
 

Board Report 21-08 

Date:  February 16, 2021 
 
To: Board of Deferred Compensation Administration 
 
From:  Staff 
 
Subject: Stable Value Fund Request for Proposal – Provider 

Selection 
 
 
 
Recommendation: 
That the Board of Deferred Compensation Administration (Board) review summary information 
regarding stable value fund management proposals from providers Galliard Capital Management 
and Invesco and (a) make a final contract award; (b) instruct staff to negotiate and draft a 
contract in consultation with Board counsel; and (c) authorize the Board Chairperson to execute 
said contract on behalf of the Board, subject to agreement between the City and the provider as 
to all applicable terms and conditions and all necessary approvals.  
 
Discussion: 
 

A. Background 
 
The DCP Stable Value Fund (DCP SVF) is an investment option offered within the DCP investment 
menu that seeks to protect investor principal while obtaining a higher rate of return than other 
conservative investment alternatives (such as money market or savings accounts). As of 
December 31st, 2020, assets in the DCP SVF option totaled $1.40 billion (including allocations 
within the 5 DCP Profile Funds), or approximately 17.1% of total DCP assets. The incumbent DCP 
SVF manager is Galliard Capital Management (“Galliard”). Contract No. C-127342 with Galliard 
will expire on December 31, 2021. 
 
The Board approved release of a Request for Proposal (RFP) for SVF Management Services on 
March 31, 2020. The RFP was issued on July 20, 2020, with a response due date of August 27, 
2020. The RFP produced 14 responses. The RFP provided that the DCP investments consultant, 
Mercer Investments LLC (“Mercer”), prepare a report analyzing the responses across the various 
evaluation categories as delineated within the RFP Proposal Questionnaire and that its analysis 
and findings be reviewed and evaluated in collaboration with the DCP staff and the Investments 
Committee (Committee). 
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The Committee met on October 30, 2020 to consider the analysis and review prepared by 
Mercer. Mercer noted that the City received an exceptionally strong and diverse range of 
proposals, with all of the firms being established and competent SVF providers, but with 
distinguishing characteristics identified in certain evaluation criteria. As a result of that meeting, 
staff and Mercer further summarized the contents of the report incorporating feedback from the 
Committee and presented to the Board a banded ranking of proposals classifying them in tiers as 
shown in Board Report 20-44 at the Board’s December 15, 2020 meeting. 
 
At its meeting on January 19, 2021, the Board exercised its option to hear oral presentations of 
the two highest-ranked proposers, Galliard and Invesco. Following those presentations, staff and 
Mercer were asked to report back with responses to certain questions from the Board which 
arose during the meeting as well as to present summary information of the proposals from 
Galliard and Invesco (Attachment A).  
 

B. Discussion 
 
Mercer’s report provides side-by-side comparisons of both firms in the following areas: 
 

• Team depth 
• Use of multiple stable value managers 
• Proposed portfolio structure 
• Underlying manager composition and style 
• Proposed wrap providers 
• Potential transition plan and costs 
• Fees 

 
Best and Final Fee Proposal – Staff confirmed with the City Attorney that Section 6.1 of the RFP, 
“Pre-Award Negotiations,” provides for the City to solicit best and final fee proposals prior to 
contract award. As discussed in Mercer’s report, Galliard revised its proposed annual asset-based 
fee from 0.271% to 0.2620%. Invesco revised its proposed annual asset-based fee from 0.253% 
to 0.2338%. The differential between the two providers is 0.0282%.  
 
Selecting Multiple Providers – Mercer’s report also addresses considerations for contracting 
with multiple providers. Splitting the assets between the two providers could result in higher 
investment management fees based on the scaling of fees by the proposers and because each 
provider would have fewer assets under management. Further, as discussed in Mercer’s report, 
selecting multiple providers would present certain challenges for the DCP. If multiple stable value 
products were established as discrete, separate offerings within the DCP, participants would 
need to contend with equity wash restrictions applying to their ability to move funds between 
the providers (equity wash restrictions prevent participants from moving money directly from 
stable value offerings to “competing” interest-bearing investment menu offerings; funds must 
first move to equities and remain there for a minimum of 90 days before being eligible to be 
moved into the competing option). Alternatively, if multiple stable value providers were 
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combined into a single DCP stable value fund offering, it would likely impose more administrative 
obligations for the City in terms of contracting, addressing wrap provider requirements (including 
but not limited to those requirements relating to equity wash restrictions), and monitoring 
diversification of the underlying providers (in the event that both firms use, to some extent, 
identical sub-advisors). 
 
Following its review of summary information regarding stable value fund management proposals 
from providers Galliard and Invesco, and assuming the Board is prepared to take action, it is 
recommended that the Board (a) make a final contract award; (b) instruct staff to negotiate and 
draft a contract in consultation with Board counsel; and (c) authorize the Board Chairperson to 
execute said contract on behalf of the Board, subject to agreement between the City and the 
provider as to all applicable terms and conditions and all necessary approvals. 
 
 
Submitted by:   _______________________________________ 

Steven Montagna, Chief Personnel Analyst 
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Role
Years of Investment 
Experience Years at Galliard

Ajay Mirza Portfolio Management & Strategy 26 25

Andrea Johnson Portfolio Management & Strategy 18 15

Brandon Kanz Portfolio Management & Strategy 18 15

Matt Robertson Portfolio Management & Strategy 18 15

Jaime Morgan Relationship Manager 22 1

Jeff Hay Relationship Manager 15 9

Mike Norman Client Team 27 24

Paula Novick Client Team 24 16

Nick Gage Client Team 19 12

Christina Burton Client Team 15 11



Role
Years of Investment 
Experience Years at Invesco

Jennifer Gilmore Portfolio Management & Strategy 22 22

Ling Chiu Portfolio Management & Strategy 27 28

Matt Kline Portfolio Management & Strategy 14 2

Tara Wurdock Portfolio Management & Strategy 19 19

Brad Hobson Manager Oversight 12 3

Jeff Deetsch Manager Oversight 22 19

Keith Ragland Manager Oversight 10 15

Delia Roges Relationship Manager 27 10

Jessica Cole Contracts 18 7

Odeh Stevens Legal 22 7

Andrea Cunigan Compliance 14 11

















Style Manager Investment Strategy Type Vehicle

Cash BlackRock (2%) Short-term Investment Fund Collective Fund

Short Galliard (41%) Short Government-Credit Collective Fund

Intermediate Galliard (10%) Intermediate Government-Credit Collective Fund

Intermediate Galliard (17%) Intermediate Aggregate Collective Fund

Intermediate IR+M (10%) Intermediate Government-Credit Collective Fund

Intermediate Jennison (10%) Intermediate Government-Credit Collective Fund

Intermediate Dodge & Cox (10%) Intermediate Aggregate Collective Fund

Style Manager Investment Strategy Type Vehicle

Cash STIF Manager (3%) Short-term Investment Fund Collective Fund

Short Invesco (47%) Short Duration Collective Fund

Intermediate Invesco (10%) Intermediate Investment Grade Collective Fund

Intermediate Jennison (10%) Intermediate Investment Grade Collective Fund

Intermediate Loomis Sayles (5%) Intermediate Investment Grade Collective Fund

Intermediate PIMCO (5%) Intermediate Investment Grade Collective Fund

Core Invesco (5%) Core Investment Grade Collective Fund

Core Loomis Sayles (5%) Core Investment Grade Collective Fund

Core PIMCO (5%) Core Investment Grade Collective Fund

Core Dodge & Cox (5%) Core Investment Grade Collective Fund
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