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Capital Market Review



Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

Τηιρδ Θυαρτερ 2016

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 
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 (Bloomberg Barclays Aggregate)

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

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

0.46%

0.60%

0.10%

4.40%

6.91%

Σελλ ιν Μαψ? Νο Wαψ!  

Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Μαρκ Wοοδ, ΧΦΑ 

Τηε Σ&Π 500 Ινδεξ ροσε εϖερψ mοντη οφ τηε τηιρδ θυαρτερ, 

ενδινγ υπ 3.85%. Σmαλλ−χαπιταλιζατιον χοmπανιεσ τρουνχεδ 

λαργε χαπ (Ρυσσελλ 2000 Ινδεξ: +9.05% ϖσ. Ρυσσελλ 1000 

Ινδεξ: +4.03%), ωηιλε γροωτη ουτπαχεδ ϖαλυε ιν αλλ χαπιταλιζα−

τιονσ (Ρυσσελλ 1000 Γροωτη Ινδεξ: +4.58% ϖσ. Ρυσσελλ 1000 

ςαλυε Ινδεξ: +3.48%; Ρυσσελλ 2000 Γροωτη Ινδεξ: +9.22% 

ϖσ. Ρυσσελλ 2000 ςαλυε Ινδεξ: +8.87%).

Τηε Σ&Π 500 χλιmβεδ το ιτσ αλλ−τιmε ηιγη οφ 2,193 ον Αυγυστ 

15, ενδινγ ιν ποσιτιϖε τερριτορψ φορ τηε φουρτη θυαρτερ ιν α ροω. 

Θυαντιτψ, νοτ Θυαλιτψ

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Ρυφαση Λαmα

Dυρινγ τηε τηιρδ θυαρτερ, βονδ ινϖεστορσ σηοοκ οφφ χονχερνσ 

αβουτ τηε εχονοmψ ανδ δεϖελοπεδ α στρονγ αππετιτε φορ ρισκ ιν 

τηειρ πυρσυιτ οφ ψιελδ. Χοmπανιεσ τοοκ αδϖανταγε οφ λοω ρατεσ 

ανδ ισσυεδ ρεχορδ συππλιεσ οφ νεω βονδσ. Τηε Φεδ χοντινυεδ το 

πυση οφφ α ρατε ηικε, χιτινγ α δεσιρε φορ φυρτηερ εϖιδενχε οφ χοντιν−

υεδ εχονοmιχ ρεχοϖερψ.

Χαλm Αφτερ τηε Στορm  

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Ιρινα Συσηχη

Φολλοωινγ τωο ηιγηλψ ϖολατιλε θυαρτερσ, τηε τηιρδ θυαρτερ οφ 2016 

βυχκεδ τηε τρενδ�ϖολατιλιτψ ωασ εξχεπτιοναλλψ λοω ασ ινϖεστορσ 

αππεαρεδ χοmπλαχεντ αβουτ χοντινυεδ αχχοmmοδατιϖε χεντραλ 

βανκ πολιχιεσ ανδ στεαδψ, αλβειτ σλοω, εχονοmιχ γροωτη. Α ρισκ−

ον ραλλψ λεδ το στοχκ mαρκετ ηιγησ ασ ανξιετιεσ αβουτ τηε Υ.Κ.�σ 

ϖοτε το εξιτ τηε Ευροπεαν Υνιον (�Βρεξιτ�) δωινδλεδ.

Ιν τηισ ενϖιρονmεντ, τηε ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ ροσε 6.91%. 

Ιν χοντραστ το τηε πρεϖιουσ θυαρτερ, εχονοmιχαλλψ σενσιτιϖε σεχ−

τορσ φαρεδ βεστ, παρτιχυλαρλψ Ινφορmατιον Τεχηνολογψ (+15.50%) 

ανδ Ματεριαλσ (+12.56%). Ηεαλτη Χαρε ωασ τηε ονλψ σεχτορ ιν 

Σηορτ Ενδ οφ τηε Στιχκ  

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Κψλε Φεκετε

Σοϖερειγν βονδ mαρκετσ στρενγτηενεδ δυρινγ τηε τηιρδ θυαρτερ, 

ωιτη εmεργινγ mαρκετ βονδσ ουτmυσχλινγ τηε δεϖελοπεδ mαρ−

κετσ ασ ινϖεστορσ σουγητ ψιελδ. Μαϕορ χυρρενχιεσ ωερε mιξεδ ασ 

τηε Βριτιση πουνδ συφφερεδ φολλοωινγ τηε Βρεξιτ.

In an extraordinary effort to stimulate economic growth and inla−

τιον, τηε Βανκ οφ ϑαπαν ιντροδυχεδ α 0% ψιελδ−ταργετ φορ 10−ψεαρ 

bonds, aiming to exceed its 2% inlation objective. The central 
βανκ αλσο ιντενδσ το mαινταιν ιτσ νεγατιϖε σηορτ ρατε στανχε ιν αν 

Τηισ �Πρεϖιεω� χονταινσ εξχερπτσ φροm τηε υπχοmινγ Χαπιταλ 

Μαρκετ Ρεϖιεω (ΧΜΡ) νεωσλεττερ, ωηιχη ωιλλ βε πυβλισηεδ ιν 

σεϖεραλ ωεεκσ.

Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 2

Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 4

Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 3 Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 5
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Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ: Σελλ ιν Μαψ? Νο Wαψ!    
Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

Τηε εαρλψ δαψσ οφ τηε θυαρτερ ωερε χηαραχτεριζεδ βψ α στρονγ 

ρεβουνδ ιν εθυιτψ mαρκετσ φολλοωινγ τηε λατε ϑυνε ϖοτε ιν τηε 

Υ.Κ. το λεαϖε τηε Ευροπεαν Υνιον (�Βρεξιτ�). Μαρκετ ϖολατιλ−

ιτψ (ασ mεασυρεδ βψ ςΙΞ) σπικεδ ιν τηε ιmmεδιατε αφτερmατη 

βυτ ρετρεατεδ ϕυστ ασ θυιχκλψ ασ ινϖεστορσ αβσορβεδ τηε σηοχκ. 

Τηε σωιφτ πιϖοτ, χουπλεδ ωιτη οπτιmισm οϖερ Υ.Σ. εχονοmιχ 

προσπεχτσ ανδ εασινγ φεαρσ ον Χηινα, λεδ το α ρισκ−ον ενϖι−

ρονmεντ. ϑυλψ προδυχεδ τηε στρονγεστ ρετυρνσ οφ τηε θυαρτερ 

αχροσσ mαρκετ χαπιταλιζατιονσ; Αυγυστ ανδ Σεπτεmβερ τραδεδ 

ιν α ναρροω (βυτ υλτιmατελψ ποσιτιϖε) ρανγε ασ mαρκετσ αντιχι−

πατεδ τηε Φεδ�σ ιντερεστ ρατε δεχισιον ιν mιδ−Σεπτεmβερ, ωηιχη 

ωασ το φορεγο α ρατε ηικε. Φορειγν δεϖελοπεδ mαρκετ ινδιχεσ 

ουτπερφορmεδ τηε Σ&Π 500 ανδ, χονσιστεντ ωιτη τηε θυαρτερ�σ 

ρισκ−ον τηεmε, εmεργινγ mαρκετσ ωερε τηε τοπ περφορmερσ.

Σιζε ωασ τηε σινγλε βιγγεστ δετερmιναντ οφ περφορmανχε. 

Σmαλλερ χοmπανιεσ διδ βεττερ�mιχρο, σmαλλ, ανδ mιδ−χαπι−

ταλιζατιον χοmπανιεσ ουτπαχεδ λαργε−χαπ στοχκσ (Ρυσσελλ 

Μιχροχαπ Ινδεξ: +11.25%, Ρυσσελλ 2000 Ινδεξ: +9.05%, 

Ρυσσελλ Μιδχαπ Ινδεξ: +4.52%, ανδ Ρυσσελλ 1000 Ινδεξ: 

+4.03%). Αδδιτιοναλλψ, αφτερ τωο στρονγ θυαρτερσ ϖαλυε υνδερ−

περφορmεδ γροωτη ιν αλλ χαπιταλιζατιονσ (Ρυσσελλ 2000 ςαλυε 

Ινδεξ: +8.87% ανδ Ρυσσελλ 2000 Γροωτη Ινδεξ: +9.22%). 

Τηε δισπερσιον ιν στψλε ρετυρνσ ωασ ναρροω αχροσσ mαρκετ 

χαπιταλιζατιονσ, ωιτη τηε ωιδεστ (110 βπσ) ιν λαργε χαπ (Ρυσσελλ 

1000 Γροωτη mινυσ Ρυσσελλ 1000 ςαλυε). Dεφενσιϖε ανδ ηιγη−

διϖιδενδ ψιελδ εξποσυρεσ σολδ οφφ δυρινγ τηε τηιρδ θυαρτερ βυτ 

ηαϖε περφορmεδ ωελλ ψεαρ−το−δατε δυε το τηε ινχρεασεδ γλοβαλ 

εχονοmιχ υνχερταιντψ εαρλιερ ιν 2016. 

Sector performance relected the shift in risk attitudes. Among 
τηε ωορστ−περφορmινγ σεχτορσ ιν τηε Σ&Π 500 δυρινγ τηε θυαρτερ 

ωερε Υτιλιτιεσ (−0.7%), Χονσυmερ Σταπλεσ (−0.7%), ανδ Τελεχοm 

(+1.0)�αλλ σεχτορσ ασσοχιατεδ ωιτη λοωερ ϖολατιλιτψ ανδ ηιγηερ 

διϖιδενδ ψιελδσ. Αφτερ α στρονγ περφορmανχε ιν τηε σεχονδ θυαρ−

τερ, Ενεργψ ρετρεατεδ, ποστινγ α 1.9% λοσσ φορ τηε θυαρτερ. Τηε 

mορε γροωτη−οριεντεδ, ρισκ−ον σεχτορσ, Τεχηνολογψ (+7.9%) 

ανδ Ηεαλτη Χαρε (+4.9%), ωερε τηε τοπ περφορmερσ. Ιν α νεω 

δεϖελοπmεντ, ΡΕΙΤσ ανδ οτηερ λιστεδ ρεαλ εστατε χοmπανιεσ 

ωερε εξτραχτεδ φροm τηε Φινανχιαλσ σεχτορ ανδ ελεϖατεδ το α 

new Real Estate sector in the Global Industry Classiication 
Στανδαρδ (ΓΙΧΣ). Τηε νεω σεχτορ, ρεπρεσεντινγ 3.1% οφ τηε 

S&P 500, had a tough start, inishing down 2.1%.

Τηε Υ.Σ. εθυιτψ mαρκετ χοντινυεδ το ρισε, εϖεν ασ ινϖεστορ 

σεντιmεντ ωαϖερεδ βετωεεν ποσιτιϖε ανδ νεγατιϖε οϖερ τηε 

course of the quarter. Active managers continue to ind it a dif−
icult environment to outperform as macro factors dominated 
πριχε αχτιϖιτψ ανδ περφορmανχε ιν εθυιτψ mαρκετσ. 

13.19%

17.97%

5.21%

7.47%

-2.69%
-1.87%

-5.34% -4.84%

Financial ServicesTechnology UtilitiesConsumer 

Staples

Russell 1000 Russell 2000

02 0397 98 99 00 01
-30%

-20%

-10%

0%

10%

20%

30%
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Russell 1000 Growth Russell 1000Russell 1000 Value
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Ρολλινγ Ονε−Ψεαρ Ρελατιϖε Ρετυρνσ  (ϖσ. Ρυσσελλ 1000)

Θυαρτερλψ Περφορmανχε οφ Σελεχτ Σεχτορσ 

Source: Russell Investment Group

Source: Russell Investment Group
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Νον−Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ: Χαλm Αφτερ τηε Στορm  
Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

τηε ρεδ (−1.96%), αλτηουγη ιτσ δεφενσιϖε χουντερπαρτσ, Υτιλιτιεσ 

(+0.20%) ανδ Τελεχοmmυνιχατιονσ (+0.43%), φαλτερεδ ασ ωελλ. 

Χονσιστεντ ωιτη τηε θυαρτερ�σ ρισκ−ον τηεmε, εmεργινγ mαρ−

κετσ (ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Ινδεξ: +9.03%) ουτπαχεδ τηειρ 

δεϖελοπεδ πεερσ (ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ: +6.29%), εϖεν 

εξχλυδινγ Χαναδα (ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ Ινδεξ: +6.43%). Τηε ΜΣΧΙ 

ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ ςαλυε Ινδεξ (+7.79%) οϖερχαmε τηε ΜΣΧΙ 

ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Γροωτη Ινδεξ (+6.06%) for the irst time since 
τηε σεχονδ θυαρτερ οφ 2014. Σmαλλ−χαπ στοχκσ σηοτ υπ ιντο τηε 

βλαχκ (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Σmαλλ Χαπ Ινδεξ: +7.91%), inish−

ινγ νεαρ τηε τοπ αmονγ mαϕορ νον−Υ.Σ. ινδιχεσ. 

Εθυιτψ mαρκετσ αχροσσ Ευροπε χρασηεδ φολλοωινγ τηε υνεξ−

πεχτεδ ϖοτε φορ Βρεξιτ βυτ ρεγαινεδ γρουνδ θυιχκλψ ασ ιτ βεχαmε 

χλεαρ τηε αφτερmατη οφ τηε ρεφερενδυm ωασ νοτ ιmmεδιατελψ 

χαταστροπηιχ. Βριτιση Πριmε Μινιστερ Dαϖιδ Χαmερον ρεσιγνεδ 

ανδ ωασ ρεπλαχεδ βψ Τηερεσα Μαψ, ωηο πλεδγεδ τηατ τηε Υ.Κ. 

ωουλδ γο τηρουγη ωιτη εξιτινγ τηε Ευροπεαν Υνιον, βυτ νοτ 

ηαστιλψ. Τηε Βανκ οφ Ενγλανδ σπρανγ ιντο αχτιον το συππορτ τηε 

εχονοmψ, ανδ τηε Ευροπεαν Χεντραλ Βανκ οφφερεδ ρεασσυρανχε 

τηατ ιτ τοο ωουλδ ωορκ το βολστερ γροωτη. Τηε ΜΣΧΙ Ευροπε 

Ινδεξ χλιmβεδ 5.40%, ωιτη τηε στρονγ περφορmερσ ινχλυδινγ 

Αυστρια (+16.66%), Γερmανψ (+10.01%), Σπαιν (+9.32%), 

τηε Νετηερλανδσ (+9.11%), ανδ εϖεν τηε Υ.Κ. (+3.98%). Τηειρ 

ϖιγορ ωασ αττριβυτεδ το βεττερ−τηαν−εξπεχτεδ εαρνινγσ φροm 

Ινφορmατιον Τεχηνολογψ γιαντσ, ιmπροϖινγ χοmmοδιτψ πριχεσ, 

rallying inancial stocks, and a swell of M&A activity. European 
Health Care stocks stumbled (-3.09%) due to intensiied global 
σχρυτινψ δυρινγ τηε Υ.Σ. ελεχτιον; Dενmαρκ, ωηερε α λαργε 

ηεαλτη χαρε χοmπανψ mακεσ υπ αππροξιmατελψ 20% οφ τηε 

χουντρψ�σ ινδεξ, ωασ παρτιχυλαρλψ ηαρδ ηιτ, δροππινγ 6.27%.

Southeast Asia and the Paciic enjoyed a buoyant quarter as 
ωελλ; τηε MSCI Paciic Index ωασ υπ 8.46%. ϑαπανεσε εθυιτιεσ 

ραλλιεδ δυρινγ τηε θυαρτερ, ασχενδινγ 8.60% δυε το νεω χεν−

τραλ βανκ πολιχιεσ ανδ α φρεση στιmυλυσ παχκαγε. Αδδιτιοναλλψ, 

Χονσυmερ Dισχρετιοναρψ, ΙΤ, ανδ Ματεριαλσ στοχκσ συργεδ δυε το 

στρονγ εαρνινγσ γροωτη ιν σεϖεραλ γαmινγ ανδ αυτοmοβιλε χοm−

πανιεσ. Αυστραλια (+7.91%) ανδ Νεω Ζεαλανδ (+12.44%) αλσο 

περφορmεδ ωελλ ασ mεγαβανκσ ανδ χοmmοδιτιεσ γαινεδ γρουνδ. 

Εmεργινγ mαρκετσ σηοτ υπ ιν τηε αχχοmmοδατιϖε mαχροεχο−

νοmιχ ενϖιρονmεντ (ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Ινδεξ: +9.03%). 

Τηε τοπ σεχτορ ωασ ΙΤ, συργινγ 16.08%. Τηε στοχκσ οφ σmαρτ−

πηονε mανυφαχτυρερσ ανδ τεχηνολογψ χοmπονεντ συππλιερσ 

σοαρεδ, βοοστινγ τηε Ασιαν mαρκετσ, ινχλυδινγ Ταιωαν (+11.70%) 

ανδ Σουτη Κορεα (+10.98%). Χηινα ωασ ονε οφ τηε βιγγεστ βεν−

eiciaries (+13.92%), thanks to its burgeoning internet giants. 
Λατιν Αmεριχα ωασ ρελατιϖελψ σλυγγιση τηισ θυαρτερ (+5.37%) βυτ 

ωασ προππεδ υπ βψ Βραζιλ, ωηιχη σηοτ υπ ανοτηερ 11.31%, σκψ−

ροχκετινγ 62.90% ψεαρ−το−δατε. Ηοπεσ φορ εχονοmιχ χηανγε ρυν 

ηιγη υνδερ Μιχηελ Τεmερ, ωηο ρεπλαχεδ τηε ιmπεαχηεδ Dιλmα 

Ρουσσεφφ ασ πρεσιδεντ. Ρυσσια διδ νοτ mισσ ουτ ον τηε ραλλψ, υπ 

8.43%. Ηοωεϖερ, Τυρκεψ, τηε Πηιλιππινεσ, ανδ Μαλαψσια ωερε 

all in the red as political turmoil continued to aflict the coun−

τριεσ (−5.26%, −5.33%, ανδ −1.52%, ρεσπεχτιϖελψ). Μεξιχο αλσο 

δωινδλεδ −2.24% ασ τηε πεσο φελλ 5% αγαινστ τηε δολλαρ.

13.92%

6.29%

8.60%

8.18%

6.91%

5.40%

MSCI Japan

MSCI Europe

MSCI World ex USA

MSCI ACWI ex USA

MSCI Pacific ex Japan

MSCI Emerging Markets

MSCI China

9.03%

Ρεγιοναλ Θυαρτερλψ Περφορmανχε (Υ.Σ. Dολλαρ)

Ρολλινγ Ονε−Ψεαρ Ρελατιϖε Ρετυρνσ  
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Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Ινχοmε: Θυαντιτψ, νοτ Θυαλιτψ

Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

Φορ τηε θυαρτερ, τηε Βλοοmβεργ Βαρχλαψσ Ηιγη Ψιελδ Ινδεξ 

ρετυρνεδ 5.55% ωηιλε τηε Βλοοmβεργ Βαρχλαψσ Υ.Σ. Αγγρεγατε 

Ινδεξ mαναγεδ το ρισε α mερε 0.46%.  

Dριϖεν βψ Βρεξιτ−ινδυχεδ χονχερνσ, τηε ψιελδ ον τηε βενχη−

mαρκ 10−ψεαρ Τρεασυρψ νοτε ηιτ α ρεχορδ λοω οφ 1.37% ιν ϑυλψ; 

ηοωεϖερ, ιτ ροσε φορ τηε ρεmαινδερ οφ τηε θυαρτερ ανδ χλοσεδ 

ατ 1.60%. Wηιλε τηε Φεδ λεφτ τηε φεδεραλ φυνδσ ρατε υνχηανγεδ 

(βετωεεν 0.25% ανδ 0.50%), ιτσ αννουνχεmεντ ωασ νοτεωορ−

τηψ βεχαυσε οφ τηε ηιγη λεϖελ οφ δισαγρεεmεντ; τηε τηρεε δισ−

σεντινγ ϖοτεσ ωερε τηε mοστ σινχε Dεχεmβερ 2014. Βασεδ ον 

φεδεραλ φυνδσ φυτυρεσ χοντραχτσ, τραδερσ αρε βεττινγ τηερε ισ α 

17% χηανχε οφ α ρατε ηικε ατ τηε νεξτ mεετινγ ιν Νοϖεmβερ βυτ 

α 67% χηανχε ατ τηε mεετινγ αφτερ τηατ, ιν Dεχεmβερ.

Ψιελδσ ϖαριεδ αχροσσ τηε mατυριτψ σπεχτρυm δυρινγ τηε θυαρτερ: 

Wηιλε Τρεασυρψ ρατεσ ροσε αλονγ τηε εντιρε ψιελδ χυρϖε ιν Αυγυστ, 

τηε χυρϖε στεεπενεδ ιν Σεπτεmβερ ασ τηε 2−ψεαρ φελλ βψ 4 βασισ 

ποιντσ το 0.76% ανδ τηε 30−ψεαρ ροσε βψ 8 βασισ ποιντσ το ενδ 

ατ 2.32%. Ιντερmεδιατε Τρεασυριεσ (−0.26%) ουτπερφορmεδ λονγ 

Τρεασυριεσ (−0.36%) δυρινγ τηε θυαρτερ.  

Χρεδιτ σπρεαδσ τιγητενεδ δυρινγ τηε θυαρτερ ανδ ψιελδσ ινχηεδ 

τοωαρδ ηιστοριχ λοωσ. Ηιγη−ψιελδ χορπορατεσ ωερε τηε στρον−

γεστ περφορmερ ωιτη α 5.55% ϕυmπ. Dεσπιτε ρεχορδ ισσυανχεσ 

ιν Αυγυστ, τηε χρεδιτ σεχτορ γαινεδ 1.23% φορ τηε θυαρτερ ανδ 

ουτπερφορmεδ ΜΒΣ (+0.60%) ανδ ΧΜΒΣ (+0.59%). Ινδυστριαλσ 

βεατ Υτιλιτιεσ ανδ Φινανχιαλσ ον α δυρατιον−αδϕυστεδ βασισ. 

Τρεασυριεσ ενδεδ τηε θυαρτερ ιν τηε ρεδ (−0.28%).

Ινϖεστmεντ−γραδε χορπορατε ισσυανχε τοταλεδ ∃340 βιλλιον φορ 

τηε θυαρτερ, σεττινγ α ρεχορδ. ΧΜΒΣ ανδ mυνιχιπαλ mαρκετσ αλσο 

δεmονστρατεδ ροβυστ συππλψ. Βψ τηε ενδ οφ Σεπτεmβερ, ψεαρ−το−

δατε χορπορατε ινϖεστmεντ−γραδε βονδ ισσυανχε ωασ 8% αηεαδ 

οφ λαστ ψεαρ�σ παχε. Ανδ τηε ρεχορδ συππλιεσ ιν ισσυανχεσ ωερε 

mετ ωιτη στρονγ δεmανδ ασ ινϖεστορσ σναππεδ υπ βονδσ. 

Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Ινδεξ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ
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Νον−Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Ινχοmε: Σηορτ Ενδ  

οφ τηε Στιχκ  
Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

effort to steepen the yield curve and thus help increase proit−
αβιλιτψ φορ βανκσ. Τηε βανκ�σ γοϖερνορ τερmεδ τηε νεω πολιχψ α 

�ρεινφορχεmεντ� οφ ιτσ θυαντιτατιϖε εασινγ (ΘΕ) προγραm. Χεντραλ 

βανκσ ηαϖε τψπιχαλλψ ταργετεδ σηορτ−τερm ρατεσ ιν ΘΕ προγραmσ, 

φοχυσινγ ον mατυριτιεσ οφ λεσσ τηαν α ψεαρ. Ψιελδ ον τηε 10−ψεαρ 

γοϖερνmεντ βονδ σεττλεδ ατ −0.09% ατ τηε ενδ οφ τηε θυαρτερ.  

Overall, the European sovereign bond market was lat as the 
Ευροπεαν Χεντραλ Βανκ λεφτ ιντερεστ ρατεσ υνχηανγεδ. Τηε 

Βλοοmβεργ Βαρχλαψσ Γλοβαλ Αγγρεγατε Ινδεξ ροσε 0.82% 

(+0.53% ηεδγεδ). Τηε ΕΧΒ χοmmιττεδ το α mοντηλψ ΘΕ προ−

γραm οφ βυψινγ �80 βιλλιον ιν γοϖερνmεντ βονδσ, ασσετ−βαχκεδ 

σεχυριτιεσ, ανδ χορπορατε δεβτ τηρουγη Μαρχη 2017; ηοωεϖερ, 

Πρεσιδεντ Μαριο Dραγηι αννουνχεδ α ρεϖιεω οφ τηε προγραm το 

ενσυρε ινϖεσταβλε ασσετσ ωουλδ νοτ δρψ υπ. Ψιελδ ον τηε Γερmαν 

10−ψεαρ βυνδ νοτχηεδ υπ α βασισ ποιντ το −0.12%. Τηερε ισ νοω 

οϖερ ∃12 τριλλιον οφ νεγατιϖε−ψιελδινγ δεβτ γλοβαλλψ, ωιτη ϑαπαν 

αχχουντινγ φορ νεαρλψ ηαλφ ανδ Wεστερν Ευροπε�ναmελψ Φρανχε, 

Γερmανψ, ανδ τηε Νετηερλανδσ�τηε οτηερ ηαλφ. Ινϖεστορσ� συσ−

ταινεδ ηυντ φορ ψιελδ ωασ εϖιδεντ ιν Ευροπεαν βονδ πριχινγ ασ 

περιπηερψ γοϖερνmεντ Τρεασυριεσ τενδεδ το δεχλινε mορε τηαν 

τηειρ χορε ευρο ζονε χουντερπαρτσ. Τηε Σπανιση ανδ Ιταλιαν 

10−ψεαρ ψιελδσ δεχλινεδ 28 βπσ ανδ 7 βπσ το 0.88% ανδ 1.91%, 

ρεσπεχτιϖελψ. Τηε ευρο ινχρεασεδ 1.16% αγαινστ τηε Υ.Σ. δολλαρ.

Τηε Βρεξιτ ϖοτε λοοmεδ οϖερ τηε mαρκετ�τηε Βριτιση πουνδ 

πλυmmετεδ 2.83%�βυτ δεσπιτε τηε εχονοmιχ ανδ πολιτι−

χαλ υνχερταιντψ τηε �λεαϖε� ϖοτε λεφτ ιν ιτσ ωακε, δατα ρελεασεδ 

showed no immediate negative effect on conidence or produc−

τιϖιτψ. Ψιελδ ον τηε 10−ψεαρ γιλτ φελλ 12 βπσ το 0.75%.

Τηε δεϖελοπινγ mαρκετσ αδϖανχεδ φορ τηε φουρτη στραιγητ θυαρ−

τερ ιν σπιτε οφ mυλτιπλε πολιτιχαλ ηεαδωινδσ. Τηε ηαρδ χυρρενχψ 

ϑ.Π. Μοργαν ΕΜΒΙ Γλοβαλ Ινδεξ χλιmβεδ 4.04%. Ιν Βραζιλ, 

Michel Temer took the ofice of president after the impeachment 
ανδ ρεmοϖαλ οφ ηισ πρεδεχεσσορ, Dιλmα Ρουσσεφφ, φορ βυδγεταρψ 

ινδισχρετιονσ. Τυρκεψ ενδυρεδ α φαιλεδ χουπ αττεmπτ ασ ωελλ ασ 
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α δοωνγραδε βψ Μοοδψ�σ το ϕυνκ στατυσ, ωηιχη χιτεδ Τυρκεψ�σ 

heavy reliance on external inancing. Local currency debt, as 
mεασυρεδ βψ τηε J.P. Morgan GBI-EM Global Diversiied 
Ινδεξ, τιχκεδ υπ 2.68%.  

Source: Bloomberg

Source: Bloomberg 
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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 Large Cap
Equity manager database.

Range of Mutual Fund Returns by Asset Class
One Quarter Ended September 30, 2016
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10th Percentile 7.82 10.62 8.43 1.21 2.56
25th Percentile 6.13 8.99 7.31 1.02 2.03

Median 4.68 7.46 6.21 0.77 1.63
75th Percentile 3.57 6.16 5.27 0.60 0.87
90th Percentile 2.14 4.81 3.79 0.36 0.24

Index 3.85 9.05 6.43 0.46 0.30

Range of Mutual Fund Returns by Asset Class
One Year Ended September 30, 2016
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10th Percentile 15.37 19.00 12.44 6.89 10.87
25th Percentile 13.68 15.99 9.34 6.01 9.90

Median 11.47 11.92 6.66 5.51 8.47
75th Percentile 9.98 8.89 4.31 5.04 6.56
90th Percentile 7.53 5.75 3.08 4.77 2.97

Index 15.43 15.47 6.52 5.19 9.71
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Domestic Equity
Active Management Overview

Investor angst over the unexpected vote on Brexit was short-lived with a "risk-on" theme returning to the markets in July and
leading to stock market highs for the Dow, NASDAQ and S&P 500 in August. The S&P 500 climbed to its all-time high of
2,193 on August 15th and closed up 3.9% for the quarter. Growth outperformed Value in the large cap space, and small cap
stocks outperformed large cap by a wide margin as investors’ risk appetite increased during the quarter. Across the board,
active managers outperformed their respective indices with the exception of active small cap value which modestly trailed the
benchmark.

Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016
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Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for One Year Ended September 30, 2016
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International Equity
Active Management Overview

Foreign developed market indices outperformed the S&P 500 with emerging markets as the top performer. The MSCI ACWI
ex-US posted a 6.9% return, topping MSCI EAFE’s 6.4% result. Currency fluctuations were modest and thus had a relatively
muted impact on results. In developed markets, Germany (+10%) and Austria (+17%) were top performers while Denmark
(-6%) was the laggard. The MSCI EM Index surged 9.0% for the quarter. Among emerging markets, Brazil continued to post
lofty results (+11%) and the country is up nearly 63% year-to-date. Russia (+8%) and China (+14%) were also top
performers while Turkey (-5%) and Mexico (-2%) were laggards. Both Core International and Emerging Markets managers
modestly trailed their respective indices.

Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016
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Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for One Year Ended September 30, 2016
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Domestic Fixed Income
Active Management Overview

Yields in the US moved modestly higher during the 3rd quarter with the 10-year US Treasury yield rising 11 bps to close at
1.60%. However, the Treasury note did hit a record low of 1.37% on July 8th at the height of the Brexit-induced worries
before trending higher through the remainder of the quarter. The yield curve continued its flattening trend in anticipation of
eventual Fed rate hikes. Spread sectors outperformed US Treasuries with corporates, and especially high yield, being the
strongest. The Bloomberg Barclays US Aggregate returned +0.5% for the quarter and is up 5.8% year-to-date. The BB
Barclays High Yield Index gained 5.6% and is up over 15% year-to-date. Both Core and Core Plus Fixed Income managers
outperformed the Bloomberg Barclays Aggregate Index.


Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016
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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 September 30, 2016

The top left chart shows the Fund’s asset allocation as of September 30, 2016. 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 CAI Public Fund Sponsor Database.

Actual Asset Allocation

Domestic Equity
38%

International Equity
28%

Domestic Fixed Income
22%

Domestic Real Estate
10%

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         169,671   38.2%   38.0%    0.2%             788
International Equity         125,564   28.3%   25.0%    3.3%          14,456
Domestic Fixed Income          97,020   21.8%   28.0% (6.2%) (27,420)
Domestic Real Estate          46,554   10.5%    9.0%    1.5%           6,555
Cash           5,620    1.3%    0.0%    1.3%           5,620
Total         444,429  100.0%  100.0%

Asset Class Weights vs CAI Public Fund Sponsor Database
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10th Percentile 51.88 40.76 5.49 18.09 24.20 18.27 25.28 23.93 35.46 16.78
25th Percentile 44.86 34.42 2.17 12.25 21.24 7.21 18.80 10.67 19.22 10.56

Median 36.30 27.91 1.13 10.28 18.19 5.22 11.33 5.52 16.28 5.29
75th Percentile 30.21 21.18 0.38 7.29 14.34 2.32 5.28 4.70 11.44 3.53
90th Percentile 23.73 14.78 0.14 5.13 9.76 1.06 3.74 2.68 7.19 2.86

Fund 38.18 21.83 1.26 10.47 28.25 - - - - -

Target 38.00 28.00 0.00 9.00 25.00 - - - - -

% Group Invested 98.90% 97.25% 69.78% 60.99% 97.25% 14.29% 49.73% 18.68% 24.18% 6.04%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% BB Barclays Aggregate Idx, 25.0% MSCI ACWIxUS Gross, 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 September 30, 2016, with
the distribution as of June 30, 2016. 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

September 30, 2016 June 30, 2016

Market Value Weight Net New Inv. Inv. Return Market Value Weight
Domestic Equities $169,671,208 38.18% $(4,600,000) $10,560,598 $163,710,610 38.41%

Large Cap Equities $116,881,040 26.30% $(2,900,000) $6,615,168 $113,165,872 26.55%
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 21,492,319 4.84% (2,200,000) 880,305 22,812,014 5.35%
Dodge & Cox Stock 23,861,271 5.37% 0 1,927,929 21,933,343 5.15%
Boston Partners 24,113,793 5.43% 0 1,009,089 23,104,704 5.42%
Harbor Cap Appreciation 24,024,206 5.41% 0 1,812,779 22,211,427 5.21%
Janus Research 23,389,451 5.26% (700,000) 985,066 23,104,385 5.42%

Mid Cap Equities $20,654,325 4.65% $0 $1,068,695 $19,585,630 4.60%
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 5,259,444 1.18% 0 246,877 5,012,567 1.18%
Royce Total Return 5,088,219 1.14% 0 282,833 4,805,386 1.13%
Morgan Stanley 4,435,819 1.00% 0 216,653 4,219,166 0.99%
Janus Enterprise 5,870,844 1.32% 0 322,333 5,548,511 1.30%

Small Cap Equities $23,654,929 5.32% $(1,700,000) $2,011,073 $23,343,856 5.48%
Prudential Small Cap Value 11,757,598 2.65% (1,700,000) 1,035,735 12,421,863 2.91%
AB US Small Growth 6,761,212 1.52% 0 481,434 6,279,778 1.47%
RS Investments 5,136,118 1.16% 0 493,903 4,642,215 1.09%

Micro Cap Equities $8,480,914 1.91% $0 $865,662 $7,615,252 1.79%
AMG Managers Emerging Opportunities Fund 8,480,914 1.91% 0 865,662 7,615,252 1.79%

International Equities $125,563,767 28.25% $21,000,000 $7,587,082 $96,976,684 22.75%
EuroPacific 28,437,739 6.40% 5,000,000 1,753,501 21,684,238 5.09%
Harbor International 28,537,578 6.42% 5,650,000 1,240,255 21,647,323 5.08%
Columbia Acorn Int’l 15,682,357 3.53% 3,900,000 880,548 10,901,809 2.56%
Oakmark International 29,128,800 6.55% 6,450,000 2,777,175 19,901,625 4.67%
Mondrian International 23,777,293 5.35% 0 935,603 22,841,690 5.36%

Domestic Fixed Income $97,019,848 21.83% $(24,500,000) $1,780,405 $119,739,443 28.09%
Dodge & Cox Income 48,744,394 10.97% (12,500,000) 1,063,551 60,180,844 14.12%
PIMCO 48,275,453 10.86% (12,000,000) 716,854 59,558,599 13.97%

Real Estate $46,553,893 10.47% $(20,597) $530,307 $46,044,183 10.80%
RREEF Public Fund 8,431,360 1.90% 0 (198,621) 8,629,981 2.02%
RREEF Private Fund 21,444,002 4.83% 0 370,092 21,073,910 4.94%
Barings Core Property Fund 15,814,531 3.56% 0 338,239 15,476,292 3.63%
625 Kings Court 864,000 0.19% (20,597) 20,597 864,000 0.20%

Cash $5,620,436 1.26% $5,868,918 $() $-248,482 (0.06%)

Total Fund $444,429,152 100.0% $(2,251,679) $20,458,392 $426,222,439 100.0%
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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 September
30, 2016. 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 September 30, 2016

Last Last Last
Last Last  3  5  7

Quarter Year Years Years Years

Domestic Equties 6.45% 11.53% 8.66% 15.80% 12.83%
Russell 3000 Index 4.40% 14.96% 10.44% 16.36% 13.18%

Large Cap Equities
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 3.85% 15.41% 11.13% - -
   S&P 500 Index 3.85% 15.43% 11.16% 16.37% 13.17%

Dodge & Cox Stock 8.79% 14.53% 8.91% 17.10% 12.30%
Boston Partners 4.24% 10.00% 7.06% 15.64% -
   S&P 500 Index 3.85% 15.43% 11.16% 16.37% 13.17%
   Russell 1000 Value Index 3.48% 16.20% 9.70% 16.15% 12.34%

Harbor Cap Appreciation (5) 8.16% 9.07% 11.28% 16.00% 13.31%
Janus Research (6) 4.25% 9.58% 11.38% 16.31% 13.37%
   S&P 500 Index 3.85% 15.43% 11.16% 16.37% 13.17%
   Russell 1000 Growth Index 4.58% 13.76% 11.83% 16.60% 14.11%

Mid Cap Equities
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 4.93% 7.01% 6.73% 14.43% 12.47%
Royce Total Return (1) 5.89% 17.31% 5.68% 13.16% 11.15%
   Russell MidCap Value Idx 4.45% 17.26% 10.49% 17.38% 14.27%

Morgan Stanley (2) 5.13% 0.25% 0.38% 7.82% 8.97%
Janus Enterprise (6) 5.81% 17.17% 11.88% 17.10% 14.91%
   Russell MidCap Growth Idx 4.59% 11.24% 8.90% 15.85% 13.90%

Small Cap Equities
Prudential Small Cap Value (3) 8.35% 17.79% 6.80% 14.75% -
   US Small Cap Value Idx 6.36% 17.54% 8.18% 16.26% 12.60%
   Russell 2000 Value Index 8.87% 18.81% 6.77% 15.45% 11.60%

AB US Small Growth (4) 7.67% 9.73% 3.63% 15.23% 15.15%
RS Investments (1) 10.64% 0.22% 4.84% 15.90% 14.47%
   Russell 2000 Growth Index 9.22% 12.12% 6.58% 16.15% 13.32%

Micro Cap Equities
AMG Managers Emerging Opp 11.37% 10.35% 4.53% 16.67% 13.08%
   Russell Microcap Index 11.25% 13.47% 5.84% 16.37% 11.79%
   Russell Micro Growth Idx 11.92% 10.27% 5.04% 16.06% 11.83%

 (1) Switched share class December 2009.
 (2) Switched share class in February 2014.
 (3) Switched share class in September 2015.
 (4) Switched to a mutual fund in September 2015.
 (5) Switched share class in June 2016.
 (6) Switched share class in July 2016.
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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 September
30, 2016. 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 September 30, 2016

Last Last Last
Last Last  3  5  7

Quarter Year Years Years Years

International Equities 7.87% 8.25% 0.00% 6.76% 4.37%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 7.00% 9.80% 0.64% 6.52% 4.12%

EuroPacific (1) 8.23% 8.52% 3.34% 9.11% 5.51%
Harbor International (5) 5.97% 7.76% (0.55%) 7.32% 4.86%
Columbia Acorn Int’l (2) 8.25% 11.51% 2.38% 8.95% 7.46%
Oakmark International (4) 13.94% 6.71% (1.18%) 9.79% 7.02%
Mondrian International 3.90% 7.84% 0.83% 5.61% -
   MSCI EAFE Index 6.43% 6.52% 0.48% 7.39% 4.24%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 7.00% 9.80% 0.64% 6.52% 4.12%

Domestic Fixed Income 1.50% 6.38% 3.90% 4.25% 4.60%
   BB Barclays Aggregate Index 0.46% 5.19% 4.03% 3.08% 4.10%

Dodge & Cox Income 1.79% 7.09% 4.29% 4.31% 4.94%
PIMCO 1.23% 5.68% 3.50% 4.18% 4.65%
   BB Barclays Aggregate Index 0.46% 5.19% 4.03% 3.08% 4.10%

Real Estate 1.15% 10.61% 11.40% 12.46% 12.56%
   Real Estate Custom Benchmark (3) 1.40% 11.88% 12.13% 13.04% 13.03%

RREEF Public (2.30%) 16.09% 13.23% 14.85% 14.89%
   NAREIT (0.88%) 20.76% 13.49% 15.39% 15.01%
RREEF Private 1.76% 9.24% 11.72% 12.09% 12.18%
Barings Core Property Fund 2.19% 9.71% 10.03% - -
   NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 1.97% 9.70% 11.64% 11.41% 11.29%
625 Kings Court 2.42% 10.28% 11.29% 12.98% 7.71%

Total Fund 4.80% 9.18% 5.44% 10.06% 8.36%
   Total Fund Benchmark* 3.68% 10.68% 6.42% 9.95% 8.46%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% BB Barclays Aggregate Idx, 25.0% MSCI ACWIxUS Gross,
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.
(4) Switched to CIT in November 2015.
(5) Switched share class in June 2016.
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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.

12/2015-
9/2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

Domestic Equties 6.08% (0.08%) 9.59% 38.02% 17.10%
Russell 3000 Index 8.18% 0.48% 12.56% 33.55% 16.42%

Large Cap Equities
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 7.81% 1.37% 13.65% - -
   S&P 500 Index 7.84% 1.38% 13.69% 32.39% 16.00%

Dodge & Cox Stock 9.55% (4.49%) 10.40% 40.55% 22.01%
Boston Partners 5.23% (4.99%) 10.87% 36.43% 20.18%
   S&P 500 Index 7.84% 1.38% 13.69% 32.39% 16.00%
   Russell 1000 Value Index 10.00% (3.83%) 13.45% 32.53% 17.51%

Harbor Cap Appreciation (5) 0.90% 10.99% 9.93% 37.66% 15.69%
Janus Research (6) 2.55% 5.55% 14.10% 35.36% 16.78%
   S&P 500 Index 7.84% 1.38% 13.69% 32.39% 16.00%
   Russell 1000 Growth Index 6.00% 5.67% 13.05% 33.48% 15.26%

Mid Cap Equities
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 5.30% (0.56%) 7.65% 34.31% 18.50%
Royce Total Return (1) 15.17% (7.17%) 1.51% 32.93% 14.48%
   Russell MidCap Value Idx 13.72% (4.78%) 14.75% 33.46% 18.51%

Morgan Stanley (2) (2.68%) (5.73%) 1.47% 38.35% 9.49%
Janus Enterprise (6) 11.73% 3.49% 12.01% 30.86% 17.83%
   Russell MidCap Growth Idx 6.84% (0.20%) 11.90% 35.74% 15.81%

Small Cap Equities
Prudential Small Cap Value (3) 13.69% (7.00%) 5.89% 35.87% 14.14%
   US Small Cap Value Idx 13.86% (5.14%) 7.44% 33.71% 18.80%
   Russell 2000 Value Index 15.49% (7.47%) 4.22% 34.52% 18.05%

AB US Small Growth (4) 4.14% (0.66%) (1.24%) 46.72% 16.21%
RS Investments (1) (1.37%) 0.36% 9.67% 49.64% 15.13%
   Russell 2000 Growth Index 7.48% (1.38%) 5.60% 43.30% 14.59%

Micro Cap Equities
AMG Managers Emerging Opp 10.90% (8.44%) 2.62% 56.34% 14.32%
   Russell Microcap Index 9.38% (5.16%) 3.65% 45.62% 19.75%
   Russell Micro Growth Idx 5.32% (3.85%) 4.30% 52.84% 15.17%

 (1) Switched share class December 2009.
 (2) Switched share class in February 2014.
 (3) Switched share class in September 2015.
 (4) Switched to a mutual fund in September 2015.
 (5) Switched share class in June 2016.
 (6) Switched share class in July 2016.
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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.

12/2015-
9/2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

International Equities 4.73% (4.50%) (5.73%) 19.25% 18.78%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 6.29% (5.25%) (3.44%) 15.78% 17.39%

EuroPacific (1) 5.38% (0.48%) (2.29%) 20.58% 19.64%
Harbor International (5) 4.76% (3.82%) (6.81%) 16.84% 20.87%
Columbia Acorn Int’l (2) 6.92% (1.23%) (4.23%) 22.33% 21.60%
Oakmark International (4) 1.62% (3.99%) (5.41%) 29.34% 29.22%
Mondrian International 5.70% (6.33%) (2.06%) 16.69% 11.50%
   MSCI EAFE Index 1.73% (0.81%) (4.90%) 22.78% 17.32%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 6.29% (5.25%) (3.44%) 15.78% 17.39%

Domestic Fixed Income 6.05% 0.07% 5.09% (0.65%) 9.15%
   BB Barclays Aggregate Index 5.80% 0.55% 5.97% (2.02%) 4.21%

Dodge & Cox Income 6.95% (0.59%) 5.49% 0.64% 7.94%
PIMCO 5.17% 0.73% 4.69% (1.92%) 10.36%
   BB Barclays Aggregate Index 5.80% 0.55% 5.97% (2.02%) 4.21%

Real Estate 6.18% 12.14% 14.50% 10.21% 10.73%
   Real Estate Custom Benchmark (3) 7.59% 11.81% 14.57% 10.40% 11.88%

RREEF Public 7.56% 3.86% 31.88% (0.59%) 16.97%
   NAREIT 12.73% 2.05% 27.23% 2.34% 19.73%
RREEF Private 5.55% 15.63% 11.95% 14.50% 10.12%
Barings Core Property Fund 6.48% 12.99% 8.64% 9.82% 10.18%
   NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 6.29% 14.18% 11.42% 12.36% 9.93%
625 Kings Court 7.39% 9.85% 12.15% 33.50% 3.64%

Total Fund 5.75% 0.07% 4.72% 19.72% 14.53%
   Total Fund Benchmark* 7.03% 0.21% 6.80% 16.47% 12.99%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% BB Barclays Aggregate Idx, 25.0% MSCI ACWIxUS Gross,
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.
(4) Switched to CIT in November 2015.
(5) Switched share class in June 2016.
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Quarterly Total Fund Relative Attribution - September 30, 2016

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

(4%) (3%) (2%) (1%) 0% 1% 2% 3%

Domestic Equity 0.25

Domestic Fixed Income (0.30 )

Domestic Real Estate 1.76

International Equity (2.33 )

Cash 0.63

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash

Total

Actual vs Target Returns
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6.45

4.40

1.50

0.46

1.15

1.40

7.87

7.00

4.80

3.68

Actual Target

Relative Attribution by Asset Class

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

0.79

0.79

0.29
0.01

0.30

(0.03 )
(0.04 )

(0.06 )

0.20
(0.07 )

0.12

(0.02 )
(0.02 )

1.24
(0.12 )

1.13

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Relative Attribution Effects for Quarter ended September 30, 2016

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 38% 38% 6.45% 4.40% 0.79% 0.00% 0.79%
Domestic Fixed Income 28% 28% 1.50% 0.46% 0.29% 0.01% 0.30%
Domestic Real Estate 11% 9% 1.15% 1.40% (0.03%) (0.04%) (0.06%)
International Equity 23% 25% 7.87% 7.00% 0.20% (0.07%) 0.12%
Cash 1% 0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% (0.02%) (0.02%)

Total = + +4.80% 3.68% 1.24% (0.12%) 1.13%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% BB Barclays Aggregate Idx, 25.0% MSCI ACWIxUS Gross, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Cumulative Total Fund Relative Attribution - September 30, 2016

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

One Year Relative Attribution Effects
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(0.36 )
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(1.43 )

(0.06 )
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Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects
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(2.0%)
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(0.5%)

0.0%
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2015 2016

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 38% 38% 11.53% 14.96% (1.27%) (0.01%) (1.28%)
Domestic Fixed Income 28% 28% 6.38% 5.19% 0.33% (0.01%) 0.32%
Domestic Real Estate 11% 9% 10.61% 11.89% (0.13%) 0.01% (0.12%)
International Equity 23% 25% 8.25% 9.80% (0.35%) (0.01%) (0.36%)
Cash 0% 0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% (0.05%) (0.05%)

Total = + +9.18% 10.68% (1.43%) (0.06%) (1.50%)

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% BB Barclays Aggregate Idx, 25.0% MSCI ACWIxUS Gross, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Cumulative Total Fund Relative Attribution - September 30, 2016

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
(0.18 )

0.02
(0.16 )

Domestic Fixed Income
0.32

0.04
0.35

Domestic Real Estate
(0.05 )

0.02
(0.03 )

International Equity
0.08

(0.02 )
0.05

Cash (0.11 )
(0.11 )

Total
0.15

(0.05 )
0.10

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects

(2%)

(1%)

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

7%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
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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% 15.80% 16.36% (0.18%) 0.02% (0.16%)
Domestic Fixed Income 27% 28% 4.25% 3.08% 0.32% 0.04% 0.35%
Domestic Real Estate 9% 9% 12.46% 13.04% (0.05%) 0.02% (0.03%)
International Equity 24% 25% 6.76% 6.52% 0.08% (0.02%) 0.05%
Cash 1% 0% 0.04% 0.04% 0.00% (0.11%) (0.11%)

Total = + +10.06% 9.95% 0.15% (0.05%) 0.10%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% BB Barclays Aggregate Idx, 25.0% MSCI ACWIxUS Gross, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Actual vs Target Historical Asset Allocation

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

Actual Historical Asset Allocation
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* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% BB Barclays Aggregate Idx, 25.0% MSCI ACWIxUS Gross, 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 CAI Public Fund Sponsor
Database for periods ended September 30, 2016. 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.

CAI Public Fund Sponsor Database
R

e
tu

rn
s

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

Last Last Last Last Last
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(28)(31)

10th Percentile 4.01 11.00 5.29 7.11 10.70
25th Percentile 3.74 10.26 4.92 6.61 10.19

Median 3.43 9.63 4.38 6.12 9.30
75th Percentile 3.07 8.67 3.63 5.29 8.38
90th Percentile 2.60 7.58 2.74 4.56 7.49

Total Fund 4.80 9.18 3.76 5.44 10.06

Policy Target 3.68 10.68 4.58 6.42 9.95

Asset Allocation Adjusted Ranking
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10th Percentile 4.50 11.84 5.52 7.08 10.85
25th Percentile 4.22 11.08 5.16 6.63 10.43

Median 3.94 10.25 4.63 6.30 10.08
75th Percentile 3.62 9.45 4.21 5.80 9.66
90th Percentile 3.23 8.89 3.29 5.36 9.18

Total Fund 4.80 9.18 3.76 5.44 10.06

Policy Target 3.68 10.68 4.58 6.42 9.95

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% BB Barclays Aggregate Idx, 25.0% MSCI ACWIxUS Gross, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Total Fund
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 4.80% return for the quarter
placing it in the 2 percentile of the CAI Public Fund Sponsor
Database group for the quarter and in the 63 percentile for
the last year.

Total Fund’s portfolio outperformed the Total Fund
Benchmark by 1.13% for the quarter and underperformed
the Total Fund Benchmark for the year by 1.50%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $426,222,439

Net New Investment $-2,251,679

Investment Gains/(Losses) $20,458,392

Ending Market Value $444,429,152

Performance vs CAI Public Fund Sponsor Database (Gross)
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10th Percentile 4.01 11.00 5.29 7.11 10.70 9.39 6.51
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Median 3.43 9.63 4.38 6.12 9.30 8.13 5.66
75th Percentile 3.07 8.67 3.63 5.29 8.38 7.49 5.29
90th Percentile 2.60 7.58 2.74 4.56 7.49 6.81 4.73

Total Fund 4.80 9.18 3.76 5.44 10.06 8.36 6.06

Total Fund
Benchmark 3.68 10.68 4.58 6.42 9.95 8.46 5.54

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 CAI Public Fund Sponsor Database (Gross)
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10th Percentile 7.75 1.46 7.89 20.41 14.49 3.31 15.10 25.93 (12.58) 10.77
25th Percentile 7.20 0.85 7.14 18.40 13.73 1.92 14.11 22.73 (20.71) 9.53

Median 6.65 0.07 6.04 15.73 12.66 0.91 13.00 20.23 (25.43) 7.97
75th Percentile 6.03 (0.84) 4.93 13.14 10.92 (0.30) 11.68 16.02 (27.97) 6.84
90th Percentile 5.46 (1.90) 4.08 9.46 9.34 (1.58) 10.06 12.57 (30.14) 5.75

Total Fund 5.75 0.07 4.72 19.72 14.53 (2.53) 14.64 23.73 (26.15) 8.85

Total Fund
Benchmark 7.03 0.21 6.80 16.47 12.99 0.60 13.04 19.19 (25.41) 6.22

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Total Fund Benchmark
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Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association
Performance vs CAI Public Fund Sponsor Database
Periods Ended September 30, 2016

Return Ranking
The chart below illustrates fund rankings over various periods versus the CAI Public Fund Sponsor Database. The bars
represent the range of returns from the 10th percentile to the 90th percentile for each period for all funds in the CAI Public
Fund Sponsor Database. The numbers to the right of the bar represent the percentile rankings of the fund being analyzed.
The table below the chart details the rates of return plotted in the graph above.
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Fiscal YTD Year Year Year Year
Ended 6/2016 Ended 6/2015 Ended 6/2014 Ended 6/2013

(2)

(31)

(94)

(40)

(54)(54)

(20)

(34)

(12)

(44)

10th Percentile 4.01 2.32 4.60 18.99 14.81
25th Percentile 3.74 1.78 3.99 17.74 13.43

Median 3.43 0.85 3.24 16.30 11.98
75th Percentile 3.07 (0.35) 2.05 14.82 10.14
90th Percentile 2.60 (1.80) 0.98 13.63 8.08

Total Fund 4.80 (2.19) 3.11 18.08 14.52

Total Fund
Benchmark 3.68 1.23 3.10 17.27 12.29

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% BB Barclays Aggregate Idx, 25.0% MSCI ACWIxUS Gross,
7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Domestic Equity Composite
Period Ended September 30, 2016

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Equity Composite’s portfolio posted a 6.45%
return for the quarter placing it in the 3 percentile of the Pub
Pln- Domestic Equity group for the quarter and in the 88
percentile for the last year.

Domestic Equity Composite’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell 3000 Index by 2.06% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 3000 Index for the year by
3.44%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $163,710,610

Net New Investment $-4,600,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $10,560,598

Ending Market Value $169,671,208

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Equity (Gross)
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10th Percentile 5.95 16.06 8.23 10.88 16.84 13.85 8.13
25th Percentile 5.47 15.33 7.56 10.39 16.49 13.37 7.71

Median 4.93 14.50 6.95 9.83 16.09 13.03 7.30
75th Percentile 4.39 12.92 6.13 8.91 15.45 12.54 7.08
90th Percentile 3.83 11.34 4.83 7.80 14.74 11.86 6.51

Domestic
Equity Composite 6.45 11.53 5.61 8.66 15.80 12.83 7.56

Russell 3000 Index 4.40 14.96 6.96 10.44 16.36 13.18 7.37
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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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Median 8.19 0.17 11.33 34.39 16.07 0.33 17.92 29.51 (37.42) 5.18
75th Percentile 7.43 (1.03) 10.05 33.14 15.14 (1.19) 16.90 27.35 (39.33) 3.89
90th Percentile 5.68 (2.49) 8.41 31.92 14.16 (2.61) 15.71 25.69 (41.20) 2.96

Domestic
Equity Composite 6.08 (0.08) 9.59 38.02 17.10 (1.96) 19.63 34.90 (38.99) 7.26

Russell
3000 Index 8.18 0.48 12.56 33.55 16.42 1.03 16.93 28.34 (37.31) 5.14

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 3000 Index
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Domestic Equity Composite
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against Pub Pln- Domestic Equity
as of September 30, 2016
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(54)

(14) (11)

(25)

(56)

(41)

(14)

(74)

(87)

(19)

(8)

(62)

10th Percentile 79.52 18.22 2.84 15.48 2.11 0.24
25th Percentile 40.20 17.74 2.73 14.17 1.94 0.10

Median 31.23 17.26 2.53 12.92 1.79 0.03
75th Percentile 24.60 16.86 2.37 12.51 1.66 (0.04)
90th Percentile 14.91 16.29 2.28 11.70 1.45 (0.22)

*Domestic
Equity Composite 29.88 18.09 2.46 15.04 1.48 0.26

Russell 3000 Index 53.96 17.74 2.60 12.54 2.00 (0.02)

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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(20)

(28)

10th Percentile 3265 130
25th Percentile 1888 110

Median 963 86
75th Percentile 621 66
90th Percentile 516 53

*Domestic
Equity Composite 2240 108

Russell 3000 Index 2955 87

Diversification Ratio
Manager 5%
Index 3%
Style Median 10%

*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) 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 September 30, 2016

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 September 30, 2016

Value Core Growth

Mega

Large

Mid

Small

Micro

Vanguard S&P 500 Index

*Boston Partners

Harbor Cap Appreciation

*Janus Research

*Fidelity Low Priced Stock

Royce Total Return

*Morgan Stanley

*Janus Enterprise

*Prudential Small Cap Value

*AB US Small Growth

*RS Investments

*AMG

*Domestic Equity Composite

Russell 3000 Index*Dodge & Cox Stock

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

Vanguard S&P 500 Index 12.67% 79.08 (0.04) (0.01) 0.03 505 54.90
*Dodge & Cox Stock 14.06% 53.60 (0.42) (0.17) 0.24 64 17.52
*Boston Partners 14.21% 47.77 (0.29) (0.04) 0.25 88 22.54
Harbor Cap Appreciation 14.16% 79.47 1.52 0.72 (0.80) 58 15.40
*Janus Research 13.79% 58.15 0.80 0.35 (0.45) 103 25.07
*Fidelity Low Priced Stock 3.10% 6.46 (0.29) (0.03) 0.25 806 32.11
Royce Total Return 3.00% 2.17 (0.30) (0.12) 0.18 276 53.41
*Morgan Stanley 2.61% 14.33 1.60 0.51 (1.09) 48 10.29
*Janus Enterprise 3.46% 7.59 0.66 0.22 (0.44) 83 26.37
*Prudential Small Cap Value 6.93% 1.45 (0.90) (0.11) 0.79 379 67.15
*AB US Small Growth 3.98% 2.89 0.71 0.16 (0.55) 97 35.20
*RS Investments 3.03% 2.40 0.72 0.14 (0.58) 92 24.68
*AMG 5.00% 0.69 0.25 0.08 (0.17) 338 74.47
*Domestic Equity Composite 100.00% 29.88 0.26 0.14 (0.12) 2240 107.56
Russell 3000 Index - 53.96 (0.02) (0.00) 0.02 2955 86.53

*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) 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 September 30, 2016

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Vanguard S&P 500 Index’s portfolio posted a 3.85% return
for the quarter placing it in the 51 percentile of the CAI Large
Cap Core Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 9
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 0.02%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $22,812,014

Net New Investment $-2,200,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $880,305

Ending Market Value $21,492,319

Performance vs CAI Large Cap Core Mutual Funds (Net)
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(9)(9)
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(13)(12)

(27)(27)

10th Percentile 6.82 15.36 7.34 11.04 16.69 13.33 7.80
25th Percentile 4.95 14.76 6.43 10.46 15.98 12.66 7.27

Median 3.86 12.55 5.32 9.17 15.15 11.86 6.41
75th Percentile 2.89 10.83 3.78 8.39 14.14 11.14 5.78
90th Percentile 1.65 7.35 2.44 6.66 12.73 9.77 5.20

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 3.85 15.41 7.09 11.13 16.35 13.15 7.24

S&P 500 Index 3.85 15.43 7.11 11.16 16.37 13.17 7.24

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 Large Cap Core Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 8.77 3.07 15.11 35.98 18.58 5.21 17.32 33.99 (31.69) 11.79
25th Percentile 7.23 1.87 13.28 34.55 17.24 2.07 15.58 29.23 (35.22) 9.46

Median 6.00 0.59 10.99 32.79 16.18 0.45 13.30 26.18 (36.68) 6.81
75th Percentile 4.35 (1.48) 10.06 30.56 13.84 (2.61) 11.75 22.94 (39.31) 3.65
90th Percentile 1.80 (2.95) 8.92 28.64 10.44 (5.50) 9.56 20.86 (43.66) 0.10

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 7.81 1.37 13.65 32.35 15.98 2.09 15.05 26.63 (36.95) 5.47

S&P 500 Index 7.84 1.38 13.69 32.39 16.00 2.11 15.06 26.47 (37.00) 5.49

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs S&P 500 Index
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25th Percentile (0.38) 1.50 (0.12)

Median (0.57) 1.43 (0.46)
75th Percentile (0.86) 1.33 (0.76)
90th Percentile (1.22) 1.19 (1.10)

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index (3.06) 1.65 (2.90)
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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 Large Cap Core Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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(28)(29) (32)(32)

(50)(50)
(57)(57)

(36)(37)

(52)(53)

10th Percentile 97.42 19.55 3.32 21.43 2.46 0.49
25th Percentile 80.72 17.41 3.13 16.34 2.23 0.12

Median 66.95 16.68 2.72 12.99 2.00 (0.03)
75th Percentile 51.95 15.50 2.39 11.23 1.79 (0.16)
90th Percentile 36.36 14.87 2.10 8.28 1.40 (0.40)

Vanguard S&P 500 Index 79.08 16.98 2.73 12.54 2.12 (0.04)

S&P 500 Index 78.83 16.98 2.72 12.52 2.11 (0.04)

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
September 30, 2016

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

Information Technology
21.2
21.2

22.1

Health Care
14.7
14.7

15.5

Financials
12.8
12.8

14.0

Consumer Discretionary
12.5

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

12.5
12.8

Consumer Staples
9.9
9.9
9.8

Industrials
9.7
9.7

10.4

Energy
7.3
7.3
7.4

Utilities
3.3
3.3

1.5

Real Estate
3.1
3.1

1.4

Materials
2.9
2.9
3.2

Telecommunications
2.6
2.6

1.9

Vanguard S&P 500 Index S&P 500 Index

CAI Large Cap Core MFs

Sector Diversification
Manager 3.10 sectors
Index 3.11 sectors

Diversification
September 30, 2016

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

Number of Issue
Securities Diversification

(4)

(4)

10th Percentile 227 41
25th Percentile 177 30

Median 75 21
75th Percentile 52 16
90th Percentile 48 14

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 505 55

S&P 500 Index 507 55

Diversification Ratio
Manager 11%
Index 11%
Style Median 27%

 35
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Dodge & Cox Stock
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 8.79% return for the
quarter placing it in the 2 percentile of the CAI Large Cap
Value Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 20
percentile for the last year.

Dodge & Cox Stock’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
1000 Value Index by 5.31% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 1000 Value Index for the year
by 1.67%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,933,343

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,927,929

Ending Market Value $23,861,271

Performance vs CAI Large Cap Value Mutual Funds (Net)
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Value Index 3.48 16.20 5.38 9.70 16.15 12.34 5.85
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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 Large Cap Value Mutual Funds (Net)
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75th Percentile 4.62 (5.63) 10.17 30.70 14.20 (3.70) 10.93 18.38 (37.84) (1.18)
90th Percentile 2.95 (7.50) 8.66 29.35 10.00 (6.81) 9.82 16.80 (40.44) (5.18)

Dodge &
Cox Stock 9.55 (4.49) 10.40 40.55 22.01 (4.08) 13.49 31.27 (43.31) 0.14

Russell 1000
Value Index 10.00 (3.83) 13.45 32.53 17.51 0.39 15.51 19.69 (36.85) (0.17)

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 Large Cap Value Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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10th Percentile 85.72 17.69 2.54 15.83 2.70 (0.16)
25th Percentile 64.91 16.38 2.20 13.28 2.54 (0.43)

Median 55.81 15.20 1.90 10.00 2.40 (0.55)
75th Percentile 39.99 13.81 1.73 8.91 2.18 (0.71)
90th Percentile 27.07 13.02 1.60 7.74 1.96 (0.81)

*Dodge & Cox Stock 53.60 13.12 1.67 8.08 1.86 (0.42)

Russell 1000 Value Index 57.24 16.19 1.79 10.41 2.57 (0.72)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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75th Percentile 49 17
90th Percentile 36 13

*Dodge & Cox Stock 64 18
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Diversification Ratio
Manager 27%
Index 6%
Style Median 30%

*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) 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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Boston Partners
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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, attempting 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 4.24% return for the
quarter placing it in the 38 percentile of the CAI Large Cap
Value Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 77
percentile for the last year.

Boston Partners’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 1000
Value Index by 0.76% for the quarter and underperformed
the Russell 1000 Value Index for the year by 6.20%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $23,104,704

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,009,089

Ending Market Value $24,113,793

Performance vs CAI Large Cap Value Mutual Funds (Net)
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75th Percentile 2.54 10.13 1.85 6.91 13.73 8.60
90th Percentile 1.01 7.51 0.33 6.03 12.58 7.90

Boston Partners 4.24 10.00 2.64 7.06 15.64 10.15

Russell 1000
Value Index 3.48 16.20 5.38 9.70 16.15 10.85
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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.
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Median (0.51) 1.37 (0.43)
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Boston Partners
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI Large Cap Value Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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10th Percentile 85.72 17.69 2.54 15.83 2.70 (0.16)
25th Percentile 64.91 16.38 2.20 13.28 2.54 (0.43)

Median 55.81 15.20 1.90 10.00 2.40 (0.55)
75th Percentile 39.99 13.81 1.73 8.91 2.18 (0.71)
90th Percentile 27.07 13.02 1.60 7.74 1.96 (0.81)

*Boston Partners 47.77 14.37 2.05 19.94 1.91 (0.29)

Russell 1000 Value Index 57.24 16.19 1.79 10.41 2.57 (0.72)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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Harbor Cap Appreciation
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 8.16% return
for the quarter placing it in the 6 percentile of the CAI Large
Cap Growth Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the
79 percentile for the last year.

Harbor Cap Appreciation’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell 1000 Growth Index by 3.58% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year
by 4.69%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $22,211,427

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,812,779

Ending Market Value $24,024,206

Performance vs CAI Large Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
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Median 5.96 10.15 7.11 10.10 15.26 12.70 7.97
75th Percentile 4.75 9.21 4.99 8.95 14.68 11.69 7.11
90th Percentile 3.87 7.13 3.03 7.29 13.17 10.89 6.44

Harbor Cap
Appreciation 8.16 9.07 7.54 11.28 16.00 13.31 8.68

Russell 1000
Growth Index 4.58 13.76 8.34 11.83 16.60 14.11 8.85

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 Large Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
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Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Growth Index

R
e

la
ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(8%)

(6%)

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Harbor Cap Appreciation CAI Large Cap Growth MFs

Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs Russell 1000 Growth Index
Rankings Against CAI Large Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
Five Years Ended September 30, 2016

(10)

(5)

0

5

10

15

20

Alpha Treynor
Ratio

(55)

(55)

10th Percentile (0.46) 16.02
25th Percentile (1.62) 14.80

Median (2.57) 13.79
75th Percentile (3.97) 12.52
90th Percentile (5.35) 11.38

Harbor Cap
Appreciation (2.79) 13.70

(2)

(1)

0

1

2

Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(38)

(61)

(30)

10th Percentile (0.21) 1.48 0.24
25th Percentile (0.43) 1.38 (0.05)

Median (0.73) 1.31 (0.30)
75th Percentile (1.10) 1.17 (0.52)
90th Percentile (1.34) 1.05 (0.87)

Harbor Cap
Appreciation (0.53) 1.23 (0.10)

 43
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Harbor Cap Appreciation
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI Large Cap Growth Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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Harbor Cap Appreciation 79.47 24.58 5.84 22.23 0.71 1.52

Russell 1000 Growth Index 72.53 18.70 5.35 14.44 1.53 0.67

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Janus Research
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 and to Class N Shares in July 2016.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Janus Research’s portfolio posted a 4.25% return for the
quarter placing it in the 83 percentile of the CAI Large Cap
Growth Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 66
percentile for the last year.

Janus Research’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
1000 Growth Index by 0.33% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year
by 4.18%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $23,104,385

Net New Investment $-700,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $985,066

Ending Market Value $23,389,451

Performance vs CAI Large Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 8.08 13.01 8.73 12.28 17.56 14.60 9.16
25th Percentile 7.14 11.62 7.97 11.60 16.40 13.54 8.62

Median 5.96 10.15 7.11 10.10 15.26 12.70 7.97
75th Percentile 4.75 9.21 4.99 8.95 14.68 11.69 7.11
90th Percentile 3.87 7.13 3.03 7.29 13.17 10.89 6.44

Janus Research 4.25 9.58 7.31 11.38 16.31 13.37 9.13

Russell 1000
Growth Index 4.58 13.76 8.34 11.83 16.60 14.11 8.85

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 Large Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)

(60%)

(40%)

(20%)

0%

20%

40%

60%

12/15- 9/16 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007

448 5757
1118

4864

3054

84
15

1135

18
40

88
43

9
63
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75th Percentile 0.94 3.66 8.77 32.37 13.25 (2.39) 12.19 30.16 (42.13) 10.15
90th Percentile (0.64) 0.01 7.54 29.29 11.88 (5.08) 10.57 24.94 (46.22) 6.64

Janus Research 2.55 5.55 14.10 35.36 16.78 (3.76) 21.20 43.02 (44.36) 24.52

Russell 1000
Growth Index 6.00 5.67 13.05 33.48 15.26 2.64 16.71 37.21 (38.44) 11.81

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Growth Index

R
e

la
ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(8%)

(6%)

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Janus Research CAI Large Cap Growth MFs

Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs Russell 1000 Growth Index
Rankings Against CAI Large Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
Five Years Ended September 30, 2016

(10)

(5)

0

5

10

15

20

Alpha Treynor
Ratio

(12)

(12)

10th Percentile (0.46) 16.02
25th Percentile (1.62) 14.80

Median (2.57) 13.79
75th Percentile (3.97) 12.52
90th Percentile (5.35) 11.38

Janus Research (0.80) 15.59

(2)

(1)

0

1

2

Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(11)

(10)

(27)

10th Percentile (0.21) 1.48 0.24
25th Percentile (0.43) 1.38 (0.05)

Median (0.73) 1.31 (0.30)
75th Percentile (1.10) 1.17 (0.52)
90th Percentile (1.34) 1.05 (0.87)

Janus Research (0.27) 1.47 (0.08)
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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 Large Cap Growth Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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10th Percentile 88.11 24.79 6.10 22.30 1.47 1.51
25th Percentile 81.72 22.20 5.35 20.28 1.27 1.21

Median 71.25 20.42 4.73 18.23 1.02 1.10
75th Percentile 59.51 19.41 4.31 15.87 0.84 0.82
90th Percentile 48.84 17.71 3.98 13.82 0.72 0.57

*Janus Research 58.15 19.32 4.69 15.68 1.15 0.80

Russell 1000 Growth Index 72.53 18.70 5.35 14.44 1.53 0.67

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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*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) 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 September 30, 2016

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 4.93% return
for the quarter placing it in the 44 percentile of the CAI Mid
Cap Value Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 88
percentile for the last year.

Fidelity Low Priced Stock’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell MidCap Value Idx by 0.48% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell MidCap Value Idx for the year
by 10.25%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,012,567

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $246,877

Ending Market Value $5,259,444

Performance vs CAI Mid Cap Value Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 7.99 16.38 8.80 10.88 18.11 13.80 9.30
25th Percentile 5.78 14.42 5.62 8.96 16.41 12.72 7.70

Median 4.78 11.78 3.23 7.47 15.26 12.07 6.87
75th Percentile 4.20 9.51 1.60 5.27 13.21 11.01 6.10
90th Percentile 2.87 5.98 0.44 3.78 12.00 8.98 4.67

Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 4.93 7.01 4.44 6.73 14.43 12.47 8.08

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 4.45 17.26 7.16 10.49 17.38 14.27 7.89

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 Mid Cap Value Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 14.00 (0.71) 14.39 42.65 20.70 1.14 26.72 53.95 (29.60) 7.95
25th Percentile 11.32 (3.41) 13.15 39.36 18.70 (1.33) 23.98 41.30 (36.25) 5.68

Median 8.76 (5.35) 11.56 35.88 16.32 (3.87) 21.22 35.06 (38.98) 2.12
75th Percentile 6.67 (9.08) 9.04 32.14 12.37 (6.33) 19.76 30.74 (41.74) (1.40)
90th Percentile 2.12 (10.56) 4.63 30.30 10.17 (8.35) 12.69 24.47 (43.42) (3.91)

Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 5.30 (0.56) 7.65 34.31 18.50 (0.06) 20.70 39.08 (36.17) 3.16

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 13.72 (4.78) 14.75 33.46 18.51 (1.38) 24.75 34.21 (38.44) (1.42)

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 Mid Cap Value Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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10th Percentile 29.37 19.49 2.65 12.72 2.37 (0.12)
25th Percentile 11.38 17.88 2.13 10.85 2.10 (0.22)

Median 9.03 16.84 1.93 9.92 1.86 (0.33)
75th Percentile 7.84 15.44 1.70 8.32 1.62 (0.50)
90th Percentile 5.82 14.55 1.51 7.43 1.43 (0.69)

*Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 6.46 13.45 1.64 9.64 2.10 (0.29)

Russell Midcap Value Index 11.10 18.38 1.74 8.95 2.26 (0.56)

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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*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (7/31/16) 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 September 30, 2016

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 5.89% return for the
quarter placing it in the 23 percentile of the CAI Mid Cap
Value Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 5
percentile for the last year.

Royce Total Return’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
MidCap Value Idx by 1.44% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell MidCap Value Idx for the year by
0.05%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,805,386

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $282,833

Ending Market Value $5,088,219

Performance vs CAI Mid Cap Value Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 7.99 16.38 8.80 10.88 18.11 13.80 9.30
25th Percentile 5.78 14.42 5.62 8.96 16.41 12.72 7.70

Median 4.78 11.78 3.23 7.47 15.26 12.07 6.87
75th Percentile 4.20 9.51 1.60 5.27 13.21 11.01 6.10
90th Percentile 2.87 5.98 0.44 3.78 12.00 8.98 4.67

Royce Total Return 5.89 17.31 6.21 5.68 13.16 11.15 6.72

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 4.45 17.26 7.16 10.49 17.38 14.27 7.89

Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Value Idx
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Royce Total Return
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Mid Cap Value Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 14.00 (0.71) 14.39 42.65 20.70 1.14 26.72 53.95 (29.60) 7.95
25th Percentile 11.32 (3.41) 13.15 39.36 18.70 (1.33) 23.98 41.30 (36.25) 5.68

Median 8.76 (5.35) 11.56 35.88 16.32 (3.87) 21.22 35.06 (38.98) 2.12
75th Percentile 6.67 (9.08) 9.04 32.14 12.37 (6.33) 19.76 30.74 (41.74) (1.40)
90th Percentile 2.12 (10.56) 4.63 30.30 10.17 (8.35) 12.69 24.47 (43.42) (3.91)

Royce
Total Return 15.17 (7.17) 1.51 32.93 14.48 (1.62) 23.65 26.23 (31.17) 2.39

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 13.72 (4.78) 14.75 33.46 18.51 (1.38) 24.75 34.21 (38.44) (1.42)

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Value Idx
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Royce Total Return
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI Mid Cap Value Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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10th Percentile 29.37 19.49 2.65 12.72 2.37 (0.12)
25th Percentile 11.38 17.88 2.13 10.85 2.10 (0.22)

Median 9.03 16.84 1.93 9.92 1.86 (0.33)
75th Percentile 7.84 15.44 1.70 8.32 1.62 (0.50)
90th Percentile 5.82 14.55 1.51 7.43 1.43 (0.69)

Royce Total Return 2.17 18.38 1.98 8.93 2.06 (0.30)

Russell Midcap Value Index 11.10 18.38 1.74 8.95 2.26 (0.56)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Morgan Stanley
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 5.13% return for the
quarter placing it in the 31 percentile of the CAI Mid Cap
Growth Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 89
percentile for the last year.

Morgan Stanley’s portfolio outperformed the Russell MidCap
Growth Idx by 0.54% for the quarter and underperformed the
Russell MidCap Growth Idx for the year by 10.99%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,219,166

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $216,653

Ending Market Value $4,435,819

Performance vs CAI Mid Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
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Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(31)(40)

(89)

(18)

(93)

(28)

(93)

(14)
(97)

(15)

(90)

(14)

(82)
(34)

10th Percentile 6.71 11.95 9.20 9.66 16.37 14.35 9.75
25th Percentile 5.31 9.89 6.38 8.49 14.82 12.80 8.63

Median 4.27 7.52 4.52 6.80 13.92 12.27 7.99
75th Percentile 2.99 4.98 2.10 5.15 12.41 11.29 7.22
90th Percentile 1.92 0.05 (1.48) 2.66 10.58 8.99 5.46

Morgan Stanley 5.13 0.25 (2.94) 0.38 7.82 8.97 6.95

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 4.59 11.24 6.23 8.90 15.85 13.90 8.51

Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Growth Idx
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Morgan Stanley
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Mid Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)

(80%)

(60%)

(40%)

(20%)

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

12/15- 9/16 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007

95
10

8458 97
10

2248

8926

6636

1056

6
40

7155

21
75

10th Percentile 6.82 6.11 11.77 42.01 18.79 2.90 33.04 58.08 (36.65) 29.42
25th Percentile 6.22 2.31 9.85 37.97 15.92 (0.65) 29.33 48.77 (39.69) 21.45

Median 4.16 0.14 7.80 35.44 14.24 (3.96) 27.06 43.05 (42.72) 15.74
75th Percentile 1.53 (3.67) 5.71 32.15 11.00 (7.81) 22.51 34.98 (48.47) 11.49
90th Percentile (1.46) (6.09) 2.78 29.43 9.13 (10.50) 19.06 29.25 (51.37) 8.54

Morgan Stanley (2.68) (5.73) 1.47 38.35 9.49 (6.89) 32.94 60.19 (47.22) 22.09

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 6.84 (0.20) 11.90 35.74 15.81 (1.65) 26.38 46.29 (44.32) 11.43

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Growth Idx
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Rankings Against CAI Mid Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
Five Years Ended September 30, 2016
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10th Percentile 0.15 15.87
25th Percentile (1.13) 14.46
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75th Percentile (4.13) 11.50
90th Percentile (7.32) 8.58

Morgan Stanley (8.09) 7.13
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio
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(86)

10th Percentile 0.05 1.38 0.16
25th Percentile (0.28) 1.23 (0.24)

Median (0.70) 1.13 (0.43)
75th Percentile (1.12) 0.99 (0.74)
90th Percentile (1.50) 0.73 (1.07)

Morgan Stanley (1.20) 0.56 (1.05)
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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 Mid Cap Growth Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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(42)
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(60)
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(9)

(5)

(86)

(98)

(5) (2)

(75)

10th Percentile 14.70 24.60 4.81 20.13 1.06 1.06
25th Percentile 11.64 22.46 4.36 16.99 0.83 1.00

Median 10.32 21.49 3.93 15.76 0.71 0.84
75th Percentile 9.26 19.90 3.58 14.64 0.61 0.70
90th Percentile 7.80 18.70 3.00 13.40 0.47 0.57

*Morgan Stanley 14.33 36.78 6.83 22.75 0.31 1.60

Russell MidCap Growth Idx 11.19 20.70 4.82 13.82 1.09 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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(91)

(98)

10th Percentile 131 38
25th Percentile 99 32

Median 77 26
75th Percentile 62 20
90th Percentile 48 15

*Morgan Stanley 48 10

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 463 93

Diversification Ratio
Manager 21%
Index 20%
Style Median 33%

*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) 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 Enterprise
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 and Class N
Shares in July 2016.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Janus Enterprise’s portfolio posted a 5.81% return for the
quarter placing it in the 22 percentile of the CAI Mid Cap
Growth Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 1
percentile for the last year.

Janus Enterprise’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
MidCap Growth Idx by 1.22% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell MidCap Growth Idx for the year by
5.93%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,548,511

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $322,333

Ending Market Value $5,870,844

Performance vs CAI Mid Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
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(40)
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(18) (2)

(28)

(2)

(14)

(5)
(15)

(7)
(14)

(7)
(34)

10th Percentile 6.71 11.95 9.20 9.66 16.37 14.35 9.75
25th Percentile 5.31 9.89 6.38 8.49 14.82 12.80 8.63

Median 4.27 7.52 4.52 6.80 13.92 12.27 7.99
75th Percentile 2.99 4.98 2.10 5.15 12.41 11.29 7.22
90th Percentile 1.92 0.05 (1.48) 2.66 10.58 8.99 5.46

Janus Enterprise 5.81 17.17 11.59 11.88 17.10 14.91 10.16

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 4.59 11.24 6.23 8.90 15.85 13.90 8.51

Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Growth Idx
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Janus Enterprise
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Mid Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 6.82 6.11 11.77 42.01 18.79 2.90 33.04 58.08 (36.65) 29.42
25th Percentile 6.22 2.31 9.85 37.97 15.92 (0.65) 29.33 48.77 (39.69) 21.45

Median 4.16 0.14 7.80 35.44 14.24 (3.96) 27.06 43.05 (42.72) 15.74
75th Percentile 1.53 (3.67) 5.71 32.15 11.00 (7.81) 22.51 34.98 (48.47) 11.49
90th Percentile (1.46) (6.09) 2.78 29.43 9.13 (10.50) 19.06 29.25 (51.37) 8.54

Janus
Enterprise 11.73 3.49 12.01 30.86 17.83 (1.65) 26.06 42.89 (43.13) 21.81

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 6.84 (0.20) 11.90 35.74 15.81 (1.65) 26.38 46.29 (44.32) 11.43

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Growth Idx
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25th Percentile (0.28) 1.23 (0.24)

Median (0.70) 1.13 (0.43)
75th Percentile (1.12) 0.99 (0.74)
90th Percentile (1.50) 0.73 (1.07)

Janus Enterprise 0.99 1.66 0.37
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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 Mid Cap Growth Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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(42)
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(86)

(9)
(5)

(79)
(75)

10th Percentile 14.70 24.60 4.81 20.13 1.06 1.06
25th Percentile 11.64 22.46 4.36 16.99 0.83 1.00

Median 10.32 21.49 3.93 15.76 0.71 0.84
75th Percentile 9.26 19.90 3.58 14.64 0.61 0.70
90th Percentile 7.80 18.70 3.00 13.40 0.47 0.57

*Janus Enterprise 7.59 19.70 4.57 12.45 1.06 0.66

Russell MidCap Growth Idx 11.19 20.70 4.82 13.82 1.09 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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*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) 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 September 30, 2016

Investment Philosophy
QMA believes a systematic approach that focuses on stocks with low valuations and confirming signals of attractiveness
can outperform a small cap value benchmark. Its research shows that adapting to changing market conditions by
dynamically shifting the weight on specific factors, while simultaneously maintaining a focus on value stocks, leads to better
performance than using static factor exposures. Switched share class in Septemeber 2015.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Prudential Small Cap Value’s portfolio posted a 8.35%
return for the quarter placing it in the 22 percentile of the CAI
Small Cap Value Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in
the 20 percentile for the last year.

Prudential Small Cap Value’s portfolio underperformed the
Russell 2000 Value Index by 0.51% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 2000 Value Index for the year
by 1.02%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $12,421,863

Net New Investment $-1,700,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,035,735

Ending Market Value $11,757,598

Performance vs CAI Small Cap Value Mutual Funds (Net)
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A(37)(38)
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A(21)
B(43)(79)

10th Percentile 10.20 19.77 9.54 8.93 17.48 13.55 8.72
25th Percentile 7.96 16.69 7.93 7.73 15.96 12.38 7.75

Median 6.47 14.09 6.17 6.30 14.67 11.72 6.82
75th Percentile 5.54 9.80 3.39 4.71 13.36 10.51 6.07
90th Percentile 4.24 7.01 (0.89) 0.13 10.46 8.30 4.70

Prudential
Small Cap Value A 8.35 17.79 6.49 6.80 14.75 12.26 7.91

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 6.36 17.54 7.58 8.18 16.26 12.60 7.05

Russell 2000
Value Index 8.87 18.81 8.12 6.77 15.45 11.60 5.78

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 Small Cap Value Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 15.97 (2.07) 11.39 45.66 21.62 3.17 30.20 54.99 (26.69) 5.56
25th Percentile 14.09 (2.67) 7.00 38.46 18.32 (0.51) 27.11 44.58 (29.99) 1.92

Median 12.08 (6.27) 3.60 35.58 15.37 (3.66) 25.03 34.76 (34.78) (2.78)
75th Percentile 8.55 (8.08) 1.42 32.27 11.18 (7.22) 21.38 26.46 (38.42) (6.18)
90th Percentile 5.60 (13.77) (1.31) 29.93 9.27 (11.11) 17.84 21.92 (42.71) (14.00)

Prudential
Small Cap Value A 13.69 (7.00) 5.89 35.87 14.14 (0.48) 23.63 26.69 (27.45) 0.52

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 13.86 (5.14) 7.44 33.71 18.80 (4.04) 24.99 30.29 (32.12) (6.94)

Russell 2000
Value Index 15.49 (7.47) 4.22 34.52 18.05 (5.50) 24.50 20.58 (28.92) (9.78)

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Value Index
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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 Small Cap Value Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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Median 2.03 18.23 1.82 10.65 1.50 (0.31)
75th Percentile 1.53 15.66 1.57 8.99 1.27 (0.47)
90th Percentile 0.99 13.70 1.36 7.33 1.12 (0.62)

*Prudential
Small Cap Value A 1.45 13.27 1.09 7.50 2.63 (0.90)

US Small Cap Value Idx B 2.48 18.25 1.48 8.54 2.56 (0.66)

Russell 2000 Value Index 1.52 19.76 1.35 10.12 2.14 (0.58)

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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*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (8/31/16) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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AB US Small Growth
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
AB US Small Growth’s portfolio posted a 7.67% return for
the quarter placing it in the 61 percentile of the CAI Small
Cap Growth Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the
47 percentile for the last year.

AB US Small Growth’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
2000 Growth Index by 1.56% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 2000 Growth Index for the year
by 2.39%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $6,279,778

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $481,434

Ending Market Value $6,761,212

Performance vs CAI Small Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 11.32 15.42 10.19 9.17 17.08 15.30 10.01
25th Percentile 9.26 13.68 8.10 6.48 16.03 13.87 9.07

Median 8.18 9.56 5.37 4.83 15.02 12.56 7.80
75th Percentile 7.16 6.57 4.35 3.03 13.23 11.43 6.58
90th Percentile 5.33 2.10 (0.17) 0.46 12.41 10.04 5.40

AB US Small Growth 7.67 9.73 3.22 3.63 15.23 15.15 9.91

Russell 2000
Growth Index 9.22 12.12 8.01 6.58 16.15 13.32 8.29

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 Small Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
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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 Small Cap Growth Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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AB US Small Growth 2.84 36.11 3.95 18.49 0.38 0.71

Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.90 31.43 3.66 16.91 0.81 0.44

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
September 30, 2016

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Information Technology
30.7

25.3
30.0

Health Care
21.8

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

23.4
23.3

Consumer Discretionary
18.4

14.8
15.0

Industrials
14.7

15.5
16.0

Financials
6.3

4.9
5.5

Materials
2.9

4.9
3.1

Energy
2.6

1.2
2.3

Consumer Staples
2.6
3.1

2.5

Telecommunications 0.8

Utilities 0.8

Real Estate 5.3
2.2

AB US Small Growth Russell 2000 Growth Index

CAI Small Cap Growth MFs

Sector Diversification
Manager 1.88 sectors
Index 2.08 sectors

Diversification
September 30, 2016

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

Number of Issue
Securities Diversification

(60)

(46)

10th Percentile 343 70
25th Percentile 140 43

Median 106 34
75th Percentile 86 27
90th Percentile 71 21

AB US Small Growth 97 35

Russell 2000
Growth Index 1150 189

Diversification Ratio
Manager 36%
Index 16%
Style Median 32%

 65
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



RS Investments
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 10.64% return for the
quarter placing it in the 14 percentile of the CAI Small Cap
Growth Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 96
percentile for the last year.

RS Investments’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 2000
Growth Index by 1.42% for the quarter and underperformed
the Russell 2000 Growth Index for the year by 11.90%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,642,215

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $493,903

Ending Market Value $5,136,118

Performance vs CAI Small Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
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Median 8.18 9.56 5.37 4.83 15.02 12.56 7.80
75th Percentile 7.16 6.57 4.35 3.03 13.23 11.43 6.58
90th Percentile 5.33 2.10 (0.17) 0.46 12.41 10.04 5.40

RS Investments 10.64 0.22 6.27 4.84 15.90 14.47 8.80

Russell 2000
Growth Index 9.22 12.12 8.01 6.58 16.15 13.32 8.29

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 Small Cap Growth Mutual Funds (Net)
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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 Small Cap Growth Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.90 31.43 3.66 16.91 0.81 0.44

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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*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) 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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AMG Managers Emerging Opportunities Fund
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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
AMG Managers Emerging Opportunities Fund’s portfolio
posted a 11.37% return for the quarter placing it in the 39
percentile of the Lipper Micro Cap Objective Mutual Funds
group for the quarter and in the 82 percentile for the last
year.

AMG Managers Emerging Opportunities Fund’s portfolio
outperformed the Russell Microcap Index by 0.12% for the
quarter and underperformed the Russell Microcap Index for
the year by 3.12%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $7,615,252

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $865,662

Ending Market Value $8,480,914

Performance vs Lipper Micro Cap Objective Mutual Funds (Net)
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AMG Managers Emerging Opportunities 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.
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Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell Microcap Index
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AMG Managers Emerging Opportunities Fund
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 Lipper Micro Cap Objective Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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A(31)(28)

B(13)

A(34)

(68)
A(60)
B(68)

(28) B(26)
A(34)

(60)

10th Percentile 0.98 28.57 3.28 1.71 0.81
25th Percentile 0.72 22.98 2.53 1.37 0.44

Median 0.56 18.97 1.94 1.03 (0.06)
75th Percentile 0.44 16.54 1.51 0.42 (0.41)
90th Percentile 0.27 14.71 1.23 0.25 (0.77)

*AMG Managers Emerging
Opportunities Fun A 0.69 21.87 2.37 0.77 0.25

Russell Micro Growth Idx B 0.47 31.54 3.21 0.58 0.43

Russell Microcap Index 0.44 22.56 1.65 1.28 (0.25)

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
September 30, 2016
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Median 101 33
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*AMG Managers Emerging
Opportunities Fun 338 74

Russell Microcap Index 1509 301

Diversification Ratio
Manager 22%
Index 20%
Style Median 30%

*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) 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 September 30, 2016

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
International Equity Composite’s portfolio posted a 7.87%
return for the quarter placing it in the 14 percentile of the
Pub Pln- International Equity group for the quarter and in the
75 percentile for the last year.

International Equity Composite’s portfolio outperformed the
MSCI ACWIxUS Gross by 0.86% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWIxUS Gross for the year by
1.54%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $96,976,684

Net New Investment $21,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $7,587,082

Ending Market Value $125,563,767

Performance vs Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
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B(73)
A(86)

(72)

B(57)
A(70)(76)

A(67)
B(71)(72)

A(30)

B(77)
(62)

10th Percentile 8.43 14.37 1.70 3.24 9.33 6.33 4.32
25th Percentile 7.36 11.98 0.71 2.27 8.32 5.73 3.77

Median 6.92 10.38 (0.43) 1.23 7.53 4.84 2.94
75th Percentile 6.53 8.22 (1.77) 0.34 6.61 3.80 1.99
90th Percentile 6.28 6.03 (3.02) (0.42) 5.26 2.59 0.53

International
Equity Composite A 7.87 8.25 (1.98) 0.00 6.76 4.37 3.50

MSCI EAFE Index B 6.43 6.52 (1.36) 0.48 7.39 4.24 1.82

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 7.00 9.80 (1.58) 0.64 6.52 4.12 2.63

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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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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26

10th Percentile 10.02 (0.23) (0.11) 23.42 21.01 (9.81) 16.23 49.71 (39.12) 19.21
25th Percentile 7.91 (1.49) (1.90) 20.60 20.09 (11.83) 14.28 41.83 (41.67) 17.23

Median 6.26 (3.79) (3.21) 17.98 18.60 (13.40) 12.11 37.39 (43.71) 14.82
75th Percentile 4.74 (6.47) (4.32) 14.89 17.09 (15.01) 9.72 32.05 (46.07) 11.63
90th Percentile 3.14 (10.71) (5.43) 9.01 15.56 (17.58) 8.52 27.81 (48.72) 8.35

International
Equity Composite A 4.73 (4.50) (5.73) 19.25 18.78 (15.34) 14.46 49.73 (44.96) 17.68

MSCI
EAFE Index B 1.73 (0.81) (4.90) 22.78 17.32 (12.14) 7.75 31.78 (43.38) 11.17

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 6.29 (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross

R
e

la
ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

International Equity Composite MSCI EAFE Index Pub Pln- Intl Equity

Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
Rankings Against Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
Five Years Ended September 30, 2016

(4)
(2)

0
2
4
6
8

10
12

Alpha Treynor
Ratio

B(54)
A(80)

B(53)
A(81)

10th Percentile 2.72 9.41
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90th Percentile (1.20) 5.13

International
Equity Composite A (0.16) 6.20
MSCI EAFE Index B 0.99 7.47
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Ratio Ratio Ratio
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A(80)

B(56)
A(82) B(62)

A(72)

10th Percentile 1.40 0.78 1.15
25th Percentile 0.90 0.70 0.79

Median 0.57 0.63 0.46
75th Percentile 0.10 0.54 0.03
90th Percentile (0.29) 0.42 (0.33)

International
Equity Composite A (0.07) 0.52 0.09
MSCI EAFE Index B 0.40 0.62 0.33
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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 September 30, 2016
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(58)
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10th Percentile 43.25 18.54 2.91 14.15 3.49 0.78
25th Percentile 35.16 16.41 2.34 11.75 3.13 0.51

Median 26.57 14.57 1.71 10.01 2.67 0.18
75th Percentile 19.77 12.78 1.41 8.53 2.33 (0.20)
90th Percentile 14.22 11.79 1.22 7.15 1.95 (0.41)

*International
Equity Composite A 28.72 16.08 1.73 9.21 2.73 0.14

MSCI EAFE Index B 32.56 14.46 1.56 8.28 3.26 (0.02)

MSCI ACWI ex US
Index (USD Gross Div) 27.67 14.01 1.57 9.70 3.06 (0.02)

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.

Sector Allocation
September 30, 2016
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Sector Diversification
Manager 2.93 sectors
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Regional Allocation
September 30, 2016
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Country Diversification
Manager 3.81 countries
Index 5.09 countries

*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) 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 ACWI ex US Index (USD Gross Div)

Country Allocation
The chart below contrasts the portfolio’s country allocation with that of the index as of September 30, 2016. 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 September 30, 2016
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International Holdings Based Style Analysis
For One Quarter Ended September 30, 2016

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 September 30, 2016

Value Core Growth

Mega

Large

Mid

Small

Micro

MSCI ACWI ex-US Index

EuroPacific

*International Equities

*Columbia Acorn Int’l

Oakmark International

MSCI EAFE Index
*Mondrian International

Harbor International

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

EuroPacific 22.65% 35.32 0.64 0.30 (0.34) 251 36.63
Harbor International 22.73% 45.92 0.24 (0.01) (0.25) 67 17.87
*Columbia Acorn Int’l 12.49% 5.15 0.88 0.27 (0.61) 117 34.10
Oakmark International 23.20% 27.94 (0.38) (0.11) 0.27 56 15.56
*Mondrian International 18.94% 38.67 (0.37) (0.18) 0.19 121 21.90
*International Equities 100.00% 28.72 0.14 0.03 (0.11) 527 68.94
MSCI EAFE Index - 32.56 (0.02) (0.01) 0.01 927 109.92
MSCI ACWI ex-US Index - 27.67 (0.02) (0.02) 0.01 1847 182.13

*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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EuroPacific
Period Ended September 30, 2016

Investment Philosophy
Capital Group has a research-driven approach to non-U.S. investing. Their bottom-up fundamental approach is blended
with macroeconomic and political judgments on the outlook of 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 8.23% return for the quarter
placing it in the 15 percentile of the CAI Non US Equity
Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 28 percentile
for the last year.

EuroPacific’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI ACWIxUS
Gross by 1.22% for the quarter and underperformed the
MSCI ACWIxUS Gross for the year by 1.28%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,684,238

Net New Investment $5,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,753,501

Ending Market Value $28,437,739

Performance vs CAI Non US Equity Mutual Funds (Net)
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25th Percentile 7.33 8.97 1.35 2.94 8.94 6.10 3.60

Median 6.19 6.26 (0.30) 1.02 7.80 4.82 2.73
75th Percentile 5.30 4.29 (2.18) (0.52) 7.00 3.62 1.44
90th Percentile 3.70 2.72 (4.31) (1.31) 6.17 2.43 0.21

EuroPacific 8.23 8.52 1.57 3.34 9.11 5.51 4.26

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 7.00 9.80 (1.58) 0.64 6.52 4.12 2.63

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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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 Non US Equity Mutual Funds (Net)
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75th Percentile 0.33 (2.37) (6.82) 18.56 16.17 (15.36) 7.32 27.26 (46.56) 8.40
90th Percentile (0.81) (4.71) (9.29) 14.31 14.32 (17.39) 5.13 22.69 (49.26) 5.53

EuroPacific 5.38 (0.48) (2.29) 20.58 19.64 (13.31) 9.76 39.59 (40.38) 19.22

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 6.29 (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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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 Non US Equity Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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90th Percentile 14.76 12.13 1.23 7.98 1.83 (0.34)

EuroPacific 35.32 16.63 1.92 12.40 1.95 0.64

MSCI ACWI ex US
Index (USD Gross Div) 27.67 14.01 1.57 9.70 3.06 (0.02)

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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EuroPacific vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
Attribution for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar
Return

Local
Return

Currency
Return

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

Egypt 21.6 0.0
Austria 15.5 1.2
China 13.9 0.0

New Zealand 10.6 2.1
Taiwan 9.2 2.9

Hong Kong 11.9 0.0
Brazil 12.9 (1.4)

South Korea 6.1 4.6
Hungary 7.2 3.3

Germany 8.8 1.2
Indonesia 8.2 1.2

Spain 8.2 1.2
Netherlands 8.1 1.1

Russia 7.7 1.1
Japan 7.4 1.3

Australia 5.0 2.8
Ireland 6.3 1.2

Sweden 8.7 (1.1)
Finland 6.2 1.2

Thailand 5.8 1.4
Total 6.5 0.5
Qatar 7.0 (0.0)

Portugal 5.3 1.2
France 5.2 1.2

South Africa (0.1) 6.5
Norway 1.6 4.7

United Arab Emirates 6.1 0.0
India 4.5 1.4

Canada 6.3 (1.2)
Belgium 3.8 1.2

United States 4.1 0.0
United Kingdom 7.0 (2.8)

Poland (0.1) 3.5
Colombia 1.7 1.0

Switzerland 2.2 0.5
Italy 1.2 1.2

Peru 1.1 0.0
Greece (0.2) 1.2

Singapore 1.1 (1.3)
Czech Republic (1.7) 1.4

Malaysia 1.0 (2.5)
Chile (2.2) 0.5
Israel (3.8) 2.1

Mexico 2.6 (4.7)
Philippines (2.3) (3.0)

Turkey (1.1) (4.2)
Denmark (7.2) 1.1

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Egypt 0.0 0.0
Austria 0.1 0.0
China 5.8 8.1

New Zealand 0.1 0.0
Taiwan 2.7 2.2

Hong Kong 2.3 6.4
Brazil 1.6 2.0

South Korea 3.3 3.2
Hungary 0.1 0.0

Germany 6.1 4.1
Indonesia 0.6 0.1

Spain 2.1 2.0
Netherlands 2.2 2.8

Russia 0.8 0.5
Japan 16.4 15.8

Australia 5.1 2.6
Ireland 0.3 1.6

Sweden 2.0 0.9
Finland 0.7 0.4

Thailand 0.5 0.4
Total
Qatar 0.2 0.0

Portugal 0.1 0.0
France 6.8 6.5

South Africa 1.7 1.8
Norway 0.5 0.3

United Arab Emirates 0.2 0.0
India 1.9 8.9

Canada 6.8 3.8
Belgium 1.0 1.0

United States 0.0 1.2
United Kingdom 13.8 9.5

Poland 0.3 0.0
Colombia 0.1 0.0

Switzerland 6.5 5.9
Italy 1.4 1.0
Peru 0.1 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.1
Singapore 1.0 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Malaysia 0.7 0.0

Chile 0.3 0.0
Israel 0.5 0.3

Mexico 0.9 0.0
Philippines 0.4 0.5

Turkey 0.3 0.1
Denmark 1.4 5.9

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016
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Harbor International
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 5.97% return for the
quarter placing it in the 58 percentile of the CAI Non US
Equity Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 38
percentile for the last year.

Harbor International’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross by 1.03% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWIxUS Gross for the year by
2.03%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,647,323

Net New Investment $5,650,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,240,255

Ending Market Value $28,537,578

Performance vs CAI Non US Equity Mutual Funds (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

(58)
(32) (38)

(18)

(71)(68)
(76)

(58)

(59)
(85)

(48)(68) (22)
(51)

10th Percentile 8.42 12.06 4.34 4.02 10.03 7.31 4.37
25th Percentile 7.33 8.97 1.35 2.94 8.94 6.10 3.60

Median 6.19 6.26 (0.30) 1.02 7.80 4.82 2.73
75th Percentile 5.30 4.29 (2.18) (0.52) 7.00 3.62 1.44
90th Percentile 3.70 2.72 (4.31) (1.31) 6.17 2.43 0.21

Harbor International 5.97 7.76 (1.68) (0.55) 7.32 4.86 3.81

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 7.00 9.80 (1.58) 0.64 6.52 4.12 2.63

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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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 Non US Equity Mutual Funds (Net)
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8385 2968

2547

4142
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10th Percentile 6.99 4.85 0.04 27.39 22.88 (7.63) 18.31 47.51 (38.37) 19.72
25th Percentile 4.84 1.84 (3.06) 24.56 21.38 (11.13) 14.01 38.82 (40.99) 16.55

Median 2.31 (0.22) (5.57) 21.12 18.79 (13.60) 10.51 31.65 (43.73) 12.32
75th Percentile 0.33 (2.37) (6.82) 18.56 16.17 (15.36) 7.32 27.26 (46.56) 8.40
90th Percentile (0.81) (4.71) (9.29) 14.31 14.32 (17.39) 5.13 22.69 (49.26) 5.53

Harbor
International 4.76 (3.82) (6.81) 16.84 20.87 (11.13) 11.98 38.57 (42.66) 21.82

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 6.29 (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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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 Non US Equity Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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(20)

(77)

(15)

(71)

(47)

(70)

(86)

(62)

(44)

(28)

(50)

(69)

10th Percentile 49.90 18.61 2.95 14.25 3.34 0.92
25th Percentile 44.29 17.08 2.50 12.39 3.15 0.51

Median 35.38 15.20 1.98 10.51 2.68 0.25
75th Percentile 28.15 13.56 1.52 9.01 2.20 (0.07)
90th Percentile 14.76 12.13 1.23 7.98 1.83 (0.34)

Harbor International 45.92 18.00 2.02 8.45 2.75 0.24

MSCI ACWI ex US
Index (USD Gross Div) 27.67 14.01 1.57 9.70 3.06 (0.02)

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 vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
Attribution for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar
Return

Local
Return

Currency
Return

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

Egypt 21.6 0.0
Austria 15.5 1.2
China 13.9 0.0

New Zealand 10.6 2.1
Taiwan 9.2 2.9

Hong Kong 11.9 0.0
Brazil 12.9 (1.4)

South Korea 6.1 4.6
Hungary 7.2 3.3

Germany 8.8 1.2
Indonesia 8.2 1.2

Spain 8.2 1.2
Netherlands 8.1 1.1

Russia 7.7 1.1
Japan 7.4 1.3

Australia 5.0 2.8
Ireland 6.3 1.2

Sweden 8.7 (1.1)
Finland 6.2 1.2

Thailand 5.8 1.4
Total 6.5 0.5
Qatar 7.0 (0.0)

Portugal 5.3 1.2
France 5.2 1.2

South Africa (0.1) 6.5
Norway 1.6 4.7

United Arab Emirates 6.1 0.0
India 4.5 1.4

Canada 6.3 (1.2)
Belgium 3.8 1.2

United States 4.1 0.0
United Kingdom 7.0 (2.8)

Poland (0.1) 3.5
Colombia 1.7 1.0

Switzerland 2.2 0.5
Italy 1.2 1.2

Peru 1.1 0.0
Greece (0.2) 1.2

Singapore 1.1 (1.3)
Czech Republic (1.7) 1.4

Malaysia 1.0 (2.5)
Chile (2.2) 0.5
Israel (3.8) 2.1

Mexico 2.6 (4.7)
Philippines (2.3) (3.0)

Turkey (1.1) (4.2)
Denmark (7.2) 1.1

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Egypt 0.0 0.0
Austria 0.1 1.1
China 5.8 2.6

New Zealand 0.1 0.0
Taiwan 2.7 0.0

Hong Kong 2.3 0.0
Brazil 1.6 0.3

South Korea 3.3 0.0
Hungary 0.1 0.0

Germany 6.1 9.3
Indonesia 0.6 0.0

Spain 2.1 1.5
Netherlands 2.2 3.9

Russia 0.8 0.0
Japan 16.4 8.5

Australia 5.1 0.0
Ireland 0.3 0.0

Sweden 2.0 3.6
Finland 0.7 0.0

Thailand 0.5 0.0
Total
Qatar 0.2 0.0

Portugal 0.1 0.0
France 6.8 17.4

South Africa 1.7 0.0
Norway 0.5 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.2 0.0
India 1.9 0.0

Canada 6.8 0.6
Belgium 1.0 2.5

United States 0.0 12.1
United Kingdom 13.8 15.1

Poland 0.3 0.0
Colombia 0.1 3.1

Switzerland 6.5 14.1
Italy 1.4 0.0
Peru 0.1 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.0
Singapore 1.0 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Malaysia 0.7 0.3

Chile 0.3 0.0
Israel 0.5 0.0

Mexico 0.9 0.0
Philippines 0.4 0.0

Turkey 0.3 0.0
Denmark 1.4 3.9

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016
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Columbia Acorn International
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 8.25%
return for the quarter placing it in the 13 percentile of the CAI
Non US Equity Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in
the 11 percentile for the last year.

Columbia Acorn International’s portfolio outperformed the
MSCI ACWIxUS Gross by 1.25% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWIxUS Gross for the year by
1.71%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $10,901,809

Net New Investment $3,900,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $880,548

Ending Market Value $15,682,357

Performance vs CAI Non US Equity Mutual Funds (Net)

(10%)

(5%)

0%
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15%

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

(13)
(32)

(11)

(18)

(23)

(68)

(29)

(58)

(25)

(85)
(7)

(68)

(5)

(51)

10th Percentile 8.42 12.06 4.34 4.02 10.03 7.31 4.37
25th Percentile 7.33 8.97 1.35 2.94 8.94 6.10 3.60

Median 6.19 6.26 (0.30) 1.02 7.80 4.82 2.73
75th Percentile 5.30 4.29 (2.18) (0.52) 7.00 3.62 1.44
90th Percentile 3.70 2.72 (4.31) (1.31) 6.17 2.43 0.21

Columbia Acorn
International 8.25 11.51 1.42 2.38 8.95 7.46 5.69

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 7.00 9.80 (1.58) 0.64 6.52 4.12 2.63

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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Columbia Acorn International
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Non US Equity Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 6.99 4.85 0.04 27.39 22.88 (7.63) 18.31 47.51 (38.37) 19.72
25th Percentile 4.84 1.84 (3.06) 24.56 21.38 (11.13) 14.01 38.82 (40.99) 16.55

Median 2.31 (0.22) (5.57) 21.12 18.79 (13.60) 10.51 31.65 (43.73) 12.32
75th Percentile 0.33 (2.37) (6.82) 18.56 16.17 (15.36) 7.32 27.26 (46.56) 8.40
90th Percentile (0.81) (4.71) (9.29) 14.31 14.32 (17.39) 5.13 22.69 (49.26) 5.53

Columbia Acorn
International 6.92 (1.23) (4.23) 22.33 21.60 (14.06) 22.70 50.97 (45.89) 17.28

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 6.29 (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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International 0.73 0.74 0.69

 87
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



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 Non US Equity Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016

P
e

rc
e

n
ti
le

 R
a

n
k
in

g

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

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

(94)
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(3)
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(8)
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(9)

(62)

(90)

(28)

(11)

(69)

10th Percentile 49.90 18.61 2.95 14.25 3.34 0.92
25th Percentile 44.29 17.08 2.50 12.39 3.15 0.51

Median 35.38 15.20 1.98 10.51 2.68 0.25
75th Percentile 28.15 13.56 1.52 9.01 2.20 (0.07)
90th Percentile 14.76 12.13 1.23 7.98 1.83 (0.34)

*Columbia Acorn
International 5.15 21.41 3.00 14.66 1.83 0.88

MSCI ACWI ex US
Index (USD Gross Div) 27.67 14.01 1.57 9.70 3.06 (0.02)

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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Index 3.49 sectors

Diversification
September 30, 2016

0

50

100

150

200

250

Number of Issue
Securities Diversification

(24)

(17)

10th Percentile 221 43
25th Percentile 112 30

Median 74 22
75th Percentile 48 16
90th Percentile 39 12

*Columbia Acorn
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MSCI ACWI ex US
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Diversification Ratio
Manager 29%
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Style Median 31%

*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (8/31/16) 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 ACWIxUS Gross
Attribution for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar
Return

Local
Return

Currency
Return

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

Egypt 21.6 0.0
Austria 15.5 1.2
China 13.9 0.0

New Zealand 10.6 2.1
Taiwan 9.2 2.9

Hong Kong 11.9 0.0
Brazil 12.9 (1.4)

South Korea 6.1 4.6
Kazakhstan 10.8 0.0

Hungary 7.2 3.3
Germany 8.8 1.2
Indonesia 8.2 1.2

Spain 8.2 1.2
Netherlands 8.1 1.1

Russia 7.7 1.1
Japan 7.4 1.3

Australia 5.0 2.8
Ireland 6.3 1.2

Sweden 8.7 (1.1)
Finland 6.2 1.2

Thailand 5.8 1.4
Total 6.5 0.5
Qatar 7.0 (0.0)

Portugal 5.3 1.2
France 5.2 1.2

South Africa (0.1) 6.5
Norway 1.6 4.7

United Arab Emirates 6.1 0.0
India 4.5 1.4

Canada 6.3 (1.2)
Belgium 3.8 1.2

United States 4.1 0.0
United Kingdom 7.0 (2.8)

Poland (0.1) 3.5
Colombia 1.7 1.0

Switzerland 2.2 0.5
Bermuda 3.2 (0.7)

Italy 1.2 1.2
Peru 1.1 0.0

Greece (0.2) 1.2
Singapore 1.1 (1.3)

Czech Republic (1.7) 1.4
Malaysia 1.0 (2.5)

Chile (2.2) 0.5
Israel (3.8) 2.1

Mexico 2.6 (4.7)
Philippines (2.3) (3.0)

Turkey (1.1) (4.2)
Denmark (7.2) 1.1

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Egypt 0.0 0.6
Austria 0.1 0.0
China 5.8 2.7

New Zealand 0.1 0.6
Taiwan 2.7 3.8

Hong Kong 2.3 1.3
Brazil 1.6 0.0

South Korea 3.3 3.7
Kazakhstan 0.0 0.0

Hungary 0.1 0.0
Germany 6.1 6.7
Indonesia 0.6 0.4

Spain 2.1 2.2
Netherlands 2.2 2.4

Russia 0.8 0.0
Japan 16.4 24.6

Australia 5.1 4.8
Ireland 0.3 0.0

Sweden 2.0 4.8
Finland 0.7 0.9

Thailand 0.5 0.0
Total
Qatar 0.2 0.0

Portugal 0.1 0.0
France 6.8 2.1

South Africa 1.7 0.7
Norway 0.5 0.2

United Arab Emirates 0.2 0.0
India 1.9 2.0

Canada 6.8 5.5
Belgium 1.0 0.0

United States 0.0 2.7
United Kingdom 13.8 15.6

Poland 0.3 0.0
Colombia 0.1 0.0

Switzerland 6.5 5.3
Bermuda 0.0 0.1

Italy 1.4 0.4
Peru 0.1 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.0
Singapore 1.0 0.8

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Malaysia 0.7 0.0

Chile 0.3 0.0
Israel 0.5 0.0

Mexico 0.9 1.1
Philippines 0.4 0.2

Turkey 0.3 0.0
Denmark 1.4 3.9

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

Portfolio
Return

8.25

Index
Return

7.00

Country
Selection

(0.40 )

Currency
Selection

(0.29 )

Security
Selection

1.94

P
e
rc

e
n

t 
R

e
tu

rn

 89
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Oakmark International
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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. *This fund was
converted into a CIT in November 2015.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Oakmark International’s portfolio posted a 13.94% return for
the quarter placing it in the 1 percentile of the CAI Non US
Equity Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 42
percentile for the last year.

Oakmark International’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross by 6.94% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWIxUS Gross for the year by
3.08%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $19,901,625

Net New Investment $6,450,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $2,777,175

Ending Market Value $29,128,800

Performance vs CAI Non US Equity Mutual Funds (Net)

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

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

(1)

(32) (42)
(18)

(67)(68) (86)
(58)

(13)
(85) (12)

(68) (10)
(51)

10th Percentile 8.42 12.06 4.34 4.02 10.03 7.31 4.37
25th Percentile 7.33 8.97 1.35 2.94 8.94 6.10 3.60

Median 6.19 6.26 (0.30) 1.02 7.80 4.82 2.73
75th Percentile 5.30 4.29 (2.18) (0.52) 7.00 3.62 1.44
90th Percentile 3.70 2.72 (4.31) (1.31) 6.17 2.43 0.21

Oakmark
International 13.94 6.71 (1.45) (1.18) 9.79 7.02 4.46

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 7.00 9.80 (1.58) 0.64 6.52 4.12 2.63

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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Oakmark International
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Non US Equity Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 6.99 4.85 0.04 27.39 22.88 (7.63) 18.31 47.51 (38.37) 19.72
25th Percentile 4.84 1.84 (3.06) 24.56 21.38 (11.13) 14.01 38.82 (40.99) 16.55

Median 2.31 (0.22) (5.57) 21.12 18.79 (13.60) 10.51 31.65 (43.73) 12.32
75th Percentile 0.33 (2.37) (6.82) 18.56 16.17 (15.36) 7.32 27.26 (46.56) 8.40
90th Percentile (0.81) (4.71) (9.29) 14.31 14.32 (17.39) 5.13 22.69 (49.26) 5.53

Oakmark
International 1.62 (3.99) (5.41) 29.34 29.22 (14.07) 16.22 56.30 (41.06) (0.52)

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 6.29 (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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25th Percentile 2.81 9.65

Median 1.57 7.99
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90th Percentile (0.47) 5.82

Oakmark
International 1.90 7.67
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(63)

(67)

(47)

10th Percentile 1.01 0.87 0.89
25th Percentile 0.82 0.78 0.64

Median 0.44 0.65 0.34
75th Percentile 0.12 0.55 0.11
90th Percentile (0.09) 0.47 (0.11)

Oakmark
International 0.25 0.58 0.38
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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 Non US Equity Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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(77)(77)
(73)(71)

(89)

(70)

(98)

(62)

(33)
(28)

(92)

(69)

10th Percentile 49.90 18.61 2.95 14.25 3.34 0.92
25th Percentile 44.29 17.08 2.50 12.39 3.15 0.51

Median 35.38 15.20 1.98 10.51 2.68 0.25
75th Percentile 28.15 13.56 1.52 9.01 2.20 (0.07)
90th Percentile 14.76 12.13 1.23 7.98 1.83 (0.34)

Oakmark International 27.88 13.78 1.24 4.50 2.95 (0.38)

MSCI ACWI ex US
Index (USD Gross Div) 27.67 14.01 1.57 9.70 3.06 (0.02)

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 27%
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Oakmark International vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
Attribution for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar
Return

Local
Return

Currency
Return

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

Egypt 21.6 0.0
Austria 15.5 1.2
China 13.9 0.0

New Zealand 10.6 2.1
Taiwan 9.2 2.9

Hong Kong 11.9 0.0
Brazil 12.9 (1.4)

South Korea 6.1 4.6
Hungary 7.2 3.3

Germany 8.8 1.2
Indonesia 8.2 1.2

Spain 8.2 1.2
Netherlands 8.1 1.1

Russia 7.7 1.1
Japan 7.4 1.3

Australia 5.0 2.8
Ireland 6.3 1.2

Sweden 8.7 (1.1)
Finland 6.2 1.2

Thailand 5.8 1.4
Total 6.5 0.5
Qatar 7.0 (0.0)

Portugal 5.3 1.2
France 5.2 1.2

South Africa (0.1) 6.5
Norway 1.6 4.7

United Arab Emirates 6.1 0.0
India 4.5 1.4

Canada 6.3 (1.2)
Belgium 3.8 1.2

United States 4.1 0.0
United Kingdom 7.0 (2.8)

Poland (0.1) 3.5
Colombia 1.7 1.0

Switzerland 2.2 0.5
Italy 1.2 1.2

Peru 1.1 0.0
Greece (0.2) 1.2

Singapore 1.1 (1.3)
Czech Republic (1.7) 1.4

Malaysia 1.0 (2.5)
Chile (2.2) 0.5
Israel (3.8) 2.1

Mexico 2.6 (4.7)
Philippines (2.3) (3.0)

Turkey (1.1) (4.2)
Denmark (7.2) 1.1

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Egypt 0.0 0.0
Austria 0.1 0.0
China 5.8 2.0

New Zealand 0.1 0.0
Taiwan 2.7 0.7

Hong Kong 2.3 3.4
Brazil 1.6 0.0

South Korea 3.3 1.9
Hungary 0.1 0.0

Germany 6.1 6.7
Indonesia 0.6 2.5

Spain 2.1 0.0
Netherlands 2.2 2.7

Russia 0.8 0.0
Japan 16.4 18.3

Australia 5.1 3.1
Ireland 0.3 0.0

Sweden 2.0 4.3
Finland 0.7 0.0

Thailand 0.5 0.0
Total
Qatar 0.2 0.0

Portugal 0.1 0.0
France 6.8 11.8

South Africa 1.7 0.0
Norway 0.5 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.2 0.0
India 1.9 0.0

Canada 6.8 0.0
Belgium 1.0 0.0

United States 0.0 1.6
United Kingdom 13.8 18.3

Poland 0.3 0.0
Colombia 0.1 0.0

Switzerland 6.5 12.8
Italy 1.4 8.0
Peru 0.1 0.0

Greece 0.1 0.0
Singapore 1.0 0.0

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Malaysia 0.7 0.0

Chile 0.3 0.0
Israel 0.5 0.2

Mexico 0.9 1.7
Philippines 0.4 0.0

Turkey 0.3 0.0
Denmark 1.4 0.0

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016
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Mondrian International
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 3.90% return for
the quarter placing it in the 87 percentile of the CAI Non US
Equity Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 37
percentile for the last year.

Mondrian International’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross by 3.11% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWIxUS Gross for the year by
1.95%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $22,841,690

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $935,603

Ending Market Value $23,777,293

Performance vs CAI Non US Equity Mutual Funds (Net)
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Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 5-1/2
Year Years

(87)

(32)
(37)

(18)

(78)
(68)

(53)(58)

(95)
(85)

(56)
(75)

10th Percentile 8.42 12.06 4.34 4.02 10.03 5.46
25th Percentile 7.33 8.97 1.35 2.94 8.94 4.31

Median 6.19 6.26 (0.30) 1.02 7.80 2.98
75th Percentile 5.30 4.29 (2.18) (0.52) 7.00 1.86
90th Percentile 3.70 2.72 (4.31) (1.31) 6.17 0.96

Mondrian
International 3.90 7.84 (2.72) 0.83 5.61 2.64

MSCI
ACWIxUS Gross 7.00 9.80 (1.58) 0.64 6.52 1.86

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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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 Non US Equity Mutual Funds (Net)
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10th Percentile 6.99 4.85 0.04 27.39 22.88
25th Percentile 4.84 1.84 (3.06) 24.56 21.38

Median 2.31 (0.22) (5.57) 21.12 18.79
75th Percentile 0.33 (2.37) (6.82) 18.56 16.17
90th Percentile (0.81) (4.71) (9.29) 14.31 14.32

Mondrian International 5.70 (6.33) (2.06) 16.69 11.50

MSCI ACWIxUS Gross 6.29 (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
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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 Non US Equity Mutual Funds
as of September 30, 2016
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(44)

(77)

(65)
(71)

(67)(70)
(78)

(62)

(3)

(28)

(91)

(69)

10th Percentile 49.90 18.61 2.95 14.25 3.34 0.92
25th Percentile 44.29 17.08 2.50 12.39 3.15 0.51

Median 35.38 15.20 1.98 10.51 2.68 0.25
75th Percentile 28.15 13.56 1.52 9.01 2.20 (0.07)
90th Percentile 14.76 12.13 1.23 7.98 1.83 (0.34)

*Mondrian International 38.67 14.27 1.62 8.95 3.90 (0.37)

MSCI ACWI ex US
Index (USD Gross Div) 27.67 14.01 1.57 9.70 3.06 (0.02)

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
September 30, 2016
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Sector Diversification
Manager 3.99 sectors
Index 3.49 sectors

Diversification
September 30, 2016
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(23)

(50)

10th Percentile 221 43
25th Percentile 112 30

Median 74 22
75th Percentile 48 16
90th Percentile 39 12

*Mondrian
International 121 22

MSCI ACWI ex US
Index (USD Gross Div) 1847 182

Diversification Ratio
Manager 18%
Index 10%
Style Median 31%

*9/30/16 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (6/30/16) 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.

 96
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Mondrian International vs MSCI ACWIxUS Gross
Attribution for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar
Return

Local
Return

Currency
Return

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

Egypt 21.6 0.0
Austria 15.5 1.2
China 13.9 0.0

Romania 10.3 2.8
New Zealand 10.6 2.1

Taiwan 9.2 2.9
Hong Kong 11.9 0.0

Brazil 12.9 (1.4)
South Korea 6.1 4.6
Kazakhstan 10.8 0.0

Hungary 7.2 3.3
Germany 8.8 1.2
Indonesia 8.2 1.2

Spain 8.2 1.2
Netherlands 8.1 1.1

Russia 7.7 1.1
Japan 7.4 1.3

Australia 5.0 2.8
Ireland 6.3 1.2

Sweden 8.7 (1.1)
Finland 6.2 1.2

Thailand 5.8 1.4
Total 6.5 0.5
Qatar 7.0 (0.0)

Portugal 5.3 1.2
France 5.2 1.2

South Africa (0.1) 6.5
Norway 1.6 4.7

United Arab Emirates 6.1 0.0
India 4.5 1.4

Canada 6.3 (1.2)
Belgium 3.8 1.2

United States 4.1 0.0
United Kingdom 7.0 (2.8)

Poland (0.1) 3.5
Colombia 1.7 1.0

Switzerland 2.2 0.5
Italy 1.2 1.2

Peru 1.1 0.0
Greece (0.2) 1.2

Singapore 1.1 (1.3)
Czech Republic (1.7) 1.4

Malaysia 1.0 (2.5)
Chile (2.2) 0.5
Israel (3.8) 2.1

Mexico 2.6 (4.7)
Philippines (2.3) (3.0)

Turkey (1.1) (4.2)
Denmark (7.2) 1.1

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Egypt 0.0 0.0
Austria 0.1 0.0
China 5.8 2.9

Romania 0.0 0.1
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Taiwan 2.7 3.1
Hong Kong 2.3 0.5

Brazil 1.6 1.2
South Korea 3.3 2.1
Kazakhstan 0.0 0.1

Hungary 0.1 0.0
Germany 6.1 8.1
Indonesia 0.6 0.5

Spain 2.1 4.2
Netherlands 2.2 2.6

Russia 0.8 0.3
Japan 16.4 15.4

Australia 5.1 0.7
Ireland 0.3 0.0

Sweden 2.0 3.0
Finland 0.7 0.0

Thailand 0.5 0.4
Total
Qatar 0.2 0.6

Portugal 0.1 0.0
France 6.8 4.6

South Africa 1.7 0.7
Norway 0.5 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.2 0.3
India 1.9 2.6

Canada 6.8 1.2
Belgium 1.0 0.0

United States 0.0 0.8
United Kingdom 13.8 21.9

Poland 0.3 0.0
Colombia 0.1 0.0

Switzerland 6.5 11.5
Italy 1.4 1.9
Peru 0.1 0.4

Greece 0.1 0.0
Singapore 1.0 4.3

Czech Republic 0.0 0.0
Malaysia 0.7 1.2

Chile 0.3 0.3
Israel 0.5 0.0

Mexico 0.9 1.0
Philippines 0.4 0.4

Turkey 0.3 0.4
Denmark 1.4 0.7

Attribution Factors for Quarter Ended September 30, 2016
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Domestic Fixed Income Composite
Period Ended September 30, 2016

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Fixed Income Composite’s portfolio posted a
1.50% return for the quarter placing it in the 29 percentile of
the Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed group for the quarter and in the
38 percentile for the last year.

Domestic Fixed Income Composite’s portfolio outperformed
the BB Barclays Aggregate Idx by 1.04% for the quarter and
outperformed the BB Barclays Aggregate Idx for the year by
1.19%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $119,739,443

Net New Investment $-24,500,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,780,405

Ending Market Value $97,019,848

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed (Gross)
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Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(29)

(70)

(38)

(62)

(63)

(44)
(59)(53)

(32)

(67)

(55)

(69)

(35)

(65)

10th Percentile 2.07 7.92 4.75 5.07 5.26 6.55 6.34
25th Percentile 1.64 6.86 4.25 4.57 4.45 5.54 5.53

Median 0.94 5.74 3.88 4.09 3.73 4.82 5.08
75th Percentile 0.41 4.47 3.24 3.13 2.69 3.63 4.32
90th Percentile 0.19 3.56 2.95 2.63 2.28 2.90 3.83

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 1.50 6.38 3.58 3.90 4.25 4.60 5.37

BB Barclays
Aggregate Idx 0.46 5.19 4.06 4.03 3.08 4.10 4.79

Relative Return vs BB Barclays Aggregate Idx
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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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10th Percentile 8.60 1.26 7.82 1.78 11.28 9.66 11.47 23.86 8.26 8.41
25th Percentile 7.66 0.80 6.33 0.12 9.15 8.11 9.80 17.41 4.70 7.67

Median 6.28 0.34 5.57 (1.02) 7.23 7.19 8.60 12.39 (1.76) 6.56
75th Percentile 4.84 (0.49) 4.35 (1.96) 5.14 5.94 6.85 6.66 (8.50) 5.54
90th Percentile 4.02 (2.14) 2.89 (2.92) 3.84 4.44 5.36 1.77 (11.37) 4.39

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 6.05 0.07 5.09 (0.65) 9.15 4.47 7.39 13.24 2.19 5.77

BB Barclays
Aggregate Idx 5.80 0.55 5.97 (2.02) 4.21 7.84 6.54 5.93 5.24 6.97

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs BB Barclays Aggregate Idx
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(43)
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(45)

10th Percentile 1.50 1.73 1.20
25th Percentile 1.11 1.46 0.92

Median 0.78 1.31 0.51
75th Percentile 0.24 1.11 (0.28)
90th Percentile (0.22) 0.96 (0.73)

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 0.89 1.44 0.62
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Domestic Fixed 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 Income
as of September 30, 2016
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Average Effective Coupon OA
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(92)
(19)

(22)(29)

(5)

(86)

(11)
(61)

(80)

10th Percentile 5.61 9.18 2.75 3.81 0.65
25th Percentile 5.47 8.00 2.40 3.55 0.28

Median 5.38 7.54 2.25 3.20 0.15
75th Percentile 5.18 7.00 2.05 2.88 0.06
90th Percentile 4.92 6.45 1.90 2.66 (0.14)

Domestic Fixed Income 4.81 8.19 3.22 3.80 -

BB Barclays Aggregate Idx 5.51 7.82 1.96 3.09 0.02

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
September 30, 2016
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Dodge & Cox Income
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 1.79% return for
the quarter placing it in the 4 percentile of the CAI Core
Bond Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 4
percentile for the last year.

Dodge & Cox Income’s portfolio outperformed the BB
Barclays Aggregate Idx by 1.33% for the quarter and
outperformed the BB Barclays Aggregate Idx for the year by
1.90%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $60,180,844

Net New Investment $-12,500,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,063,551

Ending Market Value $48,744,394

Performance vs CAI Core Bond Mutual Funds (Net)
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Median 0.75 5.31 3.57 3.84 3.37 4.50 5.02
75th Percentile 0.54 4.87 3.30 3.52 3.19 3.98 4.33
90th Percentile 0.30 4.55 2.84 3.04 2.71 3.56 3.15
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Cox Income 1.79 7.09 3.57 4.29 4.31 4.94 5.73

BB Barclays
Aggregate Idx 0.46 5.19 4.06 4.03 3.08 4.10 4.79

Relative Return vs BB Barclays Aggregate Idx
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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 Core Bond Mutual Funds (Net)
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Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs BB Barclays Aggregate Idx
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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 Income
as of September 30, 2016
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10th Percentile 5.61 9.18 2.75 3.81 0.65
25th Percentile 5.47 8.00 2.40 3.55 0.28

Median 5.38 7.54 2.25 3.20 0.15
75th Percentile 5.18 7.00 2.05 2.88 0.06
90th Percentile 4.92 6.45 1.90 2.66 (0.14)

Dodge & Cox Income 4.00 8.20 2.80 4.53 -

BB Barclays Aggregate Idx 5.51 7.82 1.96 3.09 0.02

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
September 30, 2016
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PIMCO
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
PIMCO’s portfolio posted a 1.23% return for the quarter
placing it in the 33 percentile of the CAI Core Plus Mutual
Funds group for the quarter and in the 52 percentile for the
last year.

PIMCO’s portfolio outperformed the BB Barclays Aggregate
Idx by 0.77% for the quarter and outperformed the BB
Barclays Aggregate Idx for the year by 0.49%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $59,558,599

Net New Investment $-12,000,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $716,854

Ending Market Value $48,275,453

Performance vs CAI Core Plus Mutual Funds (Net)
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75th Percentile 0.80 5.17 3.18 3.66 3.49 4.31 4.44
90th Percentile 0.48 4.69 2.19 3.27 3.17 3.83 4.05

PIMCO 1.23 5.68 3.60 3.50 4.18 4.65 5.98

BB Barclays
Aggregate Idx 0.46 5.19 4.06 4.03 3.08 4.10 4.79

Relative Return vs BB Barclays Aggregate Idx
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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 Core Plus Mutual Funds (Net)
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0%

10%

20%

30%
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10th Percentile 10.05 0.66 6.89 0.50 10.41 7.90 11.16 27.79 4.57 7.77
25th Percentile 7.06 0.23 6.22 (0.35) 10.09 7.31 10.24 25.08 (1.83) 6.14

Median 6.20 (0.21) 5.74 (1.07) 8.00 6.39 8.86 17.42 (5.85) 4.99
75th Percentile 5.70 (1.18) 4.91 (1.61) 6.78 5.92 7.77 12.65 (10.51) 3.90
90th Percentile 5.21 (3.00) 4.61 (2.26) 5.86 4.25 7.11 10.13 (15.04) 3.52

PIMCO 5.17 0.73 4.69 (1.92) 10.36 4.16 8.83 13.85 4.82 9.08

BB Barclays
Aggregate Idx 5.80 0.55 5.97 (2.02) 4.21 7.84 6.54 5.93 5.24 6.97

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs BB Barclays Aggregate Idx
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10th Percentile 2.10 5.55
25th Percentile 1.72 4.81

Median 1.12 4.11
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90th Percentile (0.08) 2.89

PIMCO 1.16 4.17
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio
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(58)

10th Percentile 1.18 1.59 1.22
25th Percentile 1.04 1.45 0.93

Median 0.77 1.29 0.60
75th Percentile 0.42 1.12 0.34
90th Percentile (0.08) 1.00 0.08

PIMCO 0.56 1.23 0.53
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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 Plus Fixed Income
as of September 30, 2016
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(97)
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10th Percentile 5.73 9.13 3.50 4.32 0.70
25th Percentile 5.52 8.20 3.30 3.94 0.25

Median 5.37 7.80 2.94 3.62 0.16
75th Percentile 5.10 7.18 2.59 3.24 (0.03)
90th Percentile 4.49 6.68 2.27 2.61 (0.27)

PIMCO 5.63 8.18 3.64 3.07 -

BB Barclays Aggregate Idx 5.51 7.82 1.96 3.09 0.02

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
September 30, 2016
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RREEF Public
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 (2.30)% return for the
quarter placing it in the 87 percentile of the CAI Real Estate
Mutual Funds group for the quarter and in the 63 percentile
for the last year.

RREEF Public’s portfolio underperformed the NAREIT by
1.42% for the quarter and underperformed the NAREIT for
the year by 4.68%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $8,629,981

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-198,621

Ending Market Value $8,431,360

Performance vs CAI Real Estate Mutual Funds (Net)
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(42)(44)

10th Percentile 2.35 19.39 14.68 14.44 16.14 15.61 6.87
25th Percentile (0.23) 17.82 14.10 13.88 15.33 15.11 6.26

Median (1.37) 16.69 13.17 13.18 14.76 14.64 5.62
75th Percentile (1.83) 15.71 11.32 11.95 13.93 13.87 4.95
90th Percentile (2.42) 14.09 8.60 9.36 11.70 12.82 3.70

RREEF Public (2.30) 16.09 13.49 13.23 14.85 14.89 5.81

NAREIT (0.88) 20.76 13.64 13.49 15.39 15.01 5.77

Relative Return vs NAREIT
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RREEF Private
Period Ended September 30, 2016

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 1.76% return for the
quarter placing it in the 43 percentile of the CAI Open End
Core Commingled Real Estate group for the quarter and in
the 60 percentile for the last year.

RREEF Private’s portfolio underperformed the NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net by 0.21% for the quarter and
underperformed the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net for the
year by 0.46%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,073,910

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $370,092

Ending Market Value $21,444,002

Performance vs CAI Open End Core Commingled Real Estate (Net)
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10th Percentile 2.69 12.66 14.60 14.55 14.02 13.05 6.78
25th Percentile 2.11 11.16 12.94 12.71 12.75 12.66 5.85

Median 1.66 9.70 11.79 11.71 11.61 11.68 5.07
75th Percentile 1.49 8.72 10.93 10.88 10.56 10.38 4.59
90th Percentile 1.32 8.14 9.74 10.01 9.57 9.96 3.57

RREEF Private 1.76 9.24 11.93 11.72 12.09 12.18 5.27

NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net 1.97 9.70 11.74 11.64 11.41 11.29 4.86

Relative Returns vs
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
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Barings Core Property Fund
Period Ended September 30, 2016

Investment Philosophy
Barings believes that the investment strategy for the Core Property 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
Barings Core Property Fund’s portfolio posted a 2.19%
return for the quarter placing it in the 20 percentile of the CAI
Open End Core Commingled Real Estate group for the
quarter and in the 50 percentile for the last year.

Barings Core Property Fund’s portfolio outperformed the
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net by 0.22% for the quarter and
outperformed the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net for the year
by 0.01%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $15,476,292

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $338,239

Ending Market Value $15,814,531

Performance vs CAI Open End Core Commingled Real Estate (Net)
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10th Percentile 2.69 12.66 14.60 14.55 13.86
25th Percentile 2.11 11.16 12.94 12.71 12.44

Median 1.66 9.70 11.79 11.71 11.59
75th Percentile 1.49 8.72 10.93 10.88 10.68
90th Percentile 1.32 8.14 9.74 10.01 9.70

Barings Core
Property Fund 2.19 9.71 10.58 10.03 10.13

NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net 1.97 9.70 11.74 11.64 11.40

Relative Returns vs
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
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Ρεσεαρχη ανδ Εδυχατιοναλ Προγραmσ

Τηε Χαλλαν Ινστιτυτε προϖιδεσ ρεσεαρχη τηατ υπδατεσ χλιεντσ ον τηε λατεστ ινδυστρψ τρενδσ ωηιλε ηελπινγ τηεm λεαρν τηρουγη χαρεφυλλψ στρυχ−

τυρεδ εδυχατιοναλ προγραmσ. ςισιτ ωωω.χαλλαν.χοm/ρεσεαρχη το σεε αλλ οφ ουρ πυβλιχατιονσ, ορ φορ mορε ινφορmατιον χονταχτ Αννα Wεστ ατ 

415.974.5060 / ινστιτυτε≅χαλλαν.χοm. 

Νεω Ρεσεαρχη φροm Χαλλαν�σ Εξπερτσ

Βυιλτ το Λαστ: Στρατεγιχ Γυιδανχε φορ Εφφεχτιϖε Ινϖεστ−

mεντ Χοmmιττεεσ | Χαλλαν οφφερσ ουρ ηιγη−λεϖελ στρατεγιχ 

αδϖιχε φορ ινϖεστmεντ χοmmιττεεσ, τουχηινγ ον mεmβερσηιπ, 

investment policy statements, review processes, and idu−

χιαρψ τραινινγ ανδ ονγοινγ εδυχατιον.

10 Τιπσ Φροm Συχχεσσφυλ Ινϖεστmεντ Χοmmιττεεσ | Χαλ−

λαν Χηαιρmαν ανδ ΧΕΟ Ρον Πεψτον ανδ Χονσυλταντ Βραδψ 

Ο�Χοννελλ, ΧΦΑ, ΧΑΙΑ, οφφερ 10 τιπσ βασεδ ον τηειρ ωορκ ωιτη 

συχχεσσφυλ ινϖεστmεντ χοmmιττεεσ.

Ρισκψ Βυσινεσσ | Χαλλαν ρε−

σεαρχη τηατ φουνδ ινϖεστορσ 

οϖερ τηε λαστ 20 ψεαρσ ηαϖε 

ηαδ το τακε ον τηρεε τιmεσ ασ mυχη ρισκ το εαρν τηε σαmε 

return electriied the institutional investing community. We in−

τερϖιεωεδ ϑαψ Κλοεπφερ ανδ ϑυλια Μοριαρτψ, ΧΦΑ, αβουτ ηοω 

τηε ρεσεαρχη ωασ δονε ανδ ιτσ ιmπλιχατιονσ.

Μαναγινγ DΧ Πλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ: Α Φιδυχιαρψ Ηανδβοοκ 

Lori Lucas, CFA, covers responsibilities for DC plan idu−

χιαριεσ, ινχλυδινγ ινϖεστmεντ στρυχτυρε, ινϖεστmεντ πολιχψ 

στατεmεντσ, ΘDΙΑ οϖερσιγητ, ανδ mαναγερ περφορmανχε.

Ετηιχσ 101 φορ Ινϖεστmεντ Προφεσσιοναλσ | Χαλλαν Χηαιρ−

mαν ανδ ΧΕΟ Ρον Πεψτον ουτλινεσ ηισ τηουγητσ ον ηοω το 

χρεατε, ινστιλλ, ανδ mαινταιν ετηιχαλ στανδαρδσ φορ ινϖεστmεντ 

προφεσσιοναλσ. Ηισ αδϖιχε: τηε ριγητ χυλτυρε χρεατεσ τηε βεστ 

ενϖιρονmεντ το mαινταιν τηεσε στανδαρδσ. Φιρmσ σηουλδ δε−

ϖελοπ ετηιχαλ γυιδελινεσ τηατ αρε βασεδ ον πρινχιπλεσ, νοτ 

ρυλεσ, σινχε τηε φορmερ οφφερ βεττερ γυιδανχε φορ εmπλοψεεσ 

αχροσσ τηε οργανιζατιον.

2016 Νυχλεαρ Dεχοmmισσιονινγ Φυνδινγ Στυδψ | Α ρεπορτ 

βψ ϑυλια Μοριαρτψ, ΧΦΑ, χοϖερσ 

27 ινϖεστορ−οωνεδ ανδ 27 πυβλιχ 

ποωερ υτιλιτιεσ ωιτη αν οωνερσηιπ 

ιντερεστ ιν τηε 99 οπερατινγ νυχλε−

αρ ρεαχτορσ (ανδ 10 οφ τηε νον−οπ−

ερατινγ ρεαχτορσ) ιν τηε Υ.Σ.

Ηοω Γρεεν Ισ Ψουρ Βονδ? | Χαλλαν Αναλψστ Ρυφαση Λαmα 

tackles the area of green bonds, which are ixed income in−

struments issued speciically to support or inance environ−

mενταλ ινιτιατιϖεσ.

Περιοδιχαλσ

Ρεαλ Ασσετσ Ρεπορτερ, Συmmερ/Φαλλ 2016 | This edition ex−

πλορεσ ιφ τηε βοοm ιν χοmmερχιαλ ρεαλ εστατε mαψ βε ενδινγ.

Πριϖατε Μαρκετσ Τρενδσ, Συmmερ 2016 | Αυτηορ Γαρψ Ροβ−

ερτσον δισχυσσεσ τηε ρεχεντ συργε ιν πριϖατε εθυιτψ φυνδραισ−

ινγ, αν ινδιχατιον τηατ σοmε ινϖεστορσ αρε εσταβλισηινγ α δε−

fensive hedge as the ive-year bull market pulls in its horns.

DΧ Οβσερϖερ, 2νδ Θυαρτερ 2016 | Callan’s Deined Contri−
βυτιον Πραχτιχε Τεαm ουτλινεσ α φραmεωορκ το εϖαλυατε DΧ 

transaction fees. We explain how common they are, what 
τηεψ τψπιχαλλψ χοστ, ανδ ηοω τηεψ αρε γενεραλλψ παιδ.

Ηεδγε Φυνδ Μονιτορ, 2νδ Θυαρτερ 2016 | ϑιm ΜχΚεε, δι−

ρεχτορ οφ Χαλλαν�σ Ηεδγε Φυνδ Ρεσεαρχη γρουπ, δισχυσσεσ 

τηε αππεαλ οφ mοmεντυm−βασεδ ινϖεστινγ στρατεγιεσ ιν τηε 

χυρρεντ χλιmατε οφ χονσιδεραβλε εχονοmιχ υνχερταιντψ.

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ  

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

Εδυχατιον

3ρδ Θυαρτερ 2016

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

  
Στυδψ

2016 Νυχλεαρ Dεχοmmισσιονινγ 

Φυνδινγ Στυδψ

ΝDΤ Φυνδ Βαλανχεσ, Αννυαλ Χοντριβυτιονσ,  

ανδ Dεχοmmισσιονινγ Χοστ Εστιmατεσ  

ασ οφ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015



�Wε τηινκ τηε βεστ ωαψ το λεαρν σοmετηινγ ισ το τεαχη ιτ. 

Εντρυστινγ χλιεντ εδυχατιον το ουρ χονσυλταντσ ανδ σπεχιαλιστσ 

ενσυρεσ τηατ τηεψ ηαϖε α τοταλ χοmmανδ οφ τηειρ συβϕεχτ 

mαττερ. Τηισ ισ ονε ρεασον ωηψ εδυχατιον ανδ ρεσεαρχη ηαϖε 

been cornerstones of our irm for more than 40 years.” 

Ρον Πεψτον, Χηαιρmαν ανδ ΧΕΟ

 

 
Εϖεντσ

Μισσ ουτ ον α Χαλλαν χονφερενχε ορ ωορκσηοπ? Εϖεντ συmmα−

ριεσ ανδ σπεακερσ� πρεσεντατιονσ αρε αϖαιλαβλε ον ουρ ωεβσιτε:  

ηττπσ://ωωω.χαλλαν.χοm/εδυχατιον/ΧΙΙ/ 

Μαρκ ψουρ χαλενδαρσ φορ ουρ φαλλ Ρεγιοναλ Wορκσηοπ, Οχτοβερ 

25 ιν Νεω Ψορκ ανδ Οχτοβερ 26 ιν Χηιχαγο, ανδ ουρ Νατιοναλ 

Χονφερενχε, ϑανυαρψ 23�25, 2017, ατ τηε Παλαχε Ηοτελ ιν Σαν 

Φρανχισχο.

Φορ mορε ινφορmατιον αβουτ εϖεντσ, πλεασε χονταχτ Βαρβ 

Γερρατψ: 415.274.3093 / γερρατψ≅χαλλαν.χοm

Τηε Χεντερ φορ Ινϖεστmεντ Τραινινγ  
Εδυχατιοναλ Σεσσιονσ

Τηε Χεντερ φορ Ινϖεστmεντ Τραινινγ, βεττερ κνοων ασ τηε �Χαλλαν 

College,” provides a foundation of knowledge for industry profes−

σιοναλσ ωηο αρε ινϖολϖεδ ιν τηε ινϖεστmεντ δεχισιον−mακινγ προ−

χεσσ. Ιτ ωασ φουνδεδ ιν 1994 το προϖιδε χλιεντσ ανδ νον−χλιεντσ αλικε 

with basic- to intermediate-level instruction. Our next session is:

Ιντροδυχτιον το Ινϖεστmεντσ

Σαν Φρανχισχο, Απριλ 18−19, 2017

Σαν Φρανχισχο, ϑυλψ 25−26, 2017

Χηιχαγο, Οχτοβερ 24−25, 2017

Τηισ σεσσιον φαmιλιαριζεσ φυνδ σπονσορ τρυστεεσ, σταφφ, ανδ ασσετ 

mαναγεmεντ αδϖισορσ ωιτη βασιχ ινϖεστmεντ τηεορψ, τερmινολογψ, 

ανδ πραχτιχεσ. Ιτ λαστσ ονε−ανδ−α−ηαλφ δαψσ ανδ ισ δεσιγνεδ φορ ιν−

dividuals who have less than two years of experience with asset-
mαναγεmεντ οϖερσιγητ ανδ/ορ συππορτ ρεσπονσιβιλιτιεσ. Τυιτιον φορ 

the Introductory “Callan College” session is $2,350 per person. 
Τυιτιον ινχλυδεσ ινστρυχτιον, αλλ mατεριαλσ, βρεακφαστ ανδ λυνχη ον 

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

Χυστοmιζεδ Σεσσιονσ

The “Callan College” is equipped to customize a curriculum to 
meet the training and educational needs of a speciic organization.
Τηεσε ταιλορεδ σεσσιονσ ρανγε φροm βασιχ το αδϖανχεδ ανδ χαν 

take place anywhere—even at your ofice.

Λεαρν mορε ατ ηττπσ://ωωω.χαλλαν.χοm/εδυχατιον/χολλεγε/ ορ 

χονταχτ Κατηλεεν Χυννιε: 415.274.3029 / χυννιε≅χαλλαν.χοm

Υνιθυε πιεχεσ οφ ρεσεαρχη τηε 

Ινστιτυτε γενερατεσ εαχη ψεαρ50+

Τοταλ αττενδεεσ οφ τηε �Χαλλαν 

College” since 19943,500 Ψεαρ τηε Χαλλαν Ινστιτυτε  

ωασ φουνδεδ1980

Αττενδεεσ (ον αϖεραγε) οφ τηε 

Ινστιτυτε�σ αννυαλ Νατιοναλ Χονφερενχε500

Εδυχατιον: Βψ τηε Νυmβερσ

≅ΧαλλανΑσσοχ  Χαλλαν Ασσοχιατεσ
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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 Bloomberg 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 Bloomberg Capital

Government/Credit Bond Index or the Barclays Bloomberg 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 Bloomberg Capital

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

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

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

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

exposure similar to the broad market.

Real Estate Funds

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

performance of commingled institutional capital invested in real estate properties.

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

estate funds.

Other Funds

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

 The database is made up of Callan clients and non-clients.
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Disclosures



 

List of Callan’s Investment Manager Clients 

Confidential – For Callan Client Use Only 
 
Callan takes its fiduciary and disclosure responsibilities to clients very seriously. We recognize that there are numerous potential conflicts of interest 
encountered in the investment consulting industry and that it is our responsibility to manage those conflicts effectively and in the best interest of our 
clients.  At Callan, we employ a robust process to identify, manage, monitor and disclose potential conflicts on an on-going basis.   
 
The list below is an important component of our conflicts management and disclosure process.  It identifies those investment managers that pay Callan 
fees for educational, consulting, software, database or reporting products and services.  We update the list quarterly because we believe that our fund 
sponsor clients should know the investment managers that do business with Callan, particularly those investment manager clients that the fund sponsor 
clients may be using or considering using. Please refer to Callan’s ADV Part 2A for a more detailed description of the services and products that Callan 
makes available to investment manager clients through our Institutional Consulting Group, Independent Adviser Group and Fund Sponsor Consulting 
Group.  Due to the complex corporate and organizational ownership structures of many investment management firms, parent and affiliate firm 
relationships are not indicated on our list.  
 
Fund sponsor clients may request a copy of the most currently available list at any time. Fund sponsor clients may also request specific information 
regarding the fees paid to Callan by particular fund manager clients.  Per company policy, information requests regarding fees are handled exclusively 
by Callan’s Compliance Department. 
 

 

Quarterly List as of  

September 30, 2016 

Knowledge. Experience. Integrity.  Page 1 of 2 

Manager Name 
1607 Capital Partners, LLC 
Aberdeen Asset Management PLC 
Acadian Asset Management LLC 
ACR – Alpine Capital Research 
AEGON USA Investment Management 
AEW Capital Management 
Affiliated Managers Group, Inc. 
AllianceBernstein 
Allianz Global Investors  
Allianz Life Insurance Company of North America 
American Century Investment Management 
Amundi Smith Breeden LLC 
Analytic Investors 
Angelo, Gordon & Co. 
Apollo Global Management 
AQR Capital Management 
Ares Management LLC 
Ariel Investments, LLC 
Aristotle Capital Management, LLC 
Artisan Holdings 
ASB Capital Management Inc. 
Ativo Capital Management 
Atlanta Capital Management Co., LLC 
Aviva Investors Americas 
AXA Investment Managers 
Babson Capital Management 
Baillie Gifford Overseas Limited  
Baird Advisors 
Bank of America 
Baring Asset Management 
Baron Capital Management, Inc. 
Barrow, Hanley, Mewhinney & Strauss, LLC 
BlackRock 
BMO Asset Management, Corp. 
BNP Paribas Investment Partners 
BNY Mellon Asset Management 
Boston Partners  

Manager Name 
Brandes Investment Partners, L.P. 
Brandywine Global Investment Management, LLC 
Brown Brothers Harriman & Company 
Brown Investment Advisory & Trust Company 
Cambiar Investors, LLC 
Capital Group 
CastleArk Management, LLC 
Causeway Capital Management 
Chartwell Investment Partners 
ClearBridge Investments, LLC  
Cohen & Steers Capital Management, Inc. 
Columbia Threadneedle Investments 
Columbia Wanger Asset Management 
Columbus Circle Investors 
Conestoga Capital Advisors 
Corbin Capital Partners, L.P. 
Cornerstone Capital Management 
Cramer Rosenthal McGlynn, LLC 
Credit Suisse Asset Management 
Crestline Investors, Inc. 
D.E. Shaw Investment Management, LLC 
Delaware Investments 
DePrince, Race & Zollo, Inc. 
Deutsche Asset  Management 
Diamond Hill Investments 
Duff & Phelps Investment Mgmt. Co. 
Eagle Asset Management, Inc. 
EARNEST Partners, LLC 
Eaton Vance Management 
Epoch Investment Partners, Inc. 
Fayez Sarofim & Company 
Federated Investors 
Fidelity Institutional Asset Management 
Fiera Capital Global Asset Management 
First Eagle Investment Management, LLC 
First Hawaiian Bank Wealth Management Division 
Fisher Investments 
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Manager Name 

Fort Washington Investment Advisors, Inc. 

Franklin Templeton Institutional 

Fred Alger Management, Inc. 

Fuller & Thaler Asset Management, Inc. 

GAM (USA) Inc. 

GE Asset Management 

GMO 

Goldman Sachs Asset Management 

Grand-Jean Capital Management 

Guggenheim Investments 

GW&K Investment Management 

Harbor Capital Group Trust 

Hartford Funds 

Hartford Investment Management Co. 

Henderson Global Investors 

Hotchkis & Wiley Capital Management, LLC 

HSBC Global Asset Management 

Impax Asset Management Limited 

Income Research + Management, Inc. 

Insight Investment Management Limited 

Institutional Capital LLC 

INTECH Investment Management, LLC 

Invesco 

Investec Asset Management 

Investment Counselors of Maryland, LLC 

Janus Capital Management, LLC 

Jarislowsky Fraser Global Investment Management 

Jensen Investment Management 

J.P. Morgan Asset Management 

KeyCorp 

Lazard Asset Management 

Legal & General Investment Management America 

Lincoln National Corporation 

LMCG Investments, LLC 

Longview Partners 

Loomis, Sayles & Company, L.P. 

Lord Abbett & Company 

Los Angeles Capital Management 

LSV Asset Management 

MacKay Shields LLC 

Man Investments Inc. 

Manulife Asset Management 

Martin Currie Inc. 

McDonnell Investment Management, LLC 

MFS Investment Management 

MidFirst Bank 

Mondrian Investment Partners Limited 

Montag & Caldwell, LLC 

Morgan Stanley Investment Management 

Mountain Lake Investment Management LLC 

MUFG Union Bank, N.A. 

Neuberger Berman 

Newton Investment Management (fka Newton Capital Management) 

Nikko Asset Management Co., Ltd. 

Northern Trust Asset Management 

Nuveen Investments, Inc. 

OFI Global Asset Management 

Old Mutual Asset Management 

Opus Capital Management Inc. 

Manager Name 

O’Shaughnessy Asset Management, LLC 

Pacific Alternative Asset Management Co. 

Pacific Current Group 

Pacific Investment Management Company 

Parametric Portfolio Associates 

P/E Investments 

Peregrine Capital Management, Inc. 

PGIM 

PineBridge Investments 

Pinnacle Asset Management L.P. 

Pioneer Investments 

PNC Capital Advisors, LLC 

Principal Global Investors 

Private Advisors, LLC 

Putnam Investments, LLC 

QMA (Quantitative Management Associates) 

RBC Global Asset Management 

Regions Financial Corporation 

RidgeWorth Capital Management, Inc. 

Riverbridge Partners LLC 

Rockefeller & Co., Inc. 

Rothschild Asset Management, Inc. 

Russell Investments 

Santander Global Facilities 

Schroder Investment Management North America Inc. 

Scout Investments 

SEI Investments 

Shenkman Capital Management, Inc. 

Smith, Graham & Co. Investment Advisors, L.P. 

Smith Group Asset Management 

Standard Life Investments Limited 

Standish 

State Street Global Advisors 

Stone Harbor Investment Partners, L.P. 

Systematic Financial Management 

T. Rowe Price Associates, Inc. 

Taplin, Canida & Habacht 

The Boston Company Asset Management, LLC 

The Hartford 

The London Company 

The TCW Group, Inc. 

Tri-Star Trust Bank 

UBS Asset Management 

Van Eck Global 

Versus Capital Group 

Victory Capital Management Inc. 

Vontobel Asset Management, Inc. 

Voya Financial 

Voya Investment Management (fka ING) 

Waddell & Reed Asset Management Group 

WCM Investment Management 

Wasatch Advisors, Inc. 

WEDGE Capital Management 

Wellington Management Company, LLP 

Wells Capital Management 

Western Asset Management Company 

William Blair & Company 

 


