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Capital Market Review



Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

Φιρστ Θυαρτερ 2014

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 
ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 
ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

ΧΜΡ
Πρεϖιεω

Βροαδ Μαρκετ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ 

Cash (90-Day T-Bills)

U.S. Equity (Russell 3000)

Non-U.S. Equity (MSCI EAFE)

U.S. Fixed (Barclays Aggregate)

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

Sources: Barclays, Citigroup, Merrill Lynch, MSCI, Russell Investment Group

1.84%

3.22%

0.01%

1.97%

0.66%

Dοϖιση Σταρτ     

Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Λαυρεν Ματηιασ, ΧΦΑ 

Ιτ ωασ α τυmυλτυουσ τηρεε mοντησ φορ τηε Υ.Σ. στοχκ mαρκετ. 

Ιν ϑανυαρψ, τηε Σ&Π 500 Ινδεξ (+1.81%) φελλ ηαρδ οφφ οφ 2013 

ηιγησ, βυτ mαναγεδ το ρεχοϖερ ενουγη το ενδ τηε θυαρτερ ιν 

τηε βλαχκ. Υνχερταιν χονδιτιονσ αβροαδ�συχη ασ τρεπιδατιονσ 

αβουτ χυρρενχιεσ, εmεργινγ mαρκετ γροωτη, ανδ τηε χρισισ ιν 

Υκραινε�ονλψ εξαχερβατεδ γενεραλλψ ποορ ρεσυλτσ. Τηε Φεδ, 

ωιτη νεω Χηαιρ ϑανετ Ψελλεν, χοντινυεδ ρεδυχινγ mοντηλψ 

βονδ πυρχηασεσ, βυτ συγγεστεδ τηατ ιντερεστ ρατεσ χουλδ ιν−

χρεασε εαρλιερ τηαν αντιχιπατεδ, ινδυχινγ mαρκετ ϖολατιλιτψ.  

Ψελλεν Ηιντσ ατ Ρατε Ινχρεασε,  

βυτ Wηεν? 

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Στεϖεν Χεντερ, ΧΦΑ

The U.S. Treasury yield curve lattened substantially during the 
θυαρτερ, ωιτη λονγ−τερm ψιελδσ διππινγ χονσιδεραβλψ. Α χοmβινα−

τιον οφ mιξεδ εχονοmιχ δατα ανδ γεοπολιτιχαλ χονχερνσ ιν βοτη 

Υκραινε ανδ εmεργινγ εχονοmιεσ ρεσυλτεδ ιν ινχρεασεδ δεmανδ 

φορ Τρεασυριεσ. Στρενγτη ιν τηε χορπορατε χρεδιτ mαρκετ αλσο 

helped the ixed income market recover from a dificult 2013. 
Τηε Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε Ινδεξ ροσε 1.84% δυρινγ τηε θυαρτερ. Dοινγ α Dουβλε−Τακε    

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Ματτ Λαι

Λαστ ψεαρ�σ ρεπυταβλε περφορmανχε λοστ στεαm ασ τηε γλοβε σπυν 

ιντο 2014. Τηε χοmβινατιον οφ α δεχελερατινγ Ασια ανδ αν ανε−

mιχ Ευροπεαν ρεχοϖερψ τρουβλεδ ινϖεστορσ. Νυmερουσ ηιγη−προ−

ile elections threatened to disrupt the volatile quarter’s positive 
ραλλψ φροm λατε Μαρχη.

Τηε ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ ενδεδ τηε θυαρτερ βαρελψ ιν τηε 

βλαχκ (+0.61%). Ηεαλτη Χαρε (+6.03%) ανδ Υτιλιτιεσ (+6.16%) 

φαρεδ βεστ, ωηιλε χψχλιχαλ στοχκσ πρεδιχταβλψ συφφερεδ, νοταβλψ 

Χονσυmερ Dισχρετιοναρψ (−0.84%) ανδ Τελεχοmmυνιχατιον Σερ−

ϖιχεσ (−2.93%). Χοmmοδιτιεσ αλσο υνδερπερφορmεδ, τηουγη τηεψ 

Σταψινγ τηε Χουρσε 

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Κψλε Φεκετε

Γεοπολιτιχαλ εϖεντσ στεερεδ σοϖερειγν δεβτ mαρκετ περφορ−

mance at the beginning of 2014. Inlation concerns in vari−
ουσ εχονοmιεσ, α σλοωδοων ιν Χηινα, ανδ τηε χρισισ ιν Υκραινε 

weighed on investor sentiment. A light to quality and a weak−

ενεδ Υ.Σ. δολλαρ βολστερεδ δεϖελοπεδ mαρκετ ρετυρνσ. Ασ τηε 

quarter progressed, improvements to iscal policy and central 
βανκσ� εφφορτσ το σηορε υπ χυρρενχψ δεπρεχιατιον ιmπροϖεδ χον−

idence in emerging market sovereign debt.  

Τηισ �Πρεϖιεω� χονταινσ εξχερπτσ φροm τηε υπχοmινγ Χαπιταλ 

Μαρκετ Ρεϖιεω (ΧΜΡ) νεωσλεττερ, ωηιχη ωιλλ βε πυβλισηεδ ατ τηε 

ενδ οφ τηε mοντη.

Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 2

Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 4

Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 3 Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 5
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Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ: Dοϖιση Σταρτ   
Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

Inlation remained subdued and the unemployment rate lin−

γερεδ ατ 6.7%. Βαδ ωεατηερ χονδιτιονσ σλοωεδ χονσυmπτιον. 

Φουρτη θυαρτερ 2013 ΓDΠ δεχρεασεδ το 2.6%, ανδ ηουσινγ 

ωασ σλυγγιση ασ σταρτσ φελλ 0.2% ιν Φεβρυαρψ. Dεσπιτε τηισ δατα, 

consumer conidence increased in March and investors con−

τινυεδ το πυση mαρκετ ϖαλυατιονσ υπ. 

Τηε βροαδ βενχηmαρκ Ρυσσελλ 3000 αδδεδ 1.97%. Βψ χαπιταλ−

ιζατιον σιζε, mιδ χαπ στοχκσ τοοκ τηε λεαδ τηισ θυαρτερ (Ρυσσελλ 

Μιδχαπ: +3.53%). Μεγα χαπ στοχκσ (Ρυσσελλ Τοπ 50: +0.51%) 

τραιλεδ λαργε χαπ (Ρυσσελλ 1000: +2.05%) ανδ σmαλλ χαπ (Ρυσ−

σελλ 2000 Ινδεξ: +1.12%). Dυρινγ τηε θυαρτερ, ϖαλυε χοmπα−

νιεσ λεδ τηειρ γροωτη χουντερπαρτσ ιν σmαλλ ανδ λαργε χαπ. 

Τηε Ρυσσελλ 2000 ςαλυε Ινδεξ (+1.78%) τοππεδ τηε Ρυσσελλ 

2000 Γροωτη Ινδεξ (+0.48%), ανδ λαργερ χοmπανιεσ ιν τηε 

Ρυσσελλ 1000 ςαλυε Ινδεξ (+3.02%) ουτπαχεδ τηειρ γροωτη 

πεερσ (Ρυσσελλ 1000 Γροωτη Ινδεξ: +1.12%).

Σεχτορ ρεσυλτσ ωερε mιξεδ. Ιν γενεραλ, ινϖεστορσ πρεφερρεδ δε−

φενσιϖε αρεασ, ανδ αλλ βυτ ονε σεχτορ ωασ ποσιτιϖε. Υτιλιτιεσ� 

(+9.45%) περφορmανχε mορε τηαν τριπλεδ τηατ οφ τηε βροαδ mαρ−

κετ ασ α δεχλινε ιν ιντερεστ ρατεσ προπελλεδ τηε περχειϖεδ βονδ 

προξψ. Πηαρmαχευτιχαλ χοmπανιεσ (+8.02%) ωερε τηε λεαδερσ 

within Health Care (+5.69%), speciically the larger, stable 
βυσινεσσεσ τηατ χατερ το ρισκ−αϖερσε ινϖεστορσ. Wιτηιν Φιναν−

χιαλσ (+2.79%), τηε ΡΕΙΤσ συβ−σεχτορ (+8.59%) σπρυνγ βαχκ 

ασ τηε συρπρισε δεχλινε ιν ιντερεστ ρατεσ ινχρεασεδ τηειρ αππεαλ. 

Χονστρυχτιον mατεριαλσ χοmπανιεσ ωιτηιν Ματεριαλσ (+2.97%) 

ηελπεδ βοοστ τηε σεχτορ�σ περφορmανχε, ασ Μαρτιν Μαριεττα 

Ματεριαλσ (+28.85%) mαδε α λυχρατιϖε ινϖεστmεντ ιν χεmεντ 

mακερ Τεξασ Ινδυστριεσ (+30.30%). Σοχιαλ mεδια ανδ ιντερνετ 

στοχκσ δυλλεδ ρεσυλτσ ωιτηιν Ινφορmατιον Τεχηνολογψ (+2.15%). 

Ασ Υ.Σ. ενεργψ προδυχτιον ινχρεασεσ, ενεργψ εθυιπmεντ ανδ 

σερϖιχεσ χοmπανιεσ (+7.22%) ωιτηιν τηε Ενεργψ (+1.54%) σεχ−

tor have beneited.

Χονσυmερ Σταπλεσ (+0.62%), Χονσυmερ Dισχρετιοναρψ 

(−2.12%), Ινδυστριαλσ (+0.50%), ανδ Τελεχοmmυνιχατιον Σερ−

ϖιχεσ (+0.42%) ωερε τηε λαγγαρδσ οφ τηε θυαρτερ. Χονσυmερ 

Σταπλεσ σαω τουγη χοmπετιτιον ανδ σλοωερ σαλεσ, ωηιχη ηυρτ 

λαργε χηαινσ λικε Χοστχο (−5.91%) ανδ Wαλmαρτ (−2.25%). Ιν 

τηε ωιντερ mοντησ, χονσυmερ σπενδινγ σλοωεδ ανδ ιντερνετ 

ανδ χαταλογ ρεταιλερσ (−8.49%) φελτ τηε παιν ιν τηε Χονσυmερ 

Dισχρετιοναρψ σεχτορ. Αιρλινεσ (+22.0%) ρεπορτεδ α σολιδ 2013, 

increasing results in the irst quarter for Industrials. Telecom−

mυνιχατιον Σερϖιχεσ� ωιρελεσσ τελεχοmmυνιχατιον χοmπανιεσ 

saw ierce competition stile their results; Sprint (-14.51%) and 
Τ−Μοβιλε (−1.81%) βοτη δεχλινεδ.  

Consumer Discretionary

Telecommunication
Services

Industrials

Consumer Staples

Energy

Information Technology

Financials

Materials

Health Care

Utilities 9.45%

5.69%

2.97%

2.79%

2.15%

1.54%

0.62%

0.50%

0.42%

-2.12%
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Source: Russell Investment Group

Ρολλινγ Ονε−Ψεαρ Ρελατιϖε Ρετυρνσ  (ϖσ. Ρυσσελλ 1000)

Εχονοmιχ Σεχτορ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ  (Ρυσσελλ 3000)

Source: Russell Investment Group
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Νον−Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ: Dοινγ α Dουβλε−Τακε 
Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

did not plummet as precipitously as in 2013; Materials ended 
τηε θυαρτερ υπ 9 βπσ. Τηε δολλαρ φελλ αγαινστ τηε ψεν, τηε ευρο, 

ανδ τηε Αυστραλιαν δολλαρ.

Dεϖελοπεδ mαρκετσ, ασ ρεπρεσεντεδ βψ τηε ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ Ινδεξ 

(+0.66%), λανδεδ αηεαδ οφ τηε ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετ Ινδεξ�σ 

εφφορτ (−0.37%). Ασ ιν τηε φουρτη θυαρτερ οφ 2013, ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ 

ςαλυε (+1.22%) τρυmπεδ ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ Γροωτη (+0.10%). Νονε 

οφ τηεσε ινδιχεσ χουλδ ηολδ α χανδλε το τηε ρεσπεχταβλε 3.36% 

γαιν φροm ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ Σmαλλ Χαπ, ηοωεϖερ.

Dεϖελοπεδ Ευροπε χοντινυεδ το δελιϖερ mιξεδ σιγναλσ (ΜΣΧΙ 

Ευροπε Ινδεξ: +2.10%). Σεχτορσ προϖιδεδ α βοοστ ασ ονλψ Ινφορ−

mατιον Τεχηνολογψ (−0.96%) ανδ Τελεχοmmυνιχατιον Σερϖιχεσ 

(-1.17%) fell below zero. Inlation proved a detriment and contin−

ued to fall, eventually resting at a ive-year low of 0.5% in March. 
Οβσερϖερ χονσενσυσ ισ τηατ Μαριο Dραγηι mαψ υσε τηε Μαψ ορ 

ϑυνε Ευροπεαν Χεντραλ Βανκ mεετινγσ το ισσυε ψετ ανοτηερ φορm 

οφ θυαντιτατιϖε εασινγ, δεσπιτε ιτσ κεψ ρατε ηολδινγ ατ 0.25%. 

Dενmαρκ τριυmπηεδ (+16.03%) ωηιλε Ιταλψ (+14.59%) πιννεδ ιτσ 

ηοπεσ ον νεω Πριmε Μινιστερ Ματτεο Ρενζι, ωηο ουτλινεδ α βολδ 

αγενδα οφ ταξ ρεδυχτιονσ ανδ σπενδινγ χυτσ. ΕΥ υνεmπλοψmεντ 

ρεmαινεδ ατ 11.9% ιν Φεβρυαρψ. Τηε ρεγιον ισ ηολδινγ ιτσ χολλεχ−

τιϖε βρεατη αηεαδ οφ υπχοmινγ Ευροπεαν Παρλιαmενταρψ ελεχ−

tions in May, the irst in ive years.

Υνλικε Ευροπε, τηε MSCI Paciic Index (−2.51%) σουρεδ χοm−

παρεδ ωιτη ιτσ στρονγ 2013 (+18.27%). Ονλψ Χονσυmερ Σταπλεσ 

(+0.56%), ΙΤ (+2.68%), ανδ Ηεαλτη Χαρε (+3.51%) γαινεδ. ϑα−

παν ωειγηεδ ηεαϖιεστ ον τηε Ινδεξ (−5.61%) ασ αν ιmπενδ−

ινγ χονσυmπτιον ταξ ηικε δογγεδ νατιοναλ σεντιmεντ. Τηε 3% 

hike (to 8%) marked the irst sales tax increase in Japan since 
1997. Α Βανκ οφ ϑαπαν mεετινγ ατ τηε ενδ οφ Απριλ mαψ βρινγ 

οτηερ mοϖεσ το εασε εχονοmιχ πρεσσυρε σηουλδ τηε νατιον φαιλ 

το βουνχε βαχκ. Αυστραλια (+5.92%) ανδ Νεω Ζεαλανδ (α ροβυστ 

+16.36%) ρεβουνδεδ φροm τηε πρεϖιουσ θυαρτερ ον στρονγ mαρ−

κετ ινδιχατορσ ανδ ϕοβ γροωτη.

Τηε ωορλδ�σ εmεργινγ εχονοmιεσ χαπτιϖατεδ mοστ ινϖεσ−

τορσ ασ 2014 κιχκεδ οφφ. Ιντερεστ ιν Σοχηι σοον mορπηεδ ιντο 

σηοχκ ασ α λαβορ δισπυτε χονσυmεδ Ρυσσια (−14.45%) ανδ 

φροντιερ mαρκετ Υκραινε (−5.11%). Χηινα αλσο υνδερπερφορmεδ 

(−5.87%) ασ εχονοmιχ γροωτη σκιδδεδ το α λανγυιδ 7.4%, αν 

18−mοντη λοω. Ταλκσ οφ σλοωινγ Χηινεσε προδυχτιον�Ινδυσ−

τριαλσ σλυmπεδ 7.47%�ανδ α πσευδο−στιmυλυσ ιν τηε φορm οφ 

ραιλροαδ ανδ ηουσινγ προϕεχτσ χουπλεδ ωιτη σmαλλ βυσινεσσ ταξ 

βρεακσ αδδεδ το γλοβαλ ωορριεσ. Εmεργινγ mαρκετ Τελεχοm−

mυνιχατιον Σερϖιχεσ (−5.79%) φολλοωεδ τηε βροαδερ τρενδ οφ 

υνδερπερφορmανχε, τηουγη Ινφορmατιον Τεχηνολογψ (+4.01%) 

ωασ α βριγητ σποτ. Ινδια (+8.16%) βραχεδ φορ τηε ωορλδ�σ βιγγεστ 

δεmοχρατιχ ελεχτιονσ ιν Απριλ ανδ Μαψ. Τηε ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ 

Μαρκετ Λατιν Αmεριχα Ινδεξ σηοτ φορ παρ ατ +0.39%, λεδ βψ 

Χολοmβια (+5.12%), ωηιχη βεχοmε τηε ρεγιον�σ τηιρδ−λαργεστ 

εχονοmψ βεηινδ Βραζιλ (+2.86%) ανδ Μεξιχο (−4.97%). Ασ 

εϖερ, τηε ΜΣΧΙ Φροντιερ Μαρκετσ Ινδεξ εαγερλψ ωελχοmεδ ιν−

vestor capital and jumped 7.53% in the irst quarter. 

MSCI Japan 

MSCI Emer Markets 

MSCI ACWI ex USA

MSCI EAFE

MSCI Europe

MSCI Pacific ex Japan 2.96%

-0.37%

2.10%

0.66%

0.61%

-5.61%

Source: MSCI

Ρεγιοναλ Θυαρτερλψ Περφορmανχε (Υ.Σ. Dολλαρ)

Ρολλινγ Ονε−Ψεαρ Ρελατιϖε Ρετυρνσ (ϖσ. ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ Υ.Σ. Dολλαρ)
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Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Ινχοmε: Ψελλεν Ηιντσ ατ Ινχρεασε   

Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

Ασ εξπεχτεδ, τηε Φεδ mαινταινεδ ιτσ πολιχψ οφ ταπερινγ τηε ασσετ 

πυρχηασε προγραm ατ α ρατε οφ ∃10 βν περ mοντη. Ασ οφ Μαρχη, 

mοντηλψ βονδ πυρχηασεσ τοταλεδ ∃55 βν, δοων φροm α ηιγη οφ 

$85 bn. Yellen’s irst press conference as Fed chair included 
ηιντσ τηατ σηορτ−τερm ιντερεστ ρατεσ χουλδ βε ινχρεασεδ σοονερ 

τηαν mανψ ινϖεστορσ αντιχιπατεδ. Τηισ ρεσυλτεδ ιν α mινορ υπτιχκ 

ιν σηορτ−τερm ρατεσ, ασ τηε τωο−ψεαρ ψιελδ ινχρεασεδ φουρ βασισ 

ποιντσ (βπσ). 

Dεσπιτε Ψελλεν�σ ηαωκιση σεντιmεντ, τηε Φεδ κεπτ τηε φεδεραλ 

φυνδσ ανδ δισχουντ ρατεσ πεγγεδ ατ 0.00%�0.25% ανδ 0.75%, 

respectively. The yield curve lattened considerably, as the 
σπρεαδ βετωεεν τωο−ψεαρ ανδ 30−ψεαρ Τρεασυριεσ πλυmmετεδ 45 

βπσ το 314 βπσ. Ασιδε φροm τηε ϕυmπ ιν τηε τωο−ψεαρ ψιελδ, αλλ 

οτηερ ποιντσ αλονγ τηε χυρϖε σηιφτεδ δοωνωαρδ, ωιτη τηε λονγ ενδ 

διππινγ συβσταντιαλλψ. Τεν− ανδ 30−ψεαρ ψιελδσ φελλ 31 ανδ 41 βπσ, 

ρεσπεχτιϖελψ. Φιϖε−ψεαρ ψιελδσ σηρανκ 2 βπσ, ανδ σιξ− ανδ τηρεε−

mοντη ψιελδσ διππεδ 3 ανδ 4 βπσ, ρεσπεχτιϖελψ. Τηε βρεακεϖεν 

ρατε (τηε διφφερενχε βετωεεν νοmιναλ ανδ ρεαλ ψιελδσ) ον τηε 10−

ψεαρ Τρεασυρψ δροππεδ 12 βπσ το 2.14%. 

Αγενχψ mορτγαγε−βαχκεδ σεχυριτιεσ (ΜΒΣ) ωερε τηε σολε λαγ−

γαρδ φορ τηε θυαρτερ, τραιλινγ λικε−δυρατιον Τρεασυριεσ βψ 0.24%. 

Τηε ΜΒΣ σεχτορ ωασ ιmπαχτεδ βψ α σελλ−οφφ τριγγερεδ βψ τηε Φεδ�σ 

inclusion of MBS in its tapering policy for the irst time. All other 
σπρεαδ σεχτορσ ουτπερφορmεδ λικε−δυρατιον Τρεασυριεσ. Χοmmερ−

χιαλ mορτγαγε−βαχκεδ σεχυριτιεσ (ΧΜΒΣ) λεαπτ 0.65% αmιδ mυτ−

εδ ισσυανχε, ανδ ασσετ−βαχκεδ σεχυριτιεσ (ΑΒΣ) γαινεδ 0.19%. 

Χορπορατε σπρεαδσ φελλ το τηειρ τιγητεστ λεϖελσ σινχε 2007, δριϖ−

εν βψ χοντινυεδ ινϖεστορ αππετιτε ανδ ρελατιϖε ισσυερ στρενγτη. 

Dυρινγ τηε θυαρτερ, Ινδυστριαλσ αδδεδ 0.82%, Υτιλιτιεσ αδϖανχεδ 

0.62%, ανδ Φινανχιαλσ ιmπροϖεδ 0.52%.

Τηε ηιγη ψιελδ χορπορατε σεχτορ ηαδ ανοτηερ ιmπρεσσιϖε θυαρ−

τερ, ωιτη τηε Βαρχλαψσ Χορπορατε Ηιγη Ψιελδ Ινδεξ χλιmβινγ 

2.98%. Νεω ισσυε αχτιϖιτψ χοντινυεδ ιτσ στρονγ παχε, ωιτη 177 

ισσυεσ τοταλινγ αππροξιmατελψ ∃88 βν. 

Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Ινδεξ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ

Absolute Return

0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5%

1.34%

1.84%

1.02%

1.29%

0.54%

1.59%

2.91%

2.98%

Barclays Treasury

Barclays Aggregate

Barclays Agencies

Barclays MBS

Barclays CMBS

Barclays ABS

Barclays Credit

Barclays Corp. High Yield

Source: Barclays

-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 14060504

Source: Bloomberg

Ηιστοριχαλ 10−Ψεαρ Ψιελδσ Υ.Σ. Τρεασυρψ Ψιελδ Χυρϖεσ

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

Maturity (Years)

Source: Bloomberg

March 31, 2014 December 31, 2013 March 31, 2013

302520151050



5Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

Νον−Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Ινχοmε: Σταψινγ τηε Χουρσε 
Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

Τηε Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖερνmεντ Βονδ Ινδεξ−Υνηεδγεδ 

(+3.22%) rebounded in the irst quarter after a weak showing at 
τηε ενδ οφ 2013. Ηεδγεδ πορτφολιοσ λαγγεδ τηοσε ωιτη χυρρενχψ 

εξποσυρε�ασ ινδιχατεδ βψ τηε Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖερν−

mεντ Βονδ Ινδεξ−Ηεδγεδ (+2.40%)�δυε το ωεακνεσσ ιν τηε 

U.S. dollar relative to developed-market currencies. Delation−

αρψ χονχερνσ χοντινυεδ ιν τηε ευρο ζονε ασ τηε Ευροπεαν Χεν−

tral Bank left rates unchanged but lowered its oficial inlation 
φορεχαστ. Σπαιν (+6.02%) ανδ Ιταλψ (+5.32%) λεδ τηε ρεγιον αmιδ 

a slightly improving economic environment; Spain’s economy 
ινχρεασεδ 0.2%. Ιταλψ, τηε ευρο ζονε�σ τηιρδ−λαργεστ εχονοmψ, 

also expanded for the irst quarter in more than two years. 

In the Paciic, the strengthening Australian dollar and Japanese 
yen drove unhedged bond returns; hedged returns underper−
φορmεδ βψ 4.29% ανδ 2.01%, ρεσπεχτιϖελψ. Αυστραλια (+4.94%) 

προδυχεδ ποσιτιϖε εχονοmιχ δατα ανδ φυελεδ σπεχυλατιον τηατ 

τηε Ρεσερϖε Βανκ οφ Αυστραλια χουλδ βεγιν ραισινγ ιντερεστ ρατεσ 

in order to ight off inlation. Japanese sovereign debt (+2.92%) 
αππρεχιατεδ. Τηε Βανκ οφ ϑαπαν ϖοτεδ το χοντινυε mονεταρψ εξ−

pansion efforts as it seeks to achieve an inlation target of 2.0%. 

Ιν ϑανυαρψ, ϖαριουσ εmεργινγ χουντριεσ αππεαρεδ ον τηε χυσπ 

οφ α χυρρενχψ χρισισ ανδ εχονοmιχ δατα ωασ ωεακερ τηαν εξ−

πεχτεδ. Βψ Μαρχη, πολιτιχαλ ρισκ χρεατεδ βψ Ρυσσια�σ αννεξ οφ 

Χριmεα ωειγηεδ ηεαϖιλψ ον τηε mαρκετ. Ηοωεϖερ, Υ.Σ. δολλαρ−

δενοmινατεδ σοϖερειγν δεβτ ραλλιεδ ιν Μαρχη αφτερ τηε ϑανυαρψ 

σελλ−οφφ. Ινϖεστορ σεντιmεντ ιmπροϖεδ ασ χουντριεσ ιmπλεmεντεδ 

measures to rein in inlation. The ϑ.Π. Μοργαν ΓΒΙ Εmεργινγ 

Μαρκετ Χοmποσιτε Ινδεξ αδϖανχεδ 2.83%, ουτπερφορmινγ λοχαλ 

χυρρενχψ εmεργινγ mαρκετ δεβτ βψ 81 βασισ ποιντσ.

Ινδονεσια (+13.29%) ωασ τηε τοπ περφορmερ φορ τηε θυαρτερ, 

προπελλεδ πριmαριλψ βψ στρενγτηενινγ χυρρενχψ. Ινϖεστορ σεντι−

mεντ τοωαρδ τηε χουντρψ λιφτεδ φολλοωινγ νεωσ τηατ τηε χυρρεντ 

account deicit shrunk in the prior quarter and the central bank 
was moderating inlation. Brazilian sovereign debt (+7.68%) 
αλσο αδϖανχεδ δεσπιτε Στανδαρδ & Ποορ�σ δοωνγραδε το ΒΒΒ− 

φροm ΒΒΒ. Βραζιλ αννουνχεδ ∃18.5 βιλλιον ιν βυδγετ χυτσ ανδ 
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Emerging Asia

τηε χεντραλ βανκ αγγρεσσιϖελψ ραισεδ ιντερεστ ρατεσ, σταβιλιζ−

ινγ τηε χυρρενχψ. Τενσιον βετωεεν τηε Wεστ ανδ Ρυσσια ρε−

mained high throughout the quarter; Russian sovereign debt 
σανκ 9.01% ασ τηε ρυβλε ωασ α mαϕορ δραγ ον περφορmανχε. 

Accelerating inlation in the Philippines (-3.40%) put pressure 
ον τηε χεντραλ βανκ το τιγητεν mονεταρψ πολιχψ.
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Certain information herein has been compiled by Callan and is based on information provided by a variety of  sources believed to be 

reliable for which Callan has not necessarily veriied the accuracy or completeness of  or updated. This report is for informational pur-

poses only and should not be construed as legal or tax advice on any matter. Any investment decision you make on the basis of  this 

report is your sole responsibility. You should consult with legal and tax advisers before applying any of  this information to your particular 

situation. Reference in this report to any product, service or entity should not be construed as a recommendation, approval, ailiation or 

endorsement of  such product, service or entity by Callan. Past performance is no guarantee of  future results. This report may consist of  

statements of  opinion, which are made as of  the date they are expressed and are not statements of  fact. The Callan Investments Institute 

(the “Institute”) is, and will be, the sole owner and copyright holder of  all material prepared or developed by the Institute. No party has the 

right to reproduce, revise, resell, disseminate externally, disseminate to subsidiaries or parents, or post on internal web sites any part of  

any material prepared or developed by the Institute, without the Institute’s permission. Institute clients only have the right to utilize such 

material internally in their business.

Τηισ �Πρεϖιεω� χονταινσ εξχερπτσ φροm τηε υπχοmινγ Χαπιταλ Μαρκετ Ρεϖιεω (ΧΜΡ) νεωσλεττερ, ωηιχη ωιλλ βε 

πυβλισηεδ ατ τηε ενδ οφ τηε mοντη. Τηε ΧΜΡ ισ α θυαρτερλψ mαχροεχονοmιχ ινδιχατορ νεωσλεττερ τηατ προ−

vides thoughtful insights on the economy and recent performance in the equity, ixed income, alternatives, 

ιντερνατιοναλ, ρεαλ εστατε, ανδ οτηερ χαπιταλ mαρκετσ.

Ιφ ψου ηαϖε ανψ θυεστιονσ ορ χοmmεντσ, πλεασε εmαιλ ινστιτυτε≅χαλλαν.χοm.

Εδιτορ−ιν−Χηιεφ � Καρεν Wιτηαm

Περφορmανχε Dατα � Αλπαψ Σοψογυζ, ΧΦΑ; Αδαm Μιλλσ 

Πυβλιχατιον Λαψουτ � Νιχολε Σιλϖα

Αβουτ Χαλλαν

Callan was founded as an employee-owned investment consulting irm in 1973. Ever since, we have 

εmποωερεδ ινστιτυτιοναλ χλιεντσ ωιτη χρεατιϖε, χυστοmιζεδ ινϖεστmεντ σολυτιονσ τηατ αρε υνιθυελψ βαχκεδ 

βψ προπριεταρψ ρεσεαρχη, εξχλυσιϖε δατα, ονγοινγ εδυχατιον, ανδ δεχισιον συππορτ. Τοδαψ, Χαλλαν αδϖισεσ 

ον mορε τηαν ∃1.8 τριλλιον ιν τοταλ ασσετσ, ωηιχη mακεσ υσ αmονγ τηε λαργεστ ινδεπενδεντλψ οωνεδ ινϖεστ−

ment consulting irms in the U.S. We use a client-focused consulting model to serve public and private 

pension plan sponsors, endowments, foundations, operating funds, smaller investment consulting irms, 

investment managers, and inancial intermediaries. For more information, please visit www.callan.com.

Αβουτ τηε Χαλλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ Ινστιτυτε

Τηε Χαλλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ Ινστιτυτε, εσταβλισηεδ ιν 1980, ισ α σουρχε οφ χοντινυινγ εδυχατιον φορ τηοσε ιν 

τηε ινστιτυτιοναλ ινϖεστmεντ χοmmυνιτψ. Τηε Ινστιτυτε χονδυχτσ χονφερενχεσ ανδ ωορκσηοπσ ανδ προϖιδεσ 

πυβλισηεδ ρεσεαρχη, συρϖεψσ, ανδ νεωσλεττερσ. Τηε Ινστιτυτε στριϖεσ το πρεσεντ τηε mοστ τιmελψ ανδ ρελεϖαντ 

ρεσεαρχη ανδ εδυχατιον αϖαιλαβλε σο ουρ χλιεντσ ανδ ουρ ασσοχιατεσ σταψ αβρεαστ οφ ιmπορταντ τρενδσ ιν τηε 

ινϖεστmεντσ ινδυστρψ.

© 2014 Callan Associates Inc.



A
c
tiv

e
 M

a
n

a
g

e
m

e
n

t

Active Management

O
v
e

rv
ie

w

Overview



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 March 31, 2014
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(43)

(42)

(49)

(37)

(14)

10th Percentile 3.75 2.18 3.12 3.20 0.02
25th Percentile 2.58 1.20 2.57 2.81 0.00

Median 1.58 0.44 1.83 2.40 0.00
75th Percentile 0.54 (0.77) 0.88 1.46 0.00
90th Percentile (0.68) (1.59) 0.33 0.69 0.00

Index 1.81 0.66 1.84 2.66 0.01

Range of Mutual Fund Returns by Asset Class
One Year Ended March 31, 2014
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(58)

(48)

(65)
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(11)

10th Percentile 29.36 22.71 7.02 2.67 0.08
25th Percentile 25.47 19.84 3.69 1.66 0.02

Median 22.56 17.37 0.70 0.64 0.01
75th Percentile 20.18 13.74 (0.55) (0.75) 0.00
90th Percentile 17.06 11.74 (1.95) (2.92) 0.00

Index 21.86 17.56 (0.10) 1.37 0.07
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Domestic Equity
Active Management Overview

Active vs. the Index
U.S equities posted modest gains in the 1st quarter with returns for most indices in the low single digits. Broadly, active
management underperformed indices with the most significant underperformance coming from large cap growth funds. The
only funds to outperform their style benchmarks were small cap growth and large cap value and those outpaced their
benchmarks only by small margins.

Large Cap vs. Small Cap
As in the 4th quarter, large cap indices outperformed small cap indices. Mid cap indices performed the best, however, with
the S&P Midcap up 3.0% and the Russell Midcap Value index as the clear winner with a 5.2% return. Small cap growth was
at the other end of the spectrum; the S&P 600 Growth Index returned a meager 0.1%. The median small cap growth mutual
fund outpaced the benchmark by 41 bps and the median large cap value fund outperformed its benchmark by 26 bps while
all others failed to keep up with style metrics.

Growth vs. Value
With respect to style, value outperformed growth for the recent quarter across large cap and small cap indices. Among
mutual fund managers, the gap was most pronounced in the large cap arena, where the median large cap value fund
outperformed the median large cap growth fund by 244 bps. Within small cap, active managers trailed the index among the
value peer group but outperformed within growth (1.6% versus 2.1% for value and 0.5% versus 0.1% for growth).


Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014
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Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for One Year Ended March 31, 2014
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International Equity
Active Management Overview

Active vs. the Index
Developed markets equities lagged their U.S. counterparts in both local currency and U.S. dollar terms (MSCI EAFE US$:
+0.7%, Local: -0.3%). Currency impacts were muted in the 1st quarter as the euro and UK pound were essentially flat while
the Japanese yen and Australian dollar gained. Emerging markets was the only equity asset class to post a negative return
for the quarter (MSCI Emerging Markets: -0.4%). Active management generally underperformed indices with the one
exception being in the Pacific Basin.

Europe
MSCI Europe returned 2.1% for the 1st quarter, modestly outperforming the Europe mutual fund peer group median (+2.0%).
As in the 4th quarter, Europe was the top performing region for the recent quarter, led by strong performance from the
peripheral countries.

Pacific
The MSCI Pacific Index posted a return of -2.5% for the 1st quarter with Japan being the key culprit in the negative result.
Japan was down sharply with a -5.5% result (MSCI:Japan $). The median fund within the Pacific Basin peer group outpaced
the Index with its -2.1% return.

Emerging Markets
Emerging market equities continued to be significant laggards relative to the rest of the world. Active emerging market
managers underperformed the Index (MSCI EM:-0.4%, median -1.1%). Russia was the worst performer among emerging
market countries with a -14.4% result (MSCI: Russia US$).


Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014
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Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for One Year Ended March 31, 2014
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Domestic Fixed Income
Active Management Overview

Active vs. the Index
Interest rates fell in the 1st quarter with the largest drop occurring in January in response to disappointing economic data and
a spate of troubles around the world. Over the quarter, the yield on the 10-year U.S. Treasury Note dropped 31 bps.
However, the bigger story was in the flattening of the yield curve. Yields on 30-year U.S. Treasury Bonds fell 40 bps while
the 2-year U.S. Treasury Note yield climbed 6 bps. The short end of the curve sold off sharply in March in response to Fed
comments suggesting that rates might be hiked sooner than expected. For the full quarter, longer maturity bonds sharply
outperformed short and intermediate maturities due to both falling interest rates and the reshaping of the yield curve. From a
sector perspective, corporate bonds posted the best returns while returns from mortgages were essentially flat, relative to
U.S. Treasuries. Investment grade corporates outperformed like-duration Treasuries by 70 bps for the quarter, with the Baa
rated tier performing best. For the quarter ended March 31, 2014, the median Core Bond fund returned 2.0%, outperforming
the Barclays Aggregate Index by 17 bps.

Intermediate vs. Long Duration
Longer duration managers significantly outperformed intermediate and short duration managers in the 1st quarter as long
rates fell and the yield curve flattened. The median Extended Maturity fund returned 6.8% while the median Intermediate
fund posted a 0.8% return and the median Defensive fund was up 0.4%.


Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014
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Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
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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 March 31, 2014

The top left chart shows the Fund’s asset allocation as of March 31, 2014. 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
38%

International Equity
25%

Domestic Fixed Income
26%

Domestic Real Estate
8%

Cash
1%

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         165,638   38.4%   38.0%    0.4%           1,887
International Equity         109,030   25.3%   25.0%    0.3%           1,299
Domestic Fixed Income         113,645   26.4%   28.0% (1.6%) (7,014)
Domestic Real Estate          36,358    8.4%    9.0% (0.6%) (2,426)
Cash           6,254    1.5%    0.0%    1.5%           6,254
Total         430,925  100.0%  100.0%

Asset Class Weights vs Public Fund Sponsor Database
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Domestic Domestic Cash Domestic International Intl Alternative Global Global Real
Equity Fixed Income Real Estate Equity Fixed-Inc Balanced Equity Broad Assets
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5243

32100

3632

1416

10th Percentile 55.39 39.56 3.88 12.77 25.97 18.54 23.63 29.32 33.83 13.99
25th Percentile 48.64 33.02 1.83 9.41 23.35 8.00 15.24 14.27 18.87 8.71

Median 40.39 26.60 0.82 7.17 18.05 4.99 10.62 9.16 12.52 4.46
75th Percentile 32.25 21.29 0.31 5.31 15.14 3.60 4.78 4.81 8.75 4.04
90th Percentile 24.33 16.17 0.05 3.89 10.82 1.36 3.29 3.09 3.61 3.93

Fund 38.44 26.37 1.45 8.44 25.30 - - - - -

Target 38.00 28.00 0.00 9.00 25.00 - - - - -

% Group Invested 98.06% 98.06% 63.87% 59.35% 95.48% 17.42% 47.74% 17.42% 22.58% 3.23%

* 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 March 31, 2014, with the
distribution as of December 31, 2013. 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

March 31, 2014 December 31, 2013

Market Value Weight Net New Inv. Inv. Return Market Value Weight
Domestic Equities $165,638,408 38.44% $(5,151,426) $2,636,837 $168,152,997 39.41%

Large Cap Equities $114,809,621 26.64% $(3,151,426) $1,888,290 $116,072,757 27.20%
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 22,728,301 5.27% 0 400,501 22,327,801 5.23%
Dodge & Cox Stock 22,821,502 5.30% (1,151,426) 540,167 23,432,761 5.49%
Robeco 22,912,039 5.32% 0 612,885 22,299,154 5.23%
Harbor Cap Appreciation 22,858,716 5.30% (1,000,000) 21,522 23,837,194 5.59%
Janus Research 23,489,064 5.45% (1,000,000) 313,217 24,175,847 5.67%

Mid Cap Equities $18,873,383 4.38% $(1,000,000) $202,736 $19,670,646 4.61%
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 4,760,279 1.10% 0 94,338 4,665,942 1.09%
Royce Total Return 4,715,710 1.09% (1,000,000) 8,544 5,707,166 1.34%
Morgan Stanley 4,769,206 1.11% 0 4,468 4,764,738 1.12%
Janus Enterprise 4,628,187 1.07% 0 95,387 4,532,801 1.06%

Small Cap Equities $23,621,292 5.48% $0 $328,297 $23,292,995 5.46%
Prudential Small Cap Value 12,177,948 2.83% 0 156,759 12,021,188 2.82%
Alliance US Small Growth 6,639,203 1.54% 0 98,803 6,540,400 1.53%
RS Investments 4,804,141 1.11% 0 72,735 4,731,406 1.11%

Micro Cap Equities $8,334,112 1.93% $(1,000,000) $217,513 $9,116,599 2.14%
Managers Inst Micro Cap 8,334,112 1.93% (1,000,000) 217,513 9,116,599 2.14%

International Equities $109,029,727 25.30% $2,000,000 $1,042,083 $105,987,644 24.84%
EuroPacific 20,995,342 4.87% (1,000,000) 158,309 21,837,033 5.12%
Harbor International 20,751,621 4.82% 1,000,000 208,351 19,543,270 4.58%
Columbia Acorn Int’l 11,243,607 2.61% 0 135,335 11,108,272 2.60%
Janus Overseas 18,498,433 4.29% 0 (207,563) 18,705,996 4.38%
Oakmark International 16,251,662 3.77% 2,000,000 112,811 14,138,852 3.31%
Mondrian International 21,289,061 4.94% 0 634,840 20,654,221 4.84%

Domestic Fixed Income $113,644,700 26.37% $(3,719,137) $2,084,370 $115,279,467 27.02%
Dodge & Cox Income 57,265,314 13.29% (1,958,691) 1,335,465 57,888,540 13.57%
PIMCO 56,379,386 13.08% (1,760,446) 748,905 57,390,927 13.45%

Real Estate $36,357,641 8.44% $(35,407) $1,251,109 $35,141,939 8.24%
RREEF Public Fund 7,115,631 1.65% 0 632,717 6,482,914 1.52%
RREEF Private Fund 16,118,155 3.74% 0 423,184 15,694,971 3.68%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 12,259,855 2.85% 0 159,801 12,100,054 2.84%
625 Kings Court 864,000 0.20% (35,407) 35,407 864,000 0.20%

Cash $6,254,290 1.45% $4,705,937 $(555,814) $2,104,167 0.49%

Total Fund $430,924,766 100.0% $(2,200,033) $6,458,585 $426,666,214 100.0%
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Investment Manager Returns

The table below details the rates of return for the Sponsor’s investment managers over various time periods ended March
31, 2014. 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 March 31, 2014

Last Last Last
Last Last  3  5  7

Quarter Year Years Years Years

Domestic Equities 1.57% 27.02% 14.92% 23.34% 7.52%
Russell 3000 Index 1.97% 22.61% 14.61% 21.93% 6.60%

Large Cap Equities
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 1.79% - - - -
   S&P 500 Index 1.81% 21.86% 14.66% 21.16% 6.31%

Dodge & Cox Stock 2.42% 28.82% 16.72% 24.14% 4.93%
Robeco 2.75% 26.10% 16.42% - -
Robeco - Net 2.62% 25.48% 15.84% - -
   S&P 500 Index 1.81% 21.86% 14.66% 21.16% 6.31%
   Russell 1000 Value Index 3.02% 21.57% 14.80% 21.75% 4.78%

Harbor Cap Appreciation (0.12%) 28.60% 15.22% 20.57% 8.48%
Janus Research (1) 1.26% 25.77% 13.92% 23.07% 8.12%
   S&P 500 Index 1.81% 21.86% 14.66% 21.16% 6.31%
   Russell 1000 Growth Index 1.12% 23.22% 14.62% 21.68% 8.23%

Mid Cap Equities
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 2.02% 24.14% 15.18% 24.21% 8.31%
Royce Total Return (1) 0.58% 20.74% 12.29% 21.71% 6.99%
   Russell 2000 Index 1.12% 24.90% 13.18% 24.31% 7.08%
   Russell MidCap Value Idx 5.22% 22.95% 15.17% 26.35% 6.85%

Morgan Stanley (2) 0.09% 26.80% 9.27% 24.94% 9.44%
Janus Enterprise (1) 2.10% 22.05% 13.31% 24.41% -
   Russell MidCap Growth Idx 2.04% 24.22% 13.52% 24.73% 8.24%

Small Cap Equities
Prudential Small Cap Value 1.30% 22.49% - - -
   US Small Cap Value Idx 3.13% 21.67% 13.70% 25.63% 6.80%
   Russell 2000 Value Index 1.78% 22.65% 12.74% 23.33% 5.44%

Alliance US Small Growth 1.51% 34.06% 17.08% 30.11% 12.08%
Alliance US Small Growth - Net 1.26% 32.76% 15.93% 28.85% 10.98%
RS Investments (1) 1.54% 35.10% 16.06% 27.01% 10.35%
   Russell 2000 Growth Index 0.48% 27.19% 13.61% 25.24% 8.63%

Micro Cap Equities
Managers Inst Micro Cap 2.39% 39.17% 17.95% 27.01% 9.66%
   Russell Microcap Index 3.01% 33.24% 15.12% 25.86% 5.66%
   Russell Micro Growth Idx 4.80% 39.34% 16.10% 27.27% 7.22%

 (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 Sponsor’s investment managers over various time periods ended March
31, 2014. 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 March 31, 2014

Last Last Last
Last Last  3  5  7

Quarter Year Years Years Years

International Equities 0.96% 16.98% 5.62% 17.72% 3.74%

EuroPacific (1) 0.71% 17.97% 6.74% 15.94% 4.18%
Harbor International 1.03% 15.62% 6.80% 18.29% 4.19%
Columbia Acorn Int’l (2) 1.22% 15.69% 8.50% 21.37% 5.36%
Janus Overseas (1) (1.11%) 13.08% (6.02%) 11.56% 0.70%
Oakmark International 0.80% 23.75% 12.28% 23.73% 5.66%
Mondrian International 3.07% 15.64% - - -
Mondrian International - Net 2.88% 14.76% - - -
   MSCI EAFE Index 0.66% 17.56% 7.21% 16.02% 1.29%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 0.61% 12.80% 4.63% 16.04% 2.16%

Domestic Fixed Income 1.81% 0.57% 4.44% 7.00% 5.88%

Dodge & Cox Income 2.31% 2.41% 4.73% 8.03% 6.39%
PIMCO 1.30% (1.24%) 4.15% 6.87% -
   BC Aggregate Index 1.84% (0.10%) 3.75% 4.80% 4.96%

Real Estate 3.56% 10.87% 10.10% 13.73% 1.59%
   Real Estate Custom Benchmark (3) 4.09% 10.83% 10.88% 16.67% 2.85%

RREEF Public 9.76% 3.20% 9.24% 27.73% 1.89%
   NAREIT 8.76% 2.02% 10.15% 27.16% 2.22%
RREEF Private 2.70% 14.77% 12.33% 8.21% 2.71%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 1.32% 9.27% - - -
   NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 2.92% 13.01% 12.09% 5.79% 1.87%
625 Kings Court 4.18% 33.52% 7.87% 5.78% 4.09%

Total Fund 1.64% 15.77% 9.44% 15.54% 6.06%
   Total Fund Benchmark* 1.79% 12.57% 9.05% 14.84% 5.02%

* 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.
(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 Sponsor’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.

12/2013-
3/2014 2013 2012 2011 2010

Domestic Equities 1.57% 38.02% 17.10% (1.96%) 19.63%
Russell 3000 Index 1.97% 33.55% 16.42% 1.03% 16.93%

Large Cap Equities
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 1.79% - - - -
Dodge & Cox Stock 2.42% 40.55% 22.01% (4.08%) 13.49%
Robeco 2.75% 36.43% 20.18% - -
Robeco - Net 2.62% 35.77% 19.59% - -
   S&P 500 Index 1.81% 32.39% 16.00% 2.11% 15.06%
   Russell 1000 Value Index 3.02% 32.53% 17.51% 0.39% 15.51%

Harbor Cap Appreciation (0.12%) 37.66% 15.69% 0.61% 11.61%
Janus Research (1) 1.26% 35.36% 16.78% (3.76%) 21.20%
   S&P 500 Index 1.81% 32.39% 16.00% 2.11% 15.06%
   Russell 1000 Growth Index 1.12% 33.48% 15.26% 2.64% 16.71%

Mid Cap Equities
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 2.02% 34.31% 18.50% (0.06%) 20.70%
Royce Total Return (1) 0.58% 32.93% 14.48% (1.62%) 23.65%
   Russell 2000 Index 1.12% 38.82% 16.35% (4.18%) 26.85%
   Russell MidCap Value Idx 5.22% 33.46% 18.51% (1.38%) 24.75%

Morgan Stanley (2) 0.09% 38.35% 9.49% (6.89%) 32.94%
Janus Enterprise (1) 2.10% 30.86% 17.83% (1.65%) 26.06%
   Russell MidCap Growth Idx 2.04% 35.74% 15.81% (1.65%) 26.38%

Small Cap Equities
Prudential Small Cap Value 1.30% 35.87% 14.14% - -
   US Small Cap Value Idx 3.13% 33.71% 18.80% (4.04%) 24.99%
   Russell 2000 Value Index 1.78% 34.52% 18.05% (5.50%) 24.50%

Alliance US Small Growth 1.51% 46.72% 16.21% 5.42% 38.50%
Alliance US Small Growth - Net 1.26% 45.30% 15.06% 4.37% 37.16%
RS Investments (1) 1.54% 49.64% 15.13% (2.04%) 28.27%
   Russell 2000 Growth Index 0.48% 43.30% 14.59% (2.91%) 29.09%

Micro Cap Equities
Managers Inst Micro Cap 2.39% 56.34% 14.32% (3.91%) 30.54%
   Russell Microcap Index 3.01% 45.62% 19.75% (9.27%) 28.89%
   Russell Micro Growth Idx 4.80% 52.84% 15.17% (8.42%) 29.49%

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

The table below details the rates of return for the Sponsor’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.

12/2013-
3/2014 2013 2012 2011 2010

International Equities 0.96% 19.25% 18.78% (15.34%) 14.46%

EuroPacific (1) 0.71% 20.58% 19.64% (13.31%) 9.76%
Harbor International 1.03% 16.84% 20.87% (11.13%) 11.98%
Columbia Acorn Int’l (2) 1.22% 22.33% 21.60% (14.06%) 22.70%
Janus Overseas (1) (1.11%) 12.28% 12.53% (32.70%) 19.58%
Oakmark International 0.80% 29.34% 29.22% (14.07%) 16.22%
Mondrian International 3.07% 16.69% 11.50% - -
Mondrian International - Net 2.88% 15.80% 10.65% - -
   MSCI EAFE Index 0.66% 22.78% 17.32% (12.14%) 7.75%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 0.61% 15.78% 17.39% (13.33%) 11.60%

Domestic Fixed Income 1.81% (0.65%) 9.15% 4.47% 7.39%

Dodge & Cox Income 2.31% 0.64% 7.94% 4.75% 7.81%
PIMCO 1.30% (1.92%) 10.36% 4.16% 8.83%
   BC Aggregate Index 1.84% (2.02%) 4.21% 7.84% 6.54%

Real Estate 3.56% 10.21% 10.73% 11.17% 22.45%
   Real Esate Custom Benchmark (3) 4.09% 10.42% 11.88% 11.74% 21.46%

RREEF Public 9.76% (0.59%) 16.97% 9.41% 28.89%
   NAREIT 8.76% 2.34% 19.73% 7.30% 27.56%
RREEF Private 2.70% 14.50% 10.12% 13.86% 18.90%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 1.32% 9.82% 10.18% - -
   NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 2.92% 12.38% 9.93% 14.99% 15.12%
625 Kings Court 4.18% 33.50% 3.64% (11.98%) 4.39%

Total Fund 1.64% 19.72% 14.53% (2.53%) 14.64%
   Total Fund Benchmark* 1.79% 16.48% 12.99% 0.60% 13.04%

* 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 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.

 19
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Quarterly Total Fund Relative Attribution - March 31, 2014

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
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Relative Attribution by Asset Class
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0.09%
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Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Relative Attribution Effects for Quarter ended March 31, 2014

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 39% 38% 1.57% 1.97% (0.16%) 0.00% (0.16%)
Domestic Fixed Income 27% 28% 1.81% 1.84% (0.01%) (0.00%) (0.01%)
Domestic Real Estate 8% 9% 3.56% 4.09% (0.04%) (0.01%) (0.06%)
International Equity 25% 25% 0.96% 0.61% 0.09% (0.00%) 0.09%
Cash 1% 0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% (0.01%) (0.01%)

Total = + +1.64% 1.79% (0.12%) (0.02%) (0.15%)

* 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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Cumulative Total Fund Relative Attribution - March 31, 2014

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
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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% 27.02% 22.61% 1.66% 0.10% 1.76%
Domestic Fixed Income 26% 28% 0.57% (0.10%) 0.19% 0.32% 0.50%
Domestic Real Estate 9% 9% 10.87% 10.83% 0.01% (0.00%) 0.01%
International Equity 25% 25% 16.98% 12.80% 1.03% (0.00%) 1.03%
Cash 1% 0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% (0.11%) (0.11%)

Total = + +15.77% 12.57% 2.91% 0.30% 3.21%

* 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 - March 31, 2014

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

(1.5%) (1.0%) (0.5%) 0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 2.5%

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash

Total

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects

(15%)

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

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 38% 38% 23.34% 21.93% 0.50% (0.14%) 0.36%
Domestic Fixed Income 30% 29% 7.00% 4.80% 0.77% (0.46%) 0.31%
Domestic Real Estate 8% 9% 13.73% 16.67% (0.26%) (0.03%) (0.28%)
International Equity 22% 23% 17.72% 14.35% 0.67% (0.15%) 0.53%
Cash 1% 0% - - 0.00% (0.20%) (0.20%)

Total = + +15.54% 14.84% 1.68% (0.97%) 0.71%

* 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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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.
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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 March 31, 2014. 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 2.10 15.35 13.08 10.22 14.05
25th Percentile 1.79 14.02 12.16 9.63 13.30

Median 1.57 12.14 11.00 8.78 12.46
75th Percentile 1.34 10.40 9.71 7.87 10.90
90th Percentile 1.13 8.51 8.00 6.62 9.80

Total Fund 1.64 15.77 12.65 9.44 13.30

Policy Target 1.79 12.57 11.28 9.05 12.73
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10th Percentile 1.96 15.61 13.46 10.45 14.00
25th Percentile 1.73 15.11 12.94 10.03 13.30

Median 1.61 14.44 12.37 9.64 12.80
75th Percentile 1.47 13.70 11.83 9.12 12.16
90th Percentile 1.28 12.71 11.32 8.78 11.57

Total Fund 1.64 15.77 12.65 9.44 13.30

Policy Target 1.79 12.57 11.28 9.05 12.73

* 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 March 31, 2014

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 1.64% return for the quarter
placing it in the 43 percentile of the Public Fund Sponsor
Database group for the quarter and in the 4 percentile for
the last year.

Total Fund’s portfolio underperformed the Total Fund
Benchmark by 0.15% for the quarter and outperformed the
Total Fund Benchmark for the year by 3.21%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $426,666,214

Net New Investment $-2,200,033

Investment Gains/(Losses) $6,458,585

Ending Market Value $430,924,766

Performance vs Public Fund Sponsor Database (Gross)
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75th Percentile 1.34 10.40 9.71 7.87 12.34 4.81 6.56
90th Percentile 1.13 8.51 8.00 6.62 10.50 4.29 6.00

Total Fund 1.64 15.77 12.65 9.44 15.54 6.06 8.07

Total Fund
Benchmark 1.79 12.57 11.28 9.05 14.84 5.02 7.00

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 1.79 18.38 13.73 1.92 14.12 22.73 (20.71) 9.53 14.67 8.58

Median 1.57 15.75 12.67 0.91 13.00 20.23 (25.43) 7.97 13.54 7.40
75th Percentile 1.34 13.03 10.92 (0.29) 11.70 16.02 (27.97) 6.84 11.42 5.85
90th Percentile 1.13 9.48 9.34 (1.58) 10.11 12.57 (30.14) 5.75 9.41 4.59

Total Fund 1.64 19.72 14.53 (2.53) 14.64 23.73 (26.15) 8.85 15.37 9.15

Total Fund
Benchmark 1.79 16.48 12.99 0.60 13.04 19.19 (25.41) 6.22 15.03 7.26

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Total Fund Benchmark
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Median 0.66 1.41 (0.25)
75th Percentile 0.24 1.33 (0.65)
90th Percentile (0.35) 1.25 (0.84)

Total Fund (0.13) 1.28 0.36
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Domestic Equity Composite
Period Ended March 31, 2014

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Equity Composite’s portfolio posted a 1.57%
return for the quarter placing it in the 68 percentile of the
Pub Pln- Domestic Equity group for the quarter and in the 3
percentile for the last year.

Domestic Equity Composite’s portfolio underperformed the
Russell 3000 Index by 0.41% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 3000 Index for the year by 4.41%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $168,152,997

Net New Investment $-5,151,426

Investment Gains/(Losses) $2,636,837

Ending Market Value $165,638,408

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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3000 Index 1.97 33.55 16.42 1.03 16.93 28.34 (37.31) 5.14 15.72 6.12

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 3000 Index
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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 March 31, 2014
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(53)
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(23)

(6)

(51)

10th Percentile 63.00 17.28 2.66 14.28 2.01 0.26
25th Percentile 43.76 16.73 2.56 13.01 1.87 0.15

Median 33.39 16.10 2.54 12.42 1.73 (0.00)
75th Percentile 27.86 15.49 2.43 11.81 1.62 (0.05)
90th Percentile 21.34 15.43 2.26 11.49 1.41 (0.10)

*Domestic
Equity Composite 28.39 16.91 2.63 14.50 1.41 0.33

Russell 3000 Index 46.54 16.35 2.53 12.08 1.88 (0.00)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Sector Diversification
Manager 2.80 sectors
Index 3.10 sectors
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10th Percentile 3281 131
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*Domestic
Equity Composite 2529 104

Russell 3000 Index 2992 94

Diversification Ratio
Manager 4%
Index 3%
Style Median 9%

*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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 March 31, 2014

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 March 31, 2014

Value Core Growth

Mega

Large

Mid

Small

Micro

*Vanguard S&P 500 Index

*Dodge & Cox Stock

*Robeco

*Fidelity Low Priced Stock

*Janus Enterprise

*Prudential Small Cap Value

Alliance US Small Growth

*RS Investments

*Managers Inst Micro Cap

*Domestic Equity Composite

Russell 3000 Index

Royce Total Return

*Janus Research

*Harbor Cap Appreciation

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 13.72% 63.68 (0.05) (0.02) 0.03 502 58.04
*Dodge & Cox Stock 13.78% 61.11 (0.24) (0.11) 0.13 71 16.44
*Robeco 13.83% 58.28 (0.43) (0.12) 0.31 84 20.68
*Harbor Cap Appreciation 13.80% 56.93 1.62 0.68 (0.94) 70 20.74
*Janus Research 14.18% 33.83 0.86 0.38 (0.48) 112 32.24
*Fidelity Low Priced Stock 2.87% 6.17 (0.25) (0.01) 0.23 866 38.23
Royce Total Return 2.85% 2.38 (0.42) (0.13) 0.29 473 73.91
Morgan Stanley 2.88% 8.44 1.61 0.51 (1.11) 59 13.80
*Janus Enterprise 2.79% 7.71 0.81 0.30 (0.51) 80 22.97
*Prudential Small Cap Value 7.35% 2.74 (0.38) (0.08) 0.31 668 88.45
Alliance US Small Growth 4.01% 3.12 1.00 0.36 (0.64) 104 34.92
*RS Investments 2.90% 2.10 1.04 0.42 (0.62) 87 31.47
*Managers Inst Micro Cap 5.03% 0.73 0.57 0.19 (0.38) 325 73.39
*Domestic Equity Composite 100.00% 28.39 0.33 0.15 (0.18) 2529 103.66
Russell 3000 Index - 46.54 (0.00) (0.00) 0.00 2992 93.81

*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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 March 31, 2014

Investment Philosophy
Vanguard 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 judgmental calls on the direction of the S&P 500 Index.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Vanguard S&P 500 Index’s portfolio posted a 1.79% return
for the quarter placing it in the 36 percentile of the CAI MF -
Core Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 51
percentile for the last year.

Vanguard S&P 500 Index’s portfolio underperformed the
S&P 500 Index by 0.01% for the quarter and
underperformed the S&P 500 Index for the year by 0.04%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $22,327,801

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $400,501

Ending Market Value $22,728,301

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Equity Style (Net)
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25th Percentile 2.24 23.23 18.04 14.19 20.65 6.57 7.30

Median 1.33 21.86 16.71 13.65 19.43 5.41 6.84
75th Percentile 0.92 20.30 14.65 11.52 18.31 4.79 6.26
90th Percentile 0.23 18.30 13.74 10.19 16.69 4.04 5.39

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 1.79 21.81 17.81 14.63 21.16 6.32 7.43

S&P 500 Index 1.81 21.86 17.84 14.66 21.16 6.31 7.42

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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10th Percentile 2.73 35.73 18.59 4.23 19.51 36.80 (31.36) 13.12 16.62 9.78
25th Percentile 2.24 34.15 17.03 1.38 15.47 29.07 (34.63) 9.48 15.95 6.86

Median 1.33 32.38 15.60 (1.09) 13.07 26.06 (37.68) 6.81 13.84 5.28
75th Percentile 0.92 29.54 13.44 (4.47) 11.43 22.15 (40.13) 3.56 12.42 3.55
90th Percentile 0.23 27.03 9.74 (6.30) 9.62 20.49 (43.92) (1.09) 9.99 0.66

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 1.79 32.35 15.98 2.09 15.05 26.63 (36.96) 5.49 15.79 4.91

S&P 500 Index 1.81 32.39 16.00 2.11 15.06 26.47 (37.00) 5.49 15.79 4.91

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs S&P 500 Index
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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 March 31, 2014
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10th Percentile 98.82 18.00 3.47 15.97 2.48 0.86
25th Percentile 76.74 16.13 2.86 14.58 2.10 0.38

Median 58.61 15.19 2.59 11.69 1.83 0.09
75th Percentile 45.66 14.40 2.27 10.49 1.53 (0.17)
90th Percentile 36.13 13.32 2.07 9.92 1.15 (0.31)

*Vanguard S&P 500 Index 63.68 15.45 2.55 11.48 2.02 (0.05)

S&P 500 Index 63.59 15.46 2.56 11.50 2.02 (0.05)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (2/28/14) 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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Dodge & Cox Stock
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Dodge & Cox Stock’s portfolio posted a 2.42% return for the
quarter placing it in the 70 percentile of the CAI MF - Large
Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 6 percentile
for the last year.

Dodge & Cox Stock’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
1000 Value Index by 0.60% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 1000 Value Index for the year by
7.26%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $23,432,761

Net New Investment $-1,151,426

Investment Gains/(Losses) $540,167

Ending Market Value $22,821,502

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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25th Percentile 2.95 24.76 20.26 15.08 21.31 6.18 8.07

Median 2.52 21.99 19.11 14.16 20.12 4.71 7.09
75th Percentile 2.29 21.23 17.14 12.79 19.39 3.98 6.45
90th Percentile 0.89 19.43 16.39 11.84 17.22 2.72 5.36

Dodge & Cox Stock 2.42 28.82 24.51 16.72 24.14 4.93 7.69

Russell 1000
Value Index 3.02 21.57 20.16 14.80 21.75 4.78 7.58

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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75th Percentile 2.29 30.70 13.48 (3.91) 10.74 18.17 (38.22) (1.33) 15.81 4.57
90th Percentile 0.89 28.75 9.97 (5.24) 9.81 16.35 (40.46) (5.71) 11.51 1.50

Dodge &
Cox Stock 2.42 40.55 22.01 (4.08) 13.49 31.27 (43.31) 0.14 18.53 9.37

Russell 1000
Value Index 3.02 32.53 17.51 0.39 15.51 19.69 (36.85) (0.17) 22.25 7.05

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 March 31, 2014
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10th Percentile 85.39 15.41 2.40 11.31 2.40 (0.27)
25th Percentile 58.37 14.48 2.09 10.40 2.25 (0.40)

Median 49.53 13.48 1.87 9.72 2.10 (0.51)
75th Percentile 34.61 13.13 1.78 8.93 1.96 (0.74)
90th Percentile 24.53 12.71 1.67 8.74 1.91 (0.86)

*Dodge & Cox Stock 61.11 13.32 1.98 12.65 1.91 (0.24)

Russell 1000 Value Index 55.32 14.37 1.78 9.31 2.24 (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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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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Robeco
Period Ended March 31, 2014

Investment Philosophy
Robeco Investment Management believes value opportunities are best identified through a combination of fundamental
bottom-up research aided by quantitative tools.  The philosophy is grounded on the following fundamentals: attractive
valuation, sound business fundamentals and improving business momentum. Robeco’s management fee is 50 bps on all
assets.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Robeco’s portfolio posted a 2.75% return for the quarter
placing it in the 34 percentile of the CAI MF - Large Cap
Value Style group for the quarter and in the 9 percentile for
the last year.

Robeco’s portfolio underperformed the Russell 1000 Value
Index by 0.27% for the quarter and outperformed the Russell
1000 Value Index for the year by 4.53%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $22,299,154

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $612,885

Ending Market Value $22,912,039

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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Robeco A 2.75 26.10 21.50 16.42
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Value Index 3.02 21.57 20.16 14.80
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Robeco
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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Robeco
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 March 31, 2014
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Median 49.53 13.48 1.87 9.72 2.10 (0.51)
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*Robeco 58.28 13.58 1.90 9.93 1.83 (0.43)

Russell 1000 Value Index 55.32 14.37 1.78 9.31 2.24 (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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.

Sector Allocation
March 31, 2014

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

Financials
28.4%

29.1%
25.9%

Health Care
18.0%

13.5%
13.7%

Energy
13.1%

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

5
0
%

M
g

r 
M

V

14.5%
12.7%

Information Technology
12.4%

9.0%
12.4%

Consumer Discretionary
12.1%

6.4%
9.5%

Industrials
8.0%

10.2%
11.0%

Consumer Staples
3.8%

5.8%
6.3%

Materials
2.2%

2.9%
3.6%

Utilities
2.0%

6.1%
3.2%

Telecommunications 2.5%
1.6%

*Robeco Russell 1000 Value Index

CAI Lg Cap Value Mut Fds

Sector Diversification
Manager 2.28 sectors
Index 2.47 sectors

Diversification
March 31, 2014

0

50

100

150

200

250

Number of Issue
Securities Diversification

(50)

(68)

10th Percentile 197 41
25th Percentile 124 30

Median 83 23
75th Percentile 69 20
90th Percentile 35 13

*Robeco 84 21

Russell 1000
Value Index 663 38

Diversification Ratio
Manager 25%
Index 6%
Style Median 28%

*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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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Harbor Cap Appreciation
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 (0.12)% return
for the quarter placing it in the 60 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 underperformed the
Russell 1000 Growth Index by 1.24% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year by
5.38%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $23,837,194

Net New Investment $-1,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $21,522

Ending Market Value $22,858,716

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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75th Percentile (0.90) 21.43 13.44 12.04 18.16 6.36 6.65
90th Percentile (1.58) 17.84 12.55 10.86 17.08 5.69 6.08
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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)

(60%)

(40%)

(20%)

0%

20%

40%

60%

12/13- 3/14 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005

6026

1852

4452
3117

8133

2134

2845

5660
84

33 4
49

10th Percentile 2.48 39.52 18.72 3.56 22.42 45.08 (30.90) 23.39 14.52 11.38
25th Percentile 1.19 36.59 17.05 1.37 17.74 40.44 (36.59) 20.52 10.46 9.11

Median 0.08 33.75 15.42 (0.73) 14.38 34.12 (38.97) 13.06 7.02 4.93
75th Percentile (0.90) 30.82 13.70 (2.51) 12.17 29.75 (41.54) 9.49 4.59 3.30
90th Percentile (1.58) 27.96 10.88 (5.06) 10.57 24.41 (45.65) 5.86 1.91 0.91

Harbor Cap
Appreciation (0.12) 37.66 15.69 0.61 11.61 41.88 (37.13) 12.25 2.33 14.02

Russell 1000
Growth Index 1.12 33.48 15.26 2.64 16.71 37.21 (38.44) 11.81 9.07 5.26

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Growth Index

R
e

la
ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(10%)

(8%)

(6%)

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Harbor Cap Appreciation CAI Lg Cap Growth Mut Fds

Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs Russell 1000 Growth Index
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
Five Years Ended March 31, 2014

(10)

(5)

0

5

10

15

20

25

Alpha Treynor
Ratio

(44)

(42)

10th Percentile 0.22 21.61
25th Percentile (0.62) 20.83

Median (2.06) 19.16
75th Percentile (3.00) 18.02
90th Percentile (4.55) 16.62

Harbor Cap
Appreciation (1.64) 19.63

(2)

(1)

0

1

2

Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(46)

(44)

(30)

10th Percentile 0.03 1.29 0.48
25th Percentile (0.23) 1.24 (0.07)

Median (0.54) 1.14 (0.47)
75th Percentile (1.08) 1.07 (0.90)
90th Percentile (1.34) 0.99 (1.07)

Harbor Cap
Appreciation (0.38) 1.16 (0.21)

 42
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



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 March 31, 2014
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*Harbor Cap Appreciation 56.93 23.87 5.02 19.96 0.76 1.62

Russell 1000 Growth Index 55.35 17.84 4.60 14.21 1.63 0.72

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Median 65 19
75th Percentile 41 14
90th Percentile 32 12

*Harbor Cap
Appreciation 70 21

Russell 1000
Growth Index 626 45

Diversification Ratio
Manager 30%
Index 7%
Style Median 30%

*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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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Janus Research
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 1.26% return for the
quarter placing it in the 24 percentile of the CAI MF - Large
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 27
percentile for the last year.

Janus Research’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 1000
Growth Index by 0.14% for the quarter and outperformed the
Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year by 2.55%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $24,175,847

Net New Investment $-1,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $313,217

Ending Market Value $23,489,064

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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(38)(31) (13)(38)

10th Percentile 2.48 29.20 18.87 16.21 23.99 9.73 9.06
25th Percentile 1.19 26.12 16.95 14.60 21.22 8.42 8.42

Median 0.08 23.94 15.53 13.22 19.81 7.31 7.40
75th Percentile (0.90) 21.43 13.44 12.04 18.16 6.36 6.65
90th Percentile (1.58) 17.84 12.55 10.86 17.08 5.69 6.08

Janus Research 1.26 25.77 17.82 13.92 23.07 8.12 8.78

Russell 1000
Growth Index 1.12 23.22 16.47 14.62 21.68 8.23 7.86

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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10th Percentile 2.48 39.52 18.72 3.56 22.42 45.08 (30.90) 23.39 14.52 11.38
25th Percentile 1.19 36.59 17.05 1.37 17.74 40.44 (36.59) 20.52 10.46 9.11

Median 0.08 33.75 15.42 (0.73) 14.38 34.12 (38.97) 13.06 7.02 4.93
75th Percentile (0.90) 30.82 13.70 (2.51) 12.17 29.75 (41.54) 9.49 4.59 3.30
90th Percentile (1.58) 27.96 10.88 (5.06) 10.57 24.41 (45.65) 5.86 1.91 0.91

Janus Research 1.26 35.36 16.78 (3.76) 21.20 43.02 (44.36) 24.52 8.65 6.82

Russell 1000
Growth Index 1.12 33.48 15.26 2.64 16.71 37.21 (38.44) 11.81 9.07 5.26

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Growth Index
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75th Percentile (1.08) 1.07 (0.90)
90th Percentile (1.34) 0.99 (1.07)
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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 March 31, 2014
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10th Percentile 75.49 23.04 5.08 21.06 1.49 1.65
25th Percentile 61.66 21.91 4.89 19.84 1.34 1.51

Median 50.23 19.09 4.18 17.61 1.00 1.18
75th Percentile 36.61 17.64 3.83 15.30 0.75 0.91
90th Percentile 33.36 16.50 3.53 13.08 0.62 0.67

*Janus Research 33.83 17.93 4.09 15.66 1.16 0.86

Russell 1000 Growth Index 55.35 17.84 4.60 14.21 1.63 0.72

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.

Sector Allocation
March 31, 2014

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

Information Technology
27.3%
27.2%
27.3%

Consumer Discretionary
18.4%

19.2%
21.1%

Health Care
12.9%

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

12.4%
16.0%

Industrials
12.6%

12.3%
11.9%

Consumer Staples
11.3%
11.7%

7.5%

Financials
6.5%

5.5%
7.3%

Energy
5.0%
4.8%
5.0%

Materials
4.6%
4.6%

3.9%

Telecommunications
1.0%

2.2%

Utilities
0.4%
0.1%

*Janus Research Russell 1000 Growth Index

CAI Lg Cap Growth Mut Fds

Sector Diversification
Manager 2.33 sectors
Index 2.29 sectors

Diversification
March 31, 2014

0

50

100

150

Number of Issue
Securities Diversification

(19)

(4)

10th Percentile 134 26
25th Percentile 91 24

Median 65 19
75th Percentile 41 14
90th Percentile 32 12

*Janus Research 112 32
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Diversification Ratio
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*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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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Fidelity Low Priced Stock
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 2.02% return
for the quarter placing it in the 79 percentile of the CAI MF -
Mid Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 40
percentile for the last year.

Fidelity Low Priced Stock’s portfolio underperformed the
Russell MidCap Value Idx by 3.20% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell MidCap Value Idx for the year by
1.19%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,665,942

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $94,338

Ending Market Value $4,760,279

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 5.33 30.53 25.20 16.89 27.55 9.91 11.22
25th Percentile 3.94 26.28 23.04 15.24 24.55 8.31 9.90

Median 3.13 23.28 19.96 13.16 23.10 6.38 8.54
75th Percentile 2.11 20.53 17.30 11.01 20.30 5.01 7.52
90th Percentile 0.81 17.53 15.18 9.26 18.69 3.93 7.16

Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 2.02 24.14 19.37 15.18 24.21 8.31 10.24

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 5.22 22.95 22.22 15.17 26.35 6.85 10.24

Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Value Idx
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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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75th Percentile 2.11 30.99 12.25 (6.67) 19.44 30.36 (41.69) (1.27) 12.89 4.85
90th Percentile 0.81 30.27 10.16 (8.60) 12.13 23.54 (43.65) (4.50) 9.16 (0.11)

Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 2.02 34.31 18.50 (0.06) 20.70 39.08 (36.17) 3.16 17.76 8.65

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 5.22 33.46 18.51 (1.38) 24.75 34.21 (38.44) (1.42) 20.22 12.65

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Value Idx
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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 March 31, 2014
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75th Percentile 7.05 15.12 1.88 10.21 1.39 (0.50)
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*Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 6.17 13.39 1.69 10.62 1.71 (0.25)

Russell MidCap Value Idx 9.45 16.67 1.77 10.10 1.99 (0.63)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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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Royce Total Return
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 0.58% return for the
quarter placing it in the 91 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 71
percentile for the last year.

Royce Total Return’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
MidCap Value Idx by 4.64% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell MidCap Value Idx for the year
by 2.22%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,707,166

Net New Investment $-1,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $8,544

Ending Market Value $4,715,710

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 5.33 30.53 25.20 16.89 27.55 9.91 11.22
25th Percentile 3.94 26.28 23.04 15.24 24.55 8.31 9.90

Median 3.13 23.28 19.96 13.16 23.10 6.38 8.54
75th Percentile 2.11 20.53 17.30 11.01 20.30 5.01 7.52
90th Percentile 0.81 17.53 15.18 9.26 18.69 3.93 7.16

Royce Total Return 0.58 20.74 18.53 12.29 21.71 6.99 8.75

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 5.22 22.95 22.22 15.17 26.35 6.85 10.24

Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Value Idx
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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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10th Percentile 5.33 42.81 21.09 0.62 26.36 56.49 (29.32) 8.24 21.00 12.90
25th Percentile 3.94 39.58 19.13 (1.27) 24.27 41.87 (36.42) 5.40 16.85 10.46

Median 3.13 35.16 15.77 (4.41) 21.67 33.89 (38.75) 2.58 15.26 7.41
75th Percentile 2.11 30.99 12.25 (6.67) 19.44 30.36 (41.69) (1.27) 12.89 4.85
90th Percentile 0.81 30.27 10.16 (8.60) 12.13 23.54 (43.65) (4.50) 9.16 (0.11)

Royce
Total Return 0.58 32.93 14.48 (1.62) 23.65 26.23 (31.17) 2.39 14.54 8.23

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 5.22 33.46 18.51 (1.38) 24.75 34.21 (38.44) (1.42) 20.22 12.65

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Value Idx
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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 March 31, 2014
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10th Percentile 10.75 17.28 2.27 13.75 2.15 (0.15)
25th Percentile 9.55 15.95 2.23 12.82 1.70 (0.22)

Median 8.56 15.37 1.98 11.18 1.51 (0.39)
75th Percentile 7.05 15.12 1.88 10.21 1.39 (0.50)
90th Percentile 6.06 14.05 1.60 9.44 1.30 (0.82)

Royce Total Return 2.38 16.67 1.95 12.84 1.97 (0.42)

Russell MidCap Value Idx 9.45 16.67 1.77 10.10 1.99 (0.63)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Morgan Stanley
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 0.09% return for the
quarter placing it in the 75 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 22
percentile for the last year.

Morgan Stanley’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
MidCap Growth Idx by 1.95% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell MidCap Growth Idx for the year by
2.57%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,764,738

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $4,468

Ending Market Value $4,769,206

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)
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(7)
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10th Percentile 3.74 32.50 19.53 13.80 25.31 10.36 11.12
25th Percentile 1.98 26.34 17.77 13.23 23.84 9.54 9.89

Median 1.28 23.88 16.66 11.45 22.74 8.27 9.13
75th Percentile 0.09 20.64 14.47 10.38 21.66 7.63 7.90
90th Percentile (1.19) 18.48 12.80 9.58 20.74 4.79 6.80

Morgan Stanley 0.09 26.80 13.54 9.27 24.94 9.44 11.31

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 2.04 24.22 18.35 13.52 24.73 8.24 9.47

Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Growth Idx
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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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10th Percentile 3.74 42.69 18.49 3.95 33.58 57.83 (36.97) 30.68 12.89 15.12
25th Percentile 1.98 38.25 15.97 1.33 29.98 49.11 (39.98) 21.53 10.19 12.12

Median 1.28 35.35 14.53 (4.98) 27.01 42.03 (44.31) 16.41 7.53 9.89
75th Percentile 0.09 32.51 10.98 (7.88) 23.35 32.48 (48.64) 11.51 4.88 5.78
90th Percentile (1.19) 29.89 8.53 (10.25) 19.08 29.07 (51.56) 7.92 1.35 4.28

Morgan Stanley 0.09 38.35 9.49 (6.89) 32.94 60.19 (47.22) 22.09 10.14 18.38

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 2.04 35.74 15.81 (1.65) 26.38 46.29 (44.32) 11.43 10.66 12.10

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Growth Idx
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10th Percentile 0.58 1.42 0.09
25th Percentile 0.38 1.34 (0.17)

Median (0.19) 1.18 (0.34)
75th Percentile (0.74) 1.09 (0.59)
90th Percentile (1.44) 0.98 (0.71)

Morgan Stanley (0.08) 1.17 0.02
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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 March 31, 2014
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25th Percentile 10.61 23.08 4.42 19.20 0.77 1.08

Median 8.75 21.56 4.12 16.38 0.66 0.90
75th Percentile 7.15 20.55 3.63 15.35 0.46 0.72
90th Percentile 5.27 19.69 3.26 14.81 0.36 0.49

Morgan Stanley 8.70 31.43 5.85 18.81 0.51 1.38

Russell MidCap Growth Idx 11.48 19.81 4.51 15.54 1.10 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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Janus Enterprise
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 2.10% return for the
quarter placing it in the 20 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 67
percentile for the last year.

Janus Enterprise’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
MidCap Growth Idx by 0.06% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell MidCap Growth Idx for the year
by 2.17%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,532,801

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $95,387

Ending Market Value $4,628,187

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 3.74 32.50 19.53 13.80 25.31 10.36 11.12
25th Percentile 1.98 26.34 17.77 13.23 23.84 9.54 9.89

Median 1.28 23.88 16.66 11.45 22.74 8.27 9.13
75th Percentile 0.09 20.64 14.47 10.38 21.66 7.63 7.90
90th Percentile (1.19) 18.48 12.80 9.58 20.74 4.79 6.80

Janus Enterprise 2.10 22.05 17.36 13.31 24.41 9.15 10.82

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 2.04 24.22 18.35 13.52 24.73 8.24 9.47

Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Growth Idx
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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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Median 1.28 35.35 14.53 (4.98) 27.01 42.03 (44.31) 16.41 7.53 9.89
75th Percentile 0.09 32.51 10.98 (7.88) 23.35 32.48 (48.64) 11.51 4.88 5.78
90th Percentile (1.19) 29.89 8.53 (10.25) 19.08 29.07 (51.56) 7.92 1.35 4.28

Janus
Enterprise 2.10 30.86 17.83 (1.65) 26.06 42.89 (43.13) 21.81 13.23 11.40

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 2.04 35.74 15.81 (1.65) 26.38 46.29 (44.32) 11.43 10.66 12.10

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 March 31, 2014
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10th Percentile 12.82 25.86 4.64 21.72 0.97 1.21
25th Percentile 10.61 23.08 4.42 19.20 0.77 1.08

Median 8.75 21.56 4.12 16.38 0.66 0.90
75th Percentile 7.15 20.55 3.63 15.35 0.46 0.72
90th Percentile 5.27 19.69 3.26 14.81 0.36 0.49

*Janus Enterprise 7.71 20.00 4.25 15.23 0.79 0.81

Russell MidCap Growth Idx 11.48 19.81 4.51 15.54 1.10 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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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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Prudential Small Cap Value
Period Ended March 31, 2014

Investment Philosophy
Effective January 12, 2014, the fund is managed by six sub-advisors: Earnest Partners (20%), NFJ (20%), Vaughan
Nelson (20%), Sterling Capital (20%), Lee Munder (10%), and J.P. Morgan (10%).

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Prudential Small Cap Value’s portfolio posted a 1.30%
return for the quarter placing it in the 56 percentile of the CAI
MF - Small Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the
63 percentile for the last year.

Prudential Small Cap Value’s portfolio underperformed the
Russell 2000 Value Index by 0.47% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 2000 Value Index for the year
by 0.16%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $12,021,188

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $156,759

Ending Market Value $12,177,948

Performance vs CAI MF - Small Cap Value Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 3.93 30.22 24.17 15.38 29.37 8.84 10.67
25th Percentile 2.91 25.67 21.37 13.37 27.41 8.07 10.22

Median 1.58 23.59 18.97 12.27 24.18 7.34 8.88
75th Percentile 0.52 21.21 17.54 10.68 21.58 5.92 7.82
90th Percentile (0.24) 18.59 15.24 9.70 19.54 5.43 7.18

Prudential
Small Cap Value A 1.30 22.49 19.33 12.95 23.35 8.28 10.45

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 3.13 21.67 20.86 13.70 25.63 6.80 9.01

Russell 2000
Value Index 1.78 22.65 20.35 12.74 23.33 5.44 8.07

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 3.93 46.00 21.13 3.37 30.98 55.37 (26.44) 6.04 20.34 13.09
25th Percentile 2.91 39.27 18.24 (0.46) 26.99 47.72 (29.19) 2.22 18.50 10.95

Median 1.58 35.41 14.58 (3.22) 24.75 35.18 (34.92) (2.81) 15.30 8.40
75th Percentile 0.52 32.10 11.11 (7.37) 21.35 27.08 (38.99) (7.01) 11.84 4.98
90th Percentile (0.24) 28.71 8.62 (11.35) 17.56 22.22 (43.31) (14.00) 6.78 2.00

Prudential
Small Cap Value A 1.30 35.87 14.14 (0.48) 23.63 26.69 (27.45) 0.52 17.73 10.10

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 3.13 33.71 18.80 (4.04) 24.99 30.29 (32.12) (6.94) 19.44 6.27

Russell 2000
Value Index 1.78 34.52 18.05 (5.50) 24.50 20.58 (28.92) (9.78) 23.48 4.71

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Value Index
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US Small
Cap Value Idx B 0.49 1.22 0.63
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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 March 31, 2014
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Prudential Small Cap Value A 2.38 15.37 1.75 13.33 1.74 (0.50)
US Small Cap Value Idx B 2.26 17.39 1.63 10.71 2.34 (0.72)

Russell 2000 Value Index 1.44 19.20 1.52 13.21 2.01 (0.62)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Alliance US Small Growth
Period Ended March 31, 2014

Investment Philosophy
AllianceBernstein’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. AllianceBernstein’s management fee is 100 bps on all assets.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Alliance US Small Growth’s portfolio posted a 1.51% return
for the quarter placing it in the 35 percentile of the CAI MF-
Small Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 12
percentile for the last year.

Alliance US Small Growth’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell 2000 Growth Index by 1.03% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 2000 Growth Index for the year by
6.87%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $6,540,400

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $98,803

Ending Market Value $6,639,203

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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B(11)
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10th Percentile 2.93 34.57 25.01 16.57 28.86 11.82 11.44
25th Percentile 1.92 31.94 22.96 15.20 26.22 9.49 10.03

Median 0.49 28.66 20.69 13.50 24.75 8.56 8.87
75th Percentile (0.69) 26.32 18.07 12.06 22.80 6.43 7.43
90th Percentile (2.37) 23.31 13.63 6.04 18.85 3.77 4.75

Alliance US
Small Growth A 1.51 34.06 21.45 17.08 30.11 12.08 11.74

Alliance US
Small Growth - Net B 1.26 32.76 20.26 15.93 28.85 10.98 -

Russell 2000
Growth Index 0.48 27.19 20.69 13.61 25.24 8.63 8.87

Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Growth Index
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Alliance 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 (Net)
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25th Percentile 1.92 48.76 16.45 (0.84) 31.13 45.40 (39.17) 16.79 16.40 9.40

Median 0.49 45.64 14.14 (3.28) 26.99 38.26 (42.32) 10.73 12.96 5.89
75th Percentile (0.69) 40.42 10.34 (9.11) 22.60 31.03 (46.62) 4.72 8.24 2.93
90th Percentile (2.37) 37.53 5.27 (12.81) 17.39 25.33 (49.73) 2.20 4.97 (2.69)

Alliance US
Small Growth A 1.51 46.72 16.21 5.42 38.50 43.78 (44.62) 15.33 12.09 6.32

Alliance US
Small Growth - Net B 1.26 45.30 15.06 4.37 37.16 42.42 (45.20) 14.19 10.98 5.26

Russell 2000
Growth Index 0.48 43.30 14.59 (2.91) 29.09 34.47 (38.54) 7.05 13.35 4.15

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Growth Index
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25th Percentile 0.32 1.26 0.18

Median (0.09) 1.14 (0.07)
75th Percentile (0.46) 1.05 (0.39)
90th Percentile (0.69) 0.80 (0.60)

Alliance US
Small Growth A 0.95 1.40 0.96
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Small Growth - Net B 0.70 1.34 0.71
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Alliance 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 March 31, 2014
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10th Percentile 2.62 47.74 4.93 23.19 0.63 1.11
25th Percentile 2.42 34.88 4.46 22.25 0.49 1.07

Median 2.04 29.07 3.78 19.93 0.38 0.81
75th Percentile 1.62 24.56 3.19 17.50 0.24 0.57
90th Percentile 1.22 21.60 2.96 16.55 0.14 0.45

Alliance US Small Growth 3.12 31.50 3.97 20.10 0.23 1.00

Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.80 28.67 3.91 18.34 0.62 0.65

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.

Sector Allocation
March 31, 2014

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

Information Technology
29.4%

24.7%
25.8%

Industrials
22.7%

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

15.7%
18.8%

Health Care
21.5%
21.7%

20.4%

Consumer Discretionary
12.8%

15.8%
16.4%

Financials
5.4%

7.3%
8.3%

Energy
4.4%

3.8%
4.9%

Materials
2.0%

5.1%
3.2%

Consumer Staples
2.0%

4.9%
2.3%

Telecommunications 0.9%

Utilities 0.1%

Alliance US Small Growth Russell 2000 Growth Index

CAI Sm Cap Growth Mut Fds

Sector Diversification
Manager 1.91 sectors
Index 2.23 sectors

Diversification
March 31, 2014

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

Number of Issue
Securities Diversification

(68)

(53)

10th Percentile 324 67
25th Percentile 147 47

Median 124 36
75th Percentile 84 29
90th Percentile 51 14

Alliance US
Small Growth 104 35

Russell 2000
Growth Index 1156 182

Diversification Ratio
Manager 34%
Index 16%
Style Median 32%

 64
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



RS Investments
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 1.54% return for the
quarter placing it in the 35 percentile of the CAI MF- Small
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 9
percentile for the last year.

RS Investments’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 2000
Growth Index by 1.05% for the quarter and outperformed the
Russell 2000 Growth Index for the year by 7.91%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,731,406

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $72,735

Ending Market Value $4,804,141

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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(13)
(46) (36)(51)

10th Percentile 2.93 34.57 25.01 16.57 28.86 11.82 11.44
25th Percentile 1.92 31.94 22.96 15.20 26.22 9.49 10.03

Median 0.49 28.66 20.69 13.50 24.75 8.56 8.87
75th Percentile (0.69) 26.32 18.07 12.06 22.80 6.43 7.43
90th Percentile (2.37) 23.31 13.63 6.04 18.85 3.77 4.75

RS Investments 1.54 35.10 22.99 16.06 27.01 10.35 9.23

Russell 2000
Growth Index 0.48 27.19 20.69 13.61 25.24 8.63 8.87

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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Median 0.49 45.64 14.14 (3.28) 26.99 38.26 (42.32) 10.73 12.96 5.89
75th Percentile (0.69) 40.42 10.34 (9.11) 22.60 31.03 (46.62) 4.72 8.24 2.93
90th Percentile (2.37) 37.53 5.27 (12.81) 17.39 25.33 (49.73) 2.20 4.97 (2.69)

RS Investments 1.54 49.64 15.13 (2.04) 28.27 47.63 (45.61) 13.96 9.45 0.68

Russell 2000
Growth Index 0.48 43.30 14.59 (2.91) 29.09 34.47 (38.54) 7.05 13.35 4.15

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 March 31, 2014
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10th Percentile 2.62 47.74 4.93 23.19 0.63 1.11
25th Percentile 2.42 34.88 4.46 22.25 0.49 1.07

Median 2.04 29.07 3.78 19.93 0.38 0.81
75th Percentile 1.62 24.56 3.19 17.50 0.24 0.57
90th Percentile 1.22 21.60 2.96 16.55 0.14 0.45

*RS Investments 2.10 29.33 4.22 22.62 0.17 1.04

Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.80 28.67 3.91 18.34 0.62 0.65

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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.

 67
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Managers Inst Micro Cap
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 2.39% return
for the quarter placing it in the 27 percentile of the MF -
Micro Cap Obj group for the quarter and in the 15 percentile
for the last year.

Managers Inst Micro Cap’s portfolio underperformed the
Russell Microcap Index by 0.61% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell Microcap Index for the year by
5.94%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $9,116,599

Net New Investment $-1,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $217,513

Ending Market Value $8,334,112

Performance vs MF - Micro Cap Obj (Net)
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75th Percentile (0.51) 25.24 20.09 12.17 23.96 5.22 7.22
90th Percentile (2.49) 21.88 15.45 8.86 21.24 4.19 6.38
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Inst Micro Cap A 2.39 39.17 25.57 17.95 27.01 9.66 8.74
Russell Micro

Growth Idx B 4.80 39.34 25.93 16.10 27.27 7.22 6.74
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Microcap Index 3.01 33.24 24.82 15.12 25.86 5.66 6.63

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.
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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 March 31, 2014
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75th Percentile 0.55 21.17 1.92 15.25 0.19 0.19
90th Percentile 0.46 17.24 1.82 12.18 0.19 (0.09)

*Managers Inst Micro Cap A 0.73 26.83 3.01 18.88 0.61 0.57
Russell Micro Growth Idx B 0.52 150.80 3.67 17.64 0.43 0.80

Russell Microcap Index 0.45 33.24 1.87 14.43 1.23 (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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.

Sector Allocation
March 31, 2014
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*Managers
Inst Micro Cap 325 73

Russell Microcap Index 1498 280

Diversification Ratio
Manager 23%
Index 19%
Style Median 31%

*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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 March 31, 2014

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
International Equity Composite’s portfolio posted a 0.96%
return for the quarter placing it in the 13 percentile of the
Pub Pln- International Equity group for the quarter and in the
32 percentile for the last year.

International Equity Composite’s portfolio outperformed the
MSCI ACWI ex US Index by 0.35% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
4.17%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $105,987,644

Net New Investment $2,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,042,083

Ending Market Value $109,029,727

Performance vs Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
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ex US Index 0.61 12.80 10.82 4.63 16.04 2.16 7.87
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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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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 March 31, 2014
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*International
Equity Composite A 27.12 14.37 1.88 12.98 2.46 0.23

MSCI EAFE Index B 40.92 13.86 1.66 10.47 2.98 0.00

MSCI ACWI ex US Index 31.25 13.09 1.65 11.03 2.90 (0.00)

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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Country Diversification

Manager 4.60 countries
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*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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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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 March 31, 2014. 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 March 31, 2014
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International Holdings Based Style Analysis
For One Quarter Ended March 31, 2014

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 March 31, 2014

Value Core Growth

Mega

Large

Mid

Small

Micro

EuroPacific

*Columbia Acorn Int’l

*Janus Overseas

*Mondrian International

*International Equities

MSCI EAFE Index

MSCI ACWI ex-US Index

Harbor International

Oakmark International

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

EuroPacific 19.26% 36.96 0.75 0.36 (0.39) 266 39.08
Harbor International 19.03% 48.53 0.34 0.12 (0.21) 74 22.05
*Columbia Acorn Int’l 10.31% 3.05 0.70 0.25 (0.45) 205 59.93
*Janus Overseas 16.97% 7.59 0.28 0.22 (0.06) 59 11.33
Oakmark International 14.91% 41.23 (0.01) 0.03 0.04 56 16.19
*Mondrian International 19.53% 44.65 (0.38) (0.23) 0.15 127 21.58
*International Equities 100.00% 27.12 0.23 0.11 (0.13) 657 74.93
MSCI EAFE Index - 40.92 0.00 (0.00) (0.01) 901 95.01
MSCI ACWI ex-US Index - 31.25 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 1815 166.02

*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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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EuroPacific
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 0.71% return for the quarter
placing it in the 40 percentile of the CAI MF - Non-US Equity
Style group for the quarter and in the 46 percentile for the
last year.

EuroPacific’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US
Index by 0.10% for the quarter and outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index for the year by 5.17%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,837,033

Net New Investment $-1,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $158,309

Ending Market Value $20,995,342

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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Median 0.44 17.37 13.33 6.65 16.08 2.05 6.67
75th Percentile (0.77) 13.74 11.22 4.93 14.93 0.66 5.82
90th Percentile (1.59) 11.74 9.88 3.95 13.88 (0.77) 4.94

EuroPacific 0.71 17.97 13.70 6.74 15.94 4.18 8.61

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 12.80 10.82 4.63 16.04 2.16 7.59

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index

R
e
la

ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(8%)

(6%)

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 14

EuroPacific

CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
Annualized Five Year Risk vs Return

10 15 20 25 30
8%

10%

12%

14%

16%

18%

20%

22%

24%

26%

MSCI ACWI ex US Index

EuroPacific

Standard Deviation

R
e

tu
rn

s

 77
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



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)

(80%)

(60%)

(40%)

(20%)

0%

20%

40%

60%

12/13- 3/14 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005

4043

5685 4469

4646

5642

1912

1764

1123 7830 826

10th Percentile 2.18 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58 21.04
25th Percentile 1.20 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68 17.29

Median 0.44 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86 14.64
75th Percentile (0.77) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46 12.84
90th Percentile (1.59) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85 10.57

EuroPacific 0.71 20.58 19.64 (13.31) 9.76 39.59 (40.38) 19.22 22.17 21.39

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16 17.11

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Median 0.13 0.76 0.01
75th Percentile (0.18) 0.69 (0.19)
90th Percentile (0.51) 0.63 (0.48)

EuroPacific 0.28 0.79 (0.03)
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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 March 31, 2014
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(21)

(68)
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(13)

(59)

(97)

(18)

(3)

(58)

10th Percentile 51.13 15.97 2.43 14.53 3.01 0.63
25th Percentile 41.65 15.04 2.14 13.17 2.84 0.51

Median 33.59 13.72 1.75 11.22 2.46 0.15
75th Percentile 20.06 12.83 1.51 10.22 2.01 (0.14)
90th Percentile 11.41 12.11 1.31 8.94 1.92 (0.33)

EuroPacific 34.15 15.13 2.03 14.20 1.76 0.74

MSCI ACWI ex US Index 31.25 13.09 1.65 11.03 2.90 (0.00)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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EuroPacific vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014

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

(30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Indonesia 13.2 7.1
Israel 19.4 (0.5)

Greece 18.1 0.0
New Zealand 10.6 5.4

Denmark 16.5 (0.1)
Italy 14.6 0.0

Ireland 14.2 0.0
Philippines 11.5 (1.0)

Portugal 9.7 0.0
Egypt 9.5 (0.3)
India 4.4 3.6

Czech Republic 7.8 (0.2)
Thailand 6.1 1.3
Australia 2.3 3.6

Switzerland 4.4 0.7
Colombia 7.1 (1.8)

South Africa 5.3 (0.4)
Turkey 4.4 0.4
Spain 4.8 0.0
Peru 4.4 0.0

Poland 3.6 (0.1)
Sweden 4.0 (0.9)
France 2.9 0.0

Brazil (1.6) 4.6
Belgium 2.4 0.0
Norway 0.8 1.3

United States 1.8 0.0
Canada 5.7 (3.7)
Taiwan 3.3 (2.1)

Netherlands 1.1 0.0
Total 0.2 0.4

Finland 0.2 0.0
Germany (0.3) 0.0
Malaysia (0.7) 0.3

United Kingdom (1.5) 0.7
Singapore (1.3) 0.4

South Korea (1.1) (0.9)
Chile 2.5 (4.6)

Austria (2.8) 0.0
Hong Kong (3.3) (0.0)

Mexico (5.3) 0.4
Japan (7.4) 2.1
China (5.8) (0.0)

Hungary (5.6) (3.3)
Russia (9.7) (5.3)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

(6%) (4%) (2%) 0% 2% 4% 6%

Indonesia 0.5 0.3
Israel 0.3 0.6

Greece 0.1 0.0
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Denmark 0.8 5.1
Italy 1.6 0.9

Ireland 0.2 1.7
Philippines 0.2 0.1

Portugal 0.1 0.0
Egypt 0.0 0.0
India 1.3 4.1

Czech Republic 0.1 0.0
Thailand 0.4 0.6
Australia 5.4 1.0

Switzerland 6.4 7.0
Colombia 0.2 0.1

South Africa 1.5 1.8
Turkey 0.3 0.1
Spain 2.4 1.5
Peru 0.1 0.0

Poland 0.4 0.0
Sweden 2.3 1.8
France 7.2 9.1

Brazil 2.2 0.6
Belgium 0.9 1.3
Norway 0.6 0.2

United States 0.0 0.1
Canada 7.1 3.1
Taiwan 2.4 1.5

Netherlands 2.0 1.8
Total

Finland 0.7 1.2
Germany 6.9 9.5
Malaysia 0.8 0.1

United Kingdom 15.8 14.0
Singapore 1.1 0.0

South Korea 3.3 4.1
Chile 0.3 0.0

Austria 0.2 0.0
Hong Kong 2.1 5.1

Mexico 1.1 0.2
Japan 15.1 14.3
China 4.1 5.9

Hungary 0.1 0.0
Russia 1.3 1.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014
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Harbor International
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 1.03% return for the
quarter placing it in the 33 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 63
percentile for the last year.

Harbor International’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 0.42% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
2.82%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $19,543,270

Net New Investment $1,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $208,351

Ending Market Value $20,751,621

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

(33)(43)

(63)

(83)
(71)(78)

(47)
(80)

(17)
(50)

(12)
(47)

(8)
(25)

10th Percentile 2.18 22.71 16.79 10.17 19.38 4.46 8.72
25th Percentile 1.20 19.84 14.94 8.41 17.45 3.43 7.68

Median 0.44 17.37 13.33 6.65 16.08 2.05 6.67
75th Percentile (0.77) 13.74 11.22 4.93 14.93 0.66 5.82
90th Percentile (1.59) 11.74 9.88 3.95 13.88 (0.77) 4.94

Harbor International 1.03 15.62 11.67 6.80 18.29 4.19 9.61

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 12.80 10.82 4.63 16.04 2.16 7.59

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 2.18 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58 21.04
25th Percentile 1.20 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68 17.29

Median 0.44 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86 14.64
75th Percentile (0.77) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46 12.84
90th Percentile (1.59) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85 10.57

Harbor
International 1.03 16.84 20.87 (11.13) 11.98 38.57 (42.66) 21.82 32.69 20.84

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16 17.11

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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10th Percentile 0.94 0.97 0.64
25th Percentile 0.57 0.88 0.30

Median 0.13 0.76 0.01
75th Percentile (0.18) 0.69 (0.19)
90th Percentile (0.51) 0.63 (0.48)

Harbor International 0.47 0.81 0.58
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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 March 31, 2014
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(13)

(61)

(24)

(68)

(45)

(63)

(41)

(59)

(47)

(18)

(36)

(58)

10th Percentile 51.13 15.97 2.43 14.53 3.01 0.63
25th Percentile 41.65 15.04 2.14 13.17 2.84 0.51

Median 33.59 13.72 1.75 11.22 2.46 0.15
75th Percentile 20.06 12.83 1.51 10.22 2.01 (0.14)
90th Percentile 11.41 12.11 1.31 8.94 1.92 (0.33)

Harbor International 48.53 15.04 1.89 11.58 2.51 0.34

MSCI ACWI ex US Index 31.25 13.09 1.65 11.03 2.90 (0.00)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Harbor International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014

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

(30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Indonesia 13.2 7.1
Israel 19.4 (0.5)

Greece 18.1 0.0
New Zealand 10.6 5.4

Denmark 16.5 (0.1)
Italy 14.6 0.0

Ireland 14.2 0.0
Philippines 11.5 (1.0)

Portugal 9.7 0.0
Egypt 9.5 (0.3)
India 4.4 3.6

Czech Republic 7.8 (0.2)
Thailand 6.1 1.3
Australia 2.3 3.6

Switzerland 4.4 0.7
Colombia 7.1 (1.8)

South Africa 5.3 (0.4)
Turkey 4.4 0.4
Spain 4.8 0.0
Peru 4.4 0.0

Poland 3.6 (0.1)
Sweden 4.0 (0.9)
France 2.9 0.0

Brazil (1.6) 4.6
Belgium 2.4 0.0
Norway 0.8 1.3

United States 1.8 0.0
Canada 5.7 (3.7)
Taiwan 3.3 (2.1)

Netherlands 1.1 0.0
Total 0.2 0.4

Finland 0.2 0.0
Germany (0.3) 0.0
Malaysia (0.7) 0.3

United Kingdom (1.5) 0.7
Singapore (1.3) 0.4

South Korea (1.1) (0.9)
Chile 2.5 (4.6)

Austria (2.8) 0.0
Hong Kong (3.3) (0.0)

Mexico (5.3) 0.4
Japan (7.4) 2.1
China (5.8) (0.0)

Hungary (5.6) (3.3)
Russia (9.7) (5.3)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Indonesia 0.5 0.0
Israel 0.3 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.0
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Denmark 0.8 2.2
Italy 1.6 2.0

Ireland 0.2 1.5
Philippines 0.2 0.0

Portugal 0.1 0.0
Egypt 0.0 0.0
India 1.3 0.0

Czech Republic 0.1 0.0
Thailand 0.4 0.0
Australia 5.4 0.0

Switzerland 6.4 14.6
Colombia 0.2 0.0

South Africa 1.5 0.0
Turkey 0.3 0.0
Spain 2.4 4.3
Peru 0.1 0.0

Poland 0.4 0.0
Sweden 2.3 5.8
France 7.2 17.9

Brazil 2.2 1.9
Belgium 0.9 2.4
Norway 0.6 0.0

United States 0.0 2.0
Canada 7.1 1.3
Taiwan 2.4 1.3

Netherlands 2.0 1.5
Total

Finland 0.7 0.0
Germany 6.9 10.2
Malaysia 0.8 1.6

United Kingdom 15.8 15.6
Singapore 1.1 1.6

South Korea 3.3 0.0
Chile 0.3 0.0

Austria 0.2 0.9
Hong Kong 2.1 1.6

Mexico 1.1 0.0
Japan 15.1 9.2
China 4.1 0.6

Hungary 0.1 0.0
Russia 1.3 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014
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Columbia Acorn Int’l
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 Int’l’s portfolio posted a 1.22% return for the
quarter placing it in the 24 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 61
percentile for the last year.

Columbia Acorn Int’l’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 0.61% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
2.89%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $11,108,272

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $135,335

Ending Market Value $11,243,607

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

(24)(43)

(61)

(83)
(32)

(78)

(21)

(80)

(8)

(50)

(5)

(47)

(1)

(25)

10th Percentile 2.18 22.71 16.79 10.17 19.38 4.46 8.72
25th Percentile 1.20 19.84 14.94 8.41 17.45 3.43 7.68

Median 0.44 17.37 13.33 6.65 16.08 2.05 6.67
75th Percentile (0.77) 13.74 11.22 4.93 14.93 0.66 5.82
90th Percentile (1.59) 11.74 9.88 3.95 13.88 (0.77) 4.94

Columbia Acorn Int’l 1.22 15.69 14.39 8.50 21.37 5.36 11.68

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 12.80 10.82 4.63 16.04 2.16 7.59

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Columbia Acorn Int’l
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 2.18 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58 21.04
25th Percentile 1.20 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68 17.29

Median 0.44 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86 14.64
75th Percentile (0.77) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46 12.84
90th Percentile (1.59) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85 10.57

Columbia
Acorn Int’l 1.22 22.33 21.60 (14.06) 22.70 50.97 (45.89) 17.28 34.53 21.81

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16 17.11

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Ratio Ratio Ratio
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(5)

10th Percentile 0.94 0.97 0.64
25th Percentile 0.57 0.88 0.30

Median 0.13 0.76 0.01
75th Percentile (0.18) 0.69 (0.19)
90th Percentile (0.51) 0.63 (0.48)

Columbia Acorn Int’l 1.11 0.98 1.10
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Columbia Acorn Int’l
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 March 31, 2014
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(93)

(61)

(5)

(68)

(5)

(63)

(3)

(59)

(68)

(18)

(7)

(58)

10th Percentile 51.13 15.97 2.43 14.53 3.01 0.63
25th Percentile 41.65 15.04 2.14 13.17 2.84 0.51

Median 33.59 13.72 1.75 11.22 2.46 0.15
75th Percentile 20.06 12.83 1.51 10.22 2.01 (0.14)
90th Percentile 11.41 12.11 1.31 8.94 1.92 (0.33)

*Columbia Acorn Int’l 3.05 17.26 2.68 16.29 2.09 0.70

MSCI ACWI ex US Index 31.25 13.09 1.65 11.03 2.90 (0.00)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Index 3.20 sectors
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10th Percentile 394 56
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*Columbia Acorn Int’l 205 60

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 1815 166

Diversification Ratio
Manager 29%
Index 9%
Style Median 30%

*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (1/31/14) 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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Columbia Acorn Int’l vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014

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

(30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Indonesia 13.2 7.1
Israel 19.4 (0.5)

Greece 18.1 0.0
New Zealand 10.6 5.4

Denmark 16.5 (0.1)
Italy 14.6 0.0

Ireland 14.2 0.0
Philippines 11.5 (1.0)

Portugal 9.7 0.0
Egypt 9.5 (0.3)
India 4.4 3.6

Czech Republic 7.8 (0.2)
Thailand 6.1 1.3

Cambodia 6.1 0.5
Australia 2.3 3.6

Switzerland 4.4 0.7
Colombia 7.1 (1.8)

South Africa 5.3 (0.4)
Turkey 4.4 0.4
Spain 4.8 0.0
Peru 4.4 0.0

Poland 3.6 (0.1)
Sweden 4.0 (0.9)
France 2.9 0.0

Brazil (1.6) 4.6
Bermuda 2.8 (0.3)
Belgium 2.4 0.0
Norway 0.8 1.3

United States 1.8 0.0
Canada 5.7 (3.7)
Taiwan 3.3 (2.1)

Netherlands 1.1 0.0
Total 0.2 0.4

Iceland 3.8 (3.2)
Finland 0.2 0.0

Germany (0.3) 0.0
Malaysia (0.7) 0.3

United Kingdom (1.5) 0.7
Singapore (1.3) 0.4

South Korea (1.1) (0.9)
Chile 2.5 (4.6)

Austria (2.8) 0.0
Hong Kong (3.3) (0.0)

Mexico (5.3) 0.4
Japan (7.4) 2.1
China (5.8) (0.0)

Hungary (5.6) (3.3)
Kazakhstan (14.1) 0.0

Russia (9.7) (5.3)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

(10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10%

Indonesia 0.5 1.2
Israel 0.3 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.0
New Zealand 0.1 0.7

Denmark 0.8 2.0
Italy 1.6 0.7

Ireland 0.2 0.0
Philippines 0.2 1.2

Portugal 0.1 0.0
Egypt 0.0 0.0
India 1.3 1.6

Czech Republic 0.1 0.0
Thailand 0.4 1.1

Cambodia 0.0 0.8
Australia 5.4 3.8

Switzerland 6.4 3.2
Colombia 0.2 0.3

South Africa 1.5 3.4
Turkey 0.3 0.2
Spain 2.4 1.8
Peru 0.1 0.0

Poland 0.4 0.0
Sweden 2.3 2.3
France 7.2 2.7

Brazil 2.2 1.4
Bermuda 0.0 0.4
Belgium 0.9 0.4
Norway 0.6 1.1

United States 0.0 6.8
Canada 7.1 4.5
Taiwan 2.4 5.0

Netherlands 2.0 2.1
Total

Iceland 0.0 0.1
Finland 0.7 1.5

Germany 6.9 3.3
Malaysia 0.8 0.3

United Kingdom 15.8 9.9
Singapore 1.1 2.4

South Korea 3.3 2.4
Chile 0.3 0.5

Austria 0.2 0.0
Hong Kong 2.1 4.5

Mexico 1.1 1.7
Japan 15.1 20.5
China 4.1 2.4

Hungary 0.1 0.0
Kazakhstan 0.0 0.7

Russia 1.3 1.2

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014
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Janus Overseas
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 (1.11)% return for the
quarter placing it in the 82 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 81
percentile for the last year.

Janus Overseas’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI ACWI
ex US Index by 1.72% for the quarter and outperformed the
MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by 0.27%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $18,705,996

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-207,563

Ending Market Value $18,498,433

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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(82)
(43)

(81)(83)

(100)
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(100)

(80)
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(50)

(74)
(47)

(13)(25)

10th Percentile 2.18 22.71 16.79 10.17 19.38 4.46 8.72
25th Percentile 1.20 19.84 14.94 8.41 17.45 3.43 7.68

Median 0.44 17.37 13.33 6.65 16.08 2.05 6.67
75th Percentile (0.77) 13.74 11.22 4.93 14.93 0.66 5.82
90th Percentile (1.59) 11.74 9.88 3.95 13.88 (0.77) 4.94

Janus Overseas (1.11) 13.08 2.05 (6.02) 11.56 0.70 8.43

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 12.80 10.82 4.63 16.04 2.16 7.59

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 2.18 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58 21.04
25th Percentile 1.20 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68 17.29

Median 0.44 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86 14.64
75th Percentile (0.77) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46 12.84
90th Percentile (1.59) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85 10.57

Janus Overseas (1.11) 12.28 12.53 (32.70) 19.58 78.19 (52.75) 27.76 47.21 32.39

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16 17.11

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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10th Percentile 0.94 0.97 0.64
25th Percentile 0.57 0.88 0.30

Median 0.13 0.76 0.01
75th Percentile (0.18) 0.69 (0.19)
90th Percentile (0.51) 0.63 (0.48)

Janus Overseas (0.74) 0.41 (0.37)
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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 March 31, 2014
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(92)

(61)

(46)

(68)
(63)(63)

(1)

(59)

(86)

(18)

(42)

(58)

10th Percentile 51.13 15.97 2.43 14.53 3.01 0.63
25th Percentile 41.65 15.04 2.14 13.17 2.84 0.51

Median 33.59 13.72 1.75 11.22 2.46 0.15
75th Percentile 20.06 12.83 1.51 10.22 2.01 (0.14)
90th Percentile 11.41 12.11 1.31 8.94 1.92 (0.33)

*Janus Overseas 7.59 14.07 1.65 18.46 1.95 0.28

MSCI ACWI ex US Index 31.25 13.09 1.65 11.03 2.90 (0.00)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Sector Diversification
Manager 2.50 sectors
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*Janus Overseas 59 11

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 1815 166
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Manager 19%
Index 9%
Style Median 30%

*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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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Janus Overseas vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014

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

(30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Indonesia 13.2 7.1
Israel 19.4 (0.5)

Greece 18.1 0.0
New Zealand 10.6 5.4

Denmark 16.5 (0.1)
Italy 14.6 0.0

Ireland 14.2 0.0
Philippines 11.5 (1.0)

Portugal 9.7 0.0
Egypt 9.5 (0.3)
India 4.4 3.6

Czech Republic 7.8 (0.2)
Thailand 6.1 1.3
Australia 2.3 3.6

Switzerland 4.4 0.7
Colombia 7.1 (1.8)

Cyprus 4.3 0.8
South Africa 5.3 (0.4)

Turkey 4.4 0.4
Spain 4.8 0.0
Peru 4.4 0.0

Poland 3.6 (0.1)
Sweden 4.0 (0.9)
France 2.9 0.0

Brazil (1.6) 4.6
Belgium 2.4 0.0
Norway 0.8 1.3

United States 1.8 0.0
Canada 5.7 (3.7)
Taiwan 3.3 (2.1)

Netherlands 1.1 0.0
Total 0.2 0.4

Sri Lanka 0.2 0.1
Finland 0.2 0.0

Germany (0.3) 0.0
Malaysia (0.7) 0.3

United Kingdom (1.5) 0.7
Singapore (1.3) 0.4

South Korea (1.1) (0.9)
Chile 2.5 (4.6)

Austria (2.8) 0.0
Hong Kong (3.3) (0.0)

Mexico (5.3) 0.4
Japan (7.4) 2.1
China (5.8) (0.0)

Hungary (5.6) (3.3)
Russia (9.7) (5.3)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

(15%) (10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Indonesia 0.5 0.0
Israel 0.3 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.0
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Denmark 0.8 0.0
Italy 1.6 0.0

Ireland 0.2 0.0
Philippines 0.2 0.2

Portugal 0.1 0.0
Egypt 0.0 0.0
India 1.3 20.0

Czech Republic 0.1 0.0
Thailand 0.4 0.0
Australia 5.4 3.1

Switzerland 6.4 2.1
Colombia 0.2 0.0

Cyprus 0.0 0.6
South Africa 1.5 0.0

Turkey 0.3 1.1
Spain 2.4 0.0
Peru 0.1 0.0

Poland 0.4 0.0
Sweden 2.3 0.8
France 7.2 0.8

Brazil 2.2 6.5
Belgium 0.9 0.0
Norway 0.6 0.0

United States 0.0 12.5
Canada 7.1 5.2
Taiwan 2.4 0.0

Netherlands 2.0 0.0
Total

Sri Lanka 0.0 3.0
Finland 0.7 0.0

Germany 6.9 1.5
Malaysia 0.8 0.0

United Kingdom 15.8 6.9
Singapore 1.1 0.0

South Korea 3.3 0.0
Chile 0.3 0.0

Austria 0.2 0.0
Hong Kong 2.1 12.8

Mexico 1.1 2.7
Japan 15.1 10.5
China 4.1 8.6

Hungary 0.1 0.0
Russia 1.3 1.2

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014
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Oakmark International
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 0.80% return for
the quarter placing it in the 37 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 7
percentile for the last year.

Oakmark International’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 0.19% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
10.95%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $14,138,852

Net New Investment $2,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $112,811

Ending Market Value $16,251,662

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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(37)(43)

(7)

(83)

(1)

(78) (1)

(80)

(1)

(50)

(3)
(47)

(5)
(25)

10th Percentile 2.18 22.71 16.79 10.17 19.38 4.46 8.72
25th Percentile 1.20 19.84 14.94 8.41 17.45 3.43 7.68

Median 0.44 17.37 13.33 6.65 16.08 2.05 6.67
75th Percentile (0.77) 13.74 11.22 4.93 14.93 0.66 5.82
90th Percentile (1.59) 11.74 9.88 3.95 13.88 (0.77) 4.94

Oakmark
International 0.80 23.75 20.10 12.28 23.73 5.66 10.20

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 12.80 10.82 4.63 16.04 2.16 7.59

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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10th Percentile 2.18 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58 21.04
25th Percentile 1.20 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68 17.29

Median 0.44 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86 14.64
75th Percentile (0.77) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46 12.84
90th Percentile (1.59) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85 10.57

Oakmark
International 0.80 29.34 29.22 (14.07) 16.22 56.30 (41.06) (0.52) 30.61 14.12

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16 17.11

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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10th Percentile 4.49 21.32
25th Percentile 2.49 18.83

Median 0.47 16.41
75th Percentile (0.76) 14.83
90th Percentile (1.92) 13.59

Oakmark
International 5.80 21.68
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(8) (5)
(4)

10th Percentile 0.94 0.97 0.64
25th Percentile 0.57 0.88 0.30

Median 0.13 0.76 0.01
75th Percentile (0.18) 0.69 (0.19)
90th Percentile (0.51) 0.63 (0.48)

Oakmark
International 1.00 0.99 1.12
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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 March 31, 2014

P
e

rc
e

n
ti
le

 R
a

n
k
in

g

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Weighted Median Price/Fore- Price/Book Forecasted Dividend MSCI
Market Cap casted Earnings Earnings Growth Yield Combined Z-Score

(27)

(61)

(75)
(68)

(47)

(63)

(23)

(59)

(39)

(18)

(59)(58)

10th Percentile 51.13 15.97 2.43 14.53 3.01 0.63
25th Percentile 41.65 15.04 2.14 13.17 2.84 0.51

Median 33.59 13.72 1.75 11.22 2.46 0.15
75th Percentile 20.06 12.83 1.51 10.22 2.01 (0.14)
90th Percentile 11.41 12.11 1.31 8.94 1.92 (0.33)

Oakmark International 41.23 12.86 1.82 13.36 2.67 (0.01)

MSCI ACWI ex US Index 31.25 13.09 1.65 11.03 2.90 (0.00)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.

Sector Allocation
March 31, 2014
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Oakmark International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014

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

(30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Indonesia 13.2 7.1
Israel 19.4 (0.5)

Greece 18.1 0.0
New Zealand 10.6 5.4

Denmark 16.5 (0.1)
Italy 14.6 0.0

Ireland 14.2 0.0
Philippines 11.5 (1.0)

Portugal 9.7 0.0
Egypt 9.5 (0.3)
India 4.4 3.6

Czech Republic 7.8 (0.2)
Thailand 6.1 1.3
Australia 2.3 3.6

Switzerland 4.4 0.7
Colombia 7.1 (1.8)

South Africa 5.3 (0.4)
Turkey 4.4 0.4
Spain 4.8 0.0
Peru 4.4 0.0

Poland 3.6 (0.1)
Sweden 4.0 (0.9)
France 2.9 0.0

Brazil (1.6) 4.6
Belgium 2.4 0.0
Norway 0.8 1.3

United States 1.8 0.0
Canada 5.7 (3.7)
Taiwan 3.3 (2.1)

Netherlands 1.1 0.0
Total 0.2 0.4

Finland 0.2 0.0
Germany (0.3) 0.0
Malaysia (0.7) 0.3

United Kingdom (1.5) 0.7
Singapore (1.3) 0.4

South Korea (1.1) (0.9)
Chile 2.5 (4.6)

Austria (2.8) 0.0
Hong Kong (3.3) (0.0)

Mexico (5.3) 0.4
Japan (7.4) 2.1
China (5.8) (0.0)

Hungary (5.6) (3.3)
Russia (9.7) (5.3)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Indonesia 0.5 0.0
Israel 0.3 1.0

Greece 0.1 0.0
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Denmark 0.8 0.0
Italy 1.6 3.8

Ireland 0.2 0.0
Philippines 0.2 0.0

Portugal 0.1 0.0
Egypt 0.0 0.0
India 1.3 0.0

Czech Republic 0.1 0.0
Thailand 0.4 0.0
Australia 5.4 4.8

Switzerland 6.4 18.1
Colombia 0.2 0.0

South Africa 1.5 0.0
Turkey 0.3 0.0
Spain 2.4 0.0
Peru 0.1 0.0

Poland 0.4 0.0
Sweden 2.3 4.3
France 7.2 15.1

Brazil 2.2 0.0
Belgium 0.9 0.0
Norway 0.6 0.0

United States 0.0 2.5
Canada 7.1 1.2
Taiwan 2.4 0.0

Netherlands 2.0 7.9
Total

Finland 0.7 0.0
Germany 6.9 12.1
Malaysia 0.8 0.0

United Kingdom 15.8 15.5
Singapore 1.1 0.0

South Korea 3.3 1.1
Chile 0.3 0.0

Austria 0.2 0.0
Hong Kong 2.1 0.0

Mexico 1.1 0.0
Japan 15.1 12.4
China 4.1 0.0

Hungary 0.1 0.0
Russia 1.3 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014
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Mondrian International
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 3.07% return for
the quarter placing it in the 6 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 62
percentile for the last year.

Mondrian International’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 2.46% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
2.83%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $20,654,221

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $634,840

Ending Market Value $21,289,061

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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Last Quarter Last Year Last 2 Years Last 2-3/4 Years

A(6)
B(6)

(43)

A(62)
B(67)

(83) A(74)
B(82)(78)

A(51)
B(64)(82)

10th Percentile 2.18 22.71 16.79 10.57
25th Percentile 1.20 19.84 14.94 8.14

Median 0.44 17.37 13.33 6.65
75th Percentile (0.77) 13.74 11.22 5.11
90th Percentile (1.59) 11.74 9.88 4.14

Mondrian
International A 3.07 15.64 11.40 6.59

Mondrian
International - Net B 2.88 14.76 10.56 5.77

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 0.61 12.80 10.82 4.83

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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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 March 31, 2014
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(17)

(61) (58)

(68)

(50)

(63)

(99)

(59)

(3)

(18)

(91)

(58)

10th Percentile 51.13 15.97 2.43 14.53 3.01 0.63
25th Percentile 41.65 15.04 2.14 13.17 2.84 0.51

Median 33.59 13.72 1.75 11.22 2.46 0.15
75th Percentile 20.06 12.83 1.51 10.22 2.01 (0.14)
90th Percentile 11.41 12.11 1.31 8.94 1.92 (0.33)

*Mondrian International 44.65 13.40 1.76 6.89 3.51 (0.38)

MSCI ACWI ex US Index 31.25 13.09 1.65 11.03 2.90 (0.00)

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
comprise half of the portfolio’s market value.

Sector Allocation
March 31, 2014
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*Mondrian
International 127 22

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 1815 166

Diversification Ratio
Manager 17%
Index 9%
Style Median 30%

*3/31/14 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/13) 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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Mondrian International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014

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

(30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Indonesia 13.2 7.1
Israel 19.4 (0.5)

Greece 18.1 0.0
New Zealand 10.6 5.4

Denmark 16.5 (0.1)
Italy 14.6 0.0

Ireland 14.2 0.0
Philippines 11.5 (1.0)

Portugal 9.7 0.0
Egypt 9.5 (0.3)
India 4.4 3.6

Czech Republic 7.8 (0.2)
Thailand 6.1 1.3
Australia 2.3 3.6

Switzerland 4.4 0.7
Colombia 7.1 (1.8)

South Africa 5.3 (0.4)
Turkey 4.4 0.4
Spain 4.8 0.0
Peru 4.4 0.0

Poland 3.6 (0.1)
Sweden 4.0 (0.9)
France 2.9 0.0

Brazil (1.6) 4.6
Belgium 2.4 0.0
Norway 0.8 1.3

United States 1.8 0.0
Canada 5.7 (3.7)
Taiwan 3.3 (2.1)

Netherlands 1.1 0.0
Total 0.2 0.4

Finland 0.2 0.0
Germany (0.3) 0.0
Malaysia (0.7) 0.3

United Kingdom (1.5) 0.7
Singapore (1.3) 0.4

South Korea (1.1) (0.9)
Chile 2.5 (4.6)

Austria (2.8) 0.0
Hong Kong (3.3) (0.0)

Mexico (5.3) 0.4
Japan (7.4) 2.1
China (5.8) (0.0)

Hungary (5.6) (3.3)
Kazakhstan (14.1) 0.0

Russia (9.7) (5.3)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

(10%) (5%) 0% 5% 10%

Indonesia 0.5 1.3
Israel 0.3 2.1

Greece 0.1 0.0
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Denmark 0.8 0.0
Italy 1.6 2.0

Ireland 0.2 0.0
Philippines 0.2 0.4

Portugal 0.1 0.0
Egypt 0.0 0.0
India 1.3 1.9

Czech Republic 0.1 0.0
Thailand 0.4 0.5
Australia 5.4 2.2

Switzerland 6.4 6.6
Colombia 0.2 0.1

South Africa 1.5 0.5
Turkey 0.3 1.1
Spain 2.4 5.0
Peru 0.1 0.5

Poland 0.4 0.0
Sweden 2.3 0.0
France 7.2 12.9

Brazil 2.2 2.6
Belgium 0.9 0.0
Norway 0.6 0.0

United States 0.0 0.6
Canada 7.1 1.1
Taiwan 2.4 0.7

Netherlands 2.0 4.2
Total

Finland 0.7 0.0
Germany 6.9 6.8
Malaysia 0.8 0.5

United Kingdom 15.8 20.8
Singapore 1.1 3.1

South Korea 3.3 1.9
Chile 0.3 0.7

Austria 0.2 0.0
Hong Kong 2.1 0.5

Mexico 1.1 1.2
Japan 15.1 13.5
China 4.1 3.6

Hungary 0.1 0.0
Kazakhstan 0.0 0.2

Russia 1.3 1.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2014
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Domestic Fixed Income Composite
Period Ended March 31, 2014

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Fixed Income Composite’s portfolio posted a
1.81% return for the quarter placing it in the 61 percentile of
the Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed group for the quarter and in the
39 percentile for the last year.

Domestic Fixed Income Composite’s portfolio
underperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index by 0.03% for
the quarter and outperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index
for the year by 0.67%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $115,279,467

Net New Investment $-3,719,137

Investment Gains/(Losses) $2,084,370

Ending Market Value $113,644,700

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed (Gross)

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 9-3/4
Year Years

(61)(58)

(39)
(66)

(33)

(81)

(59)

(76)

(46)

(77)

(36)

(66)
(40)

(72)

10th Percentile 3.02 2.61 5.77 6.64 10.43 6.99 6.64
25th Percentile 2.44 1.43 4.20 5.55 8.85 6.25 5.99

Median 1.93 0.22 2.86 4.61 6.85 5.47 5.37
75th Percentile 1.49 (0.34) 2.07 3.82 4.97 4.58 4.57
90th Percentile 1.19 (0.80) 1.35 3.07 2.82 4.08 3.98

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 1.81 0.57 3.57 4.44 7.00 5.88 5.57

Barclays
Aggregate Index 1.84 (0.10) 1.82 3.75 4.80 4.96 4.85

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)

(15%)
(10%)
(5%)

0%
5%

10%
15%
20%
25%
30%

12/13- 3/14 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005

6158
3977

26
85 90

35 6581

46

80
37

23 7140 2171 8776

10th Percentile 3.02 1.84 11.29 9.74 11.29 22.34 8.33 8.42 6.59 3.74
25th Percentile 2.44 0.11 9.31 8.22 9.79 17.34 4.73 7.66 5.37 3.08

Median 1.93 (1.02) 7.20 7.22 8.60 12.39 (1.13) 6.57 4.56 2.74
75th Percentile 1.49 (1.96) 5.37 5.94 6.93 7.32 (7.73) 5.57 4.28 2.45
90th Percentile 1.19 (2.94) 3.84 4.47 5.33 1.63 (10.50) 4.39 3.81 1.89

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 1.81 (0.65) 9.15 4.47 7.39 13.24 2.19 5.77 5.52 2.09

Barclays
Aggregate Index 1.84 (2.02) 4.21 7.84 6.54 5.93 5.24 6.97 4.33 2.43
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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 March 31, 2014
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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
March 31, 2014
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Dodge & Cox Income
Period Ended March 31, 2014

Investment Philosophy
Dodge & Cox employs a bottom-up security selection process focusing on undervalued issues. The process aims to
produce a high-quality, diversified portfolio with above-market returns over three-to-five year periods.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Dodge & Cox Income’s portfolio posted a 2.31% return for
the quarter placing it in the 20 percentile of the CAI MF -
Core Bond Style group for the quarter and in the 4 percentile
for the last year.

Dodge & Cox Income’s portfolio outperformed the Barclays
Aggregate Index by 0.47% for the quarter and outperformed
the Barclays Aggregate Index for the year by 2.51%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $57,888,540

Net New Investment $-1,958,691

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,335,465

Ending Market Value $57,265,314

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)
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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 March 31, 2014
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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
March 31, 2014
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PIMCO
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 1.30% return for the quarter
placing it in the 94 percentile of the CAI MF - Core Plus
Style group for the quarter and in the 97 percentile for the
last year.

PIMCO’s portfolio underperformed the Barclays Aggregate
Index by 0.54% for the quarter and underperformed the
Barclays Aggregate Index for the year by 1.14%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $57,390,927

Net New Investment $-1,760,446

Investment Gains/(Losses) $748,905

Ending Market Value $56,379,386

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Plus Style (Net)
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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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R
e

la
ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

PIMCO CAI Core Plus Mut Fds

Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs Barclays Aggregate Index
Rankings Against CAI MF - Core Plus Style (Net)
Five Years Ended March 31, 2014

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

Alpha Treynor
Ratio

(52)

(54)

10th Percentile 6.27 11.08
25th Percentile 4.28 9.27

Median 2.92 8.11
75th Percentile 1.68 6.29
90th Percentile 0.70 5.47

PIMCO 2.69 7.83

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(64)

(76)

(81)

10th Percentile 1.44 1.98 1.37
25th Percentile 1.19 1.89 1.13

Median 1.01 1.70 1.00
75th Percentile 0.73 1.57 0.67
90th Percentile 0.47 1.39 0.38

PIMCO 0.79 1.56 0.60

108
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



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 March 31, 2014
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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
March 31, 2014
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RREEF Public
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 9.76% return for the
quarter placing it in the 36 percentile of the Lipper: Real
Estate Funds group for the quarter and in the 72 percentile
for the last year.

RREEF Public’s portfolio outperformed the NAREIT by
1.00% for the quarter and outperformed the NAREIT for the
year by 1.18%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $6,482,914

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $632,717

Ending Market Value $7,115,631

Performance vs Lipper: Real Estate Funds (Net)
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Median 9.46 3.95 8.37 9.50 27.21 1.98 7.72
75th Percentile 8.39 3.07 7.60 9.02 26.08 1.20 6.86
90th Percentile 7.14 1.82 7.00 8.40 24.59 (0.15) 4.80

RREEF Public 9.76 3.20 7.75 9.24 27.73 1.89 8.43

NAREIT 8.76 2.02 9.89 10.15 27.16 2.22 7.46

Relative Return vs NAREIT
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RREEF Private
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 2.70% return for the
quarter placing it in the 40 percentile of the CAI Open-End
Real Estate Funds group for the quarter and in the 9
percentile for the last year.

RREEF Private’s portfolio underperformed the NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net by 0.22% for the quarter and
outperformed the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net for the year
by 1.75%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $15,694,971

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $423,184

Ending Market Value $16,118,155

Performance vs CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds (Net)
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90th Percentile 1.72 7.75 8.88 10.06 4.08 0.32 3.95

RREEF Private 2.70 14.77 12.45 12.33 8.21 2.71 5.27

NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net 2.92 13.01 11.34 12.09 5.79 1.87 5.35

Relative Returns vs
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
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Cornerstone Patriot Fund
Period Ended March 31, 2014

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 1.32% return
for the quarter placing it in the 98 percentile of the CAI
Open-End Real Estate Funds group for the quarter and in
the 86 percentile for the last year.

Cornerstone Patriot Fund’s portfolio underperformed the
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net by 1.60% for the quarter and
underperformed the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net for the
year by 3.75%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $12,100,054

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $159,801

Ending Market Value $12,259,855

Performance vs CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds (Net)
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(98)

(27)

(86)

(48)

(84)

(52)

10th Percentile 3.22 14.44 13.80
25th Percentile 2.98 13.62 12.47

Median 2.30 12.92 11.54
75th Percentile 2.12 9.99 10.07
90th Percentile 1.72 7.75 9.08

Cornerstone
Patriot Fund 1.32 9.27 9.48

NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net 2.92 13.01 11.27

Relative Returns vs
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
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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. Βελοω αρε τηε Ινστιτυτε�σ ρεχεντ πυβλιχατιονσ � 

αλλ οφ ωηιχη χαν βε φουνδ ατ ωωω.χαλλαν.χοm/ρεσεαρχη.

Wηιτε Παπερσ

Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ Βενχηmαρκ Ρεϖιεω: Ψεαρ Ενδ 2013                                                      

Τηε Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ Βενχηmαρκ Ρεϖιεω ισ δεσιγνεδ το αιδ ιν πορτφολιο mονιτορινγ ανδ εϖαλυ−

ατιον βψ ηελπινγ ρεαδερσ ασσεσσ σιmιλαριτιεσ ανδ διφφερενχεσ ιν χοϖεραγε, περφορmανχε, 

χηαραχτεριστιχσ, ανδ στψλε οφ ποπυλαρ Υ. Σ. εθυιτψ ινδιχεσ αλονγσιδε Χαλλαν�σ αχτιϖε mαναγερ 

στψλε γρουπσ.

 

Τηε ΑΒΧσ οφ ΜΛΠσ

Ιν τηισ �Ασκ τηε Εξπερτ� ιντερϖιεω, Χαλλαν�σ Βιλλ Ηοωαρδ ανδ Βρεττ Χορνωελλ σατ δοων το δισχυσσ 

τηε φαχτορσ τηατ αρε δριϖινγ ιντερεστ ιν ΜΛΠσ. Τηεψ χοϖερ ρεχεντ χηανγεσ ιν τηε mαρκετπλαχε 

ανδ τηε χασε φορ ινϖεστινγ.

Υνιτιζατιον: Ιmπλεmεντατιον Χονσιδερατιονσ

Ιν τηισ Σποτλιγητ Ρεσεαρχη παπερ, Βο Αβεσαmισ πρεσεντσ α σηορτ χηεχκλιστ ηιγηλιγητινγ βεν−

eits for fund sponsors that are considering unitization, such as: cost containment, enhanced 
risk management, diversiication, and others. 

Γλοβαλ Εθυιτψ Βενχηmαρκ Ρεϖιεω: Ψεαρ Ενδεδ Σεπτεmβερ 30, 2013

Τηισ ρεπορτ χοmπαρεσ τηε χοϖεραγε, χηαραχτεριστιχσ, ανδ ρισκ ανδ ρετυρν δατα οφ mορε τηαν 

40 γλοβαλ εθυιτψ ινδιχεσ φροm ΦΤΣΕ, ΜΣΧΙ, ανδ Ρυσσελλ αλονγσιδε Χαλλαν�σ αχτιϖε mαναγερ 

στψλε γρουπσ

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 
ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 
ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

Εδυχατιον

ΦΙΡΣΤ ΘΤΡ 2014

ΜΑΡΧΗ 2014

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 
ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 
ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ  

Ασκ τηε 
Εξπερτ

Ινστιτυτιοναλ ινϖεστορσ σεεκινγ το φυρτηερ ινχρεασε ανδ διϖερσιφψ τηειρ ρεαλ ασσετ 

πορτφολιοσ αρε λοοκινγ το mαστερ λιmιτεδ παρτνερσηιπσ (ΜΛΠσ) mορε φρεθυεντλψ. 

Τηε ΜΛΠ σεχτορ, φρεθυεντλψ χονσιδερεδ α ψιελδ ανδ γροωτη ασσετ χλασσ, ισ α 

νιχηε mαρκετ τηατ ηασ σεεν ραπιδ εξπανσιον οϖερ τηε παστ 20 ψεαρσ. 

Χαλλαν�σ Βιλλ Ηοωαρδ ανδ Βρεττ Χορνωελλ σατ δοων το δισχυσσ τηε φαχτορσ τηατ αρε 

δριϖινγ ιντερεστ ιν ΜΛΠσ. Ιν τηε φολλοωινγ ιντερϖιεω, τηεψ χοϖερ ρεχεντ χηανγεσ 

ιν τηε mαρκετπλαχε ανδ τηε χασε φορ ινϖεστινγ. 

 

Α Χονϖερσατιον ωιτη 

Βρεττ Χορνωελλ, ΧΦΑ, 

ςιχε Πρεσιδεντ, Γλοβαλ 

Μαναγερ Ρεσεαρχη

Ιντερϖιεωεδ βψ  

Βιλλ Ηοωαρδ, ΧΦΑ, 

Σενιορ ςιχε Πρεσιδεντ, 

Φυνδ Σπονσορ 

Χονσυλτινγ

Τηε ΑΒΧσ οφ ΜΛΠσ

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ
ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ
ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ 

Βενχηmαρκ Ρεϖιεω

Ψεαρ−Ενδ 2013

ΜΣΧΙ, Ρυσσελλ, ανδ Σ&Π Ινδιχεσ αλονγσιδε 

Χαλλαν Αχτιϖε Μαναγερ Στψλε Γρουπσ 

Χοmπαρινγ mαρκετ χοϖεραγε, σεχτορ 
ωειγητσ, πορτφολιο χηαραχτεριστιχσ, στψλε, 
περφορmανχε, ανδ ρισκ

14 Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ. Γλοβαλ Εθυιτψ Βενχηmαρκ Ρεϖιεω  � Τηιρδ Θυαρτερ 2013 

0.00 − ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ

−0.02 − ΦΤΣΕ Αλλ−Wορλδ

0.00 − Ρυσσελλ Γλοβαλ

0.00 − ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ ΙΜΙ

0.00 − ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ ΙΜΙ

−0.01 − ΦΤΣΕ Γλοβαλ Αλλ Χαπ

−0.02 − ΦΤΣΕ Dεϖελοπεδ

0.00 − Ρυσσελλ Dεϖελοπεδ

0.07 − Χαλλαν Γλοβαλ Εθυιτψ Στψλε
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Γλοβαλ Εθυιτψ Βενχηmαρκσ 

Ηολδινγσ−Βασεδ Γλοβαλ Εθυιτψ Στψλε Μαπ φορ Τηρεε Ψεαρσ ενδεδ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2012  

 

Χοmβινεδ Ζ−Σχορεσ  

 

Στψλε Αναλψσισ 

Ɣ Τηισ στψλε mαπ αναλψζεσ ανδ χοmπαρεσ τηε 

ινϖεστmεντ στψλεσ οφ τηε ινδιχεσ ατ ψεαρ−ενδ 

φορ τηε παστ τηρεε ψεαρσ υσινγ δεταιλεδ 

ηολδινγσ−βασεδ στψλε αναλψσισ mετηοδολογψ.  

Ɣ Τηε σιζε χοmπονεντ οφ στψλε ισ mεασυρεδ βψ 

τηε ωειγητεδ mεδιαν mαρκετ χαπιταλιζατιον οφ 

τηε ηολδινγσ, ωηιλε τηε ϖαλυε/χορε/γροωτη 

στψλε διmενσιον ισ χαπτυρεδ βψ τηε  

χοmβινεδ Ζ−σχορε.  

Ɣ Τηε λαργερ τηε σψmβολ, τηε mορε ρεχεντ τηε 

τιmε περιοδ, ωιτη τηε λαργεστ σψmβολ 

ρεπρεσεντινγ 2012. 

 

Ζ−Σχορεσ 

Ɣ Τηισ λινε χηαρτ σηοωσ χοmβινεδ Ζ−σχορεσ φορ 

τηε ινδιχεσ βψ στψλε οϖερ τηε φιϖε ψεαρσ 

ενδινγ Σεπτεmβερ 30, 2013.  

∗ Τηε γρεψ Χαλλαν πεερ γρουπ αρεα ισ τοο βροαδ το φιτ τηε 
σχαλε οφ τηισ χηαρτ. Ινστεαδ, τηε ϖαλυεσ ασ οφ 09.30.2013 φορ 
τηε 10τη ανδ 90τη πεερ γρουπ περχεντιλεσ αρε ιν γρεεν τεξτ. 

ςαλυε Χορε Γροωτη

Μεγα

Λαργε

Μιδ

Σmαλλ

Μιχρο

ΦΤΣΕ Αλλ−Wορλδ

ΦΤΣΕ Γλοβαλ Αλλ Χαπ

ΦΤΣΕ Dεϖελοπεδ

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ ΙΜΙ

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ

ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ

Ρυσσελλ Γλοβαλ

Ρυσσελλ Dεϖελοπεδ

Χαλλαν Γλοβαλ Εθυιτψ Στψλε

ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ ΙΜΙ

Χαλλαν Πεερ Γρουπ ςαλυεσ 
09.30.13:∗ 
10τη Περχεντιλε: 0.8 
90τη Περχεντιλε: −0.4 

2

2. Enhanced Risk Management: Fund control, over-

sight, and risk management are simpliied without 

relinquishing control. Unitization’s objective is to 

αππλψ τηε σαmε λεϖελ οφ ριγορ ανδ τοολσ ιν τηε mεα-

surement and management of risk. Another beneit 

ισ τρανσπαρενχψ ανδ υνιφορmιτψ οφ περφορmανχε ρε-

porting. Risks can be easily calculated at any level: 

plan, composite, asset class, investment option, 

ανδ mαναγερ.

3. Consistency of Process: Μυλτιπλε ινϖεστmεντ ποολσ 

ορ οπτιονσ χρεατεδ τηρουγη υνιτιζατιον σιmπλιφψ ασσετ 

αλλοχατιον ανδ mαναγερ σελεχτιον. Εξιτ στρατεγιεσ 

(i.e., manager terminations) are executed in an or-

δερλψ φασηιον βεχαυσε οφ τηε ινηερεντ σαφετψ νετ ιν 

each investment option within the unitized structure. 

Therefore, implementation shortfall (opportunity 

costs, market impact, liquidity, and tracking error) is 

contained with a disciplined approach.

4. Cost Eficiencies: Large pools of money create economies of scale and savings in custody costs, 

administrative/operational costs (i.e., accounting, compliance, and legal), transaction costs, and as-

set management fees. In addition, manager termination and rebalancing are handled more eficiently, 

with greater use of crossing and in-kind transfers as opposed to open-market transactions. 

5. Diversiication: Unitization can increase investment diversiication because as an investment pool 

grows, the opportunities to expand into other investment strategies increase. Diversiication is also 

achieved because of the scalability and lexibility of each investment option. For example, in a unit-

ized investment option a participant focuses on the risk/reward characteristics of each asset class 

and/or investment styles, as opposed to relying on manager brand names in their selection.

6. Best of Breed, Best in Class: Οπεν αρχηιτεχτυρε χονσιδερατιονσ αχροσσ αλλ mανδατεσ γιϖε φυνδ σπον-

sors control so that they do not need to be locked into a one-size-its-all solution. Market participants 

ηαϖε αχχεσσ το mανδατεσ ανδ χαν χοmπετε αχχορδινγλψ.

Unitization Implementation Considerations
• Each case is unique: The decision-making process behind creating unitized options varies by fund spon-

sor. There is no single best-in-class solution. Rather, fund spnsors should follow a basic framework and 

address key issues to arrive at the best solution.

• Relationships matter: The operational structure is fundamentally the same across all unitized structures, 

but implementation will vary depending on a fund sponsor’s existing relationships. Another factor is the 

sponsor’s need and/or willingness to utilize a greater number of service providers with expertise in speciic 

αρεασ χριτιχαλ το α συχχεσσφυλ ιmπλεmεντατιον ανδ ονγοινγ οπερατιονσ οφ υνιτιζεδ ινϖεστmεντ οπτιονσ.

• Be in it for the long term: Fund sponsors should ask basic questions up front about their long-term 

intent with the asset pools: Will the basic retirement plan structure remain in place for the foreseeable 

future? Does the organization frequently acquire/spin out divisions? If so, can a unitized structure 

easily accommodate acquisitions, plan mergers, or asset segregation?

Ρελατεδ Χοντεντ

To learn more, see Callan’s other research:

• PowerPoint slides ανδ συmmαρψ οφ τηε 

2013 Regional Workshop Υνιτιζατιον: 

Τηε (Χοντινυινγ) Οδψσσεψ

• Τηιρδ Θυαρτερ DΧ Οβσερϖερ newsletter 

Μυλτι−Μαναγερ Φυνδσ: Αρε Τηεψ Ριγητ 

φορ Ψουρ Πλαν?



Θυαρτερλψ Πυβλιχατιονσ

Θυαρτερλψ Dατα: Τηε Μαρκετ Πυλσε ρεφερενχε γυιδε χοϖερσ τηε Υ.Σ. εχονοmψ ανδ ινϖεστmεντ τρενδσ ιν δοmεστιχ ανδ 

international equities and ixed income, and alternatives. Our Ινσιδε Χαλλαν�σ Dαταβασε ρεπορτ προϖιδεσ περφορmανχε 

ινφορmατιον γατηερεδ φροm Χαλλαν�σ προπριεταρψ δαταβασε, αλλοωινγ ψου το χοmπαρε ψουρ φυνδσ ωιτη ψουρ πεερσ.

Χαπιταλ Μαρκετ Ρεϖιεω: Α θυαρτερλψ mαχροεχονοmιχ ινδιχατορ νεωσλεττερ τηατ προϖιδεσ τηουγητφυλ ινσιγητσ ον τηε 

economy as well as recent performance in the equity, ixed income, alternatives, international, real estate, and other 
χαπιταλ mαρκετσ.

Πριϖατε Μαρκετσ Τρενδσ: Α σεασοναλ νεωσλεττερ τηατ δισχυσσεσ τηε mαρκετ ενϖιρονmεντ, ρεχεντ εϖεντσ, περφορmανχε, 

ανδ οτηερ ισσυεσ ινϖολϖινγ πριϖατε εθυιτψ.

Ηεδγε Φυνδ Μονιτορ: Α θυαρτερλψ νεωσλεττερ τηατ προϖιδεσ α χυρρεντ ϖιεω οφ ηεδγε φυνδ ινδυστρψ τρενδσ ανδ δεταιλεδ 

θυαρτερλψ περφορmανχε χοmmενταρψ.

DΧ Οβσερϖερ & Χαλλαν DΧ Ινδεξ�: Α θυαρτερλψ νεωσλεττερ τηατ οφφερσ Χαλλαν�σ οβσερϖατιονσ ον α ϖαριετψ οφ τοπιχσ 

pertaining to the deined contribution industry. Each issue is updated with the latest Callan DC Index™ returns.

Συρϖεψσ

2014 DΧ Τρενδσ Συρϖεψ

This annual survey presents indings such as: Plan sponsors made changes to target date 
φυνδσ ιν 2013 ανδ ωιλλ χοντινυε το δο σο ιν 2014; Πασσιϖε ινϖεστmεντ οφφερινγσ αρε ινχρεασινγλψ 

χοmmον ιν τηε χορε ινϖεστmεντ λινευπ; Πλαν φεεσ χοντινυε το βε συβϕεχτ το χονσιδεραβλε δοων−

ωαρδ πρεσσυρε; Ρετιρεmεντ ινχοmε σολυτιονσ mαδε λιττλε ηεαδωαψ ιν 2013; ανδ mυχη mορε.

ΕΣΓ Ιντερεστ ανδ Ιmπλεmεντατιον Συρϖεψ

Ιν Σεπτεmβερ 2013, Χαλλαν χονδυχτεδ α βριεφ συρϖεψ το ασσεσσ τηε στατυσ οφ ΕΣΓ, ινχλυδινγ ρε−

σπονσιβλε ανδ συσταιναβλε ινϖεστmεντ στρατεγιεσ ανδ ΣΡΙ, ιν τηε Υ.Σ. ινστιτυτιοναλ mαρκετ. Wε 

χολλεχτεδ ρεσπονσεσ φροm 129 Υ.Σ. φυνδσ ρεπρεσεντινγ αππροξιmατελψ ∃830 βιλλιον ιν ασσετσ.

2013 Χοστ οφ Dοινγ Βυσινεσσ Συρϖεψ

Χαλλαν χοmπαρεσ τηε χοστσ οφ αδmινιστερινγ φυνδσ ανδ τρυστσ αχροσσ αλλ τψπεσ οφ ταξ−εξεmπτ 

and tax-qualiied organizations in the U.S., and we identify ways to help institutional inves−

tors manage expenses. We ielded this survey in April and May of 2013. The results incor−
πορατε ρεσπονσεσ φροm 49 φυνδ σπονσορσ ρεπρεσεντινγ ∃219 βιλλιον ιν ασσετσ.

2013 Ρισκ Μαναγεmεντ Συρϖεψ

The 2008 market crisis put risk in the spotlight and prompted fund iduciaries to look at risk 
management in a new light. Callan ielded this survey in November 2012. Responses came 
φροm 53 φυνδ σπονσορσ ρεπρεσεντινγ ∃576 βιλλιον ιν ασσετσ. Τηε ϖαστ mαϕοριτψ οφ τηισ γρουπ 

has taken concrete steps in the past ive years to address investment risks.

Χαλλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ Ινστιτυτε

2013 Χοστ οφ Dοινγ Βυσινεσσ Συρϖεψ

Υ.Σ. Φυνδσ ανδ Τρυστσ

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 

ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

  
Συρϖεψ

Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

 Ενϖιρονmενταλ, σοχιαλ, ανδ γοϖερνανχε (ΕΣΓ) στρατεγιεσ αρε θυιχκλψ εϖολϖινγ, ανδ ιν δοινγ σο αρε 

βεχοmινγ φυρτηερ διφφερεντιατεδ φροm οτηερ ρεσπονσιβλε ινϖεστmεντ στρατεγιεσ, συχη ασ σοχιαλλψ ρε−

sponsible investing. The ESG strategies that have emerged in the past ive years look to maximize 

ρετυρνσ βψ ιδεντιφψινγ χοmπανιεσ ωιτη τηε ποτεντιαλ φορ λονγ−τερm, συσταιναβλε εαρνινγσ. 

 Ιν Σεπτεmβερ 2013, Χαλλαν χονδυχτεδ α βριεφ συρϖεψ το ασσεσσ τηε στατυσ οφ ΕΣΓ, ινχλυδινγ ρεσπον−

σιβλε ανδ συσταιναβλε ινϖεστmεντ στρατεγιεσ ανδ ΣΡΙ, ιν τηε Υ.Σ. ινστιτυτιοναλ mαρκετ. Wε χολλεχτεδ 

responses from 129 U.S. funds representing approximately $830 billion in assets. Adoption is off to a 

σλοωερ σταρτ ιν τηε Υ.Σ. τηαν ιν Ευροπε ανδ οτηερ παρτσ οφ τηε ωορλδ, βυτ δατα σηοωσ α γρεατερ περχεντ−

age of U.S. investors and assets lowing into ESG.

 Around one-ifth of survey respondents have incorporated ESG factors into decision making, and an 

αδδιτιοναλ 7% αρε χονσιδερινγ ιτ. Λαργε φυνδσ ανδ φουνδατιονσ ωερε τηε ηιγηεστ αδοπτερσ ρελατιϖε το 

other fund sizes and types.

 Τηε γρεατεστ βαρριερσ το φυνδσ ινχορπορατινγ ΕΣΓ ιντο ινϖεστmεντ δεχισιον mακινγ ινχλυδε α λαχκ οφ 

clarity over the value proposition, and a perceived disconnect between ESG factors and inancial 

ουτχοmεσ. 

CALLAN 
INVESTMENTS 
INSTITUTE

Ρεσεαρχη

Νοϖεmβερ 2013

ΕΣΓ Ιντερεστ ανδ Ιmπλεmεντατιον Συρϖεψ

2013 Ρισκ Μαναγεmεντ Συρϖεψ

Ρισκ Μαναγεmεντ ιν α Νεω Λιγητ

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 

ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

  
Συρϖεψ

2014 Deined Contribution Trends

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 
ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 
ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

  
Survey



Χαλλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ Ινστιτυτε

Εϖεντσ

Did you miss out on a Callan conference or workshop? If so, you can catch up on what you missed by reading our 
“Event Summaries” and downloading the actual presentation slides from our website. Our most recent programs:

Τηε 2014 Νατιοναλ Χονφερενχε Συmmαρψ features a synopsis of our speakers: David 
Γεργεν, ϑανετ Ηιλλ, Λαυρα Χαρστενσεν, ανδ τηε 2014 Χαπιταλ Μαρκετσ Πανελ. Τηε Συmmαρψ 

also reviews our three workshops: managing corporate pension risk, peripheral real asset 
στρατεγιεσ, ανδ ταργετ δατε φυνδ αναλψσισ. Σλιδε−δεχκσ οφ τηε χονφερενχε πρεσεντατιονσ αρε 

αλσο αϖαιλαβλε ον ουρ ωεβσιτε.

Our October 2013 Regional Workshop, Υνιτιζατιον: Τηε (Χοντινυινγ) Οδψσσεψ, χοϖερεδ 

the basics of unitization, real-life successes and failures, and explained some of the simple 
things that can trip up implementation. Our speakers were Callan’s Bo Abesamis, James 
ςενερυσο, ΧΦΑ, ανδ Ματτ Σηιριλλα.

Υπχοmινγ Εδυχατιοναλ Προγραmσ

Πλεασε ϕοιν υσ ατ ουρ ϑυνε 2014 Ρεγιοναλ Wορκσηοπσ ωηερε ωε ωιλλ δισχυσσ τηε πολιχψ βιασεσ τηατ αρε φυνδαmενταλ 

in investment portfolios. We will talk about time horizons, use of active management, and strategic tilts (emerging 
mαρκετσ, σmαλλ χαπ, ιλλιθυιδ ινϖεστmεντσ).

�Πολιχψ Ιmπλεmεντατιον Dεχισιονσ�

Φαχιλιτατορσ:

Ανδψ Ισερι, ΧΦΑ � ςιχε Πρεσιδεντ

ϑαψ Κλοεπφερ � Εξεχυτιϖε ςιχε Πρεσιδεντ

Μικε Σωιννεψ, ΧΦΑ � ςιχε Πρεσιδεντ

Joined by Callan’s Atlanta and San Francisco Ofice Consultants

ϑυνε 24 ιν Ατλαντα, ΓΑ

ϑυνε 25 ιν Σαν Φρανχισχο, ΧΑ

Wορκσηοπσ αρε φροm 9αm το 11αm.

Ουρ ρεσεαρχη χαν βε φουνδ ατ ωωω.χαλλαν.χοm/ρεσεαρχη ορ φεελ φρεε το χονταχτ υσ φορ ηαρδ χοπιεσ. 

Φορ mορε ινφορmατιον αβουτ ρεσεαρχη ορ εδυχατιοναλ εϖεντσ, πλεασε χονταχτ Ραψ Χοmβσ ορ Γινα Φαλσεττο 

ατ ινστιτυτε≅χαλλαν.χοm ορ 415−974−5060.

Τηιρτψ−Φουρτη

Νατιοναλ Χονφερενχε
 

ϑανυαρψ 27 � 29, 2014  

Παλαχε Ηοτελ 

Σαν Φρανχισχο 

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 
ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 
ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

Εϖεντ  
Συmmαρψ

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ

ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

Τηε (Χοντινυινγ) Οδψσσεψ

Υνιτιζατιον

Βο Αβεσαmισ

Εξεχυτιϖε ςιχε Πρεσιδεντ

ϑαmεσ ςενερυσο

ςιχε Πρεσιδεντ

Ματτ Σηιριλλα

Σενιορ ςιχε Πρεσιδεντ

2013 Ρεγιοναλ Wορκσηοπσ

Οχτοβερ 22 � Νεω Ψορκ, ΝΨ

Οχτοβερ 23 � Ατλαντα, ΓΑ



Τηε Χεντερ φορ Ινϖεστmεντ Τραινινγ Εδυχατιοναλ Σεσσιονσ

Τηισ εδυχατιοναλ φορυm οφφερσ βασιχ−το−ιντερmεδιατε λεϖελ ινστρυχτιον ον αλλ χοmπονεντσ οφ τηε ινϖεστmεντ mαναγε−

mεντ προχεσσ. Τηε �Χαλλαν Χολλεγε� χουρσεσ χοϖερ τοπιχσ τηατ αρε κεψ το υνδερστανδινγ ψουρ ρεσπονσιβιλιτιεσ, τηε 

ρολεσ οφ εϖερψονε ινϖολϖεδ ιν τηισ προχεσσ, ηοω τηε προχεσσ ωορκσ, ανδ ηοω το ινχορπορατε τηεσε στρατεγιεσ ανδ 

χονχεπτσ ιντο αν ινϖεστmεντ προγραm. Λιστεδ βελοω αρε τηε διφφερεντ τψπεσ οφ σεσσιονσ Χαλλαν οφφερσ.

Στανδαρδ Σεσσιον

ϑυλψ 15−16, 2014 ιν Σαν Φρανχισχο

Τηισ ισ α τωο−δαψ σεσσιον δεσιγνεδ φορ ινδιϖιδυαλσ ωιτη mορε τηαν τωο ψεαρσ� εξπεριενχε ωιτη ινστιτυτιοναλ ασσετ 

mαναγεmεντ οϖερσιγητ ανδ/ορ συππορτ ρεσπονσιβιλιτιεσ. Τηε σεσσιον ωιλλ προϖιδε αττενδεεσ ωιτη α τηορουγη οϖερϖιεω 

of prudent investment practices for both deined beneit and deined contribution funds. We cover the key concepts 
νεεδεδ το συχχεσσφυλλψ mεετ α φυνδ�σ ινϖεστmεντ οβϕεχτιϖεσ.

The course work addresses the primary components of the investment management process: the role of the idu−

χιαρψ; χαπιταλ mαρκετ τηεορψ; ασσετ αλλοχατιον; mαναγερ στρυχτυρε; ινϖεστmεντ πολιχψ στατεmεντσ; mαναγερ σεαρχη; 

χυστοδψ, σεχυριτιεσ λενδινγ, φεεσ; ανδ περφορmανχε mεασυρεmεντ.

This course is beneicial to anyone involved in the investment management process, including: trustees and staff 
members of public, corporate and Taft-Hartley retirement funds (deined beneit and/or deined contribution); trustees 
ανδ σταφφ mεmβερσ οφ ενδοωmεντ ανδ φουνδατιον φυνδσ; ρεπρεσεντατιϖεσ οφ φαmιλψ τρυστσ; ανδ ινϖεστmεντ mαναγε−

mεντ προφεσσιοναλσ ανδ σταφφ ινϖολϖεδ ιν χλιεντ σερϖιχε, βυσινεσσ δεϖελοπmεντ, χονσυλταντ ρελατιονσ, ανδ πορτφολιο 

mαναγεmεντ.

Τυιτιον φορ τηε Στανδαρδ �Χαλλαν Χολλεγε� σεσσιον ισ ∃2,500 περ περσον. Τυιτιον ινχλυδεσ ινστρυχτιον, αλλ mατεριαλσ, 

breakfast and lunch on each day, and dinner on the irst evening with the instructors.

�ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 
COLLEGE”

Εδυχατιον

ΦΙΡΣΤ ΘΤΡ 2014



�Χαλλαν Χολλεγε�

Αν Ιντροδυχτιον το Ινϖεστmεντσ

Οχτοβερ 28−29, 2014 ιν Σαν Φρανχισχο

Τηισ ονε−ανδ−ονε−ηαλφ−δαψ σεσσιον ισ δεσιγνεδ φορ ινδιϖιδυαλσ ωηο ηαϖε λεσσ τηαν τωο ψεαρσ� εξπεριενχε ωιτη ινστιτυ−

tional asset management oversight and/or support responsibilities. The session will familiarize fund sponsor trustees, 
σταφφ, ανδ ασσετ mαναγεmεντ αδϖισορσ ωιτη βασιχ ινϖεστmεντ τηεορψ, τερmινολογψ, ανδ πραχτιχεσ.

Παρτιχιπαντσ ιν τηε ιντροδυχτορψ σεσσιον ωιλλ γαιν α βασιχ υνδερστανδινγ οφ τηε διφφερεντ τψπεσ οφ ινστιτυτιοναλ φυνδσ, 

including a description of their objectives and investment session structures. The session includes:
• Α δεσχριπτιον οφ τηε διφφερεντ παρτιεσ ινϖολϖεδ ιν τηε ινϖεστmεντ mαναγεmεντ προχεσσ, ινχλυδινγ τηειρ ρολεσ ανδ 

ρεσπονσιβιλιτιεσ

• A brief outline of the types and characteristics of different plans (e.g.,deined beneit, deined contribution, 
ενδοωmεντσ, φουνδατιονσ, οπερατινγ φυνδσ)

• An introduction to iduciary issues as they pertain to fund management and oversight
• Αν οϖερϖιεω οφ χαπιταλ mαρκετ τηεορψ, χηαραχτεριστιχσ οφ ϖαριουσ ασσετ χλασσεσ, ανδ τηε προχεσσεσ βψ ωηιχη 

iduciaries implement their investment sessions

Τυιτιον φορ τηε Ιντροδυχτορψ �Χαλλαν Χολλεγε� σεσσιον ισ ∃2,350 περ περσον. Τυιτιον ινχλυδεσ ινστρυχτιον, αλλ mατεριαλσ, 

breakfast and lunch on each day, and dinner on the irst evening with the instructors.

Χυστοmιζεδ Σεσσιονσ

A unique feature of the “Callan College” is its ability to educate on a specialized level through its customized sessions. 
Τηεσε σεσσιονσ αρε ταιλορεδ το mεετ τηε τραινινγ ανδ εδυχατιοναλ νεεδσ οφ τηε παρτιχιπαντσ, ωηετηερ ψου αρε α πλαν 

sponsor or you provide services to institutional tax-exempt plans. Past customized “Callan College” sessions have 
covered topics such as: custody, industry trends, sales and marketing, client service, international, ixed income, and 
mαναγινγ τηε ΡΦΠ προχεσσ. Ινστρυχτιον χαν βε ταιλορεδ το βε βασιχ ορ αδϖανχεδ.

Φορ mορε ινφορmατιον πλεασε χονταχτ Κατηλεεν Χυννιε, ατ 415.274.3029 ορ χυννιε≅χαλλαν.χοm.
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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 Index is composed of the 2000 smallest stocks in the Russell 3000 Index, representing approximately 11% of

the U.S. equity market capitalization.

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 Associates 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 03/31/14, 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, Fund Sponsor Consulting, the Callan Investments Institute and the 
“Callan College.” 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. Currently TAG serves as the sponsor and advisor to a 
multi-manager small cap equity fund and as the non-discretionary adviser to a series of Target Maturity Funds known as the Callan GlidePath® Funds. 
We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios that it oversees. Per company policy 
these requests are handled by TAG’s Chief Investment Officer. 

 

 
1

Quarterly List as of  

March 31, 2014

Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 

Manager Name Educational Services Consulting Services 
1607 Capital Partners, LLC  Y 
Aberdeen Asset Management Y Y 
Abacus Capital Management 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 
American Century Investment Management 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 
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  
Barrow, Hanley, Mewhinney & Strauss, Inc. Y 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 
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  



List of Managers That Do Business with Callan Associates Inc. (continued) 

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only  

Callan Associates 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 03/31/14, 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, Fund Sponsor Consulting, the Callan Investments Institute and the 
“Callan College.” 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. Currently TAG serves as the sponsor and advisor to a 
multi-manager small cap equity fund and as the non-discretionary adviser to a series of Target Maturity Funds known as the Callan GlidePath

®
 Funds. 

We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios that it oversees. Per company policy 
these requests are handled by TAG’s Chief Investment Officer. 

 

 2Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 

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  

Columbia Management Investment Advisors, LLC Y Y 

Columbus Circle Investors Y Y 

Corbin Capital Partners Y  

Cornerstone Capital Management Holdings (fka Madison Square) 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 

D.B. Fitzpatrick & Company, Inc. Y  

Delaware Investments Y Y 

DePrince, Race & Zollo, Inc. Y Y 

Deutsche Asset  & Wealth Management Y Y 

Diamond Hill Investments 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 

Fidelity Investments  Y 

First Eagle Investment Management Y  

First Quadrant Y  

First State Investments Y  

Fisher Investments Y  

Franklin Templeton   Y Y 

Fred Alger Management Co., Inc. Y  

Fuller & Thaler Asset Management Y  

GAM (USA) Inc. 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  
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Harbor Capital  Y 

Hartford Investment Management Co. Y Y 

Henderson Global Investors Y Y 

HGK Asset Management, Inc. Y  

Hotchkis & Wiley Y  

Income Research & Management Y  

ING Investment Management Y Y 

Institutional Capital LLC Y  

INTECH Investment Management Y  

Invesco Y Y 

Investec Asset 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  

Lincoln National Corporation  Y 

Logan Circle Partners, L.P. Y  

Longview Partners Y  

Loomis, Sayles & Company, L.P. Y Y 

Lord Abbett & Company Y Y 

Los Angeles Capital Management Y  

LSV Asset Management Y  

Lyrical Partners Y  

MacKay Shields LLC Y Y 

Man Investments Y  

Manulife Asset Management Y  

Martin Currie Y  

Marvin & Palmer Associates, Inc. Y  

Mesirow Financial Investment Management Y  

Metropolitan West Capital Management, LLC Y Y 

MFS Investment Management Y Y 

Mondrian Investment Partners Limited Y Y 

Montag & Caldwell, Inc. Y Y 

Morgan Stanley Alternative Investment Partners Y  

Morgan Stanley Investment Management Y Y 

Mountain Lake Investment Management LLC  Y 

National Investment Services, Inc. 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 
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OppenheimerFunds, Inc. Y  

Pacific Investment Management Company Y  

Palisade Capital Management LLC 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 

Post Advisory Y  

Principal Global Investors Y Y 

Private Advisors Y  

Prudential Fixed Income Management Y  

Prudential Investment Management, Inc. Y Y 

Prudential Real Estate Y  

Putnam Investments, LLC Y Y 

Pyramis Global Advisors Y  

Rainier Investment Management Y  

RBC Global Asset Management (U.S.) Inc.  Y 

Regions Financial Corporation  Y 

RCM  Y 

Robeco Investment Management Y Y 

Rothschild Asset Management, Inc. Y Y 

Russell Investment Management 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 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 

Strategic Global Advisors Y  

Systematic Financial Management Y  

T. Rowe Price Associates, Inc. Y Y 

Taplin, Canida & Habacht Y  

TCW Asset Management Company Y  

Thompson, Siegel & Walmsley LLC Y  

UBS Y Y 

Union Bank of California  Y 
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Van Eck Y  

Victory Capital Management Inc. Y  

Vulcan Value Partners, LLC Y Y 

Waddell & Reed Asset Management Group Y Y 

WCM Investment Management Y  

WEDGE Capital Management  Y 

Weitz Funds Y  

Wellington Management Company, LLP Y  

Wells Capital Management Y  

Western Asset Management Company Y  

William Blair & Co., Inc. Y Y 
 


