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Capital Market Review



 

Α Σελλερ�σ Μαρκετ   

ΠΡΙςΑΤΕ ΕΘΥΙΤΨ

Φυνδραισινγ, ϖεντυρε 

ινϖεστmεντ, ανδ ΙΠΟσ 

φορ βοτη βυψουτ ανδ ϖεν−

τυρε λεαπεδ ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ. 

Buyout investment was lat and 
M&A exit igures for both buyout and 
ϖεντυρε ωερε mιξεδ. Ηιγη πριχεσ αρε 

mυτινγ πριϖατε Μ&Α ϖολυmεσ, βυτ αλλ 

οτηερ αχτιϖιτψ mεασυρεσ σοαρεδ.

 

Γρεεκ Γλοοm  

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ

Νον−Υ.Σ. mαρκετσ mαν−

αγεδ το ενδ τηε θυαρτερ 

ωιτη α σλιγητ γαιν (ΜΣΧΙ 

ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ: +0.72%) 

δεσπιτε ηειγητενεδ χονχερνσ αβουτ 

Γρεεχε ανδ Χηινα. Βοτη τηε δεϖελ−

οπεδ ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ 

(+0.48%) ανδ τηε ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ 

Μαρκετσ Ινδεξ (+0.82%) εκεδ ουτ 

mεαγερ ρετυρνσ.

 

Μοmεντυm Wηιπλαση 

ΗΕDΓΕ ΦΥΝDΣ

Τηε Χρεδιτ Συισσε 

Ηεδγε Φυνδ Ινδεξ 

σλιππεδ 0.48%. Τηε 

mεδιαν mαναγερ ιν τηε Χαλλαν 

Ηεδγε Φυνδ−οφ−Φυνδσ Dαταβασε 

ινχηεδ αηεαδ 0.23%. Τηε θυαρτερ�σ 

mοστ νοταβλε ϖιχτιm ωασ Μαναγεδ 

Φυτυρεσ (−10.61%).

ΤDΦσ Wιν Θυαρτερ,  

Ασσετ Φλοωσ 

DΕΦΙΝΕD ΧΟΝΤΡΙΒΥΤΙΟΝ

Τηε Χαλλαν DΧ Ινδεξ� 

γαινεδ 2.15%, τραιλινγ 

τηε τψπιχαλ 2035 ταρ−

γετ δατε φυνδ (ΤDΦ), ωηιχη ροσε 

2.55%. DΧ πλαν βαλανχεσ γρεω βψ 

2.76%. Νεαρλψ 66 χεντσ οφ εϖερψ 

δολλαρ τηατ mοϖεδ ωιτηιν DΧ πλανσ 

lowed to TDFs. 

 

Μιξεδ Μεσσαγεσ 

ΡΕΑΛ ΕΣΤΑΤΕ

Τηε ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Προπερτψ 

Ινδεξ αδϖανχεδ 3.14% 

(1.26% ινχοmε ρετυρν; 

1.89% αππρεχιατιον ρετυρν). Τηε 

ΦΤΣΕ ΕΠΡΑ/ΝΑΡΕΙΤ Dεϖελοπεδ 

ΡΕΙΤ Ινδεξ (ΥΣD) δεχλινεδ 6.67% 

ανδ δοmεστιχ ΡΕΙΤσ τραχκεδ βψ τηε 

ΦΤΣΕ ΝΑΡΕΙΤ Εθυιτψ ΡΕΙΤσ Ινδεξ 

δροππεδ 9.95%.

Ρετυρνσ Τακε α  

Σεmεστερ Αβροαδ

ΦΥΝD ΣΠΟΝΣΟΡ

Ιν τηε Χαλλαν Φυνδ 

Σπονσορ Dαταβασε, χορ−

πορατε φυνδσ (−0.21%) 

ωερε τηε θυαρτερ�σ ωορστ περφορmερσ 

ωηιλε Ταφτ−Ηαρτλεψ πλανσ (+0.33%) 

ωερε τηε βεστ ατ τηε mεδιαν. Ταφτ−

Hartley funds beneited from a 
smaller exposure to ixed income 
ϖερσυσ τηειρ χορπορατε πεερσ.

Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

Βροαδ Μαρκετ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ 

Σεχονδ Θυαρτερ 2015

Cash (90-Day T-Bills)

U.S. Equity (Russell 3000)

Non-U.S. Equity (MSCI ACWI ex USA)

Emerging Equity (MSCI Em. Mkts.)

U.S. Fixed (Barclays Aggregate)

Non-U.S. Fixed (Citi Non-U.S.)

Real Estate (NCREIF Property)

Hedge Funds (CS HFI)

Commodities (Bloomberg)

Sources: Barclays, Citigroup, Credit Suisse Hedge Index, Merrill Lynch, MSCI, NCREIF, 

Russell Investment Group, S&P Dow Jones

-1.68%

-1.54%

+3.14%

-0.48%

+0.01%

+4.65%

+0.14%

+0.72%

+0.82%

 

Υνδερωηελmινγ   

Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ

Λαργε ανδ σmαλλ χαπ 

στοχκσ σηοωεδ σλιγητλψ 

ποσιτιϖε ρετυρνσ τηισ θυαρ−

τερ (Ρυσσελλ 1000 Ινδεξ: +0.1% 

ανδ Ρυσσελλ 2000 Ινδεξ: +0.4%) 

ωηιλε mιδ χαπ τραιλεδ χονσιδεραβλψ 

(Ρυσσελλ Μιδ−Χαπ Ινδεξ: −1.5%). 

Γροωτη mαινταινεδ ιτσ λεαδ οϖερ 

ϖαλυε ιν αλλ χαπιταλιζατιονσ.

 

Ρεϖερσιον το τηε Μεαν  

Υ.Σ. ΕΧΟΝΟΜΨ

Τηε Υ.Σ. ΓDΠ ρεσυmεδ 

mοmεντυm, ποστινγ α 

2.3% ινχρεασε. Χρεδιτ 

γοεσ το τηε ρισε ιν χονσυmερ 

σπενδινγ φυελεδ βψ ροβυστ γαινσ ιν 

εmπλοψmεντ ανδ ηουσεηολδ ωεαλτη. 

Inlation remains well below the 
Φεδ�σ 2% ταργετ.

6
Π Α Γ Ε

2
Π Α Γ Ε

19
Π Α Γ Ε

 

Ρατεσ Μοϖε Ηιγηερ 

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ

Τηε Υ.Σ. βονδ mαρκετσ 

εξπεριενχεδ α βαχκυπ 

ιν ιντερεστ ρατεσ ασ 

Τρεασυριεσ σολδ οφφ ανδ σπρεαδ 

σεχτορσ ωερε mιξεδ. Τηε ψιελδ 

χυρϖε στεεπενεδ. Τηε Βαρχλαψσ 

Αγγρεγατε Ινδεξ δεχλινεδ 1.68%. 

Τηε Βαρχλαψσ Χορπορατε Ηιγη 

Ψιελδ Ινδεξ was lat.

9
Π Α Γ Ε

4
Π Α Γ Ε

 

Dεαλ ορ Νο Dεαλ

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ 

Τηε δεβτ στανδοφφ ιν 

Γρεεχε ανδ α βυλλ mαρ−

κετ ρεϖερσαλ ιν δεϖελοπεδ 

mαρκετσ ηιγηλιγητεδ τηε σοϖερειγν 

βονδ mαρκετ. Τηε υνηεδγεδ Χιτι 

Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖερνmεντ 

Βονδ Ινδεξ (WΓΒΙ) δεχλινεδ 

1.54%, ωηιλε τηε ηεδγεδ WΓΒΙ 

πλυνγεδ 3.20% δυε το α ωεακενινγ 

Υ.Σ. δολλαρ. 

15
Π Α Γ Ε

12
Π Α Γ Ε

20
Π Α Γ Ε

21
Π Α Γ Ε

17
Π Α Γ Ε

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 
ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 
ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ Χαπιταλ 

Μαρκετ  
Ρεϖιεω
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Ρεϖερσιον το τηε Μεαν 

Υ.Σ. ΕΧΟΝΟΜΨ |  ϑαψ Κλοεπφερ

After stalling in the irst part of 2015, the U.S. economic expan−

σιον ρεσυmεδ ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ ωιτη α 2.3% ινχρεασε ιν 

GDP. Real GDP growth measurement for the irst quarter 
προϖεδ το βε α βυmπψ ριδε: τηε ινιτιαλ εστιmατε οφ +0.2% ωασ 

ρεϖισεδ το α 0.7% λοσσ, τηεν το α σλιγητερ δροπ οφ 0.2%, ανδ 

τηε mοστ ρεχεντ αννουνχεmεντ σωυνγ βαχκ το βλαχκ, αλβειτ α 

σχαντ +0.6%. Ηοωεϖερ ωε mεασυρε ιτ, τηε ωεακνεσσ ιν τηε 

irst quarter was attributed to a strong dollar hurting exports, 
ηαρση ωιντερ ωεατηερ ιντερφερινγ ωιτη γενεραλ εχονοmιχ αχτιϖ−

ιτψ, ανδ α σηαρπ δεχλινε ιν οιλ δριλλινγ δυε το πλυνγινγ οιλ πριχεσ. 

Λαβορ στοππαγεσ ιν ωεστερν πορτσ αδδεδ το τηε τρουβλεσ. Τηε 

ρεσυmπτιον ιν γροωτη ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ χαmε φροm α ρισε 

ιν χονσυmπτιον σπενδινγ, φυελεδ βψ ροβυστ γαινσ ιν εmπλοψ−

ment and household wealth. Consumer conidence rose 
τηρουγη mυχη οφ τηε θυαρτερ, αλτηουγη τηε εϖεντσ ιν Γρεεχε 

and China in June likely sapped some of that conidence. The 
ηουσινγ mαρκετ ρεχοϖερψ χοντινυεδ το τακε σηαπε, προδδεδ 

βψ τηε σαmε εχονοmιχ νεωσ τηατ δροϖε χονσυmπτιον (ϕοβσ, 

household wealth, and consumer conidence). While some of 
τηε δατα σενδ mιξεδ mεσσαγεσ, γροωτη ιν τηε Υ.Σ. εχονοmψ 

ισ ρεϖερτινγ το ιτσ υνδερλψινγ 2.5%−3% λονγ−τερm αϖεραγε ρατε.

The job market posted solid gains during the irst half of 2015, 
averaging 195,000 per month in the irst quarter and 221,000 
περ mοντη ιν τηε σεχονδ. Τηε ψεαρ−οϖερ−ψεαρ γαιν ιν ϕοβσ 

τηρουγη ϑυνε ρεαχηεδ ϕυστ σηορτ οφ τηρεε mιλλιον, τηε λαργεστ 

γαιν φορ τηε ϑυλψ−ϑυνε περιοδ σινχε 2000. Τηε υνεmπλοψmεντ 

rate fell to 5.3% in June. While these data conirm that the 
irst-quarter GDP weakness was an anomaly, the Fed remains 
χονχερνεδ αβουτ κεψ χηαραχτεριστιχσ οφ τηε Υ.Σ. λαβορ mαρκετ. 

Μυχη οφ τηε ιmπροϖεmεντ ιν τηε υνεmπλοψmεντ ρατε ηασ βεεν 

τηε ρεσυλτ οφ δισχουραγεδ ωορκερσ λεαϖινγ τηε λαβορ φορχε. Τηε 

λαβορ φορχε παρτιχιπατιον ρατε φελλ το 62.6% ιν ϑυνε, α 38−ψεαρ 

λοω. Wαγε γροωτη ηασ βεεν ποσιτιϖε βυτ mοδεστ, ρισινγ 2% 

ψεαρ−οϖερ−ψεαρ τηρουγη ϑυνε, συγγεστινγ χοντινυεδ σλαχκ ιν 

τηε λαβορ mαρκετ δεσπιτε τηε ρεπορτεδ ϕοβ γαινσ.

Inlation remains well below the Fed’s 2% target. Headline CPI 
was lat in June compared to one year earlier due to sharply 
φαλλινγ ενεργψ πριχεσ ιν τηε λαττερ ηαλφ οφ 2014. Χορε ΧΠΙ, ωηιχη 

εξχλυδεσ φοοδ ανδ ενεργψ, ωασ υπ 1.8% ιν ϑυνε ψεαρ−οϖερ−ψεαρ, 

πυσηεδ υπ βψ ηεαλτη χαρε ανδ ηουσινγ χοστσ. Τηε σηαρπ δροπ 

ιν ενεργψ πριχεσ προϖιδεδ α ωινδφαλλ οφ σορτσ φορ χονσυmερσ, 

εναβλινγ τηεm το διρεχτ σπενδινγ το οτηερ χατεγοριεσ, συχη ασ 

χαρσ ανδ οτηερ δυραβλε γοοδσ.

02 0395 96 97 98 99 00 01 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15

-10%

-8%

-6%

-4%

-2%

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

Source: Bureau of  Economic Analysis

Θυαρτερλψ Ρεαλ ΓDΠ Γροωτη (20 Ψεαρσ)
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3Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

Υ.Σ. ΕΧΟΝΟΜΨ (Χοντινυεδ)

Household net worth reached $85 trillion in the irst quarter of 
2015, φυελεδ βψ ρισινγ ηοmε πριχεσ ανδ τηε στρονγ Υ.Σ. στοχκ 

market. Net worth is now 25% higher than its 2007 pre-inancial-
χρισισ πεακ. Τηισ ιmπροϖεmεντ ιν νετ ωορτη, χοmβινεδ ωιτη τηε 

σολιδ ϕοβ mαρκετ γαινσ, ηασ λεδ το α βυοψεδ λεϖελ οφ χονσυmερ 

conidence and resulted in broad consumer spending, strong 
αυτο σαλεσ, ανδ περκεδ υπ ιντερεστ ιν τηε ηουσινγ mαρκετ. Ηοmε 

πριχεσ αρε ρισινγ εϖερψωηερε, βυτ ατ ϖαρψινγ ρατεσ; γαινσ ηαϖε 

αϖεραγεδ 5% ψεαρ−οϖερ−ψεαρ οϖερ τηε παστ 12 mοντησ. Εξιστινγ 

ηοmε σαλεσ ροσε 3.2% ιν ϑυνε το α 5.49 mιλλιον−υνιτ αννυαλ ρατε, 

ωηιλε νεω ηοmε σαλεσ αρε ρυννινγ ατ α 545,000−υνιτ ρατε; βοτη 

ρατεσ αρε mυλτι−ψεαρ ηιγησ, βυτ συβσταντιαλλψ βελοω τηε πεακσ σετ 

πριορ το 2007. Ινϖεντοριεσ ρεmαιν τιγητ, δεσπιτε τηε ρισινγ πριχεσ. 

Ονε φαχτορ ισ τηε εξιστινγ συππλψ οφ ηοmεσ τηατ ρεmαιν υνδερ 

ωατερ ρελατιϖε το τηειρ mορτγαγε; ρεχεντ εστιmατεσ πλαχε τηισ 

inventory at ive million. 

Capital spending by sector was all over the map during the irst 
ηαλφ οφ 2015. Σπενδινγ ον βυιλδινγσ συδδενλψ συργεδ δυρινγ τηε 

σεχονδ θυαρτερ. Σπενδινγ ον Ρ&D ανδ σοφτωαρε χοντινυεσ το 

γροω ατ α σολιδ ρατε, ωηιλε σπενδινγ ον εθυιπmεντ ηασ σταλλεδ 

οϖερ τηε παστ φουρ θυαρτερσ. Τηεσε τηρεε σεχτορσ δροϖε βυσι−

νεσσ ινϖεστmεντ σπενδινγ φορ σεϖεραλ ψεαρσ αφτερ τηε ρεχεσσιον. 

Σπενδινγ ον mινινγ ανδ οιλ ωελλσ χολλαπσεδ, φορmερλψ ανοτηερ 

σουρχε οφ ρεχεντ ροβυστ ινϖεστmεντ γροωτη. Τακεν ασ α ωηολε, 

χαπιταλ σπενδινγ στυmβλεδ ιν τηε φουρτη θυαρτερ οφ 2014 ανδ 

suffered a weaker-than-expected irst half of 2015, most likely 
βεχαυσε εχονοmιχ γροωτη ωασ ιντερρυπτεδ.

U.S. exports of goods plunged in the irst quarter of 2015, 
σαππεδ βψ τηε συργινγ δολλαρ ανδ υνχερταιν εχονοmιχ γροωτη. 

Ηοωεϖερ, ιmπορτσ χοντινυεδ το ινχρεασε ανδ τηε χοmβινεδ εφφεχτ 

οφ νετ εξπορτσ (εξπορτσ mινυσ ιmπορτσ) συβτραχτεδ 1.9% φροm 

ΓDΠ γροωτη. Εξπορτσ ρεβουνδεδ ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ, ασ τηε 

ιmπαχτ οφ τηε δολλαρ�σ συργε σταβιλιζεδ ανδ α mοδεστ ρεχοϖερψ 

τοοκ ηολδ ιν τηε ευρο ζονε.  Εξπορτσ ροσε βψ 5.3% ανδ ιmπορτ 

growth slipped from 7.1% in the irst quarter to 3.5% in the sec−

ονδ; ασ α ρεσυλτ, νετ εξπορτσ νο λονγερ δραγγεδ ον ΓDΠ γροωτη.

Τηε Λονγ−Τερm ςιεω  

2015

2νδ Θτρ

Περιοδσ ενδεδ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2014

Ινδεξ Ψεαρ 5 Ψρσ 10 Ψρσ 25 Ψρσ

Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ

Ρυσσελλ 3000 0.14 12.56 15.63 7.94 9.78

Σ&Π 500 0.28 13.69 15.45 7.67 9.62

Ρυσσελλ 2000 0.42 4.89 15.55 7.77 9.75

Νον−Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ

ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ 0.62 −4.90 5.33 4.43 4.31

ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ 0.82 −1.82 2.11 8.78 8.83

Σ&Π Εξ−Υ.Σ. Σmαλλ Χαπ 4.61 −3.42 8.52 6.84 5.48

Φιξεδ Ινχοmε

Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε −1.68 5.97 4.45 4.71 6.49

90−Dαψ Τ−Βιλλ 0.01 0.03 0.09 1.54 3.24

Βαρχλαψσ Λονγ Γ/Χ −7.22 19.31 9.81 7.36 8.49

Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Γοϖτ −1.54 −2.68 0.85 2.64 6.21

Ρεαλ Εστατε

ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Προπερτψ 3.14 11.82 12.13 8.38 7.61

ΦΤΣΕ ΝΑΡΕΙΤ Εθυιτψ −9.95 30.14 16.88 8.31 11.25

Αλτερνατιϖεσ

ΧΣ Ηεδγε Φυνδ −0.48 4.13 5.88 5.82 −−

Χαmβριδγε ΠΕ∗ −− 22.88 17.40 14.02 15.56

Βλοοmβεργ Χοmmοδιτψ 4.66 −17.01 −5.53 −1.86 −−

Γολδ Σποτ Πριχε −0.96 −1.51 1.55 10.45 4.38

Inlation � ΧΠΙ−Υ 1.07 0.76 1.69 2.12 2.52

*Private equity data is time-weighted return for period ended December 31, 2014.

Sources: Barclays, Bloomberg, Citigroup, Credit Suisse, FTSE, MSCI, NCREIF, Russell 

Investment Group, Standard & Poor’s, Thomson/Cambridge.

Ρεχεντ Θυαρτερλψ Ινδιχατορσ

Εχονοmιχ Ινδιχατορσ 2Θ15 1Θ15 4Θ14 3Θ14 2Θ14 1Θ14 4Θ13 3Θ13

Εmπλοψmεντ Χοστ�Τοταλ Χοmπενσατιον Γροωτη 2.0% 2.6% 2.2% 2.2% 2.0% 1.8% 2.0% 1.9%

Νονφαρm Βυσινεσσ�Προδυχτιϖιτψ Γροωτη 1.0%∗ −3.1% −2.1% 3.9% 2.9% −4.7% 3.0% 3.4%

ΓDΠ Γροωτη 2.3% 0.6% 2.1% 4.3% 4.6% −0.9% 3.8% 3.0%

Μανυφαχτυρινγ Χαπαχιτψ Υτιλιζατιον 77.2% 77.3% 77.8% 77.5% 77.1% 76.2% 76.4% 76.0%

Χονσυmερ Σεντιmεντ Ινδεξ (1966=100)  94.2  95.5  89.8  83.0  82.8  80.9  76.9  81.6 

*Estimate

Sources: Bureau of  Economic Analysis, Bureau of  Labor Statistics, Federal Reserve, IHS Economics, Reuters/University of  Michigan 
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Ρετυρνσ Τακε α Σεmεστερ Αβροαδ

ΦΥΝD ΣΠΟΝΣΟΡ |  Κεϖιν Ναγψ

Πυβλιχ mαρκετσ εξπεριενχεδ αν υπ−ανδ−δοων θυαρτερ, ωιτη 

equity indices exhibiting slight gains while ixed income was 
ιν τηε ρεδ. Νον−Υ.Σ. εθυιτψ mαρκετσ (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ 

Ινδεξ: +0.72%) ωερε αβλε το οϖερχοmε υνχερταιντψ ιν Γρεεχε 

ανδ α λαργε σελλ−οφφ ιν Χηινα το βεατ Υ.Σ. εθυιτψ (Ρυσσελλ 3000 

Ινδεξ: +0.14%) φορ τηε σεχονδ στραιγητ θυαρτερ. Βοτη Υ.Σ. ανδ 

non-U.S. ixed income markets suffered losses (Βαρχλαψσ 

Αγγρεγατε: −1.68%, Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖερνmεντ Βονδ 

Ινδεξ−Υνηεδγεδ: −1.54%).

Ασ σεεν ιν τηε Χαλλαν Φυνδ Σπονσορ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ χηαρτ, 

περφορmανχε ωασ τεπιδ ατ βεστ. Χορπορατε φυνδσ ωερε τηε 

ωορστ περφορmερσ αχροσσ αλλ περχεντιλεσ σηοων, ωηιλε Ταφτ−

Ηαρτλεψ πλανσ (+0.33%) ωερε τηε βεστ ατ τηε mεδιαν. Τηε 10τη 

περχεντιλε�σ περφορmανχε δισπλαψεδ mοδερατε δισπερσιον, ωιτη 

Taft-Hartley plans (+0.96%) coming in irst place and endow−

mεντσ/φουνδατιονσ (+0.80%) σεχονδ. Dισπερσιον ιν τηε βοττοm 

δεχιλε ωασ ηιγηεστ, ωιτη ενδοωmεντσ/φουνδατιονσ (−0.32%) ιν 

τηε λεαδ ανδ χορπορατε πλανσ (−2.86%) βρινγινγ υπ τηε ρεαρ. 

Ιν τερmσ οφ ασσετ αλλοχατιον ανδ ιτσ ιmπαχτ ον περφορmανχε, 

Taft-Hartley funds beneited from a smaller exposure to ixed 
ινχοmε ωηεν χοmπαρεδ το τηειρ χορπορατε πεερσ. Τηεψ ωερε 

αλσο ηελπεδ βψ α στρονγ περφορmανχε φροm πριϖατε ρεαλ εστατε 

(ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Προπερτψ Ινδεξ: +3.14%). Χορπορατε φυνδσ ωερε ηυρτ 

by larger allocations to U.S. ixed income than the other fund 

Dαταβασε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ ϑυνε 30, 2015

Φυνδ Σπονσορ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Πυβλιχ Dαταβασε 0.10 2.43 3.20 10.30 10.41 6.57

Χορπορατε Dαταβασε −0.21 2.15 2.94 9.72 10.57 6.79

Ενδοωmεντσ/Φουνδατιονσ Dαταβασε 0.27 2.56 2.34 10.03 9.89 6.53

Ταφτ−Ηαρτλεψ Dαταβασε 0.33 2.64 4.10 10.74 10.81 6.28

Diversiied Manager Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Ασσετ Αλλοχατορ Στψλε −0.25 1.46 3.89 9.98 10.51 6.77

Υ.Σ. Βαλανχεδ Dαταβασε −0.19 2.00 2.76 11.30 11.55 6.65

Γλοβαλ Βαλανχεδ Dαταβασε −0.89 1.44 −0.06 8.00 8.88 6.58

60% Ρυσσελλ 3000 + 40% Βαρχλαψσ Αγγ −0.59 1.12 5.10 11.23 11.98 7.08

60% ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ + 40% Βαρχλαψσ Γλβλ Αγγ −0.29 0.33 −2.04 8.04 8.72 5.50

*Returns less than one year are not annualized.

Sources: Callan, Barclays, MSCI, Russell Investment Group
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  Public Corporate Endow/Fndn Taft-Hartley
  Database Database Database Database

 10th Percentile  0.64 0.39 0.80 0.96

 25th Percentile  0.38 0.12 0.44 0.65

 Median  0.10 -0.21 0.27 0.33

 75th Percentile  -0.18 -0.89 0.02 -0.05

 90th Percentile  -0.58 -2.86 -0.32 -0.36

Source: Callan

Χαλλαν Φυνδ Σπονσορ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ
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ΦΥΝD ΣΠΟΝΣΟΡ (Χοντινυεδ)

types. As in the irst quarter, corporate funds had the widest 
δισπερσιον βετωεεν τοπ ανδ βοττοm περχεντιλεσ, δυε το σοmε 

πλανσ εmπλοψινγ λιαβιλιτψ−δριϖεν ινϖεστmεντ (ΛDΙ) προγραmσ. 

Ταφτ−Ηαρτλεψ φυνδσ ωερε τηε τοπ περφορmερσ ιν αλλ νοτεδ τιmε 

περιοδσ εξχεπτ φορ τηε 10−ψεαρ περιοδ, ωηιχη ωεντ το χορπορατε 

φυνδσ. Αλλ φυνδ τψπεσ φορ τηατ λονγ−τερm τιmε περιοδ δισπλαψεδ 

ϖερψ σιmιλαρ περφορmανχε ιν τηε 6% το 7% ρανγε. 

Dεσπιτε τραιλινγ ιν τηε mοστ ρεχεντ θυαρτερ, τηε Υ.Σ.−φοχυσεδ 

60% Ρυσσελλ 3000 + 40% Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε (−0.59%) ηασ ουτ−

περφορmεδ τηε γλοβαλ 60% ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ + 40% Βαρχλαψσ Γλοβαλ 

Αγγρεγατε βενχηmαρκ (−0.29%) φορ εϖερψ οτηερ τιmε περιοδ. 

Χαλλαν�σ Υ.Σ. Βαλανχεδ Dαταβασε γρουπ ηασ αλσο ουτπερφορmεδ 

τηε Γλοβαλ Βαλανχεδ Dαταβασε γρουπ ιν εϖερψ περιοδ σηοων. 

*Latest median quarter return.

Source: Callan
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Source: Russell Investment Group

Υνδερωηελmινγ 

Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Λαυρεν Ματηιασ, ΧΦΑ 

Τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ γοτ οφφ το α προmισινγ σταρτ τηρουγη Απριλ ανδ 

Μαψ. Ιν ϑυνε, ηοωεϖερ, τηε Σ&Π 500 Ινδεξ δροππεδ αλmοστ 2%, 

ρεδυχινγ Υ.Σ. εθυιτψ ρεσυλτσ φορ τηε τηρεε−mοντη περιοδ το 0.28%. 

Βεφορε δεχλινινγ, mαρκετ ινδιχεσ ρεαχηεδ νεω πεακσ�mοστ 

νοταβλψ τηε ΝΑΣDΑΘ Χοmποσιτε συρπασσεδ τηε αλλ−τιmε ηιγη ιτ 

πρεϖιουσλψ σετ ιν Μαρχη 2000. 

Dεσπιτε υνδερωηελmινγ εθυιτψ ρεσυλτσ, τηε Υ.Σ. εχονοmψ δοεσ 

ηαϖε σοmε ταιλωινδσ. ϑυνε�σ υνεmπλοψmεντ ρατε δεχλινεδ το 

5.3%, ηουσινγ ιmπροϖεδ ασ mορε Αmεριχανσ τοοκ ουτ mορτ−

gages, and consumer conidence ticked higher. However, the 
Φεδ�σ χονχερνσ αβουτ εχονοmιχ γροωτη περσιστεδ, φυρτηερ δελαψ−

ινγ α ποτεντιαλ ινχρεασε ιν ιντερεστ ρατεσ. Υνδερλψινγ Υ.Σ. φυνδα−

mentals appear solid, with corporate proit margins near highs 
and leverage well below historical averages. This is relected in 
ϖαλυατιονσ ωιτη χυρρεντ Π/Ε ρατιοσ αχροσσ mαρκετ χαπιταλιζατιονσ 

αβοϖε 20−ψεαρ αϖεραγεσ. 

Λαργε ανδ σmαλλ χαπ στοχκσ σηοωεδ σλιγητλψ ποσιτιϖε ρετυρνσ τηισ 

θυαρτερ (Ρυσσελλ 1000 Ινδεξ: +0.1% ανδ Ρυσσελλ 2000 Ινδεξ: 

+0.4%) ωηιλε mιδ χαπ τραιλεδ χονσιδεραβλψ (Ρυσσελλ Μιδ−Χαπ 

Ινδεξ: −1.5%). Γροωτη mαινταινεδ ιτσ λεαδ οϖερ ϖαλυε ιν αλλ χαπι−

ταλιζατιονσ, βυτ mοστ δραmατιχαλλψ ιν σmαλλ χαπ (Ρυσσελλ 2000 

Γροωτη Ινδεξ: +2.0% ανδ Ρυσσελλ 2000 ςαλυε Ινδεξ: −1.2%). 

Σmαλλ χαπ γροωτη χοντινυεδ το βεατ σmαλλ χαπ ϖαλυε ιν αλλ αννυ−

αλιζεδ τιmε περιοδσ οφ λεσσ τηαν 10 ψεαρσ. Μιχρο χαπσ ανδ mεγα 

χαπσ βοτη αδϖανχεδ (Ρυσσελλ Μιχροχαπ Ινδεξ: +2.8% ανδ 

Ρυσσελλ Τοπ 50: +1.5%).

Σεχτορσ εξηιβιτεδ διϖεργεντ θυαρτερλψ ρεσυλτσ αχροσσ mαρκετ χαπι−

ταλιζατιονσ. Σmαλλ χαπ Ματεριαλσ δεχλινεδ σηαρπλψ ϖερσυσ α σλιγητ 

διπ ιν λαργε χαπ. Ηεαλτη Χαρε βοοστεδ βοτη λαργε ανδ σmαλλ mαρ−

κετ χαπσ βυτ ωασ mυχη στρονγερ ιν σmαλλ χαπ. Υτιλιτιεσ ωερε τηε 

ωορστ−περφορmινγ σεχτορ αχροσσ χαπιταλιζατιονσ ασ ιντερεστ−ρατε−

σενσιτιϖε σεχυριτιεσ δεχλινεδ. Ον α ποσιτιϖε νοτε, Μ&Α αχτιϖιτψ 

remained strong, with deal low increasing across most sectors.

Νοταβλψ, αχτιϖε mαναγεmεντ ισ ηαϖινγ τηε mοστ συχχεσσφυλ ψεαρ 

since the inancial crisis; almost half of active large cap man−

αγερσ ηαϖε ουτπερφορmεδ ιν 2015 τηυσ φαρ. Τηισ χοντραστσ ωιτη 

assets that continue to low to passive strategies, which have 
γροων το βε ονε−τηιρδ οφ Υ.Σ. εθυιτψ ΑΥΜ.
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Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ (Χοντινυεδ)

  Large Cap Large Cap Small Cap  Small Cap
  Growth Style Value Style  Growth Style Value Style

 10th Percentile  2.34 1.45 4.80 1.87

 25th Percentile  1.63 1.17 3.42 1.14

 Median  0.71 0.52 2.30 0.45

 75th Percentile  -0.01 -0.11 1.16 -0.97

 90th Percentile  -0.49 -0.72 0.01 -2.20

   R1000 Growth R1000 Value  R2000 Growth  R2000 Value

 Benchmark  0.12 0.11 1.98 -1.20

Sources: Callan, Russell Investment Group
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Ρολλινγ Ονε−Ψεαρ Ρελατιϖε Ρετυρνσ  (ϖσ. Ρυσσελλ 1000)

Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ Ινδεξ Χηαραχτεριστιχσ ασ οφ ϑυνε 30, 2015

Σ&Π 500 Ρυσ 3000 Ρυσ 1000 Ρυσ Μιδχαπ Ρυσ 2500 Ρυσ 2000

Χαπ Ρανγε Μιν (∃mm)  1,735 24 354 354 24 24

Χαπ Ρανγε Μαξ (∃βν) 722.58 722.58 722.58 28.09 10.80 4.70

Νυmβερ οφ Ισσυεσ 502 3,004 1,029 829 2,494 1,975

% οφ Ρυσσελλ 3000 80% 100% 92% 28% 19% 8%

Wτδ Αϖγ Μκτ Χαπ (∃βν) 127.97 103.44 112.50 12.16 4.06 1.89

Πριχε/Βοοκ Ρατιο 2.7 2.6 2.7 2.5 2.2 2.1

Φορωαρδ Π/Ε Ρατιο 16.4 17.2 16.9 19.0 19.8 20.9

Dιϖιδενδ Ψιελδ 2.1% 1.9% 2.0% 1.6% 1.4% 1.3%

5−Ψρ Εαρνινγσ (φορεχαστεδ) 10.3% 11.2% 11.1% 12.9% 13.0% 13.5%

Sources: Russell Investment Group, Standard & Poor’s
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Στψλε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ ϑυνε 30, 2015

Λαργε Χαπ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Λαργε Χαπ Χορε Στψλε 0.42 1.82 8.00 18.21 17.89 8.39

Λαργε Χαπ Γροωτη Στψλε 0.71 4.57 11.86 18.87 18.54 9.37

Λαργε Χαπ ςαλυε Στψλε 0.52 0.86 5.23 18.26 17.08 7.69

Αγγρεσσιϖε Γροωτη Στψλε 1.49 6.77 10.44 17.74 17.31 9.83

Χοντραριαν Στψλε 0.40 0.65 5.46 17.91 16.74 7.94

Ψιελδ−Οριεντεδ Στψλε −0.15 0.02 4.25 15.70 15.99 8.28

Ρυσσελλ 3000 0.14 1.94 7.29 17.73 17.54 8.15

Ρυσσελλ 1000 0.11 1.71 7.37 17.73 17.58 8.13

Ρυσσελλ 1000 Γροωτη 0.12 3.96 10.56 17.99 18.59 9.10

Ρυσσελλ 1000 ςαλυε 0.11 −0.61 4.13 17.34 16.50 7.05

Σ&Π Χοmποσιτε 1500 0.17 1.57 7.31 17.41 17.39 8.08

Σ&Π 500 0.28 1.23 7.42 17.31 17.34 7.89

ΝΨΣΕ −0.20 0.94 0.79 14.49 15.46 7.67

Dοω ϑονεσ Ινδυστριαλσ −0.29 0.03 7.21 13.77 15.41 8.32

Μιδ Χαπ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Μιδ Χαπ Χορε Στψλε −1.08 4.51 7.73 21.22 19.70 10.21

Μιδ Χαπ Γροωτη Στψλε 0.57 6.52 10.75 18.44 18.36 10.48

Μιδ Χαπ ςαλυε Στψλε −1.45 1.76 4.46 19.31 17.63 9.77

Ρυσσελλ Μιδχαπ −1.54 2.35 6.63 19.26 18.23 9.40

Σ&Π ΜιδΧαπ 400 −1.06 4.20 6.40 18.60 17.82 9.74

Σmαλλ Χαπ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Σmαλλ Χαπ Χορε Στψλε 0.55 5.53 7.98 20.57 19.28 9.55

Σmαλλ Χαπ Γροωτη Στψλε 2.30 8.37 11.25 19.92 19.56 10.35

Σmαλλ Χαπ ςαλυε Στψλε 0.45 3.09 4.44 18.61 17.48 8.99

Ρυσσελλ 2000 0.42 4.75 6.49 17.81 17.08 8.40

Σ&Π ΣmαλλΧαπ 600 0.19 4.16 6.72 18.81 18.44 9.27

ΝΑΣDΑΘ 2.03 5.90 14.44 20.94 20.26 10.42

Σmιδ Χαπ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Σmιδ Χαπ Βροαδ Στψλε 0.58 7.08 8.81 19.15 18.93 10.06

Σmιδ Χαπ Γροωτη Στψλε 1.82 8.64 10.75 19.12 19.75 10.14

Σmιδ Χαπ ςαλυε Στψλε −0.66 2.77 4.88 19.11 17.63 9.90

Ρυσσελλ 2500 −0.34 4.81 5.92 18.66 17.85 9.09

Σ&Π 1000 −0.68 4.20 6.51 18.68 18.02 9.58

Ρυσσελλ 3000 Σεχτορσ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Χονσυmερ Dισχρετιοναρψ 1.36 6.10 14.73 22.99 23.12 9.98

Χονσυmερ Σταπλεσ −1.65 −0.42 9.54 14.64 17.00 10.82

Ενεργψ −1.94 −4.13 −24.31 5.19 10.03 6.42

Φινανχιαλσ 1.08 0.40 9.09 19.28 14.17 1.40

Ηεαλτη Χαρε 3.38 11.45 26.47 28.19 24.58 12.03

Ινδυστριαλσ −2.53 −2.14 1.70 17.95 17.40 8.58

Ινφορmατιον Τεχηνολογψ 0.20 1.88 11.20 16.89 17.65 9.88

Ματεριαλσ −0.97 0.03 −2.31 13.20 14.59 9.38

Τελεχοmmυνιχατιονσ 1.63 3.56 1.69 7.56 14.16 7.32

Υτιλιτιεσ −6.31 −10.58 −3.88 8.54 12.65 7.02

*Returns less than one year are not annualized.

Sources: Callan, Dow Jones & Company, Russell Investment Group, Standard & Poor’s, The NASDAQ Stock Market

Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ (Χοντινυεδ)
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Γρεεκ Γλοοm 

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Ιρινα Συσηχη

Νον−Υ.Σ. mαρκετσ mαναγεδ το εκε ουτ α σλιγητλψ ποσιτιϖε 

ρετυρν (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ: +0.72%) δεσπιτε ηειγητ−

ενεδ χονχερνσ αβουτ Γρεεχε ανδ Χηινα. Εϖεν ωιτη α �Γρεξιτ� 

λοοmινγ, Χηινα τηρεατενεδ το στεαλ τηε σποτλιγητ�ιτσ Σηανγηαι 

Composite Index dropped nearly 20% in the inal weeks of the 
θυαρτερ. Βεφορε νοσεδιϖινγ, τηε Ινδεξ ωασ ατ α σεϖεν−ψεαρ ηιγη 

ανδ υπ ρουγηλψ 150% φροm ψεαρ−ενδ 2013.

Βοτη τηε δεϖελοπεδ ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ (+0.48%) ανδ 

τηε ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Ινδεξ (+0.82%) δελιϖερεδ mεαγερ 

ρετυρνσ. Σmαλλ χαπ στοχκσ χοντινυεδ το χλιmβ αmιδ τηε mαχρο 

χηαοσ (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Σmαλλ Χαπ Ινδεξ: +4.22%). Ιν 

ιντερνατιοναλ σεχτορσ, Ενεργψ (+2.59%) ωασ βοοστεδ βψ ρισινγ 

oil prices. Telecommunications (+3.58%) gained on signiicant 
Μ&Α αχτιϖιτψ. Ινφορmατιον Τεχηνολογψ (−2.56%) ωασ τηε ωεακεστ 

sector, dragged down by low earnings in the irst quarter. Global 
υνχερταιντψ, στυντεδ εαρνινγσ, ανδ ρισινγ ρατεσ υνδερmινεδ τηε 

ρεmαινινγ νον−Υ.Σ. σεχτορσ. 

Ευροπεαν στοχκσ φαιλεδ το ιmπρεσσ (ΜΣΧΙ Ευροπε Ινδεξ: 

+0.36%). Γρεεχε χοντινυεδ το δαmπεν ινϖεστορσ� σπιριτσ, 

ενδινγ τηε θυαρτερ ωιτη α mισσεδ �1.55 βιλλιον παψmεντ το 

τηε Ιντερνατιοναλ Μονεταρψ Φυνδ. Γερmανψ σλιππεδ 5.59%, 

ρεδ αχροσσ εϖερψ σεχτορ δυε το σλοωινγ ΓDΠ γροωτη. Ηεαλτη 

Χαρε ωασ α βιγ δετραχτορ (Ευροπεαν Ηεαλτη Χαρε: −1.19%). 

Ινφορmατιον Τεχηνολογψ (−2.44%) ανδ Ινδυστριαλσ (−1.60%) 

στοχκσ στρυγγλεδ.

Τηε MSCI Paciic Index (+1.14%) συρπασσεδ Ευροπε βψ 78 

βπσ, οωινγ mαινλψ το υπβεατ mαρκετσ ιν Ηονγ Κονγ (+5.56%) 

and Japan (+3.09%). Hong Kong experienced a lood of 
ινϖεστmεντ φροm Χηινα. ϑαπαν�σ ΓDΠ γρεω ατ αν αννυαλιζεδ 

3.9% in the irst quarter of 2015, and Japanese Financials 
were up 9.36% as banks beneitted from aggressive central 
βανκ πολιχιεσ. Νεω Ζεαλανδ (−13.08%) ανδ Αυστραλια (−6.19%) 

φελλ δεεπ ιντο τηε ρεδ ασ τηειρ mαϕορ εξπορτσ (δαιρψ ανδ mεταλσ, 

  Global Eq Non-U.S. Eq Emg Mkt Small Cap
  Style Style  Style Style

 10th Percentile  2.54 3.05 2.34 6.71

 25th Percentile  1.93 2.39 1.23 5.29

 Median  1.15 1.56 0.64 4.62

 75th Percentile  0.42 0.67 0.18 3.01

 90th Percentile  0.00 -0.12 -0.92 2.20

   MSCI MSCI MSCI  MSCI ACWI
  World ACWI ex USA Emg Mkts ex USA SC 

 Benchmark  0.31 0.72 0.82 4.22

Sources: Callan, MSCI 
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ρεσπεχτιϖελψ), ωερε ηεαϖιλψ αφφεχτεδ βψ τηε mουντινγ χρισισ ιν 

Χηινα�σ στοχκ mαρκετ. Σο φαρ ιν 2015, τηε κιωι ηασ φαλλεν 13.3% 

αγαινστ τηε Υ.Σ. δολλαρ. Φινανχιαλσ ιν Αυστραλια (−7.79%) ωερε 

ηαmmερεδ βψ σλυγγιση γροωτη ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ. 
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ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ (Χοντινυεδ)

Αλτηουγη εmεργινγ mαρκετ Ενεργψ στοχκσ ροσε 8.62% δυε 

το χλιmβινγ οιλ πριχεσ, τηε ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Ινδεξ 

(+0.82%) ωασ ηινδερεδ βψ Ινφορmατιον Τεχηνολογψ (−3.84%). 

ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Ασια (−0.04%) ωασ χηοχκ φυλλ οφ 

νεγατιϖε στοριεσ. Ινδονεσια (−13.82%), Μαλαψσια (−7.88%), 

ανδ Τηαιλανδ (−3.30%) αλλ εξπεριενχεδ λετηαργιχ εχονοmιχ 

γροωτη. Τεχη στοχκσ ιmπεδεδ εθυιτψ mαρκετσ ιν Σουτη Κορεα 

ανδ Ταιωαν. Ιν Ινδια, συβσιδινγ γροωτη αλονγ ωιτη λοωερ−τηαν−

εξπεχτεδ ΙΤ σαλεσ mαδε φορ α ωεακ θυαρτερ (−3.61%). Χηινα 

mαναγεδ το γαιν 6.21% δυε το εϖεν λοωερ ιντερεστ ρατεσ ανδ 

λεσσ ρεστριχτιϖε ρεαλ εστατε πολιχιεσ. Ηοωεϖερ, Χηινα�σ mαρκετσ 

were volatile throughout the quarter and crashed in the inal 
τωο ωεεκσ. Ρυσσια (+7.70%) ανδ Βραζιλ (+7.02%) ωερε βριγητ 

σποτσ, βοτη βυοψεδ βψ χλιmβινγ χοmmοδιτψ πριχεσ. Βραζιλ�σ 

γοϖερνmεντ ισ προmισινγ βυδγετ χυτσ, ανδ Ρυσσια φυρτηερ χυτ 

ιντερεστ ρατεσ το 11.5%. Ιν Γρεεχε, εθυιτιεσ γαινεδ 5.35% φορ 

τηε θυαρτερ ιν σπιτε οφ τηε ονγοινγ δεβτ χρισισ, ωηιχη δαmαγεδ 

ρετυρνσ αχροσσ τηε γλοβε.

 EM EAFE
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ACWI ex USA
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Best Performers Worst Performers

Θυαρτερλψ ανδ Αννυαλ Χουντρψ Περφορmανχε Σναπσηοτ

Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ: Στρονγ ανδ Στρυγγλινγ Σεχτορσ 

Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρν Αττριβυτιον φορ ΕΑΦΕ (Υ.Σ. Dολλαρ)

Χουντρψ Τοταλ Λοχαλ Χυρρενχψ Wτγ

Αυστραλια −6.19% −6.75% 0.61% 6.87%

Αυστρια 3.18% −0.54% 3.74% 0.17%

Βελγιυm 1.04% −2.60% 3.74% 1.30%

Dενmαρκ 2.36% −1.48% 3.89% 1.66%

Φινλανδ −3.89% −7.36% 3.74% 0.82%

Φρανχε 0.31% −3.31% 3.74% 9.69%

Γερmανψ −5.59% −8.99% 3.74% 8.89%

Ηονγ Κονγ 5.56% 5.56% 0.01% 3.25%

Ιρελανδ 8.52% 4.60% 3.74% 0.37%

Ισραελ −1.50% −6.57% 5.42% 0.60%

Ιταλψ 2.49% −1.21% 3.74% 2.41%

ϑαπαν 3.09% 5.19% −1.99% 22.88%

Νετηερλανδσ 2.81% −0.90% 3.74% 2.77%

Νεω Ζεαλανδ −13.08% −3.62% −9.81% 0.13%

Νορωαψ 3.31% 0.86% 2.44% 0.64%

Πορτυγαλ 2.00% −1.68% 3.74% 0.15%

Σινγαπορε −0.06% −1.86% 1.87% 1.43%

Σπαιν −2.05% −5.58% 3.74% 3.51%

Σωεδεν −2.95% −6.63% 3.94% 2.93%

Σωιτζερλανδ 1.01% −2.82% 3.93% 9.23%

Υ.Κ. 2.99% −2.79% 5.94% 20.29%

Sources: MSCI, Russell Investment Group, Standard & Poor’s.
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Στψλε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ ϑυνε 30, 2015

Νον−Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Νον−Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ Στψλε 1.56 6.63 −1.66 12.62 10.47 6.45

ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ 0.62 5.52 −4.22 11.97 9.54 5.12

ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ (λοχαλ) −1.82 8.82 11.78 18.08 11.27 5.41

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ 0.72 4.35 −4.85 9.92 8.23 6.01

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Γροωτη 0.74 5.67 −1.70 10.54 8.84 6.37

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ ςαλυε 0.71 2.97 −7.98 9.25 7.58 5.91

Γλοβαλ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Γλοβαλ Εθυιτψ Στψλε 1.15 4.24 3.60 15.39 13.79 7.63

ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ 0.31 2.63 1.43 14.27 13.10 6.38

ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ (λοχαλ) −0.69 4.14 8.41 17.01 13.79 6.36

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ 0.52 2.97 1.23 13.61 12.52 6.96

Ρεγιοναλ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

ΜΣΧΙ Ευροπε 0.36 3.82 −7.65 12.37 10.02 5.03

ΜΣΧΙ Ευροπε (λοχαλ) −3.91 7.25 6.99 15.16 10.37 5.49

ΜΣΧΙ ϑαπαν 3.09 13.62 8.31 13.30 8.80 4.23

ΜΣΧΙ ϑαπαν (λοχαλ) 5.19 15.96 30.83 30.66 16.09 5.27

MSCI Paciic ex Japan −2.48 0.58 −6.79 7.53 8.70 7.94

MSCI Paciic ex Japan (local) −2.99 4.75 6.96 14.39 9.59 7.45

Εmεργινγ/Φροντιερ Μαρκετσ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Εmεργινγ Μαρκετ Στψλε 0.64 2.35 −5.34 4.86 4.67 8.97

ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ 0.82 3.12 −4.77 4.08 4.03 8.46

ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ (λοχαλ) 0.82 5.80 6.63 9.01 7.30 10.06

ΜΣΧΙ Φροντιερ Μαρκετσ −0.05 −3.15 −13.93 12.96 7.29 0.42

Νον−Υ.Σ. Σmαλλ Χαπ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Νον−Υ.Σ. Σmαλλ Χαπ Στψλε 4.62 10.78 0.38 17.42 14.21 9.08

ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ εξ ΥΣΑ Σmαλλ Χαπ 4.16 8.36 −3.96 13.60 11.10 6.30

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Σmαλλ Χαπ 4.22 8.32 −3.07 12.32 9.72 7.38

ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετ Σmαλλ Χαπ 4.50 8.25 0.34 7.98 5.04 10.10

*Returns less than one year are not annualized.

Sources: Callan, MSCI

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ (Χοντινυεδ)

MSCI Pacific ex Japan

MSCI Europe

MSCI World ex USA

MSCI ACWI ex USA

MSCI Emerging Markets

MSCI Japan 3.09%
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0.82%
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Source: MSCI

Ρολλινγ Ονε−ψεαρ Ρελατιϖε Ρετυρνσ (ϖσ. ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ εξ ΥΣΑ)
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Ρατεσ Μοϖε Ηιγηερ 

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Κεϖιν Μαχηιζ, ΧΦΑ, ΦΡΜ

Ιντερεστ ρατεσ mοϖεδ ηιγηερ ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ γιϖεν 

upward pressure from global interest rates as delationary fears 
showed signs of relenting. The yield curve steepened after ive 
consecutive quarters of lattening. The Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε 

Ινδεξ φελλ 1.68%. 

Σηορτ−τερm ρατεσ ρεmαινεδ σταβλε, ασ τηε Φεδ χοντινυεδ το 

πεγ τηε φεδεραλ φυνδσ ανδ δισχουντ ρατεσ ατ 0.00%�0.25% ανδ 

0.75%, ρεσπεχτιϖελψ. Τηε 10−ψεαρ Υ.Σ. Τρεασυρψ ψιελδ ροσε 43 

βπσ. Ψιελδσ ον λονγερ−τερm βονδσ ινχρεασεδ εϖεν mορε (30−

ψεαρ Υ.Σ. Τρεασυρψ ψιελδ: +59 βπσ). 

The market’s expectation for the irst hike in the fed funds 
rate settled around the end of 2015. The breakeven inlation 
ρατε (τηε διφφερενχε βετωεεν νοmιναλ ανδ ρεαλ ψιελδσ) ον τηε 

10−ψεαρ Τρεασυρψ ινχρεασεδ 12 βπσ το 1.89% ασ ΤΙΠΣ ουτπερ−

φορmεδ νοmιναλ Τρεασυριεσ. 
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  Style Style Style Style Style

1��� ��������	� -�
�� -1

� -1
�1 -�
�
 0.94


2�� ��������	� -�
2� -1
�� -1

2 -�
�
 0.46

 �e��� -�
�1 -1
2� -1
21 -�
�1 0.24

�2�� ��������	� -�
�� -1
�� -1
2� -�
�1 -0.03

���� ��������	� -�
�� -1
�� -1
�1 -�
�2 -0.28

      Barclays Barclays Barclays Barclays Barclays
  Interm Agg Agg Agg Long G/C High Yld

��������� -�
�� -1
�� -1
�� -�


 0.00

Sources: Barclays, Callan

-10%

-8%

-6%

-4%

-2%

0%

2%

Χαλλαν Στψλε Γρουπ Θυαρτερλψ ΡετυρνσΥ.Σ. Τρεασυρψ Ψιελδ Χυρϖεσ

-1%

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

U.S. 10-Year Treasury Yield 10-Year TIPS Yield Breakeven Inflation Rate

07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 150605

Source: Bloomberg

Ηιστοριχαλ 10−Ψεαρ Ψιελδσ 

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

Maturity (Years)

Source: Bloomberg

June 30, 2015 March 31, 2015 June 30, 2014

302520151050



13Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ (Χοντινυεδ)

Ρελατιϖε το λικε−δυρατιον Τρεασυριεσ, νον−Τρεασυρψ σεχτορσ 

σαω σχαντ γαινσ (ΜΒΣ: +0.05%; ΑΒΣ: +0.21%) ορ νεγα−

τιϖε ρεσυλτσ. Ινϖεστmεντ−γραδε χορπορατε σπρεαδσ ωιδενεδ 

ωιτη Υτιλιτιεσ, Φινανχιαλσ, ανδ Ινδυστριαλσ υνδερπερφορmινγ 

Τρεασυριεσ βψ 1.41%, 0.61%, ανδ 0.94% ρεσπεχτιϖελψ.

Ηιγη ψιελδ χορπορατε βονδσ ωερε αmονγ τηε βεστ περφορmερσ 

in the U.S. ixed income market as some energy companies 
ρεβουνδεδ στρονγλψ. Τηε Βαρχλαψσ Χορπορατε Ηιγη Ψιελδ 

Ινδεξ ενδεδ τηε θυαρτερ υνχηανγεδ. Νεω ισσυε αχτιϖιτψ ισ ον 

παχε ωιτη τηε πρεϖιουσ τηρεε χαλενδαρ ψεαρσ. Ψεαρ−το−δατε, 

τηερε ωασ αππροξιmατελψ ∃191 βιλλιον ιν νεω ισσυανχε οφ ηιγη 

ψιελδ βονδσ.

Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Ινδεξ Χηαραχτεριστιχσ ασ οφ ϑυνε 30, 2015

Βαρχλαψσ Ινδιχεσ Ψιελδ το Wορστ Μοδ Αδϕ Dυρατιον Αϖγ Ματυριτψ % οφ Βαρχλαψσ Γ/Χ % οφ Βαρχλαψσ Αγγ

Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε 2.39 5.63 7.87 100.00%

Βαρχλαψσ Γοϖτ/Χρεδιτ 2.24 6.09 8.33 100.00% 69.31%

Ιντερmεδιατε 1.74 3.94 4.28 79.77% 55.29%

Λονγ−Τερm 4.20 14.58 24.32 20.23% 14.02%

Βαρχλαψσ Γοϖτ 1.47 5.44 6.68 56.76% 39.34%

Βαρχλαψσ Χρεδιτ 3.25 6.95 10.51 43.24% 29.97%

Βαρχλαψσ ΜΒΣ 2.78 4.61 7.06 28.11%

Βαρχλαψσ ΑΒΣ 1.45 2.46 2.63 0.58%

Βαρχλαψσ ΧΜΒΣ 2.49 4.61 5.14 1.94%

Βαρχλαψσ Χορπ Ηιγη Ψιελδ 6.57 4.36 6.41

Source: Barclays
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Στψλε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ ϑυνε 30, 2015

Βροαδ Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Χορε Βονδ Στψλε −1.56 0.14 2.12 2.46 3.97 4.94

Χορε Βονδ Πλυσ Στψλε −1.51 0.37 1.92 3.23 4.97 5.42

Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε −1.68 −0.10 1.86 1.83 3.35 4.44

Βαρχλαψσ Γοϖτ/Χρεδιτ −2.10 −0.30 1.69 1.76 3.52 4.38

Βαρχλαψσ Γοϖτ −1.50 0.08 2.27 0.93 2.63 3.99

Βαρχλαψσ Χρεδιτ −2.88 −0.78 0.93 3.03 4.93 5.12

Χιτι Βροαδ Ινϖεστmεντ Γραδε −1.66 −0.06 1.87 1.83 3.31 4.53

Λονγ−Τερm Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Εξτενδεδ Ματυριτψ Στψλε −7.61 −4.59 1.59 3.06 7.20 6.56

Βαρχλαψσ Λονγ Γοϖτ/Χρεδιτ −7.22 −4.11 2.32 2.61 6.79 6.18

Βαρχλαψσ Λονγ Γοϖτ −8.10 −4.52 6.20 1.25 6.23 6.12

Βαρχλαψσ Λονγ Χρεδιτ −7.26 −4.42 −0.37 3.44 7.04 6.02

Χιτι Πενσιον Dισχουντ Χυρϖε −11.07 −6.78 2.36 2.72 8.74 6.93

Ιντερmεδιατε−Τερm Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Ιντερmεδιατε Στψλε −0.61 0.79 1.70 1.96 3.09 4.54

Βαρχλαψσ Ιντερmεδιατε Αγγρεγατε −0.67 0.64 1.89 1.74 2.89 4.22

Βαρχλαψσ Ιντερmεδιατε Γοϖτ/Χρεδιτ −0.62 0.82 1.68 1.60 2.79 4.02

Βαρχλαψσ Ιντερmεδιατε Γοϖτ −0.43 0.82 1.79 0.90 2.06 3.67

Βαρχλαψσ Ιντερmεδιατε Χρεδιτ −0.94 0.82 1.51 2.88 4.19 4.80

Σηορτ−Τερm Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Dεφενσιϖε Στψλε 0.11 0.76 1.08 1.09 1.50 3.05

Αχτιϖε Dυρατιον Στψλε −0.85 0.64 1.70 1.97 3.39 4.57

Μονεψ Μαρκετ Φυνδσ (νετ οφ φεεσ) 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 1.32

ΜΛ Τρεασυρψ 1�3−Ψεαρ 0.15 0.67 0.88 0.66 0.82 2.52

90−Dαψ Τρεασυρψ Βιλλσ 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.08 1.42

Ηιγη Ψιελδ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Ηιγη Ψιελδ Στψλε 0.24 2.84 0.24 7.06 8.76 7.90

Βαρχλαψσ Χορπορατε Ηιγη Ψιελδ 0.00 2.53 −0.40 6.81 8.61 7.89

ΜΛ Ηιγη Ψιελδ Μαστερ −0.04 2.49 −0.53 6.74 8.38 7.67

Μορτγαγε/Ασσετ−Βαχκεδ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Μορτγαγε Στψλε −0.59 0.60 2.66 2.44 3.53 4.87

Βαρχλαψσ ΜΒΣ −0.74 0.31 2.28 1.92 2.89 4.56

Βαρχλαψσ ΑΒΣ 0.17 1.08 1.64 1.38 2.48 3.32

Βαρχλαψσ ΧΜΒΣ −1.06 0.69 1.91 3.28 5.53 5.12

Μυνιχιπαλ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Βαρχλαψσ Μυνι −0.89 0.11 3.00 3.10 4.50 4.45

Βαρχλαψσ Μυνι 1�10−Ψεαρ −0.51 0.32 1.74 2.10 3.22 3.89

Βαρχλαψσ Μυνι 3−Ψεαρ −0.02 0.39 0.57 1.17 1.71 2.97

ΤΙΠΣ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Βαρχλαψσ ΤΙΠΣ Φυλλ Dυρατιον −1.06 0.34 −1.73 −0.76 3.29 4.13

Βαρχλαψσ ΤΙΠΣ 1−10 Ψεαρ −0.15 1.06 −1.95 −0.54 2.36 3.70

*Returns of  less than one year are not annualized.

Sources: Barclays, Callan, Citigroup, Merrill Lynch

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ (Χοντινυεδ)
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ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Κψλε Φεκετε

The developed ixed income markets were characterized by ris−

ινγ ιντερεστ ρατεσ, ρεϖερσινγ τηε δοωνωαρδ τρενδ οϖερ τηε παστ 

σεϖεραλ θυαρτερσ. Ιν α δραmατιχ ρεϖερσαλ, ψιελδ ον Γερmαν βυνδσ 

χλιmβεδ το 0.76% ιν ϑυνε, υπ φροm τηε αλλ−τιmε λοω οφ 0.05% ιν 

mιδ−Απριλ. Ρισινγ ιντερεστ ρατεσ ωερε σπυρρεδ βψ βριγητερ νεωσ 

ιν Ευροπε ασ βοτη ηιρινγ ανδ πριϖατε σεχτορ γροωτη αππροαχηεδ 

four-year highs. In Europe, a whiff of inlation in May (+0.2% 
mοντη−οϖερ−mοντη) προϖιδεδ σοmε εϖιδενχε τηατ τηε Ευροπεαν 

Χεντραλ Βανκ�σ ασσετ πυρχηασε προγραm ωασ ωορκινγ. 

Χονχερνσ αρουνδ Γρεεχε σπρεαδ νεγατιϖιτψ τηρουγηουτ τηε mαρ−

κετσ; Ιταλψ ανδ Σπαιν ωερε εσπεχιαλλψ ηαρδ−ηιτ. Υνηεδγεδ ρετυρνσ 

Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρν Αττριβυτιον φορ Νον−Υ.Σ. Γοϖ�τ Ινδιχεσ 

(Υ.Σ. Dολλαρ)

Χουντρψ Τοταλ Λοχαλ Χυρρενχψ Wτγ

Αυστραλια −2.18% −2.77% 0.61% 1.95%

Αυστρια −1.56% −5.11% 3.74% 1.89%

Βελγιυm −2.51% −6.02% 3.74% 2.98%

Χαναδα −0.01% −1.43% 1.45% 2.54%

Dενmαρκ −3.10% −6.73% 3.89% 0.81%

Φινλανδ −0.41% −4.00% 3.74% 0.68%

Φρανχε −1.63% −5.18% 3.74% 11.23%

Γερmανψ −0.94% −4.52% 3.74% 8.88%

Ιρελανδ −0.84% −4.42% 3.74% 0.92%

Ιταλψ −2.71% −6.22% 3.74% 11.23%

ϑαπαν −2.25% −0.26% −1.99% 32.73%

Μαλαψσια −1.22% 0.64% −1.84% 0.62%

Μεξιχο −2.48% 0.44% −2.91% 1.18%

Νετηερλανδσ −1.29% −4.85% 3.74% 3.04%

Νορωαψ 1.67% −0.74% 2.44% 0.34%

Πολανδ −2.02% −2.81% 0.81% 0.67%

Σινγαπορε 1.14% −0.72% 1.87% 0.45%

Σουτη Αφριχα −1.79% −1.61% −0.18% 0.64%

Σπαιν −2.49% −6.01% 3.74% 6.21%

Σωεδεν 0.34% −3.46% 3.94% 0.58%

Σωιτζερλανδ 3.55% −0.37% 3.93% 0.37%

Υ.Κ. 2.00% −3.72% 5.94% 10.07%

Source: Citigroup

ιν δεϖελοπεδ mαρκετσ ωερε γενεραλλψ νεγατιϖε ιν Υ.Σ. δολλαρ τερmσ 

(Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖερνmεντ Βονδ Ινδεξ: −1.54%). Ον α 

ηεδγεδ βασισ, αλλ δεϖελοπεδ mαρκετσ δροππεδ ασ τηε Υ.Σ. δολλαρ 

λοστ γρουνδ ϖερσυσ mοστ δεϖελοπεδ mαρκετ χυρρενχιεσ (Χιτι Νον−

Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖερνmεντ Βονδ Ινδεξ:  −3.20%).

Εmεργινγ mαρκετ δολλαρ−δενοmινατεδ δεβτ ρετρεατεδ ασ τηε 

JPM EMBI Global Diversiied Index διππεδ 0.34% ιν σπιτε οφ 

στρονγ γαινσ ιν Υκραινε (+36.49%) ανδ ςενεζυελα (+12.73%). 

Υκραινε ισ νεγοτιατινγ ωιτη φορειγν βονδηολδερσ το ρεστρυχτυρε 

ιτσ δεβτ. Ιν σπιτε οφ τηε στρονγ θυαρτερ, ιτ ρεmαινσ δοων 4.04% 

ψεαρ−το−δατε ανδ 36.77% οϖερ τηε λαστ 12 mοντησ. Τηε λοχαλ 

10−Ψεαρ Γλοβαλ Γοϖερνmεντ Βονδ Ψιελδσ
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ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ (Χοντινυεδ)

βονδ JPM GBI-EM Global Diversiied Index αλσο δεχλινεδ 

(−0.96%). Ρυσσια ωασ αγαιν τηε βεστ περφορmερ αmονγ εmεργ−

ινγ mαρκετσ, υπ νεαρλψ 12% φορ τηε θυαρτερ ανδ 29% ψεαρ−το−

δατε. Βραζιλ�σ (+6%) λοχαλ βονδσ χοντινυεδ το βουνχε βαχκ φροm 

α σελλ−οφφ εαρλιερ ιν τηε ψεαρ, ωηιλε Τυρκεψ ανδ Ινδονεσια φελλ 5% 

φορ τηε θυαρτερ. 

Γρεεχε mισσεδ α λαργε παψmεντ το τηε Ιντερνατιοναλ Μονεταρψ 

Φυνδ ον ϑυνε 30, ωηιχη ωειγηεδ ηεαϖιλψ ον ινϖεστορ σεντι−

mεντ. Νεγοτιατιονσ βετωεεν Γρεεχε ανδ ιτσ λενδερσ χοντινυεδ 

βυτ ρεmαινεδ υνχερταιν. Τραδινγ ον Γρεεκ βονδσ ηαλτεδ; ηοω−

εϖερ, ινδιχατιονσ φροm δεαλερσ εστιmατεδ τωο−ψεαρ Γρεεκ δεβτ 

ψιελδσ ατ αβουτ 50% ανδ 10−ψεαρ δεβτ ατ νεαρλψ 20%.

  Global Fixed Non-U.S. Fixed Emerging Emerging
  Style Style Debt Debt Local 

 10th Percentile  -0.95 -0.60 1.33 0.58

 25th Percentile  -1.40 -1.05 0.70 -0.16

 Median  -1.74 -1.52 0.07 -0.70

 75th Percentile  -2.46 -2.44 -0.27 -0.98

 90th Percentile  -3.19 -3.51 -0.76 -1.57

   Citi World Citi Non-U.S.  JPM EMBI JPM GBI-EM
  Gov  World Gov  Gl Div Gl Div

 Benchmark   -1.55 -1.54 -0.34 -0.96
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Χαλλαν Στψλε Γρουπ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ

Στψλε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ ϑυνε 30, 2015

Γλοβαλ Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Γλοβαλ Στψλε −1.74 −3.03 −6.49 −0.51 2.51 4.17

Χιτι Wορλδ Γοϖτ −1.55 −4.02 −9.02 −2.45 1.05 3.07

Χιτι Wορλδ Γοϖτ (Λοχαλ) −2.67 −0.61 3.67 3.36 3.56 3.54

Βαρχλαψσ Γλοβαλ Αγγρεγατε −1.18 −3.08 −7.09 −0.81 2.07 3.54

Νον−Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Νον−Υ.Σ. Στψλε −1.52 −5.47 −12.50 −2.19 1.70 3.52

Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖτ −1.54 −5.83 −13.49 −3.88 0.33 2.63

Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖτ (Λοχαλ) −3.20 −0.91 4.20 4.37 3.93 3.47

Ευροπεαν Φιξεδ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Χιτι Ευρο Γοϖτ Βονδ −1.87 −9.15 −15.07 2.27 3.25 3.49

Χιτι Ευρο Γοϖτ Βονδ (Λοχαλ) −5.41 −1.34 2.49 6.16 4.85 4.16

Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Φιξεδ Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

JPM EMBI Global Diversiied −0.34 1.67 0.51 4.30 6.77 7.45

JPM GBI-EM Global Diversiied −0.96 −4.88 −15.39 −3.78 0.94 5.91

*Returns less than one year are not annualized. 

Sources: Callan, Citigroup, JPMorgan Chase

Εmεργινγ Σπρεαδσ Οϖερ Dεϖελοπεδ (Βψ Ρεγιον)
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Μιξεδ Μεσσαγεσ

ΡΕΑΛ ΕΣΤΑΤΕ |  Μικε Πριττσ

It was a dificult second quarter for U.S. REIT indices as 
πρεσσυρε ωειγηεδ ηεαϖιλψ ον γλοβαλ πριχεσ ιν αντιχιπατιον οφ 

ινχρεασεδ γοϖερνmεντ βονδ ψιελδσ. Χοντινυεδ λοω οιλ πριχεσ 

χαυσεδ λινγερινγ χονχερνσ ιν Υ.Σ. οιλ−προδυχινγ συβ−mαρκετσ. 

Χρεδιτ mαρκετσ αππεαρεδ οπεν, αλτηουγη σλοωινγ το α δεγρεε. 

The Fed stated in its June FOMC minutes that inancing for 
χοmmερχιαλ ρεαλ εστατε ρεmαινεδ βροαδλψ αϖαιλαβλε, αλτηουγη 

τηε εξπανσιον οφ χοmmερχιαλ ρεαλ εστατε λοανσ ον βανκσ� 

βοοκσ σλοωεδ ιν Απριλ ανδ Μαψ. Σπρεαδσ ωιδενεδ ιν τηε χοm−

mερχιαλ mορτγαγε−βαχκεδ σεχυριτιεσ (ΧΜΒΣ) mαρκετ, ωηιχη 

χαν βε αττριβυτεδ το α λαχκ οφ λιθυιδιτψ ανδ ποτεντιαλ ιντερεστ 

ρατε ηικεσ. 

Τηε ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Προπερτψ Ινδεξ αδϖανχεδ 3.14% ανδ ρεχορδεδ 

α 1.26% ινχοmε ρετυρν ανδ α 1.89% αππρεχιατιον ρετυρν. Τηε 

NCREIF Property Index cash low return was 0.87% for the 
quarter and 3.43% for the trailing four quarters. During the irst 
θυαρτερ, τηερε ωερε 134 ασσετ τραδεσ, ρεπρεσεντινγ ∃7.1 βιλλιον 

οφ οϖεραλλ τρανσαχτιοναλ ϖολυmε. Τηισ ρεmαινσ αηεαδ οφ τηε ∃5.3 

βιλλιον 10−ψεαρ θυαρτερλψ τρανσαχτιον αϖεραγε. Τηε πεακ θυαρ−

τερλψ τρανσαχτιον ϖολυmε οϖερ τηε πριορ 10−ψεαρ περιοδ ωασ ∃8.7 

βιλλιον ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ οφ 2007.

Πριχινγ γροωτη χοντινυεδ το χηαραχτεριζε ασσετ τραδεσ ασ εθυαλ−

ωειγητεδ τρανσαχτιοναλ χαπιταλιζατιον ρατεσ δροππεδ το 5.5%. 

This relects the lowest measure of the Index since the fourth 
θυαρτερ οφ 2007. Οϖερ τηε χουρσε οφ τηε πριορ χψχλε, θυαρτερλψ 

εθυαλ−ωειγητεδ τρανσαχτιοναλ χαπιταλιζατιον ρατεσ διππεδ το α 

λοω οφ 5.46% ιν τηε φουρτη θυαρτερ οφ 2007 ανδ εξπανδεδ το α 

πεακ οφ 8.46% ιν τηε τηιρδ θυαρτερ οφ 2009. Dυρινγ τηε σεχονδ 

θυαρτερ οφ 2015, αππραισαλ χαπιταλιζατιον ρατεσ σλιγητλψ ινχρεασεδ 

φροm 4.73% το 4.81%. Ασ mαρκετσ πεακεδ οϖερ τηε πριορ χψχλε, 

αππραισαλ χαπιταλιζατιον ρατεσ δεχλινεδ το α λοω οφ 4.89% ιν τηε 

τηιρδ θυαρτερ οφ 2008.

Ον α πρελιmιναρψ βασισ, τηε NCREIF Open End Diversiied 
Χορε Εθυιτψ Ινδεξ προδυχεδ α 3.82% τοταλ ρετυρν, χοmπρισινγ 

α 1.19% ινχοmε ρετυρν ανδ α 2.62% αππρεχιατιον ρετυρν. Ιν τηε 

λιστεδ ρεαλ εστατε mαρκετ, τηε ΦΤΣΕ ΕΠΡΑ/ΝΑΡΕΙΤ Dεϖελοπεδ 

ΡΕΙΤ Ινδεξ (ΥΣD) δεχλινεδ 6.67% ανδ δοmεστιχ ΡΕΙΤσ τραχκεδ 

βψ τηε ΦΤΣΕ ΝΑΡΕΙΤ Εθυιτψ ΡΕΙΤσ Ινδεξ δροππεδ 9.95%. 

Ιν τηε Υ.Σ., αλλ σεχτορσ δεχλινεδ. Σελφ−Στοραγε (−5.0%) λεδ σεχ−

τορ περφορmανχε, φολλοωεδ βψ Λοδγινγ (−6.2%), Ρεσιδεντιαλ 

(-6.4%), Ofice (-11.2%), Malls (-11.4%), Industrial (-12.6%), 
ανδ Ηεαλτηχαρε (−14.3%). Dοmεστιχ ΡΕΙΤσ ραισεδ ∃17.6 βιλλιον 

(τωο ινιτιαλ πυβλιχ οφφερινγσ, ∃436 mιλλιον; 28 σεχονδαρψ οφφερ−

ινγσ, ∃6.7 βιλλιον; τωο πρεφερρεδ εθυιτψ οφφερινγσ, ∃391 mιλλιον; 

ανδ 21 υνσεχυρεδ δεβτ οφφερινγσ, ∃10.2 βιλλιον).

Ιν χορε Ευροπε, φαλλινγ υνεmπλοψmεντ ρατεσ, αδδιτιοναλ ρουνδσ 

of European Central Bank stimulus, and a general inlow of 
funds have led to a compression of prime ofice market capital−
ιζατιον ρατεσ�βυτ σπρεαδσ ρεmαιν ωιδε οϖερ σοϖερειγν ψιελδσ. 

The central London ofice market continues to have high occu−

πανχψ ρατεσ συππορτεδ βψ στρονγ εmπλοψmεντ γροωτη ανδ τιγητ 

supply. Overall, European ofice vacancy rates have continued 
το δεχλινε, λεδ βψ χεντραλ Λονδον, mαϕορ Γερmαν χιτιεσ, ανδ 

σεχονδ−τιερ mαρκετσ.

Ρολλινγ Ονε−Ψεαρ Ρετυρνσ
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ΡΕΑΛ ΕΣΤΑΤΕ (Χοντινυεδ)

Χαλλαν Dαταβασε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ ϑυνε 30, 2015

Πριϖατε Ρεαλ Εστατε Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Ρεαλ Εστατε Dαταβασε (νετ οφ φεεσ) 3.04 6.19 13.75 12.80 13.83 5.57

ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Προπερτψ 3.14 6.83 12.98 11.63 12.72 8.16

ΝΦΙ−ΟDΧΕ (ϖαλυε ωτδ. νετ) 3.15 6.41 12.92 11.91 13.24 5.81

Πυβλιχ Ρεαλ Εστατε Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

ΡΕΙΤ Dαταβασε −9.53 −5.30 5.54 9.77 15.08 8.15

ΦΤΣΕ ΝΑΡΕΙΤ Εθυιτψ −9.95 −5.67 4.33 8.93 14.28 7.01

Γλοβαλ Ρεαλ Εστατε Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Γλοβαλ ΡΕΙΤ Dαταβασε −6.37 −1.96 2.02 10.40 13.16 7.17

ΦΤΣΕ ΕΠΡΑ/ΝΑΡΕΙΤ Dεϖελοπεδ ΡΕΙΤ −6.67 −2.78 0.41 9.50 12.38 6.20

*Returns less than one year are not annualized.

All REIT returns are reported gross in USD. 

Sources: Callan, NAREIT, NCREIF, The FTSE Group. NCREIF statistics are the product of  direct queries and may fluctuate over time.

ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Τρανσαχτιον ανδ Αππραισαλ Χαπιταλιζατιον Ρατεσ ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Χαπιταλιζατιον Ρατεσ βψ Προπερτψ Τψπε
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Ιν ϑαπαν τηε ψεν�σ δεπρεχιατιον λεδ το α ϖερψ αχτιϖε σεχονδ 

θυαρτερ φορ ρεαλ εστατε mαρκετσ, ωηιχη χαυσεδ φυρτηερ χαπι−

talization rate compression in irst-tier cities. Transaction 
ϖολυmεσ ιν βοτη Χηινα ανδ Αυστραλια ωερε mυτεδ ασ mαχρο 

χονχερνσ οϖερ Χηινεσε mαρκετ χορρεχτιονσ εσχαλατεδ. Α ωεακ 

Αυστραλιαν δολλαρ αττραχτεδ οϖερσεασ ινϖεστορσ, παρτιχυλαρλψ 

from within the Asia Paciic region.

CMBS issuance reached $27.5 billion in the irst quarter of 
τηε ψεαρ, αηεαδ οφ τηε ∃27.0 βιλλιον οφ ισσυανχε ϖολυmε φροm 

τηε θυαρτερ πριορ ανδ ∃20.5 βιλλιον ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ οφ 

2014. Τοταλ ισσυανχε φορ τηε τραιλινγ 12 mοντησ ωασ ∃107.7 

βιλλιον, νεαρινγ ρολλινγ ονε−ψεαρ ισσυανχε ϖολυmεσ νοτ σεεν 

σινχε Μαψ 2008. Θυαρτερλψ ισσυανχε ϖολυmε βετωεεν 2005 

ανδ 2007 ρανγεδ φροm ∃33.0 βιλλιον το α ηιγη οφ ∃73.6 βιλλιον ιν 

τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ οφ 2007.
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Πριϖατε Εθυιτψ Περφορmανχε Dαταβασε (%) (Ποολεδ Ηοριζον ΙΡΡσ τηρουγη Dεχεmβερ 31, 2014∗)

Στρατεγψ 3 Μοντησ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ 20 Ψεαρσ

Αλλ ςεντυρε 11.8 23.9 18.7 16.5 10.4 5.3 28.0

Γροωτη Εθυιτψ 0.8 11.1 14.2 14.0 12.6 10.5 15.0

Αλλ Βυψουτσ 2.3 9.6 15.2 14.4 12.7 11.4 13.2

Μεζζανινε 1.9 11.0 12.3 11.9 10.6 8.0 10.3

Dιστρεσσεδ 0.2 7.5 14.5 12.5 10.7 11.3 11.6

Αλλ Πριϖατε Εθυιτψ 3.3 11.8 15.5 14.4 12.0 9.8 14.6

Σ&Π 500 4.9 13.7 20.4 15.5 7.7 4.2 9.9 

Private equity returns are net of  fees. 

Sources: Standard & Poor’s, Thomson/Cambridge 

*Most recent data available at time of  publication

Α Σελλερ�σ Μαρκετ  

ΠΡΙςΑΤΕ ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Γαρψ Ροβερτσον

Ιν φυνδραισινγ, Πριϖατε Εθυιτψ Αναλψστ ρεπορτσ τηατ νεω σεχονδ−

θυαρτερ χοmmιτmεντσ τοταλεδ ∃87.1 βιλλιον ωιτη 231 νεω παρτνερ−

ships formed, up 55% from the irst quarter’s $56.2 billion and 

147 παρτνερσηιπσ φορmεδ. Ιφ τηισ mοmεντυm χοντινυεσ, 2015 χουλδ 

χροσσ τηε ∃300 βιλλιον mαρκ. Τηε 10 παρτνερσηιπσ τηατ ραισεδ τηε 

most capital so far in 2015 account for 67% of the irst-half total; 

Βλαχκστονε ςΙΙ ωασ τηε λαργεστ ατ ∃17.5 βιλλιον. 

Αχχορδινγ το Βυψουτσ, τηε ινϖεστmεντ παχε βψ φυνδσ ιντο χοmπα−

νιεσ ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ τοταλεδ 358 τρανσαχτιονσ, υπ σλιγητλψ 

from 333 deals in the irst quarter of 2015. The announced aggre−

gate dollar volume was $24.3 billion, down from $34.9 in the irst 

θυαρτερ. Νινε δεαλσ ωιτη αννουνχεδ ϖαλυεσ οφ ∃1 βιλλιον ορ mορε 

χλοσεδ ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ, τηε λαργεστ βεινγ τηε ∃4.1 βιλλιον 

Λιφε Τιmε Φιτνεσσ ανδ ∃3.4 βιλλιον Ριϖερβεδ Τεχηνολογψ τακε−πρι−

ϖατε τρανσαχτιονσ. 

Αχχορδινγ το τηε Νατιοναλ ςεντυρε Χαπιταλ Ασσοχιατιον, σεχονδ−

θυαρτερ ινϖεστmεντσ ιν ϖεντυρε χαπιταλ χοmπανιεσ τοταλεδ ∃17.5 

billion in 1,189 rounds of inancing—the largest dollar volume 

σινχε τηε φουρτη θυαρτερ οφ 2000. Τηε δολλαρ ϖολυmε ανδ νυmβερ 

of rounds both increased compared to the irst quarter’s $13.5 

βιλλιον ανδ 1,048 ρουνδσ. Τηε λαργεστ ωασ α ∃1.5 βιλλιον εξπαν−

σιον ρουνδ βψ Αιρβνβ. 

Ρεγαρδινγ εξιτσ, Βυψουτσ ρεπορτσ τηατ 135 πριϖατε Μ&Α εξιτσ οφ βυψ−

ουτ−βαχκεδ χοmπανιεσ οχχυρρεδ δυρινγ τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ, ωιτη 49 

δεαλσ δισχλοσινγ ϖαλυεσ τοταλινγ ∃35.8 βιλλιον. Τηε Μ&Α εξιτ χουντ 

Φυνδσ Χλοσεδ ϑανυαρψ 1 το ϑυνε 30, 2015

Στρατεγψ Νο. οφ Φυνδσ Αmτ (∃mm) Περχεντ

ςεντυρε Χαπιταλ 151 21,523 15%

Βυψουτσ 139 93,821 65%

Συβορδινατεδ Dεβτ 17 3,814 3%

Dιστρεσσεδ Dεβτ 19 10,793 8%

Σεχονδαρψ ανδ Οτηερ 13 6,250 4%

Φυνδ−οφ−φυνδσ 39 7,103 5%

Τοταλσ 378 143,304 100%

Source: Private Equity Analyst

was about even with the irst quarter, which had 136 private exits but 

α σλιγητλψ ηιγηερ αννουνχεδ ϖαλυε οφ ∃36.9 βιλλιον. Βυψουτ−βαχκεδ 

IPOs jumped to 17 issues in the second quarter loating $6.6 billion, 

up from the six IPOs totaling $1.1 billion in the irst quarter.

ςεντυρε−βαχκεδ Μ&Α εξιτσ τοταλεδ 70 τρανσαχτιονσ, ωιτη 14 δισ−

χλοσινγ α τοταλ δολλαρ ϖολυmε οφ ∃4.1 βιλλιον. Τηε νυmβερ οφ εξιτσ 

declined from the irst quarter’s 94 company sales, but the 

αννουνχεδ δολλαρ ϖολυmε ινχρεασεδ φροm ∃2.2 βιλλιον. Τηερε ωερε 

27 VC-backed IPOs in the second quarter with a combined loat of 

$3.4 billion, 10 more than the irst quarter’s 17 IPOs and more than 

δουβλε τηε τοταλ ισσυανχε οφ ∃1.4 βιλλιον.

Πλεασε σεε ουρ υπχοmινγ ισσυε οφ Πριϖατε Μαρκετσ Τρενδσ φορ mορε 

ιν−δεπτη χοϖεραγε.

Note: Transaction count and dollar volume figures across all private equity measures 

are preliminary figures and are subject to update in subsequent versions of  Capital 

Market Review and other Callan publications.
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Dαταβασε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ ϑυνε 30, 2015

Θυαρτερ 2 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Ηεδγε Φυνδ−οφ−Φυνδσ Dαταβασε 0.23 2.45 3.57 7.08 5.61 4.78

ΧΣ Ηεδγε Φυνδ Ινδεξ −0.48 1.99 3.28 7.08 6.17 5.89

ΧΣ Εθυιτψ Μαρκετ Νευτραλ 2.12 −0.40 −1.07 3.21 3.31 −1.20

ΧΣ Χονϖερτιβλε Αρβιτραγε 2.49 2.97 −1.05 3.61 4.82 5.05

ΧΣ Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Αρβιτραγε 0.90 0.75 1.70 5.00 6.23 4.04

ΧΣ Μυλτι−Στρατεγψ 0.24 3.24 6.45 9.00 8.45 6.86

ΧΣ Dιστρεσσεδ −0.35 −0.10 −3.74 8.33 6.37 6.13

ΧΣ Ρισκ Αρβιτραγε 1.70 2.39 −2.04 2.71 2.57 3.96

ΧΣ Εϖεντ Dριϖεν Μυλτι−Στρατεγψ 0.73 2.89 −1.31 8.67 5.67 6.55

ΧΣ Λονγ/Σηορτ Εθυιτψ 1.66 3.53 6.01 10.84 7.82 6.69

ΧΣ Dεδιχατεδ Σηορτ Βιασ −4.83 −8.88 −8.12 −17.00 −15.71 −9.68

ΧΣ Γλοβαλ Μαχρο −1.80 2.59 4.79 4.84 5.99 7.68

ΧΣ Μαναγεδ Φυτυρεσ −10.61 −4.07 12.86 2.92 2.87 3.96

ΧΣ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ 1.42 2.80 4.52 7.07 5.58 6.61

*Returns less than one year are not annualized. Sources: Callan, Credit Suisse 

Μοmεντυm Wηιπλαση

ΗΕDΓΕ ΦΥΝDΣ |  ϑιm ΜχΚεε

Wηιλε Γρεεχε σκιδδεδ τοωαρδ δεφαυλτ ατ θυαρτερ�σ ενδ, τηε 

ρεστ οφ τηε ωορλδ�σ πολιχψ mακερσ δεσπερατελψ τριεδ το κεεπ 

τηειρ ρεσπεχτιϖε εχονοmιεσ ον α γροωτη τραχκ. Ασ Χηινα�σ 

νασχεντ στοχκ mαρκετ συργεδ ανδ ρολλεδ οϖερ, Πρεσιδεντ Ξι 

ϑινπινγ χοντινυεδ ηισ φορmιδαβλε χηαλλενγε το δοωνσηιφτ ιτσ 

ινϖεστmεντ−λεδ εχονοmψ το α χονσυmερ−ποωερεδ ονε. Φαχινγ 

tighter labor markets and greater consumer conidence at 
ηοmε, τηε Υ.Σ. Φεδεραλ Ρεσερϖε στεερεδ mαρκετσ ρεσολυτελψ 

τοωαρδ ρατε ηικεσ.  Αφτερ ρισινγ εαρλψ ιν τηε θυαρτερ, mαρκετσ 

backpedaled at the end, with most inishing nearly unchanged. 
Giving up irst-quarter gains, the 10-year Treasury fell 3.05%. 
Τηε Βαρχλαψσ Ηιγη Ψιελδ Ινδεξ (+0.00%) αβσορβεδ ωιδενινγ 

σπρεαδσ ωιτη ιτσ χαρρψ.  

Ιλλυστρατινγ ραω ηεδγε φυνδ περφορmανχε ωιτηουτ ιmπλεmεντα−

τιον χοστσ, τηε Χρεδιτ Συισσε Ηεδγε Φυνδ Ινδεξ (ΧΣ ΗΦΙ) 

σλιππεδ 0.48%. Ασ α προξψ το αχτιϖελψ mαναγεδ ηεδγε φυνδ 

πορτφολιοσ, τηε mεδιαν mαναγερ ιν τηε Χαλλαν Ηεδγε Φυνδ−οφ−

Φυνδσ Dαταβασε mοϖεδ αηεαδ 0.23%, νετ οφ αλλ φεεσ. Wιτηιν 

τηε ΧΣ ΗΦΙ, τηοσε χηασινγ mοmεντυm ωερε ηυρτ βαδλψ ωηιλε 

τηοσε φοχυσεδ ον φυνδαmενταλσ συρϖιϖεδ υνσχατηεδ, mορε ορ 

λεσσ. Τηε θυαρτερ�σ mοστ νοταβλε ϖιχτιm ωασ Μαναγεδ Φυτυρεσ 

(−10.61%). Τηε βεστ−περφορmινγ στρατεγιεσ φορ τηε θυαρτερ ωερε 

Χονϖερτιβλε Αρβ (+2.49%), Εθυιτψ Μαρκετ Νευτραλ (+2.12%), 

ανδ Ρισκ Αρβ (+1.70%). Dεσπιτε mεαγερ φυελ φροm mαρκετ βετα, 

Λονγ/Σηορτ Εθυιτψ γαινεδ 1.66%. 

Wιτηιν Χαλλαν�σ Ηεδγε Φυνδ−οφ−Φυνδσ Dαταβασε, mαρκετ εξπο−

συρεσ προϖιδεδ λιττλε τραχτιον ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ. Νεϖερτηελεσσ, 

τηε mεδιαν Χαλλαν Λονγ/Σηορτ Εθυιτψ ΦΟΦ (+0.82%) εδγεδ ουτ 

τηε Χαλλαν Αβσολυτε Ρετυρν ΦΟΦ (+0.36%). 

  Absolute Return Core Diversified Long/Short Eq
  FOF Style FOF Style FOF Style

 10th Percentile 1.16 0.90 1.94

 25th Percentile 0.70 0.63 1.37

 Median 0.36 0.13 0.82

 75th Percentile -0.18 -0.34 0.01

 90th Percentile -0.66 -1.18 -0.54

 T-Bills + 5% 1.23 1.23 1.23

Sources: Callan, Merrill Lynch
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Τηε Χαλλαν DΧ Ινδεξ� ισ αν εθυαλλψ ωειγητεδ ινδεξ τραχκινγ τηε χαση 

lows and performance of nearly 90 plans, representing more than one mil−
lion DC participants and over $140 billion in assets. The Index is updated 
quarterly and is available on Callan’s website, as is the quarterly DC 
Observer newsletter.

Τηε Χαλλαν DΧ Ινδεξ� σταρτεδ τηε ψεαρ οφφ ον α ρεασοναβλψ 

sound note, gaining 2.15% for the irst quarter. Still, that per−
φορmανχε τραιλεδ τηε τψπιχαλ 2035 ταργετ δατε φυνδ (ΤDΦ), ωηιχη 

gained 2.55%. TDFs beneited from a much higher exposure 
το νον−Υ.Σ. εθυιτψ�ονε οφ τηε βεστ−περφορmινγ ασσετ χλασσεσ 

δυρινγ τηε περιοδ. Χορπορατε DΒ πλανσ περφορmεδ mορε ορ λεσσ 

ιν λινε ωιτη 2035 ΤDΦσ, βυτ ηαϖε ουτπερφορmεδ βοτη ΤDΦσ 

ανδ τηε DΧ Ινδεξ σινχε ινχεπτιον βψ αν αννυαλιζεδ mαργιν οφ 

1.01% ανδ 0.77%, ρεσπεχτιϖελψ.

DC plan balances grew by 2.76% in the irst quarter, driven 
primarily by market performance. Inlows added 60 bps to 
τοταλ γροωτη. Σινχε ινχεπτιον, πλαν σπονσορ ανδ παρτιχιπαντ 

contributions have had a signiicant impact on balances and 
αρε ρεσπονσιβλε φορ αππροξιmατελψ ονε−τηιρδ οφ τηε τοταλ γροωτη 

ιν βαλανχεσ (2.54% αννυαλιζεδ).

Νεαρλψ 66 χεντσ οφ εϖερψ δολλαρ τηατ mοϖεδ ωιτηιν DΧ πλανσ 

during the irst quarter lowed to TDFs. However, U.S. ixed 
ινχοmε ανδ Υ.Σ. λαργε χαπ αλσο mαδε ρεσπεχταβλε σηοωινγσ 

in terms of inlows—largely at the expense of stable value. 
Approximately 43% of outlows came from this asset class 
during the quarter. This follows ive successive quarters of 
stable value fund outlows. Still, overall turnover was modest 
at 0.32%, signiicantly below the historical average of 0.67%.

ΤDΦσ Wιν Θυαρτερ, Ασσετ Φλοωσ 

DΕΦΙΝΕD ΧΟΝΤΡΙΒΥΤΙΟΝ |  ϑαmεσ Ο�Χοννορ

Νετ Χαση Φλοω Αναλψσισ (Φιρστ Θυαρτερ 2015)∗ 

(Τοπ Τωο ανδ Βοττοm Τωο Ασσετ Γατηερερσ)

Ασσετ Χλασσ

Φλοωσ ασ % οφ

Τοταλ Νετ Φλοωσ

Ταργετ Dατε Φυνδσ 65.77%

Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Ινχοmε 12.45%

Χοmπανψ Στοχκ −25.21%

Σταβλε ςαλυε −42.58%

Τοταλ Τυρνοϖερ 0.32%

1 Total Index “turnover” measures the percentage of  total invested assets (transfers 

only, excluding contributions and withdrawals) that moved between asset classes. 

Source: Callan DC Index

*Notes: DC Index inception date is January 2006. DB plan performance is gross of  

fees. Data provided here is the most recent available at time of  publication.

Ινϖεστmεντ Περφορmανχε∗

Γροωτη Σουρχεσ∗
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Market Overview
Active Management vs Index Returns

Market Overview
The charts below illustrate the range of returns across managers in Callan’s Mutual Fund database over the most recent one
quarter and one year time periods. The database is broken down by asset class to illustrate the difference in returns across
those asset classes. An appropriate index is also shown for each asset class for comparison purposes. As an example, the
first bar in the upper chart illustrates the range of returns for domestic equity managers over the last quarter. The triangle
represents the S&P 500 return. The number next to the triangle represents the ranking of the S&P 500 in the domestic equity
manager database.

Range of Mutual Fund Returns by Asset Class
One Quarter Ended June 30, 2015
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(43)
(71)

(71) (55)

(26)

10th Percentile 2.33 3.49 (1.16) 0.18 0.03
25th Percentile 1.06 2.37 (1.40) (0.46) 0.01

Median 0.09 1.23 (1.60) (1.34) 0.00
75th Percentile (0.92) 0.44 (1.70) (2.17) 0.00
90th Percentile (1.94) (0.36) (1.85) (2.84) 0.00

Index 0.28 0.62 (1.68) (1.55) 0.01

Range of Mutual Fund Returns by Asset Class
One Year Ended June 30, 2015
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10th Percentile 12.63 3.40 2.19 2.19 0.08
25th Percentile 9.25 (0.04) 1.83 0.50 0.02

Median 6.13 (1.70) 1.56 (3.80) 0.01
75th Percentile 2.94 (4.13) 1.33 (6.89) 0.00
90th Percentile (0.87) (5.96) 0.59 (8.63) 0.00

Index 7.42 (4.22) 1.86 (9.02) 0.02
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Domestic Equity
Active Management Overview

Active vs. Index

Despite establishing all-time record highs in mid-June, U.S. equity indices produced very little in the way of actual gains in
the 2nd quarter; the S&P 500 rose just 30 basis points for the quarter.  Across the market cap spectrum, active management
outperformed passive save the large cap core space where the median active large cap core mutual fund trailed the S&P
500 by 18 basis points. The outperformance of active management was most pronounced in the mid cap and small cap
arena.  The median small growth fund outpaced the S&P 600 Growth Index by 139 basis points while the median small value
fund outperformed the S&P 600 Value Index by 50 basis points.

Large Cap vs. Small Cap

For the 2nd quarter, large cap core outperformed small cap core by a small margin, but the results were mixed across the
style spectrum. Mid cap was the laggard with the S&P 500 Mid Cap Index falling 1.06% during the quarter.

Growth vs. Value

With respect to style, growth outperformed value across large cap, mid cap and small cap at both the index level and across
active management. On the index front, large cap growth outpaced large cap value by just 7 basis points while small cap
growth boasted a lead of 136 basis points over small cap value. Within active management, the greatest dispersion was
within small cap with the median small growth fund outperforming the median small value fund by 225 basis points.
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International Equity
Active Management Overview

Active vs. Index

Developed foreign equities performed in line with domestic indices in U.S. dollar terms; however, a strengthening euro and
pound masked weakness in local currency equity returns (MSCI EAFE Local: -1.8%, EAFE U.S.$: +0.6%). Growth
outperformed value (EAFE Growth: +1.0%, Value: +0.2%) and foreign small caps were up over 4% (EAFE SC: +4.3%).
Active management outpaced passive during the quarter across the regions. The median Core International fund
outperformed the MSCI EAFE Index by 59 basis points and the median Emerging Markets fund outpaced the MSCI
Emerging Markets Index by a more modest 19 basis points.

Europe

MSCI Europe Index (+0.36%) was among the lower performing non-US developed indices for the 2nd quarter given ongoing
uncertainty in the region. The Europe mutual fund peer group median beat the Index with its 1.05% return.

Pacific

The MSCI Pacific Index returned 1.14% for the 2nd quarter with a boost from Japan (MSCI Japan +3.09%) and Hong Kong
(MSCI Hong Kong +5.56%) while Australia (MSCI Australia -6.19%) and Singapore (MSCI Singapore -0.06%) trailed. The
median Pacific Basin fund returned 1.97% highlighting strong relative results for active management within the region.

Emerging Markets

Emerging market equities (MSCI EM U.S.$: +0.8%) performed in line with developed market equities. The BRIC countries
did well as a whole with Brazil (MSCI Brazil: +7.0%), Russia (MSCI Russia: +7.7%) and China (MSCI China: +6.2%) posting
solid results while India (MSCI India: -3.6%) struggled. The median emerging markets mutual fund outperformed the MSCI
EM Index by 19 basis points.


Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015
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Domestic Fixed Income
Active Management Overview

Active vs. Index

Interest rates rose in the 2nd quarter and the yield curve steepened.  In the U.S., the 30-year Treasury yield climbed roughly
60 bps during the quarter, resulting in a 10.4% loss for the long bond. The yield on the 10-year Treasury rose 40 bps, closing
at 2.35%, and the Treasury note posted a -3.0% return. Two-year Treasury rates increased a much more modest 8 bps and
eked out a +0.1% quarterly result.  The Barclays U.S. Aggregate Index returned -1.7% in the 2nd quarter, erasing most of its
1st quarter gains. The benchmark is off 0.1% for the first half of the year. Within the Aggregate Index, corporates
underperformed like-duration U.S. Treasuries by 90 bps as spreads widened. Mortgages performed in line with Treasuries
for the quarter. High yield was a lonely "bright" spot in the fixed income markets with a flat return for the quarter as the
sector’s yield advantage offset the negative effects of spread widening and higher rates. The median Core Bond manager
performed in line with the Barclays Aggregate this quarter.

Intermediate vs. Long Duration

Longer duration funds significantly underperformed intermediate and short duration strategies in the 2nd quarter as rates
rose sharply. The median Extended Maturity fund returned -7.86% while the median Intermediate fund was down 0.24% and
the median Defensive fund posted a barely positive 0.02% return.

Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015
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ASSET ALLOCATION AND PERFORMANCE

Asset Allocation and Performance
This section begins with an overview of the fund’s asset allocation at the broad asset class level. This is followed by a top
down performance attribution analysis which analyzes the fund’s performance relative to the performance of the fund’s policy
target asset allocation. The fund’s historical performance is then examined relative to funds with similar objectives.
Performance of each asset class is then shown relative to the asset class performance of other funds. Finally, a summary is
presented of the holdings of the fund’s investment managers, and the returns of those managers over various recent periods.
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Actual vs Target Asset Allocation
As of June 30, 2015

The top left chart shows the Fund’s asset allocation as of June 30, 2015. The top right chart shows the Fund’s target asset
allocation as outlined in the investment policy statement. The bottom chart ranks the fund’s asset allocation and the target
allocation versus the Public Fund Sponsor Database.

Actual Asset Allocation

Domestic Equity
40%

International Equity
24%

Domestic Fixed Income
27%

Domestic Real Estate
9%

Cash
0%

Target Asset Allocation

Domestic Equity
38%

International Equity
25%

Domestic Fixed Income
28%

Domestic Real Estate
9%

$000s Weight Percent $000s
Asset Class Actual Actual Target Difference Difference
Domestic Equity         175,504   39.5%   38.0%    1.5%           6,723
International Equity         107,844   24.3%   25.0% (0.7%) (3,196)
Domestic Fixed Income         117,779   26.5%   28.0% (1.5%) (6,586)
Domestic Real Estate          41,635    9.4%    9.0%    0.4%           1,660
Cash           1,398    0.3%    0.0%    0.3%           1,398
Total         444,161  100.0%  100.0%

Asset Class Weights vs Public Fund Sponsor Database

W
e

ig
h

ts

(10%)

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Domestic Domestic Cash Domestic International Intl Alternative Global Global Real
Equity Fixed Income Real Estate Equity Fixed-Inc Balanced Equity Broad Assets

4449

5648

77100

3741

1614

10th Percentile 52.04 42.47 4.26 13.84 25.44 16.63 24.00 26.05 34.48 14.44
25th Percentile 46.06 34.23 2.31 10.63 22.42 7.39 16.38 12.29 19.99 7.79

Median 37.51 27.37 1.14 7.99 18.62 3.93 11.52 7.72 15.82 3.69
75th Percentile 30.22 21.95 0.38 5.73 14.68 2.30 6.03 5.10 10.22 2.14
90th Percentile 21.34 15.91 0.07 3.74 11.63 0.37 3.86 2.77 6.34 0.99

Fund 39.51 26.52 0.31 9.37 24.28 - - - - -

Target 38.00 28.00 0.00 9.00 25.00 - - - - -

% Group Invested 98.78% 96.95% 71.34% 49.39% 98.17% 19.51% 48.17% 20.73% 22.56% 6.71%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net

and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Investment Manager Asset Allocation

The table below contrasts the distribution of assets across the Fund’s investment managers as of June 30, 2015, with the
distribution as of March 31, 2015. The change in asset distribution is broken down into the dollar change due to Net New
Investment and the dollar change due to Investment Return.

Asset Distribution Across Investment Managers

June 30, 2015 March 31, 2015

Market Value Weight Net New Inv. Inv. Return Market Value Weight
Domestic Equities $175,504,293 39.51% $(79,229) $1,731,700 $173,851,822 39.05%

Large Cap Equities $120,436,383 27.12% $(79,229) $1,294,284 $119,221,328 26.78%
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 22,468,787 5.06% 0 62,162 22,406,625 5.03%
Dodge & Cox Stock 23,440,178 5.28% (79,229) 588,375 22,931,032 5.15%
Boston Partners 24,880,798 5.60% 0 84,733 24,796,065 5.57%
Harbor Cap Appreciation 25,167,194 5.67% 0 704,919 24,462,276 5.49%
Janus Research 24,479,426 5.51% 0 (145,904) 24,625,330 5.53%

Mid Cap Equities $20,379,761 4.59% $0 $7,292 $20,372,469 4.58%
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 5,239,963 1.18% 0 127,950 5,112,013 1.15%
Royce Total Return 4,798,388 1.08% 0 (45,940) 4,844,327 1.09%
Morgan Stanley 4,956,476 1.12% 0 (23,333) 4,979,809 1.12%
Janus Enterprise 5,384,934 1.21% 0 (51,385) 5,436,319 1.22%

Small Cap Equities $25,904,729 5.83% $0 $306,628 $25,598,101 5.75%
Prudential Small Cap Value 12,838,894 2.89% 0 (233,797) 13,072,691 2.94%
AB US Small Growth 7,199,605 1.62% 0 310,543 6,889,062 1.55%
RS Investments 5,866,230 1.32% 0 229,881 5,636,349 1.27%

Micro Cap Equities $8,783,420 1.98% $0 $123,496 $8,659,924 1.95%
Managers Inst Micro Cap 8,783,420 1.98% 0 123,496 8,659,924 1.95%

International Equities $107,844,465 24.28% $0 $1,606,829 $106,237,636 23.86%
EuroPacific 21,826,245 4.91% 0 242,224 21,584,020 4.85%
Harbor International 20,566,543 4.63% 0 319,137 20,247,406 4.55%
Columbia Acorn Int’l 11,196,474 2.52% 0 91,978 11,104,496 2.49%
Janus Overseas 17,083,719 3.85% 0 1,141,988 15,941,731 3.58%
Oakmark International 16,061,266 3.62% 0 (182,960) 16,244,226 3.65%
Mondrian International 21,110,219 4.75% 0 (5,538) 21,115,757 4.74%

Domestic Fixed Income $117,779,392 26.52% $(862,194) $(1,820,654) $120,462,239 27.06%
Dodge & Cox Income 59,093,728 13.30% (412,787) (716,943) 60,223,458 13.53%
PIMCO 58,685,664 13.21% (449,407) (1,103,711) 60,238,782 13.53%

Real Estate $41,634,671 9.37% $(17,065) $99,616 $41,552,120 9.33%
RREEF Public Fund 7,967,998 1.79% 0 (975,306) 8,943,304 2.01%
RREEF Private Fund 18,914,666 4.26% 0 649,120 18,265,547 4.10%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 13,888,006 3.13% 0 408,737 13,479,269 3.03%
625 Kings Court 864,000 0.19% (17,065) 17,065 864,000 0.19%

Cash $1,398,150 0.31% $(1,682,635) $0 $3,080,785 0.69%

Total Fund $444,160,970 100.0% $(2,641,123) $1,617,491 $445,184,603 100.0%
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Investment Manager Returns

The table below details the rates of return for the Fund’s investment managers over various time periods ended June 30,
2015. Negative returns are shown in red, positive returns in black. Returns for one year or greater are annualized. The first
set of returns for each asset class represents the composite returns for all the fund’s accounts for that asset class.

Returns for Periods Ended June 30, 2015

Last Last Last
Last Last  3  5  7

Quarter Year Years Years Years

Domestic Equities 0.97% 8.44% 19.09% 17.76% 10.24%
Russell 3000 Index 0.14% 7.29% 17.73% 17.54% 9.65%

Large Cap Equities
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 0.28% 7.41% - - -
   S&P 500 Index 0.28% 7.42% 17.31% 17.34% 9.42%

Dodge & Cox Stock 2.56% 4.54% 20.44% 17.79% 9.16%
Boston Partners 0.22% 5.50% 18.31% - -
   S&P 500 Index 0.28% 7.42% 17.31% 17.34% 9.42%
   Russell 1000 Value Index 0.11% 4.13% 17.34% 16.50% 8.59%

Harbor Cap Appreciation 2.88% 14.28% 19.69% 19.03% 11.12%
Janus Research (1) (0.59%) 12.71% 20.66% 18.40% 10.26%
   S&P 500 Index 0.28% 7.42% 17.31% 17.34% 9.42%
   Russell 1000 Growth Index 0.12% 10.56% 17.99% 18.59% 10.50%

Mid Cap Equities
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 2.50% 7.06% 18.46% 17.19% 11.09%
Royce Total Return (1) (0.95%) (0.41%) 14.32% 13.83% 8.31%
   Russell MidCap Value Idx (1.97%) 3.67% 19.13% 17.73% 10.61%

Morgan Stanley (2) (0.47%) 3.74% 13.88% 13.98% 8.88%
Janus Enterprise (1) (0.95%) 13.17% 19.18% 18.75% 10.03%
   Russell MidCap Growth Idx (1.14%) 9.45% 19.24% 18.69% 10.34%

Small Cap Equities
Prudential Small Cap Value (1.79%) 1.90% 16.50% - -
   US Small Cap Value Idx (1.66%) 1.69% 16.63% 15.86% 10.68%
   Russell 2000 Value Index (1.20%) 0.78% 15.50% 14.81% 9.31%

AB US Small Growth 4.25% 6.48% 18.40% 22.18% 13.86%
RS Investments (1) 4.08% 23.97% 24.80% 22.27% 14.24%
   Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.98% 12.34% 20.11% 19.33% 11.52%

Micro Cap Equities
Managers Inst Micro Cap 1.43% 9.30% 20.33% 19.49% 12.87%
   Russell Microcap Index 2.80% 8.21% 19.25% 17.48% 10.69%
   Russell Micro Growth Idx 5.09% 14.41% 22.13% 19.76% 12.11%

 (1) Switched share class December 2009.
 (2) Switched share class in February 2014.
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Investment Manager Returns

The table below details the rates of return for the Fund’s investment managers over various time periods ended June 30,
2015. Negative returns are shown in red, positive returns in black. Returns for one year or greater are annualized. The first
set of returns for each asset class represents the composite returns for all the fund’s accounts for that asset class.

Returns for Periods Ended June 30, 2015

Last Last Last
Last Last  3  5  7

Quarter Year Years Years Years

International Equities 1.47% (5.07%) 10.69% 8.35% 3.53%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 0.72% (4.85%) 9.92% 8.23% 1.94%

EuroPacific (1) 1.12% 0.97% 12.71% 10.12% 4.14%
Harbor International 1.58% (4.13%) 10.01% 9.78% 2.72%
Columbia Acorn Int’l (2) 0.83% (4.92%) 11.31% 10.59% 5.10%
Janus Overseas (1) 7.16% (12.76%) 4.93% (0.79%) (1.71%)
Oakmark International (1.13%) (2.53%) 16.63% 12.00% 9.53%
Mondrian International (0.22%) (7.19%) 9.15% - -
   MSCI EAFE Index 0.62% (4.22%) 11.97% 9.54% 1.97%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 0.72% (4.85%) 9.92% 8.23% 1.94%

Domestic Fixed Income (1.51%) 1.13% 2.83% 4.08% 5.67%
   BC Aggregate Index (1.68%) 1.86% 1.83% 3.35% 4.59%

Dodge & Cox Income (1.19%) 0.98% 3.22% 4.32% 6.12%
PIMCO (1.84%) 1.29% 2.45% 4.03% -
   BC Aggregate Index (1.68%) 1.86% 1.83% 3.35% 4.59%

Real Estate 0.24% 11.15% 11.01% 13.85% 4.19%
   Real Estate Custom Benchmark (3) 1.17% 11.76% 11.38% 13.81% 6.03%

RREEF Public (10.91%) 4.52% 7.79% 13.92% 7.31%
   NAREIT (8.95%) 3.37% 8.54% 13.86% 7.85%
RREEF Private 3.55% 14.74% 13.32% 15.05% 3.09%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 3.03% 10.56% 9.56% - -
   NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 3.70% 13.64% 11.93% 13.28% 2.29%
625 Kings Court 2.00% 9.70% 17.12% 7.87% 5.89%

Total Fund 0.34% 3.11% 11.72% 10.95% 7.01%
   Total Fund Benchmark* (0.13%) 3.10% 10.73% 10.93% 6.47%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index,
7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net and 1.8% NAREIT.
(1) Switched share class December 2009.
(2) Switched share class in February 2014.
(3) Real Estate Custom Benchmark is 50% NAREIT Composite Index and 50% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net through 12/31/2011; and
20% NAREIT Composite Index and 80% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net thereafter.
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Investment Manager Returns

The table below details the rates of return for the Fund’s investment managers over various time periods. Negative returns
are shown in red, positive returns in black. Returns for one year or greater are annualized. The first set of returns for each
asset class represents the composite returns for all the fund’s accounts for that asset class.

12/2014-
6/2015 2014 2013 2012 2011

Domestic Equities 3.76% 9.59% 38.02% 17.10% (1.96%)
Russell 3000 Index 1.94% 12.56% 33.55% 16.42% 1.03%

Large Cap Equities
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 1.22% 13.65% - - -
   S&P 500 Index 1.23% 13.69% 32.39% 16.00% 2.11%

Dodge & Cox Stock 1.33% 10.40% 40.55% 22.01% (4.08%)
Boston Partners 0.01% 10.87% 36.43% 20.18% -
   S&P 500 Index 1.23% 13.69% 32.39% 16.00% 2.11%
   Russell 1000 Value Index (0.61%) 13.45% 32.53% 17.51% 0.39%

Harbor Cap Appreciation 8.60% 9.93% 37.66% 15.69% 0.61%
Janus Research (1) 4.74% 14.10% 35.36% 16.78% (3.76%)
   S&P 500 Index 1.23% 13.69% 32.39% 16.00% 2.11%
   Russell 1000 Growth Index 3.96% 13.05% 33.48% 15.26% 2.64%

Mid Cap Equities
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 4.32% 7.65% 34.31% 18.50% (0.06%)
Royce Total Return (1) 0.82% 1.51% 32.93% 14.48% (1.62%)
   Russell MidCap Value Idx 0.41% 14.75% 33.46% 18.51% (1.38%)

Morgan Stanley (2) 2.51% 1.47% 38.35% 9.49% (6.89%)
Janus Enterprise (1) 6.06% 12.01% 30.86% 17.83% (1.65%)
   Russell MidCap Growth Idx 4.18% 11.90% 35.74% 15.81% (1.65%)

Small Cap Equities
Prudential Small Cap Value 0.86% 5.89% 35.87% 14.14% -
   US Small Cap Value Idx 0.99% 7.44% 33.71% 18.80% (4.04%)
   Russell 2000 Value Index 0.76% 4.22% 34.52% 18.05% (5.50%)

AB US Small Growth 10.35% (1.24%) 46.72% 16.21% 5.42%
RS Investments (1) 13.05% 9.67% 49.64% 15.13% (2.04%)
   Russell 2000 Growth Index 8.74% 5.60% 43.30% 14.59% (2.91%)

Micro Cap Equities
Managers Inst Micro Cap 5.16% 2.62% 56.34% 14.32% (3.91%)
   Russell Microcap Index 6.03% 3.65% 45.62% 19.75% (9.27%)
   Russell Micro Growth Idx 10.97% 4.30% 52.84% 15.17% (8.42%)

 (1) Switched share class December 2009.
 (2) Switched share class in February 2014.
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Investment Manager Returns

The table below details the rates of return for the Fund’s investment managers over various time periods. Negative returns
are shown in red, positive returns in black. Returns for one year or greater are annualized. The first set of returns for each
asset class represents the composite returns for all the fund’s accounts for that asset class.

12/2014-
6/2015 2014 2013 2012 2011

International Equities 5.78% (5.73%) 19.25% 18.78% (15.34%)
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 4.35% (3.44%) 15.78% 17.39% (13.33%)

EuroPacific (1) 7.16% (2.29%) 20.58% 19.64% (13.31%)
Harbor International 7.44% (6.81%) 16.84% 20.87% (11.13%)
Columbia Acorn Int’l (2) 5.24% (4.23%) 22.33% 21.60% (14.06%)
Janus Overseas (1) 5.67% (13.57%) 12.28% 12.53% (32.70%)
Oakmark International 5.31% (5.41%) 29.34% 29.22% (14.07%)
Mondrian International 3.36% (2.06%) 16.69% 11.50% -
   MSCI EAFE Index 5.52% (4.90%) 22.78% 17.32% (12.14%)
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 4.35% (3.44%) 15.78% 17.39% (13.33%)

Domestic Fixed Income 0.21% 5.09% (0.65%) 9.15% 4.47%
   BC Aggregate Index (0.10%) 5.97% (2.02%) 4.21% 7.84%

Dodge & Cox Income 0.09% 5.49% 0.64% 7.94% 4.75%
PIMCO 0.34% 4.69% (1.92%) 10.36% 4.16%
   BC Aggregate Index (0.10%) 5.97% (2.02%) 4.21% 7.84%

Real Estate 3.85% 14.50% 10.21% 10.73% 11.17%
   Real Estate Custom Benchmark (3) 4.52% 14.57% 10.40% 11.88% 11.74%

RREEF Public (6.81%) 31.88% (0.59%) 16.97% 9.41%
   NAREIT (5.43%) 27.23% 2.34% 19.73% 7.30%
RREEF Private 7.65% 11.95% 14.50% 10.12% 13.86%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 5.65% 8.64% 9.82% 10.18% -
   NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 6.99% 11.42% 12.36% 9.93% 14.99%
625 Kings Court 4.69% 12.15% 33.50% 3.64% (11.98%)

Total Fund 3.24% 4.72% 19.72% 14.53% (2.53%)
   Total Fund Benchmark* 2.20% 6.80% 16.47% 12.99% 0.60%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index,
7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net and 1.8% NAREIT.
(1) Switched share class December 2009.
(2) Switched share class in February 2014.
(3) Real Estate Custom Benchmark is 50% NAREIT Composite Index and 50% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net through 12/31/2011; and
20% NAREIT Composite Index and 80% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net thereafter.
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Quarterly Total Fund Relative Attribution - June 30, 2015

The following analysis approaches Total Fund Attribution from the perspective of relative return. Relative return attribution
separates and quantifies the sources of total fund excess return relative to its target. This excess return is separated into two
relative attribution effects: Asset Allocation Effect and Manager Selection Effect. The Asset Allocation Effect represents the
excess return due to the actual total fund asset allocation differing from the target asset allocation. Manager Selection Effect
represents the total fund impact of the individual managers excess returns relative to their benchmarks.

Asset Class Under or Overweighting

(2%) (1%) 0% 1% 2%

Domestic Equity 1.07%

Domestic Fixed Income (0.98%)

Domestic Real Estate 0.33%

International Equity (1.12%)

Cash 0.69%

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash

Total

Actual vs Target Returns

(3%) (2%) (1%) 0% 1% 2% 3%

0.97%

0.14%

(1.51%)

(1.68%)

0.24%

1.17%

1.47%

0.72%

0.34%

(0.13%)

Actual Target

Relative Attribution by Asset Class

(0.20%)(0.10%) 0.00% 0.10% 0.20% 0.30% 0.40% 0.50% 0.60%

0.32%
0.00%

0.33%

0.05%
0.02%

0.06%

(0.09%)
0.00%

(0.08%)

0.18%
(0.01%)

0.17%

0.00%
0.00%

0.46%
0.01%

0.48%

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Relative Attribution Effects for Quarter ended June 30, 2015

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 39% 38% 0.97% 0.14% 0.32% 0.00% 0.33%
Domestic Fixed Income 27% 28% (1.51%) (1.68%) 0.05% 0.02% 0.06%
Domestic Real Estate 9% 9% 0.24% 1.17% (0.09%) 0.00% (0.08%)
International Equity 24% 25% 1.47% 0.72% 0.18% (0.01%) 0.17%
Cash 1% 0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Total = + +0.34% (0.13%) 0.46% 0.01% 0.48%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net

and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Cumulative Total Fund Relative Attribution - June 30, 2015

The charts below accumulate the Total Fund Attribution Analysis (shown earlier) over multiple periods to examine the
cumulative sources of excess total fund performance relative to target. These cumulative results quantify the longer-term
sources of total fund excess return relative to target by asset class. These relative attribution effects separate the cumulative
sources of total fund excess return into Asset Allocation Effect and Manager Selection Effect.

One Year Relative Attribution Effects

(0.4%) (0.2%) 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.6% 0.8%

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash

Total

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects
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(0.6%)
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(0.2%)

0.0%

0.2%

0.4%

2014 2015

Manager Effect

Asset Allocation

Total

One Year Relative Attribution Effects

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 39% 38% 8.44% 7.29% 0.43% 0.01% 0.44%
Domestic Fixed Income 27% 28% 1.13% 1.86% (0.20%) (0.00%) (0.20%)
Domestic Real Estate 9% 9% 11.15% 11.76% (0.05%) (0.01%) (0.06%)
International Equity 24% 25% (5.07%) (4.85%) (0.07%) (0.06%) (0.13%)
Cash 1% 0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% (0.03%) (0.03%)

Total = + +3.11% 3.10% 0.11% (0.09%) 0.01%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net

and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Cumulative Total Fund Relative Attribution - June 30, 2015

The charts below accumulate the Total Fund Attribution Analysis (shown earlier) over multiple periods to examine the
cumulative sources of excess total fund performance relative to target. These cumulative results quantify the longer-term
sources of total fund excess return relative to target by asset class. These relative attribution effects separate the cumulative
sources of total fund excess return into Asset Allocation Effect and Manager Selection Effect.

Five Year Annualized Relative Attribution Effects

(0.5%) 0.0% 0.5%

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash

Total

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects
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2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Manager Effect

Asset Allocation

Total

Five Year Annualized Relative Attribution Effects

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 39% 38% 17.76% 17.54% 0.11% (0.03%) 0.07%
Domestic Fixed Income 28% 28% 4.08% 3.35% 0.17% (0.06%) 0.11%
Domestic Real Estate 9% 9% 13.85% 13.81% 0.00% (0.00%) (0.00%)
International Equity 24% 25% 8.35% 8.07% 0.09% (0.03%) 0.06%
Cash 1% 0% 0.07% 0.07% 0.00% (0.21%) (0.21%)

Total = + +10.95% 10.93% 0.36% (0.34%) 0.02%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net

and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Actual vs Target Historical Asset Allocation

The Historical asset allocation for a fund is by far the largest factor explaining its performance. The charts below show the
fund’s historical actual asset allocation, the fund’s historical target asset allocation, and the historical asset allocation of the
average fund in the Public Fund Sponsor Database.

Actual Historical Asset Allocation
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* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net

and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Total Fund Ranking

The first two charts show the ranking of the Total Fund’s performance relative to that of the Public Fund Sponsor Database
for periods ended June 30, 2015. The first chart is a standard unadjusted ranking. In the second chart each fund in the
database is adjusted to have the same historical asset allocation as that of the Total Fund.
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10th Percentile 0.64 4.57 11.04 12.03 11.93
25th Percentile 0.39 3.94 10.48 11.46 11.35

Median 0.10 3.21 9.50 10.30 10.42
75th Percentile (0.18) 2.10 8.43 9.08 9.17
90th Percentile (0.58) 1.01 7.11 7.46 8.13

Total Fund 0.34 3.11 10.34 11.72 10.95

Policy Target (0.13) 3.10 9.96 10.73 10.93

Asset Allocation Adjusted Ranking
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10th Percentile 0.65 4.44 11.18 12.32 11.90
25th Percentile 0.53 4.01 10.78 11.91 11.40

Median 0.33 3.58 10.36 11.52 11.03
75th Percentile 0.10 3.01 10.05 11.10 10.55
90th Percentile (0.15) 2.46 9.52 10.65 10.19

Total Fund 0.34 3.11 10.34 11.72 10.95

Policy Target (0.13) 3.10 9.96 10.73 10.93

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net

and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Total Fund
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The Public Fund Sponsor Database consists of public employee pension total funds including both Callan Associates client
and surveyed non-client funds.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Total Fund’s portfolio posted a 0.34% return for the quarter
placing it in the 29 percentile of the Public Fund Sponsor
Database group for the quarter and in the 53 percentile for
the last year.

Total Fund’s portfolio outperformed the Total Fund
Benchmark by 0.48% for the quarter and outperformed the
Total Fund Benchmark for the year by 0.01%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $445,184,603

Net New Investment $-2,641,123

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,617,491

Ending Market Value $444,160,970

Performance vs Public Fund Sponsor Database (Gross)
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10th Percentile 0.64 4.57 11.04 12.03 11.93 7.64 7.35
25th Percentile 0.39 3.94 10.48 11.46 11.35 7.05 6.98

Median 0.10 3.21 9.50 10.30 10.42 6.44 6.57
75th Percentile (0.18) 2.10 8.43 9.08 9.17 5.81 6.07
90th Percentile (0.58) 1.01 7.11 7.46 8.13 5.01 5.53

Total Fund 0.34 3.12 10.34 11.72 10.95 7.01 7.42

Total Fund
Benchmark (0.13) 3.10 9.96 10.73 10.93 6.47 6.51

Relative Return vs Total Fund Benchmark
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Total Fund
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs Public Fund Sponsor Database (Gross)
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25th Percentile 2.85 7.15 18.39 13.73 1.92 14.11 22.73 (20.71) 9.53 14.67

Median 2.43 6.06 15.73 12.66 0.91 13.00 20.23 (25.43) 7.97 13.54
75th Percentile 1.95 4.92 13.14 10.92 (0.29) 11.68 16.02 (27.97) 6.84 11.42
90th Percentile 1.51 4.04 9.60 9.34 (1.58) 10.06 12.57 (30.14) 5.75 9.41

Total Fund 3.24 4.72 19.72 14.53 (2.53) 14.64 23.73 (26.15) 8.85 15.37

Total Fund
Benchmark 2.20 6.80 16.47 12.99 0.60 13.04 19.19 (25.41) 6.22 15.03

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Total Fund Benchmark
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Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association
Performance vs Public Fund Sponsor Database

Return Ranking
The chart below illustrates fund rankings over various periods versus the Public Fund Sponsor Database. The bars represent
the range of returns from the 10th percentile to the 90th percentile for each period for all funds in the Public Fund Sponsor
Database. The numbers to the right of the bar represent the percentile rankings of the fund being analyzed. The table below
the chart details the rates of return plotted in the graph above.
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(53)(53)

(20)

(34)

(12)

(44)

(91)

(48)

(37)(35)

10th Percentile 4.57 19.00 14.81 3.99 24.35
25th Percentile 3.94 17.69 13.43 2.36 22.80

Median 3.21 16.34 11.98 1.22 20.86
75th Percentile 2.10 14.79 10.19 0.21 18.33
90th Percentile 1.01 13.60 8.14 (0.96) 14.37

Total Fund 3.11 18.08 14.52 (1.04) 21.87

Total Fund
Benchmark 3.10 17.27 12.29 1.30 22.15

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index,
7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Domestic Equity Composite
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Equity Composite’s portfolio posted a 0.97%
return for the quarter placing it in the 3 percentile of the Pub
Pln- Domestic Equity group for the quarter and in the 13
percentile for the last year.

Domestic Equity Composite’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell 3000 Index by 0.83% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 3000 Index for the year by 1.15%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $173,851,822

Net New Investment $-79,229

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,731,700

Ending Market Value $175,504,293

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Equity (Gross)
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Domestic Equity Composite
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Equity (Gross)
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Equity Composite 3.76 9.59 38.02 17.10 (1.96) 19.63 34.90 (38.99) 7.26 12.70
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3000 Index 1.94 12.56 33.55 16.42 1.03 16.93 28.34 (37.31) 5.14 15.72
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Domestic Equity Composite
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against Pub Pln- Domestic Equity
as of June 30, 2015
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(89)

(25)
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10th Percentile 79.57 18.42 2.86 13.59 2.10 0.31
25th Percentile 46.88 17.81 2.73 12.44 1.93 0.13

Median 32.41 17.17 2.65 11.74 1.74 0.05
75th Percentile 25.35 16.45 2.52 11.01 1.66 (0.05)
90th Percentile 18.41 16.29 2.44 10.32 1.44 (0.08)

*Domestic
Equity Composite 30.28 17.99 2.69 13.71 1.45 0.33

Russell 3000 Index 48.77 17.45 2.65 11.25 1.94 (0.01)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Sector Diversification
Manager 2.51 sectors

Index 2.87 sectors

Diversification
June 30, 2015

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

4000

Number of Issue
Securities Diversification

(22)

(35)

10th Percentile 3285 131
25th Percentile 1904 117

Median 968 96
75th Percentile 622 60
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*Domestic
Equity Composite 2409 110

Russell 3000 Index 3004 97

Diversification Ratio
Manager 5%

Index 3%

Style Median 10%

*6/30/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (3/31/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and

adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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Holdings Based Style Analysis
For One Quarter Ended June 30, 2015

This page analyzes and compares the investment styles of multiple portfolios using a detailed holdings-based style analysis
methodology. The size component of style is measured by the weighted median market capitialization of the holdings. The
value/core/growth style dimension is captured by the "Combined Z-Score" of the portfolio. This score is based on eight
fundamental factors used in the MSCI stock style scoring system. The table below gives a more detailed breakdown of
several relevant style metrics on the portfolios.

Style Map
Holdings for One Quarter Ended June 30, 2015

Value Core Growth

Mega

Large

Mid

Small

Micro

Dodge & Cox Stock

Boston Partners

Harbor Cap Appreciation

Janus Research

Fidelity Low Priced Stock

*Royce Total Return

Janus Enterprise

*Prudential Small Cap Value

AB US Small Growth

*RS Investments

*Managers Inst Micro Cap

*Domestic Equity Composite

Russell 3000 Index

Vanguard S&P 500 Index

Morgan Stanley

Weight Wtd Median Combined Growth Value Number of Security
% Mkt Cap Z-Score Z-Score Z-Score Securities Diversification

Vanguard S&P 500 Index 12.80% 79.65 (0.06) (0.02) 0.04 506 58.10
Dodge & Cox Stock 13.36% 64.29 (0.32) (0.15) 0.17 65 16.21
Boston Partners 14.18% 53.73 (0.43) (0.10) 0.34 90 20.85
Harbor Cap Appreciation 14.34% 73.80 1.73 0.78 (0.95) 65 19.53
Janus Research 13.95% 48.92 0.90 0.43 (0.47) 107 28.14
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 2.99% 7.38 (0.25) (0.02) 0.23 905 33.03
*Royce Total Return 2.73% 2.48 (0.45) (0.15) 0.30 331 69.15
Morgan Stanley 2.82% 11.85 1.71 0.65 (1.07) 51 12.52
Janus Enterprise 3.07% 8.45 0.67 0.29 (0.38) 83 25.86
*Prudential Small Cap Value 7.32% 1.83 (0.74) (0.08) 0.66 390 61.85
AB US Small Growth 4.10% 3.32 0.85 0.26 (0.59) 102 33.83
*RS Investments 3.34% 2.30 0.82 0.18 (0.64) 86 29.49
*Managers Inst Micro Cap 5.00% 0.70 0.33 0.04 (0.29) 339 73.05
*Domestic Equity Composite 100.00% 30.28 0.33 0.17 (0.16) 2409 109.75
Russell 3000 Index - 48.77 (0.01) (0.00) 0.01 3004 97.31

*6/30/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (3/31/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and

adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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Vanguard S&P 500 Index
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Vanguard’s Institutional Index Fund is passively administered using a "full replication" approach. Under this method, the
fund holds all of the 500 underlying securities in proportion to their weighting in the index.  The fund remains fully invested
in equities at all times and does not make judgement calls on the direction of the S&P 500 Index.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Vanguard S&P 500 Index’s portfolio posted a 0.28% return
for the quarter placing it in the 30 percentile of the CAI MF -
Core Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 27
percentile for the last year.

Vanguard S&P 500 Index’s portfolio underperformed the
S&P 500 Index by 0.00% for the quarter and
underperformed the S&P 500 Index for the year by 0.02%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $22,406,625

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $62,162

Ending Market Value $22,468,787

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Equity Style (Net)
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Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(30)(30)

(27)(27)

(31)(31)
(33)(33) (32)(31)

(15)(15)
(26)(26)

10th Percentile 1.22 11.45 19.87 18.92 18.66 10.44 8.89
25th Percentile 0.41 7.70 16.03 17.80 17.53 9.02 7.92

Median 0.07 6.55 15.05 16.44 15.87 8.46 7.12
75th Percentile (0.59) 3.80 13.14 15.11 14.70 7.22 6.78
90th Percentile (0.97) 2.35 11.44 13.75 13.19 6.01 5.65

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 0.28 7.41 15.66 17.28 17.31 9.44 7.90

S&P 500 Index 0.28 7.42 15.70 17.31 17.34 9.42 7.89

Relative Return vs S&P 500 Index
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Vanguard S&P 500 Index
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Equity Style (Net)
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2020

2726
4446
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5959
2827

10th Percentile 5.13 15.19 35.73 18.59 4.23 19.51 36.80 (31.36) 13.12 16.62
25th Percentile 2.40 13.04 34.15 17.03 1.38 15.47 29.07 (34.63) 9.48 15.95

Median 1.43 10.73 32.38 15.60 (1.09) 13.07 26.06 (37.68) 6.81 13.84
75th Percentile 0.16 9.50 29.54 13.44 (4.47) 11.43 22.15 (40.13) 3.56 12.42
90th Percentile (0.83) 7.00 27.03 9.74 (6.30) 9.62 20.49 (43.92) (1.09) 9.99

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 1.22 13.65 32.35 15.98 2.09 15.05 26.63 (36.96) 5.49 15.79

S&P 500 Index 1.23 13.69 32.39 16.00 2.11 15.06 26.47 (37.00) 5.49 15.79

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs S&P 500 Index

R
e

la
ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(8%)

(7%)

(6%)

(5%)

(4%)

(3%)

(2%)

(1%)

0%

1%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Vanguard S&P 500 Index CAI Core Equity Mut Fds

Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs S&P 500 Index
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10th Percentile 0.41 17.68
25th Percentile (0.36) 16.81

Median (1.55) 15.64
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Vanguard
S&P 500 Index (0.02) 17.23
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Ratio Ratio Ratio
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10th Percentile 0.16 1.36 0.26
25th Percentile (0.10) 1.31 0.04

Median (0.59) 1.20 (0.52)
75th Percentile (1.17) 1.06 (0.72)
90th Percentile (1.58) 0.96 (0.96)

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index (2.86) 1.36 (2.94)
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Vanguard S&P 500 Index
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Core Equity Style
as of June 30, 2015
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(46)(46)

(60)
(57) (55)(55)

(35)(35)

(58)(58)

10th Percentile 117.93 20.25 3.85 15.00 2.57 0.91
25th Percentile 73.77 17.47 3.00 12.01 2.18 0.38

Median 61.24 16.27 2.78 10.84 1.94 (0.02)
75th Percentile 50.53 15.42 2.29 9.58 1.54 (0.13)
90th Percentile 35.36 14.35 2.08 8.49 1.18 (0.37)

Vanguard S&P 500 Index 79.65 16.45 2.72 10.34 2.10 (0.06)

S&P 500 Index 79.76 16.45 2.72 10.34 2.10 (0.06)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Dodge & Cox Stock
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Dodge & Cox seeks to build a portfolio of individual companies where the current market valuation does not adequately
reflect the company’s long-term profit opportunities. The firm maintains a long-term focus, conducts their own research,
and employs a rigorous price discipline.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Dodge & Cox Stock’s portfolio posted a 2.56% return for the
quarter placing it in the 3 percentile of the CAI MF - Large
Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 48
percentile for the last year.

Dodge & Cox Stock’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
1000 Value Index by 2.45% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 1000 Value Index for the year by
0.41%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $22,931,032

Net New Investment $-79,229

Investment Gains/(Losses) $588,375

Ending Market Value $23,440,178

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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(3)
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(19)

(51)

(6)

(45) (10)
(31)

(19)(29)
(35)(38)

10th Percentile 1.89 6.83 16.97 19.86 17.72 10.00 8.77
25th Percentile 0.96 5.67 14.88 18.28 16.72 9.01 7.99

Median 0.24 4.37 13.63 17.06 16.04 8.03 6.67
75th Percentile (0.77) 1.83 12.31 15.49 14.69 6.82 5.97
90th Percentile (1.94) 0.49 10.09 12.96 13.90 5.82 5.22

Dodge & Cox Stock 2.56 4.54 15.65 20.44 17.79 9.16 7.20

Russell 1000
Value Index 0.11 4.13 13.55 17.34 16.50 8.59 7.05

Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Value Index
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Dodge & Cox Stock
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 2.89 14.73 38.43 19.90 6.93 15.59 30.63 (31.99) 10.82 21.25
25th Percentile 1.23 12.99 35.90 17.15 1.06 14.12 24.61 (33.80) 6.16 20.02

Median 0.56 10.87 33.27 15.70 (1.28) 12.65 21.24 (36.31) 2.53 17.42
75th Percentile (0.82) 10.17 30.70 13.48 (3.91) 10.74 18.17 (38.22) (1.33) 15.81
90th Percentile (1.82) 8.55 28.75 9.97 (5.24) 9.81 16.35 (40.46) (5.71) 11.51

Dodge &
Cox Stock 1.33 10.40 40.55 22.01 (4.08) 13.49 31.27 (43.31) 0.14 18.53

Russell 1000
Value Index (0.61) 13.45 32.53 17.51 0.39 15.51 19.69 (36.85) (0.17) 22.25

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Value Index
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Dodge & Cox Stock
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style
as of June 30, 2015
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10th Percentile 76.48 16.40 2.47 10.03 2.57 (0.31)
25th Percentile 62.14 15.25 2.10 9.07 2.42 (0.45)

Median 54.18 14.33 1.93 8.59 2.26 (0.54)
75th Percentile 42.39 13.54 1.79 8.06 2.14 (0.72)
90th Percentile 31.53 13.03 1.70 7.59 1.90 (0.81)

Dodge & Cox Stock 64.29 13.20 1.91 9.29 1.91 (0.32)

Russell 1000 Value Index 56.06 15.57 1.81 8.07 2.48 (0.79)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.

Sector Allocation
June 30, 2015

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Financials
25.5%

29.6%
22.8%

Information Technology
22.5%

11.0%
17.8%

Health Care
18.3%

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

11.8%
15.5%

Consumer Discretionary
15.4%

5.4%
14.7%

Energy
8.6%

14.2%
8.3%

Industrials
5.7%

10.2%
10.2%

Consumer Staples
2.2%

6.7%
5.8%

Materials
1.0%

3.0%
2.9%

Telecommunications
0.8%

2.5%
1.1%

Utilities 5.7%
1.0%

Miscellaneous 0.0%

Pooled Vehicles 0.0%

Dodge & Cox Stock Russell 1000 Value Index

CAI Lg Cap Value Mut Fds

Sector Diversification
Manager 2.11 sectors

Index 2.52 sectors

Diversification
June 30, 2015

0

50

100

150

200

250

Number of Issue
Securities Diversification

(70)

(80)

10th Percentile 221 42
25th Percentile 118 30

Median 80 23
75th Percentile 55 17
90th Percentile 35 13

Dodge & Cox Stock 65 16

Russell 1000
Value Index 684 44

Diversification Ratio
Manager 25%

Index 6%

Style Median 26%

 55
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Boston Partners
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Boston Partners’ investment philosophy is grounded in certain "fundamental truths" to investing, namely that low valuation
stocks outperform high valuation stocks, companies with strong fundamentals, e.g. high and sustainable returns on
invested capital, outperform companies with weak fundamentals, and stocks with positive business momentum, e.g. rising
earnings estimates, outperform stocks with negative business momentum. The firm seeks to construct well-diversified
portfolios that consistently possess these three characteristics, which hope to limit downside risk, preserve capital, and
maximize the power of compounding. Boston Partner’s management fee is 50 bps on all assets.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Boston Partners’s portfolio posted a 0.22% return for the
quarter placing it in the 52 percentile of the CAI MF - Large
Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 27
percentile for the last year.

Boston Partners’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 1000
Value Index by 0.11% for the quarter and outperformed the
Russell 1000 Value Index for the year by 1.36%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $24,796,065

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $84,733

Ending Market Value $24,880,798

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 1.89 6.83 16.97 19.86 14.01
25th Percentile 0.96 5.67 14.88 18.28 12.98

Median 0.24 4.37 13.63 17.06 11.65
75th Percentile (0.77) 1.83 12.31 15.49 10.72
90th Percentile (1.94) 0.49 10.09 12.96 9.70

Boston Partners 0.22 5.50 13.49 18.31 13.34

Russell 1000
Value Index 0.11 4.13 13.55 17.34 12.60

Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Value Index
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Boston Partners
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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Boston Partners
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style
as of June 30, 2015
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Median 54.18 14.33 1.93 8.59 2.26 (0.54)
75th Percentile 42.39 13.54 1.79 8.06 2.14 (0.72)
90th Percentile 31.53 13.03 1.70 7.59 1.90 (0.81)

Boston Partners 53.73 14.11 1.99 8.87 1.90 (0.43)

Russell 1000 Value Index 56.06 15.57 1.81 8.07 2.48 (0.79)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Harbor Cap Appreciation
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The Jennison Large Cap Growth team believes that a stock’s value over time is driven by above-average growth in units,
revenues, earnings, and cash flow. The strategy seeks to capture the inflection point in a company’s growth rate before it is
fully appreciated by the market or reflected in the stock price.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Harbor Cap Appreciation’s portfolio posted a 2.88% return
for the quarter placing it in the 2 percentile of the CAI MF -
Large Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 12
percentile for the last year.

Harbor Cap Appreciation’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell 1000 Growth Index by 2.76% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year by
3.72%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $24,462,276

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $704,919

Ending Market Value $25,167,194

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 2.13 14.80 22.19 20.21 19.87 11.69 9.80
25th Percentile 1.39 13.28 20.83 19.40 18.83 10.70 9.40

Median 0.79 11.14 18.77 17.80 17.52 9.26 8.35
75th Percentile 0.12 8.57 16.60 15.81 16.57 7.96 7.60
90th Percentile (0.57) 6.62 14.27 14.16 14.81 7.06 6.83

Harbor Cap
Appreciation 2.88 14.28 22.55 19.69 19.03 11.12 9.54

Russell 1000
Growth Index 0.12 10.56 18.46 17.99 18.59 10.50 9.10

Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Growth Index
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Harbor Cap Appreciation
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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Median 5.32 10.67 33.75 15.42 (0.73) 14.38 34.12 (38.97) 13.06 7.02
75th Percentile 2.97 8.56 30.82 13.70 (2.51) 12.17 29.75 (41.54) 9.49 4.59
90th Percentile 1.10 7.39 27.96 10.88 (5.06) 10.57 24.41 (45.65) 5.86 1.91

Harbor Cap
Appreciation 8.60 9.93 37.66 15.69 0.61 11.61 41.88 (37.13) 12.25 2.33

Russell 1000
Growth Index 3.96 13.05 33.48 15.26 2.64 16.71 37.21 (38.44) 11.81 9.07

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Growth Index
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Harbor Cap Appreciation
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style
as of June 30, 2015
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75th Percentile 46.79 18.56 4.22 13.77 0.77 0.86
90th Percentile 40.35 16.95 3.84 11.93 0.59 0.64

Harbor Cap Appreciation 73.80 26.61 6.38 21.12 0.69 1.73

Russell 1000 Growth Index 59.54 18.69 5.44 13.96 1.52 0.76

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Janus Research
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Growth Equity Style mutual funds invest mainly in large companies that are expected to have above average prospects for
long-term growth in earnings and profitability.  Future growth prospects take precedence over valuation levels in stock
selection. Switched from Class T Shares to Class I Shares in December 2009.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Janus Research’s portfolio posted a (0.59)% return for the
quarter placing it in the 91 percentile of the CAI MF - Large
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 31
percentile for the last year.

Janus Research’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
1000 Growth Index by 0.71% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year by
2.15%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $24,625,330

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-145,904

Ending Market Value $24,479,426

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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25th Percentile 1.39 13.28 20.83 19.40 18.83 10.70 9.40

Median 0.79 11.14 18.77 17.80 17.52 9.26 8.35
75th Percentile 0.12 8.57 16.60 15.81 16.57 7.96 7.60
90th Percentile (0.57) 6.62 14.27 14.16 14.81 7.06 6.83

Janus Research (0.59) 12.71 19.97 20.66 18.40 10.26 10.04

Russell 1000
Growth Index 0.12 10.56 18.46 17.99 18.59 10.50 9.10

Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Growth Index
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Janus Research
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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90th Percentile 1.10 7.39 27.96 10.88 (5.06) 10.57 24.41 (45.65) 5.86 1.91

Janus Research 4.74 14.10 35.36 16.78 (3.76) 21.20 43.02 (44.36) 24.52 8.65

Russell 1000
Growth Index 3.96 13.05 33.48 15.26 2.64 16.71 37.21 (38.44) 11.81 9.07

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Growth Index
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Janus Research
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style
as of June 30, 2015
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Janus Research 48.92 18.99 4.72 15.04 1.22 0.90

Russell 1000 Growth Index 59.54 18.69 5.44 13.96 1.52 0.76

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Fidelity Low Priced Stock
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The Low Priced Stock team believes that many low priced, non-glamour, small companies are mispriced, providing
opportunities, and seeks capital appreciation by investing mostly in common and preferred domestic stocks, but also
international equities, convertible securities, and other fixed income securities.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Fidelity Low Priced Stock’s portfolio posted a 2.50% return
for the quarter placing it in the 1 percentile of the CAI MF -
Mid Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 16
percentile for the last year.

Fidelity Low Priced Stock’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell MidCap Value Idx by 4.47% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell MidCap Value Idx for the year by
3.39%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,112,013

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $127,950

Ending Market Value $5,239,963

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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90th Percentile (2.76) (0.68) 9.77 14.28 13.07 6.70 6.21

Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 2.50 7.06 14.38 18.46 17.19 11.09 9.48

Russell MidCap
Value Idx (1.97) 3.67 15.09 19.13 17.73 10.61 8.89

Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Value Idx

R
e
la

ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(6%)

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Fidelity Low Priced Stock

CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
Annualized Five Year Risk vs Return

12 14 16 18 20 22 24
10%

12%

14%

16%

18%

20%

22%

Russell MidCap Value Idx

Fidelity Low Priced Stock

Standard Deviation

R
e

tu
rn

s

 65
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Fidelity Low Priced Stock
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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Fidelity Low Priced Stock
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style
as of June 30, 2015
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75th Percentile 7.08 15.60 1.78 9.14 1.59 (0.50)
90th Percentile 6.25 14.98 1.68 8.19 1.36 (0.60)

Fidelity Low Priced Stock 7.38 14.30 1.77 8.63 1.88 (0.25)

Russell Midcap Value Index 9.91 17.84 1.69 9.88 2.25 (0.69)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Royce Total Return
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The Royce Total Return Fund is managed with a disciplined value approach. The Fund’s investment objectives are
long-term growth and current income. Royce invests the Fund’s assets primarily in dividend-paying small- and micro-cap
companies. Switched from Investment Class Shares to Institutional Class Shares in December 2009.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Royce Total Return’s portfolio posted a (0.95)% return for
the quarter placing it in the 33 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 80
percentile for the last year.

Royce Total Return’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
MidCap Value Idx by 1.02% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell MidCap Value Idx for the year
by 4.08%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,844,327

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-45,940

Ending Market Value $4,798,388

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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Royce Total Return
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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Value Idx 0.41 14.75 33.46 18.51 (1.38) 24.75 34.21 (38.44) (1.42) 20.22
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Royce Total Return
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style
as of June 30, 2015
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10th Percentile 10.32 17.05 2.34 12.75 2.10 (0.18)
25th Percentile 10.07 16.75 2.13 11.88 1.91 (0.28)

Median 8.29 15.86 1.95 11.04 1.70 (0.39)
75th Percentile 7.08 15.60 1.78 9.14 1.59 (0.50)
90th Percentile 6.25 14.98 1.68 8.19 1.36 (0.60)

*Royce Total Return 2.48 16.67 1.82 8.85 2.18 (0.45)

Russell Midcap Value Index 9.91 17.84 1.69 9.88 2.25 (0.69)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Morgan Stanley
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Morgan Stanley believes that sustainable growth that exceeds market expectations will produce superior investment
results. Switched from Class I shares to Class IS shares in February 2014.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Morgan Stanley’s portfolio posted a (0.47)% return for the
quarter placing it in the 72 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 97
percentile for the last year.

Morgan Stanley’s portfolio outperformed the Russell MidCap
Growth Idx by 0.67% for the quarter and underperformed the
Russell MidCap Growth Idx for the year by 5.71%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,979,809

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-23,333

Ending Market Value $4,956,476

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)
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Russell MidCap
Growth Idx (1.14) 9.45 17.45 19.24 18.69 10.34 9.69
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Morgan Stanley
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)
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Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Growth Idx
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Morgan Stanley
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style
as of June 30, 2015
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Morgan Stanley 11.85 43.19 6.01 29.44 0.26 1.71

Russell MidCap Growth Idx 11.97 21.05 5.12 15.81 1.04 0.73

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Janus Enterprise
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Janus believes that investing in companies with sustainable growth and high return on invested capital can drive consistent
returns with moderate risk.  The team seeks to identify mid cap companies with high quality management teams that wisely
allocate capital to drive growth over time. Switched from Class T Shares to Class I Shares in December 2009.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Janus Enterprise’s portfolio posted a (0.95)% return for the
quarter placing it in the 88 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 16
percentile for the last year.

Janus Enterprise’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
MidCap Growth Idx by 0.20% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell MidCap Growth Idx for the year by
3.72%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,436,319

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-51,385

Ending Market Value $5,384,934

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)
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Janus Enterprise
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)
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90th Percentile 2.71 2.52 29.89 8.53 (10.25) 19.08 29.07 (51.56) 7.92 1.35

Janus
Enterprise 6.06 12.01 30.86 17.83 (1.65) 26.06 42.89 (43.13) 21.81 13.23

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 4.18 11.90 35.74 15.81 (1.65) 26.38 46.29 (44.32) 11.43 10.66

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Growth Idx
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Janus Enterprise
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style
as of June 30, 2015
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10th Percentile 13.57 27.11 5.02 21.83 0.85 1.15
25th Percentile 11.63 25.30 4.69 19.29 0.74 1.02

Median 9.57 23.65 4.30 17.14 0.57 0.95
75th Percentile 8.61 22.09 3.94 15.10 0.46 0.77
90th Percentile 5.63 19.67 3.33 14.18 0.35 0.51

Janus Enterprise 8.45 20.51 4.55 13.63 1.25 0.67

Russell MidCap Growth Idx 11.97 21.05 5.12 15.81 1.04 0.73

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Prudential Small Cap Value
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
QMA believes a systematic approach that focuses on stocks with low valuations and confirming signals of attractiveness
can outperform a small cap value benchmark. Its research shows that adapting to changing market conditions by
dynamically shifting the weight on specific factors, while simultaneously maintaining a focus on value stocks, leads to better
performance than using static factor exposures.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Prudential Small Cap Value’s portfolio posted a (1.79)%
return for the quarter placing it in the 82 percentile of the CAI
MF - Small Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the
57 percentile for the last year.

Prudential Small Cap Value’s portfolio underperformed the
Russell 2000 Value Index by 0.59% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 2000 Value Index for the year by
1.13%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $13,072,691

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-233,797

Ending Market Value $12,838,894

Performance vs CAI MF - Small Cap Value Style (Net)
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B(59)(64)
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A(63)(72)

B(52)
A(54)(60)

B(39)
A(45)(56)

B(46)
A(48)(57) A(31)

B(56)(75)

10th Percentile 1.06 7.96 17.34 22.17 19.00 13.58 9.67
25th Percentile 0.69 6.98 15.08 18.86 17.23 12.02 9.06

Median (0.04) 3.42 13.12 16.65 15.24 9.83 8.00
75th Percentile (1.15) (1.95) 10.44 13.97 13.66 8.61 6.90
90th Percentile (2.13) (8.64) 4.48 10.29 11.16 6.21 6.04

Prudential
Small Cap Value A (1.79) 1.90 12.25 16.50 15.45 10.15 8.76

US Small
Cap Value Idx B (1.66) 1.69 12.30 16.63 15.86 10.68 7.81

Russell 2000
Value Index (1.20) 0.78 11.13 15.50 14.81 9.31 6.87

Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Value Index
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Prudential Small Cap Value
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Small Cap Value Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 4.92 11.41 46.00 21.13 3.37 30.98 55.37 (26.44) 6.04 20.34
25th Percentile 4.20 7.21 39.27 18.24 (0.46) 26.99 47.72 (29.19) 2.22 18.50

Median 2.65 3.81 35.41 14.58 (3.22) 24.75 35.18 (34.92) (2.81) 15.30
75th Percentile 0.70 1.32 32.10 11.11 (7.37) 21.35 27.08 (38.99) (7.01) 11.84
90th Percentile (1.90) (2.97) 28.71 8.62 (11.35) 17.56 22.22 (43.31) (14.00) 6.78

Prudential
Small Cap Value A 0.86 5.89 35.87 14.14 (0.48) 23.63 26.69 (27.45) 0.52 17.73

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 0.99 7.44 33.71 18.80 (4.04) 24.99 30.29 (32.12) (6.94) 19.44

Russell 2000
Value Index 0.76 4.22 34.52 18.05 (5.50) 24.50 20.58 (28.92) (9.78) 23.48

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Value Index
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A(24)
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B(26)
A(41)

10th Percentile 0.97 1.07 0.79
25th Percentile 0.55 0.96 0.41

Median 0.25 0.88 0.12
75th Percentile (0.09) 0.77 (0.24)
90th Percentile (0.34) 0.69 (0.55)

Prudential
Small Cap Value A 0.77 0.97 0.19

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 0.77 0.95 0.40
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Prudential Small Cap Value
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Small Cap Value Style
as of June 30, 2015
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25th Percentile 2.12 19.72 1.96 11.59 1.94 (0.19)

Median 1.53 18.34 1.68 10.76 1.51 (0.36)
75th Percentile 1.32 16.65 1.47 9.74 1.14 (0.49)
90th Percentile 0.72 13.23 1.42 8.26 1.07 (0.71)

*Prudential
Small Cap Value A 1.83 13.08 1.45 11.29 2.29 (0.74)

US Small Cap Value Idx B 2.58 17.46 1.61 9.06 2.48 (0.68)

Russell 2000 Value Index 1.53 19.12 1.43 10.20 2.02 (0.55)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*6/30/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (4/30/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and

adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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AB US Small Growth
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
AB’s small cap growth investment process emphasizes in-house fundamental research and direct management contact in
order to identify rapidly growing companies with accelerating earnings power and reasonable valuations. AB’s
management fee is 100 bps on all assets.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
AB US Small Growth’s portfolio posted a 4.25% return for
the quarter placing it in the 16 percentile of the CAI MF-
Small Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 85
percentile for the last year.

AB US Small Growth’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
2000 Growth Index by 2.27% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 2000 Growth Index for the year
by 5.86%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $6,889,062

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $310,543

Ending Market Value $7,199,605

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 5.16 16.33 20.86 22.15 22.08 14.29 11.68
25th Percentile 3.22 13.26 19.15 20.78 19.55 11.59 10.30

Median 2.16 11.19 18.21 19.57 18.23 10.12 9.44
75th Percentile 1.22 7.79 15.66 17.76 16.31 8.96 7.63
90th Percentile 0.20 4.86 12.21 14.95 13.71 8.03 5.31

AB US Small Growth 4.25 6.48 16.82 18.40 22.18 13.86 11.91

Russell 2000
Growth Index 1.98 12.34 18.37 20.11 19.33 11.52 9.86

Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Growth Index
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AB US Small Growth
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Cheapest Net)
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90th Percentile 3.84 (4.68) 37.76 8.75 (11.96) 18.58 26.49 (47.92) 2.29 5.22

AB US
Small Growth 10.35 (1.24) 46.72 16.21 5.42 38.50 43.78 (44.62) 15.33 12.09

Russell 2000
Growth Index 8.74 5.60 43.30 14.59 (2.91) 29.09 34.47 (38.54) 7.05 13.35

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Growth Index
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AB US Small Growth
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style
as of June 30, 2015
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10th Percentile 2.90 55.44 5.12 23.94 0.63 1.15
25th Percentile 2.65 40.11 4.42 20.77 0.56 0.97

Median 2.20 32.64 3.73 18.73 0.39 0.72
75th Percentile 2.00 24.02 3.07 17.46 0.27 0.55
90th Percentile 1.54 20.89 2.97 16.00 0.14 0.38

AB US Small Growth 3.32 35.92 4.31 17.19 0.37 0.85

Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.98 34.55 4.36 16.98 0.63 0.60

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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RS Investments
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
RS Growth Team’s investment philosophy is based upon the belief that long term capital appreciation can be achieved by
exploiting opportunities where an information gap exists. They believe that companies with developing or proven
competitive advantages and strong fundamentals can be identified early in their growth cycle, through insightful
fundamental research performed by experienced analysts and proprietary quantitative tools. Switched from Class A Shares
to Class Y Shares in December 2009.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
RS Investments’s portfolio posted a 4.08% return for the
quarter placing it in the 16 percentile of the CAI MF- Small
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 1
percentile for the last year.

RS Investments’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 2000
Growth Index by 2.10% for the quarter and outperformed the
Russell 2000 Growth Index for the year by 11.63%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,636,349

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $229,881

Ending Market Value $5,866,230

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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25th Percentile 3.22 13.26 19.15 20.78 19.55 11.59 10.30

Median 2.16 11.19 18.21 19.57 18.23 10.12 9.44
75th Percentile 1.22 7.79 15.66 17.76 16.31 8.96 7.63
90th Percentile 0.20 4.86 12.21 14.95 13.71 8.03 5.31

RS Investments 4.08 23.97 23.50 24.80 22.27 14.24 11.02

Russell 2000
Growth Index 1.98 12.34 18.37 20.11 19.33 11.52 9.86

Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Growth Index
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RS Investments
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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75th Percentile 7.35 (0.24) 40.42 10.34 (9.11) 22.60 31.03 (46.62) 4.72 8.24
90th Percentile 3.90 (5.19) 37.53 5.27 (12.81) 17.39 25.33 (49.73) 2.20 4.97

RS Investments 13.05 9.67 49.64 15.13 (2.04) 28.27 47.63 (45.61) 13.96 9.45

Russell 2000
Growth Index 8.74 5.60 43.30 14.59 (2.91) 29.09 34.47 (38.54) 7.05 13.35

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Growth Index
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RS Investments
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style
as of June 30, 2015
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(49)

(9)

(38)

(72)

10th Percentile 2.90 55.44 5.12 23.94 0.63 1.15
25th Percentile 2.65 40.11 4.42 20.77 0.56 0.97

Median 2.20 32.64 3.73 18.73 0.39 0.72
75th Percentile 2.00 24.02 3.07 17.46 0.27 0.55
90th Percentile 1.54 20.89 2.97 16.00 0.14 0.38

*RS Investments 2.30 42.96 4.87 19.96 0.40 0.82

Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.98 34.55 4.36 16.98 0.63 0.60

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*RS Investments 86 29
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Growth Index 1163 191

Diversification Ratio
Manager 34%

Index 16%

Style Median 32%

*6/30/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (3/31/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and

adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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Managers Inst Micro Cap
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The Fund’s objective is to achieve long term capital appreciation, through the investment of U.S. companies, which at the
time of initial purchase have a market capitalization amongst the smallest 5% of companies listed on the U.S. stock
markets

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Managers Inst Micro Cap’s portfolio posted a 1.43% return
for the quarter placing it in the 51 percentile of the MF -
Micro Cap Obj group for the quarter and in the 23 percentile
for the last year.

Managers Inst Micro Cap’s portfolio underperformed the
Russell Microcap Index by 1.37% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell Microcap Index for the year by
1.09%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $8,659,924

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $123,496

Ending Market Value $8,783,420

Performance vs MF - Micro Cap Obj (Net)
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B(10)
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B(6)

A(23)(34)
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A(25)(22)

B(1)
A(15)(33)

B(15)
A(16)(40)

A(8)
B(18)(41) A(21)

B(34)(62)

10th Percentile 5.37 11.61 17.37 21.35 20.79 12.62 10.03
25th Percentile 3.08 9.13 16.13 19.60 18.29 11.78 8.74

Median 1.49 5.70 14.40 18.02 16.39 10.26 7.48
75th Percentile (0.49) 0.98 9.42 15.47 14.51 8.41 6.85
90th Percentile (1.75) (3.85) 5.96 12.87 11.78 5.71 6.02

Managers
Inst Micro Cap A 1.43 9.30 16.08 20.33 19.49 12.87 9.37
Russell Micro

Growth Idx B 5.09 14.41 20.40 22.13 19.76 12.11 8.22

Russell
Microcap Index 2.80 8.21 16.30 19.25 17.48 10.69 7.07

Relative Return vs Russell Microcap Index
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Managers Inst Micro Cap
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs MF - Micro Cap Obj (Net)
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10th Percentile 11.98 6.82 56.54 21.14 (0.02) 35.36 60.10 (31.13) 7.44 20.48
25th Percentile 9.33 2.97 51.32 19.82 (2.98) 30.81 49.37 (38.32) 4.91 16.67

Median 5.42 (0.19) 44.46 15.70 (5.51) 28.62 34.05 (41.10) (3.14) 13.66
75th Percentile 0.78 (3.54) 40.01 11.85 (8.50) 25.42 27.42 (47.05) (7.70) 8.44
90th Percentile (0.41) (4.75) 35.95 8.52 (12.94) 22.37 22.63 (52.78) (10.79) 4.61

Managers
Inst Micro Cap A 5.16 2.62 56.34 14.32 (3.91) 30.54 28.65 (39.06) 8.32 12.03
Russell Micro

Growth Idx B 10.97 4.30 52.84 15.17 (8.42) 29.49 39.18 (44.65) (2.68) 11.39

Russell
Microcap Index 6.03 3.65 45.62 19.75 (9.27) 28.89 27.48 (39.78) (8.00) 16.54

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell Microcap Index

R
e

la
ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(6%)

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Managers Inst Micro Cap Russell Micro Growth Idx Mt Fd: Micro Cap Obj

Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs Russell Microcap Index
Rankings Against MF - Micro Cap Obj (Net)
Five Years Ended June 30, 2015

(10)

(5)

0

5

10

15

20

25

Alpha Treynor
Ratio

A(38)
B(46)

A(41)
B(47)

10th Percentile 3.00 21.04
25th Percentile 2.25 20.35

Median 0.70 17.99
75th Percentile (2.48) 14.62
90th Percentile (3.66) 13.09

Managers
Inst Micro Cap A 1.42 18.89
Russell Micro

Growth Idx B 0.90 18.23

(1.5)

(1.0)

(0.5)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

A(35)
B(40)

A(38)
B(42) B(5)

A(15)

10th Percentile 0.63 1.07 0.55
25th Percentile 0.43 1.02 0.12

Median 0.10 0.91 (0.16)
75th Percentile (0.40) 0.73 (0.38)
90th Percentile (0.79) 0.64 (0.85)

Managers
Inst Micro Cap A 0.36 0.98 0.44
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Managers Inst Micro Cap
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against MF - Micro Cap Obj
as of June 30, 2015
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10th Percentile 0.95 33.41 3.59 1.22 0.75
25th Percentile 0.74 25.76 3.28 1.01 0.65

Median 0.55 21.50 2.32 0.73 0.19
75th Percentile 0.48 18.56 1.75 0.23 (0.22)
90th Percentile 0.33 16.02 1.44 0.22 (0.58)

*Managers Inst Micro Cap A 0.70 25.37 2.66 0.63 0.33
Russell Micro Growth Idx B 0.49 32.34 3.65 0.43 0.53

Russell Microcap Index 0.45 22.52 1.69 1.21 (0.18)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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June 30, 2015
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*6/30/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (3/31/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and

adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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International Equity Composite
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
International Equity Composite’s portfolio posted a 1.47%
return for the quarter placing it in the 12 percentile of the
Pub Pln- International Equity group for the quarter and in the
87 percentile for the last year.

International Equity Composite’s portfolio outperformed the
MSCI ACWI ex US Index by 0.75% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
0.23%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $106,237,636

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,606,829

Ending Market Value $107,844,465

Performance vs Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
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B(85)
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10th Percentile 1.64 (0.42) 10.79 13.37 11.12 4.00 7.78
25th Percentile 1.07 (2.27) 9.57 12.25 10.07 3.35 7.07

Median 0.82 (3.66) 8.25 10.94 9.17 2.59 6.40
75th Percentile 0.70 (4.32) 7.43 9.29 7.75 1.49 5.63
90th Percentile 0.35 (5.27) 5.03 5.90 6.17 (0.10) 4.10

International
Equity Composite A 1.47 (5.07) 7.72 10.69 8.35 3.53 7.36
MSCI EAFE Index B 0.62 (4.22) 8.79 11.97 9.54 1.97 5.12

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.72 (4.85) 7.86 9.92 8.23 1.94 6.01

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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International Equity Composite
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
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90th Percentile 2.36 (5.09) 4.28 16.13 (17.32) 8.59 28.17 (49.82) 9.69 23.55

International
Equity Composite A 5.78 (5.73) 19.25 18.78 (15.34) 14.46 49.73 (44.96) 17.68 30.22

MSCI
EAFE Index B 5.52 (4.90) 22.78 17.32 (12.14) 7.75 31.78 (43.38) 11.17 26.34

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 4.35 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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75th Percentile (0.05) 0.50 (0.16)
90th Percentile (0.61) 0.39 (0.60)
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International Equity Composite
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI Non-U.S. Equity Style
as of June 30, 2015
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25th Percentile 38.56 16.22 2.32 11.96 2.87 0.52

Median 28.51 15.21 1.81 10.48 2.45 0.20
75th Percentile 21.84 13.85 1.59 8.67 2.15 (0.14)
90th Percentile 12.67 13.03 1.29 7.44 1.85 (0.36)

International
Equity Composite A 25.78 16.18 1.72 11.55 2.40 0.17
MSCI EAFE Index B 35.74 15.09 1.73 8.71 2.93 0.03

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 28.84 14.25 1.70 9.73 2.85 0.01

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. The regional allocation chart compares the manager’s geographical region weights with those
of the benchmark as well as the median region weights of the peer group.
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June 30, 2015
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Country Allocation
International Equity Composite VS MSCI AC World ex US USD (Gross)

Country Allocation
The chart below contrasts the portfolio’s country allocation with that of the index as of June 30, 2015. This chart is useful
because large deviations in country allocation relative to the index are often good predictors of tracking error in the
subsequent quarter. To the extent that the portfolio allocation is similar to the index, the portfolio should experience more
"index-like" performance. In order to illustrate the performance effect on the portfolio and index of these country allocations,
the individual index country returns are also shown.

Country Weights as of June 30, 2015
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International Holdings Based Style Analysis
For One Quarter Ended June 30, 2015

This page analyzes and compares the investment styles of multiple portfolios using a detailed holdings-based style analysis
methodology. The size component of style is measured by the weighted median market capitialization of the holdings. The
value/core/growth style dimension is captured by the "Combined Z-Score" of the portfolio. This score is based on eight
fundamental factors used in the MSCI stock style scoring system. The table below gives a more detailed breakdown of
several relevant style metrics on the portfolios.

Style Map
Holdings for One Quarter Ended June 30, 2015

Value Core Growth

Mega

Large

Mid

Small

Micro

Harbor International

Oakmark International

MSCI ACWI ex-US Index

International Equities

EuroPacific

Columbia Acorn Int’l
Janus Overseas

Mondrian International

MSCI EAFE Index

Weight Wtd Median Combined Growth Value Number of Security
% Mkt Cap Z-Score Z-Score Z-Score Securities Diversification

EuroPacific 20.24% 37.20 0.85 0.41 (0.43) 263 33.54
Harbor International 19.07% 42.34 0.33 0.13 (0.20) 75 21.64
Columbia Acorn Int’l 10.38% 2.99 0.46 0.10 (0.35) 234 73.26
Janus Overseas 15.84% 3.94 (0.16) (0.08) 0.08 77 17.46
Oakmark International 14.89% 44.56 (0.09) 0.15 0.24 46 10.58
Mondrian International 19.57% 38.88 (0.38) (0.22) 0.16 131 22.45
International Equities 100.00% 25.78 0.17 0.08 (0.08) 714 86.39
MSCI EAFE Index - 35.74 0.03 0.01 (0.02) 911 102.25
MSCI ACWI ex-US Index - 28.84 0.01 0.00 (0.01) 1843 174.93
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EuroPacific
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Capital Group’s approach to non-U.S. investing is research-driven.  Their bottom-up fundamental approach is blended with
macroeconomic and political judgments on the outlook for economies, industries, currencies and markets. The fund uses a
"multiple manager" approach where individual portfolio managers, each with different styles, manage separate sleeves of
the strategy independently. Sleeves are combined to form the fund. Individual managers are selected so that the aggregate
fund adheres to its stated objective of capital appreciation. Switched from Class R-5 Shares to Class R-6 Shares in
December 2009.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
EuroPacific’s portfolio posted a 1.12% return for the quarter
placing it in the 58 percentile of the CAI MF - Non-US Equity
Style group for the quarter and in the 15 percentile for the
last year.

EuroPacific’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US
Index by 0.40% for the quarter and outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index for the year by 5.82%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,584,020

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $242,224

Ending Market Value $21,826,245

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(58)(67) (15)

(78)

(19)

(71)

(30)

(86) (37)
(88)

(23)

(69)

(11)
(38)

10th Percentile 3.35 3.37 12.04 14.82 12.52 4.92 7.84
25th Percentile 2.32 (0.31) 10.77 13.16 11.06 3.93 6.45

Median 1.24 (2.15) 8.97 11.82 9.61 2.69 5.57
75th Percentile 0.43 (4.46) 7.62 10.67 8.63 1.70 4.99
90th Percentile (0.39) (6.03) 6.63 9.64 8.08 0.50 3.73

EuroPacific 1.12 0.97 11.15 12.71 10.12 4.14 7.68

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.72 (4.85) 7.86 9.92 8.23 1.94 6.01

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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EuroPacific
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 9.46 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 7.65 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median 6.77 (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile 5.46 (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile 4.31 (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

EuroPacific 7.16 (2.29) 20.58 19.64 (13.31) 9.76 39.59 (40.38) 19.22 22.17

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 4.35 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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10th Percentile 4.04 12.81
25th Percentile 2.72 11.22

Median 1.37 9.44
75th Percentile 0.25 8.30
90th Percentile (0.65) 7.38

EuroPacific 1.94 10.21
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(26) (32) (28)

10th Percentile 1.12 0.80 1.05
25th Percentile 0.82 0.69 0.71

Median 0.36 0.59 0.41
75th Percentile 0.06 0.52 0.12
90th Percentile (0.26) 0.47 (0.05)

EuroPacific 0.71 0.65 0.66
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EuroPacific
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of June 30, 2015
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(93)

(18)

(8)

(69)

10th Percentile 45.56 18.18 2.81 14.65 2.99 0.81
25th Percentile 41.69 17.03 2.39 12.99 2.78 0.61

Median 30.78 15.83 2.05 10.63 2.41 0.25
75th Percentile 21.90 14.03 1.67 9.04 1.99 (0.10)
90th Percentile 12.39 13.13 1.40 8.12 1.71 (0.26)

EuroPacific 37.20 16.84 2.26 15.08 1.69 0.85

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 28.84 14.25 1.70 9.73 2.85 0.01

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.

Sector Allocation
June 30, 2015
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EuroPacific vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015

International Attribution
The first chart below illustrates the return for each country in the index sorted from high to low. The total return for the index
is highlighted with a dotted line. The second chart (countries presented in the same order) illustrates the manager’s country
allocation decisions relative to the index. To the extent that the manager over-weighted a country that had a higher return
than the total return for the index (above the dotted line) it contributes positively to the manager’s country (or currency)
selection effect. The last chart details the manager return, the index return, and the attribution factors for the quarter.

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(20%) (15%) (10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Hungary 12.5 (1.3)
United Arab Emirates 10.7 (0.0)

Ireland 4.6 3.7
Russia 4.1 3.4

Brazil 4.0 2.9
China 6.2 0.0

Hong Kong 5.6 0.0
Greece 1.5 3.7

Czech Republic (0.8) 4.9
Norway 1.4 2.4

Colombia 3.5 (0.1)
Austria (0.4) 3.7
Japan 5.2 (2.0)

Italy (0.7) 3.7
Netherlands (0.7) 3.7

United Kingdom (2.8) 5.9
Portugal (1.0) 3.7

Denmark (1.5) 3.9
Belgium (2.1) 3.7

Switzerland (2.5) 3.9
Taiwan (0.2) 1.4
Turkey 4.4 (3.1)
France (2.7) 3.7

Peru 0.8 0.0
Total (1.1) 1.9

Mexico 3.4 (2.9)
United States 0.3 0.0

Singapore (1.8) 1.8
South Africa (0.4) (0.2)

Poland (1.5) 0.8
Canada (2.2) 1.4

Qatar (0.8) 0.0
Israel (6.4) 5.4
Spain (5.5) 3.7

Sweden (6.0) 3.9
Chile (0.5) (2.5)

Finland (6.6) 3.7
Thailand 0.4 (3.7)

India (1.9) (1.7)
South Korea (3.2) (0.5)

Philippines (4.0) (0.9)
Germany (8.5) 3.7

Egypt (6.1) 0.0
Australia (6.7) 0.6
Malaysia (6.2) (1.8)

New Zealand (3.5) (9.8)
Indonesia (12.1) (1.9)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

(10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10%

Hungary 0.0 0.0
United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.1

Ireland 0.2 1.8
Russia 0.8 0.5

Brazil 1.6 0.3
China 5.0 6.6

Hong Kong 2.3 5.8
Greece 0.1 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Norway 0.5 0.2

Colombia 0.1 0.1
Austria 0.1 0.0
Japan 15.9 13.8

Italy 1.7 0.6
Netherlands 2.0 3.3

United Kingdom 14.2 13.1
Portugal 0.1 0.3

Denmark 1.2 5.4
Belgium 0.9 0.9

Switzerland 6.6 6.3
Taiwan 2.8 1.6
Turkey 0.3 0.0
France 7.0 8.1

Peru 0.1 0.0
Total

Mexico 1.0 0.2
United States 0.0 1.4

Singapore 1.0 0.1
South Africa 1.7 1.2

Poland 0.3 0.0
Canada 6.8 2.8

Qatar 0.2 0.0
Israel 0.4 0.2
Spain 2.6 3.3

Sweden 2.2 1.7
Chile 0.3 0.0

Finland 0.6 0.7
Thailand 0.5 0.2

India 1.6 8.3
South Korea 3.2 2.8

Philippines 0.3 0.1
Germany 6.8 7.5

Egypt 0.1 0.0
Australia 5.2 0.7
Malaysia 0.8 0.0

New Zealand 0.1 0.0
Indonesia 0.6 0.2

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015
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Harbor International
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The Harbor International Fund is sub-advised by Northern Cross, LLC.  The investment philosophy focuses on companies
with prospects of margin expansion and those that have strong franchise value or asset value.  The fund takes a long-term
view, expecting to hold a security for 7-10 years. Patient due diligence of companies, countries, and regions are of the
utmost importance to the investment process. The team believes this due diligence, in combination with a top down
investment theme, provides the best opportunity to invest in truly undervalued companies. The strategy has remained
consistent in this philosophy over the past decades of international investment.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Harbor International’s portfolio posted a 1.58% return for the
quarter placing it in the 45 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 74
percentile for the last year.

Harbor International’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 0.85% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
0.72%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $20,247,406

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $319,137

Ending Market Value $20,566,543

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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(45)(67)

(74)(78)

(68)(71)
(82)(86) (46)

(88)

(47)(69)

(7)
(38)

10th Percentile 3.35 3.37 12.04 14.82 12.52 4.92 7.84
25th Percentile 2.32 (0.31) 10.77 13.16 11.06 3.93 6.45

Median 1.24 (2.15) 8.97 11.82 9.61 2.69 5.57
75th Percentile 0.43 (4.46) 7.62 10.67 8.63 1.70 4.99
90th Percentile (0.39) (6.03) 6.63 9.64 8.08 0.50 3.73

Harbor International 1.58 (4.13) 7.96 10.01 9.78 2.72 8.12

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.72 (4.85) 7.86 9.92 8.23 1.94 6.01

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Harbor International
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 9.46 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 7.65 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median 6.77 (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile 5.46 (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile 4.31 (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Harbor
International 7.44 (6.81) 16.84 20.87 (11.13) 11.98 38.57 (42.66) 21.82 32.69

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 4.35 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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10th Percentile 1.12 0.80 1.05
25th Percentile 0.82 0.69 0.71

Median 0.36 0.59 0.41
75th Percentile 0.06 0.52 0.12
90th Percentile (0.26) 0.47 (0.05)

Harbor International 0.27 0.56 0.41
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Harbor International
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of June 30, 2015
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10th Percentile 45.56 18.18 2.81 14.65 2.99 0.81
25th Percentile 41.69 17.03 2.39 12.99 2.78 0.61

Median 30.78 15.83 2.05 10.63 2.41 0.25
75th Percentile 21.90 14.03 1.67 9.04 1.99 (0.10)
90th Percentile 12.39 13.13 1.40 8.12 1.71 (0.26)

Harbor International 42.34 16.19 2.11 8.63 2.44 0.33

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 28.84 14.25 1.70 9.73 2.85 0.01

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.

Sector Allocation
June 30, 2015

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Financials
23.6%

27.8%
22.5%

Industrials
17.8%

11.2%
12.6%

Health Care
15.1%

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

8.9%
12.9%

Consumer Staples
14.7%

9.7%
10.2%

Consumer Discretionary
14.2%

11.6%
17.1%

Materials
9.0%

7.4%
5.8%

Information Technology
4.3%

7.3%
10.4%

Energy
1.4%

6.8%
3.7%

Miscellaneous 0.1%

Telecommunications 5.8%
3.3%

Utilities 3.3%
1.0%

Pooled Vehicles 0.3%

Harbor International MSCI AC World ex US USD (Gross)

CAI Non-U.S. Equity MF

Sector Diversification
Manager 2.57 sectors

Index 2.95 sectors

Diversification
June 30, 2015

0

50

100

150

200

250

Number of Issue
Securities Diversification

(55)

(63)

10th Percentile 223 47
25th Percentile 136 38

Median 79 25
75th Percentile 59 19
90th Percentile 50 15

Harbor International 75 22

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 1843 175

Diversification Ratio
Manager 29%

Index 9%

Style Median 31%

101
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Harbor International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015

International Attribution
The first chart below illustrates the return for each country in the index sorted from high to low. The total return for the index
is highlighted with a dotted line. The second chart (countries presented in the same order) illustrates the manager’s country
allocation decisions relative to the index. To the extent that the manager over-weighted a country that had a higher return
than the total return for the index (above the dotted line) it contributes positively to the manager’s country (or currency)
selection effect. The last chart details the manager return, the index return, and the attribution factors for the quarter.

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(20%) (15%) (10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Hungary 12.5 (1.3)
United Arab Emirates 10.7 (0.0)

Ireland 4.6 3.7
Russia 4.1 3.4

Brazil 4.0 2.9
China 6.2 0.0

Hong Kong 5.6 0.0
Greece 1.5 3.7

Czech Republic (0.8) 4.9
Norway 1.4 2.4

Colombia 3.5 (0.1)
Austria (0.4) 3.7
Japan 5.2 (2.0)

Italy (0.7) 3.7
Netherlands (0.7) 3.7

United Kingdom (2.8) 5.9
Portugal (1.0) 3.7

Denmark (1.5) 3.9
Belgium (2.1) 3.7

Switzerland (2.5) 3.9
Taiwan (0.2) 1.4
Turkey 4.4 (3.1)
France (2.7) 3.7

Peru 0.8 0.0
Total (1.1) 1.9

Mexico 3.4 (2.9)
United States 0.3 0.0

Singapore (1.8) 1.8
South Africa (0.4) (0.2)

Poland (1.5) 0.8
Canada (2.2) 1.4

Qatar (0.8) 0.0
Israel (6.4) 5.4
Spain (5.5) 3.7

Sweden (6.0) 3.9
Chile (0.5) (2.5)

Finland (6.6) 3.7
Thailand 0.4 (3.7)

India (1.9) (1.7)
South Korea (3.2) (0.5)

Philippines (4.0) (0.9)
Germany (8.5) 3.7

Egypt (6.1) 0.0
Australia (6.7) 0.6
Malaysia (6.2) (1.8)

New Zealand (3.5) (9.8)
Indonesia (12.1) (1.9)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

(15%) (10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Hungary 0.0 0.0
United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.0

Ireland 0.2 0.2
Russia 0.8 0.0

Brazil 1.6 1.2
China 5.0 0.0

Hong Kong 2.3 0.8
Greece 0.1 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Norway 0.5 0.0

Colombia 0.1 0.8
Austria 0.1 0.9
Japan 15.9 9.7

Italy 1.7 0.6
Netherlands 2.0 1.7

United Kingdom 14.2 14.6
Portugal 0.1 0.0

Denmark 1.2 3.2
Belgium 0.9 2.1

Switzerland 6.6 17.1
Taiwan 2.8 0.0
Turkey 0.3 0.0
France 7.0 19.8

Peru 0.1 0.0
Total

Mexico 1.0 0.0
United States 0.0 2.9

Singapore 1.0 1.0
South Africa 1.7 0.0

Poland 0.3 0.0
Canada 6.8 0.3

Qatar 0.2 0.0
Israel 0.4 0.0
Spain 2.6 3.9

Sweden 2.2 5.9
Chile 0.3 0.0

Finland 0.6 0.0
Thailand 0.5 0.0

India 1.6 0.0
South Korea 3.2 0.0

Philippines 0.3 0.0
Germany 6.8 12.7

Egypt 0.1 0.0
Australia 5.2 0.0
Malaysia 0.8 0.7

New Zealand 0.1 0.0
Indonesia 0.6 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015
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Columbia Acorn International
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Non-U.S. Equity Style mutual funds invest in only non-U.S. equity securities.  This style group excludes regional and index
funds. Switched from Class Z shares to Class Y shares in February 2014.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Columbia Acorn International’s portfolio posted a 0.83%
return for the quarter placing it in the 62 percentile of the CAI
MF - Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the
79 percentile for the last year.

Columbia Acorn International’s portfolio outperformed the
MSCI ACWI ex US Index by 0.10% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
0.08%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $11,104,496

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $91,978

Ending Market Value $11,196,474

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)

(10%)
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0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(62)(67)

(79)(78)

(70)(71)

(60)
(86) (29)

(88)

(8)

(69)

(4)

(38)

10th Percentile 3.35 3.37 12.04 14.82 12.52 4.92 7.84
25th Percentile 2.32 (0.31) 10.77 13.16 11.06 3.93 6.45

Median 1.24 (2.15) 8.97 11.82 9.61 2.69 5.57
75th Percentile 0.43 (4.46) 7.62 10.67 8.63 1.70 4.99
90th Percentile (0.39) (6.03) 6.63 9.64 8.08 0.50 3.73

Columbia Acorn
International 0.83 (4.92) 7.93 11.31 10.59 5.10 9.20

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.72 (4.85) 7.86 9.92 8.23 1.94 6.01

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Columbia Acorn International
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 9.46 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 7.65 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median 6.77 (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile 5.46 (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile 4.31 (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Columbia Acorn
International 5.24 (4.23) 22.33 21.60 (14.06) 22.69 50.97 (45.89) 17.28 34.53

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 4.35 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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10th Percentile 4.04 12.81
25th Percentile 2.72 11.22

Median 1.37 9.44
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90th Percentile (0.65) 7.38

Columbia Acorn
International 2.31 10.59
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Ratio Ratio Ratio

(31) (30) (33)

10th Percentile 1.12 0.80 1.05
25th Percentile 0.82 0.69 0.71

Median 0.36 0.59 0.41
75th Percentile 0.06 0.52 0.12
90th Percentile (0.26) 0.47 (0.05)

Columbia Acorn
International 0.65 0.67 0.63
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Columbia Acorn International
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of June 30, 2015
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(93)

(59)

(12)

(71)

(19)

(72)

(12)

(61) (58)

(18)

(37)

(69)

10th Percentile 45.56 18.18 2.81 14.65 2.99 0.81
25th Percentile 41.69 17.03 2.39 12.99 2.78 0.61

Median 30.78 15.83 2.05 10.63 2.41 0.25
75th Percentile 21.90 14.03 1.67 9.04 1.99 (0.10)
90th Percentile 12.39 13.13 1.40 8.12 1.71 (0.26)

Columbia Acorn
International 2.99 17.90 2.57 14.17 2.29 0.46

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 28.84 14.25 1.70 9.73 2.85 0.01

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.

Sector Allocation
June 30, 2015
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Columbia Acorn International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015

International Attribution
The first chart below illustrates the return for each country in the index sorted from high to low. The total return for the index
is highlighted with a dotted line. The second chart (countries presented in the same order) illustrates the manager’s country
allocation decisions relative to the index. To the extent that the manager over-weighted a country that had a higher return
than the total return for the index (above the dotted line) it contributes positively to the manager’s country (or currency)
selection effect. The last chart details the manager return, the index return, and the attribution factors for the quarter.

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(20%) (15%) (10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Hungary 12.5 (1.3)
United Arab Emirates 10.7 (0.0)

Ireland 4.6 3.7
Russia 4.1 3.4

Brazil 4.0 2.9
China 6.2 0.0

Hong Kong 5.6 0.0
Greece 1.5 3.7

Czech Republic (0.8) 4.9
Norway 1.4 2.4

Colombia 3.5 (0.1)
Austria (0.4) 3.7
Japan 5.2 (2.0)

Italy (0.7) 3.7
Netherlands (0.7) 3.7

United Kingdom (2.8) 5.9
Portugal (1.0) 3.7

Denmark (1.5) 3.9
Belgium (2.1) 3.7

Switzerland (2.5) 3.9
Taiwan (0.2) 1.4
Turkey 4.4 (3.1)
France (2.7) 3.7

Peru 0.8 0.0
Total (1.1) 1.9

Mexico 3.4 (2.9)
United States 0.3 0.0

Singapore (1.8) 1.8
South Africa (0.4) (0.2)

Bermuda (0.4) (0.2)
Panama (0.4) (0.2)

Poland (1.5) 0.8
Canada (2.2) 1.4

Qatar (0.8) 0.0
Israel (6.4) 5.4

Cambodia (0.7) (0.9)
Spain (5.5) 3.7

Sweden (6.0) 3.9
Chile (0.5) (2.5)

Finland (6.6) 3.7
Thailand 0.4 (3.7)

India (1.9) (1.7)
South Korea (3.2) (0.5)

Philippines (4.0) (0.9)
Germany (8.5) 3.7

Egypt (6.1) 0.0
Australia (6.7) 0.6

Kazakhstan (7.8) 0.0
Malaysia (6.2) (1.8)

New Zealand (3.5) (9.8)
Indonesia (12.1) (1.9)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

(10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10%

Hungary 0.0 0.0
United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.0

Ireland 0.2 0.0
Russia 0.8 0.0

Brazil 1.6 1.0
China 5.0 2.5

Hong Kong 2.3 1.9
Greece 0.1 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Norway 0.5 0.9

Colombia 0.1 0.4
Austria 0.1 0.0
Japan 15.9 22.1

Italy 1.7 0.6
Netherlands 2.0 2.2

United Kingdom 14.2 9.6
Portugal 0.1 0.0

Denmark 1.2 2.0
Belgium 0.9 0.3

Switzerland 6.6 2.3
Taiwan 2.8 4.5
Turkey 0.3 0.0
France 7.0 1.7

Peru 0.1 0.0
Total

Mexico 1.0 1.3
United States 0.0 3.4

Singapore 1.0 3.3
South Africa 1.7 4.8

Bermuda 0.0 0.3
Panama 0.0 0.4

Poland 0.3 0.0
Canada 6.8 4.3

Qatar 0.2 0.0
Israel 0.4 0.6

Cambodia 0.0 0.5
Spain 2.6 2.5

Sweden 2.2 3.2
Chile 0.3 0.2

Finland 0.6 1.2
Thailand 0.5 1.1

India 1.6 3.3
South Korea 3.2 3.4

Philippines 0.3 1.5
Germany 6.8 3.4

Egypt 0.1 0.0
Australia 5.2 5.3

Kazakhstan 0.0 0.5
Malaysia 0.8 0.5

New Zealand 0.1 1.1
Indonesia 0.6 1.8

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015
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Janus Overseas
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Janus Overseas Fund invests opportunistically. We believe our fundamental research uncovers companies where the
market price does not reflect long-term fundamentals.  Janus Overseas Strategy  * Focused, high-conviction portfolio *
Seeks attractive growth companies in developed and emerging markets * Long-term investment approach * Research
driven Switched from Class T Shares to Class I Shares in December 2009.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Janus Overseas’s portfolio posted a 7.16% return for the
quarter placing it in the 1 percentile of the CAI MF - Non-US
Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 99 percentile for
the last year.

Janus Overseas’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex
US Index by 6.44% for the quarter and underperformed the
MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by 7.91%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $15,941,731

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,141,988

Ending Market Value $17,083,719

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(1)

(67)

(99)

(78)

(98)

(71)

(99)

(86)

(99)

(88)

(95)

(69)

(23)(38)

10th Percentile 3.35 3.37 12.04 14.82 12.52 4.92 7.84
25th Percentile 2.32 (0.31) 10.77 13.16 11.06 3.93 6.45

Median 1.24 (2.15) 8.97 11.82 9.61 2.69 5.57
75th Percentile 0.43 (4.46) 7.62 10.67 8.63 1.70 4.99
90th Percentile (0.39) (6.03) 6.63 9.64 8.08 0.50 3.73

Janus Overseas 7.16 (12.76) 3.07 4.93 (0.79) (1.71) 6.68

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.72 (4.85) 7.86 9.92 8.23 1.94 6.01

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Janus Overseas
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 9.46 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 7.65 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median 6.77 (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile 5.46 (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile 4.31 (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Janus Overseas 5.67 (13.57) 12.28 12.53 (32.70) 19.58 78.19 (52.75) 27.76 47.21

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 4.35 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Janus Overseas
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of June 30, 2015
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(59)
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(71)

(98)
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(61)
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(69)

10th Percentile 45.56 18.18 2.81 14.65 2.99 0.81
25th Percentile 41.69 17.03 2.39 12.99 2.78 0.61

Median 30.78 15.83 2.05 10.63 2.41 0.25
75th Percentile 21.90 14.03 1.67 9.04 1.99 (0.10)
90th Percentile 12.39 13.13 1.40 8.12 1.71 (0.26)

Janus Overseas 3.94 21.14 1.05 16.51 1.45 (0.16)

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 28.84 14.25 1.70 9.73 2.85 0.01

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Janus Overseas vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015

International Attribution
The first chart below illustrates the return for each country in the index sorted from high to low. The total return for the index
is highlighted with a dotted line. The second chart (countries presented in the same order) illustrates the manager’s country
allocation decisions relative to the index. To the extent that the manager over-weighted a country that had a higher return
than the total return for the index (above the dotted line) it contributes positively to the manager’s country (or currency)
selection effect. The last chart details the manager return, the index return, and the attribution factors for the quarter.

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(20%) (15%) (10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Hungary 12.5 (1.3)
United Arab Emirates 10.7 (0.0)

Ireland 4.6 3.7
Russia 4.1 3.4

Brazil 4.0 2.9
China 6.2 0.0

Hong Kong 5.6 0.0
Greece 1.5 3.7

Czech Republic (0.8) 4.9
Norway 1.4 2.4

Colombia 3.5 (0.1)
Austria (0.4) 3.7
Japan 5.2 (2.0)

Italy (0.7) 3.7
Netherlands (0.7) 3.7

United Kingdom (2.8) 5.9
Portugal (1.0) 3.7

Denmark (1.5) 3.9
Belgium (2.1) 3.7
Cyprus 1.6 (0.1)

Switzerland (2.5) 3.9
Taiwan (0.2) 1.4
Turkey 4.4 (3.1)
France (2.7) 3.7

Peru 0.8 0.0
Total (1.1) 1.9

Mexico 3.4 (2.9)
United States 0.3 0.0

Singapore (1.8) 1.8
South Africa (0.4) (0.2)

Poland (1.5) 0.8
Canada (2.2) 1.4

Qatar (0.8) 0.0
Israel (6.4) 5.4
Spain (5.5) 3.7

Sweden (6.0) 3.9
Chile (0.5) (2.5)

Finland (6.6) 3.7
Thailand 0.4 (3.7)

India (1.9) (1.7)
South Korea (3.2) (0.5)

Philippines (4.0) (0.9)
Germany (8.5) 3.7

Egypt (6.1) 0.0
Australia (6.7) 0.6
Malaysia (6.2) (1.8)

New Zealand (3.5) (9.8)
Indonesia (12.1) (1.9)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

(20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Hungary 0.0 0.0
United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.0

Ireland 0.2 0.0
Russia 0.8 1.4

Brazil 1.6 3.9
China 5.0 12.1

Hong Kong 2.3 10.6
Greece 0.1 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Norway 0.5 0.0

Colombia 0.1 0.0
Austria 0.1 0.0
Japan 15.9 2.7

Italy 1.7 0.0
Netherlands 2.0 0.0

United Kingdom 14.2 12.2
Portugal 0.1 0.0

Denmark 1.2 0.0
Belgium 0.9 0.9
Cyprus 0.0 0.8

Switzerland 6.6 3.2
Taiwan 2.8 0.0
Turkey 0.3 1.8
France 7.0 1.3

Peru 0.1 0.0
Total

Mexico 1.0 1.6
United States 0.0 14.9

Singapore 1.0 0.0
South Africa 1.7 0.0

Poland 0.3 0.0
Canada 6.8 5.1

Qatar 0.2 0.0
Israel 0.4 0.0
Spain 2.6 0.0

Sweden 2.2 0.0
Chile 0.3 0.0

Finland 0.6 2.0
Thailand 0.5 0.0

India 1.6 21.5
South Korea 3.2 0.0

Philippines 0.3 0.1
Germany 6.8 3.1

Egypt 0.1 0.0
Australia 5.2 0.7
Malaysia 0.8 0.0

New Zealand 0.1 0.0
Indonesia 0.6 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015
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Oakmark International
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Harris Associates are value investors. They seek to invest in companies that trade at a substantial discount to their
underlying business values and run by managers who think and act as owners. They believe that purchasing a quality
business at a discount to its underlying value minimizes risk while providing substantial profit potential. Over time, they
believe the price of a stock will rise to reflect the company’s underlying business value; in practice, their investment time
horizon is generally three to five years. They are concentrated investors, building focused portfolios that provide
diversification but are concentrated enough so that their best ideas can make a meaningful impact on investment
performance. They believe they can add value through their stock selection capabilities and low correlation to international
indices and peers. Harris believes their greatest competitive advantage is their long-term investment horizon, exploiting the
mispricing of securities caused by what they believe is the short-term focus of many market participants.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Oakmark International’s portfolio posted a (1.13)% return for
the quarter placing it in the 96 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 54
percentile for the last year.

Oakmark International’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 1.85% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
2.32%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $16,244,226

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-182,960

Ending Market Value $16,061,266

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(96)
(67)

(54)
(78)

(57)(71)

(4)

(86)
(14)

(88) (1)

(69)

(6)
(38)

10th Percentile 3.35 3.37 12.04 14.82 12.52 4.92 7.84
25th Percentile 2.32 (0.31) 10.77 13.16 11.06 3.93 6.45

Median 1.24 (2.15) 8.97 11.82 9.61 2.69 5.57
75th Percentile 0.43 (4.46) 7.62 10.67 8.63 1.70 4.99
90th Percentile (0.39) (6.03) 6.63 9.64 8.08 0.50 3.73

Oakmark
International (1.13) (2.53) 8.57 16.63 12.00 9.53 8.33

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.72 (4.85) 7.86 9.92 8.23 1.94 6.01

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Oakmark International
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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25th Percentile 7.65 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median 6.77 (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile 5.46 (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile 4.31 (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Oakmark
International 5.31 (5.41) 29.34 29.22 (14.07) 16.22 56.30 (41.06) (0.52) 30.61

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 4.35 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Oakmark International
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of June 30, 2015
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(14)

(59)

(95)

(71)

(84)

(72)

(43)

(61)

(36)

(18)

(75)
(69)

10th Percentile 45.56 18.18 2.81 14.65 2.99 0.81
25th Percentile 41.69 17.03 2.39 12.99 2.78 0.61

Median 30.78 15.83 2.05 10.63 2.41 0.25
75th Percentile 21.90 14.03 1.67 9.04 1.99 (0.10)
90th Percentile 12.39 13.13 1.40 8.12 1.71 (0.26)

Oakmark International 44.56 12.69 1.54 11.17 2.67 (0.09)

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 28.84 14.25 1.70 9.73 2.85 0.01

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Oakmark International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015

International Attribution
The first chart below illustrates the return for each country in the index sorted from high to low. The total return for the index
is highlighted with a dotted line. The second chart (countries presented in the same order) illustrates the manager’s country
allocation decisions relative to the index. To the extent that the manager over-weighted a country that had a higher return
than the total return for the index (above the dotted line) it contributes positively to the manager’s country (or currency)
selection effect. The last chart details the manager return, the index return, and the attribution factors for the quarter.

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(20%) (15%) (10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Hungary 12.5 (1.3)
United Arab Emirates 10.7 (0.0)

Ireland 4.6 3.7
Russia 4.1 3.4

Brazil 4.0 2.9
China 6.2 0.0

Hong Kong 5.6 0.0
Greece 1.5 3.7

Czech Republic (0.8) 4.9
Norway 1.4 2.4

Colombia 3.5 (0.1)
Austria (0.4) 3.7
Japan 5.2 (2.0)

Italy (0.7) 3.7
Netherlands (0.7) 3.7

United Kingdom (2.8) 5.9
Portugal (1.0) 3.7

Denmark (1.5) 3.9
Belgium (2.1) 3.7

Switzerland (2.5) 3.9
Taiwan (0.2) 1.4
Turkey 4.4 (3.1)
France (2.7) 3.7

Peru 0.8 0.0
Total (1.1) 1.9

Mexico 3.4 (2.9)
United States 0.3 0.0

Singapore (1.8) 1.8
South Africa (0.4) (0.2)

Poland (1.5) 0.8
Canada (2.2) 1.4

Qatar (0.8) 0.0
Israel (6.4) 5.4
Spain (5.5) 3.7

Sweden (6.0) 3.9
Chile (0.5) (2.5)

Finland (6.6) 3.7
Thailand 0.4 (3.7)

India (1.9) (1.7)
South Korea (3.2) (0.5)

Philippines (4.0) (0.9)
Germany (8.5) 3.7

Egypt (6.1) 0.0
Australia (6.7) 0.6
Malaysia (6.2) (1.8)

New Zealand (3.5) (9.8)
Indonesia (12.1) (1.9)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

(15%) (10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Hungary 0.0 0.0
United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.0

Ireland 0.2 0.0
Russia 0.8 0.0

Brazil 1.6 0.0
China 5.0 0.0

Hong Kong 2.3 1.2
Greece 0.1 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Norway 0.5 0.0

Colombia 0.1 0.0
Austria 0.1 0.0
Japan 15.9 11.0

Italy 1.7 4.4
Netherlands 2.0 6.4

United Kingdom 14.2 14.7
Portugal 0.1 0.0

Denmark 1.2 0.0
Belgium 0.9 0.0

Switzerland 6.6 18.7
Taiwan 2.8 0.0
Turkey 0.3 0.0
France 7.0 14.7

Peru 0.1 0.0
Total

Mexico 1.0 0.0
United States 0.0 5.7

Singapore 1.0 0.0
South Africa 1.7 0.0

Poland 0.3 0.0
Canada 6.8 0.1

Qatar 0.2 0.0
Israel 0.4 0.2
Spain 2.6 0.0

Sweden 2.2 4.6
Chile 0.3 0.0

Finland 0.6 0.0
Thailand 0.5 0.0

India 1.6 0.0
South Korea 3.2 2.8

Philippines 0.3 0.0
Germany 6.8 11.7

Egypt 0.1 0.0
Australia 5.2 3.7
Malaysia 0.8 0.0

New Zealand 0.1 0.0
Indonesia 0.6 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015
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Mondrian International
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Mondrian’s value driven investment philosophy is based on the belief that investments need to be evaluated in terms of
their fundamental long-term value. In the management of international equity assets, they invest in securities where
rigorous dividend discount analysis identifies value in terms of the long term flow of income. Mondrian’s’s management fee
is 77 bps on all assets.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Mondrian International’s portfolio posted a (0.22)% return for
the quarter placing it in the 89 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 93
percentile for the last year.

Mondrian International’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 0.94% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
2.34%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,115,757

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-5,538

Ending Market Value $21,110,219

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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Last Quarter Last Year Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 4 Years

(89)
(67)

(93)

(78)

(86)(71)
(92)(86)

(72)(84)

10th Percentile 3.35 3.37 12.04 14.82 8.00
25th Percentile 2.32 (0.31) 10.77 13.16 6.05

Median 1.24 (2.15) 8.97 11.82 4.94
75th Percentile 0.43 (4.46) 7.62 10.67 3.67
90th Percentile (0.39) (6.03) 6.63 9.64 2.63

Mondrian
International (0.22) (7.19) 7.17 9.15 4.01

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.72 (4.85) 7.86 9.92 3.33

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Mondrian International
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Cheapest Net)
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Mondrian International
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of June 30, 2015
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Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Mondrian International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended June 30, 2015

International Attribution
The first chart below illustrates the return for each country in the index sorted from high to low. The total return for the index
is highlighted with a dotted line. The second chart (countries presented in the same order) illustrates the manager’s country
allocation decisions relative to the index. To the extent that the manager over-weighted a country that had a higher return
than the total return for the index (above the dotted line) it contributes positively to the manager’s country (or currency)
selection effect. The last chart details the manager return, the index return, and the attribution factors for the quarter.

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(20%) (15%) (10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Romania 9.7 2.3
Hungary 12.5 (1.3)
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Japan 5.2 (2.0)
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Taiwan (0.2) 1.4
Turkey 4.4 (3.1)
France (2.7) 3.7

Peru 0.8 0.0
Total (1.1) 1.9

Mexico 3.4 (2.9)
United States 0.3 0.0

Singapore (1.8) 1.8
South Africa (0.4) (0.2)

Poland (1.5) 0.8
Canada (2.2) 1.4

Qatar (0.8) 0.0
Israel (6.4) 5.4
Spain (5.5) 3.7

Sweden (6.0) 3.9
Chile (0.5) (2.5)

Finland (6.6) 3.7
Thailand 0.4 (3.7)

India (1.9) (1.7)
South Korea (3.2) (0.5)

Philippines (4.0) (0.9)
Germany (8.5) 3.7

Egypt (6.1) 0.0
Australia (6.7) 0.6
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Malaysia (6.2) (1.8)
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Indonesia (12.1) (1.9)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)
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Domestic Fixed Income Composite
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Fixed Income Composite’s portfolio posted a
(1.51)% return for the quarter placing it in the 73 percentile
of the Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed group for the quarter and in
the 75 percentile for the last year.

Domestic Fixed Income Composite’s portfolio outperformed
the Barclays Aggregate Index by 0.17% for the quarter and
underperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index for the year
by 0.73%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $120,462,239

Net New Investment $-862,194

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-1,820,654

Ending Market Value $117,779,392

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed (Gross)
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Income Composite (1.51) 1.13 3.42 2.83 4.08 5.67 5.18

Barclays
Aggregate Index (1.68) 1.86 3.11 1.83 3.35 4.59 4.44

Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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Domestic Fixed Income Composite
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed (Gross)
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Domestic Fixed Income Composite
Bond Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Fixed Income Portfolio Characteristics
Rankings Against CAI Core Bond Fixed-Inc Style
as of June 30, 2015
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Barclays Aggregate Index 5.63 7.87 2.39 3.22 0.09

Sector Allocation and Quality Ratings
The first graph compares the manager’s sector allocation with the average allocation across all the members of the
manager’s style. The second graph compares the manager’s weighted average quality rating with the range of quality ratings
for the style.

Sector Allocation
June 30, 2015
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Dodge & Cox Income
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Dodge & Cox’s Fixed Income Philosophy is to construct and manage a high-quality and diversified portfolio of securities
that is selected through bottom-up, fundamental analysis. They believe that by combining fundamental research with a
long-term investment horizon, it is possible to uncover and act upon inefficiencies in the valuation of market sectors and
individual securities. In their efforts to seek attractive returns, the team: 1) emphasizes market sector and individual
security selection; 2) strives to build portfolios which have a higher yield than the composite yield of the broad bond market;
and 3) analyzes portfolio and individual security risk. Their credit research focuses on analysis of the fundamental factors
that impact an individual issuer’s or market sector’s credit risk. They also consider economic trends and special
circumstances which may affect an industry or a specific issue or issuer.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Dodge & Cox Income’s portfolio posted a (1.19)% return for
the quarter placing it in the 12 percentile of the CAI MF -
Core Bond Style group for the quarter and in the 75
percentile for the last year.

Dodge & Cox Income’s portfolio outperformed the Barclays
Aggregate Index by 0.49% for the quarter and
underperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index for the year
by 0.88%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $60,223,458

Net New Investment $-412,787

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-716,943

Ending Market Value $59,093,728

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Bond Style (Net)
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Dodge & Cox Income
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Bond Style (Net)

(20%)
(15%)
(10%)
(5%)

0%
5%

10%
15%
20%
25%

12/14- 6/15 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006

2145

6929

4
57

14
94 82

27 4084

13

94
24

11 4313 952

10th Percentile 0.34 7.19 (0.88) 9.04 8.24 9.09 17.21 5.59 7.86 5.46
25th Percentile 0.09 6.21 (1.27) 7.66 7.85 8.16 14.15 1.21 6.27 4.88

Median (0.11) 5.72 (1.71) 6.58 6.87 7.73 11.98 (1.88) 5.63 4.38
75th Percentile (0.25) 5.22 (2.42) 5.85 5.24 7.17 8.16 (9.80) 4.25 3.99
90th Percentile (0.44) 4.15 (2.74) 4.94 4.20 6.49 7.29 (12.35) 1.90 3.67

Dodge &
Cox Income 0.09 5.49 0.64 7.94 4.75 7.81 16.22 1.51 5.83 5.64

Barclays
Aggregate Index (0.10) 5.97 (2.02) 4.21 7.84 6.54 5.93 5.24 6.97 4.33

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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Dodge & Cox Income
Bond Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Fixed Income Portfolio Characteristics
Rankings Against CAI Core Bond Fixed-Inc Style
as of June 30, 2015
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Barclays Aggregate Index 5.63 7.87 2.39 3.22 0.09

Sector Allocation and Quality Ratings
The first graph compares the manager’s sector allocation with the average allocation across all the members of the
manager’s style. The second graph compares the manager’s weighted average quality rating with the range of quality ratings
for the style.

Sector Allocation
June 30, 2015
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PIMCO
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
PIMCO emphasizes adding value by rotating through the major sectors of the domestic and international bond markets.
They also seek to enhance returns through duration management.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
PIMCO’s portfolio posted a (1.84)% return for the quarter
placing it in the 68 percentile of the CAI MF - Core Plus
Style group for the quarter and in the 60 percentile for the
last year.

PIMCO’s portfolio underperformed the Barclays Aggregate
Index by 0.16% for the quarter and underperformed the
Barclays Aggregate Index for the year by 0.57%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $60,238,782

Net New Investment $-449,407

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-1,103,711

Ending Market Value $58,685,664

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Plus Style (Net)
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10th Percentile (1.16) 2.10 4.45 4.09 5.51 7.29 6.42
25th Percentile (1.44) 1.73 3.95 3.48 5.15 6.12 5.68

Median (1.71) 1.50 3.61 2.69 4.37 5.39 4.93
75th Percentile (1.89) 0.32 3.16 2.28 3.59 4.72 4.06
90th Percentile (2.01) (0.66) 2.83 1.78 3.36 4.22 3.46

PIMCO (1.84) 1.29 3.07 2.45 4.03 6.05 5.72

Barclays
Aggregate Index (1.68) 1.86 3.11 1.83 3.35 4.59 4.44

Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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PIMCO
Return Analysis Summary

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Plus Style (Net)
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PIMCO 0.34 4.69 (1.92) 10.36 4.16 8.83 13.85 4.82 9.09 3.99

Barclays
Aggregate Index (0.10) 5.97 (2.02) 4.21 7.84 6.54 5.93 5.24 6.97 4.33

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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PIMCO
Bond Characteristics Analysis Summary

Portfolio Characteristics
This graph compares the manager’s portfolio characteristics with the range of characteristics for the portfolios which make up
the manager’s style group. This analysis illustrates whether the manager’s current holdings are consistent with other
managers employing the same style.

Fixed Income Portfolio Characteristics
Rankings Against CAI Core Bond Plus Style
as of June 30, 2015
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Barclays Aggregate Index 5.63 7.87 2.39 3.22 0.09

Sector Allocation and Quality Ratings
The first graph compares the manager’s sector allocation with the average allocation across all the members of the
manager’s style. The second graph compares the manager’s weighted average quality rating with the range of quality ratings
for the style.
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RREEF Public
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
RREEF Public Fund invests in Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) and Real Estate Operating Companies (REOCs)
using an active top down component accompanied with detailed bottom up analysis.  RREEF believes underlying real
estate fundamentals drive real estate securities returns and that proprietary research and deep resources can capitalize on
market inefficiencies.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
RREEF Public’s portfolio posted a (10.91)% return for the
quarter placing it in the 100 percentile of the CAI Real
Estate-REIT DB group for the quarter and in the 88
percentile for the last year.

RREEF Public’s portfolio underperformed the NAREIT by
1.96% for the quarter and outperformed the NAREIT for the
year by 1.15%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $8,943,304

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-975,306

Ending Market Value $7,967,998

Performance vs CAI Real Estate-REIT DB (Gross)
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Median (9.68) 5.49 9.91 9.75 15.08 8.92 8.17
75th Percentile (10.19) 4.74 9.16 8.79 14.47 8.34 7.52
90th Percentile (10.41) 4.11 8.53 8.52 14.03 7.46 6.88

RREEF Public (10.91) 4.52 8.25 7.79 13.92 7.31 6.85

NAREIT (8.95) 3.37 8.21 8.54 13.86 7.85 6.18

Relative Return vs NAREIT
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RREEF Private
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
RREEF America II acquires 100 percent equity interests in small- to medium-sized ($10 million to $70 million) apartment,
industrial, retail and office properties in targeted metropolitan areas within the continental United States.  The fund
capitalizes on RREEF’s national research capabilities and market presence to identify superior investment opportunities in
major metropolitan areas across the United States.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
RREEF Private’s portfolio posted a 3.55% return for the
quarter placing it in the 29 percentile of the CAI Open-End
Real Estate Funds group for the quarter and in the 32
percentile for the last year.

RREEF Private’s portfolio underperformed the NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net by 0.14% for the quarter and
outperformed the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net for the year
by 1.10%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $18,265,547

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $649,120

Ending Market Value $18,914,666

Performance vs CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds (Net)
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Median 3.20 13.33 12.20 11.07 13.39 2.94 6.02
75th Percentile 2.69 11.91 10.19 9.64 11.29 1.80 5.47
90th Percentile 2.26 9.33 9.79 8.64 9.26 0.78 4.53

RREEF Private 3.55 14.74 13.95 13.32 15.05 3.09 5.73

NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net 3.70 13.64 12.50 11.93 13.28 2.29 5.63

Relative Returns vs
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
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Cornerstone Patriot Fund
Period Ended June 30, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Cornerstone believes that the investment strategy for the Patriot Fund is unique with the goal of achieving returns in excess
of the benchmark index, the NFI-ODCE Index, with a level of risk associated with a core fund. The construct of the Fund
relies heavily on input from Cornerstone Research, which provided the fundamentals for the investment strategy. Strategic
targets and fund exposure which differentiate the Fund from its competitors with respect to both its geographic and
property type weightings, and we believe will result in performance in excess of industry benchmarks over the long-term.


Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Cornerstone Patriot Fund’s portfolio posted a 3.03% return
for the quarter placing it in the 60 percentile of the CAI
Open-End Real Estate Funds group for the quarter and in
the 82 percentile for the last year.

Cornerstone Patriot Fund’s portfolio underperformed the
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net by 0.66% for the quarter and
underperformed the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net for the
year by 3.08%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $13,479,269

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $408,737

Ending Market Value $13,888,006

Performance vs CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds (Net)
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90th Percentile 2.26 9.33 9.79 8.64 8.26

Cornerstone
Patriot Fund 3.03 10.56 9.29 9.56 9.84

NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net 3.70 13.64 12.50 11.93 11.69

Relative Returns vs
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Ρεσεαρχη ανδ Εδυχατιοναλ Προγραmσ

Τηε Χαλλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ Ινστιτυτε προϖιδεσ ρεσεαρχη τηατ κεεπσ χλιεντσ υπδατεδ ον τηε λατεστ ινδυστρψ τρενδσ ωηιλε ηελπινγ τηεm λεαρν 

τηρουγη χαρεφυλλψ στρυχτυρεδ εδυχατιοναλ προγραmσ. 

Ρεχεντ Ρεσεαρχη

Πλεασε ϖισιτ ωωω.χαλλαν.χοm/ρεσεαρχη το σεε αλλ οφ ουρ πυβλιχατιονσ.

Στυχκ ιν τηε Μυδ ορ Ροαδ το Συχχεσσ? 

DΧ Πλανσ ανδ Φεε Λαωσυιτσ Τηισ χηαρτιχλε 

δεσχριβεσ σελεχτ φεε λαωσυιτσ ανδ βεστ πραχ−

τιχεσ το ηελπ πλαν σπονσορσ σταψ ον τηε πατη 

το συχχεσσ.

Αχτιϖε Σηαρε ανδ Προδυχτ Παιρσ Αναλψσισ Ιν τηισ παπερ, αυτηορ 

Γρεγ Αλλεν ισολατεσ τηε ιmπαχτ οφ αχτιϖε σηαρε ον περφορmανχε βψ 

φοχυσινγ ον �προδυχτ παιρσ.� 

Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ Βενχηmαρκ Ρεϖιεω, Ψεαρ−Ενδ 2014 Τηισ δεταιλεδ 

ρεπορτ χοmπαρεσ ΧΡΣΠ, Ρυσσελλ, ανδ Σ&Π ινδιχεσ αλονγσιδε Χαλ−

λαν Αχτιϖε Μαναγερ Στψλε Γρουπσ.

Χαπιταλ Μαρκετ Ρεϖιεω, 1στ Θυαρτερ 2015 Α νεωσλεττερ προϖιδινγ  

ινσιγητσ ον τηε εχονοmψ ανδ ρεχεντ περφορmανχε ιν τηε εθυιτψ, 

ixed income, alternatives, and real estate markets. 

Ηεδγε Φυνδ Μονιτορ, 1στ Θυαρτερ 2015 Χοϖερ στορψ: Βριδγινγ 

τηε Γαπ: Μυλτι−Ασσετ Χλασσ Στρατεγιεσ.

Πριϖατε Μαρκετσ Τρενδσ, Σπρινγ 2015 Α θυαρτερλψ νεωσλεττερ τηατ 

δισχυσσεσ τηε mαρκετ ενϖιρονmεντ, ρεχεντ εϖεντσ, περφορmανχε, 

ανδ οτηερ ισσυεσ ινϖολϖινγ πριϖατε εθυιτψ.

DΧ Οβσερϖερ, 1στ Θυαρτερ 2015 Χοϖερ στορψ: Ισ Ψουρ Ταργετ Dατε 

Fund Suitable? Plus the Callan DC Index™.

Μαρκετ Πυλσε Φλιπβοοκ, 1στ Θυαρτερ 2015 Α ρεφερενχε γυιδε χοϖ−

ερινγ ινϖεστmεντ ανδ φυνδ σπονσορ τρενδσ ιν τηε Υ.Σ. εχονοmψ, 

U.S. and non-U.S. equities and ixed income, and alternatives.

Ινσιδε Χαλλαν�σ Dαταβασε, 1στ Θυαρτερ 2015 Τηισ ρεπορτ γραπησ 

περφορmανχε ανδ ρισκ δατα φροm Χαλλαν�σ προπριεταρψ δαταβασε 

αλονγσιδε ρελεϖαντ mαρκετ ινδιχεσ.

Ρεαλ Εστατε Ινδιχατορσ: Τοο Ηοτ το Τουχη ορ Χοολ Ενουγη το 

Ηανδλε? Σεε σεϖεν ινδιχατορσ τηατ ηαϖε ηελπεδ σιγναλ ωηεν τηε 

ινστιτυτιοναλ ρεαλ εστατε mαρκετ ισ οϖερηεατεδ ορ χοολεδ.

Τηε Γαmε οφ Ρετιρεmεντ�Ηελπινγ Εmπλοψεεσ Wιν Τηισ χηαρ−

τιχλε προϖιδεσ α ηιγη−λεϖελ λοοκ ατ τηε τηρεε γενερατιονσ DΧ πλαν 

σπονσορσ mυστ ταργετ ανδ ηοω βεστ το χοmmυνιχατε ωιτη τηεm.

Τηε Ινϖεστmεντ ςεηιχλε Οωνερ�σ Μανυαλ Τηισ χηαρτιχλε ηιγη−

λιγητσ τηε κεψ φεατυρεσ οφ σεϖεραλ ποπυλαρ ινϖεστmεντ ϖεηιχλεσ. Ιτ 

also encourages investors to consider six important questions 

ωηεν mακινγ αν ινϖεστmεντ ϖεηιχλε σελεχτιον.

2015 Deined Contribution Survey Χαλλαν�σ 

αννυαλ συρϖεψ οφ DΧ πλαν σπονσορσ ρεϖεαλσ 

τρενδσ ιν πλαν στρυχτυρε ανδ mαναγεmεντ. 

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 

ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

Εδυχατιον

2νδ Θυαρτερ 2015

The message is clear for deined contribution (DC) plan sponsors: follow 
best practices established for plan fees or risk getting stuck in a costly and 
time-consuming lawsuit. 

Nearly 40 401(k) fee lawsuits have been iled since 2006. The irst gen-
eration of lawsuits focused on revenue-sharing violations, failure to under-
stand speciic costs, and use of retail mutual funds in 401(k) lineups. Over 
time these lawsuits have expanded in scope, covering everything from the 
prudence of offering certain stable value funds to adherence to investment 
policy statements. 

In addition to monetary payments, settlements have typically included 
requirements to:
• Competitively bid plan recordkeeping services
• Engage an outside consultant
• Utilize institutional or retirement-share classes where possible
• Add passively managed funds to the lineup
• Comply with the Department of Labor’s participant disclosure regulation
 

In this charticle, Callan describes select DC fee lawsuits. We suggest best 
practices to help plan sponsors keep their plan on the path to success.

Μυδδψ Wατερσ 
Recent fee lawsuits that reached settlement
Amount of Settlement ($mm) vs. Duration of Lawsuit (years)
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Τιββλε ϖ. Εδισον

In May 2015, the U.S. Supreme Court reversed the Ninth Circuit Court 
of Appeals’ ruling that the 401(k) fee lawsuit of Tibble v. Edison Inter-
national was time-barred, remanding the case back to the Ninth Circuit 
Court of Appeals. The case dates back to 2007, when participants in the 
Edison 401(k) Savings Plan sued plan iduciaries for losses suffered due 
to breach of iduciary duty relating to mutual funds in the plan’s lineup. 
Plaintiffs argued that Edison iduciaries imprudently offered higher-priced 
retail-class mutual funds when materially identical, lower-priced institution-
al-class mutual funds were available. However, the defendants argued 
that ERISA requires a breach of iduciary duty complaint to be iled within 
six years, and the breach occurred when the funds in question had been 
initially added to the plan, which was more than six years before the com-
plaint was iled. The District Court agreed that the complaint was untimely 
and the Ninth Circuit afirmed. The Supreme Court’s decision focused on 
the failure by the Ninth Circuit to consider iduciaries’ ongoing obligation 
to monitor and remove imprudent investments. Fiduciaries must prudently 
select funds AND prudently revisit fund selection on an ongoing basis. 
For this reason, the Supreme Court remanded the case back to the Ninth 
Circuit to determine if a prudent review process had been in place. The 
Supreme Court expressed no view on the scope of respondents’ iduciary 
duty, leaving it to the Ninth Circuit to make this determination.

Dον�τ γετ βογγεδ δοων.  
Φεε Λαωσυιτσ = 
Τιmε + Μονεψ

Τακε  
αχτιον  
νοω.  

Πατη το  
Συχχεσσ =  
Βενχηmαρκινγ 
+ Ρεγυλαρ 
Dοχυmεντατιον

Ψεαρσ 

Λοστ

Αmουντ οφ λαργεστ φεε 

λαωσυιτ σεττλεmεντ  

το δατε

ΜΙΛΛΙΟΝ

Τηε mινιmυm 

νυmβερ οφ ψεαρσ 

τακεν το σεττλε α 

φεε λαωσυιτ

DΧ πλαν σπονσορσ 

τηατ ρεδυχεδ 

πλαν φεεσ αφτερ 

ρεϖιεωινγ τηεm 

Νο Ονε ισ Ιmmυνε: Λαωσυιτσ βψ Ινδυστρψ

Grocery 4.2%

Retail 4.2%

Robotics 4.2%

Paper 4.2%

Utility 4.2%

I.T. 4.2%

Healthcare 4.2%

Energy 4.2%

Education 4.2%

Automotive 8.3%

DC plan fee lawsuits have popped up across a diverse array of 
industries, as illustrated in this chart. 

Aerospace
25.0%

Finance 
16.7%

Construction
12.5%

DΧ Πλανσ ανδ Φεε Λαωσυιτσ

Stuck in the Mud or 

Road to Success? 

Sources: 401(k) Fee Cases, Groom Law Group, Chartered. January 27, 2015; 

Callan 2015 DC Trends Survey

2015 Deined Contribution Trends

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 

ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

  

Survey



�Wε τηινκ τηε βεστ ωαψ το λεαρν σοmετηινγ ισ το τεαχη ιτ. 

Εντρυστινγ χλιεντ εδυχατιον το ουρ χονσυλταντσ ανδ σπεχιαλιστσ 

ενσυρεσ τηατ τηεψ ηαϖε α τοταλ χοmmανδ οφ τηειρ συβϕεχτ 

mαττερ. Τηισ ισ ονε ρεασον ωηψ εδυχατιον ανδ ρεσεαρχη ηαϖε 

been cornerstones of our irm for more than 40 years.” 

Ρον Πεψτον, Χηαιρmαν ανδ ΧΕΟ

Χαλλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ Ινστιτυτε ανδ τηε �Χαλλαν Χολλεγε�

 

Εϖεντσ

Dιδ ψου mισσ ουτ ον α Χαλλαν χονφερενχε ορ ωορκσηοπ? Εϖεντ συm−

mαριεσ ανδ σπεακερσ� πρεσεντατιονσ αρε αϖαιλαβλε ον ουρ ωεβσιτε:  

ηττπσ://ωωω.χαλλαν.χοm/εδυχατιον/ΧΙΙ/ 

Τηε ϑυνε Ρεγιοναλ Wορκσηοπ�σ τοπιχ ωασ 

�Φιδυχιαρψ Τιδαλ Wαϖε: Ναϖιγατινγ DΧ�σ Υν−

χηαρτεδ Wατερσ.� Ουρ σπεακερσ ωερε Ροδ 

Βαρε, Χηιχαγο Φυνδ Σπονσορ Χονσυλτινγ; 

Lori Lucas, CFA, Deined Contribution Con−

συλτινγ; ανδ Υϖαν Τσενγ, ΧΦΑ, Σαν Φρανχισχο Φυνδ Σπονσορ 

Χονσυλτινγ.

Our next event is the Οχτοβερ Ρεγιοναλ Wορκσηοπ, το βε ηελδ 

Οχτοβερ 21 ιν Νεω Ψορκ ανδ Οχτοβερ 22 ιν Ατλαντα. Σταψ τυνεδ 

φορ τοπιχ ανδ σπεακερ δεταιλσ! Αλσο, σαϖε τηε δατε φορ ουρ αννυαλ 

Νατιοναλ Χονφερενχε in San Francisco, January 25-27, 2016.

Φορ mορε ινφορmατιον αβουτ ρεσεαρχη ορ εδυχατιοναλ 

εϖεντσ, πλεασε χονταχτ Ραψ Χοmβσ: ινστιτυτε≅χαλλαν.χοm ορ 

415.974.5060

Τηε Χεντερ φορ Ινϖεστmεντ Τραινινγ  

Εδυχατιοναλ Σεσσιονσ

Τηε Χεντερ φορ Ινϖεστmεντ Τραινινγ, βεττερ κνοων ασ τηε �Χαλλαν 

Χολλεγε,� προϖιδεσ α φουνδατιον οφ κνοωλεδγε φορ ινδυστρψ προφεσ−

σιοναλσ ωηο αρε ινϖολϖεδ ιν τηε ινϖεστmεντ δεχισιον−mακινγ προ−

cess. It was founded in 1994 to provide clients and non-clients alike 
with basic- to intermediate-level instruction. Our next session is:

Ιντροδυχτιον το Ινϖεστmεντσ

Χηιχαγο, Οχτοβερ 27−28, 2015

Τηισ σεσσιον φαmιλιαριζεσ φυνδ σπονσορ τρυστεεσ, σταφφ, ανδ ασσετ 

mαναγεmεντ αδϖισορσ ωιτη βασιχ ινϖεστmεντ τηεορψ, τερmινολογψ, 

ανδ πραχτιχεσ. Ιτ λαστσ ονε−ανδ−α−ηαλφ δαψσ ανδ ισ δεσιγνεδ φορ ιν−

dividuals who have less than two years of experience with asset-
mαναγεmεντ οϖερσιγητ ανδ/ορ συππορτ ρεσπονσιβιλιτιεσ. Τυιτιον φορ 

the Introductory “Callan College” session is $2,350 per person. 
Τυιτιον ινχλυδεσ ινστρυχτιον, αλλ mατεριαλσ, βρεακφαστ ανδ λυνχη ον 

each day, and dinner on the irst evening with the instructors.

Χυστοmιζεδ Σεσσιονσ

Τηε �Χαλλαν Χολλεγε� ισ εθυιππεδ το χυστοmιζε α χυρριχυλυm το 

meet the training and educational needs of a speciic organization.
Τηεσε ταιλορεδ σεσσιονσ ρανγε φροm βασιχ το αδϖανχεδ ανδ χαν 

take place anywhere—even at your ofice.

Λεαρν mορε ατ ηττπσ://ωωω.χαλλαν.χοm/εδυχατιον/χολλεγε/ ορ 

χονταχτ Κατηλεεν Χυννιε: 415.274.3029 / χυννιε≅χαλλαν.χοm

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ

ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

Ναϖιγατινγ DΧ�σ Υνχηαρτεδ Wατερσ

Φιδυχιαρψ Τιδαλ Wαϖε

Ροδ Βαρε

Χηιχαγο Φυνδ Σπονσορ Χονσυλτινγ

Υϖαν Τσενγ, ΧΦΑ

Σαν Φρανχισχο Φυνδ Σπονσορ 

Χονσυλτινγ

Λορι Λυχασ, ΧΦΑ

Dεφινεδ Χοντριβυτιον Χονσυλτινγ

2015 Ρεγιοναλ Wορκσηοπσ

ϑυνε 17 � Χηιχαγο, ΙΛ

ϑυνε 18 � Σαν Φρανχισχο, ΧΑ

Υνιθυε πιεχεσ οφ ρεσεαρχη τηε 

Ινστιτυτε γενερατεσ εαχη ψεαρ50+

Τοταλ αττενδεεσ οφ τηε �Χαλλαν 

College” since 19943,300 Ψεαρ τηε Χαλλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ 

Ινστιτυτε ωασ φουνδεδ1980

Αττενδεεσ (ον αϖεραγε) οφ τηε 

Ινστιτυτε�σ αννυαλ Νατιοναλ Χονφερενχε500

Εδυχατιον: Βψ τηε Νυmβερσ
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Equity Market Indicators

The market indicators included in this report are regarded as measures of equity or fixed income performance results. The

returns shown reflect both income and capital appreciation.

Russell 1000 Growth measures the performance of those Russell 1000 companies with higher price-to-book ratios and

higher forecasted growth values.

Russell 1000 Value measures the performance of those Russell 1000 companies with lower price-to-book ratios and lower

forecasted growth values.

Russell 2000 Growth contains those Russell 2000 securities with a greater than average growth orientation.  Securities in

this index tend to exhibit higher price-to-book and price-earning ratios, lower dividend yields and higher forecasted growth

values than the Value universe.

Russell 2000 Value contains those Russell 2000 securities with a less than average growth orientation.  Securities in this

index tend to exhibit lower price-to-book and price-earning ratios, higher dividend yields and lower forecasted growth values

than the Growth universe.

Russell 3000 Index is a composite of 3,000 of the largest U.S. companies by market capitalization.  The smallest company’s

market capitalization is roughly $20 million and the largest is $72.5 billion.  The index is capitalization-weighted.

Russell Mid Cap Growth measures the performance of those Russell Mid Cap Companies with higher price-to-book ratios

and higher forecasted growth values.  The stocks are also members of the Russell 1000 Growth Index.

Russell MidCap Value Index The Russell MidCap Value index contains those Russell MidCap securities with a less than

average growth orientation.  Securities in this index tend to exhibit lower price-to-book and price-earnings ratio, higher

dividend yields and lower forecasted growth values than the Growth universe.

Standard & Poor’s 500 Index  is designed to measure performance of the broad domestic economy through changes in the

aggregate market value of 500 stocks representing all major industries.  The index is capitalization-weighted, with each stock

weighted by its proportion of the total market value of all 500 issues. Thus, larger companies have a greater effect on the

index.
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Fixed Income Market Indicators

Barclays Aggregate Bond Index is a combination of the Mortgage Backed Securities Index and the intermediate and

long-term components of the Government/Credit Bond Index.

The NAREIT Composite Index is a REIT index that includes all REITs currently trading on the NYSE, NASDAQ, or

American Stock Exchange.
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International Equity Market Indicators

MSCI ACWI ex US Index The MSCI ACWI ex US(All Country World Index) Index is a free float-adjusted market

capitalization weighted index that is designed to measure the equity market performance of developed and emerging

markets, excluding the US.  As of May 27, 2010 the MSCI ACWI consisted of 45 country indices comprising 24 developed

and 21 emerging market country indices.  The developed market country indices included are: Australia, Austria, Belgium,

Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand,

Norway, Portugal, Singapore, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom.  The emerging market country indices

included are: Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Czech Republic, Egypt, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Korea, Malaysia, Mexico,

Morocco, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Russia, South Africa, Taiwan, Thailand, and Turkey.

Morgan Stanley Capital International (MSCI) EAFE Index is composed of approximately 1000 equity securities

representing the stock exchanges of Europe, Australia, New Zealand and the Far East.  The index is capitalization-weighted

and is expressed in terms of U.S. dollars.
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Real Estate Market Indicators

NCREIF Open Ended Diversified Core Equity The NFI-ODCE is an equally-weighted, net of fee, time-weighted return

index with an inception date of December 31, 1977.  Equally-weighting the funds shows what the results would be if all funds

were treated equally, regardless of size. Open-end Funds are generally defined as infinite-life vehicles consisting of multiple

investors who have the ability to enter or exit the fund on a periodic basis, subject to contribution and/or redemption

requests, thereby providing a degree of potential investment liquidity. The term Diversified Core Equity style typically reflects

lower risk investment strategies utilizing low leverage and generally represented by equity ownership positions in stable U.S.

operating properties.
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Callan Associates Databases

In order to provide comparative investment results for use in evaluating a fund’s performance, Callan Associates gathers rate

of return data from investment managers. These data are then grouped by type of assets managed and by the type of

investment manager. Except for mutual funds, the results are for tax-exempt fund assets. The databases, excluding mutual

funds, represent investment managers who handle over 80% of all tax-exempt fund assets.

Equity Funds

Equity funds concentrate their investments in common stocks and convertible securities. The funds included maintain

well-diversified portfolios.

Core Equity  - Mutual funds whose portfolio holdings and characteristics are similar to that of the broader market as

represented by the Standard & Poor’s 500 Index, with the objective of adding value over and above the index, typically from

sector or issue selection.  The core portfolio exhibits similar risk characteristics to the broad market as measured by low

residual risk with Beta and R-Squared close to 1.00.

Large Cap Growth - Mutual Funds that invest mainly in large companies that are expected to have above average

prospects for long-term growth in earnings and profitability.  Future growth prospects take precedence over valuation levels

in the stock selection process.  Invests in companies with P/E ratios, Price-to-Book values, Return-on-Assets values,

Growth-in-Earnings values above the broader market.  The companies typically have zero dividends or dividend yields below

the broader market.  Invests in securities which exhibit greater volatility than the broader market as measured by the

securities’ Beta and Standard Deviation.

Large Cap Value  - Mutual funds that invest in predominantly large capitalization companies believed to be currently

undervalued in the general market.  The companies are expected to have a near-term earnings rebound and eventual

realization of expected value.  Valuation issues take precedence over near-term earnings prospects in the stock selection

process.  Invests in companies with P/E rations and Price-to-Book values below the broader market.  Usually exhibits lower

risk than the broader market as measured by the Beta and Standard Deviation.

Non-U.S. Equity A broad array of active managers who employ various strategies to invest assets in a well-diversified

portfolio of non-U.S. equity securities. This group consists of all Core, Core Plus, Growth, and Value international products,

as well as products using various mixtures of these strategies. Region-specific, index, emerging market, or small cap

products are excluded.

Non-U.S. Equity Style Mutual Funds  - Mutual funds that invest their assets only in non-U.S. equity securities but exclude

regional and index funds.

Small Capitalization (Growth) - Mutual funds that invest in small capitalization companies that are expected to have above

average prospects for long-term growth in earnings and profitability.  Future growth prospects take precedence over

valuation levels in the stock selection process.  Invests in companies with P/E ratios, Price-to-Book values, and

Growth-in-Earnings values above the broader market as well as the small capitalization market segment.  The companies

typically have zero dividends or dividend yields below the broader market.  The securities exhibit greater volatility than the

broader market as well as the small capitalization market segment as measured by the risk statistics beta and standard

deviation.
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Callan Associates Databases

Small Capitalization (Value) - Mutual funds that invest in small capitalization companies that are believed to be currently

undervalued in the general market.  Valuation issues take precedence over near-term earnings prospects in the stock

selection process.  The companies are expected to have a near-term earnings rebound and eventual realization of expected

value.  Invests in companies with P/E ratios, Return-on-Equity values, and Price-to-Book values below the broader market as

well as the small capitalization market segment.  The companies typically have dividend yields in the high range for the small

capitalization market.  Invests in securities with risk/reward profiles in the lower risk range of the small capitalization market.

Fixed Income Funds

Fixed Income funds concentrate their investments in bonds, preferred stocks, and money market securities. The funds

included maintain well-diversified portfolios.

Core Bond - Mutual Funds that construct portfolios to approximate the investment results of the Barclays Capital

Government/Credit Bond Index or the Barclays Capital Aggregate Bond Index with a modest amount of variability in duration

around the index.  The objective is to achieve value added from sector and/or issue selection.

Core Bond - Managers who construct portfolios to approximate the investment results of the Barclays Capital

Government/Credit Bond Index or the Barclays Capital Aggregate Bond Index with a modest amount of variability in duration

around the index. The objective is to achieve value added from sector and/or issue selection.

Core Plus Bond  - Active managers whose objective is to add value by tactically allocating significant portions of their

portfolios among non-benchmark sectors (e.g. high yield corporate, non-US$ bonds, etc.) while maintaining majority

exposure similar to the broad market.

Real Estate Funds

Real estate funds consist of open or closed-end commingled funds. The returns are net of fees and represent the overall

performance of commingled institutional capital invested in real estate properties.

Real Estate Open-End Commingled Funds - The Open-End Funds Database consists of all open-end commingled real

estate funds.

Other Funds

Public - Total - consists of return and asset allocation information for public pension funds at the city, county and state level.

 The database is made up of Callan clients and non-clients.
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Disclosures



 

List of Managers That Do Business with Callan Associates Inc. 

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only 

Callan takes its fiduciary and disclosure responsibilities to clients very seriously.  The list below is compiled and updated quarterly because we believe 
our fund sponsor clients should have a clear understanding of the investment management organizations that do business with our firm.  As of 06/30/15. 
Callan provided educational, consulting, software, database, or reporting services to this list of managers through one or more of the following business 
units:  Institutional Consulting Group, Independent Adviser Group and Fund Sponsor Consulting.  Given the complex corporate and organizational 
ownership structures of investment management firms, parent and affiliate firm relationships are not listed here.  The client list below may include names 
of parent companies who allow their affiliates to use some of the services included in their client contract (eg, educational services including published 
research and attendance at conferences and workshops). Affiliates will not be listed if they don’t separately contract with Callan.  Per strict policy these 
manager relationships do not affect the outcome or process by which any of Callan’s services are conducted. 
 
Fund sponsor clients may request a copy of this list at any time.  Fund sponsor clients may also request specific information regarding the fees paid to 
Callan by the managers employed by their fund. Per company policy, information requests regarding fees are handled exclusively by Callan’s 
Compliance Department. 
 
Clients should also be aware that Callan maintains an asset management division, the Trust Advisory Group (TAG). TAG specializes in the design, 
implementation and on-going management of multi-manager portfolios for institutional investors. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a complete 
listing of TAG’s portfolios. We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios it 
oversees.  Per company policy these requests are handled by TAG’s senior management. 
 

 

 

Quarterly List as of  

June 30, 2015

Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 6/30/15 

Manager Name Educational Services Consulting Services 
1607 Capital Partners, LLC  Y 
Aberdeen Asset Management Y Y 
Acadian Asset Management, Inc. Y  
Advisory Research Y  
Affiliated Managers Group  Y 
AllianceBernstein Y  
Allianz Global Investors U.S. LLC Y Y 
Allianz Life Insurance Company of North America  Y 
Altrinsic Global Advisors, LLC  Y 
American Century Investment Management Y  
Analytic Investors Y  
Apollo Global Management Y  
AQR Capital Management Y  
Ares Management Y  
Ariel Investments Y  
Aristotle Capital Management Y  
Aronson + Johnson + Ortiz Y  
Artisan Holdings  Y 
Atlanta Capital Management Co., L.L.C. Y Y 
Aviva Investors Y  
AXA Rosenberg Investment Management Y  
Babson Capital Management LLC Y  
Baillie Gifford International LLC  Y Y 
Baird Advisors Y Y 
Bank of America  Y 
Baring Asset Management Y  
Baron Capital Management Y  
BlackRock Y  
BMO Asset Management Y  
BNP Paribas Investment Partners Y  
BNY Mellon Asset Management Y Y 
Boston Company Asset Management, LLC (The) Y Y 



List of Managers That Do Business with Callan Associates Inc. (continued) 

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only 

Callan takes its fiduciary and disclosure responsibilities to clients very seriously.  The list below is compiled and updated quarterly because we believe 
our fund sponsor clients should have a clear understanding of the investment management organizations that do business with our firm.  As of 06/30/15, 
Callan provided educational, consulting, software, database, or reporting services to this list of managers through one or more of the following business 
units:  Institutional Consulting Group, Independent Adviser Group and Fund Sponsor Consulting.  Given the complex corporate and organizational 
ownership structures of investment management firms, parent and affiliate firm relationships are not listed here.  The client list below may include names 
of parent companies who allow their affiliates to use some of the services included in their client contract (eg, educational services including published 
research and attendance at conferences and workshops). Affiliates will not be listed if they don’t separately contract with Callan.  Per strict policy these 
manager relationships do not affect the outcome or process by which any of Callan’s services are conducted. 
 
Fund sponsor clients may request a copy of this list at any time.  Fund sponsor clients may also request specific information regarding the fees paid to 
Callan by the managers employed by their fund. Per company policy, information requests regarding fees are handled exclusively by Callan’s 
Compliance Department. 
 
Clients should also be aware that Callan maintains an asset management division, the Trust Advisory Group (TAG). TAG specializes in the design, 
implementation and on-going management of multi-manager portfolios for institutional investors. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a complete 
listing of TAG’s portfolios. We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios it 
oversees.  Per company policy these requests are handled by TAG’s senior management. 
 

 

 
Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 6/30/15 

Manager Name Educational Services Consulting Services 

Boston Partners  Y Y 

Brandes Investment Partners, L.P. Y Y 

Brandywine Global Investment Management, LLC Y  

Brown Brothers Harriman & Company Y  

Cadence Capital Management Y  

Capital Group Y  

CastleArk Management, LLC  Y 

Causeway Capital Management Y  

Central Plains Advisors, Inc.  Y 

Chartwell Investment Partners Y  

ClearBridge Investments, LLC (fka ClearBridge Advisors) Y  

Cohen & Steers Y Y 

Columbia Management Investment Advisors, LLC Y Y 

Columbus Circle Investors Y Y 

Corbin Capital Partners Y  

Cornerstone Investment Partners, LLC Y  

Cramer Rosenthal McGlynn, LLC Y  

Crawford Investment Council  Y 

Credit Suisse Asset Management Y  

Crestline Investors Y Y 

Cutwater Asset Management Y  

DB Advisors Y Y 

DE Shaw Investment Management LLC Y  

Delaware Investments Y Y 

DePrince, Race & Zollo, Inc. Y Y 

Deutsche Asset  & Wealth Management Y Y 

Diamond Hill Investments Y  

Donald Smith & Co., Inc. Y  

DSM Capital Partners  Y 

Duff & Phelps Investment Mgmt. Y Y 

Eagle Asset Management, Inc.  Y 

EARNEST Partners, LLC Y  

Eaton Vance Management Y Y 

Epoch Investment Partners Y  

Fayez Sarofim & Company  Y 

Federated Investors  Y 

Fir Tree Partners Y  

First Eagle Investment Management Y  

First Hawaiian Bank  Y 

First State Investments Y  

Fisher Investments Y  

Franklin Templeton   Y Y 



List of Managers That Do Business with Callan Associates Inc. (continued) 

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only 

Callan takes its fiduciary and disclosure responsibilities to clients very seriously.  The list below is compiled and updated quarterly because we believe 
our fund sponsor clients should have a clear understanding of the investment management organizations that do business with our firm.  As of 06/30/15, 
Callan provided educational, consulting, software, database, or reporting services to this list of managers through one or more of the following business 
units:  Institutional Consulting Group, Independent Adviser Group and Fund Sponsor Consulting.  Given the complex corporate and organizational 
ownership structures of investment management firms, parent and affiliate firm relationships are not listed here.  The client list below may include names 
of parent companies who allow their affiliates to use some of the services included in their client contract (eg, educational services including published 
research and attendance at conferences and workshops). Affiliates will not be listed if they don’t separately contract with Callan.  Per strict policy these 
manager relationships do not affect the outcome or process by which any of Callan’s services are conducted. 
 
Fund sponsor clients may request a copy of this list at any time.  Fund sponsor clients may also request specific information regarding the fees paid to 
Callan by the managers employed by their fund. Per company policy, information requests regarding fees are handled exclusively by Callan’s 
Compliance Department. 
 
Clients should also be aware that Callan maintains an asset management division, the Trust Advisory Group (TAG). TAG specializes in the design, 
implementation and on-going management of multi-manager portfolios for institutional investors. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a complete 
listing of TAG’s portfolios. We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios it 
oversees.  Per company policy these requests are handled by TAG’s senior management. 
 

 

 
Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 6/30/15 

Manager Name Educational Services Consulting Services 

Fred Alger Management Co., Inc. Y  

Fuller & Thaler Asset Management Y  

GAM (USA) Inc. Y  

Garcia Hamilton  & Associates Y  

GE Asset Management Y Y 

Geneva Capital Management Y  

Goldman Sachs Asset Management Y Y 

Grand-Jean Capital Management Y Y 

GMO (fka Grantham, Mayo, Van Otterloo & Co., LLC) Y  

Great Lakes Advisors, Inc.  Y 

The Guardian Life Insurance Company of America  Y 

Guggenheim Investments Asset Management (fka Security Global) Y  

The Hampshire Companies Y  

Harbor Capital  Y 

Hartford Funds Y  

Hartford Investment Management Co. Y Y 

Heightman Capital Management Corporation  Y 

Henderson Global Investors Y Y 

Hotchkis & Wiley Y  

HSBC Global Asset Management Y  

Income Research & Management Y  

Insight Investment Management  Y 

Institutional Capital LLC Y  

INTECH Investment Management Y  

Invesco Y Y 

Investec Asset Management Y  

Jacobs Levy Equity Management  Y 

Janus Capital Group (fka Janus Capital Management, LLC) Y Y 

Jensen Investment Management  Y 

J.M. Hartwell Y  

J.P. Morgan Asset Management Y Y 

KeyCorp  Y 

Lazard Asset Management Y Y 

Lee Munder Capital Group Y  

Legal & General Investment Management America Y  

Lincoln National Corporation  Y 

Logan Circle Partners, L.P. Y  

The London Company Y  

Longview Partners Y  

Loomis, Sayles & Company, L.P. Y Y 

Lord Abbett & Company Y Y 

Los Angeles Capital Management Y  



List of Managers That Do Business with Callan Associates Inc. (continued) 

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only 

Callan takes its fiduciary and disclosure responsibilities to clients very seriously.  The list below is compiled and updated quarterly because we believe 
our fund sponsor clients should have a clear understanding of the investment management organizations that do business with our firm.  As of 06/30/15, 
Callan provided educational, consulting, software, database, or reporting services to this list of managers through one or more of the following business 
units:  Institutional Consulting Group, Independent Adviser Group and Fund Sponsor Consulting.  Given the complex corporate and organizational 
ownership structures of investment management firms, parent and affiliate firm relationships are not listed here.  The client list below may include names 
of parent companies who allow their affiliates to use some of the services included in their client contract (eg, educational services including published 
research and attendance at conferences and workshops). Affiliates will not be listed if they don’t separately contract with Callan.  Per strict policy these 
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Fund sponsor clients may request a copy of this list at any time.  Fund sponsor clients may also request specific information regarding the fees paid to 
Callan by the managers employed by their fund. Per company policy, information requests regarding fees are handled exclusively by Callan’s 
Compliance Department. 
 
Clients should also be aware that Callan maintains an asset management division, the Trust Advisory Group (TAG). TAG specializes in the design, 
implementation and on-going management of multi-manager portfolios for institutional investors. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a complete 
listing of TAG’s portfolios. We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios it 
oversees.  Per company policy these requests are handled by TAG’s senior management. 
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Manager Name Educational Services Consulting Services 

LSV Asset Management Y  

Lyrical Partners Y  

MacKay Shields LLC Y Y 

Mackenzie Investments  Y 

Man Investments Y  

Manulife Asset Management Y  

Martin Currie Y  

Marvin & Palmer Associates, Inc. Y  

MFS Investment Management Y Y 

MidFirst Bank  Y 

Mondrian Investment Partners Limited Y Y 

Montag & Caldwell, Inc. Y Y 

Morgan Stanley Alternative Investment Partners Y  

Morgan Stanley Investment Management Y Y 

Mount Lucas Management LP Y  

Mountain Lake Investment Management LLC  Y 

MUFG Union Bank, N.A.  Y 

Neuberger Berman, LLC (fka, Lehman Brothers) Y Y 

Newton Capital Management Y  

Northern Lights Capital Group  Y 

Northern Trust Global Investment Services Y Y 

Nuveen Investments Institutional Services Group LLC Y  

Old Mutual Asset Management Y Y 

OppenheimerFunds, Inc. Y  

Pacific Investment Management Company Y  

Palisade Capital Management LLC Y  

Paradigm Asset Management Y  

Parametric Portfolio Associates Y  

Peregrine Capital Management, Inc. Y Y 

Philadelphia International Advisors, LP Y  

PineBridge Investments (formerly AIG) Y  

Pinnacle Asset Management Y  

Pioneer Investment Management, Inc. Y  

PNC Capital Advisors (fka Allegiant Asset Mgmt) Y Y 

Polen Capital Management Y  

Principal Financial Group  Y 

Principal Global Investors Y Y 

Private Advisors Y  

Prudential Fixed Income Management Y  

Prudential Investment Management, Inc. Y Y 

Putnam Investments, LLC Y Y 

Pyramis Global Advisors Y  
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implementation and on-going management of multi-manager portfolios for institutional investors. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a complete 
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Rainier Investment Management Y  

RBC Global Asset Management (U.S.) Inc.  Y 

Research Affiliates  Y 

Regions Financial Corporation  Y 

RCM  Y 

Rothschild Asset Management, Inc. Y Y 

RS Investments Y  

Russell Investment Management Y  

Sankaty Advisors, LLC Y  

Santander Global Facilities  Y 

Schroder Investment Management North America Inc. Y Y 

Scout Investments Y  

SEI Investments  Y 

SEIX Investment Advisors, Inc. Y  

Select Equity Group Y  

Smith Affiliated Capital Corporation Y  

Smith Graham and Company  Y 

Smith Group Asset Management  Y 

Standard Life Investments Y  

Standish (fka, Standish Mellon Asset Management) Y  

State Street Global Advisors Y  

Stone Harbor Investment Partners, L.P. Y Y 

Systematic Financial Management Y  

T. Rowe Price Associates, Inc. Y Y 

Taplin, Canida & Habacht Y  

Timberland Investment Resources Y  

TCW Asset Management Company Y  

Thompson, Siegel & Walmsley LLC Y  

UBS Y Y 

USAA Real Estate Company Y  

Van Eck Y  

Versus Capital Group  Y 

Victory Capital Management Inc. Y  

Vontobel Asset Management Y  

Voya Investment Management Y Y 

Vulcan Value Partners, LLC  Y 

Waddell & Reed Asset Management Group Y Y 

WCM Investment Management Y  

WEDGE Capital Management  Y 

Wellington Management Company, LLP Y  

Wells Capital Management Y  

Wells Fargo Private Bank  Y 
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Western Asset Management Company Y  

William Blair & Co., Inc. Y Y 
 


