
 
TUCSON SUPPLEMENTAL RETIREMENT SYSTEM 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
Notice of Regular Meeting / Agenda 

 

DATE:  Thursday, February 25th, 2016  
TIME:  8:30 a.m.       
PLACE: Finance Department Conference Room, 5th floor  

      City Hall, 255 West Alameda 
    Tucson, Arizona 85701 

 
A. Consent Agenda  

1. Approval of January 28, 2016 TSRS Board Meeting Minutes 
2. Retirement ratifications for February 2016  
3. January 2016 TSRS Budget Vs Actual Expenses 

 
B. Investment Activity Report 

1. TSRS Quarterly Performance Review for 12/31/2015 – Callan Associates 
2. Asset Allocation Update – Callan Associates 
3. TSRS Portfolio Composition, Transactions and Performance Review for 01/31/16 

 
C. Administrative Discussions 

1. Update on Pension Administrator Recruitment 
2. Annual TSRS Budget Approval for FY 2017 Note 1

 

3. TSRS Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Plan Year Ended June 30, 2015 

4. Report from Board Member on OPAL Conference Attended 

 

D. Articles for Board Member Education / Discussion 
1. Blurring the Lines – Cash Balance Plans are DB plans with DC-like Characteristics 
 

E. Call to Audience  
 

F. Future Agenda Items    
1. March 26, 2016 - Annual Manager Reviews – T Rowe Price and Pyramis,  
2. March 26, 2016 – 50/50 Split Employee/Employer Contributions for New Hires 

 
G. Adjournment 

  
Note 1: at the time this packet was assembled this item was unavailable but will be provided before the meeting 
 

Please Note: Legal Action may be taken on any agenda item       
 
*Pursuant to ARS 38-431.03(A)(3) and (4): the board may hold an executive session for the purposes of obtaining legal advice from an attorney or 
attorneys for the Board or to consider its position and instruct its attorney(s) in pending or contemplated litigation. The board may also hold an executive 
session pursuant to A.R.S. 38-431.03(A)(2) for purposes of discussion or consideration of records, information or testimony exempt by law from public 
inspection. 
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TUCSON SUPPLEMENTAL RETIREMENT SYSTEM  
BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING MINUTES 

DATE: Thursday, January 28th, 2016 
TIME: 8:30 a.m. 
PLACE: Finance Department Conference Room, 5th floor 

City Hall, 255 West Alameda 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

 
 

Members Present:  Robert Fleming, Chairman  
 Kevin Larson, City Manager Appointee (arrived 8:38 AM) 

Silvia Amparano, Director of Finance  
Michael Coffey, Elected Representative  
Jorge Hernández, Elected Representative 
John O’Hare, Elected Retiree Representative 

 
Staff Present: Joyce Garland, Assistant City Manager 

Dave Deibel, Deputy City Attorney 
 Silvia Navarro, Treasury Administrator 

Art Cuaron, Treasury Finance Manager 
Dawn Davis, Administrative Assistant 

 
Guests Present: Claire Beaubien, CTRA Representative 
  
Absent/Excused:  Rebecca Hill, Interim HR Director  
 
 
Chairman Fleming called the meeting to order at 8:33 AM. 
 
A. Consent Agenda 

1. Approval of December 17th Board Meeting Minutes 
2. Retirement Ratifications for January 2016 
3. December 2015 TSRS Budget Vs Actual Expenses 

 
Chairman Fleming asked for a vote on the Consent Agenda. The Consent Agenda was approved by a vote of 
4 – 0 (Chairman Fleming did not vote, Kevin Larson absent/excused). 

 
B. Administrative Discussions 

1. Additional Retirement Incentive and Impact to TSRS 
 

Silvia Amparano said the City Manager’s Office received feedback stating employees were not taking advantage 
of the 520 hour payout retirement incentive due to the cost of health insurance. The City Manager decided to offer 
another retirement incentive, with a deadline of 06/10/16, providing employees the option to receive a monthly 
subsidy, based on their current health insurance selection, for 3 years if they opt out of the City’s health insurance 
plan. Employees retiring by 02/06/16 would be eligible to receive both incentives. As of 01/27/16, 87 employees 
had retired and 19 or 20 more appointments were scheduled through 02/05/16. It was unknown how many people 
would take advantage of the incentive to opt out of City health insurance plan once the 02/06/16 deadline had 
passed for the 520 hour payout incentive.  
 
Dave Deibel asked if 87 people were retiring in addition to the people who retired before the second incentive was 
approved. 
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Ms. Amparano answered 87 people had signed paperwork to retire by the 02/06/16 deadline. The actuary 
assumes that 133 people would normally retire each fiscal year. The number of retirees above the assumed 133 
is what would make the difference in the actuary report on the impact of the retirement incentive to TSRS. As a 
result they cannot consider 100 people to have taken advantage of the retirement incentive because an unknown 
percentage of those people would have retired without the incentive. There were employees who had already 
signed their retirement paperwork in December who became eligible for the 520 hour payout retirement incentive 
when it was passed by Mayor and Council, so they received the incentive but would have retired without it. It is 
difficult to determine which retirees were seriously considering retirement before the incentive was made available 
to them vs. the retirees who were not considering it at all before the incentive.  
 
Chairman Fleming asked if 100 extra people took advantage of the incentive would it save the City around $4M. 
 
Ms. Amparano answered the assumption was the vacated positions would not be filled, but not all of the 100 
vacant positions are funded from the general fund, so the assumption is also the positions funded from enterprise 
funds and special revenue funds would be filled with employees moving out of general fund positions when 
possible. In the previous year approximately $4M was saved in payroll and benefit costs due to the positions left 
unstaffed, around 80, after employee retirements.  
 
Chairman Fleming understood it was hard to determine exact numbers at this point in time, but they could 
anticipate about $4M in payroll savings and a $4M increase in the unfunded liability of the TSRS fund.  
 
Ms. Amparano answered better numbers would be requested from the actuary once they were more firm and 
those numbers would be provided to the Board and the City Manager’s Office.  

 
2. Retirement of TSRS Employee 
 

Silvia Navarro announced Dennis Woodrich, Lead Pension Analyst, had decided to take the retirement incentive 
and would be retiring on 02/06/2016. Bob Szelewski, Management Analyst, was promoted into the Lead Pension 
Analyst position; and Dawn Davis, Administrative Assistant, was promoted to the Management Analyst position. 
Now the vacant position is that of the Administrative Assistant.  
 

3. Update on Pension Administrator Recruitment 
 

Silvia Amparano advised the hiring interviews had just been completed and there would be an informal session 
(meet and greet) for the Board to meet the 3 final candidates after the Board meeting; they would be provided a 
form on which they could rank the candidates and provide feedback to be taken into consideration when the final 
decision was made.  
 
Michael Coffey asked if there had been 2 rounds of interviews.  
 
Ms. Amparano answered there were oral boards and then hiring interviews. 
 
Mr. Coffey asked how many candidates went through the oral board interviews. 
 
Ms. Amparano explained 7 candidates participated in oral board interviews and 3 candidates participated in hiring 
interviews.  
 
Mr. Coffey asked what role the meet and greet would have in the selection process. 
 
Chairman Fleming stated because the meet and greet did not have a posted agenda the Board would not be able 
to have any discussion or take any legal action according to the Arizona Open Meeting Law, and asked Ms. 
Amparano to distribute the forms so the Board could review them. 
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Mr. Coffey clarified the purpose of the meet and greet was to provide the Finance Director with feedback on the 
final candidates.  
 
Ms. Amparano confirmed this was correct.  
 
Mr. Coffey asked what role the feedback would play in the final decision. 
 
Ms. Amparano answered she would take the feedback into consideration when making the final decision, but the 
feedback would not have any effect on the candidates’ rankings because they had already been ranked based on 
their performances in the oral board interview, practical exam, and the hiring interview.  
 
Mr. Coffey expressed concern that the Board’s feedback on the candidates would have no impact on the final 
decision. 
 
Dave Deibel explained under civil service rules the hiring department is supposed to hire the candidate with the 
highest ranking. If the department wants to hire a candidate with a lower ranking they have to justify it in writing 
and the Board’s feedback could be utilized as a part of the written justification if they liked a lower ranked 
candidate more.  
 
Mr. Coffey asked if the final decision had already been made. 
 
Ms. Amparano answered no. 
 
Chairman Fleming explained, hypothetically, if the Board unanimously agreed that candidate with the 2nd highest 
ranking was the best candidate, Ms. Amparano could use that as part of the justification to hire the 2nd candidate if 
she agreed. But if the Board unanimously agreed they thought the 1st candidate was the best candidate the meet 
and greet would still have been a good and productive use of their time.  
 
Mr. Coffey stated it was up to Ms. Amparano as to whether she would use the feedback provided by the Board in 
order to justify hiring a candidate other than the one with the highest ranking.  
 
Ms. Amparano answered HR has a process used to rank applicants, they take different pieces to get that ranking 
including the application, practical exams, oral boards, hiring interviews, etc. HR then provides the hiring 
department with a certified hiring list on which the candidates are ranked based on those factors. According to the 
civil service rules the hiring department can hire the 1st candidate without any further process, or hiring interviews 
can be held before a decision is made. The Board expressed a desire to provide input in the hiring process and 
this was that opportunity. 
 
Mr. Coffey expressed concern that the feedback could be disregarded completely because the decision was up to 
the Finance Director instead of the Board. 
 
Ms. Amparano answered this was true.  
 
Mr. O’Hare asked how the Board’s feedback would be weighted in the making of the final decision. 
 
Ms. Amparano answered everything would be taken into consideration. The oral boards provided information on 
their technical experience and the hiring interviews provided information on who would be the best fit for the 
position and the Finance Department as a whole. There was no set weight assigned to the Board’s feedback 
because in the end it would be a judgment call about which candidate was the best fit for the Pension 
Administrator position and as a member of the Finance Department. 
 
Mr. O’Hare thought the decision should be based on which candidate would be best for the Plan and its goals, 



4 
 

which would not always be the same as those of the City. 
 
Ms. Amparano answered the Pension Administrator would still be a City employee. In the position of the Pension 
Administrator the employee would serve a purpose, which was not changing.  
 
Mr. O’Hare asked how salary would play into the negotiations when the money comes from the pension fund, and 
expressed concern that the best candidate could be passed over in favor of a less qualified candidate willing to 
work for a lower salary. 
 
Ms. Amparano explained salary negations begin when an offer is made to a candidate. It is the decision of the 
hiring authority as to how much the candidate should be paid. They are only authorized by the City to offer a 
midpoint salary without further approval from the City Manager’s Office.  
 
Mr. O’Hare expressed concern over their ability to keep a good Pension Administrator to manage the $1B fund 
with an uncompetitive salary. 
 
Joyce Garland said it would be taken into consideration but at that time an offer had yet to be made, so was 
unknown what the individual candidates were seeking in terms of compensation. 
 
Mr. O’Hare stated they needed the best candidate and to pay them market, whether it be midpoint or top of the 
range.  
 
Mr. Coffey expressed concern over the timing of the Board’s participation because he had understood the meet 
and greet would take place before the hiring interviews so that their feedback could be taken into consideration 
during those interviews. The fact that the meet and greet was taking place after the final interviews seemed to be 
an exercise in futility. He also expressed disappointment the meet and greet was not on the agenda. 
 
Ms. Amarano explained the meet and greet was an informal meeting that was noticed but did not have an 
agenda. It was an opportunity for the Board to meet the candidates, and ask any questions they had. 
 
Mr. Coffey was disappointed in the selection process, it was inappropriately handled, and he felt the Board should 
have had more involvement. 
 
Mr. Deibel explained the process was handled according the civil service rules. Nothing inappropriate was done. 
A meet and greet could not be held before the final interviews as dictated by the civil service rules because 
people outside of the City could not participate in the ranking, which is done by HR. 
 
Ms. Amparano stated the process as described to the Board at the 10/30/26 meeting was the process followed.  
 
Mr. Coffey stated that was not his recollection.  
 
Mr. Larson suggested it might be helpful to review the process. He participated in the oral boards, when they 
scored those interviews there was a natural break after the top 3 or 4 candidates. The Chairman participated in 
the hiring interviews so the Board has been involved, just not as a whole group. There was discussion, even 
during the oral board interviews, as to how the other Board members could be included in the process, which was 
difficult. It is important to go above midpoint if necessary to compensate the new Plan Administrator and 
appropriately attract them to City employment. 
 
Mr. Coffey asked if there was no alternative but to use this process to include the Board under civil service rules. 
 
Ms. Amparano answered there was no alternative. 
 
Mr. Coffey apologized because he misunderstood what was allowed under civil service rules. 
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Mr. O’Hare asked if the Pension Administrator could be hired on a separate contract.  
 
Ms. Amparano explained the Pension Administrator was a Finance Department position, the Finance Director is 
the hiring authority. She acknowledged the Board’s concern over having input in the hiring process and the meet 
and greet was the opportunity for them to give that input to the Finance Director. They have the same goal which 
is to hire the best person for the job.  
 
Mr. Coffey thought the meet and greet would occur before the final interviews which was why he was concerned. 
Holding the meet and greet after the final interviews felt fruitless.  
 
Ms. Amparano clarified though the final interviews had been completed the final decision had not been made.  
 
Mr. O’Hare repeated his concern over the ability to get the best candidate for the salary they could offer.  
 
Ms. Amparano answered the Board would be advised if that became an issue, but at this point there was no 
reason to believe it would be an issue.  
 
Mr. Coffey asked if they were using the salary range advertised. 
 
Ms. Amparano answered yes.  
 
Chairman Fleming understood the Board’s anxiety was that the Pension Administrator would be working for the 
City as well as the TSRS Board of Supervisors. This was addressed by one of the questions in the final interview 
and he was looking for a realistic realization that there would be competing interests between the City and the 
Board and a good candidate would have to be able to navigate those differences. He did not have the impression 
that any of the people participating in the final interview were looking for the candidate that would only serve the 
City’s interests and fail to be cognizant of the needs of the fund.  
 
Mr. O’Hare stated he was not concerned that the meet and greet would be public record but he could understand 
if some of the other Board members were. 
 
Ms. Amparano answered it was not public record.  
 
Silvia Navarro explained it was a separate event, which was only posted because the Arizona Open Meeting Law 
requires posting when there will be a quorum present. There was no agenda and no opportunity for the Board to 
take legal action so it was not public record.  
 
Mr. Larson asked if all 3 candidates would be there at the same time. 
 
Ms. Navarro answered no, the first was scheduled for 9:45 AM, and they are scheduled 20 minutes apart.  
 
Ms. Amparano explained the candidates would be asked to give an introduction, their experience, and why they 
believe they were the best person for the job, then the Board would be able to ask questions; it would be informal.  
 

4. Discussion of Investment Manager Fee Structure 
 
Art Cuaron stated a chart titled “TSRS Investment Manager Fee Schedules” had been included in the board 
packets. All of the TSRS managers and their fee schedules were included, and all had asset based fees. He 
recommended maintaining the asset based fee schedule and rejecting the offered performance based fee 
schedule with regards to PIMCO. Callan was also supportive of that position.  
 
Michael Coffey asked if PIMCO was seeking to change their fee structure. 
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Mr. Cuaron explained at the 10/30/15 meeting PIMCO offered to change to a performance based fee schedule. 
Staff reached out to PIMCO and learned PIMCO was willing to discuss it with the Board if they were receptive. 
The fee schedule for all the investment managers was presented to the Board because they requested it at the 
12/17/15 meeting. 
 
John O’Hare stated PIMCO was seeking this change because it would benefit PIMCO. 
 
Mr. Cuaron said yes but he was not sure they were seeking the change so much as suggesting they were open to 
negotiation.  
 
Mr. O’Hare stated he remembered it as them seeking the change, and the Board needed to discuss the fee 
schedules because those listed in the chart seemed high for managers just trying to match the performance of the 
benchmark. 
 
Mr. Coffey asked how the fees compared to those charged to similar pension funds.  
 
Mr. Cuaron answered he would have to research it and he did not know how the other plans would react to the 
request for that information.  
 
Mr. O’Hare answered public pension funds, which were their peers, would be able to provide that information. 
 
Chairman Fleming asked if they could distinguish between the things that would be interesting to know and those 
things that the Board really needs to know in order to improve the quality of the fund. If they learned the average 
fee paid by public pension plans of comparable size was 0.01% lower than those charged to TSRS, would it 
mean that TSRS would try to renegotiate all of their management fees? 
 
Mr. O’Hare answered if it was a significant difference they should. 
 
Chairman Fleming asked why the managers would agree to reduce their fees by 0.1% because on average other 
plans paid that much less and how much of the TSRS resources would be used to obtain that information.  
 
Mr. O’Hare answered they would only know if they asked, and he thought there could be an opportunity to save 
money for the plan and the City.  
 
Chairman Fleming asked if Callan could review the management fees and determine if any of them are high. 
 
Mr. Coffey stated these were negotiated contracts that would be up for renegotiation at some point. In the 
meantime the question was whether the Board should agree with PIMCO’s suggestion, and staff was 
recommending not to.  
 
Chairman Fleming stated his recollection was that a Board member said if PIMCO was so sure of their methods 
why not offer fees based on performance. 
 
Mr. Cuaron answered that was his recollection as well, these materials were provided for informational purposes 
as a part of the Board’s due diligence and no legal action was necessary.  
 

C. Investment Activity Report 
1. TSRS Portfolio Composition, Transactions and Performance Review for 12/31/15 

 
Art Cuaron explained the market was down and had been since the beginning of the year and there was 
increased volatility in December, so what the Board will see is decreases in the Total Fund stocks and bonds 
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and moderate increases in real estate and infrastructure. As of 12/31/15 the Total Fund was $710M, which is 
down $13.3M from 11/30/15. To provide some context, as of 01/27/16 the Total Fund was $676M. The Fed 
decided yesterday to hold rates steady which implies they are concerned with global and US events.  
 
John O’Hare said the Board was looking at a 20 to 40 year horizon in which returns will fluctuate.  
 
Mr. Cuaron said he wanted to impress on the Board that they needed to look at these numbers over a long 
period of time and not make any decisions which might affect that long term horizon, despite the fact that the 
fund is substantially down with the market volatility.  
 
Calendar YTD – The Total Fund is down 1.87% from the November return of 1.49%, and continues to trail the 
index by about 1.5%. Total Fixed is -0.10%, which was a decrease of about 92 basis points from the November 
return of 0.82%, and trailed the index by 67 basis points. Total Equities returned -3.18%, which was a decrease 
of 2.93% from the November return of -0.25%, and trailed the index by 2.25%. The Board asked staff to report 
when returns have been affected by withdrawals to fund pension obligations. In December $5M was withdrawn 
from BlackRock, so the December return of -8.43% was inclusive of that withdrawal. The return would have 
been -0.21% if the $5M had remained.  
 
Mr. O’Hare said it would be helpful to see what the actual earnings were. 
 
Mr. Cuaron explained that number was not included in the materials but could be in the future if the Board 
advised on how they would like to see the information. The materials presented to the Board were prepared in 
the same way the materials had previously been prepared. Three spreadsheets were created to calculate 
returns unaffected by TSRS withdrawals and can be provided to the Board.  
 
Mr. O’Hare asked if the Board would like to see those spreadsheets in order to judge the managers on their 
performance and not what staff was doing. 
 
Mr. Cuaron stated he could present the information both ways. 
 
Mr. O’Hare answered he would prefer to see both sets of numbers.  
 
Chairman Fleming asked about when contributions are made to a fund.  
 
Mr. Cuaron answered it has not happened since he started 6 months ago, but it could be done the same way. 
 
Chairman Fleming stated it was not helpful to include contributions and withdrawals as part of the returns.  
 
Silvia Amparano said they had the option of changing the materials provided to the Board to reflect the monthly 
withdrawals in order to give a more accurate picture of the managers’ performance, or it can be left as it is with 
an asterisk which does not provide the information. She would prefer to see the numbers unaffected by the 
monthly withdrawals and asked what the notes reflect for the year end in total.  
 
Silvia Navarro answered it was all inclusive because staff reported ending balances for each manager.  
 
Mr. Cuaron explained the Board may not want to use the actual numbers because withdrawals are made, as 
needed by the fund, from the managers who are performing well.   
 
Ms. Amparano said the investment reports have been presented this way because the actual numbers tied to 
the statements.  
 
Mr. Cuaron stated Callan reported on the actual numbers in the funds.  
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Michael Coffey stated there were 2 elements to this, one was the actual performance and the other was to look 
at the relative performance of the various fund managers over time.  
 
Keven Larson explained the standard for calculating investment return was to ignore the changes in the 
balances from contributions or withdrawals. He thought Callan reported on the performance of the manager 
regardless of the balance changes initiated by TSRS staff.  
 
Mr. Cuaron and Ms. Navarro explained it would be a large amount of work to present the Board with 
performance unaffected by TSRS contributions and withdrawals because the withdrawals are taken from 
different managers every month. 
 
Ms. Amparano asked whether staff could receive a monthly report from Callan. 
 
Mr. Cuaron answered the reports come from the custodian. Staff takes the custodial information and generates 
reports as a cross check. These reports are presented to the Board every month. The custodial reports could be 
provided as backup documentation if the Board desired.  
 
Ms. Amparano stated she wanted to make sure they were not duplicating efforts and asked whether reports 
could be obtained from the custodian with the actual returns instead. 
 
Ms. Navarro answered yes but there would have to be some customization in the BNY Mellon Workbench 
because the reports currently provided numbers for 1 month, 3 months, and one year. These are the numbers 
used to create the reports provided to the Board. However, staff would still need to cross check the numbers 
because discrepancies are found from time to time. 
 
Mr. Larson suggested asking Callan for reports to be provided to the Board. 
 
Chairman Fleming asked staff to continue as usual but present the Board with the BNY Mellon reports at the 
next meeting.  
 
Mr. Cuaron stated he brought them as back up. The BNY Mellon reports were passed around for the Board’s 
review. 
 
Chairman Fleming asked if Callan could produce a monthly report as suggested. 
 
Mr. Cuaron said he would ask them. 
 
Ms. Navarro asked what the Board wanted Callan to present in these reports.  
 
Chairman Fleming answered the Board really wanted to see performance vs. the benchmark. 
 
Ms. Navarro explained there were 2 different sources, but Callan probably got their numbers from BNY Mellon, 
and asked Board would the Board still want to see the BNY Mellon reports as well.  
 
Ms. Amparano answered if the BNY Mellon reports could be customized for the Board that would be best 
because they are the source of the information in all the other reports.  
 
Chairman Fleming said the exact level of detail currently provided was not needed, a report with similar 
information and easier to produce would be fine; he only needed a 18 month rolling report instead of all the 
different reports the Board currently receives.  
 
Mr. Cuaron questioned the practicality of staff covering the information given in the reports at the meetings and 
suggested adding the reports with an executive summary to the consent agenda. He would still be available at 
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the meetings if the Board pulled the reports from the consent agenda in order to ask questions.  
 
Mr. Coffey stated he did not feel the need for staff to read the numbers off of the reports provided, and 
understood the reason so many reports were prepared was at the request of the Board and the work built up 
over time.  
 
Chairman Fleming considered having a couple of Board members work with staff to determine a balance 
between useful information and ease of production for the investment reports to be presented to the Board.  
 
Mr. Coffey understood the point of the reports presented to the Board was to allow them to judge the 
performance of the managers, and the easiest and most logical way to present that information would be fine. 
 
Chairman Fleming said an executive summary would highlight the significant information for the month. 
 
Mr. O’Hare expressed interest in attempting to move the investment reports to the consent agenda with an 
executive summary included and having staff available to answer questions instead of reading the report to the 
Board.  
 
Mr. Cuaron explained the reports would be provided as they always have until the Board makes a definitive 
decision to change them, but significant information would be better conveyed in an executive summary. If the 
Board had any questions the item could be pulled from the consent agenda and ask those questions of staff at 
the meeting, this would allow for more efficient use of the Board’s time and the executive summary would outline 
any unusual or interesting observations.  
 
Jorge Hernández expressed support for a report that would isolate the performance of the different allocations of 
the fund, and asked whether there would be supplemental material added to the report outlining the withdrawals 
and contributions affecting the allocations. 
 
Mr. Cuaron answered this was provided on the report titled “Schedule of Cash Transfers between Investment 
Accounts and/or Fund 072”. There was a $59K outflow, on top of the $5M withdrawn from Black Rock, from 
LaSalle because the fund was being closed. 
 
Chairman Fleming asked staff to continue providing the Board with the current reports as well as an executive 
summary and try adding the investment reports to the consent agenda. He also expressed interest in designing 
a report that would be more useful to the Board and easier for staff to prepare.  
 
Mr. Larson stated he was willing to assist in designing the new report, and suggested he review a draft the 
executive summary with staff.  
 
Mr. O’Hare asked to see a draft of the executive summary as well. 
 
D. Articles for Board Member Education / Discussion 

1. Letter from Callan to Clients: Identifying Asset Mix to Achieve Expected Rate of Return 
 
E. Call to Audience – None heard.  

 
F. Future Agenda Items 

1. March 31, 2016 meeting – Investment Manger Visit –Fidelity 
 
Chairman Fleming asked if Fidelity representatives would be attending the meeting scheduled for 3/31/2016. 
 
Silvia Navarro explained 2 managers, Causeway and Fidelity, came in to the meeting on 3/26/2015 and asked 
whether the Board would like to see 2 managers or just Fidelity.  
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John O’Hare asked whether they would be sending a portfolio manager or a sales representative.  
 
Ms. Navarro answered they could request a manager.  
 
Mr. O’Hare asked who the Board saw last time Fidelity came because they were extremely educational.  
 
Mr. Cuaron stated he would find out. 
 
Ms. Navarro asked if the Board would like to see Causeway as well.  
 
Mr. O’Hare asked if Causeway could send in a portfolio manager instead of a relationship manager. 
 
Ms. Navarro and Mr. Cuaron stated they would request a portfolio manager.  
 
Chairman Fleming stated there was no compelling request from the Board on who the manager should be so it 
was at the discretion of staff.  
 
G. Adjournment – 9:38 AM 

 
Approved: 
 
 
__________________________  _______              __________________________     ________  
Robert Fleming            Date         Silvia Navarro          Date 
Chairman of the Board                                    Treasury Administrator  
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105 - PAYROLL PENSION 0.00 5,097,740.50 5,097,740.50 0.00 35,430,731.96 35,430,731.96 63,300,000 27,869,268.04 44.03 %
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105 - PAYROLL PENSION 0.00 291,729.58 291,729.58 0.00 2,030,441.81 2,030,441.81 3,100,000 1,069,558.19 34.50 %

Total for 100 - PAYROLL CHGS 0.00 291,729.58 291,729.58 0.00 2,030,441.81 2,030,441.81 3,100,000 1,069,558.19 34.50 %

Total for Unit 9003 - Normal Retiree Beneficiary Benefit 0.00 291,729.58 291,729.58 0.00 2,030,441.81 2,030,441.81 3,100,000 1,069,558.19 34.50 %

Fund 072 - TUCSON SUPP RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Budget vs Actual Expenses



City of Tucson

Through: January, 2016
For Fiscal Year 2016

Report ID : FIN-COT-BA-0001

Run Date
:
: 02/19/2016

09:41 AMRun Time

Page 3 of 11

Department 900 - TUCSON SUPPL RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Unit 9020 - Disability Retiree Benefit

Object
Current
Period

Encumbrance

Current
Period

Expenditure

Current Total
Obligations

YTD
Encumbrance

YTD
Expenditure

YTD Total
Obligations

Current
Budgeted

Amount

Unobligated
Budget

Balance
Percent

105 - PAYROLL PENSION 0.00 167,207.64 167,207.64 0.00 1,194,639.71 1,194,639.71 1,975,000 780,360.29 39.51 %

Total for 100 - PAYROLL CHGS 0.00 167,207.64 167,207.64 0.00 1,194,639.71 1,194,639.71 1,975,000 780,360.29 39.51 %

Total for Unit 9020 - Disability Retiree Benefit 0.00 167,207.64 167,207.64 0.00 1,194,639.71 1,194,639.71 1,975,000 780,360.29 39.51 %

Fund 072 - TUCSON SUPP RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Budget vs Actual Expenses
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Department 900 - TUCSON SUPPL RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Unit 9021 - Pension Fund Administration

Object
Current
Period

Encumbrance

Current
Period

Expenditure

Current Total
Obligations

YTD
Encumbrance

YTD
Expenditure

YTD Total
Obligations

Current
Budgeted

Amount

Unobligated
Budget

Balance
Percent

101 - SALARIES & WAGES FOR PERMANENT
EMPLOYEES 0.00 13,660.80 13,660.80 0.00 117,315.92 117,315.92 211,940 94,624.08 44.65 %

108 - DOWNTOWN ALLOWANCE & DISCOUNTED
TRANSIT PASSES 0.00 69.24 69.24 0.00 590.20 590.20 1,160 569.80 49.12 %

113 - TSRS PENSION CONTRIBUTION 0.00 3,354.56 3,354.56 0.00 31,859.71 31,859.71 58,280 26,420.29 45.33 %

114 - FICA (SOCIAL SECURITY) 0.00 914.60 914.60 0.00 9,787.17 9,787.17 15,410 5,622.83 36.49 %

115 - WORKERS COMPENSATION INSURANCE 0.00 240.98 240.98 0.00 1,642.56 1,642.56 5,930 4,287.44 72.30 %

116 - GROUP PLAN INSURANCE 0.00 1,811.50 1,811.50 0.00 16,207.16 16,207.16 30,920 14,712.84 47.58 %

117 - STATE UNEMPLOYMENT 0.00 17.34 17.34 0.00 128.19 128.19 300 171.81 57.27 %

171 - SICK LEAVE PAID AT RETIREMENT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14,217.42 14,217.42 0 (14,217.42) 0.00%

196 - INTERDEPARTMENTAL LABOR 0.00 9,016.66 9,016.66 0.00 63,116.62 63,116.62 220,800 157,683.38 71.41 %

Total for 100 - PAYROLL CHGS 0.00 29,085.68 29,085.68 0.00 254,864.95 254,864.95 544,740 289,875.05 53.21 %

202 - TRAVEL 0.00 755.19 755.19 0.00 2,614.68 2,614.68 4,000 1,385.32 34.63 %

204 - TRAINING 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 165.00 165.00 14,000 13,835.00 98.82 %

205 - PARKING & SHUTTLE SERVICE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 110.00 110.00 200 90.00 45.00 %

212 - CONSULTANTS AND SURVEYS 0.00 20.00 20.00 0.00 41,930.00 41,930.00 65,000 23,070.00 35.49 %

213 - LEGAL 0.00 2,500.00 2,500.00 0.00 19,942.00 19,942.00 50,000 30,058.00 60.12 %

215 - AUDITING AND BANK SERVICES 0.00 12,845.00 12,845.00 0.00 23,845.00 23,845.00 0 (23,845.00) 0.00%

219 - MISCELLANEOUS PROFESSIONAL
SERVICES 0.00 864,308.35 864,308.35 0.00 1,521,792.65 1,521,792.65 4,059,500 2,537,707.35 62.51 %

221 - INSUR-PUBLIC LIABILITY 0.00 170.78 170.78 0.00 1,127.26 1,127.26 29,160 28,032.74 96.13 %

Fund 072 - TUCSON SUPP RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Budget vs Actual Expenses
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Department 900 - TUCSON SUPPL RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Unit 9021 - Pension Fund Administration

Object
Current
Period

Encumbrance

Current
Period

Expenditure

Current Total
Obligations

YTD
Encumbrance

YTD
Expenditure

YTD Total
Obligations

Current
Budgeted

Amount

Unobligated
Budget

Balance
Percent

228 - HAZARDOUS WASTE INSURANCE 0.00 30.50 30.50 0.00 233.74 233.74 560 326.26 58.26 %

232 - R&M MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,200 1,200.00 100.00 %

245 - TELEPHONE 0.00 420.00 420.00 0.00 1,260.00 1,260.00 1,200 (60.00) -5.00 %

252 - RENTS EQUIPMENT 0.00 102.14 102.14 0.00 553.47 553.47 0 (553.47) 0.00%

260 - COMPUTER SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE
AGREEMENTS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 41,000 41,000.00 100.00 %

263 - PUBLIC RELATIONS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,043.09 2,043.09 2,560 516.91 20.19 %

266 - ADVERTISING 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 411.50 411.50 0 (411.50) 0.00%

284 - MEMBERSHIPS AND SUBSCRIPTIONS 0.00 505.00 505.00 0.00 810.00 810.00 1,500 690.00 46.00 %

286 - MISC OUTSIDE SERVICES 0.00 61.92 61.92 0.00 61.92 61.92 0 (61.92) 0.00%

Total for 200 - PROF CHARGES 0.00 881,718.88 881,718.88 0.00 1,616,900.31 1,616,900.31 4,269,880 2,652,979.69 62.13 %

311 - OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.00 34.97 34.97 0.00 1,075.29 1,075.29 7,500 6,424.71 85.66 %

312 - PRINTING,PHOTOGRAPHY,REPRODUCTION 0.00 142.29 142.29 0.00 2,645.40 2,645.40 7,500 4,854.60 64.73 %

314 - POSTAGE 0.00 4.87 4.87 0.00 1,616.97 1,616.97 10,000 8,383.03 83.83 %

341 - BOOK, PERIODICALS AND RECORDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 250 250.00 100.00 %

345 - FURNISHINGS, EQUIPMENT AND TOOLS <
$5,000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000 1,000.00 100.00 %

346 - COMPUTER EQUIPMENT < $5,000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000 1,000.00 100.00 %

Total for 300 - SUPPLIES 0.00 182.13 182.13 0.00 5,337.66 5,337.66 27,250 21,912.34 80.41 %

Total for Unit 9021 - Pension Fund Administration 0.00 910,986.69 910,986.69 0.00 1,877,102.92 1,877,102.92 4,841,870 2,964,767.08 61.23 %

Fund 072 - TUCSON SUPP RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Budget vs Actual Expenses
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Department 900 - TUCSON SUPPL RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Unit 9021 - Pension Fund Administration
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Department 900 - TUCSON SUPPL RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Unit 9022 - Disability Retiree Beneficiary Benefit

Object
Current
Period

Encumbrance

Current
Period

Expenditure

Current Total
Obligations

YTD
Encumbrance

YTD
Expenditure

YTD Total
Obligations

Current
Budgeted

Amount

Unobligated
Budget

Balance
Percent

105 - PAYROLL PENSION 0.00 30,418.52 30,418.52 0.00 214,235.00 214,235.00 350,000 135,765.00 38.79 %

Total for 100 - PAYROLL CHGS 0.00 30,418.52 30,418.52 0.00 214,235.00 214,235.00 350,000 135,765.00 38.79 %

Total for Unit 9022 - Disability Retiree Beneficiary Benefit 0.00 30,418.52 30,418.52 0.00 214,235.00 214,235.00 350,000 135,765.00 38.79 %

Fund 072 - TUCSON SUPP RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Budget vs Actual Expenses
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Department 900 - TUCSON SUPPL RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Unit 9023 - ACTIVE MEMBER REFUNDS-CONTRBS

Object
Current
Period

Encumbrance

Current
Period

Expenditure

Current Total
Obligations

YTD
Encumbrance

YTD
Expenditure

YTD Total
Obligations

Current
Budgeted

Amount

Unobligated
Budget

Balance
Percent

105 - PAYROLL PENSION 0.00 744.57 744.57 0.00 2,978.28 2,978.28 0 (2,978.28) 0.00%

186 - TSRS REFUNDS 0.00 27,481.28 27,481.28 0.00 1,751,604.58 1,751,604.58 2,400,000 648,395.42 27.02 %

Total for 100 - PAYROLL CHGS 0.00 28,225.85 28,225.85 0.00 1,754,582.86 1,754,582.86 2,400,000 645,417.14 26.89 %

Total for Unit 9023 - ACTIVE MEMBER REFUNDS-CONTRBS 0.00 28,225.85 28,225.85 0.00 1,754,582.86 1,754,582.86 2,400,000 645,417.14 26.89 %

Fund 072 - TUCSON SUPP RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Budget vs Actual Expenses
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Department 900 - TUCSON SUPPL RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Unit 9025 - INTEREST ON REFUNDS

Object
Current
Period

Encumbrance

Current
Period

Expenditure

Current Total
Obligations

YTD
Encumbrance

YTD
Expenditure

YTD Total
Obligations

Current
Budgeted

Amount

Unobligated
Budget

Balance
Percent

186 - TSRS REFUNDS 0.00 99.38 99.38 0.00 23,163.02 23,163.02 50,000 26,836.98 53.67 %

Total for 100 - PAYROLL CHGS 0.00 99.38 99.38 0.00 23,163.02 23,163.02 50,000 26,836.98 53.67 %

Total for Unit 9025 - INTEREST ON REFUNDS 0.00 99.38 99.38 0.00 23,163.02 23,163.02 50,000 26,836.98 53.67 %

Fund 072 - TUCSON SUPP RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Budget vs Actual Expenses
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Department 900 - TUCSON SUPPL RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Unit 9026 - DWE SYSTEM BENEFIT PAYMENT

Object
Current
Period

Encumbrance

Current
Period

Expenditure

Current Total
Obligations

YTD
Encumbrance

YTD
Expenditure

YTD Total
Obligations

Current
Budgeted

Amount

Unobligated
Budget

Balance
Percent

186 - TSRS REFUNDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 61,918.40 61,918.40 200,000 138,081.60 69.04 %

Total for 100 - PAYROLL CHGS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 61,918.40 61,918.40 200,000 138,081.60 69.04 %

Total for Unit 9026 - DWE SYSTEM BENEFIT PAYMENT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 61,918.40 61,918.40 200,000 138,081.60 69.04 %

Fund 072 - TUCSON SUPP RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Budget vs Actual Expenses
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Department 900 - TUCSON SUPPL RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Unit 9027 - CREDITABLE SERVICE TRANS(ASRS)

Object
Current
Period

Encumbrance

Current
Period

Expenditure

Current Total
Obligations

YTD
Encumbrance

YTD
Expenditure

YTD Total
Obligations

Current
Budgeted

Amount

Unobligated
Budget

Balance
Percent

186 - TSRS REFUNDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (8,811.37) (8,811.37) 0 8,811.37 0.00%

Total for 100 - PAYROLL CHGS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (8,811.37) (8,811.37) 0 8,811.37 0.00%

Total for Unit 9027 - CREDITABLE SERVICE TRANS(ASRS) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (8,811.37) (8,811.37) 0 8,811.37 0.00%

Fund 072 - TUCSON SUPP RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Total for Fund 072 - TUCSON SUPP RETIREMENT SYSTEM 0.00 6,526,408.16 6,526,408.16 0.00 42,578,004.31 42,578,004.31 76,216,870 33,638,865.69 44.14 %

Total for Department 900 - TUCSON SUPPL RETIREMENT SYSTEM 0.00 6,526,408.16 6,526,408.16 0.00 42,578,004.31 42,578,004.31 76,216,870 33,638,865.69 44.14 %

Grand Totals 0.00 6,526,408.16 6,526,408.16 0.00 42,578,004.31 42,578,004.31 76,216,870 33,638,865.69 44.14 %

Budget vs Actual Expenses



December 31, 2015

Tucson Supplemental Retirement

System

Investment Measurement Service

Quarterly Review

The following report was prepared by Callan Associates Inc. ("CAI") using information from sources that include the following: fund trustee(s); fund

custodian(s); investment manager(s); CAI computer software; CAI investment manager and fund sponsor database; third party data vendors; and other outside

sources as directed by the client. CAI assumes no responsibility for the accuracy or completeness of the information provided, or methodologies employed, by

any information providers external to CAI. Reasonable care has been taken to assure the accuracy of the CAI database and computer software. Callan does

not provide advice regarding, nor shall Callan be responsible for, the purchase, sale, hedge or holding of individual securities, including, without limitation

securities of the client (i.e., company stock) or derivatives in the client’s accounts. In preparing the following report, CAI has not reviewed the risks of individual

security holdings or the conformity of individual security holdings with the client’s investment policies and guidelines, nor has it assumed any responsibility to do

so. Advice pertaining to the merits of individual securities and derivatives should be discussed with a third party securities expert. Copyright 2016 by Callan

Associates Inc.
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Tucson Supplemental Retirement System 
Executive Summary for Period Ending December 31, 2015 

 
Asset Allocation 
 

 
 
Total Fund Performance 
 

Last Quarter Last Year Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 10 years
Total Fund Gross 4.05% 1.71% 9.77% 8.90% 6.26%
Total Fund Net 3.95% 1.26% 9.28% 8.36% 5.72%
Total Fund Benchmark* 3.52% 1.08% 8.66% 8.10% 6.06%

Fiscal Year Returns 
2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

Total Fund Gross -1.26% 4.63% 19.64% 14.84% 2.40%
Total Fund Net -1.25% 4.17% 19.11% 14.21% 1.82%
Total Fund Benchmark* -1.25% 4.34% 16.97% 12.87% 3.04%

Returns for Periods Ended December 31, 2015

 

 
 
Recent Developments 
 

 On February 1, 2016, T. Rowe Price announced that U.S. Large Cap Growth Equity 
Portfolio Manager Rob Sharps will step down, effective December 31, 2016. Sharps has 
managed the strategy since inception in 2001. He is transitioning roles to become co-
head of Global Equity with Chris Alderson, who is the current head of International 
Equity. Sharps is also joining the T. Rowe Price Management Committee. Taymour 
Tamaddon, portfolio manager of the Health Sciences Equity Strategy, will succeed 
Sharp's role as Portfolio Manager. Effective June 30, 2016, Tamaddon will transition to 
the U.S. Large Cap Growth Equity strategy team and will assume leadership of the 
strategy on January 1, 2017. Sharps will be responsible for all portfolio decisions on the 
strategy throughout 2016. 

 
 
 



February 2016    Callan Associates Inc. 

Organizational Issues 
 

 Aberdeen Asset Management announced the departure of Chief Investment Officer Anne 
Richards in late 2015. She is joining M&G Investments, the UK and European asset 
management division of Prudential plc, as Chief Executive Officer. Richards' 
management responsibilities as Head of Solutions and Head of EMEA will be assumed 
by Global Head of Alternatives Andrew McCaffery and Deputy Chief Executive Andrew 
Laing, respectively. Richards joined Aberdeen in 2003 with the acquisition of Edinburgh 
Fund Managers and was appointed as CIO in 2011. 

Active Manager Performance 
 

Fund Last Year Last 3 Years Last 5 Years
PIMCO Stocks Plus 56 43 17
T. Rowe Price Large Cap Growth 12 4 [8]
Champlain Mid Cap 13 21 25
Pyramis Small Cap 8 14 11
Causeway International Value Equity 75 48 24
Aberdeen EAFE Plus 99 99 [96]
PIMCO Fixed Income 73 75 16
J.P. Morgan Strategic Property Fund 35 15 22
JP Morgan Income and Growth Fund 69 52 10

* Brackets indicate actual performance linked with manager composite

Peer Group Ranking

 
 

 Aberdeen EAFE Plus – Callan’s Global Manager Research group maintains a 
positive view on Aberdeen’s Non-U.S. strategy despite recent underperformance. 
Much of the recent slide has come from over exposures to Energy and Materials. 
We’ve questioned them on the “quality” of these exposures where they feel they’re 
holding companies with the highest quality managements and reserves. Given the 
across-the-board selloffs in these sectors their quality bias has not protected them. 
We acknowledge that these exposures have become more “value” oriented. 
Aberdeen’s performance is shown on pages 61 & 62. 

 
 
 
 

Gordon Weightman, CFA   Paul Erlendson    
Vice President     Senior Vice President   
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Capital Markets Review



 

Λεϖελ ατ 35,000 Φεετ  

ΠΡΙςΑΤΕ ΕΘΥΙΤΨ

Dεχελερατινγ φροm 2014�σ 

ηιγη−ϖελοχιτψ mαρκετ, 

mοστ πριϖατε εθυιτψ mεα−

sures were lat-to-down in 2015—
αλβειτ ατ ρελατιϖελψ ηιγη αβσολυτε 

measures. While the irst half of the 
year was strong, the second half 
showed a notable pullback. 

 

Τεχη Τακεσ Οϖερ   

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ

Νον−Υ.Σ. mαρκετσ ωερε 

propped by surging 
mεργερ αχτιϖιτψ, ροβυστ 

tech sector gains, and stronger-
than-expected corporate proits dur−
ινγ τηε φουρτη θυαρτερ. Αλτηουγη τηε 

ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Ινδεξ 

(+0.73%) βαρελψ βροκε εϖεν, τηε 

developed ΜΣΧΙ Wορλδ εξ ΥΣΑ 

Ινδεξ ροσε 3.91%.

 

Υνδερ Πρεσσυρε 

ΗΕDΓΕ ΦΥΝDΣ

Γροωινγ υνεασε ωιτη 

εχονοmιχ χηανγε ισ εϖι−

dent in the capital mar−
kets. Commodity prices slid fur−
ther, led by oil, as China struggled 
with its centrally planned shift to a 
consumer-driven economy. 

 

Χηασινγ τηε Μαρκετ

DΕΦΙΝΕD ΧΟΝΤΡΙΒΥΤΙΟΝ

Αλmοστ τηρεε−φουρτησ οφ 

τηε ασσετ χλασσεσ ιν τηε 

DC Index experienced 
net outlows in the third quarter. 
But for the irst time in two years, 
stable value experienced net 
inlows.

Α Στραιγητ βυτ  

Βυmπψ Ροαδ

ΡΕΑΛ ΕΣΤΑΤΕ

Τηε ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Προπερτψ 

Ινδεξ advanced 2.91%. 
Τηε θυαρτερ σαω 210 

asset trades, representing $11.3 
βιλλιον οφ τρανσαχτιοναλ ϖολυmε, 

comfortably ahead of the $5.1 bil−
lion 10-year average and the prior 
10-year peak of $8.7 billion in the 
second quarter of 2007.

Α Ροχκψ Ροαδ  

το Ρεϖιϖαλ

ΦΥΝD ΣΠΟΝΣΟΡ

Despite preceding quar−
ters marked with volatil−
ity, equities displayed a 

brief revival. Endowment/founda−

tions and public funds performed 
well, ahead of other fund types. 
Χορπορατε πλανσ σαω α σmαλλ 

improvement in funded ratio over 
both the quarter and the year. 

Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

Βροαδ Μαρκετ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ 

Φουρτη Θυαρτερ 2015

Cash (90-Day T-Bills)

U.S. Equity (Russell 3000)

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

Emerging Equity (MSCI Em. Mkts.)

U.S. Fixed (Barclays Aggregate)

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

Real Estate (NCREIF Property)

Hedge Funds (CS HFI)

Commodities (Bloomberg)

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

NCREIF, Russell Investment Group

-0.57%

-1.38%

2.91%

-0.12%

0.03%

-10.55%

6.27%

3.30%

0.73%

 

Βαχκ ιν Βλαχκ   

Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ

Wιτη τηε στρονγεστ θυαρ−

τερ οφ τηε ψεαρ (+7.04%), 

τηε Σ&Π 500 Ινδεξ ωασ 

able to inish 2015 in the black 
(+1.38%.) All capitalization ranges 
advanced, though larger per−
formed better for the second con−

σεχυτιϖε θυαρτερ (Ρυσσελλ 1000 

Ινδεξ: +6.50% and Ρυσσελλ 2000 

Ινδεξ: +3.59%).

Υνωαρραντεδ  

Πεσσιmισm?  

ΕΧΟΝΟΜΨ

Τηε γλοβαλ εχονοmψ 

seemed to improve as 
2015 unfolded, but mar−

ket sentiment turned sharply nega−

tive as the year drew to a close. 
Moderate growth continued through 
the third and fourth quarters, par−
ticularly in the U.S., and GDP grew 
2.4% φορ τηε ψεαρ.

6
Π Α Γ Ε

2
Π Α Γ Ε

19
Π Α Γ Ε

 

Τακε Ιτ Εασψ

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ

Bond markets stut−
tered in the U.S. after 
the Federal Reserve 

announced a rate increase. The 
yield curve lattened and spreads 
were mixed. The Βαρχλαψσ 

Αγγρεγατε Ινδεξ dropped 0.57%; 
τηε Βαρχλαψσ Χορπορατε Ηιγη 

Ψιελδ Ινδεξ slumped 2.07%.
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Σλιπ �ν Σλιδε

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ 

The U.S. dollar contin−

ued its appreciation as 
the benchmark’s hedged 

equivalent returned 0.58% for the 
quarter and 1.55% for the year.  The 
Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖερνmεντ 

Βονδ Ινδεξ declined 1.38% for the 
quarter and 5.54% for the year. 
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Υνωαρραντεδ Πεσσιmισm? 

ΕΧΟΝΟΜΨ |  ϑαψ Κλοεπφερ

The global economy seemed to improve as 2015 unfolded, but 
market sentiment turned sharply negative as the year drew to a 
close. Is this pessimism warranted? The data instead suggests 
that moderate growth continued through the third and fourth 
θυαρτερσ, παρτιχυλαρλψ ιν τηε Υ.Σ. Αφτερ α σλοω σταρτ το τηε ψεαρ, 

real GDP in the U.S. grew 3.9% in the second quarter and 2.0% 
in the third. GDP growth slowed to just 0.7% in the fourth quar−
ter, pulled down by an inventory cycle, the plunge in energy-
sector capital spending, and pain in the manufacturing sector 
and exports in general due to a strong dollar. Solid growth in 
consumer spending and housing provided enough of a sound 
foundation to ight these headwinds and keep the U.S. economy 
on a modest growth path. GDP grew 2.4% for the year, matching 
2014. Growth in non-U.S. developed markets is relatively weak 
but continued to irm up; both Japan and Europe reported GDP 
growth of 1.6% in the third quarter. 

Consumer spending in the U.S. has been supported by solid 
gains in the job market, real disposable income, and a recovery 
in housing asset values. December saw a gain of 292,000 jobs, 
the highest monthly gain in 2015. Payrolls climbed by 2.65 mil−
λιον οϖερ τηε ψεαρ φορ αν αϖεραγε οφ 221,000. Υνεmπλοψmεντ φελλ 

to 5.0% in October and held steady through December, as the 
labor force surged. With the Fed focused on unemployment and 
the labor force, the December jobs report certainly supported 
the Fed’s decision to raise interest rates. As the year drew to 
a close, the outlook for consumers was positive, and will likely 
remain so. The University of Michigan’s Index of Consumer 
Conidence slipped from a reading of 98 at the start of 2015 to 
87 in the third quarter when global equity markets were roiled by 
China, but conidence surged back to a reading of 93 through 
the last three months of the year. For reference, a reading above 
80 suggests a positive outlook by consumers. Real disposable 
(after-tax) income grew an estimated 3.6% in 2015, fueling a 
2.2% rise in consumption spending. Auto sales surged to 17.4 
million units in 2015, up from 16.4 million in 2014 and 14.4 mil−
lion in 2012. Pent-up demand may inally be close to satisied.

Consumers clearly beneitted from falling energy prices. 
Lower gasoline prices provide an effective boost to disposable 
income. Oil peaked at $135 per barrel in July 2008, started 
2015 at $52, and closed the year at $38 (the Brent crude spot 
price). The impact of energy on the measure of inlation is sig−

niicant. U.S. Core CPI, which excludes energy and food, stood 
at 2.25% for December (measured year-over-year). Headline 
CPI, which includes energy, held near zero for most of the 
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Υ.Σ. ΕΧΟΝΟΜΨ (Continued)

year. Once energy prices stabilize, we expect they will cease 
to have the same disinlationary impact and will begin to add 
volatility to headline CPI. Similar forces are affecting Europe, 
where headline inlation is also close to zero; much of periph−

eral Europe is mired in delation.

The rise in the value of the dollar has complicated the measure 
of price inlation for consumers. Versus a trade-weighted basket 
of major currencies, the dollar was up approximately 10% over 
the course of 2015. Prices of imports fell for consumers, adding 
to disinlationary pressures. On the other hand, exports become 
more expensive, and U.S. manufacturing has clearly suffered 
from the dollar’s upward move. The ISM Index for manufactur−
ing fell to 48.2 in December, its lowest level since June 2009. 
A reading below 50 suggests contraction in activity. Adding to 
the pressure on manufacturing from a strong dollar, inventories 
were built earlier in 2015 and in 2014 in anticipation of stron−

ger global growth, and these inventories are now being worked 
down, further reducing the need for manufacturing output. The 
ISM Index for non-manufacturing remained above 50, with a 
reading of 55.3 in December, but this is the lowest level in almost 
τωο ψεαρσ.

On balance, the economic data show modest growth continuing 
ιν τηε Υ.Σ., αλτηουγη τηε ρατε ισ συβσταντιαλλψ βελοω τηατ οφ πρεϖι−

ous recoveries. GDP growth has averaged close to 2.2% since 
2010, compared to the 3% or higher achieved in the past.

 

Τηε Λονγ−Τερm ςιεω  

2015

4τη Θτρ

Περιοδσ ενδεδ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

Ινδεξ Ψεαρ 5 Ψρσ 10 Ψρσ 25 Ψρσ

Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ

Russell 3000 6.27 0.48 12.18 7.35 10.03

S&P 500 7.04 1.38 12.57 7.31 9.82

Russell 2000 3.59 −4.41 9.19 6.80 10.50

Νον−Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ

ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ 4.71 -0.81 3.60 3.03 5.40

ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ 0.73 −14.60 −4.47 3.95 8.63

S&P ex-U.S. Small Cap 5.21 5.92 5.51 5.33 6.80

Φιξεδ Ινχοmε

Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε -0.57 0.55 3.25 4.51 6.15

90−Dαψ Τ−Βιλλ 0.03 0.05 0.07 1.24 2.93

Barclays Long G/C −0.94 −3.30 6.98 6.45 8.08

Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Γοϖτ -1.38 -5.54 −1.30 3.05 5.37

Ρεαλ Εστατε

NCREIF Property 2.91 13.33 12.18 7.76 8.05

FTSE NAREIT Equity 7.26 3.20 11.96 7.41 12.13

Αλτερνατιϖεσ

CS Hedge Fund −0.12 −0.71 3.55 4.97 �

Cambridge PE* � 11.38 16.03 12.65 15.73

Bloomberg Commodity -10.52 −24.66 −13.47 −6.43 �

Gold Spot Price −4.93 −10.46 -5.70 7.41 4.02

Inlation – CPI-U −0.60 0.73 1.53 1.86 2.30

*Private equity data is time-weighted return for periods ended June 30, 2015.

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

Investment Group, Standard & Poor’s, Thomson/Cambridge, Bureau of  Economic 

Analysis.

Ρεχεντ Θυαρτερλψ Ινδιχατορσ

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

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

Nonfarm Business–Productivity Growth -0.5%* 2.2% 3.5% −1.1% −2.2% 3.1% 2.8% -3.5%

GDP Growth 0.7% 2.0% 3.9% 0.6% 2.1% 4.3% 4.6% −0.9%

Manufacturing Capacity Utilization 76.1% 76.3% 75.9% 75.9% 76.2% 75.7% 75.1% 74.2%

Consumer Sentiment Index (1966=100)  91.3  90.8  94.2  95.5  89.8  83.0  82.8  80.9 

*Estimate.

Sources: Bureau of  Economic Analysis, Bureau of  Labor Statistics, Federal Reserve, IHS Economics, Reuters/University of  Michigan.
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Α Ροχκψ Ροαδ το Ρεϖιϖαλ 

ΦΥΝD ΣΠΟΝΣΟΡ |  Rufash Lama

Despite preceding quarters marked with volatility, global equi−
ties displayed a brief revival, particularly in October. Central 
banks in Japan and Europe afirmed their decision to increase 
accommodative policies to support their respective economies. 
For the quarter, U.S. equity markets edged ahead of non-U.S. 
(Ρυσσελλ 3000 Ινδεξ: +6.27%, ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ Ινδεξ: +4.71%) 

while both U.S. and non-U.S. ixed income markets retreated 
(Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε Ινδεξ: -0.57%, Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ 

Γοϖερνmεντ Βονδ Ινδεξ: -1.38%). 

Performance varied, albeit marginally, for the different fund 
types. Endowment/foundations and public funds performed 
well, leading across all percentiles. Corporate plans, although 
positive, trailed the other plan types. We have observed a con−

tinued divergence between different asset owners as corporate 
plans seek to de-risk. While performance dispersion was mod−

est, in the 90th percentile public plans surpassed corporate 
πλανσ βψ 1.10%.

Following December’s interest rate hike, bond strategies saw 
substantial outlows on concerns about high-yield issuers, to the 
dismay of corporate plans. Corporate plans saw a small improve−

ment in funded ratio over both the last quarter and the year. The 
median and average funded status of U.S. corporate deined 

beneit plans were 82.7% and 83.0%, respectively, based on a 
peer group* of seven different funded ratio measures. Over the 
ψεαρ, λιαβιλιτιεσ φελλ ασ ιντερεστ ρατεσ ροσε, ωηιλε ασσετ ρετυρνσ ιν 

both equity and ixed income were lat. 

Endowment/foundations performed well due to an overweight 
to U.S. stocks and relatively low exposure to U.S. ixed income. 
Despite trailing in the 10- and 15-year periods, Taft Hartley 
plans have performed best in the three- and ive-year periods 
primarily due to their relatively high exposure to real estate and 
λοω εξποσυρε το νον−Υ.Σ. εθυιτιεσ. 

Χαλλαν Dαταβασε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

Φυνδ Σπονσορ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Πυβλιχ Dαταβασε 2.96 0.33 7.50 6.99 5.78 5.64

Χορπορατε Dαταβασε 2.35 −0.97 6.33 6.95 5.89 5.64

Ενδοωmεντσ/Φουνδατιονσ Dαταβασε 2.95 −0.75 6.58 6.21 5.55 5.46

Ταφτ−Ηαρτλεψ Dαταβασε 2.78 1.15 8.02 7.31 5.51 5.38

Diversiied Manager Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Ασσετ Αλλοχατορ Στψλε 3.04 −1.07 7.85 7.45 6.15 5.92

Υ.Σ. Βαλανχεδ Dαταβασε 2.98 −0.89 7.34 6.71 5.76 5.70

Γλοβαλ Βαλανχεδ Dαταβασε 1.67 −1.88 4.65 5.07 5.25 6.73

60% Russell 3000 + 40% Barclays Agg 3.53 0.66 9.40 8.82 6.65 5.70

60% MSCI World + 40% Barclays Glbl Agg 2.93 −1.61 5.05 5.02 4.76 4.62

* The peer group includes funded ratio measures provided by large, institutional investment and actuarial consultants, as well as investment management firms. 

**Returns less than one year are not annualized.

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

 10th Percentile  3.70 3.61 3.91 3.75

 25th Percentile  3.35 3.08 3.53 3.31

 Median  2.96 2.35 2.95 2.78

 75th Percentile  2.44 1.63 2.24 2.32

 90th Percentile  1.78 0.68 1.47 1.67

Source: Callan

Χαλλαν Φυνδ Σπονσορ Ρετυρνσ φορ τηε Θυαρτερ
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ΦΥΝD ΣΠΟΝΣΟΡ (Continued)

As of the most recent quarter, all fund types have displayed 
performance within a 5–6% range over longer time frames. A 
U.S.-focused benchmark of 60% Russell 3000 + 40% Barclays 
Aggregate (+3.53%) now outperforms the broader, 60% MSCI 

World + 40% Barclays Global Aggregate (+2.93%) benchmark 
over multiple time periods. Callan’s U.S. Balanced Database 
group has outperformed the Global Balanced Database group 
in all periods except 15 years. 

*Latest median quarter return.

Source: Callan
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Source: Russell Investment Group 

Βαχκ ιν Βλαχκ 

Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Λαυρεν Ματηιασ, ΧΦΑ 

Αλτηουγη τηε φουρτη θυαρτερ ωασ τηε στρονγεστ οφ τηε ψεαρ, τηε 

journey was volatile. October proved to be a welcome turn−

around after a stumbling third quarter as U.S. indices landed 
one of their strongest single months since the inancial crisis 
(Σ&Π 500 Ινδεξ: +8.44% in October). Yet a slowing Chinese 
economy, other weak emerging markets, commodity price 
declines, and the strength of the U.S. dollar led to a middling 
November and disappointing December. Despite this, the U.S. 
Federal Reserve deemed the U.S. economy to be in a strong 
enough position for a rate increase, citing improved labor mar−
ket conditions and subdued inlation. The price of oil continued 
to decline, and consumer conidence remained above average 
and provided a small tailwind to the market.
 

Growth continued to build its lead on value in the fourth quarter 
(Ρυσσελλ 1000 Γροωτη Ινδεξ: +7.32% and Ρυσσελλ 1000 ςαλυε 

Ινδεξ: +5.64%); over the year the difference was profound 

(+5.67% vs. -3.83%, respectively). All U.S. equity indices 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 
ωαψ γαινινγ 9.34%.

Large cap sectors continued their strong performance, led 
by Materials & Processing, Technology, and Health Care. In 
small cap, Energy trailed signiicantly, Health Care produced 
the strongest positive result, and only Consumer Discretionary 
showed a strong directional difference. Commodity price 
declines and slow global growth were major factors behind 
Energy’s stumble. Biotech companies led small cap Health 
Care. Active managers struggled again in such a narrow mar−
ket, especially in large cap where the S&P 500 Index total 
annual return (with dividends) would have been negative 
without three stocks: Amazon, Microsoft, and GE. Investors 

Russell 1000 Russell 2000

EnergyUtilitiesConsumer

Discretionary

Financial

Services

Producer

Durables

Consumer

Staples

Health CareTechnologyMaterials &

Processing

8.8%

4.5%

8.8%

5.9%

9.8%

7.8%

4.7%

7.4%

2.8%

5.8%

3.4%

4.9%

-2.7%

3.9%

6.0%

-0.6%

-10.6%

8.7%

Εχονοmιχ Σεχτορ Θυαρτερλψ Περφορmανχε 

Note: As of  the fourth quarter of  2015, the Capital Markets Review reports sector-specific return using the Russell Global Sectors (RGS) classification system rather than the 

Global Industry Classification Standard (GICS) system. RGS uses a three-tier classification system containing nine sectors; GICS uses a four-tier system containing ten sectors.
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Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ (Continued)

preferred the safety of these and other large-cap companies. 
Equity volatility as measured by the VIX increased during the 
quarter but ended the year below average. Assets contin−

ued to low into passive funds and ETFs, further challenging 
αχτιϖε mαναγερσ. 

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

but for the full year four stocks were down for every three that 
rose (in the S&P 500). Despite this, broad market valuations 
remain above average, leading to questionable prospects as 
ωε εντερ 2016. 

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

 10th Percentile  9.48 7.07 6.36 4.55

 25th Percentile  8.62 6.05 5.09 3.57

 Median  7.75 5.46 3.00 2.55

 75th Percentile  6.59 4.73 0.90 1.87

 90th Percentile  5.80 3.87 -1.35 0.44

   R1000 Growth R1000 Value  R2000 Growth  R2000 Value

 Benchmark  7.32 5.64 4.32 2.88

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

Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ Ινδεξ Χηαραχτεριστιχσ ασ οφ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

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

Cap Range Min ($mm)  1,360 2 149 149 2 2

Cap Range Max ($bn) 586.86 606.41 606.41 28.85 12.06 6.42

Νυmβερ οφ Ισσυεσ 504 2,968 1,018 818 2,460 1,988

% of Russell 3000 81% 100% 92% 27% 17% 8%

Wtd Avg Mkt Cap ($bn) 128.44 106.38 115.12 12.09 4.06 1.88

Price/Book Ratio 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.3 2.0 1.9

Forward P/E Ratio 16.3 16.7 16.5 17.9 18.1 18.8

Dividend Yield 2.2% 2.1% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6%

5-Yr Earnings (forecasted) 10.3% 10.9% 10.7% 10.9% 12.1% 13.2%

Sources: Russell Investment Group, Standard & Poor’s.
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Χαλλαν Στψλε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

Λαργε Χαπ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Λαργε Χαπ Χορε Στψλε 6.59 1.38 15.48 12.59 7.76 5.77

Λαργε Χαπ Γροωτη Στψλε 7.75 6.43 17.03 13.23 8.65 4.82

Λαργε Χαπ ςαλυε Στψλε 5.46 −2.56 13.76 11.70 7.01 6.84

Αγγρεσσιϖε Γροωτη Στψλε 5.12 5.53 16.47 11.59 8.71 5.30

Χοντραριαν Στψλε 4.90 −4.29 13.05 11.00 6.91 7.33

Ψιελδ−Οριεντεδ Στψλε 5.78 −2.99 11.91 10.91 7.32 7.12

Russell 3000 6.27 0.48 14.74 12.18 7.35 5.39

Russell 1000 6.50 0.92 15.01 12.44 7.40 5.25

Russell 1000 Growth 7.32 5.67 16.83 13.53 8.53 4.33

Russell 1000 Value 5.64 -3.83 13.08 11.27 6.16 5.86

S&P Composite 1500 6.59 1.01 14.84 12.35 7.39 5.39

S&P 500 7.04 1.38 15.13 12.57 7.31 5.00

ΝΨΣΕ 4.11 −4.09 9.14 9.39 6.25 5.55
Dow Jones Industrials 7.70 0.21 12.66 11.30 7.75 5.80

Μιδ Χαπ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Μιδ Χαπ Χορε Στψλε 3.61 0.15 15.13 12.33 8.31 9.28

Μιδ Χαπ Γροωτη Στψλε 3.04 0.28 14.04 11.02 8.69 6.88

Μιδ Χαπ ςαλυε Στψλε 3.23 −2.95 13.46 11.02 8.46 10.13

Russell Midcap 3.62 −2.44 14.18 11.44 8.00 8.15
S&P MidCap 400 2.60 -2.18 12.76 10.68 8.18 8.32

Σmαλλ Χαπ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Σmαλλ Χαπ Χορε Στψλε 3.23 −1.80 13.86 11.38 8.04 9.88

Σmαλλ Χαπ Γροωτη Στψλε 3.00 −1.29 14.29 11.06 8.36 7.10

Σmαλλ Χαπ ςαλυε Στψλε 2.55 −3.82 12.43 10.30 7.87 10.68

Russell 2000 3.59 −4.41 11.65 9.19 6.80 7.28

S&P SmallCap 600 3.72 −1.97 13.57 11.48 8.00 8.92

ΝΑΣDΑΘ 8.71 6.96 19.80 14.97 9.72 5.75

Σmιδ Χαπ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Σmιδ Χαπ Βροαδ Στψλε 2.86 −0.99 13.35 11.31 8.66 9.41

Σmιδ Χαπ Γροωτη Στψλε 2.86 −0.37 13.99 11.70 8.61 8.03

Σmιδ Χαπ ςαλυε Στψλε 2.00 −3.85 11.96 9.99 8.13 10.42

Russell 2500 3.28 −2.90 12.46 10.32 7.56 8.08

S&P 1000 2.93 −2.11 13.02 10.92 8.11 8.48

Ρυσσελλ 3000 Σεχτορσ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Χονσυmερ Dισχρετιοναρψ 4.28 4.95 17.50 16.16 10.00 �

Χονσυmερ Σταπλεσ 7.72 7.96 17.46 15.28 11.93 �

Ενεργψ −0.93 −23.11 -4.56 −1.47 2.98 �

Φινανχιαλ Σερϖιχεσ 5.58 0.68 15.58 11.48 1.53 �

Health Care 8.81 7.14 24.32 20.51 11.22 �

Materials & Processing 8.32 -8.52 6.34 5.74 6.15 �

Producer Durables 6.99 -3.45 14.27 11.11 6.76 �

Τεχηνολογψ 8.57 4.04 16.86 12.29 9.46 �

Υτιλιτιεσ 4.06 −1.74 9.66 9.81 7.27 �

*Returns less than one year are not annualized.

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

Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ (Continued)
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Τεχη Τακεσ Οϖερ 

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |   Ιρινα Συσηχη

Surging merger activity, robust tech sector gains, and stronger-
than-expected corporate proits drove a positive fourth quarter 
φορ νον−Υ.Σ. mαρκετσ (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Ινδεξ: +3.30%). 

Total global M&A volume in 2015 surpassed $4.3 trillion, break−

ing the previous record set in 2007. Companies were persuaded 
to sign deals by the availability of cheap debt and the desire 
to stay competitive and eficient in a slow-growth environment. 
The strengthening dollar boosted returns of international export-
oriented companies. 

Ασ ιν τηε Υ.Σ., γροωτη (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Γροωτη: +5.04%) 
fared better than value (ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ ςαλυε: +1.50%). 
Τηε ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Ινδεξ (+0.73%) delivered paltry 
returns in comparison to its developed-market counterpart the 
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%). Among sectors, Information 
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 
lagged for two straight quarters. Crude oil ended the year below 
$40 per barrel, down 17.85% for the quarter, due to unrelenting 
excess 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 in 
December when the central bank cut its deposit rate by only 
0.10%, and extended the existing bond-buying program by six 
months. Returns faltered, yet the ΜΣΧΙ Ευροπε Ινδεξ ended 
τηε θυαρτερ υπ 2.49%. 

Japanese stocks closed the year on a high note (ΜΣΧΙ ϑαπαν: 

+9.34%; YTD: +9.57%). The weak yen boosted automobile 
companies, and health care companies fared well due to 
robust drug pipelines. The country also completed the largest 
state asset sale since 1987 with the privatization of Japan Post 
Holdings, accompanied by ramped up stimulus measures. The 

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

 10th Percentile  7.67 6.42 4.24 8.75

 25th Percentile  6.09 5.66 2.08 7.71

 Median  5.34 4.65 1.42 6.53

 75th Percentile  4.24 3.52 0.56 5.48

 90th Percentile  3.44 2.59 -0.27 3.03

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

 Benchmark  5.50 3.30 0.73 5.28

Sources: Callan, MSCI 
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remainder of Southeast Asia and the Paciic also enjoyed gains 
(MSCI Paciic ex Japan Index: +8.29%). New Zealand led the 
pack, up 18.15%, due to increased tourism and the positive 
impact of Industrials and Materials. Australia thrived (+9.96%) 
on a strong inancial sector; the largest Aussie banks raised 
ηοmε−λοαν ρατεσ. 
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ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ (Continued)

Emerging market countries produced a spectrum of returns, 
but collectively closed slightly ahead (+0.73%). Information 
Technology (+6.46%) buoyed returns. Insecurities about U.S. 
monetary policy were assuaged by the U.S. Federal Reserve 
raising rates. China (+4.03%) was more even-tempered than 
λαστ 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 ιν 2016. Τηε ρεστ οφ εmεργινγ Ασια 

also had a positive quarter (ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Ασια 

Ινδεξ: +3.53%). Indonesia gained 20.87%, with signiicant 
advances in all sectors, thanks to progressive policies and 
reforms pursued by the government. 

On the negative end, Greece’s inancial woes continued 
(-18.99%). Russian stocks declined 3.99% as the economy dete−

riorated further. Emerging Europe sank 5.13%. The Middle East 
did not fare well amid ongoing political turbulence and declining 

oil prices. South Africa 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 rating was cut to below investment grade.
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Best Performers Worst Performers

Θυαρτερλψ ανδ Αννυαλ Χουντρψ Περφορmανχε Σναπσηοτ

Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ: Στρονγ ανδ Στρυγγλινγ Σεχτορσ 

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

Χουντρψ Τοταλ Λοχαλ Χυρρενχψ Wτγ

Αυστραλια 9.96% 6.13% 3.60% 6.84%

Αυστρια 6.85% 9.80% -2.68% 0.18%

Βελγιυm 13.64% 16.77% -2.68% 1.43%

Dενmαρκ 6.69% 9.67% −2.72% 1.90%

Finland 9.64% 12.67% -2.68% 0.90%

Φρανχε 1.67% 4.47% -2.68% 9.74%

Γερmανψ 7.70% 10.67% -2.68% 9.10%

Hong Kong 6.01% 6.01% 0.00% 3.09%

Ireland 6.99% 9.94% -2.68% 0.40%

Ισραελ 8.91% 7.90% 0.87% 0.76%

Ιταλψ −2.32% 0.38% -2.68% 2.36%

ϑαπαν 9.34% 9.83% −0.44% 23.44%

Netherlands 3.14% 6.11% -2.68% 2.88%

New Zealand 18.15% 10.40% 7.02% 0.16%

Νορωαψ -0.52% 3.22% −3.63% 0.55%

Portugal 4.23% 7.11% -2.68% 0.15%

Σινγαπορε 4.24% 4.01% 0.23% 1.25%

Σπαιν -2.55% 0.14% -2.68% 3.18%

Sweden 2.43% 2.96% -0.52% 2.87%

Switzerland 2.04% 4.54% −2.39% 9.41%

Υ.Κ. 0.73% 3.52% −2.70% 19.39%

Sources: MSCI, Russell Investment Group, Standard & Poor’s.
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Στψλε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

Νον−Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Νον−Υ.Σ. Εθυιτψ Στψλε 4.65 0.62 5.82 4.70 4.24 5.42

ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ 4.71 -0.81 5.01 3.60 3.03 3.54

ΜΣΧΙ ΕΑΦΕ (λοχαλ) 6.34 5.33 12.30 7.85 3.22 2.67

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ 3.30 -5.25 1.94 1.51 3.38 4.46

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Γροωτη 5.04 −0.91 3.90 2.48 4.02 3.96

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ ςαλυε 1.50 -9.59 -0.08 0.49 2.68 4.87

Γλοβαλ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Γλοβαλ Εθυιτψ Στψλε 5.34 0.11 10.20 8.13 6.09 5.49

MSCI World 5.50 -0.87 9.63 7.59 4.98 4.04

MSCI World (local) 6.22 2.08 13.04 9.58 4.95 3.60

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ 5.15 -1.84 8.26 6.66 5.31 4.67

Ρεγιοναλ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

ΜΣΧΙ Ευροπε 2.49 -2.84 4.51 3.88 3.36 3.47

ΜΣΧΙ Ευροπε (λοχαλ) 5.17 4.91 10.10 6.94 3.94 2.56

ΜΣΧΙ ϑαπαν 9.34 9.57 10.17 4.38 0.91 2.12

ΜΣΧΙ ϑαπαν (λοχαλ) 9.83 9.93 22.99 12.95 1.10 2.48

MSCI Paciic ex Japan 8.29 -8.47 −1.32 0.87 6.07 8.15

MSCI Paciic ex Japan (local) 5.90 -0.98 6.80 5.38 5.74 6.46

Εmεργινγ/Φροντιερ Μαρκετσ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Εmεργινγ Μαρκετ Στψλε 1.42 −13.68 −4.91 −3.46 4.79 10.13

ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ 0.73 −14.60 −6.42 −4.47 3.95 8.87

ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ (λοχαλ) 1.56 -5.40 1.20 1.27 6.36 10.22

ΜΣΧΙ Φροντιερ Μαρκετσ −1.23 −14.46 4.79 0.36 −1.70 �

Νον−Υ.Σ. Σmαλλ Χαπ Εθυιτψ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Νον−Υ.Σ. Σmαλλ Χαπ Στψλε 6.53 9.90 11.48 8.05 6.80 9.73

MSCI World ex USA Small Cap 5.82 5.46 7.82 4.39 4.09 7.35

ΜΣΧΙ ΑΧWΙ εξ ΥΣΑ Σmαλλ Χαπ 5.28 2.60 5.64 2.63 4.95 8.24

ΜΣΧΙ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετ Σmαλλ Χαπ 3.27 -6.85 −1.67 −3.29 6.14 10.86
*Returns less than one year are not annualized.

Sources: Callan, MSCI.

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΕΘΥΙΤΨ (Continued)
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Τακε Ιτ Εασψ 

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ |  Κεϖιν Ναγψ

Yields rose in the fourth quarter as the Federal Reserve 
raised 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 secu−

rity (MBS) spreads tightened while asset-backed (ABS), com−

mercial MBS, and high yield spreads widened. The Βαρχλαψσ 

Αγγρεγατε Ινδεξ dropped 0.57%. 

According to the Fed, the economy showed signs of moderate 
growth, driven by ixed investment from businesses, household 
spending, and a strengthening housing sector. So after months 
of restraint, the Fed raised the federal funds rate band by 0.25% 
to 0.25%–0.50%. The Fed speciically cited a strong labor market 
as a key reason behind the decision. The 10-year U.S. Treasury 
yield increased to 2.27%. The breakeven inlation rate (the dif−
ference between nominal and real yields) on 10-year Treasuries 
increased from 1.43% to 1.58% as TIPS outperformed nominal 
Treasuries. This measure rebounded from last quarter, when it 
reached its lowest level since 2008 (1.43%).

Every sector in the Barclays Aggregate posted negative quar−
terly returns. Relative to like-duration Treasuries, the strongest 
performer was U.S. MBS which, although down 0.10%, beat 
Treasuries by 0.61%. Credit (-0.52%) was the only other sector 
to outperform Treasuries (+0.50% relative to Treasuries), buoyed 
βψ στρονγ περφορmανχε ιν τηε Φινανχιαλσ σεχτορ (+1.09% ρελατιϖε 

to Treasuries). Both ABS and U.S. agencies outperformed like-
duration Treasuries for the year, despite trailing in the quarter.

   Interm Core Bond Core Plus Ext Maturity  High Yld
  Style Style Style Style Style

 10th Percentile  -0.27 -0.19 -0.06 -0.50 -0.37

 25th Percentile  -0.41 -0.34 -0.36 -0.71 -0.98

 Median  -0.48 -0.45 -0.51 -0.82 -1.62

 75th Percentile  -0.63 -0.65 -0.72 -1.12 -2.09

 90th Percentile  -0.72 -0.87 -1.18 -1.51 -2.99

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

 Benchmark  -0.51 -0.57 -0.57 -0.94 -2.07

Sources: Barclays, Callan

-4%

-3%

-2%

-1%

0%

Χαλλαν Στψλε Γρουπ Θυαρτερλψ ΡετυρνσΥ.Σ. Τρεασυρψ Ψιελδ Χυρϖεσ

-1%

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

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

07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 1506

Source: Bloomberg

Ηιστοριχαλ 10−Ψεαρ Ψιελδσ 

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

Maturity (Years)

Source: Bloomberg

December 31, 2015 September 30, 2015 December 31, 2014

302520151050



13Κνοωλεδγε. Εξπεριενχε. Ιντεγριτψ.

Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ (Continued)

High yield corporate bonds slumped as the Βαρχλαψσ Χορπορατε 

Ηιγη Ψιελδ Ινδεξ ended the quarter down 2.07%. The Index 
receded 4.47% for the year and underperformed Treasuries by 
5.77%. New issuance was $35.6 billion for the quarter, down 
from $42.8 billion. New issue activity for 2015 was $260.5 billion, 
16.3% λοωερ τηαν 2014.

Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Ινδεξ Χηαραχτεριστιχσ ασ οφ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

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

Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε 2.59 5.68 7.94 100.00

Barclays Govt/Credit 2.51 6.22 8.49 100.00 68.90

Intermediate 2.06 3.97 4.31 78.98 54.42

Λονγ−Τερm 4.19 14.67 24.20 21.02 14.48

Βαρχλαψσ Γοϖτ 1.72 5.71 7.02 56.97 39.25

Barclays Credit 3.54 6.90 10.43 43.03 29.65

Βαρχλαψσ ΜΒΣ 2.77 4.49 6.89 28.64

Βαρχλαψσ ΑΒΣ 1.88 2.32 2.47 0.56

Βαρχλαψσ ΧΜΒΣ 2.97 4.99 5.62 1.83

Barclays Corp High Yield 8.74 4.34 6.19

Source: Barclays

Excess Return versus Like-Duration Treasuries
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Χαλλαν Στψλε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

Βροαδ Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Χορε Βονδ Στψλε −0.45 0.82 1.71 3.77 4.96 5.40

Χορε Βονδ Πλυσ Στψλε −0.51 0.20 1.77 4.17 5.36 5.96

Βαρχλαψσ Αγγρεγατε -0.57 0.55 1.44 3.25 4.51 4.97

Barclays Govt/Credit −0.74 0.15 1.21 3.39 4.47 5.01

Βαρχλαψσ Γοϖτ −0.91 0.86 1.01 2.77 4.10 4.53

Barclays Credit -0.52 −0.77 1.49 4.38 5.18 5.82

Citi Broad Investment Grade -0.53 0.53 1.41 3.23 4.60 5.04

Λονγ−Τερm Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Εξτενδεδ Ματυριτψ Στψλε −0.82 −3.34 2.10 7.42 6.93 7.43

Barclays Long Govt/Credit −0.94 −3.30 1.70 6.98 6.45 7.07

Βαρχλαψσ Λονγ Γοϖτ -1.38 −1.16 2.55 7.65 6.67 6.97

Barclays Long Credit −0.66 -4.56 1.23 6.49 6.19 7.28

Citi Pension Discount Curve 0.77 −3.04 2.85 9.28 7.80 9.19

Ιντερmεδιατε−Τερm Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Ιντερmεδιατε Στψλε −0.48 1.26 1.32 2.93 4.54 4.94

Barclays Intermediate Aggregate -0.51 1.21 1.41 2.74 4.26 4.67

Barclays Intermediate Govt/Credit −0.69 1.07 1.10 2.58 4.04 4.53

Barclays Intermediate Govt -0.84 1.18 0.81 2.02 3.71 4.07

Barclays Intermediate Credit -0.45 0.90 1.61 3.63 4.82 5.35

Σηορτ−Τερm Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Dεφενσιϖε Στψλε −0.24 0.91 0.90 1.45 3.05 3.42

Αχτιϖε Dυρατιον Στψλε −0.42 1.17 1.53 3.28 4.60 5.27

Money Market Funds (net of fees) 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 1.17 1.41

ΜΛ Τρεασυρψ 1�3−Ψεαρ −0.44 0.54 0.51 0.70 2.42 2.84

90−Dαψ Τρεασυρψ Βιλλσ 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.07 1.24 1.61

Ηιγη Ψιελδ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Ηιγη Ψιελδ Στψλε −1.62 −3.10 2.41 5.47 6.95 7.79

Barclays Corporate High Yield −2.07 −4.47 1.69 5.04 6.96 7.59

ML High Yield Master −2.09 -4.55 1.64 4.84 6.74 7.41

Μορτγαγε/Ασσετ−Βαχκεδ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Μορτγαγε Στψλε −0.16 1.72 2.34 3.63 4.96 5.34

Βαρχλαψσ ΜΒΣ −0.10 1.51 2.01 2.96 4.64 4.90

Βαρχλαψσ ΑΒΣ -0.57 1.25 0.95 2.31 3.29 4.00

Βαρχλαψσ ΧΜΒΣ −1.24 0.97 1.68 4.09 5.20 5.79

Μυνιχιπαλ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Βαρχλαψσ Μυνι 1.50 3.30 3.16 5.35 4.72 5.01

Βαρχλαψσ Μυνι 1�10−Ψεαρ 0.79 2.45 2.24 3.56 4.08 4.25

Βαρχλαψσ Μυνι 3−Ψεαρ −0.01 1.18 1.24 1.81 3.01 3.24

ΤΙΠΣ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Barclays TIPS Full Duration −0.64 −1.44 −2.27 2.55 3.93 5.51

Barclays TIPS 1-10 Year −0.70 -0.52 −1.77 1.64 3.51 4.84

*Returns for less than one year are not annualized.

Sources: Barclays, Callan, Citigroup, Merrill Lynch.

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

Τηε Χιτι Νον−Υ.Σ. Wορλδ Γοϖερνmεντ Βονδ Ινδεξ declined 
1.38% for the quarter and 5.54% for the year. As the U.S. dol−
lar continued to appreciate, the Index’s hedged equivalent 
inched ahead 0.48% for the quarter and 1.52% for the year. The 
yield on 10-year German bunds was volatile throughout 2015: 
it started off the year at 0.54%, sank to 0.18% on March 31, 
climbed to 0.76% on June 30, and eventually ended year at 
0.63%. Adding to the noise of 2015, German debt with maturi−
ties as far out as seven years provided negative yields, indicat−
ing bond investors would have to pay to own before adjusting for 
inlation. Approximately a third of the debt issued by European 
governments had negative yields at the end of the year. U.K. 
sovereigns lagged their European counterparts as the 10-year 
gilt fell 1.36%, pushing yields higher than the 10-year German 
bund. The Bank of England continued to battle weak inlation 
and held interest rates at an all-time low throughout the year. 

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

(Υ.Σ. Dολλαρ)

Χουντρψ Τοταλ Λοχαλ Χυρρενχψ Wτγ

Αυστραλια 3.05% -0.53% 3.60% 2.14%

Αυστρια -2.86% -0.18% -2.68% 1.83%

Βελγιυm −3.13% -0.45% -2.68% 2.98%

Canada −2.79% 0.72% -3.48% 2.35%

Dενmαρκ −3.26% -0.56% −2.72% 0.72%

Finland −2.70% −0.02% -2.68% 0.72%

Φρανχε −2.69% −0.01% -2.68% 11.25%

Γερmανψ −3.03% -0.35% -2.68% 8.80%

Ireland −2.09% 0.61% -2.68% 0.93%

Ιταλψ −1.07% 1.66% -2.68% 11.43%

ϑαπαν 0.74% 1.18% −0.44% 33.36%

Μαλαψσια 4.27% 1.84% 2.38% 0.54%

Μεξιχο -0.89% 1.00% -1.88% 1.14%

Netherlands −2.77% −0.09% -2.68% 2.96%

Νορωαψ -3.58% 0.05% −3.63% 0.33%

Poland −3.09% 0.64% −3.71% 0.66%

Σινγαπορε 0.66% 0.43% 0.23% 0.42%

Σουτη Αφριχα −16.79% -6.75% −10.77% 0.48%

Σπαιν -1.48% 1.24% -2.68% 6.41%

Sweden -2.08% -1.57% -0.52% 0.57%

Switzerland -2.75% −0.37% −2.39% 0.35%

Υ.Κ. −3.99% −1.33% −2.70% 9.63%

Source: Citigroup

The Japanese 10-year bond yield declined to 0.27%, the lowest 
since January. The country dodged a recession as GDP growth 
was revised upwards to 1% through September; the original cal−
culation had it contracting by 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 
yield, European periphery countries outperformed their core-
eurozone counterparts. Italian and Spanish 10-year bonds 
earned 1.82% and 1.43%, respectively. Both countries contin−

ued their recovery from record-long recessions as unemploy−

ment dropped to a three-year low.

10−Ψεαρ Γλοβαλ Γοϖερνmεντ Βονδ Ψιελδσ



16

ΝΟΝ−Υ.Σ. ΦΙΞΕD ΙΝΧΟΜΕ (Continued)

Emerging markets were mired by political and economic strife. 
The dollar-denominated JPM EMBI Global Diversiied Index 
gained 1.25%, outperforming emerging local currency-denom−

inated sovereign debt. The negative currency effect pulled the 
JPM GBI-EM Global Diversiied Index down (-0.01%). 

The South African 10-year bond declined 7.26% (on a dollar-
denominated basis) over worries that the country’s political 
and economic turmoil could result in a downgrade to junk sta−

tus. Investors responded harshly after President Jacob Zuma 
ired Finance Minister Nhlanhla Nene and hired an unknown 

candidate for the job. Additionally, the rand’s exchange rate 
dropped to record lows against major currencies. The local 
currency-denominated South African 10-year bond plum−

meted 28.22% in 2015. Brazilian debt declined 30.69% in 
2015 on a local currency basis, in the midst of a corruption 
scandal and President Rousseff’s possible impeachment. 
Brazil remains in a steep recession after being cut to below 
investment grade by Standard & Poor’s earlier in the year. 

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

 10th Percentile  -0.34 0.41 2.22 0.66

 25th Percentile  -0.62 -0.81 1.74 0.26

 Median  -0.91 -1.19 1.51 -0.19

 75th Percentile  -1.14 -1.36 1.01 -0.44

 90th Percentile  -1.31 -1.88 0.14 -0.97

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

 Benchmark   -1.23 -1.38 1.25 -0.01
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Χαλλαν Στψλε Γρουπ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ

Χαλλαν Στψλε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

Γλοβαλ Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Γλοβαλ Στψλε −0.91 −3.31 −1.75 1.29 4.29 5.34

Citi World Govt −1.23 -3.57 −2.70 -0.08 3.44 4.59

Citi World Govt (Λοχαλ) 0.01 1.28 3.25 3.98 3.74 4.09

Βαρχλαψσ Γλοβαλ Αγγρεγατε −0.92 -3.15 −1.74 0.90 3.74 4.75

Νον−Υ.Σ. Φιξεδ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Νον−Υ.Σ. Στψλε −1.19 −5.89 −3.85 −0.12 3.67 5.27

Citi Non-U.S. World Govt -1.38 -5.54 −4.27 −1.30 3.05 4.43

Citi Non-U.S. World Govt (Λοχαλ) 0.48 1.52 4.20 4.49 3.72 4.01

Ευροπεαν Φιξεδ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Citi Euro Govt Bond −2.23 -8.74 -1.05 1.73 3.77 6.28
Citi Euro Govt Bond (Λοχαλ) 0.47 1.65 4.92 5.73 4.44 5.13

Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ Φιξεδ Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

JPM EMBI Global Diversiied 1.25 1.18 0.99 5.36 6.86 8.99
JPM GBI-EM Global Diversiied −0.01 −14.92 -9.95 -3.48 4.31 �

*Returns less than one year are not annualized. 

Sources: Callan, Citigroup, JPMorgan Chase.

Εmεργινγ Σπρεαδσ Οϖερ Dεϖελοπεδ (By Region)
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Α Στραιγητ βυτ Βυmπψ Ροαδ

ΡΕΑΛ ΕΣΤΑΤΕ |  Mike Pritts

Τηε ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Προπερτψ Ινδεξ advanced 2.91%, recording a 
1.20% income return and a 1.72% appreciation return during 
the quarter. The NCREIF Property Index cash-low return appre−

ciated 0.64% for the quarter and 3.10% for the trailing four quar−
ters. There were 210 asset trades, representing $11.3 billion of 
overall transactional volume, comfortably ahead of the $5.1 bil−
lion 10-year quarterly transaction average and the prior peak of 
$8.7 billion in the second quarter of 2007.

Pricing remained stable as equal-weighted transactional capi−
talization rates decreased to 5.90%, a slight retreat from the 
2015 high (+5.91%) during the third quarter. Over the course 
of the prior cycle, quarterly equal-weighted transactional capi−
talization rates dipped to a low of 5.46% in the fourth quarter of 
2007 and expanded to a peak of 8.46% in the third quarter of 
2009. During the fourth quarter of 2015, appraisal capitalization 
rates decreased from 4.67% to 4.58%. As markets peaked over 
the prior cycle, appraisal capitalization rates declined to a low of 
4.89% in the third quarter of 2008.

Τηε NCREIF Open End Diversiied Core Equity Index notched 
a 3.11% total return, comprising a 1.14% income return and a 
2.20% appreciation return. In the listed real estate market, the 
ΦΤΣΕ ΕΠΡΑ/ΝΑΡΕΙΤ Dεϖελοπεδ ΡΕΙΤ Ινδεξ (USD) gained 
4.40% and U.S. REITs tracked by the ΦΤΣΕ ΝΑΡΕΙΤ Εθυιτψ 

ΡΕΙΤσ Ινδεξ advanced an impressive 7.26%. 

In the U.S., volatility continued as REIT sectors rebounded 
sharply. Positive sector performance was led by Self-Storage 
(+16.76%), followed by Industrial (+8.69%), Residential 
(+8.38%), Retail (+8.10%), Malls (+6.77%), and Health Care 
(+2.61%). The only negative was Lodging (-2.27%).  For the 
year, Residential was the best performer of the primary real 
estate sectors (+10.22%), while Lodging lagged (-18.09%). U.S. 
REITs raised $10.2 billion following the completion of 14 unse−

cured-debt offerings raising $6.9 billion, 14 secondary offerings 

raising $3.1 billion, and two preferred-equity offerings raising 
$117 million. There was one U.S. REIT IPO during the quarter.  
Public equity inancing slightly increased from the third quarter’s 
ive-year low, but remained a challenge.  

During 2015, MSCI and S&P Dow Jones announced that in 
August 2016, they will begin to break out real estate into a dis−

tinct sector rather than continuing to include it in the broader 
group of Financials.  There are currently twenty-ive companies 
included in the S&P 500 Index that will now be included in the 
νεω ρεαλ εστατε σεχτορ.  Wηιλε mοστ χοmmερχιαλ ρεαλ εστατε ιν τηε 

U.S. is traded in the private markets, this change indicates the 
increasing importance of publicly listed real estate.  

In European core markets, pricing appears undeterred by volatil−
ity.  Capital-raising remains robust and has consolidated. Several 
large, commingled vehicles are currently in the market with new 
funds.  According to a survey produced by INREV, many (65%) 
Ευροπεαν ινϖεστορσ εξπεχτ το ινχρεασε τηειρ αλλοχατιον το ρεαλ 

εστατε οϖερ τηε νεξτ τωο ψεαρσ.    

Ρολλινγ Ονε−Ψεαρ Ρετυρνσ
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ΡΕΑΛ ΕΣΤΑΤΕ (Continued)

Χαλλαν Dαταβασε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

Πριϖατε Ρεαλ Εστατε Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Ρεαλ Εστατε Dαταβασε (νετ οφ φεεσ) 2.90 12.90 12.97 12.60 5.47 7.90

NCREIF Property 2.91 13.33 12.04 12.18 7.76 8.96

NFI-ODCE (value wtd. net) 3.11 13.95 12.77 12.60 5.55 6.94

Πυβλιχ Ρεαλ Εστατε Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

ΡΕΙΤ Dαταβασε 7.50 4.48 12.03 12.89 8.32 12.13

FTSE NAREIT Equity 7.26 3.20 11.23 11.96 7.41 11.16

Γλοβαλ Ρεαλ Εστατε Θυαρτερ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ 15 Ψεαρσ

Γλοβαλ ΡΕΙΤ Dαταβασε 4.38 1.03 7.61 8.95 6.15 �

FTSE EPRA/NAREIT Developed REIT 4.40 0.05 6.59 7.97 5.39 9.20

*Returns for less than one year are not annualized.

All REIT returns are reported gross in USD. 

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

ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Τρανσαχτιον ανδ Αππραισαλ Χαπιταλιζατιον Ρατεσ ΝΧΡΕΙΦ Χαπιταλιζατιον Ρατεσ βψ Προπερτψ Τψπε

0%

3%

6%

9%

Appraisal Capitalization RatesTransaction Capitalization Rates

06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15

Source: NCREIF

Note: Transaction capitalization rate is equal-weighted.

0%

3%

6%

9%

IndustrialApartment RetailOffice

06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15

Source: NCREIF

Note: Capitalization rates are appraisal-based.

Asian Real Estate funds continue to raise capital despite a slow−

ing Chinese GDP and record capital outlows in the stock market 
and pressure on the renminbi.  The big question in early 2016 is 
whether continued market uncertainty in the Chinese economy 
ωιλλ αφφεχτ χοmmερχιαλ προπερτψ ϖαλυατιονσ ιν οτηερ παρτσ οφ Ασια 

and the world. 

CMBS issuance reached $23.4 billion, remaining steady since 
the third quarter and slightly down year-over-year ($25.2 billion). 
Total issuance for the trailing-12 months was $101.0 billion, a 
reduction from its second-quarter peak. 
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Πριϖατε Εθυιτψ Περφορmανχε Dαταβασε (%) (Pooled Horizon IRRs through June 30, 2015*)

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

Αλλ ςεντυρε 6.8 26.8 21.0 18.7 11.4 4.0 27.1 

Γροωτη Εθυιτψ 5.0 11.0 15.3 14.6 12.7 9.9 14.9 

Αλλ Βυψουτσ 5.3 7.7 15.7 15.4 12.5 11.3 13.2 

Mezzanine 3.6 8.5 11.3 11.8 10.7 7.8 10.0 

Distressed 1.6 4.2 13.3 12.2 10.4 11.1 11.2 

Αλλ Πριϖατε Εθυιτψ 5.1 10.7 16.1 15.4 12.1 9.2 14.4 

S&P 500 Index 0.3 7.4 17.3 17.3 7.9 4.4 8.9 

Private equity returns are net of  fees. 

Sources: Standard & Poor’s, Thomson/Cambridge. 

*Most recent data available at time of  publication.

Λεϖελ ατ 35,000 Φεετ    

ΠΡΙςΑΤΕ ΕΘΥΙΤΨ |  Gary Robertson

In fundraising, Πριϖατε Εθυιτψ Αναλψστ reports that 2015’s fund−

raising total of $257 billion is a modest decline from 2014 (-3.6% 

or $10.5 billion). The number of funds formed declined by 83 

(-10.8%) to 682 in 2015. The fourth quarter’s new commitments 

totaled $59.7 billion with 125 new partnerships formed. While the 

dollar volume increased by 11% compared to the prior quarter’s 

$53.7 billion, the number of funds formed fell by 20% from the third 

quarter’s 179. The year’s inal quarter was surprisingly weak, likely 

due to the onset of public equity market volatility in mid-August.  

According to Βυψουτσ newsletter, announced and closed new-

company acquisitions totaled 1,911 in 2015, up 4% from 1,836 

in 2014. Announced and closed dollar volume was $303.7 billion, 

up 47% from $206.8 billion in 2014. The quarter generated 365 

announced and closed transactions, down from 548. Disclosed 

dollar volume totaled $77.2 billion, up from $66.7 billion. According 

to S&P Capital IQ, in the second half of the year average purchase 

price multiples remained just over 10x EBITDA.

According to the National Venture Capital Association, the $58.8 

βιλλιον οφ νεω ινϖεστmεντ ιν ϖεντυρε χαπιταλ χοmπανιεσ ισ α 16% 

jump for the year, up from $50.8 billion. The dollar volume in 2015 

is the second highest year on record, although signiicantly shy of  

irst place: $105.0 billion in 2000. The year produced 4,380 rounds 

of investment, slightly down from last year’s 4,441. Quarterly 

investment volume totaled $11.3 billion in 962 rounds of inancing, 

down from $16.6 billion in 1,149 rounds. 

Φυνδσ Χλοσεδ ϑανυαρψ 1 το Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

Στρατεγψ Νο. οφ Φυνδσ Αmτ (∃mm) Περχεντ

ςεντυρε Χαπιταλ 281 34,274 13%

Βυψουτσ 263 169,694 66%

Subordinated Debt 28 12,535 5%
Distressed Debt 37 22,573 9%

Secondary and Other 15 6,637 3%

Fund-of-funds 58 10,961 4%

Τοταλσ 682 256,673 100%

Source: Private Equity Analyst

Regarding exits, Βυψουτσ reports that 2015’s aggregate disclosed 

M&A exit values of $127.4 billion is up 13% from 2014’s $111.5 

billion. The 513 private M&A exits of buyout-backed companies 

is down 35% from the 690 in 2014. Seven of the completed 99 

M&A exits had values over $1 billion, with the largest being Silver 

Lake’s $5.3 billion sale of Interactive Data Corp. to Intercontinental 

Exchange. There were only four buyout-backed IPOs, with a total 

value of $774.4 million. The full year produced 31 IPOs, raising a 

total of $9.1 billion. 

Venture-backed M&A exits for the year total 372 with 84 announced 

values totaling $16.2 billion, down from 385 exits and $48.1 billion 

in announced value last year. The quarter had 91 exits with 26 

announced values totaling $3.6 billion. The total number of M&A 

deals and announced value both declined from the third quarter’s 

109 exits totaling $6.9 billion. The year produced 77 venture-

backed IPOs raising $9.4 billion; for the quarter, there were 16 

raising $2.2 billion. The number and total loat was up versus the 

third quarter’s 15 IPOs raising $1.9 billion. 
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Χαλλαν Dαταβασε Μεδιαν ανδ Ινδεξ Ρετυρνσ∗ φορ Περιοδσ ενδεδ Dεχεmβερ 31, 2015

Θυαρτερ 3 Θυαρτερσ Ψεαρ 3 Ψεαρσ 5 Ψεαρσ 10 Ψεαρσ

Ηεδγε Φυνδ−οφ−Φυνδσ Dαταβασε 0.40 −0.09 4.72 3.54 3.96 5.28

CS Hedge Fund Index −0.12 −0.71 4.30 3.55 4.97 5.95
ΧΣ Εθυιτψ Μαρκετ Νευτραλ −0.04 1.69 3.16 2.96 −1.44 1.39

ΧΣ Χονϖερτιβλε Αρβιτραγε -0.58 0.81 1.67 2.76 4.42 4.94

ΧΣ Φιξεδ Ινχοmε Αρβιτραγε 0.03 0.59 2.90 4.84 3.84 4.50
ΧΣ Μυλτι−Στρατεγψ 0.51 3.84 7.01 6.77 6.17 6.89
ΧΣ Dιστρεσσεδ −1.76 -5.30 4.05 3.81 4.82 7.80
ΧΣ Ρισκ Αρβιτραγε 0.81 0.41 1.30 1.50 3.55 3.65
ΧΣ Εϖεντ−Dριϖεν Μυλτι−Στρατεγψ -2.55 −6.67 2.86 1.08 5.12 6.45
ΧΣ Λονγ/Σηορτ Εθυιτψ 1.58 3.56 8.77 5.23 5.80 5.98
ΧΣ Dεδιχατεδ Σηορτ Βιασ −4.29 2.38 -10.15 −9.72 -8.90 −7.19

ΧΣ Γλοβαλ Μαχρο 0.62 0.17 2.52 3.70 6.79 9.04

ΧΣ Μαναγεδ Φυτυρεσ -1.05 −0.93 4.54 1.22 4.21 5.40
ΧΣ Εmεργινγ Μαρκετσ 2.79 −0.22 3.30 2.55 5.17 8.06

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

Υνδερ Πρεσσυρε

ΗΕDΓΕ ΦΥΝDΣ |  ϑιm ΜχΚεε

Growing unease with economic change is evident in the capi−
tal markets. Commodity prices slid further, led by oil, as China 
struggled with its centrally planned shift to a consumer-driven 
economy. Strong employment gains and record auto sales in 
the U.S. bolstered the Federal Reserve’s conidence to raise 
short-term rates for the irst time in almost a decade. Despite 
rebounding equities in developed markets, credit spreads 
widened, particularly among lower-rated bonds in the com−

modity sector. 

As a proxy for hedge funds without implementation costs, the 
Χρεδιτ Συισσε Ηεδγε Φυνδ Ινδεξ (ΧΣ ΗΦΙ) slipped 0.12% 
in the fourth quarter. By contrast, the median manager in the 
Χαλλαν Ηεδγε Φυνδ−οφ−Φυνδσ Dαταβασε edged ahead 0.40%, 
νετ οφ αλλ φεεσ.  

Within the CS HFI, the major sector winner was Λονγ/Σηορτ 

Εθυιτψ (+1.58%). Εϖεντ−Dριϖεν Μυλτι−Στρατεγψ (-2.55%), which 
is typically more focused on soft catalysts, fell particularly hard 
as investors led crowded trades in this space. Dιστρεσσεδ 

(-1.76%) also lost ground with credit spreads widening, but 
outpaced the Βαρχλαψσ Ηιγη Ψιελδ Χρεδιτ Ινδεξ (−2.07%). 

Within Callan’s Hedge Fund-of-Funds Database, market expo−

sures marginally affected performance. Aided by the U.S. 
equity market rally, the median Χαλλαν Λονγ/Σηορτ Εθυιτψ ΦΟΦ 

(+0.85%) outpaced the Χαλλαν Αβσολυτε Ρετυρν ΦΟΦ (-1.15%). 
With diversifying exposures to both non-directional and direc−

τιοναλ στψλεσ, τηε Core Diversiied FOF modestly gained 0.37%.

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

 10th Percentile 2.21 1.41 3.14

 25th Percentile 0.43 0.94 2.54

 Median -1.15 0.37 0.85

 75th Percentile -1.58 -0.05 -0.48

 90th Percentile -2.08 -0.75 -1.01

 T-Bills + 5% 1.26 1.26 1.26

Sources: Callan, Merrill Lynch
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Χαλλαν Στψλε Γρουπ Θυαρτερλψ Ρετυρνσ
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The Callan DC Index is an equally weighted index tracking the cash lows 
ανδ περφορmανχε οφ νεαρλψ 90 πλανσ, ρεπρεσεντινγ mορε τηαν ονε mιλλιον 

DΧ παρτιχιπαντσ ανδ οϖερ ∃135 βιλλιον ιν ασσετσ. Τηε Ινδεξ ισ υπδατεδ 

θυαρτερλψ ανδ ισ αϖαιλαβλε ον Χαλλαν�σ ωεβσιτε, ασ ισ τηε θυαρτερλψ DΧ 

Οβσερϖερ νεωσλεττερ.

The Callan DC Index™ declined 5.82% in the third quarter of 
2015, relecting widespread losses in global equity markets. 

According to the Callan DC Index, the typical deined contribu−

tion (DC) plan trailed deined beneit (DB) plans by 1.83% in 
the third quarter of 2015. This is primarily because DC plans 
have little exposure to longer-term ixed income. Meanwhile, 
the average 2035 target date fund fared even worse—declin−

ing 7.34%—relecting its higher allocation to equities (78% 
αϖεραγε αλλοχατιον).

Dριϖεν αλmοστ εντιρελψ βψ ινϖεστmεντ λοσσεσ, DΧ πλαν βαλανχεσ 

shrank by 5.97% in the third quarter. However, annualized total 
growth since inception remains steady at a respectable 7.33%. 
In the long term, participant contributions (net lows) added 
2.39% αννυαλλψ, ωηιλε mαρκετ αππρεχιατιον (ρετυρν γροωτη) χον−

tributed the remaining 4.94%.

Almost three-fourths of the asset classes in the DC Index expe−

rienced net outlows in the third quarter. Predictably, target 
date funds were among the only asset class to attract inlows. 
Despite weak performance, about 60 cents of every dollar that 
moved within DC plans ended up in target date funds.

For the irst time in two years, stable value experienced net 
inlows. Conversely, U.S. large cap and company stock saw 
signiicant outlows for the second consecutive quarter. Third-
θυαρτερ τυρνοϖερ αχτιϖιτψ (ι.ε., νετ τρανσφερ αχτιϖιτψ λεϖελσ) ωιτηιν 

DC plans came in at 0.38%, which is slightly higher than the 
second quarter (0.32%) but still well below the historical average 
of 0.65%.

Χηασινγ τηε Μαρκετ 

DΕΦΙΝΕD ΧΟΝΤΡΙΒΥΤΙΟΝ |  Tom Szkwarla

Νετ Χαση Φλοω Αναλψσισ (Τηιρδ Θυαρτερ 2015)∗ 

(Top Two and Bottom Two Asset Gatherers)

Ασσετ Χλασσ

Φλοωσ ασ % οφ

Τοταλ Νετ Φλοωσ

Target Date Funds 60.70%

Σταβλε ςαλυε 22.06%

U.S. Small/Mid Cap -18.45%

Υ.Σ. Λαργε Χαπ −42.20%

Τοταλ Τυρνοϖερ∗∗ 0.38%

Source: Callan DC Index

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

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

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

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

Ινϖεστmεντ Περφορmανχε∗

Γροωτη Σουρχεσ∗

Average 2035 Fund Average Corporate DB Plan*Total DC Index

-5.82%

4.94%

Third Quarter 2015Annualized Since Inception

-7.34%

5.74%

-3.99%

4.52%

% Net Flows % Return Growth

2.39%

% Total Growth

-5.97%

7.33%

Third Quarter 2015Annualized Since Inception

-0.15%

4.94%

-5.82%
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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
49%

International Equity
13%

Fixed Income
23%

Real Estate
9%

Infrastructure
6%

Cash
0%

Target Asset Allocation

Domestic Equity
46%

International Equity
15%

Fixed Income
26%

Real Estate
8%

Infrastructure
5%

$000s Weight Percent $000s
Asset Class Actual Actual Target Difference Difference
Domestic Equity         347,631   49.2%   46.0%    3.2%          22,448
International Equity          89,066   12.6%   15.0% (2.4%) (16,972)
Fixed Income         161,556   22.9%   26.0% (3.1%) (22,243)
Real Estate          62,287    8.8%    8.0%    0.8%           5,734
Infrastructure          44,155    6.2%    5.0%    1.2%           8,809
Cash           2,225    0.3%    0.0%    0.3%           2,225
Total         706,919  100.0%  100.0%

Asset Class Weights vs Public Fund Sponsor Database
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Domestic Fixed Cash Real International
Equity Income Estate Equity

(14)
(21)

(69)
(59)

(80)(100)

(12)
(20) (83)

(70)

10th Percentile 51.82 41.87 4.02 17.26 24.04
25th Percentile 44.70 35.49 2.50 12.22 21.38

Median 35.55 27.96 1.25 9.53 17.81
75th Percentile 29.15 21.19 0.50 6.70 14.30
90th Percentile 21.87 14.44 0.08 3.44 10.53

Fund 49.18 22.85 0.31 15.06 12.60

Target 46.00 26.00 0.00 13.00 15.00

% Group Invested 98.98% 97.45% 70.92% 61.22% 97.45%

* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0% Russell 2500 Index, 8.0%

NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.
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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 Equity $347,630,515 49.18% $(15,276,324) $22,654,590 $340,252,250 49.02%

Large Cap Equity $266,872,812 37.75% $(15,117,007) $19,226,651 $262,763,167 37.86%
Alliance S&P Index 82,075,358 11.61% (5,011,072) 5,804,406 81,282,023 11.71%
PIMCO StocksPLUS 37,498,435 5.30% (5,000,000) 2,927,350 39,571,085 5.70%
BlackRock Russell 1000 Value 71,274,537 10.08% (5,007,513) 4,214,512 72,067,538 10.38%
T. Rowe Price Large Cap Growth 76,024,481 10.75% (98,422) 6,280,383 69,842,521 10.06%

Small/Mid Cap Equity $80,757,704 11.42% $(159,318) $3,427,939 $77,489,083 11.16%
Champlain Mid Cap 41,178,840 5.83% (81,122) 2,255,231 39,004,731 5.62%
Pyramis Small Cap 39,578,864 5.60% (78,196) 1,172,707 38,484,353 5.54%

International Equity $89,066,150 12.60% $(169,672) $2,540,118 $86,695,704 12.49%
Causeway International Value Equity 53,473,591 7.56% (96,225) 2,013,283 51,556,532 7.43%
Aberdeen EAFE Plus 35,592,560 5.03% (73,447) 526,836 35,139,171 5.06%

Fixed Income $161,555,875 22.85% $(142,671) $197,995 $161,500,551 23.27%
BlackRock U.S. Debt Fund 61,859,594 8.75% (8,519) (360,411) 62,228,524 8.97%
PIMCO Fixed Income 99,696,282 14.10% (134,152) 558,406 99,272,027 14.30%

Real Estate $62,287,125 8.81% $(222,449) $1,843,512 $60,666,062 8.74%
JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund 44,965,728 6.36% (105,685) 1,467,966 43,603,447 6.28%
LaSalle Income and Growth Fund* 0 0.00% (62,468) 468 62,000 0.01%
JP Morgan Income and Growth Fund 17,321,397 2.45% (54,296) 375,078 17,000,615 2.45%

Infrastructure $44,154,909 6.25% $(981,897) $1,017,414 $44,119,392 6.36%
Macquarie European Infrastructure 20,720,251 2.93% 2,134 (526,551) 21,244,668 3.06%
SteelRiver Infrastructure 23,434,658 3.32% (984,031) 1,543,965 22,874,724 3.30%

Cash Composite $2,224,646 0.31% $1,395,960 $120 $828,565 0.12%
Cash 2,224,646 0.31% 1,395,960 120 828,565 0.12%

Total Plan $706,919,221 100.0% $(15,397,052) $28,253,749 $694,062,524 100.0%

*Note(s):  The LaSalle Income & Growth IV Fund’s final distribution took place on December 30, 2015, leaving a residual

balance of $2,658.46, which is now reflected in the Cash account.
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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  10

Quarter Year Years Years Years
Gross of Fees

Domestic Equity 6.60% 2.59% 16.27% 13.01% 7.19%
  Total Domestic Equity Target (1) 6.21% 0.47% 14.57% 12.11% 7.40%

Large Cap Equity 7.25% 2.36% 16.28% 12.90% 6.67%
  S&P 500 Index 7.04% 1.38% 15.13% 12.57% 7.31%

Alliance S&P Index 7.03% 1.48% 15.13% 12.54% 7.37%

PIMCO StocksPLUS 7.17% 0.34% 15.79% 13.99% -

  S&P 500 Index 7.04% 1.38% 15.13% 12.57% 7.31%

BlackRock Russell 1000 Value Index 5.68% (3.62%) 13.21% 11.39% 6.31%

  Russell 1000 Value Index 5.64% (3.83%) 13.08% 11.27% 6.16%

T. Rowe Price Large Cap Growth 8.99% 10.69% 20.74% 15.59% 9.99%

  Russell 1000 Growth Index 7.32% 5.67% 16.83% 13.53% 8.53%

Small/Mid Cap Equity U.S. Equity 4.42% 3.44% 16.25% 13.25% 9.10%
  Russell 2500 Index 3.28% (2.90%) 12.46% 10.32% 7.56%

Champlain Mid Cap 5.78% 2.55% 16.00% 12.81% 10.55%

  Russell MidCap Index 3.62% (2.44%) 14.18% 11.44% 8.00%

Pyramis Small Cap 3.05% 4.27% 16.39% 13.59% 10.15%

  Russell 2000 Index 3.59% (4.41%) 11.65% 9.19% 6.80%

International Equity 2.93% (7.06%) 2.18% 1.73% 3.13%
  MSCI ACWI x US (Net) 3.24% (5.66%) 1.50% 1.06% 2.92%

Causeway International Value Equity 3.90% (2.09%) 5.95% 5.79% 5.28%

  MSCI EAFE Index 4.71% (0.81%) 5.01% 3.60% 3.03%

Aberdeen EAFE Plus 1.50% (13.63%) (2.59%) 0.63% 4.36%

  MSCI ACWI x US (Net) 3.24% (5.66%) 1.50% 1.06% 2.92%

Fixed Income 0.12% (0.00%) 1.61% 4.15% 5.39%
  Barclays Aggregate Index (0.57%) 0.55% 1.44% 3.25% 4.51%

BlackRock U.S. Debt Fund (0.58%) 0.63% 1.59% 3.37% 4.64%

  Barclays Aggregate Index (0.57%) 0.55% 1.44% 3.25% 4.51%

PIMCO Fixed Income 0.56% (0.39%) 1.62% 4.80% 5.96%

  Custom Index (2) 0.21% 0.37% 1.75% 4.40% 5.60%

(1) The Total Domestic Equity target is currently composed of 78% S&P 500 and 22% Russell

2500 Index.

(2) The custom index is currently composed of 25% Barclays Mortgage, 25% Barclays Credit, 25%

Barclays High Yield, and 25% JP Morgan EMBI Global. Prior to 2/1/2012, the custom index was

composed of 70% Barclays Mortgage, 15% Barclays Credit, and 15% Barclays High Yield.
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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  10

Quarter Year Years Years Years

Gross of Fees

Real Estate 3.04% 15.38% 14.30% 14.12% 6.11%
  NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr 3.34% 15.02% 13.81% 13.66% 6.53%

JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund 3.37% 15.24% 14.07% 14.00% 7.28%
  NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr 3.34% 15.02% 13.81% 13.66% 6.53%

JP Morgan Income and Growth Fund 2.20% 15.83% 15.89% 18.69% 4.85%
  NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr 3.34% 15.02% 13.81% 13.66% 6.53%

Infrastructure 2.38% 3.49% 4.16% 5.95% -
  CPI + 4% 0.21% 4.39% 4.72% 5.41% 5.84%

Macquarie European Infrastructure (2.47%) (3.09%) 1.45% 5.24% -
SteelRiver Infrastructure 6.90% 10.17% 6.93% 6.57% -
  CPI + 4% 0.21% 4.39% 4.72% 5.41% 5.84%

Cash Composite 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.03% 1.39%

Total Fund 4.05% 1.71% 9.77% 8.90% 6.26%
Total Fund Benchmark* 3.52% 1.08% 8.66% 8.10% 6.06%

* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0%
Russell 2500 Index, 8.0% NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.
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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.

 6/2015-
12/2015 FY 2015 FY 2014 FY 2013 FY 2012

Gross of Fees

Domestic Equity (1.03%) 9.01% 26.67% 23.35% 2.92%
  Total Domestic Equity Target (1) (1.53%) 7.15% 24.84% 21.70% 3.77%

Large Cap Equity 0.07% 7.96% 27.15% 22.41% 3.48%
  S&P 500 Index 0.15% 7.42% 24.61% 20.60% 5.45%

Alliance S&P Index 0.24% 7.43% 24.50% 20.51% 5.48%

PIMCO StocksPLUS (1.15%) 7.57% 27.61% 24.51% 5.80%

  S&P 500 Index 0.15% 7.42% 24.61% 20.60% 5.45%

BlackRock Russell 1000 Value Index (3.13%) 4.34% 23.88% 25.36% 3.07%

  Russell 1000 Value Index (3.23%) 4.13% 23.81% 25.32% 3.01%

T. Rowe Price Large Cap Growth 3.82% 12.35% 32.80% 20.37% 5.19%

  Russell 1000 Growth Index 1.64% 10.56% 26.92% 17.07% 5.76%

Small/Mid Cap Equity U.S. Equity (4.68%) 12.68% 24.97% 26.35% 0.64%
  Russell 2500 Index (7.36%) 5.92% 25.58% 25.61% (2.29%)

Champlain Mid Cap (4.16%) 10.27% 26.20% 22.88% 0.78%

  Russell MidCap Index (4.68%) 6.63% 26.85% 25.41% (1.65%)

Pyramis Small Cap (5.25%) 15.07% 23.59% 29.74% 0.44%

  Russell 2000 Index (8.75%) 6.49% 23.64% 24.21% (2.08%)

International Equity (9.56%) (5.79%) 21.26% 17.18% (14.49%)
  MSCI ACWI x US (Net) (9.32%) (5.26%) 21.75% 13.63% (14.57%)

Causeway International Value Equity (6.82%) (2.38%) 23.76% 22.07% (10.83%)

  MSCI EAFE Index (6.01%) (4.22%) 23.57% 18.62% (13.83%)

Aberdeen EAFE Plus (13.38%) (10.16%) 18.20% 11.69% (4.27%)

  MSCI ACWI x US (Net) (9.32%) (5.26%) 21.75% 13.63% (14.57%)

Fixed Income (0.68%) 0.78% 7.64% 1.84% 8.32%
  Barclays Aggregate Index 0.65% 1.86% 4.37% (0.69%) 7.47%

BlackRock U.S. Debt Fund 0.70% 1.99% 4.49% (0.48%) 7.55%

  Barclays Aggregate Index 0.65% 1.86% 4.37% (0.69%) 7.47%

PIMCO Fixed Income (1.52%) 0.05% 9.60% 3.27% 9.56%

  Custom Index (2) (0.34%) 0.75% 8.48% 2.41% 7.63%

(1) The Total Domestic Equity target is currently composed of 78% S&P 500 and 22% Russell

2500 Index.

(2) The custom index is currently composed of 25% Barclays Mortgage, 25% Barclays Credit, 25%

Barclays High Yield, and 25% JP Morgan EMBI Global. Prior to 2/1/2012, the custom index was

composed of 70% Barclays Mortgage, 15% Barclays Credit, and 15% Barclays High Yield.
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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.

 6/2015-
12/2015 FY 2015 FY 2014 FY 2013 FY 2012

Gross of Fees

Real Estate 6.66% 13.92% 13.27% 16.00% 11.63%
  NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr 7.15% 14.43% 12.75% 12.17% 12.42%

JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund 6.89% 13.37% 14.08% 14.08% 12.00%
  NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr 7.15% 14.43% 12.75% 12.17% 12.42%

JP Morgan Income and Growth Fund 6.11% 16.19% 11.66% 25.49% 18.15%
  NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr 7.15% 14.43% 12.75% 12.17% 12.42%

Infrastructure 3.44% (2.75%) 16.31% 3.27% 5.68%
  CPI + 4% 0.72% 3.62% 6.05% 5.76% 5.58%

Macquarie European Infrastructure (0.53%) (9.64%) 14.63% 13.28% 0.54%
SteelRiver Infrastructure 6.90% 5.97% 18.46% (7.19%) 13.03%
  CPI + 4% 0.72% 3.62% 6.05% 5.76% 5.58%

Cash Composite 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.03%

Total Fund (1.26%) 4.63% 19.64% 14.84% 2.40%
Total Fund Benchmark* (1.25%) 4.34% 16.97% 12.87% 3.04%

* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0%
Russell 2500 Index, 8.0% NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.
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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  10

Quarter Year Years Years Years
Net of Fees

Domestic Equity 6.52% 2.32% 15.94% 12.63% 6.79%
  Total Domestic Equity Target (1) 6.21% 0.47% 14.57% 12.11% 7.40%

Large Cap Equity 7.21% 2.24% 16.11% 12.70% 6.40%
  S&P 500 Index 7.04% 1.38% 15.13% 12.57% 7.31%

Alliance S&P Index 7.02% 1.45% 15.09% 12.50% 7.32%

PIMCO StocksPLUS 7.17% 0.34% 15.79% 13.81% -

  S&P 500 Index 7.04% 1.38% 15.13% 12.57% 7.31%

BlackRock Russell 1000 Value Index 5.68% (3.65%) 13.17% 11.37% 6.30%

  Russell 1000 Value Index 5.64% (3.83%) 13.08% 11.27% 6.16%

T. Rowe Price Large Cap Growth 8.86% 10.30% 20.21% 15.05% 9.46%

  Russell 1000 Growth Index 7.32% 5.67% 16.83% 13.53% 8.53%

Small/Mid Cap Equity U.S. Equity 4.23% 2.65% 15.34% 12.36% 8.26%
  Russell 2500 Index 3.28% (2.90%) 12.46% 10.32% 7.56%

Champlain Mid Cap 5.58% 1.70% 15.04% 11.87% 9.63%

  Russell MidCap Index 3.62% (2.44%) 14.18% 11.44% 8.00%

Pyramis Small Cap 2.86% 3.54% 15.55% 12.76% 9.34%

  Russell 2000 Index 3.59% (4.41%) 11.65% 9.19% 6.80%

International Equity 2.74% (7.72%) 1.45% 0.97% 2.33%
  MSCI ACWI x US (Net) 3.24% (5.66%) 1.50% 1.06% 2.92%

Causeway International Value Equity 3.73% (2.72%) 5.27% 5.10% 4.59%

  MSCI EAFE Index 4.71% (0.81%) 5.01% 3.60% 3.03%

Aberdeen EAFE Plus 1.29% (14.34%) (3.38%) (0.18%) 3.53%

  MSCI ACWI x US (Net) 3.24% (5.66%) 1.50% 1.06% 2.92%

Fixed Income 0.05% (0.31%) 1.29% 3.84% 5.12%
  Barclays Aggregate Index (0.57%) 0.55% 1.44% 3.25% 4.51%

BlackRock U.S. Debt Fund (0.58%) 0.62% 1.56% 3.35% 4.63%

  Barclays Aggregate Index (0.57%) 0.55% 1.44% 3.25% 4.51%

PIMCO Fixed Income 0.44% (0.87%) 1.13% 4.33% 5.54%

  Custom Index (2) 0.21% 0.37% 1.75% 4.40% 5.60%

(1) The Total Domestic Equity target is currently composed of 78% S&P 500 and 22% Russell

2500 Index.

(2) The custom index is currently composed of 25% Barclays Mortgage, 25% Barclays Credit, 25%

Barclays High Yield, and 25% JP Morgan EMBI Global. Prior to 2/1/2012, the custom index was

composed of 70% Barclays Mortgage, 15% Barclays Credit, and 15% Barclays High Yield.
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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  10

Quarter Year Years Years Years

Net of Fees

Real Estate 2.77% 14.18% 13.05% 12.85% 4.88%
  NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 3.21% 14.18% 12.65% 12.56% 5.34%

JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund 3.12% 14.12% 12.97% 12.89% 6.22%
  NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 3.21% 14.18% 12.65% 12.56% 5.34%

JP Morgan Income and Growth Fund 1.88% 14.39% 14.21% 16.97% 3.19%
  NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 3.21% 14.18% 12.65% 12.56% 5.34%

Infrastructure 2.25% 2.42% 3.15% 4.50% -
  CPI + 4% 0.21% 4.39% 4.72% 5.41% 5.84%

Macquarie European Infrastructure (2.47%) (3.99%) 0.78% 4.00% -
SteelRiver Infrastructure 6.65% 8.90% 5.45% 4.86% -
  CPI + 4% 0.21% 4.39% 4.72% 5.41% 5.84%

Cash Composite 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 0.03% 1.39%

Total Fund 3.95% 1.26% 9.28% 8.36% 5.72%
Total Fund Benchmark* 3.52% 1.08% 8.66% 8.10% 6.06%

* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0%
Russell 2500 Index, 8.0% NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.
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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.

 6/2015-
12/2015 FY 2015 FY 2014 FY 2013 FY 2012

Net of Fees

Domestic Equity (1.18%) 8.72% 26.30% 22.90% 2.50%
  Total Domestic Equity Target (1) (1.53%) 7.15% 24.84% 21.70% 3.77%

Large Cap Equity (0.00%) 7.83% 26.95% 22.21% 3.21%
  S&P 500 Index 0.15% 7.42% 24.61% 20.60% 5.45%

Alliance S&P Index 0.22% 7.40% 24.45% 20.46% 5.43%

PIMCO StocksPLUS (1.15%) 7.57% 27.61% 23.83% 5.56%

  S&P 500 Index 0.15% 7.42% 24.61% 20.60% 5.45%

BlackRock Russell 1000 Value Index (3.14%) 4.30% 23.83% 25.35% 3.07%

  Russell 1000 Value Index (3.23%) 4.13% 23.81% 25.32% 3.01%

T. Rowe Price Large Cap Growth 3.56% 11.93% 32.16% 19.79% 4.67%

  Russell 1000 Growth Index 1.64% 10.56% 26.92% 17.07% 5.76%

Small/Mid Cap Equity U.S. Equity (5.05%) 11.80% 24.00% 25.36% (0.16%)
  Russell 2500 Index (7.36%) 5.92% 25.58% 25.61% (2.29%)

Champlain Mid Cap (4.55%) 9.33% 25.16% 21.86% (0.08%)

  Russell MidCap Index (4.68%) 6.63% 26.85% 25.41% (1.65%)

Pyramis Small Cap (5.59%) 14.24% 22.70% 28.79% (0.31%)

  Russell 2000 Index (8.75%) 6.49% 23.64% 24.21% (2.08%)

International Equity (9.89%) (6.46%) 20.41% 16.34% (15.16%)
  MSCI ACWI x US (Net) (9.32%) (5.26%) 21.75% 13.63% (14.57%)

Causeway International Value Equity (7.12%) (3.01%) 22.98% 21.27% (11.43%)

  MSCI EAFE Index (6.01%) (4.22%) 23.57% 18.62% (13.83%)

Aberdeen EAFE Plus (13.75%) (10.90%) 17.28% 10.80% (5.04%)

  MSCI ACWI x US (Net) (9.32%) (5.26%) 21.75% 13.63% (14.57%)

Fixed Income (0.84%) 0.46% 7.30% 1.51% 8.03%
  Barclays Aggregate Index 0.65% 1.86% 4.37% (0.69%) 7.47%

BlackRock U.S. Debt Fund 0.68% 1.97% 4.43% (0.49%) 7.55%

  Barclays Aggregate Index 0.65% 1.86% 4.37% (0.69%) 7.47%

PIMCO Fixed Income (1.75%) (0.43%) 9.07% 2.77% 9.15%

  Custom Index (2) (0.34%) 0.75% 8.48% 2.41% 7.63%

(1) The Total Domestic Equity target is currently composed of 78% S&P 500 and 22% Russell

2500 Index.

(2) The custom index is currently composed of 25% Barclays Mortgage, 25% Barclays Credit, 25%

Barclays High Yield, and 25% JP Morgan EMBI Global. Prior to 2/1/2012, the custom index was

composed of 70% Barclays Mortgage, 15% Barclays Credit, and 15% Barclays High Yield.
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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.

 6/2015-
12/2015 FY 2015 FY 2014 FY 2013 FY 2012

Net of Fees

Real Estate 6.11% 12.74% 12.03% 14.67% 10.34%
  NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 6.72% 13.64% 11.37% 10.80% 11.46%

JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund 6.37% 12.28% 12.98% 12.95% 10.90%
  NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 6.72% 13.64% 11.37% 10.80% 11.46%

JP Morgan Income and Growth Fund 5.45% 14.74% 9.93% 23.54% 16.49%
  NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net 6.72% 13.64% 11.37% 10.80% 11.46%

Infrastructure 3.31% (3.82%) 15.32% 1.39% 3.61%
  CPI + 4% 0.72% 3.62% 6.05% 5.76% 5.58%

Macquarie European Infrastructure (0.53%) (10.56%) 14.11% 11.61% (1.44%)
SteelRiver Infrastructure 6.65% 4.67% 16.80% (9.28%) 10.85%
  CPI + 4% 0.72% 3.62% 6.05% 5.76% 5.58%

Cash Composite 0.01% (0.00%) 0.00% 0.05% 0.03%

Total Fund (1.47%) 4.17% 19.11% 14.21% 1.82%
Total Fund Benchmark* (1.25%) 4.34% 16.97% 12.87% 3.04%

* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0%
Russell 2500 Index, 8.0% NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.

 33
Tucson Supplemental Retirement System



Quarterly Style 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: Style Allocation Effect and Manager Selection Effect. The Style Allocation Effect represents the
excess return due to the actual total fund style allocation differing from the target style allocation. Manager Selection Effect
represents the total fund impact of the individual managers excess returns relative to their benchmarks.

Style Class Under or Overweighting

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

Large Cap Equity 2.20%

Small/Mid Cap Equity 1.41%

Fixed Income (3.04%)

Real Estate 0.61%

Infrastructure 1.10%

International Equity (2.29%)

Large Cap Equity

Small/Mid Cap Equity

Fixed Income

Real Estate

Infrastructure

International Equity

Total

Actual vs Target Returns

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

7.25%

7.04%

4.42%

3.28%

0.12%

(0.57%)

3.04%

3.34%

2.38%

0.21%

2.93%

3.24%

4.05%

3.5 %

Actual Target

Relative Attribution by Style Class

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

Manager Effect Style Allocation Total

Relative Attribution Effects for Quarter ended December 31, 2015

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Style Relative

Style Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Large Cap Equity 38% 36% 7.25% 7.04% 0.07% 0.07% 0.14%
Small/Mid Cap Equity 11% 10% 4.42% 3.28% 0.13% (0.02%) 0.12%
Fixed Income 23% 26% 0.12% (0.57%) 0.16% 0.11% 0.26%
Real Estate 9% 8% 3.04% 3.34% (0.02%) (0.01%) (0.03%)
Infrastructure 6% 5% 2.38% 0.21% 0.14% (0.05%) 0.09%
International Equity 13% 15% 2.93% 3.24% (0.04%) (0.00%) (0.04%)

Total = + +4.05% 3.5 % 0.44% 0.10% 0.54%

* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0% Russell 2500 Index, 8.0%

NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.
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Cumulative Style 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 style class. These relative attribution effects separate the cumulative
sources of total fund excess return into Style Allocation Effect and Manager Selection Effect.

One Year Relative Attribution Effects

(0.4%) (0.2%) 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.6% 0.8% 1.0%

Large Cap Equity

Small/Mid Cap Equity
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International Equity
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Manager Effect Style Allocation Total

Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects

(0.4%)

(0.2%)

0.0%

0.2%

0.4%

0.6%

0.8%

1.0%

2015

Manager Effect

Style Allocation

Total

One Year Relative Attribution Effects

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Style Relative

Style Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Large Cap Equity 39% 36% 2.36% 1.38% 0.39% (0.07%) 0.32%
Small/Mid Cap Equity 11% 10% 3.44% (2.90%) 0.74% (0.08%) 0.66%
Fixed Income 23% 26% (0.00%) 0.55% (0.15%) (0.06%) (0.21%)
Real Estate 8% 8% 15.38% 15.02% 0.03% (0.02%) 0.01%
Infrastructure 6% 5% 3.49% 4.39% (0.02%) (0.03%) (0.05%)
International Equity 13% 15% (7.06%) (5.66%) (0.19%) 0.09% (0.10%)

Total = + +1.71% 1.08% 0.78% (0.15%) 0.63%

* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0% Russell 2500 Index, 8.0%

NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.
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Cumulative Style 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 style class. These relative attribution effects separate the cumulative
sources of total fund excess return into Style Allocation Effect and Manager Selection Effect.

Five Year Annualized Relative Attribution Effects
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Large Cap Equity
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Cumulative Relative Attribution Effects
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2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Manager Effect

Style Allocation

Total

Five Year Annualized Relative Attribution Effects

Effective Effective Total
Actual Target Actual Target Manager Style Relative

Style Class Weight Weight Return Return Effect Allocation Return
Large Cap Equity 38% 36% 12.90% 12.57% 0.13% 0.04% 0.17%
Small/Mid Cap Equity 11% 10% 13.25% 10.32% 0.31% (0.01%) 0.30%
Fixed Income 24% 26% 4.15% 3.34% 0.20% 0.04% 0.24%
Real Estate 8% 8% 14.12% 13.67% 0.03% (0.07%) (0.03%)
Infrastructure 6% 5% 5.95% 5.41% 0.04% (0.06%) (0.02%)
International Equity 14% 15% 1.73% 1.06% 0.10% 0.04% 0.14%

Total = + +8.90% 8.10% 0.81% (0.02%) 0.80%

* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0% Russell 2500 Index, 8.0%

NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.
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Cumulative Performance Relative to Target

The first chart below illustrates the cumulative performance of the Total Fund relative to the cumulative performance of the
Fund’s Target Asset Mix. The Target Mix is assumed to be rebalanced each quarter with no transaction costs. The second
chart below shows the return and the risk of the Total Fund and the Target Mix, contrasted with the returns and risks of the
funds in the Public Fund Sponsor Database.
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Squares represent membership of the Public Fund Sponsor Database

* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0% Russell 2500 Index, 8.0%

NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.
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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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* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0% Russell 2500 Index, 8.0%

NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.
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Asset Class Rankings

The charts below show the rankings of each asset class component of the Total Fund relative to appropriate comparative
databases. In the upper right corner of each graph is the weighted average of the rankings across the different asset classes.
The weights of the fund’s actual asset allocation are used to make this calculation. The weighted average ranking can be
viewed as a measure of the fund’s overall success in picking managers and structuring asset classes.
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* Current Quarter Target = 36.0% S&P 500 Index, 26.0% Barclays Aggregate Index, 15.0% MSCI ACWI x US (Net), 10.0% Russell 2500 Index, 8.0%

NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr and 5.0% CPI-W+4.0%.
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Total Fund
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The total fund return stream starts the third quarter of 1988.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Total Fund’s portfolio posted a 4.05% return for the quarter placing it in the 4 percentile of the Public Fund Sponsor
Database group for the quarter and in the 10 percentile for the last year.

Total Fund’s portfolio outperformed the Total Fund Benchmark by 0.54% for the quarter and outperformed the Total
Fund Benchmark for the year by 0.63%.

Performance vs Public Fund Sponsor Database (Gross)
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Domestic Equity
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The Total Domestic Equity target is currently composed of 78% S&P 500 Index and 22% Russell 2500 Index.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Domestic Equity’s portfolio posted a 6.60% return for the quarter placing it in the 4 percentile of the Pub Pln- Domestic
Equity group for the quarter and in the 3 percentile for the last year.

Domestic Equity’s portfolio outperformed the Total Domestic Equity Target by 0.38% for the quarter and outperformed
the Total Domestic Equity Target for the year by 2.12%.

Performance vs Pub Pln- Domestic Equity (Gross)
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Domestic Equity
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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Alliance S&P Index
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Alliance uses a stratified sampling methodology and purchases a majority of the index stocks to replicate the Standard and
Poor’s 500. The product was funded during the third quarter of 1988.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Alliance S&P Index’s portfolio posted a 7.03% return for the quarter placing it in the 30 percentile of the CAI Large Cap
Core Style group for the quarter and in the 45 percentile for the last year.

Alliance S&P Index’s portfolio underperformed the S&P 500 Index by 0.01% for the quarter and outperformed the S&P
500 Index for the year by 0.10%.

Performance vs CAI Large Cap Core Style (Gross)
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Alliance S&P Index
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Large Cap Core Style (Gross)
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PIMCO StocksPLUS
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
PIMCO’s StocksPLUS investment philosophy is based on the principal that stock index futures and swaps, when used as a
non-leveraged vehicle for obtaining long-term equity exposure, offer an attractive means for enhancing equity market
returns. The strategy seeks a longer time horizon of their investors relative to that of typical money market investors. This
long time horizon allows PIMCO to use their fixed income and associated risk management skill set to seek out attractive
yields relative to money market financing rates on a portion of the high quality fixed-income securities they use to back the
futures contracts. Since they only require sufficient liquidity to meet a worst case margin outflow caused by a stock market
decline, a portion of their fixed-income portfolio can be invested in somewhat less liquid, higher yielding securities. In
addition, they generally take advantage of the typical upward slope of the short end of the yield curve by extending their
duration to six months in most market environments and sometimes up to one year. PIMCO also feels that it is appropriate
in most market environments to capture both the credit yield premium provided by holding a portion of the fixed-income
portfolio in low duration corporate securities and the volatility yield premium provided by holding high quality mortgage
securities. The product was funded during the first quarter of 2006.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
PIMCO StocksPLUS’s portfolio posted a 7.17% return for the quarter placing it in the 33 percentile of the CAI Large
Capitalization Style group for the quarter and in the 56 percentile for the last year.

PIMCO StocksPLUS’s portfolio outperformed the S&P 500 Index by 0.12% for the quarter and underperformed the S&P
500 Index for the year by 1.04%.

Performance vs CAI Large Capitalization Style (Gross)
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PIMCO StocksPLUS
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Large Capitalization Style (Gross)
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BlackRock Russell 1000 Value
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The objective of the Russell 1000 Value Index Fund is to track the performance of its benchmark, the Russell 1000 Value
Index.  They seek to deliver a high quality and cost-effective index-based solution to institutional investors. The product
was funded during the second quarter of 2001.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
BlackRock Russell 1000 Value’s portfolio posted a 5.68% return for the quarter placing it in the 42 percentile of the CAI
Large Cap Value Style group for the quarter and in the 67 percentile for the last year.

BlackRock Russell 1000 Value’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 1000 Value Index by 0.04% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 1000 Value Index for the year by 0.21%.

Performance vs CAI Large Cap Value Style (Gross)
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BlackRock Russell 1000 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 Large Cap Value Style (Gross)
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T. Rowe Price Large Cap Growth
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The Large-Cap Growth Strategy is a fundamentally driven, active approach to large company growth investing.  The
investment philosophy is centered around the manager’s belief that long-term growth in earnings and cash flow drive
stockholder returns. The product was funded during the first quarter of 2012. Performance prior is that of the composite.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
T. Rowe Price Large Cap Growth’s portfolio posted a 8.99% return for the quarter placing it in the 16 percentile of the
CAI Large Cap Growth Style group for the quarter and in the 12 percentile for the last year.

T. Rowe Price Large Cap Growth’s portfolio outperformed the Russell 1000 Growth Index by 1.68% for the quarter and
outperformed the Russell 1000 Growth Index for the year by 5.03%.

Performance vs CAI Large Cap Growth Style (Gross)
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T. Rowe Price Large Cap 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 Large Cap Growth Style (Gross)
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Champlain Mid Cap
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Champlain Investment Partners believes buying the shares of superior businesses with credible and sincere managements
at a discount to fair or intrinsic value gives investors several potential paths to wealth creation. First, the market may bid the
shares to a premium over fair value. Second, management may grow the fair value over time at a faster rate than market
appreciation. Third, the company may be bought by a larger company or private market investor. They are willing to sell
over-priced stocks and harvest gains, reducing valuation risk. The product was funded during the third quarter of 2010.
Performance prior is that of the composite.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Champlain Mid Cap’s portfolio posted a 5.78% return for the quarter placing it in the 3 percentile of the CAI Mid
Capitalization Style group for the quarter and in the 13 percentile for the last year.

Champlain Mid Cap’s portfolio outperformed the Russell MidCap Index by 2.17% for the quarter and outperformed the
Russell MidCap Index for the year by 4.99%.

Performance vs CAI Mid Capitalization Style (Gross)
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Champlain Mid Cap
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Mid Capitalization Style (Gross)
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Mid Cap 2.55 9.17 39.44 13.05 3.53 21.21 28.91 (25.71) 16.57 10.30

Russell
MidCap Index (2.44) 13.22 34.76 17.28 (1.55) 25.48 40.48 (41.46) 5.60 15.26

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell MidCap Index
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75th Percentile (0.51) 0.59 (0.32)
90th Percentile (0.80) 0.51 (0.71)

Champlain Mid Cap 0.53 0.86 0.37
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Pyramis Small Cap
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Pyramis believes that pricing anomalies exist within the marketplace. The firm’s objective is to exploit these inefficiencies
and add value over the Russell 2000 Index using fundamental research to identify potential investment opportunities. The
Pyramis Small Cap Core strategy seeks to build a balanced portfolio where returns will be driven by stock selection and not
by systemic biases or exposures to market factors. The product was funded during the third quarter of 1998.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Pyramis Small Cap’s portfolio posted a 3.05% return for the quarter placing it in the 45 percentile of the CAI Small
Capitalization Style group for the quarter and in the 8 percentile for the last year.

Pyramis Small Cap’s portfolio underperformed the Russell 2000 Index by 0.55% for the quarter and outperformed the
Russell 2000 Index for the year by 8.69%.

Performance vs CAI Small Capitalization Style (Gross)

(15%)

(10%)

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Last Quarter Last Last 3 Years Last 5 Years Last 10 Years Last 17-1/4
Year Years

(45)(35) (8)

(70)

(14)

(73)

(11)

(75)
(9)

(79)

(46)

(93)

10th Percentile 5.38 3.79 17.06 13.72 10.06 13.20
25th Percentile 4.28 (0.14) 15.68 12.42 9.33 12.12

Median 2.91 (2.39) 13.58 10.98 8.02 11.00
75th Percentile 1.86 (5.13) 11.47 9.20 7.03 9.93
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Pyramis Small Cap 3.05 4.27 16.39 13.59 10.15 11.16

Russell 2000 Index 3.59 (4.41) 11.65 9.19 6.80 8.24

Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Index
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Pyramis Small Cap
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Small Capitalization Style (Gross)
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Median (2.39) 5.65 42.33 16.47 (1.75) 28.25 33.93 (37.46) 1.39 14.59
75th Percentile (5.13) 2.28 37.61 13.28 (5.70) 24.96 25.06 (42.30) (5.47) 11.58
90th Percentile (8.09) (2.43) 34.67 10.51 (8.62) 22.04 17.68 (46.47) (11.41) 7.13

Pyramis
Small Cap 4.27 5.54 43.26 23.54 (2.91) 34.34 47.54 (42.02) 5.40 14.77

Russell
2000 Index (4.41) 4.89 38.82 16.35 (4.18) 26.85 27.17 (33.79) (1.57) 18.37

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs Russell 2000 Index

R
e

la
ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(5%)

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Pyramis Small Cap CAI Small Cap Style

Risk Adjusted Return Measures vs Russell 2000 Index
Rankings Against CAI Small Capitalization Style (Gross)
Five Years Ended December 31, 2015

(4)
(2)

0
2
4
6
8

10
12
14
16

Alpha Treynor
Ratio

(15)

(14)

10th Percentile 4.31 13.86
25th Percentile 3.29 12.61

Median 1.90 11.12
75th Percentile 0.15 9.22
90th Percentile (1.34) 7.47

Pyramis
Small Cap 4.03 13.27

(0.5)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Information Sharpe Excess Return
Ratio Ratio Ratio

(9)

(13)

(7)

10th Percentile 1.19 0.75 1.12
25th Percentile 0.82 0.68 0.71
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Pyramis Small Cap 1.23 0.73 1.26
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International Equity
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
International Equity’s portfolio posted a 2.93% return for the quarter placing it in the 70 percentile of the Pub Pln-
International Equity group for the quarter and in the 84 percentile for the last year.

International Equity’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI ACWI x US (Net) by 0.32% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWI x US (Net) for the year by 1.40%.

Performance vs Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
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Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI x US (Net)
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International Equity
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs Pub Pln- International Equity (Gross)
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International
Equity (7.06) (3.78) 19.30 22.05 (16.34) 12.02 30.89 (43.07) 14.37 30.86

MSCI ACWI
x US (Net) (5.66) (3.87) 15.29 16.83 (13.71) 11.15 41.45 (45.53) 16.65 26.65

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI x US (Net)
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Causeway International Value Equity
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Causeway Capital Management’s International Value Equity team focuses on active investment management with a
value-driven, bottom-up approach to stock selection. The team believes in managing equity portfolios using a disciplined
approach with the goal of producing favorable long-term returns coupled with reduced downside volatility. Although the firm
possesses dedicated emerging market capabilities which are quantitative in nature, research for this strategy is
fundamentally focused. The product was funded during the first quarter of 2005.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Causeway International Value Equity’s portfolio posted a 3.90% return for the quarter placing it in the 70 percentile of
the CAI Non-U.S. Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 75 percentile for the last year.

Causeway International Value Equity’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI EAFE Index by 0.81% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI EAFE Index for the year by 1.27%.

Performance vs CAI Non-U.S. Equity Style (Gross)
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75th Percentile 3.52 (2.15) 4.04 3.26 3.55 4.73
90th Percentile 2.59 (4.95) 2.67 1.54 3.00 4.03

Causeway International
Value Equity 3.90 (2.09) 5.95 5.79 5.28 5.71

MSCI EAFE Index 4.71 (0.81) 5.01 3.60 3.03 4.05

Relative Return vs MSCI EAFE Index

R
e
la

ti
v
e

 R
e

tu
rn

s

(4%)

(3%)

(2%)

(1%)

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Causeway International Value Equity

CAI Non-U.S. Equity Style (Gross)
Annualized Five Year Risk vs Return

8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
(6%)

(4%)

(2%)

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

Causeway International Value Equity

MSCI EAFE Index

Standard Deviation

R
e

tu
rn

s

 59
Tucson Supplemental Retirement System



Causeway International Value Equity
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Non-U.S. Equity Style (Gross)
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Value Equity (2.09) (4.70) 27.47 24.10 (10.24) 14.06 37.35 (42.83) 9.82 28.40

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

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI EAFE Index
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Aberdeen EAFE Plus
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Aberdeen believes that given the inefficiency of markets, superior long-term returns are achieved by identifying high quality
stocks, buying them at reasonable/cheap prices, and ultimately investing in those securities for the long term. Absolute
return is held to be of the utmost importance. The strategy is benchmark aware, but not benchmark driven. This benchmark
stance is born from their belief that indices do not provide meaningful guidance to the prospects of a company or its
inherent worth.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Aberdeen EAFE Plus’s portfolio posted a 1.50% return for
the quarter placing it in the 96 percentile of the CAI
Non-U.S. Equity Style group for the quarter and in the 99
percentile for the last year.

Aberdeen EAFE Plus’s portfolio underperformed the MSCI
ACWI x US (Net) by 1.75% for the quarter and
underperformed the MSCI ACWI x US (Net) for the year by
7.97%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $35,139,171

Net New Investment $-73,447

Investment Gains/(Losses) $526,836

Ending Market Value $35,592,560

Percent Cash: 0.0%

Performance vs CAI Non-U.S. Equity Style (Gross)
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Aberdeen EAFE Plus
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Non-U.S. Equity Style (Gross)
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Aberdeen
EAFE Plus (13.63) (2.53) 9.79 15.94 (3.72) 15.02 43.55 (39.68) 15.54 29.00

MSCI ACWI
x US (Net) (5.66) (3.87) 15.29 16.83 (13.71) 11.15 41.45 (45.53) 16.65 26.65

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs MSCI ACWI x US (Net)
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Fixed Income
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Fixed Income’s portfolio posted a 0.12% return for the quarter placing it in the 2 percentile of the Corp Pln- Domestic
Fixed group for the quarter and in the 32 percentile for the last year.

Fixed Income’s portfolio outperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index by 0.69% for the quarter and underperformed the
Barclays Aggregate Index for the year by 0.55%.

Performance vs Corp Pln- Domestic Fixed (Gross)
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Relative Return vs Barclays Aggregate Index
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Fixed 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 Corp Pln- Domestic Fixed (Gross)
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BlackRock U.S. Debt Fund
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The product was funded during the fourth quarter of 2011. Performance prior is that of the composite.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
BlackRock U.S. Debt Fund’s portfolio posted a (0.58)% return for the quarter placing it in the 69 percentile of the CAI
Core Bond Fixed-Inc Style group for the quarter and in the 63 percentile for the last year.

BlackRock U.S. Debt Fund’s portfolio underperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index by 0.01% for the quarter and
outperformed the Barclays Aggregate Index for the year by 0.08%.

Performance vs CAI Core Bond Fixed-Inc Style (Gross)
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BlackRock U.S. Debt Fund
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Core Bond Fixed-Inc Style (Gross)
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PIMCO Fixed Income
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. The product was funded during the third quarter of
2002. The custom index is currently composed of 25% Barclays Mortgage, 25% Barclays Credit, 25% Barclays High Yield,
and 25% JP Morgan EMBI Global. Prior to 2/1/2012, the custom index was composed of 70% Barclays Mortgage, 15%
Barclays Credit, and 15% Barclays High Yield.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
PIMCO Fixed Income’s portfolio posted a 0.56% return for the quarter placing it in the 1 percentile of the CAI Core
Bond Plus Style group for the quarter and in the 73 percentile for the last year.

PIMCO Fixed Income’s portfolio outperformed the Custom Index by 0.35% for the quarter and underperformed the
Custom Index for the year by 0.76%.

Performance vs CAI Core Bond Plus Style (Gross)
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PIMCO Fixed Income
Return Analysis Summary

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

Performance vs CAI Core Bond Plus Style (Gross)
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Real Estate
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The Total Real Estate Funds Database consists of both open and closed-end commingled funds as well as separate
accounts managed by real estate firms.  The returns represent the overall performance of institutional capital invested in
real estate properties.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Real Estate’s portfolio posted a 3.04% return for the quarter placing it in the 47 percentile of the Total Real Estate DB
group for the quarter and in the 27 percentile for the last year.

Real Estate’s portfolio underperformed the NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr by 0.30% for the quarter and outperformed the
NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gr for the year by 0.36%.

Performance vs Total Real Estate DB (Net)
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Real Estate
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 Total Real Estate DB (Net)
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JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
Strategic Property Fund is an actively managed diversified, core, open-end commingled pension trust fund. It seeks an
income-driven rate of return of 100 basis points over the NFI-ODCE Equal Weight Net Index over a full market cycle (three
to five year horizon) through asset, geographic and sector selection and active asset management. The Fund invests in
high quality stabilized assets with dominant competitive characteristics in markets with attractive demographics throughout
the United States. The product was funded in the fourth quarter of 2008.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund’s portfolio posted a
3.37% return for the quarter placing it in the 31 percentile of
the CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds group for the quarter
and in the 35 percentile for the last year.

JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund’s portfolio outperformed
the NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gross by 0.03% for the quarter
and outperformed the NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gross for
the year by 0.22%.

Quarterly Asset Growth

Beginning Market Value $43,603,447

Net New Investment $-105,685

Investment Gains/(Losses) $1,467,966

Ending Market Value $44,965,728

Percent Cash: 0.0%

Performance vs CAI Open-End Real Estate Funds (Net)
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JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund
Return Analysis Summary

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

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

(60%)
(50%)
(40%)
(30%)
(20%)
(10%)

0%
10%
20%
30%

2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006

3536 6842 1128 1948
3333 6824

3656

3647

1526 2627

10th Percentile 19.49 16.81 16.41 12.79 19.15 18.90 (20.77) (2.54) 17.80 21.01
25th Percentile 16.16 13.36 14.28 11.67 16.29 15.94 (25.92) (5.53) 16.15 16.80

Median 13.83 11.99 12.67 10.80 15.33 15.09 (28.89) (10.25) 14.59 15.41
75th Percentile 12.55 10.52 10.02 8.95 13.91 13.02 (33.22) (14.99) 12.84 12.65
90th Percentile 10.73 9.38 8.65 5.49 12.22 9.80 (43.90) (25.83) 7.34 9.50

JP Morgan Strategic
Property Fund 15.24 11.14 15.90 11.84 15.99 14.16 (26.53) (8.09) 16.67 16.59
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Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gross
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JP Morgan Income and Growth Fund
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The product was funded in the fourth quarter of 2005.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
JP Morgan Income and Growth Fund’s portfolio posted a 2.20% return for the quarter placing it in the 90 percentile of
the Real Estate Value Added Open End Funds group for the quarter and in the 69 percentile for the last year.

JP Morgan Income and Growth Fund’s portfolio underperformed the NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gross by 1.14% for the
quarter and outperformed the NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gross for the year by 0.81%.

Performance vs Real Estate Value Added Open End Funds (Net)
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JPM Income and Growth 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 Real Estate Value Added Open End Funds (Net)
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75th Percentile 14.43 11.07 12.70 10.39 11.66 11.32 (61.06) (25.95) 16.47 13.67
90th Percentile 10.39 8.77 10.70 8.43 9.06 2.94 (66.35) (42.95) 15.61 7.95

JPM Income
and Growth Fund 15.83 10.85 21.23 17.74 28.52 17.11 (44.09) (27.07) 18.11 20.93

NFI-ODCE Value
Weight Gross 15.02 12.50 13.94 10.94 15.99 16.36 (29.76) (10.01) 15.97 16.32

Cumulative and Quarterly Relative Return vs NFI-ODCE Value Weight Gross
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JPM Income
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Infrastructure
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Infrastructure’s portfolio outperformed the CPI + 4% by 2.17% for the quarter and underperformed the CPI + 4% for the
year by 0.89%.
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Macquarie European Infrastructure
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The product was funded in the fourth quarter of 2008.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
Macquarie European Infrastructure’s portfolio underperformed the CPI + 4% by 2.67% for the quarter and
underperformed the CPI + 4% for the year by 7.47%.
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SteelRiver Infrastructure North America
Period Ended December 31, 2015

Investment Philosophy
The product was funded in the fourth quarter of 2008.

Quarterly Summary and Highlights
SteelRiver Infrastructure North America’s portfolio outperformed the CPI + 4% by 6.69% for the quarter and
outperformed the CPI + 4% for the year by 5.79%.
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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)
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risk profile without sacrificing return

My fund must consider ESG factors as
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 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%
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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/

2013 2015

22%

29%

2013 2015

14% 15% 15%

22%

37%

27%

31%

39%

All Respondents Corporate Public Endowment Foundation

2013 2015

DC

24%

2015

DB

7%

2013 2015

26%

26%

31%

35%

26%

26%

31%

35%

<∃500 mιλλιον

∃500 mιλλιον � 
∃3 βιλλιον

∃3 βιλλιον � 
∃20 βιλλιον

>∃20 βιλλιον

60%

55%
23%

17%6% 12%

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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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 



 

  Knowledge. Experience. Integrity. December 31, 2015 Page 2 of 2 

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. 

 



Manager Allocations Compared with Policy Levels
Monthly Report as of: 01/31/16

Outside

Managers and Asset Class (000s) % (000s) % Min Max Range

T. Rowe Price 68,463$         10.1% 67,633$         10.0% 0.1% 830$        8.0% 12.0% 0.0%

Alliance (S&P 500) 77,993           11.5% 74,396           11.0% 0.5% 3,597       8.0% 14.0% 0.0%

BlackRock Value 67,599           10.0% 67,633           10.0% 0.0% (34)           8.0% 12.0% 0.0%

PIMCO StocksPlus 35,420           5.2% 33,816           5.0% 0.2% 1,603       3.0% 7.0% 0.0%

Large Cap U.S. Equity 249,474         36.8% 243,479         36.0% 0.8% 5,995       31.0% 41.0% 0.0%

Pyramis 36,125           5.3% 33,816           5.0% 0.3% 2,308       3.0% 7.0% 0.0%

Champlain 38,408           5.7% 33,816           5.0% 0.7% 4,592       3.0% 7.0% 0.0%

  Small/Mid Cap U.S. Equity 74,533           11.0% 67,633           10.0% 1.0% 6,900       6.0% 14.0% 0.0%

Causeway Capital Mgmt 49,246           7.3% 50,725           7.5% -0.2% (1,479)      5.5% 9.5% 0.0%

Aberdeen Asset Mgmt 33,483           5.0% 50,725           7.5% -2.5% (17,242)    5.5% 9.5% -0.5%

  International Equity 82,728           12.3% 101,449         15.0% -2.7% (18,721)    13.0% 17.0% -0.7%

Total Stocks          406,736 60.1%          412,561 61.0% -0.9%       (5,825) 56.0% 66.0% 0.0%

PIMCO Fixed Income 99,538           14.7% 108,213         16.0% -1.3% (8,675)      13.0% 19.0% 0.0%

BlackRock U.S. Debt 62,756           9.3% 67,633           10.0%  -0.7% (4,877)      8.0% 12.0% 0.0%

Total Bonds          162,294 24.0%          175,846 26.0% -2.0%     (13,552) 21.0% 31.0% 0.0%

JPM Strategic Property 45,186           6.7% 33,816           5.0% 1.7% 11,370     3.0% 7.0% 0.0%

LaSalle Income & Growth IV 3                    0.0% 10,145           1.5% -1.5% (10,142)    0.0% 3.0% 0.0%

JPM Income & Growth 17,321           2.6% 10,145           1.5% 1.1% 7,176       0.0% 3.0% 0.0%

Total Real Estate            62,510 9.3%            54,106 8.0% 1.3%        8,404 6.0% 10.0% 0.0%

Macquarie 20,639           3.1% 16,908           2.5% 0.6% 3,731       1.5% 3.5% 0.0%

SteelRiver 21,920           3.2% 16,908           2.5% 0.7% 5,012       1.5% 3.5% 0.0%

Total Infrastructure            42,560 6.3%            33,816 5.0% 1.3%        8,743 3.0% 7.0% 0.0%

Liquidity Fund              2,230 0.3% -                    

Total Fund  $      676,329 100%  $      676,329 100%

From Target 

RangeDifferences Actual Target

S:\TreasuryInvestments\PENSIONS\TSRS\FISCAL YEAR 2016\Investments\Reporting\Monthly Reports\TSRS Monthly Allocation Reports FY16\TSRS-FY16_Mth07_Jan - 

2016,Tab:ACTUALvsTARGET



Allocation Summaries
As of: 01/31/16

Investment Manager Allocation: Target Asset Allocation: Actual Asset Allocation:

Investment Account (000s) Asset Class (000s) Asset Class (000s)

1 T. Rowe Price 68,463$     Large Cap US Equity       243,479 Large Cap US Equity       248,126 

2 Pyramis 36,125       Small/Mid Cap US Equity         67,633 Small/Mid Cap US Equity         72,869 

3 Alliance 77,993       International Equity       101,449 International Equity         80,306 

4 BlackRock Value 67,599       Fixed Income       175,846 Fixed Income       162,294 

5 PIMCO StocksPlus 35,420       Real Estate         54,106 Real Estate         62,510 

6 Champlain 38,408       Infrastructure         33,816 Infrastructure         42,551 

7 PIMCO Fixed Income 99,538         Total Assets  $  676,329 Cash           7,674 

8 BlackRock U.S. Debt 62,756         Total Assets  $  676,329 

9 Causeway 49,246       

10 Aberdeen 33,483       

11 JPM Strategic Property 45,186       

12 LaSalle I&G 3                

13 JPM I&G 17,321       

14 Macquarie 20,639       

15 SteelRiver 21,920       

Liquidity Account 2,230         

  Total Assets  $  676,329 

T. Rowe Price 
10.2% 

Pyramis 
5.4% 

Alliance 
11.6% 

BlackRock 
Value 
10.0% 

PIMCO 
StocksPlus 

5.3% 
Champlain 

5.7% 

PIMCO Fixed 
Income 
14.8% 

BlackRock 
U.S. Debt 

9.3% 

Causeway 
7.3% 

Aberdeen 
5.0% 

JPM Strategic 
Property 

6.7% 

LaSalle I&G 
0.0% 

JPM I&G 
2.6% 

Macquarie 
3.1% 

SteelRiver 
3.3% 

Manager Allocations 

Large Cap US 
Equity 
36.0% 

Small/Mid 
Cap US 
Equity 
10.0% 

International 
Equity 
15.0% 

Fixed Income 
26.0% 

Real Estate 
8.0% 

Infrastructure 
5.0% 

Target Asset Allocation 

Large Cap US 
Equity 
36.7% 

Small/Mid 
Cap US 
Equity 
10.8% 

International 
Equity 
11.9% 

Fixed Income 
24.0% 

Real Estate 
9.2% 

Infrastructure 
6.3% Cash 

1.1% 

Actual Asset Allocation 

S:\TreasuryInvestments\PENSIONS\TSRS\FISCAL YEAR 2016\Investments\Reporting\Monthly Reports\TSRS Monthly Allocation Reports FY16\TSRS-FY16_Mth07_Jan - 2016,Tab:PIECHARTS



Total BlackRock Total Alliance BlackRock PIMCO Causeway Total JP Morgan LaSalle JP Morgan Total Macquarie Total

Fund U.S. Debt PIMCO Fixed S&P 500 Value StocksPlus T.RowePrice Pyramis Champlain Aberdeen Capital Equities Strat Prop I & G I & G Real Estate SteelRiver Capital Infrastructure

JAN -4.76% 1.45% -0.16% 0.46% -4.98% -5.16% -16.66% -9.95% -8.73% -6.73% -5.93% -7.91% -7.92% 0.49% 0.00% 1.88% 0.87% -0.11% -0.39% -0.25%
 

FEB 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

MAR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

APR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

MAY 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

JUN 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

JUL 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
 

AUG 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

SEP 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

OCT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

NOV 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

DEC 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

CYTD -4.76% 1.45% -0.16% 0.46% -4.98% -5.16% -16.66% -9.95% -8.73% -6.73% -5.93% -7.91% -7.92% 0.49% 0.00% 1.88% 0.87% -0.11% -0.39% -0.25%

 Benchmark Returns:

Latest 

Month -3.22% 1.38% 0.00% 1.38% -4.96% -5.17% -4.96% -5.58% -8.79% -6.55% -6.80% -7.23% -6.05% -           -           -           -           0.50% 0.50% 0.50%

Clndr Yr to 

Date -3.22% 1.38% 0.00% 1.38% -4.96% -5.17% -4.96% -5.58% -8.79% -6.55% -6.80% -7.23% -6.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.50% 0.50% 0.50%

Index Custom Barclays Fixed Inc Barclays S & P 500 Russell S & P 500 Russell Russell Russell MSCI MSCI Equity NCREIF- NCREIF- NCREIF- NCREIF- CPI CPI CPI

Plan Index Aggregate Custom Aggregate 1000 1000 2000 Midcap All Country EAFE Composite ODCE (1) ODCE (1) ODCE (1) ODCE (1) + 4% + 4% + 4%
Value Growth Wld x-US N Net Divd (2) (2) (2)

(1)  CYTD Index returns thru: (2) CYTD Index Returns thru: 01/31/16

TUCSON SUPPLEMENTAL RETIREMENT SYSTEM
CALENDAR YEAR 2016 PERFORMANCE BY MANAGER

NET OF FEES AND CUSTODIAL CHARGES

S:\TreasuryInvestments\PENSIONS\TSRS\FISCAL YEAR 2016\Investments\Reporting\Monthly Reports\TSRS Monthly Return Reports FY16\TSRS-PerformanceByCalendarYr_2016_ACTUALTSRS-PerformanceByCalendarYr_2016_ACTUALTSRS-

PerformanceByCalendarYr_2016_ACTUAL,Tab:Mgr_P



S:\TreasuryInvestments\PENSIONS\TSRS\FISCAL YEAR 2016\Investments\Reporting\Monthly Reports\TSRS Monthly Return Reports FY16\TSRS-PerformanceByFiscalYr_2016_ACTUAL,Tab:Mgr_Performance

Total BlackRock Total Alliance BlackRock PIMCO Causeway Total JP Morgan LaSalle JP Morgan Total Macquarie Total
Fund U.S. Debt PIMCO Fixed S&P 500 Value StocksPlus T.RowePrice Pyramis Champlain Aberdeen Capital Equities Strat Prop I & G I & G Real Estate SteelRiver Capital Infrastructure

JUL 1.16% 0.68% 0.57% 0.61% 2.12% 0.48% 2.15% 5.03% 1.16% -1.52% -1.48% 1.73% 1.55% 0.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.61% 0.00% -0.84% -0.44%

AUG -3.97% -0.13% -1.06% -0.71% -5.99% -5.96% -6.64% -5.75% -5.24% -4.69% -8.19% -6.46% -6.07% 0.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70% 0.00% 1.42% 0.74%
 

SEP -3.20% 0.71% -1.70% -0.79% -2.46% -3.01% -3.27% -10.49% -4.20% -3.67% -5.86% -5.93% -4.99% 1.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.94% -0.22% 1.41% 0.64%

OCT 4.38% 0.00% 2.26% 1.39% 2.29% 7.57% 8.68% 8.67% 3.97% 7.02% 7.51% 7.12% 6.41% 0.57% 0.00% 3.50% 1.37% 0.00% -1.05% -0.55%

NOV 0.50% -0.26% -0.54% -0.43% 0.28% 0.41% 0.18% 0.35% 3.33% 1.53% -2.78% -2.04% 0.15% 1.52% 0.00% 0.00% 1.10% 19.98% -6.30% 6.19%

DEC -1.84% -0.34% -1.26% -0.91% -1.56% -8.43% -1.36% -0.18% -4.27% -2.84% -3.09% -1.16% -2.93% 1.00% -95.71% 0.00% 0.63% -3.93% 5.19% 0.29%

JAN -4.76% 1.45% -0.16% 0.46% -4.98% -5.16% -16.66% -9.95% -8.73% -6.73% -5.93% -7.91% -7.92% 0.49% 0.00% 1.88% 0.87% -0.11% -0.39% -0.25%
 

FEB 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

MAR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

APR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

MAY 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

JUN 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

FYTD -7.78% 2.12% -1.93% -0.40% -10.15% -14.03% -17.43% -13.15% -13.80% -10.97% -18.86% -14.50% -13.67% 6.89% -95.71% 5.45% 6.39% 14.88% -0.92% 6.64%
 Benchmark Returns:

Latest 
Month -3.22% 1.38% 0.00% 1.38% -4.96% -5.17% -4.96% -5.58% -8.79% -6.55% -6.80% -7.23% -6.05% 3.34% 3.34% 3.34% 3.34% 0.50% 0.50% 0.50%

Fiscal Yr to 
Date -4.39% 2.07% -1.55% 2.07% -4.80% -8.24% -4.80% -4.03% -16.78% -10.93% -15.49% -12.81% -9.10% 7.14% 7.14% 7.14% 7.14% 1.60% 1.60% 1.60%

Index Custom Barclays Fixed Inc Barclays S & P 500 Russell S & P 500 Russell Russell Russell MSCI MSCI Equity NCREIF - NCREIF - NCREIF - NCREIF - CPI CPI CPI
Plan Index Aggregate Custom Aggregate 1000 1000 2000 Midcap All Country EAFE Composite ODCE ODCE ODCE ODCE + 4% + 4% + 4%
 Value Growth Wld x-US N Net Divd (1) (1) (1) (1) (2) (2) (2)

(1) FYTD Index returns thru: 12/31/15 (2) FYTD Index returns thru:  1/31/16

      TUCSON SUPPLEMENTAL RETIREMENT SYSTEM
    FISCAL YEAR 2016 PERFORMANCE BY MANAGER

NET OF FEES AND CUSTODIAL CHARGES
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Total BlackRock Total Alliance BlackRock PIMCO Causeway Total JP Morgan LaSalle JP Morgan Total Macquarie Total
Fund U.S. Debt PIMCO Fixed S&P 500 Value StocksPlus T.RowePrice Pyramis Champlain Aberdeen Capital Equities Strat Prop I & G I & G Real Estate SteelRiver Capital Infrastructure

JAN '15 -1.02% 2.10% 1.67% 1.83% -3.00% -3.97% -2.78% -0.58% -2.39% -2.76% -0.48% 0.53% -2.02% 0.47% 0.00% 3.00% 1.14% 0.00% -6.70% -3.58%

FEB '15 3.76% -0.92% 0.76% 0.12% 5.73% 4.86% 5.92% 6.73% 6.88% 5.94% 4.26% 4.42% 5.60% 1.85% 0.00% 0.00% 1.32% -0.20% 2.16% 1.02%

MAR '15 -0.57% 0.44% 0.33% 0.37% -1.58% -1.37% -1.46% -0.55% 1.43% 0.83% -2.74% -1.12% -0.93% 1.35% 2.61% 0.00% 1.00% 0.00% -4.25% -2.22%

APR '15 1.14% -0.29% 0.20% 0.02% 0.95% 0.94% 0.77% 0.09% -1.32% 1.02% 4.82% 4.89% 1.39% 0.90% 0.00% 3.36% 1.55% 0.00% 4.33% 2.22%

MAY '15 0.70% -0.29% 0.12% -0.03% 1.29% 1.21% 1.38% 2.03% 3.79% 1.47% -2.01% -1.14% 1.05% 1.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.73% 1.47% -2.16% -0.43%

JUN '15 -1.08% -1.10% -1.77% -1.52% -1.92% -1.93% -2.11% -1.20% 1.19% 0.06% -4.19% -2.71% -1.66% 1.49% 24.40% 4.95% 2.45% 1.66% 3.61% 2.66%

JUL '15 1.16% 0.68% 0.57% 0.61% 2.12% 0.48% 2.15% 5.03% 1.16% -1.52% -1.48% 1.73% 1.55% 0.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.61% 0.00% -0.84% -0.44%

AUG '15 -3.97% -0.13% -1.06% -0.71% -5.99% -5.96% -6.64% -5.75% -5.24% -4.69% -8.19% -6.46% -6.07% -0.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70% 0.00% 1.42% 0.74%

SEP '15 -3.20% 7.10% -1.70% -0.79% -2.46% -3.01% -3.27% -10.49% -4.20% -3.67% -5.86% -5.93% -4.99% 1.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.94% -0.22% 1.41% 0.64%

OCT '15 4.38% 0.00% 2.26% 1.39% 2.29% 7.57% 8.68% 8.67% 3.97% 7.02% 7.51% 7.12% 6.41% 0.57% 0.00% 3.50% 1.37% 0.00% -1.05% -0.55%

NOV' 15 0.50% -0.26% -0.54% -0.43% 0.28% 0.41% 0.18% 0.35% 3.33% 1.53% -2.78% -2.04% 0.15% 1.52% 0.00% 0.00% 1.10% 19.98% -6.30% 6.19%

DEC' 15 -1.84% -0.34% -1.26% -0.91% -1.56% -8.43% -1.36% -0.18% -4.27% -2.84% -3.09% -1.16% -2.93% 1.00% -95.71% 0.00% 0.63% -3.93% 5.19% 0.29%

JAN '16 -4.76% 1.45% -0.16% 0.46% -4.98% -5.16% -16.66% -9.95% -8.73% -6.73% -5.93% -7.91% -7.92% 0.49% 0.00% 1.88% 0.87% -0.11% -0.39% -0.25%

1-YTD -4.15% 6.26% -2.30% -1.45% -6.24% -10.92% -13.82% -6.98% -3.15% -2.46% -19.03% -10.94% -9.01% 11.95% -94.52% 14.38% 14.09% 18.27% 2.50% 10.06%
 Benchmark Returns:

Latest Month -3.22% 1.38% 0.00% 1.38% -4.96% -5.17% -4.96% -5.58% -8.79% -6.55% -6.80% -7.23% -6.05% 3.34% 3.34% 3.34% 3.34% 0.50% 0.50% 0.50%
One Yr to 

Date -1.37% -0.14% -1.77% -0.14% -0.64% -5.01% -0.64% 1.33% -9.92% -7.40% -11.95% -8.44% -4.73% 15.01% 15.01% 15.01% 15.01% 5.44% 5.44% 5.44%

Index Custom Barclays Fixed Inc Barclays S & P 500 Russell S & P 500 Russell Russell Russell MSCI MSCI Equity NCREIF - NCREIF - NCREIF - NCREIF - CPI CPI CPI
Plan Index Aggregate Custom Aggregate 1000 1000 2000 Midcap All Country EAFE Composite ODCE ODCE ODCE ODCE + 4% + 4% + 4%
 Value Growth Wld x-US N Net Divd (1) (1) (1) (1) (2) (2) (2)

(1) One Yr Index returns thru: 12/31/15 (2) One Yr Index returns thru: 1/31/16

      TUCSON SUPPLEMENTAL RETIREMENT SYSTEM
    ONE YEAR TO DATE PERFORMANCE BY MANAGER

NET OF FEES AND CUSTODIAL CHARGES
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Tucson Supplemental Retirement System (TSRS)
BNY Mellon - Securities Lending & Custodial Fee Summary
FY16

July 1, 2015 - June 30, 2016

Gross 
Earnings Rebate Paid Bank Fees

Gross Client 
Earnings

Administration 
Fee

FY16         
Net Client 
Earnings

FY15  Net 
Client 

Earnings

FY16 
Custodian 

Fees

FY15 
Custodian 

Fees
July 2,924$             (7,613)$            4,214$             6,323$             -$                      6,323$           6,816$           $ $
August 2,712               (7,968)              4,271               6,410               -                        6,410             5,775             
September 2,016               (10,251)            4,905               7,362               -                        7,362             6,239             74,053           73,879           
October 2,230               (10,678)            5,162               7,746               -                        7,746             6,970             
November 2,563               (6,447)              3,603               5,407               -                        5,407             6,002             
December 4,516               (8,780)              5,316               7,979               -                        7,979             6,655             -                    71,675           
January 5,571               (5,972)              4,615               6,928               -                        6,928             7,214             
February -                       -                       -                       -                       -                        -                    8,612             
March -                       -                       -                       -                       -                        -                    11,248           -                    75,962           
April -                       -                       -                       -                       -                        -                    11,082           
May -                       -                       -                       -                       -                        -                    13,175           
June -                       -                       -                       -                       -                        -                    8,769             -                    -                    

   Totals 22,532$           (57,709)$         32,087$           48,154$           -$                      48,154$        98,557$         74,053$        221,516$       

cross check: 48,154                
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TSRS
Schedule of Cash Transfers Between Investment Accounts and/or Fund 072
FY 16

NOTES:

Transfer Date Account # Account Desc. Amount Account # Account Desc. Amount
07/17/15 TSRF1002002 Pyramis Small Cap Account (2,000,000.00)      FUND 072 (1) INVESTMENT POOL ACCOUNT 2,000,000.00       To meet cash liquidity needs & rebalance portfolio
07/13/15 TSRF4001002 JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund (3.67)                   TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 3.67                     Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
07/16/15 TSRF5002002 SteelRiver IFNA (216,262.81)         TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 216,262.81          Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
07/31/15 TSRF5002002 SteelRiver IFNA (84,628.18)           TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 84,628.18            Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
08/13/15 TSRF5001002 Macquarie Capital Infrastructure Fund (8,901.96)             TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 8,901.96              Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
09/30/15 TSRF10012002 T Rowe Price (5,000,000.00)      FUND 072 (1) INVESTMENT POOL ACCOUNT 5,000,000.00       To meet cash liquidity needs & rebalance portfolio
09/30/15 TSRF20010002 SteelRiver IFNA (41,792.49)           TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 41,792.49            Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
10/29/15 TSRF10030002 Alliance S&P 500 (5,000,000.00)      FUND 072 (1) INVESTMENT POOL ACCOUNT 5,000,000.00       To meet cash liquidity needs & rebalance portfolio
10/07/15 TSRF40010002 JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund (3.06)                   TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 3.06                     Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
11/03/15 TSRF50010002 Macquarie Capital Infrastructure Fund (409,921.51)         TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 409,921.51          Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
11/03/15 TSRF50010002 Macquarie Capital Infrastructure Fund (8,903.99)             TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 8,903.99              Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
11/04/15 TSRF50020002 SteelRiver IFNA (32,832.28)           TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 32,832.28            Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
12/02/16 TSRF10050002 Blackrock Value (5,000,000.00)      FUND 072 (1) INVESTMENT POOL ACCOUNT 5,000,000.00       To meet cash liquidity needs & rebalance portfolio
12/16/15 TSRF50020002 SteelRiver IFNA (896,634.93)         TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 896,634.93          Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
12/30/15 TSRF40020002 Lasalle (59,809.47)           TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 59,809.47            Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
01/04/16 TSRF10090002 Pimco Stocks Plus (5,000,000.00)      FUND 072 (1) INVESTMENT POOL ACCOUNT 5,000,000.00       To meet cash liquidity needs & rebalance portfolio
01/08/16 TSRF40010002 JP Morgan Strategic Property Fund (5.82)                   TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 5.82                     Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
01/20/16 TSRF50020002 SteelRiver IFNA (24,862.12)           TSRF2001002 Liquidity Cash Account 24,862.12            Automatic transfer of excess cash to liquidity account
01/29/16 TSRF20010002 Liquidity Cash Account (13.96)                  TSRF50010002 Macquarie Capital Infrastructure Fund 13.96                   For Distribution

TOTALS (23,784,576.25)    23,784,576.25     -                  
(1) - INVESTMENT POOL ACCOUNT (Fund 072) Transfer-In Summary: 
FY16 -To Date FY15 FY14 FY13 FY12 FY11 FY10 FY09 FY08 FY07 FY06

2,000,000.00    28,400,000         24,900,000                                               21,700,000          27,202,000     29,950,000                                              20,872,362          26,760,000     10,000,000    17,500,000      2,500,000   
5,000,000.00   2,366,667          2,075,000                                                 1,808,333           2,266,833      2,495,833                                               1,739,363           2,230,000      833,333        1,458,333        208,333      
5,000,000.00   
5,000,000.00   
5,000,000.00   

Credit to account: 072-121-1030-2733  (Corresponding Debit goes to 072-121-1000)  

TO (Transfers In):FROM (Transfers Out):
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