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Board of Administration Agenda    

 

REGULAR MEETING 
 

TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 2020 
 

TIME:   10:00 A.M.  
 

MEETING LOCATION:  
 

LACERS Ken Spiker Boardroom 
202 West First Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, California 90012-4401 
 
Live Board Meetings can be heard at: (213) 621-CITY (Metro), 
(818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471-CITY (Westside), and  
(310) 547-CITY (San Pedro Area). 
 
Sign Language Interpreters, Communication Access Real-
Time Transcription, Assistive Listening Devices, 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: Board of Administration Office at 
(213) 473-7169. 

 
President: Cynthia M. Ruiz 
Vice President:  Michael R. Wilkinson 
 
Commissioners: Annie Chao 
  Elizabeth Lee 
  Sandra Lee 
 Nilza R. Serrano  
 Sung Won Sohn 
 
Manager-Secretary:  Lita Payne 
 
Executive Assistant: Ani Ghoukassian 
 

Legal Counsel: City Attorney’s Office 
 Public Pensions General 
 Counsel Division 
 

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. 

 

CLICK HERE TO ACCESS BOARD REPORTS 
 

I. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MATTERS WITHIN THE BOARD'S JURISDICTION 
 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR REGULAR BOARD MEETING OF FEBRUARY 25, 2020 
AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

 
III. BOARD PRESIDENT VERBAL REPORT 
 

IV. GENERAL MANAGER VERBAL REPORT 
 

A. REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS 
 

B. UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS 
 
V. RECEIVE AND FILE ITEMS 

http://www.lacers.org/aboutlacers/board/BoardDocs/index.html
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A. BENEFITS PAYMENTS APPROVED BY GENERAL MANAGER 

 
B. MARKETING CESSATION REPORT NOTIFICATION TO THE BOARD 

 
C. EDUCATION AND TRAVEL EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR THE QUARTER ENDING 

DECEMBER 31, 2019 
 

VI. BOARD/DEPARTMENT ADMINISTRATION 
 

A. 977 N. BROADWAY PROPERTY BUDGET AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 
 

VII. INVESTMENTS 

 
A. CHIEF INVESTMENT OFFICER VERBAL REPORT 

 
B. RECOGNITION OF SERVICE FOR JENNIFER STEVENS OF THE TOWNSEND 

GROUP 
 

C. PRESENTATIONS BY STAFF ON CRYPTOCURRENCY AND PROFESSOR 
BHASKAR KRISHNAMACHARI, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, ON 
BLOCKCHAIN TECHNOLOGY  

 
D. IMPLEMENTATION OF PRIVATE EQUITY INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT – CO-

INVESTMENT  
 

E. PRESENTATION BY NEPC, LLC OF THE PORTFOLIO PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
REPORT FOR THE QUARTER ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2019 

 
VIII. RETIREMENT SERVICES 
 

A. DELEGATION OF SUBPOENA REQUEST AUTHORITY FOR UNRECOVERED 
FUNDS CASES 

 
IX. DISABILITY RETIREMENT APPLICATION(S) 

 
A. ADOPTION OF FINDINGS OF FACT FOR AZAR NEJAD AND POSSIBLE BOARD 

ACTION 
 

B. CLOSED SESSION PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54957(b) TO 

CONSIDER THE DEFERRAL REQUEST FOR DISABILITY RETIREMENT 

APPLICATION OF VIVECA BUTLER AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

 

C. CLOSED SESSION PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54957(b) TO 

CONSIDER THE DISABILITY RETIREMENT APPLICATION OF NADINE WARREN 

AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

 
X. LEGAL/LITIGATION 
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A. CLOSED SESSION PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54956.9(D)(4) 

TO CONFER WITH AND RECEIVE ADVICE FROM LEGAL COUNSEL REGARDING 

INITIATION OF LITIGATION (ONE CASE) AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION 

 
XI. OTHER BUSINESS 

 
XII. NEXT MEETING: The next Regular meeting of the Board is scheduled for Tuesday, March 24, 

2020 at 10:00 a.m. in the LACERS Ken Spiker Boardroom, 202 West First Street, Suite 500, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4401. 
 

XIII. ADJOURNMENT 
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                                                  MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 
BOARD OF ADMINISTRATION 

LOS ANGELES CITY EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
 

LACERS Ken Spiker Boardroom 
202 West First Street, Fifth Floor 

Los Angeles, California 
 

February 25, 2020 
 

10:01 a.m. 
 

PRESENT: President: Cynthia M. Ruiz 
 Vice President: Michael R. Wilkinson 
  
 Commissioners:                Annie Chao 
  Elizabeth Lee 
  Nilza R. Serrano 
  Sung Won Sohn 
                                              
 Manager-Secretary:     Lita Payne 
           

 Executive Assistant:  Ani Ghoukassian 
  

 Legal Counsel:                                            Anya Freedman 
 
ABSENT: Commissioner: Sandra Lee 
                     
 

The Items in the Minutes are numbered to correspond with the Agenda.  
 

I 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MATTERS WITHIN THE BOARD’S JURISDICTION – President Ruiz asked 
if there were any persons who wished to speak on matters within the Board’s jurisdiction, to which there 
was no response and no public comment cards were received. 
 

II 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR REGULAR BOARD MEETING OF FEBRUARY 11, 2020 AND  
POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION – Commissioner Chao moved approval, seconded by Commissioner 
Serrano, and adopted by the following vote: Ayes, Commissioners Chao, Elizabeth Lee, Serrano, Sohn, 
Vice President Wilkinson, and President Ruiz -6; Nays, None. 
 

III 
 

BOARD PRESIDENT VERBAL REPORT – President Ruiz stated that she attended the PPI 2020 
Winter Roundtable at the Langham in Pasadena. 
 

IV 
 

 

Agenda of:  Mar. 10, 2020 
 
Item No:        II       

 
 

 
 

Item Number       II 
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GENERAL MANAGER VERBAL REPORT   
 

A. REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OPERATIONS – Lita Payne, Executive Officer, discussed the 
following items: 

 

  Mayor’s Executive Directive #25 – LA’s Green New Deal: Leading by Example 

 On track to move first group of 25 staff to new LACERS HQ 

 Retiree health plan year 2020 confirmation statements will be sent to participating members in 
early March 

 Wellness Extravaganza on February 12th in Monrovia had 183 attendees 

 Wellness Program Manager interviews were held with eight candidates  

 LACERS is reviewing the new tax requirements from the Secure Act  
 
B. LACERS WEBSITE DEMO – Taneda Larios, Senior Management Analyst II with Health Benefits 

Administration & Communications Division, presented a demo of the new LACERS website to 
the Board. 
 

C. CONTINUANCE METHODOLOGY CHANGE AND LACERS INFO BULLETIN – Lita Payne, 
Executive Officer, provided the Board a briefing on the Continuance Methodology Change. The 
Board provided staff with direction. 

 
D. UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS – Ms. Payne stated the following items will be on an upcoming 

Board agenda: 
 

 Blockchain technology primer from a guest speaker 

 Initial Capital Expense Program related to new LACERS HQ 
 
E. RECOGNITION OF SERVICE FOR LUCY ARTINIAN – Lita Payne, Executive Officer, 

recognized Lucy Artinian’s 37 years of City service.   
 

V 
 

RECEIVE AND FILE ITEMS 
 
A. MONTHLY REPORT ON SEMINARS AND CONFERENCES FOR JANUARY 2020 – This report was 

received by the Board and filed. 

B. OPEN ENROLLMENT CLOSEOUT REPORT – This report was received by the Board and filed. 

VI 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 
A. TRAVEL AUTHORITY – COMMISSIONER NILZA SERRANO; HARVARD KENNEDY SCHOOL 

EXECUTIVE EDUCATION – LEADERSHIP DECISION MAKING; OPTIMIZING 
ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE PROGRAM, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS; JUNE 
7-12, 2020 AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION – Vice President Wilkinson moved approval of the 
following Resolution: 
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TRAVEL AUTHORITY 
HARVARD KENNEDY SCHOOL EXECUTIVE EDUCATION 

LEADERSHIP DECISION MAKING; OPTIMIZING ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE 
JUNE 7-12, 2020 

CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 
 

RESOLUTION 200225-A 
 
WHEREAS, Board approval is required for all international travel requests and travel not included in 
the Approved List of Educational Seminars;     
 
WHEREAS, the Harvard Kennedy School Executive Education: Leadership Decision Making; 
Optimizing Organizational Performance program in Cambridge, Massachusetts is not included in the 
Approved List of Educational Seminars for Fiscal Year 2019-20, and exceeds the annual education 
travel budget of $10,000.00,  and therefore requires individual approval; 
 
WHEREAS, the sound management of the assets and liabilities of a trust fund imposes a continuing 
need for all Board Members to attend professional and educational conferences, seminars, and other 
educational events that will better prepare them to perform their fiduciary duties; 
 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that Commissioner Serrano is hereby authorized to attend the 
Harvard Kennedy School Executive Education: Leadership Decision Making; Optimizing Organizational 
Performance program from June 7-12, 2020 in Cambridge, Massachusetts; 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the reimbursement of up to $10,459.25 is hereby authorized for 
reasonable expenses in connection with participation. 
 
Which motion was seconded by Commissioner Sohn, and adopted by the following vote: Ayes, 
Commissioners Chao, Elizabeth Lee, Serrano, Sohn, Vice President Wilkinson, and President Ruiz -6; 
Nays, None. 
 

VII 
 

BOARD/DEPARTMENT ADMINISTRATION 
 
A. ACTUARIAL RISK ASSESSMENT AND REVIEW OF FUNDED STATUS OF THE 

RETIREMENT AND HEALTH PLANS AS OF JUNE 30, 2019 – Todd Bouey, Assistant General 
Manager and Paul Angelo, Actuary with Segal Consulting presented this item to the Board and 
discussed the report findings for one hour. The report was received by the Board and filed. 

 
B. REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR EXTERNAL AUDIT SERVICES AND POSSIBLE BOARD 

ACTION – Commissioner Chao moved approval, seconded by Vice President Wilkinson and 
adopted by the following vote: Ayes, Commissioners Chao, Elizabeth Lee, Serrano, Sohn, Vice 
President Wilkinson, and President Ruiz -6; Nays, None. 

 
VIII 

 
A. INVESTMENT COMMITTEE VERBAL REPORT ON THE REGULAR MEETING OF 

FEBRUARY 11, 2020 – Commissioner Sohn stated the Committee approved a contract with 



  4   

AEGON U.S.A. Investment Management and approved staff’s recommendation of the Semi-

Finalists of the Active Emerging Market Debt Investment Manager Search. 

IX 
 

INVESTMENTS 
 
A. CHIEF INVESTMENT OFFICER VERBAL REPORT – Rod June, Chief Investment Officer, 

reported on the portfolio value, $18.784 Billion as of February 24, 2020. Mr. June discussed the 
following items: 

 

 Staff is making adjustments on the PRI Action Plan 

 Ellen Chen, Investment Officer I, attended Pension Bridge ESG Conference 

 Rod June attending the ESG-IQ Conference on February 26 

 Wilkin Ly, Investment Officer III, attending Texas Emerging Manager Conference on February 
26 

 Rod June attending the SEO Emerging Manager Alternative Investment Conference on March 
4 

 NASP’s A Day of Education in Private Equity in Downtown Los Angeles on March 26 

 Future agenda items: Education on Blockchain Technology, staff report on Private Equity-Co-
Investment Program, and Performance Review-Quarter Ending December 31, 2019 

 
B. INVESTMENT MANAGER CONTRACT WITH AEGON U.S.A. INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT, 

LLC REGARDING THE MANAGEMENT OF AN ACTIVE U.S. HIGH YIELD FIXED INCOME 
PORTFOLIO AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION – Commissioner Chao moved approval of the 
following Resolution:  

 
CONTRACT EXTENSION 

AEGON USA INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT, LLC 
ACTIVE U.S. HIGH YIELD FIXED INCOME 

PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT 
 

RESOLUTION 200225-B 
 
WHEREAS, LACERS’ current one-year contract extension with Aegon USA Investment Management, 
LLC (AUIM) for active U.S. high yield fixed income portfolio management expires on March 31, 2020; 
and, 
 
WHEREAS, AUIM rebid for its mandate in the current High Yield Fixed Income and Hybrid High Yield 
Fixed Income/U.S. Floating Rate Bank Loan Mandate Search but was not advanced for Board 
consideration and contract award; and, 
 
WHEREAS, a contract extension with AUIM will allow the fund to maintain a diversified exposure to the 
U.S. high yield fixed income market until a contract with the firm hired through the current search is 
executed; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on February 25, 2020, the Board approved the Investment Committee’s recommendation 
to approve a one-year contract extension with AUIM. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Executive Officer is hereby authorized to approve 
and execute a contract subject to satisfactory business and legal terms and consistent with the following 
services and terms: 
 
 

Company Name:  Aegon USA Investment Management, LLC 
  
Service Provided:  Active U.S. High Yield Fixed Income Portfolio Management 

  
 Effective Dates:  April 1, 2020 through March 31, 2021 
  
 Duration:   One year 
 

Benchmark:  Bloomberg Barclays U.S. Corporate High Yield 2% Issuer Capped 
Index 

 
 Allocation as of  
 January 31, 2020:  $392 million 
 

Which motion was seconded by Commissioner Serrano, and adopted by the following vote: Ayes, 
Commissioners Chao, Elizabeth Lee, Serrano, Sohn, Vice President Wilkinson, and President Ruiz -6; 
Nays, None. 
 
C. CONSENT OF ASSIGNMENT OF TORREYCOVE CAPITAL PARTNERS LLC CONTRACT 

AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION – Commissioner Chao moved approval of the following 
Resolution: 

 
CONSENT TO ASSIGN CONTRACT WITH 
TORREYCOVE CAPITAL PARTNERS LLC  

 
RESOLUTION 200225-C 

 
WHEREAS, LACERS has an existing contract with TorreyCove Capital Partners LLC (TorreyCove) for 
private equity consulting services; and, 
 
WHEREAS, TorreyCove has entered into an acquisition agreement with Aksia LLC (Aksia), a privately 
held company that provides alternative investment research and portfolio advisory solutions to 
institutional investors; and, 
 
WHEREAS, Aksia will acquire a 100% interest in TorreyCove; and, 
 
WHEREAS, under the Investment Advisers Act of 1940, a change in control of an investment advisory 
firm is deemed to be a contract assignment that requires written consent of the client; and,  
 
WHEREAS, staff has conducted appropriate due diligence on Aksia and its acquisition of TorreyCove. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby consents to the assignment of LACERS 
existing contract with TorreyCove to Aksia; and, authorizes the Executive Officer to approve and 
execute the necessary documents, subject to satisfactory business and legal terms. 
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Which motion was seconded by Commissioner Serrano, and adopted by the following vote: Ayes, 
Commissioners Chao, Elizabeth Lee, Serrano, Sohn, Vice President Wilkinson, and President Ruiz -6; 
Nays, None. 
 
D. TRAVEL AUTHORITY – EDUARDO PARK, INVESTMENT OFFICER II; RBC GLOBAL ASSET 

MANAGEMENT, ASHMORE INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT, AND LAZARD ASSET 
MANAGEMENT, LLC, LONDON, UK; MARCH 9-11, 2020, AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION – 
Commissioner Serrano moved approval of the following Resolution: 

 
TRAVEL AUTHORITY 

DUE DILIGENCE OF EMERGING MARKET SMALL CAP EQUITIES MANDATE SEARCH; 
EMERGING MARKET DEBT MANDATE SEARCH; ROUTINE DUE DILIGENCE ON EXISTING 

LACERS MANAGER  
MARCH 9-11, 2020 

LONDON, UNITED KINGDOM 
 

RESOLUTION 200225-D 
 
WHEREAS, Board approval is required for all international travel requests; and,     
 
WHEREAS, the due diligence of the Emerging Market Small Cap Equities Mandate Search semi-finalist, 
RBC Global Asset Management; the due diligence of the Emerging Market Debt Mandate Search semi-
finalist, Ashmore Investment Management; and routine due diligence on existing LACERS manager, 
Lazard Asset Management; requires international travel to London, United Kingdom, and therefore 
requires approval; and,  
 
WHEREAS, the request to conduct due diligence conforms to the LACERS Strategic Plan Board 
Governance Goal of upholding good governance practices which affirm transparency, accountability, 
and fiduciary duty. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that Eduardo Park, Investment Officer II is hereby authorized 
to travel to London, United Kingdom to conduct due diligence of the Emerging Market Small Cap Equities 
Mandate Search semi-finalist, RBC Global Asset Management; due diligence of the Emerging Market 
Debt Mandate Search semi-finalist, Ashmore Investment Management; and routine due diligence on 
existing LACERS manager, Lazard Asset Management, on March 9-11, 2020 (travel dates March 7-12, 
2020). 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the reimbursement of up to $6,500 for Eduardo Park, Investment 
Officer II is hereby authorized for reasonable expenses in connection with participation and will be 
applied to the 2019-20 Fiscal Year budget. 
 
Which motion was seconded by Commissioner Elizabeth Lee, and adopted by the following vote: Ayes, 
Commissioners Chao, Elizabeth Lee, Serrano, Sohn, Vice President Wilkinson, and President Ruiz -6; Nays, 
None. 
 
E. NOTIFICATION OF COMMITMENT OF UP TO $40 MILLION IN KPS SPECIAL SITUATIONS 

FUND V, LP – This report was received by the Board and filed. 
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F. NOTIFICATION OF COMMITMENT OF UP TO $10 MILLION IN KPS SPECIAL SITUATIONS 
MID-CAP FUND, LP – This report was received by the Board and filed. 

 
G. NOTIFICATION OF COMMITMENT OF UP TO $30 MILLION IN CLEARLAKE CAPITAL 

PARTNERS VI, LP – This report was received by the Board and filed. 
 
H. CORRECTION OF NOTIFICATION OF COMMITMENT OF UP TO €31.591 MILLION IN NREP 

NORDIC STRATEGIES FUND IV, LP SCSP AND POSSIBLE BOARD ACTION – Vice President 
Wilkinson moved approval of the following Resolution that rescinds Resolution 191022-D: 

 
AUTHORIZATION TO COMMIT 

NREP NORDIC STRATEGIES FUND IV, LP SCSP 
 

RESOLUTION 200225-E 
 

WHEREAS, NREP Nordic Strategies Fund IV, LP SCSP (Fund), a value add closed-end investment 
vehicle managed by NREP AB (NREP or GP) seeks to invest in logistics, student and senior housing, 
and serviced living real estate assets in Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden; and,  
 
WHEREAS, The Townsend Group, LACERS’ Real Estate Consultant, has conducted extensive due 
diligence and has recommended that LACERS consider a commitment to the Fund to which staff, after 
a review of the consultant findings, concurs; and, 
 
WHEREAS, such a commitment is consistent with LACERS’ Real Estate Fiscal Year 2019-2020 
Strategic Plan; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on October 8, 2019, the Investment Committee, after reviewing staff’s recommendation 
and hearing a presentation from staff, The Townsend Group, and the GP, directed staff to refer the 
fund commitment recommendation to the Board for consideration; and,  
 
WHEREAS, on October 22, 2019, the Board authorized up to a $35 million commitment to the Fund; 
and, 
 
WHEREAS, on February 25, 2020, the Board amended the authorization to up to a €31.591 million 
commitment to the Fund to reflect the currency that the fund is denominated in. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby authorizes a commitment of up to 
€31.591 million to the Fund; and, authorizes the Executive Officer to approve and execute the 
necessary documents, subject to satisfactory business and legal terms.  
 
Which motion was seconded by Commissioner Serrano, and adopted by the following vote: Ayes, 
Commissioners Chao, Elizabeth Lee, Serrano, Sohn, Vice President Wilkinson, and President Ruiz -6; 
Nays, None. 

 
X 
 

OTHER BUSINESS – Commissioner Serrano asked staff to email retirees regarding the Coronavirus 
outbreak. 
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XI 
 

NEXT MEETING – The next Regular meeting of the Board is scheduled for Tuesday, March 10, 2020 
at 10:00 a.m. in the LACERS Ken Spiker Boardroom, 202 West First Street, Suite 500, Los Angeles, 
CA 90012-4401. 
 

XII 
 

ADJOURNMENT – There being no further discussion before the Board, President Ruiz adjourned the 
meeting at 12:28 p.m. 
 
 
 ______________________________________ 
 Cynthia M. Ruiz 
  President 
________________________________________ 
Lita Payne 
Manager-Secretary 















































































Presented By: LACERS Investment Division
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Cryptocurrency Overview

GhoukaA
Text Box
Board Meeting: 03/10/20
Agenda Item VII-C



Agenda

• Blockchain Basics and Key Terms 
• A brief history of Bitcoin
• Encryption and Public Key Encryption
• Distributed Ledger
• Wallets and Exchanges
• Blockchain

• What is Libra?
• Libra and Facebook
• Libra Association Funding
• Potential Regulatory Issues: Anti-Money Laundering, Monetary Policy, and 

Financial Stability
• Libra Current Status

• What does this mean for LACERS’ investments?
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A Brief History of Bitcoin

 “Bitcoin: A Peer-to-Peer Electronic Cash System” paper by Satoshi Nakamoto was released on 
October 31, 2008, and the first block was mined on January 3, 2009.  

 The first known transaction was the purchase of two pizzas valued at $30 USD for 10,000 Bitcoin.  
Today, those 10,000 Bitcoins are worth more than $80 million USD.
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• The current circulating supply is about 18 million Bitcoin, and the supply 
will continue to slowly expand until it reaches the maximum limit of 21 
million Bitcoin.  

• Bitcoin is the largest cryptocurrency by market capitalization (price x 
supply), and the total value of all coins is about $150 billion USD. More 
than $15 billion USD of Bitcoin change hands every day.

• Bitcoin futures began trading on the Chicago Board Options Exchange and 
the Chicago Mercantile Exchange during December 2017.

• Bitcoin prices have not yet stabilized and are highly volatile compared to 
most other assets.



Key Terms: Encryption

Encryption allows information to be hidden so that it cannot 
be read without special knowledge (such as a password) using 
a secret code or a cypher.

Encryption has been used for thousands of years, but has 
become much more important and commonly used because 
of computers and the internet. 

4

It is possible to decrypt a message without the key, but with modern encryption this is difficult 
and very time consuming.

• Symmetric key encryption uses the same key is used to both encrypt and decrypt 
information.  In other words, anyone that possesses the key can read the information.

• Public key encryption uses two keys, a “public” key that can only be used to encrypt 
information but cannot be used to decrypt the message, and a “private” key that can 
decrypt that information.  



Key Terms: Public Key Encryption

Imagine a trunk with a lock that two people use to ship 
documents back and forth. 

The lock on this trunk has a special lock (shown to the right) 
with two different keys:
• Key #1 can only turn to the left
• Key #2 can only turn to the right.

5Source: Panayotis Vryonis 
https://medium.com/@vrypan

This means that if the trunk is locked in Position A, only Key #2 can unlock it by turning right to 
Position B (unlocked). 

If the trunk is locked in Position C, only Key #1 can unlock it by turning left to Position B (unlocked).

In other words, either key can lock the trunk – but once it is locked, only the 
other key can unlock it.



Key Term: Distributed Ledger

6Source:  Open Innovation Team, Government of the United Kingdom
https://openinnovation.blog.gov.uk/2018/02/19/is-distributed-ledger-technology-the-answer/



Key Terms: Wallets and Exchanges

• Wallets are software programs that hold the private keys that enable the transfer of 
cryptocurrency between owners.

• Like any software, technical skill is required to operate a wallet safely and securely.

• Managed wallets are being offered as a product for cryptocurrency investors (example: 
Fidelity Digital Management), enabling less technical investors to also securely hold these 
assets with less risk.

• Exchanges are companies that enable the buying, selling, and trading of cryptocurrencies 
(example: Coinbase).  

• While exchanges are not required to buy or sell cryptocurrencies, exchanges create a 
marketplace that improves liquidity and price transparency for the assets.

7



Key Term: Blockchain

8Source: https://blockgeeks.com/guides/what-is-blockchain-technology/



What is Libra?

• Libra is a digital currency announced on June 18, 2019. 

• Libra’s purpose is to allow transfer of money around 
the world cheaper and faster, especially for the 1.7 
billion unbanked adults around the world.

• Libra is a pegged-currency, which reflects the value of 
the underlying assets. 

• Libra is controlled through a central organization 
comprised of industry members.

9

Libra 
Associati
on.

• The Libra Association is tasked with governance of the Libra ecosystem, and is comprised of 
industry, venture, and nonprofit entities. Each member pledged to commit at least $10 million to 
the project and the desired reserve at launch is one billion dollars. 



Libra and Facebook

• Leveraging Facebook’s existing user base, 
Libra has the potential to become a sizable 
global payment system competitive with 
other world currencies.

• Facebook will benefit by providing simple, 
secure wallets (Calibra) that can be used 
to drive targeted advertising. 
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• Although sponsored by the Libra Association, 
many critics view Facebook as the driving force 
behind Libra.

• Facebook has been subject to significant 
controversy, with CEO Mark Zuckerberg 
testifying before Congress regarding privacy 
concerns and alleged election interference. 



Libra Association Funding

11

Libra would operate as a “stablecoin”, backed by a reserve of 
stable, government-issued currencies and securities.

Operating expenses of the Libra network are planned to be 
funded by earnings from low risk investments such as 
government bonds.

The initial reserve fund size is planned to be at least one billion 
dollars.

Negative interest rates for government bonds are prevalent 
in many major developed economies, including Japan (14% of 
planned reserve) and much of Europe (18% of planned reserve)

It is unclear whether this is proposal is sustainable in a very low 
rate or negative rate environment.



Potential Issues: Anti-Money Laundering

U.S. financial institutions are required by law to take measures against money laundering and prevent 
access to the payment system by prohibited individuals, companies, or countries.  Meeting these 
requirements is very difficult, typically requires a staff of experienced professionals and a significant 
investment in technology.

Some of the major requirements include:
• Know Your Customer (KYC)/Customer Identification Program (CIP): Verify identity of customers 

prior to account opening.
• Customer Due Diligence (CDD)/Enhanced Due Diligence (EDD): Understand the nature and 

purpose of customer relationships, with a focus on identifying higher risk accounts which may be 
used for money laundering or terrorist financing.

• Office of Foreign Assets Control ("OFAC") of the US Department of the Treasury administers and 
enforces economic and trade sanctions based on US foreign policy and national security goals.
• Potential Problem: Accountability for complying with U.S. law is unclear, and this may embolden 

criminal organizations. Furthermore, Libra payments may potentially undermine the 
effectiveness of sanctions programs.

12



Potential Issues: Monetary Policy and Financial Stability

The Federal Reserve’s ability to meet its dual mandates of price stability and maximum employment is 
primarily implemented through open market operations, which is dependent on control of the money 
supply.

• Potential Problem: The supply of Libra will not be directly controlled by a central bank, and if it or 
a similar cryptocurrency dominates the market, the effectiveness of central banks to achieve 
policy goals will potentially decline.

The Federal Reserve currently has the ability to respond to a financial crisis by creating dollars and lending 
them through the Discount Window.

• Potential Problem: Central banks will not have the ability to directly create and lend Libra during a 
crisis, and will therefore not be as directly able to limit the impact of a financial crisis.

FDIC insurance has substantially reduced the frequency and severity of bank runs which were a 
significant problem historically. Insured bank deposits are therefore effectively risk free, which may not be 
true of other similar products without the full faith and credit of the U.S. government.

• Potential Problem: While Libra will be backed by low risk investments, deposits are not insured by 
the FDIC. This leaves Libra open to a potential run during a crisis, similar to money market 
funds that “broke the buck” during the Great Financial Crisis. 13



Libra Current Status

The original planned launch date at year-end 2020 will likely delayed due to continued government 
scrutiny.  Of the 28 original founding members of the Libra Association, seven members have 
dropped out including: Visa, Mastercard, Stripe, eBay, Paypal, and Booking Holdings.

"Visa has decided not to join the Libra Association at this time," a spokesperson told Business Insider. 
"We will continue to evaluate and our ultimate decision will be determined by a number of factors, 
including the Association's ability to fully satisfy all requisite regulatory expectations. Visa's continued 
interest in Libra stems from our belief that well-regulated blockchain-based networks could extend the 
value of secure digital payments to a greater number of people and places, particularly in emerging 
and developing markets.“

Meanwhile, central banks around the world are developing their own digital currencies:

• Chinese officials have stated that Libra may pose a threat to sovereignty, and as a result China is 
launching its Digital Currency Electronic Payment (DECP) system soon.

14



What does this mean for LACERS’ investments?

15

• Cryptocurrency may be disruptive to some aspects of the financial system, but this is not 
necessarily a negative for investment returns.  

• Global regulators and central banks are taking this seriously, and likely will find ways to 
successfully integrate cryptocurrencies into policy and operations.

• No immediate action by LACERS is necessary, although staff will continue to closely monitor the 
emerging technology and its potential impact on the portfolio.  

• Historically, well diversified portfolios have benefited from general improvements in 
technology.  The adoption of blockchain technology into the infrastructure of many 
industries will likely result in improved efficiency and lower costs.

• While this technology may be a significant threat to some financial services companies, it is also 
an opportunity for technology companies.  
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Outline
● Digital Signature
● Bitcoin and the Distributed Ledger
● Smart Contracts
● Permissioned Blockchains
● New capabilities with Blockchain
● Use cases for the City
● Challenges and cautions  



Digital Signatures

Public-Key Cryptography invented 
in the 1970’s. 

Allows users to distribute a 
“public key” to everyone while 
retaining a “private key”

Messages signed with Alice’s 
private key can be read by anyone 
with the public key, but they can 
know for sure that only Alice 
could have sent that message.



The Digital Double-Spend Problem



https://bitcoin.org/bitcoin.pdf



1. Alice sends Bob
some bitcoins, a digitally 
signed transaction.

4.  Winner combines 
several hundred pending 
transactions into a “block”, 
& collects fees. This 
happens every ~10 mins.

2.  This and other
pending transactions are all 
broadcast to the whole 
network.

3.  Miners around the 
world race each other to 
solve a “Proof of Work 
puzzle.” 

5.  The new block is 
appended to the chain 
and broadcast to the 
whole network

6.  In case of conflicts, the 
longest chain wins, i.e. is 
worked on; this results in 
consensus on which blocks 
are on the chain. 

8. Bob can use wallet 
software to verify the 
transaction doesn’t involve 
Alice “double spending” her 
money.

7.  Any transaction that is 
3-4 blocks into the 
blockchain cannot, for all 
practical purposes, be 
reversed

HOW THE BITCOIN BLOCKCHAIN WORKS

Block N  Block N+1

Inventor:
Satoshi
Nakomoto

... ...

© Bhaskar Krishnamachari, 2018

See https://bitcoin.org/bitcoin.pdf



Distributed Ledger Technology:
Beyond Cryptocurrency

• A distributed database with many copies that are kept 
consistent and cannot be tampered with (immutable)

• An important insight: such a distributed ledger can be 
used for applications other than moving coins around - 
it can be used to store any shared information in a 
decentralized yet trusted manner



Decentralized 
Currency

Decentralized 
Ledger

Decentralized
Computer

Blockchain Capabilities



Smart Contracts

Smart contracts - decentralized autonomous programs that run 
on a blockchain and can be used to trigger transactions or 
release escrowed funds when certain conditions are met 

Image Source: https://tallyfy.com/smart-contracts-on-the-blockchain/

https://tallyfy.com/smart-contracts-on-the-blockchain/


Distributed Ledger Technology
• A distributed database with many copies that 

are kept consistent and cannot be tampered 
with

• An important insight: such a distributed ledger 
can be used for applications other than moving 
coins around - it can be used to store any 
shared information in a decentralized manner

• Immutability and transparency enable trusted 
interactions without requiring a third party



Two Types of Blockchain

Permissionless Permissioned

Consensus Protocols: 
PBFT, Tendermint

Anonymous users Identified users

Examples: Bitcoin, 
Ethereum, Cosmos

Typically for a Specific 
Use Case

(Generally) Slow, Lots of 
Validating Nodes

Faster, Fewer Validating 
Nodes

Public Private / Consortium 

Proof of Work, Proof of 
Stake

Typically Multi-Purpose

Examples: Hyperledger 
Fabric, R3 (Corda)



New Capabilities with Blockchain

• Decentralized, tamper-proof storage of data - no need for a 
“trusted party”

• Low friction data sharing - greater transparency - easier to 
trace transactions across organizational boundaries - can 
customize access based on “need to know”

• Decentralized autonomous code - trusted to execute exactly 
as written when conditions are met - useful for escrows, 
automatic change of access rights when conditions are met



Use cases



Placing academic, training, and other credentials on a 
blockchain can make it easier to verify skill and support 
lifelong learning. 

Trusted Credentials



Decentralized Identity Management

● Government issued ID 
on the Blockchain

● Self-Sovereign 
Identity & verifiable 
claims



Citizen Journey

Creating a citizen-centric mobile-based experience of 
Government that allows different agencies within the City 
interacting with a citizen to coordinate their data and services in 
a seamless, yet privacy-sensitive and context-dependent 
manner

● Health and Vaccination
● Housing
● Recreation and Parks
● Fire 
● Police
● Transportation
● Sanitation
● Education



Government Records

● Eliminate paper-based 
records related to 
real-estate, vehicles, 
police, and more

● Greater transparency, 
auditability, security

● Lower friction for 
inter-agency data 
exchange

● Increase trust in 
government



RIPA Application on Trinity
● California Racial and Identity 

Profiling Act of 2015 (AB 953) 
aims to curb harmful and 
unjust practices and increase 
transparency and 
accountability with law 
enforcement agencies

● USC has been collaborating 
with County of LA, San Diego 
on a Blockchain-based 
System based on our “Trinity” 
technology to implement PoC 
of a tamper-proof reporting 
system for police-community 
interactions

USC’s Trinity Tool enables diverse organizations to 
subscribe to each others (real-time) data streams 
with the guarantee they are all seeing the same 
un-tampered data  



Incentivizing Citizens

● Blockchain presents a novel opportunity 
to create and provide fine-grained 
incentives for Citizens to contribute to 
social good
 

● Give credits for green behavior, healthy 
living, providing useful data and 
feedback, participation in community 
activities, 

● Apply credits towards city services such 
as transportation, parking - or simply 
gamify to some form of recognition

See Bologna “Bella Mossa” Green 
Incentives Initiative 



Challenges and Caution



Need for Education



Do you need a 
Blockchain? 

For original graphic and interactive decision tree, 
see
https://spectrum.ieee.org/computing/networks/do-
you-need-a-blockchain

https://spectrum.ieee.org/computing/networks/do-you-need-a-blockchain
https://spectrum.ieee.org/computing/networks/do-you-need-a-blockchain


Immaturity of Technology 

● Transaction Throughput
● Data volumes
● Interoperability
● Data standards
● Upgradability
● Software vulnerabilities
● Key management
● Other Cybersecurity  

issues



Other Challenges

● Garbage in - Garbage Out (Blockchain/DLT cannot guarantee data is 
correct / valid in the first place) 

● Decentralized systems are hard to get off the ground, present hard 
socio-political challenges with respect to coordination across many 
organizations. Large gap between PoC and Production Systems.  



Further reading...



                                     Thanks!

Contact:

bkrishna@usc.edu

https://www.linkedin.com/in/bhaskar-krishnamachari/

Copy of these slides: http://tiny.cc/itbcdlt

mailto:bkrishna@usc.edu
https://www.linkedin.com/in/bhaskar-krishnamachari/
http://tiny.cc/itbcdlt


LACERS Investments

Co-investments Program 
Staff Recommendation



Implementing Co-Investments at LACERS

In Board education sessions held July 9, 2019 and January 14, 2020, TorreyCove discussed 
the potential risks, rewards, and approaches to a co-investment program.

Staff conducted extensive research on co-investment, including:
• Reviewing academic research and industry studies 
• Discussions with peer public pensions that have implemented co-investment programs
• Meetings with potential managers

The goals of today’s presentation is to:
• Review the pros and cons for each of the five potential approaches to co-investing that 

TorreyCove presented in January
• Recommend an initial approach that can be implemented in the near term
• Discuss how we believe the program should evolve over the next few years

2



Approach Overview

 There is no consensus on the best approach. Through research and conversations with 
multiple peer public pensions, staff found examples of each approach being implemented.
 Peer choice of approach was influenced by risk appetite, staff size and skill set, and the size 

and history of their private equity program.

 Additionally, we found cases of peers implementing programs in stages or transitioning 
from one approach to another as their experience and comfort level grew over time.
 For example, some peers started with a comingled vehicle (investing alongside other LPs in 

a co-investment fund), moved to a separately managed account, and eventually developed 
and built process and controls required to bring the program completely in-house.

 It is important to note that while fee reduction is a key goal, each co-investing approach has its 
own benefits and risks that should be carefully considered.
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Ease of Implementation
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Approach #1: Comingled Co-Investment Funds

Pros:
 Access: LACERS could access co-investments from GPs with whom we have not previously invested. 

Thus, the co-investments do not require an investment in the GP’s primary funds.
 Deal Flow: Many managers of comingled funds have an established track record of co-investing. Such managers are 

top of mind for GPs seeking a partner so these managers see more opportunities. Managers of some of the larger 
report looking at 600 to 800 possible investments annually.

 Dedicated Team: Co-investment specific teams, which combine industry and sector expertise with a fund manager’s 
history of underwriting GPs, can be very selective in choosing co-investments. Some managers report approving just 
one of every twenty deals (5%) brought to them.

 Timing: Managers of comingled funds bring new funds to market every year and typically offer “more advanced” 
vehicles to be discussed later in this presentation. Thus, investing with such managers could serve as an 
intermediate step to other approaches and allow us to identify the best manager to partner with.

 Diversification: Comingled funds typically give investors exposure to a variety of companies. This increases the 
potential for diversification, which is associated with lower risk.

Cons:
 Pricing: Comingled funds typically have a 1% management fee and 10% carried interest over an 8% preferred return. 

While these fees are less than typical private equity fees, they are more expensive than other co-invest options.
 Coverage: LACERS would be limited to co-investments within the fund and therefore be unable to leverage 

existing GP relationships for co-investment opportunities.
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Approach #2: Separately Managed Account

6

Pros:
 Access:  Similar to comingled funds, a Separately Managed Account (SMA) gives access to GPs with 

whom LACERS has not previously invested, thus investment in the GP’s primary fund is not required.
 Deal Flow: SMAs offer the highest overall deal flow because they would potentially combine the 600 

to 800 deals generated by the manager with deals from GPs already in the LACERS portfolio. As 
noted previously, typically only one of twenty (5%) deals make it through a manager’s underwriting 
process so large deal flow is key to a successful co-investment program.

 Dedicated Team: LACERS would get the expertise of the manager’s dedicated team while also 
having the option for a more customized program that allows for closer monitoring and 
greater transfer of knowledge to LACERS investment staff.

Cons:
 Pricing:  While management fees are often less expensive than comingled accounts, pricing 

depends on size of commitment, deal sourcing, customization level, and degree of 
discretion.

 Size: Separately Managed Accounts require significantly larger capital commitments.           
(For example, $50 million a year for four years.)



Approach #3: Consultant Approach: Full Underwriting

7

Pros:
 Price: Less expensive than the comingled fund or SMA options, with no management fee.
 Dedicated Team: LACERS would have access to a dedicated team to complete due diligence 

requirements within the typical abbreviated time frame of two to six weeks.
 Portfolio Construction: Ability to customize the portfolio to address specific gaps or 

underexposure, such as industry, sector, geography, company size and vintage.

Cons:
 Access: Deal flow is limited to opportunities sourced from LACERS existing GP relationships. While 

it is unclear how many deals this would produce, deal flow would be significantly less than the 
600 to 800 opportunities reviewed annually by some of the larger comingled and SMA managers.  

 Diversification: With less robust deal flow, this would result in a portfolio of fewer companies, 
thereby likely having higher concentration risk than the SMA or comingled approaches.

 Timing: Compared to the SMA or comingled approaches, considerably more time would likely be 
needed to build a co-investment portfolio of meaningful size due to smaller deal flow.



Approach #4: Consultant Approach: Abbreviated Diligence
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Pros:
 Price: Much less expensive than comingled or SMA, with no management fee and smaller 5% 

carry. 
 Dedicated Team: LACERS would have access to a team whose primary task is to ensure that any 

potential deals meet pre-established investment parameters. With the deals sourced solely from 
GPs with whom LACERS has already invested, much of the required due diligence process has already 
been completed. Therefore deal approval rates would likely be much higher than the 5% average. 

 High Conviction GP Focus: Deals sourced only from LACERS’ highest conviction GPs, which 
would include those managers who are well-known to LACERS staff and consultant and having 
the best historical performance.

Cons:
 Access: This approach is the most restrictive because deal flow comes solely from LACERS’ 

highest conviction GPs, which are a small subset of all GPs currently in the portfolio. Furthermore, it 
is possible that not all of them will offer appropriate co-investments.

 Diversification: Fewer deals will result in a more concentrated portfolio. Risk also increases due 
to the large commitments LACERS has already made to the primary fund of these GPs.

 Underwriting: Limited co-investment underwriting places greater emphasis on correctly identifying 
high conviction GPs and funds.  



Approach #5: In-House 
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Pros:
 Price: No fees, no carry. While in-house is the least expensive option in terms of fees paid to 

external parties, significant resources would be needed to develop and maintain internal processes 
and controls to ensure the high quality underwriting that co-investing requires.

 Portfolio Construction: Decision-making entirely in the control of LACERS, and portfolio can be 
customized to meet diversification needs (industry/geography/size/type).

Cons:
 Speed: Limited due diligence window (typically 2 to 6 weeks) and strong GP preference for partners 

that can reach a quick decision would require significant flexibility from LACERS staff.
 Access: Deals would be sourced from LACERS existing and future GP relationships.
 Diversification: Fewer deals and a highly concentrated portfolio means higher overall risk.
 Timing: Significant time required to build processes and controls, which could include adding staff and 

additional training. Thus, the in-house option would likely be the slowest to deploy a meaningful 
amount of capital to co-investment opportunities.

 Expertise: Staff must have the necessary skills and resources to capably underwrite potential 
opportunities and to decide in a timely manner whether to invest.



Implementation Plan: Recommendation

Start with Approach #1: Comingled Funds
 Top quartile managers are bringing comingled funds to market in the next few months.
 Historical performance is comparable to investments in traditional private equity funds, but come 

with much lower fees.
 LACERS would have the opportunity to become more familiar with the GP’s investment teams and 

approach to co-investing.
 Designate up to 10% of each year’s private equity commitments for co-investing and make 

investments of $25 million to $50 million with one or two top quartile managers.
 Current policy allows for investing in a comingled fund and staff will follow the current private 

equity process with TorreyCove leading the due diligence efforts (with no amendments to the 
existing contract).

If the program is able to deliver consistent risk adjusted returns with a lower fee structure, 
move forward with Approach #2: Separately Managed Account with the highest conviction 
manager.
 This step will require more significant commitments (i.e. $200 million over a few years), and also 

likely will require updating the investment policy.
10



APPENDIX
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Appendix: What are co-investments?

In a private equity fund, the General Partner (i.e. private equity manager or GP) invests in multiple portfolio 
companies using capital provided by limited partners (LPs). The investments are held in a structure that comingles the 
capital of all investors in the fund. Co-investments allow LPs to bypass the comingled fund vehicle and invest additional 
capital directly into one of the portfolio companies (as shown in the Equity Co-Investment line).
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Appendix: Current Policy Language
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Appendix: Risks and Concerns of Co-Investments

Adverse Selection and Concentrations
 Evidence is mixed as to co-investments outperforming traditional private equity funds.  

 Because GPs select the companies in which to co-invest, this suggests that GPs may not have the ability to pick 
the outperformers from their own portfolio of companies.

 Potential to double down on bad investments if the LACERS is already invested in the co-investment company 
through an investment in the private equity fund.
 Potential headline risk/embarrassment if a co-investment is a complete loss. 
 Possibility that co-investment underperformance could impair the LP-GP relationship going forward.

 Because building a co-investment portfolio can be a slow and deliberate process, concentration risk could be 
heightened in the early stages when portfolio consists of very few companies.
 The pace at which co-investment opportunities present themselves can be lumpy, making it more difficult to 

create a portfolio diversified by vintage year. In addition, not all GPs offer co-investment opportunities.

 Concern that the GP may be operating outside of their area of expertise when presenting co-investment 
opportunities, since the co-investment may not meet fund-level portfolio construction parameters.
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Appendix: Risks and Concerns of Co-investments (continued)

Time Pressure
 Quick turnaround required for a decision: Ability of staff and consultant to conduct 

thorough underwriting and sourcing of opportunities
 Competition from other LPs to get co-investment allocations from GPs
 Overreliance on GP marketing information for co-investment underwriting; minimal LP 

diligence on portfolio company

Underwriting
 According to interviews conducted by staff, some LPs select just 5% of the co-investment 

opportunities given to them
 Do LPs have necessary staff and resources for an accurate and thorough underwriting of 

the opportunities? LPs need to take on the GP role but may lack the skills to execute due 
diligence.

 Will GPs provide enough information to the LPs to make an informed decision?
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EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY

1



Global risk assets rallied during the quarter as prospects of a trade deal increased and global central
banks continued easing monetary policy to offset economic growth concerns
• The U.S. Equity composite under-performed due to mid and small cap manager selection. The Non-U.S. Equity composite

outperformed due to manager outperformance.

Dollar weakness provided a tailwind for international and emerging market asset returns
• The Emerging Markets composite outperformed developed markets but underperformed the benchmark due to manager

underperformance.

Increasing yields caused the spread between the 10-year and 3-month Treasuries to move into
positive territory, widening to 37 basis points – marking the largest spread since January 2019
• The Core Fixed Income composite outperformed the benchmark due to manager selection.

PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW
Q4 Market Summary

Market segment (index representation) as follows: US Dollar (DXY Index), VIX (CBOE Volatility Index), US 10-Year (US 10-Year Treasury Yield), S&P 500 (US Equity), MSCI EAFE Index
(International Developed Equity), MSCI Emerging Markets (Emerging Markets Equity), US Agg (Barclays US Aggregate Bond Index), High Yield (Barclays US High Yield Index), Dollar EMD (JPM
EMBI Global Diversified Index), Crude Oil (WTI Crude Oil Spot), Gold (Gold Price Spot), and REITs (NAREIT Composite Index). Source: FactSet

Note: Performance is gross of fees

2



NEPC, LLC

MARKET OUTLOOK
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Extended US Economic Cycle

Global central banks continued easing
with the Fed cutting rates and the ECB
reigniting monthly bond purchases

Emerging market currencies
appreciated relative to the dollar as
trade concerns eased

Global government bond yields
increased reflecting optimism around
trade and expected growth

Yield
9/30/19

Yield
12/31/19 |∆|

US 10-Year 1.68% 1.92% +0.24%

US 30-Year 2.12% 2.39% +0.27%

US Real 10-Year 0.15% 0.15% -

German 10-Year -0.58% -0.19% +0.40%

Japan 10-Year -0.23% -0.02% +0.21%

China 10-Year 3.17% 3.20% +0.03%

EM Local Debt 5.21% 5.22% +0.01%

Q4 Macro Market Summary

Source: FactSet

Source: FactSet

Central
Banks

Current
Rate

CPI
YOY

Notes from the 
Quarter

Federal
Reserve

1.50% -
1.75% 2.0%

The Fed cut interest rates by 25 
basis points in October and 

signaled a pause from further 
rate cuts

European
Central
Bank

0.00% 1.0%

The ECB maintained its current 
benchmark interest rates and 

restarted monthly bond 
purchases of €20 billion in 

November

Bank of
Japan -0.10% 0.5%

The BoJ will continue its ultra-
easy QE program with inflation 

remaining well below target

MACRO PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW

Source: FactSet
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Extended US Economic Cycle

Equity Performance Overview

Global equities posted stellar returns
in Q4, adding to already sizable year-
to-date gains

Dollar weakness provided a boon to
international and emerging market
returns

Chinese equities outperformed broad
emerging market equities – following
news of a potential trade deal
between the US and China

Russell 3000 QTD Sector Returns

Technology +14.3%

Health Care +14.9%

Consumer Discretionary +6.3%

Consumer Staples +4.7%

Energy +5.7%

Materials & Processing +7.0%

Producer Durables +6.4%

Financial Services +7.6%

Utilities +1.5%

Q4 Equity Market Summary

Source: FactSet

Source: FactSetSource: FactSet

EQUITY PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW
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Extended US Economic Cycle

Credit Performance Overview

Return-seeking credit broadly
outperformed safe-haven assets with
spread tightening reflecting risk on
sentiment

In most areas of credit, spreads
moved lower and remain well below
long-term median levels

Q4 Credit Market Summary

Source: FactSet

Source: FactSet; Ranges calculated since 11/30/2000Source: FactSet

Credit Spread
(Basis Points) 9/30/2019 12/31/2019 |∆|

BC IG Credit 115 93 -22

BC Long Credit 167 139 -28

BC Securitized 47 42 -5

BC High Yield 373 336 -37

Muni HY 250 226 -24

JPM EMBI 337 291 -46

Bank Loans - Libor 398 372 -25

CREDIT PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW
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Extended US Economic Cycle

Credit Performance Overview

Spot WTI crude oil increased 13.0% 
as a result of OPEC production cuts 
and easing US-China trade concerns

The expectation of modestly higher
inflation caused gold and other
inflation-sensitive assets to rally

Q4 Real Assets Market Summary

Source: FactSet

Source: FactSet Source: FactSet

Real Asset Yields 9/30/19 12/31/19

Midstream Energy 6.4% 6.4%

Core Real Estate 4.5% 4.4%

Composite REITs 4.0% 4.1%

Global REITs 4.1% 4.2%

Global Infrastructure Equities 4.2% 4.0%

Natural Resource Equities 4.3% 3.9%

US 10-Year Breakeven Inflation 1.49% 1.77%

Commodity Index Roll Yield -3.0% -1.7%

10-Year TIPS Real Yield 0.2% 0.2%

REAL ASSETS PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW
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NEPC, LLC

ASSET CLASS 
POLICY OVERVIEW
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND ASSET ALLOCATION VS. POLICY
Asset Allocation vs. Target

Current Policy Current Difference* Policy Range Within
Range

_

U.S. Equity $4,671,501,921 24.00% 24.76% 0.76% 19.00% - 29.00% Yes
Non-US Equity $5,770,746,991 29.00% 30.59% 1.59% 24.00% - 34.00% Yes
Core Fixed Income $3,211,478,959 19.00% 17.02% -1.98% 15.00% - 22.00% Yes
Opportunistic Credit $1,044,491,951 5.00% 5.54% 0.54% 0.00% - 10.00% Yes
Private Equity $2,021,711,983 12.00% 10.72% -1.28% Yes
Real Assets $2,040,951,824 10.00% 10.82% 0.82% 7.00% - 13.00% Yes
Cash $106,941,305 1.00% 0.57% -0.43% 0.00% - 2.00% Yes
Total $18,867,824,935 100.00% 100.00%

XXXXX

*Difference between Policy and Current Allocation

Note: Policy Target Asset Allocation does not reflect the new target asset allocation adopted on April 10, 2018. 
Implementation of the new asset allocation is currently in progress.
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ACTIVE VS. PASSIVE MANAGER BREAKDOWN

• Of the Total Fund, LACERS allocated 62% to active managers and 38% to passive managers.

• Credit Opportunities, Private Equity, and Real Assets programs are active and therefore are not shown.

Note: Market values shown in millions $(000).

Active 
$11,702  62%

Passive
$7,166  38%

Total Fund
Active  $354 

8%

Passive
$4,318  92%

U.S. Equity

Active 
$3,847  67%

Passive
$1,924  33%

Non‐U.S. Equity

Active 
$2,287  71%

Passive $925 
29%

Core Fixed Income
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TOTAL FUND PERFORMANCE SUMMARY (GROSS OF FEES)

Over the past five years, the Fund returned 7.56% under-
performing the policy index by 0.22% and ranked in the 27th

percentile in the Public Funds $1 Billion- $50 Billion universe.  
The Fund’s volatility was 6.80% and ranked in the 63rd

percentile over this period.  The Fund’s risk-adjusted 
performance, as measured by the Sharpe Ratio, ranks in the 
33rd percentile in its peer group. 

Over the past three years, the Fund returned 10.09% 
underperforming the policy index by 0.37% and ranked in the 
15th percentile in its peer group.  The Fund’s volatility ranks in 
the 60th percentile resulting in a three-year Sharpe Ratio of 
1.29 and ranked in the 28th percentile. 

In the one-year ended December 31, 2019, the Fund 
experienced a net investment gain of $2.92 billion, which 
includes a net investment gain of $962.74 million during the 
fourth calendar quarter.  Assets increased from $16.27 billion 
twelve months ago to $18.87 billion on December 31, 2019.  
The Fund returned 18.08%, underperforming the policy index 
by 2.80% and ranked in the 28th percentile in its peer group.

All asset classes were within policy range as of December 31, 
2019.

The InvMetrics Public Funds $1 Billion- $50 Billion Universe contains 
62 observations for the period ending December 31, 2019.
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Market Value
($)

% of
Portfolio

3 Mo
(%)

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

1 Yr
(%)

3 Yrs
(%)

5 Yrs
(%)

10 Yrs
(%)

Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

LACERS Master Trust 18,867,824,935 100.00 5.34 5.87 18.08 10.09 7.56 8.97 8.30 Oct-94
Policy Index 6.20 6.91 20.88 10.46 7.78 8.92 8.29 Oct-94

Over/Under -0.86 -1.04 -2.80 -0.37 -0.22 0.05 0.01
U.S. Equity 4,671,501,921 24.76 9.01 10.02 30.73 14.20 11.20 13.41 10.69 Oct-94

U.S. Equity Blend 9.10 10.37 31.02 14.57 11.24 13.42 9.65 Oct-94
Over/Under -0.09 -0.35 -0.29 -0.37 -0.04 -0.01 1.04

Non-U.S. Equity 5,770,746,991 30.59 9.55 7.39 22.55 11.08 6.80 6.25 5.42 Nov-94
MSCI ACWI ex USA 8.92 6.96 21.51 9.87 5.51 4.97 5.23 Nov-94

Over/Under 0.63 0.43 1.04 1.21 1.29 1.28 0.19
Core Fixed Income 3,211,478,959 17.02 0.29 2.46 9.09 4.22 3.36 3.49 Jul-12

Core Fixed Income Blend 0.18 2.45 8.72 4.03 3.05 2.90 Jul-12
Over/Under 0.11 0.01 0.37 0.19 0.31 0.59

Credit Opportunities 1,044,491,951 5.54 2.19 3.72 14.20 6.92 5.86 5.97 Jun-13
Credit Opportunities Blend 2.33 3.76 14.58 6.50 6.20 6.16 Jun-13

Over/Under -0.14 -0.04 -0.38 0.42 -0.34 -0.19
Real Assets 2,040,951,824 10.82 1.49 2.68 8.80 5.76 6.12 6.99 6.32 Nov-94

CPI + 5% (Unadjusted) 1.31 2.80 7.39 7.20 6.90 6.83 7.28 Nov-94
Over/Under 0.18 -0.12 1.41 -1.44 -0.78 0.16 -0.96

Public Real Assets 1,213,466,379 6.43 1.41 2.99 11.58 3.86 2.97 2.17 Jun-14
Public Real Assets Blend 1.02 1.74 10.23 2.53 1.14 -0.10 Jun-14

Over/Under 0.39 1.25 1.35 1.33 1.83 2.27
Private Real Estate 809,255,880 4.29 1.64 2.33 5.67 7.61 8.81 8.47 6.89 Oct-94

Real Estate Blend 1.71 3.25 6.18 7.95 9.84 11.31 9.80 Oct-94
Over/Under -0.07 -0.92 -0.51 -0.34 -1.03 -2.84 -2.91

Private Equity 2,021,711,983 10.72 0.00 2.40 6.28 12.72 10.42 12.70 10.41 Nov-95
Private Equity Blend 9.88 11.98 34.86 17.97 14.55 17.06 13.27 Nov-95

Over/Under -9.88 -9.58 -28.58 -5.25 -4.13 -4.36 -2.86
Cash 106,941,305 0.57

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND PERFORMANCE DETAIL (GROSS)
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND PERFORMANCE DETAIL (NET)
Market Value

($)
% of

Portfolio
3 Mo

(%)

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

1 Yr
(%)

3 Yrs
(%)

5 Yrs
(%)

10 Yrs
(%)

Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

LACERS Master Trust 18,867,824,935 100.00 5.29 5.78 17.88 9.89 7.37 8.77 Oct-94
Policy Index 6.20 6.91 20.88 10.46 7.78 8.92 Oct-94

Over/Under -0.91 -1.13 -3.00 -0.57 -0.41 -0.15
U.S. Equity 4,671,501,921 24.76 9.00 9.99 30.65 14.13 11.11 13.25 Oct-94

U.S. Equity Blend 9.10 10.37 31.02 14.57 11.24 13.42 Oct-94
Over/Under -0.10 -0.38 -0.37 -0.44 -0.13 -0.17

Non-U.S. Equity 5,770,746,991 30.59 9.46 7.19 22.11 10.67 6.42 5.89 Nov-94
MSCI ACWI ex USA 8.92 6.96 21.51 9.87 5.51 4.97 Nov-94

Over/Under 0.54 0.23 0.60 0.80 0.91 0.92
Core Fixed Income 3,211,478,959 17.02 0.27 2.41 8.98 4.12 3.26 3.37 Jul-12

Core Fixed Income Blend 0.18 2.45 8.72 4.03 3.05 2.90 Jul-12
Over/Under 0.09 -0.04 0.26 0.09 0.21 0.47

Credit Opportunities 1,044,491,951 5.54 2.12 3.57 13.86 6.57 5.50 5.62 Jun-13
Credit Opportunities Blend 2.33 3.76 14.58 6.50 6.20 6.16 Jun-13

Over/Under -0.21 -0.19 -0.72 0.07 -0.70 -0.54
Real Assets 2,040,951,824 10.82 1.45 2.60 8.63 5.60 5.96 6.84 Nov-94

CPI + 5% (Unadjusted) 1.31 2.80 7.39 7.20 6.90 6.83 Nov-94
Over/Under 0.14 -0.20 1.24 -1.60 -0.94 0.01

Public Real Assets 1,213,466,379 6.43 1.36 2.89 11.36 3.61 2.74 1.96 Jun-14
Public Real Assets Blend 1.02 1.74 10.23 2.53 1.14 -0.10 Jun-14

Over/Under 0.34 1.15 1.13 1.08 1.60 2.06
Private Real Estate 809,255,880 4.29 1.62 2.29 5.57 7.53 8.72 8.35 Oct-94

Real Estate Blend 1.71 3.25 6.18 7.95 9.84 11.31 Oct-94
Over/Under -0.09 -0.96 -0.61 -0.42 -1.12 -2.96

Private Equity 2,021,711,983 10.72 0.00 2.40 6.29 12.73 10.44 12.71 Nov-95
Private Equity Blend 9.88 11.98 34.86 17.97 14.55 17.06 Nov-95

Over/Under -9.88 -9.58 -28.57 -5.24 -4.11 -4.35
Cash 106,941,305 0.57
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3 Years Ending December 31, 2019

% of Total
MV (%)

Annualized
Return (%) Rank

Annualized
Standard
Deviation

Rank
Annualized

Alpha
Jensen (%)

Rank Information
Ratio Rank Sortino

Ratio RF Rank Tracking
Error Rank

_

LACERS Master Trust 100.00% 9.89% 25 6.56% 60 0.64% 39 -0.44 -- 1.35 40 1.28% 72
Total Equity 55.34% 12.22% 32 11.52% 70 0.13% 27 0.20 22 1.00 48 0.67% 16
U.S. Equity 24.76% 14.13% 40 12.50% 46 -0.56% 32 -0.80 -- 0.99 35 0.55% 3
Non-U.S. Equity 30.59% 10.67% 31 11.68% 65 0.71% 35 0.82 10 1.07 37 0.98% 12
Developed ex-U.S. 23.13% 10.55% 51 11.29% 54 0.81% 44 0.69 38 1.00 69 1.42% 19
Emerging Markets 7.46% 10.91% 27 14.27% 83 -0.55% 34 -0.53 -- 1.06 32 1.25% 1
Core Fixed Income 17.02% 4.12% 71 2.75% 74 0.24% 79 0.25 39 1.86 69 0.36% 16
Credit Opportunities 5.54% 6.57% -- 3.76% -- 0.42% -- 0.10 -- 3.18 -- 0.80% --
Real Assets 10.82% 5.60% -- 2.19% -- 2.05% -- -0.71 -- 3.26 -- 2.24% --
Public Real Assets 6.43% 3.61% -- 3.90% -- 1.26% -- 0.62 -- 0.95 -- 1.74% --
Private Real Estate 4.29% 7.53% 25 1.78% 47 8.02% 1 -0.10 -- 2.53 76 4.21% 97
Private Equity 10.72% 12.73% 58 4.62% 18 13.16% 19 -0.36 -- 10.70 58 14.61% 94

XXXXX

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND RISK STATISTICS (NET)

5 Years Ending December 31, 2019

% of Total
MV (%)

Annualized
Return (%) Rank

Annualized
Standard
Deviation

Rank
Annualized

Alpha
Jensen (%)

Rank Information
Ratio Rank Sortino

Ratio RF Rank Tracking
Error Rank

_

LACERS Master Trust 100.00% 7.37% 30 6.81% 63 0.50% 42 -0.33 -- 1.24 34 1.24% 65
Total Equity 55.34% 8.55% 37 11.80% 70 0.23% 32 0.34 11 0.83 37 0.61% 6
U.S. Equity 24.76% 11.11% 29 12.36% 43 -0.22% 21 -0.21 -- 1.01 24 0.62% 3
Non-U.S. Equity 30.59% 6.42% 49 12.39% 67 0.98% 32 0.84 1 0.69 30 1.09% 7
Developed ex-U.S. 23.13% 6.45% 69 12.05% 33 0.88% 57 0.51 38 0.68 63 1.53% 19
Emerging Markets 7.46% 5.11% 17 15.94% 93 -0.53% 42 -0.43 -- 0.46 17 1.17% 1
Core Fixed Income 17.02% 3.26% 64 2.91% 61 0.34% 65 0.43 46 1.29 67 0.49% 21
Real Assets 10.82% 5.96% -- 2.31% -- 2.02% -- -0.41 -- 4.84 -- 2.31% --
Private Real Estate 4.29% 8.72% 38 1.88% 25 9.51% 1 -0.22 -- 3.29 82 5.01% 95
Private Equity 10.72% 10.44% 73 4.17% 13 10.41% 27 -0.30 -- 9.24 49 13.78% 80

XXXXX

Sortino Ratio RF = Sortino Ratio Risk Free. The risk free rate is the Citi 91 Day T-Bill Index.
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PRIVATE MARKETS PERFORMANCE AS OF 
SEPTEMBER 30, 2019

Private Equity 10 Year IRR  Since Inception IRR Since Inception 
Multiple

Aggregate Portfolio  12.8% 11.1% 1.55x
Core Portfolio 13.5% 11.7% 1.57x
Specialized Portfolio 4.8% 2.0% 1.13x
Russell 3000 + 300 bps 16.1% 13.9% N/A

Real Estate 10 Year Return (Net) Since Inception Return (Net)
Total Portfolio (TWR)1 7.97% 5.97%
NFI‐ODCE + 80 basis points (TWR) 9.72% 7.10%

Note: The Total Value to Paid-In Ratio (TVPI) is a multiple that relates the current value of the private equity
portfolio plus all distributions received to date with the total amount of capital contributed.

1 - IRR is not available for the Real Estate portfolio and therefore only time weighted returns (TWR) are reported.
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Attribution Summary
3 Months Ending December 31, 2019

Policy
Weight

Wtd. Actual
Return

Wtd. Index
Return

Excess
Return

Selection
Effect

Allocation
Effect

Total
Effects

U.S. Equity 24.00% 9.00% 9.10% -0.10% -0.02% 0.01% -0.01%
Non-U.S. Equity 29.00% 9.46% 8.92% 0.54% 0.15% 0.01% 0.17%
Total Fixed Income 24.00% 0.73% 0.63% 0.10% 0.02% 0.06% 0.08%
Real Assets 10.00% 1.45% 1.31% 0.14% 0.01% -0.04% -0.03%
Private Equity 12.00% 0.00% 9.88% -9.88% -1.10% -0.04% -1.13%
Cash 1.00% 1.76% 0.39% 1.37% 0.01% 0.02% 0.03%
Total 100.00% 5.30% 6.20% -0.90% -0.92% 0.02% -0.90%

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND ATTRIBUTION ANALYSIS (NET)

                                                                                                                Wtd. = Weighted
 
Note: Policy Target Asset Allocation does not reflect the new target asset allocation adopted on
April 10, 2018. Implementation of the new asset allocation is currently in progress.
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Attribution Summary
FYTD Ending December 31, 2019

Policy
Weight

Wtd. Actual
Return

Wtd. Index
Return

Excess
Return

Selection
Effect

Allocation
Effect

Total
Effects

U.S. Equity 24.00% 9.99% 10.37% -0.37% -0.09% 0.01% -0.08%
Non-U.S. Equity 29.00% 7.19% 6.96% 0.23% 0.07% -0.02% 0.05%
Total Fixed Income 24.00% 2.69% 2.73% -0.04% -0.01% 0.02% 0.01%
Real Assets 10.00% 2.60% 2.80% -0.20% -0.02% -0.05% -0.07%
Private Equity 12.00% 2.40% 11.98% -9.58% -1.06% -0.05% -1.10%
Cash 1.00% 4.86% 0.89% 3.97% 0.04% 0.01% 0.05%
Total 100.00% 5.77% 6.91% -1.13% -1.07% -0.07% -1.13%

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND ATTRIBUTION ANALYSIS (NET)

                                                                                                                Wtd. = Weighted
 
Note: Policy Target Asset Allocation does not reflect the new target asset allocation adopted on
April 10, 2018. Implementation of the new asset allocation is currently in progress.
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Attribution Summary
1 Year Ending December 31, 2019

Policy
Weight

Wtd. Actual
Return

Wtd. Index
Return

Excess
Return

Selection
Effect

Allocation
Effect

Total
Effects

U.S. Equity 24.00% 30.65% 31.02% -0.37% -0.08% 0.04% -0.04%
Non-U.S. Equity 29.00% 22.11% 21.51% 0.59% 0.18% -0.05% 0.13%
Total Fixed Income 24.00% 10.13% 9.94% 0.19% 0.04% 0.01% 0.06%
Real Assets 10.00% 8.63% 7.39% 1.24% 0.14% -0.08% 0.06%
Private Equity 12.00% 6.29% 34.86% -28.57% -3.27% -0.08% -3.34%
Cash 1.00% 9.20% 2.07% 7.13% 0.06% 0.08% 0.14%
Total 100.00% 17.88% 20.88% -3.00% -2.93% -0.07% -3.00%

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND ATTRIBUTION ANALYSIS (NET)

                                                                                                                Wtd. = Weighted
 
Note: Policy Target Asset Allocation does not reflect the new target asset allocation adopted on
April 10, 2018. Implementation of the new asset allocation is currently in progress.
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Attribution Summary
3 Years Ending December 31, 2019

Policy
Weight

Wtd. Actual
Return

Wtd. Index
Return

Excess
Return

Selection
Effect

Allocation
Effect

Total
Effects

U.S. Equity 24.00% 14.13% 14.57% -0.44% -0.11% 0.05% -0.06%
Non-U.S. Equity 29.00% 10.67% 9.87% 0.81% 0.27% -0.04% 0.23%
Total Fixed Income 24.00% 4.67% 4.55% 0.12% 0.02% 0.09% 0.12%
Real Assets 10.00% 5.60% 7.20% -1.60% -0.15% -0.04% -0.20%
Private Equity 12.00% 12.73% 17.97% -5.24% -0.61% -0.11% -0.72%
Cash 1.00% 8.33% 1.64% 6.68% 0.05% 0.04% 0.09%
Total 100.00% 9.92% 10.46% -0.55% -0.53% -0.01% -0.55%

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND ATTRIBUTION ANALYSIS (NET)

                                                                                                                Wtd. = Weighted
 
Note: Policy Target Asset Allocation does not reflect the new target asset allocation adopted on
April 10, 2018. Implementation of the new asset allocation is currently in progress.
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TOTAL FUND RISK ALLOCATION – ASSET 
ALLOCATION VS. RISK ALLOCATION

• Public and Private Equity
policy target asset allocation
is 65%; accounts for 89.7%
of the policy target portfolio
risk.

• Core Fixed Income and
Credit Opportunities policy
allocation is 24%,
accounting for 5.8% of the
policy target portfolio risk.

• Real Assets (Private Real
Estate and Pubic Real
Assets) policy allocation is
10%, accounting for 4.4% of
policy target portfolio risk.

24%
29.8%

29%

42.9%

12%

17.0%

19%

2.3%

5%

3.5%
5%

0.9%5%
3.5%
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Policy Target Asset Allocation Policy Target Risk Allocation

Cash

Private Real Estate

Public Real Assets

Credit Opportunities

Core Fixed Income

Private Equity

Non‐U.S. Equity

U.S. Equity

Note: Policy Target Asset Allocation does not reflect the new target asset allocation adopted on April 10, 2018. Implementation of the new asset
allocation is currently in progress.

1%
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PUBLIC MARKETS RISK BUDGET COMPARISON 
AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2019

Public Markets Asset Class Target Risk Budget Actual 3 Yr Tracking 
Error

U.S. Equity 0.50% 0.55%
Non‐U.S. Equity 1.20% 0.98%
Core Fixed Income 1.00% 0.36%
Credit Opportunities 1.50% 0.80%
Public Real Assets* 3.00% 1.74%

• Current public market asset class composite tracking error statistics are compared to asset class 
target risk budgets to ensure active risks are within expectations.

• Risk budgets are to be evaluated over three-year periods, at minimum, to reflect a full market cycle.

• All equity public markets asset classes are within an appropriately narrow range of their respective 
risk budgets.

• Both Core Fixed Income and Credit Opportunities have exhibited lower than expected active risk.

• The Public Real Assets composite is not at its target strategy allocation.

• Note: A new Target Risk Budget was approved by the Board on August 14, 2018, and is not 
reflected in the table above. Implementation of the new asset allocation is in progress.

* The benchmark for the Public Real Assets composite is a custom policy benchmark that is comprised of the target 
weights of the public real asset components. The public real asset benchmark weights are 60% TIPS, 20% 
Commodities, 10% REITs, and 10% MLPs.
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND RETURN SUMMARY VS. PEER UNIVERSE
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND RETURN SUMMARY VS. PEER UNIVERSE
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND RISK STATISTICS VS. PEER UNIVERSE
LACERS Master Trust vs. InvMetrics Public DB $1-50B Gross

3 Years

Sortino Ratio RF = Sortino Ratio Risk Free. The risk free rate is the Citi 91 Day T-Bill Index.
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND RISK STATISTICS VS. PEER UNIVERSE
LACERS Master Trust vs. InvMetrics Public DB $1-50B Gross

5 Years

Sortino Ratio RF = Sortino Ratio Risk Free. The risk free rate is the Citi 91 Day T-Bill Index.
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

TOTAL FUND RISK STATISTICS VS. PEER UNIVERSE
LACERS Master Trust vs. InvMetrics Public DB $1-50B Gross

10 Years

Sortino Ratio RF = Sortino Ratio Risk Free. The risk free rate is the Citi 91 Day T-Bill Index.
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HISTORICAL RISK ADJUSTED RETURN 
UNIVERSE COMPARISON

• Total Plan ranks in the 33rd percentile versus other large public plans on a Sharpe Ratio basis.
• Overweight to non-U.S. equities with contributed positively to Sharpe Ratio rank.
• Use of passive investment strategies within U.S. Equity has contributed to the overall Sharpe 

Ratio rank (higher than median).
• Core Fixed Income contributed negatively to Sharpe Ratio rank. 
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HISTORICAL RISK ADJUSTED RETURN 
UNIVERSE COMPARISON

• Total Plan ranks in the 45th percentile versus other large public plans on a Sharpe Ratio basis.
• Overweight to non-U.S. equities with contributed positively to Sharpe Ratio rank.
• Use of passive investment strategies within U.S. Equity has contributed to the overall Sharpe 

Ratio rank (higher than median).
• Core Fixed Income contributed negatively to Sharpe Ratio rank. 
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NEPC, LLC

U.S. EQUITY
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Market Value
($)

% of
Portfolio

3 Mo
(%)

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

1 Yr
(%)

3 Yrs
(%)

5 Yrs
(%)

10 Yrs
(%)

Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

U.S. Equity 4,671,501,921 100.00 9.01 10.02 30.73 14.20 11.20 13.41 10.69 Oct-94
U.S. Equity Blend 9.10 10.37 31.02 14.57 11.24 13.42 9.65 Oct-94

Over/Under -0.09 -0.35 -0.29 -0.37 -0.04 -0.01 1.04
Rhumbline Advisors Russell 2000 281,400,483 6.02 9.90 7.29 25.49 8.63 7.63 Apr-15

Russell 2000 9.94 7.30 25.52 8.59 7.72 Apr-15
Over/Under -0.04 -0.01 -0.03 0.04 -0.09

Rhumbline Advisors Russell 2000 Growth 149,594,680 3.20 11.36 6.74 28.44 12.50 9.28 9.28 Jan-15
Russell 2000 Growth 11.39 6.75 28.48 12.49 9.34 9.34 Jan-15

Over/Under -0.03 -0.01 -0.04 0.01 -0.06 -0.06
Rhumbline Advisors Russell 2000 Value 229,976,111 4.92 8.45 7.57 22.03 4.71 13.19 Mar-16

Russell 2000 Value 8.49 7.87 22.39 4.77 13.29 Mar-16
Over/Under -0.04 -0.30 -0.36 -0.06 -0.10

EAM Investors 142,393,066 3.05 10.52 4.95 33.28 17.83 14.15 Sep-15
Russell 2000 Growth 11.39 6.75 28.48 12.49 12.55 Sep-15

Over/Under -0.87 -1.80 4.80 5.34 1.60
Principal Global Investors 211,245,061 4.52 6.43 9.84 44.47 19.96 14.59 15.16 Aug-14

Russell MidCap 7.06 7.58 30.54 12.05 9.33 10.01 Aug-14
Over/Under -0.63 2.26 13.93 7.91 5.26 5.15

Rhumbline Advisors S&P 500 3,656,886,128 78.28 8.98 10.68 31.14 15.18 11.62 13.58 10.00 Feb-93
S&P 500 9.07 10.92 31.49 15.27 11.70 13.56 9.84 Feb-93

Over/Under -0.09 -0.24 -0.35 -0.09 -0.08 0.02 0.16
Rhumbline Advisors Russell 1000 Growth 78 0.00
Escrow Account 6,315 0.00

XXXXX

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

U.S. EQUITY (GROSS)

1- Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance.
- U.S. Equity Blend = Russell 3000 from 1/1/2000 to present; 33.75% S&P 500/ 35% Russell 1000 Value/ 12.50% Russell 1000 Growth/ 12.50% Russell 2000 Value/ 6.25% Russell
2000 Growth prior to
eA = eVestment Alliance

1

1

1
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

U.S. EQUITY (NET)
Market Value

($)
% of

Portfolio
3 Mo

(%) Rank
Fiscal

YTD
(%)

Rank 1 Yr
(%) Rank 3 Yrs

(%) Rank 5 Yrs
(%) Rank 10 Yrs

(%) Rank Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

U.S. Equity 4,671,501,921 100.00 9.00 34 9.99 37 30.65 26 14.13 40 11.11 29 13.25 33 Oct-94
U.S. Equity Blend 9.10 23 10.37 12 31.02 20 14.57 21 11.24 19 13.42 24 Oct-94

Over/Under -0.10 -0.38 -0.37 -0.44 -0.13 -0.17
InvMetrics Public DB > $1 Billion US
Equity Net Median 8.78 9.37 29.90 13.78 10.46 12.81 Oct-94

Rhumbline Advisors Russell 2000 281,400,483 6.02 9.90 25 7.29 41 25.48 45 8.62 46 7.63 Apr-15
Russell 2000 9.94 25 7.30 41 25.52 45 8.59 46 7.72 Apr-15

Over/Under -0.04 -0.01 -0.04 0.03 -0.09
eV US Small Cap Equity Net
Median 8.26 6.50 24.68 7.78 7.78 Apr-15

Rhumbline Advisors Russell 2000
Growth 149,594,680 3.20 11.35 26 6.74 25 28.43 49 12.49 73 9.27 75 9.27 Jan-15

Russell 2000 Growth 11.39 26 6.75 25 28.48 49 12.49 73 9.34 75 9.34 Jan-15
Over/Under -0.04 -0.01 -0.05 0.00 -0.07 -0.07
eV US Small Cap Growth Equity
Net Median 9.26 4.51 28.09 15.46 10.87 10.87 Jan-15

Rhumbline Advisors Russell 2000
Value 229,976,111 4.92 8.45 33 7.57 49 22.02 64 4.70 48 13.18 Mar-16

Russell 2000 Value 8.49 33 7.87 41 22.39 60 4.77 48 13.29 Mar-16
Over/Under -0.04 -0.30 -0.37 -0.07 -0.11
eV US Small Cap Value Equity Net
Median 7.80 7.48 23.79 4.63 11.96 Mar-16

EAM Investors 142,393,066 3.05 10.33 19 4.60 74 32.39 15 16.99 14 13.35 Sep-15
Russell 2000 Growth 11.39 12 6.75 47 28.48 26 12.49 26 12.55 Sep-15

Over/Under -1.06 -2.15 3.91 4.50 0.80
eV US Small Cap Equity Net
Median 8.26 6.50 24.68 7.78 11.56 Sep-15

1- Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance.
- U.S. Equity Blend = Russell 3000 from 1/1/2000 to present; 33.75% S&P 500/ 35% Russell 1000 Value/ 12.50% Russell 1000 Growth/ 12.50% Russell 2000 Value/ 6.25% Russell
2000 Growth prior to
eA = eVestment Alliance

1

1

1

32



Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

U.S. EQUITY (NET)
Market Value

($)
% of

Portfolio
3 Mo

(%) Rank
Fiscal

YTD
(%)

Rank 1 Yr
(%) Rank 3 Yrs

(%) Rank 5 Yrs
(%) Rank 10 Yrs

(%) Rank Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Principal Global Investors 211,245,061 4.52 6.33 67 9.65 18 43.96 2 19.51 11 14.16 5 14.75 Aug-14
Russell MidCap 7.06 51 7.58 45 30.54 44 12.05 48 9.33 49 10.01 Aug-14

Over/Under -0.73 2.07 13.42 7.46 4.83 4.74
eV US Mid Cap Equity Net Median 7.17 7.22 29.61 11.66 9.23 9.63 Aug-14

Rhumbline Advisors S&P 500 3,656,886,128 78.28 8.98 37 10.68 27 31.14 37 15.17 36 11.61 29 13.57 25 Feb-93
S&P 500 9.07 37 10.92 23 31.49 35 15.27 36 11.70 28 13.56 25 Feb-93

Over/Under -0.09 -0.24 -0.35 -0.10 -0.09 0.01
eV US Large Cap Equity Net
Median 8.27 9.61 28.89 13.30 10.10 12.57 Feb-93

Rhumbline Advisors Russell 1000
Growth 78 0.00

Escrow Account 6,315 0.00
XXXXX

1- Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance. 
eA = eVestment Alliance

1
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

U.S. EQUITY ROLLING 5 YEAR INFORMATION RATIO

*Returns are net of fees.
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MANAGER REPORT CARD

Note: Managers are placed on Watch List for concerns with organization, process and performance. Managers are normally on the Watch List 
for 12 months though may be longer if manager issues remain but not severe enough to warrant termination recommendation. 

• Annual Management Fee Paid as of fiscal year ending June 30, 2019.
*   Where net of fees performance is not available gross of fee returns are evaluated. 

Legend
 Outperformed 
 Underperformed
= Equal to
 Gross Return

U.S. Equity Managers Inception 
Date Mandate

Current 
Quarter (Net)

One Year     
(Net)

Three Years 
(Net)

Five Years   
(Net)

Since Inception 
(Net)

Annual Mgt 
Fee Paid $ 

(000)
Comments

Index Universe Index Universe Index Universe Index Universe Index
Principal Global 
Investors Jul‐14 Mid Cap          616.9 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 

Policy

EAM Investors Sep‐15 Small Cap 
Growth       N/A N/A  913.9 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 

Policy

Rhumbline (Passive) Feb‐93 S&P 500          178.2 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 
Policy

Rhumbline (Passive) Jun‐15 R2000       N/A N/A  14.6 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 
Policy

Rhumbline (Passive) Jun‐15 R2000 Growth     =     7.7 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 
Policy

Rhumbline (Passive) Feb‐16 R2000 Value       N/A N/A  5.8 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 
Policy
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NON-U.S. EQUITY

36



Market Value
($)

% of
Portfolio

3 Mo
(%)

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

1 Yr
(%)

3 Yrs
(%)

5 Yrs
(%)

10 Yrs
(%)

Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Non-U.S. Equity 5,770,746,991 100.00 9.55 7.39 22.55 11.08 6.80 6.25 5.42 Nov-94
MSCI ACWI ex USA 8.92 6.96 21.51 9.87 5.51 4.97 5.23 Nov-94

Over/Under 0.63 0.43 1.04 1.21 1.29 1.28 0.19
Developed ex-U.S. 4,363,730,372 75.62 8.91 7.69 24.12 10.90 6.78 8.80 Jun-12

MSCI EAFE 8.17 7.01 22.01 9.56 5.67 7.77 Jun-12
0.74 0.68 2.11 1.34 1.11 1.03Over/Under 

AQR Capital (On Watch) 298,055,931 5.16 12.87 12.20 23.00 10.14 8.67 5.92 Feb-14
MSCI EAFE Small Cap 11.52 11.03 24.96 10.92 8.85 5.91 Feb-14

1.35 1.17 -1.96 -0.78 -0.18 0.01Over/Under 
Barrow Hanley (On Watch) 577,704,244 10.01 10.31 10.59 26.76 8.88 4.70 3.95 Nov-13

MSCI EAFE Value 7.82 5.94 16.09 6.31 3.54 2.19 Nov-13
Over/Under 2.49 4.65 10.67 2.57 1.16 1.76

Lazard Asset Management 636,252,465 11.03 7.24 4.90 21.17 11.65 6.07 5.42 Nov-13
MSCI EAFE 8.17 7.01 22.01 9.56 5.67 4.03 Nov-13

Over/Under -0.93 -2.11 -0.84 2.09 0.40 1.39
MFS Institutional Advisors 675,065,175 11.70 9.32 7.89 28.22 15.90 10.32 7.91 Oct-13

MSCI World ex USA Growth NR USD 8.09 7.60 27.92 12.34 7.18 5.62 Oct-13
Over/Under 1.23 0.29 0.30 3.56 3.14 2.29

Oberweis Asset Mgmt 253,069,813 4.39 8.61 4.34 26.60 11.59 9.23 7.45 Jan-14
MSCI EAFE Small Cap 11.52 11.03 24.96 10.92 8.85 6.79 Jan-14

Over/Under -2.91 -6.69 1.64 0.67 0.38 0.66
SSgA World ex US IMI 1,923,582,745 33.33 8.36 7.56 23.39 9.95 6.24 6.06 5.89 Aug-93

MSCI World ex USA IMI NR USD 8.36 7.45 22.91 9.49 5.79 5.66 5.62 Aug-93
Over/Under 0.00 0.11 0.48 0.46 0.45 0.40

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

NON-U.S. EQUITY (GROSS)

1 Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance.
2 Since inception index return sourced from SSgA.
eA = eVestment

1

1

2

0.27
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Market Value
($)

% of
Portfolio

3 Mo
(%)

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

1 Yr
(%)

3 Yrs
(%)

5 Yrs
(%)

10 Yrs
(%)

Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Emerging Markets 1,407,016,618 24.38 11.60 6.44 17.93 11.49 5.68 4.71 Jun-12
MSCI Emerging Markets 11.84 7.09 18.44 11.57 5.61 4.82 Jun-12

-0.24 -0.65 -0.51 -0.08 0.07 -0.11Over/Under
Axiom Emerging Markets (On Watch) 479,513,849 8.31 12.42 10.14 25.55 13.80 7.25 5.95 Mar-14

MSCI Emerging Markets Growth NR USD 13.68 11.37 25.10 14.50 7.45 6.39 Mar-14
Over/Under -1.26 -1.23 0.45 -0.70 -0.20 -0.44

DFA Emerging Markets 456,711,564 7.91 10.63 3.16 10.70 9.07 4.53 1.58 Aug-14
MSCI Emerging Markets Value NR USD 9.94 2.82 11.96 8.57 3.67 0.95 Aug-14

Over/Under 0.69 0.34 -1.26 0.50 0.86 0.63
QMA Emerging Markets 470,791,205 8.16 11.71 6.08 18.10 11.49 5.32 4.85 May-14

MSCI Emerging Markets 11.84 7.09 18.44 11.57 5.61 4.54 May-14
Over/Under -0.13 -1.01 -0.34 -0.08 -0.29 0.31

XXXXX

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

NON-U.S. EQUITY (GROSS)

1 Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance. 
eA = eVestment

1

1
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Market Value
($)

% of
Portfolio

3 Mo
(%) Rank

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

Rank 1 Yr
(%) Rank 3 Yrs

(%) Rank 5 Yrs
(%) Rank 10 Yrs

(%) Rank Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Non-U.S. Equity 5,770,746,991 100.00 9.46 70 7.19 85 22.11 61 10.67 31 6.42 49 5.89 40 Nov-94
MSCI ACWI ex USA 8.92 87 6.96 89 21.51 64 9.87 58 5.51 79 4.97 95 Nov-94

Over/Under 0.54 0.23 0.60 0.80 0.91 0.92
Developed ex-U.S. 4,363,730,372 75.62 8.83 71 7.53 71 23.73 53 10.55 51 6.45 69 8.50 Jun-12

MSCI EAFE 8.17 95 7.01 91 22.01 83 9.56 84 5.67 84 7.77 Jun-12
Over/Under 0.66 0.52 1.72 0.99 0.78 0.73
InvMetrics Public DB > $1 Billion
Dev Mkt ex-US Eq Net Median 9.36 8.16 23.91 10.55 6.56 8.65 Jun-12

AQR Capital  (On Watch) 298,055,931 5.16 12.67 32 11.77 18 22.06 69 9.30 63 7.86 63 5.19 Feb-14
MSCI EAFE Small Cap 11.52 61 11.03 25 24.96 39 10.92 47 8.85 42 5.91 Feb-14

Over/Under 1.15 0.74 -2.90 -1.62 -0.99 -0.72
eV EAFE Small Cap Equity Net
Median 12.10 9.81 23.76 10.62 8.38 5.75 Feb-14

Barrow Hanley  (On Watch) 577,704,244 10.01 10.18 30 10.31 12 26.12 10 8.33 36 4.17 72 3.44 Nov-13
MSCI EAFE Value 7.82 75 5.94 87 16.09 86 6.31 71 3.54 83 2.19 Nov-13

Over/Under 2.36 4.37 10.03 2.02 0.63 1.25
eV EAFE Value Equity Net Median 9.04 7.58 20.15 7.53 5.02 3.48 Nov-13

Lazard Asset Management 636,252,465 11.03 7.11 88 4.63 94 20.56 65 11.03 31 5.51 63 4.87 Nov-13
MSCI EAFE 8.17 69 7.01 63 22.01 51 9.56 50 5.67 59 4.03 Nov-13

Over/Under -1.06 -2.38 -1.45 1.47 -0.16 0.84
eV All EAFE Equity Net Median 9.03 7.57 22.07 9.53 6.22 4.71 Nov-13

MFS Institutional Advisors 675,065,175 11.70 9.21 53 7.67 78 27.69 64 15.36 32 9.78 1 7.39 Oct-13
MSCI World ex USA Growth NR
USD 8.09 96 7.60 79 27.92 64 12.34 76 7.18 69 5.62 Oct-13

Over/Under 1.12 0.07 -0.23 3.02 2.60 1.77
eV EAFE All Cap Growth Net
Median 9.27 8.48 29.56 14.14 8.32 6.27 Oct-13

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

NON-U.S. EQUITY (NET)

1 Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance.
eA = eVestment

1

1

1
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Market Value
($)

% of
Portfolio

3 Mo
(%) Rank

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

Rank 1 Yr
(%) Rank 3 Yrs

(%) Rank 5 Yrs
(%) Rank 10 Yrs

(%) Rank Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Oberweis Asset Mgmt 253,069,813 4.39 8.41 97 3.98 98 25.64 36 10.66 50 8.31 52 6.56 Jan-14
MSCI EAFE Small Cap 11.52 61 11.03 25 24.96 39 10.92 47 8.85 42 6.79 Jan-14

Over/Under -3.11 -7.05 0.68 -0.26 -0.54 -0.23
eV EAFE Small Cap Equity Net
Median 12.10 9.81 23.76 10.62 8.38 6.52 Jan-14

SSgA World ex US IMI 1,923,582,745 33.33 8.35 65 7.55 49 23.36 40 9.93 47 6.21 54 6.04 72 Aug-93
MSCI World ex USA IMI NR USD 8.36 65 7.45 49 22.91 45 9.49 52 5.79 62 5.66 80 Aug-93

Over/Under -0.01 0.10 0.45 0.44 0.42 0.38
eV EAFE Core Equity Net Median 9.06 7.37 22.15 9.56 6.35 7.06 Aug-93

Emerging Markets 1,407,016,618 24.38 11.46 26 6.16 36 17.31 26 10.91 27 5.11 17 4.08 Jun-12
MSCI Emerging Markets 11.84 10 7.09 15 18.44 18 11.57 17 5.61 12 4.82 Jun-12

Over/Under -0.38 -0.93 -1.13 -0.66 -0.50 -0.74
InvMetrics Public DB > $1 Billion
Emg Mkt Eq Net Median 10.33 5.65 16.11 9.55 4.17 3.62 Jun-12

Axiom Emerging Markets (On Watch) 479,513,849 8.31 12.24 27 9.77 16 24.70 21 13.02 27 6.50 32 5.26 Mar-14
MSCI Emerging Markets Growth NR
USD 13.68 9 11.37 5 25.10 20 14.50 14 7.45 19 6.39 Mar-14

Over/Under -1.44 -1.60 -0.40 -1.48 -0.95 -1.13
eV Emg Mkts Equity Net Median 11.37 7.00 19.28 10.66 5.45 4.71 Mar-14

DFA Emerging Markets 456,711,564 7.91 10.50 67 2.89 89 10.13 95 8.53 82 4.00 80 1.09 Aug-14
MSCI Emerging Markets Value NR
USD 9.94 73 2.82 90 11.96 91 8.57 82 3.67 84 0.95 Aug-14

Over/Under 0.56 0.07 -1.83 -0.04 0.33 0.14
eV Emg Mkts Equity Net Median 11.37 7.00 19.28 10.66 5.45 3.35 Aug-14

QMA Emerging Markets  (On Watch) 470,791,205 8.16 11.61 44 5.88 65 17.66 64 11.05 47 4.87 64 4.41 May-14
MSCI Emerging Markets 11.84 36 7.09 49 18.44 57 11.57 43 5.61 46 4.54 May-14

Over/Under -0.23 -1.21 -0.78 -0.52 -0.74 -0.13
eV Emg Mkts Equity Net Median 11.37 7.00 19.28 10.66 5.45 4.72 May-14

XXXXX

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

NON-U.S. EQUITY (NET)

1 Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance.
2 Since inception index return sourced from SSgA.
eA = eVestment

1

2

1

1

5.89
5.62
0.27
7.27
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

NON-U.S. EQUITY COUNTRY ALLOCATION
Versus MSCI ACWI ex USA - Quarter Ending December 31, 2019

Manager Index
Ending Allocation (USD) Ending Allocation (USD)

_

Europe   
Austria 0.2% 0.1%
Belgium 0.6% 0.7%
Croatia** 0.0% 0.0%
Czech Republic* 0.0% 0.0%
Denmark 1.3% 1.2%
Estonia** 0.0% 0.0%
Finland 1.1% 0.6%
France 9.5% 7.5%
Germany 5.9% 5.7%
Greece* 0.2% 0.1%
Hungary* 0.1% 0.1%
Ireland 0.5% 0.4%
Italy 1.6% 1.5%
Lithuania** 0.0% 0.0%
Luxembourg 0.0% 0.0%
Netherlands 2.2% 2.6%
Norway 0.8% 0.4%
Poland* 0.2% 0.2%
Portugal 0.1% 0.1%
Romania** 0.0% 0.0%
Russia* 0.9% 1.1%
Serbia** 0.0% 0.0%
Slovenia** 0.0% 0.0%
Spain 1.1% 1.9%
Sweden 1.6% 1.8%
Switzerland 6.0% 6.2%
United Kingdom 10.4% 10.9%
Total-Europe 44.2% 43.1%

_

Versus MSCI ACWI ex USA - Quarter Ending December 31, 2019
Manager Index

Ending Allocation (USD) Ending Allocation (USD)
_

Americas   
Brazil* 2.1% 2.1%
Canada 5.0% 6.7%
Chile* 0.1% 0.2%
Colombia* 0.3% 0.1%
Mexico* 0.8% 0.6%
Peru* 0.1% 0.1%
United States 2.8% 0.0%
Total-Americas 11.2% 9.8%
AsiaPacific   
Australia 3.1% 4.5%
China* 5.3% 9.3%
Hong Kong 5.3% 2.3%
India* 2.3% 2.4%
Indonesia* 0.4% 0.5%
Japan 15.1% 16.2%
Korea* 3.3% 3.2%
Malaysia* 0.3% 0.5%
New Zealand 0.1% 0.2%
Philippines* 0.3% 0.3%
Singapore 1.4% 0.8%
Taiwan* 3.7% 3.2%
Thailand* 0.6% 0.7%
Total-AsiaPacific 41.3% 44.1%
Other   
Egypt* 0.1% 0.0%
Israel    0.6% 0.4%
Other Countries 0.2% 0.0%
Qatar* 0.0% 0.3%
South Africa* 1.1% 1.3%
Turkey* 0.2% 0.1%
United Arab Emirates* 0.0% 0.2%
Total-Other 2.2% 2.9%
Totals   
Developed 76.2% 72.7%
Emerging* 22.5% 27.3%
Other 0.2%
Cash 1.0%

_
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

NON-U.S. EQUITY ROLLING 5 YEAR INFORMATION
RATIO

*Returns are net of fees
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MANAGER REPORT CARD

Note: Managers are placed on Watch List for concerns with organization, process and performance. Managers are normally on the Watch List 
for 12 months though may be longer if manager issues remain but not severe enough to warrant termination recommendation. 

• Annual Management Fee Paid as of fiscal year ending June 30, 2019.
*   Where net of fees performance is not available gross of fee returns are evaluated. 

Legend
 Outperformed 
 Underperformed
= Equal to
 Gross Return

Non‐U.S. Equity 
Managers

Inception 
Date Mandate Current 

Quarter (Net)
One Year     
(Net)

Three Years 
(Net)

Five Years   
(Net)

Since Inception 
(Net)

Annual 
Mgt Fee 
Paid $ 
(000)

Comments

Index Universe Index Universe Index Universe Index Universe Index

Axiom International Mar‐14 Emerging Markets          2,905.3 
On Watch since April 2019 due to performance

Q.M.A. Apr‐14 Emerging Markets          1,632.8 
On Watch since July 2019 due to performance

DFA Emerging Markets Jul‐14 Emerging Markets          2,208.6 
Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring Policy

AQR Feb‐14 Non‐U.S. 
Developed          2,522.4 

On Watch since May 2019 due to performance. 

Oberweis Asset Mgt. Jan‐14 Non‐U.S. 
Developed          1,434.9 

Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring Policy

Barrow, Hanley, 
Mewhinney & Strauss Nov‐13 Non‐U.S. 

Developed          2,574.2 
On Watch since April 2019 due to performance

Lazard Asset Mgt. Nov‐13 Non‐U.S. 
Developed          3,003.5 

Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring Policy

MFS Institutional 
Advisors Oct‐13 Non‐U.S. 

Developed          2,662.1 
Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring Policy

SsgA (Passive) Aug‐93 Non‐U.S. 
Developed          391.2 

Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring Policy
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NEPC, LLC

CORE FIXED 
INCOME
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Market Value
($)

% of
Portfolio

3 Mo
(%)

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

1 Yr
(%)

3 Yrs
(%)

5 Yrs
(%)

10 Yrs
(%)

Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Core Fixed Income 3,211,478,959 100.00 0.29 2.46 9.09 4.22 3.36 3.49 Jul-12
Core Fixed Income Blend 0.18 2.45 8.72 4.03 3.05 2.90 Jul-12

Over/Under 0.11 0.01 0.37 0.19 0.31 0.59
Baird Advisors 345,116,832 10.75 0.51 1.96 7.52 3.69 3.15 4.07 4.36 Mar-05

BBgBarc US Govt/Credit Int TR 0.37 1.75 6.80 3.24 2.57 3.05 3.71 Mar-05
0.14 0.21 0.72 0.45 0.58 1.02 0.65Over/Under 

LM Capital (On Watch) 328,203,357 10.22 0.50 2.54 9.41 4.07 3.31 4.11 4.65 Mar-05
Core Fixed Income Blend 0.18 2.45 8.72 4.03 3.05 3.91 4.39 Mar-05

Over/Under 0.32 0.09 0.69 0.04 0.26 0.20 0.26
Loomis Sayles 811,671,270 25.27 0.21 2.56 9.70 4.75 3.89 4.91 9.03 Jul-80

BC US Agg LACERS custom 0.18 2.45 8.72 4.03 3.05 3.75 7.55 Jul-80
0.03 0.11 0.98 0.72 0.84 1.16 1.48Over/Under 

Neuberger Berman (On Watch) 801,758,828 24.97 0.35 2.48 9.33 4.14 3.27 4.68 5.72 Sep-01
Core Fixed Income Blend 0.18 2.45 8.72 4.03 3.05 3.91 4.65 Sep-01

Over/Under 0.17 0.03 0.61 0.11 0.22 0.77 1.07
SSgA U.S. Aggregate Bond 924,728,673 28.79 0.17 2.46 8.71 4.04 3.07 3.25 Jul-14

BBgBarc US Aggregate TR 0.18 2.45 8.72 4.03 3.05 3.23 Jul-14
Over/Under -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02

XXXXX

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

CORE FIXED INCOME (GROSS)

1 Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance.
BBgBarc = Bloomberg Barclays

1
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Market Value
($)

% of
Portfolio

3 Mo
(%) Rank

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

Rank 1 Yr
(%) Rank 3 Yrs

(%) Rank 5 Yrs
(%) Rank 10 Yrs

(%) Rank Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Core Fixed Income 3,211,478,959 100.00 0.27 62 2.41 61 8.98 39 4.12 71 3.26 64 3.37 Jul-12
Core Fixed Income Blend 0.18 72 2.45 54 8.72 58 4.03 79 3.05 73 2.90 Jul-12

Over/Under 0.09 -0.04 0.26 0.09 0.21 0.47
InvMetrics Public DB > $1 Billion US
Fixed Income Net Median 0.65 2.49 8.81 4.31 3.49 3.36 Jul-12

Baird Advisors 345,116,832 10.75 0.49 28 1.91 25 7.40 16 3.56 16 3.02 14 3.94 10 4.23 Mar-05
BBgBarc US Govt/Credit Int TR 0.37 51 1.75 51 6.80 45 3.24 42 2.57 47 3.05 65 3.71 Mar-05

Over/Under 0.12 0.16 0.60 0.32 0.45 0.89 0.52
eV US Interm Duration Fixed Inc
Net Median 0.37 1.75 6.74 3.19 2.56 3.16 3.88 Mar-05

LM Capital (On Watch) 328,203,357 10.22 0.48 10 2.49 46 9.30 36 3.96 69 3.20 46 3.98 51 4.51 Mar-05
Core Fixed Income Blend 0.18 43 2.45 53 8.72 69 4.03 57 3.05 66 3.91 60 4.39 Mar-05

Over/Under 0.30 0.04 0.58 -0.07 0.15 0.07 0.12
eV US Core Fixed Inc Net Median 0.14 2.46 9.07 4.09 3.15 3.98 4.43 Mar-05

Loomis Sayles 811,671,270 25.27 0.18 44 2.50 42 9.56 19 4.61 10 3.76 10 4.78 11 Jul-80
BC US Agg LACERS custom 0.18 43 2.45 53 8.72 69 4.03 57 3.05 66 3.75 72 Jul-80

Over/Under 0.00 0.05 0.84 0.58 0.71 1.03
0.14 2.46 9.07 4.09 3.15 3.98 Jul-80eV US Core Fixed Inc Net Median 

Neuberger Berman (On Watch) 801,758,828 24.97 0.32 16 2.42 58 9.19 43 3.99 64 3.12 55 4.51 17 5.57 Sep-01
Core Fixed Income Blend 0.18 43 2.45 53 8.72 69 4.03 57 3.05 66 3.91 60 4.65 Sep-01

Over/Under 0.14 -0.03 0.47 -0.04 0.07 0.60 0.92
eV US Core Fixed Inc Net Median 0.14 2.46 9.07 4.09 3.15 3.98 4.59 Sep-01

SSgA U.S. Aggregate Bond 924,728,673 28.79 0.17 45 2.45 54 8.67 71 4.01 60 3.03 68 3.21 Jul-14
BBgBarc US Aggregate TR 0.18 43 2.45 53 8.72 69 4.03 57 3.05 66 3.23 Jul-14

Over/Under -0.01 0.00 -0.05 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
eV US Core Fixed Inc Net Median 0.14 2.46 9.07 4.09 3.15 3.29 Jul-14

XXXXX

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

CORE FIXED INCOME (NET)

1 Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance.
BBgBarc = Bloomberg Barclays
eV = eVestment

1
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

CORE FIXED INCOME 3 YEAR INFORMATION RATIO

*Returns are net of fees

47



CORE FIXED INCOME STYLE ANALYSIS

• LACERS has a slightly lower duration (interest rate risk) than its benchmark.

• The Core Fixed Income Composite has slightly lower average quality rating than its benchmark.

AAA
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MANAGER REPORT CARD

Note: Managers are placed on Watch List for concerns with organization, process and performance. Managers are normally on the Watch List 
for 12 months though may be longer if manager issues remain but not severe enough to warrant termination recommendation. 

• Annual Management Fee Paid as of fiscal year ending June 30, 2019.
* Where net of fees performance is not available gross of fee returns are evaluated. 

Legend
 Outperformed 
 Underperformed
= Equal to
 Gross Return

Core Fixed Income 
Managers

Inception 
Date Mandate Current Quarter 

(Net)
One Year     
(Net)

Three Years 
(Net)

Five Years   
(Net)

Since 
Inception 
(Net)

Annual Mgt 
Fee Paid $ 

(000)
Comments

Index Universe Index Universe Index Universe Index Universe Index
Neuberger 
Berman Sep‐01 Core          1,031.6 On Watch since March 2019 due to performance

Loomis Sayles Jul‐80 Core =         952.5 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 
Policy

Baird Advisors Mar‐05 Intermediate          317.7 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 
Policy

LM Capital Group Mar‐05 Core          314.7 On Watch since March 2019 due to performance

SSgA (Passive) Jul‐14 Core          394.4 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 
Policy
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NEPC, LLC

CREDIT 
OPPORTUNITIES
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Market Value
($)

% of
Portfolio

3 Mo
(%)

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

1 Yr
(%)

3 Yrs
(%)

5 Yrs
(%)

10 Yrs
(%)

Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Credit Opportunities 1,044,491,951 100.00 2.19 3.72 14.20 6.92 5.86 5.97 Jun-13
Credit Opportunities Blend 2.33 3.76 14.58 6.50 6.20 6.16 Jun-13

-0.14 -0.04 -0.38 0.42 -0.34 -0.19Over/Under 
AEGON USA (ON Watch) 394,220,945 37.74 3.08 4.65 15.18 6.96 6.45 6.46 Jun-13
BBgBarc US High Yield 2% Issuer Cap TR 2.61 3.98 14.32 6.36 6.14 6.02 Jun-13

Over/Under 0.47 0.67 0.86 0.60 0.31 0.44
Prudential Emerging Markets 435,565,443 41.70 2.60 4.54 17.48 8.28 7.15 6.31 May-14

JP Morgan EMBI Global Diversified 1.81 3.34 15.04 6.69 6.24 5.42 May-14
0.79 1.20 2.44 1.59 0.91 0.89Over/Under

Bain Capital Senior Loan Fund, LP* 214,692,345 20.55 -0.20 0.48 6.22 3.81 3.73 Jun-15
Credit Suisse Leveraged Loans 1.68 2.61 8.17 4.48 4.40 Jun-15

Over/Under -1.88 -2.13 -1.95 -0.67 -0.67
XXXXX

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

CREDIT OPPORTUNITIES (GROSS)

- Credit Opportunities Blend = 65% BBgBarc US High Yield 2% Issuer Cap TR / 35% JP Morgan EMBI Global Diversified 7/01/2014 to present; BBgBarc US High Yield 2% Issuer Cap
TR prior to
eA = eVestment Alliance
BBgBarc = Bloomberg Barclays
*Net of fee return since vehicle is commingled.
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

CREDIT OPPORTUNITIES (NET)
Market Value

($)
% of

Portfolio
3 Mo

(%) Rank
Fiscal

YTD
(%)

Rank 1 Yr
(%) Rank 3 Yrs

(%) Rank 5 Yrs
(%) Rank 10 Yrs

(%) Rank Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Credit Opportunities 1,044,491,951 100.00 2.12 3.57 13.86 6.57 5.50 5.62 Jun-13
Credit Opportunities Blend 2.33 3.76 14.58 6.50 6.20 6.16 Jun-13

-0.21 -0.19 -0.72 0.07 -0.70 -0.54Over/Under    
  AEGON USA (On Watch) 394,220,945 37.74 2.98 14 4.46 18 14.75 29 6.56 13 6.05 21 6.09 Jun-13

BBgBarc US High Yield 2% Issuer
Cap TR 2.61 35 3.98 40 14.32 36 6.36 21 6.14 18 6.02 Jun-13

Over/Under 0.37 0.48 0.43 0.20 -0.09 0.07
eV US High Yield Fixed Inc Net
Median 2.40 3.75 13.51 5.86 5.54 5.38 Jun-13

Prudential Emerging Markets 435,565,443 41.70 2.51 55 4.34 14 17.04 11 7.86 9 6.73 10 5.91 May-14
JP Morgan EMBI Global Diversified 1.81 96 3.34 41 15.04 36 6.69 35 6.24 27 5.42 May-14

Over/Under 0.70 1.00 2.00 1.17 0.49 0.49
eV Emg Mkts Fixed Inc - Hard
Currency Net Median 2.55 3.16 14.55 6.38 5.84 4.60 May-14

Bain Capital Senior Loan Fund, LP 214,692,345 20.55 -0.20 99 0.48 95 6.22 87 3.81 66 3.73 Jun-15
Credit Suisse Leveraged Loans 1.68 37 2.61 61 8.17 45 4.48 11 4.40 Jun-15

Over/Under -1.88 -2.13 -1.95 -0.67 -0.67
eV US Float-Rate Bank Loan Fixed
Inc Net Median 1.63 2.68 8.05 3.96 3.99 Jun-15

XXXXX

- Credit Opportunities Blend = 65% BBgBarc US High Yield 2% Issuer Cap TR / 35% JP Morgan EMBI Global Diversified 7/01/2014 to present; BBgBarc US High Yield 2% Issuer Cap
TR prior to
eA = eVestment Alliance
BBgBarc = Bloomberg Barclays
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MANAGER REPORT CARD

Note: Managers are placed on Watch List for concerns with organization, process and performance. Managers are normally on the Watch List 
for 12 months though may be longer if manager issues remain but not severe enough to warrant termination recommendation. 

• Annual Management Fee Paid as of fiscal year ending June 30, 2019.
*   Where net of fees performance is not available gross of fee returns are evaluated. 

Legend
 Outperformed 
 Underperformed
= Equal to
 Gross Return

Credit Opportunities 
Managers

Inception 
Date Mandate

Current Quarter 
(Net)

One Year     
(Net)

Three Years 
(Net) Five Years   (Net)

Since 
Inception 
(Net)

Annual Mgt 
Fee Paid $ 

(000)
Comments

Index Universe Index Universe Index Universe Index Universe Index

AEGON USA Jun‐13 High Yield 
Bonds          1,428.4 On Watch since October 2017 due to organizational reasons

Prudential May‐14 Emerging 
Market Debt          1,432.7 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 

Policy

Bain Jun‐15 Bank Loans       N/A N/A  754.3 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 
Policy
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NEPC, LLC

REAL ASSETS
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Market Value
($)

% of
Portfolio

3 Mo
(%)

Fiscal
YTD
(%)

1 Yr
(%)

3 Yrs
(%)

5 Yrs
(%)

10 Yrs
(%)

Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Real Assets 2,040,951,824 100.00 1.49 2.68 8.80 5.76 6.12 6.99 6.32 Nov-94
CPI + 5% (Unadjusted) 1.31 2.80 7.39 7.20 6.90 6.83 7.28 Nov-94

Over/Under 0.18 -0.12 1.41 -1.44 -0.78 0.16 -0.96
Public Real Assets 1,213,466,379 59.46 1.41 2.99 11.58 3.86 2.97 2.17 Jun-14

Public Real Assets Blend 1.02 1.74 10.23 2.53 1.14 -0.10 Jun-14
Over/Under 0.39 1.25 1.35 1.33 1.83 2.27

TIPS 757,292,768 37.10 0.80 1.61 8.60 3.52 2.78 2.02 Jul-14
BBgBarc US TIPS TR 0.79 2.14 8.43 3.31 2.62 2.01 Jul-14

Over/Under 0.01 -0.53 0.17 0.21 0.16 0.01
DFA US TIPS 757,292,768 37.10 0.80 1.61 8.60 3.52 2.95 2.15 Aug-14

BBgBarc US TIPS TR 0.79 2.14 8.43 3.31 2.62 2.01 Aug-14
Over/Under 0.01 -0.53 0.17 0.21 0.33 0.14

REITS 233,580,919 11.44 0.21 8.07 30.24 10.93 9.38 Mar-15
FTSE NAREIT All Equity REIT 0.13 7.87 28.66 10.16 7.92 Mar-15

Over/Under 0.08 0.20 1.58 0.77 1.46
CenterSquare US Real Estate 233,580,919 11.44 0.21 8.07 30.24 10.93 10.28 May-15

FTSE NAREIT All Equity REIT 0.13 7.87 28.66 10.16 9.24 May-15
Over/Under 0.08 0.20 1.58 0.77 1.04

Commodities 222,592,691 10.91 4.72 2.33 7.21 -0.25 -3.51 Jun-15
Bloomberg Commodity Index TR USD 4.42 2.50 7.69 -0.94 -4.02 Jun-15

Over/Under 0.30 -0.17 -0.48 0.69 0.51
CoreCommodity Mgmt 222,592,691 10.91 4.72 2.33 7.21 -0.25 -3.51 Jul-15

Bloomberg Commodity Index TR USD 4.42 2.50 7.69 -0.94 -4.02 Jul-15
Over/Under 0.30 -0.17 -0.48 0.69 0.51

Private Real Estate 809,255,880 39.65 1.64 2.33 5.67 7.61 8.81 8.47 6.89 Oct-94
Real Estate Blend 1.71 3.25 6.18 7.95 9.84 11.31 9.80 Oct-94

Over/Under -0.07 -0.92 -0.51 -0.34 -1.03 -2.84 -2.91
Timber 18,229,566 0.89 -0.05 -0.54 2.74 2.61 2.92 4.45 9.14 Sep-99

XXXXX

Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

REAL ASSETS (GROSS)

1 Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance.
- Public Real Assets Custom Benchmark = 60% BBgBarc US TIPS TR / 20% Bloomberg Commodity Index TR USD / 10% Alerian MLP TR USD / 10% FTSE NAREIT All REIT
- Real Estate Blend = NCREIF-ODCE + 80bps 7/1/2014 to present;NCREIF Property Index 1 Qtr Lag plus 100bps 7/1/2012 - 6/30/2014; NCREIF Property Index prior to
eA = eVestment Alliance

1

1

1
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

REAL ASSETS (NET)
Market Value

($)
% of

Portfolio
3 Mo

(%) Rank
Fiscal

YTD
(%)

Rank 1 Yr
(%) Rank 3 Yrs

(%) Rank 5 Yrs
(%) Rank 10 Yrs

(%) Rank Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Real Assets 2,040,951,824 100.00 1.45 2.60 8.63 5.60 5.96 6.84 Nov-94
CPI + 5% (Unadjusted) 1.31 2.80 7.39 7.20 6.90 6.83 Nov-94

Over/Under 0.14 -0.20 1.24 -1.60 -0.94 0.01
Public Real Assets 1,213,466,379 59.46 1.36 2.89    11.36 3.61 2.74 1.96 Jun-14

Public Real Assets Blend 1.02 1.74    10.23 2.53 1.14 -0.10 Jun-14
Over/Under 0.34 1.15 1.13 1.08 1.60 2.06

TIPS 757,292,768 37.10 0.79 1.58 8.55 3.46 2.72 1.96 Jul-14
BBgBarc US TIPS TR 0.79 2.14 8.43 3.31 2.62 2.01 Jul-14

Over/Under 0.00 -0.56 0.12 0.15 0.10 -0.05
DFA US TIPS 757,292,768 37.10 0.79 50 1.58 84 8.55 48 3.46 29 2.89 16 2.10 Aug-14

BBgBarc US TIPS TR 0.79 50 2.14 42 8.43 54 3.31 52 2.62 42 2.01 Aug-14
Over/Under 0.00 -0.56 0.12 0.15 0.27 0.09
eV US TIPS / Inflation Fixed Inc
Net Median 0.79 2.11 8.55 3.33 2.53 1.76 Aug-14

REITS 233,580,919 11.44 0.11 7.88    29.74    10.46 8.93 Mar-15
FTSE NAREIT All Equity REIT 0.13 7.87    28.66    10.16 7.92 Mar-15

Over/Under -0.02 0.01 1.08 0.30 1.01
CenterSquare US Real Estate 233,580,919 11.44 0.11 54 7.88 51 29.74 32 10.46 27 9.81 May-15

FTSE NAREIT All Equity REIT 0.13 53 7.87 51 28.66 41 10.16 32 9.24 May-15
Over/Under -0.02 0.01 1.08 0.30 0.57
eV US REIT Net Median 0.31 7.89 27.88 8.55 8.01 May-15

Commodities 222,592,691 10.91 4.57 2.06 6.62    -0.97 -4.19 Jun-15
Bloomberg Commodity Index TR
USD 4.42 2.50 7.69 -0.94 -4.02 Jun-15

Over/Under 0.15 -0.44 -1.07 -0.03 -0.17
CoreCommodity Mgmt 222,592,691 10.91 4.57 2.06 6.62    -0.97 -4.19 Jul-15

Bloomberg Commodity Index TR
USD 4.42 2.50 7.69 -0.94 -4.02 Jul-15

Over/Under 0.15 -0.44 -1.07 -0.03 -0.17

1 Portfolio has a mid-month inception date. Since inception return is calculated from the first full month of performance. No universe is available.
- Public Real Assets Custom Benchmark = 60% BBgBarc US TIPS TR / 20% Bloomberg Commodity Index TR USD / 10% Alerian MLP TR USD / 10% FTSE NAREIT All REIT
eA = eVestment Alliance

1

1

1
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

REAL ASSETS (NET)
Market Value

($)
% of

Portfolio
3 Mo

(%) Rank
Fiscal

YTD
(%)

Rank 1 Yr
(%) Rank 3 Yrs

(%) Rank 5 Yrs
(%) Rank 10 Yrs

(%) Rank Inception
(%)

Inception
Date

_

Private Real Estate 809,255,880 39.65 1.62 20 2.29 62 5.57 58 7.53 25 8.72 38 8.35 79 Oct-94
Real Estate Blend 1.71 18 3.25 14 6.18 28 7.95 14 9.84 3 11.31 4 Oct-94

Over/Under -0.09 -0.96 -0.61 -0.42 -1.12 -2.96
InvMetrics Public DB Real Estate
Priv Net Median 1.28 2.86 5.84 7.23 8.51 9.96 Oct-94

Timber 18,229,566 0.89 -0.05 -0.54 2.74 2.61 2.92 5.06 Sep-99
XXXXX

- Real Estate Blend = NCREIF-ODCE + 80bps 7/1/2014 to present;NCREIF Property Index 1 Qtr Lag plus 100bps 7/1/2012 - 6/30/2014; NCREIF Property Index prior to
eA = eVestment Alliance
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MANAGER REPORT CARD

Note: Managers are placed on Watch List for concerns with organization, process and performance. Managers are normally on the Watch List 
for 12 months though may be longer if manager issues remain but not severe enough to warrant termination recommendation. 

• Annual Management Fee Paid as of fiscal year ending June 30, 2019.
* Where net of fees performance is not available gross of fee returns are evaluated.

Legend
 Outperformed
 Underperformed
= Equal to
 Gross Return

Real Assets Managers Inception 
Date Mandate

Current Quarter 
(Net)

One Year  
(Net)

Three Years 
(Net) Five Years   (Net)

Since 
Inception 
(Net)

Annual Mgt 
Fee Paid $ 

(000)
Comments

Index Universe Index Universe Index Universe Index Universe Index

DFA Jul‐14 U.S. TIPS = =       333.9 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 
Policy

CenterSquare Apr‐15 REITS       N/A N/A  592.3 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 
Policy

CoreCommodity 
Mgt. Jul‐15 Commodities  N/A  N/A  N/A N/A N/A  983.9 Performance compliant with LACERS' Manager Monitoring 

Policy

=

58
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APPENDIX
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NEPC, LLC

U.S. EQUITY 
MANAGER 

PERFORMANCE
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

EAM INVESTORS
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

EAM INVESTORS
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

EAM INVESTORS
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

PRINCIPAL GLOBAL INVESTORS

64



Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

PRINCIPAL GLOBAL INVESTORS
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

PRINCIPAL GLOBAL INVESTORS
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS S&P 500
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS S&P 500
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS S&P 500
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 1000 GROWTH
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 1000 GROWTH
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 1000 GROWTH
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 2000
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 2000
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 2000
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 2000 GROWTH
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 2000 GROWTH

77



Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 2000 GROWTH
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 2000 VALUE
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 2000 VALUE
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

RHUMBLINE ADVISORS RUSSELL 2000 VALUE
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NEPC, LLC

NON-U.S. EQUITY 
MANAGER 

PERFORMANCE
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

AQR CAPITAL
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

AQR CAPITAL
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

AQR CAPITAL
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

BARROW HANLEY
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

BARROW HANLEY
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

BARROW HANLEY
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

LAZARD ASSET MANAGEMENT
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

LAZARD ASSET MANAGEMENT
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

LAZARD ASSET MANAGEMENT
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

MFS INSTITUTIONAL ADVISORS
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

MFS INSTITUTIONAL ADVISORS
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

MFS INSTITUTIONAL ADVISORS
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

OBERWEIS ASSET MGMT
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System

OBERWEIS ASSET MGMT
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Los Angeles City Employees' Retirement System
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Policy Index: Current (adopted January 10, 2012) 24% Russell 3000 Index, 29% MSCI ACWI ex USA Net Index, 19% BBg Barclays 
U.S. Aggregate Bond Index,  5% Credit Opportunities Blend, 10% Real Assets Blend, 12% Private Equity Blend, 1% Citi 3 Month T-Bill 
Index

U.S. Equity Blend: July 1, 2011 - Current: Russell 3000 Index; September 30, 1994 - December 31, 1999  S&P 500 Index 33.75, Russell 
1000 Value Index 35%, Russell 1000 Growth 12.5%, Russell 2000 Value 12.5%, Russell 2000 Growth 6.25%  

Core Fixed Income Blend: July 1, 2013 – Current: Bbg Barclays U.S. Aggregate Bond Index

Credit Opportunities Blend: 65% Bbg Barclays U.S. HY 2% Cap Index, 35% JPM EMBIGD Index

Public Real Assets Blend: 60% Bbg Barclays U.S. TIPS Index, 20% Bbg Commodity Index, 10% FTSE NAREIT All Equity Index, 10% 
Alerian MLP Index

Real Estate Blend: July 1, 2014 - Current NCREIF ODCE + 0.80%; July 1, 2012 - June 30, 2014 NCREIF Property Index Lagged +1%; 
October 1, 1994 - June 30, 2012 NCREIF Property Index Lagged

Private Equity Blend: February 1, 2012 – current: Russell 3000 + 3%; Inception – January 31, 2012: Russell 3000 + 4% 

Note: See Investment Policy for a full description of the indices listed.

POLICY INDEX DEFINITIONS

Note: Policy index definitions do not reflect the udpated target asset allocation adopted on April 10, 2018. 
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Information Disclaimer

• Past performance is no guarantee of future results.

• All investments carry some level of risk.  Diversification and other asset allocation techniques are not guaranteed to ensure 
profit or protect against losses.

• NEPC’s source for portfolio pricing, calculation of accruals, and transaction information is the plan’s custodian bank.  
Information on market indices and security characteristics is received from other sources external to NEPC.  While NEPC has 
exercised reasonable professional care in preparing this report, we cannot guarantee the accuracy of all source information 
contained within.

• Some index returns displayed in this report or used in calculation of a policy, allocation or custom benchmark may be 
preliminary and subject to change.

• This report is provided as a management aid for the client’s internal use only.  Information contained in this report does not 
constitute a recommendation by NEPC.

• This report may contain confidential or proprietary information and may not be copied or redistributed to any party not 
legally entitled to receive it.

Reporting Methodology

• The client’s custodian bank is NEPC’s preferred data source unless otherwise directed. NEPC generally reconciles custodian 
data to manager data.  If the custodian cannot provide accurate data, manager data may be used. 

• Trailing time period returns are determined by geometrically linking the holding period returns, from the first full month 
after inception to the report date. Rates of return are annualized when the time period is longer than a year. Performance is 
presented gross and/or net of manager fees as indicated on each page.

• For managers funded in the middle of a month, the “since inception” return will start with the first full month, although 
actual inception dates and cash flows are taken into account in all Composite calculations.

• This report may contain forward-looking statements that are based on NEPC’s estimates, opinions and beliefs, but NEPC 
cannot guarantee that any plan will achieve its targeted return or meet other goals.
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