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Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

Φιρστ Θυαρτερ 2015

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 

ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

ΧΜΡ
Πρεϖιεω

Βροαδ Μαρκετ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ 

Cash (90-Day T-Bills)

U.S. Equity (Russell 3000)

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

U.S. Fixed (Barclays Aggregate)

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

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

+1.61%

-4.36%

0.00%

+1.80%

+3.59%

Συβδυεδ Ρετυρνσ     

Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Λαυρεν Ματηιασ, ΧΦΑ 

The irst quarter’s ups and downs resulted in only a slight net 
increase for U.S. equities as represented by the Σ&Π 500 

Ινδεξ (+0.95%). The U.S. economy made some progress—a 
drop in gasoline prices fueled consumer spending, an increase 
in jobs decreased unemployment (5.5%), and fourth-quarter 
GDP growth was conirmed at a modest 2.2%, albeit down 
from a 5.0% pace in the third quarter. Despite this, Fed Chair 
Janet Yellen remained conservative in her plan to raise interest 

Νεω Ψεαρ�σ Ραλλψ  

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Nathan Wong, CFA

The yield on the 10-year U.S. Treasury note declined for the 
ifth straight quarter as divergent central bank policies around 
the globe began to take hold. Long Treasuries again outper-
formed intermediate Treasuries as rates dropped. High yield 

Τηε Wαιτινγ Γαmε  

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Ματτ Λαι

Markets across the globe shook off a historic oil slump to kick 
off the year in the black. Individual countries largely advanced 
in local terms, though pockets of economic unrest left a sharp 
sting in isolated markets. Foreign investors await the arrival 
of the elusive “recovery” that only the U.S. enjoys for now. 
Market volatility in January and March could not stop a largely 
ascendant February for the ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ, which 
advanced 3.59% in the irst quarter. A shufle in Health Care 
sent stocks soaring (+10.63%); Utilities (-4.53%) and commod-
ities-burdened Energy (-4.04%) were the only drag on non-U.S. 
sectors. Crude oil stayed low, ending March under $50/barrel.

Ηοω Λοω Χαν Ψου Γο? 

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Kyle Fekete

Currency effects and declining yield curves deined the world’s 
bond markets. U.S. dollar-denominated and dollar-hedged 
securities outperformed their local currency-denominated 
counterparts. The Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖερνmεντ Βονδ 

Ινδεξ (Ηεδγεδ) increased 2.25%, beating its unhedged 
equivalent (Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖερνmεντ Βονδ Ινδεξ: 

−4.36%) by 6.61%. European bonds rallied in the wake of 
the ECB’s quantitative easing announcement. However, the 
euro’s 11% decline against the U.S. dollar offset gains in 

This “Preview” contains excerpts from the upcoming Χαπιταλ 

Μαρκετ Ρεϖιεω (CMR) newsletter, which will be published at 
the end of the month.

Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 2

Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 4
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Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

rates, indicating it will be a slow process. The strengthening 
U.S. dollar challenged large multinationals while quantitative 
easing in Europe helped bolster economic growth abroad. 

Though the broad U.S. equity market delivered subdued 
returns, areas of strength persisted. Growth did much better 
than value with the outperformance of momentum and quality 
factors and the underperformance of dividend yields. In the irst 
quarter, investors preferred high beta, high growth, and smaller 
market capitalization companies. Volatility declined and as a 
result market participants took on more risk.

Growth sectors such as Health Care and Technology trumped 
value sectors including Financials, Telecommunications, and 
Utilities. Energy stocks were weak again on the heels of vola-
tile oil prices. For active investment managers, sector position-
ing away from defensive areas and into cyclicals paid off. A 
preference for smaller, higher-growth and higher-beta stocks 
provided an additional tailwind.  

Large cap stocks trailed this quarter (Ρυσσελλ 1000 Ινδεξ: 

+1.59%) and growth trounced value (Ρυσσελλ 1000 Γροωτη 

Ινδεξ: +3.84%; Ρυσσελλ 1000 ςαλυε Ινδεξ: -0.72%). Small 
(Ρυσσελλ 2000 Ινδεξ: +4.32%) and mid cap (Ρυσσελλ Μιδ Χαπ 

Ινδεξ: +3.95%) stocks reclaimed their performance advantage 
and small cap growth retained its lead on value. Small cap 
growth now beats small cap value in all annualized time periods 
of less than 10 years; beyond that value is on top. Micro cap 
could not maintain its strong fourth-quarter performance but still 
posted a positive return (Ρυσσελλ Μιχροχαπ Ινδεξ: +3.14%).

Small and large cap sectors exhibited much different quarterly 
results. Large cap Utilities declined substantially while Health 
Care—which was a positive contributor to both market caps— 
was much stronger in small cap. Utilities companies were pun-
ished as the expectations for rising interest rates continued. 
Merger and acquisition activity was prevalent in the Health 
Care sector and smaller cap companies beneitted. Energy 
was the only sector in which both small and large cap declined; 
weakening oil prices hurt oil services and exploration and pro-
duction companies. Though large cap trailed small cap overall 
for the quarter, longer-term returns (one, three, and ive years 
annualized) show large cap outpacing small.
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The developed ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ (+3.83%) beat 
τηε ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Ινδεξ (+2.28%) for the second 
consecutive quarter. ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Γροωτη (+4.89%) 
stocks far outpaced ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ ςαλυε (+2.24%) 
counterparts once again. Small cap stocks provided a healthy 
boost (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Σmαλλ Χαπ: +4.01%). Canada 
(-6.04%) continued to smart from the oil slump and ended up 
as the largest drag on the developed world outside the U.S.

Europe supplied one of 2015’s earliest economic headlines 
after a €1.1 trillion stimulus plan was unveiled to thwart dela-
tion and reignite growth in the region (ΜΣΧΙ Ευροπε Ινδεξ: 

+3.45%). E.U. unemployment continued its marginal slide to 
9.8% in February (from 9.9% at 2014’s end), and the euro’s 
11% fall against the U.S. dollar saw retail soar (Consumer 
Discretionary: +8.21%). Advances in Health Care research 
boosted Denmark to the fore of the developed world  (+15.82%). 
The U.K. (-0.96%) and Spain (-0.57%) were the only drags 
on the region, hampered mostly by a strong dollar and weak 
Utilities (European Utilities: -8.51%). The focus shifts to the 
U.K.’s parliamentary elections in May and to ongoing E.U. talks 
with emerging Greece (more below).

Keeping with the previous quarter, the MSCI Paciic Index 
trumped Europe with a strong gain of 7.61%. Japan (+10.21%) 
led the region, as fourth-quarter 2014 GDP grew 1.5%  

bucking two quarters of contraction. Only Japan’s Energy 
names slid into the red (-0.66%), while consumer stocks 
soared (Consumer Discretionary: +10.52%; Consumer 
Staples: +16.43%). However, inlation continued to notch 
downward and unemployment rates remained volatile. 
Singapore dipped 1.91%. 

ΕΜ Ασια (+5.26%) carried the broad emerging category. 
Accelerating infrastructure projects and a raised GDP growth 
forecast (+6.7% in 2015) sent the Philippines (+10.18%) to irst 
place. China advanced 8.12% on solid Information Technology 
performance (+32.32%) and robust factory activity in March. 
China’s picture was slightly marred by ever-increasing hous-
ing vacancies as well as an anticipated GDP growth rate of 7% 
this year, continuing a worrisome decline. Russia (+18.61%) 
rebounded from a crushing fourth quarter as oil prices stabilized. 

At the other end, Greece fell furthest (-29.32%) as Alexis 
Tsipras’s anti-austerity Syriza party swept the nation’s January 
elections. Soaring debt coupled with troubled talks with E.U. 
leadership cast further doubt on its future with the euro zone. 
Signiicant unrest over President Dilma Rousseff’s involvement 
in the Petrobas scandal hurt Brazil (-14.57%), mirroring a res-
tive ΕΜ Λατιν Αmεριχα (-9.49%). The ΜΣΧΙ Φροντιερ Μαρκετσ 

Ινδεξ (-2.93%) echoed the burden of the strong dollar.MSCI Emerging Markets

MSCI Pacific ex Japan

MSCI Europe

MSCI ACWI ex USA

MSCI World ex USA

MSCI Japan 10.21%
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Source: MSCI
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credit spreads compressed more than investment grade credit 
spreads, which were largely unchanged during the quarter. 
Τηε Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε Ινδεξ climbed 1.61%. 

At the end of March, more dovish comments from the Fed on 
raising the federal funds rate drove yields lower across the 
curve. The 2- to 30-year spread tightened from 2.08% at year-
end to 1.98%. The short end of the curve declined the least 
with the two-year yield ending 11 bps lower. Returns increased 
moving farther out along the curve. The 30-year Treasury yield 
dropped 22 bps over the quarter and gained 5.05%. 

Inlation-protected securities gained 1.4% as measured by 
the Barclays TIPS Index. The 10-year break-even inlation 
rate ended the quarter at 1.76%, a marginal increase from 
the end of 2014. 

Corporate credit returns were strong across the rating spectrum. 
Τηε Βαρχλαψσ Χορπορατε Ινδεξ returned 2.32%. Corporate 
issuance came at a blistering pace in the irst quarter, setting 

an all-time record, as companies took advantage of the low rate 
environment. On a duration-adjusted basis, Financials outper-
formed Industrials and Utilities. Although MBS gained 1.06%, 
volatility in the 10-year U.S. Treasury led to MBS underperfor-
mance of 50 bps against like-duration U.S. Treasuries. High 
yield bonds performed well as investors continued to search for 
yield. The Βαρχλαψσ Χορπορατε Ηιγη Ψιελδ Ινδεξ rose 2.52%. 

Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Ινδεξ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ

Absolute Return
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unhedged portfolios. The ECB announced on March 9th that 
it would purchase €1.1 trillion over the next 18 months, includ-
ing sovereign and corporate bonds, in order to avert delation 
and encourage lending. Rates around the globe continued 
their descent in spite of record low yields in many countries. 
German 10-year bunds, the euro zone’s proxy for sovereign 
debt, declined 36 bps to end the quarter at 0.18%—1.76% 
below comparable U.S. Treasuries. The bond-buying pro-
gram also spurred demand for peripheral bonds; Italian 
and Spanish 10-year bond yields declined 68 and 71 bps, 
respectively. The threat of a “Grexit” weighed on investor risk 
sentiment, but a last-minute agreement on a bridging loan 
provided a short-term resolution. Greek debt inished the 
quarter yielding 11.6%. 

The Commonwealth provided investors with attractive spreads 
relative to other developed markets. The U.K. 10-year yield 
ended the quarter at 1.58% and the Bank of England held 
rates at a record low for the sixth consecutive year. Australia’s 
benchmark 10-year yield ended at 2.32%; the yield spread 
above Treasuries has declined from 100 bps in the middle of 
last year to only 40 bps as of quarter end. With the goal of 
spurring growth, Australia cut its lending rate to a record low 
in February as the country’s currency slid 7% against the U.S. 
dollar. The Canadian 10-year yield inished at 1.36%. 

The Bank of Japan maintained the status quo with near-zero 
interest rates and continued debt purchases as revised fourth-
quarter economic growth igures were too low to avoid contrac-
tion. The Japanese 10-year yield increased 8 bps to 0.41%.

Within the emerging markets, the dollar-denominated ϑΠΜ 

EMBI Global Diversiied Index gained 2.01%, while the 
local currency JPM GBI-EM Global Diversiied Index plum-
meted 3.96% due to overall weakness against the greenback. 
Russian bonds recovered despite downgrades from Moody’s 
and Standard & Poor’s at the beginning of the year. Russia’s 
local currency-denominated bonds gained 15% but are still 
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down more than 40% year-over-year. Fellow BRIC country 
Brazil experienced a deteriorating credit outlook. The coun-
try’s local currency bonds fell 15%, hurt by a potential down-
grade and a currency that slid 17% versus the U.S. dollar. 
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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 

purposes 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.

This “Preview” contains excerpts from the upcoming Χαπιταλ Μαρκετ Ρεϖιεω (ΧΜΡ) newsletter, which will 

be published at the end of the month. The ΧΜΡ is a quarterly macroeconomic indicator newsletter that 

provides thoughtful insights on the economy and recent performance in the equity, ixed income, alterna-

tives, international, real estate, and other capital markets.

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 

empowered institutional clients with creative, customized investment solutions that are uniquely backed 

by proprietary research, exclusive data, ongoing education, and decision support. Today, Callan advises 

on more than $1.8 trillion in total assets, which makes us among the largest independently owned invest-

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

The Callan Investments Institute, established in 1980, is a source of continuing education for those in 

the institutional investment community. The Institute conducts conferences and workshops and provides 

published research, surveys, and newsletters. The Institute strives to present the most timely and relevant 

research and education available so our clients and our associates stay abreast of important trends in the 

investments industry.

© 2015 Callan Associates Inc.
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Market Overview
Active Management vs Index Returns

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

Range of Mutual Fund Returns by Asset Class
One Quarter Ended March 31, 2015
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Range of Mutual Fund Returns by Asset Class
One Year Ended March 31, 2015
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Domestic Equity
Active Management Overview

Active vs. Index
Broad U.S. equity indices generated positive returns with large value being the only area to suffer a loss. Small caps
performed best followed closely by microcaps and midcaps (Russell 2000: +4.3%, Rmidcap: +4.0%, Rmicro: +3.1%) while
large caps struggled (Russell Top 200: +0.5%, Russell Top 50: -0.5%). Growth sharply outperformed value across
capitalization (R1G: +3.8%, R1V: -0.7%, RMG: +5.4%, RMV: +2.4%, R2G: +6.6%, R2V: +2.0%). Conversely, high quality
and low quality stocks experienced their smallest divergence (S&P HQ: +1.2%, LQ: +1.7%) since the 1st quarter of 2010.
Within the S&P 500, the Utilities sector (-5.2%) was the worst performer and Energy continued its slide and fell a further
2.9%, while Health Care (+6.5%) and Consumer Discretionary (+4.8%) were the top performers. Active management
produced mixed results in the 1st quarter with large cap managers faring the best. The largest divergence between active
and passive was within large cap growth with the style group median outperforming the S&P 500 Growth Index by 190 basis
points.

Large Cap vs. Small Cap
For the 1st quarter, small cap indices outpaced large cap indices across the style spectrum with the best returns coming from
Small Cap Growth. Mid cap was also a strong performing sector with a 5.31% return for the S&P Mid Cap Index. Large cap
growth experienced the greatest dispersion between the mutual fund median and the index (median +4.37% vs. index
+2.47%).

Growth vs. Value
With respect to style, growth indices meaningfully outperformed value indices with the largest dispersion being in small caps,
where the S&P 600 Growth Index beat the S&P 600 Value index by 531 bps. Active management revealed the same picture,
with growth managers handily beating value managers. Small Cap Growth managers posted the highest gain for the quarter
with a 6.30% return, slightly trailing the S&P 600 Growth Index return of 6.60%.
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International Equity
Active Management Overview

Active vs. Index
Developed foreign equities, in local currency terms, delivered robust returns in the 1st quarter, however, continued dollar
strength versus most currencies pushed returns sharply lower in U.S. dollar terms (MSCI EAFE Local: +10.9%, EAFE US$:
+4.9%). On a country-specific basis, Danish equities generated the strongest returns among developed nations (MSCI
Denmark US$: +16.7%) while Canadian equities fell (MSCI Canada US$: -5.9%) due entirely to the currency headwind.
Japan was up over 10% in both local and US dollar terms given little movement in the yen versus the U.S. dollar. The
median Core International manager outperformed the MSCI EAFE Index while the median EM manager trailed the MSCI
Emerging Markets Index.

Europe
MSCI Europe was once again the lowest performer among the non-US developed indices with a 3.45% return for the 1st
quarter. The Europe mutual fund peer group median beat the Index with its 4.99% return.

Pacific
The MSCI Pacific Index returned 7.61% for the 1st quarter. The median fund within the Pacific Basin peer group trailed the
Index with its 6.39% result.

Emerging Markets
Emerging market equities trailed developed in local and U.S. dollar terms (MSCI EM Local: +4.9%, EM US$: +2.3%). Greece
(MSCI Greece US$: -29.3%) was the worst performing emerging country as further political turmoil and renewed fear of a
"Grexit" sent equities tumbling. Russia (MSCI Russia US$: +18.6%) recovered somewhat from its 4Q14 rout to be the best
performing emerging country in the 1st quarter. The other "BRICs" were mixed with MSCI Brazil US$ sinking nearly 15%
solely on currency weakness, MSCI India US$ returning just over 5% and MSCI China US$ up 8%.

Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015
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Domestic Fixed Income
Active Management Overview

Active vs. the Index
Interest rate volatility increased in the 1st quarter of 2015 as investors speculated over the timing of the Fed’s widely
expected interest rate hike while the European Central Bank announced a massive asset purchase program to stimulate
growth and combat deflation. In the U.S., data suggested that the recovery was losing momentum given headwinds from a
harsh winter, a strong dollar and weak global demand. The Barclays U.S. Aggregate Index returned 1.61% for the quarter.
Within the Aggregate Index, corporates outperformed like-duration U.S. Treasuries by a modest 27 bps as investors easily
absorbed record new issuance. The Mortgage sector returned 1.06%, underperforming US Treasuries, and was the worst
performing sector in the Barclays Aggregate. High yield rebounded from a poor 4th quarter with many of the higher quality
energy names bouncing back. The Barclays High Yield Index was up 2.52% for the quarter.

Intermediate vs. Long Duration
Longer duration funds outperformed intermediate and short duration strategies in the 1st quarter as rates declined. The
median Extended Maturity fund returned 3.36% while the median Intermediate fund was up 1.16% and the median Defensive
fund posted a 0.53% return.


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, 2015

The top left chart shows the Fund’s asset allocation as of March 31, 2015. The top right chart shows the Fund’s target asset
allocation as outlined in the investment policy statement. The bottom chart ranks the fund’s asset allocation and the target
allocation versus the Public Fund Sponsor Database.

Actual Asset Allocation

Domestic Equity
39%

International Equity
24%

Domestic Fixed Income
27%

Domestic Real Estate
9%

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         173,852   39.1%   38.0%    1.1%           4,682
International Equity         106,238   23.9%   25.0% (1.1%) (5,059)
Domestic Fixed Income         120,462   27.1%   28.0% (0.9%) (4,189)
Domestic Real Estate          41,552    9.3%    9.0%    0.3%           1,486
Cash           3,081    0.7%    0.0%    0.7%           3,081
Total         445,185  100.0%  100.0%

Asset Class Weights vs Public Fund Sponsor Database
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10th Percentile 53.07 43.18 4.25 13.53 24.84 17.88 24.13 24.76 34.41 11.32
25th Percentile 46.95 36.22 2.17 10.55 22.10 7.79 15.97 11.60 19.52 6.26

Median 39.14 28.53 1.01 7.61 18.25 4.53 11.37 7.84 15.44 4.39
75th Percentile 31.52 22.55 0.40 5.84 14.03 2.68 4.90 4.90 9.99 3.33
90th Percentile 22.99 17.52 0.09 3.87 10.24 0.46 4.01 2.77 6.12 0.90

Fund 39.05 27.06 0.69 9.33 23.86 - - - - -

Target 38.00 28.00 0.00 9.00 25.00 - - - - -

% Group Invested 98.25% 97.66% 69.59% 45.03% 98.25% 16.96% 45.61% 20.47% 22.81% 5.85%

* 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, 2015, with the
distribution as of December 31, 2014. 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, 2015 December 31, 2014

Market Value Weight Net New Inv. Inv. Return Market Value Weight
Domestic Equities $173,851,822 39.05% $(2,109,549) $4,728,394 $171,232,977 39.29%

Large Cap Equities $119,221,328 26.78% $(2,109,549) $2,555,298 $118,775,579 27.25%
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 22,406,625 5.03% 0 209,737 22,196,888 5.09%
Dodge & Cox Stock 22,931,032 5.15% (109,549) (279,166) 23,319,747 5.35%
Boston Partners 24,796,065 5.57% 0 (19,752) 24,815,817 5.69%
Harbor Cap Appreciation 24,462,276 5.49% (1,000,000) 1,342,591 24,119,685 5.53%
Janus Research 24,625,330 5.53% (1,000,000) 1,301,888 24,323,442 5.58%

Mid Cap Equities $20,372,469 4.58% $0 $677,889 $19,694,580 4.52%
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 5,112,013 1.15% 0 88,965 5,023,048 1.15%
Royce Total Return 4,844,327 1.09% 0 84,899 4,759,428 1.09%
Morgan Stanley 4,979,809 1.12% 0 144,912 4,834,897 1.11%
Janus Enterprise 5,436,319 1.22% 0 359,112 5,077,207 1.16%

Small Cap Equities $25,598,101 5.75% $0 $1,187,417 $24,410,685 5.60%
Prudential Small Cap Value 13,072,691 2.94% 0 343,233 12,729,458 2.92%
AB US Small Growth 6,889,062 1.55% 0 396,805 6,492,257 1.49%
RS Investments 5,636,349 1.27% 0 447,378 5,188,970 1.19%

Micro Cap Equities $8,659,924 1.95% $0 $307,791 $8,352,133 1.92%
Managers Inst Micro Cap 8,659,924 1.95% 0 307,791 8,352,133 1.92%

International Equities $106,237,636 23.86% $0 $4,324,644 $101,912,992 23.38%
EuroPacific 21,584,020 4.85% 0 1,215,453 20,368,567 4.67%
Harbor International 20,247,406 4.55% 0 1,105,156 19,142,251 4.39%
Columbia Acorn Int’l 11,104,496 2.49% 0 465,852 10,638,643 2.44%
Janus Overseas 15,941,731 3.58% 0 (225,325) 16,167,056 3.71%
Oakmark International 16,244,226 3.65% 0 993,211 15,251,015 3.50%
Mondrian International 21,115,757 4.74% 0 770,297 20,345,460 4.67%

Domestic Fixed Income $120,462,239 27.06% $(614,214) $2,084,198 $118,992,255 27.30%
Dodge & Cox Income 60,223,458 13.53% (412,697) 773,311 59,862,843 13.73%
PIMCO 60,238,782 13.53% (201,517) 1,310,887 59,129,412 13.57%

Real Estate $41,552,120 9.33% $(22,482) $1,445,049 $40,129,553 9.21%
RREEF Public Fund 8,943,304 2.01% 0 393,337 8,549,968 1.96%
RREEF Private Fund 18,265,547 4.10% 0 695,227 17,570,320 4.03%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 13,479,269 3.03% 0 334,003 13,145,266 3.02%
625 Kings Court 864,000 0.19% (22,482) 22,482 864,000 0.20%

Cash $3,080,785 0.69% $(524,227) $() $3,605,012 0.83%

Total Fund $445,184,603 100.0% $(3,270,472) $12,582,285 $435,872,789 100.0%
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Investment Manager Returns

The table below details the rates of return for the Fund’s investment managers over various time periods ended March 31,
2015. Negative returns are shown in red, positive returns in black. Returns for one year or greater are annualized. The first
set of returns for each asset class represents the composite returns for all the fund’s accounts for that asset class.

Returns for Periods Ended March 31, 2015

Last Last Last
Last Last  3  5  7

Quarter Year Years Years Years

Domestic Equities 2.77% 10.88% 16.87% 14.99% 10.02%
Russell 3000 Index 1.80% 12.37% 16.43% 14.71% 9.37%

Large Cap Equities
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 0.94% 12.71% - - -
   S&P 500 Index 0.95% 12.73% 16.11% 14.47% 8.95%

Dodge & Cox Stock (1.19%) 6.50% 18.20% 13.81% 8.06%
Boston Partners (0.20%) 7.68% 16.71% - -
   S&P 500 Index 0.95% 12.73% 16.11% 14.47% 8.95%
   Russell 1000 Value Index (0.72%) 9.33% 16.44% 13.75% 7.73%

Harbor Cap Appreciation 5.55% 16.18% 15.78% 15.08% 11.03%
Janus Research (1) 5.36% 18.72% 18.12% 15.89% 10.10%
   S&P 500 Index 0.95% 12.73% 16.11% 14.47% 8.95%
   Russell 1000 Growth Index 3.84% 16.09% 16.34% 15.63% 10.68%

Mid Cap Equities
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 1.77% 7.39% 15.23% 14.19% 10.58%
Royce Total Return (1) 1.78% 2.73% 13.01% 12.25% 8.41%
   Russell MidCap Value Idx 2.42% 11.70% 18.60% 15.84% 10.94%

Morgan Stanley (2) 3.00% 4.42% 10.41% 12.96% 9.50%
Janus Enterprise (1) 7.07% 17.46% 17.39% 16.66% 10.91%
   Russell MidCap Growth Idx 5.38% 15.56% 17.41% 16.43% 11.24%

Small Cap Equities
Prudential Small Cap Value 2.70% 7.35% 15.20% - -
   US Small Cap Value Idx 2.69% 6.98% 16.04% 13.78% 10.34%
   Russell 2000 Value Index 1.98% 4.43% 14.79% 12.54% 8.94%

AB US Small Growth 5.85% 2.99% 14.96% 18.69% 14.02%
RS Investments (1) 8.62% 17.32% 21.07% 18.93% 14.38%
   Russell 2000 Growth Index 6.63% 12.06% 17.74% 16.58% 11.90%

Micro Cap Equities
Managers Inst Micro Cap 3.69% 3.91% 17.89% 17.26% 12.73%
   Russell Microcap Index 3.14% 3.79% 17.37% 14.69% 9.69%
   Russell Micro Growth Idx 5.60% 5.10% 18.56% 16.65% 11.43%

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

The table below details the rates of return for the Fund’s investment managers over various time periods ended March 31,
2015. Negative returns are shown in red, positive returns in black. Returns for one year or greater are annualized. The first
set of returns for each asset class represents the composite returns for all the fund’s accounts for that asset class.

Returns for Periods Ended March 31, 2015

Last Last Last
Last Last  3  5  7

Quarter Year Years Years Years

International Equities 4.24% (2.67%) 6.85% 5.56% 2.86%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 3.59% (0.57%) 6.89% 5.29% 1.71%

EuroPacific (1) 5.97% 2.80% 9.95% 7.11% 3.64%
Harbor International 5.77% (2.43%) 6.76% 6.60% 2.42%
Columbia Acorn Int’l (2) 4.38% (1.24%) 8.92% 8.66% 4.70%
Janus Overseas (1) (1.39%) (13.82%) (3.54%) (4.41%) (3.23%)
Oakmark International 6.51% (0.05%) 12.97% 9.73% 8.24%
Mondrian International 3.59% (1.57%) 6.90% - -
   MSCI EAFE Index 4.88% (0.92%) 9.02% 6.16% 1.55%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 3.59% (0.57%) 6.89% 5.29% 1.71%

Domestic Fixed Income 1.75% 5.03% 4.05% 4.85% 5.84%
   BC Aggregate Index 1.61% 5.72% 3.10% 4.41% 4.69%

Dodge & Cox Income 1.29% 4.43% 4.07% 5.01% 6.26%
PIMCO 2.22% 5.64% 4.03% 4.98% -
   BC Aggregate Index 1.61% 5.72% 3.10% 4.41% 4.69%

Real Estate 3.60% 14.54% 11.98% 13.57% 3.84%
   Real Estate Custom Benchmark (3) 3.08% 14.00% 11.89% 13.53% 5.47%

RREEF Public 4.60% 25.69% 13.43% 15.71% 8.24%
   NAREIT 3.86% 21.50% 13.63% 15.15% 8.51%
RREEF Private 3.96% 13.32% 12.74% 14.49% 2.58%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 2.54% 9.95% 9.68% - -
   NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 2.88% 12.05% 11.35% 13.28% 1.78%
625 Kings Court 2.64% 10.49% 16.57% 7.68% 5.59%

Total Fund 2.88% 6.00% 10.39% 9.64% 6.80%
   Total Fund Benchmark* 2.31% 7.39% 9.95% 9.57% 6.23%

* 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.
(1) Switched share class December 2009.
(2) Switched share class in February 2014.
(3) Real Estate Custom Benchmark is 50% NAREIT Composite Index and 50% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net through 12/31/2011; and
20% NAREIT Composite Index and 80% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net thereafter.
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Investment Manager Returns

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

12/2014-
3/2015 2014 2013 2012 2011

Domestic Equities 2.77% 9.59% 38.02% 17.10% (1.96%)
Russell 3000 Index 1.80% 12.56% 33.55% 16.42% 1.03%

Large Cap Equities
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 0.94% 13.65% - - -
Dodge & Cox Stock (1.19%) 10.40% 40.55% 22.01% (4.08%)
Boston Partners (0.20%) 10.87% 36.43% 20.18% -
   S&P 500 Index 0.95% 13.69% 32.39% 16.00% 2.11%
   Russell 1000 Value Index (0.72%) 13.45% 32.53% 17.51% 0.39%

Harbor Cap Appreciation 5.55% 9.93% 37.66% 15.69% 0.61%
Janus Research (1) 5.36% 14.10% 35.36% 16.78% (3.76%)
   S&P 500 Index 0.95% 13.69% 32.39% 16.00% 2.11%
   Russell 1000 Growth Index 3.84% 13.05% 33.48% 15.26% 2.64%

Mid Cap Equities
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 1.77% 7.65% 34.31% 18.50% (0.06%)
Royce Total Return (1) 1.78% 1.51% 32.93% 14.48% (1.62%)
   Russell MidCap Value Idx 2.42% 14.75% 33.46% 18.51% (1.38%)

Morgan Stanley (2) 3.00% 1.47% 38.35% 9.49% (6.89%)
Janus Enterprise (1) 7.07% 12.01% 30.86% 17.83% (1.65%)
   Russell MidCap Growth Idx 5.38% 11.90% 35.74% 15.81% (1.65%)

Small Cap Equities
Prudential Small Cap Value 2.70% 5.89% 35.87% 14.14% -
   US Small Cap Value Idx 2.69% 7.44% 33.71% 18.80% (4.04%)
   Russell 2000 Value Index 1.98% 4.22% 34.52% 18.05% (5.50%)

AB US Small Growth 5.85% (1.24%) 46.72% 16.21% 5.42%
RS Investments (1) 8.62% 9.67% 49.64% 15.13% (2.04%)
   Russell 2000 Growth Index 6.63% 5.60% 43.30% 14.59% (2.91%)

Micro Cap Equities
Managers Inst Micro Cap 3.69% 2.62% 56.34% 14.32% (3.91%)
   Russell Microcap Index 3.14% 3.65% 45.62% 19.75% (9.27%)
   Russell Micro Growth Idx 5.60% 4.30% 52.84% 15.17% (8.42%)

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

12/2014-
3/2015 2014 2013 2012 2011

International Equities 4.24% (5.73%) 19.25% 18.78% (15.34%)
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 3.59% (3.44%) 15.78% 17.39% (13.33%)

EuroPacific (1) 5.97% (2.29%) 20.58% 19.64% (13.31%)
Harbor International 5.77% (6.81%) 16.84% 20.87% (11.13%)
Columbia Acorn Int’l (2) 4.38% (4.23%) 22.33% 21.60% (14.06%)
Janus Overseas (1) (1.39%) (13.57%) 12.28% 12.53% (32.70%)
Oakmark International 6.51% (5.41%) 29.34% 29.22% (14.07%)
Mondrian International 3.59% (2.06%) 16.69% 11.50% -
   MSCI EAFE Index 4.88% (4.90%) 22.78% 17.32% (12.14%)
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 3.59% (3.44%) 15.78% 17.39% (13.33%)

Domestic Fixed Income 1.75% 5.09% (0.65%) 9.15% 4.47%
   BC Aggregate Index 1.61% 5.97% (2.02%) 4.21% 7.84%

Dodge & Cox Income 1.29% 5.49% 0.64% 7.94% 4.75%
PIMCO 2.22% 4.69% (1.92%) 10.36% 4.16%
   BC Aggregate Index 1.61% 5.97% (2.02%) 4.21% 7.84%

Real Estate 3.60% 14.50% 10.21% 10.73% 11.17%
   Real Esate Custom Benchmark (3) 3.08% 14.57% 10.40% 11.88% 11.74%

RREEF Public 4.60% 31.88% (0.59%) 16.97% 9.41%
   NAREIT 3.86% 27.23% 2.34% 19.73% 7.30%
RREEF Private 3.96% 11.95% 14.50% 10.12% 13.86%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 2.54% 8.64% 9.82% 10.18% -
   NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 2.88% 11.42% 12.36% 9.93% 14.99%
625 Kings Court 2.64% 12.15% 33.50% 3.64% (11.98%)

Total Fund 2.88% 4.72% 19.72% 14.53% (2.53%)
   Total Fund Benchmark* 2.31% 6.80% 16.47% 12.99% 0.60%

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

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

Asset Class Under or Overweighting

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

Domestic Equity 1.26%

Domestic Fixed Income (0.69%)

Domestic Real Estate 0.21%

International Equity (1.60%)

Cash 0.83%

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash

Total

Actual vs Target Returns

0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6%

2.77%

1.80%

1.75%

1.61%

3.60%

3.08%

4.24%

3.59%

2.88%

2.31%

Actual Target

Relative Attribution by Asset Class

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

0.38%
(0.01%)

0.37%

0.04%
0.00%

0.04%

0.05%
0.00%

0.05%

0.15%
(0.02%)

0.13%

(0.02%)
(0.02%)

0.62%
(0.04%)

0.57%

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Relative Attribution Effects for Quarter ended March 31, 2015

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 39% 38% 2.77% 1.80% 0.38% (0.01%) 0.37%
Domestic Fixed Income 27% 28% 1.75% 1.61% 0.04% 0.00% 0.04%
Domestic Real Estate 9% 9% 3.60% 3.08% 0.05% 0.00% 0.05%
International Equity 23% 25% 4.24% 3.59% 0.15% (0.02%) 0.13%
Cash 1% 0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% (0.02%) (0.02%)

Total = + +2.88% 2.31% 0.62% (0.04%) 0.57%

* 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, 2015

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

One Year Relative Attribution Effects

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

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash

Total

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects

(2.5%)

(2.0%)

(1.5%)

(1.0%)

(0.5%)

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2014 2015

Manager Effect

Asset Allocation

Total

One Year Relative Attribution Effects

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 39% 38% 10.88% 12.37% (0.55%) 0.01% (0.54%)
Domestic Fixed Income 27% 28% 5.03% 5.72% (0.19%) 0.01% (0.18%)
Domestic Real Estate 9% 9% 14.54% 14.00% 0.05% (0.01%) 0.04%
International Equity 25% 25% (2.67%) (0.57%) (0.58%) (0.05%) (0.63%)
Cash 1% 0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% (0.09%) (0.09%)

Total = + +6.00% 7.39% (1.27%) (0.13%) (1.39%)

* 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.

 22
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Cumulative Total Fund Relative Attribution - March 31, 2015

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

Five Year Annualized Relative Attribution Effects

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

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash

Total

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects
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5%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Manager Effect

Asset Allocation

Total

Five Year Annualized Relative Attribution Effects

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 39% 38% 14.99% 14.71% 0.12% (0.02%) 0.09%
Domestic Fixed Income 28% 28% 4.85% 4.41% 0.05% 0.01% 0.06%
Domestic Real Estate 9% 9% 13.57% 13.53% 0.01% (0.04%) (0.03%)
International Equity 23% 24% 5.56% 4.71% 0.18% (0.01%) 0.17%
Cash 1% 0% 0.07% 0.07% 0.00% (0.21%) (0.21%)

Total = + +9.64% 9.57% 0.35% (0.28%) 0.08%

* 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.

 23
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Actual vs Target Historical Asset Allocation

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

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

and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Total Fund Ranking

The first two charts show the ranking of the Total Fund’s performance relative to that of the Public Fund Sponsor Database
for periods ended March 31, 2015. The first chart is a standard unadjusted ranking. In the second chart each fund in the
database is adjusted to have the same historical asset allocation as that of the Total Fund.
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10th Percentile 2.87 8.28 11.43 11.16 10.66
25th Percentile 2.61 7.62 10.55 10.50 9.97

Median 2.32 6.73 9.52 9.62 9.31
75th Percentile 2.05 5.62 8.28 8.60 8.31
90th Percentile 1.72 4.50 7.04 7.34 7.71

Total Fund 2.88 6.00 10.78 10.39 9.64

Policy Target 2.31 7.39 9.92 9.95 9.57

Asset Allocation Adjusted Ranking
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(21)
(82)
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(60)(66)

10th Percentile 3.07 7.94 11.30 11.27 10.62
25th Percentile 2.84 7.36 10.90 10.85 10.18

Median 2.61 6.92 10.57 10.52 9.80
75th Percentile 2.40 6.49 10.08 10.03 9.28
90th Percentile 2.19 5.80 9.25 9.28 8.97

Total Fund 2.88 6.00 10.78 10.39 9.64

Policy Target 2.31 7.39 9.92 9.95 9.57

* 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, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Total Fund’s portfolio posted a 2.88% return for the quarter
placing it in the 10 percentile of the Public Fund Sponsor
Database group for the quarter and in the 66 percentile for
the last year.

Total Fund’s portfolio outperformed the Total Fund
Benchmark by 0.57% for the quarter and underperformed
the Total Fund Benchmark for the year by 1.39%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $435,872,789

Net New Investment $-3,270,472

Investment Gains/(Losses) $12,582,285

Ending Market Value $445,184,603

Performance vs Public Fund Sponsor Database (Gross)
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10th Percentile 2.87 8.28 11.43 11.16 10.66 7.54 7.65
25th Percentile 2.61 7.62 10.55 10.50 9.97 6.81 7.26

Median 2.32 6.73 9.52 9.62 9.31 6.31 6.80
75th Percentile 2.05 5.62 8.28 8.60 8.31 5.76 6.30
90th Percentile 1.72 4.50 7.04 7.34 7.71 5.15 5.92

Total Fund 2.88 6.00 10.78 10.39 9.64 6.80 7.67

Total Fund
Benchmark 2.31 7.39 9.92 9.95 9.57 6.23 6.79

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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75th Percentile 2.05 4.92 13.14 10.92 (0.29) 11.68 16.02 (27.97) 6.84 11.42
90th Percentile 1.72 3.95 9.59 9.34 (1.58) 10.06 12.57 (30.14) 5.75 9.41

Total Fund 2.88 4.72 19.72 14.53 (2.53) 14.64 23.73 (26.15) 8.85 15.37

Total Fund
Benchmark 2.31 6.80 16.47 12.99 0.60 13.04 19.19 (25.41) 6.22 15.03

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Total Fund Benchmark
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Domestic Equity Composite
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Equity Composite’s portfolio posted a 2.77%
return for the quarter placing it in the 20 percentile of the
Pub Pln- Domestic Equity group for the quarter and in the 77
percentile for the last year.

Domestic Equity Composite’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell 3000 Index by 0.96% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 3000 Index for the year by
1.48%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $171,232,977

Net New Investment $-2,109,549

Investment Gains/(Losses) $4,728,394

Ending Market Value $173,851,822

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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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, 2015
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10th Percentile 74.25 18.52 2.80 13.13 2.02 0.24
25th Percentile 42.21 18.15 2.73 12.45 1.83 0.11

Median 33.47 17.46 2.67 12.06 1.68 0.04
75th Percentile 26.06 16.97 2.54 11.49 1.60 (0.03)
90th Percentile 17.64 16.82 2.44 10.52 1.38 (0.06)

*Domestic
Equity Composite 28.34 18.46 2.74 14.05 1.42 0.31

Russell 3000 Index 48.47 17.77 2.67 11.49 1.88 (0.01)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Sector Diversification
Manager 2.55 sectors

Index 2.92 sectors
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March 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 3296 138
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*Domestic
Equity Composite 2477 116
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Diversification Ratio
Manager 5%

Index 3%

Style Median 10%

*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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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Holdings Based Style Analysis
For One Quarter Ended March 31, 2015

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

Style Map
Holdings for One Quarter Ended March 31, 2015

Value Core Growth

Mega

Large

Mid

Small

Micro

*Dodge & Cox Stock

*Janus Research

*Fidelity Low Priced Stock

*Royce Total Return

*Janus Enterprise

*Prudential Small Cap Value

AB US Small Growth

*RS Investments

*Managers Inst Micro Cap

*Domestic Equity Composite

Russell 3000 Index

*Vanguard S&P 500 Index

Boston Partners

*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 12.89% 75.15 (0.06) (0.02) 0.04 504 59.76
*Dodge & Cox Stock 13.19% 62.27 (0.35) (0.15) 0.21 67 16.99
Boston Partners 14.26% 50.48 (0.39) (0.10) 0.29 91 21.03
*Harbor Cap Appreciation 14.07% 69.64 1.63 0.75 (0.88) 66 20.15
*Janus Research 14.16% 40.15 0.79 0.37 (0.42) 112 29.46
*Fidelity Low Priced Stock 2.94% 7.71 (0.24) (0.00) 0.24 902 32.84
*Royce Total Return 2.79% 2.48 (0.52) (0.16) 0.36 361 67.59
Morgan Stanley 2.86% 13.83 1.68 0.62 (1.06) 52 12.52
*Janus Enterprise 3.13% 9.24 0.73 0.32 (0.42) 80 23.70
*Prudential Small Cap Value 7.52% 1.84 (0.68) (0.07) 0.61 439 69.67
AB US Small Growth 3.96% 3.34 0.90 0.31 (0.59) 102 33.75
*RS Investments 3.24% 2.32 0.83 0.22 (0.60) 88 30.77
*Managers Inst Micro Cap 4.98% 0.67 0.45 0.12 (0.33) 343 74.58
*Domestic Equity Composite 100.00% 28.34 0.31 0.16 (0.15) 2477 116.20
Russell 3000 Index - 48.47 (0.01) 0.00 0.01 3015 95.67

*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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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Vanguard S&P 500 Index
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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 0.94% return
for the quarter placing it in the 67 percentile of the CAI MF -
Core Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 33
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 0.03%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $22,196,888

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $209,737

Ending Market Value $22,406,625

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Equity Style (Net)
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(28)(27)

(19)(19)
(23)(23)

10th Percentile 5.04 15.13 20.43 16.92 15.38 10.11 8.75
25th Percentile 2.57 13.73 17.81 15.72 14.66 8.70 7.96

Median 1.30 10.38 16.61 14.93 12.90 8.18 7.24
75th Percentile 0.73 8.68 14.98 13.81 11.86 6.90 6.84
90th Percentile (0.99) 6.21 12.84 12.11 10.04 5.89 5.65

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 0.94 12.71 17.17 16.08 14.44 8.96 8.02

S&P 500 Index 0.95 12.73 17.21 16.11 14.47 8.95 8.01

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 5.04 15.19 35.73 18.59 4.23 19.51 36.80 (31.36) 13.12 16.62
25th Percentile 2.57 13.04 34.15 17.03 1.38 15.47 29.07 (34.63) 9.48 15.95

Median 1.30 10.73 32.38 15.60 (1.09) 13.07 26.06 (37.68) 6.81 13.84
75th Percentile 0.73 9.50 29.54 13.44 (4.47) 11.43 22.15 (40.13) 3.56 12.42
90th Percentile (0.99) 7.00 27.03 9.74 (6.30) 9.62 20.49 (43.92) (1.09) 9.99

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 0.94 13.65 32.35 15.98 2.09 15.05 26.63 (36.96) 5.49 15.79

S&P 500 Index 0.95 13.69 32.39 16.00 2.11 15.06 26.47 (37.00) 5.49 15.79

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs S&P 500 Index
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25th Percentile (0.24) 14.10
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Vanguard
S&P 500 Index (0.03) 14.35
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10th Percentile 0.22 1.01 0.31
25th Percentile (0.12) 0.96 0.08

Median (0.75) 0.86 (0.55)
75th Percentile (1.10) 0.75 (0.75)
90th Percentile (1.51) 0.65 (0.99)

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index (3.32) 0.99 (3.32)
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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, 2015
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(36)(36)

(56)(56)

(43)(43)
(38)(38)

(57)(57)

10th Percentile 117.05 19.10 3.40 14.21 2.50 0.62
25th Percentile 71.14 17.77 2.98 12.07 2.09 0.25

Median 65.61 16.20 2.77 10.36 1.97 (0.02)
75th Percentile 58.35 15.76 2.32 9.38 1.56 (0.14)
90th Percentile 42.66 15.00 2.15 8.23 1.34 (0.41)

Vanguard S&P 500 Index 75.29 16.91 2.73 10.60 2.02 (0.05)

S&P 500 Index 75.44 16.91 2.74 10.60 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
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Dodge & Cox Stock
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Dodge & Cox Stock’s portfolio posted a (1.19)% return for
the quarter placing it in the 91 percentile of the CAI MF -
Large Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 84
percentile for the last year.

Dodge & Cox Stock’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
1000 Value Index by 0.47% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 1000 Value Index for the year
by 2.83%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $23,319,747

Net New Investment $-109,549

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-279,166

Ending Market Value $22,931,032

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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(34)(33)

10th Percentile 1.68 11.45 17.88 17.66 14.98 9.62 8.83
25th Percentile 0.81 10.24 17.13 16.65 13.79 8.27 8.25

Median 0.02 8.51 15.73 15.62 12.98 7.22 6.78
75th Percentile (0.61) 6.93 13.72 14.14 11.56 6.12 6.03
90th Percentile (1.18) 4.85 11.67 13.09 10.97 5.51 5.41

Dodge & Cox Stock (1.19) 6.50 17.13 18.20 13.81 8.06 6.99

Russell 1000
Value Index (0.72) 9.33 15.29 16.44 13.75 7.73 7.21

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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25th Percentile 0.81 12.99 35.90 17.15 1.06 14.12 24.61 (33.80) 6.16 20.02

Median 0.02 10.87 33.27 15.70 (1.28) 12.65 21.24 (36.31) 2.53 17.42
75th Percentile (0.61) 10.17 30.70 13.48 (3.91) 10.74 18.17 (38.22) (1.33) 15.81
90th Percentile (1.18) 8.55 28.75 9.97 (5.24) 9.81 16.35 (40.46) (5.71) 11.51

Dodge &
Cox Stock (1.19) 10.40 40.55 22.01 (4.08) 13.49 31.27 (43.31) 0.14 18.53

Russell 1000
Value Index (0.72) 13.45 32.53 17.51 0.39 15.51 19.69 (36.85) (0.17) 22.25

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

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style
as of March 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 74.00 17.09 2.51 10.46 2.40 (0.32)
25th Percentile 59.66 15.52 2.14 9.69 2.36 (0.46)

Median 51.52 14.66 1.92 9.18 2.19 (0.62)
75th Percentile 41.66 13.98 1.79 8.01 2.04 (0.70)
90th Percentile 29.65 13.37 1.67 7.67 1.88 (0.79)

Dodge & Cox Stock 61.28 13.35 1.88 9.66 1.89 (0.37)

Russell 1000 Value Index 56.00 16.01 1.83 8.18 2.38 (0.78)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Boston Partners
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Boston Partners’s portfolio posted a (0.20)% return for the
quarter placing it in the 57 percentile of the CAI MF - Large
Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 62
percentile for the last year.

Boston Partners’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 1000
Value Index by 0.52% for the quarter and underperformed
the Russell 1000 Value Index for the year by 1.65%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $24,815,817

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-19,752

Ending Market Value $24,796,065

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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Median 0.02 8.51 15.73 15.62 12.48
75th Percentile (0.61) 6.93 13.72 14.14 11.73
90th Percentile (1.18) 4.85 11.67 13.09 10.24

Boston Partners (0.20) 7.68 16.53 16.71 14.17

Russell 1000
Value Index (0.72) 9.33 15.29 16.44 13.41

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

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

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

(10%)

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

12/14- 3/15 2014 2013

(57)(80)

(50)
(24)

(15)
(57)

10th Percentile 1.68 14.73 38.43
25th Percentile 0.81 12.99 35.90

Median 0.02 10.87 33.27
75th Percentile (0.61) 10.17 30.70
90th Percentile (1.18) 8.55 28.75

Boston Partners (0.20) 10.87 36.43

Russell 1000
Value Index (0.72) 13.45 32.53

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Value Index

R
e

la
ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(6%)

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Boston Partners CAI Lg Cap Value Mut Fds

Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs Russell 1000 Value Index
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
Four Years Ended March 31, 2015

(10)

(5)

0

5

10

15

20

Alpha Treynor
Ratio

(39)

(38)

10th Percentile 1.83 15.48
25th Percentile 0.11 13.45

Median (0.64) 12.62
75th Percentile (1.72) 11.37
90th Percentile (2.98) 10.22

Boston Partners (0.12) 13.15

(1.5)

(1.0)

(0.5)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(40)

(38)

(12)

10th Percentile 0.56 1.04 0.36
25th Percentile 0.03 0.92 0.12

Median (0.28) 0.88 (0.25)
75th Percentile (0.70) 0.78 (0.55)
90th Percentile (0.99) 0.71 (1.05)

Boston Partners (0.04) 0.91 0.23

 40
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Boston Partners
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style
as of March 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 74.00 17.09 2.51 10.46 2.40 (0.32)
25th Percentile 59.66 15.52 2.14 9.69 2.36 (0.46)

Median 51.52 14.66 1.92 9.18 2.19 (0.62)
75th Percentile 41.66 13.98 1.79 8.01 2.04 (0.70)
90th Percentile 29.65 13.37 1.67 7.67 1.88 (0.79)

Boston Partners 50.48 14.58 2.08 8.93 1.83 (0.39)

Russell 1000 Value Index 56.00 16.01 1.83 8.18 2.38 (0.78)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Harbor Cap Appreciation
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Harbor Cap Appreciation’s portfolio posted a 5.55% return
for the quarter placing it in the 17 percentile of the CAI MF -
Large Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 36
percentile for the last year.

Harbor Cap Appreciation’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell 1000 Growth Index by 1.72% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year by
0.09%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $24,119,685

Net New Investment $-1,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,342,591

Ending Market Value $24,462,276

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 5.72 19.23 22.28 17.77 16.55 11.89 10.16
25th Percentile 5.34 17.25 21.38 16.56 15.66 10.70 9.81

Median 4.37 14.74 19.21 15.22 14.31 9.55 8.68
75th Percentile 2.83 12.34 17.06 13.54 13.55 8.05 7.73
90th Percentile 0.42 10.92 13.77 12.40 11.58 7.41 7.21

Harbor Cap
Appreciation 5.55 16.18 22.23 15.78 15.08 11.03 9.88

Russell 1000
Growth Index 3.84 16.09 19.60 16.34 15.63 10.68 9.36

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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75th Percentile 2.83 8.56 30.82 13.70 (2.51) 12.17 29.75 (41.54) 9.49 4.59
90th Percentile 0.42 7.39 27.96 10.88 (5.06) 10.57 24.41 (45.65) 5.86 1.91

Harbor Cap
Appreciation 5.55 9.93 37.66 15.69 0.61 11.61 41.88 (37.13) 12.25 2.33

Russell 1000
Growth Index 3.84 13.05 33.48 15.26 2.64 16.71 37.21 (38.44) 11.81 9.07

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Growth Index
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Appreciation (0.27) 0.92 (0.11)
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Harbor Cap Appreciation
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style
as of March 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 89.53 23.95 6.13 19.17 1.46 1.60
25th Percentile 69.79 21.99 5.28 18.54 1.24 1.35

Median 56.44 20.81 4.63 16.44 0.98 1.10
75th Percentile 43.75 18.95 4.26 14.15 0.76 0.81
90th Percentile 32.49 17.68 3.47 12.38 0.55 0.57

*Harbor Cap Appreciation 69.64 26.40 6.12 19.68 0.71 1.63

Russell 1000 Growth Index 63.74 18.83 5.14 13.91 1.52 0.70

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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.

 44
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Janus Research
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Janus Research’s portfolio posted a 5.36% return for the
quarter placing it in the 25 percentile of the CAI MF - Large
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 12
percentile for the last year.

Janus Research’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 1000
Growth Index by 1.53% for the quarter and outperformed the
Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year by 2.63%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $24,323,442

Net New Investment $-1,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,301,888

Ending Market Value $24,625,330

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 5.72 19.23 22.28 17.77 16.55 11.89 10.16
25th Percentile 5.34 17.25 21.38 16.56 15.66 10.70 9.81

Median 4.37 14.74 19.21 15.22 14.31 9.55 8.68
75th Percentile 2.83 12.34 17.06 13.54 13.55 8.05 7.73
90th Percentile 0.42 10.92 13.77 12.40 11.58 7.41 7.21

Janus Research 5.36 18.72 22.20 18.12 15.89 10.10 10.24

Russell 1000
Growth Index 3.84 16.09 19.60 16.34 15.63 10.68 9.36

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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Median 4.37 10.67 33.75 15.42 (0.73) 14.38 34.12 (38.97) 13.06 7.02
75th Percentile 2.83 8.56 30.82 13.70 (2.51) 12.17 29.75 (41.54) 9.49 4.59
90th Percentile 0.42 7.39 27.96 10.88 (5.06) 10.57 24.41 (45.65) 5.86 1.91

Janus Research 5.36 14.10 35.36 16.78 (3.76) 21.20 43.02 (44.36) 24.52 8.65

Russell 1000
Growth Index 3.84 13.05 33.48 15.26 2.64 16.71 37.21 (38.44) 11.81 9.07

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

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style
as of March 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 89.53 23.95 6.13 19.17 1.46 1.60
25th Percentile 69.79 21.99 5.28 18.54 1.24 1.35

Median 56.44 20.81 4.63 16.44 0.98 1.10
75th Percentile 43.75 18.95 4.26 14.15 0.76 0.81
90th Percentile 32.49 17.68 3.47 12.38 0.55 0.57

*Janus Research 40.15 19.77 4.60 15.41 1.26 0.79

Russell 1000 Growth Index 63.74 18.83 5.14 13.91 1.52 0.70

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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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Fidelity Low Priced Stock
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Fidelity Low Priced Stock’s portfolio posted a 1.77% return
for the quarter placing it in the 67 percentile of the CAI MF -
Mid Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 64
percentile for the last year.

Fidelity Low Priced Stock’s portfolio underperformed the
Russell MidCap Value Idx by 0.65% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell MidCap Value Idx for the year
by 4.31%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,023,048

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $88,965

Ending Market Value $5,112,013

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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25th Percentile 3.38 12.73 18.81 18.65 14.95 11.69 9.61

Median 2.52 9.04 16.89 16.70 14.17 9.53 8.40
75th Percentile 1.01 6.65 14.37 14.11 13.17 8.64 7.36
90th Percentile 0.07 3.79 11.19 12.74 10.54 6.51 6.59

Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 1.77 7.39 15.46 15.23 14.19 10.58 9.55

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 2.42 11.70 17.19 18.60 15.84 10.94 9.61

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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Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 1.77 7.65 34.31 18.50 (0.06) 20.70 39.08 (36.17) 3.16 17.76
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Value Idx 2.42 14.75 33.46 18.51 (1.38) 24.75 34.21 (38.44) (1.42) 20.22

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, 2015
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*Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 7.71 14.23 1.74 9.28 1.74 (0.24)

Russell Midcap Value Index 10.43 17.87 1.86 10.28 2.08 (0.59)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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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Royce Total Return
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Royce Total Return’s portfolio posted a 1.78% return for the
quarter placing it in the 67 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 93
percentile for the last year.

Royce Total Return’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
MidCap Value Idx by 0.64% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell MidCap Value Idx for the year
by 8.97%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,759,428

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $84,899

Ending Market Value $4,844,327

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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75th Percentile 1.01 6.65 14.37 14.11 13.17 8.64 7.36
90th Percentile 0.07 3.79 11.19 12.74 10.54 6.51 6.59

Royce Total Return 1.78 2.73 11.37 13.01 12.25 8.41 7.86

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 2.42 11.70 17.19 18.60 15.84 10.94 9.61
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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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Total Return 1.78 1.51 32.93 14.48 (1.62) 23.65 26.23 (31.17) 2.39 14.54
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Value Idx 2.42 14.75 33.46 18.51 (1.38) 24.75 34.21 (38.44) (1.42) 20.22
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Royce Total Return
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style
as of March 31, 2015
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*Royce Total Return 2.48 17.35 1.88 10.52 2.08 (0.52)

Russell Midcap Value Index 10.43 17.87 1.86 10.28 2.08 (0.59)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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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Morgan Stanley
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Morgan Stanley’s portfolio posted a 3.00% return for the
quarter placing it in the 88 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 97
percentile for the last year.

Morgan Stanley’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
MidCap Growth Idx by 2.38% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell MidCap Growth Idx for the year
by 11.14%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,834,897

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $144,912

Ending Market Value $4,979,809

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)
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90th Percentile 2.95 7.61 14.51 12.14 12.39 7.53 7.60

Morgan Stanley 3.00 4.42 15.06 10.41 12.96 9.50 10.44

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 5.38 15.56 19.81 17.41 16.43 11.24 10.19
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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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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, 2015
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Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Janus Enterprise
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Janus Enterprise’s portfolio posted a 7.07% return for the
quarter placing it in the 22 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 2
percentile for the last year.

Janus Enterprise’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
MidCap Growth Idx by 1.69% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell MidCap Growth Idx for the year by
1.90%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,077,207

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $359,112

Ending Market Value $5,436,319

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

Return Analysis
The graphs below analyze the manager’s return on both a risk-adjusted and unadjusted basis. The first chart illustrates the
manager’s ranking over different periods versus the appropriate style group. The second chart shows the historical quarterly
and cumulative manager returns versus the appropriate market benchmark. The last two charts illustrate the manager’s
ranking relative to their style using various risk-adjusted return measures.
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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, 2015
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10th Percentile 13.55 27.54 5.39 21.84 1.02 1.22
25th Percentile 11.29 24.81 4.84 19.18 0.80 1.03

Median 9.75 23.88 4.37 17.30 0.65 0.93
75th Percentile 8.17 22.73 4.16 14.60 0.47 0.75
90th Percentile 5.31 20.08 3.36 13.73 0.36 0.45

*Janus Enterprise 9.24 21.34 4.67 15.77 1.09 0.73

Russell MidCap Growth Idx 12.60 21.91 4.79 16.28 1.04 0.76

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Manager 30%
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*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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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Prudential Small Cap Value
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Effective March 31, 2015, the fund is managed by a single sub-adviser: QMA Small Cap Value.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Prudential Small Cap Value’s portfolio posted a 2.70%
return for the quarter placing it in the 52 percentile of the CAI
MF - Small Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the
35 percentile for the last year.

Prudential Small Cap Value’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell 2000 Value Index by 0.72% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 2000 Value Index for the year by
2.92%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $12,729,458

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $343,233

Ending Market Value $13,072,691

Performance vs CAI MF - Small Cap Value Style (Net)

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

A(52)
B(52)(70)

A(35)
B(37)

(60)

A(50)
B(56)(66)

B(32)
A(46)(49) A(31)

B(34)(58)
A(37)
B(42)(70)

A(20)
B(45)(72)

10th Percentile 5.77 13.45 19.73 19.85 16.31 13.36 9.91
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Median 2.77 5.48 14.66 14.54 12.81 9.84 8.35
75th Percentile 1.58 1.99 11.50 12.64 11.79 8.40 7.26
90th Percentile (0.47) (6.32) 6.34 7.97 8.80 6.69 6.40

Prudential
Small Cap Value A 2.70 7.35 14.67 15.20 13.81 10.56 9.47

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 2.69 6.98 14.09 16.04 13.78 10.34 8.54

Russell 2000
Value Index 1.98 4.43 13.17 14.79 12.54 8.94 7.53

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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90th Percentile (0.47) (2.97) 28.71 8.62 (11.35) 17.56 22.22 (43.31) (14.00) 6.78

Prudential
Small Cap Value A 2.70 5.89 35.87 14.14 (0.48) 23.63 26.69 (27.45) 0.52 17.73

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 2.69 7.44 33.71 18.80 (4.04) 24.99 30.29 (32.12) (6.94) 19.44

Russell 2000
Value Index 1.98 4.22 34.52 18.05 (5.50) 24.50 20.58 (28.92) (9.78) 23.48

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Value Index
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10th Percentile 0.92 0.92 0.70
25th Percentile 0.56 0.80 0.43

Median 0.28 0.70 0.07
75th Percentile (0.14) 0.63 (0.20)
90th Percentile (0.38) 0.51 (0.50)

Prudential
Small Cap Value A 0.98 0.82 0.38

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 0.80 0.78 0.49
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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, 2015
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25th Percentile 1.93 20.43 1.99 12.90 1.78 (0.19)

Median 1.56 18.07 1.70 11.69 1.42 (0.44)
75th Percentile 1.19 17.12 1.52 10.38 1.08 (0.52)
90th Percentile 0.59 14.18 1.38 9.17 0.90 (0.63)

*Prudential
Small Cap Value A 1.84 13.85 1.55 13.01 2.18 (0.68)

US Small Cap Value Idx B 2.66 18.12 1.64 10.55 2.38 (0.66)

Russell 2000 Value Index 1.61 19.92 1.53 12.80 1.97 (0.54)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (1/31/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and

adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.

 62
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



AB US Small Growth
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
AB US Small Growth’s portfolio posted a 5.85% return for
the quarter placing it in the 59 percentile of the CAI MF-
Small Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 88
percentile for the last year.

AB US Small Growth’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
2000 Growth Index by 0.78% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 2000 Growth Index for the year
by 9.07%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $6,492,257

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $396,805

Ending Market Value $6,889,062

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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Median 6.30 9.09 18.35 16.30 15.26 10.59 9.76
75th Percentile 5.17 5.29 16.75 14.14 13.28 9.10 7.79
90th Percentile 3.84 0.15 13.40 12.47 11.77 8.00 5.20

AB US Small Growth 5.85 2.99 17.50 14.96 18.69 14.02 11.84

Russell 2000
Growth Index 6.63 12.06 19.39 17.74 16.58 11.90 10.02

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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Small Growth 5.85 (1.24) 46.72 16.21 5.42 38.50 43.78 (44.62) 15.33 12.09

Russell 2000
Growth Index 6.63 5.60 43.30 14.59 (2.91) 29.09 34.47 (38.54) 7.05 13.35

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

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style
as of March 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 2.47 54.16 4.95 24.43 0.65 1.22
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Median 2.20 32.37 3.81 20.46 0.35 0.79
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90th Percentile 1.41 21.26 2.80 16.64 0.10 0.50

AB US Small Growth 3.34 35.81 4.22 18.79 0.37 0.90

Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.98 32.25 4.05 18.36 0.64 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
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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RS Investments
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
RS Investments’s portfolio posted a 8.62% return for the
quarter placing it in the 9 percentile of the CAI MF- Small
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 1
percentile for the last year.

RS Investments’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 2000
Growth Index by 1.99% for the quarter and outperformed the
Russell 2000 Growth Index for the year by 5.26%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,188,970

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $447,378

Ending Market Value $5,636,349

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 8.30 14.15 21.79 19.02 19.04 14.19 12.06
25th Percentile 7.23 10.98 21.00 17.49 16.61 11.76 10.54

Median 6.30 9.09 18.35 16.30 15.26 10.59 9.76
75th Percentile 5.17 5.29 16.75 14.14 13.28 9.10 7.79
90th Percentile 3.84 0.15 13.40 12.47 11.77 8.00 5.20

RS Investments 8.62 17.32 25.90 21.07 18.93 14.38 11.02

Russell 2000
Growth Index 6.63 12.06 19.39 17.74 16.58 11.90 10.02

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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10th Percentile 8.30 8.28 55.65 17.44 0.99 34.80 54.59 (37.41) 23.65 20.57
25th Percentile 7.23 5.50 48.76 16.45 (0.84) 31.13 45.40 (39.17) 16.79 16.40

Median 6.30 1.99 45.64 14.14 (3.28) 26.99 38.26 (42.32) 10.73 12.96
75th Percentile 5.17 (0.24) 40.42 10.34 (9.11) 22.60 31.03 (46.62) 4.72 8.24
90th Percentile 3.84 (5.19) 37.53 5.27 (12.81) 17.39 25.33 (49.73) 2.20 4.97

RS Investments 8.62 9.67 49.64 15.13 (2.04) 28.27 47.63 (45.61) 13.96 9.45

Russell 2000
Growth Index 6.63 5.60 43.30 14.59 (2.91) 29.09 34.47 (38.54) 7.05 13.35

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

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style
as of March 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 2.47 54.16 4.95 24.43 0.65 1.22
25th Percentile 2.32 41.00 4.47 23.10 0.50 1.09

Median 2.20 32.37 3.81 20.46 0.35 0.79
75th Percentile 1.97 24.01 3.05 17.87 0.29 0.65
90th Percentile 1.41 21.26 2.80 16.64 0.10 0.50

*RS Investments 2.32 43.04 4.43 22.52 0.37 0.83

Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.98 32.25 4.05 18.36 0.64 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
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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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Managers Inst Micro Cap
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Managers Inst Micro Cap’s portfolio posted a 3.69% return
for the quarter placing it in the 45 percentile of the MF -
Micro Cap Obj group for the quarter and in the 43 percentile
for the last year.

Managers Inst Micro Cap’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell Microcap Index by 0.54% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell Microcap Index for the year by
0.12%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $8,352,133

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $307,791

Ending Market Value $8,659,924

Performance vs MF - Micro Cap Obj (Net)

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

B(24)
A(45)(52)

B(33)
A(43)(47)

B(1)
A(5)

(31)
B(15)
A(22)(35) A(15)

B(19)
(37)

A(6)
B(19)

(52) A(20)
B(47)(76)

10th Percentile 8.16 9.75 19.68 18.87 18.27 12.06 10.27
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Median 3.40 3.32 16.60 15.78 14.37 9.97 7.90
75th Percentile 1.38 (2.32) 13.19 13.77 12.83 8.20 7.17
90th Percentile (0.26) (4.63) 9.64 9.96 10.14 5.74 6.32

Managers
Inst Micro Cap A 3.69 3.91 20.26 17.89 17.26 12.73 9.45
Russell Micro

Growth Idx B 5.60 5.10 21.01 18.56 16.65 11.43 8.03

Russell
Microcap Index 3.14 3.79 17.59 17.37 14.69 9.69 7.11
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Managers Inst Micro Cap
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs MF - Micro Cap Obj (Net)
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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, 2015
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*Managers Inst Micro Cap A 0.67 26.29 2.70 0.60 0.45
Russell Micro Growth Idx B 0.58 33.84 3.61 0.40 0.70

Russell Microcap Index 0.51 24.01 1.91 1.12 (0.03)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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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International Equity Composite
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
International Equity Composite’s portfolio posted a 4.24%
return for the quarter placing it in the 27 percentile of the
Pub Pln- International Equity group for the quarter and in the
95 percentile for the last year.

International Equity Composite’s portfolio outperformed the
MSCI ACWI ex US Index by 0.65% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
2.10%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $101,912,992

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $4,324,644

Ending Market Value $106,237,636

Performance vs Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
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10th Percentile 4.95 3.19 9.49 10.12 8.16 3.75 7.88
25th Percentile 4.31 1.65 8.08 9.33 7.02 2.96 7.11

Median 3.86 0.02 6.99 7.90 6.21 2.29 6.25
75th Percentile 3.55 (0.96) 5.19 5.97 5.27 1.29 5.53
90th Percentile 2.97 (1.67) 1.23 3.26 3.71 (0.60) 3.93

International
Equity Composite A 4.24 (2.67) 6.70 6.85 5.56 2.86 7.21
MSCI EAFE Index B 4.88 (0.92) 7.92 9.02 6.16 1.55 4.95

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (0.57) 5.91 6.89 5.29 1.71 5.93

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

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

Performance vs Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
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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, 2015
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*International
Equity Composite A 26.53 16.64 1.86 11.20 2.34 0.19

MSCI EAFE Index B 37.98 15.71 1.76 8.74 2.83 (0.00)

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 30.19 14.73 1.73 9.82 2.75 (0.01)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. The regional allocation chart compares the manager’s geographical region weights with those
of the benchmark as well as the median region weights of the peer group.
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Regional Allocation
March 31, 2015
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*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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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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, 2015. This chart is useful
because large deviations in country allocation relative to the index are often good predictors of tracking error in the
subsequent quarter. To the extent that the portfolio allocation is similar to the index, the portfolio should experience more
"index-like" performance. In order to illustrate the performance effect on the portfolio and index of these country allocations,
the individual index country returns are also shown.

Country Weights as of March 31, 2015
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Manager Total Return: 4.24%

Index Total Return: 3.59%
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International Holdings Based Style Analysis
For One Quarter Ended March 31, 2015

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

Style Map
Holdings for One Quarter Ended March 31, 2015

Value Core Growth

Mega

Large

Mid

Small

Micro

Harbor International
EuroPacific

*Columbia Acorn Int’l

*Janus Overseas

*International Equities

MSCI ACWI ex-US Index

Mondrian International

Oakmark International

MSCI EAFE Index

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

EuroPacific 20.32% 33.41 0.78 0.38 (0.41) 262 33.79
Harbor International 19.06% 45.65 0.33 0.16 (0.18) 74 21.09
*Columbia Acorn Int’l 10.45% 3.11 0.58 0.16 (0.43) 236 69.81
*Janus Overseas 15.01% 6.29 (0.08) 0.03 0.11 65 12.90
Oakmark International 15.29% 42.94 0.08 0.12 0.04 55 14.21
Mondrian International 19.88% 40.71 (0.40) (0.26) 0.14 130 22.72
*International Equities 100.00% 26.53 0.19 0.09 (0.10) 697 80.99
MSCI EAFE Index - 37.98 (0.00) 0.00 0.01 910 99.98
MSCI ACWI ex-US Index - 30.19 (0.01) 0.00 0.01 1841 170.92

*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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.

 77
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



EuroPacific
Period Ended March 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
EuroPacific’s portfolio posted a 5.97% return for the quarter
placing it in the 25 percentile of the CAI MF - Non-US Equity
Style group for the quarter and in the 20 percentile for the
last year.

EuroPacific’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US
Index by 2.37% for the quarter and outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index for the year by 3.38%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $20,368,567

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,215,453

Ending Market Value $21,584,020

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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(5%)

0%

5%
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15%

Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(25)

(93)
(20)

(50)

(24)

(79)

(25)

(76) (39)

(75)
(24)

(61)

(12)
(35)

10th Percentile 6.54 5.07 11.26 12.05 9.67 4.43 7.79
25th Percentile 5.98 1.94 9.68 9.90 7.80 3.42 6.38

Median 5.23 (0.63) 8.01 8.30 6.48 2.17 5.36
75th Percentile 4.36 (2.49) 6.10 6.97 5.27 0.73 4.73
90th Percentile 4.02 (4.30) 5.04 5.95 4.55 (0.38) 3.32

EuroPacific 5.97 2.80 10.13 9.95 7.11 3.64 7.65

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (0.57) 5.91 6.89 5.29 1.71 5.93

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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60%

12/14- 3/15 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006
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5685 4469

4646

5642

1912
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10th Percentile 6.54 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 5.98 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median 5.23 (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile 4.36 (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile 4.02 (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

EuroPacific 5.97 (2.29) 20.58 19.64 (13.31) 9.76 39.59 (40.38) 19.22 22.17

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Five Years Ended March 31, 2015
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(32)

10th Percentile 4.26 10.04
25th Percentile 2.62 8.09

Median 1.02 6.00
75th Percentile (0.16) 4.84
90th Percentile (1.09) 3.94

EuroPacific 1.85 7.11
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(0.4)
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0.8
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(27)

(30)

(27)

10th Percentile 1.14 0.58 1.01
25th Percentile 0.71 0.47 0.69

Median 0.27 0.35 0.29
75th Percentile (0.05) 0.28 (0.01)
90th Percentile (0.39) 0.23 (0.23)

EuroPacific 0.68 0.42 0.65
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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, 2015
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(46)

(62)

(23)

(68)

(33)

(65)

(7)

(55)

(94)

(25)

(9)

(66)

10th Percentile 46.12 18.81 2.83 14.23 2.91 0.76
25th Percentile 42.15 17.61 2.47 12.93 2.75 0.58

Median 33.00 16.18 2.02 10.36 2.31 0.19
75th Percentile 22.39 14.47 1.61 8.63 1.96 (0.09)
90th Percentile 14.17 13.69 1.35 7.83 1.69 (0.48)

EuroPacific 33.41 17.69 2.31 14.76 1.63 0.78

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 30.19 14.73 1.73 9.82 2.75 (0.01)

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

Sector Allocation
March 31, 2015
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EuroPacific vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(40%) (30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Russia 15.7 2.5
Denmark 31.9 (11.5)
Hungary 22.0 (6.5)

Japan 10.4 (0.0)
Philippines 10.1 0.1

Israel 11.5 (2.1)
Germany 22.1 (11.2)

China 8.1 0.0
Portugal 20.9 (11.2)

Italy 20.4 (11.2)
Hong Kong 6.0 0.0

Belgium 19.4 (11.2)
Sweden 16.4 (9.2)

India 4.5 0.9
Switzerland 2.8 2.3
Netherlands 18.2 (11.2)

France 18.0 (11.2)
South Korea 5.3 (0.9)

Taiwan 2.9 1.0
Ireland 17.0 (11.2)

Total 9.1 (5.0)
South Africa 8.2 (4.5)

Austria 16.3 (11.2)
Australia 10.5 (6.6)

Finland 15.8 (11.2)
Indonesia 8.2 (5.3)
Thailand 1.3 1.1
Norway 10.0 (7.0)

Egypt 8.3 (6.3)
United States 1.4 0.0

Chile 2.9 (2.7)
Spain 12.0 (11.2)

United Kingdom 4.0 (4.8)
New Zealand 2.7 (4.1)

Malaysia 4.2 (5.6)
Singapore 1.5 (3.3)

Mexico 1.3 (3.2)
Poland 3.5 (6.3)

Czech Republic 8.5 (10.7)
Qatar (3.3) 0.0

United Arab Emirates (5.3) 0.0
Canada 2.9 (8.5)

Peru (6.0) 0.0
Brazil 2.7 (16.8)

Turkey (6.4) (10.0)
Colombia (11.6) (8.5)

Greece (20.4) (11.2)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

(8%) (6%) (4%) (2%) 0% 2% 4% 6% 8%

Russia 0.7 1.0
Denmark 1.1 5.6
Hungary 0.0 0.0

Japan 15.0 13.4
Philippines 0.3 0.0

Israel 0.4 0.7
Germany 6.5 8.0

China 4.7 6.3
Portugal 0.1 0.1

Italy 1.6 1.0
Hong Kong 2.2 5.5

Belgium 0.9 0.9
Sweden 2.2 1.8

India 1.5 7.3
Switzerland 6.6 6.3
Netherlands 2.0 3.0

France 6.9 7.1
South Korea 3.2 3.5

Taiwan 2.7 1.8
Ireland 0.2 2.2

Total
South Africa 1.7 1.3

Austria 0.1 0.0
Australia 5.3 0.6

Finland 0.6 0.9
Indonesia 0.6 0.3
Thailand 0.5 0.2
Norway 0.5 0.0

Egypt 0.1 0.0
United States 0.0 1.2

Chile 0.3 0.0
Spain 2.5 2.8

United Kingdom 14.9 13.6
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Malaysia 0.8 0.0
Singapore 1.1 0.1

Mexico 1.1 0.1
Poland 0.3 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Qatar 0.2 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.1
Canada 7.5 3.1

Peru 0.1 0.0
Brazil 1.9 0.0

Turkey 0.4 0.0
Colombia 0.2 0.1

Greece 0.1 0.2

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015
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Harbor International
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The Harbor International Fund is sub-advised by Northern Cross, LLC.  The investment philosophy focuses on companies
with prospects of margin expansion and those that have strong franchise value or asset value.  The fund takes a long-term
view, expecting to hold a security for 7-10 years. Patient due diligence of companies, countries, and regions are of the
utmost importance to the investment process. The team believes this due diligence, in combination with a top down
investment theme, provides the best opportunity to invest in truly undervalued companies. The strategy has remained
consistent in this philosophy over the past decades of international investment.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Harbor International’s portfolio posted a 5.77% 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 71
percentile for the last year.

Harbor International’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 2.18% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
1.86%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $19,142,251

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,105,156

Ending Market Value $20,247,406

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

(10%)
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0%

5%

10%

15%

Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(33)

(93)

(71)
(50)

(74)(79)
(81)(76) (48)

(75)

(47)(61)

(8)

(35)

10th Percentile 6.54 5.07 11.26 12.05 9.67 4.43 7.79
25th Percentile 5.98 1.94 9.68 9.90 7.80 3.42 6.38

Median 5.23 (0.63) 8.01 8.30 6.48 2.17 5.36
75th Percentile 4.36 (2.49) 6.10 6.97 5.27 0.73 4.73
90th Percentile 4.02 (4.30) 5.04 5.95 4.55 (0.38) 3.32

Harbor International 5.77 (2.43) 6.21 6.76 6.60 2.42 7.89

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (0.57) 5.91 6.89 5.29 1.71 5.93

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 6.54 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 5.98 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median 5.23 (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile 4.36 (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile 4.02 (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Harbor
International 5.77 (6.81) 16.84 20.87 (11.13) 11.98 38.57 (42.66) 21.82 32.69

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(48) (49) (44)

10th Percentile 1.14 0.58 1.01
25th Percentile 0.71 0.47 0.69

Median 0.27 0.35 0.29
75th Percentile (0.05) 0.28 (0.01)
90th Percentile (0.39) 0.23 (0.23)

Harbor International 0.31 0.35 0.36
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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, 2015
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(62)

(37)

(68)

(47)

(65)
(60)

(55) (52)

(25)
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(66)

10th Percentile 46.12 18.81 2.83 14.23 2.91 0.76
25th Percentile 42.15 17.61 2.47 12.93 2.75 0.58

Median 33.00 16.18 2.02 10.36 2.31 0.19
75th Percentile 22.39 14.47 1.61 8.63 1.96 (0.09)
90th Percentile 14.17 13.69 1.35 7.83 1.69 (0.48)

Harbor International 45.65 16.75 2.08 9.49 2.29 0.33

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 30.19 14.73 1.73 9.82 2.75 (0.01)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Harbor International 74 21

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 1841 171

Diversification Ratio
Manager 29%
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Harbor International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(40%) (30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Russia 15.7 2.5
Denmark 31.9 (11.5)
Hungary 22.0 (6.5)

Japan 10.4 (0.0)
Philippines 10.1 0.1

Israel 11.5 (2.1)
Germany 22.1 (11.2)

China 8.1 0.0
Portugal 20.9 (11.2)

Italy 20.4 (11.2)
Hong Kong 6.0 0.0

Belgium 19.4 (11.2)
Sweden 16.4 (9.2)

India 4.5 0.9
Switzerland 2.8 2.3
Netherlands 18.2 (11.2)

France 18.0 (11.2)
South Korea 5.3 (0.9)

Taiwan 2.9 1.0
Ireland 17.0 (11.2)

Total 9.1 (5.0)
South Africa 8.2 (4.5)

Austria 16.3 (11.2)
Australia 10.5 (6.6)

Finland 15.8 (11.2)
Indonesia 8.2 (5.3)
Thailand 1.3 1.1
Norway 10.0 (7.0)

Egypt 8.3 (6.3)
United States 1.4 0.0

Chile 2.9 (2.7)
Spain 12.0 (11.2)

United Kingdom 4.0 (4.8)
New Zealand 2.7 (4.1)

Malaysia 4.2 (5.6)
Singapore 1.5 (3.3)

Mexico 1.3 (3.2)
Poland 3.5 (6.3)

Czech Republic 8.5 (10.7)
Qatar (3.3) 0.0

United Arab Emirates (5.3) 0.0
Canada 2.9 (8.5)

Peru (6.0) 0.0
Brazil 2.7 (16.8)

Turkey (6.4) (10.0)
Colombia (11.6) (8.5)

Greece (20.4) (11.2)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

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

Russia 0.7 0.0
Denmark 1.1 2.7
Hungary 0.0 0.0

Japan 15.0 9.0
Philippines 0.3 0.0

Israel 0.4 0.0
Germany 6.5 11.8

China 4.7 0.0
Portugal 0.1 0.0

Italy 1.6 1.7
Hong Kong 2.2 1.4

Belgium 0.9 2.9
Sweden 2.2 5.5

India 1.5 0.0
Switzerland 6.6 17.2
Netherlands 2.0 1.7

France 6.9 19.7
South Korea 3.2 0.0

Taiwan 2.7 0.0
Ireland 0.2 1.5

Total
South Africa 1.7 0.0

Austria 0.1 0.9
Australia 5.3 0.0

Finland 0.6 0.0
Indonesia 0.6 0.0
Thailand 0.5 0.0
Norway 0.5 0.0

Egypt 0.1 0.0
United States 0.0 1.3

Chile 0.3 0.0
Spain 2.5 4.0

United Kingdom 14.9 13.9
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Malaysia 0.8 0.9
Singapore 1.1 1.6

Mexico 1.1 0.0
Poland 0.3 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Qatar 0.2 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.0
Canada 7.5 1.0

Peru 0.1 0.0
Brazil 1.9 1.4

Turkey 0.4 0.0
Colombia 0.2 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015
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Columbia Acorn International
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Non-U.S. Equity Style mutual funds invest in only non-U.S. equity securities.  This style group excludes regional and index
funds. Switched from Class Z shares to Class Y shares in February 2014.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Columbia Acorn International’s portfolio posted a 4.38%
return for the quarter placing it in the 74 percentile of the CAI
MF - Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the
60 percentile for the last year.

Columbia Acorn International’s portfolio outperformed the
MSCI ACWI ex US Index by 0.78% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
0.66%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $10,638,643

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $465,852

Ending Market Value $11,104,496

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

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(74)
(93)

(60)
(50)

(68)
(79)

(38)

(76)

(15)

(75)
(8)

(61)

(4)

(35)

10th Percentile 6.54 5.07 11.26 12.05 9.67 4.43 7.79
25th Percentile 5.98 1.94 9.68 9.90 7.80 3.42 6.38

Median 5.23 (0.63) 8.01 8.30 6.48 2.17 5.36
75th Percentile 4.36 (2.49) 6.10 6.97 5.27 0.73 4.73
90th Percentile 4.02 (4.30) 5.04 5.95 4.55 (0.38) 3.32

Columbia Acorn
International 4.38 (1.24) 6.89 8.92 8.66 4.70 9.08

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (0.57) 5.91 6.89 5.29 1.71 5.93

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index

R
e
la

ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(4%)

(3%)

(2%)

(1%)

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 15

Columbia Acorn International

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

8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22
0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

Columbia Acorn International

MSCI ACWI ex US Index

Standard Deviation

R
e

tu
rn

s

 86
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Columbia Acorn International
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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(60%)

(40%)

(20%)
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12/14- 3/15 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006

7493
3128

4085 2169

5846
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42
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12

7064
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10th Percentile 6.54 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 5.98 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median 5.23 (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile 4.36 (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile 4.02 (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Columbia Acorn
International 4.38 (4.23) 22.33 21.60 (14.06) 22.69 50.97 (45.89) 17.28 34.53

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Five Years Ended March 31, 2015
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Median 1.02 6.00
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90th Percentile (1.09) 3.94

Columbia Acorn
International 3.47 9.01
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Ratio Ratio Ratio

(18)

(16)

(18)

10th Percentile 1.14 0.58 1.01
25th Percentile 0.71 0.47 0.69

Median 0.27 0.35 0.29
75th Percentile (0.05) 0.28 (0.01)
90th Percentile (0.39) 0.23 (0.23)

Columbia Acorn
International 0.89 0.52 0.82
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Columbia Acorn International
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of March 31, 2015
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Weighted Median Price/Fore- Price/Book Forecasted Dividend MSCI
Market Cap casted Earnings Earnings Growth Yield Combined Z-Score

(94)

(62)

(10)

(68)

(14)

(65)

(17)

(55)

(67)

(25) (25)

(66)

10th Percentile 46.12 18.81 2.83 14.23 2.91 0.76
25th Percentile 42.15 17.61 2.47 12.93 2.75 0.58

Median 33.00 16.18 2.02 10.36 2.31 0.19
75th Percentile 22.39 14.47 1.61 8.63 1.96 (0.09)
90th Percentile 14.17 13.69 1.35 7.83 1.69 (0.48)

*Columbia Acorn
International 3.11 18.92 2.70 13.66 2.10 0.58

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 30.19 14.73 1.73 9.82 2.75 (0.01)

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

Sector Allocation
March 31, 2015

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

Industrials
23.9%

11.3%
13.3%

Consumer Discretionary
20.0%

11.7%
16.6%

Financials
15.5%

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

27.3%
22.1%

Information Technology
10.7%

7.6%
10.6%

Consumer Staples
9.4%
9.8%

10.4%

Materials
7.9%

7.5%
6.1%

Health Care
6.4%

9.0%
13.0%

Energy
2.4%

6.8%
3.4%

Telecommunications
1.2%

5.7%
3.2%

Miscellaneous
1.0%

0.0%

Pooled Vehicles
1.0%

0.3%

Utilities
0.6%

3.3%
1.1%

*Columbia Acorn International

MSCI AC World ex US USD (Gross) CAI Non-U.S. Equity MF
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*Columbia Acorn
International 236 70

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 1841 171

Diversification Ratio
Manager 30%

Index 9%

Style Median 30%

*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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 International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(40%) (30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Russia 15.7 2.5
Denmark 31.9 (11.5)
Hungary 22.0 (6.5)

Japan 10.4 (0.0)
Philippines 10.1 0.1

Israel 11.5 (2.1)
Germany 22.1 (11.2)

China 8.1 0.0
Portugal 20.9 (11.2)

Italy 20.4 (11.2)
Hong Kong 6.0 0.0

Belgium 19.4 (11.2)
Sweden 16.4 (9.2)

India 4.5 0.9
Switzerland 2.8 2.3
Netherlands 18.2 (11.2)

France 18.0 (11.2)
South Korea 5.3 (0.9)

Taiwan 2.9 1.0
Ireland 17.0 (11.2)

Total 9.1 (5.0)
South Africa 8.2 (4.5)

Austria 16.3 (11.2)
Australia 10.5 (6.6)

Finland 15.8 (11.2)
Indonesia 8.2 (5.3)
Thailand 1.3 1.1
Norway 10.0 (7.0)

Egypt 8.3 (6.3)
United States 1.4 0.0

Cambodia 2.0 (1.2)
Chile 2.9 (2.7)

Spain 12.0 (11.2)
United Kingdom 4.0 (4.8)

New Zealand 2.7 (4.1)
Malaysia 4.2 (5.6)

Singapore 1.5 (3.3)
Mexico 1.3 (3.2)
Poland 3.5 (6.3)

Czech Republic 8.5 (10.7)
Qatar (3.3) 0.0

Bermuda 2.1 (5.3)
Panama 2.1 (5.3)

United Arab Emirates (5.3) 0.0
Canada 2.9 (8.5)

Peru (6.0) 0.0
Iceland 3.7 (10.1)

Kazakhstan (13.4) 0.0
Brazil 2.7 (16.8)

Turkey (6.4) (10.0)
Colombia (11.6) (8.5)

Greece (20.4) (11.2)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

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

Russia 0.7 0.0
Denmark 1.1 2.2
Hungary 0.0 0.0

Japan 15.0 22.7
Philippines 0.3 1.3

Israel 0.4 0.0
Germany 6.5 3.6

China 4.7 1.8
Portugal 0.1 0.0

Italy 1.6 0.6
Hong Kong 2.2 2.6

Belgium 0.9 0.3
Sweden 2.2 3.3

India 1.5 2.1
Switzerland 6.6 3.2
Netherlands 2.0 2.1

France 6.9 2.6
South Korea 3.2 2.7

Taiwan 2.7 4.4
Ireland 0.2 0.0

Total
South Africa 1.7 5.0

Austria 0.1 0.0
Australia 5.3 5.0

Finland 0.6 1.5
Indonesia 0.6 0.8
Thailand 0.5 0.0
Norway 0.5 1.0

Egypt 0.1 0.0
United States 0.0 6.4

Cambodia 0.0 0.8
Chile 0.3 0.3

Spain 2.5 1.7
United Kingdom 14.9 10.3

New Zealand 0.1 1.3
Malaysia 0.8 0.3

Singapore 1.1 1.6
Mexico 1.1 0.7
Poland 0.3 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Qatar 0.2 0.0

Bermuda 0.0 0.3
Panama 0.0 0.4

United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.0
Canada 7.5 5.1

Peru 0.1 0.0
Iceland 0.0 0.0

Kazakhstan 0.0 0.7
Brazil 1.9 1.0

Turkey 0.4 0.0
Colombia 0.2 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015
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Janus Overseas
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Janus Overseas Fund invests opportunistically. We believe our fundamental research uncovers companies where the
market price does not reflect long-term fundamentals.  Janus Overseas Strategy  * Focused, high-conviction portfolio *
Seeks attractive growth companies in developed and emerging markets * Long-term investment approach * Research
driven Switched from Class T Shares to Class I Shares in December 2009.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Janus Overseas’s portfolio posted a (1.39)% return for the
quarter placing it in the 100 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 100
percentile for the last year.

Janus Overseas’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI ACWI
ex US Index by 4.99% for the quarter and underperformed
the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by 13.25%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $16,167,056

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-225,325

Ending Market Value $15,941,731

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

(100)

(93)

(100)

(50) (100)

(79)

(100)

(76)

(100)

(75)

(97)

(61)

(31)(35)

10th Percentile 6.54 5.07 11.26 12.05 9.67 4.43 7.79
25th Percentile 5.98 1.94 9.68 9.90 7.80 3.42 6.38

Median 5.23 (0.63) 8.01 8.30 6.48 2.17 5.36
75th Percentile 4.36 (2.49) 6.10 6.97 5.27 0.73 4.73
90th Percentile 4.02 (4.30) 5.04 5.95 4.55 (0.38) 3.32

Janus Overseas (1.39) (13.82) (1.28) (3.54) (4.41) (3.23) 6.11

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (0.57) 5.91 6.89 5.29 1.71 5.93

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 6.54 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 5.98 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median 5.23 (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile 4.36 (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile 4.02 (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Janus Overseas (1.39) (13.57) 12.28 12.53 (32.70) 19.58 78.19 (52.75) 27.76 47.21

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Five Years Ended March 31, 2015
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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, 2015
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(93)

(62)

(24)

(68)

(95)

(65)

(5)

(55)

(81)

(25)

(71)
(66)

10th Percentile 46.12 18.81 2.83 14.23 2.91 0.76
25th Percentile 42.15 17.61 2.47 12.93 2.75 0.58

Median 33.00 16.18 2.02 10.36 2.31 0.19
75th Percentile 22.39 14.47 1.61 8.63 1.96 (0.09)
90th Percentile 14.17 13.69 1.35 7.83 1.69 (0.48)

*Janus Overseas 6.29 17.65 1.17 16.85 1.84 (0.08)

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 30.19 14.73 1.73 9.82 2.75 (0.01)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*3/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (12/31/14) 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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Janus Overseas vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(40%) (30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Russia 15.7 2.5
Denmark 31.9 (11.5)
Hungary 22.0 (6.5)

Japan 10.4 (0.0)
Philippines 10.1 0.1

Israel 11.5 (2.1)
Germany 22.1 (11.2)

China 8.1 0.0
Portugal 20.9 (11.2)

Italy 20.4 (11.2)
Hong Kong 6.0 0.0

Belgium 19.4 (11.2)
Sweden 16.4 (9.2)

India 4.5 0.9
Switzerland 2.8 2.3
Netherlands 18.2 (11.2)

France 18.0 (11.2)
South Korea 5.3 (0.9)

Taiwan 2.9 1.0
Ireland 17.0 (11.2)

Total 9.1 (5.0)
South Africa 8.2 (4.5)

Austria 16.3 (11.2)
Australia 10.5 (6.6)

Finland 15.8 (11.2)
Indonesia 8.2 (5.3)
Thailand 1.3 1.1
Norway 10.0 (7.0)

Egypt 8.3 (6.3)
United States 1.4 0.0

Chile 2.9 (2.7)
Spain 12.0 (11.2)

United Kingdom 4.0 (4.8)
New Zealand 2.7 (4.1)

Malaysia 4.2 (5.6)
Singapore 1.5 (3.3)

Mexico 1.3 (3.2)
Cyprus 0.7 (3.2)
Poland 3.5 (6.3)

Czech Republic 8.5 (10.7)
Qatar (3.3) 0.0

United Arab Emirates (5.3) 0.0
Canada 2.9 (8.5)

Peru (6.0) 0.0
Brazil 2.7 (16.8)

Turkey (6.4) (10.0)
Colombia (11.6) (8.5)

Greece (20.4) (11.2)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

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

Russia 0.7 1.0
Denmark 1.1 0.0
Hungary 0.0 0.0

Japan 15.0 2.2
Philippines 0.3 0.2

Israel 0.4 0.0
Germany 6.5 3.1

China 4.7 11.1
Portugal 0.1 0.0

Italy 1.6 0.0
Hong Kong 2.2 10.5

Belgium 0.9 1.0
Sweden 2.2 0.0

India 1.5 19.3
Switzerland 6.6 3.0
Netherlands 2.0 0.0

France 6.9 1.1
South Korea 3.2 0.0

Taiwan 2.7 0.0
Ireland 0.2 0.0

Total
South Africa 1.7 0.0

Austria 0.1 0.0
Australia 5.3 0.8

Finland 0.6 1.4
Indonesia 0.6 0.0
Thailand 0.5 0.0
Norway 0.5 0.0

Egypt 0.1 0.0
United States 0.0 15.2

Chile 0.3 0.0
Spain 2.5 0.0

United Kingdom 14.9 13.3
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Malaysia 0.8 0.0
Singapore 1.1 0.0

Mexico 1.1 2.2
Cyprus 0.0 0.9
Poland 0.3 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Qatar 0.2 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.0
Canada 7.5 7.0

Peru 0.1 0.0
Brazil 1.9 4.7

Turkey 0.4 1.9
Colombia 0.2 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015
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Oakmark International
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Harris Associates are value investors. They seek to invest in companies that trade at a substantial discount to their
underlying business values and run by managers who think and act as owners. They believe that purchasing a quality
business at a discount to its underlying value minimizes risk while providing substantial profit potential. Over time, they
believe the price of a stock will rise to reflect the company’s underlying business value; in practice, their investment time
horizon is generally three to five years. They are concentrated investors, building focused portfolios that provide
diversification but are concentrated enough so that their best ideas can make a meaningful impact on investment
performance. They believe they can add value through their stock selection capabilities and low correlation to international
indices and peers. Harris believes their greatest competitive advantage is their long-term investment horizon, exploiting the
mispricing of securities caused by what they believe is the short-term focus of many market participants.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Oakmark International’s portfolio posted a 6.51% return for
the quarter placing it in the 11 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 47
percentile for the last year.

Oakmark International’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 2.92% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
0.53%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $15,251,015

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $993,211

Ending Market Value $16,244,226

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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20%

Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(11)
(93)

(47)(50)

(11)

(79)

(3)

(76)
(10)

(75)
(1)

(61)

(6)
(35)

10th Percentile 6.54 5.07 11.26 12.05 9.67 4.43 7.79
25th Percentile 5.98 1.94 9.68 9.90 7.80 3.42 6.38

Median 5.23 (0.63) 8.01 8.30 6.48 2.17 5.36
75th Percentile 4.36 (2.49) 6.10 6.97 5.27 0.73 4.73
90th Percentile 4.02 (4.30) 5.04 5.95 4.55 (0.38) 3.32

Oakmark
International 6.51 (0.05) 11.22 12.97 9.73 8.24 8.44

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (0.57) 5.91 6.89 5.29 1.71 5.93

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index

R
e
la

ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(6%)

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 15

Oakmark International

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

8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22
0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

Oakmark International

MSCI ACWI ex US Index

Standard Deviation

R
e

tu
rn

s

 94
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



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 6.54 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 5.98 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median 5.23 (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile 4.36 (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile 4.02 (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Oakmark
International 6.51 (5.41) 29.34 29.22 (14.07) 16.22 56.30 (41.06) (0.52) 30.61

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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25th Percentile 2.62 8.09
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90th Percentile (1.09) 3.94

Oakmark
International 4.30 9.26
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Ratio Ratio Ratio
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10th Percentile 1.14 0.58 1.01
25th Percentile 0.71 0.47 0.69

Median 0.27 0.35 0.29
75th Percentile (0.05) 0.28 (0.01)
90th Percentile (0.39) 0.23 (0.23)

Oakmark
International 0.68 0.52 0.68
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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, 2015
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(21)

(62)

(74)
(68)

(56)

(65)

(55)(55)

(40)

(25)

(59)
(66)

10th Percentile 46.12 18.81 2.83 14.23 2.91 0.76
25th Percentile 42.15 17.61 2.47 12.93 2.75 0.58

Median 33.00 16.18 2.02 10.36 2.31 0.19
75th Percentile 22.39 14.47 1.61 8.63 1.96 (0.09)
90th Percentile 14.17 13.69 1.35 7.83 1.69 (0.48)

Oakmark International 42.94 14.59 1.88 10.02 2.50 0.08

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 30.19 14.73 1.73 9.82 2.75 (0.01)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Oakmark International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(40%) (30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Russia 15.7 2.5
Denmark 31.9 (11.5)
Hungary 22.0 (6.5)

Japan 10.4 (0.0)
Philippines 10.1 0.1

Israel 11.5 (2.1)
Germany 22.1 (11.2)

China 8.1 0.0
Portugal 20.9 (11.2)

Italy 20.4 (11.2)
Hong Kong 6.0 0.0

Belgium 19.4 (11.2)
Sweden 16.4 (9.2)

India 4.5 0.9
Switzerland 2.8 2.3
Netherlands 18.2 (11.2)

France 18.0 (11.2)
South Korea 5.3 (0.9)

Taiwan 2.9 1.0
Ireland 17.0 (11.2)

Total 9.1 (5.0)
South Africa 8.2 (4.5)

Austria 16.3 (11.2)
Australia 10.5 (6.6)

Finland 15.8 (11.2)
Indonesia 8.2 (5.3)
Thailand 1.3 1.1
Norway 10.0 (7.0)

Egypt 8.3 (6.3)
United States 1.4 0.0

Chile 2.9 (2.7)
Spain 12.0 (11.2)

United Kingdom 4.0 (4.8)
New Zealand 2.7 (4.1)

Malaysia 4.2 (5.6)
Singapore 1.5 (3.3)

Mexico 1.3 (3.2)
Poland 3.5 (6.3)

Czech Republic 8.5 (10.7)
Qatar (3.3) 0.0

United Arab Emirates (5.3) 0.0
Canada 2.9 (8.5)

Peru (6.0) 0.0
Brazil 2.7 (16.8)

Turkey (6.4) (10.0)
Colombia (11.6) (8.5)

Greece (20.4) (11.2)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

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

Russia 0.7 0.0
Denmark 1.1 0.0
Hungary 0.0 0.0

Japan 15.0 13.3
Philippines 0.3 0.0

Israel 0.4 0.6
Germany 6.5 11.2

China 4.7 0.0
Portugal 0.1 0.0

Italy 1.6 3.6
Hong Kong 2.2 0.7

Belgium 0.9 0.0
Sweden 2.2 4.8

India 1.5 0.0
Switzerland 6.6 13.4
Netherlands 2.0 7.5

France 6.9 14.6
South Korea 3.2 0.0

Taiwan 2.7 0.0
Ireland 0.2 0.0

Total
South Africa 1.7 0.0

Austria 0.1 0.0
Australia 5.3 3.9

Finland 0.6 0.0
Indonesia 0.6 0.0
Thailand 0.5 0.0
Norway 0.5 0.0

Egypt 0.1 0.0
United States 0.0 8.5

Chile 0.3 0.0
Spain 2.5 0.0

United Kingdom 14.9 17.2
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Malaysia 0.8 0.0
Singapore 1.1 0.0

Mexico 1.1 0.0
Poland 0.3 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Qatar 0.2 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.0
Canada 7.5 0.5

Peru 0.1 0.0
Brazil 1.9 0.0

Turkey 0.4 0.0
Colombia 0.2 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015
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Mondrian International
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Mondrian’s value driven investment philosophy is based on the belief that investments need to be evaluated in terms of
their fundamental long-term value. In the management of international equity assets, they invest in securities where
rigorous dividend discount analysis identifies value in terms of the long term flow of income. Mondrian’s’s management fee
is 77 bps on all assets.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Mondrian International’s portfolio posted a 3.59% return for
the quarter placing it in the 93 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 63
percentile for the last year.

Mondrian International’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 0.00% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
1.00%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $20,345,460

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $770,297

Ending Market Value $21,115,757

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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15%

Last Quarter Last Year Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 3-3/4 Years

(93)(93)

(63)
(50)

(71)
(79)

(75)(76)

(57)
(79)

10th Percentile 6.54 5.07 11.26 12.05 7.80
25th Percentile 5.98 1.94 9.68 9.90 6.07

Median 5.23 (0.63) 8.01 8.30 4.99
75th Percentile 4.36 (2.49) 6.10 6.97 3.63
90th Percentile 4.02 (4.30) 5.04 5.95 2.35

Mondrian
International 3.59 (1.57) 6.69 6.90 4.35

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.59 (0.57) 5.91 6.89 3.36

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Mondrian International
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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(22)(28)

(83)(85)
(97)

(69)

10th Percentile 6.54 0.06 27.44 22.93
25th Percentile 5.98 (2.93) 24.64 21.41
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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, 2015
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Mondrian International 40.71 15.78 1.86 6.09 3.38 (0.40)

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 30.19 14.73 1.73 9.82 2.75 (0.01)

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

Sector Allocation
March 31, 2015
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Mondrian International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar

Return

Local

Return

Currency

Return

(40%) (30%) (20%) (10%) 0% 10% 20% 30%

Russia 15.7 2.5
Denmark 31.9 (11.5)
Hungary 22.0 (6.5)

Japan 10.4 (0.0)
Philippines 10.1 0.1

Israel 11.5 (2.1)
Germany 22.1 (11.2)

China 8.1 0.0
Portugal 20.9 (11.2)

Italy 20.4 (11.2)
Hong Kong 6.0 0.0

Belgium 19.4 (11.2)
Sweden 16.4 (9.2)

India 4.5 0.9
Switzerland 2.8 2.3
Netherlands 18.2 (11.2)

France 18.0 (11.2)
South Korea 5.3 (0.9)

Taiwan 2.9 1.0
Ireland 17.0 (11.2)

Total 9.1 (5.0)
South Africa 8.2 (4.5)

Austria 16.3 (11.2)
Australia 10.5 (6.6)

Finland 15.8 (11.2)
Indonesia 8.2 (5.3)
Thailand 1.3 1.1
Norway 10.0 (7.0)

Egypt 8.3 (6.3)
United States 1.4 0.0

Chile 2.9 (2.7)
Spain 12.0 (11.2)

United Kingdom 4.0 (4.8)
New Zealand 2.7 (4.1)

Malaysia 4.2 (5.6)
Singapore 1.5 (3.3)

Mexico 1.3 (3.2)
Poland 3.5 (6.3)

Czech Republic 8.5 (10.7)
Qatar (3.3) 0.0

United Arab Emirates (5.3) 0.0
Canada 2.9 (8.5)

Peru (6.0) 0.0
Romania 3.5 (9.8)

Kazakhstan (13.4) 0.0
Brazil 2.7 (16.8)

Turkey (6.4) (10.0)
Colombia (11.6) (8.5)

Greece (20.4) (11.2)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index

Weight

Portfolio

Weight

(10%) (8%) (6%) (4%) (2%) 0% 2% 4% 6%

Russia 0.7 0.7
Denmark 1.1 0.0
Hungary 0.0 0.0

Japan 15.0 14.7
Philippines 0.3 0.5

Israel 0.4 2.4
Germany 6.5 6.2

China 4.7 3.8
Portugal 0.1 0.0

Italy 1.6 1.4
Hong Kong 2.2 0.2

Belgium 0.9 0.0
Sweden 2.2 1.8

India 1.5 2.1
Switzerland 6.6 10.3
Netherlands 2.0 3.4

France 6.9 9.7
South Korea 3.2 1.6

Taiwan 2.7 1.7
Ireland 0.2 0.0

Total
South Africa 1.7 0.7

Austria 0.1 0.0
Australia 5.3 1.5

Finland 0.6 0.0
Indonesia 0.6 0.9
Thailand 0.5 0.6
Norway 0.5 0.0

Egypt 0.1 0.0
United States 0.0 0.5

Chile 0.3 0.8
Spain 2.5 5.5

United Kingdom 14.9 17.8
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Malaysia 0.8 1.1
Singapore 1.1 3.8

Mexico 1.1 1.1
Poland 0.3 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Qatar 0.2 0.3

United Arab Emirates 0.1 0.1
Canada 7.5 1.2

Peru 0.1 0.4
Romania 0.0 0.1

Kazakhstan 0.0 0.1
Brazil 1.9 1.8

Turkey 0.4 1.2
Colombia 0.2 0.1

Greece 0.1 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended March 31, 2015
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Domestic Fixed Income Composite
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Fixed Income Composite’s portfolio posted a
1.75% return for the quarter placing it in the 40 percentile of
the Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed group for the quarter and in the
51 percentile for the last year.

Domestic Fixed Income Composite’s portfolio outperformed
the Barclays Aggregate Index by 0.15% for the quarter and
underperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index for the year
by 0.69%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $118,992,255

Net New Investment $-614,214

Investment Gains/(Losses) $2,084,198

Ending Market Value $120,462,239

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed (Gross)
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10th Percentile 2.02 6.95 4.50 6.04 7.29 7.10 6.54
25th Percentile 1.79 5.74 3.57 4.80 6.03 6.12 6.09

Median 1.67 5.05 2.75 3.88 5.38 5.46 5.48
75th Percentile 1.49 4.01 2.09 2.97 4.27 4.29 4.69
90th Percentile 1.32 3.11 1.39 2.21 3.35 3.28 4.06

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 1.75 5.03 2.78 4.05 4.85 5.84 5.59

Barclays
Aggregate Index 1.61 5.72 2.77 3.10 4.41 4.69 4.93

Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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Domestic Fixed Income Composite
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed (Gross)
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90th Percentile 1.32 2.94 (2.92) 3.84 4.44 5.36 1.75 (11.45) 4.39 3.82

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 1.75 5.09 (0.65) 9.15 4.47 7.39 13.24 2.19 5.77 5.52

Barclays
Aggregate Index 1.61 5.97 (2.02) 4.21 7.84 6.54 5.93 5.24 6.97 4.33

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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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, 2015
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10th Percentile 5.71 8.96 2.97 4.52 0.61
25th Percentile 5.34 7.91 2.48 3.80 0.32

Median 5.19 7.39 2.15 3.22 0.08
75th Percentile 4.91 7.07 2.01 2.90 (0.02)
90th Percentile 4.45 5.99 1.80 2.77 (0.14)

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 4.14 7.45 2.89 3.34 -

Barclays Aggregate Index 5.45 7.72 2.06 3.24 (0.04)

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, 2015
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Dodge & Cox Income
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Dodge & Cox’s Fixed Income Philosophy is to construct and manage a high-quality and diversified portfolio of securities
that is selected through bottom-up, fundamental analysis. They believe that by combining fundamental research with a
long-term investment horizon, it is possible to uncover and act upon inefficiencies in the valuation of market sectors and
individual securities. In their efforts to seek attractive returns, the team: 1) emphasizes market sector and individual
security selection; 2) strives to build portfolios which have a higher yield than the composite yield of the broad bond market;
and 3) analyzes portfolio and individual security risk. Their credit research focuses on analysis of the fundamental factors
that impact an individual issuer’s or market sector’s credit risk. They also consider economic trends and special
circumstances which may affect an industry or a specific issue or issuer.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Dodge & Cox Income’s portfolio posted a 1.29% return for
the quarter placing it in the 86 percentile of the CAI MF -
Core Bond Style group for the quarter and in the 82
percentile for the last year.

Dodge & Cox Income’s portfolio underperformed the
Barclays Aggregate Index by 0.31% for the quarter and
underperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index for the year
by 1.29%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $59,862,843

Net New Investment $-412,697

Investment Gains/(Losses) $773,311

Ending Market Value $60,223,458

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Bond Style (Net)
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Barclays
Aggregate Index 1.61 5.72 2.77 3.10 4.41 4.69 4.93
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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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Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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Dodge & Cox Income
Bond Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Fixed Income Portfolio Characteristics
Rankings Against CAI Core Bond Fixed-Inc Style
as of March 31, 2015
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Barclays Aggregate Index 5.45 7.72 2.06 3.24 (0.04)

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, 2015
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PIMCO
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
PIMCO emphasizes adding value by rotating through the major sectors of the domestic and international bond markets.
They also seek to enhance returns through duration management.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
PIMCO’s portfolio posted a 2.22% return for the quarter
placing it in the 8 percentile of the CAI MF - Core Plus Style
group for the quarter and in the 30 percentile for the last
year.

PIMCO’s portfolio outperformed the Barclays Aggregate
Index by 0.61% for the quarter and underperformed the
Barclays Aggregate Index for the year by 0.08%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $59,129,412

Net New Investment $-201,517

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,310,887

Ending Market Value $60,238,782

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Plus Style (Net)

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

7%

8%

9%

Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(8)

(55)

(30)(27)

(83)

(63)

(50)

(82)

(60)

(87)

(37)

(79)

(20)

(70)

10th Percentile 2.20 6.59 4.06 5.45 6.58 7.25 6.87
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Median 1.68 5.31 3.07 4.04 5.44 5.80 5.57
75th Percentile 1.35 4.41 2.53 3.36 4.62 4.83 4.54
90th Percentile 0.76 3.50 2.04 3.02 3.99 4.31 3.53

PIMCO 2.22 5.64 2.14 4.03 4.98 6.13 6.25

Barclays
Aggregate Index 1.61 5.72 2.77 3.10 4.41 4.69 4.93
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PIMCO
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Plus Style (Net)
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PIMCO 2.22 4.69 (1.92) 10.36 4.16 8.83 13.85 4.82 9.09 3.99

Barclays
Aggregate Index 1.61 5.97 (2.02) 4.21 7.84 6.54 5.93 5.24 6.97 4.33

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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PIMCO
Bond Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Fixed Income Portfolio Characteristics
Rankings Against CAI Core Bond Plus Style
as of March 31, 2015
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Barclays Aggregate Index 5.45 7.72 2.06 3.24 (0.04)

Sector Allocation and Quality Ratings
The first graph compares the manager’s sector allocation with the average allocation across all the members of the
manager’s style. The second graph compares the manager’s weighted average quality rating with the range of quality ratings
for the style.
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RREEF Public
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
RREEF Public Fund invests in Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) and Real Estate Operating Companies (REOCs)
using an active top down component accompanied with detailed bottom up analysis.  RREEF believes underlying real
estate fundamentals drive real estate securities returns and that proprietary research and deep resources can capitalize on
market inefficiencies.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
RREEF Public’s portfolio posted a 4.60% return for the
quarter placing it in the 2 percentile of the CAI Open-End
Real Estate Funds group for the quarter and in the 3
percentile for the last year.

RREEF Public’s portfolio outperformed the NAREIT by
0.74% for the quarter and outperformed the NAREIT for the
year by 4.19%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $8,549,968

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $393,337

Ending Market Value $8,943,304

Performance vs CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds (Net)
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Median 3.03 13.15 12.55 11.53 13.92 2.26 6.25
75th Percentile 2.86 11.76 11.20 9.85 12.32 1.41 5.82
90th Percentile 2.51 9.61 7.46 7.64 7.54 0.96 5.68

RREEF Public 4.60 25.69 13.89 13.43 15.71 8.24 9.53

NAREIT 3.86 21.50 11.33 13.63 15.15 8.51 8.55

Relative Return vs NAREIT
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RREEF Private
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
RREEF America II acquires 100 percent equity interests in small- to medium-sized ($10 million to $70 million) apartment,
industrial, retail and office properties in targeted metropolitan areas within the continental United States.  The fund
capitalizes on RREEF’s national research capabilities and market presence to identify superior investment opportunities in
major metropolitan areas across the United States.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
RREEF Private’s portfolio posted a 3.96% return for the
quarter placing it in the 4 percentile of the CAI Open-End
Real Estate Funds group for the quarter and in the 35
percentile for the last year.

RREEF Private’s portfolio outperformed the NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net by 1.07% for the quarter and
outperformed the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net for the year
by 1.27%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $17,570,320

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $695,227

Ending Market Value $18,265,547

Performance vs CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 3.66 17.20 14.28 17.91 21.75 7.19 7.75
25th Percentile 3.43 13.53 13.09 12.80 16.15 3.89 7.12

Median 3.03 13.15 12.55 11.53 13.92 2.26 6.25
75th Percentile 2.86 11.76 11.20 9.85 12.32 1.41 5.82
90th Percentile 2.51 9.61 7.46 7.64 7.54 0.96 5.68

RREEF Private 3.96 13.32 14.04 12.74 14.49 2.58 6.08

NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net 2.88 12.05 12.19 11.35 13.28 1.78 5.68

Relative Returns vs
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
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Cornerstone Patriot Fund
Period Ended March 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Cornerstone believes that the investment strategy for the Patriot Fund is unique with the goal of achieving returns in excess
of the benchmark index, the NFI-ODCE Index, with a level of risk associated with a core fund. The construct of the Fund
relies heavily on input from Cornerstone Research, which provided the fundamentals for the investment strategy. Strategic
targets and fund exposure which differentiate the Fund from its competitors with respect to both its geographic and
property type weightings, and we believe will result in performance in excess of industry benchmarks over the long-term.


Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Cornerstone Patriot Fund’s portfolio posted a 2.54% return
for the quarter placing it in the 89 percentile of the CAI
Open-End Real Estate Funds group for the quarter and in
the 89 percentile for the last year.

Cornerstone Patriot Fund’s portfolio underperformed the
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net by 0.34% for the quarter and
underperformed the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net for the
year by 2.11%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $13,145,266

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $334,003

Ending Market Value $13,479,269

Performance vs CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds (Net)
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90th Percentile 2.51 9.61 7.46 7.64 6.92

Cornerstone
Patriot Fund 2.54 9.95 9.61 9.68 9.62

NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net 2.88 12.05 12.19 11.35 11.30

Relative Returns vs
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
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Research and Educational Programs
The Callan Investments Institute provides research that keeps clients updated on the latest industry trends while 

helping them learn through carefully structured educational programs. Below are the Institute’s recent publica-

tions—all of which can be found at www.callan.com/research.

White Papers

2015 Capital Market Projections Charticle

Callan’s latest charticle offers a high-level view into how we generate our cap market projection 

numbers. These projections incorporate advanced quantitative modeling as well as qualitative 

feedback and the economic expertise of Callan’s consulting professionals. Our 2015 numbers 
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Global Equity Benchmark Review: Year-end 9/30/2014
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Countdown to a Better DC Plan
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could do more. We also offer seven takeaways to help sponsors better position their plans in 

2015 as we approach the decade mark for this legislation.

Emerging Managers: Small Firms with Big Ideas
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1 Fidelity. “Building Futures DC Trends Fact Sheet.” September 30, 2014.

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 

ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

Countdown to a Better DC Plan 

Τηισ ψεαρ ωε πυτ α διφφερεντ σπιν ον τηε τραδιτιοναλ Νεω Ψεαρ�σ Εϖε χουντδοων. Ινστεαδ οφ χουντινγ τηε mιν−

υτεσ ανδ σεχονδσ υντιλ τηε βαλλ δροπσ, ωε αρε αντιχιπατινγ τηε 10τη αννιϖερσαρψ οφ τηε Πενσιον Προτεχτιον 

Αχτ (ΠΠΑ) ιν 2016. Τηε ΠΠΑ ινστιτυτεδ χοmπρεηενσιϖε ρεφορmσ το Αmεριχα�σ ρετιρεmεντ σψστεm�ινχλυδ−

ινγ δεÝνεδ χοντριβυτιον (FΧ) πλανσ�ιν 2006. Χιτινγ ρεσυλτσ φροm Χαλλαν�σ αννυαλ DC Trends Survey, ωε 

εzπλορε πλαν σπονσορ αδοπτιον οφ ΠΠΑ προϖισιονσ το σεε ηοω τηεψ ηαϖε βενεÝτεδ, ωηερε τηεψ ηαϖε mετ 

χηαλλενγεσ, ανδ ωηερε τηεψ χουλδ δο mορε. Wε αλσο οφφερ σεϖεν τακεαωαψσ το ηελπ σπονσορσ βεττερ ποσιτιον 

τηειρ πλανσ ιν 2015 ασ ωε αππροαχη τηε δεχαδε mαρκ φορ τηισ λεγισλατιον.

1. Educate participants on Roth accounts’ possible long-term tax advantages. Τηε αϖαιλαβιλιτψ οφ 

Tοτη δεσιγνατεδ αχχουντσ ιν FΧ πλανσ ωασ οριγιναλλψ σετ το εzπιρε ατ τηε ενδ οφ 2010, βυτ τηε ΠΠΑ 

mαδε τηεm περmανεντ. Τοδαψ, 62' οφ FΧ πλανσ οφφερ Tοτη δεσιγνατεδ αχχουντσ ανδ ανοτηερ 25' αρε 

χονσιδερινγ αδδινγ τηεm ιν τηε νεξτ 12 mοντησ�αν ιmπρεσσιϖε σηοωινγ. Ηοωεϖερ, Φιδελιτψ1 ρεπορτσ 

τηατ ωηεν Ροτη ισ οφφερεδ, ονλψ 7% οφ παρτιχιπαντσ διρεχτ τηειρ χοντριβυτιονσ το ιτ.

2. If you offer managed accounts, review your process for selecting and monitoring the man-

aged account provider.  Τηε ΠΠΑ σουγητ το ενχουραγε τηε αϖαιλαβιλιτψ οφ ινϖεστmεντ αδϖιχε το FΧ 

πλαν παρτιχιπαντσ. Ιτ χρεατεδ α προηιβιτεδ τρανσαχτιον εξεmπτιον τηατ αλλοωσ Ýνανχιαλ ινστιτυτιονσ τηατ 

προϖιδε ινϖεστmεντ οπτιονσ το αλσο οφφερ ινϖεστmεντ αδϖιχε το FΧ παρτιχιπαντσ. Τοδαψ, 7;% οφ FΧ πλαν 

σπονσορσ προϖιδε ινϖεστmεντ γυιδανχε ορ αδϖισορψ σερϖιχεσ το παρτιχιπαντσ, ανδ mοστ αρε σατισÝεδ ωιτη 

τηεσε σερϖιχεσ. Ηοωεϖερ, τηε Iοϖερνmεντ Αχχουνταβιλιτψ QφÝχε (IΑQ) ηασ ραισεδ sυεστιονσ αβουτ 

ονε τψπε οφ αδϖισορψ σερϖιχε τηατ ισ αλσο α sυαλιÝεδ δεφαυλτ ινϖεστmεντ αλτερνατιϖε (SFΙΑ)< mαναγεδ 

αχχουντσ. Ιν ϑυνε 2014, α ΓΑΟ ρεπορτ φουνδ τηατ τηε αδϖανταγεσ οφ mαναγεδ αχχουντσ (ιmπροϖεδ 

διϖερσιÝχατιον ανδ ηιγηερ σαϖινγσ ρατεσ) mαψ βε οφφσετ βψ τηειρ φεεσ. Τηε ρεπορτ χονχλυδεδ τηατ τηε 

Fεπαρτmεντ οφ Λαβορ (FΟΛ) σηουλδ αχτ το ενσυρε τηατ βοτη πλαν σπονσορσ ανδ παρτιχιπαντσ ηαϖε συφ−

Ýχιεντ ινφορmατιον το υνδερστανδ ανδ σελεχτ mαναγεδ αχχουντσ.

3. Take advantage of the fund mapping provision and purge the plan of “legacy” funds in order 

to streamline the investment fund lineup. Βεηαϖιοραλ ρεσεαρχη σηοωσ τηισ ωιλλ mακε ιτ εασιερ φορ 

παρτιχιπαντσ το ναϖιγατε τηε FΧ πλαν. Τηε ΠΠΑ�σ φυνδ mαππινγ προϖισιον εξτενδεδ 404(χ) προτεχτιον 

το χοϖερ mαππινγ παρτιχιπαντ ασσετσ φροm ονε φυνδ το ανοτηερ ωηεν α φυνδ ισ ρεπλαχεδ. Νεαρλψ 70% 

οφ πλαν σπονσορσ τηατ ελιmινατεδ φυνδσ ιν 2014 mαππεδ ασσετσ το τηε mοστ σιmιλαρ φυνδ βασεδ ον τηε 

ρισκ λεϖελ οφ τηε εξιστινγ φυνδ�χονσιστεντ ωιτη τηε ΠΠΑ�σ προϖισιον. Σεϖεντεεν περχεντ mαππεδ ασσετσ 

το τηε δεφαυλτ ινϖεστmεντ οπτιον, ωηιχη χουλδ αλσο οφφερ 404(χ) προτεχτιον. Στιλλ, τηε νυmβερ οφ φυνδσ ιν 

FΧ πλανσ χοντινυεσ το χρεεπ ηιγηερ, αχχορδινγ το τηε Χαλλαν FΧ ΙνδεξΤΜ< εξχλυδινγ ταργετ δατε φυνδσ 

(ΤFΦσ), τηε τψπιχαλ πλαν ηολδσ 15 φυνδσ, υπ φροm 11 ιν 2006. 
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Εϖερψβοδψ ηασ το σταρτ σοmεωηερε, ινχλυδινγ ινϖεστmεντ mαναγερσ. Εϖεν τηε λαργεστ 

Ýρmσ ωιτη βροαδ ναmε ρεχογνιτιον ανδ συβσταντιαλ ασσετσ ωερε ονχε εmεργινγ Ýρmσ. 

Εmεργινγ mαναγερσ γενεραλλψ ινχλυδε σmαλλερ ανδ νεωερ ινϖεστmεντ mαναγερσ, ποτεν−

τιαλλψ ωιτη ατψπιχαλ οωνερσηιπ στρυχτυρεσ. Wηιλε σmαλλερ ασσετ ποολσ χαν ωορκ αγαινστ 

τηεm ιν σοmε χασεσ, ιτ χαν αλσο ωορκ ιν τηειρ φαϖορ, εναβλινγ τηεm το αχχεσσ οππορτυνι−

τιεσ τηατ λαργερ, mορε εσταβλισηεδ ινϖεστmεντ mαναγερσ χαννοτ.

Μανψ Υ.Σ. ινστιτυτιοναλ ινϖεστορσ ηαϖε λονγ τραχκ ρεχορδσ οφ δεδιχατεδ ινϖεστmεντσ ωιτη 

εmεργινγ mαναγερσ ωηιλε οτηερσ αρε ϕυστ σταρτινγ το εξαmινε τηε σπαχε. Εmεργινγ 

mαναγερ προγραmσ αρε βεχοmινγ mορε χοmmονπλαχε, παρτιχυλαρλψ ατ πυβλιχ πενσιον 

φυνδσ, ασ ινϖεστορσ ρεχογνιζε τηε ποτεντιαλ πορτφολιο γαινσ τηατ χαν βε αχηιεϖεδ τηρουγη 

ινϖεστινγ ωιτη τηε διϖερσε ανδ εντρεπρενευριαλ ινϖεστmεντ mαναγερσ τηατ mακε υπ τηε 

εmεργινγ mαναγερ σπαχε.

Χαλλαν ηασ λονγ ρεχογνιζεδ τηε ϖαλυε τηατ διϖερσιτψ οφ προφεσσιοναλσ ανδ Ýρm σιζε χαν 

βρινγ το ινϖεστmεντ ουτχοmεσ. Ουρ φουνδερ Εδ Χαλλαν ωασ ινστρυmενταλ ιν λαυνχηινγ 

Προγρεσσ Ινϖεστmεντ Μαναγεmεντ mορε τηαν τωο δεχαδεσ αγο. Ιν 2010, ωε λαυνχηεδ 

Χαλλαν Χοννεχτσ το εξπανδ ουρ υνιϖερσε οφ εmεργινγ mαναγερ ανδ mινοριτψ, ωοmεν, 

ανδ δισαβλεδ οωνεδ Ýρmσ. Ιν τηισ ιντερϖιεω, Υϖαν Τσενγ ταλκσ ωιτη Λαυρεν Ματηιασ, 

ωηο οϖερσεεσ Χαλλαν Χοννεχτσ, αβουτ τρενδσ ανδ ισσυεσ ιν τηε εmεργινγ mαναγερ 

αρενα.

A Conversation with 

Lauren Mathias, CFA, 

Vice President

Interviewed by  

Uvan Tseng, CFA,  

Vice President 

Emerging Managers

Σmαλλ Φιρmσ ωιτη Βιγ Ιδεασ 
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U.S. Equity 7.6%:  Υ.Σ. mαρκετσ ενϕοψεδ ροβυστ ρετυρνσ ιν 2014. Τηε εχονοmιχ 

ουτλοοκ ισ νοω στρονγερ. Λονγ−τερm φυνδαmενταλσ βυιλδ το 7.6%: 2.5%−3.5% ρεαλ 

ΓDΠ γροωτη (ωηιχη τρανσλατεσ το 4.75%−5.75% νοmιναλ εαρνινγσ γροωτη) ανδ 2.4% 

διϖιδενδ ψιελδ. Global ex-U.S. Equity 7.8%:  Τηε σmαλλ πρεmιυm οϖερ Υ.Σ. εθυιτψ 

ισ λαργελψ δυε το εmεργινγ mαρκετσ. U.S. Fixed Income 3.0%:  Wε προϕεχτ ιντερ−

εστ ρατεσ το ρισε ανδ βονδσ το συφφερ χαπιταλ λοσσ βεφορε ηιγηερ ψιελδσ κιχκ ιν. Χαση 
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Capital Market Projections
Εαχη ψεαρ Χαλλαν δεϖελοπσ λονγ−τερm χαπιταλ mαρκετ προϕεχτιονσ, δεταιλινγ 

εξπεχτεδ ρετυρνσ, στανδαρδ δεϖιατιονσ, ανδ χορρελατιονσ φορ mαϕορ ασσετ χλασσεσ. 

Τηεσε προϕεχτιονσ αρε τηε χορνερστονε φορ στρατεγιχ πλαννινγ. Τηισ χηαρτιχλε συm−

mαριζεσ κεψ Ýγυρεσ φροm Χαλλαν�σ 2015 χαπιταλ mαρκετ προϕεχτιονσ, ανδ οφφερσ α 

ηιγη−λεϖελ ϖιεω ιντο ηοω ωε γενερατεδ τηε νυmβερσ.

Barclays Aggregate Index Daily Yield to Worst
1/02/2001 το 12/31/2014

Price to Earnings Ratio for S&P 500

2015



Quarterly Publications

DC Observer & Callan DC Index™: C"swctvgtn{"pgyungvvgt"vjcv"qhhgtu"EcnncpÓu"qdugtxcvkqpu"qp"c"xctkgv{"qh"vqrkeu"rgt-
vckpkpi"vq"vjg"fgÝpgf"eqpvtkdwvkqp"kpfwuvt{0"Gcej"kuuwg"ku"wrfcvgf"ykvj"vjg"ncvguv"Ecnncp"FE"Kpfgzª"tgvwtpu0

Capital Market Review: C"swctvgtn{"ocetqgeqpqoke" kpfkecvqt" pgyungvvgt" vjcv" rtqxkfgu" vjqwijvhwn" kpukijvu" qp" vjg"
geqpqo{"cu"ygnn"cu"tgegpv"rgthqtocpeg"kp"vjg"gswkv{."Ýzgf"kpeqog."cnvgtpcvkxgu."kpvgtpcvkqpcn."tgcn"guvcvg."cpf"qvjgt"
capital markets.

Hedge Fund Monitor: C"swctvgtn{"pgyungvvgt"vjcv"rtqxkfgu"c"ewttgpv"xkgy"qh"jgfig"hwpf"kpfwuvt{"vtgpfu"cpf"fgvckngf"
quarterly performance commentary.

Private Markets Trends: C"ugcuqpcn"pgyungvvgt"vjcv"fkuewuugu"vjg"octmgv"gpxktqpogpv."tgegpv"gxgpvu."rgthqtocpeg."
and other issues involving private equity.

Quarterly Data: The Market Pulse"tghgtgpeg"iwkfg"eqxgtu"vjg"W0U0"geqpqo{"cpf"kpxguvogpv"vtgpfu"kp"fqoguvke"cpf"
kpvgtpcvkqpcn"gswkvkgu"cpf"Ýzgf"kpeqog."cpf"cnvgtpcvkxgu0"Qwt"Inside Callan’s Database report provides performance 

kphqtocvkqp"icvjgtgf"htqo"EcnncpÓu"rtqrtkgvct{"fcvcdcug."cnnqykpi"{qw"vq"eqorctg"{qwt"hwpfu"ykvj"{qwt"rggtu0

Real Assets Reporter: C"tgewttkpi"pgyungvvgt"vjcv"qhhgtu"EcnncpÓu"fcvc"cpf"kpukijvu"qp"tgcn"guvcvg"cpf"qvjgt"tgcn"cuugv"
investment topics.

Surveys

4237"FgÝpgf"Eqpvtkdwvkqp"Uwtxg{
Vjku"cppwcn"uwtxg{"rtgugpvu"Ýpfkpiu" htqo" vjg"rcuv"{gct."uwej"cu<"Ctqwpf"32'"qh"FE"rncp"
urqpuqtu"tgrncegf"vjgkt"vctigv"fcvg"hwpf1dcncpegf"ocpcigt"kp"4236="Rncpu"vjcv"qhhgt"rqvgpvkcnn{"
nqygt/equv"kpxguvogpv"xgjkengu."uwej"cu"c"eqnngevkxg"vtwuv."pqvcdn{"kpetgcugf"kp"4236="Kp"4237"
vjg"jkij"rtkqtkvkgu"hqt"urqpuqtu"kpenwfg"rctvkekrcpv"eqoowpkecvkqp."hwpf1ocpcigt"fwg"fknkigpeg."
eqornkcpeg."cpf"rncp"hggu0

ESG Interest and Implementation Survey 

Ecnncp" eqpfwevgf" c" dtkgh" uwtxg{" vq" cuuguu" vjg" uvcvwu" qh" GUI." kpenwfkpi" tgurqpukdng" cpf"
uwuvckpcdng" kpxguvogpv" uvtcvgikgu" cpf" UTK." kp" vjg" W0U0" kpuvkvwvkqpcn" octmgv0" Yg" eqn-
ngevgf" tgurqpugu" htqo" 433" W0U0" hwpfu" tgrtgugpvkpi" crrtqzkocvgn{" &306" vtknnkqp" kp" cuugvu0 

2014 Investment Management Fee Survey

This survey captures institutional investment management fee payment practices and trends.

Yg"uwrrngogpvgf"uwtxg{"fcvc"*htqo"94"hwpf"urqpuqtu."&:7;"dknnkqp"kp"cuugvu"cpf"433"kpxguv-
ogpv"ocpcigtu."&37"vtknnkqp"kp"CWO+"ykvj"kphqtocvkqp"htqo"EcnncpÓu"rtqrtkgvct{"fcvcdcugu"vq"
guvcdnkuj"vjg"vtgpfu"qdugtxgf"kp"vjku"tgrqtv0"Ecnncp"eqpfwevgf"ukoknct"uwtxg{u"kp"4226."4228."
422;."cpf"42330
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περχενταγε οφ φυνδσ ινχορπορατινγ ΕΣΓ φαχτορσ ατ 35%, φολλοωεδ βψ τηε Χεντραλ ρεγιον (31%). Ρεσπον−

δεντσ φροm τηε Σουτηεαστ ρεγιον ηαϖε τηε λοωεστ αδοπτιον ρατε (12%). 

Αν αδδιτιοναλ 11% αρε χυρρεντλψ χονσιδερινγ ινχορπορατινγ ΕΣΓ (Exhibit 6), αλτηουγη mοστ φυνδσ τηατ ηαϖε 

νοτ ινχορπορατεδ ΕΣΓ φαχτορσ ιντο ινϖεστmεντ δεχισιον mακινγ ηαϖε νο ιmmεδιατε πλανσ το δο σο (89%). 

Ενδοωmεντσ αρε τηε mοστ λικελψ το βε αχτιϖελψ χονσιδερινγ ιτ ατ 37% (Exhibit 7). 

Exhibit 6 If you have not incorporated ESG, are you considering it?

All Respondents

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Yes 11% No 89%

Exhibit 7 Respondents that are considering incorporating ESG 

By Fund Type

Corporate

Endowment

Foundation

Public 16%

0%

37%

0%

Pacific (26 funds)

Mountain (15 funds)

Central (52 funds)

Northeast (37 funds)

Southeast (25 funds)

35%

20% 31%

12%

16%

Exhibit 5 Funds that are incorporating ESG factors by region

All Respondents
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Events

Fkf"{qw"okuu"qwv"qp"c"Ecnncp"eqphgtgpeg"qt"yqtmujqrA"Kh"uq."{qw"ecp"ecvej"wr"qp"yjcv"{qw"okuugf"d{"tgcfkpi"qwt"
ÐGxgpv"UwooctkguÑ"cpf"fqypnqcfkpi"vjg"cevwcn"rtgugpvcvkqp"unkfgu"htqo"qwt"ygdukvg0"Qwt"oquv"tgegpv"rtqitcou<

The 2015 National Conference Summary features a synopsis of our speakers: Bowles & 

Ukoruqp."Ocff{"F{ejvycnf."Ict{"Nqemg."Fcpkgn"Rkpm."cpf"vjg"4237"Ecrkvcn"Octmgvu"Rcpgn0"
Vjg"Uwooct{"cnuq"tgxkgyu"qwt"hqwt"yqtmujqru<"tgvktgogpv"kp"Cogtkec."cevkxg"ujctg."FE"rncp"
hgg"ncpfuecrg."cpf"gpfqyogpvu1hqwpfcvkqpu0"Unkfg/fgemu"qh"vjg"eqphgtgpeg"yqtmujqru"ctg"
also available on our website.

Our October 2014 Regional Workshop."Vjg"Gfwecvkqp"qh"Dgvc."fkuewuugf"vjg"itqykpi"
popularity of alternative index strategies. We covered the origins and theories behind these 

kpfkegu." kpxguvqt" korngogpvcvkqp"ejqkegu."cpf"cp"qxgtxkgy"qh"vjg"uoctv"dgvc"kpfwuvt{"hq-

cusing on the range of products and future trends. This workshop summary write-up will 

ikxg"{qw"c"itgcv"u{pqruku"qh"yjcv"qwt"vjtgg"rtgugpvgtu"*Cpf{"Kugtk."Lc{"Mnqgrhgt."cpf"Okmg"
Uykppg{+"eqxgtgf0

Upcoming Educational Programs

Rngcug"lqkp"wu"cv"qwt"Lwpg"4237"Tgikqpcn"Yqtmujqru"yjgtg"yg"yknn"fkuewuu"jqy"tgegpv"cpf"rgpfkpi"tgiwncvqt{"cpf"
ngikuncvkxg"fgxgnqrogpvu"ctg"ujcrkpi"vjg"FE"ncpfuecrg."cpf"jqy"rncp"urqpuqtu"crrtqcej"vjgkt"rncpu0"Yg"yknn"ujqy"
vjg"ewttgpv"gpxktqpogpvÓu" korcev"qp"wucig"cpf" korngogpvcvkqp"qh"gxgt{vjkpi" htqo"vctigv"fcvg" hwpfu."cnvgtpcvkxg"
kpxguvogpvu."eqorcp{"uvqem."gve0"Ngctp"yjcv"vjg"hwvwtg"oc{"jqnf"hqt"rctvkekrcpvu"cu"ygnn"cu"vjg"kpfwuvt{."cu"urqpuqt"
rqukvkqp"vjgkt"rncpu"kp"nkijv"qh"vjgug"Ýfwekct{"ejcnngpigu0

Fiduciary Tidal Wave: Navigating DC’s Uncharted Waters

Facilitators:

Tqf"Dctg."Ejkeciq"Hwpf"Urqpuqt"Eqpuwnvkpi
Nqtk"Nwecu."EHC."FgÝpgf"Eqpvtkdwvkqp"Eqpuwnvkpi
Wxcp"Vugpi."EHC."Ucp"Htcpekueq"Hwpf"Urqpuqt"Eqpuwnvkpi
Lqkpgf"d{"EcnncpÓu"Ejkeciq1Fgpxgt1Ucp"Htcpekueq"QhÝeg"Eqpuwnvcpvu

June 17, 2015 in Chicago

June 18, 2015 in San Francisco

Yqtmujqr"ku"htqo";co"vq"33co

Our research can be found at www.callan.com/research or feel free to contact us for hard copies. 

For more information about research or educational events, please contact Ray Combs or Gina Falsetto 

at institute@callan.com or 415-974-5060.

Thirty-Fifth

National Conference
 

January 26 – 28, 2015  

Palace Hotel 

San Francisco 
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The Center for Investment Training Educational Sessions

This educational forum offers basic-to-intermediate level instruction on all components of the investment manage-

ogpv"rtqeguu0"Vjg"ÐEcnncp"EqnngigÑ"eqwtugu"eqxgt"vqrkeu"vjcv"ctg"mg{"vq"wpfgtuvcpfkpi"{qwt"tgurqpukdknkvkgu."vjg"tqngu"
qh"gxgt{qpg"kpxqnxgf"kp"vjku"rtqeguu."jqy"vjg"rtqeguu"yqtmu."cpf"jqy"vq"kpeqtrqtcvg"vjgug"uvtcvgikgu"cpf"eqpegrvu"
kpvq"cp"kpxguvogpv"rtqitco0"Nkuvgf"dgnqy"ctg"vjg"4237"fcvgu0

An Introduction to Investments

July 21-22, 2015 in San Francisco

October 27-28, 2015 in Chicago

This one-and-one-half-day session is designed for individuals who have less than two years’ experience with institu-

vkqpcn"cuugv"ocpcigogpv"qxgtukijv"cpf1qt"uwrrqtv"tgurqpukdknkvkgu0"Vjg"uguukqp"yknn"hcoknkctk¦g"hwpf"urqpuqt"vtwuvggu."
uvchh."cpf"cuugv"ocpcigogpv"cfxkuqtu"ykvj"dcuke"kpxguvogpv"vjgqt{."vgtokpqnqi{."cpf"rtcevkegu0

Rctvkekrcpvu" kp" vjg" kpvtqfwevqt{"uguukqp"yknn"ickp"c"dcuke"wpfgtuvcpfkpi"qh" vjg"fkhhgtgpv" v{rgu"qh" kpuvkvwvkqpcn" hwpfu."
including a description of their objectives and investment session structures. The session includes:

̋" C"fguetkrvkqp"qh"vjg"fkhhgtgpv"rctvkgu"kpxqnxgf"kp"vjg"kpxguvogpv"ocpcigogpv"rtqeguu."kpenwfkpi"vjgkt"tqngu"cpf"
responsibilities

̋" C"dtkgh"qwvnkpg"qh"vjg"v{rgu"cpf"ejctcevgtkuvkeu"qh"fkhhgtgpv"rncpu"*g0i0.fgÝpgf"dgpgÝv."fgÝpgf"eqpvtkdwvkqp."
gpfqyogpvu."hqwpfcvkqpu."qrgtcvkpi"hwpfu+

̋" Cp"kpvtqfwevkqp"vq"Ýfwekct{"kuuwgu"cu"vjg{"rgtvckp"vq"hwpf"ocpcigogpv"cpf"qxgtukijv
̋" Cp"qxgtxkgy"qh"ecrkvcn"octmgv"vjgqt{."ejctcevgtkuvkeu"qh"xctkqwu"cuugv"encuugu."cpf"vjg"rtqeguugu"d{"yjkej"
Ýfwekctkgu"korngogpv"vjgkt"kpxguvogpv"uguukqpu

Vwkvkqp"hqt"vjg"Kpvtqfwevqt{"ÐEcnncp"EqnngigÑ"uguukqp"ku"&4.572"rgt"rgtuqp0"Vwkvkqp"kpenwfgu"kpuvtwevkqp."cnn"ocvgtkcnu."
dtgcmhcuv"cpf"nwpej"qp"gcej"fc{."cpf"fkppgt"qp"vjg"Ýtuv"gxgpkpi"ykvj"vjg"kpuvtwevqtu0

Customized Sessions

C"wpkswg"hgcvwtg"qh"vjg"ÐEcnncp"EqnngigÑ"ku"kvu"cdknkv{"vq"gfwecvg"qp"c"urgekcnk¦gf"ngxgn"vjtqwij"kvu"ewuvqok¦gf"uguukqpu0"
Vjgug"uguukqpu"ctg"vcknqtgf"vq"oggv"vjg"vtckpkpi"cpf"gfwecvkqpcn"pggfu"qh"vjg"rctvkekrcpvu."yjgvjgt"{qw"ctg"c"rncp"urqp-

uqt"qt"{qw"rtqxkfg"ugtxkegu"vq"kpuvkvwvkqpcn"vcz/gzgorv"rncpu0"Rcuv"ewuvqok¦gf"ÐEcnncp"EqnngigÑ"uguukqpu"jcxg"eqxgtgf"
vqrkeu"uwej"cu<"ewuvqf{."kpfwuvt{"vtgpfu."ucngu"cpf"octmgvkpi."enkgpv"ugtxkeg."kpvgtpcvkqpcn."Ýzgf"kpeqog."cpf"ocpcikpi"
vjg"THR"rtqeguu0"Kpuvtwevkqp"ecp"dg"vcknqtgf"vq"dg"dcuke"qt"cfxcpegf0

For more information please contact Kathleen Cunnie, at 415.274.3029 or cunnie@callan.com.

ÐECNNCP"
EQNNGIGÑ

Education
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Equity Market Indicators

The market indicators included in this report are regarded as measures of equity or fixed income performance results. The

returns shown reflect both income and capital appreciation.

Russell 1000 Growth measures the performance of those Russell 1000 companies with higher price-to-book ratios and

higher forecasted growth values.

Russell 1000 Value measures the performance of those Russell 1000 companies with lower price-to-book ratios and lower

forecasted growth values.

Russell 2000 Growth contains those Russell 2000 securities with a greater than average growth orientation.  Securities in

this index tend to exhibit higher price-to-book and price-earning ratios, lower dividend yields and higher forecasted growth

values than the Value universe.

Russell 2000 Value contains those Russell 2000 securities with a less than average growth orientation.  Securities in this

index tend to exhibit lower price-to-book and price-earning ratios, higher dividend yields and lower forecasted growth values

than the Growth universe.

Russell 3000 Index is a composite of 3,000 of the largest U.S. companies by market capitalization.  The smallest company’s

market capitalization is roughly $20 million and the largest is $72.5 billion.  The index is capitalization-weighted.

Russell Mid Cap Growth measures the performance of those Russell Mid Cap Companies with higher price-to-book ratios

and higher forecasted growth values.  The stocks are also members of the Russell 1000 Growth Index.

Russell MidCap Value Index The Russell MidCap Value index contains those Russell MidCap securities with a less than

average growth orientation.  Securities in this index tend to exhibit lower price-to-book and price-earnings ratio, higher

dividend yields and lower forecasted growth values than the Growth universe.

Standard & Poor’s 500 Index  is designed to measure performance of the broad domestic economy through changes in the

aggregate market value of 500 stocks representing all major industries.  The index is capitalization-weighted, with each stock

weighted by its proportion of the total market value of all 500 issues. Thus, larger companies have a greater effect on the

index.
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Fixed Income Market Indicators

Barclays Aggregate Bond Index is a combination of the Mortgage Backed Securities Index and the intermediate and

long-term components of the Government/Credit Bond Index.

The NAREIT Composite Index is a REIT index that includes all REITs currently trading on the NYSE, NASDAQ, or

American Stock Exchange.
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International Equity Market Indicators

MSCI ACWI ex US Index The MSCI ACWI ex US(All Country World Index) Index is a free float-adjusted market

capitalization weighted index that is designed to measure the equity market performance of developed and emerging

markets, excluding the US.  As of May 27, 2010 the MSCI ACWI consisted of 45 country indices comprising 24 developed

and 21 emerging market country indices.  The developed market country indices included are: Australia, Austria, Belgium,

Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand,

Norway, Portugal, Singapore, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom.  The emerging market country indices

included are: Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Czech Republic, Egypt, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Korea, Malaysia, Mexico,

Morocco, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Russia, South Africa, Taiwan, Thailand, and Turkey.

Morgan Stanley Capital International (MSCI) EAFE Index is composed of approximately 1000 equity securities

representing the stock exchanges of Europe, Australia, New Zealand and the Far East.  The index is capitalization-weighted

and is expressed in terms of U.S. dollars.
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Real Estate Market Indicators

NCREIF Open Ended Diversified Core Equity The NFI-ODCE is an equally-weighted, net of fee, time-weighted return

index with an inception date of December 31, 1977.  Equally-weighting the funds shows what the results would be if all funds

were treated equally, regardless of size. Open-end Funds are generally defined as infinite-life vehicles consisting of multiple

investors who have the ability to enter or exit the fund on a periodic basis, subject to contribution and/or redemption

requests, thereby providing a degree of potential investment liquidity. The term Diversified Core Equity style typically reflects

lower risk investment strategies utilizing low leverage and generally represented by equity ownership positions in stable U.S.

operating properties.
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Callan Associates Databases

In order to provide comparative investment results for use in evaluating a fund’s performance, Callan Associates gathers rate

of return data from investment managers. These data are then grouped by type of assets managed and by the type of

investment manager. Except for mutual funds, the results are for tax-exempt fund assets. The databases, excluding mutual

funds, represent investment managers who handle over 80% of all tax-exempt fund assets.

Equity Funds

Equity funds concentrate their investments in common stocks and convertible securities. The funds included maintain

well-diversified portfolios.

Core Equity  - Mutual funds whose portfolio holdings and characteristics are similar to that of the broader market as

represented by the Standard & Poor’s 500 Index, with the objective of adding value over and above the index, typically from

sector or issue selection.  The core portfolio exhibits similar risk characteristics to the broad market as measured by low

residual risk with Beta and R-Squared close to 1.00.

Large Cap Growth - Mutual Funds that invest mainly in large companies that are expected to have above average

prospects for long-term growth in earnings and profitability.  Future growth prospects take precedence over valuation levels

in the stock selection process.  Invests in companies with P/E ratios, Price-to-Book values, Return-on-Assets values,

Growth-in-Earnings values above the broader market.  The companies typically have zero dividends or dividend yields below

the broader market.  Invests in securities which exhibit greater volatility than the broader market as measured by the

securities’ Beta and Standard Deviation.

Large Cap Value  - Mutual funds that invest in predominantly large capitalization companies believed to be currently

undervalued in the general market.  The companies are expected to have a near-term earnings rebound and eventual

realization of expected value.  Valuation issues take precedence over near-term earnings prospects in the stock selection

process.  Invests in companies with P/E rations and Price-to-Book values below the broader market.  Usually exhibits lower

risk than the broader market as measured by the Beta and Standard Deviation.

Non-U.S. Equity A broad array of active managers who employ various strategies to invest assets in a well-diversified

portfolio of non-U.S. equity securities. This group consists of all Core, Core Plus, Growth, and Value international products,

as well as products using various mixtures of these strategies. Region-specific, index, emerging market, or small cap

products are excluded.

Non-U.S. Equity Style Mutual Funds  - Mutual funds that invest their assets only in non-U.S. equity securities but exclude

regional and index funds.

Small Capitalization (Growth) - Mutual funds that invest in small capitalization companies that are expected to have above

average prospects for long-term growth in earnings and profitability.  Future growth prospects take precedence over

valuation levels in the stock selection process.  Invests in companies with P/E ratios, Price-to-Book values, and

Growth-in-Earnings values above the broader market as well as the small capitalization market segment.  The companies

typically have zero dividends or dividend yields below the broader market.  The securities exhibit greater volatility than the

broader market as well as the small capitalization market segment as measured by the risk statistics beta and standard

deviation.
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Callan Associates Databases

Small Capitalization (Value) - Mutual funds that invest in small capitalization companies that are believed to be currently

undervalued in the general market.  Valuation issues take precedence over near-term earnings prospects in the stock

selection process.  The companies are expected to have a near-term earnings rebound and eventual realization of expected

value.  Invests in companies with P/E ratios, Return-on-Equity values, and Price-to-Book values below the broader market as

well as the small capitalization market segment.  The companies typically have dividend yields in the high range for the small

capitalization market.  Invests in securities with risk/reward profiles in the lower risk range of the small capitalization market.

Fixed Income Funds

Fixed Income funds concentrate their investments in bonds, preferred stocks, and money market securities. The funds

included maintain well-diversified portfolios.

Core Bond - Mutual Funds that construct portfolios to approximate the investment results of the Barclays Capital

Government/Credit Bond Index or the Barclays Capital Aggregate Bond Index with a modest amount of variability in duration

around the index.  The objective is to achieve value added from sector and/or issue selection.

Core Bond - Managers who construct portfolios to approximate the investment results of the Barclays Capital

Government/Credit Bond Index or the Barclays Capital Aggregate Bond Index with a modest amount of variability in duration

around the index. The objective is to achieve value added from sector and/or issue selection.

Core Plus Bond  - Active managers whose objective is to add value by tactically allocating significant portions of their

portfolios among non-benchmark sectors (e.g. high yield corporate, non-US$ bonds, etc.) while maintaining majority

exposure similar to the broad market.

Real Estate Funds

Real estate funds consist of open or closed-end commingled funds. The returns are net of fees and represent the overall

performance of commingled institutional capital invested in real estate properties.

Real Estate Open-End Commingled Funds - The Open-End Funds Database consists of all open-end commingled real

estate funds.

Other Funds

Public - Total - consists of return and asset allocation information for public pension funds at the city, county and state level.

 The database is made up of Callan clients and non-clients.
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List of Managers That Do Business with Callan Associates Inc. 

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only 

Callan takes its fiduciary and disclosure responsibilities to clients very seriously.  The list below is compiled and updated quarterly because we believe 
our fund sponsor clients should have a clear understanding of the investment management organizations that do business with our firm.  As of 03/31/15. 
Callan provided educational, consulting, software, database, or reporting services to this list of managers through one or more of the following business 
units:  Institutional Consulting Group, Independent Adviser Group and Fund Sponsor Consulting.  Given the complex corporate and organizational 
ownership structures of investment management firms, parent and affiliate firm relationships are not listed here.  The client list below may include names 
of parent companies who allow their affiliates to use some of the services included in their client contract (eg, educational services including published 
research and attendance at conferences and workshops). Affiliates will not be listed if they don’t separately contract with Callan.  Per strict policy these 
manager relationships do not affect the outcome or process by which any of Callan’s services are conducted. 
 
Fund sponsor clients may request a copy of this list at any time.  Fund sponsor clients may also request specific information regarding the fees paid to 
Callan by the managers employed by their fund. Per company policy, information requests regarding fees are handled exclusively by Callan’s 
Compliance Department. 
 
Clients should also be aware that Callan maintains an asset management division, the Trust Advisory Group (TAG). TAG specializes in the design, 
implementation and on-going management of multi-manager portfolios for institutional investors. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a complete 
listing of TAG’s portfolios. We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios it 
oversees.  Per company policy these requests are handled by TAG’s senior management. 
 

 

 

Quarterly List as of  

March 31, 2015

Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 3/31/15 

Manager Name Educational Services Consulting Services 

1607 Capital Partners, LLC  Y 

Aberdeen Asset Management Y Y 

Acadian Asset Management, Inc. Y  

Advisory Research Y  

Affiliated Managers Group  Y 

AllianceBernstein Y  

Allianz Global Investors U.S. LLC Y Y 

Allianz Life Insurance Company of North America  Y 

Altrinsic Global Advisors, LLC  Y 

American Century Investment Management Y  

Analytic Investors Y  

Apollo Global Management Y  

AQR Capital Management Y  

Ares Management Y  

Ariel Investments Y  

Aristotle Capital Management Y  

Aronson + Johnson + Ortiz Y  

Artisan Holdings  Y 

Atlanta Capital Management Co., L.L.C. Y Y 

Aviva Investors Y  

AXA Rosenberg Investment Management Y  

Babson Capital Management LLC Y  

Baillie Gifford International LLC  Y Y 

Baird Advisors Y Y 

Bank of America  Y 

Baring Asset Management Y  

Baron Capital Management Y  

BlackRock Y  

BMO Asset Management Y  

BNP Paribas Investment Partners Y  

BNY Mellon Asset Management Y Y 

Boston Company Asset Management, LLC (The) Y Y 



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

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only 

Callan takes its fiduciary and disclosure responsibilities to clients very seriously.  The list below is compiled and updated quarterly because we believe 
our fund sponsor clients should have a clear understanding of the investment management organizations that do business with our firm.  As of 03/31/15, 
Callan provided educational, consulting, software, database, or reporting services to this list of managers through one or more of the following business 
units:  Institutional Consulting Group, Independent Adviser Group and Fund Sponsor Consulting.  Given the complex corporate and organizational 
ownership structures of investment management firms, parent and affiliate firm relationships are not listed here.  The client list below may include names 
of parent companies who allow their affiliates to use some of the services included in their client contract (eg, educational services including published 
research and attendance at conferences and workshops). Affiliates will not be listed if they don’t separately contract with Callan.  Per strict policy these 
manager relationships do not affect the outcome or process by which any of Callan’s services are conducted. 
 
Fund sponsor clients may request a copy of this list at any time.  Fund sponsor clients may also request specific information regarding the fees paid to 
Callan by the managers employed by their fund. Per company policy, information requests regarding fees are handled exclusively by Callan’s 
Compliance Department. 
 
Clients should also be aware that Callan maintains an asset management division, the Trust Advisory Group (TAG). TAG specializes in the design, 
implementation and on-going management of multi-manager portfolios for institutional investors. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a complete 
listing of TAG’s portfolios. We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios it 
oversees.  Per company policy these requests are handled by TAG’s senior management. 
 

 

 
Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 3/31/15 

Manager Name Educational Services Consulting Services 

Boston Partners  Y Y 

Brandes Investment Partners, L.P. Y Y 

Brandywine Global Investment Management, LLC Y  

Brown Brothers Harriman & Company Y  

Cadence Capital Management Y  

Capital Group Y  

CastleArk Management, LLC  Y 

Causeway Capital Management Y  

Central Plains Advisors, Inc.  Y 

Chartwell Investment Partners Y  

ClearBridge Investments, LLC (fka ClearBridge Advisors) Y  

Cohen & Steers Y Y 

Columbia Management Investment Advisors, LLC Y Y 

Columbus Circle Investors Y Y 

Corbin Capital Partners Y  

Cornerstone Investment Partners, LLC Y  

Cramer Rosenthal McGlynn, LLC Y  

Crawford Investment Council  Y 

Credit Suisse Asset Management Y  

Crestline Investors Y Y 

Cutwater Asset Management Y  

DB Advisors Y Y 

DE Shaw Investment Management LLC Y  

Delaware Investments Y Y 

DePrince, Race & Zollo, Inc. Y Y 

Deutsche Asset  & Wealth Management Y Y 

Diamond Hill Investments Y  

Donald Smith & Co., Inc. Y  

DSM Capital Partners  Y 

Duff & Phelps Investment Mgmt. Y Y 

Eagle Asset Management, Inc.  Y 

EARNEST Partners, LLC Y  

Eaton Vance Management Y Y 

Epoch Investment Partners Y  

Fayez Sarofim & Company  Y 

Federated Investors  Y 

Fir Tree Partners Y  

First Eagle Investment Management Y  

First State Investments Y  

Fisher Investments Y  

Franklin Templeton   Y Y 

Fred Alger Management Co., Inc. Y  



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

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only 

Callan takes its fiduciary and disclosure responsibilities to clients very seriously.  The list below is compiled and updated quarterly because we believe 
our fund sponsor clients should have a clear understanding of the investment management organizations that do business with our firm.  As of 03/31/15, 
Callan provided educational, consulting, software, database, or reporting services to this list of managers through one or more of the following business 
units:  Institutional Consulting Group, Independent Adviser Group and Fund Sponsor Consulting.  Given the complex corporate and organizational 
ownership structures of investment management firms, parent and affiliate firm relationships are not listed here.  The client list below may include names 
of parent companies who allow their affiliates to use some of the services included in their client contract (eg, educational services including published 
research and attendance at conferences and workshops). Affiliates will not be listed if they don’t separately contract with Callan.  Per strict policy these 
manager relationships do not affect the outcome or process by which any of Callan’s services are conducted. 
 
Fund sponsor clients may request a copy of this list at any time.  Fund sponsor clients may also request specific information regarding the fees paid to 
Callan by the managers employed by their fund. Per company policy, information requests regarding fees are handled exclusively by Callan’s 
Compliance Department. 
 
Clients should also be aware that Callan maintains an asset management division, the Trust Advisory Group (TAG). TAG specializes in the design, 
implementation and on-going management of multi-manager portfolios for institutional investors. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a complete 
listing of TAG’s portfolios. We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios it 
oversees.  Per company policy these requests are handled by TAG’s senior management. 
 

 

 
Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 3/31/15 

Manager Name Educational Services Consulting Services 

Fuller & Thaler Asset Management Y  

GAM (USA) Inc. Y  

Garcia Hamilton  & Associates Y  

GE Asset Management Y Y 

Geneva Capital Management Y  

Goldman Sachs Asset Management Y Y 

Grand-Jean Capital Management Y Y 

GMO (fka Grantham, Mayo, Van Otterloo & Co., LLC) Y  

Great Lakes Advisors, Inc.  Y 

The Guardian Life Insurance Company of America  Y 

Guggenheim Investments Asset Management (fka Security Global) Y  

The Hampshire Companies Y  

Harbor Capital  Y 

Hartford Funds Y  

Hartford Investment Management Co. Y Y 

Heightman Capital Management Corporation  Y 

Henderson Global Investors Y Y 

Hotchkis & Wiley Y  

HSBC Global Asset Management Y  

Income Research & Management Y  

Insight Investment Management  Y 

Institutional Capital LLC Y  

INTECH Investment Management Y  

Invesco Y Y 

Investec Asset Management Y  

Jacobs Levy Equity Management  Y 

Janus Capital Group (fka Janus Capital Management, LLC) Y Y 

Jensen Investment Management  Y 

J.M. Hartwell Y  

J.P. Morgan Asset Management Y Y 

KeyCorp  Y 

Lazard Asset Management Y Y 

Lee Munder Capital Group Y  

Legal & General Investment Management America Y  

Lincoln National Corporation  Y 

Logan Circle Partners, L.P. Y  

The London Company Y  

Longview Partners Y  

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

Lord Abbett & Company Y Y 

Los Angeles Capital Management Y  

LSV Asset Management Y  



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

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only 

Callan takes its fiduciary and disclosure responsibilities to clients very seriously.  The list below is compiled and updated quarterly because we believe 
our fund sponsor clients should have a clear understanding of the investment management organizations that do business with our firm.  As of 03/31/15, 
Callan provided educational, consulting, software, database, or reporting services to this list of managers through one or more of the following business 
units:  Institutional Consulting Group, Independent Adviser Group and Fund Sponsor Consulting.  Given the complex corporate and organizational 
ownership structures of investment management firms, parent and affiliate firm relationships are not listed here.  The client list below may include names 
of parent companies who allow their affiliates to use some of the services included in their client contract (eg, educational services including published 
research and attendance at conferences and workshops). Affiliates will not be listed if they don’t separately contract with Callan.  Per strict policy these 
manager relationships do not affect the outcome or process by which any of Callan’s services are conducted. 
 
Fund sponsor clients may request a copy of this list at any time.  Fund sponsor clients may also request specific information regarding the fees paid to 
Callan by the managers employed by their fund. Per company policy, information requests regarding fees are handled exclusively by Callan’s 
Compliance Department. 
 
Clients should also be aware that Callan maintains an asset management division, the Trust Advisory Group (TAG). TAG specializes in the design, 
implementation and on-going management of multi-manager portfolios for institutional investors. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a complete 
listing of TAG’s portfolios. We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios it 
oversees.  Per company policy these requests are handled by TAG’s senior management. 
 

 

 
Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 3/31/15 

Manager Name Educational Services Consulting Services 

Lyrical Partners Y  

MacKay Shields LLC Y Y 

Man Investments Y  

Manulife Asset Management Y  

Martin Currie Y  

Marvin & Palmer Associates, Inc. Y  

MFS Investment Management Y Y 

MidFirst Bank  Y 

Mondrian Investment Partners Limited Y Y 

Montag & Caldwell, Inc. Y Y 

Morgan Stanley Alternative Investment Partners Y  

Morgan Stanley Investment Management Y Y 

Mount Lucas Management LP Y  

Mountain Lake Investment Management LLC  Y 

MUFG Union Bank, N.A.  Y 

Neuberger Berman, LLC (fka, Lehman Brothers) Y Y 

Newton Capital Management Y  

Northern Lights Capital Group  Y 

Northern Trust Global Investment Services Y Y 

Nuveen Investments Institutional Services Group LLC Y  

Old Mutual Asset Management Y Y 

OppenheimerFunds, Inc. Y  

Pacific Investment Management Company Y  

Palisade Capital Management LLC Y  

Paradigm Asset Management Y  

Parametric Portfolio Associates Y  

Peregrine Capital Management, Inc. Y Y 

Philadelphia International Advisors, LP Y  

PineBridge Investments (formerly AIG) Y  

Pinnacle Asset Management Y  

Pioneer Investment Management, Inc. Y  

PNC Capital Advisors (fka Allegiant Asset Mgmt) Y Y 

Polen Capital Management Y  

Principal Financial Group  Y 

Principal Global Investors Y Y 

Private Advisors Y  

Prudential Fixed Income Management Y  

Prudential Investment Management, Inc. Y Y 

Putnam Investments, LLC Y Y 

Pyramis Global Advisors Y  

Rainier Investment Management Y  

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



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

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only 

Callan takes its fiduciary and disclosure responsibilities to clients very seriously.  The list below is compiled and updated quarterly because we believe 
our fund sponsor clients should have a clear understanding of the investment management organizations that do business with our firm.  As of 03/31/15, 
Callan provided educational, consulting, software, database, or reporting services to this list of managers through one or more of the following business 
units:  Institutional Consulting Group, Independent Adviser Group and Fund Sponsor Consulting.  Given the complex corporate and organizational 
ownership structures of investment management firms, parent and affiliate firm relationships are not listed here.  The client list below may include names 
of parent companies who allow their affiliates to use some of the services included in their client contract (eg, educational services including published 
research and attendance at conferences and workshops). Affiliates will not be listed if they don’t separately contract with Callan.  Per strict policy these 
manager relationships do not affect the outcome or process by which any of Callan’s services are conducted. 
 
Fund sponsor clients may request a copy of this list at any time.  Fund sponsor clients may also request specific information regarding the fees paid to 
Callan by the managers employed by their fund. Per company policy, information requests regarding fees are handled exclusively by Callan’s 
Compliance Department. 
 
Clients should also be aware that Callan maintains an asset management division, the Trust Advisory Group (TAG). TAG specializes in the design, 
implementation and on-going management of multi-manager portfolios for institutional investors. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a complete 
listing of TAG’s portfolios. We are happy to provide clients with more specific information regarding TAG, including detail on the portfolios it 
oversees.  Per company policy these requests are handled by TAG’s senior management. 
 

 

 
Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. 3/31/15 

Manager Name Educational Services Consulting Services 

Research Affiliates  Y 

Regions Financial Corporation  Y 

RCM  Y 

Rothschild Asset Management, Inc. Y Y 

RS Investments Y  

Russell Investment Management Y  

Sankaty Advisors, LLC Y  

Santander Global Facilities  Y 

Schroder Investment Management North America Inc. Y Y 

Scout Investments Y  

SEI Investments  Y 

SEIX Investment Advisors, Inc. Y  

Select Equity Group Y  

Smith Affiliated Capital Corporation Y  

Smith Graham and Company  Y 

Smith Group Asset Management  Y 

Standard Life Investments Y  

Standish (fka, Standish Mellon Asset Management) Y  

State Street Global Advisors Y  

Stone Harbor Investment Partners, L.P. Y Y 

Systematic Financial Management Y  

T. Rowe Price Associates, Inc. Y Y 

Taplin, Canida & Habacht Y  

TCW Asset Management Company Y  

Thompson, Siegel & Walmsley LLC Y  

UBS Y Y 

USAA Real Estate Company Y  

Van Eck Y  

Victory Capital Management Inc. Y  

Vontobel Asset Management Y  

Voya Investment Management Y Y 

Vulcan Value Partners, LLC  Y 

Waddell & Reed Asset Management Group Y Y 

WCM Investment Management Y  

WEDGE Capital Management  Y 

Wellington Management Company, LLP Y  

Wells Capital Management Y  

Western Asset Management Company Y  

William Blair & Co., Inc. Y Y 
 


