26 5

Change tax withholding amount Yes 55% Yes 20 41 5

Download duplicate tax receipts Yes 73% Yes Unknown 271 4

View annuity payment details Yes 73% Yes 582 1,033 5

Submit a retirement application No 40% Yes n/a 14 3

View status of retirement application No 20% Yes n/a 107 2

Apply for a refund or transfer-out No 27% Yes n/a 4 2

Secure mailbox or digital file of recent correspondence and 

member documents No 55% Yes n/a 193 3

Download member statement (i.e., Adobe format) Yes 82% Yes Unknown 368 4

Upload documents No 45% Yes n/a 64 3

View pensionable earnings and/or service without downloading Yes 82% Yes Unknown 1,475 4

If yes:

Both salary and service data is available Yes 89% Yes

Online data is up-to-date to the most recent pay period Yes 100% Yes

Yes 56% Yes

A complete annual history from the beginning of 

employment is available

Do you offer?

Peers

If offered: Volume per 1,000 

active members and annuitants
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DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS 
701 East Third 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.9 
 
FROM:  RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, GENERAL MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: BOARD INVESTMENT POLICIES – DRAFT ENFORCEMENT ACTION AND 

LITIGATION REPORTING POLICY AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board: 

1. Review the attached draft Enforcement Action and Litigation Reporting Policy; and either, 
2. Approve the draft Enforcement Action and Litigation Reporting Policy for incorporation into the 

Board Investment Policies; or 
3. Provide direction to Staff on the Board’s desired revisions to the policy and direct Staff to bring 

a revised draft back to the Board at a future meeting. 
 

DISCUSSION 

During the Board meeting on September 15, 2021, then-Commissioner Vega requested that Staff 
work with the City Attorney to create a policy for the disclosure and reporting of, and potential 
consequences for, an investment contractor that is the subject of a Securities Exchange Commission 
(“SEC”), Department of Justice, or other government enforcement action. Historically, and in the 
absence of a formal Board policy governing this issue, investment managers have reported 
government enforcement actions to investment staff on a case-by-case basis or when required in 
specific circumstances by contract.  Staff was then responsible for reporting these actions to the 
Board at their discretion. 

The proposed Policy, a draft of which is attached, seeks to standardize this process to ensure the 
Board receives timely reports of investment manager (or Investment Consultant) conduct where the 
information would be material to the Board in its role as investor, where it could lead to media inquiries, 
or upon the request of one or more Commissioners. The draft policy balances keeping the Board 
informed about the professionals who manage the Plan’s investments with the need to conserve the 
Board’s time by screening out irrelevant information or minor incidents. 
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Purpose of the Draft Policy 

The purpose of the Draft Enforcement Action and Litigation Policy (“Policy”) is to ensure that the 
Board is timely advised of material government enforcement actions, non-routine regulatory 
proceedings, disciplinary actions, and litigation involving the investment managers and Consultants 
(collectively, “investment contractors”) contracted with the Board so that the Board can make prudent 
decisions regarding the involved investment contractors. The need for the Policy arose because the 
current reporting requirements in the Board Investment Policies are general in nature, leaving both 
investment contractors and investment staff without clear guidance on when, how, and what types of 
investment contractor conduct should be reported to the Plan and, where appropriate, the Board.  

Upon the Board’s approval, the Policy would be incorporated into the Board Investment Policies and 
into all future Board investment contracts that incorporate the Board’s Investment Policies. The Policy 
would put in place a standardized process by which reports of certain investment contractor conduct 
are collected, evaluated, and, where appropriate, confidentially reported to the Board.  

 

Materiality Under the Policy 

The defining criteria for which government enforcement actions, regulatory proceedings, disciplinary 
actions, and litigation to elevate to the Board is “materiality.” Under the Policy, information is material 
if a reasonable investor (i.e., the Board), would consider the information important in evaluating its 
investment professionals. Factors affecting materiality include:  

(1) the proximity of the person(s) involved to the investment contractor’s advisory function and 
the services provided to LAFPP;  

(2) the nature of the conduct and/or infraction that led to the enforcement action and/or 
litigation;  

(3) the severity of resulting sanctions or damages, if any; and  

(4) the likelihood that the conduct has caused harm to LAFPP, or could cause such harm if 
repeated. 

For example, a routine SEC examination of a manager with no allegations of wrongdoing would not 
be material.  However, an SEC settlement agreement with an investment manager in which the 
manager agreed to pay a $1 million fine and admitted to false or misleading performance reporting to 
clients would be material. 

Process for Collecting, Evaluating, and Elevating Investment Contractor Reports to the Board 

The reporting process under the draft Policy would proceed as follows: First, the Chief Investment 
Officer and investment staff members collect and review reports of government enforcement actions, 
non-routine regulatory proceedings, disciplinary actions, and/or litigation involving investment 
contractors contracted with the Board. These reports could come from the investment contractors 
themselves in the form of contractually required or voluntary disclosures, or required regulatory 
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reports and forms; from the Investment Consultant; from publicly reported information; or from third 
parties.  

Second, the Chief Investment Officer evaluates the reports to see if they contain certain attributes 
indicating materiality and, therefore, need to be elevated to the General Manager. These attributes 
range from the seriousness of the allegations (e.g., the investment contractor was charged with, 
convicted of, or pleaded guilty to a felony), to the type of allegations (e.g., fraud, false statements or 
omissions, theft, embezzlement, wrongful taking of property, bribery, perjury, forgery, counterfeiting, 
or extortion), to the financial severity of the allegations (e.g., a litigation or arbitration claim alleging 
damages in excess of $100,000 where the underlying causes of action indicate client-facing 
misconduct or fraud). Under the Policy, the City Attorney assists the Chief Investment Officer with this 
evaluation process. If the investment contractor’s conduct contains any of the attributes indicated in 
the Policy, the Chief Investment Officer will elevate the reports to the General Manager. 

Third, upon receipt of such reports of investment contractor conduct, the General Manager will 
evaluate them for possible reporting to the Board. The General Manager will elevate reports to the 
Board where the investment contractor’s conduct is material under the Policy and/or where the 
conduct creates a reputational risk to the Board or Plan through their association with the investment 
contractor, where the conduct is substantially likely to result in media inquiries, or upon the request 
of one or more Commissioners. As part of the evaluation process, the General Manager will confer 
with the City Attorney and specialized outside counsel, as appropriate.  

Fourth, once the General Manager determines that the Policy requires reporting investment contractor 
conduct to the Board, they—or their designee—will send separate emails to each Commissioner 
briefly summarizing the conduct and the Plan’s contractual relationship with the contractor. The 
reason for this step is that the information provided to the Board may need to be kept confidential. 
However, under the Brown Act, there is generally no legal basis to agendize a Board discussion of 
the report in closed session, with limited exceptions, such as pending or anticipated litigation involving 
LAFPP.  

Fifth, if the General Manager concludes that it would be in the best interest of the Plan for the Board 
to discuss the report of investment contractor conduct—including as required to seek the Board’s 
consideration and approval of recommended actions in response to the report—at a public meeting, 
or in closed session if that option is available under the Brown Act, the General Manager will confer 
with the Board President to schedule the item at an upcoming Board meeting. The City Attorney will 
provide confidential attorney-client privileged written advice to the Board in connection with the 
General Manager’s report on the item upon the request of the General Manager. When appropriate, 
specialized outside counsel will assist with this advice.  

Finally, the draft Policy ensures that Commissioners and Staff members do not respond to media 
inquiries regarding investment contractor conduct, consistent with Sections 7.2 and 9.8 of the Board 
Governance Policy. This minimizes the risk of liability for the Plan on account of unauthorized 
responses to media inquiries.  

The City Attorney will be present at today’s meeting to discuss the draft Policy with the Board along 
with Staff, and answer any questions.  
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Staff recommends that the Board review the attached draft Policy and either approve it as-is or provide 
Staff with input on any changes to the Policy. Staff will then incorporate any changes to the Policy 
and return to the Board for final Policy approval.  

 

BUDGET 

No budget impact is associated with this report.  

 

POLICY  

Upon approval, the draft Enforcement Action and Litigation Reporting Policy will be added as a new 
Section 17.0 to the Board Investment Policies. 

 

CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION  

There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 

 

This report was prepared by:  
 
Kristy Nguyen, Investment Officer III 
Investments Division  
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17.0 – ENFORCEMENT ACTION AND LITIGATION REPORTING POLICY 

PURPOSE 

17.1 This policy ensures the Board is timely advised of material government 
enforcement actions, non-routine regulatory proceedings, disciplinary actions, and 
litigation involving investment managers and consultants (together referred to in 
this Policy as “investment contractors”) contracted with the Board so that the Board 
can make prudent decisions regarding the involved investment contractors. The 
purpose of this policy is to establish guidelines, roles and responsibilities, and 
procedures for when and how such information should be reported to the Board. 

 This Policy shall be incorporated into all investment contracts with the Board that 
incorporate the Board Investment Policies, and is intended to clarify reporting 
duties to strengthen and supplement existing contractual obligations requiring 
reporting by the investment contractor to the Board.  

 

MATERIALITY 

17.2 Information shall be deemed “material” under this Policy (Sections 17.4 and 17.5) 
when there is a substantial likelihood that a reasonable investor (here, the Board) 
would have considered the information important in evaluating the investment 
contractor’s advisory business or the integrity of its asset management operations, 
or other factors that might be relevant to the investor’s contracting decisions. 
Factors that may be considered when evaluating materiality include: (1) the 
proximity of the person(s) involved to the investment contractor’s advisory function 
and the services provided to LAFPP; (2) the nature of the conduct and/or infraction 
that led to the enforcement action and/or litigation; (3) the severity of resulting 
sanctions or damages, if any; and (4) the likelihood that the conduct has caused 
harm to LAFPP, or could cause such harm if repeated. 

The General Manager shall be responsible for making materiality determinations 
under this Policy Section 17, in consultation with the City Attorney’s Public 
Pensions General Counsel Division (City Attorney). Examinations by the below-
listed regulatory agencies, which are not prompted by specific allegations of 
wrongdoing and which have not resulted in evidence of material wrongdoing, will 
generally not be considered material for purposes of this Policy. 
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CHIEF INVESTMENT OFFICER COLLECTION AND REVIEW OF REPORTS 
REGARDING INVESTMENT MANAGER AND CONSULTANT CONDUCT 

17.3 For all investment contractors contracted with the Board, the Chief Investment 
Officer and their designated investment staff member(s) shall collect and review 
reports and publicly reported information regarding: 

A. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) enforcement actions; 

B.  Department of Justice enforcement actions; 

C.  State attorney general enforcement actions; 

D.  Other federal, state, or foreign agency enforcement actions; 

E.  Other financial industry disciplinary proceedings, including but not limited to 
FINRA and other self-regulatory non-governmental entities; 

F.  Criminal prosecution or investigation; or 

G.  Civil litigation or arbitration. 

Such reports may consist of contractually-required investment contractor 
notifications, voluntary investment contractor notifications, required regulatory 
reports and forms submitted by investment contractors, investment consultant 
notifications, publicly reported information, and/or any other sources that provide 
such reports. Where investment contractor notifications are required by contract, 
investment contractors shall notify the Chief Investment Officer and/or their 
designated investment staff member(s) within three (3) days of the investment 
contractor having notice of such information, unless otherwise required by law. 

 

ELEVATION OF REPORTS FROM THE CHIEF INVESTMENT OFFICER TO THE 
GENERAL MANAGER  

 

17.4 The Chief Investment Officer shall evaluate the reports described in Section 17.3 
for possible elevation to the General Manager. The Chief Investment Officer shall 
elevate reports to the General Manager when they contain any of the following 
attributes: 

A. An investment contractor or a principal or employee thereof was charged 
with, convicted of, or pleaded guilty to a felony; 

B.  An investment contractor or a principal or employee thereof was charged 
with, convicted of, or plead guilty to a misdemeanor involving: investments 
or an investment-related business, or any fraud, false statements or 
omissions, theft, embezzlement, wrongful taking of property, bribery, 
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perjury, forgery, counterfeiting, extortion, or a conspiracy to commit any of 
these offenses; 

C.  An investment contractor or a principal or employee thereof was charged 
with, or found to have been involved, in a violation of an investment-related 
statute, regulation, or rule; 

D.  An investment contractor or a principal or employee thereof was the cause 
of an investment-related business having its authorization to do business 
denied, suspended, revoked, or restricted; 

E. A self-regulatory organization or commodities exchange: suspended or 
expelled from membership a principal of an investment contractor or an 
employee in a managerial position thereof; denied, suspended, revoked or 
restricted their authorization to do business; barred or suspended them from 
association with other self-regulatory organization or commodities 
exchange members; or otherwise restricted their activities; 

F.  The SEC, Commodity Futures Trading Commission, other federal 
regulatory agency, state regulatory agency, any foreign financial regulatory 
authority, self-regulatory organization, or commodities exchange charged 
or found that an investment contractor or a principal or employee thereof 
made a material false statement or omission, or was dishonest, unfair, or 
unethical or in material violation of the contractor’s fiduciary or contractual 
duties to its clients;  

G.  The investment contractor provided the report as a contractually-required 
notification to the Board of any regulatory proceeding or material litigation 
relating to the investment contractor’s business to which the investment 
contractor or any of its owners, principals or employees is a named party; 
or 

I.  An investment contractor or a principal or employee thereof was the subject 
of a civil self-regulatory, or administrative proceeding, or a litigation or 
arbitration claim alleging damages in excess of $100,000, involving any of 
the following: 

 1. Any investment or an investment-related business or activity;  

 2.  Fraud, material false statement or omission;  

 3.  Theft, embezzlement, or other wrongful taking of property;  

 4.  Bribery, perjury, forgery, counterfeiting, or extortion;  

 5.  Dishonest, unfair, or unethical practices, or  

 6. Breach of fiduciary duty. 

ATTACHMENT



Enforcement Action and Litigation Reporting Policy 

 

4854-6303-8245.1              4 
 

The Chief Investment Officer shall confer with the City Attorney for assistance in 
determining whether reports should be elevated to the General Manager pursuant 
to Section 17.4. 

 

GENERAL MANAGER EVALUATION AND REPORTING TO THE BOARD 

17.5 Upon receipt of reports described in Section 17.4, the General Manager shall 
evaluate them for possible reporting to the Board. The General Manager will report 
investment contractor conduct to the Board when such conduct is deemed to be 
material under this Policy, and/or because: 

A.  The General Manager believes that the conduct creates reputational risk to 
the Board and/or the Plan through their association with the investment 
contractor; 

B. There is a substantial likelihood that the conduct may lead to media inquiries 
or other publicity, such that the Board should have in place a coordinated 
plan to respond to such inquiries, and/or the General Manager deems it 
prudent to inform the Board prior to such publicity to ensure the Board 
receives accurate and complete information; 

or 

C.  Upon request of one or more Commissioners. 

As part of the evaluation process, the General Manager shall confer with the City 
Attorney and specialized outside counsel, as appropriate, and may seek additional 
information from the Chief Investment Officer.  

 

17.6 When the General Manager determines that investment contractor conduct is 
required to be reported to the Board pursuant to Section 17.5, the General 
Manager or their designee, through the Commission Executive Assistant, shall 
send  separate emails to each Commissioner briefly summarizing the conduct and 
the contractual relationship between the investment contractor and the Plan. Such 
emails shall refer any follow up questions to the General Manager or the Managing 
Assistant City Attorney, Public Pensions General Counsel Division. 

 

17.7 If the General Manager concludes that, in addition to the emails briefing 
Commissioners described in Section 17.6 of this Policy, Board discussion at a 
public meeting would be in the best interest of the Plan, or is required to seek the 
Board’s consideration and approval of recommended action(s), the General 
Manager shall confer with the Board President to schedule the item on the agenda 
for Board consideration and possible action at an upcoming Board meeting. Upon 
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the request of the General Manager, the City Attorney, with the assistance of 
specialized outside counsel, as appropriate, shall provide confidential attorney-
client privileged written advice to the Board in connection with the General 
Manager’s report to the Board on the item, including legal advice on the 
recommended Board action(s) to be taken by the Plan, if any.  

 

17.8 Commissioners and staff members shall not respond to media inquiries regarding 
investment contractor conduct. Pursuant to Sections 7.2 and 9.8 of the Board 
Governance Policy, the President and General Manager will confer to determine 
who shall act as spokesperson for the System should the need arise, with the 
President having the authority to make the final determination.  

 If necessary, the President shall review and approve any final press release 
 regarding investment contractor conduct for dissemination and publication.  
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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.10 
 
FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, GENERAL MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: STATUS REPORT ON OUTSTANDING INTERNAL AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 

AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Board review, receive, and file the Status Report on Outstanding Internal Audit 
Recommendations. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
As required by Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards and the International Standards 
for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing, Internal Audit Section (IAS) monitors the 
disposition of audit recommendations made to management. Monitoring is accomplished by: 
 

1. Internal Audit independently assessing the implementation status of prior recommendations 
at the outset of a current audit covering the same audit area; or,  

2. Management reporting its efforts to implement recommendations, which is reviewed by 
Internal Audit for reasonableness. 

 
IAS provides the Board with a status on outstanding Internal Audit recommendations each February 
for actions taken as of December 31st and each August for actions taken as of June 30th.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In our last report to the Board, dated February 3, 2022, there were four recommendations reported 
as In Progress.  
 
For this status report, there is one additional Internal Audit report that is being monitored for 
corrective actions taken (Audit of Controls over Manual Payment Instructions).  Table 1 below is a 
summary of the implementation status as determined by IAS based on Management’s reporting.     
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Table 1:  Audit Status Summary 

Audit Report Issue Date 
No. of  

Recommendations Implementation Status 

 
 

 Implemented 
In 

Progress 
Not Yet 

Implemented 
Assessment of Data Integrity for 
Member Benefit Payment Processing April 2020 3 2 1 

 

Audit of Subsidy Program for Dental 
Plans Administered by Los Angeles 
Police Protective League July 2020 5 4 1 

 

Audit of Subsidy Program for Health 
and Dental Plans Administered by 
Los Angeles Police Relief Association December 2020 3 1 2 

 

Audit of Subsidy Program for Health 
and Dental Plans Administered by 
United Firefighters of Los Angeles City June 2021 1 (Note 1)  1 

 

Audit of Controls over Manual 
Payment Instructions February 2022 4  2  2 (Note 2) 
                                                     
Totals 

 
16 9 5 2 

Note 1:  This recommendation had three subparts.  One of the subparts was reported implemented as of June 30, 2021 and a second subpart 
was reported implemented as of December 31, 2021. The remaining subpart is contingent on new health care contracts. 
Note 2:  Recommendation 1 has four subparts (three subparts were implemented and the remaining subpart will be implemented by December 
31, 2022) and Recommendation 4 has three subparts. 

 
Based on Management’s reporting, nine of the sixteen recommendations should be considered 
Implemented, five recommendations are In Progress and two recommendations have not yet been 
implemented.  One of the In Progress recommendations is expected to be completed in August 
2022. Four of the In Progress recommendations have target implementation dates of June 2023 
and are contingent on new health care contracts.  The two recommendations with subparts that 
have not been implemented are expected to be completed in January and March 2023. 
 
Attachment 1 provides details on the actions taken to implement each recommendation. 
 
BUDGET 
 
There is no additional impact to the budget. 
 
POLICY  
 
No policy changes are recommended. 
 
CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 
 
There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report.  
 
This report was prepared by:  
 
Cynthia Varela, Departmental Audit Manager 
Internal Audit Section 
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Status of Outstanding Internal Audit Recommendations - as of June 30, 2022
Attachment 1

Reco.
No. Recommendation Corrective Actions Taken

Implementation 
Status/Planned 
Completion Date

2 Add a secondary review for non-routine changes to member records. Non-
routine changes do not frequently occur in the course of business, such as a 
change to a social security number or birthdate.

Change Request to implement this functionality was approved by 
Management in May 2022.  Avenu has assigned this item to Build 37 
(expected in mid-August 2022).

In Progress                               
Planned completion:              
mid-August 2022

Reco.
No. Recommendation Corrective Actions Taken

Implementation 
Status/Planned 
Completion Date

5 Consider whether a monthly invoice from LAPPL would provide a secondary 
validation that deduction amounts are correct.

Staff continues to track potential contract items. In the meantime, staff has 
performed an enrollment data comparison to identify and correct any 
discrepancies. Staff will conduct the comparison on a semi-annual basis to 
ensure deduction amounts are correct.

In progress                       
Planned completion: 
6/30/2023

Reco.
No. Recommendation Corrective Actions Taken

Implementation 
Status/Planned 
Completion Date

1 LAFPP should ensure that all system errors and workarounds applied are 
documented and tracked.  Manual overrides that are applied in PARIS should be 
flagged.

Staff continues to track and monitor manual overrides. Staff is also 
researching alternative methods for tracking manual overrides in CPAS that 
could be more cost effective.

In progress                       
Planned completion: 
6/30/23

2 Clearly define the scope and services that will be performed by the contractor as 
consideration for the administrative fee.

DRAFT RFP language has been developed to define health plan services 
provided by Board-approved health plans.

In progress                       
Planned completion: 
6/30/23

Reco.
No. Recommendation Corrective Actions Taken

Implementation 
Status/Planned 
Completion Date

1 To facilitate the goal of transparency, LAFPP should ensure that for future third-
party administrator contracts:

c.  For all administrative fees, especially varying ones, that the basis of the fee 
schedule is transparent and communicated so that stakeholders are assured 
that fees are set in an equitable manner.

DRAFT RFP language has been developed to define health plan services 
provided by third-party administrators.

In progress                       
Planned completion: 
6/30/23

Audit Report: Assessment of Data Integrity for Member Benefit Payment Processing
Issued:  April 2020

Audit Report: Audit of the Subsidy Program for Dental Plans Administered by the Los Angeles Police Protective League                                                                                                                                                 
Issued: July 2020

Audit Report: Audit of the Subsidy Program for Health and Dental Plans Administered by the Los Angeles Police Relief Association                                                                                                                                              
Issued: December 2020

Audit Report: Audit of the Subsidy Program for Health and Dental Plans Administered by United Firefighters of Los Angeles City                                                                                                                                              
Issued: June 2021
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Status of Outstanding Internal Audit Recommendations - as of June 30, 2022
Attachment 1

Reco.
No. Recommendation Corrective Actions Taken

Implementation 
Status/Planned 
Completion Date

1 These recommendations are intended to improve controls over the payment 
instruction change process and better align LAFPP’s process with best practices 
of other pension systems.  For payment instruction changes requested via the 
form and made by staff in PARIS, IAS recommends that LAFPP consider adding 
the following controls to the process:

a.    Make it a strict requirement that a voided check and/or other official bank 
documents with the routing and account numbers be provided when 
establishing or changing a direct deposit account.  

Voided checks required for checking accounts, bank statements when it is a 
savings account.

Implemented

b.    Mail confirmations to members when payment information (i.e., bank 
account information or payment address) changes are made to their accounts.  
This would be most effective if it was automated, done by a third-party, or 
otherwise segregated from those involved in processing the change.  

No actions taken yet. Will consider implementing this manual process once 
vacant Administrative Clerk position is filled. Position is targeted to be filled by 
December 31, 2022. Work is intended to start 1/1/23 with an evaluation 
period of 3 months.

Not yet implemented          
Planned completion:            
3/31/23

c.     Request reviewers/approvers go beyond confirming that required steps 
were completed and also independently perform steps of the payment 
instruction change.   Reviewers currently confirm that payment instruction 
change requests are validated by staff (e.g., Did staff compare the request to 
information on file and review signatures for authenticity?) prior to approving 
changes.  In line with other pension funds, reviewers should consider going 
beyond the current process and also independently validate information in 
payment instruction changes including comparing requests to the member’s 
information on file, authenticating signatures, and reviewing correspondence 
and supporting documents for each transaction.  

Reviewers are going beyond the required steps for payment instruction 
changes. Signatures are also verified by the reviewer.

Implemented

d.    Perform periodic reviews of a sample of changes to high-risk accounts (e.g., 
POA, conservatorship, returned payments) for suspicious or unusual activity.

All accounts are checked for suspicious or unusual activity. Duplicate 
payments and payments made to the deceased are the focus.

Implemented

2 Due to the risk factors surrounding corrections to direct deposit information, IAS 
recommends that LAFPP monitor emergency manual payments for any unusual 
patterns or trends. 

Manual payments are monitored by RS supervisor, section manager and 
Accounting supervisors.

Implemented

3 For access rights in PARIS, review and restrict staff rights to MyLAFPP related 
events (i.e., ability to reset accounts, access to PIN numbers) to ensure levels of 
access are appropriate for their roles. 

We continue to review the Security Rights of new and high risk Events of 
newly deployed functionality to lock down restrictions, then forwarding 
recommended restrictions to appropriate Sections & PASCo for concurrence.

Implemented

Audit Report: Audit of Controls over Manual Payment Instructions                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
Issued: February 2022
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Status of Outstanding Internal Audit Recommendations - as of June 30, 2022
Attachment 1

4 To better align controls over MyLAFPP payment instruction changes with other 
internal processes and other public pension funds, LAFPP should consider the 
following enhancements to the controls over the change process: 

a.    Mail confirmations should be sent to members when payment instruction 
changes (i.e., bank account information or payment address) are made to their 
account or when accounts are registered.  This would be most effective if it is 
automated, done by a third party, or otherwise segregated from those involved 
in processing.

No actions taken yet. Will consider implementing this manual process once 
vacant Administrative Clerk position is filled. Position is targeted to be filled by 
December 31, 2022. Work is intended to start 1/1/23 with an evaluation 
period of 3 months.

Not yet implemented          
Planned completion:            
3/31/23

b.    Require additional information, such as the member’s current bank account 
number, as an authentication step when members use MyLAFPP to change 
direct deposit accounts.  

This change may be considered as a future enhancement following the 
completion of the secure messaging features for members.  Corrective action 
tentatively scheduled to begin Oct. 2022

Not yet implemented          
Planned completion:            
January 2023

c.     Implement periodic or continuous monitoring for MyLAFPP accounts (e.g., 
monitoring for unusual logins, reviewing monthly sign-up stats, etc.).

Periodic Login reports will be exported and provided to Communications 
section on a quarterly basis for analysis along with Member Web account 
statistics showing the monthly sign-ups.  Quarterly report covering the months 
of July-Sept will be provided in October for first review.

In Progress
Planned completion 
10/31/2022.

Audit Report: Audit of Controls over Manual Payment Instructions                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
Issued: February 2022
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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:  E.1 
 
FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, 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, the Board would need to 
reconsider the circumstances of the State of Emergency and make certain findings by majority vote 
every 30 days or fewer.  Therefore, staff should also be directed to return to the Board on September 
1, 2022, and every 30 days or fewer through December 2022, with the appropriate resolution for the 
Board to consider if it desires to hold future meetings remotely under the Brown Act, as amended by 
AB 361. 
 
BUDGET 
 
There is no budget impact. 
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POLICY  
 
There are no policy changes. 
 
CONTRACTOR DISCLOSURE INFORMATION 
 
There is no contractor disclosure information required with this report. 
 
 
This report was prepared by:  
 
William S. Raggio, Executive Officer 
Administrative Operations Division 
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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 September 1, 2022, and 
every thirty (30) days or fewer through December 2022, 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: AUGUST 4, 2022 ITEM:  E.2 
 
FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, 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 
Projects); and, 

2) Approve the status of the Future Agenda Item Requests as reflected on Attachment II 
(Completed Projects).  

 
BACKGROUND 
On September 2, 2021, the Board considered a report providing a status update on all Future 
Agenda Items requested by the Board since July 2020.  At that time, the Board approved the status 
of the 44 items and asked that a status report be provided at every meeting.  The Board also asked 
that “Completed” projects be separated to focus on the Active projects more easily. This report is 
responsive to that request. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Attachment I reflects the updated status of 11 Active projects, with Attachment II reflecting projects 
that have been completed within the last twelve months. Staff is available to answer any questions.  

 
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. 
 
This report was prepared by:  
William S. Raggio, Executive Officer  
Administrative Operations Division 
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Attachments: Status of Future Agenda items (Att. I – Active Items; Att. II – Completed Items)
      



Attachment I
(1 of 2)

Item 
No.

Request (Board 
Meeting) Date

Description of Requested Item  Requesting 
Commissioner

Status* Disposition*

1 6/16/2022

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 Pending
Staff anticipates providing a report to the 
Board in October 2022.

2 7/7/2022 Specialized Manager Education for the new Commissioners. Pendleton Pending

Staff normally provides this training as part 
of the educational on‐boarding of new 
Commissioners.

3 4/21/2022

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 Pending
Staff anticipates providing a report to the 
Board in October 2022.

4 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

After the Board adopts a new asset allocation 
plan, RVK will provide asset class education 
during the Board's review of the specific asset 
classess.

5 3/17/2022

Commissioner Zimmon requested that an Ad Hoc Committee on 
Cyber Security be created to mitigate the ever increasing risks in 
this area.

Zimmon Pending

President Pendleton indicated he believes 
this is an important area to focus on and it 
would be discussed at an upcoming meeting.

6 3/3/2022

Commissioner Pendleton asked the Chief Investment Officer and 
Portfolio Advisors to prepare a joint proposal on the secondaries 
market.

Pendleton Pending

Staff is conferring with the City Attorney and 
outside counsel on any potential legal 
hurdles. 

7 11/4/2021
Board Policy on holding over to the following meeting privileged 
advice from the City Attorney's Office.

Zimmon Pending
Staff is conferring with the City Attorney on a 
draft policy.

8 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.

9 9/15/2021 SEC Policy Amendment included in Investment Policy Vega Scheduled

This policy change is anticipated to be 
presented to the Board during the second 
meeting in July.  

10 6/3/2021 RVK and staff to give more education on value vs. growth. Navarro Pending

After the Board adopts a new asset allocation 
plan, RVK will provide asset class education 
during the Board's review of the specific asset 
classess.
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REQUEST FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS ‐ ACTIVE ITEMS (AS OF 07‐21‐2022)

11 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 0 0%

Pending 9 82%

Ongoing 1 9%
Scheduled 1 9%
TOTAL 11 100%

* Yellow highlighted  cells  indicate updates  since  the  last 
Board  report.
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Commissioner

Status Disposition

1 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.

2 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 7/21/22

3 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 7/7/22.

4 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.

5 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 5/5/22.

6 10/7/2021 4/21/2022 Overview of PARIS Issues Zimmon Completed
Staff provided an informational item to the Board on 
4/21/22.

7 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 February 3, 2022 
meeting, Staff will combine this report back with the 
regular COLA report that will be presented to the 
Board on 4/07/22.

8 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.

9 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.

10 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 
Board meeting.  

11 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.

12 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. 

REQUEST FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS ‐ COMPLETED ITEMS (AS OF 07‐21‐2022)
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REQUEST FOR FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS ‐ COMPLETED ITEMS (AS OF 07‐21‐2022)

13 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.

14 1/21/2021 11/18/2021

Discuss updating Investment Policies to include $100 million minimum 
fund size in private equity policy.  Currently $100 million minium fund 
size provision is only in real estate policy.

Buzzell Completed Approved by the Board on 11/18/2021.

15 7/15/2021 11/4/2021

Outside Counsel Report requested on investing with a manager who 
excludes U.S. born citizens.  Would the Board be charged with 
discrimination based on national origin? 

The Outside Counsel Report should also discuss whether the Board is 
meeting it due diligence and prudent person standards, by investing 
in a money manager who would distribute funds to a company that 
does not have a product or revenue. This advice would also address 
early‐stage seed companies.

Buzzell Completed
Outside counsel report provided to the Board on 
11/04/2021.  

16 9/15/2021 11/4/2021
Compare LAFPP health plan premiums to historical actuarial medical 
trend rates

Pendleton Completed Report provided to the Board on 11/04/21

17 12/17/2020 10/21/2021 Quicker turnaround on HIPR Navarro Completed Report provided to the Board on 10/21/21

18 4/1/2021 10/21/2021
HIPR Program and increasing the frequency of reimbursement to HIPR 
members that pay for their medical. Navarro Completed Report provided to the Board on 10/21/21

19 9/15/2021 10/21/2021
2022 Board Calendar to include major and religious holidays that may 
conflict for Board Members.

Pendleton Completed Report provided to the Board on 10/21/21

20 9/2/2021 9/15/2021 Report back on Semi‐Annual or Annual Legal Affairs Report. Pendleton Completed Staff report approved by the Board on 9/15/21.

21 8/19/2021 9/2/2021 Report on Downtown Crenshaw  Buzzell Completed Report provided to Board on 09/02/2021.

22 7/15/2021 9/2/2021 Status of Future Agenda Item report backs.   Navarro Completed Report provided to Board on 09/02/2021.

23 7/1/2021 9/2/2021

Full conversation around leverage as it pertains to real estate.  
Navarro commented understanding leverage in the investment world 
is more important than just real estate.  RVK commented they could 
cover the non‐real estate part of that.

Pendleton Completed Report provided to Board on 09/02/2021.
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24 5/20/2021 9/2/2021
Crenshaw Property ‐ Public was told item would be agendized.  If the 
property has not sold, item should be agendized.

Buzzell Completed Report provided to Board on 09/02/2021.

25 11/19/2020 9/2/2021

Media updates ‐ Complaint re Crenshaw.  Requesting presentation 
from City Attorney regarding Crenshaw.  Babcock asked to include 
fund manager to have comments on this.

Buzzell Completed Report provided to Board on 09/02/2021.

26 7/1/2021 8/19/2021

Look at regular pensions.  This year there were more regular pensions 
than expected that required the movement of some funds.  It would 
be good to look at the trend line on those and to look into the future 
what that looks like.

Zimmon Completed Information provided in 08/19/21 Monthly Report.

STATUS COUNT PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
Completed 26 100%

Pending 0 0%
Ongoing 0 0%
Scheduled 0 0%

TOTAL 26 100%

* Items highlighted in red are more than one‐year old and 
will be removed in next report.



 

 

 

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:  E.3 
 
FROM: RAYMOND P. CIRANNA, GENERAL MANAGER 

 
SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF TRAVEL AUTHORITY (ARELLANO) – IFEBP, 68TH ANNUAL 

EMPLOYEE BENEFITS CONFERENCE 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Board approve Commissioner Rigo Arellano to attend the International Foundation of 
Employee Benefit Plans (IFEBP), 68th Annual Employee Benefits Conference on 
October 23 - 26, 2022 at Las Vegas, NV. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Commissioner Arellano expressed interest in participating in the following conference:  
 
 Conference:  68th Annual Employee Benefits Conference 
 Sponsor:   International Foundation of Employee Benefit Plans 
 Dates:  October 23 - 26, 2022 
 Location:   Las Vegas, NV 
 Mode of transportation: Commercial Airline 
 
BUDGET 
 
Sufficient funds are available in the Fiscal Year 2022-23 Travel Account for the travel expenses. 
Listed below is the estimated cost to travel: 
 
Estimated cost for Commissioner Arellano:  
 
 Registration  $1,695.00 
 Airfare 330.00 
 Hotel  728.00 
 Per Diem 210.00 
 Incidentals (baggage fee, ground transportation, mileage, and parking)       235.00 
        TOTAL                                                                                   $3,198.00 

 
 POLICY 

 
If approved by the Board, the proposed expenditures would be within the Board’s Travel and 
Education Policy. 
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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 
 
RPC:JS:WSR:EM 
 
Attachment – Conference agenda 
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Conference Schedule
Friday, October 21 

Registration Open . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12:00 noon-5:00 p.m.

Saturday, October 22 
Registration Open . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m.

Preconference Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m.

Sunday, October 23
Registration Open . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m.

Preconference Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8:00 a.m.-4:00 p.m.

Exhibit Hall Open* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12:00 noon-4:30 p.m.

Opening Session* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4:30-6:00 p.m.

Welcome Reception in Exhibit Hall* . . . . . . . . . 6:00-7:00 p.m.

Monday, October 24
Registration Open . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6:30 a.m.-4:15 p.m.

Breakout Sessions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7:30 a.m.-4:00 p.m.

Exhibit Hall Open . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10:30 a.m.-2:30 p.m.

Lunch in Exhibit Hall . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11:45 a.m.-1:15 p.m.

Tuesday, October 25
Registration Open . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6:30 a.m.-4:15 p.m.

Breakout Sessions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7:30 a.m.-4:00 p.m.

Exhibit Hall Open . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10:30 a.m.-2:30 p.m.

Lunch in Exhibit Hall . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11:45 a.m.-1:15 p.m.

Wednesday, October 26
Registration Open . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6:30-11:00 a.m.

Breakout Sessions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7:30-10:15 a.m.

Finale Session* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10:30-11:30 a.m.

* Guests are welcome to attend. 
Note: Exhibit Hall is open to guests on Sunday only. 

All times subject to change.

ATTACHMENT



M I N U T E S 

OF THE 

BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSIONERS 

BOARD MEETING OF APRIL 21, 2022 

The Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners of the City of Los Angeles met on Thursday, 
April 21, 2022. 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Brian Pendleton, President 
Ken Buzzell, Vice President (virtual participation) 
Andrea Ambriz (virtual participation) 
Ruben Navarro (virtual participation) 
Sumi Parekh (virtual participation) 
Pedram Salimpour, MD (virtual participation) 
Garrett Zimmon (virtual participation) 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Brian Churchill 

DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND 
POLICE PENSIONS:  Raymond P. Ciranna, General Manager 

William S. Raggio, Executive Officer 
Joseph Salazar, Assistant General Manager 
Evangelina Masud, Commission Executive Assistant 

CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE:  Joshua Geller, Deputy City Attorney 

President Pendleton called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m.  All of the above-listed Commissioners 
were present at the start of the meeting with the exception of Commissioner Ambriz who joined the 
meeting at 8:33 a.m. President Pendleton announced that the fund’s assets are at $30.8 billion. 

A. CALL TO ORDER

1. Roll Call

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

There were no public comments.

President Pendleton expressed appreciation for staff assisting him in running the Board
meetings.

C. REPORTS TO THE BOARD

ITEM:  E.4.a
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1. MAXIMUM RETIRED SWORN NON-MEDICARE HEALTH SUBSIDY FOR FISCAL YEAR
2022-2023 AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION

Ms. Eunice Zordilla, Sr. Benefits Analyst II, Medical & Dental Benefits presented and
discussed this item with the Board.

Ms. Corina Lee, Los Angeles Police Protective League and Mr. Freddy Escobar, United
Firefighters of Los Angeles City gave public comment.

Motion 

Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board adopt a resolution setting the maximum 
retired sworn non-Medicare health subsidy at $2,017.58 $2,066.56 per month, effective July 
1, 2022, 

which was seconded by Commissioner Buzzell and failed by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Navarro, and Zimmon – 4; nays, Commissioners Parekh, 
Salimpour and President Pendleton – 3. (Commissioner Ambriz was present for the roll call 
vote on this item but failed to affirmatively vote either “yes” or “no,” and therefore is deemed 
to have voted “yes.” L.A. Admin. Code Sec. 21.19.) 

Resolution 22168 

President Pendleton moved that the Board adopt a resolution setting the maximum retired 
sworn non-Medicare health subsidy at $2,017.58 $2,046.97 per month, effective 
July 1, 2022, 

WHEREAS, retired members of the Fire and Police Pension Plan, Tiers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 
6, have had paid, on their behalf, a health insurance premium subsidy, or have received a 
reimbursement, in accordance with the provisions of Section 4.1154 of the Administrative Code 
and Section 8.2 of the Board Operating Policies and Procedures; and  

WHEREAS, the Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners has been granted the 
authority under Administrative Code Section 4.1154(e) to increase or decrease the maximum 
monthly amount of the health insurance subsidy in accordance with the authority conferred in 
subsections (e) of Sections 1330, 1428, 1518, 1618 and 1718 of the Charter and subsection 
(e) of Section 4.2018 of the Administrative Code; and

WHEREAS, the pre-65 actuarial assumed medical trend rate for the 2022-2023 fiscal 
year as adopted by the Board in the plan’s most recent actuarial valuation is equal to 7.50%;  

RESOLVED, that the maximum monthly health insurance premium subsidy as described 
in Section 4.1154 (e) of the Administrative Code shall be $2,046.97, payable on behalf of the 
members and their eligible dependents (as such term is defined in the Board-approved health 
insurance plans) or received as a reimbursement; and  

RESOLVED, that retired members of age 60 and above with 10 or more years of service 
who retired with an effective date prior to July 1, 1998, and retired members of age 55 and 
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above with 10 or more years of service who retired with an effective date of July 1, 1998 or 
after, who do not qualify for Part A of Medicare, shall have paid to their respective approved 
third-party administrator or health insurance carrier a monthly health insurance subsidy, or paid 
directly to the member as a reimbursement, an amount of $81.8788 for each whole year of 
service; said subsidy to apply first to that portion of the premium applicable to the retired 
member with any remainder to be applied to the dependent(s) of said member; and  

RESOLVED, that retired members who qualify for federally funded Part A of Medicare 
shall have paid to their respective approved third-party administrator or health insurance carrier, 
on their behalf, a subsidy as provided in Administrative Code Section 4.1154(c) and in addition 
shall have paid to said third-party administrators or insurance carriers, on behalf of their eligible 
dependents, a subsidy equal to the amount payable on behalf of the dependents of a retired 
member in the same plan with the same years of service who does not qualify for Parts A or B 
of Medicare or qualifies for Part B only but not Part A and has their Medicare Part B and D 
benefits included in their Board-approved health plan, whichever subsidy amount is greater, 
providing such subsidy does not exceed the highest subsidy for the dependent of a retired 
member with a like number of years of service and enrolled in a health plan available to retired 
members of the Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System, in which case the latter shall 
be the subsidy for the dependents; and  

RESOLVED, that retired members of the Fire and Police Pension Plan, Tier 6, who 
retired under the provisions of Section 1706(a) of the Charter with less than 10 years of service, 
who are age 55 or older, are not eligible for a subsidy from any other source, and who are not 
eligible for Medicare or are enrolled in Medicare Part B but not Part A shall have paid to their 
approved third-party administrator or health insurance carrier $818.79 per month, or 40% of the 
single-party cost of their approved health plan, whichever is lower; and  

RESOLVED, that retired members of the Fire and Police Pension Plan, Tier 6, who 
retired under the provisions of Section 1706(a) of the Charter with less than 10 years of service, 
who are age 55 or older, are not eligible for a subsidy from any other source, and who are 
enrolled in Medicare Parts A and B shall have paid to their approved third-party administrator 
or health insurance carrier 75% of the qualifying monthly premium as described in Section 
4.1154(c) of the Administrative Code, or 75% of the single-party cost of their approved health 
plan, whichever is lower; and  

RESOLVED, that subsidies paid on behalf of retired members, the dependents of retired 
members, and qualified surviving spouses/domestic partners who are eligible to enroll in 
Medicare Parts A and B or Medicare Part B but not Part A shall be subject to the limits described 
in Board Operating Policy 8.2; and  

RESOLVED, the health insurance premium subsidy provided herein shall be applied 
against the June 30, 2022 and subsequent monthly health insurance premiums or at the earliest 
month thereafter which is administratively feasible, and shall remain in effect until modified or 
cancelled by subsequent action of the Board; and  

RESOLVED, that the General Manager of the Department of Fire and Police Pensions 
be authorized to cause demands to be drawn upon the 401(h) account of the Fire and Police 
Pension Plan, to be paid to the third-party administrators or health insurance carriers through 
which health insurance is provided for subsidy payments applying the health insurance 
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premiums to said eligible members in advance of or after the effective date of enrollment or 
change in coverage, or directly to the member in the case of a reimbursement; providing such 
subsidy payments have been verified against records kept by the Department of Fire and Police 
Pensions and found to be correct and proper and that individual subsidy amounts are within the 
limits set forth in the Los Angeles City Administrative Code,  
 
which was seconded by Commissioner Salimpour and approved by the following vote: ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Navarro, Parekh, Salimpour, Zimmon, and President 
Pendleton – 7; nays, none. 

 
Commissioner Salimpour left for the remainder of the meeting at 9:20 a.m.  
 

2. REVIEW OF PACIFIC INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT COMPANY’S DOMESTIC SMALL 
CAP CORE EQUITY MANAGEMENT AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 
Ms. Kristy Nguyen, Investment Officer III, Investments Division presented and discussed 
this item with the Board. Mr. Ryan Sullivan, Senior Consultant of RVK gave comment along 
with General Manager Ciranna. 
 

Resolution 22169 
 
Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board: 

 
1. Approve a new three-year contract with Pacific Investment Management Company, 

LLC (PIMCO) for domestic small-cap core equity management services;  
 
2. Authorize the General Manager to review and negotiate the terms and conditions with 

PIMCO for domestic small-cap core equity management services for the period August 
1, 2022, through July 31, 2025; and, 

 
3. Authorize the President of the Board, on behalf of the Board, to execute the contract 

with PIMCO for domestic small-cap core equity management services, subject to the 
approval of the City Attorney as to form, 

 
which was seconded by President Pendleton and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Navarro, Parekh, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 5; nays, 
Commissioner Buzzell – 1. 

 
3. REVIEW OF PALISADE CAPITAL MANAGEMENT, LLC’S DOMESTIC SMALL CAP 

CORE EQUITY MANAGEMENT AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 
Ms. Kristy Nguyen, Investment Officer III, Investments Division was available for questions. 
The report was approved as submitted. 
 

Resolution 22170 
 
Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board: 
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1. Approve a new three-year contract with Palisade Capital Management, LLC for
domestic small-cap core equity management services;

2. Authorize the General Manager to review and negotiate the terms and conditions with
Palisade Capital Management, LLC for domestic small-cap core equity management
services for the period July 1, 2022, through June 30, 2025; and

3. Authorize the President of the Board, on behalf of the Board, to execute the contract
with Palisade Capital Management, LLC for domestic small-cap core equity
management services, subject to the approval of the City Attorney as to form,

which was seconded by Commissioner Parekh and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Navarro, Parekh, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL, SOCIAL, AND GOVERNANCE BUSINESS PLAN UPDATE

Ms. Susan Liem, Investment Officer II, Investments Division provided the Board with a brief
summary. The report was received and filed.

5. TAX RECLAIM MANAGER SEARCH AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION

Ms. Kristy Nguyen, Investment Officer III, Investments Division provided a brief summary.
The report was approved as submitted.

Resolution 22171 

President Pendleton moved that the Board: 

1. Approve a search for international tax reclaim monitoring and filing services with the
following scope of services:

a. Historical provision of a 5-year look-back review of custodial filings and historical
stopgap tax reclaim filings; and,

b. Ongoing tax withholding, reclaim and process monitoring and reporting; and,

c. Ongoing stop-gap filings to supplement custodian exemption; relief at source and
reclaim processes; and,

d. Ongoing analysis and pursuit of additional relief at source or tax reclaim under double
tax treaties; and,

e. Ongoing analysis and pursuit of additional tax exemption under local laws; and,
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f. Ongoing analysis and pursuit of extraordinary tax withholding recovery under the
European Court of Justice and similar global venues.

2. Approve the following minimum qualifications for the international tax reclaim monitoring
and filing services search:

a. Respondents must have at least five years of continuous organizational experience
providing global tax advisory; tax reclaim monitoring, and tax reclaim filing services;
and,

b. Respondents must have at least one current U.S. domiciled asset owner client for
whom they are providing the requested services.

which was seconded by Commissioner Parekh and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Navarro, Parekh, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 

6. PENSION ADMINISTRATION SYSTEM (PARIS) ISSUES AND STAFF PLANS TO
ADDRESS THEM

Mr. Anthony R. Torres, Sr. Benefits Analyst II, Pension Administration System Coordination
(PASCo) Section presented and discussed this item with the Board.

Commissioner Zimmon requested a flow chart to better understand the process and asked
if Disability Pensions should be part of PARIS due to confidentiality.
Commissioner Buzzell inquired as to whether the 1099-R tax forms can be printed on
perforated paper and staff responded that they would inquire with Northern Trust.

7. CONTRACT AMENDMENT FOR WEBSITE SUPPORT SERVICES AND POSSIBLE
BOARD ACTION

Mr. Stephen Bayutas, Benefits Analyst, Communications & Education Section presented
the report to the Board. The report was approved as submitted.

Resolution 22172 

President Pendleton moved that the Board: 

1) Approve a one-year contract amendment to Contract No. 781PEN with Digital
Deployment, Inc. for website support services beginning July 1, 2022, to include
migration to the PensionX platform and provide site architecture and design updates,
with a total contract amount not to exceed $50,000;

2) Authorize the General Manager to negotiate the terms and conditions of the contract
amendment; and
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3) Authorize the President of the Board, on behalf of the Board, to execute the
amendment to Contract No. 781PEN with Digital Deployment, Inc., subject to the
approval of the City Attorney as to form,

which was seconded by Commissioner Navarro and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Navarro, Parekh, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 

General Manager Ciranna left for the remainder of the meeting at 9:46 a.m. and Mr. William Raggio 
was Acting General Manager. 

8. THIRD QUARTER UPDATE OF THE 2021-22 BUSINESS PLAN AND POSSIBLE BOARD
ACTION

Mr. Elijah Hernandez, Benefits Analyst, Administrative Services Section presented the
report to the Board. The report was approved as submitted.

Resolution 22173 

Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board: 

1. Authorize a revision to the Business Plan for Project No. 1 – Institutional Limited
Partners Association Diversity in Action Initiative, as reflected in the Board’s March 17,
2022 approval of the 2022-23 Preliminary Business Plan, by continuing a portion of this
project to next fiscal year.

2. Authorize a revision to the Business Plan for Project No. 6 – Enterprise-wide Cyber
Security Program, as reflected in the Board’s March 17, 2022 approval of the 2022-23
Preliminary Business Plan, by:

a. Continuing the Data Loss Prevention solution portions of the project’s 2021-22
Deliverables and June 30, 2022 Milestone (section “a)” for each) to the 2022-23
Business Plan; and,

b. Replacing the continued portions with implementation of Privileged Access
Management (PAM) and user password management solutions.

3. Authorize a revision to the Business Plan for Project No. 7 – New Member Video Guides
for Completing Counseling Forms, to defer this Project and instruct staff to include this
Project in the 2022-23 Business Plan

which was seconded by Commissioner Zimmon and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Navarro, Parekh, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 

9. GENERAL MANAGER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SURVEY FOR 2021-22,
PROPOSED SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR 2022-23, AND BOARD GOVERNANCE
POLICY REVISIONS TO SECTION 12.0 AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION
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Mr. James Schiffhauer, Department Personnel Officer, Administrative Services Section 
presented and discussed this item with the Board. 

Resolution 22174 

Commissioner Buzzell moved that the Board: 

1) Direct staff to survey Board members on the General Manager’s performance for 2021-
22;

2) Direct staff to use the current Criteria and Survey Instrument for the 2022-23 General
Manager Evaluation;

3) Consider and approve the proposed revisions to Board Governance Policy, Section
12.0: General Manager Performance Evaluation Policy (Policy); and

4) Authorize staff to make technical corrections or clarifications to the Policy to effectuate
the intent of the Board,

5) Revise Section 12.14 as follows:

The Board shall treat the Evaluation Package as confidential. Completed survey forms
will be returned directly to a designated third party, within a predetermined time period.
The designated third party, will in turn ensure that all completed surveys are tabulated
and summarized. The outliers (one high rating and one low rating) will be removed from
the surveys prior to tabulating the numerical rating. The product of this tabulation and
summary will be known as the Survey Summary. The Survey Summary shall include
all comments from every Commissioner,

which was seconded by Commissioner Navarro and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Navarro, Parekh, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 

D. GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT

1. Monthly Report

2. Marketing Cessation Information

3. Benefits Actions approved by General Manager on April 7, 2022

Pursuant to Resolution 04008, adopted by the Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners 
on August 7, 2003, the following benefit actions have been approved by the General Manager. 

DISCONTINUED PENSIONS – TIER 1 – 3 

Homer N. Blair Police Service Retired: 09-01-66 Died: 01-25-22 
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Bobby Davila Police Service Retired: 01-07-86 Died: 02-12-22
Margaret A. Tipton Police Widow Retired: 10-05-12 Died: 02-11-22

DISCONTINUED PENSIONS – TIER 2 – 19 

James B. Hall Fire Service Retired: 04-18-93 Died: 10-09-21
Lawrence L. Tackett, Jr. Fire Service Retired: 01-08-95 Died: 02-05-22
Peter N. Bagoye Police Service Retired: 08-06-72 Died: 02-27-22
Jerry D. Darr Police Service Retired: 07-03-87 Died: 01-23-22
Roland E. Drouin Police Service Retired: 03-14-99 Died: 02-12-22
Lauro Montes Police Service Retired: 12-24-86 Died: 05-11-21
Robert P. Te Groen Police Service Retired: 01-09-83 Died: 02-15-22
Edward M. Washington Police Service Retired: 08-31-86 Died: 02-15-22
Richard M. Summers Fire Disability Retired: 08-27-84 Died: 02-16-22
Robert H. Goeckner Police Disability Retired: 09-09-93 Died: 02-27-22
Harriett Anderson Fire Widow Retired: 11-12-10 Died: 01-30-22
Madeline H. Bentley Fire Widow Retired: 01-25-92 Died: 02-25-22
Shelly Brooks Fire Widow Retired: 03-14-05 Died: 01-30-22
Geraldine A. Gove Fire Widow Retired: 05-21-96 Died: 01-29-22
Alberta M. Hansen Fire Widow Retired: 10-02-09 Died: 02-20-22
Lela B. Aboe Police Widow Retired: 01-14-05 Died: 02-25-22
Barbara J. Morgan Police Widow Retired: 01-29-18 Died: 02-24-22
Eileen M. Rock Police Widow Retired: 09-02-15 Died: 09-17-21
Shirley A. Williams Police Widow Retired: 09-29-87 Died: 11-17-21

DISCONTINUED PENSIONS – TIER 3 – 1 

Chieko K. Bonney Police Widow Retired: 10-28-17 Died: 02-15-22

DISCONTINUED PENSIONS – TIER 5 – 4 

John E. Burgan Fire Service Retired: 07-13-03 Died: 02-17-22
William E. Shern Fire Service Retired: 05-01-02 Died: 01-19-22
Larry Garcia Police Service Retired: 11-03-02 Died: 11-14-21
Victor Lucchesi Police Service Retired: 04-07-02 Died: 01-30-22

DISCONTINUED PENSIONS FORMER SPOUSE – TIER 2 – 2 

Birdie B. Ferrell Police Service Retired: 10-01-83 Died: 09-04-21
Lynn C. Sporrer Police Service Retired: 03-01-89 Member Died: 02-15-22

PARTIAL PAYMENT OF PENSION – TIER 5 – 1 
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In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the pension payable to William W. Kipp, Jr., Police Service Pensioner, 
is to be paid to his former spouse, Diane A. Kipp, effective April 1, 2022.  Ms. Kipp will 
receive cost of living adjustments. 

MODIFIED PARTIAL PAYMENT OF PENSION – TIER 5 – 1 CORRECTION 

In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the pension payable to Stephen P. Yurochko, Police Service Pensioner, 
being withheld for his former spouse, Alice F. Prudhomme Yurochko, since March 28, 2021, 
should be released effective March 1, 2022.  

SERVICE PENSION/DROP – TIER 3 – 1 CORRECTION 

Police 
Angelean Monteiro Sergeant I Eff: 01-30-22 25 Years 121 Days

SERVICE PENSION/DROP – TIER 3 – 3 

Police 
Freddie R. Ackerley Detective I Eff: 02-01-22 25 Years 60 Days
Scott H. Ogata Police Officer II Eff: 02-01-22 26 Years 296 Days
Rufus R. Ward III Police Officer III Eff: 02-01-22 25 Years 60 Days

SERVICE PENSION/DROP – TIER 5 – 8 

Fire 
Carlos M. Calvillo Assistant Chief Eff: 02-01-22 33 Years 127 Days

Police 
Alex R. Baez Captain III Eff: 02-01-22 32 Years 288 Days
Charles J. Baley Lieutenant II Eff: 02-01-22 26 Years 271 Days
Alphonse J. Carbonara, Jr. Sergeant I Eff: 01-17-22 25 Years 43 Days
Joseph M. Cavestany Sergeant I Eff: 02-01-22 26 Years 90 Days
Kyle B. Remolino Detective I Eff: 02-01-22 25 Years 345 Days
Matthew T. Swan  Police Officer III Eff: 01-03-22 25 Years 82 Days
Luis Robles Police Officer II Eff: 01-24-22 25 Years 150 Days

4. Other business relating to Department operations

Acting General Manager Raggio gave the following updates: 

• The 2022 Election for the Fire Department Employee Member ballot counting is today, and
results will be available on May 3, 2022. Certified election results will be presented to the
Board on May 19, 2022 agenda.
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• The 2022 Risk Assessment & the Annual Board Self-Assessment Surveys are due to be 
completed by April 22nd. Staff will send out an email reminder today and encourage that the 
surveys be completed. 

 
• The Mayor’s Proposed Budget was released yesterday and LAFPP will be before the Budget 

and Finance Committee on May 3rd.  
Commissioner Navarro asked if the UFLAC request to have Health Savings Account 
contributions be made via payroll deduction has been approved, to which Mr. Joseph Salazar, 
Assistant General Manager responded that it has been approved and they are working to have 
it set up in the pension payroll system. 
 
Commissioner Buzzell noted some errors in the Minutes dated 1/6/22, 8/5/21 and 4/21/22, 
and asked staff to make the corrections in the final minutes. 
 

E. CONSENT ITEMS 
 

1. STATUS AND DISCUSSION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEM REQUESTS 
 

Resolution 22175 
 

Commissioner Buzzell moved that the Board: 
 
1) Approve the status of the attached Future Agenda Item Requests as reflected on 

Attachment I (Active Projects); and, 
 
2) Approve the status of the attached Future Agenda Item Requests as reflected on 

Attachment II (Completed Projects).  
 

which was seconded by Commissioner Parekh and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Navarro, Parekh, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 

 
2. QUARTERLY TRAVEL REPORT FOR COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF ENDING MARCH 

31, 2022 
 

3. QUARTERLY LEGISLATION TRACKING REPORT 
 

4. Approval of Minutes 
 

a. Regular Board meeting minutes of August 5, August 19, September 2, 2021, January 6 
and January 20, 2022 

b. Special Board meeting minutes of September 15, 2021 
 

Motion 
Commissioner Buzzell moved that the Board approve the consent items, which was 
seconded by Commissioner Parekh and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
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Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Navarro, Parekh, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 

F. CONSIDERATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

President Pendleton requested a 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.

President Pendleton called for public comment to which there were none.

G. CLOSED SESSION

1. CLOSED SESSION PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.81 TO
CONSIDER THE PURCHASE OF ONE (1) PARTICULAR, SPECIFIC INVESTMENT AND
POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION

The Board met in closed session.

Upon reconvening in open session, President Pendleton stated there was no public report. 

The meeting adjourned at 10:06 a.m. 

    President 

   Secretary 



M I N U T E S 

OF THE 

BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSIONERS 

BOARD MEETING OF MAY 5, 2022 

The Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners of the City of Los Angeles met on Thursday, 
May 5, 2022. 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Brian Pendleton, President 
Ken Buzzell, Vice President (virtual participation) 
Andrea Ambriz (virtual participation) 
Brian Churchill 
Ruben Navarro 
Pedram Salimpour, MD (virtual participation) 
Garrett Zimmon (virtual participation) 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Sumi Parekh 

DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND 
POLICE PENSIONS:  Raymond P. Ciranna, General Manager 

William S. Raggio, Executive Officer 
Joseph Salazar, Assistant General Manager 
Evangelina Masud, Commission Executive Assistant 

CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE:  Joshua Geller, Deputy City Attorney 

President Pendleton called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m.  All of the above-listed Commissioners 
were present at the start of the meeting. President Pendleton announced that the fund’s assets are at 
$29.7 billion. 

A. CALL TO ORDER

1. Roll Call

President Pendleton introduced and welcomed Mr. Rigo Arellano, newly elected Fire
Department Employee Member of the Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners,
who will replace Commissioner Navarro for the term beginning July 1, 2022 and ending
June 30, 2027.

Mr. Arellano briefly addressed the Board.

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

There were no public comments.

ITEM:  E.4.a
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C. REPORTS TO THE BOARD 

 
1. OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK – ELECTION DIVISION CERTIFICATION OF THE FIRE 

DEPARTMENT EMPLOYEE MEMBER OF THE BOARD ELECTION RESULTS AND 
BOARD DECLARATION OF ELECTED MEMBER  
 
Ms. Grace Hsieh, Sr. Management Analyst I, Administrative Services Section was available 
for questions. The report was approved as submitted. 
 

Resolution 22177 
 
Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board declare Rigo Arellano the elected Fire 
Department Employee Member of the Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners for 
the term beginning July 1, 2022 and ending June 30, 2027, based on the official certified 
election results provided by the Office of the City Clerk – Election Division (City Clerk), 
 
which was seconded by Commissioner Churchill and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Churchill, Navarro, Salimpour, Zimmon, and President 
Pendleton – 7; nays, none. 

 
2. MEDICARE ENROLLMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR MEMBERS WHO DO NOT QUALIFY 

FOR MEDICARE PART A 
 
Mr. Greg Mack, Chief Benefits Analyst, Pensions Division presented and discussed this 
item with the Board. The report was received and filed. 

 
3. FAIRVIEW CAPITAL PRIVATE EQUITY UPDATE 

 
General Manager Ciranna provided the Board with a brief background. Ms. JoAnn Price, 
Managing Partner and Ms. Cynthia Tseng, CFA and Partner of Fairview Capital presented 
and discussed this item with the Board. The report was received and filed. 

 
4. GLOBAL CREDIT RFP POTENTIAL FINALISTS AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

 
Ms. Susan Liem, Investment Officer II, and Ms. Miki Shaler, Investment Officer I, 
Investments Division presented and discussed this item with the Board. Messrs. Ryan 
Sullivan, Senior Consultant and Jim Voytko, President and Senior Consultant of RVK, and 
Ray Joseph, Chief Investment Officer provided additional comments. 

Resolution 22178 
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Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board review the three global credit active asset 
managers listed in the attached RVK report and provide direction for presentations to the 
Board with the intent of hiring one firm, 
 
which was seconded by Commissioner Churchill and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Churchill, Navarro, Salimpour, Zimmon, and President 
Pendleton – 7; nays, none. 

 
5. MBE/WBE/DOBE/VBE/LGBTQ BROKER USAGE 

 
Ms. Miki Shaler, Investment Officer I, Investments Division presented and discussed this 
item with the Board. The report was received and filed. 

 
6. RVK RISK ASSESSMENT PART I 

 
Messrs. Ryan Sullivan, Senior Consultant and Jim Voytko, President and Senior Consultant 
of RVK presented and discussed this item with the Board.  Mr. Ray Joseph, Chief 
Investment Officer provided additional comments. 
 

Commissioner Salimpour left for the remainder of the meeting at 9:47 a.m.  
 

7. AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR GRAPHICS DESIGN SERVICES AND POSSIBLE BOARD 
ACTION 
 
Ms. Carol Tavares, Sr. Benefits Analyst II and Ms. Elizabeth Trevizo, Benefits Analyst, 
Communications & Education Section presented and discussed this item with the Board. 
The report was approved as submitted. 
 

Resolution 22179 
 
Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board: 
  
1) Approve staff’s selection of Geographics to provide graphics design services for a 

three-year term, with a total contract amount not to exceed $100,000;  
2) Authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute the terms and conditions of 

the contract; and 
3) Authorize the President of the Board, on behalf of the Board, to execute the contract, 

subject to the approval of the City Attorney, as to form, 
 
which was seconded by Commissioner Churchill and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Churchill, Navarro, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 
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8. AUTHORIZATION TO FILE CLAIM TO RECOVER FUNDS IN STEINHOFF GLOBAL 
SETTLEMENT; AMENDMENTS TO SECURITIES LITIGATION POLICY SECTION 10 TO 
EFFECTUATE FUNDS RECOVERY IN FOREIGN SECURITIES ACTIONS; AND 
POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 
Ms. Susan Liem, Investment Officer II, Investments Division introduced the presenters and 
provided a brief overview. Ms. Gina Di Domenico, Deputy City Attorney of the Office of the 
City Attorney presented and discussed this item with the Board. Staff from Robbins Geller 
Rudman & Dowd LLP were available for questions. The report was approved as submitted. 
 

Resolution 22180 
 
Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board approve the following: 

 
1. Authorize Staff, in coordination with the City Attorney and outside counsel, to file a claim 

in a global settlement agreement recently reached pertaining to Steinhoff International 
Holdings N.V. by: 

a. Authorizing Robbins Geller Rudman & Dowd LLP to file a claim for LAFPP in the 
Steinhoff global settlement; and 

b. Authorizing the General Manager to execute all necessary documents on behalf 
of LAFPP to participate in the Steinhoff global settlement, including a power of 
attorney agreement. 

2. Amend LAFPP’s Securities Litigation Policy Section 10 to enable the City Attorney and 
Staff to exercise the authority delegated to them by the Board to make foreign opt-in 
determinations and file claim to recover funds for LAFPP by explicitly: 
 

a. Authorizing the City Attorney to work with an outside counsel firm and/or 
litigation funder to participate in and/or file claims for LAFPP to recover funds in 
foreign actions; and 
 

b. Delegating authority to the General Manager to execute all necessary 
documents on behalf of LAFPP for foreign litigation, including power of attorney 
agreements, 

 
which was seconded by Commissioner Churchill and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Churchill, Navarro, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 

 
D. COMMUNICATIONS TO THE BOARD 
 

1. INVESTMENT REFERRAL – TRILLER HOLD CO AND KORE INFRASTRUCTURE 
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General Manager Ciranna informed the Board that this item was informational only and that 
it would be discussed during the closed session. The report was received and filed. 

 
E. GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT 
 

1. Benefits Actions approved by General Manager on April 21, 2022 
 
Pursuant to Resolution 04008, adopted by the Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners 
on August 7, 2003, the following benefit actions have been approved by the General Manager. 
 
DISCONTINUED PENSIONS – TIER 2 – 16 
 
Leland D. Tisinger Fire Service Retired: 10-21-86 Died: 01-08-22 
Cosby E. Turner, Jr. Fire Service Retired: 03-01-07 Died: 01-14-22 
Charles A. Dahlberg Police Service Retired: 09-08-81 Died: 03-01-22 
Jay P. Foster Police Service Retired: 01-03-88 Died: 02-04-22 
Larry L. Fugate Police Service Retired: 01-05-97 Died: 03-22-22 
Richard D. Jones Police Service Retired: 07-05-98 Died: 03-08-22 
Emigdio L. Neri Police Service Retired: 07-14-02 Died: 03-17-22 
Nathan G. Parnell Police Service Retired: 07-08-84 Died: 03-01-22 
Phillip J. Wagner Police Service Retired: 07-05-95 Died: 12-09-21 
Earl E. Harris Fire Disability Retired: 08-30-97 Died: 06-18-18 
Robbie A. Lee Police Disability Retired: 07-01-77 Died: 01-22-22 
Taroo A. Mason Police Disability Retired: 07-12-90 Died: 03-06-22 
Naoma R. Beck Fire Widow Retired: 08-31-01 Died: 02-21-22 
Louise M. Maricich Fire Widow Retired: 02-08-15 Died: 01-28-22 
Tamara L. Aselin Police Widow Retired: 02-05-21 Died: 03-09-22 
Ferna M. Keel Police Widow Retired: 11-29-11 Died: 03-12-22 

 
DISCONTINUED PENSIONS – TIER 5 – 3 
 
David W. Freeman Fire Service Retired: 08-01-03 Died: 02-14-22 
Dale W. Heatherington Police Service Retired: 07-16-02 Died: 12-15-21 
Donald A. Kusar, Jr. Police Service Retired: 09-21-03 Died: 03-03-22 

 
DISCONTINUED PENSIONS FORMER SPOUSE – TIER 2 – 2 
 
Deborah Sorkin Police Service Retired: 11-01-01 Member Died: 12-09-21 
Wanda F. Wagner Fire Disability Retired: 08-30-97 Member Died: 06-18-18 

 
DISCONTINUED PENSIONS FORMER SPOUSE – TIER 5 – 2 
 
Cherilynn Cairns Fire Service Retired: 08-01-03 Member Died: 02-14-22 
Rosann Heatherington Police Service Retired: 09-15-05 Member Died: 12-15-21 
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DISCONTINUED PENSIONS DESIGNATED BENEFICIARY – TIER 2 – 4 
 
Nathaniel M. Mcclain Police Service Retired: 05-23-17 Member Died: 03-01-22 
Nattineque A. Mcclain Police Service Retired: 05-23-17 Member Died: 03-01-22 
Mahdi Parnell Police Service Retired: 05-23-17 Member Died: 03-01-22 
Maisha Parnell Police Service Retired: 05-23-17 Member Died: 03-01-22 

 
ELIGIBLE SURVIVING SPOUSE’S PENSION – TIER 2 – 9 
 
Name Deceased Member Member’s Class Effective Date 
Virginia M. Tisinger Leland D. Tisinger Fire Service 01-09-22 
Mary L. Dahlberg Charles A. Dahlberg Police Service 03-02-22 
Barbara A. Foster Jay P. Foster Police Service 02-05-22 
Gerolyn K. Fugate Larry L. Fugate Police Service 03-23-22 
Harriett A. Hoopingarner Te Groen Robert P. Te Groen Police Service 02-16-22 
Linda R. Jones Richard D. Jones Police Service 03-09-22 
Gloria J. Neri Emigdio L. Neri Police Service 03-18-22 
Geneva A. Goeckner Robert H. Goeckner Police Disability 02-28-22 
June L. Lee Robbie A. Lee Police Disability 01-23-22 

 
ELIGIBLE SURVIVING SPOUSE’S PENSION – TIER 5 – 4 
 
Name Deceased Member Member’s Class Effective Date 
Sharon L. Burgan John E. Burgan Fire Service 02-18-22 
Sandra L. Freeman David W. Freeman Fire Service 02-15-22 
Lynn M. Kusar Donald A. Kusar, Jr. Fire Service 03-04-22 
Ruth C. Heatherington Dale W. Heatherington Police Service 12-16-21 

 
ELIGIBLE DOMESTIC PARTNER’S PENSION – TIER 2 – 1 
 
Name Deceased Member Member’s Class Effective Date 
Janis G. Bainer Cosby E. Turner, Jr. Fire Service 01-15-22 

 
PARTIAL PAYMENT OF PENSION – TIER 3 – 1 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the pension payable to Matthew L. Gatewood, Fire Service Pensioner, 
is to be withheld for his deceased former spouse, Myisha Lynn Gatewood, effective 
February 16, 2022. 

 
PARTIAL PAYMENT OF PENSION – TIER 5 – 1 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the pension payable to Gabriel Suarez Villamil, Police Service 
Pensioner, is to be withheld for his former spouse, Yvonne Suarez Villamil, effective April 
1, 2022. Ms. Suarez Villamil will receive cost of living adjustments. 
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PARTIAL PAYMENT OF SURVIVING SPOUSE’S PENSION – TIER 5 – 2 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the Surviving Spouse’s Pension payable to Sandra L. Freeman, 
surviving spouse of deceased Fire Service Pensioner, David W. Freeman, is to be paid to 
his former spouse, Cherilynn Cairns, effective February 15, 2022.  Ms. Cairns will receive 
cost of living adjustments. 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the Surviving Spouse’s Pension payable to Ruth C. Heatherington, 
surviving spouse of deceased Police Service Pensioner, Dale W. Heatherington, is to be 
paid to his former spouse, Roseann Heatherington, effective December 16, 2021.  Ms. 
Heatherington will receive cost of living adjustments. 

 
MODIFIED PARTIAL PAYMENT OF PENSION – TIER 3 – 1 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the pension payable to Lisa J. Lawson, Police Service Pensioner, being 
withheld for her former spouse, Robert L. Lawson, Jr., since February 1, 2022, should be 
released effective April 1, 2022. 

 
MODIFIED PARTIAL PAYMENT OF PENSION – TIER 5 – 2 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the pension payable to Randall A. Fontyn, Police Service Pensioner, 
being withheld for his former spouse, Judith P. Fontyn, since February 1, 2022, should be 
released effective April 1, 2022. 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the pension payable to James K. Stewart, Fire Service Pensioner, being 
withheld for his former spouse, Julie G. Stewart, since March 1, 2021, should be released 
effective April 1, 2022. 

 
CONSERVATORSHIP – TIER 2 – 1 
 
A certified copy of the Letters of Conservatorship for the Person and the Estate of Jack J. 
Colby, issued in the Superior Court of California, County of Mono, Case Number 21PRM8, 
appointing Krystal Stewart, Conservator for the Person and the Estate of Jack J. Colby, 
Fire Service Pensioner, effective October 6, 2021, has been filed with this office. 
 
Pension payments will be paid to Krystal Stewart for the benefit of Jack J. Colby, effective 
April 1, 2022. 
 
SERVICE PENSION – TIER 3 – 2 
 
Fire         
Matthew L. Gatewood Captain II Eff: 02-16-22 28 Years 256 Days 



Minutes of the Board of Fire and Police Pension Commissioners 
Meeting of May 5, 2022 
Page 8 
 

        
Police        
James J. Merle, Jr. Sergeant II Eff: 02-16-22 25 Years 19 Days 

 
SERVICE PENSION – TIER 4 – 1 
 
Police 
Jorge V. Aranda Police Officer II Eff: 03-02-22 21 Years 62 Days 

 
SERVICE PENSION – TIER 5 – 11 
 
Fire        
Evan A. Swanton Firefighter III Eff: 02-27-22 20 Years 1 Day 
David M. Tamura Firefighter III Eff: 02-27-22 21 Years 125 Days 
 
Police 
Milan A. Ayers Lieutenant I Eff: 02-23-22 25 Years 106 Days 
Ronald A. Foxhoven Police Officer III Eff: 03-13-22 23 Years 44 Days 
Patrick M. Hassell, Jr. Police Officer II Eff: 03-13-22 27 Years 152 Days 
Shondie Y. Jackson Detective II Eff: 03-13-22 25 Years 251 Days 
James A. Linder, III Sergeant II Eff: 03-13-22 25  Years 215 Days 
Michael T. Mazur Police Officer III Eff: 03-05-22 22 Years 209 Days 
George Oto Police Officer III Eff: 03-13-22 24 Years 123 Days 
Domingo Sanchez Sergeant II Eff: 02-27-22 25 Years 206 Days 
Doreen M. Wilson Sergeant I Eff: 02-18-22 22 Years  98 Days 

 
SERVICE PENSION/DROP – TIER 3 – 1 
 
Police 
Maria Roumbos Detective II Eff: 02-01-22 26 Years 280 Days 

 
SERVICE PENSION/DROP – TIER 5 – 3 
 
Fire        
Eric D. Onesto Captain I Eff: 01-01-22 29 Years 67 Days 
        
Police        
John H. Jizmejian Sergeant II Eff: 02-01-22 25 Years 36 Days 
Daniel M. Robbins Lieutenant II Eff: 02-01-22 26 Years 31 Days 

 
DISCONTINUE DROP – TIER 5 – 29 
 
Fire 
Sidney T. Adlawan Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Lorenzo J. Armstead Retired: 04-05-17 Exit Close of: 04-04-22 
Alfonso L. Mackey Retired: 05-02-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
James E. Nordquist Retired: 05-05-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
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Theodore R. Smyj Retired: 04-07-17 Exit Close of: 04-06-22 
Robert D. Steinbacher Retired: 08-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-09-22 
     
Police     
Teresa L. Anderson Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Kimberly T. Cisco Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Sergio B. Escamilla Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Paul M. Espinosa Retired: 06-01-21 Exit Close of: 04-09-22 
Michael R. Harrington Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Sergio V. Hernandez Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Benjamin H. Herskowitz Retired: 03-01-21 Exit Close of: 04-08-22 
Steven C. Kotsinadelis Retired: 12-01-21 Exit Close of: 03-31-22 
Chela Landau Retired: 02-15-21 Exit Close of: 03-31-22 
Alvin B. Linton, Sr. Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Benjamin R. Macias, Sr. Retired: 04-19-21 Exit Close of: 04-21-22 
Mariana Oschmann Retired: 10-01-20 Exit Close of: 03-31-22 
Joel V. Perez Retired: 05-01-18 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Arnold K. Porter Retired: 02-01-18 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Sheryl L. Reynolds Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Daniel Rios Retired: 01-23-19 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Alfredo Rodriguez Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Craig A. Sacha Retired: 10-02-17 Exit Close of: 04-01-22 
Joseph W. Sanchez Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Mark P. Severino Retired: 05-01-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
Gabriel Suarez Villamil Retired: 05-01-19 Exit Close of: 03-31-22 
Arnulfo N. Valdez Retired: 07-01-17 Exit Close of: 03-31-22 
John G. Valdez Retired: 07-30-17 Exit Close of: 04-30-22 
 
PARTIAL PAYMENT OF DROP FUNDS – TIER 5 – 2 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the DROP funds payable to Gabriel Suarez Villamil, Police Service 
Pensioner, is to be withheld for his former spouse, Yvonne Suarez Villamil, effective March 
31, 2022. 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the DROP funds payable to Alfredo Rodriguez, Police Service 
Pensioner, is to be paid to his former spouse, Alina Rodriguez, effective April 30, 2022. 
 

 
MODIFIED PARTIAL PAYMENT OF DROP FUNDS – TIER 3 – 1 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the DROP funds payable to Lisa J. Lawson, Police Service Pensioner, 
being withheld for her former spouse, Robert L. Lawson, Jr., since January 31, 2022, should 
be released effective April 1, 2022. 
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MODIFIED PARTIAL PAYMENT OF DROP FUNDS – TIER 5 – 2 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the DROP funds payable to Randall A. Fontyn, Police Service 
Pensioner, being withheld for his former spouse, Judith P. Fontyn, since January 31, 2022, 
should be released effective April 1, 2022. 
 
In accordance with the City Attorney’s advice, a designated proportion of the community 
property interest of the DROP funds payable to James K. Stewart, Fire Service Pensioner, 
being withheld for his former spouse, Julie G. Stewart, since February 28, 2021, should be 
released effective April 1, 2022. 

 
SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITY PENSION – TIER 5 – 1 
 
Name Member’s Rank Percentage Effective Date Board Date 
Brandon L. Burnett 
 

Police Officer II 65% 04-07-22 04-07-22 

 
2. Other business relating to Department operations 

 
General Manager Ciranna gave the following updates: 
 
• Two new commissioners will be joining us. Mr. Rigo Arellano will replace Commissioner 

Navarro starting July 1, 2022. Also, the Mayor nominated Mr. Michael Lawson who will replace 
Mr. Adam Nathanson. Mr. Lawson’s nomination is moving through the Council confirmation 
process. We will provide both with a communication to provide background and history of the 
System prior to them joining the Board. 

• The Management Audit preliminary report being prepared by AON has been released. The 
draft report contains 25 recommendations. The Controller’s Office and AON have been in 
communication regarding the draft report. We expect to have an exit interview in mid-June to 
discuss the final report and staff will prepare a response to the audit report, which should be 
released in late June. 

• The City Controller submitted a letter to both the Board President and Staff of the three City 
retirement plans to explore divesting from all Russian holdings. Staff will bring this item back 
to the Board for it to assess the request and render a decision. 
 

Mr. Jim Voytko of RVK stated that since there will be new commissioners, he could provide them 
with a one-on-one presentation of “Risk Assessment Part I” as provided during today’s meeting. 

  
• The May 19th Board meeting will include a few investment items, a report back on the actuarial 

amortization policy, and the annual 401(h) contribution limit testing. 
• Alexandra de Rivera, a new attorney to the legal team was introduced to the Board. 
 
Commissioner Buzzell mentioned there was an error on the April 21, 2022 Benefits Actions letter. 
 

F. CONSENT ITEMS 
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1. DETERMINATION TO CONTINUE TELECONFERENCING OPTION FOR BOARD 

MEETINGS PURSUANT TO ASSEMBLY BILL 361 AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 

Resolution 22181 
 
Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board adopt the following 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 Substantial 
or High 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, 
 
which was seconded by Commissioner Churchill and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Churchill, Navarro, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 
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2. STATUS AND DISCUSSION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEM REQUESTS 

 
Resolution 22182 

 
Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board: 

 
1) Approve the status of the attached Future Agenda Item Requests as reflected on 

Attachment I (Active Projects); and, 
 

2) Approve the status of the attached Future Agenda Item Requests as reflected on 
Attachment II (Completed Projects),  

 
which was seconded by Commissioner Churchill and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Churchill, Navarro, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 
 

3. Findings of Fact 
 

a. Brandon L. Burnett – Tier 5 
 

4. Approval of Minutes 
 

a. Regular Board meeting minutes of October 7, 2021 
 
Commissioner Navarro moved that the Board approve the consent items, which was 
seconded by Commissioner Churchill and approved by the following vote:  ayes, 
Commissioners Ambriz, Buzzell, Churchill, Navarro, Zimmon, and President Pendleton – 6; 
nays, none. 
 

G. CONSIDERATION OF FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
 

There were no items referred for consideration.  
 
President Pendleton called for public comment to which there were none. 
 

President Pendleton recessed the meeting for a break at 10:10 a.m., and reconvened at 10:16 a.m. 
 
H. CLOSED SESSION 
 

1. CLOSED SESSION PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.81 TO 
CONSIDER THE PURCHASE OF ONE (1) PARTICULAR, SPECIFIC INVESTMENT AND 
POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 
The Board met in closed session. 
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2. CLOSED SESSION PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.81 TO 

CONSIDER THE PURCHASE OF ONE (1) PARTICULAR, SPECIFIC INVESTMENT AND 
POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 
The Board met in closed session. 
 

3. CLOSED SESSION PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.81 TO 
CONSIDER THE PURCHASE OF ONE (1) PARTICULAR, SPECIFIC INVESTMENT AND 
POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 
The Board met in closed session. 
 
Upon reconvening in open session, President Pendleton stated there was no public report.  

 
 

The meeting adjourned at 10:49 a.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                   
          President  
 
  
                                                                     Secretary 
 

 
 

 
 
 


	08042022 Agenda
	      BOARD OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSION 
	                        COMMISSIONERS
	                                  August 4, 2022

	Los Angeles, CA 90013

	C1 - Presentations by Finalist Candidates for the Index Provider Search
	08-04-22 C1 - Presentations by Finalist Candidates for the Index Provider Search (internet)
	DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS

	08-04-22 C1 - Attachment I, 110421 Bd Rpt, Mgr Search f Passive U.S. & Non-U.S. Equities, Fixed Income, and Real Assets Investment Mgmt Srvs
	11-04-21 C1 - Manager Search for Passive US & Non-US Equities, Fixed Income, & Real Assets Investment Mgmt Services (DOCS & SP)
	DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS

	11-04-21 C1 - Attachment l, Existing passive mandates, Indexes-Passive Strategies
	11-04-21 C1 - Attachment II, RVK Recommendation Memo

	08-04-22 C1 - Attachment II, RVK Memo, Passive Management RFP - Finalist Interview Recommendation
	08-04-22 C1 - Attachment III, AB Index Management Services
	08-04-22 C1 - Attachment IV, Blackrock Equity and Fixed Income Index Finals
	08-04-22 C1 - Attachment V, Northern Trust Finals Presentation for LAFPP 
	08-04-22 C1 - Attachment VI, Rhumbline Presentation to the Trustees of LAFPP
	Slide Number 1
	rhumb line  n.�A line on a nautical chart which represents the most easily �navigated course from Point A to Point B
	Current Profile�
	Organization Chart
	Diversity Initiatives�As a firm founded by a minority, supporting and promoting diversity is part of our corporate culture and has been since our inception in 1990.  
	ESG Initiatives – Mission Statement
	ESG Initiatives
	Assets Under Management�
	Distribution of AUM
	Products
	     Breakdown of Strategies�
	RhumbLine Investment Process�Domestic Equity Index Strategies
	RhumbLine Investment Process�Domestic Fixed Income Index Strategies
	RhumbLine’s Investment Process �Global Index Strategies
	Portfolio Management Process
	RhumbLine Trading Approach
	Best Execution
	Composite Returns (Gross of Management Fees) �
	Composite Returns (Gross of Management Fees) �
	Expected Tracking�
	Strategic Advantages
	Important Disclosures & Disclaimers�
	Slide Number 23


	C2 - Presentation by Semper Capital Mgmt LP Mortgage-Backed Securities Fixed Income Manager
	08-04-22 C2 - Presentation by Semper Capital Mgmt LP Mortgage-Backed Securities Fixed Income Manager (internet)
	DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS

	08-04-22 C2 - Attachment I, Semper Capital Performance Information as of 5-31-2022
	Performance

	08-04-22 C2 - Attachment II, Semper Capital Management Presentation

	C3 - Private Equity Portfolio Semi-Annual Performance Review and Strategic Plan
	C4 - Presentation of Asset-Liability Study by RVK
	08-04-22 C4 - Presentation of Asset-Liability Study by RVK (internet)
	DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS

	08-04-22 C4 - Attachment I, RVK Asset-Liability Study Executive Summary
	08-04-22 C4 - Attachment II, RVK Asset-Liability Study

	C5 - UFLAC Presentation of Anthem Blue Cross HDHP (HSA) PPO, HMO, Medicare Advantage HMO & PPO Plans
	C6 - UFLAC Presentation of Metlife DPPO, DHMO & Direct Reimbursement Network Plans
	C7 - Amendment to Board Operating Policies and Procedures Section 3.10 - Correction of Erroneous Payments
	08-04-22 C7 - Amendment to Board Operating Policies and Procedures Section 3.10 - Correction of Erroneous Payments (internet)
	DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS

	08-04-22 C7 - Attachment, Proposed Amendment to Board Operating Policies and Procedures Section 3.10
	3.0 - PENSION PROCESSING
	APPLICATIONS AND DOCUMENTATION
	DEFERRED RETIREMENT OPTION PLAN (DROP)
	3.2 CREDITING OF INTEREST
	3.2.1 ACTIVE DUTY STATUS
	3.2.2 REVOCATION OF DROP ENROLLMENT
	3.2.3 DISTRIBUTION OF DROP ACCOUNT

	AUTHORITY OF BOARD AND GENERAL MANAGER
	DISABILITY APPLICATION PROCESS
	SUSPENSION OF DISABILITY PENSION PAYMENTS
	RESTORATION OF DISABILITY PENSIONERS TO ACTIVE DUTY
	SURVIVOR BENEFIT APPLICATIONS
	POST RETIREMENT SURVIVOR BENEFIT PURCHASE PROGRAM
	REINSTATEMENT OF SERVICE PENSIONERS
	CORRECTION OF ERRONEOUS PAYMENTS
	PENSION PAYROLL DEDUCTIONS FOR ORGANIZATIONS
	STALE-DATED CHECKS
	ESTABLISHMENT OF DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIPS
	HISTORY
	REVIEW



	C8 - Pension Administration Benchmarking Results for the FY Ending 06-30-21
	08-04-22 C8 - Pension Administration Benchmarking Results for the FY Ending 06-30-21 (internet)
	DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS

	08-04-22 C8 - Attachment, CEM BenchmarkAdmin – (FY) 2021 Benchmarking Analysis for LAFPP
	0 Cover Page
	1 Executive Summary LAFPP
	2 Peer Characteristics LAFPP
	3 Service Levels LAFPP
	4 Cost AnalysisLAFPP
	5 Transaction Volumes LAFPP


	C9 - Board Investment Policies - Draft Enforement Action and Litigation Reporting Policy
	08-04-22 C9 - Board Investment Policies - Draft Enforement Action and Litigation Reporting Policy (internet)
	08-04-22 C9 - Attachment, Draft Enforcement Action and Litigation Reporting Policy

	C10 - Status Report on Outstanding Internal Audit Recommendations
	08-04-22 C10 - Status Report on Outstanding Internal Audit Recommendations (internet)
	DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS

	08-04-22 C10 - Attachment 1, Status of Outstanding Internal Audit Recommendations as of June 30, 2022

	E1 - Determination to Continue Teleconferencing Option for Board Meetings Pursuant to AB 361
	DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS

	E2 - Status and Discussion of Future Agenda Item Request
	08-04-22 E2 - Status and Discussion of Future Agenda Item Request (internet)
	DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS

	08-04-22 E2 - Attachment I, Active Items
	08-04-22 E2 - Attachment II, Completed Items

	E3 - Approval of Travel Authority (Arellano) - IFEBP, 68th Annual Employee Benefits Conference
	08-04-22 E3 - Approval of Travel Authority (Arellano) - IFEBP, 68th Annual Employee Benefits Conference (internet)
	DEPARTMENT OF FIRE AND POLICE PENSIONS

	08-04-22 E3 - Attachment, Conference agenda

	E4a - Regular Board meeting minutes of April 21, 2022 and May 5, 2022
	08-04-22 E3a - Regular Board meeting minutes of April 21, 2022 (internet)
	BOARD MEETING OF APRIL 21, 2022

	08-04-22 E3b - Regular Board meeting minutes of May 5, 2022 (internet)
	BOARD MEETING OF MAY 5, 2022





