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Partnership for change
Mercer

+ Leading global provider of consulting, outsourcing and investment services

* Health & Benefits * Workforce * Retirement, health & * |nvestments
Communication & welfare and absence
Change management

administration

* Retirement, Risk &
Finance

* Information Product
Solutions

 More than 25,000 clients worldwide, about 10,000 in US

* Human Capital

» Backed by our parent company, Marsh & McLennan Companies, with 2011 revenue
of almost $11 billion

 Investments business the fastest growing segment within Mercer
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Mercer Investments at a glance

Qualified, Experienced, Global Staff

Firm

3,000+ clients worldwide, 600+ in the US

$6.5 trillion in assets under advisement
globally, $1.2 trillion in the US

$59 billion in assets under management
globally (As of June 30, 2012)

60+ offices worldwide
Clients in more than 40 countries

More than 40 years advising investors

Employees

1,255 employees

Consultants average 10+ years
of investment experience, in 23 countries

MERCER

Specialist Expertise

Financial Strategy Group — 70+ professionals
providing sophisticated modeling and holistic
risk management advice including strategy and
implementation

Manager Research Boutiques — 100+ full-time
research professionals evaluating traditional
and non-traditional investment managers

Sentinel Group — investment operations
consulting focusing on custody, transition
management and other operational aspects

Implemented Consulting — clients seeking to
outsource day to day fiduciary management
and operations

Responsible Investment team — clients
seeking to manage non-traditional risks such
as climate change and corporate governance

As of June 30, 2012
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Mercer Investments
Global structure

Equity Boutique
Deb Clarke

Fixed Income
Boutique
‘ Paul Cavalier

Real Estate
Boutique
Allison Yager

Alternatives
Boutique
TBD

President & CEO

Mercer
Julio Portalatin

Manager Research /
High Net Worth
Jeff Schutes™

Investments
Phil de Cristo*

Wealth
Management &
Technology
Solutions
Cara Williams*

President & Group Executive,

Global Head of
Operations
Anthony Lane*

Chief Investment

Officer

Andrew Kirton*

R e i i S

Responsible
Investment
Jane Ambachtsheer

Global Consulting
Strategy
Divyesh Hindocha

Mainstream Assets
Portfolio
Management
Russell Clarke

Alternatives
Portfolio
Management
Bill Muysken

Canadal/Latin America

|
Europe, Middlcle East & Africa

Asia Pacific

Business Leader
Rich Nuzum*

Business Leader
Ted Singeris*

Business Leader
Tom Geraghty*

Business Leader
Stephen Roberts*

* Denotes member of Global Investments Leadership Team

MERCER
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Our View of the World’s Asset Classes

Growth Assets

Drives long-term
capital appreciation

Seeks to mitigate
high return volatility
through
diversification and
tilts to areas with
attractive relative
valuations.

Includes global and
domestic equities —
both publicly traded
and privately held

MERCER

Growth Assets

Risk
Reduction
Assets

Risk Reduction

Lower volatility asset
classes

Helps to minimize
correlation to equity returns

Includes bonds — both
global and domestic — and
hedge funds

Inflation Protection

Attractive for institutions
with inflation-sensitive
liabilities

Helps to protect against
unanticipated inflation

Includes Treasury Inflation
Protected Securities, natural
resources and real estate



Optimization — Capturing non-normality

« Capital market models

— Returns are not normally
distributed

— stronger focus on
downside risks

— The behavior of returns
differs in distinct market
states

- higher volatility in
“stressed” markets

- higher correlation
between some asset
classes in “stressed”
markets

— - Regime-Switching
approach

MERCER

| Extreme Normal
Market

Regime-
Switching
Model
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Standard optimization (Markowitz) has several

shortcomings

= High sensitivity to input parameters

= Estimation risk

— Limitation of optimization to parameters return and
covariance, which are determined by a point estimate

= Normal distribution
— Underestimation of tail risks

—

Mercer’s robust optimization approach

Robust optimization offers improvements to the

traditional approach

= Consideration of estimation risks

»= Regime switching approach
— Allows modelling of skewed distributions and fat tails

— Assumes that the market can be in several states
(normal vs. crisis market regimes)

= Consideration of ‘catastrophe’ scenarios

A 4

v

Illustrative asset allocations

= Often little diversified results and no spreading of risks
over as many return sources as possible

100%

‘ BAssatkiasse 12
90% ‘
B Assetklasse 11

80% DAsselidasse 10

0% DAssetklasse 9

BAssetkiasse 8
60%

WAsselkiasse 7
50%
WAssetkiasse 6

40%
WAsselkiasse 5

A% W Asselkiasse 4

20% W Assetidasse 3

W Asselklasse 2
10%

WAsselklasse 1

3.0% 32% 36% 41% 5.1% 6.4% 8,0% 9.7% 1.4% 132% 155% 284%

Illustrative asset allocations

= More robust and better diversified solutions

B Assetidasse 12
B Assetidasse 11
O Assetidasse 10
DO Assetidasse 9
B Assetidasse 8
W Assetidasse 7
W Assetidasse 6
W Assetidasse 5
W Assetidasse 4
W Assetidasse 3

| WAssetidasse 2

| mAssetidasse 1

31% 33% 37% 43% 52% 63% 75% 89% 104% 12,1% 139% 16.4%
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Risk is multi-dimensional

« To supplement risk/return analysis we seek to better understand the exposure of a
portfolio to underlying return drivers

« Aim to diversify between the return drivers as opposed to simply diversifying between
asset classes

» Conduct similar exercise for portfolio risk factors

« Stress test candidate portfolios for robustness under different market conditions

Example: Portfolio return by return drivers

Current asset allocation Proposed asset allocation
Other Other
Non-Corporate GDP Growth ~ Alpha 0.0% 0.0%

Equity Risk Premium
68.9%

Equity Risk Premium
34.7%

0.0% 13.4%
lliquidity Premium
1.4% !

Term Premium
9.4%

Alpha
38.0%

Unexpected Inflation
0.3%

Credit Risk Premium

6.6% Small Cap Premium

0.0%
Emerging Mkt Premium

Non-Corporate GDP Grow th
0.0%
lliquidity Premiu
2.0%

Emerging Mkt Premium
0,
0.0% Credit R kPrO'O%
) edit Risk Premium
Small Cap Premium 12.2%

0.0% Term Premium Unexpected Inflation

13.1% 0.1%
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Experience with large government institutions and newly established funds

* Norwegian Petroleum Fund (Norway) « Large State Government Superannuation

Fund (Australi
» Chilean Copper Fund (Chile) und (Australia)

5 t Pension Fund (Asi
 Large Sovereign Wealth Fund (Gulf Gl LR g e

Region) « Swedish Buffer Fund (Sweden)
 Libyan Investment Authority (Libya) * Future Fund (Australia)
« Banking and Payments Authority of « Asian National Pension Fund (Asia)

Timor-Leste (East Timor
( )  Government Pension Investment Fund

« Kuwait Investment Authority (Kuwait) (Japan)

* New Zealand Treasury/New Zealand * Fonds de Reserves des Retraites (France)
Superannuation Fund (New Zealand)

 Employees Provident Fund
Organization (India)
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PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

1

Executive summary

We are delighted to have been invited to propose for a strategic asset allocation and spending
policy review for the investment portfolio of North Dakota Legacy Fund (‘NDLF”). We are very
excited at the prospect of working on this important assignment and are pleased to submit this
document for your consideration.

Mercer is uniquely qualified to assist the NDLF in this project. We are one of the largest
investment consulting organisations globally and have the necessary resources, research and
experience to deliver the highest level of expertise required for this critical project.

We live in unprecedented turbulent times and we believe that a successful outcome to this
assignment will depend on the appointment of an investment consulting firm that has:

« Strong experience of developing SAA and spending policies in a risk controlled framework

« Scale to support proprietary, specialist research to develop penetrating insights into asset
classes an specialist expertise for creating structured solutions

+ Pragmatic approach to applying innovative solutions from around the world

« Team with experience of working with large government institutions, including those with
natural resource-based funding sources

« Expertise in working with newly established funds, particularly those characterized by an
initial investing phase, and subsequent spending phases

We are happy to provide references at your request. We have performed very similar studies for
various Middle Eastern and Asian oil and gas funds and a South American metals-based fund.
Importantly, many of these prior projects were similar in scope to NDLF — most were seeking
asset allocation advice for their newly established funds, many of which were in investing mode
with very little to no current spending requirements. We believe the analysis required for these
newly established funds is fundamentally different than the analysis required for funds that have
been in existence for many years.

We hope that this proposal meets with your expectations and we look forward to discussing it
with you further.

Brian Birnbaum, CFA
Partner and Midwest Market Business Leader
September 14, 2012

MERCER 1



PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

2

Proposed approach

We propose a collaborative approach between NDLF and Mercer that seeks to combine

+ the knowledge and insights that NDLF staff have about the key objectives and constraints for
the portfolio

+ the asset class and portfolio construction expertise and experience of Mercer’'s world class
investment capability

We propose a two phase approach to the development of a robust and practical strategic asset
allocation for NDLF as follows:

Phase A — Understand the key investment objectives of the portfolio, risk tolerance and
operating constraints

Phase B — Develop the opportunity set of strategic asset allocations and recommendations;
model, evaluate, and recommend potential changes to current spending policy

We now describe each phase in detail.

Phase A: Understand key investment objectives, risk tolerance and operating constraints
for the portfolio

The purpose of this critical phase is to ensure that the strategic asset allocation is built on a solid
foundation. It is impossible to consider the strategic asset allocation without regard to NDLF’s
investment objectives, risk tolerance and operating constraints.

We will focus intensively to understand from NDLF staff the key parameters within which the
portfolio needs to be managed and how you see them evolving over the coming years.
Understanding the strategic thinking behind the projected evolution of NDLF’s requirements from
the portfolio is important in ensuring that the asset allocation provides the required balance
between liquidity, security/stability and return generation on a medium to long term view.

We shall need to understand the overall cash flows of the NDLF and the key strategic issues
relating to the portfolio, including

+ What is the rationale for holding the reserves and background to current strategic asset
allocation

* What is the size of potential spending relating to the portfolio? \What are the nature and
factors that affect this spending, and what is the potential correlation of spending and fund
deposits/spot oil prices?

* What is the potential sensitivity of optimal asset allocation to evolving spending policies?
*  What are the liquidity requirements and how are they expected to evolve?
* What is the anticipated cash flow profile and how can this change?

MERCER 2



PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

* Views on security and circumstances when negative absolute returns can be tolerated, if
any.

¢ How much fluctuations in returns can be tolerated

+ Which asset classes/instruments are currently used in the portfolio? Are there any legal or
other restrictions on use of other asset classes/instruments?

NDLF is a significant and unique institution, particularly in the United States. As a result, we
believe that it is important to identify its natural competitive advantages so that the strategic
asset allocation can capitalize on them. For example, the global financial crisis has weakened
the balance sheets of many institutions and they are being forced into transactions that distort
the true value of assets. In this situation, the investment phase of NDLF and the current
requirement of a super-majority vote to initiate any spending post 2017 may give it a competitive
advantage that can be reflected in its strategic asset allocation. Furthermore, a fund growing at
approximately $50 million per month may have the ability to lock up a larger proportion of capital
in seeking higher investment returns than another fund the does not enjoy the same cash flow
profile.

We anticipate that our discussions with representatives of NDLF and review of
documents/reports during this phase will give us a good understanding of

+ the key objectives to be met by the portfolio in terms of liquidity, security, returns etc and their
priority

* eligible assets/instruments and type of risks that may be tolerated
» the investment decision making structure and capacity
« operating constraints and any natural competitive advantages

We shall document our understanding and agree it with NDLF before progressing to Phase B. At
this stage it will be clear if we need to divide the portfolio into tranches.

Phase B — Develop the opportunity set of strategic asset allocations and
recommendations; model, evaluate, and recommend potential changes to current
spending policy

The development of the strategic asset allocation will be driven from the output of Phase A,
which will define the key requirements that the portfolio has to meet and their priority. This
critical link aims to ensure that the strategic asset allocation is grounded in NDLF’s investment
objectives, tolerance to risk, and operating constraints. In conjunction, the NDLF’s SAA will be
driven by its ultimate spending needs/requirements. The current spending policy requires a
super-majority vote {o require any spending post 2017. As a result, the current spending policy
results in a highly uncertain spending need for the fund. We will test our asset allocation
recommendations against alternative spending policies, those that are more traditional (i.e.,
based on a percent of market value) and those that are adjusted relative to the rate of inflation.
Our goal is to not only ensure that the SAA for the NDLF is appropriate given evolving spending
needs, but to also ensure that the NDLF lives up to its primary objective — providing sources of
funding for future generations of North Dakotans.

MERCER 3



PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

Depending on the outcome of phase A, it may be necessary to split the portfolio into different
tranches and develop a strategic asset allocation for each tranche with associated benchmarks.

This approach avoids one of the main failings revealed by the recent financial crisis as institution
after institution ran into difficulties because asset portfolios had spun out of control in terms of
liquidity, duration, economic sensitivity, etc. This is not to say that there should not be any
mismatching but that any mismatching should be controlled with a clear ‘safe harbor’ reference
point and a measured approach as to any deviation.

Against this background, we recommend an approach which is a judicious mix of art and
science for the development of the strategic asset allocation. We believe that history has many
lessons for an investor but we also believe that strategic asset aliocation should be formulated
with a forward looking mind-set. This is especially true in the current environment where the
global economy and financial system remain fragile and significant imbalances and power shifts
need to be managed.

The key developments being:

» Itis now well understood by most investors that we are in a midst of some fundamental
changes. The “super-debt” cycle is at an end, bringing in its wake some major challenges for
policy-makers and politicians.

+ Prospects for economic growth have to contend with the gravitational force of de-leveraging
with the one positive being the continued growth and wealth creation in “developing”
countries.

« Unconventional policy measures and concerns about entering into a prolonged deflationary
period have taken bond yields to very low levels, with in some case real yields being
negative.

¢ The Euro-zone continues to be a source of systemic risk which is weighting down on many
risk assets.

In such conditions, it is important to take a multi-dimensional approach to development of the
strategic asset allocation. We understand the limitations of statistical modeling and use such
techniques selectively to help test our judgmental thinking as opposed to using mathematical
analysis to drive the strategic asset allocation in the belief that it is possible to reduce the real
world dynamics into a model. Later in this section we discuss in more detail some of the specific
analysis that we anticipate will be required.

The key steps in this phase will be as follows:

1. Asset class analysis (identify full universe of eligible asset classes and their characteristics)
Evaluation of the current portfolio

Consideration of candidate portfolios

Evaluation of current and alternative spending policies

Strategic asset allocation recommendation and investment policy statement

o s wN
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PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

We have highlighted below some of the issues that will be considered as we go through the
above steps:

1. Asset class analysis

Asset classes are the building blocks of a portfolio and the relative exposure of a portfolio to
different asset classes will determine the behavior of that portfolio under different conditions. It is
therefore critical to form a view on the characteristics of the asset classes that are included in
the current portfolio as well as others that are eligible. We will agree with NDLF the asset class
opportunity set to be considered for this analysis.

We will propose forward-looking assumptions for expected return and distribution of those
returns for the eligible asset classes for discussion and agreement with NDLF. We are
conscious that financial returns do not neatly fit the convenient normal distribution pattern
assumed within many models. A noticeable feature of asset class return behavior is the increase
in correlations of returns during bear markets and market crises. Such market crises have raised
awareness of the fat-tailed nature of asset returns and these distributions are seen as more
appropriate in the modeling of future investment returns and risks. To allow for fat tails we adopt
a regime-switching approach where individual asset class returns are assumed to be generated
from two distinct distributions (representing “regular” and “extreme” market conditions) which are
combined to generate a fat-tailed distribution. Assumptions for the fat-tailed distribution would be
incorporated into our forward looking capital market views.

lllustration: Basic regime-switching approach based on global equity returns

| Extreme Normal
J Market Market
|
T Regime-
Switching
Model

(MSCI World daily, 522 data points)

11/8/2007

6/19/2007 11/6/2007 3/25/2008 8/12/2008 12/30/2008

I normal market B cxtreme market
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PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

It will also be necessary for us to characterize each asset class by factors that are relevant to
the NDLF’s requirements identified in Phase A. For example, in order to assess the real liquidity
of a portfolio a qualitative assessment will be required about the liquidity characteristics of each
underlying asset class. We shall work collaboratively with NDLF to agree an appropriate score
for liquidity (and other relevant factors) for each asset class.

2. Evaluation of current portfolio

Based on characteristics of asset classes agreed with NDLF, we shall evaluate the current
portfolio in relation to the requirements identified in Phase A. This will show the extent to which
the current portfolio meets the requirements that are relevant for NDLF. Considering the current
portfolio in these terms will allow us to consider the implications of any areas of misfit and
discuss with NDLF the priorities for any corrective action.

3. Consideration of candidate portfolios

Traditional optimization models suffer from various simplifying assumptions (i.e., estimation error
of assumptions, normal distributions, static correlations, etc) and require either highly manual
constraints, limited the usefulness of the results, or result in undiversified portfolios.

Candidate portfolios would be analyzed in relation to the efficient frontier on a more conventional
risk/return basis. However, results using the traditional Markowitz methods are often poorly
diversified and non-intuitive. Unless constrained or “hand polished”, they do not fulfill the basic goal
of spreading risks among a wide range of risk and return sources. We therefore propose to use a
Robust Optimization approach, parameter estimation is allowed for explicitly in determining optimal
allocations. This results in portfolios that are much better diversified with intuitive appeal as
shown below.

MERCER 6



PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND

lllustration: Robust optimization approach versus traditional Markowitz approach

Standard optimization (Markowitz) has several

shortcomings

= High sensitivity to input parameters

= Estimation risk
— Limitation of optimization to parameters return and
covariance, which are determined by a point estimate
= Normal distribution
— Underestimation of tail risks

Robust optimization offers improvements to the
traditional approach

= Consideration of estimation risks

= Regime switching approach
— Allows modelling of skewed distributions and fat tails
— Assumes that the market can be in several states
(normal vs. crisis market regimes)

= Consideration of ‘catastrophe’ scenarios

v

v

Illustrative asset allocations

= Often little diversified results and no spreading of risks
over as many return sources as possible

lllustrative asset allocations

= More robust and better diversified solutions

\

Versus the standard approa
of parameters and non-norm
changing market conditions.

ch, Mercer’s robust optimization approach copes with estimation risk
ality of investment returns to build portfolios that are more robust to
Resulting from the optimization approach it is possible to plot the

efficient frontier and evaluate potential portfolios versus theoretical optimal allocations.

lllustration: Efficient frontier resulting from optimization
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PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

Volatility of returns is not a complete measure of risk and in the aftermath of the recent financial
crisis, investors are now attuned to a broader sense of risk. Risk is a multi-dimensional concept
and Mercer believes a thorough understanding of all of the risks attached to a portfolio is
required to properly consider it.

Therefore, as a supplement to the risk/return analysis we seek to better understand the exposure
of a portfolio to the underlying return drivers, and to aim to diversify between the return drivers as
opposed to simply diversifying between asset classes. A similar analysis would be carried out
looking at the breakdown of portfolio risk.

Example: Portfolio return by return drivers

Current asset allocation Proposed asset allocation
Other Other
Non-Corporate GDP Grow th Alpha 0.0% 0.0%

Equity Risk Premium
68.9%

0.0% 13.4%
lliquidity Premium
1.4% A\l

Term Premium
9.4%

Equity Risk Premium
Alpha 34.7%

38.0%

Unexpected Inflation
0.3%

Credit Risk Premium

6.6% Small Cap Premium

0.0%
Emerging Mkt Premium

Non-Corporate GDP Grow th
0.0% y
lliquidity Premium

2.0%

Emerging Mkt Premium
0.0% T 0.0%
Credit Risk Premium

Small Cap Premium 12.2%

0.0% Term Premium Unexpected Inflation

13.1% 0.1%

In addition to the above, further analysis will be carried out to stress test candidate portfolios for
robustness under different market conditions.

4. Strategic asset allocation recommendations

Finally, we would discuss the current portfolio, the candidate portfolios and comprehensive
supporting analysis and receive feedback for any fine tuning required before finalizing our
recommendation that would set out recommended portfolio. We believe this process will be
highly iterative, requiring additional analysis, before a formal recommendation is advanced.

MERCER 8



PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

3

Fees

We are prepared to dedicate the necessary resources required to complete this project by year’s
end. Our ability to complete the project in this timeframe, however, will also depend upon the
NDLF’s timely contracting process and ability to dedicate significant time to ongoing discussions
related to our analysis.

Our proposed all-inclusive fee for the project is $110,000. The fees would be payable in two

instalments, 50% after completion of Phase A of this project, and the remainder after issue of
the final report.

MERCER 9



PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

4

Team structure and members

We propose a team structure and membership that aims to apply the full force of Mercer’s global
intellectual capital and experience in working with similar organizations seeking assistance in
the development of a strategic investment strategy.

We propose Brian Birnbaum as the lead consultant and Rich Nuzum as the Executive Sponsor for
our work with the NDLF. Brian is a Partner and Midwest Market Business Leader for Mercer’s
Investments practice, and is an 18 year veteran in the investments industry, having worked with
some of the largest public retirement systems in the United States on issues related to strategic
asset allocation, portfolio structure, manager selection and program monitoring. Brian also has
deep experience in working with public endowment assets, similar in character as the NDLF.
Rich is a Senior Partner and Head of Mercer’s Investments practice in the United States. Rich
also has deep experience in working with a number of sovereign wealth funds, including those
whose funding were based on natural resource production. Their bios are listed below.

Brian J. Birnbaum, CFA
Partner, Mercer Investment Consulting

Brian is a partner and head of Mercer’s investment consulting practice in the Midwest region. He
assists institutional investors with the development of investment policies and objectives, the
evaluation and selection of investment managers, and the measurement and analysis of
performance results.

Prior to joining Mercer, Brian was the Director and Head of Credit Suisse's institutional consulting
arm, Investment Management Consulting Services. Before joining Credit Suisse, Brian was a
principal with Ennis Knupp & Associates and a senior consultant to a number of public
retirement system, corporate pension, private foundation and high net worth clients. Brian also
led the firm’s effort in US equity and fixed income manager research. In addition, he has
authored a number of technical papers and was a frequent speaker at conferences on topics
ranging from risk management to pension fund best practices. Brian’s investment management
experience includes time with Aon Advisors, where he managed fixed income portfolios,
performed equity analysis and implemented derivative strategies. He has over fifteen years in
institutional investment consulting and investment management roles.

Brian received his Bachelors in Business Administration in Finance from Loyola University

Chicago. He is a CFA charterholder and is a member of the Investment Analysts Society of
Chicago and the CFA® Institute.
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PROPOSAL FOR STRATEGIC ASSET ALLOCATION AND NORTH DAKOTA LEGACY FUND
SPENDING POLICY REVIEW

Rich Nuzum, CFA
Senior Partner, Mercer Investment Management

Based in New York, Rich leads Mercer's investments business in the United States. Before taking on
his current role, Rich was Global Business Leader for Mercer's investment management business
from 2008 through 2011, Americas Business Leader for Mercer's investment consulting business
from 2005 to 2008, and Asian Business Leader for Mercer's investment consulting business from
1997 through 2005.

During more than 20 years with Mercer, Rich's investment consulting clients have included
corporate and public defined benefit and defined contribution plan sponsors, not-for-profit
healthcare systems, foundations, endowments, insurance companies, sovereign weaith funds
and central banks. Rich has worked with clients in more than 15 countries, and has provided
investment consulting advice to more than a dozen of the world's 100 largest institutional
investors.

Rich holds an MBA with High Honors in Analytic Finance and Accounting from the University of
Chicago, and a BA with Honors in Mathematical Sciences and Mathematical Economic Analysis
from Rice University. Before joining Mercer, Rich did graduate work in international economics
at Tokyo University. Rich is a Chartered Financial Analyst and a member of the CFA Institute.
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Important Notices
References to Mercer shall be construed to include Mercer LLC and/or its associated companies.

© 2012 Mercer LLC. All rights reserved.

This contains confidential and proprietary information of Mercer and is intended for the
exclusive use of the parties to whom it was provided by Mercer. Its content may not be
modified, sold or otherwise provided, in whole or in part, to any other person or entity without
Mercer's prior written permission.

The findings, ratings and/or opinions expressed herein are the intellectual property of Mercer
and are subject to change without notice. They are not intended to convey any guarantees as
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Summary

Executive Summary

Financial markets are generally believed to offer investors increasing expected returns for
increasing levels of (non diversifiable) investment risk. Strategic asset allocation for an
institution involves choosing, from the various alternatives offered by these markets, the
trade off between risk and return that is appropriate in terms of the objectives of the
institution and the interests of the parties involved.

Once this choice is made, in practical terms, strategic asset allocation serves only as a
benchmark to measure the management of the Fund. Decisions as to whether markets
should be over or under weighted should be taken by management relative to this
benchmark. This report does not take any views on the relative valuation of global
markets. The issue of tactical asset allocation is beyond the scope of this report.

We begin by discussing a range of different approaches to setting strategic asset
allocation. We see a number of important drawbacks in what has become the established
method of addressing strategic asset allocation questions, namely the use of “long-term”
models. The application of normative economic theories could provide an alternative, but
are inconsistent with the stated objectives of the Fund. We have therefore turned to what
may be called “Representative Investor” methods. We make a case, accepting some of
the practical limitations, for the use of a global market capitalisation-weighted benchmark
as the natural model portfolio for investment in global financial assets.

The liabilities of the Fund are not explicitly defined. One objective for the Fund, set out
in 1997, made reference to the maintenance of value in terms of international purchasing
power. In these terms, a portfolio of inflation-linked government bonds with duration
equivalent to that of the Fund would minimise risk. We show, however, that on the
assumption of a 25 year duration for the Fund, the available durations of bonds within
inflation-linked markets around the world, combined with the fact that such bonds are not
available in all currencies, means that material risk remains even under the “least risk”
strategy.

Our central proposal is that the Fund should adopt a core portfolio managed to a market
capitalisation benchmark of global assets. This benchmark currently implies around 50%
(slightly more) in global equity markets and 50% in other assets (predominantly global
investment grade bonds). We recommend that the currency exposure of the core
portfolio should follow that of the assets comprising the market capitalisation benchmark.

The definition of the acceptable level of risk in the fund is unclear. If the level of equity
exposure in the market capitalised benchmark is considered to be excessive then we
recommend that this should form the “core” portfolio benchmark and a separate least risk

Mercer Investment Consulting i



MuUIweoeyial reuaviculn runu HIVGOUNITIHIL wualcyy | 1vpvaal

satellite portfolio should be constructed to mitigate risk.. To maintain equity exposure at
levels broadly equivalent to the current strategy, a 75% allocation to the core portfolio
and 25% to the satellite would be needed. However, we demonstrate that the overall
difference in risk between the current strategy and the core market capitalisation weighted
portfolio (without any satellite allocation) is relatively modest given the overall
uncertainty in the Fund’s liabilities and the definition of acceptable risk.

The global market capitalisation benchmark includes an allocation to small cap equities,
real estate, emerging market sovereign debt, global high yield debt and private equity. In
none of these asset classes do we consider it reasonable to expected abnormally high
returns (in other words, greater than bonds and equities on a risk-adjusted basis). Their
place in the strategy is justified if they offer a meaningful contribution to overall portfolio
diversification.

Our analysis indicates that, although optimal in the purest sense, inclusion of emerging
market debt and high yield, together with some equity small cap markets at their market
capitalisation weights will have only a marginal impact upon overall expected return and
risk. The case for including small cap allocations in the main equity markets (US, Europe
and Japan) and Global Real Estate appears stronger on diversification grounds.

Given the absence of reliable data on private equity, this must be dealt with largely
qualitatively. The potential difficulties in gaining initial exposure and subsequently
managing it, in particular in terms of the general aim of operating the Fund on a
transparent basis, would tend to argue against its inclusion in practice.

Inflation linked bonds will also in our opinion offer no material benefit when included at
their market capitalised weight in a global benchmark. These bonds should be included
only if a separate low risk “satellite” portfolio is constructed. This portfolio should adopt
trade weighted currency exposures and invest in inflation linked bonds in economies
where these are available. Constraints imposed by the size of the global inflation-linked
bond market would argue against an allocation of more than 3% to any one inflation
linked market. In other economies, or if the 3% limit on inflation linked exposure is
exceeded, the satellite fund should invest in short to medium (10 year) maturity bonds.
However, in view of the practical constraints preventing the Fund from investing in
closely matched inflation linked bonds, we show that this satellite portfolio does not
materially reduce risk relative to adopting the core market capitalised benchmark for the
entire portfolio.
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The chart below compares the current strategy to the market capitalisation portfolio:

Comparison of Market Cap Benchmark to Current Benchmark

European Equity

American Equity

Pacific Equity

Emerging Equity

European Government Bonds

American Government Bonds

@ Current Strategy

Pacific Government Bonds
B Market Cap Benchmark |

European Non-Government Bonds
American Non-Government Bonds
Pacific Non-Government Bonds
Global Property

Global High Yield

Global Emerging Market Debt

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

In summary, the primary differences between our proposal and the current Fund strategy
are;

e ahigher overall equity allocation (by around 10% of the Fund) and
correspondingly lower bond allocation;

« agreater bias to the US market, with a commensurately lower allocation to
European markets;

» amore diversified benchmark within equity that includes smaller capitalisation
stocks;

o an allocation to global real estate.

We have noted that the quantitative case for real estate is mitigated by the practicalities of
easily accessing a diversified global exposure. The strictest interpretation of the market
capitalisation portfolio would also see allocations to private equity, high yield and
emerging market debt, but our analysis suggests that these asset classes offer only modest
benefits in risk/return terms to the aggregate portfolio and practical considerations may
favour their exclusion (practical considerations may also be a constraint on real estate
investment as discussed in section 6.12 of the report).

Although we appear to have approached this review from a different angle when
compared with previous studies, it should perhaps be noted that the above differences are
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in our view relatively minor when seen in the overall context of the asset allocation for
this Fund. There are also very important similarities between our conclusions and earlier
studies, despite the apparent difference in approach. In particular;

e Both approaches involve a trade off between risk and return; neither involves
minimising risk as an over arching objective. Even without the inclusion of the
satellite portfolio to equate equity exposures, the basic risk and return trade off is
rather similar between the two strategies (in the context of the much wider range
of alternative possibilities).

o Both approaches use broad market capitalised market indices within individual
asset categories to achieve diversification (our proposal merely extends this
approach to the weights given to asset categories also).

Furthermore, some of the detailed changes (such as inclusion of real estate and small
capitalisation stocks) have already been discussed positively as possibilities for the Fund.
Thus our review should be seen as arriving, by different means, at conclusions that are
broadly consistent with current policy and our proposals should in our view be seen as
evolutionary rather than requiring fundamental change of policy.
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Introduction

1.1 The work on which this paper reports was commissioned by and is prepared in
accordance with a contract with the Norwegian Ministry of Finance (the
Ministry). The terms of reference for this work are set out in the Invitation to
Tender issued by the Ministry to Mercer Investment Consulting (formerly known
as William M Mercer Limited) on 13th May 2002.

1.2 The Requirement Specification described in the Public Procurement Basis states
that:

"The choice of asset allocation in the portfolio is a fundamental investment
strategy issue and will be the main theme of the report. More specifically, the
report must focus on different consequences of a possible change in the mix
between equities and fixed income, a change in the benchmarks and the
inclusion of new investment alternatives, for instance index linked (inflation
protected bonds), private equities and real estate (commodities and hedge
funds are not relevant)"

1.3 This report is addressed to the Ministry and presents formally the results of the
work undertaken over the intervening year. The direction and focus of the work
has evolved somewhat over time. Thus although our report covers all of the issues
described in the above specification, certain issues have been raised to greater
prominence (and others accordingly de-emphasised), to reflect our recommended
approach to the fundamental investment strategy issue.

Jon Exley and Stephen Woodcock
For and on behalf of Mercer Investment Consulting

Mercer Investment Consulting
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2

Approaches to Setting Strategic Asset Allocation

Background

1

2.2

2o

24

Financial markets are generally believed to offer investors increasing expected
returns for increasing levels of (non diversifiable) investment risk. Strategic asset
allocation for an institution involves choosing, from the various alternatives
offered by these markets, the trade off between risk and return that is appropriate
in terms of the objectives of the institution and the interests of the parties
involved.

In practical terms, once established, the strategic asset allocation is then simply a
benchmark against which the management decisions of the Fund can be measured.
Thus, for example, if those responsible for the management of the Petroleum Fund
have a view that, say, it should be underweight in US equities, the benchmark
measures what we mean by “underweight”. We mean underweight relative to the
benchmark, as under or over weighting only has meaning in relative terms.

The actual returns earned on financial assets are of course beyond the control of
investors, institutional or otherwise. One may wish to take views on whether
certain financial markets offer abnormally high or low returns at the present time
by reference to the risk and return trade off assumed for markets generally.
However, such views fall beyond the scope of this report. An additional layer of
management is required to make such decisions.

Since a departure from a long term trend can correct at any time, it is in fact
difficult to distinguish between “long term™ and “short term™ views in any event.
The additional layer of management required to make such decisions can thus be
called tactical asset allocation or medium term strategy, but the important point is
that all of the layers of management need to be measured against something,
namely a benchmark’.

' Some of the large Metropolitan local authority pension funds in the UK successfully adopt this additional tier of asset
allocation management approach through the role of investment committees comprising (paid) advisers drawn from
fund management and other investment industry sources. The tiered approach is also followed to a lesser extent by a
small number of other large UK pension plans, although the freedom to take such active medium term asset allocation
decisions is often stifled by the Trust status of these funds (which differs from the legal status of local authority funds).
A similar approach is also adopted widely by insurance companies. In summary the UK experience seems to be that
this approach is practical provided that responsibilities are clear (which is not the case for Trust based arrangements).

Mercer Investment Consulting
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2.5

The role of the strategic asset allocation as defining a risk and return trade off and
the view of strategy in practical terms as merely a benchmark reflect a more
limited ambition than some previous aspirations of “strategic” asset allocations.
The development of modern thinking on this issue is described further below.

The Development of Modern Approaches to Asset Allocation Benchmarks

2.6

The formulation of modern strategic asset allocation advice to institutions has
undergone a substantial change in recent years. The failings of model-based
approaches have led increasing numbers of practitioners towards approaches
based on normative financial economic theory. Here, the role of modelling is
subordinated below some over arching rationale for a particular approach (such as
close hedging) rather than to determine a risk and return trade off in a classical
portfolio selection framework. We describe below the differences between the
two by way of an introduction to the review.

The “Long Term Model”-Based Approach

2.7

2.8

29

The model based approach grew out of the freedom created by modern computing
power that enabled the application of statistical analysis to large volumes of data
and the building of complex simulation models.

By the early 1990s all of the major Investment Consulting firms had their own
proprietary model. Mercer Investment Consulting developed such a model in
1990 and the Mercer Global Capital Market Simulator is still widely used by
pension funds, especially in the United States and the Netherlands.

These models all postulate relationships between various macro economic factors,
asset yields and asset returns that are fitted to past data using standard statistical
estimation techniques. The models are then used to simulate the development of
asset portfolios, often relative to simulated liabilities, over very long horizons
(twenty years).

Criticisms of the Model Based Approach

2.10

By the mid 1990s it had become apparent that these models did not necessarily
provide robust answers to the problems that they were designed to solve:

i Results are highly sensitive to expected return assumptions and robust
methods of deriving these to within the tolerances required for asset
allocation do not yet exist (aside from the “reverse engineering” adopted in
this report but this takes a representative asset allocation as a starting
point).

ii. The apparent sophistication of models often relies heavily on supposed
artefacts of data such as “mean reversion” and yet modern research

Mercer Investment Consulting 3
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suggests that such features could be observed even in random data.
Quoting from the abstract of Engstrom (Draft, 2002)?:

“...within a very general class of theoretical models, predictability regressions may be
badly misspecified. In particular they have almost no power against the specific form of
predictability suggested by reasonable treatments of risk. Additionally, simple predictive
regressions produce estimates of the conditional risk premium which may be very
different from the true values.”

The basic problem with the alleged statistical significance of these mean
reverting effects is that often both the explained variable (the next period
return) and the explanatory variable (dividend yield, price/earnings yields,
lagged returns etc) include a lagged endogenous variable (price). The
importance of this violation of the condition for standard tests of statistical
inference is not an easy concept to explain® (hence the relatively modern
discovery of the issue) nor is it possible in general to derive an explicit
formula for the bias it introduces. However, the effect can be uncovered
by out of sample testing or by simulating the same regression for data
known to be free of the effects being studied. For example, it can be
shown that there is a relatively high probability of observing apparent
mean reversion of equity yields in sample paths generated from simulation
models known to have no mean reversion®. Another important criticism of
assumed mean reversion in models is that although it does indeed justify a
relatively minor bias towards more risky assets for long horizon investors,
the main conclusion is that investors should use the apparent predictability
of returns to change their policy dynamically. The latter approach will
often in such models appear to generate large risk adjusted returns well in
excess of those from fixed policies. Explaining why these returns cannot
be earned in practice is a challenge for such models.

iii. The finance literature focuses mainly on positive rather than normative
economic theory and gives little confidence in the ability of models to
predict individuals’ portfolio preferences. There is extensive literature on
the “time diversification fallacy” which shows that intuitive beliefs about
the way asset allocation preferences change with time horizon are often

ZA good summary of the modern criticisms of once widely held belief that the equity dividend price ratio is a simple
mean reverting process is provided in “The Conditional Relationship Between the Equity Risk Premium and the
Dividend Price Ratio™ by E. Engstrom (Draft, November 2002) on http://www.gsb.columbia.edu/doctoral/students/
job/ee68_dis.pdf. This refers back to the original work by C.R. Nelson & M.J.Kim “Predictable Stock Returns: The
Role of Small Sample Bias” in Journal of Finance 48,2,641-661.

% A more general and shorter discussion of the biases in models is provided in “Avoiding biases in TAA Model
Building™ by L.Chaumeton & G.Connor on http://www.barra.com/Newsletter/NL163/ TAAModNL163.asp

* See “Mean Reversion and Market Predictability” by Jon Exley, Andrew Smith and Tom Wright,
presented to the Finance and Investment Conference of the Actuarial Profession, June 2002.
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iv.

fallacious. Quoting from the conclusion of the second chapter of Campbell
& Viceira ®

“Does the investment horizon affect portfolio choice? ...we have shown that it may not.
We have assumed that investors’ relative risk aversion does not depend systematically on
their wealth...Under this assumption, the investment horizon is irrelevant for investors
who have only financial wealth and who face constant investment opportunities....Popular
arguments,..., such as the claim that long term investors can afford to take greater risk
because they have ‘time to ride out the ups and down of the market’, are simply wrong

under these conditions™.

It is important to note that this does not rule out time horizon effects in
portfolio choice, but it does dismiss intuitive reasoning behind these
effects. For example it is not sufficient simply to point to the reduced
probability of loss as time horizon increases. Despite this reduction in loss
probability, the result referred to by Campbell & Viceira still proves that
under some plausible investor assumptions, there would be no impact of
time horizon on portfolio choice. The explanation for this is that although
the intuitive analysis picks up the reduced probability of moderate losses,
it does not pick up the increased probability of extreme losses along paths
with repeated market falls. It is possible to construct models which show
some time horizon effects, but they require more complexity and the
horizon effect depends on the choice of parameters (e.g. mean reversion
assumptions, see above) that are open to debate.

The use of arbitrary investment objectives, such as those based on arbitrary
percentile outcomes, give arbitrary answers and, as discussed above, can
mask important effects such as increased probability of extreme loss.

This is well described by Norges Bank in “An Analysis of the Government
Petroleum Fund Equity Allocation™ (15 March 2001).

“A common argument for increasing the equity proportion when the investment horizon
is longer is the reduced probability that equities perform less favourably than alternative
investments (shortfall risk falls). However, it is not sufficient to focus on the probability
of a lower return on equities. It is important to consider how much lower the return on
equities may be. Even though the probability of a lower return is reduced when the
horizon is extended, the size of any lower return will increase”

Although assumptions in chosen utility functions such as “constant relative
risk aversion” can be queried (see item iii above), the fact that plausible
utility functions such as this can give very different answers from those

® See “Strategic Asset Allocation™ by J.Y.Campbell & L.M.Viceira (2002).

Mercer Investment Consulting 5
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obtained by use of arbitrary implied investor utilities should give cause for
concern.

Vi. Corporate financial theory argues that portfolio selection for institutions is
fundamentally different from portfolio selection applied to an individual in
any event. We discuss this further below.

In summary, although there is vast financial literature on the subject of portfolio
selection most of the theory is essentially positive rather than normative. The
existence or otherwise of time horizon effects is open to debate, but there is
general agreement that intuitive beliefs about long term investors being able to
“ride out the ups and down of the market” are simply wrong under some plausible
assumptions. These assumptions do not remove the possibility of time horizon
effects but do provide a “counter example” to disprove commonplace reasoning.
Despite the attempts by practitioners to construct sophisticated long term models
of asset classes, experience shows that these models do not arrive at robust
recommendations (i.e. they are generally quite heavily parameter dependent, and
it is difficult to determine the parameters precisely).

Approaches based on Normative Economic Theory

211

2.12

2:13

2.14

Mercer Investment Consulting

The theory reflected in (5) above is that conventional portfolio selection theory
can only be applied at the level of individuals who ultimately bear the risks of
institutional investment. Thus for a company pension fund, for example, we must
track through the economics to identify who bears the investment risk (this might
for example be shareholders or other individuals).

An adaptation of the Modigliani & Miller (1958) proposition suggests that these
end investors are first order indifferent to the allocation of institutional assets to
which they are exposed (on the grounds that they can in principle offset any
institutional asset allocation by their choice of personal portfolio).

Second order issues (such as tax and frictional costs) are then the principal
determinants of preferred institutional asset allocation. Essentially these second
order issues determine how the choice of asset allocation of the institution can be
used to maximise economic wealth. Modelling may be used to convert the theory
into an actual benchmark (for example to determine a hedge portfolio), but the
modelling required for such analysis will tend to be more subtle and sophisticated
than conventional “risk versus return” portfolio selection (for example the
modelling may adopt risk neutral assumptions).

The recent move by the £2.3bn Boots pension fund in the UK to 100% bond
investment was an example of this approach. The primary decision to invest
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100% in bonds was not based on modelling®. Supporters of the application of
such normative theory explain the discrepancy seen elsewhere between observed
institutional asset allocations and their theory in terms of principal-agent conflicts.

2.15 In the case of the Norwegian Petroleum Fund, the macro economic analogy of the
theory used to support the simple matching of institutional assets and liabilities
would be Ricardian equivalence. Under this theory, individuals would be
assumed to have a strong bequest motive and behave rationally in such a way that
the choice of Government policy in terms of both the decision to reduce taxes or
set aside a fund, and the asset allocation of any fund, will have little impact on the
economy. In this framework any Fund objectives would focus on minimising
frictional costs and maximising transparency rather than a model based risk and
return trade off.

2.16 However, it appears to be axiomatic that in creating the State fund, rather than
reduce taxes, the objectives of the fund must extend beyond the minimisation of
transaction costs, otherwise the Government would simply have reduced taxes.
The starting point for the non-Ricardian approach is that the Government cares
about the intertemporal allocation of the benefits of North Sea Oil and that it takes
the view that not all consumers care about future generations.

2.17 It would appear therefore that the simplifications of the prescriptive theoretical
approaches are not fully applicable to the Fund. Instead, the Fund’s asset
allocation must take account of the stated objectives of the Government, as
decision-making agents, and their implied risk tolerances (again as agents rather
than principals).

Representative Investor Approaches

2.18 In the absence of normative portfolio selection theory the most robust approaches
to asset allocation tend to fall back on representative investor approaches.

2.19 These approaches start with the asset allocation of representative investors derived
from actual asset allocation positions and then adjusts this position to allow for
features of the particular investor(s) that make their situation different from that of
the representative investor. The widespread references to the activities of other
large institutions (CalPERS, OTPP, ABP etc) in the literature discussing the
Fund’s investment decisions is an example of an informal application of this
approach.

8 See for example http://www.gemstudy.com/defined_benefit_pensions.htm

Mercer Investment Consulting 7
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Conclusions

2.20

221

2.22

2.23

2.24

Mercer Investment Consulting

Before relying on sophisticated long term modelling of the Petroleum Fund to set
asset allocation it is important to ask two key questions:

vii.  In what sense is the fund long term, relative to other investors?

viii.  Even if it is long term, how reliable is the normative economic theory that
quantifies how this long termism should impact on investment policy?

To the extent that the Fund is ultimately owned by Norwegian citizens (even if it
is held on behalf of future generations, political control rests with current
generations through the democratic process) the hurdle in (i) is not trivial. It
could be argued that in economic terms the fund is no more long term than a
typical representative Norwegian citizen. However, even if the Fund is dealt with
in economically abstract terms as “belonging” to unborn generations with a long
time horizon, the hurdle in (ii) remains to be overcome.

In our consideration of (ii), it is important to stress that we are not ruling out the
possibility that time horizon could impact on portfolio choice, but we are ruling
out any simple and widely accepted model for this behaviour. The issue is highly
contentious (and parameter or model dependent) in the financial literature. In
recent years there has even been back tracking on the general consensus on long
term market modelling attributes (such as mean reversion) that once seemed to
provide some rationale for time horizon effects (albeit still with difficulties in
deriving conclusions from equilibrium models that displayed mean reversion).

Thus the main question we pose is nof whether models can be built which purport
to show prescriptive asset allocation solutions for the Fund — they can. The
question is whether in practical terms the results of such models can be robust or
reliable when compared with alternative approaches (such as representative
investor comparison). Even if it were possible to construct reliable long term
models of financial markets, the ability of portfolio selection theory to deliver a
prescriptive solution is severely limited. The vast academic literature on this
subject tends to explain observed behaviour rather than prescribe it.

Prescriptive solutions are offered by certain applications of financial theory that
rely on first order indifference and thus fall outside conventional portfolio
selection principles. However, these appear to be of only limited relevance to the
Fund.

In the absence of prescriptive solutions, our firm opinion is that techniques based
on representative investor behaviour provide the most robust approach. In
practice any model based on positive economic theory tends to produce very
similar results when compared with representative investor approaches in any
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event. This is because positive theories must be calibrated against representative
investor behaviour in the first place.

2.25 In the next section we will review the objectives of the Fund. In the subsequent
section we will then propose a strategy based on a slightly more formal
application of the representative investor approach that appears to meet the main
objectives of the Fund and is broadly consistent with existing risk tolerances
implicit in the decisions taken to date by Government.

Mercer Investment Consulting
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3

Objectives of the Fund and Proposed Representative
Investor Benchmark

Objectives

3.1

3.2

The Ministry of Finance stated the following in the discussion of the Revised
National Budget for 1997:

“In principle, the objective of the management of the Fund should be to invest the capital so that
the Fund’s international purchasing power is as high as possible at the time when it is likely that
we will have to draw on the Fund, taking due account of an acceptable risk exposure. Overriding
emphasis should be placed on the risk linked to the value of the Fund at the time that capital is to
be drawn from the Fund. The risk that the Fund’s returns will vary from one year to the next is of
less importance in this connection”.

The construction of this objective, if taken as read, gives only limited guidance.
The reference to international purchasing power must logically be associated with
the risk constraint, and not with the “as high as possible” return. (Whichever
strategy maximises return will also maximise international purchasing power,
making the reference to purchasing power redundant in the context of achieving
the “high as possible” fund). Instead, we would thus read the objective as
meaning “maximise the expected return on the fund subject to an acceptable risk,
with risk measured in terms of international purchasing power”.

However, even with this re-interpretation, we are left only with a reference to
“acceptable” risk exposure. Furthermore, the reference to time horizon will be
noted in connection with the discussion in the previous Section. Time horizon is
only relevant if we choose to adopt a framework that admits time horizon
dependent portfolio preferences. Although such frameworks do exist, their
parameterisation is, as we have discussed previously, open to substantial
subjectivity. Furthermore, again as discussed previously, simple and plausible
frameworks exist that do not admit time horizon effects, regardless of parameter
settings. In the absence of robust support for time horizon effects, we prefer to
adopt a simpler and more practical approach.

Risk Minimisation

33

As discussed above, although the objectives of the fund suggest that an
“acceptable” level of risk exposure can be allowed, there is no firm guidance

Mercer Investment Consulting 10
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3.4

3.5

3.6

(other than the risk exposure implicit in the current Fund strategy) on what is an
acceptable risk. A natural starting point is therefore to consider what a strategy
that minimised risk would look like. Since this strategy minimises risk rather than
eliminates it, it will still involve some risk in terms of international purchasing
power. However, the “acceptable” level of risk can be no lower than this if the
Fund is restricted to the conventional investible universe. (In theory counter
parties such as banks will offer derivative contracts that replicate the purchasing
power objective more closely, for example using contracts based on GDP, but not
in the volumes required by the Fund).

A narrow interpretation of an objective that sought to minimise risk in terms of
international purchasing power would define purchasing power in terms of the
economies comprising the current trade weighted currency basket for Norway.
The aim would then to be to preserve the value of consumption in these
economies. This would suggest purchase of low risk real assets in each economy
without any currency hedging.

The balance that needs to be struck between trade weighted currency exposure
(biased towards economies close to Norway) and wider diversification in the
global economy is discussed in the National Budget for 1998 (section 6.4 of the
Budget report, titled “Investment of the Petroleum Fund™). The conclusion is that
a compromise between import weights and GDP weights is appropriate. We will
return to this issue in Section 5 but it suffices to note that even if the Fund adopts
an objective of minimising risk in terms of purchasing power, there is still
considerable uncertainty in terms of the basket of economies against which this
risk should be measured.

In addition, there is a further complication. We have argued that the case for
“time horizon™ effects is weak in terms of preference for equities in portfolio
selection models. However, we would argue that the case for different “least risk™
strategies according to investor horizon is more robust. As described in “Strategic
Asset Allocation™ (Chapter 3) by Campbell and Viceira (2002), long dated
inflation linked bonds are the least risk asset for a long term investor interested in
preserving the consumption value of his wealth. This point is also made in the
letter to the Ministry of Finance from Norges Bank dated 21 March 2001. Norges
Bank tie together this duration issue and the choice of currency basket as follows
(we replace the word “manager” with the word “investor™):

The concept of “risk minimising instrument” can mean different investments for various investors.
What constitutes a risk-minimising investment depends both on when the investor’s obligations
arise in future and the denomination of the obligations. For an investor with a very short horizon,
an investment in short treasury bills can be an investment with little or no risk. For an investor
with a long horizon an inflation linked government bond with a long maturity will be the closest
one comes to arisk free investment. In both cases it is assumed that the instrument is denominated
in the currencies that correspond to the investor’s obligations. For the Petroleum Fund, a broad
currency basket is relevant for measuring return and risk because such a currency basket will
minimise the currency risk for the Fund’s future international purchasing power.
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3.7

3.8

39

3.10

For those economies in our international currency basket where inflation linked
bonds exist, the least risk strategy for the Fund would therefore involve purchase
of such bonds with appropriate duration. However, this introduces further
imprecision into a least risk strategy as the “duration” of the Fund is not well
defined. One approach, based on the “handlingsregelen” would be to assume that
the Government will spend 4% of the real value of the Fund each year. This
suggests a duration of around 25 years. On the other hand this 4% assumption
was equated with an assumed real return on the Fund. Based on current real yields
on inflation linked government bonds, an annual real return of only around
2.5%pa is more realistic (a payout of 4%pa would not be sustainable indefinitely).
A payout of 2.5% pa would suggest a duration of 40 years. In practice, whether
the duration of the Funds investment horizon is 25 or 40 years, they are both well
beyond the duration of the longest available (coupon) bonds in issue.

It should be noted that inflation linked bonds perfectly hedge inflation (subject to
Sovereign Government risk) in the economy in which they are indexed and on the
basis of the index calculation only. The failure of indices to capture issues such as
quality improvements is well documented. Nevertheless, inflation linked bonds
are the perfect hedge for an (price index measured) inflation linked liability in the
economy of that index. (Regressing inflation linked bond returns against inflation
does not reveal this since there is a time component to risk associated with the real
interest rate, but a liability to pay an inflation linked amount N years forward is
exactly matched by an N year zero coupon inflation linked bond.)

The construction of a dedicated “satellite” portfolio aimed at minimising risk is
discussed in more detail in Section 6. This discusses empirical research suggesting
that the least risk real asset in economies with no inflation linked bonds would be
short dated conventional bonds. The role for equities (and property) would be
small even on the basis of optimistic (low) volatility assumptions for these assets
(see for example Dyson & Exley 1995 and Smith 7(1998) in the context of
matching National Average Earnings growth).

In summary, however, our conclusion at this stage is that if:
. the appropriate currency weights can be derived, and
. the (real) liabilities have an implicit duration of around 25 years

then a risk minimising benchmark would consist of long dated inflation linked
bond indices (in those economies issuing such bonds) and conventional bonds
with a maturity of around 10 years (in other economies). Although this minimises
risk, even if the currency weights could be specified optimally, this still involves

7 See http://www.gemstudy.com/defined_benefit_pensions.htm
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material risk relative to a notional 25 year duration inflation linked liability (see
below). Furthermore, based on current global real yields on inflation linked bonds
the expected real return from such a bond orientated strategy would currently be
in the region of only around 3%pa.

“Acceptable" Risk

3.11

Si12

3.13

The above discussion suggested that the role for equities in a risk minimising
strategy would be minor, in the region of 10% at most. However, the objectives of
the fund appear to extend beyond minimising the risk to purchasing power. We
have noted in particular that the objective is interpreted more widely in the letter
from Norges Bank to the Ministry (21 March 2002). This letter states that:

an ideal strategy would be to own a portion of the instruments where the return directly or
indirectly comes from future international production of goods and services.

This interpretation introduces the concept of returns to capital (since the Fund can
only invest in financial assets) employed in the international production of goods
and services. The current 40% equity allocation is well in excess of the level
(around 10% equity or less) that would be consistent with minimising risk to
purchasing power and is far more consistent with an objective that encompasses
exposure to such risk capital. However, there does not appear to be any precise
link between this wider objective and the 40% equity exposure in the publicly
available Fund documentation.

Thus, in summary, the current policy reveals an implicit risk tolerance that equates
with the equity exposure of around 40%, but this is working backwards from the
current policy and not derived from the stated objectives. We see the stated
objectives instead as reflecting merely the willingness of Government to tolerate
some annual fluctuations in fund value and revealing a tolerance for risk beyond
the simple risk minimisation policy described above, but does not define
“acceptable risk” with any precision.

In order to estimate the risk associated with various investment strategies relative
to long dated real liabilities, there are two basic approaches that could be
followed. Firstly, we could build a model of the long term behaviour of various
asset classes and a model of the long term (25 year) behaviour of inflation and we
could analyse the risks of the former relative to the latter. However, there are
pitfalls in this approach:

e We question the confidence that can be placed in any model of global inflation
or financial asset returns over such long periods — there is simply not enough
data to establish robust statistical relationships.

e Even if a model could be built, there is no obvious measure of risk over such
long periods that can usefully be applied in the real world. For example if we
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3.14

3.15

3.16

look at the probabilities of events happening over 25 year periods, it is not
clear what probability level is acceptable (for an event that will in practical
terms happen only once) nor is it clear how the risk will manifest itself in real
time (given that the decision makers will need to account for and justify their
decisions over a much shorter time horizon).

The second approach, which we would regard as the more modern stance, uses
real time market data to derive risk measures, but involves approximations in this
application. Conceptually, we would assume that a global inflation linked bond
existed and we could observe the price movements of this bond relative to other
financial assets. In this case it is clear that the Fund could exactly meet an
objective of maintaining international purchasing power by investing in this bond
(albeit perhaps expecting to earn only a low real return, given its riskless nature).
Thus, the strategic risk taken by any investment policy could meaningfully be
measured as the quarterly or annual (say) risk relative to the global inflation
linked bond. The problem with this approach is of course that a global inflation
linked bond does not exist — and even though inflation linked bonds do now exist
in the US, the largest world economy, the data history is too short to derive useful
quarterly or annual statistics.

Nevertheless, given the pitfalls of the first approach, we prefer to adopt a proxy
for the second conceptual approach described above in order to illustrate the risks
associated with investment policies relative to long term inflation linked
liabilities. Unfortunately, though, we need to use the UK economy as our proxy
for these calculations. Throughout the world the UK is the only economy with a
long (nearly twenty years since inception) history of inflation linked bond data
from a large and reasonably well developed market (certainly over the last fifteen
years). By measuring the risk of global equities (hedged into sterling) and sterling
denominated bonds against UK inflation linked bonds using quarterly data over
this period we thus derive a proxy for the risk of global equities and bonds relative
to our notional global inflation linked bonds. (We also use the risk between short
and long dated UK inflation linked bonds as a measure of the “duration” risk
between short and long dated global inflation linked bonds). This assumes of
course that the UK financial markets are representative of global experience and
the results can thus be regarded as indicative only.

Using 15 years of quarterly UK data we can thus estimate annual risk of various
investment policies, relative to a real liability with 25 year duration, and compare
it with the characteristics of a “least risk™ strategy. The “least risk™ strategy is
assumed to be 45% invested in aggregate inflation linked bond indices (duration
10 years) and 45% invested in appropriate duration (8 year duration) conventional
bonds to reflect economies without inflation linked bond issues, with the
remaining 10% invested in equities. The bond component of the equity/bond
strategy is assumed to be fixed income only, with a duration of 5 years (as a proxy
for the Lehman Aggregate index). We used currency hedged returns on the FTSE
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world index as our proxy for equities and assume an equity risk premium of
4%pa.

Relative Risk Expected Real Return
Least Risk Strategy (aggregate) 8.0%pa 2.9%pa
40% World Equities, 60% Bonds 9.4%pa 4.1%pa

The risk and return characteristics, relative to the implicit liabilities, is shown
below for a full range of strategies from 0% to 100% equities.
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Risk (Standard Deviation) (pa)

The current strategy represents one possible view of acceptable risk. As the
diagram shows, the risk of this strategy is not substantially in excess of the risk
associated with a “least risk” strategy (which for practical reasons is still quite a
long way from an ideal match). The “flat nosed” shape of the efficient frontier in
the vicinity of the current strategy suggests that the expected return rises quite
significantly for relatively small increases in risk. However, the choice of the
current risk versus return trade-off is ultimately subjective.

Mercer Investment Consulting 15



MUIweyliall reuavicunng runug HIVEIUNIGHIL Wi alcyy | 1vpvaal

Transparency

3.18

3.19

3.20

Thus far we have established that even if the liabilities could be well defined (and
in practice the choice of optimal currency weights is unclear, as is the precise
duration of the liability), the Fund’s objective does not appear to be minimisation
of risk. To a certain extent our interpretation here is derived from what the
objective doesn 't say, since an objective of risk minimisation could have been
expressed simply by Government in a few words. Nevertheless we have
identified a risk minimising strategy, albeit with a large residual risk. The current
strategy does not appear to increase this risk substantially, but the choice of risk
level is subjective.

We have also noted that the Government’s objectives refer to an acceptable level
of risk, but this acceptability can only, we assume, be derived “backwards” from
the current policy, which implies a certain risk tolerance.

In the context of this difficulty of deriving a strategy from the objectives set for
the fund, we also note that another objective of the Fund appears to be
transparency. This is referred to in many references to the Petroleum Fund.
Although we have assumed that this is not a critical objective in determining
strategy, the fact that the strategy currently adopted is difficult to rationalise
precisely in terms of the stated objectives could be said to involve a lack of
transparency in the decision making process.

Conclusions

3.21

.23

Given this lack of precision in the objectives, we will consider in the next section
the possibility of adopting a new, transparent, approach to setting strategy arriving
at an equity exposure in “core” strategy that is currently close to, but slightly
above, that of the current strategy.

In view of the uncertainty in the “acceptable” level of risk in the Fund, and the
shape of the “efficient frontier” described above, it would seem possible that the
slight increase in equity exposure in the core strategy may be tolerated, but we do
not pre judge this issue. However, having established the “least risk™ strategy
(albeit with a high degree of residual risk), the overall equity exposure can be
controlled, if required, by combining our “core” strategy discussed in the
following sections with a “satellite” strategy with a risk minimisation objective.

We return to this core/satellite construction in the final Section 6. In the
meantime we will concentrate on the core strategy, with an implied risk exposure
slightly in excess of that implied by the current strategy (albeit not necessarily
outside the risk tolerance that could be inferred from the stated objective).
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4

The Market Capitalisation Weighted Benchmark

Introduction

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

The natural “model” portfolio of global financial assets is a market capitalisation
weighted benchmark.

The market portfolio has special status under the assumptions of the Capital Asset
Pricing Model (CAPM), but the appeal of this portfolio is not dependent on
CAPM alone. Arguably, the CAPM equilibrium model seeks to ensure that
investors hold this market portfolio precisely because it is a prerequisite of any
equilibrium model to explain why in aggregate investors hold this market
portfolio — the CAPM model just happens to be the simplest equilibrium model
achieving this.

We will reiterate several times that the main “theoretical” justification for global
market capitalised weights is based on the simple “adding up” rule that ensures
that the “average” global investor must hold this portfolio.

We will consider the relevance (or otherwise) of some of the other theoretical
arguments for a market capitalised benchmark below. However we focus firstly
(and primarily) on the practical and investment issues.

Practical Issues

4.5

4.6

Market capitalisation weighted benchmarks have a number of distinct practical
advantages.

On the other hand, the letter from Norges Bank to the Ministry of Finance dated
21 March 2001 covers a number of practical criticisms of market weights:

ix. The portfolio that is managed is not sufficiently large for all available
alternatives to be represented in a meaningful way.

¥. The marginal diversification gains decline as more assets are included in
the portfolio.
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4.7

4.8

Xi. A number of instruments are so highly correlated that the gains that can be
achieved from including all the instruments are marginal compared with
investing in a smaller selection.

We have little to add to these criticisms and they will form the basis of our
analysis in later sections. We address these issues by starting with the Global
Market Capitalised Portfolio as representative of the portfolio of financial assets
held by the average global investor (see above). We then use the machinery of the
CAPM model to fine tune our analysis. In other words we will actually use
CAPM as an effective tool to analyse these issues rather than using these issues to
reject CAPM.

Some other practical drawbacks relate to the details of construction of a market
capitalisation index.

However, we do not consider these to be serious drawbacks when compared with
the practical advantages and underpinning theoretical and “transparency”
advantages of market capitalisation weights as a model exposure to global
financial assets. Although adjustments could be made to the recognised market
capitalised indices, the practical benefit of these adjustments would need to be
weighed against the added complexity, and possible subjectivity, involved.

Investment Issues

The relative weights between different geographic regions and asset classes have
varied significantly over recent history. This can be observed in the graphs below
which shows the relative movements in the different components of Global Equity
Market Cap, and in the latter graph between Global Equity and Global Bonds.
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4.9  Investment practitioners would level a number of criticisms at a global market
capitalised benchmark from an investment perspective.
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il.

iii.

iv.

Given the fluctuations shown above, it is easy with hindsight to give
examples where a market weighted benchmark would have bought a
market “at the top” and underperformed some arbitrary fixed weights.
Often such fixed weights are rationalised in terms of GDP weights,
although it is unclear why GDP weights are appropriate for financial
assets. Other times fixed weights are described as “natural
diversification” — such as investing one third in each main economic bloc —
although the choice of the definitions of economic blocs and the arguments
for equal weights seem even less justifiable than GDP weights. However,
when these non-market weights are chosen without the benefit of
hindsight, it is less easy to demonstrate that they necessarily out perform.

There is a widespread belief among investment practitioners that markets
mean revert. Some of the reasons why mean reversion tends to be
observed “in sample” but not “out of sample™ were discussed, with
references, in Section 1 (the phenomenon of “small sample bias™). If
markets do mean revert then fixed weights will out perform. However, it
should be noted that it is possible for capitalised values of markets to mean
revert without investors seeing mean reverting returns — for example by
the issuance of new capital.

The mathematical artefacts of a rebalancing policy may be confused with
the actual value of the policy. For example, if we invest NKr 100 in one
fund adopting a fixed weight asset allocation and NKr 100 in another fund
with no rebalancing (akin to market weights), they both obviously have a
value now of NKr 100. In other words knowledge of future rebalancing
policy does not (ignoring transaction costs) add to the value of a portfolio
today.

Many practitioners accept the principles of market weights selectively.

As we discuss below, the intuitive appeal of market weights as capturing
global production is less strong in the case of Government debt. However,
the general principle of holding a portfolio of global financial assets that is
representative of a global average investor remains in force.

From an investment viewpoint, it should be noted that the risk of a market
capitalised portfolio may vary over time due to the equity versus bond weights
changing. This change in weights over time is not inevitable, for example even if
equities return 50% more than bonds, it is possible that Governments will issue
50% more bonds, thus keeping market weights constant. However, market
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movements could easily return the equity weight back to nearer 70% (the level at
the beginning of 2000).

In the next section we will compare this portfolio with the current strategy in
terms of various risk factor exposures.

Theory — Relationship with CAPM

4.12

4.13

4.14

Seen in isolation, the CAPM based argument for market capitalisation weights is
naturally open to a number of criticisms. These are also described in the letter
from Norges Bank to the Ministry of Finance dated 21 March 2001.

Our aim here is not to offer an uncompromising defence of CAPM, the limitations
of the theory are well known. CAPM is remarkable because as a simple model it
can give insight, but as a simple model it is clearly open to many criticisms. In
our view the model is more defensible as a simple tool for the “perturbation™
analysis that we propose.

However, in response to these criticisms we would note that the main alleged
weakness of CAPM under the first criticism is probably “home bias”, which is a
consequence of imperfect capital mobility. This is discussed in V.Errunza,
K.Hogan and M-W, Hung®. The abstract of this paper reads as follows:

We examine whether portfolios of domestically traded securities can mimic
foreign indices so that investment in assets that trade only abroad is not necessary
to exhaust the gains from international diversification. We use monthly data from
1976 to 1993 for seven developed and nine emerging markets. Return
correlations, mean-variance spanning, and Sharpe ratio tests provide strong
evidence that gains beyond those attainable through home-made diversification
have become statistically and economically insignificant. Finally, we show that
the incremental gains from international diversification beyond home-made
diversification portfolios have diminished over time in a way consistent with
changes in investment barriers.

We cite these results to suggest that apparent home bias in investor portfolios is
not in itself an argument against the CAPM framework.

In response to the second criticism, the assumption that investors are concerned
only with the first two moments of return is a restrictive assumption, but it is
shared by many other applications (if not all applications) of “mean-variance™
analysis. Whilst one can finesse the characterisation of risk to higher moments,

8 “Can the Gains from International Diversification Be Achieved without Trading Abroad?” (Journal of Finance, Vol
LIV, No.6 December 1999 pp 2075-2107)
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4.15

or “downside” measures, it becomes difficult to determine which risk measure
concerns any particular group of investors.

In fact, in dealing with all of these three criticisms, the fundamental issue to which
we return is that even without the CAPM assumptions, arithmetic (adding up the
portfolio of every investor in the world) determines that the market portfolio must
be the “average investor’s” portfolio of financial assets. If we start instead with
this as our justification for market weights, then we will need a model (such as
CAPM) only to determine how the characteristics of an individual investor
determine perturbations from this position. It is our view that, given all of the
other uncertainties in Fund objectives, and the appeal of a simple and transparent
approach, such adjustments are not necessary.

Theory - “Ricardian” Analysis

4.16

4.17

4.18

Although we have not assumed this to be an overriding objective, the choice of
the average investors’ portfolio under the market capitalisation approach does also
have some appeal even from a Ricardian standpoint (taking as given that the
assets are not simply given back to individuals).

Although the Petroleum assets represent only around 6-7% of total National
Wealth, given that the remaining wealth is dominated by human capital (around
80%) it would appear that this fund could form a high proportion of Norwegians’
total financial assets. If we assume that the average Norwegian individual would
rationally adopt this market capitalised asset allocation (or a home made proxy)
out of choice, then it is arguable that the market allocation of the Fund minimises
transaction costs borne by individuals in achieving their desired personal
portfolio.

Seen from this Norwegian individual’s perspective one of the more pertinent
arguments against market capitalisation weights as representative of his preferred
asset allocation is that different investors around the world may have different
“hidden” non financial assets. Ideally all of these assets should be included in any
analysis but in practical terms such adjustments would be problematic and would
again destroy the simplicity of the approach.

Theory — Global Production

4.19

From a macro economic standpoint, the existence of substantial non financial
assets also undermines more ambitious claims for the market capitalisation
portfolio as representative of global production. Whilst this characterisation of a
market capitalised portfolio has strong appeal in satisfying the objectives of the
Fund discussed in the previous section, it must be acknowledged that the market
capitalised portfolio unfortunately captures only part of this global aggregate.

Mercer Investment Consulting 22



NUIwoYialn rouvicunn runu HIVEIUNITHIL vualoyy | 1vpvaar

4.20

However, the main missing component in the replication of global production is
of course the value of human capital. If it could be argued that Norwegian
citizens” own human capital is a proxy for this then combining the market
capitalisation portfolio with this personal human capital may not be far away from
a representation of total production. This is simply a restatement of the problem
of hidden non-financial assets, with human capital being the largest item.

Once again, although these macro economic aspects can be discussed further, we
see no strong argument against the use of a market capitalised benchmark from
this standpoint.

Summary

4.21

4.22

4.23

We have stressed the practical aspect of market weights. We will use theories
such as CAPM only at a secondary level — to analyse the impact of including or
excluding certain assets from the market portfolio. This is in our view a robust
way of using such models.

If modelling is used in this way (ie starting with the market weights and using
CAPM to back out the benefits of diversification) then from the perspective of the
management of the fund, this “modelling” approach also offers a straightforward
asset allocation process. If a new asset class is to be considered then we need only
ask:

a. What is its weight in the market portfolio?; and
b. Is the improvement to the risk and return profile worthwhile?

In terms of more conventional model based “risk analysis”, we will mainly restrict
this to an analysis in the next section of the main risk factor exposures in the
market portfolio. We consider this approach to be consistent with the fact that
even if risk could be modelled accurately over long periods the objectives do not
in any event give precise guidance as to what is “acceptable” to within the
tolerances required to make such detailed analysis worthwhile.
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5

Analysis of Risk Exposures of Global Market
Capitalisation Portfolio

Composition

) In broad terms a global market capitalisation portfolio looked as shown in the
graph below as at 30 June 2002, based on Salomon Smith Barney data for
equities, Lehman Brothers and Merrill Lynch data for bonds and using data for
total investible market in Real Estate supplied by Hendersons, but adjusted to
allow approximately for the component of the property market held by listed
companies (which is already implicitly included in the equity market valuations):

Estimated Global Market Capitalisation Distribution 30 June 2003

US Equity : 25.4%
Canadian Equity
Europe Equity
Japan Equity v
Far East ex Japan Equity

Emerging Market Equity

World ex US Government Bonds
US Government Bonds

US non-Government Bonds

Canadian non- Government Bonds

European non-Government Bonds
Japanese Non-Government Bonds

Australian Non- Government Bonds

Global Property
Global High Yield

Global Emerging Market Debt (Sovereign)

0.00% 5.00% 10.00% 15.00% 20.00% 25.00% 30.00%
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52

33

5.4

The equity weights use SSB estimates of total market capitalisation (i.e. beyond
those covered by the standard SSB indices, which incorporate free float
adjustments). We believe this to be consistent with the principles of the market
capitalisation approach. We have not made any adjustments for cross holdings by
institutions such as pension funds, although it is estimated that the US equity
market for example is over stated by about 10% due to this effect.

The 4% weight for real estate holdings is also approximate and represents an
adjustment to allow for property holdings of listed companies. It is appropriate to
make allowance for this form of cross holding as it is significant — an estimated
two thirds of institutionally investible global property assets are held by listed
companies. We have used a figure for total property assets from Henderson
Global Investors, Revisiting the Case for Global Property Investment, November
2002 and reduced it by two thirds.

Whilst we are open to further discussions on the details of the construction of the
above benchmark weights, our overall view is that there is in practice some
conflict between the theoretical principles behind the market capitalisation
approach and the principle of transparency. Whilst theoretically all of the
allocations can be questioned, we believe that from a transparency perspective, a
generally accepted publicly available statistic is more credible than one subject to
overly detailed adjustments.

Primary Asset Exposure

3.5

5.6

5:7

The striking feature of the above market portfolio is in how close this portfolio is
(within the tolerances of an alternative model based solution and within the
uncertainty of the “acceptable” risk tolerance implied by the Fund objective) to
the current strategy. (This is of course partly a function of the recent falls in
equity values).

The important risk exposure to note is that the above portfolio has an equity
allocation of 52% (as at end November 2002). This is 12% higher than the
current equity exposure. The increase in equity allocation would be largely
accounted for by benchmark allocations to the smaller capitalisation equities
excluded from the current standard benchmark FTSE All World benchmark
indices (we understand that existing smaller company portfolios are effectively
“off benchmark™).

It is generally accepted that the characteristics of Real Estate fall mid way
between equities and fixed income. On this basis, combining one half of the Real
Estate allocation with the equity allocation, plus one half of the emerging market
debt and high yield bond allocations (also with equity characteristics) suggests
that overall the market capitalised portfolio has around 15% more equity exposure
(as at end November 2002) when compared with the current 40% equity
benchmark of the Fund.

Mercer Investment Consulting 25



NUIWEYlall FeuvIcunng runu HIVEIUNGHL Vi alsyy | 1vpuaal

5.8

59

We have already shown in Section 2 the approximate risk of various equity and
bond allocations. This is intended to be indicative only.

It will be seen that risk does vary depending on the implicit liabilities against
which risk is measured. The impact of implicit liabilities in affecting risk is one
justification for “time horizon” effects, although it will be seen that the impact
varies depending on the risk level.

The shortcomings of using the UK data as a proxy for this analysis can be seen by
comparing the absolute risk for the 52% equity strategy (roughly 9.7%pa) with the
risk calculated for the Global Market Portfolio (around 8.3%, as discussed below).
This illustrates the benefits of international diversification that cannot be captured
in a single country model.

Approximate Risk Profile

5.10

5.11

3.12

As discussed above, the absence of data on a global inflation linked bond market
makes it impossible to analyse risk reliably relative to an (implicit) long duration
inflation linked liability. However, the analysis above also suggests that for equity
allocations in the region of 50% (using UK data) the difference in risk measured
in absolute terms and measured relative to such a liability may not be substantial
(in the context of the precision in the risk tolerance).

The covariance matrix used for our risk calculations is set out in Appendix A.
This uses monthly data covering the longest available time periods for each asset
class.

We have therefore calculated the risk of the market capitalised portfolio in
absolute terms, for which a long data series is available. We calculate the risk as
8.25%pa. More importantly we have used bootstrapping methods with actual
monthly data to simulate the distribution of returns from this portfolio.
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Currency Exposures

313

5.14

5.15

The table below compares the implicit currency exposure of the market
capitalisation weighted strategy with the current exposures and with import
weights and global GDP weights.

Comparison of Currency Exposure: Import Weights, GDP Weights and Fund Benchmark Weights

0.00% 5.00% 10.00% 15.00% 20.00% 25.00% 30.00% 35.00% 40.00%

f».lmpon % 'iGDP % mBenchmark Currency Exposure ‘

The implicit currency exposures achieved with the use of market capitalisation
benchmark weights could be modified by the use of currency hedging (or, if the
Fund establishes a minimum risk “satellite” asset pool as described in Section 2,
by altering the currency weights in this pool).

The proposed benchmark clearly has a greater exposure to US Dollars and lower
exposure to the Euro when compared with the current strategy. The current
exposure to currency is a compromise between import weights and global GDP
weights. However, it is unclear why global GDP weights are preferred over
market capitalisation weights. GDP is a backward looking accounting aggregate
only and the weights are not representative of the present value of total global
GDP. Weighting the currency exposures of financial asset values (which do
represent present values) with these historic accounting aggregates therefore
mixes two different quantities.

If we regarded market capitalisation weights as representative of the value of
future production (the inherent approximations were discussed in section 2) then it
would be implicit that the currency exposures of these market weights would not
require any adjustment. The fact that market capitalisation weights of financial
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5.16

assets represent only a proxy for this production does however leave room for the
correct weights to be closer to GDP weights.

However, the use of unadjusted market capitalisation weights has the benefit of
simplicity and avoids spurious adjustments such as treating all earnings of US
listed companies as US Dollar denominated — in reality some of the earnings will
be in Euros. Furthermore, if currency hedges were put in place then the Fund
would see ownership of a fluctuating proportion of global financial assets that
would be difficult to justify. By adopting the currency weights implied by the
market weights, the Fund would (in principle) own a constant proportion of these
assets over time.

Interest Rate Risk

5.17

5.18

5.19

The Fund currently uses Lehman Aggregate Indices for its bond exposure and, as
such, the duration should not be markedly different from the global market cap
portfolio, although the underweighting of Japan by the Fund may have a small
impact. The duration of the Lehman aggregate world index is currently just
under 5 years.

A small difference in the duration of the bond portfolio is not a major contributor
to the overall risk profile of the fund. In broad terms interest rate volatility is
likely to be in the region of 0.5% to 1%pa, but it is imperfectly correlated with
equity risk, which is the main risk factor.

As discussed in Section 2, the Fund has an implicit liability that could be matched
with inflation- linked bonds. It could thus be argued that the bond portfolio
should be modified to reflect the fact that the Fund measures risk relative to this
liability, rather than relative to cash. Based on the approximate result that the
duration of the conventional bond portfolio should be around one third of the
duration of the real liability this would in fact probably suggest adopting a slightly
longer duration bond benchmark. However, such adjustments would in our view
contribute little in practical terms whilst complicating the simplicity of the market
capitalisation approach.

Sector Exposures

5.20

3.21

Both the current strategy and the proposed strategy adopt unadjusted sector
exposures, although whilst the oil reserves exist a case could be made for
adjusting the equity benchmark by exclusion of, say, equities in the Oil & Gas
sector of the index. These currently account for around 7% of global market
capitalisation (source: Salomon Brothers).

Of course, in principle bonds issued by companies in this sector should also then
be excluded.
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5.22  The exclusion of this sector would, however, allow the Fund to adopt a global
market benchmark with less adjustment to the existing equity versus bond split.

5.23  In principle this analysis could be extended to other assets with an empirical
(observed historical) correlation with oil wealth so as to produce a statistical #ilf of
the whole portfolio away from oil wealth. However, such tilts are in danger of
focussing on relationships occurring by chance in the data. By contrast, the Oil
and Gas sector of the equity market has a plausible theoretical justification for a
link with oil prices which is merely confirmed by statistical analysis. In general,
use of statistical analysis to confirm a theoretical prior is a far more reliable
approach than reliance on statistical relationships alone.

5.24 Having said all of this, the exclusion of an entire sector from the Fund’s equity
exposure would be a major decision and has knock on implications in a number of
other areas, such as the overall diversification of the equity portfolio. We would
therefore recommend that further research is carried out before a final decision is
made on this issue.
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6

Diversification Gains within Market Portfolio

6.1

In this section we use some of the theory behind the market capitalisation
weighted portfolio under CAPM to derive risk and return characteristics of the
current portfolio, we then use these to rank the actual diversification gains from
including various asset classes in the market portfolio benchmark.

The Approach

6.2

6.3

In the previous section we introduced the market capitalisation weighted portfolio
as our model asset allocation for a typical investor. We can use the assumptions
underlying the Capital Asset Pricing Model to derive from this portfolio the
expected excess returns (over the risk free return in the base currency) on the
constituent assets.

Given that currency risk can in theory be hedged at no cost by any global investor,
we work with currency hedged returns on all assets. This provides results broadly
consistent with the approach previously used by the Fund, whereby local currency
returns are considered for each asset. This analysis produces the following risk
premia relative to cash (shown on a scale from 1 to 15 with 1 being the highest
expected return and 15 being the lowest):

Asset Class Expected Return (% pa)
US Equity 3
Canadian Equity 4
Europe Equity 5
Japan Equity 7
Far East ex Japan Equity 2
Emerging Market Equity 1
World ex US Government Bonds 12
US Government Bonds 12
US non-Government Bonds 1
Canadian non- Government Bonds 13
European non-Government Bonds 15
Japanese Non-Government Bonds 15
Australian Non- Government Bonds 14
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6.4

6.5

6.6

Asset Class Expected Return (% pa)
Global Property 9
Global High Yield 10
Global Emerging Market Debt (Sovereign) 6
Total 8

It will be seen that the returns for non-government debt are anomalously low, but
otherwise the relative ranking of expected returns is not unreasonable. A common
assumption in asset allocation models that lack such calibration is that the
expected returns on all equity assets are the same. Our approach reveals that the
expected excess returns are close, but not identical, and by construction, use of
these slightly different expected excess returns reproduces market portfolio
weights in the optimal asset allocation.

The anomalous results for non-Government debt are a consequence of a well
known effect whereby non-Government debt appears to have a lower volatility of
return than Government debt (in our calibration this is partly a function of the data
periods available for the respective assets). Of course if it is believed that the
returns on non-government debt are actually anomalously high then this
adjustment can be criticised. However, on the more plausible assumption that the
returns on corporate bonds are non-normal, this adjustment would appear to be
more desirable than using prospective (or historic) estimates of expected return to
argue for excess allocations to non-Government debt without allowing for non
normality of returns. Some of the issues associated with modelling corporate debt
are discussed in Exley & Smith (2002).

Another reasonableness check for these results is the simple regression of risk
against the calculated excess return, as shown below.
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6.7 Ranking the Contribution to Diversification

We can now use this model to rank the diversification benefit gained by including
various asset classes. This aims to address one of the criticisms of the approach
discussed in Section 3, namely that the diversification benefits of some asset
classes are vanishingly small. More importantly, it gives us a theoretical
framework for deciding on whether to include one asset class and reject another.

6.8  Ideally all excluded assets will fall below a certain score (expressed as a loss of
expected return on the asset) and all included assets will fall above this score.
However, this is an over simplification for a number of reasons:

i

ii.

Although we assume, implicitly, that all returns are net of average asset
management fees, some assets will have additional implicit expenses for
the fund that may rule out inclusion — such as additional monitoring
expenses or lack of transparency. We concede that it is difficult to directly
compare these qualitative “costs” with the quantitative basis of our
ranking.

It may be found that US corporate bonds are worth including, but
Canadian corporate bonds are not, in isolation. However, when combined
as “North American” corporate bonds both may merit inclusion. This
shows that the ranking is just a tool and needs some basic rationale for the
sub classification — between US and Canadian bonds for example. We
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6.9

would suggest that an asset should be considered separately if it requires
separate management, reporting etc.

It should also be noted that the analysis refers to the ranking of removing single
assets. Clearly as more assets are removed the marginal benefit of the second,
third, fourth assets in diversification terms will generally be found to be higher.

Sensitivity Testing to Historical Data Period

6.10

Our ranking of the various asset classes in terms of diversification benefit depends
on the assumed volatility and correlation of the various asset classes, which we
have derived from the longest available periods of data. In order to test the
sensitivity of the results to these assumptions we have re-run the analysis using
only the most recent five years of data. It should be noted that the analysis is of
no relevance in the case of Global High Yield and European, Japanese and
Canadian non Government bonds as this data is in any event limited to only five
years of history. However, the dominant term in the calculation of the ranking of
these assets is likely to be the low market capitalisation weight. Overall, the
results show a similar pattern also over this period — particularly in relation to
emerging market equity, small cap equity and real estate (the specific rankings
change but the general positioning does not).

Application to Non-Market Capitalised Portfolios

6.11

Although the strict mathematical justification for this analysis breaks down for
non market weighted benchmarks, if a portfolio is broadly similar to a market
characteristics) then the above rankings are still likely to provide a reasonable
indication of diversification benefit for the smaller asset classes. This is because
the main driver for the diversification benefit is the correlation (or lack of
correlation) with the major asset classes, which should be broadly similar in both
cases.

Qualitative Considerations in the Inclusion of Asset Classes

6.12

Separate analysis provided to the Ministry cover in detail the practical and
investment considerations of a number of the asset classes included in the
preceding analysis: global small cap equity, real estate and emerging market debt.
The broad conclusions of those reviews are set out below. Comments on private
equity and inflation-linked bonds follow.

. We have already said that we see a clear case for the extension of the
equity benchmarks to include Small Cap Equity (with the possible
exception of Far East ex Japan equity) and our qualitative assessment of
this asset class does nothing to undermine this conclusion. It is important
to emphasise that this view does not depend upon the existence or
otherwise of what is called the “Small Cap Effect” (that small cap can be
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expected to outperform larger capitalization stocks and that this excess
return is not readily accounted for by excess risk). The analysis given in
this Section implicitly assumes that excess risk-adjusted returns are not
available from any asset class.

. We have argued for the quantitative case of including Real Estate but the
qualitative case is more equivocal. The easiest means of gaining exposure,
via Real Estate Investment Trusts, is unlikely to offer a diversified global
exposure (it will be principally US and UK), may be tax inefficient and the
Fund is likely to need to acquire a significant share of the market to gain a
5% exposure with a market cap portfolio. Direct holdings of real estate
could solve all these problems, but may introduce other more significant
ones.

. The principal argument against Emerging Market Debt is the one
resulting from our analysis above: that it contributes little to the portfolio,
given its low market cap weight. Aside from that, it poses few particular
problems, provided the issuers are acceptable and the Fund is prepared to
permit exposure to lower credit quality issues.

Private Equity

6.13

Although no reliable data is available that would permit us to include private
equity in our numerical analysis, the results for the above assets suggest that it is
also unlikely that private equity will make a significant contribution to the risk
profile. The potential difficulties in gaining initial exposure and subsequently
managing it, in particular in terms of the general aim of operating the Fund on a
transparent basis, would tend to argue against its inclusion in practice.

Inflation Linked Bonds

6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17

Taken at face value as a risky asset within a global market capitalisation weighted
portfolio, inflation linked bonds are an unexceptional and small asset class
(around 0.75% of total global financial assets).

The lower volatility of real interest rates relative to nominal rates tends to give
inflation linked bonds a lower absolute volatility than nominal bonds and suggests
a lower return premium.

Although excluded from the above quantitative analysis due to shortage of data, it
is clear that since the market capitalised allocation is negligibly small and the risk
characteristics muted, inclusion of the asset at this weight will have no material
impact on risk characteristics of the market portfolio.

The more significant potential role for this asset is as a component of a possible
least risk “satellite”, which we discuss in the final section of this report.
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7

Consideration of a Least Risk Satellite Portfolio

The Satellite Portfolio Concept

i |

T2

7.3

7.4

The previous sections have been concerned with the asset allocation of the “core”
portfolio of global financial assets, for which we recommend a market
capitalisation weighted portfolio, subject to tests of materiality for minor asset
classes.

However, we commented in section 2 that although the objectives of the Fund did
not give firm guidance on the “acceptable™ level of risk, the current strategy, with
40% equities implied a certain risk tolerance. In section 4 we suggested that the
market capitalised portfolio has an effective equity exposure (as at end November
2002) of around 15% more than the current strategy (after due allowance for the
equity characteristics of Real Estate, Emerging Market Debt and High Yield).

Thus in simple terms, to restore equity exposure down to 40%, a “least risk” bond
satellite portfolio of around 25% of the total fund would need to be constructed.
(We suggest for practical purposes ignoring the minor equity allocation in the
theoretical least risk portfolio allocation for this purpose). The remaining 75% of
the portfolio would be allocated to a global market capitalisation weighted
benchmark.

This assumes that the existing 40% equity allocation is maintained. The
possibility of holding only the core benchmark portfolio could of course be
considered. Indeed the results in previous sections suggest relatively modest
reductions in risk associated with reducing the equity allocation at these levels of
exposure.
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1.5

7.6

A

If we follow the principles of the rest of this report then the natural starting point
would thus be the market capitalisation weighted portfolio of long dated index
linked Government bonds from all of the issuing countries. However, once we
overweight this asset class beyond its global market weights (potentially by a
factor of 30x) the concentration of this portfolio in particular economies and in
particular currencies does become a concern.

The currency concentration of these bonds should be addressed by modifying the
currency exposure back to consumption based weights using currency hedging.

The concentration in particular economies (and in relatively small markets within
economies) and exposures within economies that do not issue this form of debt
should be addressed by using a proxy for inflation linked bonds.

Inflation Linked Proxies.

7.8

78

As discussed in Section 2, analysis of the extensive UK data on inflation linked
bonds shows that conventional bonds actually provide the next best proxy for
matching an inflation linked liability.

For example based on the past five years of data for the UK the optimal portfolio
to hedge long term inflation linked liabilities (in the absence of inflation linked
bonds) would allocate only around 3% to equities with the remainder in nominal
bonds. For an economy with inflation (expectation) volatility similar to that in the
UK, the duration of the bond portfolio would be around one third of the duration
of the real liability being hedged.

Combined Strategy

7.10

.31

Thus, we are recommending that any least risk “satellite” strategy should consist
of an aggregate benchmark of inflation linked bonds in those economies issuing
these bonds combined with a portfolio of 10 year maturity bonds in those
economies that do not issue inflation linked. There is less justification for “market
weights” of economies in these portfolios. We would recommend that economy
weights for this satellite portfolio are based on import weights.

In view of the size and liquidity of the global inflation-linked market, we would
recommend that in practice a maximum of only 3% of any inflation linked market
be held by the Fund in inflation-linked bonds. Where this limit is exceeded, the
conventional bond proxy should be adopted even in economies issuing inflation
linked bonds.

Conclusions

7.12

There is uncertainty in the definition of the Fund’s liabilities. The least risk
strategy depends crucially on the choice of currency weights and the choice of
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(implicit) duration of the liabilities. Even where these two parameters can be
identified, it seems likely that second of these will be well beyond the duration of
deep markets in inflation linked bonds for a Fund this size. For economies
without inflation linked bonds, there is a substantial residual risk associated with
attempting to hedge long dated inflation linked (implicit) liabilities with
conventional bonds.

7.13  Our overall conclusion is that the satellite portfolio is likely to be only a weak

proxy for the implicit liabilities. Nevertheless, it provides a rational mechanism
for reducing risk in the core portfolio if required.
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Table of Covariance Matrix

US Large
Cap Equity

Canadian
Large Cap
Equity

Europe
Large Cap
Equity

Japan Large
Cap Equity

Far East ex
Japan Large
Cap Equity

Emerging
Market
Equity

World ex US

.

Bonds

us

Bonds

US Small
Cap Equity

Canada
Small Cap
Equity

US Large
Cap Equity

0.025661247

0.021745256

0.017884654|

0.010165091

0.0211892

0.022540671

0.001282133

0.000639146

0.021995743

0.014487984

Canadian
Large Cap
Equity

0.021745256|

0.032577246|

0.018181073|

0.010661693

0.025179436

0.022932769

0.001129025

0.000637483

0.021525515

0.020925823

Europe
Large Cap
Equity

0.017884654

0.018181073

0.024719848

0.012876151

0.022426928

0.02676246

0.001331129|

-6.13407E-05

0.01992048

0.015084307|

Japan Large
Cap Equity

0.010165091

0.010661693|

0.012876151

0.038383291

0.012456593

0.020998896

0.00139965

0.001129919

0.014615193

0.013269484

Far East ex
Japan Large
Cap Equity

0.0211892

0.025179436

0.022426928

0.012455593

0.047803461

0.034385975

0.000682379

0.000816952

0.021007985

0.018105322

Emerging
Market
Equity

0.022540671

0.022932769

0.02676246

0.020998896

0.034385975

0.070238108

0.000721196

0.00035139

0.028541038

0.024359662

World ex US
Government
Bonds

0.001282133

0.001129025

0.001331129)

0.00139965

0.000682379

0.000721196

0.001492746

0.000174493

0.000781686

0.000275434

us
Government
Bonds

0.000639146

0.000637483

-6.13407E-05

0.001129919|

0.000816952

0.00035139

0.000174493

0.00317777

-0.000220567

-0.00040458

US Small
Cap Equity

0.021995743

0.021525515

0.01992048

0.014615193|

0.021007985

0.028541038|

0.000781686/

-0.000220567

0.030544706/

0.022198219

Canada
Small Cap

Equity

0.014487984)

0.020925823

0.015084307

0.013269484

0.018106322

0.024359662

0.000275434

-0.00040458

0.022198219

0.027264883

Europe
Small Cap

Equity

0.015996942

0.01699617,

0.024222375

0.016454084

0.020338585

0.029751271

0.000722451

-0.000305931

0.019909398

0.016828712

Japan Small
Cap Equity

0.008297738

0.009903771

0.012369553|

0.04145087

0.012782527|

0.01698524

0.000384463

0.001581675

0.009776112

0.011107066

Far East (ex
Japan) Small
Cap Equity

0.015891457

0.018193865|

0.017482193|

0.015243983|

0.034834323

0.035611704

0.001340323

0.000270974

0.019729778

0.017745211

US non-
Government
Bonds

0.000835042]

0.000708778|

0.00011081

0.001600119)

0.00100884

0.000634129

0.000177892

0.004095207|

-8.72889E-05

-0.000425749

Canadian
non-
Government
Bonds

0.00122175

0.001924321

0.00023592

0.000760708,

0.000749605|

0.000806136|

0.0004931

4.50838E-05

0.001904461

0.002124816

European
non-
Government

-0.000606653

-0.000926659

-0.000952214

-0.000828725

-1.07043E-05

-0.001331171

0.000528932

4.67012E-05

-0.000928047|

-0.001275246

|Japanese
Non-
Government
Bonds

-0.000858462

-0.000492399

-0.00069268

-0.000193933;

-0.000174956|

-0.000319853

0.000251943

6.10316E-05

-0.000897913

-0.000271308

Australian
Non-
Government
Bonds

0.00032262

0.001078378

-0.000208789

-2.2696E-05)

0.000687772]

6.60728E-05

0.000442773

5.6121E-05

0.000918642

0.00128725

Global
Property

0.010891627

0.012096137|

0.009478896)

0.004976347

0.0127604|

0.009392064

0.001510927

0.000548618

0.009693916

0.007077682

Global High
Yield

0.00831942

0.009478945|

0.008548052,

0.007228151

0.008174009

0.0150608!

-6.58251E-05

-3.97589E-05

0.011341094

0.009689032

Global
Emerging
Market Debt
(Sovereign)

0.014580761

0.018103196|

0.014826792]

0.01437646

0.019905854

0.031383325)

0.000826844

0.00025547

0.017172428

0.015882963|
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Europe
Small Cap

Equity

Japan Small
Cap Equity

Far East (ex |US non-
Japan) Small|Government
Cap Equity |Bonds

Ci

non-
Government
Bonds

Europ
non-
Government

Bonds

Non-
Government
Bonds

Non-
Government
Bonds

Global
Property

Global
Emerging
Market Debt
(Sovereign)

Global High
Yield

US Large
Cap Equity

0.015996942| 0.008297738

0.015891457| 0.000835042

0.00122175]

-0.000606653 -0.000858462

0.00032262

0.010891627,

0.00831942| 0.014580761

Canadian
Large Cap
Equity

0.01699617| 0.009903771

0.018193865| 0.000708778|

0.001924321

-0.000926659| -0.000492399|

0.001078378

0.012096137.

0.009478945| 0.018103196|

Europe
Large Cap
Equity

0.024222375| 0.012369553

0.017482193| 0.00011081

0.00023592

-0.000952214| -0.00069268

-0.000208789|

0.009478896.

0.008548052| 0.014826792

Japan Large
Cap Equity

0.016454084|  0.04145087,

0.015243983| 0.001600119

0.000760708|

-0.000828725| -0.000193933

-2.2696E-05

0.004976347

0.007228151|  0.01437646

Far Eastex
Japan Large
Cap Equity

0.020338585| 0.012782527|

0.034834323|  0.00100884

0.000749605,

-1.07043E-05( -0.000174956

0.000687772

0.0127604

0.008174009| 0.019905854

Emerging
Market
Equity

0.029751271|  0.01698524

0.035611704| 0.000634129!

0.000806136

-0.001331171/ -0.000319853|

6.60728E-05

0.009392064

0.0150609( 0.031383325

World ex US
Government
Bonds

0.000722451| 0.000384463

0.001340323| 0.000177892]

0.0004931

0.000528932| 0.000251943

0.000442773|

0.001510927

-6.58251E-05| 0.000826844

us
Government
Bonds

-0.000305931| 0.001581675
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Introduction

Assignment

The Ministry of XXX of Country X retained Mercer Investment Consulting, Inc. (Mercer)

to assist in the development of suitable asset

allocation strategies for the Fund X and Fund Y, which were established by the

Government of Country X in 20XX to help ensure the sustainability of social spending over time a
improve Country X’s economic competitiveness. We are pleased to submit this report on
strategic asset allocation.

To develop candidate investment strategies for the aforementioned Funds, we used a
combination of mean-variance and stochastic modeling (Monte-Carlo simulations).

This asset allocation study reflects explicit inclusion of cash flows modeled for both
Funds during the 10 year period for which Monte-Carlo projections were performed.
Projected liabilities for the Fund X were not modeled quantitatively, but their anticipated
characteristics were taken into account qualitatively in evaluating candidate strategies.
For the Fund Y, we developed assumptions for the expected liabilities of this Fund working
in conjunction with the Ministry of XXX. These assumptions appear in section 4 of

this report.

Underlying investments in the candidate strategic allocations were modeled as being

made globally, but excluding investments in Country X and in the Currency X. We
understand that the policy decision to prohibit investment of these funds in Country X and the
Currency X, which was taken before the study commenced, is based on the desire to diversify
away from the Government’s primary sources of income (GDP growth and the commodity).

Following discussion of the pros and cons of adopting alternative frames of reference in
terms of currency, including the Currency X or a trade weighted, consumption weighted, or other
basket of foreign currencies, the Ministry of XXX ultimately directed Mercer to
perform the study in US dollar (USD) terms. We do not believe the selection of the USD
as the unit of account for this study had a major impact on the content of the
recommended portfolios, because the asset classes were limited to global asset classes,
with the regional and country allocations for each asset class fixed for modeling purposes
at their market capitalization weights. Since the underlying currency allocation of the
global developed market asset classes is similar, optimizing in USD is unlikely to have
driven a preference of the model for one asset class over another that would not be
consistent with the result if modeling had been performed in a different currency or
basket of currencies.

Services Provided by Mercer Investment Consulting, Inc. 9
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Sensitivity analysis was performed by re-optimizing for both Funds in Currency X terms. This
sensitivity analysis confirmed Mercer’s view that the contents of the recommended
portfolios would not be highly sensitive to the currency frame of reference.

Although we do not believe the results of this study — in terms of the content of the
recommended portfolio — are highly sensitive to the currency in which the study was
conducted, we discuss below some of the considerations that factored into selection of the
USD as the unit of account for this study.

* There is a basic conflict between optimizing results in Currency X terms and having the
Funds invest in a way that diversifies against local economic results, as local
economic performance drives the appreciation or depreciation of the Currency X. If
portfolios were optimized in Currency X terms, it would be more difficult to ensure the
resulting portfolios maintain a low correlation with Country X GDP growth and the commodity
prices.

* Modeling in a currency that does not have a strong relationship with the global asset
classes being modeled may also result in poorly diversified portfolios. Even though
the Country X economy is open, it is relatively small as a proportion of the global
economy. Historical data based on which the relationship between the Currency X and the
asset classes of interest, none of which by definition included any Currency X-denominated
assets, is limited, and of limited value given the pace and scope of capital markets and
economic evolution in Country X and globally in recent decades. The USD on the other
hand does have well-specified and reasonably well understood relationships with
returns to the global asset classes considered in the analysis. And in fact the US
domestic market comprises a substantial portion of global market capitalization for
each of these asset classes.

* The currency in which optimization is made should, in Mercer’s opinion, reflect the
anticipated frame within which results will be evaluated and communicated. The USD
is a reasonable, readily comprehensible proxy for Country X’s trade- or consumption-
weighted basket of currencies. If the focus of evaluation and communication were in
Currency X terms, then most of the volatility would be driven by Currency X exchange rates, whic
would make the evaluation of performance more problematic. As such, we believe
optimization in the USD is an appropriate means for developing candidate portfolios,
assuming communication of results and evaluation of performance will also be made
in USD terms. Although in theory a trade or consump tion-weighted basket might
have been employed, this would have complicated analysis without (for reasons
detailed in the body of the report) materially affecting the content of the
recommended portfolios. And, it is not practical to communicate or evaluate the
investment results in a readily comprehensible way to the public, if a currency basket
is used as the unit of account.

Services Provided by Mercer Investment Consulting, Inc. 3
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Many models of the capital markets only focus on meanvariance analysis. Efficient
frontier modeling, for example, is a mean-variance approach. “Simple” mean-variance
analysis is used to identify candidate portfolios which achieve the highest expected return
for a given level of expected risk, where risk is defined by the standard deviation or
volatility of returns. Surplus optimization is another type of meanvariance analysis, in
which volatility of funded status of the assets against the projected liabilities is the
measure of risk. Mean-variance approaches are quite acceptable for certain situations, but
in Mercer’s opinion, they fail to provide satisfactory results in detailed modeling of the
complex interaction among interest rates, inflation, and the return ofasset classes exposed
to multiple risk factors. Additionally, mean-variance modeling does not take into account
the impact of cash flows - both positive and negative - on ultimate portfolio values, and
does not adjust for the “path dependent” nature of capital market returns. An example of
path dependency is that returns for fixed income are partially dependent on yields at the
beginning of the period. Once interest rates are high, subsequent capital market returns
tend to be high as well - and vice versa, in low interest rate environments, subsequent
returns tend to be lower, all else being equal

The study incorporated a set of mean-reverting, serially correlated equations to determine
inflation, economic growth, and interest rates, among other factors. Although more
complex than a mean-variance approach, the resulting Monte-Carlo model permits great
flexibility and in Mercer’s opinion encompasses in a more realistic manner the
multifaceted, dynamic nature of the capital markets.

The initial stage of the analysis focused on mean- variance analysis to identify candidate
portfolios that exhibited appropriate levels of risk for each Fund, consistent with the risk
parameters provided by the Ministry of XXX. The risk tolerance levels provided for

each Fund were as follows:

* Fund X Fund: Maximum loss of 1%, 2%, and 5% of the Fund in USD terms in any
given year, at the 95th percentile (one-in-twenty downside outcome) of the projected
distribution of returns;

* Fund Y Fund: Maximum loss of 2%, 5%, and 10% of the Fund in USD terms in any
given year at the 95th percentile.

Once the candidate portfolios were identified based on the parameters above as a general
guide, we conducted stochastic (Monte-Carlo) analysis to simulate the performance of the
asset mixes by modeling across 1000 economic scenarios for a period of 10 years (from
20XX to 20XX). The forward-looking assumptions used in the analysis can be found in
section 4 of this report. The historical results for the economic and asset class variables,
as well as a summary of future expectations based on Monte-Carlo simulation results
(reported at the median) can be found in section 6 of this report. In addition, the
Ministry of XXX has received the entire data set, including distribution of results

from the 5th to the 95th percentiles.
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For purposes of the Fund X the simulated cash flows and investment results were derived

from Monte-Carlo simulations of several key economic variables, including Currency X

growth, changes in the commodity prices, interest rates, and inflation levels. The analysis assumes
that 100% of the prior year’s investment returns in Currency X terms are withdrawn from the
Fund each year to be used as structural income, limiting the Fund’s potential for capital

growth over time. We understand this policy might change in the future; however, any
possible changes to this were not reflected in the analysis presented in this report.

For the Fund Y, the analysis assumes cash inflows or contributions equivalent to a range of
0.2% to 0.5% of prior year Country X GDP. In cases in which the simulations result in
strong economic activity, as defined by local GDP and/or the commodity prices that are above
expectations, the model allocates a higher proportion of contributions within the
aforementioned range. By contrast, during periods of economic and the commodity price
underperformance against expectations, the model specifies a minimum contribution of

0.2% of GDP. For the selection of candidate portfolios, we modeled this Fund in asset-

only space based on the risk parameters described above and also using funded status
optimization The funded status optimization was used as the basis for the selection of
candidate portfolios. This required the development of liability assumptions for this
program.

The Fund Y is not expected to experience any withdrawals until the year 2017 when liability
cash outflows will begin to affect this program. We developed liability assumptions
working in conjunction with the Ministry of XXX, considering a number of factors,
including: projected cash outflow data provided from 20XX to 20XX and an assumed
projected liability growth from 20XX to 20XX not exceeding 6%; a projected discount rate
to calculate the present value of future outflows; a projected liability duration; and the
impact of cash flow activity considering the projected outflows and contributions
equivalent to 0.2% of Country X GDP.

The asset classes considered in the study are identical for both Funds, but the candidate
alternative strategic allocations are different, as each of the Funds have different
objectives, constraints, and characteristics. We selected the same asset class variables for
both programs intentionally to help maximize cost savings opportunities once the
Ministry of XXX is prepared to implement the strategies for each Fund. We
anticipate cost savings should be realized by utilizing the same investment managers for
both Funds in the eventual implementation of the strategies, due the economies of scale
that can be achieved considering a larger asset base and the gradual decrease in asset-
based fees in the typical fee schedules.

The following sections of this report include important background information as well as

key observations, recommendations, and the quantitative and qualitative analysis on
which the recommendations were based.
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Law

The Government of Country X enacted a law in September of 20XX, known as the
Law, which created the Fund X and the Fund Y to help ensure the sustainability
of social spending over time and improve Country X’s economic competitiveness.

The Fund X was created to act as a financial “buffer” to avoid drastic revisions to fiscal
spending as a result of negative short-term economic cycles. Its main function is to
accumulate annual fiscal surpluses net of the required contributions designated principally

to the Fund Y and to the recapitalization of the Central Bank of Country X. The Fund X will also
provide necessary resources to cover fiscal spending in the event of a fiscal deficit due to

declining economic fundamentals. In effect, the Fund X will accumulate surpluses during

times of strong local economic activity and will provide necessary resources to finance

fiscal spending during periods of declining economic growth

The investment policy of the Fund X is relatively flexible; the only investment restriction is

no investments in Country X (or investments denominated in the Currency X) shall be made
However, it is important to take into consideration that the investment returns generated

by the Fund X are withdrawn and treated as part of structural income to cover fiscal
expenditures.

The Fund Y was designed to finance up to one-third of the fiscal expenditures associated
with the minimum pension and assistance benefits guaranteed by the Government. The
contingent liabilities associated with these benefit guarantees are expected to grow by an
estimated 33% relative to the structural growth of the economy by the year 20XX?. The
contribution source for this Fund will be derived from the effective fiscal surplus, which
will be equivalent to a range of 0.2% to 0.5% of the prior year’s GDP, with a minimum
contribution of 0.2%. No withdrawals will be permitted from the Fund Y until 2017. The
permissible investments of this program must follow the provisions under law Number X
— Article X. All investment gains, including capital appreciation and capital
income, will be re-invested in the Fund Y.

Fiscal Policy

The objective of Country X’s Fiscal Policy is to contribute to the macroeconomic stability of
the country and provide public benefits that increase the social opportunities as well as

the protection of its citizens. This policy is carried out in accordance with Country X’s
structural balance concept, which aims to protect Government spending from the effects

of economic and the commodity price cycles — the avoidance of a pro-cyclical bias in the
management of public finances. Currently, the policy is based on the goal of achieving a

yearly structural surplus of 1% of GDP. The target surplus will be adjusted to 0.5% of

GDP starting in the year 20XX.

% Source: Ministry of XXX
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While actual Government revenues may go up and down in tandem with local economic

cycles (declining during recessions and growing during economic booms), fiscal
expenditures do not follow this pattern because they follow the evolution of the
economy’s medium term productive capacity. The structural surplus rule is intended to
smooth out the impact of higher the commodity prices on royalty collections coming in from the
state-owned commodity Company XYZ and taxes collected from other private mining
companies.

The rationale for the adoption of the Fiscal Policy framework, which mandates a national
budget surplus equivalent to 1% of GDP (not structural balance between fiscal income
and fiscal expenditures), was derived from three key fiscal risk factors, including:

1. The expected growth of the fiscal liabilities arising from the minimum pension and
assistance benefits guaranteed by the Government;

2. The recapitalization of the Central Bank of Country X, due to the acquisition of private
sector debt following the local banking crisis of 19XX;

3. External vulnerabilities from Government income, which is principally denominated
in local currency, and debt which is mainly denominated in foreign currency. A
sudden depreciation of the Currency X would result in much higher costs to service foreign
currency debt in such an environment. This is important considering the Country X
economy is open and relatively small as a proportion of the global economy.

Government income is derived from two main sources, tax revenues and the commodity-related
revenues. Tax revenues represented an average of approximately XX% of Government
revenues from 19XX to 20XX, and the commodity-related revenues represented an average of
approximately 10% during the same period®. Fiscal expenditures are set so that the
difference between expected/structural Government revenues (which are estimated by a

panel of experts in various disciplines in June-July each year) and actual government
expenditures is equal © 1% of GDP.? Fiscal expenditures are planned on an annual basis

utilizing this process.

Use of Prospective Fiscal Surpluses: By policy, at least 0.2% (and, should the cash
surplus allow, up to 0.5%) of the prior year’s GDP is designated to the Fund Y and up to
0.5% may be assigned to the gradual recapitalization of the Central Bank of Country X for the
next five years*. Once these fiscal expenditures are covered, the rest of the net surplus is
allocated to the Fund X. If actual revenues come in below expected revenues, by structural
definition this constitutes a deficit, in which case resources will be used from the Fund X to
cover fiscal expenditures.

3 Source: Ministry of XXX — ‘Country X’s Fiscal Policy Framework” — Ministry of Finance, Country X March 20XX.

“ Source: 20X X International Monetary Fund — Country : 20XX Article IV Consultation — Staff Report; Staff Supplement:
Public Information Notice on the Executive Board Discussion; and Statement by the Executive Director of Country X.
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Investment Objectives

The objective of Country’s Fiscal Policy is to minimize, to the extent possible, the impact

the volatility of the business cycle may have on fiscal spending. Consistent with this

objective, and in an effort to disassociate the value of the Fund X and Fund Y in relation to

local economic cycles and the volatility of the commodity prices, the specific investment
objectives reflected in this study are to:

* Develop suitable asset allocation strategies for both Funds, which exhibit a low
correlation relative to the main sources of Government revenues (the commodity price
volatility and the cyclicality of local GDP growth);

= Identify portfolios whose reward and risk characteristics maximize risk-adjusted
return potential;

* Improve the efficiency of both Funds relative to the theoretically optimal
risk/return spectrum, identifying asset classes which provide further
diversification of investments;

* Identify potential investment opportunities considering the amendment of
current investment policy parameters for the Fund Y; and

* Identify candidate asset allocation strategies that meet the liquidity and risk
parameters expressed by the Ministry of XXX considering current
investment restrictions where applicable.

In order to meet these objectives, we performed Monte-Carlo simulations to test the

behavior of candidate portfolios under different economic environments, with a particular

focus on pursuing low correlation between Country X GDP growth and the commodity prices, and
returns to the candidate portfolios.

While the level and behavior of GDP is an important determinant of Government
revenues, the volatility of Country X GDP has been low relative to the historical volatility of the
commodity prices over the last decade. For example, royalties and taxes related to the commodit
production represented an average of 10% of total Government revenues from the period

of 1994 to 2006; however, it represented only 3% in 2002 and 34% in 2006.° In the
forward-looking stochastic projections, the average volatility of Country X GDP growth at

the 50th percentile was 3% in nominal terms over the 10-year projection horizon By
comparison, the volatility of the commodity prices was 26% over the same time horizon. In this
context, volatility of the commodity prices can reasonably be expected to remain more important,
compared to volatility of GDP, as a determinant of actual revenues received by the
Government.

Since the commodity is one of the main exports of Country X, it might be expected that there would
a high correlation between the commodity price and Country X GDP growth. However, this is no
the case in the historical data (1994 to 2006). Using both coincident and lagging
correlation time-periods, the finding of low historical correlation was confirmed.

’ Source: Ministry of XXX — ‘Country X’s Fiscal Policy Framework’ — Ministry of Finance, Country March 2007.
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We used a higher correlation for the forward-looking projections than the historical

values, because we believe that the commodity has become more important as a contributor to the
Country X economy, and that some increased leakage from the commodity boom into other
sectors of the economy should be expected going forward.

Another key conclusion is that Country X GDP growth and the commodity prices are likely to
exhibit low correlation relative to the asset classes considered in the strategic asset

allocation analysis. Historical correlations have ranged from -0.15 to 0.23 for the commodity and
0.00 to 0.32 for GDP growth over the last 15 years against the asset classes modeled.

Therefore, we used forward-looking projections with low correlations for both of these

variables against the asset classes modeled. Accordingly, all of the portfolios considered

in the analysis exhibited a low correlation relative to Country X GDP growth and the commodity
price volatility.

Section 2 of this report profiles the recommended asset allocations for each of the Funds
and discusses some key observations. Section 3 describes the two analytical approaches
we adopted. Section 4 provides the output of the mean-variance analysis, while section 5
includes the Monte-Carlo simulation results for each of the recommended portfolios
along with key observations. Section 6 provides summary quantitative output for each of
the variables considered in the analysis (on a forward-looking and historical basis), and
section 7 provides testing results (also on a forward-looking and historical basis) of the
recommended portfolios. The Appendix, section 8, provides detailed reference
information.
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Executive Summary

Background

The goal of this strategic asset allocation analysis is to identify suitable portfolios that
exhibit a low correlation relative to the principal sources of Government revenues at
acceptable levels of risk. This is of crucial importance considering Country X’s Fiscal Policy
Framework, which defines annual fiscal expenditures as a result of the difference between
structural income and effective income. We profile several candidate strategic asset
allocations for each Fund, varying by risk level, to provide an overview of the investment
opportunity set offered by different investment structures in terms of their long-term
return potential and risk characteristics.

For the Fund X, we have identified a recommended mix which falls within the risk
parameters given by the Ministry of XXX. For Fund Y, we profile two candidate asset
allocations, one reflecting current investment policy parameters (reflecting a combined
maximum exposure of 25% to stocks and corporate bonds) and one that relaxes these
parameters to illustrate the opportunity set afforded by increasing investments in global
equities and global corporate bonds. The overall objective is to identify portfolios that
maximize return potential for both programs considering the maximum tolerable risk
defined by the Ministry of XXX in the maximum loss scenarios detailed in Section

1 of this report.

The next sub-section of the Executive Summary provides our key observations and
recommendations for Fund X and Fund Y.
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Observations and Recommendations

Fund X

We understand that the only explicit investment restriction governing this Fund in terms

of its permissible investments is a prohibition on investing in Country X or in securities
denominated in the Currency XP. Given the role of this Fund in the Country X economic system, and
in particular the intention to spend each year’s income, the current 100% fixed income

profile, which affords a high degree of liquidity, was a reasonable starting position for
investment.

We believe there are significant opportunities to enhance diversification and increase
potential investment returns over the long-term. We concluded that a maximum exposure
of 30% to equities and a maximum exposure of 15% to alternatives for the Fund was
appropriate, given both spending policy objectives and the low risk tolerance levels
conveyed to us by the Ministry of XXX.

The following exhibit depicts the Fund X’s current allocation in comparison to the
recommended portfolio.

Current Allocation Recommendation

r Alternatives, 15%
Enhanced

Cash, 31% Equity and Alternatives (40%) {

7

inflation Indexed
Bonds, 3%

Fixed Income (100%){

Fixed Income (so%){

The recommendation above exhibits a higher expected return profile with meaningful
allocatiors to fixed income, equity, and alternative investments. This asset allocation
provides more potential for higher returns over the long term without violating current
risk parameters.

The summary table on the following page provides key statistical characteristics for the
current portfolio and the recommended asset mix. These characteristics were based on the
median values of the Monte-Carlo simulation results for the next ten years.
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Summary Results

Current ;:Asset Rm Mam
Allocation e
Global Equity 0% . 2%
Global Fixed Income - Government - Short/Intermediate 66% . . O‘K; |
Global Fixed Income - Government - Long 0% . 0%
§ Global Fixed Income - Corporate - Short/Intermediate 0% o .  30% ”
g Global Fixed Income - Corporate - Long 0% " % \
I Global TIPS 4% - 13%
% |Global Cash 30% ' 0%
< Global Private Equities 0% g 5% .
Global Real Estate 0% .
Global Infrastructure 0%
Global Absolute Return/Opportunistic 0%
2 Correlation (Nominal Portfolio Returns; Nominal GDP Growth) 0.05
§ Correlation (Nominal Portfolio Returns; Real GDP Growth) -0.03
n=: Correlation (Nominal Portfolio Returns; Nominal Price) -0.03
'.% Correlation (Real Portfolio Returns; Nominal Price) -0.05
E g Portfolio Expected Nominal Returns (USD) 4.70%
Z) § Portfolio Nominal Returns Volatility (USD) 2.16%
T & |Lowest Annual Retum Observed from 2008 to 2017 (95th Percentile) 1.00%
2 'é Change in Nominal Returns From Current Allocation
§ = Change in Nominal Risk From Current Allocation -
§ Portfolio Expected Nominal Retums 5.98%
E Portfolio Nominal Returns Volatility 12.24%
g Duration 1.35
& Liquidity Ratio 9.90
E a 5-Year Annualized Retums (USD) 3.17%
'g .—% 5-Year Annualized Volatility (USD) 0.75%
% & |5-Year Annualized Returns -2.09%
5-Year Annualized Volatility 9.03%

Observations (in USD terms)

The analysis suggests that the current allocation can provide an expected annualized
nominal return of 4.70% with a standard deviation of 2.16% over the next ten years.
In addition, it does not exhibit a loss at the 95% confidence interval due to its
conservative profile.

The recommended portfolio exhibits an expected nominal return of 6.78% and a
standard deviation of 7.16%. This portfolio offers a premium of 208 basis points in
expected return over the current allocation The lowest return observed at the 95th
percentile distribution of the 10-year Monte-Carlo simulations is -4.48%. This
portfolio exhibits characteristics that fall within current acceptable risk parameters as
defined by the Ministry of XXX.

The recommended mix offers attractive diversification attributes, providing a 40%
exposure to global equities and alternative investments (25% and 15%, respectively)
to enhance alpha potential, and a 60% allocation to fixed income instruments for
purposes of diversification and capital preservation given the role of the Fund X.
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Fund Y

To establish candidate asset allocations for this Fund, we gave consideration to the
current maximum investment restriction of 25% to stocks and corporate bonds, combined.

We believe that raising this allocation to higher levels would be prudent and reasonable if
permitted. Unlike the Fund X, the Fund Y is not expected to experience any outflows for the
next ten years. Therefore, adopting a more aggressive asset allocation would be prudent

in order to improve growth prospects for this Fund over this time period.

The following exhibit depicts the Fund’s current allocation and the two candidate
allocations we have recommended in this analysis.

Current Allocation Recommendation 1 - Maintains Policy Recommendation 2 - Relaxes Policy
~ Alternatives, 15%
( . A et Alternatives, 15%
Cash, 31% Equity and Alternatives (40%) {

Equity and Alternatives (65%)

Z

Fixed Income (100%1* e
y o

Fixed Income (60%)

Fixed Income (35%)

The summary table on the following page provides key statistical characteristics for each
of the portfolios profiled above.
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Summary Results

Current Asset Recommendation 1 | Recommendation 2
Allocation (Maintains Policy) (Relaxes Policy)
Global Equity 0% 25% 50%
Global Fixed Income - Govemment - Short/Intermediate 66% 0% 0%
Global Fixed Income - Government - Long 0% 30% 0%
§ Global Fixed Income - Corporate - Short/Intermediate 0% 0% 35%
§ Global Fixed Income - Corporate - Long 0% 0% 0%
< |Global TIPS 3% 30% 0%
& |Global Cash 31% 0% 0%
< Global Private Equities 0% 5% 5%
Global Real Estate 0% 5% 5%
Global Infrastructure 0% 2% 0%
Global Absolute Return/Opportunistic 0% 3% 5%
@ Correlation (Nominal Portfolio Retums; Nominal GDP Growth) 0.05 0.13 0.13
g Correlation (Nominal Portfolio Retumns; Real GDP Growth) -0.03 0.09 0.10
‘E Correlation (Nominal Portfolio Returns; Nominal Price) -0.03 0.22 0.27
-.% Correlation (Real Portfolio Retumns; Nominal Price) -0.05 0.22 0.26
E § Portfolio Expected Nominal Returns (USD) 4.69% 6.80% 7.55%
» % Portfolio Nominal Retums Volatility (USD) 2.14% 7.70% 10.67%
'g E Lowest Annual Return Observed from 2008 to 2017 (95th Percentile) 1.01% -5.37% -8.97%
‘;: B |change in Nominal Retums From Current Allocation - 212% 2.86%
§ = Change in Nominal Risk From Current Allocation - 5.56% 8.53%
§. Portfolio Expected Nominal Returns 5.97% 8.17% 8.92%
£ Portfolio Nominal Returns Volatility 12.23% ; 14.61% 16.59%
5 Duration 1.34 255 0.63
Liquidity Ratio 9.90 826 7.90
§ a 5-Year Annualized Returns (USD) 3.16% 9.76% 11.89%
£ § 5-Year Annualized Volatility (USD) 0.74% . 449% o 114%
% & [5-Year Annualized Retums -2.10% 4.16% 6.18%
5-Year Annualized Volatility 9.03% 7.22% 6.79%

Observations (in USD terms)

The current allocation provides an expected nominal return of 4.70% with a standard
deviation of 2.16%. This portfolio does not experience a loss at the 95% probability
distribution cnfidence level due to its conservative profile, investing primarily in
enhanced cash and government bonds. The asset/liability optimization exhibits a
surplus return of -5.81% and a surplus standard deviation of 50.70%. The alternative
recommendations provide more attractive characteristics in terms of absolute and
relative return potential, as well as current tolerable risk parameters.

Recommendation 1 maintains the current investment policy guidelines, permitting a
total maximum allocation of 25% to stocks and corporate bonds. The recommendation
offers an expected return premium of 212 basis points relative to the current
allocation and risk characteristics that fall within tolerable parameters as defined by
the Ministry of XXX. Based on the assumed liability projections, the funded
status optimization yields a surplus return of -3.32% and a surplus standard deviation
of 51.52%.
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* Recommendation 2 considers the amendment of current policy guidelines to permit a
more significant exposure to global equity and global corporate bonds. This relatively
aggressive portfolio does not violate current risk parameters for Fund Y ; however, it does