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To: All Investors
Re: Annual Letter 2020, Letter to Investors

Dear Investors:
In 2020 Split Rock Capital Management returned 11.07% net of fees.1 Our annualized return since inception is
10.19% vs 15.32% for the S&P 500 (dividends included). $100,000 invested at inception has grown to
approximately $163,260 vs. $205,420 if invested in the S&P 500 (dividends included). 2 3 4 5

*Please refer to the disclosures (1 to 5) at the end of this letter as well as the disclaimer on the page 16
*All results have not been audited
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Chapter 1: COVID-19
2020 was a tragic year for the entire globe and our primary thoughts are with all who experienced any loss as a
result of COVID-19. It was truly an unprecedented year. We point out below, the excess deaths for various countries
in order to illustrate the horrific toll of the virus around the globe.

Figure 1: Total Deaths per Thousand (2015-2019 Average vs. 2020)6

While these numbers are not controlled for age or other factors (such as comorbidity rate, closure stringency, etc.), it
gives a decent high-level overview.7 For further context we next look below at the percentage increase in the 20152019 average all-cause mortality compared to the 2020 average for these same countries. In the case of the United
States, this 20% increase in deaths equated to an additional approximately 550,000 deaths in 2020 compared to the
2015-2019 all-cause mortality figures.

Figure 2: Increase in All-Cause Mortality (2015-2019 Average
compared to 2020)8

Split Rock Capital Management | info@splitrockcap.com | www.splitrockcap.com

3

Diving into further detail, we will next examine the course of the virus in a specific locale: New York City. From the
below graph we can see the horrifying nature and speed of the virus as it moved through New York City and enacted
a horrible toll on its residents.

Figure 3: New York City All-Cause Mortality by Week (2019 - 2020)9
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Chapter 2: General Economic and Market Conditions
While the COVID -19 virus continues to be our main concerns, we will now take a look at various market conditions
as well and how the economy has been impacted by the virus. We continue to believe that nominal G.D.P. is a
critical metric in judging the health of an economy. From the below graph we see a live look from the Hypermind
NGDP predictions (by date of prediction for full year 2020), and note just how rapidly expectations for growth
dropped as the virus moved around the globe. Actual nominal G.D.P growth ended up at a bit below -1% in 2020.

Figure 4: Nominal G.D.P. Growth Expectations for 2020 (Hypermind)10

Of course, the stock market quickly reflected this by dropping approximately 34% in less than 33 days, bottoming
out on March 23, 2020. The Federal Reserve, as well as congress, eventually acted as well. The Federal Reserve in
particular took its balance sheet from approximately $4.1 Trillion in February 2020 to over $7.7 Trillion presently.
Despite these actions, we continue to view keeping nominal G.D.P. on a 4-5% growth path as the primary purpose
of the Fed, something that clearly they did not succeed at in 2020. There are various reason for this, which we’ll
explore later. For now, we note that, in looking ahead to 2022 and 2023, we continue to see Hypermind predicting
below trend nominal G.D.P. growth based on a 4% trendline starting in 2019 (black line in below graph).

Figure 5: Nominal G.D.P. Growth 2019 - 2023 (Hypermind)11
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Next we look at the total debt to G.D.P. ratio that we first examined back in our 2017 Annual Letter.
Understandably, the debt situation across the economy was thrown into flux because of COVID-19 and the
subsequent actions taken to deal with the crisis. This ratio has come down a bit of late, but we wouldn’t be surprised
to see it remain elevated for a considerable time to come. The Federal government in particular is likely to continue
to increase its debt outstanding.

Figure 6: Total Debt-to-G.D.P. (1990 – 2021)12

Finally, we look at some unemployment figures which further reflect the low growth (and tight money) policies that
we are currently experiencing. At first glance, the improvement in the standard unemployment rate (U3 - red line at
6.2% in below graph) would warrant some optimism. However, when looking at a broader form of unemployment
(U6 – black line at 11.1% in below graph) we see the devasting effects of COVID.

Figure 7: Unemployment Rates (United States)13
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These devasting unemployment rates are further illustrated when looking at the massive drop in total workers in the
United States. There is a long way to go in this recovery. According to the below measure, to date the United States
has lost approximately 9.5 million jobs!

Figure 8: All Employees, Total Nonfarm (United States)14
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Chapter 3: Federal Reserve Policy, Interest on Reserves and Other Economic Issues
Earlier in this letter we examined how predicted NGDP growth is below trend going out to early 2024. Yet to many
pundits it appears that The Federal Reserve has done all it can. Afterall, isn’t taking the Fed’s balance sheet from
$4.1 Trillion to over $7.7 Trillion (in about a year) all that we can expect from the Fed? Our answer is a definitive
“no, they can do more”. Recently we’ve seen the Fed Funds Futures market tick up a bit, implying the Fed will be
raising rates a bit sooner than expected (though ultimately still in 2022 or so).15 In theory if the Fed waited a bit
longer to raise rates (waiting until NGDP futures got back to trend) then the United States would have better
economic growth.16 17
In addition, in past letters we’ve examined the role of interest on reserves (IOR) and how keeping the IOR rate too
high relative to short term treasuries can result in low expectations, and neutralizing any stimulatory effects of an
increase in the monetary base (MB). When commercial banks have their short-term treasuries replaced with similar
yielding reserves, these commercial banks have very little incentive to increase lending (which would increase
NGDP). There is no “hot potato”. When the IOR rate is similar to the short-term treasury yield, the potato is cold,
and NGDP growth will usually remain tepid. In the below graph, we can see the M2 money supply (black line, left
axis) has increased rapidly. Unfortunately, the M2 money velocity had decreased by a corresponding amount. From
the equation MV=PQ, we know that the Money supply (M) * Velocity (V) equates to NGDP. We can see that the
reason NGDP has stayed below trend is that, despite an increase in the money supply, the drop in velocity has
largely offset this increase in “M”.

Figure 9: M2 Money Supply vs. M2 Velocity (United States)18
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Diving further into this relationship, we note difference in the spread between short term treasuries vs. reserves in
both the pre-2008 Corridor system (left half of below graph) as well as the present floor system (right half of below
graph, also highlighted in grey). Again, with this lack of spread seen in the right half of the graph, banks will have
less incentive to lend and the economy will generally have less NGDP growth for every marginal increase in the
monetary base.

Figure 10: Monetary Policy: Corridor System vs. Floor System
(United States)19

Looking next to Japan we can also see a similar pattern of reserves yielding almost equal rates as short-term
treasuries. Given this, it’s no surprise that Japan has been stuck with low nominal G.D.P. growth over much of the
last decade.

Figure 11: Interest on Reserves vs. Short-Term Gov’t Bond Yields (Japan)20

Unfortunately, the lack of understanding of interest on reserves has led some to conclude that the monetary base
never matters (or very rarely matters, and only under much larger increases in the monetary base than what we’ve
seen. They might say “an increase in MB will only work if the Fed buys up the entire world”, etc.). We will
continue to argue against this line of reasoning. We continue to believe that the United States and other countries
would experience much faster NGDP growth with less amounts of monetary base, if only central banks would stop
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shooting themselves in the foot and commit to reducing the spread between reserves and short-term government
bond yields. George Selgin issues a related statement and thought experiment:
“IS-LM is useful enough in a recession, when prices are generally above market-clearing levels. But
imagine being taught, based upon it, that expanding the money stock lowers interest rates and raises output,
in 1981. That was my experience. I asked the prof. "Why not keep expanding “M” indefinitely? Won't that
solve all our problems? (Remember, there was no aggregate supply-schedule to determine “P”.) He said,
"Well, there's a limit." (though the diagram suggested no such thing). My hand rose again. "If there's a
limit, how do we know if it has already been reached?" At this he became noticeably irritated; and though I
can't recall his exact reply its effect was to suggest that mine was a strictly hypothetical concern. This, bear
in mind, happened while both the CPI inflation rate and nominal interest rates were in double-digits! THAT
was my introduction to IS-LM. So pardon me, Paul Krugman, for not embracing IS-LM then, and for
hoping your readers won't rush to embrace it now.”21
Many of the pundits claiming the impotency of monetary policy next (somewhat understandably) look to fiscal
policy or other measures in order to stoke economic (N.G.D.P) growth. While fiscal policy can have its place,
especially given the horrible economic conditions and hardships witnesses since the onset of COVID, one should be
careful in what to expect from fiscal policy. All else being equal, fiscal policy can marginally increase growth,
however its far from a guarantee. Monetary policy is the main driver and usually must accompany fiscal policy if an
economy is to grow NGDP at a healthy rate. The past year (and we believe future years) are a good demonstration of
this scenario: there have been massive fiscal deficits run across the globe, yet we see very little correlation to NGDP
growth (again, monetary offset rules the day). Using data from The Economist, in the below graph we look at the
correlations between NGDP and budget deficits. Expecting fiscal policy to be the sole or even primary lever to stoke
NGDP growth is misplaced.

Figure 12: Budget Deficits vs. Nominal G.D.P. Growth (2020)22

In general (given that most of the economy was shut down in early 2020) we are in favor of many of the early fiscal
measures taken during the pandemic. That said, there will eventually come a time (some would argue we’ve passed
this time) when fiscal policy is no longer a net benefit. Scott Sumner in particular has recently noted his thoughts on
fiscal policy:
“I don’t think the fiscal stimulus is a good idea, but not because I expect much inflation. The inflation rate
will be determined by the Fed. Rather it’s a reckless policy because it will lead to higher tax rates in the
future and won’t do much to generate growth beyond Q3.”23
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Treasury Yields (1936 to 1954)
In this section we will change course and examine why 10-year treasury bond yields were seemingly so far below
inflation during and after World War II. First let’s look at the 10-year treasury yield from the mid-1930s to the mid1950s. We’ll also look at the subsequent 10-year inflation rate as well as subsequent 10-year NGDP growth from the
specific date. We believe smoothing out inflation over many years is important, as the one-year inflation rates were
quite high and volatile (8.5% in 1946, 14.5% in 1947 and 7.75% in 1948). One of the most critical factors to note is
that from 1942 to 1947: “The reserve banks agreed to purchase treasury bills at an interest rate of three-eighths of a
percent per year, substantially below the typical peacetime rate of 2 to 4 percent.”24

Figure 13: Bond Yields, Inflation and Nominal G.D.P. Growth
Surrounding the World War II Era25

In looking at this graph we notice that in the early 1940s the 10-year yield was about 4% below the subsequent 10year annualized inflation rate. While this is a large discrepancy, we push back against the idea that it was solely the
Fed buying that was suppressing the 10-year yield. Other factors such as a patriotic government push to buy bonds,
the low inflation implied by the quasi gold standard, as well as uncertainty about the outcome of the war could have
played a role in bond yields during this time. Furthermore, there’s also some error and uncertainty about what the
future holds. Afterall, subsequent 10-year inflation was below the then current 10-year bond yield starting in the
1950s. While there may have been significant suppression of rates, it’s wrong to say the Fed completely controlled
bond yields. When we look at the Fed’s ownership of total debt outstanding (in graph below), the obvious question
arises: why did other owners of outstanding bonds accept such seemingly low interest rates? If these private owners
of government debt thought inflation was going to average 20% a year forever, would they really have traded 10year government bonds in the free market at 2-3% yields? Unlikely in our opinion, despite any efforts by the Fed to
peg yields.

Split Rock Capital Management | info@splitrockcap.com | www.splitrockcap.com

11

Figure 14: Federal Reserve Balance Sheet as Percent of Government
Debt Outstanding26

Instead, the bond yields of the 1940s, while a bit low given subsequent economic growth, were largely in line with
what normally would be expected. The yields were not an order of magnitude off by any stretch of the imagination,
and these yields largely show that the free market was determining the bond yields, not the Fed. Yes, the yields
would likely have been a bit higher if the Fed had not coordinated with the Treasury, but we still argue it was largely
the free market determining yields before, during and after World War II. This is relevant today because of the
increased talk of “yield curve control”. Many pundits say yield curve control will somehow stoke economic growth.
Our views are largely in line with The Economist when they noted: “(Yield-curve control) is an excuse for the
central bank to buy less (securities)".27 If a central bank decides to peg 10-year yields at close to 0% like in Japan or
even 1-2%, then the most likely result is that actual NGDP will remain tepid as the central bank ends up injecting
less and less money into the system. Yield curve control can work for short periods of time, as in World War 2, but
it is hardly a long-term solution to increasing NGDP.
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Footnotes and Sources
1

Assumes a 1% annual management fee. Not included in these calculations is an approximately $200 charge per
account per year for fixed costs (minimum account fees, trading commissions, etc.). Split Rock Capital Management
runs various separately managed accounts. While the strategy is the same, due to differing start dates, etc, the
various accounts can have differing holdings and therefore differing performance numbers. While over the long term
we expect these differences to even out, over the short run that can vary meaningfully. That said, on inception date,
we started an initial portfolio (our only account at the time) which we have always, and will continue to use, as our
tracking portfolio. To maintain consistency, and remove any selection bias, all historical performance numbers are
from solely this account, regardless if the other accounts outperform or underperform this main tracking account in
the past or going forward. Above performance numbers are from our original portfolio account. This was the only
account setup as of our 12/15/2015 inception date, and the only account that has been continually open since
inception.
2
Includes dividends. Please note that these “S&P 500” numbers use SP500TR. The performance numbers may very
slightly from the official S&P 500 performance numbers listed elsewhere on a year to year basis. However, over
time, the differences should cancel out. For example, our SP500TR numbers for 2016 was 21.87% which was
slightly above the official 21.83% for the S&P 500. However, in 2018 the differences largely evened out, with our
SP500TR reporting a return of -4.41% while the official S&P 500 return was -4.38%. The differences in annual
returns are largely canceled out over the entire 2-year time frame, and we expect differences between the two
performance metrics to be even less of longer periods of time.
Also please note: Split Rock Capital Management runs various separately managed accounts. While the strategy is
the same, due to differing start dates, etc., the various accounts can have differing holdings and therefore differing
performance numbers. While over the long term we expect these differences to even out, over the short run that can
vary meaningfully. That said, on inception date, we started an initial portfolio (our only account at the time) which
we have always, and will continue to use, as our tracking portfolio. To maintain consistency, and remove any
selection bias, all historical performance numbers are from solely this account, regardless if the other accounts
outperform or underperform this main tracking account in the past or going forward.
3
Assumes a 1% annual management fee. Not included in these calculations is an approximately $200 charge per
account per year for fixed costs (account fees, trading commissions, etc.). Split Rock Capital Management runs
various separate accounts. While the strategy is the same, due to differing start dates, etc., the various accounts can
have differing holdings and therefore differing performance numbers. While over the long term we expect these
differences to even out, over the short run that can vary meaningfully. That said, on inception date, we started an
initial portfolio (our only account at the time) which we have, and will continue to use, as our tracking portfolio. To
maintain consistency, and remove any selection bias, all historical performance numbers are from solely this
account, regardless if the other accounts outperform or underperform this main tracking account. Above
performance numbers are from our original portfolio account. This was the only account setup as of our 12/15/2015
inception date, and the only account that has been continually open since inception.
4
Assumes a 1% annual management fee. Not included in these calculations is an approximately $200 charge per
account per year for fixed costs (account fees, trading commissions, etc.). Split Rock Capital Management runs
various separate accounts. While the strategy is the same, due to differing start dates, etc., the various accounts can
have differing holdings and therefore differing performance numbers. While over the long term we expect these
differences to even out, over the short run that can vary meaningfully. That said, on inception date, we started an
initial portfolio (our only account at the time) which we have, and will continue to use, as our tracking portfolio. To
maintain consistency, and remove any selection bias, all historical performance numbers are from solely this
account, regardless if the other accounts outperform or underperform this main tracking account. Above
performance numbers are from our original portfolio account. This was the only account setup as of our 12/15/2015
inception date, and the only account that has been continually open since inception.”
5
Partial year only; from inception date of 12/15/2015 to 12/31/2015.
6
Source: https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/excess-mortality-raw-death-count
7
Please note: It appears that the calculation for “stringency” has changed since last fall. See data as of October 2020
here compared to data as of February 2021 here.
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Source: https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/excess-mortality-raw-death-count
Sources: https://data.cdc.gov/NCHS/Weekly-Counts-of-Deaths-by-State-and-Select-Causes/3yf8-kanr ;
https://data.cdc.gov/NCHS/Weekly-Counts-of-Deaths-by-State-and-Select-Causes/muzy-jte6 ;
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/COVID-19_pandemic_in_New_York_City ; https://archive.is/OcTwk
10
Sources: https://predict.hypermind.com/dash/dash/dash.html?list=main
11
Sources: https://predict.hypermind.com/dash/dash/dash.html?list=main
12
Source: FRED series: “ Households and Nonprofit Organizations; Debt Securities and Loans; Liability,
Level+Nonfinancial Business; Debt Securities and Loans; Liability, Level+State and Local Governments; Debt
Securities and Loans; Liability, Level+Federal Government; Debt Securities and Loans; Liability, Level+Domestic
Financial Sectors; Debt Securities and Loans; Liability, Level)/Gross Domestic Product”
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/graph/?graph_id=316529
13
Sources: https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/UNRATE ; https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/U6RATE
14
Sources: https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/PAYEMS
15
Other Sources: https://twitter.com/TimmerFidelity/status/1374725500338376716 ; https://archive.is/0iSgY ;
https://twitter.com/LizAnnSonders/status/1375061145413951490 ; https://archive.is/t6QI6
16
We’d also note that under a corridor system, the real Fed Funds Rate (Fred series: “BOGZ1FL072052006Q”
minus FRED series: “CPIAUCSL”) is a decent indicator in Fed Policy. When the Real Fed Funds rate is negative (it
reached -5% or so a few times in the 1970s and 1980s, then it can be guessed that Fed Policy is fairly easy.
Conversely, Paul Volker brought the Real Fed Funds Rate up to 9% in the early 1980s when he was tightening
monetary policy!
*Jeremy Siegel also recently commented on (real) interest rates during this high inflation period: “The Fed fell
victim to a phenomenon I refer to as the “nominal interest rate illusion”. The Fed hiked rates to 8% (over 11% FFR
in 1974, and then again in 1979) thinking they were tightening their policy, but inflation was running 10-12%, so
that real interest rates were going down and the Fed was still too loose. The Fed was not focused on real interest
rates back in in that period, but that changed with Paul Volcker who pushed rates up to 20% and that brought
inflation down.” Source: https://www.wisdomtree.com/-/media/us-media-files/documents/resource-library/weeklycommentary/siegel-weeklycommentary.pdf?elqTrackId=537ec4e3bd1d4ada99309ebabb44cd5f&elq=c464f9df74e04f24b29f4748a8d8b46e&el
qaid=9455&elqat=1&elqCampaignId=5446
*Of late, the Real Fed Funds Rate has been negative and yet growth and inflation have been relatively low. A main
difference is the Fed’s policy of paying Interest on Reserves (which did not do the last time the real Fed Funds Rate
was this far in negative territory). The Real Fed Funds Rate is not an absolute indicator of monetary policy (that
indicator is N.G.D.P.), but is only a hint.
17
Irving Fisher also addressed the real rate of interest and its relation to an expanding or contracting money supply:
“For (Irving) Fisher, the difference between the short run and the long run comes from something he called “money
illusion,” meaning the inability of firms and households to distinguish between nominal and real interest rates. He
emphasized that the nominal rate of interest that equates borrowing and lending will normally adjust for any
inflation that is expected to reduce the value of money, but that adjustment will usually be incomplete. An expansion
of the money supply therefore tends to cause a fall in the real rate of interest (the nominal rate minus inflation)
below its equilibrium level, and vice versa for a contraction of the money supply. In Fisher’s model, monetary
fluctuation causes real interest rate fluctuation, and that’s what causes business cycles. He concludes that the right
monetary policy can stabilize business cycles by controlling the money supply in order to stabilize the level of
prices.” Source: Source: Kindle location 3732 of “Fischer Black and the Revolutionary Idea of Finance” by Perry
Mehrling
18
Sources: https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/M2SL ; https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/M2V
19
Sources: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-ecb-policy-rates-explainer/explainer-how-does-negative-interestrates-policy-work-idUSKCN1VY1D2 ;
https://www.federalreserve.gov/monetarypolicy/files/FOMC20100121memo01.pdf ;
https://www.investing.com/rates-bonds/japan-3-month-bond-yield-historical-data ;
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Negative_interest_on_excess_reserves#Japan ;
https://www.forbes.com/sites/advisoruk/2020/07/02/how-would-negative-interest-rates-affect-yourfinances/#7a2346f15170 ; http://archive.is/LCAqc
20
Sources: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-ecb-policy-rates-explainer/explainer-how-does-negative-interestrates-policy-work-idUSKCN1VY1D2 ;
9
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https://www.federalreserve.gov/monetarypolicy/files/FOMC20100121memo01.pdf ;
https://www.investing.com/rates-bonds/japan-3-month-bond-yield-historical-data ;
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Negative_interest_on_excess_reserves#Japan ;
https://www.forbes.com/sites/advisoruk/2020/07/02/how-would-negative-interest-rates-affect-yourfinances/#7a2346f15170 ; http://archive.is/LCAqc
21
Source: https://archive.is/93L5C
22
Source: https://www.economist.com/economic-indicators/2021/02/11/economic-data-commodities-and-markets
23
Source: https://www.themoneyillusion.com/mms-mmters-larry-summers-young-tweeters-andpoliticians/?utm_source=dlvr.it&utm_medium=twitter ; https://archive.is/UJEKO
24
“To keep the costs of the war reasonable, the Treasury asked the Federal Reserve to peg interest rates at low
levels. The Reserve Banks agreed to purchase Treasury bills at an interest rate of three-eighths of a percent per year,
substantially below the typical peacetime rate of 2 to 4 percent. The interest-rate peg became effective in July 1942
and lasted through June 1947. The Reserve Banks reduced their discount rate to 1 percent and created a preferential
rate of one-half percent for loans secured by short-term government obligations, substantially below the 3 to 7
percent that had been common during the 1920s. All of the Reserve Banks implemented these rates in the spring of
1942. The rates remained in effect until January 1948” Source: https://archive.is/QkF6w
25
Sources: https://www.measuringworth.com/usgdp/ ; http://www.econ.yale.edu/~shiller/data.htm
26
Sources: https://fiscaldata.treasury.gov/datasets/historical-debt-outstanding/historical-debt-outstanding ;
https://www.stlouisfed.org/publications/regional-economist/january-2014/the-rise-and-eventual-fall-in-the-fedsbalance-sheet
27
https://twitter.com/SplitRockMgmt/status/1287764763863330817
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General Disclaimer and Release:
FOR INSTITUTIONAL OR REGISTERED REPRESENTATIVE USE ONLY. NOT FOR PUBLIC USE OR
VIEWING.
Nothing contained in this letter constitutes tax, legal, insurance or investment advice, or the recommendation of or
an offer to sell, or the solicitation of an offer to buy or invest in, any investment product, vehicle, service or
instrument. Such an offer or solicitation may only be made by delivery to a prospective investor of formal offering
materials, including subscription or account documents or forms, which include detailed discussions of the terms of
the respective product, vehicle, service or instrument, including the principal risk factors that might impact such a
purchase or investment, and which should be reviewed carefully by any such investor before making the decision to
invest. Articles, reports, fact sheets and media content either linked to or found in this letter are provided for
informational purposes only and in no way should be considered a recommendation of any particular investment
product, vehicle, service or instrument or the rendering of investment advice, which must always be evaluated by a
prospective investor in consultation with his or her own financial adviser and in light of his or her own
circumstances, including the investor's investment horizon, appetite for risk, and ability to withstand a potential loss
of some or all of an investment's value. Investing is an inherently risky activity, and investors must always be
prepared to potentially lose some or all of an investment's value. Past performance is, of course, no guarantee of
future results. Views represented are subject to change at the sole discretion of Split Rock Capital Management,
LLC (“Split Rock”, “SRCML”). Split Rock Capital Management, LLC does not undertake to advise you of any
changes in the views expressed herein.
Statements in this letter that reflect projections or expectations of future financial or economic performance of the
markets in general are forward-looking statements. Actual results or events may differ materially from those
projected, estimated, assumed or anticipated in any such forward-looking statements. Important factors that could
result in such differences, in addition to the other factors noted with such forward-looking statements, include
general economic conditions such as inflation, recession and interest rates.
Split Rock Capital Management, LLC is not responsible for any liabilities resulting from errors contained in this
communication. Split Rock will not notify you of any errors that it identifies at a later date.
An investment in any product managed or offered by Split Rock Capital Management, LLC may be deemed
speculative and is not intended as a complete investment program. It is designed only for sophisticated persons who
are able to bear the risk of the substantial impairment or loss of their investment in the Fund. Products managed or
offered by Split Rock Capital Management, LLC are designed for investors who do not require regular current
income and who can accept a certain degree of risk in their investments.
Index Descriptions:
The following descriptions, while believed to be accurate, are in some cases abbreviated versions of more detailed or
comprehensive definitions available from the sponsors or originators of the respective indices. Anyone interested in
such further details is free to consult each such sponsor’s or originator’s website. The past performance of an index
is not a guarantee of future results. Each index reflects an unmanaged universe of securities without any deduction
for advisory fees or other expenses that would reduce actual returns, as well as the reinvestment of all income and
dividends. An actual investment in the securities included in the index would require an investor to incur transaction
costs, which would lower the performance results. Indices are not actively managed and investors cannot invest
directly in the indices. S&P 500®: Standard & Poor’s (S&P) 500® Index. The S&P 500® Index is an unmanaged,
capitalization-weighted index designed to measure the performance of the broad US economy through changes in
the aggregate market value of 500 stocks representing all major industries
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