CITY OF

I_O N G Memorandum

Date: November 21, 2025

To: Mayor and Members of the City Council
From: Thomas B. Modica, City Manager N _a’i,-‘—(/;'/—

Subject: Equity and Human Relations Commission Recommendation to Establish
a Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening Policy

On October 9, 2025, the Equity and Human Relations Commission (EHRC) voted to
recommend that the Mayor and City Council adopt a Civil and Human Rights Investment
Screening Policy. The attached memorandum transmits the EHRC’s proposal, along with
supporting materials considered by the Commission.

As part of the public comment process, the Department of Financial Management
submitted a letter (attached) to the Commission outlining significant concerns based on
an earlier version of the proposed policy and its impact on the City’s fiscal stability. That
letter prompted significant revisions to the policy by its originators. Despite these
changes, the final proposal recommended by the Commission would still have substantial
fiscal impacts, and it is important to provide additional analysis and context regarding the
potential implications. In adherence to the request and bylaws of the EHRC, their specific
recommendations are included and transmitted separately in the adjoining memo.

Potential Impacts and Concerns
Operational and Administrative Burden

The proposal would require the Treasury Bureau in the Financial Management
Department to implement extensive new screening, auditing, and reporting processes.
This would necessitate hiring multiple full-time staff and specialized consultants at an
estimated annual cost up to as much as $1 million. These administrative costs would
further reduce the resources available for direct community benefit.

Broad and Undefined Criteria

The proposed screening criteria are broad, potentially encompassing a wide range of
industries and investment instruments with even indirect or tangential associations to
human rights concerns. Each investment and the entirety of the entity’s record would have
to be specifically reviewed, compared against the guidelines, and staff would have to
make a determination whether there is a potential violation. Then before any investment
could be made, staff would have to positively disprove any potential violation, which is a
nearly impossible standard to achieve. This lack of clarity could make nearly all typical
investment options ineligible, significantly limiting the City’s ability to manage its portfolio
prudently.
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Substantial Fiscal Impacts

Based on current projections, the proposed screening policy could reduce the City’s
annual investment revenues by approximately $7.5 million—a loss that would directly
affect the General Fund and other key funds that support essential City services such as
public safety, parks, libraries, and community programs. A reduction in revenues could
undermine the City’s ability to sustain and expand programs that serve vulnerable
populations—including equity training, youth development, affordable housing support,
and violence prevention—that align with the City’s equity objectives.

Lack of a Proven Model

Staff also conducted an extensive search into other cities and public agencies and have
not found any that have successfully adopted and implemented a policy of this scope.
Without a tested policy and precedent for this type of sweeping proposal—with its far-
reaching audit and reporting requirements—it poses significant financial and legal risks
to the City.

Conclusion

The City remains firmly committed to advancing justice, equity, and human dignity,
through efforts such as the Racial Equity and Reconciliation Initiative, the expansion of
the Office of Equity within the City Manager’s Office, and ongoing trainings to advance
equity across the organization. These ongoing efforts are designed to ensure the City
operates through a values-based lens. Furthermore, the City’s current investment policy
follows strict legal and ethical standards in accordance with California Government Code
and professional best practices. These include prohibitions against investments that
present conflicts of interest or fail to meet safety, liquidity, and yield requirements. Any
expansion of screening criteria should be narrowly tailored to maintain fiscal responsibility
and compliance with state law.

While the intent of the EHRC’s proposed policy aligns with the City’s values to advance
equity, the proposed Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening Policy would have
serious unintended consequences that could compromise the City’s ability to maintain
those very commitments. The proposal’s scope and structure would have significant and
far-reaching financial and operational impacts.

The City Council’s fiscal policies strongly recommend that items that have major budget
impacts, such as this proposal, be considered as part of the annual budget process and
not as standalone items, so that the City Council is able to consider new proposals along
with all Citywide budget needs. Given that the City is facing a structural deficit next year,
staff strongly recommend adhering to those fiscal policies and considering any item that
affects revenues or increases administrative cost as part of the FY 27 budget process.
As this item will have significant financial costs, further consideration of this proposal
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would need to go through the City’s budget review process to allow for additional fiscal
analysis, clarification of definitions, and a more targeted approach.

ATTACHMENT

CC: DAWN McINTOSH, CITY ATTORNEY
DoucLAs P. HAUBERT, CITY PROSECUTOR
LAURA L. Doup, CITY AUDITOR
APRIL WALKER, ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER
TERESA CHANDLER, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
MEREDITH REYNOLDS, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
GRACE YOON, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
TYLER BONANNO-CURLEY, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
KEVIN LEE, CHIEF PuBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICER
MONIQUE DE LA GARZA, CITY CLERK
DEPARTMENT HEADS



Attachment
CITY OF

LO N G Financial Management

September 19, 2025
Re: Concerns with Proposed Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening Policy
Dear Chair Covington, Vice Chair Batts, and Commissioners:

We would like to begin by recognizing the noble and virtuous motivations behind the proposed Civil
and Human Rights Investment Screening policy. The goals of ensuring that the City’s financial
practices are consistent with the principles of justice, equity, and human dignity are goals that we
share. Long Beach has a long and proud record of leadership on social justice and human rights
issues, and the desire to embed these values within the City’s investment framework and practices
reflects that tradition.

However, despite the laudable and well-intentioned objectives of this policy, the policy as proposed
would result in serious unintended consequences that threaten the City’s financial stability and
undermine our ability to fund the very programs and services that advance justice and opportunity in
our community. Before the Commission or City Council considers further discussion on this policy
framework, it is important that you understand the unworkable financial and operational realities this
policy would create for a municipal treasury operation such as ours.

1. Excessive Costs and Administrative Burden

Implementing the proposed Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening policy would require the
hiring of a dozen or more full-time staff within the Treasury Bureau in the Financial Management
Department in order to:

e Conduct ongoing investment screenings for a substantial number of different investment vehicles
the City Treasurer routinely invests in, by investigating a significant number of potential policy
violations;

e Fulfill the significant and detailed reporting requirements outlined in the policy;

e Conduct annual audits, and independently research and verify every possible investment as
qualified.

This new staffing would cost over $2 million annually. Because Treasury staff are not subject-matter
experts in international human rights, labor law, or environmental compliance, the City would likely
need to outsource these reviews at an even greater cost.

2. Unworkable Standards That Eliminate Viable Investments

The six broad categories of disqualifying violations proposed—ranging from corporate complicity in
state violence and displacement, to labor violations and environmental harm—are so broadly defined
and open to such a wide range of interpretation that likely every company in the country that the
California Government Code permits cities to invest in could be interpreted to have committed at
least one or several of the listed violations. This could effectively disqualify the entire private sector
from being invested in by the City Treasurer. Even the U.S. government could be found to have
committed one or more of the disqualifying violations. If so, then the City’s single largest and most
reliable investment category—U.S. government securities—would no longer be available. If U.S.
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government securities and private sector investments were excluded, the practical effect of this
would be to leave the City with no viable investment options.

Funds would have to be placed in bank accounts earning minimal interest, resulting in an estimated
loss of roughly $80 million of structural City revenues each year, including $12 million from
the General Fund. This would mean fewer resources available to support critical city programs and
services that are reliant on the city’s General Fund, such as community violence prevention
programs, neighborhood activation and beautification programs, legal services for immigrant
residents and tenants at risk of eviction, and youth development programs, among others.

3. Default Presumption of Disqualification

The policy directs that, unless “credible, independently verifiable information” proves compliance, all
of the City’s investments must be presumed ineligible. Since no nationally recognized,
comprehensive database of verifiable information currently exists to confirm adherence —rendering
qualification almost impossible— this requirement would force the Treasurer to sell off immediately
the City’s entire investment portfolio and place those funds in low-interest accounts. This would
cripple the City’s finances overnight, even before staff could attempt to build a compliant investment
list.

4. Historical Precedent of Unintended Consequences

The City of Berkeley’s experience in the 1990s is a cautionary example of overbroad restrictions like
those in the proposed policy. Berkeley adopted a boycott policy that prohibited staff from purchasing
fuel from so many oil companies that staff were unable to procure fuel for city vehicles—forcing the
Council to later adopt exceptions to its own policy just to keep city vehicles running. Long Beach
faces the risk of repeating this scenario, but on a far greater scale involving the City’s entire
investment revenue stream.

5. Disruption of City Projects

The policy’s most recent revision expands the definition of “investment” to include City-funded
projects with the “expectation of generating a return or benefit”. This means that work on the
temporary amphitheater, the arena, all projects at the Port of Long Beach, and potentially other
capital and community projects would have to stop until Treasury staff could prove the compliance
of every contractor with the screening criteria—an impossible hurdle that would delay or derail these
much-needed investments in our community.

6. Lack of a Proven Model or Precedent to Follow

Despite extensive searches, we are not aware of any city or public agency in California— or
anywhere in the United States —that has successfully adopted and implemented a policy of this
breadth. The lack of a clear precedent underscores the significant financial and legal risks Long
Beach would face if it attempted to become the first to implement a policy of this scope without a
tested framework.

While the intention of this policy to align the City’s investment practices with our values of justice and
equity is clear and commendable, its unintended consequences would unfortunately undermine
those very values by depriving the City of the revenue needed to fund libraries, parks, community
safety initiatives, housing programs, youth programs, and other core city services that Long Beach
residents and families depend on.
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A $2 million annual compliance cost, an $80 million annual loss of City revenue, and the potential
suspension of City projects are risks the Long Beach community cannot afford, especially as the City
continues to work to resolve a General Fund structural deficit over the coming years.

For these reasons, we respectfully urge the Commission to reconsider advancing this well-meaning
but prohibitively expensive and unworkable recommendation at the present time. We would welcome
the opportunity to answer any additional questions the Commission may have regarding the city’s
existing investment guidelines and practices.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Ko Rope

Kevin Riper
Financial Management Director
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From: Teresa Chandler, Deputy City Manager L/,wf« Lt
For: Mayor and Members of the City Council

Subject: Equity and Human Relations Commission Recommendation to Establish
a Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening Policy

On October 9, 2025, the Equity and Human Relations Commission (EHRC) voted to
transmit a recommendation to the Mayor and City Council proposing the adoption of a
Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening Policy. The proposed policy would
establish institutional standards to ensure that City investments in corporate and financial
institutions align with civil and human rights principles.

This recommendation stems from advocacy by the Long Beach Area Peace Network
(LBAPN), which first provided public comment at the EHRC meeting on August 6, 2025,
and later presented a formal proposal on September 3, 2025. During its October 9
meeting, the Commission received extensive community input, including 18 verbal public
comments both in support and opposition, as well as more than 400 written submissions.
The Department of Financial Management also provided a written response on
September 19 outlining concerns with the proposed policy and attended the October 9
meeting to answer questions regarding the City’s current investment policy and practices.

Attached are the EHRC’s recommendations to the Mayor and City Council, including the
proposed policy language.

If you have any questions, please contact Alanah Grant, Equity Officer at
Alanah.Grant@longbeach.gov or (562) 570-6656.

ATTACHMENT

CC: DAWN McINTOSH, CITY ATTORNEY
DoucLAs P. HAUBERT, CITY PROSECUTOR
LAURA L. Doup, CITY AUDITOR
APRIL WALKER, ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER
TERESA CHANDLER, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
MEREDITH REYNOLDS, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
GRACE YOON, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
TYLER BONANNO-CURLEY, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER
KEVIN LEE, CHIEF PuBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICER
MONIQUE DE LA GARZA, CITY CLERK (REF# 25-56589)
DEPARTMENT HEADS
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Attachment

Equity and Human Relations Commission

Christopher Covington, Chair
Dr. Sharifa Batts, Vice Chair
Richard Brown, Commissioner

Cheryl Koll, Commissioner

Dr. Eduardo Lara, Commissioner

M. Lissette Flores, Commissioner
Robbie Butler, Commissioner Keyona Montgomery, Commissioner
Joshua De Leon, Commissioner Nolan Ross Samé-Weil, Commissioner
Ricky Dockery, Commissioner Jon Schultz, Commissioner

Jessica Gillette, Commissioner Benita Shaw-Malone, Commissioner

October 9, 2025

Hon. Mayor Rex Richardson and Members of the City Council
City of Long Beach

411 West Ocean Blvd, 11t Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Recommendation to Adopt the Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening
Policy

Honorable Mayor Richardson, Members of Long Beach City Council,

The duties of the Equity and Human Relations Commission, as chartered, include
advising the City Council on policy recommendations that can foster a more equitable
and socially-just Long Beach at the individual, community, and systems level. Long Beach
has a deep and rich history in leading on social justice and human rights, and enshrining
a robust civil and human rights framework into the City’s investment policy and practices
would be a continuation of that urgent and necessary work.

On September 3, 2025, the Commission received a presentation from Long Beach Area
Peace Network (LBAPN), on a Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening. This
proposed policy would require that any current or future City investments into corporate
issuers or financial institutions must meet civil and human rights standards. LBAPN has
since provided a revised version of the policy, incorporating feedback from the City, for
the October 1st Commission meeting.

This policy is rooted in social justice. The Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening
policy ensures that investments do not contribute to civil and human rights abuses,
including but not limited to forced labor, genocide, apartheid, occupation, systemic
discrimination, and violations of international humanitarian law; state and federal law. This
policy would contribute to greater transparency and strengthen public trust, further
demonstrating that Long Beach leans forward into its values of Accountability, Equity,
Diversity, Integrity, and Transparency.

Thus, the Equity and Human Relations Commission recommends City Council agendize
and adopt the Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening Policy by the end of the
calendar year 2025.



Background

In June, Community members with Long Beach Area Peace Network, a local grassroots
organization dedicated to peace, equity, diversity, and social and environmental justice,
requested that a discussion on a potential Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening
be agendized for a summer 2025 Equity and Human Relations Commission meeting.
Several community speakers also attended the Commission meeting on August 6, 2025,
and delivered non-agenda public comment support of this topic.

On September 3, 2025, the Commission approved the receipt and filing of a presentation
from Long Beach Area Peace Network regarding a proposed Civil and Human Rights
Investment Screening, and committed to agendizing further deliberations on the policy for
the next Commission meeting on October 1.

Subsequently, on September 19 the Financial Management office with the City of Long
Beach submitted a letter to Commissioners, noting the “noble and virtuous motivations”
of the proposed policy while also providing feedback on areas of concern regarding
potential costs, feasibility, and other barriers to implementation as written. These
concerns stemmed from the definition of “investment” in LBAPN'’s draft policy language,
which was more expansive than the definitions used in the City’s current Investment
Policy.

In preparation for the October 1 Commission meeting, the Chair of the Commission
communicated the concerns from the Financial Management office with the Long Beach
Area Peace Network. The Long Beach Area Peace Network submitted a revised policy
recommendation that aligns the “investment” definition with the City’s current policy, while
retaining the “goals of ensuring that the City’s financial practices are consistent with the
principles of justice, equity, and human dignity” as supported by the Financial
Management office and the Equity and Human Relations Commission.

The proposed policy would further Long Beach'’s historic commitment to the City’s values,
while following the precedent already established in other California cities like Oakland,
which already has its own restrictions on permitted investments.

Recommendation

In accordance with our values of human rights and social justice, the Equity and Human
Relations Commission recommends City Council agendize and adopt the Civil and
Human Rights Investment Screening Policy by the end of the calendar year 2025. Using
the following policy as proposed by Long Beach Area Peace Network:

See the Attached Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening Policy (September
26, 2025, via LBAPN)

This policy, as presented and written by community members to the Equity and Human
Relations Commission, offers a practical and meaningful approach to further embedding
our values of civil and human rights and social justice into the City’s investment
framework.



As stated in Article 8, Section 2 of the Commission’s bylaws, the Commission requests
staff to transmit their recommendations to the Mayor and City Council with the following
statement, and thus, it is also being transmitted. The Commission kindly requests staff to
transmit the written recommendation with the following message to the City Manager:
l. A request to the City Manager that the Commission’s recommendation to the
City Council is transmitted to the City Council for its consideration within thirty
(30) days or sooner after the recommendation is adopted and/or finalized; and
1. A request that the original recommendation from the Commission is transmitted
to the City Manager unaltered and if staff and/or the City Manager has a
recommendation that is different from that of the Commission, the staff and/or
City Manager recommendation is presented to the City Council separately for
its consideration.

Appendix
e Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening (September 26, 2025, via LBAPN)
e October presentation from LBAPN
e Letter from the Financial Management Office
o September presentation from LBAPN
e 2025 city investment policy
e Original draft Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening from LBAPN
e Oakland and Berkeley investment policy




Civil and Human Rights Investment Screening

THE CITY OF LONG BEACH ESTABLISHING A CIVIL AND HUMAN RIGHTS
SCREENING POLICY FOR ALL CURRENT AND FUTURE PUBLIC
INVESTMENTS

WHEREAS, the City of Long Beach recognizes its fiduciary responsibility to ensure that
public funds are invested in a manner consistent with ethical standards and adherence to
civil liberties; and human rights;

WHEREAS, human rights are the inherent and inalienable rights and freedoms to which
all people are entitled, including the rights to life, dignity, equality, freedom, and
security, as recognized under the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and the California Constitution;

WHEREAS, for purposes of this policy, “investment” refers exclusively to the
placement of City funds into financial instruments authorized under California
Government Code §53600 et seq. and the City of Long Beach Investment Policy
Appendix A, with the exception of U.S. Treasury Securities;

WHEREAS, the City of Long Beach acknowledges the importance of ensuring that
investments do not contribute to civil and human rights abuses, including but not limited
to forced labor, genocide, apartheid, occupation, systemic discrimination, and violations
of international humanitarian law; state and federal law;

WHEREAS, the City of Long Beach is committed to be transformational with bold
actions and strategies in alignment with the Grow Long Beach Economic Blueprint to
advance a “more inclusive and sustainable economic investments and opportunities
for workers, investors and entrepreneurs in the City of Long Beach”;

WHEREAS, the City of Long Beach acknowledges that identifying and tracking
potential links between financial investments and civil and human rights abuses is
complex, yet affirms that this policy is a critical first step; and further recognizes that
public investments are not only financial decisions but also statements of community
values, requiring that City funds reflect Long Beach’s commitments to accountability,
transparency, impartiality, equity, diversity, and integrity;

WHEREAS, the California Constitution, Article XVI, Section 6, mandates that public
funds must serve a legitimate public purpose, reinforcing the City’s fiduciary duty to
avoid investments associated with unlawful or unethical conduct;

WHEREAS, California Government Code § 53600 et seq. outlines prudent investor
standards requiring consideration of social responsibility and avoidance of financial risk
arising from association with human rights violations;



WHEREAS, the United States is a State Party to the Four Geneva Conventions of 1949,
whose Common Articles 1, 2, and 3 establish binding obligations to respect and ensure
enforcement for international humanitarian and environmental law, extend protections to
persons not engaged in hostilities, and affirm fundamental human rights principles even
in times of armed conflict;

WHEREAS, the United States is also a State Party to the Convention on the Prevention
and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide of 1948, which obligates States to prevent and
punish acts of genocide;

WHEREAS, the United States Federal Government, through its National Action Plan on
Responsible Business Conduct, affirms that corporate issuers and investment entities are
expected to conduct human rights due diligence and uphold Environmental, Social, and
Governance (ESG) standards, particularly in federal procurement and investment
practices; and

WHEREAS, Title VII of the Federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, Article I of the California
Constitution et seq., and California Civil Code Sections 52.1 (the Bane Act) and 51 (the
Unruh Civil Rights Act) collectively impose legal obligations prohibiting discrimination
and affirm the government’s duty to advance civil rights through public policy, including
investment and procurement decisions;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of Long
Beach City as follows:

Section 1. Prohibited Investments.

The City shall not make, maintain, or hold any current or future investment in any issuer
or fund, including corporate issuers and financial institutions, whose securities are
complicit in, facilitate, or materially benefits from:

1. Genocide, Apartheid, Occupation, Displacement, and Human Rights Violations:
Exclude investing in corporate issuers whose securities are complicit in:

A. Genocide, as defined in the Genocide Convention (1948) and implemented
through 18 U.S.C. § 1091, including acts of mass killing, destruction of ethnic or
religious groups, or deliberate denial of survival conditions.

B. Apartheid & Forced Displacement, The Geneva Conventions of 1949, particularly
Common Article 3 and Articles 27, 32, and 49 of the Fourth Geneva Convention,
prohibit violence against civilians, including torture and cruel treatment; require
humane and equal treatment of persons under occupation; ban discrimination,
collective punishment, and arbitrary restrictions; and forbid the forced transfer of
populations or settlement of an occupying power’s civilians in occupied territory.
Including the prohibition of violating the principles of California Civil Code §§

51 and 52.1 (Unruh and Bane Acts).



C. Military Occupation, illegal annexation, or unlawful settlement activity that
contravenes the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and international humanitarian law
obligations undertaken by the United States as a State Party.

D. Widespread or systematic human rights violations, including denial of due
process, access to essential resources, or discriminatory treatment in contradiction
to the fundamental protections recognized under the Geneva Convention and the
U.S. State Department’s Human Rights Reports.

2. Labor Rights Violations: Exclude corporate issuers whose securities are associated
with violations of:

A. Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions of 1949, which prohibits cruel,
inhuman, or degrading treatment, including forced labor and abuse of civilians
during conflict or occupation.

3. Corporate and Institutions Complicity in State Violence: Exclude investments in
issuers or funds that:

A. Provide technology, surveillance equipment, or arms to governments or state
agencies that have been credibly accused of extrajudicial killings, torture, or
suppression of dissent by the U.S. Department of State, United Nations, or
internationally recognized human rights organizations.

4. Environmental Harm: Exclude investments in issuers or funds whose securities are
complicit in egregious and ongoing environmental harm as defined by:

A. Article I of the California Constitution, Environmental harm may constitute a
violation of fundamental rights when it disproportionately impacts protected
populations or is used as a tool of coercion or repression. Every person is
guaranteed the right to life, liberty, safety, and happiness, rights undermined by
systemic environmental degradation and pollution in marginalized communities.

B. The Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VII, protects against discriminatory practices
that result in unequal access to health and safety, including through environmental
exposure.

C. The Geneva Conventions of 1949 prohibits destruction of the natural environment
in conflict zones and protects civilians from acts that deny essential conditions for
survival, including clean water, arable land, and safe living environments.
Together, these laws establish that environmental violations may rise to the level
of civil or human rights abuse when tied to discrimination, occupation, or
displacement.



Supply Chain Due Diligence: Corporate issuers must demonstrate:

A. Compliance with the California Transparency in Supply Chains Act (SB 657),
which requires disclosure of efforts to eliminate slavery and human rights abuses
from supply chains.

B. Active internal monitoring and third-party audits addressing civil, human and
labor rights, raw materials sourcing, and subcontractor compliance.

Corporate Governance Standards: The City shall prioritize corporate issuers that:
A. Publish annual civil and human rights impact reports.
B. Have board-level committees on Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG).

C. Disclose political contributions and lobbying activity that may relate to civil and
human rights or social outcomes.

Section 2. Implementation and Monitoring.

1.

The City’s Treasurer, Investment Officer, or equivalent shall ensure that investment
managers and advisors apply the civil and human rights screening criteria when
evaluating current and future investment opportunities.

The City conducts an annual audit of its investment portfolio, identifying and
disclosing any holdings that conflict with the established civil and human rights
standards.

If an investment is found to violate the screening criteria, the City shall engage with
the corporate issuer to seek corrective action. If the issuer fails to address the
identified violations or concerns within three months, divestment procedures shall be
initiated.

Investment managers shall include in the annual investment report to the City
Council, as well as to the Ethics Commission, a detailed account of compliance with
the civil and human rights screening policy.

The burden shall fall on The City’s Treasurer, Investment Officer, or equivalent to
affirmatively demonstrate compliance with these criteria. In the absence of credible,
independently verifiable information confirming adherence, the City shall presume
exclusion to safeguard against legal and financial liability.

Section 3. Public Transparency and Accountability.

1.

The City shall publish an annual report summarizing the results of the civil and
human rights screening process, including any divestments, engagements, or changes
made to investment policies.



2. The report shall be made publicly available through the City’s website and presented
at an open meeting of the City Council.

Section 4. Effective Date.

This policy shall take effect immediately upon adoption by the City Council.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council this [day] of [month], [year]

[Name], [Title]
[City of Long Beach]
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