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* In building a hedge fund allocation, a multi-strategy vehicle can relieve the asset owner of the challenges of manager
selection and portfolio diversification, improve capital efficiency, and reduce fee drag and other costs.

= But the dominant paradigm for operating multi-strategy hedge funds, the multi-manager structure, has an uncertain
future. Although a handful of funds have succeeded, they are largely closed, and imitators have had trouble replicating
their performance. Moreover, the model faces cost pressures.

=  Anintegrated systematic investing platform provides an intriguing alternative. It better aligns incentives between
manager and investors. It also offers advantages in cost, risk management, transparency, and liquidity.

For years after the GFC, hedge funds gradually lost favor
with asset owners as interest rates fell and equity markets
marched steadily higher. Whether a fair comparison or not,
the performance of traditional 60/40 portfolios was hard to
beat (Figure 1). In that environment, investors put pressure

markedly in 2022 as speculative froth ebbed and stocks

fell sharply. Bonds, which for many years had provided a
reliable cushion in times of market stress, became highly
correlated with stocks as inflation surged. In those difficult
market conditions, hedge funds outperformed and breathed

on hedge fund fees, and there was media discussion as new life.
to the viability of the asset class." The picture changed
Figure 1: Hedge Fund Performance Versus 60/40
1999 — May 2024
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For years after the GFC, simple
60/40 portfolios threw off stellar
performance, and hedge funds
came under pressure. That
changed in late 2021 and
especially in 2022, as the
simultaneous selloff in stocks and
bonds offered a reminder of the
benefits of the classic hedge fund
payoff.

Source: Acadian based on HFRI index data from Bloomberg and U.S. equity market returns from the Kenneth R. French data library (Copyright 2024 Kenneth R. French. All Rights Reserved.). The
chart represents an educational, illustrative exhibit and does not represent investment returns generated by actual trading or actual portfolios. Results do not represent the returns of investible
strategies. They do not include trading costs, borrow costs, and other implementation frictions. Hypothetical results are not indicative of actual future results. Every investment program has the
opportunity for loss as well as profit.
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Figure 2: The Case for an Uncorrelated Hedge Fund Strategy

Sharpe Ratio-maximizing allocation to a hypothetical hedge fund alongside stocks and bonds
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Source: Acadian. For illustrative purposes only.

That recent experience reinforced the compelling premise
of hedge fund investing: a strategy that offers positive
excess returns with little co-movement to major asset
classes should be of great value to asset owners. The
problem for allocators has long been how to find one. That
task grew enormously complicated over the past twenty
years as the number of hedge funds exploded. It also
grew risky, as so many of those expensive investments
delivered disappointing results.

In this note, we consider the hedge fund allocator’s
challenge afresh. The first section reviews the advantages
of a multi-strategy vehicle in building a hedge fund
allocation (skippable by readers who are already familiar
with the arguments). We then compare two operating
models for a multi-strategy hedge fund. The second section
evaluates the outlook for what has become the dominant
paradigm, the multi-manager platform, highlighting
questions around its generalizability and durability. The final
section considers advantages of a rising challenger, the
integrated systematic multi-strategy model, with respect to
cost, risk management, transparency, and liquidity.

Multi-Strategy Hedge Funds:
Reiterating the Case

THE HEDGE FUND VALUE PROPOSITION

There is a compelling case for an allocation to the
canonical hedge fund: an investment with positive
expected excess returns (versus the risk free rate) that are
unrelated to those of major asset classes.?

Figure 2 reinforces both the evergreen case for hedge
funds and their timely appeal in the current investing
climate. In a hypothetical exercise based on historical equity
and fixed income performance, the heatmap shows that a
strategy offering classic hedge fund returns would warrant a
material allocation, even if it were expected to deliver a
modest positive Sharpe Ratio. In a climate of correlated

Hedge Fund Allocation
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stock and bond returns, like that observed in recent years,
the optimal allocation grows larger because the hedge
fund’s diversification benefit increases.

BENEFITS OF A DIVERSIFIED HEDGE FUND
ALLOCATION

To deliver these ideal attributes, it makes sense to diversify
across several hedge fund strategies that have distinct
performance drivers and produce largely uncorrelated
return streams.® Along with greater capacity, anticipated
benefits, including reduced volatility, less lumpy payoffs,
and smaller drawdowns, would improve expected risk-
adjusted performance—as long as adding incremental
strategies is not overly dilutive to expected returns.

The left panel of Figure 3 shows that aggregating even a
small number of substrategies achieves significant
diversification benefits—if they are truly orthogonal. The
right panel illustrates the benefit in another way, showing
that a small set of distinct hedge fund strategies with
individually modest Sharpe Ratios can be combined to
generate much stronger risk-adjusted performance.*

Advantages of a multi-strategy
hedge fund

In assembling a diversified hedge fund portfolio, asset
owners can go it alone or outsource the task. For many,

a multi-strategy hedge fund vehicle offers advantages
that make the latter route preferable. Some derive from
consolidation of the asset owner’s burden with respect to
manager selection. Similar to a fund of funds (FOF), the
single multi-strategy entity relieves the asset owner of
the burden of selecting and sizing several substrategies,
and it may have access to a superior pool of investments
and better resources with which to accomplish the task.
A multi-strategy fund should also be more capital efficient
than a collection of individual hedge fund allocations or

a FOF, being able to exploit natural risk offsets across its
entire portfolio in taking leverage.

For institutional investor use only. Not to be reproduced or disseminated



Figure 3: Diversification Benefits of Hypothetical Uncorrelated Substrategies
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Source: Acadian. For illustrative purposes only.

A multi-strategy fund should also offer cost advantages.
They include operating efficiencies, for example the
consolidation of administrative and execution functions
as well as, perhaps, data and analytical resources.
Another may be fee netting. With a classic 2-and-20
fee model, the multi-strategy fund would base the 20%
performance fee on the portfolio’s composite payoff.
Mathematically, this amount would be less than or
equal to the sum of equal performance fees applied
to the individual substrategies. That’s because only
in the multi-strategy case does negative performance
from any substrategy offset positive contributions to
fees from other substrategies. In fact, an investor who
holds a basket of individual hedge funds may wind up
paying performance fees even if their return on the
aggregate allocation is negative. Figure 4 illustrates that
all other things being equal, the better diversified the
substrategies, i.e., the less positively correlated they
are, the more consequential performance fee netting
becomes. From the subjective perspective of the investor,
the expected magnitude of fee netting diminishes as their
expectation of alpha from the sub-strategies rises relative
to risk (across dark blue to light blue columns), since
performance offsets would be less likely.®

A multi-strategy fund also offers advantages in risk
management. Multi-strategy funds require a centralized
function to govern final portfolio construction. It assigns
capital and risk tolerances to each substrategy and may
hedge out excess risk exposures in the aggregate
portfolio. In a multi-strategy fund, this function should have
greater visibility and control than an LP or FOF overseeing
a portfolio of external investments. It should have full
transparency into each component portfolio in real time,
which, among other benefits, unlocks the value of
sophisticated portfolio construction methods.® As well, if
the investing climate changes, a multi-strategy manager
should be able to reallocate or reduce risk across
substrategies as quickly as underlying instruments can be
traded; it faces no lockups, gates, or other frictions that
hedge funds impose on external investors.

In summary, there are many reasons for hedge fund
investors to embrace the multi-strategy concept.
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A PRACTICAL HEDGE FUND GLOSSARY

Hedge fund: A pooled investment vehicle seeking to generate
positive absolute returns that are unrelated to those of major asset
classes.

Fund-of-funds: An entity that invests in other hedge funds. Assumes
the responsibility of manager selection from the asset owner (for an
additional fee).

Multi-strategy hedge fund: A single investment that delivers a
composite returns stream generated by diversifying across multiple
hedge fund substrategies. Substrategies may be developed in-
house, hired in, or contracted to a third-party provider. Performance
fees are assessed based on the composite returns stream, hence
may provide benefits of fee netting.

Pass-through fees: A fee structure that has become highly prevalent
in the multi-strategy world, although it is also applied to single-
strategy funds, by which managers can pass along all kinds of
expenses, including compensation costs, to investors. Pass-through
fees fully/partly replace the traditional fixed management fee and, in
the multi-strategy context, can unwind benefits of fee netting.

Multi-manager (a.k.a. multi-pod) hedge fund platform: A hedge
fund operating model in which a centralized mechanism allocates
capital to multiple autonomous investment decision makers. The
structure can support both single- and multi-strategy hedge funds.
Pods may be in-house or outsourced and may represent anything
from a discretionary stock picker covering a narrow niche to a
standalone hedge fund strategy (e.g., L/S equity, macro, convert arb,
special situations, etc.).

Integrated systematic multi-strategy platform: A hedge fund
operating model in which a shared research framework is applied to
form a number of distinct systematic hedge fund substrategies that
are combined into a multi-strategy fund using systematic portfolio
construction.
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Figure 4: Performance Fee Netting lllustration — Hypothetical Multi-Strategy Hedge Fund
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Key assumptions include: Investor expects that strategy returns are normally distributed and alpha accrues at a constant, continuous rate; volatility is expressed in continuous time,
there is no management fee, hurdle rate, or high water mark; investor cannot redeem within one year. Source: Acadian. For illustrative purposes only.

The Multi-Manager Model: Limits?

RISE TO PROMINENCE

Increased interest in multi-strategy hedge funds has
been intertwined with ascendence of the multi-manager
hedge fund structure. (See the sidebar glossary.) Multi-
manager platforms, “now a dominant force in the
industry,”” account for the vast majority of hedge fund
AUM growth in recent years.? Their rise reflects strong
aggregate performance. A recent Barclays analysis, for
example, reported that aggregate returns and alphas
posted by multi-manager funds have exceeded those
of the broader hedge fund industry over the past five
years.?

The multi-manager structure can be viewed as a
pragmatic compromise in aggregating siloed investment
processes. It preserves decentralized decision making by
specialist PM teams with respect to trade analysis, sizing,
and timing, while generating benefits from consolidation in
other parts of the investment process. While the multi-
manager structure can be applied to create a single-
strategy hedge fund, e.g., long-short equity, it is most
associated with the multi-strategy context.

QUESTIONING THE DOMINANT PARADIGM

Despite the intuitive motivation and perceived success
of the multi-manager structure, there are reasons to
question whether it is a generalizable and durable
operating paradigm. Asset owners may find it a fool’s
errand to chase the past performance of the most
prominent such platforms. Many of them are closed to
new money,'®and their success has been hard for other
firms to replicate. Across the space, industry research
reveals considerable dispersion and recent softness in
multi-manager performance.!!

For institutional investor use only. No

The multi-manager model also faces cost pressures
arising from its decentralized premise. The individual PMs
acquired by or contracted to the platforms typically view
themselves as independent free agents, and they are
compensated based on their standalone performance
rather than the fund’s composite return. While dominant
multi-manager platforms have ready capital and other
non-pecuniary resources to attract talent, sought-after PMs
create bidding pressure for their services.'? In contrast to
free-agent models found in many professional sports,
where team owners protect their interests as investors,
imposing salary caps and other devices to limit aggregate
costs of bidding, hedge fund LPs have no such
protections. In an industry hallmarked by opacity and
information asymmetry, the risk is high that some multi-
manager firms will overpay.

In addition, buildouts of multi-manager platforms have
been expensive. Industry research has highlighted that
since 2015, the fraction of their headcount in non-
investment roles has risen from 40% to 54%.!® Staff, data,
and analytical resources may not be fully sharable across
compartmentalized PMs, perhaps limiting gains in
operating efficiencies from centralization. The multi-
manager compensation model exacerbates rigidities.
Because PMs are paid based on their own performance
rather than the fund’s return, they are incentivized to
jealously guard their resources and analysis. They may
demand a larger cut of their profits to share them.

Ultimately, it is the end investors in the multi-manager
funds who bear these costs. They may manifest in the form
of “pass-through” fees, which have become the norm in
the multi-manager space. Pass-through fees replace the
fixed management fee of the classic 2-and-20 model with
a variable charge. They allow platform managers to charge
LPs for whatever expenses they incur, including
compensation. As a result, they may reverse benefits of
fee netting, which are a key attraction of the multi-strategy

0 be reproduced or disseminatec



concept. Pass-through fees are significant, according to
some sources averaging roughly 5% of AUM among firms
that levy them but sometimes far exceeding that amount.*

As a result of these factors, the fraction of returns
captured by multi-manager investors has dropped
materially, and, by one estimate, now stands at only $0.41
per dollar of performance generated.'®

A Systematic Multi-Strategy Fund: A
Better Alternative?

As a foundation for a robust multi-strategy offering, the
operating model for a hedge fund should possess three
attributes: scalability, skill, and heterogeneity. Figure 5
motivates these characteristics and contrasts how they
are supplied by the dominant multi-manager operating
model to a rising challenger, the systematic multi-strategy
hedge fund. This alternative structure is a vehicle

that contains several distinct systematic hedge fund
substrategies, each born from an integrated research
and efficacy testing platform, that are combined and risk

managed via systematic portfolio construction methods.

As noted in the table, not just any systematic investing
approach will deliver the sufficient skill and diversity to
drive a multi-strategy hedge fund. Key attributes include a
data platform that is broad enough to support investment
decision making in diverse contexts and that contributes to
skill by offering unique data sources and proprietary
enrichments. Forecasting models should reflect both the
intent and analytical sophistication to distinguish alpha
from risk, and they should be validated by rigorous and
exhaustive efficacy testing.'® To ensure that they can
support diverse substrategies, predictive models should
be specialized for distinct contexts (such as asset classes,
market segments, or investment horizons) and special
market circumstances, even though they are developed in
a consistent analytical framework and leverage sharable
intuition, methods, data, and even signals. The investing
philosophy and process should be flexible enough that
they can be applied to capitalize on opportunities that
arise from temporary phenomena.

Figure 5: Contrast of Multi-Strategy Hedge Funds—Multi-Manager Versus Integrated Systematic

REQUIRED ATTRIBUTES MULTI-MANAGER

INTEGRATED SYSTEMATIC

Scalability — cover a broad enough
investment universe to populate
several substrategies.

v Aggregate trades of many independent
PMs covering different niches.

v Elements of systematic portfolio
construction govern substrategy

v Fully algorithmic forecasting and
portfolio construction; expressly
designed for breadth.

allocations and overall risk.

Skill — deliver true alpha in each
substrategy.

v Manager selection — largely based on
analysis of historical track records.

v Unique data sources, proprietary data
enrichment.

v Sophisticated forecasting models
expressly designed to identify
mispricings (rather than harvest risk
premia).

v State-of-the-art research environment
and rigorous efficacy testing framework.

v Agility to capitalize on opportunities that
arise from temporary phenomena.

Diversity — each substrategy should
have distinct returns drivers.

v Selection of diverse PMs to fill desired
roster of substrategies.

v Centralized risk function overlaid across
pods to monitor and manage aggregate
risk exposures.

v Comprehensive data platform.

v Investment universe spanning multiple
asset classes and distinct market
segments.

v Multiple return forecasting models
specific to asset classes, investment
horizons, events, market dislocations.

v Awareness and management of
commonalities in returns drivers and
risk exposures in construction of each
substrategy; systematic risk management
of composite portfolio.

v Organic decision as to when to pool
models or create separate substrategies.




So constructed, an integrated systematic multi-strategy
fund offers several advantages:

Cost: The systematic approach naturally reduces cost
pressures associated with the decentralized multi-
manager structure. First, it better aligns incentives of
manager and investors. As a collaborative enterprise,

a systematic investing platform does not face the
dissonance created by bidding for free-agent talent
based on their standalone performance when LPs

are receiving a composite returns stream. Second,
systematic investment processes, by nature, are
designed to scale, thus providing a more natural

basis to cover broad investment universes required to
populate robust multi-strategy funds than the narrow and
resource-intensive discretionary investing approaches
that are so closely identified with pod structures. Third,
compared to a more compartmentalized multi-manager
structure, we would expect greater cost efficiencies from
an integrated research and efficacy testing environment
where, from the outset, data and analytical infrastructure
and resources are designed for maximal breadth and
flexibility of use.

Transparency: That the investment process of a
systematic multi-strategy offering is fully codified ex
ante lends far greater transparency in performance
analysis than is typical in hedge fund contexts. So does
the shared research environment at the heart of an
integrated systematic platform. In contrast, opacity is a
particular concern in pod structures. It is no easy task, for
example, to develop a coherent picture of performance
drivers across disparate discretionary investing
approaches managed by PMs who are incentivized to
guard their IP.

Risk management: The multi-strategy premise hinges on
diversification across substrategies. But decentralized
decision-making raises the risk of commonalities in
return drivers and risk exposures. These vulnerabilities
can be subtle, and the multi-manager model’s defenses
against them—prudent manager selection and a
centralized risk function—are incomplete. Insidious risks,
including non-linear downside market exposure, may
originate deep within seemingly distinct investment
approaches, and they may be too rare or transient to
detect in available manager track records.”

A systematic approach and a common research
environment offer a manager unrivaled tools not just to
surveil diversification ex post, but to engineer it from the
outset. In risk and performance analysis, full knowledge of
signal and portfolio construction (not just current portfolio
composition or simply a returns history), provides
invaluable insight to distinguish emerging patterns from
noise and allows the application of much more data-
intensive and informative diagnostics. Moreover, in
designing a new model, a manager can explicitly minimize
overlap with existing strategies through signal selection,
nuanced signal construction, exposure guardrails, or even
formally orthogonolizing the model's forecasts against
others.

Liquidity: Generally speaking, systematic approaches
maximize edge through breadth, i.e., by spreading
independent “bets” across an expansive investment
universe and over time. To do so, portfolio construction
involves careful modeling of trading costs and position
sizing relative to available liquidity on both the long and
short sides. Given this approach, a systematic multi-
strategy fund may be able to offer investors a high
degree of liquidity, on the order of days or weeks, not
months or years, and specific liquidity requirements can
be “baked into” portfolio construction of the individual
substrategies (even influencing signal selection). In an
environment in which some multi-manager hedge funds
have extended lockups beyond two years and many
private market investors are starved of distributions,
liquidity in a multi-strategy hedge fund certainly would
be welcome. To paraphrase one asset owner, “A
diversifying strategy loses appeal if you can’t tap it for
liquidity when you need to rebalance.”

Conclusion

As a foundation for a robust multi-strategy hedge fund,
an integrated systematic investing platform offers an
intriguing alternative to the dominant multi-manager
paradigm. While an integrated core might seem
inconsistent with the concept of driving several distinct
substrategies, a well-designed systematic platform can
deliver the informational breadth, skill, and contextual
diversity to address the challenge. In summary, the
returns stream classically associated with a multi-
strategy hedge fund investment should be of great value
to investors, and in delivering it a systematic approach
offers unexpected advantages, among them cost, risk,
transparency, and liquidity.
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For example, see Financial News, Hedge funds start to feel the fee squeeze, March 9, 2015, Reuters, Struggling hedge funds still expense bonuses, bar tabs,
Jan 19, 2017, and even_Investopedia, Is the Hedge Fund Over?, Sep 30, 2022.

The reality is that most hedge funds are not uncorrelated with major asset classes. Many asset owners prefer some beta exposure in their hedge fund portfolio,
reflecting limited tolerance for underperformance from the allocation when stocks rally. Without loss of generality, we put this preference aside for the purposes of
this discussion and abstract away to uncorrelated hedge fund returns.

At least when fully hedged of evident risk factor exposures.
Assuming the composite strategy can be levered to maintain the desired level of absolute expected return.

For related discussion of fee differentials between multi-strategy and fund of fund allocations, see Lomteyv, Igor, Chris Woods, and Vladimir Zdorovtsov, “Fund

of Hedge Fund vs Multi-Strategy Providers: Implications for cost-effectiveness and portfolio risk,” Journal of Investment Strategy 2, no. 1(2007): 73-81. There is
extensive literature on option valuation of incentive fees dating back at least to Margrabe, William, “The Value of an Option to Exchange One Asset for Another,”
The Journal of Finance 33, no. 1(1978): 177-186. Recent discussion includes Dai, Wei, Robert C. Merton, and Savina Rizova, “On the Valuation of Performance Fees
and Their Impact on Asset Managers’ Incentives,” The Journal of Alternative Investments 24, no. 1 (Summer 2021): 10-25.

For example, Lomtev, Woods, and Zdorovtsov demonstrate that covariance noise reduction and conditional value-at-risk and drawdown-based optimization
approaches may have material incremental efficacy when applied to daily but not monthly returns. See Lomtov, Woods, Zdorovstov previously cited.

Goldman Sachs Asset Management, Industrializing Alpha: A Look at Multi-Manager Hedge Funds and Modern Allocation Strategies, April 10, 2024.

The Goldman Sachs Asset Management analysis, previously cited, references Multi-Manager Fund AUM growth of 175% from 2017-2023 versus only 13% for all
other types of hedge funds.

Barclays’ Prime Services Capital Solutions, Multi-Manager Hedge Fund Review—4Q23 Update, January 2024.
E.g., see Bloomberg, Army of Faceless Suits Takes Over $4 Trillion Hedge Fund World, Jan 31, 2022.

E.g., see Goldman Sachs Asset Management analysis, previously cited, and Robin Wigglesworth citing Barcap analysis, FT Alphaville, ‘Super” Multi-manager
hedge funds are losing some of their superness, April 17, 2024.

See, for example, Pensions & Investments, Brevan Howard to charge pass-through fees, stoking talent war, October 26, 2022.

See, for example, Goldman Sachs Asset Management analysis, previously cited.
See Barclays Capital Solutions, Meeting the Mark, 2024 Global Hedge Fund Industry Outlook, February 2024.
Goldman Sachs Asset Management, previously cited.

Unfortunately, some asset owners have come to identify systematic investing with risk premium harvesting (sometimes labeled as factor investing, smart

beta, ARPs), a low-skill exercise. Risk premium harvesting is antithetical to the hedge fund objective of finding alpha, i.e., producing returns in excess of those
commensurate with risk. When it comes to implementation, the rudimentary factors and ad hoc methods that typify risk premium harvesting strategies are unlikely
to generate performance demanded of hedge funds.

See the classic study Jurek, Jacob W. and Erik Stafford, The Cost of Capital for Alternative Investments, The Journal of Finance Vol LXX (No 5), October 2015 as
well as Crash Risk: Hedgers Versus Harvesters, Acadian, November 2015.

For institutional investor

Not to be



https://www.pionline.com/hedge-funds/brevan-howard-charge-pass-through-fees-stoking-talent-war

Hypothetical Legal Disclaimer

Acadian is providing hypothetical performance information for your review

as we believe you have access to resources to independently analyze this
information and have the financial expertise to understand the risks and
limitations of the presentation of hypothetical performance. Please immediately
advise if that is not the case.

Hypothetical performance results have many inherent limitations, some of
which are described below. No representation is being made that any account
will or is likely to achieve profits or losses similar to those shown. In fact, there
are frequently sharp differences between hypothetical performance results and
the actual performance results subsequently achieved by any particular trading
program.

One of the limitations of hypothetical performance results is that they are
generally prepared with the benefit of hindsight. In addition, hypothetical
trading does not involve financial risk, and no hypothetical trading record

can completely account for the impact of financial risk in actual trading. For
example, the ability to withstand losses or to adhere to a particular trading
program in spite of trading losses are material points which can also adversely
affect actual trading results. There are numerous other factors related to the
markets in general or to the implementation of any specific trading program
which cannot be fully accounted for in the preparation of hypothetical
performance results and all of which can adversely affect actual trading results.

General Legal Disclaimer

These materials provided herein may contain material, non-public
information within the meaning of the United States Federal Securities
Laws with respect to Acadian Asset Management LLC, BrightSphere
Investment Group Inc. and/or their respective subsidiaries and affiliated
entities. The recipient of these materials agrees that it will not use

any confidential information that may be contained herein to execute or
recommend transactions in securities. The recipient further acknowledges
that it is aware that United States Federal and State securities laws
prohibit any person or entity who has material, non-public information
about a publicly-traded company from purchasing or selling securities of
such company, or from communicating such information to any other person
or entity under circumstances in which it is reasonably foreseeable that
such person or entity is likely to sell or purchase such securities.

Acadian provides this material as a general overview of the firm, our
processes and our investment capabilities. It has been provided for
informational purposes only. It does not constitute or form part of any offer
to issue or sell, or any solicitation of any offer to subscribe or to purchase,
shares, units or other interests in investments that may be referred to
herein and must not be construed as investment or financial product advice.
Acadian has not considered any reader’s financial situation, objective or
needs in providing the relevant information.

The value of investments may fall as well as rise and you may not get back
your original investment. Past performance is not necessarily a guide to
future performance or returns. Acadian has taken all reasonable care to
ensure that the information contained in this material is accurate at the
time of its distribution, no representation or warranty, express or implied, is
made as to the accuracy, reliability or completeness of such information.

This material contains privileged and confidential information and is
intended only for the recipient/s. Any distribution, reproduction or other use
of this presentation by recipients is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient and this presentation has been sent or passed on to you
in error, please contact us immediately. Confidentiality and privilege are not
lost by this presentation having been sent or passed on to you in error.

Acadian’s quantitative investment process is supported by extensive
proprietary computer code. Acadian’s researchers, software developers,
and IT teams follow a structured design, development, testing, change
control, and review processes during the development of its systems
and the implementation within our investment process. These controls

annual independent review by our SOC1 auditor. However, despite these
extensive controls it is possible that errors may occur in coding and within
the investment process, as is the case with any complex software or
data-driven model, and no guarantee or warranty can be provided that
any quantitative investment model is completely free of errors. Any such
errors could have a negative impact on investment results. We have in
place control systems and processes which are intended to identify in a
timely manner any such errors which would have a material impact on the
investment process.

Acadian Asset Management LLC has wholly owned affiliates located in
London, Singapore, and Sydney. Pursuant to the terms of service level
agreements with each affiliate, employees of Acadian Asset Management
LLC may provide certain services on behalf of each affiliate and employees
of each affiliate may provide certain administrative services, including
marketing and client service, on behalf of Acadian Asset Management LLC.

Acadian Asset Management LLC is registered as an investment adviser
with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission. Registration of an
investment adviser does not imply any level of skill or training.

Acadian Asset Management (Singapore) Pte Ltd, (Registration Number:
199902125D) is licensed by the Monetary Authority of Singapore. It is also
registered as an investment adviser with the U.S. Securities and Exchange
Commission.

Acadian Asset Management (Australia) Limited (ABN 41 114 200 127) is
the holder of Australian financial services license number 291872 (“AFSL").
Itis also registered as an investment adviser with the U.S. Securities

and Exchange Commission. Under the terms of its AFSL, Acadian Asset
Management (Australia) Limited is limited to providing the financial
services under its license to wholesale clients only. This marketing material
is not to be provided to retail clients.

Acadian Asset Management (UK) Limited is authorized and regulated by
the Financial Conduct Authority (‘the FCA') and is a limited liability company
incorporated in England and Wales with company number 05644066.
Acadian Asset Management (UK) Limited will only make this material
available to Professional Clients and Eligible Counterparties as defined

by the FCA under the Markets in Financial Instruments Directive, or to
Qualified Investors in Switzerland as defined in the Collective Investment
Schemes Act, as applicable.

\

ACADIAN

GLOBAL AFFILIATES

Boston London Singapore Sydney

ACADIAN-ASSET.COM



