
CITY OF REDONDO BEACH
BUDGET & FINANCE COMMISSION AGENDA

Thursday, February 12, 2026

415 DIAMOND STREET, REDONDO BEACH

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER

REGULAR MEETING OF THE BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMISSION - 6:30 
PM

ALL PUBLIC MEETINGS HAVE RESUMED IN THE CITY COUNCIL 
CHAMBER. MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC MAY PARTICIPATE IN-PERSON, 

BY ZOOM, EMAIL OR eCOMMENT.

Budget and Finance Commission meetings are broadcast live through Spectrum Cable, 
Channel 8, and Frontier Communications, Channel 41. Live streams and indexed archives of 
meetings are available via internet. Visit the City’s office website at www.Redondo.org/rbtv. 

TO WATCH MEETING LIVE ON CITY'S WEBSITE:
https://redondo.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx
*Click "In Progress" hyperlink under Video section of meeting

TO WATCH MEETING LIVE ON YOUTUBE:
https://www.youtube.com/c/CityofRedondoBeachIT

TO JOIN ZOOM MEETING (FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ONLY):
Register in advance for this meeting:
https://redondo.zoomgov.com/webinar/register/WN_WvcYPJOxT_q9ZkYTF4gRjg
After registering, you will receive a confirmation email containing information about joining the 
meeting.
If you are participating by phone, be sure to provide your phone # when registering. You will 
be provided a Toll Free number and a Meeting ID to access the meeting. Note; press # to 
bypass Participant ID. Attendees will be muted until the public participation period is opened.  
When you are called on to speak, press *6 to unmute your line.  Note, comments from the 
public are limited to 3 minutes per speaker.

eCOMMENT: COMMENTS MAY BE ENTERED DIRECTLY ON WEBSITE AGENDA PAGE:
https://redondo.granicusideas.com/meetings
1) Public comments can be entered before and during the meeting.
2) Select a SPECIFIC AGENDA ITEM to enter your comment; 
3) Public will be prompted to Sign-Up to create a free personal account (one-time) and then 
comments may be added to each Agenda item of interest. 
4) Public comments entered into eComment (up to 2200 characters; equal to approximately 3 
minutes of oral comments) will become part of the official meeting record. 

EMAIL: TO PARTICIPATE BY WRITTEN COMMUNICATION WITH ATTACHED 
DOCUMENTS BEFORE 3PM DAY OF MEETING: 
Written materials that include attachments pertaining to matters listed on the posted agenda 
received after the agenda has been published will be added as supplemental materials under 
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the relevant agenda item. 
financemail@redondo.org

REGULAR MEETING OF THE BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMISSION - 6:30 
PM

A. CALL MEETING TO ORDER

B. ROLL CALL

C. SALUTE TO THE FLAG

D. APPROVE ORDER OF AGENDA

E. BLUE FOLDER ITEMS - ADDITIONAL BACK UP MATERIALS

Blue folder items are additional back up material to administrative reports and/or public comments received after 
the printing and distribution of the agenda packet for receive and file.

E.1. For Blue Folder Documents Approved at the Budget and Finance Commission Meeting

F. CONSENT CALENDAR

Business items, except those formally noticed for public hearing, or discussion are assigned to the Consent 
Calendar.  The Commission Members may request that any Consent Calendar item(s) be removed, discussed, 
and acted upon separately.  Items removed from the Consent Calendar will be taken up under the “Excluded 
Consent Calendar” section below.  Those items remaining on the Consent Calendar will be approved in one 
motion following Oral Communications.

F.1. APPROVAL OF AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING FOR THE REGULAR BUDGET AND 
FINANCE COMMISSION MEETING OF FEBRUARY 12, 2026

F.2. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE REGULAR MEETING OF JANUARY 8, 
2026

G. EXCLUDED CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

H. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

This section is intended to provide members of the public with the opportunity to comment on any subject that 
does not appear on this agenda for action. This section is limited to 30 minutes. Each speaker will be afforded 
three minutes to address the Commission. Each speaker will be permitted to speak only once. Written requests, if 
any, will be considered first under this section.

H.1. For eComments and Emails Received from the Public

I. ITEMS CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS AGENDAS

J. ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION PRIOR TO ACTION

J.1. CITY TREASURER’S SECOND QUARTER, FISCAL YEAR 2025-26 REPORT

EUGENE SOLOMON, CITY TREASURERCONTACT: 

J.2. FISCAL YEAR 2024-25 YEAR END REPORT

J.3. CIP SUBCOMMITTEE QUESTIONS
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https://redondo.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=12891
https://redondo.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=12896


J.4. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES PROCUREMENT DATA

K. COMMISSION MEMBER ITEMS AND FUTURE COMMISSION AGENDA TOPICS

L. ADJOURNMENT

The next meeting of the Redondo Beach Budget and Finance Commission will be a regular meeting to be held at 
6:30 p.m. on March 12, 2026, in the Redondo Beach Council Chambers, at 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, 
California.

It is the intention of the City of Redondo Beach to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in all 
respects.  If, as an attendee or a participant at this meeting you will need special assistance beyond what is 
normally provided, the City will attempt to accommodate you in every reasonable manner.  Please contact the City 
Clerk's Office at (310) 318-0656 at least forty-eight (48) hours prior to the meeting to inform us of your particular 
needs and to determine if accommodation is feasible.  Please advise us at that time if you will need 
accommodations to attend or participate in meetings on a regular basis.

An agenda packet is available 24 hours at www.redondo.org under the City Clerk.
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Administrative
Report

E.1., File # 26-0199 Meeting Date: 2/12/2026

TITLE
For Blue Folder Documents Approved at the Budget and Finance Commission Meeting

Page 1 of 1
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Administrative
Report

F.1., File # 26-0197 Meeting Date: 2/12/2026

TITLE
APPROVAL OF AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING FOR THE REGULAR BUDGET AND FINANCE
COMMISSION MEETING OF FEBRUARY 12, 2026

Page 1 of 1
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Financial Services 
415 Diamond Street 
Redondo Beach CA 90277 

 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) SS 
CITY OF REDONDO BEACH ) 
 
 

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 
 
 

In compliance with the Brown Act, the following materials have been posted at the loca-
tions indicated below. 
 
Legislative Body  Budget and Finance Commission 
 
Posting Type   Regular Meeting Agenda 
 
Posting Locations  415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

✓ Adjacent to Council Chambers 
✓ City Clerk’s Counter, Door “1” 

    
Meeting Date & Time February 12, 2026   6:30 p.m.  
  
 
 
As the Finance Director of the City of Redondo Beach, I declare, under penalty of perjury, 
the document noted above was posted at the date displayed below. 
 
  
Stephanie Meyer, Finance Director 
Budget and Finance Commission 
 
Date: February 9, 2026 

 

 

 

Tel: 310.318.0683 
 
Redondo.org 
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Administrative
Report

F.2., File # 26-0198 Meeting Date: 2/12/2026

TITLE
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE REGULAR MEETING OF JANUARY 8, 2026

Page 1 of 1
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MINUTES  
BUDGET & FINANCE COMMISSION 
Thursday, January 8, 2026 
Page 1 

 Minutes  
City of Redondo Beach – Regular Meeting 

Budget & Finance Commission - Minutes 
January 8, 2026  

 

 

REGULAR MEETING OF THE BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMISSION – 6:30 P.M. 

 

A. CALL MEETING TO ORDER 

A Regular Meeting of the Redondo Beach Budget and Finance Commission was called 
to order at 6:30 p.m. by Chair Woodham, in the City Hall Council Chambers, 415 Diamond 
Street, Redondo Beach, California. 

B. ROLL CALL 

Commissioners Present:   Marin, Jeste, Allen, Ramcharan, Sherbin, Turner, Chair 
Woodham 

Commissioners Absent: None 

Officials Present:  Eugene Solomon, City Treasurer  
 Nilesh Mehta, Chief Deputy City Treasurer 
 Jacob Kamsvaag, Administrative Analyst 
 Emily Bodkin, Liaison 
 
C. SALUTE TO THE FLAG 

Chair Woodham led in the salute to the flag. 

D. APPROVE ORDER OF AGENDA 

Motion by Commissioner Marin, seconded by Commissioner Allen, to approve the order 
of the agenda as presented. 

Motion carried 7-0- by voice vote.  

E. BLUE FOLDER ITEMS - ADDITIONAL BACK UP MATERIALS  

E.1.  For Blue Folder Documents Approved at the Budget and Finance 
Commission Meeting  

Analyst Kamsvaag reported two Blue Folder items: one for J.2 and one for J.3. 

F.  CONSENT CALENDAR  
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F.1.  APPROVAL OF AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING FOR THE REGULAR BUDGET AND 
FINANCE COMMISSION MEETING OF JANUARY 8, 2026  

F.2.  APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE REGULAR MEETING OF 
DECEMBER 11, 2025  

Motion by Commissioner Marin, seconded by Commissioner Allen, to approve the 
Consent Calendar as written. 

Motion carried 7-0 by voice vote.  

G. EXCLUDED CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS - None 
 

H. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS  

H.1.  For eComments and Emails Received from the Public 

Maria Larissa Yasol stated that she is a Real Estate professional; reported that the City’s 
population is about 68,075, owner occupied is 15,233, and renter occupied is 13,314; 
stated that when housing is evaluated through a finance lens ownership units consistently 
outperforms rental units in long term revenue; stated that a fiscal healthy city must 
balance rental housing with real opportunities for ownership and once the coastal land is 
committed to permanent rental the City forfeits its highest long-term fiscal potential; urged 
the Commission to be pro title holders and raise stakeholders in the community. 

I.  ITEMS CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS AGENDAS - None 

J. ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION PRIOR TO ACTION  

J.1.  CITY TREASURER’S FIRST QUARTER, FISCAL YEAR 2025-26 REPORT  

CONTACT: EUGENE SOLOMON, CITY TREASURER  

City Treasurer Eugene Solomon reported that due to the Commission’s agenda and 
schedule they are bringing this report a bit later than planned; stated himself, Rick Phillips 
(Meeder Advisory), and Nilesh Mehta (Chief Deputy City Treasurer) would walk them 
through the first quarter of the fiscal year 2025; turned the floor over to Nilesh Mehta. 

Chief Deputy City Treasurer Mehta stated that quarter one covers July 2025 to September 
30, 2025; noted that the Quarterly Admin Report is in the Commission’s packet and 
includes the Portfolio Summary, the Investment Reporting Guidelines, and the Investment 
Report by Meeder; stated that the Meeder report includes a Portfolio Summary, 
Investment Policy Compliance, Investment Activity Report, and the Economic and Market 
Update; stated that the PowerPoint presentation includes investment reporting 
objectives/guidelines, policy compliance, quarterly performance, cash flow analysis, 
maturity distribution, trading activity, and fiscal impact; under Key Investment Objectives 
for Municipal Investing, he stated that the City Treasurer maintains the City’s cash flows, 
while earning a competitive rate of return, within the constraints of the City’s investment 
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policy and state law; noted that the Treasurer focuses on safety, liquidity, and yield; 
reviewed the Investment Reporting Guidelines which states:  

- Always remember whose money it is and act according in a responsible stewardship 
capacity 

- Investment manager’s objective is to earn a reasonable rate of return on the City’s 
investments while preserving capital in the overall portfolio. It should never be the 
investment manager’s goal to earn maximum returns on the City’s portfolio as that would 
expose the City to an unacceptable level of risk. 

- Failures in public investing occur when: 
- Policies are not clear 

 - Policies were inappropriate 
 - Policies are not followed 
 - Oversight was inadequate  
 
Chief Deputy City Treasurer Mehta reviewed key questions they ask themselves; 
provided a slide that went over the Policy Compliance and noted the City was in 
compliance with all except the Corporate Issuer Compliance; turned the floor over to City 
Treasurer Solomon for more explanation. 
 
City Treasurer Solomon stated that Clearwater is the system that generated all the 
information contained in the Policy Compliance report and handles the management of 
all of the assets for the creation of the report; explained that when Clearwater sees a 
Corporate Issue such as the one the City has for a Caterpillar Bond in the amount of $4 
million, it shows noncompliant because of the balance in the City’s total assets under 
management; stated that the real guideline is, “are they in compliance at the time of the 
purchase”, and for that purchase, which was done in August 2024, they were in 
compliance with that corporate concentration item; noted that Clearwater doesn’t 
recognize the purchase at the time of purchase, it only recognizes the concentration now 
in the City’s portfolio and staff wanted to explain and let the Commissioners know why 
they are seeing it and that they have flagged it; stated that staff did consider the idea of 
a swap analysis but after doing the swap analysis realized it was not in the best interest 
of the City and since they are in compliance staff left it as is. 
 
Chair Woodham asked if the investment policy statement addresses the issue and allows 
the overage to continue in a case like the one Treasurer Solomon explained.  
 
City Treasurer Solomon stated it doesn’t specifically talk about the overage continuing; 
mentioned they could change, it is section 21 of their investment policy and provided more 
explanation of why they do not feel it’s in the City’s best interest. 
 
Chair Woodham stated he was comfortable with it, he was just curious. 
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City Treasurer Solomon reported they will see that change in the second quarter because 
they have December’s property taxes and that will change the Total Assets Under 
Management, which will change that percentage of concentration. 
 
Commissioner Turner asked if there is somewhere in the Investment Policy Statement 
that says how often or when rebalancing will take place. 
 
City Treasurer Solomon said he didn’t believe a rebalancing of portfolio is contained within 
the investment policy; stated the investment policy tenants being safety, liquidity, and 
yield don’t require the City to rebalance unless they are out of compliance; noted that if 
the rule was at any point you find your concentration to exceed, then they would need to 
rebalance.  
 
Commissioner Turner asked if the City is within the appropriate values at time of purchase 
but, after the fact, grow to be out of balance and there’s no rebalancing, doesn’t that mean 
over time the City is exposing themselves to more unnecessary risk than originally 
planned.  
 
City Treasurer Solomon stated, in this case, the risk of being balanced in excess 
Corporate concentration is essentially credit risk and they manage that against their other 
requirements (safety or liquidity) in taking that risk of yield and being in Corporates; spoke 
of performing a swap analysis so they can weigh out whether they are taking too much 
credit risk and, if so, they would consider rebalancing; reported that they did not consider 
it to be enough of a risk in this situation.  
 
Commissioner Turner asked if there are built in acceptable margins in the Investment 
Policy Statement that determines what percentage is out of balance.  
 
City Treasurer Solomon responded that they do have percentage requirements within the 
Investment Policy; stated he believed it is up to 20% for Corporates and if they found 
themselves over a percentage in their portfolio they would rebalance. 
 
Chair Woodham asked City Treasurer Solomon to go into further detail about the swap 
analysis. 
 
City Treasurer Solomon explained, in this case, they would consider selling out all or a 
portion of the security in order to bring their concentration below the 5%, they go out into 
the marketplace and see what coupons or products are available and analyze selling out 
of the security and what kind of impact that would realize.  
 
Chief Deputy City Treasurer Mehta stated the following slide featured the comparison of 
investment portfolio for FY 25-26; noted that this is the first quarter so there isn’t much to 
compare but as they move forward through the year the Commission will see the 
comparison; reported that cash at the end of the first quarter was almost $12 million; 
stated there was a request to separate US Bank money market and CAMP and reported 
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the money market balance was at $9.3 million and CAMP was at $12.4 million and 
continued to read through the other figures on the slide. 
 
Chair Woodham noted that there was $73 million at the end of the quarter, which is 
substantially down from the first quarter’s for FY 23, 24, and 25 and asked why the 
reduction. 
 
City Treasurer Solomon stated there are a number of different factors and it is something 
they have been discussing internally; spoke of the City receiving ARPA funds, grant funds 
and other funds that was spent on a variety of different things, including CIP projects; 
stated when they spend down those other one-time funds and when they spend down 
CIP projects the total Assets Under Management begin to reduce; noted there is a 
component of it that they are analyzing with the City Finance Department and creating 
more cash flow analysis to see where their revenues and expenditures are and to see 
where the deltas and the positives are coming in; agreed with Chair Woodham that this 
is the lowest they have been in the first quarter Assets Under Management since 2013-
2014 and they are concerned and are trying to determine what is happening exactly and 
monitoring it very closely. 
 
Chief Deputy City Treasurer Mehta reported that he included the 24-25 FY Performance, 
and they can see the comparison from first quarter last year. 
 
Commissioner Marin asked, with a $20 million delta year over year, did their analysis 
determine what was driving it. 
 
City Treasurer Solomon thought a lot of it was the one-time funding appropriations from 
ARPA and from the lease revenue bonds but noted there are other things that impact it 
and explained some different reasons. 
 
More discussion followed regarding expectations and budgeting and forecasting. 
 
City Treasurer Solomon spoke of it being more a function of which revenue streams they 
are looking at that might underperform or overperform and the City has been relatively 
flat with most of those revenue streams. 
 
Chair Woodham noted that the revenue streams were close to budget so they shouldn’t 
view it as a negative; stated it is more a factor or a function of larger projects that have 
come and gone as City Treasurer Solomon pointed out; referenced the first slide which 
showed a portfolio effective rate of return of 3.23, noted that the City Treasurer is not 
trying to maximize return in this portfolio but asked how they view the City’s risk in that 
portfolio and how do they know if they are doing a good job of investing. 
 
City Treasurer Solomon stated he would view it on the low end of risk where the primary 
function of their responsibility is preservation of capital and the liquidity in order to service 
cash flow needs of the City; noted that there are some other factors that come into play 
and explained they have some age securities on book that are paying less than 1% and 
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as those mature and they can roll them into better yields they will see the effective rate of 
return improve; stated due to the liquidity needs he is not sure if they will ever be at 
benchmark but would like to keep up with inflationary pressures. 
 
Commissioner Marin said it looked like the City’s average maturity is the lowest it’s been 
in years and asked if that was due to the City’s liquidity needs. 
 
Chair Woodham asked what the benchmark was in that case. 
 
City Treasurer Solomon stated it was 0 to 5 year treasury. 
 
Rick Phillips, Meeder, added that the biggest thing City Treasurer Solomon touched on is 
that they have had to shorten maturities dramatically over the years to provide the 
liquidity; noted that safety and liquidity are 1 and 1A and the yield and return is the 3rd 
perspective. 
 
Chair Woodham asked what the other investors are like the City, getting as their rate of 
return, is it higher or is there a way of comparing it. 
 
City Treasurer Solomon responded that every portfolio is a bit different, the needs of each 
city are different, and the revenues of each city are different; stated, for them, the 
benchmark starts with prudent financial management, are they in line with their priorities, 
and are they in line as a good steward of the portfolio; explained the benchmark is 
stewardship of the fiduciary responsibilities and being in compliance and anything that 
contributes to the General Fund and to the City’s overall interest is a bonus. 
 
Chief Deputy City Treasurer Mehta stated they included the quarter-by-quarter 
comparison FY 23-24 for the purposes of full transparency; said they are working to 
improve their cash flow analysis but for the time being they have met the cash flow needs 
of the City for the quarter and expect to meet the requirements for the upcoming period; 
provided a slide with the sector allocation showing US Agencies at almost 34%, US 
Treasuries at 21%, LGIP at 17.16%, Corporate Bonds at 14.57% and Money Market 
Funds at 12.8%; went over the maturity distribution of the entire portfolio with a bar graph 
slide, noted that 30% of the City’s portfolio is in fully liquid assets; provided a chart 
showing the historical book value of the City’s portfolio going back to FY 22 month by 
month; reported the fiscal impact to the City as: Interest earned year to date is $575,653, 
they contributed approximately 60% of it to the General Fund ($345,000), and the 
budgeted contribution for the interest to the General Fund for the entire fiscal year is $1.5 
million. 
 
City Treasurer Solomon added that when you see General Fund contributions at 60%, 
the other 40% goes to pooled funds that they have within the City. 
 
Analyst Kamsvaag reported no one online and no eComments. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Marin, seconded by Commissioner Turner, to receive and file. 
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Motion carried 7-0 by voice vote. 
 
J.2. CIP SUBCOMMITTEE QUESTIONS  

Chair Woodham recalled a Blue Folder item for J.2 but did not see it in the packet. 

Commissioner Allen stated she received it and would like to read it for the public since it 
had some good points; reported the item was a letter written by Redondo Beach resident 
Jim Mueller and focused on the cost of change orders on 10 out of 22 of the current fiscal 
year CIP projects; noted that he used the spreadsheet of project estimates and actual 
year-to-date that is part of the Commission’s public record; the letter stated the 
Commission is right to be concerned about the level of change orders and reported it is 
19% of the engineer’s estimate; opined that level suggests one or more of the following: 
poor pre-bid investigation, change orders used to fix design errors, or scope creep after 
contract award; the letter stated there is considerable variance among individual contracts 
and provided variance percentages which he felt justifies a serious investigation into the 
CIP estimating budgeting process; he reported that many of the projects are paving 
projects which are not one-off municipal projects. 

Chair Woodham asked if anyone had any comments regarding the letter or other 
comments on issues they have been discussing with CIP; mentioned last week they 
discussed hiring an auditor to audit it and suggested the next step would be to have the 
Director of Public Works present to the Commission addressing the issues in the letter 
from Jim Mueller; stated they need to have the discussion about the items before they 
recommend going to the expense of having an auditor. 

Commissioner Allen stated that Jesse Reyes, the Manager for CIP Projects, had recently 
come to a meeting and answered a lot of their questions and they agreed that a 
subcommittee would meet and write questions down; asked if the subcommittee 
completed the questions. 

Commissioner Ramcharan said he is part of the subcommittee, but they do not have the 
questions completed at that time; noted that he was away on vacation and that they need 
to meet, discuss, and form the list of questions. 

More discussion followed on the subcommittee’s actions to follow up on the item. 

Commissioner Jeste stated the three of them (Ramcharan, Turner, and Jeste) need to 
meet; reported that he has gone over the information that Finance Director Meyer had 
provided and felt the issue is beyond CIPs; opined that the root cause of the problem is 
poor planning and the way the CIP projects are managed; added that the subsequent 
appropriations for the change orders are processed without anyone questioning them; 
stated he spoke to Councilmember Kaluderovic and she was shocked by the numbers as 
well but reported that when presented to Council the change orders are rubber stamped 
approval; referenced the letter he wrote to Mayor Light about six months ago mentioned 
the CIP issue and the Mayor’s response was the process has been done the same way 
for maybe 50 years; spoke of the TQM concept that he believes in and mentioned that 
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the City is taking the easiest route in getting things done and does not want to change; 
stated the thing that worries him the most is the $93 million bond that was approved by 
the voters on November 24th and the voters agreed to paying higher taxes for 30 years 
so they have put a lot of faith and confidence in the City’s administration; mentioned the 
article’s comment from City Manager Witzansky gave no indication that the $93 million 
was planned and based on any information; read from the article the City Manager’s 
statement from the Easy Reader and stated there doesn’t seem to be any real plan or 
analysis for the fire stations and police headquarters on cost and it will be a disaster; 
recommended the City has a complete overhaul of the planning process. 

Chair Woodham said Commissioner Jeste brought up two important issues; the first being 
normal work order change to projects and asked Commissioner Jeste how Fort Wayne 
handled their change orders. 

Commissioner Jeste responded that he did not know and did not go into those details; 
stated plenty of consultants are experts at TQM and if they review the City’s process could 
point out weaknesses and other issues; felt that the City has no incentive to change their 
planning because things have been going well; pointed out that the City has been very 
fortunate for a number of years and money had been pouring in from the state and federal 
government but now the state has a $18 billion deficit and the City will not get easy access 
to any more funding; voiced his concerns over how the City is handling the $3 million 
budget deficit, using funds from the pension reserves, and that the City Council turned 
down the Commission’s request to increase reserves; continued to voice his concern that 
the Council is making no serious effort to manage the City’s budget in a prudent, 
conservative way; stated the CIPs are even worse and is not comfortable with the $93 
million ahead of them. 

Chair Woodham, in regard to the Fire and Police bond issue, stated they were told a 
substantial amount of planning had gone into sizing that bond issue but from what 
Commissioner Jeste read, that isn’t the case. 

Commissioner Jeste read direct from the article what was said by City Manager 
Witzansky, “We chose the smaller scope because from a prudent calculation, we thought 
this is what residents would support.”; stated the City Manager also said he was looking 
for $50 million more to play with. 

Commissioner Marin said he didn’t feel the City Manager meant “play” and felt that was 
not his intent. 

Commissioner Jeste did not think the word “play” should have been used and opined that 
the City Manager is already playing with 80% of the money spent on CIPs since there are 
no bids for those. 

Chair Woodham asked Finance Director Meyer if she knew what the planning process 
looked like for the Fire and Police construction process. 

Finance Director Meyer responded that the City engaged Griffin as the owner 
representative to help the City manage the whole process; stated that Griffin will help plan 
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out the construction and select people to do the design/build and they have been working 
closely with the City’s Police and Fire and the City Manager’s office to identify locations 
to sequence the projects and determine the scope and costs; stated that Griffin is a well 
respected firm and has had successful similar projects in other cities; reported that every 
meeting they have had with their financial advisor for the bond they have stated they will 
not go over the bond proceeds. 

Commissioner Sherbin pointed out that the approved amount for Griffin is $150,000 and 
they have already liquidated $94,000 of it and only have $55,000 left to go; asked what 
happens to that consulting agreement. 

Finance Director Meyer stated that the $150,000 was put down as placeholder number 
before they hired Griffin and they will amend that consulting agreement; noted that the 
costs will be recoverable from bond proceeds. 

Commissioner Jeste said in the same article City Manager Witzansky stated they would 
not be making the Police headquarters any larger and asked why bother building a new 
building if it’s the same square footage. 

Discussion followed and many Commissioners pointed out several issues in the current 
building. 

Chair Woodham stated the couple of times the Public Works Director came to answer 
questions it was not specifically about how they handle work orders and projects as they 
grow after the initial budget has been set; recommended the subcommittee put the 
questions together, then they combine those questions with the letter from Jim Mueller, 
and then, as the next step, raise those issues with the Director of Public Works. 

Finance Director Meyer requested that the comprehensive list of questions are very 
targeted; mentioned that the Public Works Director and CIP Manager have both attended 
the Commission meetings a few times and would like to make sure they are able to 
address and document what the Commission is really looking for and make the best use 
of their time. 

Commissioner Turner asked if it would be possible to set up a group of questions for the 
different roles within the process; stated there is an apparent leak somewhere and in 
order to find it they need to check all the parts within the process; noted that the initial 
estimate is very far from the ending cost and felt if they understood the initial process they 
would better understand the cause behind the change order; voiced his concern for the 
$93 million project with the process being broken. 

Finance Director Meyer stated that with this particular project the City only has the bond 
amount to spend unless they get a windfall of some other money from somewhere else; 
noted that it is Council’s decision to put money to something else if there is available 
funding. 

Commissioner Turner understood Director Meyer’s point but stated regardless of the 
funding source there is an intended budget for any project; noted that 10 out of the 22 
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CIP projects all started out with an original estimated cost that was vastly different from 
the final cost.  

Finance Director Meyer stated there are multiple reasons for that and they have 
discussed them in the course of the Commission meetings; disagreed with the notion that 
there being a difference between the starting and the ending amount implies there is 
something systematically wrong with the City’s processes. 

Chair Woodham stated that Jim Mueller’s letter lists 4 or 5 reasons why costs have been 
higher and they need to figure out the issues and the cause of them; suggested they go 
through a list of 10 projects to find one or two where things were done incorrectly and see 
if they can identify how it could have been done better; noted with inflation and other 
factors there may have been nothing they could have done differently but it is worth 
looking to find out if there is something wrong with the process; noted that they have seen 
some data suggesting there is something wrong and they need to pursue the data. 

Commissioner Jeste stated when no competitive bids are requested it is like giving 
somebody a blank check and there is no incentive to give a low price. 

Commissioner Turner mentioned that he is talking about professional services that don’t 
go out to bid but that CIP projects are competitively bid. 

Finance Director Meyer stated that they are all competitively bid and all the change orders 
follow the City’s established change order policy and, beyond the specific threshold, 
Council also approves every single change order. 

Commissioner Allen said there is another letter that says exactly what the City’s municipal 
code requires and they do not require any bidding; stated that there are problems with 
planning, RFPs not being written correctly, leadership oversight, policies, and change 
orders and they need to get to that. 

Commissioner Turner asked Finance Director Meyer if they would be able to look at the 
City’s documented change order process. 

Finance Director Meyer responded yes and that she had it with her and could share it 
with the Commission. 

Commissioner Jeste stated that the change order itself could comply with the process but 
that is not the issue, the issue is that change orders do not require bids; reported going 
through two of the completed projects and saw no reason why they could not go for 
competitive bids. 

More discussion followed. Commissioner Jeste compared not requiring bidding for 
change orders to giving the contractor a blank check to do more work. 

Commissioner Allen pointed out that once work is started, there is no bidding process. 
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Commissioner Turner reviewed his understanding of the process as the City awards the 
contract to a contractor, then as the scope of work progresses something occurs, and 
then they need a change order. 

Chair Allen said there are too many of those happening and that is why she thinks the 
scope of the RFP for the project is not being done correctly. 

Commissioner Turner asked if what Commissioner Jeste and Commissioner Allen are 
saying is that, when a change order or new order comes up for work that wasn’t part of 
the initial proposal, they want a competitive bid to occur and to possibly bring in a new 
contractor to finish the scope of work. 

Commissioner Jeste stated it could be considered as an extension of the project or a 
completely new project but there should be no reason why it cannot go out for bids. 

Commissioner Marin recommended that it be part of the subcommittee’s questions: How 
does the RFP process work? Is it appropriate? Do things need to be added in terms of 
policy going forward? He stated getting feedback from the questions would help them in 
making a decision on what they can recommend to the City Council. 

Chair Woodham pointed out that some projects don’t lend themselves to changing 
contractors in the middle of the work and there are probably costs involved in changing 
contractors in the middle of a project; noted that it can be overdone so the question is: 
Does it happen on rare occasions, or does it happen on many occasions? 

Commissioner Jeste stated that is why he suggested last month that they get an outside 
consultant to dig into each and every project to determine the reasons; explained what 
he found in the two projects he reviewed.  

More discussion followed regarding the City’s ability to get bids for change orders. 

Commissioner Turner voiced concern about the process of the change orders with 
contractors that know the process and purposely underbid contracts knowing they will 
have every green light to go ahead and do change orders during the project to generate 
more revenue; stated he is not accusing anyone of doing this but would like to look at the 
process just to make sure. 

Finance Director Meyer said the questions would be great to add to their list; stated staff 
could give a detailed discussion of how change orders work and how the Public Works 
team make decisions in the middle of projects. 

Commissioner Jeste reported that the City engineer has the authority to approve up to 
$25,000; stated in the two examples he has seen the engineers used prudent, rational 
decision making and he has no issues there; asked even when the City gets more money 
why they still wouldn’t request bids even if they want to use the same contractor; noted 
that the City has 80% of the money going into change orders and if they could even 
reduce that by 10% they would save at least $2 million in his estimation just by getting 
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bids; pointed out that having competition may incentivize the current contractor to offer a 
lower bid to continue. 

Commissioner Turner agreed with Commissioner Jeste; asked if there is any protocol in 
place for additional work being added on to the projects after the original scope of work 
was completed. 

Finance Director Meyer responded that Council approves every single one of the actions. 

Chair Allen reminded everyone that the Council are not construction workers, they are 
not consultants, so they need to trust staff and staff’s recommendations. 

Finance Director Meyer stated that staff provides a lot of information, rationale, pricing, 
and discussion for the Council to review and consider their decision; noted that in 
speaking to the Public Works Director that Council is very interested in the projects and 
look at them closely. 

Commissioner Turner asked if Director Meyer knew what the City Council’s opinion of the 
budget of the current projects was. 

Finance Director Meyer stated she could not speak to that; reported that the only 
questions she has heard are from the Commission; noted that internally they are always 
looking to spend as little as possible and complete capital projects more effectively; 
reported that the Mayor has expressed interest and the City Manager has directed the 
Public Works team and her team to work together on the presentation of capital projects 
in the Budget Book. 

Commissioner Allen recommended that the entire Budget & Finance Commission attend 
the Strategic Planning Meeting since that is where they can ask questions and might be 
able to influence Council’s decisions. 

Finance Director Meyer reported that she did include a note about the Strategic Planning 
session in the agenda for the Commission in case they wanted to send any information 
or statements for the Council to consider at the session; suggested that the Commission 
could attend the Public Works Safety and Sustainability Commission meetings to see if 
the topic is of interest to them; noted that they will have a joint meeting with that 
Commission around budget time. 

Chair Woodham stated they need to make a decision on this item; suggested they have 
the subcommittee meet to form the questions, they combine the questions with the letter 
from Jim Mueller, Finance Director Meyer sends those to Public Works for their review, 
and then someone high ranking from Public Works needs to come back to discuss it with 
the Commission; reported, for the record, that they are not making any accusations at this 
point, they just want to make sure that if anything improper can take place or is taking 
place that they are able to stop it; asked if everyone agreed with the approach he is 
suggesting. 

Analyst Kamsvaag reported there was one public comment. 
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Maria Larissa Yasol reported that she worked for a glazing contractor that served 
Manhattan Beach, Redondo Beach, and Hermosa Beach for many years; stated that, in 
professional construction, unforeseen situations should not be routine but most of the 
time that means careless planning; stated city construction jobs have become what they 
call “dairy farm” which is due to weak oversight, predictable change orders, and 
fragmented accountability and that allows costs to be “milked” long after the contract is 
signed; suggested that a total contract is installed with no change orders. 

Commissioner Allen agreed with everything Maria Larissa Yasol said. 

Commissioner Jeste also agreed with everything; stated it took them two years to get the 
data they requested and the City didn’t show any interest in digging deeper until Director 
Meyer provided the data. 

More discussion followed regarding putting together enough detail and data for the 
Council to realize a change is potentially needed in the process. 

Chair Woodham said the completion of their work will be a report and recommendations 
to the City Council. 

Commissioner Allen asked the subcommittee to add a question asking where they 
advertise for bids and the average number of bids they receive for CIPs. 

Analyst Kamsvaag reported no more one online and no eComments. 

Motion by Commissioner Allen, seconded by Commissioner Jeste, to put the item on the 
agenda and bring it back. 

Motion carried 7-0 by voice vote. 

J.3. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES PROCUREMENT DATA FROM STAFF 

Commissioner Allen stated that Jim Mueller provided a letter for this item and requested 
to read points that she highlighted; the letter noted that the municipal code states 
“professional services of engineers, architects, accountants, attorneys, doctors, and other 
professional classes are herby declared to be noncompetitive and bids need not be 
received.” She stated the letter said, “Another issue with services contract is automatic 
extensions for multiple years.” She read his recommendation is that “stricter discipline to 
create and review sole source justification, eliminate automatic contract extensions, and 
make requests for extensions be accompanied by a review of alternate sources for 
services and review and possibly change the categories exempt from competition.” She 
asked what the City’s municipal code says about professional contracts.  

Finance Director Meyer reported that staff did submit both as Blue Folder items and 
shared it on the screen; stated she could pull up the municipal code for them if needed. 

Commissioner Allen asked staff to confirm if what Jim Mueller wrote in the letter regarding 
the municipal code was accurate. 
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Finance Director Meyer confirmed it was accurate. 

Commissioner Allen read the municipal code again and stated one of their 
recommendations later could be that the code be changed; noted that it just requires 
Council approval. 

Commissioner Turner asked if the codes are regularly benchmarked or reviewed to see 
if changes are appropriate. 

Commissioner Allen said it is done on an “as needed” basis. 

Commissioner Turner asked if there is a record of the last time that the code was reviewed 
and a change was made. 

Finance Director Meyer reported that a charter change to the Public Works purchasing 
section of the City code was done and the City updated purchasing thresholds for other 
goods and services in 2014 and 2015; stated the City has not updated the section of the 
code for a number of years; pointed out that she did mention to the Commission that the 
City is looking at just reviewing the City’s non-Public Works procurement; noted that 
codes are sometimes changed internally, or due to state law codes, or directed by City 
Council or the City Manager. 

Commissioner Allen pointed out that the charter can only be changed by the voters and 
the municipal code can be changed by Council.  

More discussion followed. 

Chair Woodham asked Director Meyer if the $10 million budget that was mentioned in the 
letter included outside attorneys. 

Finance Director Meyer said she didn’t know where Jim Mueller got that number from so 
she would have to take a look but if he is just looking at contractual professional services 
line item in the City’s budget it would probably include some attorneys’ fees but not all; 
stated she would have to look at it in more detail since she is not sure where he based 
that number on. 

Commissioner Turner asked what the first steps would be if the opinion of the Commission 
is to update or amend the code. 

Chair Woodham stated a resolution by the Commission and a letter to City Council. 

Commissioner Turner suggested they put some evidence behind the value of changing 
the code such as a scenario to show the monetary value of putting the process into a bid 
and what the positive outcome might be from it. 

Commissioner Ramcharan agreed with that and thought Finance Director Meyer was 
putting together some data to compile the evidence to see what savings could potentially 
be. 
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Chair Woodham pointed out that if legal fees were included in the figure that all the other 
expenditures may pale in comparison to one or two big legal fees so they need to 
differentiate that. 

Finance Director Meyer responded that they could do that; stated that she included in the 
Commission’s packet a short cover report and all the examples provided are professional 
services but does not encompass the totality of the City’s professional services. 

Discussion followed regarding whether all those mentioned in the short cover report were 
professional services since Athens was listed and that contract was definitely bidded out.  

Commissioner Marin pulled up Manhattan Beach’s municipal code and pointed out that 
theirs is exempt from bidding as well but they have some metrics around dollar value for 
approval. 

Finance Director Meyer stated that Redondo Beach also has metrics and actually has 
very low thresholds compared to most cities. 

More discussion followed. 

Finance Director Meyer reported that anything over $5,000 needs a purchase order, 
everything over $35,000 goes to Council and is a short item, and above $35,000 is a 
standalone item that Council approves and the Mayor signs every single contract; asked 
if the Commissioners had any other questions before she pulled up the sample data. 

Commissioner Allen wanted to review the letter; commented that the letter does say 
“professional services”.  

Finance Director Meyer showed an example of an export from their financial system of 
the type of data that they can provide; explained what each column contained and noted 
that each provides some level of description so they can identify the associated service.  

Commissioner Allen stated according to the City’s municipal code none of the jobs 
needed to be bid but noted that some of them have been competitively bidded. 

Finance Director Meyer clarified that Athens is considered a service contract, so it’s non-
professional but it is 100% service so that is why it falls into this category. 

Commissioner Allen asked if there was a way to distinguish which ones are the 
professional services for next time.  

Finance Director Meyer responded that she thinks so; noted that, although their municipal 
code says the do not have to bid for professional services, they frequently do bid as a 
best practice and so they can get the best service for the City. 

Commissioner Ramcharan stated one piece of data that would be helpful would be they 
could identify which PO’s were bid and which ones were not; asked if the City keeps track 
of that. 
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Finance Director Meyer stated it is data that they could find but it is not readily available; 
noted that they are working on ways to add functionality to the data so that they are able 
to pull data like that more easily. 

Commissioner Ramcharan spoke of the hypothesis being when you place a contract out 
to bid the price is marked to market and so you get a comparative price but if a contract 
is not frequently placed for competitive bidding the price gets stale and goes up and noted 
that would allow them to detect the inertia in pricing and give some sense whether it 
makes sense to bid some things; stated his concern is if they try to bid everything the 
transaction cost would be so high that the savings would be minimal and a waste of 
everyone’s time; suggested if they could identify the subset of things that make sense 
then that would be the most efficient way to proceed; noted that if they have the data in 
excel it would not be that difficult and he would be happy to help. 

Finance Director Meyer agreed with Commissioner Ramcharan but noted that getting the 
data would be the tough part, but once they have it, it would be easy.  

Commissioner Turner asked if there is some type of defining criteria behind which 
contracts are sent to bid and which ones aren’t. 

Finance Director Meyer said she can only speak for her department, and she looks at 
how long it is, how long it’s been since they’ve had a new provider, cost and timing; felt 
other departments use the same factors in their decision to send out for bid or not. 

Commissioner Turner agreed if they blanket bid for everything it would be a huge waste 
of time. 

Commissioner Allen clarified that there are different types of bids and that a traditional 
bid would advertise and go through the process but for a competitive bid they can send 
an email out to three people and get a quote quickly. 

Finance Director Meyer noted that they have been collecting best practices from other 
cities to benchmark and noticed that at a certain dollar threshold different levels are 
required; reported that is what the City does with goods and services. 

Discussion followed on practices for the bidding process. 

Commissioner Turner suggested the develop a universal criteria that states if it hasn’t 
been sent to bidding in a certain period of time then it’s required to be bid, if it is over a 
dollar threshold it is required to be bid, and they can set up a book of rules to follow rather 
than just say everything needs to be sent to bid. 

Chair Woodham noted that under the Total Ordered Category some of the contracts are 
multi-year and so they would need to come up with a figure of how much is spent on an 
annual basis. 
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Commissioner Allen pointed out that the Community Development Department has very 
large contracts for plan check and consulting services and asked if they outsource 
everything for that department.  

Finance Director Meyer reported that they have had difficulty in recruiting for some of the 
positions and its been a strategic decision that Council has been supportive of over the 
past few years to have consultants do some of the plans, with staff oversight, to speed 
up the process. 

Chair Woodham felt the next step would be to show City Council the annual amount spent 
on contracts that do not get a competitive bid and show its significance. 

Commissioner Ramcharan stated the initial question they had was whether the bidding 
or the procurement process is a reasonable one but aside from comparing the bid/non-
bid contracts he is drawing a blank on how else to test whether the current process is 
reasonable or not; said another possibility would be to look at the frequency of the 
provider and ask if they (he used Griffin as an example) continually show up on the 
spreadsheet and review the data to see if anything is off. 

Commissioner Allen stated she would like to know which ones on the spreadsheet are 
professional services. 

Finance Director Meyer apologies for having both categories in the spreadsheet and 
would separate them out. 

Commissioner Turner suggested they use one of the examples from the professional 
service list and go out and collect quotes or bids to give them a clear cut idea on whether 
the price they are currently paying is competitive or not.  

Commissioner Ramcharan asked about the feasibility of being able to compare contracts 
that are customized to a certain project. 

Chair Allen said they have the ability to use the information from the City’s contracts to 
create a similar RFP. 

Commissioner Turner confirmed that they could use the same proposal and send it out 
to different companies to see what they come back with.  

Commissioner Marin questioned whether a vendor would spend time on an RFP if there 
is no actual work to be done. 

Commissioner Allen questioned how the vendor would know that there is no work.  

Commissioner Marin stated it would be unethical to waste someone’s time knowing there 
is no actual contract to be awarded. 

Commissioner Allen reported that at her place of work they do it all the time just to get an 
idea of a cost in order to propose it. 
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More discussion followed regarding the intent of the bid and the execution of running the 
comparison, the market changes from the time of the contract they choose to use, and 
what district the services are predominantly being used. 

Chair Woodham stated the reason they are looking at this is the idea that things that are 
not competitively bid, over time, can become too expensive; said they should not be 
concerned about getting a competitive bid, they are just showing that there is X amount 
of the budget on an annual basis that is spent without competitive bidding and that money 
could be saved if it is competitively bid. 

Commissioner Turner felt in the process of getting the bids it would give their argument 
strength as to why change is needed. 

Chair Woodham pointed out that unless they go to every one of them and get a 
competitive bid, which is not something they are prepared to do, they wouldn’t know how 
much savings it would be; noted they simply need to show City Council that there is a 
vulnerable position to some degree regarding professional services. 

Commissioner Turner suggested they create a sample size to compare; felt it is important 
to collect the bids and there might be potential benefit for the vendor. 

Commissioner Sherbin stated when they talk to Public Works they can ask them to run 
the Commission through a bidding process for a particular project, they can look at the 
bids, and staff can explain what the criteria was for making the selection; noted that staff 
could also talk them through the change notices and combine it with the questions from 
the subcommittee; felt they could get a better picture for making a potential change in the 
City’s code. 

Chair Woodham voiced concern of the Commission getting involved in getting competitive 
bids; felt they just need to show the Council where the City is vulnerable, the City Council 
can then pass an ordinance that the City will be getting competitive bids, and the City 
department will get bids; stated if the dollar amount is substantial on an annual 
expenditure basis the City will realize the savings; noted that their sale is to City Council 
and then City Council can decide whether to take action or not. 

Commissioner Marin pointed out it would at least be on public record. 

Commissioner Turner stated in his opinion the easiest way to go about trying to offer 
resolution is to come up with criteria for when things should be taken to bid and when 
they don’t need to be, a rule book; commented that he agrees with Director Meyer’s 
approach in her department and wondered if they could create rules similar to her 
considerations for all professional services. 

Commissioner Allen asked Director Meyer what her criteria is for going out to bid in the 
Finance Department. 
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Finance Director Meyer stated she looks at how much time they have to work with, when 
the last time they bid the service out, and she will look at discussion boards to determine 
what other cities have done. 

Commissioner Marin agreed with Director Meyer’s protocol. 

Commissioner Allen said then there is no need to change anything. 

Commissioner Turner felt establishing a universal criteria would be important. 

Chair Woodham suggested they bring the item back with some massaging of the data 
showing the annual amount for professional services not competitively bid for a future 
meeting.  

Finance Director Meyer commented that it is something her department is interested in 
for the process they are already working on, so she is happy to do it. 

Analyst Kamsvaag reported no eComments and no one on Zoom. 

Maria Larissa Yasol spoke about working with a lot of developers when she worked for 
the glazing contractor; stated bidding is for price comparison and the scope of work must 
be strong and clear; commented that the change orders can be capped not to exceed a 
certain amount or percentage and that it is not about the lowest price but about the 
responsible bid. 

Motion by Commissioner Allen, seconded by Commissioner Turner, to bring the item back 
on the agenda for the next meeting.  

Motion carried 7-0 by voice vote. 

K. COMMISSION MEMBER ITEMS AND FUTURE COMMISSION AGENDA 
TOPICS 

Commissioner Allen mentioned they have the CIP questions and the last item they just 
added. 

Chair Woodham asked if anyone from CalPERS would be coming to talk to the 
Commission. 

Finance Director Meyer reported that she was not able to secure anyone from CalPERS 
this year but her substitute idea was to gather her projections using their pension tool and 
the Commission’s questions and vet them through their actuary and bring those back to 
the Commission. 

Discussion followed regarding what the pension tool can provide; Chair Woodham stated 
he would be interested in information on the UAL; Director Meyer stated the pension tool 
could provide that information and would run it to bring it back for the next meeting. 

L. ADJOURNMENT – 8:43 P.M. 
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Motion by Commissioner Allen, seconded by Commissioner Marin, to adjourn the meeting 
at 8:43 p.m. 

Motion carried 7-0 by voice vote.  

The next meeting of the Redondo Beach Budget & Finance Commission will be a regular 
meeting to be held at 6:30 p.m. on January 16, 2026, in the Redondo Beach Council 
Chambers, at 415 Diamond Street, Redondo Beach, California.  

All written comments submitted via eComment are included in the record and available 
for public review on the City website. 

 

Respectfully submitted: 

 

_________________________________ 
Stephanie Meyer 
Finance Director 
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  Date: February 12, 2026                  
 
To:                BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMISSION 
 
From: EUGENE SOLOMON, CITY TREASURER  

Subject: CITY TREASURER’S SECOND QUARTER 2025-26 REPORT   
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The City Treasurer manages the City’s cash flows while earning a competitive rate of 
return on investments within the constraints of the City’s investment policy and state law. 
This City Treasurer’s report for the second quarter of fiscal year 2025-2026 details the 
composition of the investment portfolio and investment transactions that occurred during 
the period from October to December 2025. Meeder Investment serves as an investment 
advisor to the City Treasurer. The Meeder Investment report with this package includes 
a comprehensive analysis of the City’s investment portfolio and investment market trends. 
 
Notable sections of this report include: 
  

• Treasurer’s Portfolio Summary 
• Investment Reporting Guidelines 
• Investment Report by Meeder Investment 

o Portfolio Summary 
o Investment Policy Compliance Report  
o Investment Activity Report 
o Economic and Market Update 

 
City Treasurer’s Portfolio Summary 
The market value of the City’s general investment portfolio changed to $79.75MM from 
$72.91MM at the end of the prior quarter. This change in the investment portfolio resulted 
from anticipated fluctuations in cash flow trends for both general operations and the 
capital improvement program's revenue and spending.   
 
Investment portfolio liquidity is 44.4% of the portfolio, having maturities of one year or 
less. The Bank of America General Fund Checking Account ending balance was 
$10,424,788. It earned a rate of 2.9% to offset the expenses of banking support services. 

 
 
 
 

Administrative Report 

30



 

QOQ Comparison of Investment Portfolio Positions 
 

Portfolio positions at the end of each quarter are listed by investment type, dollar amount, 
and percentage mix of the overall general investment portfolio: 
 
Composition of Portfolio 2020-Present 
Comparison of Investment Portfolio Positions 
 
FY 2025-2026 

 
 
 
FY 2024-2025 
 

 

Investment Type % %
Cash in Banks $11,795,033 * $10,424,788 *
Money Market $9,330,381 12.75% $7,801,389 9.77%
CAMP $12,401,737 16.95% $12,530,377 15.69%
Local Agency Investment Fund $108,917 0.15% $15,110,107 18.92%
Federal Agency Issues $24,834,595 33.94% $24,874,731 31.15%
Commercial Paper $0 0.00% $0 0.00%
Corporate Medium Term Notes $10,565,811 14.44% $10,583,199 13.25%
Bank Certificates of Deposit $0 0.00% $0 0.00%
Treasuries $15,928,128 21.77% $8,948,228 11.21%
Total: Investment Portfolio $73,169,570 100% $79,848,030 100.00%
Weighted Average Maturity (Yrs) 0.75 0.54
Portfolio Effective Rate of Return 3.23% 3.28%
L.A.I.F. Yield 4.21% 3.97%
Yield on Benchmark 4.34% 4.25%
Interest earned YTD $575,653.23 1,074,634.23
General Fund Contribution (60%) $345,392 $644,781

Comparison of Investment Portfolio Positions F.Y. 2025-2026
1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter

Investment Type % % %
Cash in Banks $7,621,789 * $25,487,932 * $13,508,000 * 9,865,121$         *
Money Market $6,410,529 6.86% $125,864 0.17% $10,816,724 12.84% 22,461,667$       24.88%
Local Agency Investment Fund $104,103 0.11% $105,337 0.14% $106,563 0.13% 107,737$            0.12%
Federal Agency Issues $35,668,724 38.19% $31,704,178 41.47% $28,743,576 33.69% 24,794,460$       27.18%
Commercial Paper $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                          0.00%
Corporate Medium Term Notes $12,463,061 13.35% $12,495,672 16.69% $12,527,582 14.93% 10,548,423$       11.74%
Bank Certificates of Deposit $247,995 0.27% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                          0.00%
Treasuries $38,496,825 41.22% $31,755,588 41.53% $32,804,960 38.41% 32,890,362$       36.09%
Total: Investment Portfolio $93,391,237 100% $76,186,640 100.0% $84,999,404 100.00% 90,802,649$       100.00%
Weighted Average Maturity (Yrs) 1.45 1.46 1.12 0.76
Portfolio Effective Rate of Return (YTD) 3.21% 3.08% 3.26% 3.07%
L.A.I.F. Yield 4.58% 4.52% 4.31% 4.27%
Yield on Benchmark 4.21% 4.38% 4.45% 4.40%
Interest earned YTD $615,313.46 $1,070,841.28 $1,604,265 $2,793,124
General Fund Contribution (60%) $369,188 $642,505 $962,559 $1,675,874

Comparison of Investment Portfolio Positions F.Y. 2024-2025
1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter
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FY 2023-2024 
 

 
 
 
 
FY 2022-2023 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Investment Type %
Cash in Banks $6,469,818 * 13,256,219 * $11,755,717 * 10,560,379.31$    *
Money Market $8,733,993 8.78% $19,612,340 19.53% $15,881,678 15.37% 18,202,927.12$    16.95%
Local Agency Investment Fund $98,106 10.00% $100,842 0.10% $101,853 0.10% 102,941.43$         0.10%
Federal Agency Issues $49,969,031 50.24% $48,017,978 47.81% $48,066,986 46.52% 46,615,560.54$    43.42%
Commercial Paper $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                       0.00%
Corporate Medium Term Notes $6,905,358 6.94% $2,921,402 2.91% $4,468,652 4.32% 8,405,345.37$      7.83%
Bank Certificates of Deposit $991,797 1.00% $991,856 0.99% $991,914 0.96% 247,964.77$         0.23%
Treasuries $32,755,612 32.94% $28,785,152 28.66% $33,811,331 32.72% 33,785,898.60$    31.47%
Total: Investment Portfolio $99,453,897 100% $100,429,570 100.0% $103,322,415 100.00% 107,360,637.83$ 100.00%
Weighted Average Maturity (Yrs) 1.96 1.73 1.54 1.39
Portfolio Effective Rate of Return (YTD) 2.82% 2.96% 2.71% 2.78%
L.A.I.F. Yield 3.55% 3.93% 4.25% 4.33%
Yield on Benchmark 2.66% 3.10% 3.53% 3.95%
Interest earned YTD $675,178.00 $1,260,353.00 $2,023,050 $2,773,041
General Fund Contribution (60%) $405,107 $756,212 $1,213,830 $1,663,824.86

Comparison of Investment Portfolio Positions F.Y. 2023-2024
1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter

Investment Type %
Cash in Banks $10,955,229 * 9,223,658 * $6,359,470 * 9,742,075$      *
Money Market $0 0.0% $5,149,678 4.38% $13,392,052 11.33% 8,931,843$      7.80%
Local Agency Investment Fund $16,071,480 14.5% $27,137,556 23.1% $5,225,372 4.42% 1,087,813$      0.95%
Federal Agency Issues $53,439,957 48.3% $47,448,367 40.4% $56,867,881 48.12% 56,918,780$    49.70%
Commercial Paper $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 0.00% $0 0.00%
Corporate Medium Term Notes $6,981,521 6.3% $8,847,387 7.5% $8,866,737 7.50% 8,885,872$      7.76%
Bank Certificates of Deposit $1,239,564 1.1% $991,622 0.8% $991,680 0.84% 991,738$         0.87%
Treasuries $32,895,368 29.7% $27,910,842 23.8% $32,831,737 27.78% 37,713,483$    32.93%
Total: Investment Portfolio $110,627,890 100% $117,485,452 100.0% $118,175,459 100.00% 114,529,529$  100.00%
Weighted Average Maturity (Yrs) 1.99 1.72 1.97 1.91
Portfolio Effective Rate of Return (YTD) 1.51% 1.71% 2.10% 2.29%
L.A.I.F. Yield 1.60% 2.17% 2.83% 3.17%
Yield on Benchmark 0.97% 1.38% 1.76% 2.19%
Interest earned YTD $425,011.78 $952,194.05 $1,695,368 $2,435,724
General Fund Contribution (60%) $255,007 $571,316.00 $1,017,221 $1,461,434.40

Comparison of Investment Portfolio Positions F.Y. 2022-2023
1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter
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Yields: The book yield of the portfolio is 3.41%. The effective rate of return for the fiscal 
year to date is 3.28%.  The book yield is a snapshot on a specific day whereas the 
effective rate of return is annualized return generated for the period. 
  
Investment Portfolio Performance vs. Benchmark:  At the end of the quarter, the yield 
on the City’s general investment portfolio was 3.41%. This yield provided an 84 basis 
point disadvantage to the yield provided by the investment portfolio benchmark, U.S. 
Treasury Note 0-5 year index (30 month moving average), which yielded 4.25%.  
The 30 month moving average is used to represent a market rate of return. 
Mark to Market: The City Treasurer compares market values of the portfolio holdings to 
their original cost. At the close of the quarter, the net asset value is $0.99.  That means 
the Market Value is slightly below the cost of investments.   The difference between the 
book value (cost) of investments at $79,848,030 and the current market value at 
$79,745,980 is $-102,051. 
 
Cash in Banks: 
 

  As of 12/31/2025 

General Fund 
$ 10,424,788.40 
 

Workmen’s Compensation Fund 
$ 922,730.45  
 

Successor Agency of RDA 
$ 1,656,911.66 
 

Trust Account 
$ 7,614.40  
 

Housing Authority BLKPNDG 
$ 2,948,536.45   
 

Financing Authority 
$ 3,544,875.44  
 

Parking Authority 
$ 1,062.02 
 

Measure R Local Return 
$ 1,835,878.63 
 

City of Redondo Beach - FSA 
$ 128,939.97  
 

    
Total $21,471,337.42 

All Agency, Authority, and Miscellaneous Funds in Banks 
 
Bank Account Descriptions 
 
General Fund - 201 
Into the City’s general checking account are deposited most of the City’s revenue, 
including General Fund taxes, grant revenue (except that for the Housing Authority), 
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Harbor Enterprise rental income, and sewer fees.  From the general checking account 
are automatic transfers to the payroll and warrant accounts (as payments clear the bank) 
and purchases of investments. 
 
Workmen’s Compensation Fund - 210 
A Bank of America checking account has been established for the payment of workers’ 
compensation claims.  The City’s third-party administrator, AdminSure, writes the checks 
from this account on the City’s behalf.  Monthly, the City replenishes the account with a 
City Council-approved accounts payable check. 
 
Successor Agency of RDA - 213 / Successor Agency of RDA - 694 
The Successor Agency to the former Redevelopment Agency maintains both a Bank of 
America checking account (with a larger balance) and a Bank of America interest 
checking account (with a smaller balance).  A few years ago, the bank changed the 
accounts to this structure from a checking account and a savings account.  The checking 
account activity reflects biannual deposits of Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund 
(RPTTF) revenue as a result of the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) 
process, whereby the City reports to the Department of Finance the amount of funding 
necessary to make its Redevelopment Agency debt service payments (together with the 
applicable administrative costs).  Those debt service payments are then made from this 
checking account, and the administrative cost reimbursement is transferred to the City’s 
general checking account.  The activity in the interest checking account is currently only 
deposits of interest earned. 
 
Trust Account - 212 
The Police Department deposits bail money into this checking account and then transfers 
these funds to the courts by way of checks.  The balance of the account has been 
$7,364.40 for several years, but it could be higher at the end of the month/quarter if a 
check is outstanding at the time. 
 
Housing Authority – 207/Housing Authority – 023 
The Housing Authority maintains both a checking account and a government money 
market savings account.  Into the checking account are deposited grant funds from HUD 
for the operation of the Fair Housing and Section 8 housing programs.  Payments to 
landlords are then made monthly from this account, and periodically, a check is written to 
the City as reimbursement for administrative costs paid by the City on the Housing 
Authority’s behalf.  The activity in the government money market savings account is 
currently only deposits of interest earned. 
 
Financing Authority -168 
The Community Financing Authority (CFA), a joint powers authority of the City and the 
Parking Authority, was formed January 31, 2012 when the Kincaid’s Restaurant lease 
was transferred from the Public Financing Authority (PFA), a joint powers authority of the 
City and the Redevelopment Agency, upon the Redevelopment Agency’s elimination by 
the State.  The Financing Authority checking account is used for the lease-related 
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transactions, including rental income, loan payments, sewer user fees, and possessory 
interest property tax payments. 
 
Parking Authority - 675 
The Parking Authority was established on March 3, 1969, under the provisions of the 
Streets and Highways Code of the State of California.  Its primary purpose has been to 
provide public off-street parking within the City.  The Parking Authority is currently 
inactive, with a little more than $5,000 remaining in a Bank of America interest checking 
account and a little less than $5,000 remaining in a LAIF account from its previous 
activities. 
 
Measure R Local Return - 874 
Measure R monies come from a 2008 voter-approved ½ cent sales tax levied within Los 
Angeles County for public transportation purposes.  Per a Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) audit recommendation, Measure R 
monies are to be maintained in a separate bank account.  Because expenditures from the 
Measure R Fund (primarily for capital improvement projects) are paid through the City’s 
accounts payable system and “General Fund” bank account, this separate Measure R 
Local Return interest checking account is funded by periodic transfers from the “General 
Fund” bank account instead of Measure R monies being deposited directly to the account. 
 
City of Redondo Beach – FSA - 825 
The City contracts with Sterling to offer its employees Flexible Spending Accounts 
(FSAs), which allow the employees to set aside, before taxes, a portion of their yearly 
income to pay for qualified medical and/or dependent care expenses.  These funds 
withheld from the employees’ paychecks are transferred to this separate checking 
account each pay period.  The medical and dependent care expenses are then paid by 
Sterling from this account. 
 
 
 
LAIF Balances: 
 

LAIF ACCOUNT DECEMBER 2025  
ACCOUNT NAMES   
GENERAL ACCOUNT $ 15,110,107.04  
SUCCESSOR AGENCY FOR RDA $ 2,103,479.76  

PUBLIC FINANCING AUTHORITY $ 2,203,804.47   
PARKING AUTHORITY $ 5,826.60  
 Total: $ 19,423,217.87 
  

 
Trading Activity 
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During the quarter, the City purchased zero securities. Also, two securities were 
redeemed. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
 
Interest earned year to date is $1,074,634 for the entire portfolio. The General Fund 
contribution rate of our investment portfolio is approximately 60% of the total interest 
earned, thus contributing approximately $644,781 to the General Fund through 
investment activity. Budgeted contribution of interest to the general fund for the entire 
fiscal year is $1,500,000. 
 
 
Investment Reporting Guidelines 
 
The second quarter reporting indicates a “Not Compliant” alert in the City’s Corporate Issuer 
Concentration section. The Treasurer’s Office has investigated this alert and resolved this 
reporting as a feature within the Clearwater reporting system not reflective of descriptions 
within our Investment Policy, Government Code, and GFOA guidelines  
The Corporate Issue Concentration limits are in compliance based on the date of purchase, 
which is in line with our Investment Policy requirements. (City Investment Policy Section 21) 
 
Please note the following guidelines from the Government Finance Officers Association 
Financial Management Checklists for Elected Officials.  
 
Always remember whose money it is (it’s the community’s, not yours)—and act 
accordingly in a responsible stewardship capacity. 
 
The generally accepted objectives in managing public funds, in priority order, are: 
 

• Safety 
• Liquidity 
• Yield 

 
An investment manager’s objective is to earn a reasonable rate of return on the city’s 
investments, while preserving capital in the overall portfolio. It should never be an 
investment manager’s goal to earn maximum returns on the city’s portfolio, as this 
would expose the city to an unacceptable level of risk.  Failures in public investing occur 
when either: 
 

• Policies were not clear. 
• Policies were inappropriate. 
• Policies were not followed. 
• Oversight was inadequate. 

Questions to Ask: 
 

• Do you review the investment policy?  
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• Do you understand the city’s investment program? 
• Do you receive and review periodic investment reports? 
• Are they clear, concise? Are they readable? Do you fully understand them? (If 

you can’t, this is more likely to be because they’ve been presented poorly, and 
may reflect problems, than any “technical” problems with your ability to 
understand them because it’s too “complex.”  First, it’s the job of your staff to 
make them readable and understandable; and secondly, if the city’s portfolio is 
genuinely that complex, perhaps it shouldn’t be.) 

• Are there lots of investments and transactions? Why? Most cities do not have 
portfolios that justify “active” management with lots of sales, purchases, and 
trades. 

• Are your investments diversified? Or have you placed “all of your eggs in one 
basket?” 

• What ongoing oversight is there? By whom? 
 
Submitted by:  
Eugene Solomon, City Treasurer    
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OBSERVATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS

• Interest rates across the yield curve were lower for 2025, except for the 30-
Yr T-Bond

• Softening of the labor market was the primary catalyst for lower rates 
• GDP continued to grow strongly in Q3 2025, posting a 4.3% rate
• The futures market is projecting the Fed Funds rate to bottom out around 3% 

in 2026-27
• Inflation remains sticky and above the Fed 2 percent target rate

• The Fed Funds futures market is 
expecting two .25% rate cuts 
during 2026.

• The Federal Reserve’s median 
Dot Plot shows only one cut for 
2026.

2
SOURCES:  BLOOMBERG
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• Economists surveyed by Bloomberg are 
expecting a slowing of GDP for Q4 
2025 due to the federal government 
shutdown.

• Consumer spending, which comprises 
about 70% of U.S. economic activity, is 
projected to remain positive for 2026, 
especially spending by those in the 
upper-half of income levels.

• Inflation remains above the Fed’s 2% target 
on a year-over-year basis.

• Bloomberg’s survey of economists predicts 
inflation will climb in the first part of 2026.

SOURCES:  BLOOMBERG

SOURCES:  BLOOMBERG 3
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SOURCES:  BLOOMBERG
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Portfolio Summary

Par Value $80,051,873

Principal Cost $79,147,987

Book Value $79,848,030

Market Value $79,745,980

Unrealized Gain/Loss ($102,051)

Accrued Interest $415,505

Portfolio Position

Sector AllocationMaturity Distribution

•	1 LGIP 34.66%

•	1 U.S. Agencies 31.11%

•	1 Corporate Bonds 13.33%

•	1 U.S. Treasuries 11.11%

•	1 Money Market Funds 9.78%

3.41
Weighted Average Yield to Maturity

0.54
Weighted Average Maturity (Years)

0.50
Portfolio Effective Duration (Years)

0.54
Weighted Average Life (Years)

AA
Average Credit Rating

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH
DECEMBER 31, 2025
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Portfolio 
Overview

SECURITY TYPE PAR VALUE MARKET VALUE BOOK VALUE
% OF 

PORTFOLIO
DAYS TO 

MATURITY YIELD

LGIP 27,640,483.88 27,640,483.88 27,640,483.88 34.66% 1 3.97

Money Market Funds 7,801,388.76 7,801,388.76 7,801,388.76 9.78% 1 3.62

U.S. Treasuries 9,000,000.00 8,860,351.60 8,948,228.13 11.11% 241 1.88

U.S. Agencies 25,010,000.00 24,810,405.60 24,874,731.05 31.11% 441 2.76

Corporate Bonds 10,600,000.00 10,633,350.00 10,583,198.57 13.33% 242 4.57

TOTAL 80,051,872.64 79,745,979.84 79,848,030.40 100.00% 197 3.41

CASH AND ACCRUED INTEREST

Purchased Accrued Interest 0.00 0.00

TOTAL CASH AND INVESTMENTS 80,051,872.64 79,745,979.84 79,848,030.40 197 3.41

TOTAL EARNINGS

CURRENT MONTH

187,631.11
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RULE NAME POLICY LIMIT ACTUAL VALUE COMPLIANCE STATUS

PORTFOLIO CONCENTRATION

CD (Negotiable or Non-Negotiable) Concentration 30.0 0.0 Compliant

CP Concentration 25.0 0.0 Compliant

Corporates Concentration 30.0 13.2 Compliant

Govt. MMF Concentration 20.0 9.8 Compliant

JPA Concentration 20.0 0.0 Compliant

Supranational Concentration 15.0 0.0 Compliant

ISSUER CONCENTRATION

Agency Issuer Concentration 40.0 15.0 Compliant

CP Issuer Concentration 5.0 0.0 Compliant

Corporate Issuer Concentration 5.0 5.0 Not Compliant

Govt. MMF Issuer Concentration 20.0 9.8 Compliant

Non-Negotiable CD Issuer Concentration 30.0 0.0 Compliant

Supranational Issuer Concentration 5.0 0.0 Compliant

MATURITY

CD (Negotiable or Non-Negotiable) Maturity 5.0 0.0 Compliant

CP Maturity (Days) 270.0 0.0 Compliant

Corporates Maturity 5.0 1.2 Compliant

Supranational Maturity 5.0 0.0 Compliant

US Agency Obligation Maturity 5.0 2.1 Compliant

US Treasury Obligations Maturity 5.0 1.1 Compliant

CREDIT QUALITY

CP Rated A-1/P-1/F-1 by 1 NRSRO Compliant

Corporates Rated A-/A3/A- by 1 NRSRO Compliant

Supranational Rated AA/Aa2/AA by 1 NRSRO Compliant

Compliance Overview
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Credit Quality

Allocation by Rating

Rating Distribution

 MARKET VALUE ALLOCATION

AAA 20,331,765.60 25.50%

NA 15,110,107.04 18.95%

TOTAL 35,441,872.64 44.44%

SHORT TERM, MONEY MARKET FUNDS, & LGIPS RATINGS

 MARKET VALUE ALLOCATION

AA+ 33,670,757.20 42.22%

A+ 4,623,490.00 5.80%

A 6,009,860.00 7.54%

TOTAL 44,304,107.20 55.56%

GRAND TOTAL 79,745,979.84 100.00%

LONG TERM RATINGS

Report reflects ratings issued by Standard & Poors

•	1 AAA 25.50%

•	1 AA+ 42.22%

•	1 A+ 5.80%

•	1 A 7.54%

•	1 NA 18.95%

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH | DECEMBER 31, 2025
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CUSIP DESCRIPTION

TRADE DATE 
SETTLE 

DATE PAR VALUE

PRINCIPAL COST 
PURCHASED 

INTEREST TOTAL COST
YIELD TO 

MATURITY
MATURITY 

DATE
DAYS TO 

MATURITY
MARKET PRICE 

MARKET VALUE

UNREALIZED 
GAIN/LOSS   

BOOK VALUE
% OF 

MV

MOODY'S 
S&P 

RATING

CITY OF 
REDONDO 
BEACH, CA

LGIP

CALAIF California LAIF
12/31/2025
12/31/2025

15,110,107.04
15,110,107.04

0.00
15,110,107.04 4.03 1

1.00
15,110,107.04

0.00
15,110,107.04

18.95
NA

CAMPPOOL
California Asset 
Mgmt Program

12/31/2025
12/31/2025

12,530,376.84
12,530,376.84

0.00
12,530,376.84 3.90 1

1.00
12,530,376.84

0.00
12,530,376.84

15.71
AAA

LGIP TOTAL 27,640,483.88
27,640,483.88

0.00
27,640,483.88 3.97 1

1.00
27,640,483.88

0.00
27,640,483.88

34.66 AAA

MONEY MARKET 
FUNDS

31846V542
FIRST AMER:TRS 
OBG;Z

12/31/2025
12/31/2025

7,801,388.76
7,801,388.76

0.00
7,801,388.76 3.62 1

1.00
7,801,388.76

0.00
7,801,388.76

9.78
Aaa

AAA

MONEY MARKET 
FUNDS TOTAL

7,801,388.76
7,801,388.76

0.00
7,801,388.76 3.62 1

1.00
7,801,388.76

0.00
7,801,388.76

9.78 AAA

U.S. TREASURIES

91282CCF6
US TREASURY 
0.750 05/31/26

06/28/2021
06/28/2021

1,000,000.00
993,437.50

0.00
993,437.50 0.89 05/31/2026 151

98.84
988,359.38

(11,092.19)
999,451.57

1.24
Aa1

AA+

91282CCP4
US TREASURY 
0.625 07/31/26

08/09/2021
08/09/2021

2,000,000.00
1,990,625.00

0.00
1,990,625.00 0.72 07/31/2026 212

98.32
1,966,406.26

(32,503.35)
1,998,909.61

2.47
Aa1

AA+

9128282A7
US TREASURY 
1.500 08/15/26

08/21/2024
08/22/2024

2,000,000.00
1,908,593.75

0.00
1,908,593.75 3.92 08/15/2026 227

98.73
1,974,531.26

3,147.44
1,971,383.82

2.48
Aa1

AA+

91282CCW9
US TREASURY 
0.750 08/31/26

09/27/2021
09/27/2021

3,000,000.00
2,978,085.93

0.00
2,978,085.93 0.90 08/31/2026 243

98.17
2,945,039.07

(52,008.66)
2,997,047.73

3.69
Aa1

AA+

912828V98
US TREASURY 
2.250 02/15/27

03/06/2025
03/07/2025

1,000,000.00
967,851.56

0.00
967,851.56 3.98 02/15/2027 411

98.60
986,015.63

4,580.22
981,435.41

1.24
Aa1

AA+

U.S. TREASURIES 
TOTAL

9,000,000.00
8,838,593.74

0.00
8,838,593.74 1.88 241

98.45
8,860,351.60

(87,876.53)
8,948,228.13

11.11 AA+

U.S. AGENCIES

3133ERRW3
FED FARM CR 
BNKS 3.875 
09/03/26

09/10/2024
09/11/2024

2,000,000.00
2,009,080.00

0.00
2,009,080.00 3.63 09/03/2026 246

100.16
2,003,220.00

137.47
2,003,082.53

2.51
Aa1

AA+

3134GW6C5
FREDDIE MAC 
0.800 10/28/26 '26 
MTN

02/10/2023
02/10/2023

5,000,000.00
4,401,050.00

0.00
4,401,050.00 4.32 10/28/2026 301

97.59
4,879,550.00

12,178.93
4,867,371.07

6.12
Aa1

AA+

3130AQEC3
FHLBANKS 1.370 
12/30/26 '25

12/30/2021
12/30/2021

2,000,000.00
2,000,000.00

0.00
2,000,000.00 1.37 12/30/2026 364

97.57
1,951,440.00

(48,560.00)
2,000,000.00

2.45
Aa1

AA+

3130AQLX9
FHLBANKS 2.500 
01/27/27 '26

01/27/2022
01/27/2022

10,000,000.00
10,000,000.00

0.00
10,000,000.00 1.37 01/27/2027 392

99.32
9,931,900.00

(68,100.00)
10,000,000.00

12.45
Aa1

AA+

3133ETBV8
FED FARM CR 
BNKS 3.875 
04/07/27

05/06/2025
05/07/2025

1,010,000.00
1,011,126.76

0.00
1,011,126.76 3.81 04/07/2027 462

100.36
1,013,595.60

2,853.55
1,010,742.05

1.27
Aa1

AA+

Position Statement
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CUSIP DESCRIPTION

TRADE DATE 
SETTLE 

DATE PAR VALUE

PRINCIPAL COST 
PURCHASED 

INTEREST TOTAL COST
YIELD TO 

MATURITY
MATURITY 

DATE
DAYS TO 

MATURITY
MARKET PRICE 

MARKET VALUE

UNREALIZED 
GAIN/LOSS   

BOOK VALUE
% OF 

MV

MOODY'S 
S&P 

RATING

3133EPAV7
FED FARM CR 
BNKS 3.875 
02/14/28

02/14/2023
02/14/2023

5,000,000.00
4,984,750.00

0.00
4,984,750.00 3.94 02/14/2028 775

100.61
5,030,700.00

37,164.60
4,993,535.40

6.31
Aa1

AA+

U.S. AGENCIES 
TOTAL

25,010,000.00
24,406,006.76

0.00
24,406,006.76 2.76 441

99.21
24,810,405.60

(64,325.45)
24,874,731.05

31.11 AA+

CORPORATE 
BONDS

91324PCV2
UNITEDHEALTH 
3.100 03/15/26

01/31/2024
01/31/2024

2,600,000.00
2,526,498.00

0.00
2,526,498.00 4.51 03/15/2026 74

99.80
2,594,670.00

1,627.69
2,593,042.31

3.25
A2
A+

24422ETH2
JOHN DEERE CAP 
2.650 06/10/26 
MTN

06/11/2024
06/12/2024

2,000,000.00
1,906,540.00

0.00
1,906,540.00 5.15 06/10/2026 161

99.47
1,989,340.00

9,917.96
1,979,422.04

2.49
A1

A

14913UAN0
CTRPLLR FIN 
SERV 4.450 
10/16/26 MTN

08/27/2024
08/28/2024

4,000,000.00
4,023,755.60

0.00
4,023,755.60 4.16 10/16/2026 289

100.51
4,020,520.00

11,723.94
4,008,796.06

5.04
A2

A

89236TLY9
TOYOTA MOTOR 
CRD 5.000 
03/19/27 MTN

04/05/2024
04/05/2024

2,000,000.00
2,004,720.00

0.00
2,004,720.00 4.91 03/19/2027 443

101.44
2,028,820.00

26,881.84
2,001,938.16

2.54
A1

A+

CORPORATE 
BONDS TOTAL

10,600,000.00
10,461,513.60

0.00
10,461,513.60 4.57 242

100.32
10,633,350.00

50,151.43
10,583,198.57

13.33 A

CITY OF 
REDONDO BEACH, 
CA TOTAL

80,051,872.64
79,147,986.74

0.00
79,147,986.74 3.41 197

79,745,979.84
(102,050.56)

79,848,030.40
100.00 AA

GRAND TOTAL 80,051,872.64
79,147,986.74

0.00
79,147,986.74 3.41 197

79,745,979.84
(102,050.56)

79,848,030.40
100.00 AA

Position Statement
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Amortization Schedule

CUSIP DESCRIPTION PAR VALUE
PRINCIPAL 

COST

ORIGINAL 
PREMIUM OR 

DISCOUNT
BEGINNING 

BOOK VALUE
CURRENT 

PERIOD AMORT
ENDING BOOK 

VALUE
TOTAL 

AMORTIZATION
UNAMORTIZED 

BALANCE

CITY OF 
REDONDO 
BEACH, CA

14913UAN0 CTRPLLR FIN SERV 4.450 10/16/26 MTN 4,000,000.00 4,023,755.60 23,755.60 4,009,742.86 (946.80) 4,008,796.06 (14,959.54) 8,796.06

3133EPAV7 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 02/14/28 5,000,000.00 4,984,750.00 (15,250.00) 4,993,276.48 258.92 4,993,535.40 8,785.40 (6,464.60)

3133ETBV8 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 04/07/27 1,010,000.00 1,011,126.76 1,126.76 1,010,791.95 (49.90) 1,010,742.05 (384.71) 742.05

3133ERRW3 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 09/03/26 2,000,000.00 2,009,080.00 9,080.00 2,003,472.57 (390.03) 2,003,082.53 (5,997.47) 3,082.53

3130AQEC3 FHLBANKS 1.370 12/30/26 '25 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 0.00 2,000,000.00 0.00 2,000,000.00 0.00 0.00

3130AQLX9 FHLBANKS 2.500 01/27/27 '26 10,000,000.00 10,000,000.00 0.00 10,000,000.00 0.00 10,000,000.00 0.00 0.00

3134GW6C5 FREDDIE MAC 0.800 10/28/26 '26 MTN 5,000,000.00 4,401,050.00 (598,950.00) 4,853,666.09 13,704.99 4,867,371.07 466,321.07 (132,628.93)

24422ETH2 JOHN DEERE CAP 2.650 06/10/26 MTN 2,000,000.00 1,906,540.00 (93,460.00) 1,975,435.06 3,986.98 1,979,422.04 72,882.04 (20,577.96)

89236TLY9 TOYOTA MOTOR CRD 5.000 03/19/27 MTN 2,000,000.00 2,004,720.00 4,720.00 2,002,074.10 (135.93) 2,001,938.16 (2,781.84) 1,938.16

91324PCV2 UNITEDHEALTH 3.100 03/15/26 2,600,000.00 2,526,498.00 (73,502.00) 2,590,087.67 2,954.64 2,593,042.31 66,544.31 (6,957.69)

91282CCP4 US TREASURY 0.625 07/31/26 2,000,000.00 1,990,625.00 (9,375.00) 1,998,749.41 160.20 1,998,909.61 8,284.61 (1,090.39)

91282CCF6 US TREASURY 0.750 05/31/26 1,000,000.00 993,437.50 (6,562.50) 999,338.22 113.34 999,451.57 6,014.07 (548.43)

91282CCW9 US TREASURY 0.750 08/31/26 3,000,000.00 2,978,085.93 (21,914.07) 2,996,669.54 378.18 2,997,047.73 18,961.80 (2,952.27)

9128282A7 US TREASURY 1.500 08/15/26 2,000,000.00 1,908,593.75 (91,406.25) 1,967,458.59 3,925.23 1,971,383.82 62,790.07 (28,616.18)

912828V98 US TREASURY 2.250 02/15/27 1,000,000.00 967,851.56 (32,148.44) 980,031.74 1,403.66 981,435.41 13,583.85 (18,564.59)

TOTAL 44,610,000.00 43,706,114.10 (903,885.90) 44,380,794.29 25,363.47 44,406,157.76 700,043.66 (203,842.24)

GRAND TOTAL 44,610,000.00 43,706,114.10 (903,885.90) 44,380,794.29 25,363.47 44,406,157.76 700,043.66 (203,842.24)
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Accrued Interest Schedule

IDENTIFIER DESCRIPTION SETTLE DATE PAR VALUE
PRINCIPAL 

COST

BEGINNING 
ACCRUED 
INTEREST

PURCHASED 
INTEREST

CURRENT 
PERIOD 

ACCRUAL
INTEREST 
RECEIVED

ENDING
ACCRUED
INTEREST

CITY OF REDONDO 
BEACH, CA

14913UAN0 CTRPLLR FIN SERV 4.450 10/16/26 MTN 2024-08-28 4,000,000.00 4,023,755.60 22,250.00 0.00 14,833.33 0.00 37,083.33

CAMPPOOL California Asset Mgmt Program 2025-12-31 12,530,376.84 12,530,376.84 41,913.79 0.00 41,851.95 41,913.79 41,851.95

CALAIF California LAIF 2025-12-31 15,110,107.04 15,110,107.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3133EPAV7 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 02/14/28 2023-02-14 5,000,000.00 4,984,750.00 57,586.81 0.00 16,145.83 0.00 73,732.64

3133ETBV8 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 04/07/27 2025-05-07 1,010,000.00 1,011,126.76 5,870.63 0.00 3,261.46 0.00 9,132.08

3133ERRW3 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 09/03/26 2024-09-11 2,000,000.00 2,009,080.00 18,944.44 0.00 6,458.33 0.00 25,402.78

3130AQEC3 FHLBANKS 1.370 12/30/26 '25 2021-12-30 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 11,492.78 0.00 2,283.33 13,700.00 76.11

3130AQLX9 FHLBANKS 2.500 01/27/27 '26 2022-01-27 10,000,000.00 10,000,000.00 86,111.11 0.00 20,833.33 0.00 106,944.44

31846V542 FIRST AMER:TRS OBG;Z 2025-12-31 7,801,388.76 7,801,388.76 25,986.55 0.00 25,758.99 25,986.55 25,758.99

3134GW6C5 FREDDIE MAC 0.800 10/28/26 '26 MTN 2023-02-10 5,000,000.00 4,401,050.00 3,666.67 0.00 3,333.33 0.00 7,000.00

24422ETH2 JOHN DEERE CAP 2.650 06/10/26 MTN 2024-06-12 2,000,000.00 1,906,540.00 25,175.00 0.00 4,416.67 26,500.00 3,091.67

89236TLY9
TOYOTA MOTOR CRD 5.000 03/19/27 
MTN

2024-04-05 2,000,000.00 2,004,720.00 20,000.00 0.00 8,333.33 0.00 28,333.33

91282CAZ4
UNITED STATES TREASURY 0.375 
11/30/2025

2021-06-28 0.00 0.00 3,750.00 0.00 0.00 3,750.00 0.00

91282CAZ4
UNITED STATES TREASURY 0.375 
11/30/2025

2021-02-23 0.00 0.00 1,875.00 0.00 0.00 1,875.00 0.00

91324PCV2 UNITEDHEALTH 3.100 03/15/26 2024-01-31 2,600,000.00 2,526,498.00 17,015.56 0.00 6,716.67 0.00 23,732.22

91282CCP4 US TREASURY 0.625 07/31/26 2021-08-09 2,000,000.00 1,990,625.00 4,177.99 0.00 1,052.99 0.00 5,230.98

91282CCF6 US TREASURY 0.750 05/31/26 2021-06-28 1,000,000.00 993,437.50 3,770.60 0.00 638.74 3,750.00 659.34

91282CCW9 US TREASURY 0.750 08/31/26 2021-09-27 3,000,000.00 2,978,085.93 5,718.23 0.00 1,926.80 0.00 7,645.03

9128282A7 US TREASURY 1.500 08/15/26 2024-08-22 2,000,000.00 1,908,593.75 8,804.35 0.00 2,527.17 0.00 11,331.52

912828V98 US TREASURY 2.250 02/15/27 2025-03-07 1,000,000.00 967,851.56 6,603.26 0.00 1,895.38 0.00 8,498.64

TOTAL 80,051,872.64 79,147,986.74 370,712.76 0.00 162,267.64 117,475.34 415,505.06

GRAND TOTAL 80,051,872.64 79,147,986.74 370,712.76 0.00 162,267.64 117,475.34 415,505.06
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Earnings by Fund

CUSIP DESCRIPTION
ENDING PAR 

VALUE
BEGINNING 

BOOK VALUE
ENDING BOOK 

VALUE
FINAL 

MATURITY
COUPON 

RATE YIELD
INTEREST 

EARNED

NET 
AMORTIZATION/ 

ACCRETION 
INCOME

NET REALIZED 
GAIN/LOSS

ADJUSTED 
INTEREST 

EARNINGS

CITY OF REDONDO 
BEACH, CA

14913UAN0
CTRPLLR FIN SERV 4.450 
10/16/26 MTN

4,000,000.00 4,009,742.86 4,008,796.06 10/16/2026 4.45 4.16 14,833.33 (946.80) 0.00 13,886.54

24422ETH2
JOHN DEERE CAP 2.650 
06/10/26 MTN

2,000,000.00 1,975,435.06 1,979,422.04 06/10/2026 2.65 5.15 4,416.67 3,986.98 0.00 8,403.65

3130AQEC3 FHLBANKS 1.370 12/30/26 '25 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 12/30/2026 1.37 1.37 2,283.33 0.00 0.00 2,283.33

3130AQLX9 FHLBANKS 2.500 01/27/27 '26 10,000,000.00 10,000,000.00 10,000,000.00 01/27/2027 2.50 1.37 20,833.33 0.00 0.00 20,833.33

3133EPAV7
FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 
02/14/28

5,000,000.00 4,993,276.48 4,993,535.40 02/14/2028 3.88 3.94 16,145.83 258.92 0.00 16,404.75

3133ERRW3
FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 
09/03/26

2,000,000.00 2,003,472.57 2,003,082.53 09/03/2026 3.88 3.63 6,458.33 (390.03) 0.00 6,068.30

3133ETBV8
FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 
04/07/27

1,010,000.00 1,010,791.95 1,010,742.05 04/07/2027 3.88 3.81 3,261.46 (49.90) 0.00 3,211.56

3134GW6C5
FREDDIE MAC 0.800 10/28/26 
'26 MTN

5,000,000.00 4,853,666.09 4,867,371.07 10/28/2026 0.80 4.32 3,333.33 13,704.99 0.00 17,038.32

31846V542 FIRST AMER:TRS OBG;Z 7,801,388.76 8,225,827.21 7,801,388.76 12/31/2025 3.61 3.62 25,758.99 0.00 0.00 25,758.99

89236TLY9
TOYOTA MOTOR CRD 5.000 
03/19/27 MTN

2,000,000.00 2,002,074.10 2,001,938.16 03/19/2027 5.00 4.91 8,333.33 (135.93) 0.00 8,197.40

9128282A7 US TREASURY 1.500 08/15/26 2,000,000.00 1,967,458.59 1,971,383.82 08/15/2026 1.50 3.92 2,527.17 3,925.23 0.00 6,452.40

912828V98 US TREASURY 2.250 02/15/27 1,000,000.00 980,031.74 981,435.41 02/15/2027 2.25 3.98 1,895.38 1,403.66 0.00 3,299.04

91282CAZ4
UNITED STATES TREASURY 
0.375 11/30/2025

0.00 2,000,000.00 0.00 11/30/2025 0.38 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

91282CAZ4
UNITED STATES TREASURY 
0.375 11/30/2025

0.00 1,000,000.00 0.00 11/30/2025 0.38 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

91282CCF6 US TREASURY 0.750 05/31/26 1,000,000.00 999,338.22 999,451.57 05/31/2026 0.75 0.89 638.74 113.34 0.00 752.08

91282CCP4 US TREASURY 0.625 07/31/26 2,000,000.00 1,998,749.41 1,998,909.61 07/31/2026 0.63 0.72 1,052.99 160.20 0.00 1,213.19

91282CCW9 US TREASURY 0.750 08/31/26 3,000,000.00 2,996,669.54 2,997,047.73 08/31/2026 0.75 0.90 1,926.80 378.18 0.00 2,304.98

91324PCV2 UNITEDHEALTH 3.100 03/15/26 2,600,000.00 2,590,087.67 2,593,042.31 03/15/2026 3.10 4.51 6,716.67 2,954.64 0.00 9,671.30

CALAIF California LAIF 15,110,107.04 110,107.04 15,110,107.04 12/31/2025 0.00 4.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CAMPPOOL California Asset Mgmt Program 12,530,376.84 12,488,524.89 12,530,376.84 12/31/2025 0.00 3.90 41,851.95 0.00 0.00 41,851.95

TOTAL 80,051,872.64 68,205,253.43 79,848,030.40 1.78 3.41 162,267.64 25,363.47 0.00 187,631.11

GRAND TOTAL 80,051,872.64 68,205,253.43 79,848,030.40 1.78 3.41 162,267.64 25,363.47 0.00 187,631.11
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Transaction Statement

CITY OF REDONDO 
BEACH, CA

 TRADE DATE SETTLE DATE CUSIP DESCRIPTION PAR VALUE BOOK VALUE TOTAL

NET 
REALIZED 

GAIN/LOSS

MATURITY

11/30/2025 12/01/2025 91282CAZ4 UNITED STATES TREASURY 0.375 11/30/2025 (3,000,000.00) 0.00 3,000,000.00 0.00

MATURITY TOTAL (3,000,000.00) 0.00 3,000,000.00 0.00
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Income/Dividend Received

IDENTIFIER DESCRIPTION PAYMENT DATE POST DATE
INTEREST/DIVIDENDS 

RECEIVED

OUTSIDE HOLDINGS

CAMPPOOL California Asset Mgmt Program 11/30/2025 12/01/2025 41,913.79

OUTSIDE HOLDINGS - 
TOTAL

41,913.79

IDENTIFIER DESCRIPTION PAYMENT DATE POST DATE
INTEREST/DIVIDENDS 

RECEIVED

US BANK

91282CAZ4 UNITED STATES TREASURY 0.375 11/30/2025 11/30/2025 12/01/2025 5,625.00

31846V542 FIRST AMER:TRS OBG;Z 11/30/2025 12/01/2025 25,986.55

91282CCF6 US TREASURY 0.750 05/31/26 11/30/2025 12/01/2025 3,750.00

24422ETH2 JOHN DEERE CAP 2.650 06/10/26 MTN 12/10/2025 12/10/2025 26,500.00

3130AQEC3 FHLBANKS 1.370 12/30/26 '25 12/30/2025 12/30/2025 13,700.00

US BANK - TOTAL 75,561.55

TOTAL 117,475.34
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Contribution/Withdrawals and Expenses

 POST DATE PAR VALUE TOTAL

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH, CA

WITHDRAWAL

12/05/2025 (3,500,000.00) (3,500,000.00)

WITHDRAWAL TOTAL (3,500,000.00) (3,500,000.00)
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CUSIP DESCRIPTION POST DATE AMOUNT

3130AQLX9 FHLBANKS 2.500 01/27/27 '26 01/27/2026 125,000.00

JAN 2026 TOTAL 125,000.00

91282CCP4 US TREASURY 0.625 07/31/26 02/02/2026 6,250.00

3133EPAV7 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 02/14/28 02/17/2026 96,875.00

912828V98 US TREASURY 2.250 02/15/27 02/17/2026 11,250.00

9128282A7 US TREASURY 1.500 08/15/26 02/17/2026 15,000.00

FEB 2026 TOTAL 129,375.00

91282CCW9 US TREASURY 0.750 08/31/26 03/02/2026 11,250.00

3133ERRW3 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 09/03/26 03/03/2026 38,750.00

91324PCV2 UNITEDHEALTH 3.100 03/15/26 03/15/2026 6,957.69

91324PCV2 UNITEDHEALTH 3.100 03/15/26 03/16/2026 40,300.00

89236TLY9 TOYOTA MOTOR CRD 5.000 03/19/27 MTN 03/19/2026 50,000.00

MAR 2026 TOTAL 147,257.69

3133ETBV8 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 04/07/27 04/07/2026 19,568.75

14913UAN0 CTRPLLR FIN SERV 4.450 10/16/26 MTN 04/16/2026 89,000.00

3134GW6C5 FREDDIE MAC 0.800 10/28/26 '26 MTN 04/28/2026 20,000.00

APR 2026 TOTAL 128,568.75

91282CCF6 US TREASURY 0.750 05/31/26 05/31/2026 548.43

MAY 2026 TOTAL 548.43

91282CCF6 US TREASURY 0.750 05/31/26 06/01/2026 3,750.00

24422ETH2 JOHN DEERE CAP 2.650 06/10/26 MTN 06/10/2026 26,500.00

24422ETH2 JOHN DEERE CAP 2.650 06/10/26 MTN 06/10/2026 20,577.96

3130AQEC3 FHLBANKS 1.370 12/30/26 '25 06/30/2026 13,700.00

JUN 2026 TOTAL 64,527.96

3130AQLX9 FHLBANKS 2.500 01/27/27 '26 07/27/2026 150,000.00

91282CCP4 US TREASURY 0.625 07/31/26 07/31/2026 6,250.00

91282CCP4 US TREASURY 0.625 07/31/26 07/31/2026 1,090.39

JUL 2026 TOTAL 157,340.39

Projected Cash Flows
For the Period January 01, 2026 to December 31, 2026
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CUSIP DESCRIPTION POST DATE AMOUNT

3133EPAV7 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 02/14/28 08/14/2026 96,875.00

9128282A7 US TREASURY 1.500 08/15/26 08/15/2026 28,616.18

912828V98 US TREASURY 2.250 02/15/27 08/17/2026 11,250.00

9128282A7 US TREASURY 1.500 08/15/26 08/17/2026 15,000.00

91282CCW9 US TREASURY 0.750 08/31/26 08/31/2026 2,952.27

91282CCW9 US TREASURY 0.750 08/31/26 08/31/2026 11,250.00

AUG 2026 TOTAL 165,943.45

3133ERRW3 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 09/03/26 09/03/2026 38,750.00

3133ERRW3 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 09/03/26 09/03/2026 (3,082.53)

89236TLY9 TOYOTA MOTOR CRD 5.000 03/19/27 MTN 09/21/2026 50,000.00

SEP 2026 TOTAL 85,667.47

3133ETBV8 FED FARM CR BNKS 3.875 04/07/27 10/07/2026 19,568.75

14913UAN0 CTRPLLR FIN SERV 4.450 10/16/26 MTN 10/16/2026 89,000.00

14913UAN0 CTRPLLR FIN SERV 4.450 10/16/26 MTN 10/16/2026 (8,796.06)

3134GW6C5 FREDDIE MAC 0.800 10/28/26 '26 MTN 10/28/2026 20,000.00

3134GW6C5 FREDDIE MAC 0.800 10/28/26 '26 MTN 10/28/2026 132,628.93

OCT 2026 TOTAL 252,401.62

3130AQEC3 FHLBANKS 1.370 12/30/26 '25 12/30/2026 13,700.00

DEC 2026 TOTAL 13,700.00

GRAND TOTAL 1,270,330.76

Projected Cash Flows
For the Period January 01, 2026 to December 31, 2026
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Meeder provides monthly statements for its investment management clients to provide information about the investment portfolio. The information should not be used for audit or confirmation purposes.  Please review your 
custodial statements and report any inaccuracies or discrepancies.

Certain information and data has been supplied by unaffiliated third parties. Although Meeder believes the information is reliable, it cannot warrant the accuracy of information offered by third parties. Market value may reflect 
prices received from pricing vendors when current market quotations are not available. Prices may not reflect firm bids or offers and may differ from the value at which the security can be sold. 

Statements may include positions from unmanaged accounts provided for reporting purposes. Unmanaged accounts are managed directly by the client and are not included in the accounts managed by Meeder. This 
information is provided as a client convenience and Meeder assumes no responsibility for performance of these accounts or the accuracy of the data reported.

Investing involves risk. Past performance is no guarantee of future results. Debt and fixed income securities are subject to credit and interest rate risk. The investment return and 
principal value of an investment will fluctuate so that an investors shares, when redeemed, may be worth more or less than their original cost. Current performance may be lower or 
higher than the performance data quoted.

Investment advisory services provided by Meeder Public Funds, Inc. Please contact us if you would like to receive a copy of our current ADV disclosure brochure or privacy policy.

© 2024 Meeder Investment Management

meederpublicfunds.com  |  866.633.3371

Disclosure
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Bank of America & LAIF Accounts

Account
General Fund 001
General Fund 002
Parking Authority Fund 003
Housing Authority Fund 004
Redevelopment Agency Fund 005
Public Finance Authority Fund 006
Workmens-Comp Fund 007
Measure-R-Local-Return Fund 008
City of Redondo Beach-FSA Fund 009
Trust Account Fund 011
TOTAL 

Checking

10,424,788.40          
1,062.02                    

2,948,536.45             
1,656,911.66             

922,730.45                
1,835,878.63             

128,939.97                
7,614.40                    

3,544,875.44             

15,110,107.04          15,110,107.04          

922,730.45                
1,835,878.63             

128,939.97                

2,103,479.76             
2,203,804.47             

40,894,555.29          

City of Redondo Beach 12/31/2025

Bank of America Accounts & LAIF Accounts

Total

10,424,788.40          

7,614.40                    

LAIF

-                              
5,826.60                    

-                              
6,888.62                    

2,948,536.45             
3,760,391.42             
5,748,679.91             
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Credit Ratings Information

Sector Parameters

City of Redondo Beach 12/31/2025

In Compliance
Yes/No Percent

Yes 0.0%
Bankers Acceptances

Sector limit 40%, issuer limit 5%, maximum maturity 180 days, A-1/P-1 by two. At time of 
purchase.

Yes 13.3%
Corporate Bonds Sector limit 30%, issuer limit 5%, max maturity 5 years, rated A (S&P/Fitch)/A2 (Moody's) by 

one, issued by domestic corporation/depositories. At time of purchase.

Yes 0.0%
Commercial Paper 25% limit, 5% per issuer, maximum maturity 270 days, A-1 (S&P)/P-1 (Moody's), issued by a 

domestic corporation w/ at least $500 million of assets and A- (S&P)/A3 (Moody's) long term 
debt. At time of purchase.
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TREASURER’S REPORT
Redondo Beach
FY25/26 Q2

Presented By: Eugene Solomon, City Treasurer 
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Treasurer’s Quarterly Admin Report

 Treasurer’s Portfolio Summary
 Investment Reporting Guidelines
 Investment Report by Meeder Investment

Portfolio Summary
Investment Policy Compliance 
Investment Activity Report
Economic and Market Update
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Treasurer’s Report PowerPoint 
Presentation:

 Investment Reporting Objectives/Guidelines
 Policy Compliance
Quarterly Performance
Cash Flow Analysis
Maturity Distribution
 Trading Activity
 Fiscal Impact
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Key Investment Objectives for Municipal 
Investing - The City Treasurer maintains the City’s cash flows while 
earning a competitive rate of return on the Investments within the constraints of 
the City’s investment policy and state law. 

 Safety- Protect Principal

 Liquidity – Provide necessary liquidity to cover both ongoing and 
unexpected cash needs

 Yield – Maximize earnings recognizing need for safety and liquidity, 
and subject to restrictions specified by state statutes and the local 
governing body
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INVESTMENT REPORTING GUIDELINES - CMTA

 Always remember whose money it is (it’s the community’s, not 
yours) – and act according in a responsible stewardship capacity.

 An investment manager’s objective is to earn a reasonable rate of 
return on the City’s investments, while preserving capital in the 
overall portfolio. It should never be an investment manager’s goal 
to earn maximum returns on the City’s portfolio as this would 
expose the City to an unacceptable level of risk
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Guidelines Cont’d

 Failures in public investing occur when either:
• Policies were not clear.
• Policies were inappropriate.
• Policies were not followed.
• Oversight was inadequate.
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Guidelines Cont’d

Questions to Ask:
• Do you review the investment policy?
• Do you understand the City’s investment program?
• Do you receive and review periodic investment reports?
• Are they clear, concise? Are they readable? 
• Do you fully understand them? 

• If you can’t, this is more likely to be because they’ve been presented poorly, and 
may in fact reflect problems, than any “technical” problems with your ability to 
understand them because it’s too “complex.” 

• It’s the job of your staff to make them readable and understandable; 
• and if the City’s portfolio is genuinely that complex, perhaps it shouldn’t be.
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POLICY COMPLIANCE
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FY 25-26 Performance

Investment Type % %
Cash in Banks $11,795,033 * $10,424,788 *
Money Market $9,330,381 12.75% $7,801,389 9.77%
CAMP $12,401,737 16.95% $12,530,377 15.69%
Local Agency Investment Fund $108,917 0.15% $15,110,107 18.92%
Federal Agency Issues $24,834,595 33.94% $24,874,731 31.15%
Commercial Paper $0 0.00% $0 0.00%
Corporate Medium Term Notes $10,565,811 14.44% $10,583,199 13.25%
Bank Certificates of Deposit $0 0.00% $0 0.00%
Treasuries $15,928,128 21.77% $8,948,228 11.21%
Total: Investment Portfolio $73,169,570 100% $79,848,030 100.00%
Weighted Average Maturity (Yrs) 0.75 0.54
Portfolio Effective Rate of Return 3.23% 3.28%
L.A.I.F. Yield 4.21% 3.97%
Yield on Benchmark 4.34% 4.25%
Interest earned YTD $575,653.23 1,074,634.23
General Fund Contribution (60%) $345,392 $644,781

Comparison of Investment Portfolio Positions F.Y. 2025-2026
1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter
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FY 24-25 Performance

Investment Type % % %
Cash in Banks $7,621,789 * $25,487,932 * $13,508,000 * 9,865,121$         *
Money Market $6,410,529 6.86% $125,864 0.17% $10,816,724 12.84% 22,461,667$       24.88%
Local Agency Investment Fund $104,103 0.11% $105,337 0.14% $106,563 0.13% 107,737$            0.12%
Federal Agency Issues $35,668,724 38.19% $31,704,178 41.47% $28,743,576 33.69% 24,794,460$       27.18%
Commercial Paper $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                          0.00%
Corporate Medium Term Notes $12,463,061 13.35% $12,495,672 16.69% $12,527,582 14.93% 10,548,423$       11.74%
Bank Certificates of Deposit $247,995 0.27% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                          0.00%
Treasuries $38,496,825 41.22% $31,755,588 41.53% $32,804,960 38.41% 32,890,362$       36.09%
Total: Investment Portfolio $93,391,237 100% $76,186,640 100.0% $84,999,404 100.00% 90,802,649$       100.00%
Weighted Average Maturity (Yrs) 1.45 1.46 1.12 0.76
Portfolio Effective Rate of Return (YTD) 3.21% 3.08% 3.26% 3.07%
L.A.I.F. Yield 4.58% 4.52% 4.31% 4.27%
Yield on Benchmark 4.21% 4.38% 4.45% 4.40%
Interest earned YTD $615,313.46 $1,070,841.28 $1,604,265 $2,793,124
General Fund Contribution (60%) $369,188 $642,505 $962,559 $1,675,874

Comparison of Investment Portfolio Positions F.Y. 2024-2025
1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter
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Cash Flows Analysis

* We have met the cash flow needs of the City for the Quarter and expect to 
meet the expenditure requirements for the upcoming period. 

FY 25/26 Beginning Balance Total Deposits/Credits Total Debits Ending Balance
July $9,865,120.75 $17,824,583.25 $12,943,765.55 $14,745,938.45

August $14,745,938.45 $15,901,295.90 $22,395,503.28 $8,251,731.07
September $8,251,731.07 $18,068,745.46 $14,525,443.33 $11,795,033.20

October $11,795,033.20 $13,507,146.36 $16,110,476.46 $9,191,703.10
November $9,191,703.10 $8,187,783.45 $11,766,680.56 $5,612,805.99
December $5,612,805.99 $33,907,434.26 $29,905,451.85 $10,424,788.40
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Fiscal Impact
 Interest earned year to date is $1,074,634.

 The General Fund contribution rate is 60%. Approximately 
$644,781 contributed to the general fund through investment 
activity.

Budgeted contribution of interest to the general fund for the 
entire fiscal year is $1,500,000.
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Administrative
Report

J.2., File # 26-0195 Meeting Date: 2/12/2026

To: BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMISSION

From: STEPHANIE MEYER, FINANCE DIRECTOR

TITLE
FISCAL YEAR 2024-25 YEAR END REPORT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Administrative Report and Attachments to follow as Blue Folder Items.

Page 1 of 1
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Administrative
Report

J.3., File # 26-0200 Meeting Date: 2/12/2026

TITLE
CIP SUBCOMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Page 1 of 1
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Administrative
Report

J.4., File # 26-0201 Meeting Date: 2/12/2026

TITLE
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES PROCUREMENT DATA

ATTACHMENTS
Professional Services Expenses-Shared by Commissioner

· Excel Format

· PDF Format

Page 1 of 1
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Sheet1

Mayor Clerk Election Treasurer

Total

$11,171 
$38,833 
$98,300 
$50,173 
$30,173

$93,176 
$580,481 
$153,408 
$807,897 
$190,918 

$7,027 
$437,720 
$21,725 
$667,929 
$79,950 

$70,748 
$60,904 
$60,456 
$127,451 
$127,451 

26 Proposed $10,009,405.00 $11,171.00 $93,176.00 $7,027.00 $70,748.00
25 Actual $12,457,040.00 38833 580481 437720 60904
24 Actual $12,710,406.00 98300 153408 21725 60456

Page 1
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Sheet1

Attorney Atty Fees City Mgr IT HR Finance police
$217,151 
$578,552 
$766,884 
$2,072,973 
$218,318 

$405,364 
$921,314 
$894,129 
$2,040,621 
$669,514 

$78,153 
$88,460 
$123,016 
$84,149 
$82,219 

$733,235 
$920,348 
$1,325,986 
$1,333,955 
$1,476,200 

$406,014 
$445,103 
$423,563 
$374,105 
$374,105 

$423,655 
$223,834 
$355,352 
$472,130 
$472,130 

$1,040,173 
$1,230,570 
$1,119,166 
$1,596,966 
$832,592 

$217,151.00 $405,364.00 $78,153.00 $733,235.00 $406,014.00 $423,655.00 $1,040,173.00
578522 921314 88460 920348 445103 223834 1230570
766884 894129 123016 1325986 423563 355352 1119166

Page 2
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Sheet1

Fire Fire Spl Svcs Library Comm SVCS Comm Admin Block Grant Comm Dev
$131,045 
$113,996 
$173,580 
$169,910 
$109,550 

$9,234 $9,418-
$39,360 
$13,760 

$21,107 
$21,133 
$57,439 
$35,231 
$19,880 

$4,147,785 
$4,409,159 
$4,559,099 
$5,534,976 
$4,729,405 

$15,015 
$25,775-
$180,802 
$39,000 

$336,944 
$319,535 
$98,809 
$134,803 
$100,071 

$212,762 
$208,179 
$141,250 
$487,764 
$49,284 

$131,045.00 $9,234.00 $21,107.00 $4,147,785.00
113996 9418 21133 4409159
173580 57439 4559099

Page 3
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Sheet1

Comm Bidg Watrfrnt Works
$138,526 
$155,856 
$247,720 
$450,144 
$813,306 

$391,176 
$279,150 
$300,470 
$1,319,798 
$621,701 

 $55,003 
$54,557 
$32,677 
$52,047 
$45,500 

$1,684,665 
$1,887,682 
$1,997,436 
$2,852,787 
$2,486,278 

$138,526.00 $391,176.00 $1,684,665.00
155856 279150 54557 1887682
247720 300470 32677 1997436

Page 4
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Sheet1

Mayor Clerk Election Treasurer Attorney Atty Fees City Mgr

Total

$11,171 
$38,833 
$98,300 
$50,173 
$30,173

$93,176 
$580,481 
$153,408 
$807,897 
$190,918 

$7,027 
$437,720 
$21,725 
$667,929 
$79,950 

$70,748 
$60,904 
$60,456 
$127,451 
$127,451 

$217,151 
$578,552 
$766,884 
$2,072,973 
$218,318 

$405,364 
$921,314 
$894,129 
$2,040,621 
$669,514 

$78,153 
$88,460 
$123,016 
$84,149 
$82,219 

26 Proposed $10,009,405.00 $11,171.00 $93,176.00 $7,027.00 $70,748.00 $217,151.00 $405,364.00 $78,153.00
25 Actual $12,457,040.00 38833 580481 437720 60904 578522 921314 88460
24 Actual $12,710,406.00 98300 153408 21725 60456 766884 894129 123016

Page 1
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Sheet1

IT HR Finance police Fire Fire Spl Svcs Library Comm SVCS Comm Admin Block Grant
$733,235 
$920,348 
$1,325,986 
$1,333,955 
$1,476,200 

$406,014 
$445,103 
$423,563 
$374,105 
$374,105 

$423,655 
$223,834 
$355,352 
$472,130 
$472,130 

$1,040,173 
$1,230,570 
$1,119,166 
$1,596,966 
$832,592 

$131,045 
$113,996 
$173,580 
$169,910 
$109,550 

$9,234 $9,418-
$39,360 
$13,760 

$21,107 
$21,133 
$57,439 
$35,231 
$19,880 

$4,147,785 
$4,409,159 
$4,559,099 
$5,534,976 
$4,729,405 

$15,015 
$25,775-
$180,802 
$39,000 

$336,944 
$319,535 
$98,809 
$134,803 
$100,071 

$733,235.00 $406,014.00 $423,655.00 $1,040,173.00 $131,045.00 $9,234.00 $21,107.00 $4,147,785.00
920348 445103 223834 1230570 113996 9418 21133 4409159

1325986 423563 355352 1119166 173580 57439 4559099

Page 2
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Sheet1

Comm Dev Comm Bidg Watrfrnt Works
$212,762 
$208,179 
$141,250 
$487,764 
$49,284 

$138,526 
$155,856 
$247,720 
$450,144 
$813,306 

$391,176 
$279,150 
$300,470 
$1,319,798 
$621,701 

 $55,003 
$54,557 
$32,677 
$52,047 
$45,500 

$1,684,665 
$1,887,682 
$1,997,436 
$2,852,787 
$2,486,278 

$138,526.00 $391,176.00 $1,684,665.00
155856 279150 54557 1887682
247720 300470 32677 1997436

Page 3
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