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Capital Market Review



Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

Φουρτη Θυαρτερ 2015

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 
ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 
ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

ΧΜΡ
Πρεϖιεω

Βροαδ Μαρκετ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ 

Cash (90-Day T-Bills)

U.S. Equity (Russell 3000)

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

U.S. Fixed (Barclays Aggregate)

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

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

-0.57%

-1.38%

0.03%

6.27%

3.30%

Βαχκ ιν Βλαχκ    

Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Λαυρεν Ματηιασ, ΧΦΑ 

Αλτηουγη ιτ ωασ τηε στρονγεστ θυαρτερ οφ τηε ψεαρ, τηε ϕουρνεψ 

ωασ ϖολατιλε. Οχτοβερ προϖεδ το βε α ωελχοmε τυρναρουνδ αφτερ α 

στυmβλινγ τηιρδ θυαρτερ ασ Υ.Σ. ινδιχεσ λανδεδ ονε οφ τηειρ στρον−

gest single months since the inancial crisis (Σ&Π 500 Ινδεξ: 

+8.44%). Ψετ α σλοωινγ Χηινεσε εχονοmψ, οτηερ ωεακ εmεργινγ 

mαρκετσ, χοmmοδιτψ πριχε δεχλινεσ, ανδ τηε στρενγτη οφ τηε Υ.Σ. 

δολλαρ λεδ το α mιδδλινγ Νοϖεmβερ ανδ δισαπποιντινγ Dεχεmβερ. 

Dεσπιτε τηισ, τηε Υ.Σ. Φεδεραλ Ρεσερϖε δεεmεδ τηε Υ.Σ. εχον−

οmψ το βε ιν α στρονγ ενουγη ποσιτιον φορ α ρατε ινχρεασε, χιτινγ 

Ονωαρδσ ανδ Υπωαρδσ  

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Κεϖιν Ναγψ

Ψιελδσ ροσε ιν τηε φουρτη θυαρτερ ασ τηε Φεδεραλ Ρεσερϖε ραισεδ 

interest rates for the irst time in nearly a decade. The yield curve 
lattened, though the effect on spreads was mixed: investment 
grade credit and mortgage backed security (MBS) spreads 

Τεχη Τακεσ Οϖερ     

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Ιρινα Συσηχη

Συργινγ mεργερ αχτιϖιτψ, ροβυστ τεχη σεχτορ γαινσ, ανδ στρονγερ 

than expected corporate proits drove a positive fourth quarter 
for non-U.S. markets (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ: +3.30%). 

Τοταλ γλοβαλ Μ&Α ϖολυmε ιν 2015 συρπασσεδ ∃4.3 τριλλιον, 

βρεακινγ τηε πρεϖιουσ ρεχορδ σετ ιν 2007. Χοmπανιεσ ωερε 

περσυαδεδ το σιγν δεαλσ βψ τηε αϖαιλαβιλιτψ οφ χηεαπ δεβτ ανδ 

the desire to stay competitive and eficient in a slow-growth 
ενϖιρονmεντ. Τηε στρενγτηενινγ δολλαρ βοοστεδ ρετυρνσ οφ ιντερ−

national export-oriented companies. 

As in the U.S., growth (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Γροωτη: +5.61%) 

fared better than value (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ ςαλυε: +2.17%). 

Σλιπ �ν Σλιδε 

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Κψλε Φεκετε

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

1.38% φορ τηε θυαρτερ ανδ 5.54% φορ τηε ψεαρ. Ασ τηε Υ.Σ. δολ−

lar continued to appreciate, the Index’s hedged equivalent 
ινχηεδ αηεαδ 0.58% φορ τηε θυαρτερ ανδ 1.55% φορ τηε ψεαρ. Τηε 

ψιελδ ον 10−ψεαρ Γερmαν βυνδσ ωασ ϖολατιλε τηρουγηουτ 2015: 

ιτ σταρτεδ οφφ τηε ψεαρ ατ 0.54%, σανκ το 0.18% ον Μαρχη 31, 

χλιmβεδ το 0.76% ον ϑυνε 30, ανδ εϖεντυαλλψ ενδεδ ατ 0.63%. 

Αδδινγ το τηε νοισε οφ 2015, Γερmαν δεβτ ωιτη mατυριτιεσ ασ 

φαρ ουτ ασ σεϖεν ψεαρσ προϖιδεδ νεγατιϖε ψιελδσ, ινδιχατινγ 

βονδ ινϖεστορσ ωουλδ ηαϖε το παψ το οων βεφορε αδϕυστινγ φορ 

This “Preview” contains excerpts from the upcoming Χαπιταλ 

Μαρκετ Ρεϖιεω (CMR) newsletter, which will be published at 
τηε ενδ οφ τηε mοντη.

Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 2
Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 4

Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 3 Χοντινυεδ ον πγ. 5
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Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ: Βαχκ ιν Βλαχκ   
Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

improved labor market conditions and subdued inlation. Third-
θυαρτερ Υ.Σ. ΓDΠ γροωτη οφ 2.0% λοοκεδ στρονγ χοmπαρεδ το 

other developed countries, but fell below predictions (2.1%) and 
far short of the second quarter (3.9%). The price of oil continued 
to decline, but consumer conidence remained above average 
ανδ προϖιδεδ σοmε ταιλωινδ το τηε mαρκετ.

 

Γροωτη χοντινυεδ το βυιλδ ιτσ λεαδ ον ϖαλυε ιν τηε φουρτη θυαρ−

ter (Ρυσσελλ 1000 Γροωτη Ινδεξ: +7.31% ανδ Ρυσσελλ 1000 

ςαλυε Ινδεξ: +5.64%); οϖερ τηε ψεαρ τηε διφφερενχε ωασ προ−

found (+5.66% vs. -3.83%, respectively). All U.S. equity indi−
ces posted positive results, but larger proved better (Ρυσσελλ 

Μιδχαπ Ινδεξ: +3.62%, Ρυσσελλ 2000 Ινδεξ: +3.59%, and 
Ρυσσελλ Μιχροχαπ Ινδεξ: +3.74%). Τηε Ρυσσελλ Τοπ 50 Ινδεξ 

led the way gaining 9.34%.

An extremely narrow market led to wide dispersion in large 
χαπ σεχτορ περφορmανχε. Ενεργψ αδϖανχεδ ϕυστ 20 βπσ, ωηιλε 

Ματεριαλσ, Ινφορmατιον Τεχηνολογψ, ανδ Ηεαλτη Χαρε νεαρλψ 

ρεαχηεδ δουβλε διγιτσ. Σmαλλ χαπ σαω σιmιλαρ ρεσυλτσ�Ενεργψ 

trailed signiicantly while only Health Care produced a strong 
ποσιτιϖε ρεσυλτ. Χοmmοδιτψ πριχε δεχλινεσ ανδ σλοω γλοβαλ γροωτη 

were major factors behind Energy’s stumble. Biotech companies 
λεδ σmαλλ χαπ Ηεαλτη Χαρε. Αχτιϖε mαναγερσ στρυγγλεδ αγαιν, 

especially in large cap where the S&P 500 Index total annual 
return (with dividends) would have been negative without three 
στοχκσ: Αmαζον, Μιχροσοφτ, ανδ ΓΕ. Ινϖεστορσ πρεφερρεδ τηε 

σαφετψ οφ τηεσε ανδ οτηερ λαργε χαπ χοmπανιεσ. Εθυιτψ ϖολατιλιτψ 

ασ mεασυρεδ βψ τηε ςΙΞ ινχρεασεδ δυρινγ τηε θυαρτερ βυτ ενδεδ 

the year below average. Assets continued to low into passive 
φυνδσ ανδ ΕΤΦσ, φυρτηερ χηαλλενγινγ αχτιϖε mαναγερσ. 

Τηε Υ.Σ. εθυιτψ mαρκετ ωασ γενερουσ ιν τηε φουρτη θυαρτερ, 

βυτ φορ τηε φυλλ ψεαρ φουρ στοχκσ ωερε δοων φορ εϖερψ τηρεε τηατ 

rose (in the S&P 500). Despite this, broad market valuations 
ρεmαιν αβοϖε αϖεραγε, λεαδινγ το θυεστιοναβλε προσπεχτσ ασ 

ωε εντερ 2016. 

8.72%
9.76%

8.77%

5.88%
4.87%

-2.65% -0.61%

-10.60%

TechnologyHealth Care EnergyConsumer

Discretionary

Russell 1000 Russell 2000
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Source: Russell Investment Group

Ρολλινγ Ονε−Ψεαρ Ρελατιϖε Ρετυρνσ  (vs. Russell 1000)

Θυαρτερλψ Περφορmανχε οφ Σελεχτ Σεχτορσ 

Source: Russell Investment Group
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Νον−Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ: Τεχη Τακεσ Οϖερ 
Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

Τηε ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Ινδεξ (+0.73%) delivered paltry 
ρετυρνσ ιν χοmπαρισον το ιτσ δεϖελοπεδ mαρκετ χουντερπαρτ τηε 

ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ (+3.91%). Small cap outpaced large 
cap once again due to fewer Energy holdings (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ 

ΥΣΑ Σmαλλ Χαπ Ινδεξ: +5.28%). Αmονγ σεχτορσ, Ινφορmατιον 

Technology (+8.40%) was the darling, while Industrials (+4.67%) 
and Consumer Discretionary (+4.59%) helped with high M&A 
activity. Energy (-0.43%) and Materials (+0.36%) have now 
λαγγεδ φορ τωο στραιγητ θυαρτερσ. Χρυδε οιλ ενδεδ τηε ψεαρ βελοω 

$40 per barrel, down 17.85% for the quarter, due to crude’s 
unrelenting excess of supply over global demand. 

European stocks were up for the irst two months of the quar−
ter due to investor expectations of ampliied European Central 
Bank (ECB) stimulus measures. Investors were disappointed 
ιν Dεχεmβερ ωηεν τηε χεντραλ βανκ χυτσ ιτσ δεποσιτ ρατε ανδ 

extended its bond-buying program by six months. Returns fal−
τερεδ, ψετ τηε ΜΣΧΙ Ευροπε Ινδεξ ended the quarter up 2.49%. 

Japanese stocks closed the year on a high note (ΜΣΧΙ 

ϑαπαν: +9.34%; YTD: +9.57%). The weak yen boosted auto−

mοβιλε χοmπανιεσ, ανδ ηεαλτη χαρε χοmπανιεσ φαρεδ ωελλ 

δυε το ροβυστ δρυγ πιπελινεσ. Τηε χουντρψ αλσο χοmπλετεδ τηε 

largest state asset sale since 1987 with the privatization of 
ϑαπαν Ποστ Ηολδινγσ αχχοmπανιεδ βψ ραmπεδ υπ στιmυλυσ 

measures. The remainder of Southeast Asia and the Paciic 
also enjoyed gains during the fourth quarter (MSCI Paciic ex 
ϑαπαν Ινδεξ: +8.29%). New Zealand led the pack, up 18.15%, 
δυε το ινχρεασεδ τουρισm ανδ τηε συβσεθυεντ ποσιτιϖε ιmπαχτ 

on Industrials and Materials. Australia thrived (+9.96%) on a 
strong inancial sector; the largest Aussie banks raised home-
λοαν ιντερεστ ρατεσ δυρινγ τηε φουρτη θυαρτερ. 

Εmεργινγ mαρκετ χουντριεσ προδυχεδ α σπεχτρυm οφ ρετυρνσ, 

but closed slightly ahead (+0.73%). Information Technology 
(+6.46%) buoyed returns. Insecurities about U.S. monetary 
πολιχψ ωερε ασσυαγεδ βψ τηε Υ.Σ. Φεδεραλ Ρεσερϖε ραισινγ 

rates. China (+4.03%) was more even-tempered than last 
θυαρτερ. Ιτσ χεντραλ βανκ χυτ ιντερεστ ρατεσ ονχε αγαιν, παρτ 

οφ αν ονγοινγ στρεαm οφ στιmυλυσ mεασυρεσ το φυελ χονσυmπ−

tion. China’s currency, the renminbi, will join the dollar, euro, 
pound, and yen in the International Monetary Fund’s basket 
οφ ρεσερϖε χυρρενχιεσ λατερ τηισ ψεαρ. Τηε ρεστ οφ εmεργινγ 

Asia also had a positive quarter (ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ 

Ασια Ινδεξ: +3.53%). Indonesia gained 20.87%, with signii−

χαντ αδϖανχεσ ιν αλλ σεχτορσ, τηανκσ το προγρεσσιϖε πολιχιεσ 

ανδ ρεφορmσ πυρσυεδ βψ τηε γοϖερνmεντ. 

On the negative end, Greece’s inancial woes continued 
(-18.99%). Russian stocks declined 3.99% as the economy 
δετεριορατεδ φυρτηερ. Εmεργινγ Ευροπε σανκ 5.13% ιν τηε 

φουρτη θυαρτερ. Τηε Μιδδλε Εαστ διδ νοτ φαρε ωελλ αmιδ ονγο−

ινγ πολιτιχαλ τυρβυλενχε ανδ δεχλινινγ οιλ πριχεσ. Σουτη Αφριχα 

plummeted 10.51% with losses in the inancials sector and 
ongoing political instability. Latin America (-2.61%) had 
another miserable quarter. Brazil dropped 3.16%, and its debt 
ρατινγ ωασ χυτ το βελοω ινϖεστmεντ γραδε.

MSCI Emerging Markets

MSCI Europe

MSCI ACWI ex USA

MSCI World ex USA

MSCI Pacific ex Japan

MSCI Japan 9.34%

2.49%

8.29%

3.91%

3.30%

0.73%

Source: MSCI

Ρεγιοναλ Θυαρτερλψ Περφορmανχε (U.S. Dollar)

Ρολλινγ Ονε−Ψεαρ Ρελατιϖε Ρετυρνσ  
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Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Ινχοmε: Ονωαρδσ ανδ Υπωαρδσ

Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

tightened while asset-backed (ABS), commercial MBS, and 
ηιγη ψιελδ σπρεαδσ ωιδενεδ. Τηε Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε Ινδεξ 

δροππεδ 0.57%. 

Αχχορδινγ το τηε Φεδ, τηε εχονοmψ σηοωεδ σιγνσ οφ mοδερατε 

growth, driven by ixed investment from businesses, house−

hold spending, and a strengthening housing sector. Inlation 
remained below the Fed’s 2% target.

Αφτερ mοντησ οφ ρεστραιντ, τηε Φεδ ραισεδ τηε φεδεραλ φυνδσ ρατε 

βανδ βψ 0.25% το 0.25%�0.50%. Τηε Φεδ χιτεδ α στρονγ λαβορ 

mαρκετ ασ α κεψ ρεασον βεηινδ τηε δεχισιον. Τηε 10−ψεαρ Υ.Σ. 

Treasury yield increased to 2.27%. The breakeven inlation rate 
(the difference between nominal and real yields) on 10-year 
Τρεασυριεσ ινχρεασεδ φροm 1.43% το 1.58% ασ ΤΙΠΣ ουτπερ−

φορmεδ νοmιναλ Τρεασυριεσ. Τηισ mεασυρε ρεβουνδεδ φροm λαστ 

quarter, when it reached its lowest level since 2008 (1.43%).

Every sector in the Barclays Aggregate posted negative returns 
ον τηε θυαρτερ. Ρελατιϖε το λικε−δυρατιον Τρεασυριεσ, τηε στρον−

gest performer was U.S. MBS which, although down 0.10%, 
beat Treasuries by 0.61%. Credit (-0.52%) was the only other 
σεχτορ το ουτπερφορm Τρεασυριεσ, βυοψεδ βψ στρονγ περφορmανχε 

in Financials (+1.09% relative to Treasuries). Both ABS and U.S. 
αγενχιεσ ουτπερφορmεδ λικε−δυρατιον Τρεασυριεσ φορ τηε ψεαρ, 

δεσπιτε τραιλινγ ιν τηε θυαρτερ.

Ηιγη ψιελδ χορπορατε βονδσ σλυmπεδ ασ τηε Βαρχλαψσ Χορπορατε 

Ηιγη Ψιελδ Ινδεξ ended the quarter down 2.07%. The Index 
ρεχεδεδ 4.47% φορ τηε ψεαρ ανδ υνδερπερφορmεδ Τρεασυριεσ βψ 

5.77%. Νεω ισσυανχε ωασ ∃35.6βν φορ τηε θυαρτερ, δοων φροm 

∃42.8βν. Νεω ισσυε αχτιϖιτψ φορ 2015 ωασ ∃260.5 βιλλιον, 16.3% 

λοωερ τηαν 2014.

Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Ινδεξ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ

Absolute Return

-0.94%

-0.57%

-0.64%
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Νον−Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Ινχοmε: Σλιπ �ν Σλιδε 
Χοντινυεδ φροm πγ. 1 

inlation. Approximately a third of the debt issued by European 
γοϖερνmεντσ ηαδ νεγατιϖε ψιελδσ ατ τηε ενδ οφ τηε ψεαρ. Υ.Κ. 

σοϖερειγνσ λαγγεδ τηειρ Ευροπεαν χουντερπαρτσ ασ τηε 10−ψεαρ 

γιλτ φελλ 1.36%, πυσηινγ ψιελδσ ηιγηερ τηαν τηε 10−ψεαρ Γερmαν 

bund. The Bank of England continued to battle weak inlation 
ανδ ηελδ ιντερεστ ρατεσ ατ αν αλλ−τιmε λοω τηρουγηουτ τηε ψεαρ. 

Τηε ϑαπανεσε 10−ψεαρ βονδ δεχλινεδ το 0.27%, τηε λοωεστ σινχε 

ϑανυαρψ. Τηε χουντρψ δοδγεδ α ρεχεσσιον ασ ΓDΠ γροωτη ωασ 

ρεϖισεδ υπωαρδσ το 1% τηρουγη Σεπτεmβερ; τηε οριγιναλ χαλχυλα−

τιον ηαδ ιτ χοντραχτινγ βψ 0.8%.

In December, the ECB lowered its deposit rate to -0.3% and 
extended its quantitative easing program out to March 2017. 
Propelled by the ECB’s monetary policy and investors’ hunt for 
ψιελδ, Ευροπεαν περιπηερψ χουντριεσ ουτπερφορmεδ τηειρ χορε−

ευροζονε χουντερπαρτσ. Ιταλιαν ανδ Σπανιση 10−ψεαρ βονδσ 

returned 1.82% and 1.43%, respectively. Both countries contin−

υεδ τηειρ ρεχοϖερψ φροm ρεχορδ−λονγ ρεχεσσιονσ ασ υνεmπλοψ−

mεντ δροππεδ το α τηρεε−ψεαρ λοω.

Εmεργινγ mαρκετσ ωερε mιρεδ βψ πολιτιχαλ ανδ εχονοmιχ στριφε. 

Τηε δολλαρ−δενοmινατεδ JPM EMBI Global Diversiied Index 
γαινεδ 1.25%, ουτπερφορmινγ εmεργινγ λοχαλ χυρρενχψ−δενοm−

ινατεδ σοϖερειγν δεβτ. Τηε νεγατιϖε χυρρενχψ εφφεχτ πυλλεδ τηε 

JPM GBI-EM Global Diversiied Index δοων 0.01%. 

The South African 10-year bond declined 7.26% (on a dollar-
denominated basis) over worries that the country’s political and 
εχονοmιχ τυρmοιλ χουλδ ρεσυλτ ιν α δοωνγραδε το ϕυνκ στατυσ. 

Investors responded harshly after President Jacob Zuma ired 
Φινανχε Μινιστερ Νηλανηλα Νενε ανδ ηιρεδ αν υνκνοων χανδι−

date for the job. Additionally, the rand’s exchange rate dropped 
το ρεχορδ λοωσ αγαινστ mαϕορ χυρρενχιεσ. Τηε λοχαλ χυρρενχψ−

δενοmινατεδ Σουτη Αφριχαν 10−ψεαρ βονδ πλυmmετεδ 28.22% 

in 2015. Brazilian debt declined 30.69% in 2015 on a local cur−
ρενχψ βασισ, ιν τηε mιδστ οφ α χορρυπτιον σχανδαλ ανδ Πρεσιδεντ 

Rousseff’s possible impeachment. Brazil remains in a steep 
ρεχεσσιον αφτερ βεινγ χυτ το βελοω ινϖεστmεντ γραδε βψ Στανδαρδ 

& Poor’s earlier in the year. 
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Market Overview
Active Management vs Index Returns

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

Range of Mutual Fund Returns by Asset Class
One Quarter Ended December 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 7.87 6.71 (0.15) 0.47 0.04
25th Percentile 6.44 5.26 (0.43) (0.01) 0.01

Median 4.58 4.15 (0.55) (0.60) 0.00
75th Percentile 2.64 3.01 (0.74) (1.07) 0.00
90th Percentile 0.92 2.51 (1.01) (1.63) 0.00

Index 7.04 4.71 (0.57) (1.23) 0.03

Range of Mutual Fund Returns by Asset Class
One Year Ended December 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 5.65 4.96 0.96 0.31 0.12
25th Percentile 1.43 2.61 0.55 (0.14) 0.03

Median (2.08) 0.03 0.07 (3.18) 0.01
75th Percentile (4.99) (1.91) (0.44) (4.71) 0.00
90th Percentile (8.54) (3.83) (0.98) (6.13) 0.00

Index 1.38 (0.81) 0.55 (3.57) 0.05
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Domestic Equity
Active Management Overview

Against the backdrop of falling corporate profits and negative news out of China, US equities suffered their worst
performance post 2008. Returns were highly concentrated both among names and by date in 2015. Without the now-famed
"FANGNOSH" (Facebook, Amazon, Netflix, Google, Nike, O’Reilly Auto Parts, Starbucks and Home Depot), the S&P 500
would have been down for the year. The S&P 500 Index declined 0.8% on a price-only basis, up 1.3% with dividends. Large
caps performed best (S&P 500: 7.0%) and results worsened as one went down the capitalization spectrum (Russell Midcap:
-2.4%, R2000: -4.4%, Russell Microcap: -5.2%). Growth outperformed value across capitalization (R1000G: +5.7%, R1000V:
-3.8%) and high quality outperformed low quality by more than 6% in 2015. From a sector perspective, Consumer
Discretionary (+10.1%) and Health Care (+6.9%) performed best while Energy (-21.1%) and Materials (-8.4%) suffered the
most. REITs held up relatively well for the year and were among the better performing areas of the equity markets (NAREIT
Equity: +3.2%). Active management largely trailed passive across the market cap spectrum and geographies.

Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended December 31, 2015
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International Equity
Active Management Overview

Outside of the US, developed markets outperformed domestic by a wide margin when measured in local terms (MSCI EAFE
Local: +5.3%); however, the strength of the US dollar pushed returns for unhedged US investors into negative territory
(MSCI EAFE US$: -0.8%). As in the US, growth sharply outperformed value in the developed world (MSCI EAFE Growth:
+4.1%, Value: -5.7%). Developed markets small cap was the top performer (MSCI EAFE SC: +9.6%). Conversely, emerging
markets were a disaster and represented the worst performing area of global equities (MSCI EM US$: -14.6%). EM was also
hurt by the US dollar strength (MSCI EM Local: -5.6%).

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

Yields rose throughout the 4th quarter as investors grew increasingly certain that the Fed would hike rates before year-end.
Sentiment proved correct as the Fed raised the fed funds target from its 7-year "near zero" target to 0.25%-0.50% at its
December meeting. The yield on the 10-year Treasury rose 21 bps over the quarter and closed the year at 2.27%, up 11 bps
from 12/31/2014. The Barclays Aggregate Index was down modestly for the quarter (-0.6%) but up slightly for the year
(+0.5%). Investment grade credit and mortgages outperformed like-duration US Treasuries for the quarter but
underperformed for the full year. However, declining commodity prices and negative sentiment continued to take a toll on
high yield corporates. The Barclays High Yield Index was down 2.1% for the quarter bringing its 2015 loss to 4.5%. The
Energy component, which comprises 11% of the Index, bore the brunt of the pain with returns of -12.9% for the quarter and
-23.6% for the full year.

Longer duration managers underperformed intermediate and short duration strategies in the 4th quarter. The median
Extended Maturity manager returned -1.2% while the median Intermediate manager posted a -0.6% return and the median
Defensive manager returned -0.2%.

Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for Quarter Ended December 31, 2015
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Mutual Fund Style Group Median Returns
for One Year Ended December 31, 2015
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ASSET ALLOCATION AND PERFORMANCE

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

 14
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Actual vs Target Asset Allocation
As of December 31, 2015

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

Actual Asset Allocation

Domestic Equity
39%

International Equity
23%

Domestic Fixed Income
27%

Domestic Real Estate
11%

Cash
0%

Target Asset Allocation

Domestic Equity
38%

International Equity
25%

Domestic Fixed Income
28%

Domestic Real Estate
9%

$000s Weight Percent $000s
Asset Class Actual Actual Target Difference Difference
Domestic Equity         164,470   38.6%   38.0%    0.6%           2,552
International Equity          99,884   23.4%   25.0% (1.6%) (6,641)
Domestic Fixed Income         115,626   27.1%   28.0% (0.9%) (3,683)
Domestic Real Estate          44,912   10.5%    9.0%    1.5%           6,563
Cash           1,209    0.3%    0.0%    0.3%           1,209
Total         426,101  100.0%  100.0%

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

4041

5249
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3755

127

10th Percentile 51.82 41.87 4.02 17.26 24.04 13.95 24.78 21.20 27.14 15.42
25th Percentile 44.70 35.49 2.50 12.22 21.38 7.64 18.00 13.00 17.85 8.85

Median 35.55 27.96 1.25 9.53 17.81 4.48 12.20 7.10 13.64 4.29
75th Percentile 29.15 21.19 0.50 6.70 14.30 2.26 6.56 4.59 9.75 3.39
90th Percentile 21.87 14.44 0.08 3.44 10.53 0.53 4.01 2.60 4.97 2.74

Fund 38.60 27.14 0.28 10.54 23.44 - - - - -

Target 38.00 28.00 0.00 9.00 25.00 - - - - -

% Group Invested 98.98% 97.45% 70.92% 61.22% 97.45% 17.86% 51.53% 18.88% 21.43% 5.61%

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Investment Manager Asset Allocation

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

Asset Distribution Across Investment Managers

December 31, 2015 September 30, 2015

Market Value Weight Net New Inv. Inv. Return Market Value Weight
Domestic Equities $164,469,926 38.60% $(63,643) $8,034,374 $156,499,195 38.06%

Large Cap Equities $114,058,754 26.77% $(63,643) $6,708,514 $107,413,883 26.12%
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 21,972,316 5.16% 0 1,446,422 20,525,894 4.99%
Dodge & Cox Stock 21,960,085 5.15% (63,643) 956,533 21,067,195 5.12%
Boston Partners 22,829,065 5.36% 0 1,016,394 21,812,671 5.30%
Harbor Cap Appreciation 23,808,865 5.59% 0 1,781,779 22,027,087 5.36%
Janus Research 23,488,423 5.51% 0 1,507,386 21,981,037 5.35%

Mid Cap Equities $19,225,390 4.51% $0 $537,897 $18,687,493 4.54%
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 4,994,785 1.17% 0 79,921 4,914,863 1.20%
Royce Total Return 4,418,167 1.04% 0 80,900 4,337,267 1.05%
Morgan Stanley 4,558,033 1.07% 0 133,310 4,424,723 1.08%
Janus Enterprise 5,254,406 1.23% 0 243,766 5,010,640 1.22%

Small Cap Equities $23,538,390 5.52% $0 $825,826 $22,712,564 5.52%
Prudential Small Cap Value 11,838,238 2.78% 0 411,895 11,426,342 2.78%
AB US Small Growth 6,492,580 1.52% 0 331,085 6,161,495 1.50%
RS Investments 5,207,573 1.22% 0 82,846 5,124,727 1.25%

Micro Cap Equities $7,647,392 1.79% $0 $(37,863) $7,685,255 1.87%
AMG Managers Emerging Opportunities Fund 7,647,392 1.79% 0 (37,863) 7,685,255 1.87%

International Equities $99,884,213 23.44% $3,124,511 $3,248,762 $93,510,940 22.74%
EuroPacific 22,268,969 5.23% 0 642,882 21,626,087 5.26%
Harbor International 21,897,879 5.14% 0 609,742 21,288,137 5.18%
Columbia Acorn Int’l 11,037,318 2.59% 0 454,440 10,582,878 2.57%
Oakmark International 22,313,944 5.24% 24,511 1,062,020 21,227,412 5.16%
Mondrian International 22,366,103 5.25% 3,100,000 479,678 18,786,425 4.57%

Domestic Fixed Income $115,625,754 27.14% $(988,633) $357,624 $116,256,763 28.27%
Dodge & Cox Income 57,768,446 13.56% (490,999) 78,194 58,181,251 14.15%
PIMCO 57,857,308 13.58% (497,634) 279,430 58,075,512 14.12%

Real Estate $44,912,059 10.54% $(22,926) $1,799,249 $43,135,736 10.49%
RREEF Public Fund 8,879,587 2.08% 0 651,942 8,227,645 2.00%
RREEF Private Fund 20,316,074 4.77% 0 686,194 19,629,880 4.77%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 14,852,398 3.49% 0 438,187 14,414,211 3.51%
625 Kings Court 864,000 0.20% (22,926) 22,926 864,000 0.21%

Cash $1,209,081 0.28% $(591,166) $1 $1,800,246 0.44%

Total Fund $426,101,033 100.0% $1,458,143 $13,440,009 $411,202,880 100.0%
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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 December
31, 2015. Negative returns are shown in red, positive returns in black. Returns for one year or greater are annualized. The
first set of returns for each asset class represents the composite returns for all the fund’s accounts for that asset class.

Returns for Periods Ended December 31, 2015

Last Last Last
Last Last  3  5  7

Quarter Year Years Years Years

Domestic Equties 5.13% (0.08%) 14.76% 11.65% 15.85%
Russell 3000 Index 6.27% 0.48% 14.74% 12.18% 15.04%

Large Cap Equities
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 7.05% 1.37% - - -
   S&P 500 Index 7.04% 1.38% 15.13% 12.57% 14.82%

Dodge & Cox Stock 4.54% (4.49%) 14.01% 11.64% 14.52%
Boston Partners 4.53% (4.99%) 12.85% - -
   S&P 500 Index 7.04% 1.38% 15.13% 12.57% 14.82%
   Russell 1000 Value Index 5.64% (3.83%) 13.08% 11.27% 13.04%

Harbor Cap Appreciation 8.09% 10.99% 18.87% 14.35% 17.52%
Janus Research (1) 6.86% 5.55% 17.69% 12.87% 17.95%
   S&P 500 Index 7.04% 1.38% 15.13% 12.57% 14.82%
   Russell 1000 Growth Index 7.32% 5.67% 16.83% 13.53% 17.11%

Mid Cap Equities
Fidelity Low Priced Stock 1.63% (0.56%) 12.87% 11.23% 16.19%
Royce Total Return (1) 1.87% (7.17%) 7.80% 7.13% 11.94%
   Russell MidCap Value Idx 3.12% (4.78%) 13.40% 11.25% 16.16%

Morgan Stanley (2) 3.01% (5.73%) 9.79% 6.17% 16.27%
Janus Enterprise (1) 4.86% 3.49% 14.90% 11.94% 17.90%
   Russell MidCap Growth Idx 4.12% (0.20%) 14.88% 11.54% 18.04%

Small Cap Equities
Prudential Small Cap Value (3) 3.60% (7.00%) 10.19% - -
   US Small Cap Value Idx 3.24% (5.14%) 10.86% 9.21% 14.18%
   Russell 2000 Value Index 2.88% (7.47%) 9.06% 7.67% 11.72%

AB US Small Growth (4) 5.37% (0.66%) 12.91% 12.01% 19.65%
RS Investments (1) 1.62% 0.36% 18.10% 13.19% 19.68%
   Russell 2000 Growth Index 4.32% (1.38%) 14.28% 10.67% 16.33%

Micro Cap Equities
AMG Managers Emerging Opp (0.49%) (8.44%) 13.68% 10.04% 15.31%
   Russell Microcap Index 3.74% (5.16%) 12.70% 9.23% 14.34%
   Russell Micro Growth Idx 4.70% (3.85%) 15.30% 10.08% 16.50%

 (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.
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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 December
31, 2015. Negative returns are shown in red, positive returns in black. Returns for one year or greater are annualized. The
first set of returns for each asset class represents the composite returns for all the fund’s accounts for that asset class.

Returns for Periods Ended December 31, 2015

Last Last Last
Last Last  3  5  7

Quarter Year Years Years Years

International Equities 3.37% (4.50%) 2.39% 1.54% 9.19%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 3.30% (5.25%) 1.94% 1.51% 7.96%

EuroPacific (1) 2.97% (0.48%) 5.45% 3.99% 9.30%
Harbor International 2.86% (3.82%) 1.55% 2.38% 8.28%
Columbia Acorn Int’l (2) 4.29% (1.23%) 4.99% 3.87% 12.21%
Oakmark International (4) 5.01% (3.99%) 5.51% 5.46% 13.12%
Mondrian International 2.03% (6.33%) 2.29% - -
   MSCI EAFE Index 4.71% (0.81%) 5.01% 3.60% 7.83%
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index 3.30% (5.25%) 1.94% 1.51% 7.96%

Domestic Fixed Income 0.31% 0.07% 1.47% 3.56% 5.44%
   BC Aggregate Index (0.57%) 0.55% 1.44% 3.25% 4.09%

Dodge & Cox Income 0.13% (0.59%) 1.81% 3.60% 5.91%
PIMCO 0.48% 0.73% 1.13% 3.52% -
   BC Aggregate Index (0.57%) 0.55% 1.44% 3.25% 4.09%

Real Estate 4.17% 12.14% 12.27% 11.74% 9.33%
   Real Estate Custom Benchmark (3) 3.99% 11.81% 12.25% 12.07% 11.13%

RREEF Public 7.92% 3.86% 10.84% 11.75% 16.62%
   NAREIT 7.13% 2.05% 9.94% 11.29% 15.75%
RREEF Private 3.50% 15.63% 14.02% 13.20% 6.54%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 3.04% 12.99% 10.47% - -
   NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 3.21% 14.18% 12.65% 12.56% 5.23%
625 Kings Court 2.69% 9.85% 18.04% 8.45% 6.62%

Total Fund 3.24% 0.07% 7.85% 6.97% 10.30%
   Total Fund Benchmark* 3.41% 0.21% 7.62% 7.22% 9.68%

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

2015 2014 2013 2012 2011

Domestic Equities (0.08%) 9.59% 38.02% 17.10% (1.96%)
Russell 3000 Index 0.48% 12.56% 33.55% 16.42% 1.03%

Large Cap Equities
Vanguard S&P 500 Index 1.37% 13.65% - - -
Dodge & Cox Stock (4.49%) 10.40% 40.55% 22.01% (4.08%)
Boston Partners (4.99%) 10.87% 36.43% 20.18% -
   S&P 500 Index 1.38% 13.69% 32.39% 16.00% 2.11%
   Russell 1000 Value Index (3.83%) 13.45% 32.53% 17.51% 0.39%

Harbor Cap Appreciation 10.99% 9.93% 37.66% 15.69% 0.61%
Janus Research (1) 5.55% 14.10% 35.36% 16.78% (3.76%)
   S&P 500 Index 1.38% 13.69% 32.39% 16.00% 2.11%
   Russell 1000 Growth Index 5.67% 13.05% 33.48% 15.26% 2.64%

Mid Cap Equities
Fidelity Low Priced Stock (0.56%) 7.65% 34.31% 18.50% (0.06%)
Royce Total Return (1) (7.17%) 1.51% 32.93% 14.48% (1.62%)
   Russell MidCap Value Idx (4.78%) 14.75% 33.46% 18.51% (1.38%)

Morgan Stanley (2) (5.73%) 1.47% 38.35% 9.49% (6.89%)
Janus Enterprise (1) 3.49% 12.01% 30.86% 17.83% (1.65%)
   Russell MidCap Growth Idx (0.20%) 11.90% 35.74% 15.81% (1.65%)

Small Cap Equities
Prudential Small Cap Value (3) (7.00%) 5.89% 35.87% 14.14% -
   US Small Cap Value Idx (5.14%) 7.44% 33.71% 18.80% (4.04%)
   Russell 2000 Value Index (7.47%) 4.22% 34.52% 18.05% (5.50%)

AB US Small Growth (4) (0.66%) (1.24%) 46.72% 16.21% 5.42%
RS Investments (1) 0.36% 9.67% 49.64% 15.13% (2.04%)
   Russell 2000 Growth Index (1.38%) 5.60% 43.30% 14.59% (2.91%)

Micro Cap Equities
AMG Managers Emerging Opp (8.44%) 2.62% 56.34% 14.32% (3.91%)
   Russell Microcap Index (5.16%) 3.65% 45.62% 19.75% (9.27%)
   Russell Micro Growth Idx (3.85%) 4.30% 52.84% 15.17% (8.42%)

(1) Switched share class in 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.
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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.

2015 2014 2013 2012 2011

International Equities (4.50%) (5.73%) 19.25% 18.78% (15.34%)
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index (5.25%) (3.44%) 15.78% 17.39% (13.33%)

EuroPacific (1) (0.48%) (2.29%) 20.58% 19.64% (13.31%)
Harbor International (3.82%) (6.81%) 16.84% 20.87% (11.13%)
Columbia Acorn Int’l (2) (1.23%) (4.23%) 22.33% 21.60% (14.06%)
Oakmark International (3.99%) (5.41%) 29.34% 29.22% (14.07%)
Mondrian International (6.33%) (2.06%) 16.69% 11.50% -
   MSCI EAFE Index (0.81%) (4.90%) 22.78% 17.32% (12.14%)
   MSCI ACWI ex-US Index (5.25%) (3.44%) 15.78% 17.39% (13.33%)

Domestic Fixed Income 0.07% 5.09% (0.65%) 9.15% 4.47%
   BC Aggregate Index 0.55% 5.97% (2.02%) 4.21% 7.84%

Dodge & Cox Income (0.59%) 5.49% 0.64% 7.94% 4.75%
PIMCO 0.73% 4.69% (1.92%) 10.36% 4.16%
   BC Aggregate Index 0.55% 5.97% (2.02%) 4.21% 7.84%

Real Estate 12.14% 14.50% 10.21% 10.73% 11.17%
   Real Esate Custom Benchmark (3) 11.81% 14.57% 10.40% 11.88% 11.74%

RREEF Public 3.86% 31.88% (0.59%) 16.97% 9.41%
   NAREIT 2.05% 27.23% 2.34% 19.73% 7.30%
RREEF Private 15.63% 11.95% 14.50% 10.12% 13.86%
Cornerstone Patriot Fund 12.99% 8.64% 9.82% 10.18% -
   NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 14.18% 11.42% 12.36% 9.93% 14.99%
625 Kings Court 9.85% 12.15% 33.50% 3.64% (11.98%)

 Total Fund 0.07% 4.72% 19.72% 14.53% (2.53%)
   Total Fund Benchmark* 0.21% 6.80% 16.47% 12.99% 0.60%

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

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

Asset Class Under or Overweighting

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

Domestic Equity (0.21%)

Domestic Fixed Income 0.07%

Domestic Real Estate 1.41%

International Equity (1.71%)

Cash 0.43%

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash

Total

Actual vs Target Returns

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

5.13%

6.27%

0.31%

(0.57%)

4.17%

3.99%

3.37%

3.30%

0.00%

0.00%

3.24%

3.41%

Actual Target

Relative Attribution by Asset Class

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

(0.43%)
(0.01%)

(0.44%)

0.25%
(0.00%)

0.24%

0.02%
0.01%
0.03%

0.02%
0.00%
0.02%

(0.02%)
(0.02%)

(0.15%)
(0.02%)

(0.16%)

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Relative Attribution Effects for Quarter ended December 31, 2015

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 38% 38% 5.13% 6.27% (0.43%) (0.01%) (0.44%)
Domestic Fixed Income 28% 28% 0.31% (0.57%) 0.25% (0.00%) 0.24%
Domestic Real Estate 10% 9% 4.17% 3.99% 0.02% 0.01% 0.03%
International Equity 23% 25% 3.37% 3.30% 0.02% 0.00% 0.02%
Cash 0% 0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% (0.02%) (0.02%)

Total = + +3.24% 3.41% (0.15%) (0.02%) (0.16%)

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Cumulative Total Fund Relative Attribution - December 31, 2015

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

One Year Relative Attribution Effects

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

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash

Total

Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects

(0.4%)

(0.2%)

0.0%

0.2%

0.4%

0.6%

0.8%

1.0%

1.2%

1.4%

2015

Manager Effect
Asset Allocation
Total

One Year Relative Attribution Effects

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 39% 38% (0.08%) 0.48% (0.20%) (0.03%) (0.23%)
Domestic Fixed Income 27% 28% 0.07% 0.55% (0.15%) (0.06%) (0.21%)
Domestic Real Estate 10% 9% 12.14% 11.81% 0.04% 0.06% 0.09%
International Equity 24% 25% (4.50%) (5.25%) 0.20% 0.03% 0.23%
Cash 1% 0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% (0.01%) (0.01%)

Total = + +0.07% 0.21% (0.12%) (0.02%) (0.14%)

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Cumulative Total Fund Relative Attribution - December 31, 2015

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

Five Year Annualized Relative Attribution Effects

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

Domestic Equity

Domestic Fixed Income

Domestic Real Estate

International Equity

Cash
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Manager Effect Asset Allocation Total

Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects
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(3%)

(2%)

(1%)

0%
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3%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Manager Effect
Asset Allocation
Total

Five Year Annualized Relative Attribution Effects

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Asset Relative

Asset Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Domestic Equity 39% 38% 11.65% 12.18% (0.17%) (0.00%) (0.17%)
Domestic Fixed Income 27% 28% 3.56% 3.25% 0.03% 0.01% 0.05%
Domestic Real Estate 9% 9% 11.74% 12.07% (0.02%) 0.00% (0.02%)
International Equity 24% 25% 1.54% 1.51% 0.03% 0.01% 0.04%
Cash 1% 0% 0.07% 0.07% 0.00% (0.13%) (0.13%)

Total = + +6.97% 7.22% (0.13%) (0.11%) (0.25%)

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

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

Actual Historical Asset Allocation
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* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Total Fund Ranking

The first two charts show the ranking of the Total Fund’s performance relative to that of the Public Fund Sponsor Database
for periods ended December 31, 2015. The first chart is a standard unadjusted ranking. In the second chart each fund in the
database is adjusted to have the same historical asset allocation as that of the Total Fund.
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Quarter Year 2 Years 3 Years 5 Years

(32)(22)

(60)(54)
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(44)

(42)(47)
(51)(42)

10th Percentile 3.70 1.73 4.52 9.07 8.28
25th Percentile 3.35 1.04 3.91 8.34 7.73

Median 2.96 0.33 3.30 7.50 6.99
75th Percentile 2.44 (0.61) 2.47 6.29 6.28
90th Percentile 1.78 (1.40) 1.56 4.92 5.46

Total Fund 3.24 0.07 2.37 7.85 6.97

Policy Target 3.41 0.21 3.45 7.62 7.22

Asset Allocation Adjusted Ranking
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Quarter Year 2 Years 3 Years 5 Years

(45)(25)

(62)(56)

(86)

(31)

(55)(68)
(70)(57)

10th Percentile 3.58 1.70 4.15 9.03 8.14
25th Percentile 3.41 1.05 3.59 8.47 7.82

Median 3.19 0.52 3.14 7.91 7.30
75th Percentile 2.99 (0.33) 2.66 7.54 6.88
90th Percentile 2.81 (1.04) 2.26 6.85 6.46

Total Fund 3.24 0.07 2.37 7.85 6.97

Policy Target 3.41 0.21 3.45 7.62 7.22

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index, 7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net
and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Total Fund
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Total Fund’s portfolio posted a 3.24% return for the quarter
placing it in the 32 percentile of the Public Fund Sponsor
Database group for the quarter and in the 60 percentile for
the last year.

Total Fund’s portfolio underperformed the Total Fund
Benchmark by 0.16% for the quarter and underperformed
the Total Fund Benchmark for the year by 0.14%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $411,202,880

Net New Investment $1,458,143

Investment Gains/(Losses) $13,440,009

Ending Market Value $426,101,033

Performance vs Public Fund Sponsor Database (Gross)
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(54)

10th Percentile 3.70 1.73 4.52 9.07 8.28 11.07 6.52
25th Percentile 3.35 1.04 3.91 8.34 7.73 10.33 6.15

Median 2.96 0.33 3.30 7.50 6.99 9.62 5.78
75th Percentile 2.44 (0.61) 2.47 6.29 6.28 8.38 5.33
90th Percentile 1.78 (1.40) 1.56 4.92 5.46 7.36 4.77

Total Fund 3.24 0.07 2.37 7.85 6.97 10.30 6.30

Total Fund
Benchmark 3.41 0.21 3.45 7.62 7.22 9.68 5.69

Relative Return vs Total Fund Benchmark
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Total Fund
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs Public Fund Sponsor Database (Gross)
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10th Percentile 1.73 7.89 20.41 14.49 3.31 15.10 25.93 (12.58) 10.77 15.73
25th Percentile 1.04 7.14 18.40 13.73 1.92 14.11 22.73 (20.71) 9.53 14.67

Median 0.33 6.06 15.73 12.66 0.91 13.00 20.23 (25.43) 7.97 13.54
75th Percentile (0.61) 4.93 13.14 10.92 (0.29) 11.68 16.02 (27.97) 6.84 11.42
90th Percentile (1.40) 4.06 9.64 9.34 (1.58) 10.06 12.57 (30.14) 5.75 9.41

Total Fund 0.07 4.72 19.72 14.53 (2.53) 14.64 23.73 (26.15) 8.85 15.37

Total Fund
Benchmark 0.21 6.80 16.47 12.99 0.60 13.04 19.19 (25.41) 6.22 15.03

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Total Fund Benchmark
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Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association
Performance vs Public Fund Sponsor Database
Periods Ended December 31, 2015

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

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Fiscal YTD Year Year Year Year
Ended 6/2015 Ended 6/2014 Ended 6/2013 Ended 6/2012

(81)

(45)

(54)(54)

(20)
(34)

(12)

(44)

(91)

(48)

10th Percentile (1.00) 4.62 18.99 14.81 3.99
25th Percentile (1.40) 4.07 17.74 13.43 2.36

Median (2.07) 3.23 16.30 11.98 1.22
75th Percentile (2.86) 2.01 14.82 10.14 0.21
90th Percentile (3.72) 0.97 13.63 8.08 (0.96)

Total Fund (3.07) 3.11 18.08 14.52 (1.04)

Total Fund
Benchmark (1.95) 3.10 17.27 12.29 1.30

* Current Quarter Target = 38.0% Russell 3000 Index, 28.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 25.0% MSCI ACWI ex US Index,
7.2% NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net and 1.8% NAREIT.
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Domestic Equity Composite
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Equity Composite’s portfolio posted a 5.13%
return for the quarter placing it in the 94 percentile of the
Pub Pln- Domestic Equity group for the quarter and in the 70
percentile for the last year.

Domestic Equity Composite’s portfolio underperformed the
Russell 3000 Index by 1.14% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 3000 Index for the year by
0.56%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $156,499,195

Net New Investment $-63,643

Investment Gains/(Losses) $8,034,374

Ending Market Value $164,469,926

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Equity (Gross)
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Median 5.87 0.36 5.72 14.50 11.85 15.09 7.28
75th Percentile 5.58 (0.32) 5.02 13.95 11.15 14.53 6.96
90th Percentile 5.32 (1.40) 4.23 13.36 10.54 13.92 6.43

Domestic
Equity Composite 5.13 (0.08) 4.64 14.76 11.65 15.85 7.52

Russell 3000 Index 6.27 0.48 6.35 14.74 12.18 15.04 7.35

Relative Return vs Russell 3000 Index
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Domestic Equity Composite
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Equity (Gross)
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Domestic
Equity Composite (0.08) 9.59 38.02 17.10 (1.96) 19.63 34.90 (38.99) 7.26 12.70
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3000 Index 0.48 12.56 33.55 16.42 1.03 16.93 28.34 (37.31) 5.14 15.72

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 December 31, 2015
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25th Percentile 44.43 17.06 2.68 12.41 2.00 0.16

Median 31.68 16.79 2.55 11.53 1.83 0.07
75th Percentile 25.69 16.28 2.39 10.42 1.73 (0.04)
90th Percentile 16.41 15.90 2.25 10.21 1.55 (0.10)

*Domestic
Equity Composite 29.64 17.29 2.51 13.57 1.56 0.32

Russell 3000 Index 51.97 17.01 2.56 10.88 2.09 (0.01)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Equity Composite 2339 102
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Manager 4%
Index 3%
Style Median 9%

*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (9/30/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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Holdings Based Style Analysis
For One Quarter Ended December 31, 2015

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

Style Map
Holdings for One Quarter Ended December 31, 2015

Value Core Growth

Mega

Large

Mid

Small

Micro

Vanguard S&P 500 Index

Dodge & Cox Stock

Boston Partners

Harbor Cap Appreciation

Janus Research

*Fidelity Low Priced Stock

*Royce Total Return

Janus Enterprise

*Prudential Small Cap Value

*RS Investments

*AMG

*Domestic Equity Composite

Russell 3000 Index

Morgan Stanley

*AB US Small Growth

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

Vanguard S&P 500 Index 13.36% 79.28 (0.04) (0.02) 0.03 503 53.90
Dodge & Cox Stock 13.35% 53.14 (0.32) (0.13) 0.19 65 16.02
Boston Partners 13.88% 44.25 (0.36) (0.04) 0.32 88 19.25
Harbor Cap Appreciation 14.48% 86.02 1.55 0.68 (0.86) 58 16.38
Janus Research 14.28% 54.32 0.93 0.43 (0.50) 105 26.27
*Fidelity Low Priced Stock 3.04% 6.73 (0.15) 0.03 0.18 878 31.36
*Royce Total Return 2.69% 2.12 (0.36) (0.13) 0.23 314 62.09
Morgan Stanley 2.77% 13.56 1.68 0.65 (1.04) 49 11.78
Janus Enterprise 3.19% 7.77 0.68 0.27 (0.41) 82 24.41
*Prudential Small Cap Value 7.20% 1.37 (0.76) (0.14) 0.62 334 59.78
*AB US Small Growth 3.95% 2.95 0.90 0.29 (0.61) 102 31.02
*RS Investments 3.17% 2.17 0.86 0.29 (0.58) 85 24.91
*AMG 4.65% 0.54 0.18 (0.01) (0.19) 348 75.73
*Domestic Equity Composite 100.00% 29.64 0.32 0.17 (0.15) 2339 102.12
Russell 3000 Index - 51.97 (0.01) (0.00) 0.01 2968 86.41

*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (9/30/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.

 33
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Vanguard S&P 500 Index
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Vanguard S&P 500 Index’s portfolio posted a 7.05% return
for the quarter placing it in the 25 percentile of the CAI MF -
Core Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 36
percentile for the last year.

Vanguard S&P 500 Index’s portfolio outperformed the S&P
500 Index by 0.00% for the quarter and underperformed the
S&P 500 Index for the year by 0.01%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $20,525,894

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,446,422

Ending Market Value $21,972,316

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Equity Style (Net)
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(25)(25)

10th Percentile 7.71 3.46 7.80 15.80 13.18 15.30 8.04
25th Percentile 7.08 2.00 6.87 15.15 12.17 14.53 7.29

Median 6.30 0.53 5.33 13.66 11.11 13.62 6.29
75th Percentile 5.51 (1.40) 4.28 13.05 9.98 12.67 5.90
90th Percentile 3.89 (3.71) 3.47 11.66 8.80 11.38 5.35

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 7.05 1.37 7.34 15.10 12.54 14.82 7.31

S&P 500 Index 7.04 1.38 7.36 15.13 12.57 14.82 7.31

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Equity Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 3.46 15.11 35.49 18.19 4.60 17.97 34.68 (31.69) 12.11 16.83
25th Percentile 2.00 13.24 34.43 17.00 1.77 15.33 29.07 (35.09) 9.48 16.03

Median 0.53 10.93 32.59 15.73 (0.41) 13.07 26.30 (37.17) 6.81 13.86
75th Percentile (1.40) 9.87 29.59 13.54 (4.42) 11.51 22.67 (39.65) 3.56 12.42
90th Percentile (3.71) 8.41 28.04 9.92 (6.09) 9.94 20.52 (43.66) (0.89) 10.18

Vanguard
S&P 500 Index 1.37 13.65 32.35 15.98 2.09 15.05 26.63 (36.96) 5.49 15.79

S&P 500 Index 1.38 13.69 32.39 16.00 2.11 15.06 26.47 (37.00) 5.49 15.79

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs S&P 500 Index
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Vanguard S&P 500 Index
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Core Equity Style
as of December 31, 2015
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(51)(51)

(67)(67)
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(60)(60)

10th Percentile 110.98 19.15 3.62 13.99 2.73 0.63
25th Percentile 80.49 16.90 2.90 12.42 2.20 0.21

Median 67.20 15.98 2.70 11.05 1.99 (0.00)
75th Percentile 50.80 15.04 2.35 9.25 1.66 (0.10)
90th Percentile 28.75 14.15 2.19 7.87 1.38 (0.24)

Vanguard S&P 500 Index 79.28 16.30 2.67 10.27 2.20 (0.04)

S&P 500 Index 78.98 16.31 2.67 10.27 2.19 (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.
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Dodge & Cox Stock
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Dodge & Cox Stock’s portfolio posted a 4.54% return for the
quarter placing it in the 72 percentile of the CAI MF - Large
Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 56
percentile for the last year.

Dodge & Cox Stock’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
1000 Value Index by 1.09% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 1000 Value Index for the year
by 0.66%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,067,195

Net New Investment $-63,643

Investment Gains/(Losses) $956,533

Ending Market Value $21,960,085

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 6.60 (0.14) 6.46 14.78 12.44 14.51 7.55
25th Percentile 6.14 (1.31) 5.11 13.74 11.39 13.47 6.71

Median 5.23 (3.92) 3.45 12.71 10.24 12.24 5.76
75th Percentile 4.31 (5.91) 2.01 11.96 9.43 11.18 5.17
90th Percentile 2.97 (7.80) 0.52 9.92 8.41 10.42 4.36

Dodge & Cox Stock 4.54 (4.49) 2.69 14.01 11.64 14.52 5.69

Russell 1000
Value Index 5.64 (3.83) 4.46 13.08 11.27 13.04 6.16

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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Dodge & Cox Stock
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style
as of December 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 87.27 16.06 2.26 9.73 2.85 (0.34)
25th Percentile 67.18 15.16 2.10 8.69 2.62 (0.43)

Median 53.00 13.79 1.82 7.99 2.48 (0.64)
75th Percentile 39.13 12.84 1.66 7.30 2.34 (0.71)
90th Percentile 33.73 12.14 1.56 6.51 2.06 (0.89)

Dodge & Cox Stock 53.14 12.61 1.72 7.75 1.98 (0.32)

Russell 1000 Value Index 54.73 15.34 1.72 6.42 2.68 (0.78)

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

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Boston Partners’s portfolio posted a 4.53% return for the
quarter placing it in the 72 percentile of the CAI MF - Large
Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 64
percentile for the last year.

Boston Partners’s portfolio underperformed the Russell 1000
Value Index by 1.11% for the quarter and underperformed
the Russell 1000 Value Index for the year by 1.16%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,812,671

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,016,394

Ending Market Value $22,829,065

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

(15%)

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

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

(72)
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(38)(30)
(24)(30)

10th Percentile 6.60 (0.14) 6.46 14.78 11.88
25th Percentile 6.14 (1.31) 5.11 13.74 10.61

Median 5.23 (3.92) 3.45 12.71 9.39
75th Percentile 4.31 (5.91) 2.01 11.96 8.54
90th Percentile 2.97 (7.80) 0.52 9.92 7.54

Boston Partners 4.53 (4.99) 2.63 12.85 10.65

Russell 1000
Value Index 5.64 (3.83) 4.46 13.08 10.44

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style (Net)
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Median (3.92) 10.91 33.23
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90th Percentile (7.80) 8.00 29.24

Boston Partners (4.99) 10.87 36.43

Russell 1000
Value Index (3.83) 13.45 32.53

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 1000 Value Index
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Boston Partners
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Value Style
as of December 31, 2015
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(67)
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(62)

(22)

(39)

(71)

(39)

(92) (91)

(21)
(16)

(82)

10th Percentile 87.27 16.06 2.26 9.73 2.85 (0.34)
25th Percentile 67.18 15.16 2.10 8.69 2.62 (0.43)

Median 53.00 13.79 1.82 7.99 2.48 (0.64)
75th Percentile 39.13 12.84 1.66 7.30 2.34 (0.71)
90th Percentile 33.73 12.14 1.56 6.51 2.06 (0.89)

Boston Partners 44.25 13.57 1.86 8.11 2.04 (0.36)

Russell 1000 Value Index 54.73 15.34 1.72 6.42 2.68 (0.78)

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

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Harbor Cap Appreciation’s portfolio posted a 8.09% return
for the quarter placing it in the 43 percentile of the CAI MF -
Large Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 8
percentile for the last year.

Harbor Cap Appreciation’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell 1000 Growth Index by 0.77% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year by
5.32%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $22,027,087

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,781,779

Ending Market Value $23,808,865

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(43)(66)

(8)
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(21)
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(49)

(19)
(32)

(23)(26)

(31)(29)

10th Percentile 9.70 10.75 10.71 19.31 14.65 19.14 9.29
25th Percentile 8.63 8.44 10.33 18.32 14.28 17.22 8.78

Median 7.66 6.47 8.70 16.70 12.52 15.83 7.70
75th Percentile 6.81 4.14 7.04 14.68 11.27 14.71 6.88
90th Percentile 5.71 (1.61) 4.59 13.34 10.10 13.47 6.19

Harbor Cap
Appreciation 8.09 10.99 10.46 18.87 14.35 17.52 8.38

Russell 1000
Growth Index 7.32 5.67 9.30 16.83 13.53 17.11 8.53

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 10.75 14.22 40.42 18.77 3.25 22.40 45.27 (31.28) 25.41 14.25
25th Percentile 8.44 12.72 36.91 17.55 1.46 17.54 41.15 (36.78) 20.28 9.55

Median 6.47 10.66 35.00 15.53 (0.67) 15.20 34.53 (38.71) 13.64 6.15
75th Percentile 4.14 8.66 31.95 13.42 (2.60) 12.62 30.15 (41.33) 9.71 3.43
90th Percentile (1.61) 7.52 28.86 10.99 (5.06) 10.60 24.65 (46.45) 6.11 1.35

Harbor Cap
Appreciation 10.99 9.93 37.66 15.69 0.61 11.61 41.88 (37.13) 12.25 2.33

Russell 1000
Growth Index 5.67 13.05 33.48 15.26 2.64 16.71 37.21 (38.44) 11.81 9.07

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

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style
as of December 31, 2015
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Harbor Cap Appreciation 86.02 25.64 6.20 21.97 0.70 1.55

Russell 1000 Growth Index 67.75 18.13 5.35 14.63 1.61 0.71

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 December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Janus Research’s portfolio posted a 6.86% return for the
quarter placing it in the 75 percentile of the CAI MF - Large
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 58
percentile for the last year.

Janus Research’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
1000 Growth Index by 0.46% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year
by 0.12%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,981,037

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,507,386

Ending Market Value $23,488,423

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 9.70 10.75 10.71 19.31 14.65 19.14 9.29
25th Percentile 8.63 8.44 10.33 18.32 14.28 17.22 8.78

Median 7.66 6.47 8.70 16.70 12.52 15.83 7.70
75th Percentile 6.81 4.14 7.04 14.68 11.27 14.71 6.88
90th Percentile 5.71 (1.61) 4.59 13.34 10.10 13.47 6.19

Janus Research 6.86 5.55 9.74 17.69 12.87 17.95 9.11

Russell 1000
Growth Index 7.32 5.67 9.30 16.83 13.53 17.11 8.53

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style (Net)
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25th Percentile 8.44 12.72 36.91 17.55 1.46 17.54 41.15 (36.78) 20.28 9.55

Median 6.47 10.66 35.00 15.53 (0.67) 15.20 34.53 (38.71) 13.64 6.15
75th Percentile 4.14 8.66 31.95 13.42 (2.60) 12.62 30.15 (41.33) 9.71 3.43
90th Percentile (1.61) 7.52 28.86 10.99 (5.06) 10.60 24.65 (46.45) 6.11 1.35

Janus Research 5.55 14.10 35.36 16.78 (3.76) 21.20 43.02 (44.36) 24.52 8.65

Russell 1000
Growth Index 5.67 13.05 33.48 15.26 2.64 16.71 37.21 (38.44) 11.81 9.07

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

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Large Cap Growth Style
as of December 31, 2015
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Janus Research 54.32 19.27 4.81 16.57 1.20 0.93

Russell 1000 Growth Index 67.75 18.13 5.35 14.63 1.61 0.71

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

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Fidelity Low Priced Stock’s portfolio posted a 1.63% return
for the quarter placing it in the 72 percentile of the CAI MF -
Mid Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 10
percentile for the last year.

Fidelity Low Priced Stock’s portfolio underperformed the
Russell MidCap Value Idx by 1.49% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell MidCap Value Idx for the year by
4.22%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,914,863

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $79,921

Ending Market Value $4,994,785

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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(72)
(45)

(10)

(42)
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(21)

(35)(28)
(17)(17)

(23)(24)

(13)(23)

10th Percentile 5.23 (0.31) 5.75 15.75 12.05 17.76 8.92
25th Percentile 4.17 (3.19) 4.05 13.67 10.92 16.10 7.43

Median 2.80 (5.35) 2.42 12.01 9.05 14.55 6.72
75th Percentile 1.11 (9.10) (0.66) 10.36 8.05 13.40 5.48
90th Percentile 0.00 (10.60) (2.79) 8.50 7.35 11.42 4.85

Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 1.63 (0.56) 3.46 12.87 11.23 16.19 8.28

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 3.12 (4.78) 4.53 13.40 11.25 16.16 7.61

Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Value Idx
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Fidelity Low Priced Stock
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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10th Percentile (0.31) 14.41 42.72 20.85 1.35 26.30 55.64 (29.41) 8.14 21.00
25th Percentile (3.19) 13.00 39.51 18.96 (1.11) 23.62 41.64 (36.43) 6.08 16.85

Median (5.35) 11.56 35.48 16.32 (4.18) 21.22 34.05 (38.98) 2.85 15.26
75th Percentile (9.10) 8.20 31.75 12.33 (6.47) 19.61 30.37 (41.60) (0.96) 12.89
90th Percentile (10.60) 4.11 30.29 10.17 (8.45) 12.47 23.85 (43.58) (4.30) 9.16

Fidelity Low
Priced Stock (0.56) 7.65 34.31 18.50 (0.06) 20.70 39.08 (36.17) 3.16 17.76

Russell MidCap
Value Idx (4.78) 14.75 33.46 18.51 (1.38) 24.75 34.21 (38.44) (1.42) 20.22

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Value Idx
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Fidelity Low Priced Stock
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style
as of December 31, 2015

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

(73)

(27)

(94)

(7)

(69)

(78)

(29)

(69)

(51)

(10) (8)

(89)

10th Percentile 11.24 17.09 2.17 11.36 2.49 (0.17)
25th Percentile 9.92 16.77 1.97 9.64 2.25 (0.30)

Median 8.48 15.65 1.76 8.15 2.06 (0.44)
75th Percentile 6.61 14.87 1.63 6.70 1.86 (0.55)
90th Percentile 4.80 14.53 1.46 6.13 1.55 (0.66)

*Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 6.73 13.37 1.65 8.86 2.03 (0.15)

Russell Midcap Value Index 9.72 17.42 1.59 7.21 2.48 (0.65)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*Fidelity Low
Priced Stock 878 31

Russell Midcap
Value Index 546 109

Diversification Ratio
Manager 4%
Index 20%
Style Median 32%

*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (9/30/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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Royce Total Return
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Royce Total Return’s portfolio posted a 1.87% return for the
quarter placing it in the 71 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 68
percentile for the last year.

Royce Total Return’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
MidCap Value Idx by 1.25% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell MidCap Value Idx for the year
by 2.39%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,337,267

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $80,900

Ending Market Value $4,418,167

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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(92)

(17) (87)

(24)

(70)
(23)

10th Percentile 5.23 (0.31) 5.75 15.75 12.05 17.76 8.92
25th Percentile 4.17 (3.19) 4.05 13.67 10.92 16.10 7.43

Median 2.80 (5.35) 2.42 12.01 9.05 14.55 6.72
75th Percentile 1.11 (9.10) (0.66) 10.36 8.05 13.40 5.48
90th Percentile 0.00 (10.60) (2.79) 8.50 7.35 11.42 4.85

Royce Total Return 1.87 (7.17) (2.93) 7.80 7.13 11.94 5.92

Russell MidCap
Value Idx 3.12 (4.78) 4.53 13.40 11.25 16.16 7.61

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style (Net)
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10th Percentile (0.31) 14.41 42.72 20.85 1.35 26.30 55.64 (29.41) 8.14 21.00
25th Percentile (3.19) 13.00 39.51 18.96 (1.11) 23.62 41.64 (36.43) 6.08 16.85

Median (5.35) 11.56 35.48 16.32 (4.18) 21.22 34.05 (38.98) 2.85 15.26
75th Percentile (9.10) 8.20 31.75 12.33 (6.47) 19.61 30.37 (41.60) (0.96) 12.89
90th Percentile (10.60) 4.11 30.29 10.17 (8.45) 12.47 23.85 (43.58) (4.30) 9.16

Royce
Total Return (7.17) 1.51 32.93 14.48 (1.62) 23.65 26.23 (31.17) 2.39 14.54

Russell MidCap
Value Idx (4.78) 14.75 33.46 18.51 (1.38) 24.75 34.21 (38.44) (1.42) 20.22

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Value Idx
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90th Percentile (1.15) 0.42 (0.90)

Royce Total Return (0.86) 0.49 (1.02)
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Royce Total Return
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Mid Cap Value Style
as of December 31, 2015
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(69)
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10th Percentile 11.24 17.09 2.17 11.36 2.49 (0.17)
25th Percentile 9.92 16.77 1.97 9.64 2.25 (0.30)

Median 8.48 15.65 1.76 8.15 2.06 (0.44)
75th Percentile 6.61 14.87 1.63 6.70 1.86 (0.55)
90th Percentile 4.80 14.53 1.46 6.13 1.55 (0.66)

*Royce Total Return 2.12 16.18 1.72 8.07 2.28 (0.36)

Russell Midcap Value Index 9.72 17.42 1.59 7.21 2.48 (0.65)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (11/30/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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Morgan Stanley
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Morgan Stanley’s portfolio posted a 3.01% return for the
quarter placing it in the 56 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 84
percentile for the last year.

Morgan Stanley’s portfolio underperformed the Russell
MidCap Growth Idx by 1.11% for the quarter and
underperformed the Russell MidCap Growth Idx for the year
by 5.53%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $4,424,723

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $133,310

Ending Market Value $4,558,033

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

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

(56)
(41)

(84)

(55)
(97)

(15)

(92)

(25)

(93)

(16)

(38)
(12)

(59)(33)

10th Percentile 6.71 5.75 6.46 15.88 11.87 19.24 8.91
25th Percentile 4.88 1.91 5.21 14.86 10.54 16.61 8.45

Median 3.33 (0.04) 3.86 12.89 9.86 15.90 7.59
75th Percentile 2.12 (3.86) 1.70 11.76 9.14 15.08 6.82
90th Percentile 0.59 (6.12) 0.45 10.02 6.76 14.54 5.47

Morgan Stanley 3.01 (5.73) (2.19) 9.79 6.17 16.27 7.38

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 4.12 (0.20) 5.68 14.88 11.54 18.04 8.16

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)
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75th Percentile (3.86) 5.34 31.93 10.96 (7.95) 23.07 33.31 (48.58) 11.35 5.02
90th Percentile (6.12) 2.70 29.04 8.59 (11.96) 19.15 29.10 (51.49) 8.07 1.37

Morgan Stanley (5.73) 1.47 38.35 9.49 (6.89) 32.94 60.19 (47.22) 22.09 10.14

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx (0.20) 11.90 35.74 15.81 (1.65) 26.38 46.29 (44.32) 11.43 10.66

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Growth Idx
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Morgan Stanley
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style
as of December 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 13.17 26.48 4.85 21.91 1.04 1.19
25th Percentile 11.23 23.15 4.42 20.24 0.80 1.04

Median 9.47 21.40 4.11 16.88 0.67 0.86
75th Percentile 8.59 19.96 3.63 14.46 0.53 0.77
90th Percentile 5.91 17.41 3.04 13.10 0.41 0.46

Morgan Stanley 13.56 39.79 6.40 31.61 0.33 1.68

Russell MidCap Growth Idx 11.60 19.48 4.67 14.49 1.24 0.66

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
December 31, 2015

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Information Technology
35.2%

19.8%
24.0%

Health Care
23.6%

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

13.6%
16.7%

Consumer Discretionary
18.9%

24.2%
22.5%

Consumer Staples
9.5%

8.4%
5.0%

Industrials
6.6%

15.7%
16.2%

Financials
6.2%

12.1%
10.8%

Utilities 0.1%

Materials 4.9%
3.1%

Telecommunications 0.4%

Energy 0.7%
1.6%

Morgan Stanley Russell MidCap Growth Idx

CAI Mid Cap Growth Mut Fd

Sector Diversification
Manager 1.63 sectors
Index 2.38 sectors

Diversification
December 31, 2015

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Number of Issue
Securities Diversification

(89)

(97)

10th Percentile 123 35
25th Percentile 98 31

Median 73 25
75th Percentile 56 20
90th Percentile 47 15

Morgan Stanley 49 12

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 499 94

Diversification Ratio
Manager 24%
Index 19%
Style Median 34%

 57
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Janus Enterprise
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Janus Enterprise’s portfolio posted a 4.86% return for the
quarter placing it in the 25 percentile of the CAI MF - Mid
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 13
percentile for the last year.

Janus Enterprise’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
MidCap Growth Idx by 0.75% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell MidCap Growth Idx for the year by
3.69%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,010,640

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $243,766

Ending Market Value $5,254,406

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)
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(25)(41) (13)

(55)

(4)
(15)

(24)(25)

(10)(16)

(12)(12)

(5)
(33)

10th Percentile 6.71 5.75 6.46 15.88 11.87 19.24 8.91
25th Percentile 4.88 1.91 5.21 14.86 10.54 16.61 8.45

Median 3.33 (0.04) 3.86 12.89 9.86 15.90 7.59
75th Percentile 2.12 (3.86) 1.70 11.76 9.14 15.08 6.82
90th Percentile 0.59 (6.12) 0.45 10.02 6.76 14.54 5.47

Janus Enterprise 4.86 3.49 7.67 14.90 11.94 17.90 9.52

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx 4.12 (0.20) 5.68 14.88 11.54 18.04 8.16

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style (Net)
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25th Percentile 1.91 9.65 37.97 16.01 0.71 29.65 48.97 (39.80) 21.48 10.29

Median (0.04) 7.63 34.92 14.39 (4.94) 27.04 41.66 (43.95) 15.66 7.53
75th Percentile (3.86) 5.34 31.93 10.96 (7.95) 23.07 33.31 (48.58) 11.35 5.02
90th Percentile (6.12) 2.70 29.04 8.59 (11.96) 19.15 29.10 (51.49) 8.07 1.37

Janus
Enterprise 3.49 12.01 30.86 17.83 (1.65) 26.06 42.89 (43.13) 21.81 13.23

Russell MidCap
Growth Idx (0.20) 11.90 35.74 15.81 (1.65) 26.38 46.29 (44.32) 11.43 10.66

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

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Mid Cap Growth Style
as of December 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 13.17 26.48 4.85 21.91 1.04 1.19
25th Percentile 11.23 23.15 4.42 20.24 0.80 1.04

Median 9.47 21.40 4.11 16.88 0.67 0.86
75th Percentile 8.59 19.96 3.63 14.46 0.53 0.77
90th Percentile 5.91 17.41 3.04 13.10 0.41 0.46

Janus Enterprise 7.77 19.24 4.44 13.35 1.24 0.68

Russell MidCap Growth Idx 11.60 19.48 4.67 14.49 1.24 0.66

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

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Prudential Small Cap Value’s portfolio posted a 3.60%
return for the quarter placing it in the 22 percentile of the CAI
MF - Small Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the
64 percentile for the last year.

Prudential Small Cap Value’s portfolio outperformed the
Russell 2000 Value Index by 0.73% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 2000 Value Index for the year by
0.47%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $11,426,342

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $411,895

Ending Market Value $11,838,238

Performance vs CAI MF - Small Cap Value Style (Net)
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B(28)(38)
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A(52)(63)

B(53)
A(60)(67) B(26)

A(35)(55)

B(42)
A(55)(83)

A(28)
B(49)(69)

10th Percentile 4.66 (2.03) 3.21 14.02 10.63 18.53 8.06
25th Percentile 3.47 (2.63) 1.13 12.58 9.33 16.11 7.74

Median 2.20 (6.05) (0.40) 10.91 8.15 13.68 6.65
75th Percentile 1.01 (8.32) (2.88) 7.82 6.67 12.15 5.25
90th Percentile (1.10) (13.97) (9.60) 2.94 4.29 10.43 4.24

Prudential
Small Cap Value A 3.60 (7.00) (0.76) 10.19 8.73 13.19 7.41

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 3.24 (5.14) 0.95 10.86 9.21 14.18 6.68

Russell 2000
Value Index 2.88 (7.47) (1.80) 9.06 7.67 11.72 5.57

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Small Cap Value Style (Net)
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90th Percentile (13.97) (1.98) 29.45 9.09 (11.34) 17.69 22.10 (43.11) (14.00) 6.84

Prudential
Small Cap Value A (7.00) 5.89 35.87 14.14 (0.48) 23.63 26.69 (27.45) 0.52 17.73

US Small
Cap Value Idx B (5.14) 7.44 33.71 18.80 (4.04) 24.99 30.29 (32.12) (6.94) 19.44

Russell 2000
Value Index (7.47) 4.22 34.52 18.05 (5.50) 24.50 20.58 (28.92) (9.78) 23.48

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Value Index
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Median 0.24 0.47 0.10
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Small Cap Value A 0.60 0.53 0.36

US Small
Cap Value Idx B 0.88 0.55 0.64
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Prudential Small Cap Value
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Small Cap Value Style
as of December 31, 2015
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Median 1.50 16.83 1.47 9.42 1.80 (0.32)
75th Percentile 1.29 14.84 1.30 8.29 1.55 (0.53)
90th Percentile 0.69 13.05 1.21 5.35 1.30 (0.74)

*Prudential
Small Cap Value A 1.37 12.07 1.29 7.89 2.76 (0.76)

US Small Cap Value Idx B 2.38 16.46 1.42 7.51 2.91 (0.66)

Russell 2000 Value Index 1.53 18.00 1.32 9.02 2.48 (0.50)

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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Small Cap Value 334 60
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*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (10/31/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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AB US Small Growth
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
AB US Small Growth’s portfolio posted a 5.37% return for
the quarter placing it in the 19 percentile of the CAI MF-
Small Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 26
percentile for the last year.

AB US Small Growth’s portfolio outperformed the Russell
2000 Growth Index by 1.05% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 2000 Growth Index for the year by
0.72%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $6,161,495

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $331,085

Ending Market Value $6,492,580

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 6.82 7.22 5.37 17.07 12.83 19.27 9.90
25th Percentile 4.99 (0.53) 2.27 15.66 11.14 17.24 8.57

Median 3.15 (2.57) (0.13) 13.51 9.97 15.92 7.46
75th Percentile 1.45 (4.82) (2.23) 11.57 8.68 14.78 6.20
90th Percentile (0.31) (8.71) (4.35) 9.41 7.13 13.71 4.82

AB US Small Growth 5.37 (0.66) (0.95) 12.91 12.01 19.65 9.66

Russell 2000
Growth Index 4.32 (1.38) 2.05 14.28 10.67 16.33 7.95

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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75th Percentile (4.82) (0.94) 40.54 10.30 (8.11) 22.74 31.17 (46.72) 4.72 8.24
90th Percentile (8.71) (5.04) 37.59 5.74 (12.56) 17.61 25.43 (49.49) 2.20 4.97

AB US
Small Growth (0.66) (1.24) 46.72 16.21 5.42 38.50 43.78 (44.62) 15.33 12.09

Russell 2000
Growth Index (1.38) 5.60 43.30 14.59 (2.91) 29.09 34.47 (38.54) 7.05 13.35

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

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style
as of December 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 3.06 49.46 4.85 23.78 0.97 1.15
25th Percentile 2.53 35.39 4.00 20.36 0.75 0.94
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75th Percentile 1.69 23.90 2.90 16.38 0.31 0.60
90th Percentile 1.50 21.30 2.82 14.87 0.19 0.44

AB US Small Growth 2.86 34.44 3.64 18.40 0.38 0.84

Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.86 30.24 3.66 17.68 0.75 0.59

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

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
RS Investments’s portfolio posted a 1.62% return for the
quarter placing it in the 72 percentile of the CAI MF- Small
Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 23
percentile for the last year.

RS Investments’s portfolio underperformed the Russell 2000
Growth Index by 2.70% for the quarter and outperformed the
Russell 2000 Growth Index for the year by 1.74%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $5,124,727

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $82,846

Ending Market Value $5,207,573

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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(35)

(23)
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(26)

(7)

(40) (9)
(30)

(8)

(36)

(15)
(32)

10th Percentile 6.82 7.22 5.37 17.07 12.83 19.27 9.90
25th Percentile 4.99 (0.53) 2.27 15.66 11.14 17.24 8.57

Median 3.15 (2.57) (0.13) 13.51 9.97 15.92 7.46
75th Percentile 1.45 (4.82) (2.23) 11.57 8.68 14.78 6.20
90th Percentile (0.31) (8.71) (4.35) 9.41 7.13 13.71 4.82

RS Investments 1.62 0.36 4.91 18.10 13.19 19.68 9.09

Russell 2000
Growth Index 4.32 (1.38) 2.05 14.28 10.67 16.33 7.95

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 7.22 8.53 54.86 17.43 2.36 34.67 54.32 (37.53) 23.65 20.57
25th Percentile (0.53) 5.80 48.87 16.48 (0.03) 31.23 45.19 (39.22) 16.79 16.40

Median (2.57) 1.90 45.30 14.29 (2.84) 26.96 37.97 (42.32) 10.73 12.96
75th Percentile (4.82) (0.94) 40.54 10.30 (8.11) 22.74 31.17 (46.72) 4.72 8.24
90th Percentile (8.71) (5.04) 37.59 5.74 (12.56) 17.61 25.43 (49.49) 2.20 4.97

RS Investments 0.36 9.67 49.64 15.13 (2.04) 28.27 47.63 (45.61) 13.96 9.45

Russell 2000
Growth Index (1.38) 5.60 43.30 14.59 (2.91) 29.09 34.47 (38.54) 7.05 13.35

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Growth Index
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Median (0.21) 0.50 (0.12)
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90th Percentile (0.78) 0.36 (0.71)

RS Investments 0.43 0.67 0.43
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RS Investments
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF- Small Cap Growth Style
as of December 31, 2015
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(76)

10th Percentile 3.06 49.46 4.85 23.78 0.97 1.15
25th Percentile 2.53 35.39 4.00 20.36 0.75 0.94

Median 2.14 30.30 3.57 19.16 0.51 0.70
75th Percentile 1.69 23.90 2.90 16.38 0.31 0.60
90th Percentile 1.50 21.30 2.82 14.87 0.19 0.44

*RS Investments 2.17 37.66 4.15 21.16 0.45 0.86

Russell 2000 Growth Index 1.86 30.24 3.66 17.68 0.75 0.59

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (9/30/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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AMG Managers Emerging Opportunities Fund
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
AMG Managers Emerging Opportunities Fund’s portfolio
posted a (0.49)% return for the quarter placing it in the 89
percentile of the MF - Micro Cap Obj group for the quarter
and in the 64 percentile for the last year.

AMG Managers Emerging Opportunities Fund’s portfolio
underperformed the Russell Microcap Index by 4.23% for
the quarter and underperformed the Russell Microcap Index
for the year by 3.28%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $7,685,255

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $-37,863

Ending Market Value $7,647,392

Performance vs MF - Micro Cap Obj (Net)
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A(29)(45)
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A(31)(45)

B(28)
A(40)(50)

A(21)
B(44)(56)

10th Percentile 5.39 3.16 3.07 15.41 11.96 18.69 8.19
25th Percentile 4.10 (0.56) 1.23 13.93 10.48 17.24 6.78

Median 3.52 (5.32) (2.97) 12.56 8.46 14.36 5.49
75th Percentile 1.29 (9.39) (6.18) 9.25 7.07 12.55 4.61
90th Percentile (0.54) (10.80) (8.84) 5.77 3.55 11.11 4.08

AMG Managers Emerging
Opportunities Fund A (0.49) (8.44) (3.07) 13.68 10.04 15.31 7.20

Russell Micro
Growth Idx B 4.70 (3.85) 0.14 15.30 10.08 16.50 5.74

Russell
Microcap Index 3.74 (5.16) (0.85) 12.70 9.23 14.34 5.13

Relative Return vs Russell Microcap Index
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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.

Performance vs MF - Micro Cap Obj (Net)
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25th Percentile (0.56) 2.97 51.32 19.82 (2.98) 30.81 49.37 (38.32) 4.91 16.67
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90th Percentile (10.80) (4.75) 35.95 8.52 (12.94) 22.37 22.63 (52.78) (10.79) 4.61

AMG Managers Emerging
Opportunities Fund A (8.44) 2.62 56.34 14.32 (3.91) 30.54 28.65 (39.06) 8.32 12.03

Russell Micro
Growth Idx B (3.85) 4.30 52.84 15.17 (8.42) 29.49 39.18 (44.65) (2.68) 11.39

Russell
Microcap Index (5.16) 3.65 45.62 19.75 (9.27) 28.89 27.48 (39.78) (8.00) 16.54

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell Microcap Index
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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 MF - Micro Cap Obj
as of December 31, 2015
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25th Percentile 0.65 20.85 2.76 1.52 0.70

Median 0.52 18.73 1.96 0.97 0.04
75th Percentile 0.43 16.11 1.52 0.33 (0.20)
90th Percentile 0.40 14.15 1.37 0.29 (0.39)

*AMG Managers Emerging
Opportunities Fun A 0.54 20.86 2.01 0.97 0.18

Russell Micro Growth Idx B 0.46 27.59 3.00 0.50 0.53

Russell Microcap Index 0.43 20.11 1.57 1.50 (0.14)

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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*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (9/30/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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International Equity Composite
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
International Equity Composite’s portfolio posted a 3.37%
return for the quarter placing it in the 50 percentile of the
Pub Pln- International Equity group for the quarter and in the
63 percentile for the last year.

International Equity Composite’s portfolio outperformed the
MSCI ACWI ex US Index by 0.07% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
0.75%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $93,510,940

Net New Investment $3,124,511

Investment Gains/(Losses) $3,248,762

Ending Market Value $99,884,213

Performance vs Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
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10th Percentile 4.58 (0.12) (1.50) 5.91 4.56 10.20 4.90
25th Percentile 3.97 (1.64) (2.41) 4.65 3.75 9.42 4.36

Median 3.38 (3.57) (3.42) 3.04 2.37 8.23 3.58
75th Percentile 2.79 (6.22) (4.69) 1.68 1.29 7.08 2.52
90th Percentile 1.82 (9.22) (6.60) (0.61) (0.43) 5.28 1.07

International
Equity Composite A 3.37 (4.50) (5.12) 2.39 1.54 9.19 4.55

MSCI EAFE Index B 4.71 (0.81) (2.88) 5.01 3.60 7.83 3.03

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.30 (5.25) (4.35) 1.94 1.51 7.96 3.38

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

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

Performance vs Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
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90th Percentile (9.22) (5.43) 9.01 15.56 (17.58) 8.52 27.81 (48.72) 8.35 22.28

International
Equity Composite A (4.50) (5.73) 19.25 18.78 (15.34) 14.46 49.73 (44.96) 17.68 30.22

MSCI
EAFE Index B (0.81) (4.90) 22.78 17.32 (12.14) 7.75 31.78 (43.38) 11.17 26.34

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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B(28)
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B(25)

A(69)

10th Percentile 3.04 4.68
25th Percentile 2.25 3.64

Median 0.88 2.31
75th Percentile (0.19) 1.20
90th Percentile (1.83) (0.55)

International
Equity Composite A 0.04 1.38
MSCI EAFE Index B 2.09 3.63

(1)
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

B(22)

A(68)
B(25)
A(69)

B(19)

A(68)

10th Percentile 1.52 0.31 1.42
25th Percentile 1.01 0.24 0.94

Median 0.55 0.15 0.50
75th Percentile (0.11) 0.08 (0.13)
90th Percentile (0.51) (0.04) (0.52)

International
Equity Composite A 0.02 0.09 0.01
MSCI EAFE Index B 1.11 0.24 1.10
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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 December 31, 2015
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A(70)

(55)
B(46)
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B(56)
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B(70)

A(94)

(51)

B(22)

A(45)
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B(59)

A(75)
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10th Percentile 41.71 17.97 2.60 12.77 3.63 0.67
25th Percentile 35.89 15.77 2.27 11.55 3.02 0.49

Median 28.52 14.58 1.70 9.51 2.65 0.15
75th Percentile 20.61 13.14 1.45 8.29 2.28 (0.21)
90th Percentile 14.14 12.22 1.24 7.13 1.99 (0.42)

*International
Equity Composite A 21.67 12.69 1.42 6.73 2.69 (0.21)

MSCI EAFE Index B 32.94 14.79 1.65 8.63 3.08 0.02

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 27.15 13.84 1.60 9.47 3.01 (0.01)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. The regional allocation chart compares the manager’s geographical region weights with those
of the benchmark as well as the median region weights of the peer group.

Sector Allocation
December 31, 2015
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Sector Diversification
Manager 1.61 sectors
Index 3.04 sectors

Regional Allocation
December 31, 2015
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*International Equity Composite
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Country Diversification
Manager 3.10 countries
Index 4.88 countries

*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (9/30/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.

 76
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Country Allocation
International Equity Composite VS MSCI AC World ex US USD (Gross)

Country Allocation
The chart below contrasts the portfolio’s country allocation with that of the index as of December 31, 2015. This chart is
useful because large deviations in country allocation relative to the index are often good predictors of tracking error in the
subsequent quarter. To the extent that the portfolio allocation is similar to the index, the portfolio should experience more
"index-like" performance. In order to illustrate the performance effect on the portfolio and index of these country allocations,
the individual index country returns are also shown.

Country Weights as of December 31, 2015
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6.85%

13.90%

-

(3.16%)

-

(4.91%)

(0.97%)

4.03%

(9.40%)

(11.29%)

6.70%

(7.84%)

9.64%
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7.70%
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6.01%
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Manager Total Return: 3.37%

Index Total Return: 3.30%
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International Holdings Based Style Analysis
For One Quarter Ended December 31, 2015

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

Style Map
Holdings for One Quarter Ended December 31, 2015

Value Core Growth

Mega

Large

Mid

Small

Micro

Harbor International

EuroPacific

MSCI ACWI ex-US Index

*Columbia Acorn Int’l

Oakmark International

*Mondrian International

*International Equities

MSCI EAFE Index

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

EuroPacific 22.29% 33.85 0.69 0.36 (0.33) 275 32.77
Harbor International 21.92% 38.17 0.27 0.06 (0.21) 65 18.93
*Columbia Acorn Int’l 11.05% 3.76 0.53 0.12 (0.41) 181 52.43
Oakmark International 22.34% 23.54 (0.21) 0.05 0.26 60 16.39
*Mondrian International 22.39% 40.35 (0.39) (0.20) 0.19 132 20.94
*International Equities 100.00% 21.67 (0.21) 0.05 0.26 608 16.45
MSCI EAFE Index - 32.94 0.02 0.01 (0.02) 925 108.08
MSCI ACWI ex-US Index - 27.15 (0.01) (0.01) 0.00 1850 176.77

*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (9/30/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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EuroPacific
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
EuroPacific’s portfolio posted a 2.97% return for the quarter
placing it in the 73 percentile of the CAI MF - Non-US Equity
Style group for the quarter and in the 54 percentile for the
last year.

EuroPacific’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI ACWI ex
US Index by 0.33% for the quarter and outperformed the
MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by 4.77%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,626,087

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $642,882

Ending Market Value $22,268,969

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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(91)

(27)
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(30)

(91)

(39)
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(29)
(59)

(22)
(53)

10th Percentile 6.66 4.85 2.16 7.70 6.43 11.15 5.48
25th Percentile 5.19 1.86 (1.36) 6.03 4.69 9.75 4.63

Median 4.10 (0.17) (2.42) 4.47 3.36 8.38 3.58
75th Percentile 2.87 (2.48) (4.30) 3.25 2.30 6.98 2.44
90th Percentile 2.50 (4.83) (6.56) 2.20 1.51 6.17 1.51

EuroPacific 2.97 (0.48) (1.39) 5.45 3.99 9.30 4.93

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.30 (5.25) (4.35) 1.94 1.51 7.96 3.38

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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25th Percentile 1.86 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median (0.17) (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile (2.48) (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile (4.83) (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

EuroPacific (0.48) (2.29) 20.58 19.64 (13.31) 9.76 39.59 (40.38) 19.22 22.17

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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EuroPacific
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of December 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 49.84 18.04 2.74 14.30 3.20 0.81
25th Percentile 36.88 16.70 2.39 11.66 2.91 0.54

Median 29.28 14.99 1.92 9.91 2.47 0.20
75th Percentile 20.66 13.26 1.48 8.47 2.09 (0.13)
90th Percentile 14.19 12.57 1.30 7.29 1.82 (0.32)

EuroPacific 33.85 16.06 2.05 13.82 1.83 0.69

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 27.15 13.84 1.60 9.47 3.01 (0.01)

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

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar
Return

Local
Return

Currency
Return

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

Argentina 25.7 0.0
Indonesia 13.7 6.3

New Zealand 10.4 7.0
Belgium 17.0 (2.7)
Hungary 15.5 (3.5)
Australia 6.2 3.6

Finland 12.7 (2.7)
Japan 9.9 (0.4)
Israel 8.1 0.9

Malaysia 5.4 2.4
Germany 10.7 (2.7)

Ireland 10.0 (2.7)
Austria 9.8 (2.7)

United States 6.8 0.0
Denmark 9.7 (2.7)

Hong Kong 6.0 (0.0)
South Korea 4.6 1.1

Portugal 7.3 (2.7)
Singapore 4.0 0.2

China 4.0 (0.0)
Total 4.9 (1.5)

Netherlands 6.1 (2.8)
Sweden 3.0 (0.5)

Switzerland 4.5 (2.4)
France 4.6 (2.7)
Taiwan 1.0 0.2

United Kingdom 3.5 (2.7)
Turkey (3.8) 3.7

Norway 3.4 (3.6)
Philippines 0.2 (0.7)

India (0.1) (0.8)
Chile 0.6 (1.5)

Mexico 0.8 (1.9)
Italy 0.4 (2.7)

Spain 0.2 (2.7)
Brazil (3.8) 0.6

Russia 4.7 (8.3)
Canada (1.5) (3.5)

Thailand (7.0) 0.9
Egypt (7.8) 0.0
Peru (8.1) 0.0

Colombia (6.8) (2.8)
Qatar (10.2) (0.0)

South Africa 0.3 (10.8)
Czech Republic (9.4) (2.1)

United Arab Emirates (12.6) (0.0)
Poland (9.5) (3.7)
Greece (16.8) (2.7)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight
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Argentina 0.0 0.0
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New Zealand 0.1 0.0
Belgium 1.0 1.1
Hungary 0.1 0.0
Australia 4.7 0.5

Finland 0.6 0.5
Japan 16.4 15.8
Israel 0.5 0.0

Malaysia 0.6 0.0
Germany 6.5 4.7

Ireland 0.3 1.9
Austria 0.1 0.0

United States 0.0 0.8
Denmark 1.3 5.9

Hong Kong 2.2 6.0
South Korea 3.2 3.1

Portugal 0.1 0.1
Singapore 0.9 0.0

China 4.8 6.3
Total

Netherlands 2.0 2.7
Sweden 2.2 1.0

Switzerland 7.1 5.8
France 7.4 8.5
Taiwan 2.6 1.9

United Kingdom 14.8 14.7
Turkey 0.3 0.0

Norway 0.4 0.3
Philippines 0.3 0.2

India 1.8 8.1
Chile 0.3 0.0

Mexico 1.0 0.2
Italy 1.9 0.9

Spain 2.5 3.0
Brazil 1.3 1.0

Russia 0.8 0.5
Canada 6.4 2.6

Thailand 0.5 0.3
Egypt 0.0 0.0
Peru 0.1 0.0

Colombia 0.1 0.1
Qatar 0.2 0.0

South Africa 1.6 1.4
Czech Republic 0.0 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.2 0.1
Poland 0.3 0.0
Greece 0.1 0.0

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

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Harbor International’s portfolio posted a 2.86% return for the
quarter placing it in the 78 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 86
percentile for the last year.

Harbor International’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 0.44% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
1.43%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,288,137

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $609,742

Ending Market Value $21,897,879

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

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

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

(78)(64)

(86)
(91) (86)

(76)

(96)(91) (72)
(90)

(54)(59)

(22)
(53)

10th Percentile 6.66 4.85 2.16 7.70 6.43 11.15 5.48
25th Percentile 5.19 1.86 (1.36) 6.03 4.69 9.75 4.63

Median 4.10 (0.17) (2.42) 4.47 3.36 8.38 3.58
75th Percentile 2.87 (2.48) (4.30) 3.25 2.30 6.98 2.44
90th Percentile 2.50 (4.83) (6.56) 2.20 1.51 6.17 1.51

Harbor International 2.86 (3.82) (5.33) 1.55 2.38 8.28 4.93

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.30 (5.25) (4.35) 1.94 1.51 7.96 3.38

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 4.85 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 1.86 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median (0.17) (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile (2.48) (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile (4.83) (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Harbor
International (3.82) (6.81) 16.84 20.87 (11.13) 11.98 38.57 (42.66) 21.82 32.69

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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(72)

(75)

10th Percentile 4.92 6.53
25th Percentile 3.20 4.76

Median 1.92 3.12
75th Percentile 0.83 2.07
90th Percentile 0.07 1.42

Harbor
International 0.91 2.07
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0.6

0.8

1.0
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1.4

Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(72)

(75)
(72)

10th Percentile 1.25 0.43 1.22
25th Percentile 0.94 0.31 0.87

Median 0.64 0.20 0.59
75th Percentile 0.25 0.14 0.22
90th Percentile 0.02 0.09 0.00

Harbor International 0.28 0.14 0.24

 84
Mendocino County Employees’ Retirement Association



Harbor International
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of December 31, 2015
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(19)

(61)

(26)

(69)

(43)

(67)

(96)

(55) (56)

(17)

(45)

(67)

10th Percentile 49.84 18.04 2.74 14.30 3.20 0.81
25th Percentile 36.88 16.70 2.39 11.66 2.91 0.54

Median 29.28 14.99 1.92 9.91 2.47 0.20
75th Percentile 20.66 13.26 1.48 8.47 2.09 (0.13)
90th Percentile 14.19 12.57 1.30 7.29 1.82 (0.32)

Harbor International 38.17 16.68 2.01 5.62 2.42 0.27

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 27.15 13.84 1.60 9.47 3.01 (0.01)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Index 10%
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Harbor International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended December 31, 2015

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar
Return

Local
Return

Currency
Return

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

Indonesia 13.7 6.3
New Zealand 10.4 7.0

Belgium 17.0 (2.7)
Hungary 15.5 (3.5)
Australia 6.2 3.6

Finland 12.7 (2.7)
Japan 9.9 (0.4)
Israel 8.1 0.9

Malaysia 5.4 2.4
Germany 10.7 (2.7)

Ireland 10.0 (2.7)
Austria 9.8 (2.7)

United States 6.8 0.0
Denmark 9.7 (2.7)

Hong Kong 6.0 (0.0)
South Korea 4.6 1.1

Portugal 7.3 (2.7)
Singapore 4.0 0.2

China 4.0 (0.0)
Total 4.9 (1.5)

Netherlands 6.1 (2.8)
Sweden 3.0 (0.5)

Switzerland 4.5 (2.4)
France 4.6 (2.7)
Taiwan 1.0 0.2

United Kingdom 3.5 (2.7)
Turkey (3.8) 3.7

Norway 3.4 (3.6)
Philippines 0.2 (0.7)

India (0.1) (0.8)
Chile 0.6 (1.5)

Mexico 0.8 (1.9)
Italy 0.4 (2.7)

Spain 0.2 (2.7)
Brazil (3.8) 0.6

Russia 4.7 (8.3)
Canada (1.5) (3.5)

Thailand (7.0) 0.9
Egypt (7.8) 0.0
Peru (8.1) 0.0

Colombia (6.8) (2.8)
Qatar (10.2) (0.0)

South Africa 0.3 (10.8)
Czech Republic (9.4) (2.1)

United Arab Emirates (12.6) (0.0)
Poland (9.5) (3.7)
Greece (16.8) (2.7)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Indonesia 0.4 0.0
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Belgium 1.0 1.8
Hungary 0.1 0.0
Australia 4.7 0.0

Finland 0.6 0.0
Japan 16.4 9.1
Israel 0.5 0.0

Malaysia 0.6 0.3
Germany 6.5 10.5

Ireland 0.3 0.0
Austria 0.1 1.4

United States 0.0 5.8
Denmark 1.3 3.9

Hong Kong 2.2 0.0
South Korea 3.2 0.0

Portugal 0.1 0.0
Singapore 0.9 0.0

China 4.8 1.7
Total

Netherlands 2.0 2.2
Sweden 2.2 4.9

Switzerland 7.1 18.2
France 7.4 21.4
Taiwan 2.6 0.0

United Kingdom 14.8 13.9
Turkey 0.3 0.0

Norway 0.4 0.0
Philippines 0.3 0.0

India 1.8 0.0
Chile 0.3 0.0

Mexico 1.0 0.0
Italy 1.9 0.0

Spain 2.5 2.6
Brazil 1.3 0.0

Russia 0.8 0.0
Canada 6.4 0.2

Thailand 0.5 0.0
Egypt 0.0 0.0
Peru 0.1 0.0

Colombia 0.1 2.1
Qatar 0.2 0.0

South Africa 1.6 0.0
Czech Republic 0.0 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.2 0.0
Poland 0.3 0.0
Greece 0.1 0.0

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

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Columbia Acorn International’s portfolio posted a 4.29%
return for the quarter placing it in the 44 percentile of the CAI
MF - Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the
63 percentile for the last year.

Columbia Acorn International’s portfolio outperformed the
MSCI ACWI ex US Index by 0.99% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
4.03%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $10,582,878

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $454,440

Ending Market Value $11,037,318

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

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

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

(44)
(64)

(63)

(91)

(56)

(76)

(39)

(91)

(41)

(90)

(7)

(59)
(4)

(53)

10th Percentile 6.66 4.85 2.16 7.70 6.43 11.15 5.48
25th Percentile 5.19 1.86 (1.36) 6.03 4.69 9.75 4.63

Median 4.10 (0.17) (2.42) 4.47 3.36 8.38 3.58
75th Percentile 2.87 (2.48) (4.30) 3.25 2.30 6.98 2.44
90th Percentile 2.50 (4.83) (6.56) 2.20 1.51 6.17 1.51

Columbia Acorn
International 4.29 (1.23) (2.74) 4.99 3.87 12.21 6.70

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.30 (5.25) (4.35) 1.94 1.51 7.96 3.38

Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Columbia Acorn International
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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10th Percentile 4.85 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 1.86 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median (0.17) (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile (2.48) (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile (4.83) (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Columbia Acorn
International (1.23) (4.23) 22.33 21.60 (14.06) 22.70 50.97 (45.89) 17.28 34.53

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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(36)

10th Percentile 4.92 6.53
25th Percentile 3.20 4.76

Median 1.92 3.12
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90th Percentile 0.07 1.42

Columbia Acorn
International 2.39 3.98
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio
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(36)

(37)

10th Percentile 1.25 0.43 1.22
25th Percentile 0.94 0.31 0.87

Median 0.64 0.20 0.59
75th Percentile 0.25 0.14 0.22
90th Percentile 0.02 0.09 0.00

Columbia Acorn
International 0.68 0.26 0.67
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Columbia Acorn International
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of December 31, 2015
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Weighted Median Price/Fore- Price/Book Forecasted Dividend MSCI
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(93)

(61)

(6)

(69)

(16)

(67)

(17)

(55)

(66)

(17)

(29)

(67)

10th Percentile 49.84 18.04 2.74 14.30 3.20 0.81
25th Percentile 36.88 16.70 2.39 11.66 2.91 0.54

Median 29.28 14.99 1.92 9.91 2.47 0.20
75th Percentile 20.66 13.26 1.48 8.47 2.09 (0.13)
90th Percentile 14.19 12.57 1.30 7.29 1.82 (0.32)

*Columbia Acorn
International 3.76 18.81 2.62 12.81 2.28 0.53

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 27.15 13.84 1.60 9.47 3.01 (0.01)

Sector Weights
The graph below contrasts the manager’s sector weights with those of the benchmark and median sector weights across the
members of the peer group. The magnitude of sector weight differences from the index and the manager’s sector
diversification are also shown. Diversification by number and concentration of holdings are also compared to the benchmark
and peer group. Issue Diversification represents by count, and Diversification Ratio by percent, the number of holdings that
account for half of the portfolio’s market value.
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Index 3.04 sectors

Diversification
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International 181 52

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 1850 177
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Manager 29%
Index 10%
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*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (10/31/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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Columbia Acorn International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended December 31, 2015

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar
Return

Local
Return

Currency
Return

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

Indonesia 13.7 6.3
New Zealand 10.4 7.0

Belgium 17.0 (2.7)
Hungary 15.5 (3.5)
Australia 6.2 3.6

Finland 12.7 (2.7)
Japan 9.9 (0.4)
Israel 8.1 0.9

Malaysia 5.4 2.4
Germany 10.7 (2.7)

Ireland 10.0 (2.7)
Austria 9.8 (2.7)

United States 6.8 0.0
Denmark 9.7 (2.7)

Hong Kong 6.0 (0.0)
South Korea 4.6 1.1

Portugal 7.3 (2.7)
Singapore 4.0 0.2

China 4.0 (0.0)
Total 4.9 (1.5)

Netherlands 6.1 (2.8)
Sweden 3.0 (0.5)

Cambodia 1.3 0.8
Switzerland 4.5 (2.4)

France 4.6 (2.7)
Taiwan 1.0 0.2

Bermuda 1.8 (1.0)
Panama 1.8 (1.0)

United Kingdom 3.5 (2.7)
Turkey (3.8) 3.7

Norway 3.4 (3.6)
Philippines 0.2 (0.7)

India (0.1) (0.8)
Chile 0.6 (1.5)

Mexico 0.8 (1.9)
Italy 0.4 (2.7)

Spain 0.2 (2.7)
Brazil (3.8) 0.6

Russia 4.7 (8.3)
Canada (1.5) (3.5)

Thailand (7.0) 0.9
Egypt (7.8) 0.0
Peru (8.1) 0.0

Colombia (6.8) (2.8)
Qatar (10.2) (0.0)

South Africa 0.3 (10.8)
Czech Republic (9.4) (2.1)

United Arab Emirates (12.6) (0.0)
Poland (9.5) (3.7)
Greece (16.8) (2.7)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Indonesia 0.4 0.0
New Zealand 0.1 3.1

Belgium 1.0 0.0
Hungary 0.1 0.0
Australia 4.7 5.5

Finland 0.6 0.0
Japan 16.4 12.9
Israel 0.5 1.2

Malaysia 0.6 0.0
Germany 6.5 3.1

Ireland 0.3 0.0
Austria 0.1 0.0

United States 0.0 9.0
Denmark 1.3 2.9

Hong Kong 2.2 0.7
South Korea 3.2 0.0

Portugal 0.1 0.0
Singapore 0.9 4.8

China 4.8 7.8
Total

Netherlands 2.0 3.5
Sweden 2.2 1.4

Cambodia 0.0 1.6
Switzerland 7.1 5.4

France 7.4 5.0
Taiwan 2.6 0.0

Bermuda 0.0 1.0
Panama 0.0 1.3

United Kingdom 14.8 13.5
Turkey 0.3 0.0

Norway 0.4 1.3
Philippines 0.3 2.6

India 1.8 0.0
Chile 0.3 0.1

Mexico 1.0 2.2
Italy 1.9 0.0

Spain 2.5 0.0
Brazil 1.3 0.0

Russia 0.8 0.0
Canada 6.4 9.1

Thailand 0.5 1.1
Egypt 0.0 0.0
Peru 0.1 0.0

Colombia 0.1 0.0
Qatar 0.2 0.0

South Africa 1.6 0.0
Czech Republic 0.0 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.2 0.0
Poland 0.3 0.0
Greece 0.1 0.0

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

Investment Philosophy
Harris Associates are value investors. They seek to invest in companies that trade at a substantial discount to their
underlying business values and run by managers who think and act as owners. They believe that purchasing a quality
business at a discount to its underlying value minimizes risk while providing substantial profit potential. Over time, they
believe the price of a stock will rise to reflect the company’s underlying business value; in practice, their investment time
horizon is generally three to five years. They are concentrated investors, building focused portfolios that provide
diversification but are concentrated enough so that their best ideas can make a meaningful impact on investment
performance. They believe they can add value through their stock selection capabilities and low correlation to international
indices and peers. Harris believes their greatest competitive advantage is their long-term investment horizon, exploiting the
mispricing of securities caused by what they believe is the short-term focus of many market participants. *This fund was
converted into a CIT in November 2015.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Oakmark International’s portfolio posted a 5.01% return for
the quarter placing it in the 29 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 89
percentile for the last year.

Oakmark International’s portfolio outperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 1.71% for the quarter and
outperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
1.26%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $21,227,412

Net New Investment $24,511

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,062,020

Ending Market Value $22,313,944

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

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

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

(29)
(64)

(89)(91) (81)(76)

(29)
(91)

(18)
(90)

(6)

(59)
(7)

(53)

10th Percentile 6.66 4.85 2.16 7.70 6.43 11.15 5.48
25th Percentile 5.19 1.86 (1.36) 6.03 4.69 9.75 4.63

Median 4.10 (0.17) (2.42) 4.47 3.36 8.38 3.58
75th Percentile 2.87 (2.48) (4.30) 3.25 2.30 6.98 2.44
90th Percentile 2.50 (4.83) (6.56) 2.20 1.51 6.17 1.51

Oakmark
International 5.01 (3.99) (4.70) 5.51 5.46 13.12 6.14

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.30 (5.25) (4.35) 1.94 1.51 7.96 3.38

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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(40%)
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10th Percentile 4.85 0.06 27.44 22.93 (7.66) 18.30 47.51 (38.79) 19.72 29.58
25th Percentile 1.86 (2.93) 24.64 21.41 (11.25) 14.01 38.81 (41.13) 16.55 27.68

Median (0.17) (5.58) 21.25 18.80 (13.62) 10.51 31.65 (43.86) 12.33 24.86
75th Percentile (2.48) (6.84) 18.57 16.50 (15.37) 7.32 27.25 (46.67) 8.39 22.46
90th Percentile (4.83) (9.38) 14.31 14.30 (17.43) 5.13 22.69 (49.29) 5.52 19.85

Oakmark
International (3.99) (5.41) 29.34 29.22 (14.07) 16.22 56.30 (41.06) (0.52) 30.61

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39 (13.33) 11.60 42.14 (45.24) 17.12 27.16

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
Five Years Ended December 31, 2015
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(18)
(26)

10th Percentile 4.92 6.53
25th Percentile 3.20 4.76

Median 1.92 3.12
75th Percentile 0.83 2.07
90th Percentile 0.07 1.42

Oakmark
International 4.03 4.73
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(45)

(29)

(45)

10th Percentile 1.25 0.43 1.22
25th Percentile 0.94 0.31 0.87

Median 0.64 0.20 0.59
75th Percentile 0.25 0.14 0.22
90th Percentile 0.02 0.09 0.00

Oakmark
International 0.67 0.30 0.62
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Oakmark International
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of December 31, 2015
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(70)

(61)

(88)

(69)

(84)

(67)

(93)

(55)

(38)

(17)

(83)

(67)

10th Percentile 49.84 18.04 2.74 14.30 3.20 0.81
25th Percentile 36.88 16.70 2.39 11.66 2.91 0.54

Median 29.28 14.99 1.92 9.91 2.47 0.20
75th Percentile 20.66 13.26 1.48 8.47 2.09 (0.13)
90th Percentile 14.19 12.57 1.30 7.29 1.82 (0.32)

Oakmark International 23.54 12.68 1.42 6.72 2.69 (0.21)

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 27.15 13.84 1.60 9.47 3.01 (0.01)

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

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

Financials
32.0%

26.1%
21.5%

Consumer Discretionary
29.5%

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

5
0

%
M

g
r 

M
V

12.0%
15.9%

Industrials
18.9%

11.4%
12.8%

Materials
7.2%

6.4%
5.8%

Information Technology
6.5%

8.7%
10.4%

Consumer Staples
5.0%

10.6%
10.2%

Health Care
0.8%

9.4%
13.2%

Energy 5.9%
4.4%

Telecommunications 5.8%
4.6%

Utilities 3.4%
1.3%

Oakmark International MSCI AC World ex US USD (Gross)

CAI Non-U.S. Equity MF

Sector Diversification
Manager 1.61 sectors
Index 3.04 sectors
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Oakmark International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended December 31, 2015

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar
Return

Local
Return

Currency
Return

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

Indonesia 13.7 6.3
New Zealand 10.4 7.0

Belgium 17.0 (2.7)
Hungary 15.5 (3.5)
Australia 6.2 3.6

Finland 12.7 (2.7)
Japan 9.9 (0.4)
Israel 8.1 0.9

Malaysia 5.4 2.4
Germany 10.7 (2.7)

Ireland 10.0 (2.7)
Austria 9.8 (2.7)

United States 6.8 0.0
Denmark 9.7 (2.7)

Hong Kong 6.0 (0.0)
South Korea 4.6 1.1

Portugal 7.3 (2.7)
Singapore 4.0 0.2

China 4.0 (0.0)
Total 4.9 (1.5)

Netherlands 6.1 (2.8)
Sweden 3.0 (0.5)

Switzerland 4.5 (2.4)
France 4.6 (2.7)
Taiwan 1.0 0.2

United Kingdom 3.5 (2.7)
Turkey (3.8) 3.7

Norway 3.4 (3.6)
Philippines 0.2 (0.7)

India (0.1) (0.8)
Chile 0.6 (1.5)

Mexico 0.8 (1.9)
Italy 0.4 (2.7)

Spain 0.2 (2.7)
Brazil (3.8) 0.6

Russia 4.7 (8.3)
Canada (1.5) (3.5)

Thailand (7.0) 0.9
Egypt (7.8) 0.0
Peru (8.1) 0.0

Colombia (6.8) (2.8)
Qatar (10.2) (0.0)

South Africa 0.3 (10.8)
Czech Republic (9.4) (2.1)

United Arab Emirates (12.6) (0.0)
Poland (9.5) (3.7)
Greece (16.8) (2.7)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Indonesia 0.4 1.1
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Belgium 1.0 0.0
Hungary 0.1 0.0
Australia 4.7 2.9

Finland 0.6 0.0
Japan 16.4 17.9
Israel 0.5 0.2

Malaysia 0.6 0.0
Germany 6.5 12.1

Ireland 0.3 0.0
Austria 0.1 0.0

United States 0.0 2.3
Denmark 1.3 0.0

Hong Kong 2.2 3.4
South Korea 3.2 3.8

Portugal 0.1 0.0
Singapore 0.9 0.0

China 4.8 2.5
Total

Netherlands 2.0 2.9
Sweden 2.2 3.9

Switzerland 7.1 13.0
France 7.4 14.3
Taiwan 2.6 0.0

United Kingdom 14.8 13.8
Turkey 0.3 0.0

Norway 0.4 0.0
Philippines 0.3 0.0

India 1.8 0.0
Chile 0.3 0.0

Mexico 1.0 0.0
Italy 1.9 5.9

Spain 2.5 0.0
Brazil 1.3 0.0

Russia 0.8 0.0
Canada 6.4 0.0

Thailand 0.5 0.0
Egypt 0.0 0.0
Peru 0.1 0.0

Colombia 0.1 0.0
Qatar 0.2 0.0

South Africa 1.6 0.0
Czech Republic 0.0 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.2 0.0
Poland 0.3 0.0
Greece 0.1 0.0

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

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Mondrian International’s portfolio posted a 2.03% return for
the quarter placing it in the 93 percentile of the CAI MF -
Non-US Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 94
percentile for the last year.

Mondrian International’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI
ACWI ex US Index by 1.27% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWI ex US Index for the year by
1.08%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $18,786,425

Net New Investment $3,100,000

Investment Gains/(Losses) $479,678

Ending Market Value $22,366,103

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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(8%)
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(4%)

(2%)
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8%

10%

Last Quarter Last Year Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 4-1/2 Years

(93)
(64)

(94)
(91)

(73)(76)

(89)(91)
(81)(89)

10th Percentile 6.66 4.85 2.16 7.70 5.73
25th Percentile 5.19 1.86 (1.36) 6.03 3.88

Median 4.10 (0.17) (2.42) 4.47 2.69
75th Percentile 2.87 (2.48) (4.30) 3.25 1.51
90th Percentile 2.50 (4.83) (6.56) 2.20 0.49

Mondrian
International 2.03 (6.33) (4.22) 2.29 1.32

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index 3.30 (5.25) (4.35) 1.94 0.77

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

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
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(97)
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10th Percentile 4.85 0.06 27.44 22.93
25th Percentile 1.86 (2.93) 24.64 21.41

Median (0.17) (5.58) 21.25 18.80
75th Percentile (2.48) (6.84) 18.57 16.50
90th Percentile (4.83) (9.38) 14.31 14.30

Mondrian International (6.33) (2.06) 16.69 11.50

MSCI ACWI
ex US Index (5.25) (3.44) 15.78 17.39

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
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Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style (Net)
Four and One-Half Years Ended December 31, 2015
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10th Percentile 4.95 5.85
25th Percentile 3.12 4.20

Median 2.04 2.65
75th Percentile 0.82 1.45
90th Percentile (0.08) 0.39

Mondrian
International 0.51 1.55
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(81) (73) (81)

10th Percentile 1.31 0.36 1.32
25th Percentile 0.92 0.26 0.89

Median 0.65 0.16 0.57
75th Percentile 0.29 0.09 0.26
90th Percentile (0.01) 0.02 (0.05)

Mondrian
International 0.19 0.10 0.14
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Mondrian International
Equity Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Portfolio Characteristics Percentile Rankings
Rankings Against CAI MF - Non-US Equity Style
as of December 31, 2015
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(12)

(61) (61)
(69) (66)(67)

(93)

(55)

(2)

(17)

(91)

(67)

10th Percentile 49.84 18.04 2.74 14.30 3.20 0.81
25th Percentile 36.88 16.70 2.39 11.66 2.91 0.54

Median 29.28 14.99 1.92 9.91 2.47 0.20
75th Percentile 20.66 13.26 1.48 8.47 2.09 (0.13)
90th Percentile 14.19 12.57 1.30 7.29 1.82 (0.32)

*Mondrian International 40.35 14.64 1.63 6.96 3.95 (0.39)

MSCI AC World
ex US USD (Gross) 27.15 13.84 1.60 9.47 3.01 (0.01)

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

Sector Allocation
December 31, 2015
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Sector Diversification
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Diversification
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*12/31/15 portfolio characteristics generated using most recently available holdings (9/30/15) modified based on a "buy-and-hold" assumption (repriced and
adjusted for corporate actions). Analysis is then done using current market and company financial data.
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Mondrian International vs MSCI ACWI ex US Index
Attribution for Quarter Ended December 31, 2015

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

Index
Returns by Country

Dollar
Return

Local
Return

Currency
Return

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

Indonesia 13.7 6.3
New Zealand 10.4 7.0

Belgium 17.0 (2.7)
Hungary 15.5 (3.5)
Australia 6.2 3.6

Finland 12.7 (2.7)
Japan 9.9 (0.4)
Israel 8.1 0.9

Malaysia 5.4 2.4
Kazakhstan 7.8 0.0

Germany 10.7 (2.7)
Ireland 10.0 (2.7)
Austria 9.8 (2.7)

United States 6.8 0.0
Denmark 9.7 (2.7)

Hong Kong 6.0 (0.0)
South Korea 4.6 1.1

Portugal 7.3 (2.7)
Singapore 4.0 0.2

China 4.0 (0.0)
Total 4.9 (1.5)

Netherlands 6.1 (2.8)
Sweden 3.0 (0.5)

Switzerland 4.5 (2.4)
France 4.6 (2.7)
Taiwan 1.0 0.2

United Kingdom 3.5 (2.7)
Turkey (3.8) 3.7

Norway 3.4 (3.6)
Philippines 0.2 (0.7)

India (0.1) (0.8)
Chile 0.6 (1.5)

Mexico 0.8 (1.9)
Italy 0.4 (2.7)

Spain 0.2 (2.7)
Romania 1.9 (4.9)

Brazil (3.8) 0.6
Russia 4.7 (8.3)

Canada (1.5) (3.5)
Thailand (7.0) 0.9

Egypt (7.8) 0.0
Peru (8.1) 0.0

Colombia (6.8) (2.8)
Qatar (10.2) (0.0)

South Africa 0.3 (10.8)
Czech Republic (9.4) (2.1)

United Arab Emirates (12.6) (0.0)
Poland (9.5) (3.7)
Greece (16.8) (2.7)

Beginning Relative Weights
(Portfolio - Index)

Index
Weight

Portfolio
Weight

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

Indonesia 0.4 0.6
New Zealand 0.1 0.0

Belgium 1.0 0.0
Hungary 0.1 0.0
Australia 4.7 0.9

Finland 0.6 0.0
Japan 16.4 14.9
Israel 0.5 0.9

Malaysia 0.6 1.1
Kazakhstan 0.0 0.1

Germany 6.5 7.6
Ireland 0.3 0.0
Austria 0.1 0.0

United States 0.0 0.6
Denmark 1.3 0.7

Hong Kong 2.2 0.2
South Korea 3.2 1.6

Portugal 0.1 0.0
Singapore 0.9 3.7

China 4.8 3.3
Total

Netherlands 2.0 2.5
Sweden 2.2 3.4

Switzerland 7.1 10.8
France 7.4 5.9
Taiwan 2.6 2.9

United Kingdom 14.8 21.1
Turkey 0.3 0.5

Norway 0.4 0.3
Philippines 0.3 0.4

India 1.8 2.3
Chile 0.3 0.5

Mexico 1.0 1.0
Italy 1.9 2.0

Spain 2.5 5.3
Romania 0.0 0.1

Brazil 1.3 1.2
Russia 0.8 0.3

Canada 6.4 1.1
Thailand 0.5 0.1

Egypt 0.0 0.0
Peru 0.1 0.3

Colombia 0.1 0.1
Qatar 0.2 0.6

South Africa 1.6 0.9
Czech Republic 0.0 0.0

United Arab Emirates 0.2 0.3
Poland 0.3 0.0
Greece 0.1 0.0

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Fixed Income Composite’s portfolio posted a
0.31% return for the quarter placing it in the 1 percentile of
the Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed group for the quarter and in the
61 percentile for the last year.

Domestic Fixed Income Composite’s portfolio outperformed
the Barclays Aggregate Index by 0.88% for the quarter and
underperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index for the year
by 0.48%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $116,256,763

Net New Investment $-988,633

Investment Gains/(Losses) $357,624

Ending Market Value $115,625,754

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed (Gross)
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8%
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Last Quarter Last Last 2 Years Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 7 Years Last 10 Years
Year

(1)

(45)

(61)
(35)

(57)

(26)

(46)(46)

(57)
(70)

(44)

(77)

(31)

(67)

10th Percentile (0.33) 1.30 4.10 2.48 4.85 7.97 5.82
25th Percentile (0.47) 0.78 3.25 1.77 4.31 6.78 5.27

Median (0.60) 0.31 2.63 1.36 3.64 5.23 4.82
75th Percentile (0.74) (0.33) 2.15 1.01 3.20 4.22 4.17
90th Percentile (0.90) (1.36) 1.65 0.67 2.23 2.66 3.75

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 0.31 0.07 2.55 1.47 3.56 5.44 5.15

Barclays
Aggregate Index (0.57) 0.55 3.22 1.44 3.25 4.09 4.51

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

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

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Fixed (Gross)
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6135
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4077

25
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36

23 7139 2372

10th Percentile 1.30 7.82 1.78 11.28 9.66 11.47 23.88 8.32 8.41 6.59
25th Percentile 0.78 6.33 0.12 9.15 8.11 9.80 17.48 4.70 7.67 5.41

Median 0.31 5.57 (1.02) 7.23 7.19 8.60 12.48 (1.74) 6.56 4.61
75th Percentile (0.33) 4.35 (1.96) 5.14 5.94 6.85 6.64 (8.31) 5.54 4.31
90th Percentile (1.36) 2.89 (2.92) 3.84 4.44 5.36 1.75 (11.45) 4.39 3.82

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 0.07 5.09 (0.65) 9.15 4.47 7.39 13.24 2.19 5.77 5.52

Barclays
Aggregate Index 0.55 5.97 (2.02) 4.21 7.84 6.54 5.93 5.24 6.97 4.33

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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10th Percentile 2.69 8.29
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Median 0.75 4.05
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Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 1.71 6.22
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Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(42)

(47)

(64)

10th Percentile 1.25 1.59 0.83
25th Percentile 0.98 1.38 0.52

Median 0.58 1.20 0.27
75th Percentile 0.23 1.08 (0.06)
90th Percentile (0.33) 0.95 (0.70)

Domestic Fixed
Income Composite 0.71 1.22 0.11
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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-Inc Style
as of December 31, 2015
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(100)

(11)

(71)
(33)

(5)
(65)

(8)
(60)

(59)

10th Percentile 5.72 9.48 3.42 3.86 0.54
25th Percentile 5.59 8.02 3.07 3.71 0.31

Median 5.43 7.62 2.82 3.37 0.14
75th Percentile 5.25 7.03 2.50 3.01 0.06
90th Percentile 5.05 6.58 2.30 2.79 (0.14)

Domestic Fixed Income 4.30 7.13 3.55 3.94 -

Barclays Aggregate Index 5.68 7.94 2.59 3.18 0.13

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

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Dodge & Cox Income’s portfolio posted a 0.13% return for
the quarter placing it in the 4 percentile of the CAI MF - Core
Bond Style group for the quarter and in the 74 percentile for
the last year.

Dodge & Cox Income’s portfolio outperformed the Barclays
Aggregate Index by 0.70% for the quarter and
underperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index for the year
by 1.14%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $58,181,251

Net New Investment $-490,999

Investment Gains/(Losses) $78,194

Ending Market Value $57,768,446

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

(4)
(40) (74)
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(66)
(14)

(11)(24)

(23)(64)

(21)

(91)

(9)
(61)

10th Percentile (0.20) 0.76 3.40 1.87 3.83 6.65 5.33
25th Percentile (0.43) 0.32 3.00 1.42 3.60 5.80 4.95

Median (0.64) 0.02 2.71 1.19 3.36 4.99 4.69
75th Percentile (0.81) (0.62) 2.17 0.83 3.00 4.48 4.05
90th Percentile (1.15) (1.59) 1.64 0.44 2.49 4.10 2.85

Dodge &
Cox Income 0.13 (0.59) 2.40 1.81 3.60 5.91 5.43

Barclays
Aggregate Index (0.57) 0.55 3.22 1.44 3.25 4.09 4.51

Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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Dodge & Cox Income
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Bond Style (Net)
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75th Percentile (0.62) 4.98 (2.38) 5.85 5.48 7.08 7.89 (9.18) 4.29 3.99
90th Percentile (1.59) 4.26 (2.72) 4.95 4.21 6.49 7.32 (11.85) 1.93 3.70

Dodge &
Cox Income (0.59) 5.49 0.64 7.94 4.75 7.81 16.22 1.51 5.83 5.64

Barclays
Aggregate Index 0.55 5.97 (2.02) 4.21 7.84 6.54 5.93 5.24 6.97 4.33

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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Dodge & Cox Income
Bond Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Fixed Income Portfolio Characteristics
Rankings Against CAI Core Bond Fixed-Inc Style
as of December 31, 2015
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25th Percentile 5.59 8.02 3.07 3.71 0.31

Median 5.43 7.62 2.82 3.37 0.14
75th Percentile 5.25 7.03 2.50 3.01 0.06
90th Percentile 5.05 6.58 2.30 2.79 (0.14)

Dodge & Cox Income 4.00 7.72 3.34 4.61 -

Barclays Aggregate Index 5.68 7.94 2.59 3.18 0.13

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
December 31, 2015
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PIMCO
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
PIMCO’s portfolio posted a 0.48% return for the quarter
placing it in the 2 percentile of the CAI MF - Core Plus Style
group for the quarter and in the 9 percentile for the last year.

PIMCO’s portfolio outperformed the Barclays Aggregate
Index by 1.05% for the quarter and outperformed the
Barclays Aggregate Index for the year by 0.18%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $58,075,512

Net New Investment $-497,634

Investment Gains/(Losses) $279,430

Ending Market Value $57,857,308

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Plus Style (Net)
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PIMCO 0.48 0.73 2.69 1.13 3.52 5.69 5.77
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Aggregate Index (0.57) 0.55 3.22 1.44 3.25 4.09 4.51

Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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PIMCO
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI MF - Core Plus Style (Net)
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Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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PIMCO
Bond Characteristics Analysis Summary

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

Fixed Income Portfolio Characteristics
Rankings Against CAI Core Bond Plus Style
as of December 31, 2015
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Sector Allocation and Quality Ratings
The first graph compares the manager’s sector allocation with the average allocation across all the members of the
manager’s style. The second graph compares the manager’s weighted average quality rating with the range of quality ratings
for the style.

Sector Allocation
December 31, 2015
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Median A+
75th Percentile A
90th Percentile A-
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RREEF Public
Period Ended December 31, 2015

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
RREEF Public’s portfolio posted a 7.92% return for the
quarter placing it in the 2 percentile of the CAI Open-End
Real Estate Funds group for the quarter and in the 100
percentile for the last year.

RREEF Public’s portfolio outperformed the NAREIT by
0.79% for the quarter and outperformed the NAREIT for the
year by 1.80%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $8,227,645

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $651,942

Ending Market Value $8,879,587

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

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

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

(2)
(2)

(100)

(100)

(8)

(29)

(73)
(87)

(68)(75)

(1)
(1)

(8)
(32)

10th Percentile 4.60 19.49 16.69 15.04 21.33 10.21 7.48
25th Percentile 3.66 16.16 14.74 13.55 13.56 7.53 7.06

Median 2.93 13.83 12.64 12.91 12.69 5.88 5.90
75th Percentile 2.76 12.55 11.48 10.67 11.28 5.32 5.37
90th Percentile 2.56 10.73 10.27 9.84 10.55 4.39 4.90

RREEF Public 7.92 3.86 17.03 10.84 11.75 16.62 7.53

NAREIT 7.13 2.05 13.95 9.94 11.29 15.75 6.65

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

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

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
RREEF Private’s portfolio posted a 3.50% return for the
quarter placing it in the 29 percentile of the CAI Open-End
Real Estate Funds group for the quarter and in the 33
percentile for the last year.

RREEF Private’s portfolio outperformed the NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net by 0.29% for the quarter and
outperformed the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net for the year
by 1.45%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $19,629,880

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $686,194

Ending Market Value $20,316,074

Performance vs CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds (Net)
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Year
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(46)
(16)

(55) (37)(52)

(40)
(77) (63)(77)

10th Percentile 4.60 19.49 16.69 15.04 21.33 10.21 7.48
25th Percentile 3.66 16.16 14.74 13.55 13.56 7.53 7.06

Median 2.93 13.83 12.64 12.91 12.69 5.88 5.90
75th Percentile 2.76 12.55 11.48 10.67 11.28 5.32 5.37
90th Percentile 2.56 10.73 10.27 9.84 10.55 4.39 4.90

RREEF Private 3.50 15.63 13.77 14.02 13.20 6.54 5.71

NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net 3.21 14.18 12.79 12.65 12.56 5.23 5.34

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

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


Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Cornerstone Patriot Fund’s portfolio posted a 3.04% return
for the quarter placing it in the 47 percentile of the CAI
Open-End Real Estate Funds group for the quarter and in
the 73 percentile for the last year.

Cornerstone Patriot Fund’s portfolio underperformed the
NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net by 0.17% for the quarter and
underperformed the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net for the
year by 1.19%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $14,414,211

Net New Investment $0

Investment Gains/(Losses) $438,187

Ending Market Value $14,852,398

Performance vs CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds (Net)
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(46)
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10th Percentile 4.60 19.49 16.69 15.04 15.84
25th Percentile 3.66 16.16 14.74 13.55 12.95

Median 2.93 13.83 12.64 12.91 11.58
75th Percentile 2.76 12.55 11.48 10.67 10.29
90th Percentile 2.56 10.73 10.27 9.84 9.94

Cornerstone
Patriot Fund 3.04 12.99 10.79 10.47 10.39

NFI-ODCE
Equal Weight Net 3.21 14.18 12.79 12.65 11.96

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

Τηε Χαλλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ Ινστιτυτε προϖιδεσ ρεσεαρχη τηατ κεεπσ χλιεντσ υπδατεδ ον τηε λατεστ ινδυστρψ τρενδσ ωηιλε ηελπινγ τηεm λεαρν 

τηρουγη χαρεφυλλψ στρυχτυρεδ εδυχατιοναλ προγραmσ. 

Ρεχεντ Ρεσεαρχη

Πλεασε ϖισιτ ωωω.χαλλαν.χοm/ρεσεαρχη το σεε αλλ οφ ουρ πυβλιχατιονσ.

ςιδεο: Τηε Εδυχατιον οφ Βετα Ιν τηισ βριεφ ϖιδεο, Ευγενε Ποδκα−

mινερ δεσχριβεσ τηε ρεασονσ ηε δεχιδεδ το εξπλορε τηε �σmαρτ βετα� 

τοπιχ ιν δεταιλ.

2015 Αλτερνατιϖε Ινϖεστmεντσ Συρϖεψ Ουρ 

2015 Αλτερνατιϖε Ινϖεστmεντσ Συρϖεψ προ−

ϖιδεσ ινστιτυτιοναλ ινϖεστορσ α χυρρεντ ρεπορτ ον 

ασσετ αλλοχατιον τρενδσ ανδ ινϖεστορ πραχτιχεσ. 

Ινσιδε Χαλλαν�σ Dαταβασε, 3ρδ Θυαρτερ 2015 Τηισ ρεπορτ γραπησ 

περφορmανχε ανδ ρισκ δατα φροm Χαλλαν�σ προπριεταρψ δαταβασε 

αλονγσιδε ρελεϖαντ mαρκετ ινδιχεσ.

Χαπιταλ Μαρκετ Ρεϖιεω, 3ρδ Θυαρτερ 2015 Ινσιγητσ ον τηε εχονο−

my and recent performance in equities, ixed income, alternatives, 

ρεαλ εστατε, ανδ mορε. 

Μαρκετ Πυλσε Φλιπβοοκ, 3ρδ Θυαρτερ 2015 Α θυαρτερλψ mαρκετ ρεφ−

ερενχε γυιδε χοϖερινγ ινϖεστmεντ ανδ φυνδ σπονσορ τρενδσ ιν τηε 

U.S. economy, U.S. and non-U.S. equities and ixed income, alter−

natives, and deined contribution. 

ΕΣΓ Φαχτορσ: Υ.Σ. Ινϖεστορ Υσαγε 

Χρψσταλιζεσ Τηισ χηαρτιχλε λοοκσ ατ ΕΣΓ 

φροm τηε περσπεχτιϖεσ οφ Υ.Σ. ασσετ οωνερσ 

ανδ γλοβαλ ινϖεστmεντ mαναγερσ, ρεϖεαλινγ 

γροωινγ ινχορπορατιον οφ ΕΣΓ φαχτορσ ιν 

ινϖεστmεντ δεχισιον mακινγ.

Τηε Dεπαρτmεντ οφ Λαβορ Wειγησ ιν ον ΕΣΓ: Κεψ Τακεαωαψσ 

φροm Ιντερπρετιϖε Βυλλετιν 2015−01 Α συmmαρψ οφ τηε DΟΛ�σ Ιν−

terpretive Bulletin 2015-011, relating to the iduciary standard un−

δερ ΕΡΙΣΑ χονσιδερινγ εχονοmιχαλλψ ταργετεδ ινϖεστmεντσ (ΕΤΙσ), 

ανδ τηε ιmπλιχατιονσ φορ ινϖεστορσ.

Ηεδγε Φυνδ Μονιτορ, 3ρδ Θυαρτερ 2015 Αυτηορ ϑιm ΜχΚεε 

προϖιδεσ θυαρτερλψ περφορmανχε ανδ α σναπσηοτ οφ τηε ασσετ 

χλασσ. Τηισ θυαρτερ�σ χοϖερ στορψ: �Βεψονδ τηε Γλιττερ ανδ Ρεγρετ:  

Ρεασσεσσινγ Ηεδγε Φυνδσ� Ρολε ιν Ασσετ Αλλοχατιον.�

ςιδεο: Ιν τηε Σποτλιγητ−Ταργετ Dατε Φυνδσ Λορι Λυχασ δισχυσσ−

εσ σοmε οφ τηε τρενδσ τηατ αρε χαυσινγ ταργετ δατε φυνδσ το ηαϖε 

λοωερ φεεσ.

ΕΣΓ Ιντερεστ ανδ Ιmπλεmεντατιον Συρϖεψ Ρεσυλτσ οφ Χαλλαν�σ 

τηιρδ αννυαλ συρϖεψ το ασσεσσ τηε στατυσ οφ ΕΣΓ φαχτορ ιντεγρα−

τιον ιν τηε Υ.Σ. ινστιτυτιοναλ mαρκετ.

DΧ Οβσερϖερ, 3ρδ Θυαρτερ 2015 Χοϖερ στορψ: Μεετινγ τηε Χηαλ−

λενγε οφ Μαναγεδ Αχχουντ Σελεχτιον ανδ Εϖαλυατιον.

Γραδινγ τηε Πενσιον Προτεχτιον Αχτ, Τεν Ψεαρσ Λατερ: Συχ−

χεσσ Στοριεσ ανδ Νεαρ Μισσεσ  Χαλλαν γραδεσ τηε περφορmανχε 

οφ νινε κεψ ΠΠΑ προϖισιονσ οϖερ τηε παστ δεχαδε, λιστινγ τηεm 

φροm λεαστ το mοστ εφφεχτιϖε.

Πριϖατε Μαρκετσ Τρενδσ, Φαλλ 2015 Γαρψ Ροβερτσον συmmα−

ριζεσ τηε mαρκετ ενϖιρονmεντ, ρεχεντ εϖεντσ, περφορmανχε, ανδ 

οτηερ ισσυεσ ινϖολϖινγ πριϖατε εθυιτψ.

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 
ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 
ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

Εδυχατιον

4τη Θυαρτερ 2015

2015 Αλτερνατιϖε Ινϖεστmεντσ Συρϖεψ

Οβσερϖατιονσ φροm Υ.Σ. Ινστιτυτιοναλ Ινϖεστορσ

ΧΑΛΛΑΝ 

ΙΝςΕΣΤΜΕΝΤΣ 

ΙΝΣΤΙΤΥΤΕ

  
Συρϖεψ

Ενϖιρονmενταλ, σοχιαλ, ανδ γοϖερνανχε (ΕΣΓ) ισσυεσ αρε θυιχκλψ 

εϖολϖινγ ιν mυλτιπλε διmενσιονσ, ινχλυδινγ τηε ρεγυλατορψ ατmο−

σπηερε. Ιν τηισ χηαρτιχλε, Χαλλαν λοοκσ ατ ΕΣΓ φροm τηε περσπεχ−

τιϖεσ οφ Υ.Σ. ασσετ οωνερσ ανδ γλοβαλ ινϖεστmεντ mαναγερσ. Wε 

present key indings from two independent surveys: on the front, 
Υ.Σ. ινϖεστορσ� ινχορπορατιον οφ ΕΣΓ φαχτορσ, ανδ ον τηε ρεϖερσε, 

ινϖεστmεντ mαναγερσ� υτιλιζατιον οφ ΕΣΓ χονσιδερατιονσ. 

Ιν Οχτοβερ 2015, τηε Dεπαρτmεντ οφ Λαβορ ισσυεδ αν ιντερπρετιϖε 

βυλλετιν το χλαριφψ τηατ χονσιδερατιον οφ ΕΣΓ φαχτορσ χαν βε αχχεπτ−

αβλε υνδερ τηε ριγητ χιρχυmστανχεσ. Τηισ γυιδανχε ωασ ισσυεδ 

αφτερ ουρ συρϖεψ ωασ χονδυχτεδ ιν Σεπτεmβερ 2015, βυτ χουλδ 

αφφεχτ φυτυρε συρϖεψ ρεσυλτσ. Wε συρϖεψεδ Υ.Σ.−βασεδ ινστιτυτιοναλ 

ασσετ οωνερσ το ασσεσσ αττιτυδεσ τοωαρδ ρεσπονσιβλε ανδ συσταιν−

αβλε ινϖεστmεντ. Μορε τηαν 240 υνιθυε ινστιτυτιοναλ φυνδσ τηατ 

ρεπρεσεντ αππροξιmατελψ ∃2.4 τριλλιον ιν ασσετσ ρεσπονδεδ. Χοm−

paring indings to our irst annual survey in 2013, we note growing 
ινχορπορατιον οφ ΕΣΓ φαχτορσ ιν ινϖεστmεντ δεχισιον mακινγ. 

Τοπ Ρεασονσ φορ Ινχορπορατινγ ΕΣΓ Τοπ Ρεασονσ Αγαινστ Ινχορπορατινγ ΕΣΓ

Ινϖεστορσ Ινχορπορατινγ ΕΣΓ Φαχτορσ (2013 ϖσ. 2015)

0% 60%

We expect to achieve an improved
risk profile without sacrificing return

My fund must consider ESG factors as
part of our fiduciary responsibility

 My fund has other goals besides
maximizing risk-adjusted returns,

 and we believe that ESG factors can
 help us attain these other goals

The fund's Investment Policy Statement
dictates that we consider ESG factors 49%

38%

39%

35%

ΕΣΓ Φαχτορσ:  

Υ.Σ. Ινϖεστορ Υσαγε Crystalizes

Χηανγεσ το Υ.Σ. Ινϖεστορ ςιεωσ ον ΕΣΓ (Στρονγλψ αγρεε ορ αγρεε) 

Λοοκ φορ τηε φυλλ ρεσυλτσ οφ τηισ συρϖεψ ατ ωωω.χαλλαν.χοm/ρεσεαρχη/
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Οϖεραλλ, ΕΣΓ φαχτορσ 
αρε οφ εθυαλ ορ γρεατερ 
ιmπορτανχε ασ τραδιτιοναλ 
φυνδαmενταλ φαχτορσ 
(such as proitability 
ανδ ϖαλυατιον) ωηεν 
εϖαλυατινγ χοmπανιεσ

ΕΣΓ ινϖεστινγ ισ α 
σηορτ−τερm τρενδ

Ενγαγεmεντ ισ 
mορε εφφεχτιϖε 
τηαν διϖεστmεντ

20152013

Our latest survey results reveal ESG incorporation rates increased from 22% in 2013 to 
29% ιν 2015 αmονγ Υ.Σ.−βασεδ ινστιτυτιοναλ ινϖεστορσ. Ελεϖεν περχεντ οφ ρεσπονδεντσ τηατ 

ηαϖε νοτ ινχορπορατεδ ΕΣΓ αρε χονσιδερινγ δοινγ σο, ον παρ ωιτη πρεϖιουσ ψεαρσ.

  

Βψ φυνδ τψπε, φουνδατιονσ ανδ ενδοωmεντσ have the highest rates of ESG adoption at 39% 
and 37%, respectively. Πυβλιχ φυνδ υσαγε οφ ΕΣΓ φαχτορσ ηασ νεαρλψ δουβλεδ ιν τηε παστ τωο 

years, from 15% in 2013 to 27% in 2015. Χορπορατε funds were lat overall at 15%, but reveal 
substantial differences when plan type is considered. Corporate deined beneit plans have a 
mere 7% ESG incorporation rate, while nearly one-quarter of deined contribution plans (24%) 
ηαϖε υτιλιζεδ ΕΣΓ.

Incorporation of ESG factors increases with fund size; 35% of funds larger than $20 billion 
υσε ΕΣΓ ιν σοmε ασπεχτ οφ ινϖεστmεντ δεχισιον mακινγ. Τοπ ρεασονσ χιτεδ βψ τηοσε τηατ δο 

ινχορπορατε ΕΣΓ ανδ τηοσε τηατ δο νοτ ηαϖε χηανγεδ λιττλε ιν τηε παστ τηρεε ψεαρσ.

Ινχορπορατιον Ρατεσ βψ Φυνδ Σιζε

 Crystalizes

Ιτ ισ υνχλεαρ ωηατ τηε 

ϖαλυε προποσιτιον ισ
47%

Ι ηαϖε νοτ σεεν αmπλε 

ρεσεαρχη τψινγ ΕΣΓ φαχτορσ 

το ουτπερφορmανχε

45%

Μψ φυνδ ωιλλ νοτ χονσιδερ ανψ φαχτορσ 

that are not purely inancial in our 

ινϖεστmεντ δεχισιον mακινγ

39%



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

Εντρυστινγ χλιεντ εδυχατιον το ουρ χονσυλταντσ ανδ σπεχιαλιστσ 

ενσυρεσ τηατ τηεψ ηαϖε α τοταλ χοmmανδ οφ τηειρ συβϕεχτ 

mαττερ. Τηισ ισ ονε ρεασον ωηψ εδυχατιον ανδ ρεσεαρχη ηαϖε 

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

Ρον Πεψτον, Χηαιρmαν ανδ ΧΕΟ

Χαλλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ Ινστιτυτε ανδ τηε �Χαλλαν Χολλεγε�

 

Εϖεντσ

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/ 

Τηε Νατιοναλ Χονφερενχε, το βε ηελδ ϑανυαρψ 25�27 ιν Σαν Φραν−

χισχο, χονσιστσ οφ γενεραλ σεσσιονσ ωιτη πρεσεντατιονσ βψ ωορλδ, πο−

λιτιχαλ, αρτσ, σχιενχε, ανδ ινϖεστmεντ ινδυστρψ σπεακερσ. Τηε γενεραλ 

σεσσιονσ αρε φολλοωεδ βψ σmαλλερ βρεακουτ σεσσιονσ ον τιmελψ ιν−

δυστρψ τοπιχσ λεδ βψ Χαλλαν σπεχιαλιστσ. Αττενδεεσ ινχλυδε πλαν/φυνδ 

σπονσορσ, ινϖεστmεντ mαναγερσ, ανδ Χαλλαν ασσοχιατεσ. 

Σαϖε τηε δατε φορ ουρ Ρεγιοναλ Wορκσηοπσ: ϑυνε 28 ιν Ατλαντα, 

ϑυνε 29 ιν Σαν Φρανχισχο, Οχτοβερ 25 ιν Νεω Ψορκ, ανδ Οχτοβερ 

26 ιν Χηιχαγο. Αλσο mαρκ ψουρ χαλενδαρσ φορ ουρ φαλλ Ινϖεστmεντ 

Μαναγερ Χονφερενχε, Σεπτεmβερ 11−13.

Φορ mορε ινφορmατιον αβουτ ρεσεαρχη ορ εδυχατιοναλ εϖεντσ, 

πλεασε χονταχτ Αννα Wεστ: 415.974.5060 / ινστιτυτε≅χαλλαν.χοm

Τηε Χεντερ φορ Ινϖεστmεντ Τραινινγ  

Εδυχατιοναλ Σεσσιονσ

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

Χολλεγε,� προϖιδεσ α φουνδατιον οφ κνοωλεδγε φορ ινδυστρψ προφεσ−

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

cess. It was founded in 1994 to provide clients and non-clients alike 
ωιτη βασιχ− το ιντερmεδιατε−λεϖελ ινστρυχτιον. Ουρ νεξτ σεσσιον ισ:

Ιντροδυχτιον το Ινϖεστmεντσ

Ατλαντα, ΓΑ, Απριλ 19�20, 2016

Σαν Φρανχισχο, ΧΑ, ϑυλψ 19�20, 2016

Χηιχαγο, ΙΛ, Οχτοβερ 18�19, 2016

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−

διϖιδυαλσ ωηο ηαϖε λεσσ τηαν τωο ψεαρσ οφ εξπεριενχε ωιτη ασσετ−

mαναγεmεντ οϖερσιγητ ανδ/ορ συππορτ ρεσπονσιβιλιτιεσ. Τυιτιον φορ 

τηε Ιντροδυχτορψ �Χαλλαν Χολλεγε� σεσσιον ισ ∃2,350 περ περσον. 

Τυιτιον ινχλυδεσ ινστρυχτιον, αλλ mατεριαλσ, βρεακφαστ ανδ λυνχη ον 

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

Χυστοmιζεδ Σεσσιονσ

Τηε �Χαλλαν Χολλεγε� ισ εθυιππεδ το χυστοmιζε α χυρριχυλυm το 

meet the training and educational needs of a speciic organization.
Τηεσε ταιλορεδ σεσσιονσ ρανγε φροm βασιχ το αδϖανχεδ ανδ χαν 

take place anywhere—even at your ofice.

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

χονταχτ Κατηλεεν Χυννιε: 415.274.3029 / χυννιε≅χαλλαν.χοm

Υνιθυε πιεχεσ οφ ρεσεαρχη τηε 

Ινστιτυτε γενερατεσ εαχη ψεαρ50+

Τοταλ αττενδεεσ οφ τηε �Χαλλαν 

College” since 19943,300 Ψεαρ τηε Χαλλαν Ινϖεστmεντσ 

Ινστιτυτε ωασ φουνδεδ1980

Αττενδεεσ (ον αϖεραγε) οφ τηε 

Ινστιτυτε�σ αννυαλ Νατιοναλ Χονφερενχε500

Εδυχατιον: Βψ τηε Νυmβερσ
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Equity Market Indicators

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

returns shown reflect both income and capital appreciation.

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

higher forecasted growth values.

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

forecasted growth values.

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

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

values than the Value universe.

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

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

than the Growth universe.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

index.
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Fixed Income Market Indicators

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

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

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

American Stock Exchange.
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International Equity Market Indicators

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

operating properties.

120



Callan Associates Databases

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

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

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

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

Equity Funds

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

well-diversified portfolios.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

securities’ Beta and Standard Deviation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

products are excluded.

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

regional and index funds.

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

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

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

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

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

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

deviation.
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Callan Associates Databases

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

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

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

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

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

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

Fixed Income Funds

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

included maintain well-diversified portfolios.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

exposure similar to the broad market.

Real Estate Funds

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

performance of commingled institutional capital invested in real estate properties.

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

estate funds.

Other Funds

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

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



 

List of 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  

December 31, 2015 

Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. Page 1 of 2 

Manager Name 
1607 Capital Partners, LLC 
Aberdeen Asset Management 
Acadian Asset Management, Inc. 
Advisory Research 
Affiliated Managers Group 
AllianceBernstein 
Allianz Global Investors U.S. LLC 
Allianz Life Insurance Company of North America 
AlphaOne Investment Services 
American Century Investment Management 
Analytic Investors 
Apollo Global Management 
AQR Capital Management 
Ares Management 
Ariel Investments 
Aristotle Capital Management 
Artisan Partners Limited 
Atlanta Capital Management Co., L.L.C. 
AXA Rosenberg Investment Management 
Babson Capital Management LLC 
Bailard 
Baillie Gifford Overseas Limited  
Baird Advisors 
Bank of America 
Baring Asset Management 
Baron Capital Management 
BlackRock 
Blue Vista Capital Management 
BMO Asset Management 
BNP Paribas Investment Partners 
BNY Mellon Asset Management 
Boston Company Asset Management, LLC (The) 
Boston Partners  
Brandes Investment Partners, L.P. 
Brandywine Global Investment Management, LLC 
Brown Brothers Harriman & Company 
Cadence Capital Management 

Manager Name 
Calamos Advisors 
Capital Group 
CastleArk Management, LLC 
Causeway Capital Management 
Champlain Investment Partners 
Channing Capital Management, LLC 
Charles Schwab Investment Management 
Chartwell Investment Partners 
ClearBridge Investments, LLC (fka ClearBridge Advisors) 
Cohen & Steers 
Columbia Management Investment Advisors, LLC 
Columbus Circle Investors 
Corbin Capital Partners 
Cornerstone Investment Partners, LLC 
Cramer Rosenthal McGlynn, LLC 
Crawford Investment Council 
Credit Suisse Asset Management 
Crestline Investors 
Cutwater Asset Management 
DDJ Capital Management 
DE Shaw Investment Management LLC 
Delaware Investments 
DePrince, Race & Zollo, Inc. 
Deutsche Asset  & Wealth Management 
Diamond Hill Investments 
Duff & Phelps Investment Mgmt. 
Eagle Asset Management, Inc. 
EARNEST Partners, LLC 
Eaton Vance Management 
EnTrust Capital Inc. 
Epoch Investment Partners 
Fayez Sarofim & Company 
Federated Investors 
Fidelity Institutional Asset Management 
First Eagle Investment Management 
First Hawaiian Bank Wealth Management Division 
First State Investments 
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Manager Name 

Fisher Investments 

FLAG Capital Management 

Fort Washington Investment Advisors, Inc. 

Franklin Templeton   

Fred Alger Management Co., Inc. 

Fuller & Thaler Asset Management 

GAM (USA) Inc. 

GE Asset Management 

Goldman Sachs Asset Management 

Grand-Jean Capital Management 

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

Gresham Investment Management, LLC 

Guggenheim Investments Asset Management (fka Security Global) 

Harbor Capital 

Harding Loevner LP 

Harrison Street Real Estate Capital 

Hartford Funds 

Hartford Investment Management Co. 

Henderson Global Investors 

Hotchkis & Wiley 

HSBC Global Asset Management 

Income Research & Management 

Insight Investment Management 

Institutional Capital LLC 

INTECH Investment Management 

Invesco 

Investec Asset Management 

Janus Capital Group (fka Janus Capital Management, LLC) 

Jensen Investment Management 

J.P. Morgan Asset Management 

KeyCorp 

Kopernik Global Investors 

Lazard Asset Management 

LMCG Investments (fka Lee Munder Capital Group) 

Legal & General Investment Management America 

Lincoln National Corporation 

Logan Circle Partners, L.P. 

The London Company 

Longview Partners 

Loomis, Sayles & Company, L.P. 

Lord Abbett & Company 

Los Angeles Capital Management 

LSV Asset Management 

Lyrical Partners 

MacKay Shields LLC 

Man Investments 

Manulife Asset Management 

Martin Currie 

Marvin & Palmer Associates, Inc. 

MFS Investment Management 

MidFirst Bank 

Millstreet Capital Management 

Mondrian Investment Partners Limited 

Montag & Caldwell, Inc. 

Morgan Stanley Investment Management 

Mountain Lake Investment Management LLC 

MUFG Union Bank, N.A. 

Neuberger Berman, LLC (fka, Lehman Brothers) 

Newton Capital Management 

Northern Lights Capital Group 

Manager Name 

Northern Trust Asset Management 

Nuveen Investments Institutional Services Group LLC 

Old Mutual Asset Management 

OppenheimerFunds, Inc. 

Pacific Investment Management Company 

Palisade Capital Management LLC 

PanAgora Asset Management 

Paradigm Asset Management 

Parametric Portfolio Associates 

Peregrine Capital Management, Inc. 

PineBridge Investments (formerly AIG) 

Pinnacle Asset Management 

Pioneer Investment Management, Inc. 

PNC Capital Advisors, LLC (fka Allegiant Asset Mgmt) 

Principal Global Investors 

Private Advisors 

Prudential Investment Management, Inc. 

Putnam Investments, LLC 

Pyramis Global Advisors 

Pzena Investment Management, LLC 

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

Regions Financial Corporation 

Riverbridge Partners LLC 

Rothschild Asset Management, Inc. 

Royce & Associates 

RS Investments 

Russell Investment Management 

Santander Global Facilities 

Schroder Investment Management North America Inc. 

Scout Investments 

SEI Investments 

SEIX Investment Advisors, Inc. 

Smith Graham and Company 

Smith Group Asset Management 

Standard Life Investments 

Standish (fka, Standish Mellon Asset Management) 

State Street Global Advisors 

Stone Harbor Investment Partners, L.P. 

Systematic Financial Management 

T. Rowe Price Associates, Inc. 

Taplin, Canida & Habacht 

TIAA-CREF 

TCW Asset Management Company 

Tocqueville Asset Management 

UBS Asset Management 

Van Eck 

Versus Capital Group 

Victory Capital Management Inc. 

Vontobel Asset Management 

Voya Investment Management (fka ING) 

Waddell & Reed Asset Management Group 

WCM Investment Management 

WEDGE Capital Management 

Wellington Management Company, LLP 

Wells Capital Management 

Wells Fargo Private Bank 

Western Asset Management Company 

Westwood Management Corp. 

William Blair & Co., Inc. 

 


