This sample report contains the PeerTrac standard exhibits in a sequence designed to describe:

How do our investment strategy and results compare to those of our peers / competitors?
How effectively were investments implemented within each asset class?
Why did we do better or worse than our competitors?

Individual clients may not need / desire all exhibits (or may wish to include additional information) to
best explain their company’s results. All client reports are customized to specific client needs.

A brief review of the Summary on Page 1 should communicate the reports perspective.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

SUMMARY
FIVE-YEAR PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER XXXX

The total portfolio outperformed both property-casualty industry and Custom Peer
group medians (see pages six and seven).

A dlight negative incremental return from active management was more than offset by
positive incremental return associated with a greater equity allocation (see page two).

The equity portfolio underperformed the industry median equity portfolio, but
outperformed on arisk-adjusted basis (see pages four and ten).

Equity portfolio underperformance is fully explained by a style bias toward small-cap
value stocks  (see pages eight and nine).

Both equity managers outperformed the median return of their respective style universe
(see pages 12 and 13).

Equity Manager A, with alower absolute return than equity Manager B, had the
superior performance record over the five-year period. Thisisindicated by a superior
rank within each manager’ s relevant style universe. (see pages 12 and 13).

The fixed-income portfolio underperformed the median property-casualty fixed-income
portfolio (see pagefive).

Fixed income underperformance is attributable to a shorter average maturity/duration
than that of the median portfolio during a declining interest rate environment

The fixed-income portfolio outperformed the industry average portfolio on a risk-
adjusted basis (see pages 18 and 19).
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

ATTRIBUTION ANALYSIS - FIVE YEARS

The data below summarizes the Sample Company’ s investment return and compares those returns to the property-casualty
industry and to the peer group median returns. Total return differences are then attributed to the primary explanatory
variables: 1) average asset allocation, and 2) active management. Incremental active management return for each asset class
is then further delineated by the primary explanatory factor for that asset class. The derivations of these data are contained
in the appendix.

Summary Returnsfor the Five-Year Period Ending December xxxx

Sample Company Industry Median Peer Group Median
Total Return 7.4 6.9 7.3
Equity Return 10.1 10.3 10.3
Fixed-lncome Return 6.9 7.0 7.0
Average Equity Allocation 23.0 5.0 14.0

Attribution of Incremental Return

Incremental Return Relativeto:

Industry Median Peer Group Median
Total Fund Return 0.5 01
From Asset Allocation 0.6 0.3
From Active Management -0.1 -0.1
Residual 0.0 -0.1
0.5 01

Active Management Attribution
Equity: The majority (86%) of the Sample Company’ sincremental negative performance in equity over the
last five yearsis explained by the portfolios bias toward small cap growth stocks when compared to that of the
industry median style weighting.

Fixed Income: Approximately 65% of the Sample Company’sincremental negative performancein fixed
income is attributable to a longer duration than that of the median company.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

ATTRIBUTION ANALYSIS- TEN YEARS

The data below summarizes the Sample Company’ s investment return and compares those returns to the property-casualty
industry and to the peer group median returns. Total return differences are then attributed to the primary explanatory
variables: 1) average asset allocation, and 2) active management. Incremental active management return for each asset class
is then further delineated by the primary explanatory factor for that asset class. The derivations of these data are contained
in the appendix.

Summary Returnsfor the Ten-Year Period Ending December xxxx

Sample Company Industry Median Peer Group Median
Total Return 85 8.1 84
Equity Return 12.7 12.3 12.3
Fixed-lncome Return 8.0 79 79
Average Equity Allocation 21.0 6.0 16.0

Attribution of Incremental Return

Incremental Return Relativeto:

Industry Median Peer Group Median
Total Fund Return 0.5 01
From Asset Allocation 0.6 0.3
From Active Management -0.1 -0.1
Residual 0.0 -0.1
0.5 01

Active Management Attribution
Equity: The majority (78%) of the Sample Company’sincremental negative performance in equity over the
last ten yearsis explained by the portfolios bias toward small cap growth stocks when compared to that of the
industry median style weighting.

Fixed Income: Approximately 74% of the Sample Company’sincremental positive performance in fixed
income is attributable to a longer duration than that of the median company.
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SECTION TWO : RETURN DISTRIBU TIONS

Equity
Fixed Income
Total Fund vs. Industry
Total Fund vs. Peer Group



PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Equity Return Distributions
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Equity
Return Percentile Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Years 5 years
95th 36.3 39.2 45.6 28.9 -2.9 13.6

75th 32.7 288 26.1 6.5 -10.6 114
50th 296 244 200 -0.6 -15.6 10.3
25th 258 143 91 -6.7 -20.4 8.7
5th 18.6 4.7 28 -141  -32.2 4.6

Sample Co. Return 254 7.3 354 1.1 -12.1 10.1
Rank 22 pctl 17 pctl 85 pctl 57 pctl 68 pctl 47 pctl

The Sample Company's equity portfolio outperformed the median property casualty
company equity portfolio in three of the last five calendar years. Over the cumulative
five-year time period, the Sample Company ranked in the 47th percentile with an
annualized equity return of 10.1 versus the median property casualty return of 10.3.
The S&P 500 Index return was 10.7 percent for the five-year period.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Fixed Income Return Distributions
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Fixed
Return Percentile Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Yearb 5 years
95th 10.8 8.7 2.5 13.8 9.6 7.8
75th 96 7.9 1.1 10.8 8.7 7.3
50th 89 75 0.3 9.4 8.2 7.0
25th 8.0 6.9 -0.5 7.8 7.4 6.7
5th 6.7 55 -2.6 6.4 5.9 6.1
Sample Co. Return 83 85 1.6 8.0 8.3 6.9
Rank 31 pctl 93 pctl 84 pctl 31 pctl 57 pctl 44 pctl

The Sample Company's fixed-income portfolio outperformed the median property
casualty company fixed-income portfolio in three of the last five calendar years. Over
the cumulative five-year time period, the Sample Company ranked in the 44th
percentile with an annualized fixed-income return of 6.9 versus the median property
casualty return of 7.0. The Lehman Aggregate return for the five-year period was 7.4
percent.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Total Return Distributions
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Total
Return Percentile Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 5 vyears
95th 17.1 15.0 8.7 13.3 9.2 9.3
75th 12.0 9.9 3.2 10.3 7.8 7.7
50th 10.0 8.3 1.4 8.6 6.3 6.9
25th 9.0 7.5 -0.5 7.0 3.7 5.9
5th 7.3 6.2 2.7 3.0 -2.2 4.8
Sample Co. Return 11.3 9.1 3.2 7.1 6.4 7.4
Rank  75pctl 77 pctl 75 pctl 27 pctl 57 pctl 66 pctl

The Sample Company's total portfolio outperformed the median property casualty
company total portfolio in four of the last five calendar years. Over the cumulative
five-year time period, The Sample Company ranked in the 66th percentile with an
annualized return of 7.4 versus the median health company return of 6.9.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Custom Peer Group Total Return Distributions
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Custom Peers Total Return Distributions
Total
Return Percentile Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Yearb5 5 years
95th 176 155 9.0 11.2 8.3 9.7
75th 129 113 45 9.7 6.2 8.1
50th 11.1 9.0 1.7 8.1 4.2 7.3
25th 91 7.8 0.3 5.8 0.1 6.6
5th 7.7 6.2 -1.8 2.2 -4.7 5.8
Sample Co. Return 11.3 9.1 5.6 7.1 4.1 7.4
Rank 53 pctl 52 pctl 56 pctl 32 pctl 49 pctl 53 pctl

The Sample Company's total portfolio outperformed the median Custom Peer group
(defined by client or by Peer Analytics)) total portfolio in three of the last five
calendar years. Over the cumulative five-year time period, The Sample Company
ranked in the 53rd percentile with an annualized return of 7.4 versus the median
Custom Peer group return of 7.4.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Equity Cumulative Return Distributions
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Cumulative Time Periods ending December xxxx
Equity
Return Percentile 1 Year 3 Years 5 Years 7 Years 10 Years
95th 26.8 19.2 14.6 8.7 14.6
75th 19.7 12.9 9.0 3.7 11.4
50th 15.7 10.6 6.4 1.4 8.4
25th 12.8 8.6 4.8 -0.3 6.8
5th 5.8 4.3 1.2 -4.3 3.8
Sample Co. Return 17.6 13.0 8.9 4.2 9.7
Rank 62 pctl 76 pctl 74 pctl 77 pctl 62 pctl

The Sample Co.'s equity portfolio outperformed the median property casualty company equity portfolio in each of
the one, three, five, seven and ten-year cumulative time periods ending 12/xxx.

Over the cumulative ten-year time period, The Sample Co. ranked in the 62nd percentile with an annualized equity
return of 9.7 versus the median property-casualty equity return of 8.4.

The S & P 500 Index return was 8.4 percent for the ten-year period and 15.8, 10.4, 6.2 and 1.1 percent for the
one, three, five and seven year time periods respectively.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Fixed ncome Cumulative Retur n Distributions
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Cumulative Time Periods ending December xxxx

Fixed

Return Percentile 1 Year 3 Years 5 Years 7 Years 10 Years
95th 6.7 6.1 7.2 8.2 7.7
75th 5.5 5.0 6.3 7.3 7.0
50th 4.9 4.4 5.8 6.8 6.5
25th 4.4 3.8 52 6.3 6.1
5th 3.0 2.6 3.8 5.4 5.1

Sample Co. Return 5.1 4.5 5.6 6.1 6.7

Rank 58 pctl 55 pctl 43 pctl 21 pctl 60 pctl

The Sample Co.'s total fixed-income portfolio outperformed the median property casualty company fixed-
income portfolio in the one, three and ten-year cumulative time periods and underperformed in the five and
seven-year periods.

Over the cumulative ten-year time period, The Sample Co. ranked in the 60th percentile with an annualized
fixed-income return of 6.7 versus the median property-casualty fixed-income return of 6.5.

The Lehman Aggregate return was 6.2 percent for the ten-year period and 4.3, 3.7, 5.1 and 6.5 percent for the
one. three, five and seven vear time periods respectivelv.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Total Cumulative Return Distributions
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Cumulative Time Periods ending December xxxx
Total
Return Percentile 1 Year 3 Years 5 Years 7 Years 10 Years
95th 10.2 8.2 8.0 8.1 8.2
75th 6.9 5.8 6.9 7.3 7.2
50th 5.8 4.9 6.1 6.5 6.7
25th 4.9 4.1 54 5.8 6.2
5th 3.3 3.2 4.5 4.8 5.6
Sample Co. Return 8.1 6.4 6.5 6.0 7.5
Rank 82 pctl 80 pctl 63 pctl 33 pctl 81 pctl

The Sample Co.'stotal portfolio outperformed the median property casualty company total portfolio in the one,
three, five and ten-year cumulative time periods and underperformed in the seven-year period.

Over the cumulative ten-year time period, The Sample Co. ranked in the 81st percentile with an annualized total
portfolio return of 7.5 versus the median property-casualty total portfolio return of 6.7.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Total Cumulative Return Distributions - Custom Peers
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Cumulative Time Periods ending December xxxx
Total
Return Percentile 1 Year 3 Years 5 Years 7 Years 10 Years
95th 9.8 6.9 7.8 7.8 8.1
75th 7.2 6.0 6.8 7.0 7.3
50th 6.0 50 59 6.6 6.8
25th 4.8 4.0 52 6.0 6.4
5th 3.6 3.3 4.1 4.4 55
Sample Co. Return 8.1 6.4 6.5 6.0 7.5
Rank 86 pctl 84 pctl 67 pctl 25 pctl 81 pctl

The Sample Co.'stotal portfolio outperformed the median Custom Peer Group total portfolio in the one, three,
five and ten-year cumulative time periods and underperformed in the seven-year period.

Over the cumulative ten-year time period, The Sample Co. ranked in the 81st percentile with an annualized total
portfolio return of 7.5 versus the median Custom Peer Group return of 6.8.
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SECTION THREE : EQUITY ANALYSIS

Equity Style Analysis: Holdings based
Equity Style Analysis. Returns based
Equity Return vs. Risk
Custom Equity Style - Return Distributions
Equity Sector Returns
Return, Risk, Sharpe and Information Ratios
Equity Return Attribution



PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Equity Style Analysis
Based on Securities Held as of December xxxx
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The above chart depicts portfolio style - defined based on characteristics of
securities held as of year-end xxxx - for over 100 property-casualty equity
portfolios with assets greater than $100 million. The Sample Company's
equity portfolio style was smaller-capitalization and more value oriented
than the industry average, as of the end of December xxxx.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Equity Style Analysis
Based on 60 Monthly Rolling Returns
Period Ending December xxxx

Sample Client vs. Russell Style Indexes

Large
® ®
Russell 1000 Value Russell 1000 Growth
[ ]
Manager A
([
S&P 500
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Sample Co. Equity Portfolio
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Small °
Russell 2000 Value Russell 2000 Growth
Value Growth
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Equity Return vs. Risk
for the five-year period ending December xxxx
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The above chart describes the relationship between equity portfolio risk and
return. On a risk-adjusted basis, the Sample Company's equity portfolio
outperformed the median property-casualty equity portfolio over the five-
year period ending December, XxxXx.

©2001 PEER ANALYTICS CORP.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Equity Style Indexes

50
40 -
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-20
-30
Year Y ear Y ear Year Y ear 5 Years
ndex Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4d Year5 |5Years
Russell 1000 Growth 30.5 38.7 332 -22.4 -20.4 8.3
Russell 1000 Value 35.2 15.6 74 7.0 -5.6 111
S& P 500 334 28.6 21.0 91 -11.9 10.7
Russell 2000 Growth 13.0 12 431 -22.4 -9.2 29
Russell 2000 Value 317 -6.4 -15 22.8 14.0 11.2
Sample Company 254 7.3 354 11 -12.1 10.1
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Equity Index Returns

©2006 PEER ANALYTICS
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S&P 500 15.8 10.4 6.2 1.1 8.4
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MSCI EAFE 26.3 19.9 15.0 4.4 7.7
Sample Co. Equity 17.6 13.0 8.9 4.2 9.7
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Equity Style Return Distributions: Large Growth
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Equity
Return Percentile Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4d Year5 5 years
95th 435 48.6 475 3.3 -8.4 11.6
75th 35.6 394 416 -12.6 -15.1 9.9
50th 29.8 364 374 -204 -24.6 8.0
25th 25.7 30.2 285 -25.8 -31.5 6.4
5th 21.2 254 19.7 -33.6 -38.7 2.4
Mgr. A Return 357 374 378 -20.1 -22.0 9.9
Rank 76 pctl 54 pctl 52 pctl 53 pctl 58 pctl 75 pctl

Manager A's equity portfolio outperformed the median Large Growth equity portfolio
in each of the last five calendar years. Over the cumulative five-year time period, the
Manager A ranked in the 75th percentile with an annualized equity return of 9.9
versus the median Large Growth return of 8.0. The Russell 1000 Growth Index return
was 8.3 percent for the five-year period.

©2002 PEER ANALYTICS CORP.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Equity Style Return Distributions: Small Value
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Return Percentile Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Yearb 5 years
95th 37.8 5.8 8.2 345 23.4 154

75th 335 -3.7 2.5 25.7 18.7 13.7
50th 296 -92 -24 231 13.8 11.0
25th 242 -183 -93 1938 9.6 8.7
5th 176 -24.7 -18.7 141 4.9 5.4
Mgr. B Return 281 -93 6.9 214 12.4 11.1

Rank 43 pctl 48 pctl 89 pctl 30 pctl 34 pctl 51 pctl

Manager B's equity portfolio underperformed the median Small Value equity
portfolio in four of the last five calendar years. Over the cumulative five-year time
period, Manager B ranked in the 51st percentile with an annualized equity return of
11.1 versus the median Small Value return of 11.0. The Russell 2000 Value Index
return was 11.2 percent for the five-year period.

©2002 PEER ANALYTICS CORP.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

FQUITY AT TRIBUTION ANALYSIS

for the five years ending December xxxx

Total Equity Portfolio
Security
Selection
14%
Style
86%
Manager A Manager B
Security
Security Selection
Selection 6%
Style
Style
6% 94%

The majority (86%) of the total equity portfolio's incremental performance is explained by
its style bias. The remaining 14% is due to security selection. The Sample Company has
two equity managers. Manager A owes 76% of its incremental performance to its small-cap
value style. Manager B owes fully 94% of its incremental performance to its large-cap
growth style.

©2001 PEER ANALYTICS CORP.




SECTION FOUR : FIXED INCOME ANALYSIS

Fixed Income Sector Allocations
Return vs. Quality
Return vs. Duration
Return vs. Maturity
Tax-exempt Return Distributions
Market Yields

Fixed Income Index Returns



PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Fixed Income Portfolio Sector Allocations
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Industry Dist. Treasuries Agencies Corporates Munis MBS ABS CMBS TIPs Int'| HY
95th 32 30 60 84 35 17 9 12 10 9
75th 14 11 39 52 19 9 4 3 3 4
50th 6 4 25 23 5 1 1 1 1
25th 2 1 14 4 2 0 1 0 0
5th 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Peer Median 7 5 26 18 17 3 2 0 1 2

Sample Co. 1 1 13 36 24 2 0 1 14 8

Lehman Sector

Returns xxx 2.2 2.6 8.2 7.4 3.1 4.0 4.7 8.4 7.1 29.0

This chart depicts the distribution of property casualty company fixed-income portfolio sector
allocations at the beginning of xxxx and plots the Sample Company's allocation to each sector.
For example, the Sample Company is underweighted in corporates relative to the industry
median with 13 percent of the fixed income portfolio in corporates versus the median allocation
of 25 percent. the Sample Company is over-weighted in mortgages relative to the industry
median with 24 percent versus 9 percent. The Custom Peer Group median allocation is also
shown.

©2003 PEER ANALYTICS CORP.
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Property Casualty Company Peer Group Investment Comparisons

Fixed Return vs. Quality (maturity weighted)
as of December xxxx
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The above chart depicts the relationship between quality and fixed income return in
xxxX. For the year xxx, quality explained 35 percent of fixed-income return variabilty.

©1999 Peer Analytics Corp.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Fixed Return vs. Municipal Allocation
as of December xxxx

Annual Return
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® Sample Co. ® Industry

The above chart depicts the relationship between municipal bonds as a
percent of fixed-income assets and fixed income return for the year xxxx.
For the year xxxx, the municipal allocation explained 40% of the variabilty
of return among property-casualty company fixed-income portfolios. The
sample company outperformed the average property-casualty fixed-income
portfolio on a municipal allocation adjusted basis.

©2003 PEER ANALYTICS CORP.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Fixed Return vs. Duration
as of December xxxx
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The above chart describes the relationship between duration and fixed income return.
For the year xxxx, duration explained 58% of the variabilty of return among property-
casualty company fixed-income portfolios. The Sample company outperformed the
average property-casualty fixed-income portfolio in xxxx, on a duration-adjusted basis.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Fixed Income Returnsvs. Weighted Average Maturity
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Municipal Bond Returns - not tax adjusted
2
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Municipal Bond Returns - not tax adjusted
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Return Percentile Yearl Year2 Year3 Year4 Year5 5 years

95th 101 7.2 15 9.8 9.6 6.4

75th 9.0 6.5 0.2 7.5 8.7 5.6

50th 81 6.1 -07 6.9 8.2 4.9

25th 70 57 -15 58 7.4 4.5

5th 51 50 -25 4.4 5.9 3.9

Sample Co Return 83 6.2 0.2 6.9 8.0 5.9
Rank 57 pctl 56 pctl 75 pctl 50 pctl 40 pctl 82 pctl

The Sample Company's tax-exempt fixed-income portfolio outperformed the median
property casualty company tax-exempt portfolio in four of the last five years. Over
the cumulative five -year time period, Sample Company's tax-exempt portfolio
ranked in the 82nd percentile.
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SECTION HVE : TOTAL FUND ANALYSIS

Distribution of Surplus - all companies
Distribution of Surplus - custom peer group
Total Return vs. Surplus

Distribution of Underwriting Gain

Distribution of Equity Allocation: Industry
Distribution of Equity Allocation: Custom Peer Group
Total Return vs. Equity Allocation
Total Return vs. Underwriting Gain



PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Distribution of Surplus- All Companies
- as of December xxxx
For Illustrative Purposes Only
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The above chart shows the distribution of 2001 surplus as a percent of investable assets
for 400 property casualty companies. The Sample Co.'s surplus was 47% percent of
assets at the end of 2001, compared to the property casualty company median of 41%.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Distribution of Surplus- Custom Peer Group

as of December xxxx
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The above chart shows the distribution of xxxx surplus as a percent of investable assets

for Custom Peer companies. The Sample Co.'s surplus was 47 percent of
assets at the end of xxxx; the median surplus of the Custom Peer Group
was 44 percent of assets at the end of xxxx.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Total Return vs. Surplus
as of December Xxxx
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The above chart depicts the slight relationship between surplus as a percent of investable
assets and total investment return. Both the broad population of property casualty companies
and the Custom Peer subgroup of companies are shown. Only ten percent

of total return is explained by surplus as a percentage of assets (R2 of .10) in the overall
population, but twenty-three percent is explained (R2 of .50) in the Custom Peer Group.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Distribution of Underwriting Gain
for the year ended xxxx
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The chart above shows the distribution of average annual underwriting gains, over the
last five years, for 400 property casualty companies. Underwriting gains exhibit an approximate
normal distribution around zero percent.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Distribution of Equity Allocation

as of December xxxx
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The chart above shows the distribution of (unaffiliated) equity commitment
levels for 400 property casualty companies with assets of at least $100
million. The majority of companies had very low allocations to equity. The
median equity allocation was six percent and 22% of companies had zero
allocation to equity at the end of xxxx. The Sample Company's equity
allocation was 18 percent.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Distribution of Custom Peers Equity Allocation

as of December xxxx
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The chart above shows the distribution of xxxx equity allocation for the 49
property casualty companies in the Custom Peer Group. The Sample
Company's equity allocation was 18 percent at the end of xxxx compared to
the median of the Custom Peer group of 22.5 percent.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Total Return vs. Equity Allocation

average over thefive-year period ended December xxxx
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This chart shows the relationship between equity allocation and total return over the five
year period ending December xxxx. Average equity commitment level explains 70

percent (R2 of .70) of total return over the last five years.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

Total Return vs. Underwriting Gain

average over thefive-year period ended December xxxx
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This chart describes the relative size and variability of underwriting gain as a
percentage of assets and return on invested assets. As expected, most companies had
underwriting losses which were offset by investment return.
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PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

METHODOLOGY

This report includes total return and other investment performance related data for
over 400 property casualty companies, each with investable assets of at least $100
million. All performance data are calculated based on market values, net of affiliate
investments, adjusted for cash flow, and are before tax. Tax-exempt bond income is
grossed-up to a pre-tax equivalent using a 35% marginal tax rate assumption and net
of the 15% dividend exclusion. This provides a meaningful comparison among
fixed-income portfolios without the bias of tax advantages on municipal bonds.
Individual property casualty companies with effective tax rates other than 35% will
realize greater or lesser value with investments in tax-exempts.



PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

ATTRIBUTION RELATIVE TO INDUSTRY SAMPLE

The Sample Company’s total return for the five-year period ended December 2001 was
7.4. The property-casualty industry average return for the same period was 6.9. This
difference of 0.5 percent is explained as follows:

Asset Allocation: The difference between The Sample Company’s equity allocation and the
industry average equity allocation multiplied by the difference between average equity
return and average fixed income return.

Asset Allocation = (23.0-5.0) * (10.3-7.0) = 0.6 percent incremental return.

Active M anagement: The difference between The Sample Company’ s return for equity
and fixed income and the industry average return for equity and fixed income, weighted
by The Sample Company’ s average allocation to each asset class over the time period.

Active Management
Fixed income =6.9-7.0 =-01
Equity =10.1-10.3 = -0.2
Totd =(.77%-0.1)+(.23*-0.2) = -0.1 percent incremental return.

Residual: The total difference in return less the explained difference.
Residual = 0.5 —(.6+ -.1) = 0.0 percent unexplained difference.

ATTRIBUTION RELATIVE TO CUSTOM PEER GROUP

The Sample Company’s total return for the five-year period ended December 2001 was
7.4. The peer group average return for the same period was 7.3. This difference of 0.1
percent is explained as follows:

Asset Allocation: The difference between The Sample Company’s equity allocation and
the peer group equity allocation multiplied by the difference between average equity
return and average fixed income return.

Asset Allocation = (23.0—-14) * (10.3-7.0) = 0.3 percent incremental return.

Active Management: The difference between Sample Company’s return for equity and
fixed income and the industry average return for equity and fixed income, weighted by
The Sample Company’ s average allocation to each asset class over the time period.

Active Management
Fixed income =6.9-7.0 =-01
Equity =10.1-10.3 = -0.2
Totd =(.77%-0.1)+(.23*-0.2)  =-0.1 percent incremental return.

Residual: The total difference in return less the explained difference.
Residua = 0.1-(0.3+-0.1) = -0.1 percent unexplained difference.



PROPERTY CASUALTY COMPANY PEER GROUP INVESTMENT COMPARISONS

CUSTOM PEER GROUP
Company Name Group Name

Peer Group Companies can be defined by the client or by

Peer Analytics based on criteria discussed with the client
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