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Summary

Purpose

We may know how much value was added - or subtracted - relative to benchmark for a given portfolio, such as the
Basic Claims, Rate Stabilization Reserve (RSR), or Employee Future Benefits (EFB) portfolio, but it is also important
to understand the sources of this value added - also called “alpha” (o) or “active return”. In other words,
performance attribution is also important.

MPI engages in active management, with a goal to outperform the passive alternative (i.e., exceed benchmark
returns). To effectively assess the performance of MPI’s active management strategy, it is important to understand
the sources of the value added (or lost) at the total portfolio level for Basic, RSR, and EFB portfolios. Together with
measures of active risk (also called tracking error), performance attribution will help inform stakeholders’
assessments of MPI’s skill in adding value and distinguishing between skill (e.g., selecting good external managers)
as opposed to luck or chance.

Performance attribution reporting is available below the total portfolio (e.g., at the manager level), but MPIl does
not appear to have attribution readily available at the total portfolio level for the Basic, RSR, or EFB portfolio.

This report presents a simplified approach to portfolio-level attribution reporting to demonstrate its importance in
assessing MPI’s portfolio management.

This report also recommends that MPl adopt and implement regular total portfolio-level performance attribution
reporting to meet the needs of its stakeholders, which include the Public Utilities Board and interveners.

Performance attribution answers a simple question about the total value added over a given period of time:

How much of the value added was attributed to each factor below?
e Asset allocation: Over(under)weighting equities, cash, and other asset classes
e Security/sector selection: Over(under)weighting stocks (e.g., Royal Bank) or
sectors (e.g., banks) in an equity portfolio, or bonds in a fixed income portfolio
e Other factors (e.g., foreign currencies)
e Interactions —also called joint effects — among some or all of these factors

The Closing Submissions of the Consumers’ Association of Canada (Manitoba) in the 2025 GRA described how
performance attribution might inform stakeholders’ views or assessments, as summarized below.

“Portfolio-level ... attribution ... will tell us whether or not MPIl is successfully adding value to beat the
benchmark” as well as “the costs of MPI’s approach to rebalancing”.

i.e., Attribution provides key background information that may inform prudent questions and information requests
in future General Rate Applications (GRAs) on such important topics as the active management strategies that
MPI pursues and the asset mix rebalancing policies that MPI adopts.

This paper uses a simple “building block” approach to illustrate how attribution works, generally, and then applies
this simple approach to MPI’s performance over the past four years.

Appendix 1 has the curriculum vitae of this paper’s author.
Appendix 2 has a simplified example of performance attribution.
Appendix 3 has MPI’s return and asset allocation data, which has been used in this paper.
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Caveats

The simplified example in Appendix 2 makes three key points:

1. attribution needs to address the combined effect of multiple periods over which weights vary and
returns compound;

2. the most robust attribution models address these aspects of attribution without residuals; and

3. modern portfolio theory requires that return analysis be conjoined with risk analysis.

On the first two points, we note that the simple “building block” approach used in this paper serves to illustrate key
concepts and that more robust approaches exist and should be considered by MPI. On the third point related to
risk, a discussion of risk and Information Ratios (alpha/tracking error) is beyond the scope of this introductory
paper, whose focus is exclusively on the alpha (numerator) part of the return/risk equation. This paper, then, does
not address tracking error (the denominator).

Statement of Independence

This report has been prepared for the sole purpose of assisting the Public Utilities Board in assessing Manitoba
Public Insurance’s 2026 General Rate Application. | understand and confirm that my duty as an independent expert
is to provide evidence which:

e s fair, objective and non-partisan; and
e isrelated only to matters that are within my areas of expertise.

| confirm that this duty is owed to the Public Utilities Board and not to the Consumers’ Coalition, the Coalition of
Manitoba Motorcycle Groups, the member organizations of either Intervener Coalition, or their legal counsel at
Public Interest Law Centre and DFS Kaneski UnRuh LLP.



The Big (but Simplified) Picture

Performance Attribution 101
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Before reading this paper in detail, the reader might benefit from first reviewing Appendix 2, which briefly describes
how performance attribution works using a simple 1-period, 2-asset class example.

Below, we use the simplified assumptions from Appendix 2 to visualize performance attribution as consisting of
several “building blocks”. We start by using simple data from the example to build the “blocks” that quantify the
asset allocation, security selection, and other effects that explain performance differences between a total

portfolio and its benchmark (i.e., value added or alpha).

Simple Data: 1 Period, 2 Asset Classes

The simplified assumptions from the 1-period, 2-asset class example in Appendix 2 are repeated below.

Portfolio | Benchmark | Portfolio
Sector Weight Weight Return
(wa) (wa) (ra)
Equities 90% 70% 5.00%
Cash 10% 30% 1.00%
Total 100% 100% 4.60%*
Portfolio Returns
The actual return of the
total portfolio is a
composite of the asset
class returns.
a = 2%
The contribution from
equities, shown here, is | Return

the product of the
actual weight (90%)
and actual return (5%)
or 4.5%. This total
return (not alpha) is
represented as an area,
where weights are the
“lengths” on the
horizontal (X) axis and
returns are “widths” on
the vertical (Y) axis.

T Asset allocation from Equities =

Benchmark
Return

(re)

00%
1.00%
2.40%°

Asset Stock
Allocation | Selection | |nteraction = 122!
Active
(AA) (SS)
1.40%?2 0.40%3 2.40%
-0.20% 0.00% 0.00% -0.20%
0.40% 1.40% 0.40% 2.20%

5% ry 5%
4%
3% rg 3%

2%
1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 5H0% 60% 70%|80% 90%
Weight e s
70% 90%

Aw

2;%

= (90% - 70%) x 3%

2 Security selection from Equities = 1.40% = (5% - 3%) x 70%
3Interaction effect from Equities = 0.40% = (90% - 70%) x (5% - 3%)

4 Total portfolio actual return = 4.60% = (90% x 5%) + (10% x 1%)

5 Total portfolio benchmark return = 2.40% = (70% x 3%) + (30% x 1%)
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Similarly, the return of the benchmark portfolio is the product of lengths and widths (weights x returns), using
benchmark characteristics rather than the actual or portfolio ones discussed on the prior page.

The brown box (B) shows the
contribution from equities in
benchmark return
calculations (i.e., the
contribution is 2.1% = 70%
benchmark weight x 3%
benchmark return).

Return

2%

5% Iy

3% g

5%
404
3%

2%
1%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% [80% 90%
. W W
Weight ¢ !
70% 90%
Aw
20%

Similarly, we could analyze the contribution from cash —the second asset class — then add the combined effects

across both asset classes.

Value Added

The image below shows that the difference between the box (P) and smaller brown box (B) represents the value
added from equities (but not cash).

The yellow, blue, and
shaded boxes make up
the difference (value
added) and we can
assign labels to these
“building blocks” that
represent the different
attribution effects that
“explain” the value
added across the
portfolio.

This is shown in more
detail on the next page.

L+ B

Return

P

5% ry 5%
4%
3% rg 3%

2%
1%
0%

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%|80% 90%

Weight e s
70% 90%
Aw

20%
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Asset Allocation, Security Selection, and Other Attribution Effects

The various attributions or effects are illustrated below for the equities asset class. A similar illustration could be
made for the cash asset class, but it has been omitted here.

For the equities asset class (excluding cash):

140 bps was added from security selection;
was added from asset allocation;

40 bps came from the interaction of these two effects; and
240 bps in total was contributed from equities.

5% Ty

a = 2% 140 bps Security Selection Effect 40| bps Interaction Effect

Return 3% ry
210bps Benchmark Return Effect (3% x 70% weight) bps Asset Allocation Effect

1%
0% 10% 20% J0%  40% 50% 60% 70% [ 80% 90%
W, W,
Weight : :
70% 90%
Aw
20%

On the following pages we apply this simple approach to MPI’s performance over the past four years.
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MPI’s Results (2022 — 2025)
Value Added

The table below shows the value added (lost), also called alpha (a), for the Basic Claims, RSR, and EFB portfolios
as the difference between the actual return and benchmark return.

e Green bars show value added and red bars show value lost.

e The size of the bars reflects the size of the value added or lost.

Fiscal Y Basic RSR EFB
ettt Actual Bench | Alpha | Actual Bench | Alpha | Actual Bench | Alpha
2022 -1.71%  -4.92% 3.‘;‘2% 5.20%  3.57% 1.$|3% 6.17% 4.36% 1.3:1%
2023 -1.92%  -3.22% :l.iﬂ% 0.55% -0.07% | 0.41% | 0.56% -1.68% 2.:.:"4%
2024 1.84% 2.37% -DEEI% 9.12%  7.80% E*E% 6.12% 9.11% El)ﬂ%
2025 8.04% 8.33% | -0R29% | 9.429% 8.54% | 0.49% | 12.81% 9.24% | 3.57%
4¥ Annualized 1.48% 0.51% | 0.98% | 5.03% 4.90% | 0.12% | 6.33% 5.16% | 1.11%

Some Observations

In Fiscal 2025, shown in yellow, the value added (lost) was:
-0.29% for Basic;
+0.89% for RSR; and
+3.57% for EFB.

Longer term (4Y annualized), the value added (lost) was:
+0.98% for Basic;
+0.12% for RSR; and
+1.17% for EFB.

Over the 4-year period, there was a trend: starting from high value added in all portfolios in 2022, this was followed
by two years of lower value added (generally) — including underperformance in all portfolios in 2024. This
“troughing” trend reversed in 2025 with positive value added in all three portfolios.

On the following pages we make some observations about this past performance based on the factors that explain
it (attribution).
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Attribution and More Observations

The table below shows the attribution of MPI’s value added, which consists of three effects: security selection
(SS); asset allocation (AA); and Joint or interaction. These three effects generate a sub-total that approximates the
total value added each period, given the simple approach that has been applied. An adjustment — called a residual
in Appendix 2 — is needed for the measurement error arising from the use of this simplified approach. A more
robust approach that should be used in practice would eliminate the need for any adjustment. Also, by simply
increasing the frequency of observations to monthly (from annual), the size of this adjustment would fall.

2022 Basic RSR EFB
85 58 90% | 2.92% 85 42% | 1.22% 83 40% | 0.95%
AA AA 4% 0.14% AA 49% | 1.42% AA 55% | L.31%
Joint Joint 6% 0.18% | Joint 9% 0.27% | Joint 5% 0.12%
Sub-total 100% | 3.24% 100% | 2.92% 100% | 2.38%
Adjustment Adjustment| -0.93% Adjustment -fjs% Adjustment -ﬂ.ﬂi?%
Alpha Alpha| 3.22% Alpha 1.$3% Alpha 1.8:1%
Adjustment/Alpha -1% -79% -31%
2023 Basic RSR EFB
85 55 73% | 0.90% 85 104% 1.3:0% 83 80% | 2.12%
Al Al 12% | 0.14% AA 41% IIJ.I:"D% A4 49% | 1.31%
Joint Joint  {15% | 0.19% | Joint [Ba5% | -dbe% | Joint [E29% [ -dlr7w
Sub-total 100% | 1.23% 100% 1.?:'3% 100% | 2.46%
Adjustment Adjustment| 0.06% Adjustment -ﬂl% Adjustment -ﬂ.ﬁ.‘!%
Alpha Alpha] 1.30% Alpha D.I:E:l% Alpha| 2.24%
AdjustmentfAlpha 5% -182% -19%
2024 Basic RSR EFB
S5 53 117% | -0l55% 85 99% 1% 33 107% | -2881%
AA AA - 129 | 0.65% | AA 1% |-002%| an  [11% | 0.de%
Joint Joint -5% | 0.03% | Joint 0% -ﬂ.bl% Joint 5% -0.512%
Sub-total 100% | -0[#7% 100% 314% 100% Eiil%
Adjustment Adjustment| -0.06% Adjustment -DEJ% Adjustment -ﬂ.&&%
Alpha Alpha -0[]52% Alpha TEB% Alpha| -3300%
Adjustment/Alpha 11% 20% 12%
2025 Basic RSR EFB
85 58 108% | -0k24% 85 162% | 0.79% 83 92% | 3.58%
AA A b5t | 001% | aa [B40% | -0f9% | AA 4% | 0.16%
Joint Joimt [-20 | 0.80% | Joint [F22% | -0H1%| Joint  {3% | 0.i4%
Sub-total 100% | -0022% 100% | 0.49% 100% | 3.87%
Adjustment Adjustment -0.97% Adjustment| 0.40% Adjustment| -0.29%
Alpha Alpha| -0029% Alpha| 0.49% Alpha| 3.57%
Adjustment/Alpha 25% 45% -8%
The value added from the prior page is shown below as a reference.
. Basic RSR EFB
Fiscal Yr
Actual Bench | Alpha | Actual Bench | Alpha | Actual Bench | Alpha
2022 -1.71%  -4.92% 3.2'2% 5.20% 3.57% 1.$3% 6.17% 4.36% 1.8:1%
2023 -1.92% -3.22% 1.iﬂ% 0.55% -0.07% | 0.41% | 0.56% -1.68% 2.2:4%
2024 1.84% 2.37% -OEEZ% 5.12% 7.80% E*B% 6.12% 9.11% [=3W0%
2025 8.04% 8.33% | -0029% | 9.42% 8.54% | 0.89% | 12.81% 9.24% | 3.57%
4¥ Annualized 1.48% 0.51% | 0.98% | 5.03% 4.90% | 0.12% | 6.33% 5.16% | 1.19%
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Over time, the contribution from asset allocation (AA) and security selection (SS) differed across the three

portfolios, and these contributions varied over time. In general, security selection “explained” more of the value
added than asset allocation over the 4-year period.

The attribution for 2022 — on the prior page - is repeated below as a reference.

2022 Basic RSR EFB
SS S5 90% 2.5:2% S5 42% | 1.22% SS 40% 'IJ.QIE%
AA AA 4% ﬂ.iﬂl% AA 49% | 1.42% AA 29% 1.#1%
Joint Joint 6% ﬂ.iﬂ% Joint 9% 0.27% | Joint 5% ﬂ.ii%
Sub-total 100% 3.2:4% 100% | 2.92% 100% 2.#3%
Adjustment Adjustment -0.03% Adjustment -ﬂﬁ% Adjustment -HE?%
Alpha Alpha| 3.32% Alpha| 1.63% Alpha| 1.81%
Adjustment/Alpha -1% -79% -31%

For example, in 2022:
~ 90% of the estimated 322 bps of value added in Basic came from security selection.
~ 4% came from asset allocation.
~ 6% was a joint effect.

Note the small difference — the adjustment — between the value added that was reported (322 bps) and the
estimate that was derived by using the simple “additive building block approach” (324 bps). This difference is small
(1% of the 322 bps value added).

Note that the RSR and EFB portfolios showed larger contributions from asset allocation, compared to Basic, in
2022. (Larger adjustments were also needed to have the value added from the use of a simple “arithmetic building
block” attribution approach match the total (unattributed) value added reported by MPI.)
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Diving Deeper into the Basic Claims Portfolio (2022)

The table below shows how the building blocks were formed to make up the 324 bps estimate of the value added in
2022 for Basic, which is close to the reported value added of 322 bps.

Security/Sector Selection Asset Allocation Joint
2022 Wg oL (W Is AW |rgx Aw o Aw  |ox Aw
BOMNDS - CORP 20.00% 0.39% EI:II.I:IIB% -5.26%  3.76% E-D.ZD% 0.39% 3.76% iu.ul%
BOMNDS - GOVT 60.00% 1.76% Ei.l:bﬁ% -4.90% -10.60% Eﬂ.&.’l% 1.76% -10.60% |}-0.19%
BOMDSE - MOMN MKTABLE 20.00% 8.93% 51.?9% -4.68%  4.02% E-D.lﬂ% 8.93% 4.02% in.ﬁﬁ%
BOMDS - REAL RETURN
COMMERCIAL MORTGAGE FUMD
FLOATIMNG RATE MOTES
REAL ESTATE-POOLED
SHORTTERM 0.00%  -0.18% [10.00% 0.27% 2.81% [10.01% | |-0.18% 2.81% [i-0.01% | |Estimated| | Reported| | % Diff
Total 100.00% 2.92% 0.00% |10.14% 0.00% |10.18% : 3.24% 5322% : 1%
55 AR Joint Total
90% 4% 6% 100%

Security Selection Effect: +292 bps (~ 90% of Total)

From a security selection perspective, the non-marketable bonds contributed the most value (179 bps) to Basic’s
total value added, reflecting the product of its low weight (20%) but large outperformance (almost 9% above

benchmark).
i.e., +179 bps contribution = 20% benchmark weight x 8.93% alpha

The security selection contribution from government bonds (106 bps) was also significant.
i.e., +106 bps contribution = 60% benchmark weight x 1.76% alpha

Other asset classes contributed little from a security selection perspective, given their low benchmark weights and
low outperformance.

Asset Allocation Effect: +14 bps (~ 4% of Total)

From an asset allocation perspective, the large underweight (almost 11%) to government bonds contributed the
most value (52 bps) to Basic’s total value added, given the relatively poor performance of this asset class (-4.9%

benchmark return).
i.e., +52 bps contribution = 10.60% underweight x -4.90% benchmark return

Other asset classes largely offset the above value added, reflecting the product of poor benchmark returns in
these asset classes and the overweights to them.
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Appendix 1. Valter Viola’s Curriculum Vitae

VALTER ViOLA

50 De Vere Gardens, Toronto, ON MSM 3ET | wiola@cortexconsulting.com (416) 819 2307

PROFILE

Consultant with over three decades of institutional portfolio management, investment research, and risk
management experience [mostly defined benefit pension plans)
Consultant to institutional investors, advising boards, investment committees, and client staff on
investrment strategies, investment risk management, and governance (primarily Morth America)
Former executive and senior management roles in portfolio management, risk management,
investment research, and economics at two of the world's largest institutional investors

Since 2016

2014 - 2016

2005 - 2014

2000 - 2005

15993 - 2000

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
CORTEX APPLIED RESEARCH Toronto
President, Cortex Consulting (since 2022%)
Advise pension funds on risk management, including monitoring and reporting
market, cradit, and liquidity risks
Provide governance advisory services, including investment policy development, and
fiduciary education to pension funds and other institutional investors
Support client searches for third-party investment consultants and cutsourced chiaf

investment officers {OCI0s)
* Monoging Director and Principel of Cartex Applied Research from 2016 bo 2022

MAPLE Toronto, Santiago
Partner
Purswed private infrastructure opportunities in Chile [primarily power generation)
HoLwano Park Risk MANAGEMENT Toronto
President
Advised some of the world's largest pension funds on risk managerment, including
risk budgeting to support liability driven strategies and active management
Provided an outsourced risk management office to pension funds, using third party
risk software to monitor and report market, credit, and liquidity risks
Drafted investment/risk policies, puidelines, and procedures for clients
CPP InvEsTMENT BoaRD Toronto
Vice President (Research & Risk Management Department)
First executive to lead the RERM Departmant, responsible for investrment risk
management, asset allocation, currency hedging, and other total portfolio research
Worked with other executives to develop and implement the strategy,
organizational design, and business plans for a new and growing organization
Led the design and implementation of CPPIB’s Investment Risk Framework, a
cornerstone of the investment strategy
OnTaRrIO TEACHERS' PENSION PLan Toronto
Director/Portfolio Manager/Analyst {Research & Economics Department)
Developed the fund's first asset/liability model to support the long-term strategy
Conducted asset allocation, currency hedging, and other total portfolio research
Managed the tactical asset allocation portfolio and real return bond portfolio
Member of the Investment Planning Committee
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VALTER ViOLA

50 De Vere Gardens, Toronto, ON M5M 3ET | wiola@cortexconsulting.com (416) 215 2307

1992 - 19393

1930 - 19392

1986 - 1988

2006 - 2009

2003 - 2005

1995

15990

1989

1986

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE (CONTINUED)

WILFRID LAaURIER UnNIVERSITY AND YORK LINIVERSITY
Lecturer in Investments, Finance, and Accounting

CORPORATE PLAMNING ASSOCIATES
Financial Advisor

PricE WATERHOUSE
Auditor

OTHER INDUSTRY EXPERIENCE
HEALTHCARE OF ONTARIO PENSION PLAN (HOOPP)
External Advisor to the Boord's Investment Committee

PENSION INVESTMENT Associamion of Canaoa (PIAC)
Member of FIACs Investment Practices Committee

EDUCATION
Chartered Financial Analyst

Master of Business Administration, Western University
Chartered Accountant

Bachelor of Commerce, University of Toronto (with Distinction)
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Appendix 2. Simplified Example of Performance Attribution

The following example is a condensed and paraphrased version from Wikipedia®. Our paper uses the

assumptions in this 2-asset class example (equities and cash) to illustrate the “building blocks” in
performance attribution.

Performance attribution is a set of techniques to explain why performance differed from the benchmark, known as
the active return. The active return is the performance from the fact that the portfolio is actively managed.

Different kinds of attribution provide different ways of explaining active return.

This method compares the total return of the actual holdings with the benchmark and decomposes the difference
into a selection effect and an allocation effect.

Simple example

Consider a portfolio whose benchmark consists of 30% cash and 70% equities. The table provides weights and
returns for this example.

Sector Portfolio Benchmark | Portfolio Benchmark Asset Stock Interaction Total
Weight Weight Return Return Allocation | Selection Active

Equities 90% 70% 5.00% 3.00% 1.40% 0.40% 2.40%
Cash 10% 30% 1.00% 1.00% -0.20% 0.00% 0.00% -0.20%
Total 100% 100% 4.60% 2.40% 0.40% 1.40% 0.40% 2.20%

The portfolio performance was 4.60%, compared with a benchmark of 2.40%. The portfolio outperformed by 220
basis points. The task of attribution is to explain decisions the manager took to generate this 220 basis points.

Under the most common paradigm for attribution, there are two decisions that produce added value:

1. Asset Allocation: the manager might choose to allocate 90% into equities (10% for cash), on the belief
equities will produce a higher return.
2. Stock Selection: the manager may hold securities that will give a higher return than the benchmark. In

the example, securities selected by the manager produced 5%, when the benchmark was only 3%.

Attribution dissects the value added into:

e Assetallocation is the value added by under-weighting cash [(10% - 30%) x (1% benchmark return for
cash)], and over-weighting equities [(90% — 70%) x (3% benchmark return for equities)]. The total value
added by asset allocation was 0.40%.

e Stock selection is the value added within each sector. Superior selection added 1.40% [(5% — 3%) x 70%].

o Interaction captures the value added not attributable solely to asset allocation and stock selection. Itis
positive when outperformance is overweighted and underperformance is underweighted. In this case,
there was 0.40% of value added from overweight equities, and equities outperformed its benchmark [(90%
- 70%) x (5% portfolio return for equities — 3% benchmark return for equities)].

5 Source:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Performance_attribution#:~:text=The%20attribution%20analysis%20dissects%20the,benchmar
k%20return%20for%20equities)%5D. The author acknowledges the risks associated with relying on open-source resources
such as Wikipedia. This Appendix is presented as an illustrative tool, and its contents have been reviewed, condensed and
paraphrased by the Author. The Author presents this Appendix as reliable, credible, and consistent with his duty owed to the
Public Utilities Board as an independent expert. The source material is cited to maintain transparency.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Performance_attribution#:~:text=The%20attribution%20analysis%20dissects%20the,benchmark%20return%20for%20equities)%5D
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Performance_attribution#:~:text=The%20attribution%20analysis%20dissects%20the,benchmark%20return%20for%20equities)%5D
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The three attribution terms (asset allocation, stock selection, and interaction) sum to the active return.
Some other versions of attribution omit the interaction effect.

Attribution needs to address the combined effect of multiple periods over which weights vary and
returns compound.’

More structured processes normally need to be addressed for the analysis to be relevant.
Such sophisticated processes might include ones that nest sectors within asset classes.
They might also include analysis of the effects of country and/or currency decisions.
The most robust attribution models address these aspects of attribution without residuals.

Modern portfolio theory requires that return analysis be conjoined with risk analysis.

7 As noted in the main paper, the “periodicity” (e.g., annual vs monthly) and “compounding” effects over time create the need
for “adjustments” so that the value added from this simple “arithmetic building block” attribution approach matches the total
(unattributed) value added reported by MPI.
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Appendix 3. MPI’s Return and Asset Allocation Data (2022 - 2025)

The data used to illustrate the performance attribution in this paper is summarized below. The top table shows the
alpha (o) for Fiscal 2025 (012025) from Part XII - INV Appendix 13. The bigger table enclosed in a dashed box shows
the performance over the past 4 years from CC (MPI) 1-80 Appendix 1 Exhibit #7.

Basic Claims Portfolio: 0tr2025 =-0.29% = 8.04% - 8.33%

June 25,2025

2026 General Rate Application
Part XI| - INV Appendix 13

Basic Claims Attribution

Startbenchmark  Startrelative  End Portfolic Endbenchmark  End relative  Annualised Annualised Annualised Portfolioretun  Benchmark return  Relative return

Asset Class Portfolio MV Start Portfolio weight weight weight weight weight weight portfolio ibuti ity ibuti

Government Bands 745,374,890.00 3178% 35.00% ER>TY 3.09% 35.00% 051% 7.95% 9.05% 1095, 267% 2.17% 052%
Corparate Bands 627,182,966.00 27.93% 28.00% ©0.07% 29.02% 28.00% 1.02% 10.15% 9.83% 0.32% 285% 275% 0.11%
Non.- Marketable Bands (MUSH) 368,953,227.00 19.67% 18.00% 167% 17.07% 18.00% 0.93% 890% 7.50% Laos 1.60% 135% 032%
Real Estate Funds 207,516,023.00 9.97% 10.00% 003% 9.60% 10.00% -0.40% 0.42% 279% 237% 0.01% 0.28% -0.30%
Commercial Mortgage 108,955,542.00 5.05% 5.00% 0.05% 5.04% 5.00% 0.04% BE4% 2.26% 0.28% 0.42% 0.41% 0.01%
Real Return Bonds 86,20,381.00 apax a.00% 0.0a% 390% 4.00% 0.01% 10.02% 9.3a% 0.68% 0.39% 037% 0.02%
Short Term Bonds 16,878,536.00 157% 0.00% 157% 078% 0.00% 0.78% 4.49% 457% 0.08% 0.06% 0.00% 0.06%
Total Basic Claims 2,161,101,571.00 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 8.04% 8.33% 0.29% 8.04% 8.33% 0.29%

Key take aways are

Basic Claims portfolia performance attribution was completed using PFaroe software from April 1, 2024, to March 31, 202
-Basic Claims partfolio underperformed its benchmark by 0.20%

-Key drivers of the underperformance were the government bonds and real estate asset classes.
“The government bonds underperformed its benchmark by 1.09% in absolute terms [shown by the annualized relative return column in the table) contributing -0.52% (indicated by the relative return contribution column, which considers relative weights, relative returns and
how significant the differences are) to the total portfolio return of -0.29%.
- Similarly, rezl estate asset class underperformed its benchmark by 2.37% on absoluta basis, thus contributed -0.30% to the total pertfolio return of -0.29%
- MUSH bands cutperformed its benchmark by 1.409%, thus contributed +0.32% to the total partfolio return of -0.29%

- Corporate bands outperformed its benchmark by 0.32%, thus contributed +0.11% to the total portfalio return of -0.29%

Note: Beginning and ending portfolio weights are presented to show the partfolio tilt aver time.
Relative return contribution (value and sign) takes in account the relative returns and relative weights over time and how significant the differences are

1 year as of March 31, 2022

Asset Class

End Portfolic weight

End benchmark weight

End relative weight Annualised portfolio return

Annualised benchmark return

Annualised relative return

BONDS - CORP 23.76% 20.00% 3.76% -4.87% -5.26% 0.39%
BONDS - GOVT 49.40% 60.00% -10.60% -3.14% -4.90% 1.76%
BONDS - NON MKTABLE 24.02% 20.00% 4.02% 4.26% -4.68% 8.93%
SHORT TERM 2.81% 0.00% 2.81% 0.10% 0.27% -0.18%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% -1.71% -4.92% 3.22%

1 year as of March 31, 2023

Asset Class

End Portfolio weight

End benchmark weight

End relative weight

Annualised portfolio return

Annualised benchmark return

Annualised relative return

BONDS - CORP 24.40% 20.00% 4.40% -2.57% -2.71% 0.14%
BONDS - GOVT 52.37% 60.00% -1.63% -4.39% -3.26% -1.13%
BONDS - NON MKTABLE 21.18% 20.00% 1.18% 4.17% -3.61% 7.78%
SHORT TERM 2.04% 0.00% 2.04% 2.73% 2.72% 0.01%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% -1.92% -3.22% 1.30%

1 year as of March 31, 2024

Asset Class

End Portfolio weight

End benchmark weight

End relative weight Annualised portfolio return

Annualised benchmark return

Annualised relative return

BONDS - CORP 27.93% 28.00% -0.07% 5.96% 5.56% 0.41%
BONDS - GOVT 35.81% 37.00% -1.19% -0.15% 1.21% -1.37%
BONDS - NON MKTABLE 19.67% 20.00% -0.33% 0.88% 1.22% -0.34%
COMMERCIAL MORTGAGE FUND 5.05% 5.00% 0.05% 1.16% 2.00% -0.84%
FLOATING RATE NOTES 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
REAL ESTATE-POOLED 9.97% 10.00% -0.03% -0.29% 0.17% -0.45%
SHORT TERM 1.57% 0.00% 1.57% 5.35% 4.79% 0.56%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 1.84% 2.37% -0.52%

1 year as of March 31, 2025

Asset Class

End Portfolio weight

End benchmark weight

End relative weight

Annualised portfolio return

Annualised benchmark return

Annualised relative return

BONDS - CORP 29.02% 28.00% 1.02% 10.15% 9.83% 0.32%
BONDS - GOVT 34.49% 35.00% -0.51% 7.95% 9.05% -1.09%
BONDS - NON MKTABLE 17.07% 18.00% -0.93% 8.90% 7.50% 1.40%
BONDS - REAL RETURN 3.99% 4.00% -0.01% 10.02% 9.34% 0.68%
COMMERCIAL MORTGAGE FUND 5.04% 5.00% 0.04% 8.54% 8.26% 0.28%
REAL ESTATE-POOLED 9.60% 10.00% -0.40% 0.42% 2.79% -2.37%
SHORT TERM 0.78% 0.00% 0.78% 4.49% 4.57% -0.08%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 8.04% 8.33% -0.29%

4 year as of March 31, 2025

Asset Class

End Portfolio weight

End benchmark weight

End relative weight

Annualised portfolio return

Annualised benchmark return

Annualised relative return

BONDS - CORP 29.02% 28.00% 1.02% 2.04% 1.67% 0.37%
BONDS - GOVT 38.48% 39.00% -0.52% 0.03% 0.40% -0.37%
BONDS - NON MKTABLE 17.07% 18.00% -0.93% 4.33% -0.01% 4.34%
COMMERCIAL MORTGAGE FUND 5.04% 5.00% 0.04% 2.33% 2.41% -0.08%
REAL ESTATE-POOLED 9.60% 10.00% -0.40% 0.03% 0.71% -0.68%
SHORT TERM 0.78% 0.00% 0.78% 3.07% 2.94% 0.13%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 1.48% 0.51% 0.98%




RSR Portfolio: ctr2025 = +0.89% = 9.42% - 8.54%
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June 25,2025 2026 General Rate Application
Part XI1- INV Appendix 13
RSR Attribution
End Portiolio End benchmark Endrelative  Annualised Annualised Annualised relative. Portfolio return Benchmarkreturn  Relative return

Asset Class Portiolio MV weight weight weight weight weight weight i return contribution contribution contribution
Private Debt 121,976,239.00 18.98% 23.00% -3.02% 28.28% 23.00% 5.26% 8.62% 8.38% 0.24% 193% 0.07%
Equities 106,263,691.00 2830% 28.00% 034% 2a.64% 28.00% 3.36% 13.11% 1373% 062% 391% 3.8a% 0.07%
Government Bonds £5,280,733.00 2167% 22.00% 033% 19.77% 22.00% 223% 7.78% 7.26% 052% 155% 160% 0.05%
Real Estate Fund 72,410,575.00 16.81% 16.00% 0B1% 16.79% 16.00% 079% 139% 280% -4.19% 0.23% 0.45% 0.72%
Infrastructure 4,353,071.00 10.64% 11.00% 036% 10.28% 11.00% 072% 19.87% 657% 1331% 210% 0725 1a6%
Short- Term 1,013,415 00 356% 0.00% 356% 023% 0.00% 023% 391% 457% 0.66% 0.05% 0.00% 0.05%
Total RSR Portfolio 431,299, 726.00 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 9.42% 854% 0.89% 9.02% 8.54% 0.89%

Key take aways are

-RSR portfolio performance attribution was completed using PFarce software from April 1, 2024, to March 31, 2025

-RSR portfolio autperformed its benchmark by 0.89%

~Key driver of the autperfarmance was the infrastructure asset class

“The infrastructure asset class outperformed its benchmark by 13.31% in absolute terms (shown by the anualized relative return column in the tablel, contributing +1.46% (indicated by the relative return contribution calumn) to the total portfolio return of 0 89%

- Similzrly, the private debt asset dlass outperformed the benchmark by 0.24% contributing +0.07% to the total portfolio return of 0.89%

-Equities underperformed the benchmark by 0.62% contributing 0.07% o the portfolio return of 0.8%%

~Government binds outperformed its banchmark by 0.52% contributing -0.05% to the total portfolio return of 0.89%

- Real estate underperformed its benchmark by 4.19% contributing -0.72% to the total portflio return of 0.89%

Note: Beginning and ending portfolia weights are presented to show the partfolio tlt over time.

Relative and sign) taks 1t the relative returns and relative weights over time and how significant the differences are.
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1 year as of March 31, 2022

I Asset Class End Portfolio weight End benchmark weight End relative weight Annualised portfolio return Annualised benchmark return Annualised relative return I
I BONDS - CORP 9.14% 10.00% -0.86% -4.63% -4.50% -0.13% I
I BONDS - GOVT 14.21% 20.00% -5.79% -4.17% -3.98% -0.19% I
I EQUITIES 38.59% 35.00% 3.59% 13.65% 12.21% 1.44% I
I FLOATING RATE NOTES 0.33% 0.00% 0.33% 0.02% 0.00% 0.02%
INFRASTRUCTURES 6.46% 5.00% 1.46% 291% 11.68% -8.77%
I PRIVATE DEBTS 16.63% 20.00% -3.37% -2.80% -4.50% 1.70% I
I REAL ESTATE-POOLED 14.55% 10.00% 4.55% 17.25% 8.56% 8.69% I
I SHORT TERM 0.08% 0.00% 0.08% 0.07% 0.29% -0.22% I
I Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 5.20% 3.57% 1.63% I
| |
| |
| 1year as of March 31, 2023 |
I Asset Class End Portfolio weight End benchmark weight End relative weight Annualised portfolio return Annualised benchmark return Annualised relative return I
BONDS - CORP 0.00% 10.00% -10.00% 111% -1.01% 212%
I BONDS - GOVT 20.54% 20.00% 0.54% -0.21% 0.63% -0.84% I
I EQUITIES 23.32% 35.00% -11.68% 3.24% -1.28% 4.52% I
I FLOATING RATE NOTES 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.43% 0.00% 0.43% I
I INFRASTRUCTURES 9.03% 5.00% 4.03% 0.67% 9.22% -8.55% I
PRIVATE DEBTS 24.31% 20.00% 431% 1.13% -1.01% 2.14%
I REAL ESTATE-POOLED 22.79% 10.00% 12.79% 2.68% 0.96% 1.72% I
I SHORT TERM 0.01% 0.00% 0.01% 2.86% 2.76% 0.10% I
I Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.55% -0.07% 0.61% I
| |
| |
I 1 year as of March 31, 2024 I
I Asset Class End Portfolio weight End benchmark weight End relative weight Annualised portfolio return Annualised benchmark return Annualised relative return |
I BONDS - GOVT 21.67% 22.00% -0.33% 261% 2.71% -0.09% I
EQUITIES 28.34% 28.00% 0.34% 11.95% 18.25% -6.30%
I INFRASTRUCTURES 10.64% 11.00% -0.36% 1.81% 7.09% -5.29% I
I PRIVATE DEBTS 18.98% 23.00% -4.02% 5.85% 5.61% 0.24% I
I REAL ESTATE-POOLED 16.81% 16.00% 0.81% 139% 0.15% 1.24% I
I SHORT TERM 3.56% 0.00% 3.56% 4.72% 4.91% -0.18% I
I Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 5.12% 7.80% -2.68% I
I |
|
I 1 year as of March 31, 2025 :
I Asset Class End Portfolio weight End benchmark weight End relative weight Annualised portfolio return Annualised benchmark return Annualised relative return
BONDS - GOVT 19.77% 22.00% 7.78% 7.26% 0.52%
I EQUITIES 24.64% 28.00% 13.11% 13.73% -0.62% I
I INFRASTRUCTURES 10.28% 11.00% 19.87% 6.57% 13.31% I
I PRIVATE DEBTS 28.28% 23.00% 8.62% 8.38% 0.24% I
REAL ESTATE-POOLED 16.79% 16.00% -1.39% 2.80% -4.19%
I SHORT TERM 0.23% 0.00% 3.91% 4.57% -0.66% I
I Total 100.00% 100.00% 9.42% 8.54% 0.89% I
| I
| |
I 4 year as of March 31, 2025 I
I Asset Class End Portfolio weight End benchmark weight End relative weight Annualised portfolio return Annualised benchmark return Annualised relative return I
I BONDS - CORP 0.00% 0.00% -0.95% -1.53% 0.58% I
I BONDS - GOVT 19.77% 22.00% 1.54% 1.69% -0.15% I
EQUITIES 24.64% 28.00% 9.73% 9.87% -0.13%
I FLOATING RATE NOTES 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 0.00% 0.12% I
I INFRASTRUCTURES 10.28% 11.00% 6.12% 8.24% -2.13% I
I PRIVATE DEBTS 28.28% 23.00% 3.25% 2.14% 1.11% I
I REAL ESTATE-POOLED 16.79% 16.00% 5.00% 3.20% 1.80% I
SHORT TERM 0.23% 0.00% 2.98% 3.19% -0.22%
: Total 100.00% 100.00% 5.03% 4.90% 0.12% I
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EFB Portfolio: ctr2025 = +3.57% = 12.81% - 9.24%

June 25,2025 2026 General Rate Application
Part X1 - INV Appendix 13

EFB Attribution

Start Portfolio Start benchmark  Start relative End Portfolio 0 C i i Annualised Portfolio return  Benchmark return  Relative return

Asset Class Portfolio MV weight weight weight weight weight weight return return i contribution contribution contribution

Equities 235,366,931.00 36 66% 34.00% 2.66% 36.92% 34.00% 232% 1328% 1371% 0.43% 493% 266% 0.21%
Infrastructure 152,601,951.00 22.46% 23.00% -0.54% 23.88% 23.00% 0.88% 21.96% 6.59% 15.38% 4.92% 151% 3.50%
Private Debt 110,585,766.00 17.67% 17.00% 0.87% 17.30% 17.00% 030% 9.16% 7.26% 1.50% 160% 123% 037%
Corporate Bonds 82,376,608.00 13.14% 16.00% 2.86% 12.89% 16.00% -3.11% 10.28% 9.66% 062% 131% 155% 0.26%
Real Estate Fund 56.287,884.00 9.54% 10.00% 0.16% 8.81% 10.00% -119% 0.44% 2.80% 2.37% 0.04% 028% 0.25%
Shart Term Funds 1,314,369.00 0.02% 0.00% 0.02% 021% 0.00% 021% 3.66% 4.59% 0.93% 0.01% 0.00% 0.01%
Tatal EF8 Portfolio 639,133,502.00 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 1281% 9.24% 3.57% 12.81% 5.24% 357%

Key take aways are
-EFB portfolio performance attribution was completed using PFaroe software from April 1, 2024, to March 31, 2025

-EFB portfolio outperformed its benchmark by 3.57%

~Key driver of the outparformance was the infrastructure asset class

“The Infrastructure asset class cutperformed its benchmark by 15.38% in absolute terms (shown by the annualized relative return column in the table) contributing +3.50% (indicated by the relative return contribution column, which considers relative weights) to the totat
portfolio return of 3.57%

- Similarty, the pri k by 1.90% cantributing +0.37% to the total portfolio return of 3.57%

“Equities underperformed the benchmark by 0.43% contributing +0.21% to the portfalio return of 3.57%

~Carporate bonds outperformed its benchmark by 0.62% contributing -0.26% to the tatal portfolio return of 3.57%

- Real estate p ts ¥ 2.3 -0.25% to the total portfolio return of 3.575

Note: Beginning and ending portfolio weights are presented to show the portfolio tilt over time.
Relative return contribution (value and sign] takes into account the relative returns and relative weights over time and how significant the differences are.

Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 6.33% 5.16% 1.17%
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| 1 year as of March 31, 2022 |
I Asset Class End Portfolio weight End benchmark weight End relative weight lised portfolio return lised benchmark return Annualised relative return I
BONDS - CORP 16.69% 20.00% -3.31% -5.12% -5.31% 0.18%
I EQUITIES 39.75% 35.00% 4.75% 13.43% 11.71% 1.72% I
I INFRASTRUCTURES 11.11% 10.00% 1.11% 2.92% 11.72% -8.80% I
I PRIVATE DEBTS 15.22% 20.00% -4.78% -5.35% -5.67% 0.33% I
I REAL ESTATE-POOLED 17.07% 15.00% 2.07% 16.08% 8.59% 7.49% I
SHORT TERM 0.16% 0.00% 0.16% 0.08% 0.29% -0.21%
| Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 6.17% 4.36% 1.81% :
|
| |
: 1 year as of March 31, 2023 :
Asset Class End Portfolio weight End benchmark weight End relative weight Annualised portfalio return Annualised benchmark return Annualised relative return
I BONDS - CORP 15.88% 20.00% -4.12% -4.62% -4.95% 0.33% I
I EQUITIES 34.34% 35.00% -0.66% 4.56% -0.99% 5.55% I
I INFRASTRUCTURES 17.56% 10.00% 7.56% 1.30% 9.15% -7.85% I
PRIVATE DEBTS 14.59% 20.00% -5.41% -3.80% -7.00% 3.20% I
| REAL ESTATE-POOLED 17.55% 15.00% 2.55% 2.68% 0.95% 1.73%
I SHORT TERM 0.08% 0.00% 0.08% 3.12% 2.74% 0.38% |
I Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.56% -1.68% 2.24% I
I |
I |
I 1 year as of March 31, 2024 I
I Asset Class End Portfolio weight End benchmark weight End relative weight Annualised portfolio return Annualised benchmark return Annualised relative return I
I BONDS - CORP 13.14% 16.00% -2.86% 6.78% 6.05% 0.73% I
| EQUITIES 36.66% 34.00% 2.66% 12.50% 18.44% -5.94% I
INFRASTRUCTURES 22.46% 23.00% -0.54% 0.75% 7.13% -6.38%
I PRIVATE DEBTS 17.87% 17.00% 0.87% 433% 1.30% 3.04% |
I REAL ESTATE-POOLED 9.84% 10.00% -0.16% 0.62% 0.16% 0.46% I
I SHORT TERM 0.02% 0.00% 0.02% 4.44% 4.93% -0.50% I
I Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 6.12% 9.11% -3.00% I
| I
I |
| 1 year as of March 31, 2025 I
I Asset Class End Portfolio weight End benchmark weight End relative weight Annualised portfolic return Annualised benchmark return Annualised relative return I
BONDS - CORP 12.89% 16.00% -3.11% 10.28% 9.66% 0.62%
I EQUITIES 36.92% 34.00% 2.92% 13.28% 13.71% -0.43% I
I INFRASTRUCTURES 23.88% 23.00% 0.88% 21.96% 6.59% 15.38% I
I PRIVATE DEBTS 17.30% 17.00% 0.30% 9.16% 7.26% 1.90% I
I REAL ESTATE-POOLED B.81% 10.00% -1.19% 0.44% 2.80% -2.37% I
SHORT TERM 0.21% 0.00% 0.21% 3.66% 4.59% -0.93% I
: Total 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 12.81% 9.24% 3.57% I
| |
: 4 year as of March 31, 2025 :
Asset Class End Portfolio weight End benchmark weight End relative weight Annualised portfolio return Annualised benchmark return Annualised relative return
I BONDS - CORP 12.89% 16.00% -3.11% 1.84% 1.31% 0.52% I
I EQUITIES 36.92% 34.00% 2.92% 10.27% 9.86% 0.41% I
I INFRASTRUCTURES 23.88% 23.00% 0.88% 6.56% 8.28% -1.72% I
I PRIVATE DEBTS 17.30% 17.00% 0.30% 1.07% -1.25% 2.32% I
REAL ESTATE-POOLED 8.81% 10.00% -1.19% 5.07% 3.22% 1.85%
I SHORT TERM 0.21% 0.00% 0.21% 2.96% 3.21% -0.24% :
|
[ I



