
PERFORMANCE TO 31 MARCH 2017 3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS  1 YEAR 
2 YEARS  

(PA)
3 YEARS  

(PA)

SINCE 
INCEPTION 

(PA)

Portfolio Return (AUD) 0.1% 1.7% 11.9% 6.8% 14.4% 12.1%

MSCI AC World Accum Index ex-Aust (AUD) 1.4% 8.4% 15.9% 5.0% 12.3% 11.3%

Excess Return -1.3% -6.7% -4.0% 1.8% 2.1% 0.7%

Evans and Partners International Fund
Q U A R T E R L Y  P O R T F O L I O  R E P O R T  M A R C H  2 0 1 7

Source: Company Filings; E&P Analysis

          Performance is net of investment management fees. Inception date is 18th February 2014. Numbers may not sum due to rounding. Since inception return is annualized and assumes reinvestment of distributions. Past 
performance should not be taken as an indication of future performance.

          PORTFOLIO EXPOSURE BY SOURCE OF REVENUE

Numbers represent contribution in percentages of each stock to the percentage change in 
portfolio value.

SECURITIES MOVEMENTS FOR THE  MARCH QUARTER

Bought in: CDW

Sold out: None

Increased holding: CDW, Omnicom, Bunzl

Decreased holding: 3M, Compass Group, Experian, RELX, 
Nordson, Ecolab, Nestle

CONTRIBUTION TO PORTFOLIO RETURN - MAR QTR 2017 (%)
TOP 5 BOTTOM 5

RELX Group 0.31 Omnicom -0.29

Illinois Tool Works 0.28 Compass Group -0.24

Bunzl 0.28 Accenture -0.22

Nordson 0.26 Experian -0.07

CDW 0.25 L'Oreal 0.00

HOLDINGS AS AT 31 MAR REGION SECTOR

Ecolab US Materials

3M US Industrials

GEA Group Europe Industrials

Illinois Tool Works US Industrials

Nordson US Industrials

Compass Group UK Commercial Services

Bunzl UK Commercial Services

RELX Group UK Commercial Services

Accenture US Commercial Services

CDW US Commercial Services

Omnicom US Commercial Services

Nestlé Europe Consumer Staples

L'Oréal Europe Consumer Staples

Experian UK Non-Bank Financials

PERFORMANCE SINCE INCEPTION

Source: MainstreamBPO, MSCI
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MARKET COMMENTARY

International equity markets appreciated by 1.4% in the 
March quarter, inclusive of a 4.5% negative impact from the 
stronger AUD over the period. European markets increased 
by 1.8% during the quarter as the UK Prime Minister signed 
Article 50 of the Lisbon Treaty to officially commence the 
process of the UK leaving the Union. The clock is now 
ticking on the two year process for the negotiation of future 
relationships within the bloc in addition to renegotiations 
of trade relations with non EU parties - no small task 
indeed. Spain led the charge during the quarter finishing 
up 8.9% while Germany, France and Sweden appreciated 
by between 2-4%. The US was largely unchanged after 
factoring in a 6% FX headwind as markets continued to 
capitalise positive expectations for the outlook for growth. 
The only developed market declines of note were NZ, Canada 
and Norway, all down by about 3%. Emerging markets 
outperformed developed markets appreciating by 5.7% 
over the quarter, albeit with significant divergence. Of note, 
India and China appreciated by 11.1% and 7.2% respectively 
as Asian and Latam markets were both strong. In contrast 
developing European markets were challenged with Greece 
and Russia declining by 8.4% and 10.6% respectively. 

Looking at performance by sector, Information 
Technology appreciated by 7.3%. The technology sector 
continues to reach new milestones with Amazon now 
commanding a market capitalisation higher than Walmart, 
Costco and Target combined with the company’s founder 
and CEO now second only to Bill Gates in terms of his 
personal wealth. As an indicator of market optimism and 
the challenge to industry stalwarts in another sector, Tesla 
Motors now has a market capitalisation larger than both Ford 
and General Motors. In contrast, the energy sector declined 
by 8.8% over the quarter, giving back much of the 13% gain 
in the December quarter, as oil prices declined by nearly 5%. 
Materials and the Consumer sectors consolidated December 
quarter gains as markets remain optimistic on the prospects 
of US economic growth led by infrastructure investment and 
a recovery in consumption. Regarding the latter, there have 
however been some clear signs of stress on some traditional 
retail business models for those slow to adapt to changing 
consumer preferences - the 130 year old Sears department 
store chain has cast doubts over its ability to continue as 
a going concern. Outside of the energy sector the weakest 
contributors were Telecommunications, Real Estate and 
Financials all flat to down 3%. 

An important development during the quarter was the US 
Federal reserve increasing the Fed Funds target range by 
25 bps to 75 -100 bps - still an incredibly low level by any 
historical standard and only the second rate increase in more 
than a decade. While the rate rise was well flagged to the 
market the committee noted that market-based measures 
of inflation, though still low, had moved up ‘considerably’. 
We are keeping a vigilant eye on the trajectory of inflation. 

Upwards pressure on wages is being impacted not only by 
a tightening of the labour market, with unemployment now 
at the lowest level since May 2007, but also by significant 
increases in the minimum wage that have been legislated 
by a number of US cities and states that will come into force 
in the coming years. Furthermore, our discussions with 
businesses suggest that skilled labour shortages are equally 
a source of cost pressure now and will likely continue to be 
so in the coming years. While not a component of ‘core’ 
inflation and thus a step removed from the Fed’s comments, 
energy pricing has turned from a source of deflation to a 
source of inflation with oil and gas pricing some 50% higher 
year over year in the March quarter.

While the market is happily capitalising the perceived 
impact of the new US government’s stated reform agenda, 
the ability to unilaterally pass legislation in complex areas 
with a vast array of competing interests is perhaps not so 
easy. With this in mind, we note that while healthcare was 
the strongest performing sector in the March quarter as 
healthcare reforms seemed to fade in priority, it follows a 
12 month period where healthcare was by far the worst 
performing sector, underperforming the market by 16% 
in 2016. This reversal in outcome in large part reflects the 
perception of likely government policy, execution of which 
has disappointed in recent times. Our investment approach 
is one that doesn’t attempt to profit from oscillations in 
markets which are overly determined by the whims of a 
government official or leading party of the day. In our view, 
the benefits of avoiding these worst parts of the market far 
outweighs the opportunity cost of not being in the hottest 
sector at any point in time…. more on this later.
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PORTFOLIO PERFORMANCE

The Evans & Partners International Fund appreciated by 0.1% 
for the quarter, underperforming the broader market by 1.3%. 
Key positive contributors to performance were RELX, Illinois 
Tool Works, Bunzl and CDW.
	RELX – RELX announced a strong 2016 result, with organic 

revenue growth of 4% and constant currency EPS growth 
of 8%. Management’s disciplined capital allocation remains 
a feature, with the company continuing to repurchase 
shares at a rate of 2-3% pa, on top of a 50% dividend 
payout ratio and sensible bolt on acquisitions. We continue 
to view positively the evolution of this business towards 
sophisticated information-based analytics and decisions 
tools that are deeply embedded in the work flow of its 
customers. This evolution is validated by the strong results 
of the Risk Solutions segment (27% of group revenue) 
which delivered 9% organic growth.

	Illinois Tool Works – ITW reported its Q4 2016 result in 
January, continuing to deliver numbers in line or ahead 
of our expectations. Organic revenue growth of 2% was 
aided by 150bps of EBIT margin expansion, resulting in a 
pleasing 13% increase in EPS for the quarter. The Welding 
division continues to be under pressure due to weak 
spending from oil and gas end markets, with revenues 
declining 8%. Impressively, while facing significant volume 
headwinds in this segment management has managed to 
improve margins by 190bp. Revenue has now been flat 
on a sequential basis for the last three quarters as the 
oil and gas industry stabilizes. We believe ITW’s ability 
to improve group margins from an already high level 
(24.2% for the full year) validate the strong, niche market 
positions the business occupies and the exceptional ability 
of management to drive operational improvements.

	Bunzl – Over the past couple of years Bunzl has faced 
several headwinds to top line growth, specifically the 
deflationary effects of lower plastics prices as well as broad 
weakness in end markets such as food service, lodging and 
general retail. Pleasingly, in Bunzl’s 2016 results reported 
in February some of these headwinds began to abate. 
Organic growth improved to +1.5% in Q4 and we expect 
this to continue to improve as the business cycles through 
the aforementioned headwinds and some large account 
losses from early 2016. Supplementing organic growth 
is Bunzl’s ability to continue to consolidate a fragmented 
industry. In 2016 Bunzl spent £176m on acquisitions, 
buying 14 business on an average multiple of 8x EBIT, 
which we view as a sensible use of capital.

	CDW – CDW is a new addition to the portfolio, with an 
initial position purchased in mid-January. In early February 
the business reported its Q4 results, which were in line 
with our expectations and investment thesis. Organic 
growth for the quarter was 5% and EBITDA increased 
by 6% however EPS increased an impressive 20.3%. 
Magnifying the result at the bottom line was a lower tax 

rate, lower interest expense and an aggressive buyback 
conducted throughout 2016. In the quarter the business 
experienced slower hardware sales, caused by businesses 
delaying capex spending as the economic environment 
remained uncertain as the US election unfolded. 
Pleasingly, the business was able to drive growth through 
software and service sales, illustrating the nimble nature of 
the sales force.

The main detractor to performance for the quarter was 
Omnicom. Some of Omnicom’s portfolio of businesses are 
facing structural pressure and at the full year result in February 
management highlighted the possibility of divesting some of 
these businesses in 2017. One divestiture candidate is the 
Field Marketing businesses, which provides people for in-store 
promotions to big-box retailers. Management also intend 
to consolidate some underperforming business units into 
several larger divisions. Despite these operational issues, the 
business delivered organic growth of 3.6% and EPS growth of 
8.9% which was in line with our expectations. Pleasingly, the 
business continued to take market share and deliver large new 
client wins.
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LOOKING INSIDE THE TRASH CAN 

Investment legend Peter Lynch, who ran Fidelity’s Magellan 
Fund from 1977 to 1990 with extraordinary success, coined the 
term “ten-bagger” to describe his really big winners. Finding 
investment ten-baggers, or even ones that merely double 
or triple in value, is certainly a tantilising prospect and most 
investors are behaviorally hardwired to look for such outsized 
gains. Our approach is different. Whilst we have no aversion 
to highly positive payoffs our focus is rather on avoiding large 
losses – let’s call it the bottom 20% of the market. 

Avoiding the bottom 20%
Over the ten years to 2016 had you avoided the worst quintile 
of the market (MSCI All Country World Index ex-Australia) your 
investment outcome in AUD would have been 13.6%, a hefty 
8.5% uplift compared to the outcome of the total market. In 
no year was the performance improvement from avoiding 
the bottom 20% less than 6%. Of course, we only know with 
hindsight which stocks were in the bottom 20% for a particular 
year. Can we identify characteristics that are, on average, more 
prevalent in the “disaster zone” than in the rest of the market, 
and can we use these characteristics to reduce the likelihood of 
large investment losses in the future? If so, we have an edge. 

Below we examine the makeup of companies in the bottom 
20% relative to the top 80% in terms of quality and valuation. 
Note that in our analysis we exclude banks and insurance 
companies as their financial characteristics, as measured by 
profitability ratios and leverage, are quite distinct from the rest 
of the market. 

1. Quality
Let’s start with quality. Quality is another way of thinking about 
risk. Is there a material difference in the quality, or riskiness of 
businesses in the bottom 20% of the market compared to the 
rest? We consider this across three dimensions – the quality of 
the business itself, how it is financed, and how it is managed. 

(a) Business quality – profitability 
The quality of a business will ultimately be reflected in the 
economics it generates, and we use return on operating assets 
(ROOA) as the best single measure to capture this. The ROOA 
ratio excludes goodwill from the capital base so as not to 
co-mingle the profitability of an asset with the price paid to 
acquire it. Is there a significant difference in the profitability 
of the bottom quintile of the market relative to the rest? If 
so, does reflecting profitability in stock selection reduce the 
probability of our investments ending up in the bottom 20% 
and improve our overall investment outcome?

Profitability of the bottom 20% vs the top 80%
The median ROOA of the worst 20% of the market over the 
decade to 2016 was 6.8%, significantly below the 9.9% earned 
by the top 80%. The bottom 20% cohort of the market was 

less profitable than the other 80% in nine of the last ten years. 
Clearly, the bottom 20% of the market is made up of companies 
of below-average quality. 

Using profitability to reduce the probability of being in the 
bottom 20%
Businesses in the lowest quintile by profitability were 44% 
more likely to be in the bottom 20% in terms of performance, 
while the 20% most profitable businesses were 45% less 
likely to be in the “red zone”. So, profitability is a powerful 
determinant of the prospects of a business being in the worst 
performing quintile of the market.
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Impact of selection based on profitability on 10 year 
investment returns
Avoiding the least profitable businesses will significantly 
improve our chances of staying out of the bottom 20% of the 
market. But how does it impact our total investment outcome? 
If we had simply excluded the least profitable quintile each 
year our annualized investment returns over the last decade 
would have been 7.2% pa, a material improvement compared 
to 5.9% from the total world market excluding financials. 

(b) Balance sheet quality – financial leverage
Whatever problem befalls a business will be more troublesome 
in the presence of significant financial leverage. Let’s examine 
whether there is a material difference in the capital structure 
of the bottom 20% relative to the top 80%. If so, can we use 
this measure to reduce the probability of investing in stocks 
that end up in the worst performing cohort?

Financial leverage of the bottom 20% vs the top 80%
Over the last decade the leverage of the bottom 20% of the 
market, as measured by the ratio of net debt to EBITDA was 
156%, which compares to 133% for the top 80%. The bottom 
20% was more leveraged than the rest of the market in eight 
of the last ten years. So the worst performing quintile of the 
market is made up of businesses with, on average, greater 
financial leverage. 
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Using financial leverage differences to reduce the probability 
of being in the bottom 20%
Over the ten years to 2016 businesses in the 20% most geared 
group were 39% more likely to be in the bottom 20% of the 
market than the average non-financial company. 

Impact of selection based on leverage on 10 year returns
If we had avoided the most geared 20% of the market over the 
last ten years our investment returns would have been 6.5% 
pa, a modest improvement compared to the 5.9% for the world 
market excluding financials.

(c) Management quality - balance sheet growth
We think of a company’s management as having two primary 
roles – stewards of the business and its competitive advantages 
and stewards of the capital the business generates. These two 
roles overlap – management can deploy capital in ways that 
protect and reinforce the company’s competitive “moat”, or 
it can make acquisitions to expand into new areas where the 
company is competitively weak, diluting what is special about 
the business and distracting the company from protecting its 
core franchise. One measure that captures these two roles is 
balance sheet growth. Aggressive balance sheet expansion is 
often a function of large acquisitions that stretch a company’s 
internal resources and take a company into new territory 
(“diworsification” in the words of Peter Lynch). Typically, the 
larger the acquisition the higher the price paid relative to the 
target’s earnings and the poorer the long term economics for 
the acquirer. We can measure both balance sheet expansion 
and the willingness of management to dilute the ownership 
of existing shareholders by equity-funded growth through the 
change in the number of issued shares over the preceding five 
years. 

Balance sheet growth - difference of the bottom 20% vs the 
top 80%
Over the last decade the growth in issued shares for the 
bottom 20% was 1.6% pa, more than double the 0.7% pa 
growth rate for the top 80%. In eight of the last ten years the 
bottom 20% of the market was made up of companies that had 
grown the number of issued shares over the prior five years at 
a greater rate than the rest of the market.

Using balance sheet growth to reduce the probability of being 
in the bottom 20%
Companies whose balance sheet growth was in the fastest 
quintile of the overall market were 19% more likely to be in the 
bottom 20%. Those whose balance sheet growth was slowest 
were 31% less likely to be in that “disaster zone”. So, the rate 
of balance sheet growth, as a proxy for management quality, is 
a powerful predictor of a company’s likelihood of being in the 
worst performing part of the market.
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Impact of selection based on balance sheet growth on 10 year 
returns
If we had avoided companies in the fastest quintile of balance 
sheet growth over the preceding five years, our ten year 
annualized investment return would have improved from 5.9% 
to 6.5%. In a 2007 paper titled Asset Growth and the Cross-
Section of Stock Returns, Michael Cooper of the University of 
Utah examined US data over the 35 years to 2003. He found 
that asset growth had a stronger correlation with stock price 
returns than any other single variable. 

2. Valuation
It is commonsensical that the price we pay for an asset will 
have a bearing on our chances of a very poor investment 
outcome, but how much does it matter?

Valuation difference of the bottom 20% vs the top 80%
Over the ten years to 2016 stocks in the bottom 20% of the 
market traded on an average multiple of trailing earnings of 
31.7x, significantly more expensive than the top 80%, which 
traded on an average PE of 17.8x. In every one of the last ten 
years the bottom 20% of the market traded on a higher than 
average PE multiple at the start of the year. Clearly, the bottom 
20% of the market is made up of significantly more expensively 
valued businesses than the rest of the market. 

Using valuation to reduce the probability of being in the 
bottom 20%
Over the last decade stocks in the most expensive quintile of 
the market were 49% more likely than an average stock to 
be in the bottom 20% of the market, whereas the cheapest 
quintile was 37% less likely. So, there is a strong and intuitive 
correlation between the valuation of a company and the 
probability that its returns are in the bottom 20% of the 
market.
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Impact of selection based on valuation on 10 year returns
Purchasing stocks from outside of the most expensive quintile 
of the market over the last ten years would have improved 
your annualized return from 5.9% to 7.5% pa. 

Performance uplift from aiming higher
We have seen that avoiding the worst quintile across each of 
profitability, financial leverage, management expansiveness 
and valuation materially reduces the chances of investing in 
businesses whose performance end up in the bottom 20% of 
the market. Our approach goes further than simply avoiding 
the worst businesses. As quality-first value investors we look to 
identify those businesses in the top cohort by quality, and from 
this group of outstanding companies we look to own the most 
attractively priced. 

The chart below shows that while avoiding the worst 20% of 
each category provides a valuable reduction in the chances of 
investing in the “red zone”, owning the best 20% provides a 
dramatic reduction in these probabilities.
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Similarly, the performance uplift from choosing the best 20% of 
stocks based on each variable is multiples of the uplift we get 
from simply avoiding the worst 20%. 
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Conclusion
There is a powerful payoff that comes from avoiding large single 
stock losses, the sort that define the bottom 20% of the market. 
This payoff is not only financial but psychological as well – stocks 
that suffer dramatic falls in value consume an inordinate amount 
of time and mental energy for an investor. These situations often 
involve “unknowables”, such as the size of potential regulatory 
or legal penalties (Volkswagen; banks) or the merits of a 
“transformational” acquisition, but the analyst nevertheless feels 
compelled to research the situation with hypervigilance for fear 
of looking foolish by saying “I don’t know”. They put the investor 
on the defensive, depriving him or her of the equanimity and 
measured self-belief required to make the next successful 
investment. 

Our approach is not to blithely assume that one in every five 
investments will be in the bottom 20%, and that by owning lots 
of stocks the pain and cost of each individual disaster will be 
mild (under such an approach there will of course be many such 
disasters). We strive to avoid large individual losses altogether. 
We have shown in this discussion that selecting highly profitable 
businesses, with sound balance sheets, run by conservative 
management at discounts to market valuations can not only 
dramatically lower the probability of being in the bottom 20% 
but provide a significant improvement to investment outcomes. 

This has indeed been our experience. The chart below shows 
that the performance of the bottom 20% of our portfolio over 
the last five years compares very favourably to the worst quintile 
of the world market. 
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PORTFOLIO CHANGES – STOCKS ADDED TO 
THE PORTFOLIO

CDW
CDW is America’s largest distributor of technology solutions, 
software and hardware to small and medium businesses as 
well as government, education and healthcare customers. 
The business distributes 100,000 products from 1,000 vendor 
partners across a 250,000 strong customer base.

CDW occupies a unique niche in its industry, providing value 
to both its customers and vendor partners. The businesses 
in CDW’s target market are too small to have their own 
sophisticated IT teams, and too small for IT vendors to address 
individually with their direct salesforce. CDW bridges this gap, 
providing product agnostic advice to clients who are unable to 
evaluate IT decisions alone, and a large salesforce that vendors 
can partner with to distribute products into the otherwise 
untapped small and medium sized business market. This means 
CDW is effectively an extension of a client’s IT team, and an 
extension of a vendor’s sales and marketing organization, 
providing value on both sides of the transaction.

CDW’s scale and reach is a key pillar of its competitive 
advantage. It currently has a market share of approximately 
5% in an extremely fragmented industry, however this is four 
times larger than its nearest competitor. This scale ensures 
priority access to vendor products and training, increasing 
the salesforce’s knowledge and ability. This in turn increases 
the value proposition CDW can deliver to its clients, leading 
to increased share and therefore greater importance to their 
vendors. 

CDW has generated 9% pa organic growth since 2003, including 
about 4% annually from market share gains. The business is 
highly cash generative with returns on capital reaching 45% 
in the most recent quarter. We expect the business will buy 
back 4-5% of its shares each year whilst continuing to fund an 
increasing dividend and growth capex requirements. In our 
view the company warrants a premium valuation that reflects 
its unique industry positioning, strong customer relationships, 
attractive growth prospects and excellent management.
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in applying its technologies, and the barriers to entry those 
challenges create for would-be competitors.  
By way of example, 3M is the leader in the residential adhesive 
hook market, under the brand “Command”.   These adhesive 
hooks support weights up to 10kg and can be removed 
without damaging the underlying paint work.  However, the 
chemistry for this business had to be re-worked as “wash 
and wear” paints were introduced to the market in the mid-
2000’s.  The chemistry to adjust the adhesives to work on 
this hostile surface is complex, rapidly evolving and difficult 
to manufacture at scale.  For these reasons, 3M continues to 
dominate this niche market.

The business generates terrific economics, with return on 
operating assets of over 20%.  3M has increased its dividend 
every year for over 50 years, one of the longest such records in 
the market.

STOCK FOCUS – COMPASS GROUP

Compass is the leading global provider of contract catering 
and support services.  The company employs over 500,000 
people in 50 countries, serving more than four billion meals 
per year.  Compass services customers in offices, factories, 
schools, universities, hospitals, sports events, and remote 
mining camps.  90 of the Fortune 100 businesses are clients 
of Compass, a powerful endorsement of the company’s focus 
on quality solutions.  The overall food service industry is 
valued at around £200bn, 50% of which is outsourced and 
of this portion Compass has around a 7% share.  Compass 
is the largest purchaser of food in the US, and it brings this 
buying power to bear on behalf of its customers, saving them 
money.  Along with these obvious savings, Compass’ clients 
can hand over the complexity of managing on-site restaurants 
which frees up management time to focus on its core 
operations.  The quality of the service provided by Compass 
is outstanding, two of its restaurants in the UK hold Michelin 
star ratings – over cooked bain-marie vegetables, I think not!

The business has turned around after a period of mis-
management during the mid-2000’s where the company 
found itself stretched, with too many layers of management 
and poor systems.  These issues are firmly behind the 
company with current CEO Richard Cousins running an 
extremely tight ship.  By re-focusing the business on fewer 
geographies, collapsing layers of management and instilling 
measurable performance indicators the economics of the 
business have improved dramatically.  The organic growth 
rate since 2011 has remained robust at an average rate of 
5%, while the operating margin has improved materially and 
shares on issue have reduced by 9%.  Earnings per share 
growth over the period was 8% pa, while dividends have 
grown at a rate of 12% pa.

STOCK FOCUS – 3M

3M is today one of the last of the world’s broad science-
based companies. Highly innovative and truly global in scope, 
it serves end markets from health care, office supplies, 
consumer electronics, automotive, food and beverage, 
consumer stationery, appliances, and traffic safety. 3M owns 
iconic brands such as Post-It Notes, Scotch tapes, Scotchgard 
fabric protectors, Scotch-Brite scouring pads, and Filtrite 
home air filters. However, rather than think of the business in 
terms of its end markets, or its six reporting segments, 3M is 
best thought of from the inside out.  3M’s core skills are the 
ability to make and integrate adhesives, films and non-woven 
fibres. What makes 3M special is its ability to use these core 
technologies for an incredibly wide range of applications. 
For instance, the same underlying adhesives technology 
used in the health care business is used for making films for 
iPhones screens. So, the company is far less of a diversified 
manufacturing company than its varied end markets would 
suggest.  Our visit to the 3M factories last year gave us a more 
nuanced understanding of the challenges the business faces 
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COMPOSITION OF PORTFOLIO PERFORMANCE 3 MONTHS  6 MONTHS 1 YEAR
2 YEARS  

(PA)
3 YEARS  

(PA)

SINCE 
INCEPTION 

(PA)

Local Currency Return 4.6% 3.2% 16.2% 9.8% 11.7% 10.7%

+/- Currency Impact on Return -4.5% -1.5% -4.4% -3.0% 2.7% 1.3%

Portfolio Return (AUD) 0.1% 1.7% 11.9% 6.8% 14.4% 12.1%

PORTFOLIO CHARACTERISTICS - 3 YEARS TO MARCH 2017

Standard Deviation 11.0%

Realised Beta 0.95

Tracking Error 5.9%

Upside Capture Ratio 1.10

Downside Capture Ratio 0.96

                Performance is net of investment management fees. Inception date is 18th February 2014. Numbers may not sum due to rounding. Since inception return is annualized and assumes reinvestment of distributions. Past 
performance should not be taken as an indication of future performance.
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GENERAL RESEARCH DISCLAIMER, WARNING & DISCLOSURES 
This document is provided by Evans and Partners ABN 85 125 338 785, holder of AFSL 318075. 

The information is general advice only and does not take into consideration an investor’s objectives, financial situation or 
needs. Before acting on the advice, investors should consider the appropriateness of the advice, having regard to the investor’s 
objectives, financial situation and needs. If the advice relates to a financial product that is the subject of a Product Disclosure 
Statement (e.g. unlisted managed funds) investors should obtain the PDS and consider it before making any decision about 
whether to acquire the product. 

The material contained in this document is for information purposes only and does not constitute an offer, solicitation or 
recommendation with respect to the purchase or sale of securities. It should not be regarded by recipients as a substitute for 
the exercise of their own judgment. Investors should be aware that past performance is not an infallible indicator of future 
performance and future returns are not guaranteed. 

Any opinions and/or recommendations expressed in this material are subject to change without notice and Evans and Partners is 
not under any obligation to update or keep current the information contained herein. References made to third parties are based 
on information believed to be reliable but are not guaranteed as being accurate. 

This document is provided to the recipient only and is not to be distributed to third parties without the prior consent of Evans and 
Partners. 

EVANS AND PARTNERS DISCLOSURE OF INTERESTS 
Evans and Partners and its respective officers and associates may have an interest in the securities or derivatives of any entities 
referred to in this material. 

RESEARCH ANALYST CERTIFICATION 
I, Stephen Arnold, hereby certify that all the views expressed in this report accurately reflect my personal views about the 
subject investment theme and/or company securities. I also certify that no part of my compensation was, is, or will be, directly or 
indirectly, related to the specific recommendations or views expressed in this report. 

RESEARCH ANALYST DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST 
I, Stephen Arnold, and/or entities in which I have a pecuniary interest, have an exposure to the following securities and/or 
managed products: Evans & Partners International Focus Portfolio and Evans and Partners International Fund. 

DISCLAIMER 
Except for any liability which cannot be excluded, Evans and Partners, its directors, employees and agents accept no liability or 
responsibility whatsoever for any loss or damage of any kind, direct or indirect, arising out of the use of all or any part of this 
material. All information is correct at the time of publication; additional information may be available upon request.


