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BOARD OF REGENTS 
BRIEFING PAPER 

1. AGENDA ITEM TITLE:  Management of Investment Portfolios

MEETING DATE: June 30th, 2021

2. BACKGROUND & POLICY CONTEXT OF ISSUE:
The Investment Committee primarily oversees and provides guidance on the management of NSHE’s investment 
portfolio. At the March 25th Investment Committee meeting, NSHE Chief Financial Officer, Andrew Clinger, provided 
the Committee with relevant background material and an overview of the Committee’s oversight duties. Furthermore, at 
the request of Chair Carter, Mr. Clinger provided an overview of NSHE’s investment activities, and more specifically, the 
structure and managing of NSHE’s Endowment and Operating Pools.  

NSHE’s Endowment pool is currently managed by two outsourced chief investment officers (OCIOs), Russell 
Investments and Cambridge Associates, respectively. According to the National Association of College and University 
Business Officers – Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association of America’s 2020 Study of Endowments, 41 percent of 
674 survey respondents reported using an OCIO, up from 34 percent in FY2010. Also, roughly 43 percent of the 82 
schools with endowments between $251 million and $500 million use an OCIO (NSHE’s endowment falls within this 
category on the lower end). Approximately 56 percent of the166 schools with endowments between $101 million and 
$250 million reported using an OCIO to manage investments (NSHE’s endowment falls within this category on the 
higher end). Although the number of schools using OCIOs has increased over the last 10 years based on 2020 survey 
results, more than half of all survey respondents choose to manage their investments internally.  

At the March 25th Investment Committee meeting, representatives from Russell Investments and Cambridge Associates 
presented a report on asset allocation and investment returns for the Pooled Endowment Fund as of February 28, 2021. 
Cambridge Associates also presented a report on asset allocation and investment returns for the Pooled Operating Fund as 
of February 28, 2021. Recently, Committee members reviewed performance of the OCIO managed assets rates of return 
in comparison to the University Foundations’ rates of returns. As part of the discussion, the Committee discussed the 
current management of the NSHE investment portfolio as well as other potential management options to determine which 
option would best benefit the NSHE investment pool moving forward. 

Materials included as part of the discussion are the following: 
• Management of Investment Portfolios Presentation
• OCIO Model – Endowment Comparative Data 12.31.20
• UNR Foundation Investment Management Estimated Costs
• UNLV Foundation Investment Staffing Costs 6.21.21
• 2020 NTSE Final Report – 3.6.21
• FY2020 NACUBO Endowment Investment Management Fee

Data
• PERS Investment Management Cost Report FY2020

3. SPECIFIC ACTIONS BEING RECOMMENDED OR REQUESTED:
Based on the Committee’s ongoing discussions regarding the current management of the NSHE investment portfolio, the 
following are potential management options for the Committee to consider regarding the future management of NSHE’s 
investments.  

• Continue the contract with Russell Investments and Cambridge Associates and approve extending in accordance
with the terms and conditions in the contracts;

• Terminate the contract(s) of Russell Investments and/or Cambridge Associates in accordance with the terms and
conditions of the contracts;

• Direct Staff to begin the Request for Proposals process to potentially hire new Outsourced Chief Investment
Officer(s);

• Direct Staff to begin the process to transfer the investment duties in-house and provide the Chief Financial
Officer the authority to hire appropriate staff; or
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• Direct Staff to continue researching and analyzing information to bring back before the Committee at a future
meeting.

4. IMPETUS (WHY NOW?):
In evaluating the fees associated with using the OCIO investment management model, as well as the ongoing 
performance of NSHE’s investments in general, the Committee has requested information on other potential investment 
management options. 

5. CHECK THE NSHE STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL THAT IS SUPPORTED BY THIS REQUEST:
  Access (Increase participation in post-secondary education) 
  Success (Increase student success) 
  Close the Achievement Gap (Close the achievement gap among underserved student populations) 
  Workforce (Collaboratively address the challenges of the workforce and industry education needs of Nevada) 
  Research (Co-develop solutions to the critical issues facing 21st century Nevada and raise the overall  

research profile) 
  Not Applicable to NSHE Strategic Plan Goals 

INDICATE HOW THE PROPOSAL SUPPORTS THE SPECIFIC STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL 
N/A 

6. BULLET POINTS TO SUPPORT REQUEST/RECOMMENDATION:
• Recently, Committee members reviewed performance of the OCIO managed assets rates of return in comparison

to the University Foundations’ rates of returns.

• As part of ongoing discussions regarding the managing of NSHE’s investment portfolio, the Committee has
requested that other potential management options be researched to determine which option would best benefit
the NSHE investment portfolio moving forward.

7. POTENTIAL ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE REQUEST/RECOMMENDATION:
N/A 

8. ALTERNATIVE(S) TO WHAT IS BEING REQUESTED/RECOMMENDED:
N/A 

9. RECOMMENDATION FROM THE CHANCELLOR’S OFFICE:

10. COMPLIANCE WITH BOARD POLICY:
  Consistent With Current Board Policy:   Title #____   Chapter #_____   Section #____ 
  Amends Current Board Policy:     Title #_____   Chapter #_____  Section #_______ 
  Amends Current Procedures & Guidelines Manual:   Chapter #____  Section #_____ 
  Other:________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  Fiscal Impact:        Yes_____      No _______ 

 Explain:_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Nevada System of Higher Education

Management of Investment 
Portfolios

Board of Regents
Investment Committee 

June 30, 2021
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Today’s Presentation
 OCIO Model – NSHE Annual Investment Management Fees/Costs

 UNR Foundation Investment Management Costs & Summary of

Investment Activities

 UNLV Foundation Investment Management Costs

 NACUBO 2020 Study of Endowments Highlights

 NSHE Estimated In-house Investment Management Staffing Costs
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OCIO Model 

NSHE Annual 
Investment 
Management 
Fees/Costs

CAMBRIDGE  ASSOCIATES 
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OCIO Model

NSHE Annual 
Investment 
Management 
Fees/Costs

RUSSELL INVESTMENTS* 

*The annual total, which also includes investment advisor fees, is
based on all invoices received in Calendar Year 2020, which is the
most recent completed year of contracted service.

Time Period Invoiced Fees
Jan-Mar 2020 May-20 $167,304.09
Apr-Jun 2020 Aug-20 $159,530.49

July-Sept 2020 Nov-20 $164,971.80
Oct-Dec 2020 Jan-21 $174,080.55
Annual Total $665,886.93
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UNR Foundation 
In-House Investment 
Management Costs

 Percentages depict amount of time each individual
employee dedicates to investment management job
duties

 Three Assistant Controllers for crossover training due
to one retiring on 6/30/21

 All positions listed are UNR employees since the UNR
Foundation has no employees of its own

 Salaries and Benefits % of Time Estimated Costs
 AVP of Finance & Operations 20% $39,054.60
 Controller 20% $24,825.00
 Assistant Controller 1 30% $36,036.12
 Assistant Controller 2 20% $17,514.85
 Assistant Controller 3 20% $16,644.80
 Total Salaries and Benefits 110% $134,075.37
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UNR Foundation 
In-House Investment 
Management Costs

Other Operating 
Functions Cost   Explanation of Service Provided
 Consultant $120,000.00   Investment consulting
 Consultant $100,000.00   Private capital services
 Consultant $10,000.00   Estimate of consulant incidentals (travel to attend meetings)
 Legal Services $25,762.50   57.25 hours at $450/hour
 Consultant $3,856.00   Financial consultant for tax implications of off shore investment
 Software $0   Endowment Manager - would have with OCIO, so not included
 Office Supplies $0   Miscellaneous - not of significance (might be more paper, binders)
 Total Operating 
 Cost $259,618.50

Function Cost 
Salaries and Benefits $134,075.00

Operating $259,619.00
Total All Functions $393,694.00
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UNR Foundation 
Summary of 
Investment Activities

 UNR Foundation is currently participating in approximately 40 investment funds

 Capital calls, distributions, dividends and management fee payments happen throughout the year and
average roughly 45 transactions a quarter

 Transactions take approximately 10% FTE

 Foundation also sells and buys CDs and U.S. Treasuries, and transfers funds throughout the year

 Reconciling all investment accounts takes approximately 80 hours each quarter, but foundation believes
such would also be required with an OCIO

 Completing new investment subscription paperwork for approximately 5 new investments each year
takes about 100 hours to complete

 Calculating the estimated annual spending, actual quarterly spending and management fees takes about
10 hours each quarter

 Reviewing various reconciliations, spending calculations, new investment paperwork, and daily wire
transfers (in and out) while answering questions and completing the additional work associated with
compiling such information for the annual audit and 990 takes approximately 20% of the Controller’s FTE

 High level reviews of entire investment/endowment related functions, investigation and research of tax
and reporting implications, liaison with Foundation Executive Director and the UNRF Board of Trustee
Investment Committee is primarily handled by the AVP of Finance at 20% of position’s FTE
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UNLV Foundation 
In-House Investment 
Management Costs

Salaries & Benefits Percent of Time Costs 
SAVP/CFO 50% $212,000
Director of Accounting 50% $85,000
Administrative Assistant 50% $70,000
Total Salaries and Benefits 150% $367,000
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UNLV Foundation 
In-House Investment 
Management Costs

 Other Operating Expenditures Costs Explanation of Service Provided
 Consultant $150,000 Investment Management
 Software $10,000 Funddriver
 Total $160,000

Function Costs
Salaries and Benefits $367,000
Operating $160,000
Total All Functions $527,000

06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 
Page 11 of 232



10

 41 percent of 674 survey respondents reported using an OCIO (*Page 131 of Study Report)

 Percentage is up from 34% in FY2010 according to NACUBO research and policy staff

 Roughly 43 percent of the 82 schools with endowments between $251 million and $500 million use an OCIO to
management investments (NSHE’s endowment falls within this category on the lower end) *Page 131 of Study
Report

 Roughly 56 percent of the 166 schools with endowments between $101 million and $250 million reported using
an OCIO to manage investments (NSHE’s endowment falls within this category on the higher end) *Page 131 of
Study Report

 In the $251 million to $500 million endowment size category, there were 21 institutions who reported using an
OCIO who also provided management fee data in their responses (FY2020 NACUBO Endowment Investment
Management Fee Data table)

 On average, these schools paid about $1.96 million in TOTAL fees (includes the OCIO fee and any other fees
paid for investment management)

 The average fee was roughly 0.56% of the total endowment market value (or assets under management)

 The median fee paid was about $1.52 million (0.485% of the endowment market value)

 Also, in the $251 million to $500 million size category, there were 25 institutions who did NOT use an OCIO
who also provided management fee data in their responses

 Among these schools, the average fee paid was about $1.92 million, while the median was $1.14 million

 The average fee paid represented roughly 0.51% of the endowment market value, while the median fee paid
represented roughly 0.4% of the endowment market value

 Note: Survey collects data on fees paid, but may not fully account for any salaries and benefits paid by
institutions to internal staff who manage investments. Therefore, fees paid by institutions who do not us an
OCIO might be underestimated.

NACUBO-TIAA
2020 Study of 
Endowments 
Highlights 
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* NACUBO-
TIAA
2020 Study of
Endowments
Highlights

 In the $101 million to $250 million endowment size category, 53 institutions who
reported using an OCIO also provided management fee data in their responses

 On average, these schools paid about $756,000 in TOTAL fees (includes the OCIO fee
and any other fees paid for investment management)

 The average fee was roughly 0.52% of the total endowment market value (or assets
under management)

 The median fee paid was about $666,470 (0.356% of the endowment market value)

 Also, in the $101 million to $250 million size category, 36 institutions who did NOT use
an OCIO provided management fee data in their responses

 Among these schools, the average fee paid was about $1.08 million, while the median
was $985,000.

 The average fee paid represented roughly 0.588% of the endowment market value,
while the median fee paid was about 0.56% of the endowment market value.

* Information taken FY2020 NACUBO Endowment Investment Management Fee Data table.
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 Number one reason why schools switch to in-house investment
management is due to OCIOs cookie cutter approach

 Schools with larger endowments want more control on what they
invest in

 In-house management allows schools to further customize their
investment strategies towards their specific needs and exercise
greater direct control over their largest financial assets

 Greatest challenge that schools face when switching to in-house
managing of investment portfolios is associated costs

 If schools want to manage their own endowments, they must hire
staff and pay other setup expenses

Ken Redd
NACUBO - Senior Director of 
Research and Policy Analysis
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NSHE Estimated In-
house Investment 
Management 
Staffing Costs

 Salary data found at https://www.higheredjobs.com/salary/salaryDisplay.cfm?SurveyID=53

 Data collected in the 2019-2020 Administrators in Higher Education Survey conducted by
The College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA-HR).

 Findings reflect aggregate salary information from 1,160 institutions for 202 executive and
senior-level administrative positions.

Median College/University Chief Investment Officer Salaries 
06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 

Page 15 of 232

https://www.higheredjobs.com/salary/salaryDisplay.cfm?SurveyID=53


14

 According to the NVPERS CIO, job largely encompasses the role that Russell and
Cambridge is serving in for NSHE

 NVPERS CIO is responsible for all aspects of PERS’ investment program including
asset allocation, investment operations, compliance, research, manager oversight and
implementation of PERS’ investment strategy

 During the 2021 legislative session, the legislature approved a new investment officer
alongside the NVPERS CIO to help manage PERS’s $54 billion in assets

 New position comes with a base annual salary of $189,222 along with benefits, paid for
by PERS administration fees

 According to investment management cost data provided by PERS, their consulting
costs totaled $756,371 in FY 20

NSHE Estimated In-
house Investment 
Management 
Staffing Costs

Nevada Specific Annual Salary & Benefits Examples 

Organization  Position Estimated Salaries and Benefits Costs Only
Nevada PERS Chief Investment Officer $221,761
UNR Foundation Various $134,075
UNLV Foundation Various $367,000
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NSHE Estimated In-
house Investment 
Management 
Staffing Costs

Nevada PERS Staffing & Returns 
 PERS currently has an executive staff of just three employees

 Executive Officer
 Operations Officer
 Chief Investment Officer

 Despite having a skeleton staff, the pension fund has consistently and
easily surpassed its 7.5% long-term return target

 The fund has returned 9.6% annualized since its inception and over the
past 10 years, and it has returned 10.9% and 10.6% over the past five
and three years, respectively

 As of the end of 2020, Nevada PERS’ asset allocation was 44.8% in
US stocks, 23.8% in bonds, 20.1% in international stocks, 6.3% in
private equity, 4.5% in private real estate, and 0.4% in cash.

 https://www.ai-cio.com/news/nevada-pers-to-add-another-investment-
officer/

 https://thenevadaindependent.com/article/lawmakers-approve-doubling-
size-of-state-pension-plans-investment-team-to-two
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NSHE Estimated In-
house Investment 
Management 
Staffing Costs

*Based on NVPERS salary and benefits data

Position Cost 
Chief Investment Officer $220,000
Deputy/Assistant Chief Investment Officer $190,000
Total $410,000

NSHE Estimated In-house Salary & Benefits Costs
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Potential Investment Management Options 
 Continue the contract with Cambridge Associates and Russell Investments and

approve extending in accordance with the terms and conditions in the contracts;

 Terminate the contract(s) of Cambridge Associates and/or Russell Investments in
accordance with the terms and conditions of the contracts;

 Direct Staff to begin the Request for Proposals process to potentially hire new
Outsourced Chief Investment Officer(s);

 Direct Staff to begin the process to transfer the investment duties in-house and provide
the Chief Financial Officer the authority to hire appropriate staff; or

 Direct Staff to continue researching and analyzing information to bring back before the
Committee at a future meeting.
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Questions
Andrew Clinger

Chief Financial Officer
Nevada System of Higher Education

aclinger@nshe.nevada.edu
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NSHE Investment Committee
Endowment Comparative Data for Period Ending 12/31/2020

A. Asset Allocation - Actual Allocations as of 12/31/2020 NSHE UNLVF UNRF
US Equity 10.9%
Global Equity 25.0%
International Developed Equity 6.0%
Emerging Markets Equity 4.2%
Marketable Alternatives/Diversifiers 14.3%
Private Equity/Venture Capital - NAVs as of 6/30/2020 14.0%
Marketable Real Assets (includes REITS, commodities, 

 natural resource equities & TIPS)
8.4%

Private Real Assets (includes real estate, energy &
 natural resources) - NAVs as of 6/30/2020 3.3%

Fixed Income (Bonds & Cash) 13.9%
100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Assets Under Management (AUM) (millions) $293.3

B. 5 Years of Historical Returns NSHE

NSHE w/out 
Russell3

NSHE - Russell 
Investments UNLVF UNRF

July-Dec FY 20-211 19.5% 21.8% 14.8%
FY 19-20 -2.0% -0.2% -4.1% 4.0% 0.2%
FY 18-19 5.4% 6.5% 3.1% 4.7% 6.8%
FY 17-18 8.1% 8.7% 6.3% 7.7% 7.2%
FY 16-17 12.4% 13.1% n/a 11.6% 9.3%
FY 15-16 -2.8% -2.8% n/a 0.3% 2.2%

C. Average Annual Compound Rate of Return1 NSHE

NSHE w/out 
Russell3

NSHE - Russell 
Investments UNLVF UNRF

3 Years Ended 12/31/2020 7.6% 9.3% 4.4%
3.75 Years Ended 12/31/2020 (NSHE OCIO track record) 8.8% 10.4% 5.8%
5 Years Ended 12/31/2020 9.0% 10.4% n/a
10 Years Ended 12/31/2020 7.0% 7.7% n/a

D. Annualized Standard Deviation (Volatility) of
Quarterly Returns1 NSHE

NSHE w/out 
Russell3

NSHE - Russell 
Investments UNLVF UNRF

3 Years Ended 12/31/2020 16.4% 17.3% 15.9%
3.75 Years Ended 3/31/2021 (NSHE OCIO track record) 14.6% 15.3% 14.2%
5 Years Ended 12/31/2020 12.7% 13.3% n/a
10 Years Ended 12/31/2020 10.9% 11.3% n/a

E. Sharpe Ratio2 NSHE

NSHE w/out 
Russell3

NSHE - Russell 
Investments UNLVF UNRF

3 Years Ended 12/31/2020 0.43 0.51 0.25 #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
3.75 Years Ended 3/31/2021 (NSHE OCIO track record) 0.55 0.63 0.37 #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
5 Years Ended 12/31/2020 0.66 0.73 n/a #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
10 Years Ended 12/31/2020 0.62 0.66 n/a #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

¹ All data include private investment Net Asset Values as of and returns through 12/31/2020.

2 Sharpe Ratio: The amount of return over the risk-free rate that can be expected for each unit of risk accepted. To calculate this number, the formulas in section E subtract the average T-bill return (risk
free return) from the portfolio's average return and then divide by the portfolio's standard deviation.

3 Reweights NSHE sleeve returns with Legacy Assets at actual weight, and Cambridge Associates Managed returns for balance of portfolio.
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Salaries and Benefits % of Time Estimated Costs
AVP of Finance & Operations 20% 39,055$   
Controller 20% 24,825   
Assistant Controller 1 30% 36,036   
Assistant Controller 2 20% 17,515   note we have three Asst Controllers for crossover training as one is retiring 6/30/21
Assistant Controller 3 20% 16,645   
Administrative Assistant 0% -  

Total Salaries and Fringe 110% 134,075$   

Other Operating Expenditures Explanation of Service Provided
Consultant 120,000$   Wilshire investment consulting
Consultant 100,000  Wilshire private capital services
Consultant 10,000   estimate of Wilshire incidentals (travel to attend meetings)
Legal Services 25,763   57.25 hours at $450/hour
Consultant 3,856  Financial consultant for tax implications of off shore investment
Software Endowment Manager - we would have with OCIO so not included
Office Supplies Miscellaneous- not of significance (might be more paper, binders)

Total Operating 259,619  

Total Cost 393,694$   

Estimated Cost of Managing Investments
UNR Foundation
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Salaries and Benefits % of Time Estimated Costs
SAVP/CFO 50% 212,000$   
Director of Accounting 50% 85,000  
Administrative Assistant 50% 70,000  

Total Salaries and Fringe 150% 367,000$   

Other Operating Expenditures Explanation of Service Provided
Consultant 150,000$   Investment Management
Software 10,000  Funddriver

Total Operating 160,000 

Total Cost 527,000$   

Estimated Cost of Managing Investments
UNLV Foundation
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2020 NACUBO-TIAA  
Study of Endowments
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2020 
NACUBO-TIAA  
Study of Endowments

Annual report from the National Association of College and University Business 
Officers and TIAA on higher education endowment and foundation investment 
performance and management practices.
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Welcome
We are pleased to bring you the 2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments, the 
preeminent analysis of the financial, investment and governance policies and 
practices of the nation’s endowed institutions for higher education. This year’s 
Study reflects the responses of 705 institutions representing $637.7 billion in 
endowment assets.

The 2020 Study marks the third year of collaboration between NACUBO and 
TIAA to produce this leading analysis of endowments. The NACUBO-TIAA Study 
of Endowments is a natural outgrowth of our long-standing relationship and our 
shared objective of supporting colleges and universities. Our goal is to continue 
to evolve and enhance this important tool for endowment decision-makers.

This Study is just one of the many ways that NACUBO has worked to advance 
the economic vitality of higher education, a mission that has never been more 
needed, over its 59 years. 

TIAA was founded to serve higher education institutions and their employees. 
Now in its second century, TIAA remains committed to helping the five million 
individuals and 15,000 not-for-profit institutions that it serves. 

To those who participated in the Study, we thank you for your contributions  
and your dedication to higher education, especially in these challenging times.

Sincerely,

Susan Whealler Johnston

President & CEO

NACUBO

Roger W. Ferguson, Jr.

President & CEO

TIAA
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List of figures | Tables by size of endowment

Figure number Title

Intro 1-s Institutions by size
Intro 2-s Number of full-time equivalent (FTE) students enrolled for credit in the fall of 2019
Intro 3-s Potential long-term impacts of COVID-19 on your institution

2.1-s Average market value of endowment assets (FY2020 vs FY2019)
2.2-s Total market value of life income assets
2.3-s Total market value of donor-advised fund assets
2.4-s New gifts to the endowment received in both fiscal years 2020 and 2019
2.5-s Change in your institutional cash flow from FY19 – FY20
2.6-s Institutions that sought relief offered by the CARES Act
2.7-s Student-managed funds
2.8-s Market value of student-managed funds

3.1-s Withdrawals from endowment
3.2-s Special appropriations to spending in fiscal year 2020
3.3-s Spending policy distribution by functions
3.4-s Average annual effective spending rates for fiscal years 2020 and 2019
3.5-s Percentage of operating budget funded by endowment
3.6-s Spending policy for fiscal year 2020
3.7-s Spending policy percentage of moving average time period
3.8-s Weighted-average or hybrid weighting of different methods
3.9-s Change your spending policy or rule

3.10-s Reasons for changes to spending policy rule
3.11-s Considering changes to spending rate in next 2-3 years
3.12-s Annual administrative fee charged by institutionally related foundations
3.13-s One-time new gift fee charged by institutionally related foundations

4.1-s Average 1-, 3-, 5-, 10-, 15-, 20- and 25-year net annualized returns
4.2-s One-year returns by percentile
4.3-s Three-year returns by percentile
4.4-s Five-year returns by percentile
4.5-s Ten-year returns by percentile
4.6-s Fifteen-year returns by percentile
4.7-s Twenty-year returns by percentile
4.8-s Twenty-five-year returns by percentile
4.9-s Target nominal return assumptions by category

4.10-s Percentage of total endowment under water
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List of figures continued | Tables by size of endowment

Figure number Title

5.1-s Asset allocations (dollar-weighted)
5.2-s Detailed asset allocations (equal-weighted)
5.3-s Detailed asset allocations (dollar-weighted)
5.4-s U.S. equities asset mix (dollar-weighted)
5.5-s Non-U.S. equities asset mix (dollar-weighted)
5.6-s Fixed income asset mix (dollar-weighted)
5.7-s Average return for asset class
5.8-s Changes to asset allocation for public equities
5.9-s Changes to asset allocation for private equities

5.10-s Changes to asset allocation for marketable alternatives
5.11-s Changes to asset allocation for fixed income
5.12-s Changes to asset allocation for real assets

6.1-s Institutions having long-term debt
6.2-s Debt levels for FY2020
6.3-s Changes to debt in FY2020
6.4-s Long-term debt policy

7.1-s Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – equities
7.2-s Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – marketable 

alternatives
7.3-s Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – fixed income
7.4-s Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – real assets
7.5-s Average number of investment managers used
7.6-s Most significant reasons for not pursuing ESG, SRI or impact investing practices
7.7-s Align portfolio to UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
7.8-s Institution a signatory to the UN Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI)
7.9-s Responsible investing approach can be the source of alpha in investment management

7.10-s Responsible investing approaches taken
7.11-s Responsible investing in investment manager due diligence and evaluation process
7.12-s Students’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
7.13-s Alumni’s interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
7.14-s Employees’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
7.15-s Donors’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
7.16-s Grant makers’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
7.17-s Others’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
7.18-s Changes to investment policy statement based on third-party input
7.19-s Changes to portfolio based on third-party input
7.20-s Used OCIO/consultant to evaluate responsible investing strategy
7.21-s Changes in next 12 months to responsible investing considerations resulting from the 

COVID-19 pandemic
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List of figures continued | Tables by size of endowment

Figure number Title
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This year, 705 institutions responded to the NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments 
(NTSE) survey, making the Study once again the largest and most comprehensive 
of its kind. Repeat participation rates remained extraordinarily high:

•  97% of FY2020 Study respondents also participated in the FY2019 Study

•  Nearly 100% of the respondents in the Over $1 billion cohort also
participated in the FY2019 Study

•  98% of the respondents in the $501 million - $1 billion cohort also
participated in the FY2019 Study

NACUBO and TIAA have closely reviewed the survey findings for FY2020  
(July 1, 2019, to June 30, 2020) and prior years to identify trends in the data 
and address their potential implications. We hope to inspire conversations 
among trustees, faculty and administrators, investment managers and others 
who are working toward the long-term success of higher education in America. 

Introduction
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Chapter 1

Market commentary and investment 
environment

To say that the 12-month period ending on June 30, 2020, (FY2020) was 
remarkable for financial markets and the global economy is an understatement. 
In a typical year, events such as the U.S.-China trade war, Brexit and an 
upcoming U.S. presidential election would dominate any market commentary. 
But the COVID-19 pandemic completely overwhelmed any other news in FY2020 
and made those other stories mere afterthoughts.

We recap the performance of major asset classes for the full FY2020 and  
then examine the major events that drove markets during each of the three 
distinct phases of FY2020: pre-pandemic (July – December 2019); early phases  
of pandemic (January – March 2020); and the initial recovery (April – June 2020).

FY2020 
asset class 

performance

2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments     12

Equities 

Despite experiencing whipsaw volatility along the way, equity markets ended 
up delivering what on the surface appear to be rather unremarkable returns 
in FY2020. U.S. equities led the way, with the S&P 500 returning 7.5% for the 
12-month period and the MSCI All-Country World Index up 2.1% in U.S. dollars.
The V-shaped recovery in the second quarter, fueled largely by the massive
stimulus efforts of central banks, played an enormous role in driving these
12-month returns.

Growth stocks significantly outperformed value stocks during FY2020. During 
the first six months of the fiscal year, the divergent performance of growth and 
value started gaining more attention, causing some investors to position for a 
long-awaited value rebound as the calendar turned to January 2020. But growth’s 
outperformance accelerated dramatically during the pandemic and initial stages 
of the recovery, led by the remarkable performance of tech-enabled companies 
that continued to generate profits in the pandemic. For FY2020, the Russell 
1000 Growth Index was up 23.3% compared to a loss of 8.8% for the Russell 
1000 Value Index.
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Chapter 1 Market commentary and investment environment

Source: Bloomberg

Fixed income 

The Bloomberg Barclays U.S. Aggregate Index was up 8.7% for FY2020  
while the Global Aggregate Index was up 6.1% in local currency. These 
returns reflect the global downward march in interest rates—in many cases 
into negative territory. The pandemic and resulting recession put significant 
additional downward pressure on rates, as investors flocked to non-risk 
assets and central banks cut rates aggressively as part of the stimulus 
efforts. The phenomenon of negative rates, however, was prevalent well 
before the pandemic. In September 2019, approximately one-third of bonds 
globally were trading at negative rates. Ten-year U.S. Treasury rates fell from 
2.03% as of July 1, 2019, to 0.66% as of June 30, 2020. 

Credit spreads widened dramatically during the early phases of the pandemic 
but then narrowed during the second quarter as fixed income markets 
normalized and the economy gradually began reopening. The Bloomberg 
Barclays U.S. Municipal Bond Index finished FY2020 up 4.4%, and the 
Bloomberg Barclays U.S. Corporate High-Yield Index finished FY2020 flat.

Equity returns - FY2020
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Chapter 1 Market commentary and investment environment

Real assets 

The pandemic and declines in demand caused by the recession resulted in 
negative returns across most real assets in FY2020, although returns varied 
significantly by type of asset. The NCREIF Property Index rose 2.7%; commercial 
real estate was the sector most affected by the pandemic, even as sectors 
such as industrials performed well. The Bloomberg Commodity Index was down 
17.4%, and the price of WTI crude oil, which briefly and remarkably went into 
negative territory in the spring of 2020 because of the dual threats of excess 
supply and a price war between Russia and Saudi Arabia, was down 32.8% 
for the year. The price of gold, however, increased 26.3% during the year as 
investors flocked to the asset for recession protection.

Returns by asset class – FY2020

ASSET CLASS RETURNS

EQUITIES
U.S. large-cap (S&P 500) 7.5%

U.S. small-cap (Russell 2000) -6.6%

Growth (Russell 1000 Growth) 23.3%

Value (Russell 1000 Value) -8.8%

Global (MSCI ACWI USD) 2.1%

International (MSCI EAFE USD) -5.1%

Emerging markets (MSCI EM USD) -3.4%

FIXED INCOME

Global aggregate (Bloomberg Barclays Global Aggregate – local currency) 6.1%

U.S. aggregate (Bloomberg Barclays U.S. Aggregate Index) 8.7%

U.S. high-yield (Bloomberg Barclays U.S. Corporate High-Yield Index) 0.0%

U.S. municipal (Bloomberg Barclays U.S. Municipal Bond Index) 4.4%

Emerging markets (Bloomberg Barclays EM USD Aggregate Index) 3.0%

REAL ASSETS

U.S. commercial real estate (NCREIF Property Index) 2.7%

Commodities (Bloomberg Commodity Index) -17.4%

Oil (WTI Crude Oil, $/barrel) -32.8%

Gold ($/ounce) 26.3%

Source: Bloomberg
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Pre-pandemic: 
July – December 

2019

The second half of calendar year 2019 was defined by concerns about  
slowing global growth. This was true even in the United States, which was  
in the strongest position of any major economy. In the summer of 2019, there 
was increasing concern that the U.S. economy may be headed into a recession 
in 2020, but by December 2019, those fears had largely faded as the labor 
market continued to strengthen and the U.S. consumer showed impressive 
resilience. U.S. growth prospects were further bolstered by fiscal policy that  
saw the Federal Reserve go from gradually tightening for several years to 
neutral in the summer of 2019 to loosening in the fall. 

Source: Federal Reserve

The U.S.-China trade war offset some of these tailwinds and hurt U.S. 
companies’ potential for earnings growth. But the tit-for-tat on tariffs between 
Washington and Beijing ended up hurting China and the eurozone countries, 
which collectively are heavily tied to emerging markets, more than the 
United States. Europe and Japan struggled to catalyze growth despite highly 
accommodative monetary policy. European equity markets, however, started 
gaining momentum in the fall on optimism about the leadership of newly 
appointed European Central Bank President Christine Lagarde.

In retrospect, calendar year 2019 proved to be one of the strongest years for 
the U.S. economy in the past decade, although it may not have felt like it at the 
time. Tailwinds related to rising wages, strengthening personal balance sheets 
and loosening fiscal policy suggested that the United States was entering 
calendar year 2020 on relatively steady ground. This strong foundation would 
prove to be incredibly important in helping to weather the unimaginable storm 
that was about to come.

Fed Funds Target Rate: 2015 – 2020
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Pandemic early 
stages: January – 

March 2020

The 11-week period from when the World Health Organization announced finding 
coronavirus-related pneumonia in Wuhan, China, in early January to when 
equity markets hit their bottom on March 23 was among the most harrowing 
for investors in the history of financial markets. The public health concern and 
market volatility that at first seemed like it might be contained in China quickly 
spread to the United States and Europe well before shutdowns and social 
distancing measures were imposed in those regions.

From a financial perspective, the number one priority in March was basic 
market functioning. Short-term credit markets and U.S. municipal bond markets 
were effectively broken. Even the most liquid, robust market in the world, U.S. 
Treasuries, showed signs of extreme stress. This raised questions not just of 
what moves investors should make to try to protect their portfolios but whether 
investors could execute these moves amid widespread market dysfunction.

The value of nearly every asset class aside from the U.S. dollar plummeted 
simultaneously. This reminded investors that in times of crisis, the concept of 
“everything goes to 1” in terms of correlation is a real threat. It also reminded 
investors that liquidity risk is not limited to private assets.

Central banks provided essential market stability through a swift, massive  
and globally coordinated response. These efforts made an enormous impact 
in restoring confidence and liquidity to markets. The S&P 500 bottomed  
out on March 23, down 34% from its February 19 high, before mounting  
a dramatic comeback.

U.S. credit spreads (OAS%)

Source: Bloomberg
U.S. investment-grade credit U.S. high-yield credit 
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Initial recovery: 
April – June 2020

Coming into April, investors were rightly fixated on the policy responses by 
governments around the world as well as measures of liquidity, volatility and 
spreads between safe-haven assets and risk assets. Thanks to the massive 
and largely effective stimulus efforts of central bankers, those measures quickly 
began reflecting proper market functioning.

In addition to COVID case counts and the shape of the infection curve, investors 
were closely watching weekly jobless claims and other high-frequency economic 
data in an attempt to gauge how quickly commerce activity would return. During 
a time of such extreme uncertainty, traditional forward-looking measures such 
as earnings estimates became largely worthless.

Equity markets continued to recover throughout the spring, staging what is 
arguably the most impressive and unexpected recovery on record. The spring 
recovery can be broken into three phases: 1) subsiding panic about basic 
market functionality; 2) a handful of high-growth, predominantly U.S.-based 
companies exhibiting that they could generate profits during the pandemic;  
and 3) starting in mid-May, increasing confidence that the virus was being 
contained and the global economy was recovering.

China, which was the first country to report widespread infections and among 
the first to implement a containment and response plan, provided investors a 
window into what the shape of the recovery in other countries might eventually 
look like. We now know that the shape of the recoveries in the United States 
and Europe differed dramatically than China’s. But in the spring of 2020, 
China’s efforts to contain the virus while resuming economic activity provided 
confidence to investors worldwide.

By the end of June, it seemed that the 2020 recession—the deepest and 
shortest downturn the world has experienced since World War II—had passed. 
The National Board of Economic Research pegged February as the end of the 
longest uninterrupted period of growth in U.S. history and acknowledged that  
a new expansion may have begun as early as May.
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Source: Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

Post-FY2020 
Outlook

As investors looked beyond June 30, 2020, they saw a market environment 
defined by an unusual mix of optimism and uncertainty. Volatility increased  
in late June as COVID case counts in the United States began to spike again; 
this presaged a second wave and renewed restrictions in the United States  
and Europe in the third and fourth quarters. 

Nevertheless, risk assets as of June 30 were priced at a level that expressed 
an optimistic scenario for the next 18 months, fueled largely by near-zero 
interest rates across the developed world, an expected strong recovery in 
corporate profits and optimism about one or more COVID vaccines being 
approved and widely adopted by 2021. This optimism put equity markets at 
their most expensive valuations since the height of the technology bubble in 
the early 2000s. Investors also grappled with how to generate income or total 
returns from diversified portfolios in what appears to be an “even lower for even 
longer” rate environment.

U.S. weekly initial unemployment insurance claims
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Chapter 2

Endowment values and inflows

From July 1, 2019 through mid-February 2020, endowment values benefited 
from a rising stock market and the favorable outlook for gifting it created. When 
the pandemic hit and the stock market tumbled, endowments’ market values 
declined, donors appear to have held back on making big gifts, and student 
enrollment fell, negatively affecting institutional inflows. 

Although a decline in overall gifting in FY2020 was not surprising given the level 
of market volatility in February and March, the robust market rebound experienced 
in April through June provided support for endowments’ market values.

This chapter examines endowments’ market values and inflows for FY2020 and 
offers context for the external forces and considerations that affected them.

In this chapter:

- Changes in endowment values

- Gifting trends

- Institutional cash flows

- CARES Act relief

- Student-managed investment funds

2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments     19
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Changes in 
endowment 

values

As of the end of FY2020, the 705 institutions that responded to the survey 
reported endowment assets with a total market value of $637.7 billion and an 
average endowment size of $905 million, up 1.6% from 12 months earlier. Of 
the total market value, 80% is held by endowments with more than $1 billion 
in assets, and slightly more than two-thirds is held by private college and 
university endowments.

The survey results show that despite the extreme volatility and uncertain 
outlook generated by the pandemic, changes in the market values of the 
average endowment by size cohort were fairly minor over FY2020, with the 
exception of the very largest and the very smallest institutions. Of course, this 
is partly a function of the calendar; had these values been measured at the 
end of March 2020, the result would have been markedly different.

Average market value of endowment assets

Percent change in average market value of endowment assets, 2020 vs. 2019

Total
Over 

$1 Billion
$501 Million -  

$1 Billion
$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million -  
$100 Million

$25 Million -  
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

2%

1%

0%

-1%

-2%

-3%

-4%

-5%

-6%

1.61%
1.40%

-0.66%
-0.26%

-0.56%

0.24% 0.18%

5.98%
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Gifting trends The level of new gifting in FY2020 declined compared to FY2019. This is not
surprising—during periods of heightened market volatility, individuals are less 
likely to make sizable gifts, preferring to wait until asset values recover. The 
total value of new gifts received in FY2020 compared to FY2019 declined by 
5% to 18% across size cohorts, except for the smallest institutions, where 
new gifts increased marginally. The largest endowments saw the greatest 
percentage decrease in the value of new gifts. 

Another potential contributing factor to the decline in gifting is that investors 
were not required to take minimum distributions from their individual retirement 
accounts in calendar year 2020. Congress made this change to help people 
respond to the economic uncertainty related to the pandemic. In a typical year, 
many donors use these required distributions to make charitable contributions 
because of the favorable tax treatment involved, so the elimination of the 
requirement may have negatively affected gifting.

New gifts to endowments

Total Institutions Over $1 Billion
$501 Million -  

$1 Billion
$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million - 
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

Total # of Institutions 705 111 80 83 171 134 82 44

# of Respondents 679 99 76 82 168 130 81 43

% Change in Total  
Value of New Gifts,  
2020 Versus 2019

-16.4% -18.3% -11.0% -15.5% -11.0% -10.9% -5.4% 3.1%

Average Value of 
New Gifts - 2020

$16,096 K $77,291 K $17,795 K $8,648 K $4,712 K $2,259 K $1,262 K $661 K

Median Value of 
New Gifts - 2020

$3,447 K $53,997 K $15,748 K $7,262 K $3,252 K $1,495 K $952 K $387 K

Average Value of 
New Gifts - 2019

$18,731 K $85,098 K $19,482 K $10,359 K $5,233 K $2,477 K $1,318 K $626 K

Median Value of 
New Gifts - 2019

$3,553 K $36,797 K $14,942 K $7,511 K $3,678 K $1,741 K $1,009 K $290 K
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When the average of a data set exceeds the median, it indicates the influence 
of large outliers. In FY2020, while the average value of new gifts declined for 
all but the smallest endowments, the median value actually increased for those 
with assets over $500 million. This suggests that there were fewer outlier gifts 
made to these large endowments in FY2020, as the median gift value moved 
closer to the average compared to FY2019.

Average versus median gift size

Median gift as % of average gift, FY2020 vs. FY2019

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million - 
$1 Billion

$251 Million - 
$500 Million

$101 Million - 
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

FY2020 FY2019

69.9%

43.2%

88.5%

76.7%

84.0%

72.5%
69.0%70.3%

66.2%
70.3%

75.4%76.6%

58.5%

46.3%
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Institutional  
cash flows

Approximately 43% of endowments reported a decrease in institutional cash 
flow versus FY2019. Key factors leading to this decrease include declining 
enrollment and its negative impact on tuition revenue as well as lost revenues 
from student housing and other on-campus sources in the last few months of 
FY2020, when remote learning became the norm. It is worth noting, however, 
that about 30% of respondents said that their institution did not experience a 
decrease in cash flow.

It is worth noting that more than 5% of respondents reported declines of  
greater than 25%, and several institutions reported declines of over 50%. 
These results highlight the challenges that institutions faced as a result  
of the coronavirus pandemic. 

Percent change in institutional cash flow

Total Institutions Over $1 Billion
$501 Million -  

$1 Billion
$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million - 
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

Total # of Institutions 705 111 80 83 171 134 82 44

# of Respondents 662 92 73 77 168 129 81 42

Decrease > 75% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 2.4%

Decrease 51% to 75% 0.5% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 2.4%

Decrease 25% to 50% 4.4% 3.3% 2.7% 2.6% 3.0% 6.2% 9.9% 2.4%

Decrease < 25% 37.9% 27.2% 38.4% 39.0% 47.0% 41.1% 25.9% 35.7%

No decrease 30.1% 34.8% 34.2% 33.8% 23.2% 31.0% 33.3% 23.8%

Uncertain 26.6% 33.7% 24.7% 23.4% 26.2% 20.9% 29.6% 33.3%
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CARES Act relief Of the endowments that participated in the survey, 84% said that their
institution sought funding offered under the CARES Act, including 94% of those 
at private colleges and universities. While endowments were not permitted to 
receive CARES Act funding, institutions sought funds for a variety of permitted 
uses (see information under the blue bar below).

Even institutions with the largest endowments applied for and received funds, 
including forgivable loans under the Paycheck Protection Program. In some 
cases, this led to questions about why colleges and universities would not 
simply tap into their endowments to cover funding gaps during the pandemic.  
In fact, negative publicity along these lines caused several high-profile 
institutions to turn down or rescind applications for CARES Act funding. 

This suggests a potential lack of public understanding of the fundamental 
purpose and business model of educational endowment funds. It is likely  
that many people mistakenly view endowments as being able to serve as 
rainy-day funds or piggy banks that can be used to meet any perceived need. 
Institutions may benefit from expanded efforts to explain to their constituents 
and the general public the purpose of endowments and the long-term benefits 
they provide.

CARES Act Funds for Higher Education

The 2020 CARES Act’s Higher Education Emergency Relief Fund provided 
approximately $14 billion to colleges and universities. The CARES Act 
specifies that the funds can be used in a variety of ways, including helping 
institutions to resume operations, support students, reduce COVID-19 
transmission, develop technology and train faculty and staff to support remote 
learning, and offset lost revenue. No less than 50% of funds must be used to 
provide emergency financial aid grants to students for expenses related to the 
disruption of campus operations due to the coronavirus.

Institutions sought relief offered by the CARES Act 

94% vs. 77%
Percentage of  
private versus  

public institutions 
that sought  
CARES Act  

funding.   
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Student- 
managed funds

The survey revealed that for 34% of responding institutions, students manage 
a portion of the endowment funds. The largest institutions are the most likely 
to offer student-managed funds, and adoption appears to be increasing across 
all cohorts relative to last year’s survey, particularly for smaller endowments. 
These student-managed funds are more prevalent at public colleges and 
universities (40% said they offer student-managed funds) than private 
institutions (32%).

Although small in size—the average market value of student-managed funds is 
$1.6 million—student-managed funds can serve as an important recruiting tool 
for students interested in finance. In addition, as students become more vocal 
advocates for responsible investing in the endowment, a student-managed fund 
can be one way to respond to those demands.

Percent of endowments with student-managed funds (by endowment size)

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

45.45%
48.00%

40.24%
35.71%

27.82% 26.83%

4.65%
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Chapter 3

Endowment spending

Spending by endowments requires balancing two conflicting goals: funding 
operating budgets with steady and predictable distributions and maintaining the 
real, long-term value of endowment assets. FY2020 challenged endowments’ 
ability to strike this balance. 

The results of this year’s survey show that endowment spending in FY2020 
was mostly in line with policy, despite potential pressures to use funds to 
address pandemic-induced challenges for students and campus budgets. But, 
as covered in more detail in chapter 4 on investment returns, muted investment 
returns in FY2020 as well as a subdued outlook for returns across asset 
classes are expected to force endowments to reexamine their spending rates—
or find other ways to resolve the current shortfall—going forward. 

In this chapter:

- Effective spending rates

- Spending distribution by function

- Withdrawals

- Endowment spending rules
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Effective 
spending rates

Most institutions seek to earn a net investment return on their endowment 
that, over time, exceeds their spending rate plus inflation. It is the growth  
in real, inflation-adjusted value that determines how much an institution can 
increase spending on its academic mission—including hiring faculty members, 
providing financial aid, and running libraries and other facilities—as well as 
build intergenerational equity.

Endowments generally fell significantly short of their goals to earn investment 
returns that exceeded their spending rates plus inflation in FY2020. The 
average annual effective spending rate rose from 4.36% in FY2019 to 4.59% 
in FY2020, continuing a multiyear trend in this survey. But the average 
investment return net of fees among endowments in FY2020 was just 1.82%. 
This return was not even enough to cover the inflation rate of 1.90%, as 
measured by the Commonfund Higher Education Price Index.

Spending rates for private college and university endowments (4.92%) were 
substantially higher than those of public colleges and universities (4.10%). 
Across size cohorts, all but the smallest endowments reported higher 
effective spending rates in FY2020 compared to FY2019.

Average annual effective spending rates, FY2020 vs. FY2019

4.59%
Endowments’ 

average effective 
annual spending 

rate in FY2020

As noted in Chapter 4 of this report, the average annual investment returns 
net of fees for endowments over the past three and five years were 5.17% 
and 5.09%, respectively, exceeding average spending rates by just a small 
margin before inflation. With spending rates plus inflation approaching 7.0%, 
endowments are searching for new ways to meet these hurdles.

It is suprising, therefore, that only 12% of endowments are considering 
decreasing their spending rates in the next two to three years. On the other 
hand, 81% of endowments said they will maintain their current spending rates. 

Total Institutions
Private College/ 

University Endowment
Public College/ 

University or System Fund

6%

5%

4%

3%

2%

1%

0%

FY2020 FY2019

4.59% 4.36%
4.92%

4.56%
4.10% 4.10%
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Endowments considering changing spending rate in next 2-3 years

Spending 
distribution by 

function

Consistent with FY2019, the largest percentage of endowment policy spending 
went to student financial aid in FY2020. On average, endowments allotted 48% 
of their spending to financial aid in FY2020. Endowments with less than $25 
million allocated roughly twice as much to financial aid as their largest peers, 
reflecting the importance of financial aid in recruiting students to small colleges 
and universities. Small institutions also generally have smaller research 
functions and therefore allocate less funding to academic programs and 
research relative to larger peers. 

The second largest spending category, academic programs and research, 
received an average of 17% of all policy-based spending, with larger 
endowments allocating a greater percentage to this area relative to smaller 
endowments. Not surprisingly, large endowments also allot a greater percentage 
of annual spending to endowed faculty positions, with the largest endowments 
directing two or three times the percentage of small endowments to attracting 
and retaining top faculty.
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Spending policy distributions by function by endowment size, FY2020

Endowments at public institutions allocate more spending to academic 
programs and research and endowed faculty positions relative to private 
endowments. Public endowments direct a marginally greater level of spending 
toward financial aid relative to private endowments. 

Spending policy distributions by function by endowment type, FY2020

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Student financial aid Endowed faculty positions

Academic programs and research All other purposes

Operation and maintenance of campus facilities

17.4%

16.7%

30.9%

21.9%

13.2%

19.7%

54.7%

7.6%

9.4%

12.8%

6.2%

71.8%

3.7%
4.0%

47.9%

10.9%

7.1%

19.3%

7.2%7.4%

20.6%

15.8%

33.8%

20.5%

22.8%

40.9%

20.0%
17.0%

17.5%

48.6%

10.4%

6.5%

15.6%

59.5%

5.9%
7.3%

14.4%

13.0%

14.7%

5.8%

Total Institutions
Private college/  

university endowment

Public college/  
university endowment 

or system fund
Institutionally related 

foundation
Combined endowment/ 

foundation

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Student financial aid Endowed faculty positions

Academic programs and research All other purposes

Operation and maintenance of campus facilities

17.4%

16.7% 19.6%

54.0%

12.2%

3.3%

47.9%

10.9%

7.1%

46.4%

18.9%

49.6%

31.9%

7.3%

10.0%

9.5%

14.5%

14.9%

4.4%

10.8%

2.4%

22.6%

10.3%

43.1%

14.4%
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Withdrawals Despite the challenges created by the pandemic, most of the funds distributed 
by endowments in FY2020 were allocated in accordance with spending policies. 
The combination of policy-based distributions plus fees and administrative 
expenses accounted for roughly 90% of total spending for endowments larger 
than $500 million and at least 80% for smaller size cohorts. It is worth noting 
that significantly more of the total spending by smaller endowments was 
allocated to special appropriations than larger endowments.

Timing is everything: 

Context for COVID-19’s impact on spending and withdrawal changes in FY2020

While the survey results may suggest that COVID-19’s impact on endowment 
spending and withdrawals was relatively minor in FY2020, it is important to 
consider the timing of when the fiscal year ended. June 30 was less than  
four months after the pandemic broke out in the United States, and many 
endowments may have considered that to be too short of a timeframe to  
make major changes amid all the uncertainty. It is possible that most of 
COVID-19’s impact on endowment spending will not be seen until the  
second half of calendar year 2020 (FY2021).

87%
Portion of 

withdrawals 
allocated in 

accordance with 
spending policies 

in FY2020

Withdrawals from endowment by function

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Distribution according to the spending policy Special appropriations above the spending policy

Distribution for fees and administrative expenses All other withdrawals

70.8%

3.1%

87.1%

7.6%

85.6%

78.3%

11.0%

5.6%
4.0%

2.5%

89.0%

4.7%
3.5%

2.4%

4.3%

8.9%

83.9%

4.1%

3.1%
7.2%

9.0%

5.5%
11.3%

6.9%

73.3%

11.6%

6.7%

8.5%

83.3%

5.9%

7.1%

3.8%
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Spending in support of operating budgets

Almost half of endowments increased support for their institution’s  
operating budget in FY2020. This is not surprising given the challenges 
caused by COVID-19. The pandemic quickly forced institutions of higher 
education to increase spending related to priorities such as shifting to  
remote learning, training faculty and staff and taking steps to reduce  
the transmission of COVID-19. 

In spite of this, slightly more than one-fourth of respondents decreased  
support for operating budgets during FY2020. One possible explanation  
is that these endowments were associated with institutions that were better 
prepared from a technology and operational standpoint for the shifts that 
COVID-19 required. Again, it will be interesting to see how these figures differ 
in next year’s survey, as a large portion of the spending required in response  
to the pandemic may have occurred after June 30, 2020. 

Percentage of operating budget funded by endowment, FY2020

74%
Endowments that 

either increased 
or maintained 

spending in 
support of 

operating budgets 
in FY2020
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The extreme market volatility this year illustrates why an institution’s reliance 
on endowment spending to support its operating budget is an important factor 
in determining the risk profile of the endowment’s portfolio. In general, an 
endowment that funds a relatively small portion of its institution’s operating 
budget can afford to take on more risk and own more illiquid assets. Conversely, 
institutions that depend more heavily on the endowment to fund their operating 
budgets should carefully assess the level of market risk and illiquidity they can 
accept without exposing their operating budgets to large cuts when markets 
suffer a serious decline.

Special Appropriations 

Only 18% of survey respondents made special appropriations in excess of 
their spending policies in FY2020, a decrease from the 25% that did so in 
FY2019. Among size cohorts, large endowments were more likely to use 
special appropriations for capital campaign costs, while smaller endowments 
were more likely to use special appropriations for financial aid or in support of 
operating budgets. While the percentage that made special appropriations to 
cover shortfalls related to COVID-19 was generally very small, that percentage 
is likely to increase in FY2021. Although Congress provided $23 billion more 
for colleges and universities in the COVID-19 relief bill (the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act, 2021) passed in December 2020, that amount is less  
than 20% of what had been requested by associations representing colleges 
and universities.

2%
Portion of 

respondents who 
used special 

appropriations to 
cover shortfalls 

related to COVID-19 
in FY2020

Categories of special appropriations, FY2020 (multiple responses allowed)
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Endowment 
spending rules

The vast majority (73%) of endowments used a moving average of the 
endowment’s market value to determine their spending policy for FY2020. 
Of those that use a moving average, roughly two-thirds of respondents use a 
rolling three-year or 12-quarter average of the endowment’s market value to 
determine the amounts distributed in a given year. The largest endowments 
are the most likely to use a weighted average or hybrid approach, while small 
endowments are the most likely to spend a pre-specified percentage of the 
beginning year market value.

Spending policy rules (all respondents)

Spend a % of a moving 
average of endowment’s 
market value

Spend a pre-specified % of 
beginning year market value

Use a weighted average 
or hybrid method

Spend all current income

73%

4%

10%

2%
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Chapter 4

Investment returns

The first half of FY2020 (i.e., the third and fourth quarters of calendar year 
2019) saw many asset classes post solid returns as markets generally were 
supported by consumer strength, interest rate cuts and easing of trade war 
concerns despite slowing global economic growth. Those relatively favorable 
conditions were shattered when the COVID-19 health crisis broke out and 
necessitated almost a complete shutdown of economic activity around the 
world. This sent risk assets nosediving, with U.S. equities entering a bear 
market at record speed. Many markets recovered almost as quickly, however, in 
the spring of 2020, thanks to unprecedented monetary and fiscal stimulus that 
helped shift market sentiment and erase much of the previous quarter’s losses. 

For the 12 months ending June 30, 2020, endowments generated an average 
return of 1.8% overall (all returns are reported net of fees), down from 5.3% in 
FY2019. This decrease reflects the fact that few major areas of the investible 
universe were immune to the steep drawdowns during the early stages of the 
pandemic and that most markets had not fully recovered by the time the fiscal 
year ended on June 30.

In this chapter:

- One-year returns and dispersion by endowment size

- One-year returns by asset class

- Longer-term return trends

- Target returns
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One-year returns 
and dispersion by 

endowment size

The largest endowments (those with more than $1 billion in assets) were the 
highest-performing cohort in FY2020, with an average return of 2.51%. The 
smallest cohort (endowments with less than $25 million) was the second-best 
performer, just five basis points behind the $1 billion-plus funds.

Average one-year returns, FY2020

Consistent with recent years’ surveys, the outperformance of the largest 
endowments could partly be explained by their substantial exposure to private 
equity and venture capital and their access to the most highly regarded managers 
across asset classes. This access is particularly important in private equity and 
venture capital where the returns generated among managers vary drastically.

The relatively strong performance of the smallest cohort may be attributed to 
these endowments’ sizable allocations to domestic equities and fixed income. 
U.S. equities staged a remarkable recovery after the March drop and wrapped  
up the fiscal year with their best quarterly performance in decades; in fixed 
income, both the investment-grade and high-yield segments also rebounded  
notably from the selloff.

To understand the breadth of outcomes that endowments experienced in 
FY2020, it is useful to look at the dispersion of the returns within each size 
cohort. The interquartile range, or the difference between the 75th and 25th 
percentiles, is a particularly helpful measure. Across all institutions, the 
interquartile dispersion was 3.4%.

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million -  
$100 Million

$25 Million -  
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

3.0%

2.5%

2.0%

1.5%

1.0%

0.5%

0%

1.8% 1.8% 1.8%

2.5% 2.5%

1.6%

1.3%
1.5%
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This spread was widest for the largest cohort, at 4.4%. Again, this is likely 
driven by this cohort’s relatively large allocations to private equity and venture 
capital, as well as real assets; all of these private asset classes have wide 
dispersions of returns in any given year because of the varying performances 
of specific managers. Conversely, the smallest cohort had the narrowest 
interquartile dispersion, at 2.4%. This likely is caused by smaller institutions 
having approximately 70% of their portfolios allocated to U.S. public equities 
and investment-grade fixed income; these publicly traded asset classes 
generally have small return dispersions and can be accessed through index 
strategies. Chapter 5 will provide a more thorough analysis of endowments’ 
asset allocations in FY2020.

Interquartile dispersion of one-year returns, FY2020

Total
Over 

$1 Billion
$501 Million -  

$1 Billion
$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

8%

7%

6%

5%

4%

3%

2%

1%

0%

-1%

1.8%

3.5%

0.1%
0.6%

2.2%

5.1%

1.6%

-0.1%

3.4%

-0.6%

1.2%

2.6%

0.1%

1.6%1.5%

3.2% 3.4%

0.7%

1.9%

3.5%

1.5%

2.4%

4.0%

25th percentile 50th percentile (median) 75th percentile

0.0%

06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 
Page 59 of 232



2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments     37

Chapter 4 Investment returns

One-year returns by percentile, FY2020

Interpreting returns in the context of risk

Returns are certainly informative, but they represent only one side of the 
equation. Looking at returns without understanding the risk that the investor 
took to generate those returns tells an incomplete story about how 
endowments approach investment management. 

Endowments, like all investors, are rightly focused on risk-adjusted returns. 
More specifically, most endowments are focused on minimizing the amount 
of risk they must assume to generate adequate returns relative to the 
endowment’s hurdle rate.

As noted above, the largest endowments and the smallest endowments both 
generated average returns of approximately 2.5% in FY2020. But the path 
each cohort took to arriving at this result varied significantly. As discussed  
in Chapter 5, the smallest endowments, which often cannot meet the 
minimum investment requirements of top-tier alternatives managers, tend to 
concentrate their portfolios in domestic public equities and investment-grade 
fixed income, whereas the largest endowments have significantly higher 
allocations to private equity, venture capital, real assets and marketable 
alternatives. One of the primary reasons that endowments add these so-called 
“alternative asset classes” to portfolios is because they often exhibit low 
correlations to public equities and fixed income. This diversification is 
designed to result in a smoother, less volatile journey over the long term.
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One-year returns 
by asset class

Returns for public equity markets varied meaningfully based on geography 
in FY2020. Endowments’ U.S. stock exposure produced an average return 
of 4.0%, while exposure to non-U.S. stocks—both developed and emerging 
markets—resulted in losses. This pattern was intact across all size cohorts.

Not surprisingly, returns from private venture capital and private equity, while 
positive, varied dramatically across endowment size. The largest two cohorts 
materially outperformed smaller cohorts in these markets, likely thanks to 
large endowments’ ability to access higher-quality and more-proven managers.

Average return for invested asset classes, FY2020
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Endowments of all sizes experienced pressure in their marketable real assets 
and private energy and infrastructure investments. Marketable real assets, such 
as REITs, were acutely affected by COVID-19 concerns, particularly in sectors 
such as lodging, hospitality and retail that were most directly impacted by 
social distancing measures. The energy sector, which is no stranger to volatility, 
experienced a particularly tumultuous period in early 2020 as the dual shock 
of the recession and the Russia-Saudi Arabia price war pushed futures prices 
briefly into negative territory in April. As discussed in Chapter 5, the larger 
endowments had greater allocations to energy and energy infrastructure,  
which impaired their total returns. 

Longer-term 
return trends

For the past several years, many market commentators have been predicting that 
markets were entering a period of lower expected returns. These predictions were 
made against the backdrop of a decade-long bull run in equity markets and a 
three-decade decline in interest rates that pushed bond prices higher.

Examining endowments’ returns over multiple timeframes suggests that the era 
of lower returns may have already arrived. Endowments’ one-year returns (1.8%) 
are significantly lower than their five-year annualized returns (5.1%), which are 
significantly lower than the 10-year annualized returns (7.5%). Returns then turn 
lower when looking across 15 years (6.2%) and 20 years (5.5%), periods that 
include the global financial crisis (GFC). The longest time frame captured by the 
survey, 25 years, also has the highest annualized returns (7.7%); this quarter 
century includes multiple economic and market cycles.

Net annualized average returns, FY2020

1-year 3-year 5-year 10-year 15-year 20-year 25-year

9%

8%

7%

6%

5%
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3%
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1.8%

5.2% 5.1%
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While one-, three- and five-year returns data are interesting, endowments are 
likely more concerned with their annualized returns over 10 years or more. 
The endowment model is designed to support institutions in perpetuity, and 
this makes endowments uniquely positioned among various types of investors 
to focus on long-term returns. This dynamic is reflected in endowments’ 
relatively large allocations to private asset classes that often tie up liquidity 
for extended periods.

Average annualized returns, FY2020
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Five-year returns by percentile, FY2020
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10-year returns by percentile, FY2020

Target returns For years, 7.5% has been considered the standard target return for endowments.
This target, or “bogey,” comprises spending requirements, inflation expectations, 
fees and expenses and other elements. It is worth noting that the median 
10-year annualized return (7.3%) for endowments falls short of this target.

This, along with the expectation that investors are entering an era of muted 
expected returns, may explain why endowments have been gradually decreasing 
their long-term return targets over the past decade. If the lower-return 
environment comes to fruition, endowments will need to consider all the levers 
they have at their disposal to meet their targeted hurdle rates. In addition to 
lowering the target, endowments can take on more risk and explore changes 
related to liquidity management and portfolio construction.
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Average 10-year annualized returns and long-term return targets

Median expectations for target return components, FY2020

Fees and expenses Long-term inflation Spending requirements
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Asset allocation

Establishing an appropriate asset allocation is critical to endowments’ efforts 
to construct investment portfolios that generate adequate returns while 
accounting for constraints related to risk tolerance and liquidity. The importance 
of asset allocation and liquidity management was accentuated in 2020 amid 
the COVID-19 pandemic and resulting market volatility. Institutions will need 
to be especially thoughtful about their strategic and tactical positioning as the 
impacts of the pandemic continue to play out amid an uneven global economic 
recovery and persistent low-rate environment. 

Across all participating endowments, portfolio allocations as of June 30, 
2020, (the end of FY2020) were 33% in public equities (U.S., non-U.S. and 
global), 23% in a mix of private equity and venture capital, 20% in marketable 
alternatives, 12% in fixed income, and 11% in real assets. Larger endowments 
typically exhibited less reliance on fixed income and domestic public equities, 
while showing greater utilization of non-U.S. stocks, private equity, venture 
capital, real assets and marketable alternatives. These allocations and trends, 
both at the total institution level and across the size cohorts, largely mirror what 
was seen in FY2019.

Asset allocations for endowment cohorts, FY2020
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Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%
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Public U.S. equities Public non-U.S. equities

Marketable alternatives Fixed income

Public global equities

Real assets

Private equity and 
venture capital
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7.3%

22.8%

20.0%

12.3%

11.4%

10.0%

12.7%
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25.6%

21.1%
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12.3%

22.1%

15.6%

5.6%

15.6%

17.5%

15.0%

8.7%

20.3%

15.2%

8.8%

13.2%

17.6%

16.6%

8.4%

29.3%

15.2%

8.0%

7.4%

12.8%

20.5%

6.9%

30.9%

14.4%

9.0%

5.5%

9.1%

25.3%

5.6%

37.9%

13.9%

2.3%

28.6%

5.4%

5.6%

6.4%

42.4%

11.9%

2.5%

30.9%

3.3%

4.0%

5.0%
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In the following sections, we analyze select asset classes and discuss differences 
in allocation decisions by endowment size.

- Equities (public and private)

- Marketable alternatives

- Fixed income

- Real assets

- Allocation by endowment type

- Active vs. passive strategies

Fixed income

Real assets

Detailed asset allocations by endowment size (dollar-weighted), FY2020
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Equities (public 
and private)

Public equities exposure comprises allocations to U.S. equities, non-U.S. 
equities (developed non-U.S. equities and emerging markets equities), and 
global equities. The aggregate total public equity exposure for all institutions 
in FY2020 was 33%. This is down modestly from 35% in FY2019. 

Larger endowments, compared with their smaller counterparts, have 
considerably less exposure to U.S. and developed non-U.S. public equities, 
but higher exposure to emerging markets public equities. Larger endowments 
have the desire and capacity to invest in areas with greater return potential 
and diversifying power. Given the current rich valuations of U.S. public 
equities, larger endowments likely are using private equity and venture capital, 
which are predominately U.S. exposures, as a replacement for much of their 
U.S. public equity allocations. Conversely, smaller endowments’ outsized 
U.S. public equity exposure points to a greater reliance on traditional asset 
classes; in many cases, smaller endowments may lack the risk capacity  
or the investment staff to fully evaluate asset classes such as emerging 
markets equities.

Breakdown of allocations to listed equities, FY2020 

Compared with the other size cohorts, the largest endowments allocate 
significantly higher proportions of their assets to private equity and venture 
capital. Endowments with more than $1 billion in assets allocated more than  
25% to those two asset classes collectively; this figure drops considerably to  
16% for the next-largest size cohort ($501 million – $1 billion). The smallest  
group (under $25 million) allocated just 2.5% to private equity and venture capital.

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

U.S. equities Developed non-U.S. equities Emerging markets equities Global equities

12.9%

7.3%

10.0%

6.5%
22.1%

5.9%

20.3%

8.8%

29.3%

11.1%

8.0%

30.9%

9.0%

37.9%

6.4%

42.4%

9.1%

5.0%

7.3%

6.2%

7.3% 10.4%

5.3%
5.6%

10.7%

4.5%

4.1%

10.6%

3.8% 10.9%

3.0% 2.8%
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This shift from public equities toward private equity and venture capital 
reflects the willingness and ability for larger institutions to reach for higher 
return targets, including by aiming to harness the private markets illiquidity 
premium for their U.S. equities exposure. Smaller endowments may not be 
able to pursue such an approach due to greater fee sensitivity, lower risk 
tolerance, different liquidity requirements and other factors such as minimum 
investment amounts.

Allocations to private equity and venture capital, FY2020

Marketable 
alternatives

Marketable alternatives (primarily hedge funds) made up 20% of survey 
respondents’ portfolios. Endowments use hedge funds and other types of 
marketable alternatives to play a variety of roles in a portfolio, including return 
enhancement, but more prominently for diversification and downside protection.

Consistent with recent years’ surveys, allocations to marketable alternatives  
vary drastically across endowment size, with larger funds reporting higher 
allocations. This is not surprising given that large endowments have greater 
access to interesting and sophisticated liquid hedge funds. Furthermore, large 
endowments may view these investments as portfolio diversifiers that have the 
potential to provide returns beyond those of traditional fixed income securities, 
which typically come from credit spreads plus a bond premium. While smaller 
endowments may use fixed income as the portfolio’s primary diversifier to public 
equities, it is likely that larger endowments are using marketable alternatives for 
this role. Endowments’ reliance on marketable alternatives is likely to increase 
during an extended period of low interest rates.

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million -  
$100 Million

$25 Million -  
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

Private equity Private venture capital

13.5%

9.3%

14.8%

10.8%

10.6%

5.0%

9.8%

3.4%

5.8%

1.6%

4.6%

0.9%

1.8%
0.4%

2.1%

0.5%
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Allocations to marketable alternatives and fixed income, FY2020 

Fixed income A closer examination of fixed income shows that smaller endowments reported
significantly greater exposure to fixed income, particularly investment-grade 
securities. This suggests that smaller endowments view high-grade bonds as 
a ballast against equity market volatility in the total portfolio context. Larger 
endowments’ low exposure to investment-grade fixed income aligns with the 
earlier discussion about the tendency of larger funds to allocate away from fixed 
income toward marketable alternatives and private investment opportunities. 

Non-investment-grade fixed income and private debt are used surprisingly little 
by all size cohorts, including the largest endowments, which have the greatest 
risk capacity. Collectively, these two asset classes accounted for less than 
2% of total allocations. The negative perception of high-yield, or junk, bonds 
stemming from the 1980s and 1990s, may contribute to this, especially for 
smaller endowments. Although it is not yet reflected in endowments’ allocations, 
structural shifts in lending have led to the emergence of private credit in recent 
years. Across the investment industry, private debt has become increasingly 
popular since the global financial crisis (GFC) as non-bank lenders stepped  
in to fill the market void as commercial banks exited certain lending areas. 

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

Marketable alternatives Fixed income

20.0%
21.1%

17.5%

9.1%
5.6%

12.3% 11.0%
15.0%

17.6%

16.6%
20.5%

12.8%

25.3%

4.0%

28.6% 30.9%

The idea that endowments may view marketable alternatives and fixed income 
as playing similar roles in a portfolio is reflected in the ensuing chart. Across 
all size cohorts, marketable alternatives and fixed income collectively account 
for 30% to 35% of endowments’ portfolios, but the ratio of the two asset 
classes changes dramatically by size.

06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 
Page 71 of 232



2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments     49

Chapter 5 Asset allocation

Breakdown of allocations to fixed income, FY2020 

Endowments’ allocation to non-investment-grade fixed income will likely increase 
significantly in coming years. In an environment of low expected yields for 
traditional fixed income, institutional investors of all types are dedicating more 
capital to non-traditional asset classes such as direct lending, high yield bonds, 
leveraged loans and private credit. 

It is not surprising that larger endowments, which have higher allocations 
to private or illiquid assets, also have higher allocations to cash and cash 
equivalents, which give endowments flexibility to meet capital calls without 
selling other assets. Among lessons learned from the GFC and from the  
March 2020 market selloff is that funds need to keep appropriate levels  
of cash and liquid instruments to avoid forced selling at the worst possible 
time. While this is especially important when it comes to avoiding the  
“forced liquidation” of private assets, the principle applies to publicly  
traded assets, as well.

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

Investment grade Non-investment grade Private debt Cash and equivalents <1 year

6.6% 5.3%
8.6% 10.1%

14.9%

20.1% 22.3%

27.2%

3.8%
1.3%

0.6%

3.9%
1.3%

0.5%

3.7%
1.9%

0.8%
1.0%
1.1%

4.3% 1.5%
0.7%

3.4%
1.1%
0.7%

3.5%
1.7%

1.1%
3.5%

0.5%
0.3%

2.9%
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Real assets Larger endowments have more exposure than smaller endowments to real
assets, particularly in private real estate and private energy and energy 
infrastructure. Real assets can play a variety of roles in a portfolio, including 
diversification, yield generation and hedging against inflation. In addition to 
having more capacity to introduce the heightened complexity of real assets 
into a portfolio, large endowments may also have more granular investment 
policy statements that explicitly point to inflation as a variable to address. 
This may contribute to why larger endowments have significantly higher 
allocations to real assets.

Breakdown of allocations to real assets, FY2020 

Allocations by 
endowment type

When viewing asset allocation data by endowment type—private, public, 
institutionally related foundation, combined endowment/foundation and 
other—there is little variance among their portfolio allocations. Still, the 
small variances could be attributed to a range of factors, namely the fact that 
different types of endowments have different regulatory and tax treatments, 
which could lead to different return expectations. Additionally, public schools 
have an inextricable link to governments, so their spending needs, investment 
policy statements and hurdle rates, among other considerations, are affected 
by the government’s finances and fiscal health.

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

14%

12%

10%

8%

6%

4%

2%

0%

Marketable real assets Private real estate Private energy and energy infrastructure Other

1.2% 0.9% 1.8% 2.4% 3.0%
1.4%

5.5%

3.6%

1.1%

6.2%

4.0%

3.4%

2.3%

1.2%

1.2%

3.1%

1.7%

1.2%

2.4%

0.8%
0.8%

2.3%

2.1%

0.8%
0.4%

1.9%

0.3%

1.7%

1.6%

0.7%
0.9%

0.1%
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Active vs. passive One of the biggest decisions endowments face is whether to use active or
passive strategies for their allocations to publicly traded equities and fixed 
income. In both asset classes, large endowments are more likely than smaller 
endowments to use actively managed strategies as opposed to using index-based 
strategies to get exposure to the asset class. This can be attributed to smaller 
endowments being more fee sensitive as well as having less staff and resources 
dedicated to researching active managers; this means that smaller endowments 
are more likely to focus on minimizing fees through passive investing.

Within equities, emerging markets, which is considered to offer a relatively large 
opportunity set for active managers, provides an interesting example of how 
large and small endowments may approach the asset class differently. For the 
largest endowments, emerging markets active represented more than 30% of 
their total non-U.S. equities allocation, compared to just 12% for the smallest 
endowments. Conversely, the smallest endowments have more than 4% of their 
non-U.S. allocations in emerging markets passive, compared to less than 1%  
for the largest endowments. 

U.S. equity allocations: active vs. passive, FY2020 

Non-U.S. equity allocations: active vs. passive, FY2020

Global equities active

Global equities passive

Developed non-U.S. 
equities active

Developed non-U.S. 
equities passive

Emerging markets 
(Active)

Emerging markets 
(Passive)
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Within fixed income, endowments of all sizes are more likely to use active 
strategies than passive strategies for their investment-grade exposures. This 
is not surprising given the prevalence of credit risk involved in fixed income 
investing and the fact that fixed income is a negotiated market. At the same 
time, passive strategies in fixed income investing are becoming more efficient, 
and more capital is likely to be deployed in fixed income indexing over time.

Fixed income allocations: active vs. passive, FY2020 

Non-investment grade
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Chapter 6

Debt

Endowments took advantage of the low interest rate environment in FY2020 
by decreasing their effective interest rates and continuing to shift away from 
floating-rate debt to lock in low fixed rates. While the largest institutions were 
more likely to report an increase in debt, the vast majority of respondents to 
this year’s survey reduced their overall debt loads in FY2020. The timing of the 
COVID-19 pandemic likely influenced these results; a number of institutions may 
have waited to tap credit markets until the second half of calendar year 2020, 
when lending resumed and they had a better understanding of the decline in 
revenue resulting from the pandemic. In addition, many institutions sought 
relief that was offered by the CARES Act in the first half of calendar year 2020, 
affecting their overall borrowing needs. 

Fewer than half of institutions represented in this year’s survey have a formal 
debt policy. Although this is an increase versus last year’s survey, there is 
substantial room for improvement in this area, especially as institutions 
continue to turn to debt markets to address the challenges of the pandemic  
and other shortfalls.

This chapter examines debt levels among colleges and universities for FY2020. 

In this chapter:

- Interest rate environment

- Debt loads

- Formal debt policies
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Interest rate 
environment 

Concerns about economic growth because of the COVID-19 pandemic and 
central banks’ unprecedented stimulus efforts drove interest rates to historic 
lows in FY2020. From July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020, the yield on the 
bellwether 10-year U.S. Treasury Note declined from 2.03% to 0.66%, as the 
U.S. Federal Reserve provided liquidity and stability to the bond market. Yields 
on government bonds in many other developed countries, including Germany, 
France and Japan, remained at or below zero, making U.S. Treasuries 
attractive by comparison. Short-term rates, measured by the one-month 
T-bill, declined even further, from 2.17% on July 1, 2019, to 0.13% on June
30, 2020, as the Fed slashed the federal funds rate to help stimulate the
economy in response to the pandemic.

Although credit spreads widened significantly in late February and March 2020 
in response to the initial COVID-19 lockdowns, the market recovered strongly 
by the end of FY2020, supported by tremendous fiscal and monetary stimulus. 
In the first half of calendar year 2020, investment-grade corporate borrowers 
issued record levels of new debt, which was quickly absorbed by investors. 
The Fed has clearly stated its intentions to keep rates low for an extended 
period, which will likely encourage more issuance in both the taxable and  
tax-exempt markets.

1.4%
Yield on the  
30-year U.S.

Treasury Bond as 
of June 30, 2020.

Debt loads More than three-quarters of the institutions represented in this year’s survey
have some level of long-term debt. Not surprisingly, the largest institutions 
tend to utilize long-term debt to a greater extent than the smallest institutions. 
Ninety-six percent of private institutions that participated in the survey carry  
at least some level of debt versus just 65% of public institutions. 

Debt levels for FY2020
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Changes in debt levels 

Despite the combination of low interest rates and pressure from declining 
revenue caused by COVID-19, roughly half of institutions reported no change 
to their debt levels during FY2020. Those with the largest endowments were 
the most likely to increase their debt loads, while institutions with smaller 
endowments were more likely to decrease debt. This may indicate that larger 
institutions were better prepared to take advantage of the lower interest 
rate environment during the pandemic. Because of their size and relative 
creditworthiness, large institutions are able to tap credit markets more quickly 
than smaller institutions. In addition, some smaller institutions may be more 
limited in their ability to take on additional debt given their elevated levels of 
debt service as a percentage of their operating budgets, as covered in the 
section below.

Looking ahead, it will be interesting to see if FY2021 survey results show a 
more widespread increase in debt loads among institutions. A greater level 
of borrowing seems likely in FY2021 due to lost revenue and increasing 
costs related to the pandemic. This could be especially true among smaller 
institutions that were not able to access credit markets during the early  
stages of the pandemic.

Changes to debt in FY2020, by endowment size

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million - 
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Increase greater than 10% Increase of 10% or less No change

15%

50%

20%

Decrease of 10% or less Decrease greater than 10%

8%

7%

29%

15%

15%

40%

1%

16%

55%

17%

7%

5%

17%

11%

49%

22%

2%

13%

53%

19%

7%

7%

13%

9%

46%

21%

10%

4%
4%

47%

11%

34%

4%

16%

12%

68%
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For both private and public institutions, roughly half did not change their 
level of debt during FY2020. Among those that changed debt levels, public 
institutions were more likely to increase debt than decrease it, while the 
reverse was true for private institutions. 

Debt service as a % of the institution’s operating budget, FY2020

Changes to debt in FY2020, by endowment type

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

10%

9%

8%

7%

6%

5%

4%

3%

2%

1%

0%

5.5% 5.5%

7.6%

4.1%

9.2%

4.9%
4.5%

5.8%

Total Institutions
Private College/ 

University Endowment
Public College, 

University, or System Fund
Institutionally Related 

Foundation (IRF)
Combined Endowment/ 

Foundation

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Increase greater than 10% Increase of 10% or less No change

15%

50%

20%

Decrease of 10% or less Decrease greater than 10%

8%

7%

16%

51%

21%

7%

6%
2%

5%

38%

27%

13%

51%

15%

20%

22%

8%
14%

14%

43%

21%

7%
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Debt service represents a non-trivial portion of the operating budget for 
institutions whose endowments are in the smallest size cohorts. High levels  
of debt service may constrain an institution’s operational and growth capacity in 
a number of ways—such as delaying plans for hiring new faculty or increasing 
financial aid for students. This emphasizes the need for a thoughtful approach 
to debt issuance as well as the value of establishing a formal debt policy, as 
covered later in this chapter.

Fixed-rate versus floating-rate debt, FY2020

Fixed-rate debt represents the vast majority of long-term debt issued by 
institutions represented in the survey. This is not surprising, as public bond 
issuance overwhelmingly consists of fixed-rate debt. The low-interest-rate 
environment has allowed institutions to lock in low fixed rates on their debt. 
Even if they didn’t issue new debt in FY2020, institutions may have refinanced 
existing debt to lower their average interest rate.

One surprising finding in this year’s survey is that institutions with small 
endowments paid a lower average interest rate on their fixed-rate debt than 
those with large endowments. One possible explaination is that smaller 
institutions tend to borrow at shorter maturities, which generally have lower 
interest rates, relative to larger institutions.
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Formal debt 
policies 

The majority of institutions (52%) continue to operate without a formal debt 
policy in place. Institutions with relatively large endowments are more likely to 
have a debt policy than their smaller peers. The percentage of institutions with 
a formal debt policy was higher across almost all size cohorts relative to last 
year’s survey, showing signs of growing acceptance of the value of having a 
debt policy. 

Institutions with a long-term debt policy, by endowment size

A formal debt policy is valuable for colleges and universities because it provides 
discipline and helps to drive the discussion about whether to issue debt—and 
for what uses. A debt policy provides guardrails that can be especially helpful in 
the tumult of a market crisis, helping to prevent short-term decision-making that 
may harm the institution in the long run. In addition, rating agencies increasingly 
expect colleges and universities to have formal debt policies in place, and 
lenders would rather lend to issuers with established policies and governance 
frameworks supporting their decision to issue debt. 

Some of the key areas that a formal debt policy should cover include:

• Insitutional philosophy regarding the use of debt

• Authority to issue debt

• Criteria addressing how debt will be used and how to prioritize potential uses

• Types of debt that can or will be issued 

• Institutional philosophy regarding credit ratings or credit capacity

• Maturity and useful-life considerations

• Use of benchmarks and debt ratios

•  Responsibilities for ensuring commitment to disclosure and compliance 
requirements

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million -  
$100 Million

$25 Million -  
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

48%

40%

30%

62%

37%

48%

62%

52%
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Responsible investing

Endowments in the United States continue to take a patient, measured 
approach to implementing responsible investing. Many endowments recognize 
the investment merits of responsible investing, and this is particularly true 
for the largest endowments. But other endowments remain skeptical and 
are concerned that responsible investing may conflict with their duties as 
fiduciaries. In addition, practical issues related to resource limitations and the 
lack of standardized reporting continue to be significant barriers to adoption, 
especially for small and medium-sized endowments. All of these factors 
have contributed to limited growth in responsible investing practices among 
endowments. 

The COVID-19 pandemic and waves of social unrest expanded the ESG focus 
from environmental factors to social and governance factors during FY2020. 
And while endowments reported marginally increasing stakeholder interest in 
responsible investing issues in FY2020, very few reported changes to their 
responsible investing practices as a direct result of COVID-19. It is likely that  
the impacts of these events were yet to be fully realized as of the end of FY2020.

In this chapter:

- Responsible investing adoption levels

- Key barriers to pursuing responsible investing

- Stakeholder interest in responsible investing
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Responsible 
investing 

adoption levels 

This year’s survey indicates that most endowments remain in the early stages 
of implementing responsible investing. Endowments generally don’t integrate 
responsible investing criteria into portfolio construction in a meaningful way 
across asset classes. Endowments are most likely to integrate responsible 
investing criteria into portfolio construction in their public equity portfolios—  
19% of this year’s respondents incorporate responsible investing in U.S. 
equities and 16% in global equities. 

Percent of endowments integrating responsible investing into portfolio construction by 
asset class, FY2020

U.S. Equities

Developed Non-U.S. 
Equities

Emerging Markets

Global Equities

Venture Capital

Private Equity

Marketable 
Alternatives

Marketable Debt

Private Debt

Cash & Equivalents

Marketable 
Real Assets

Private Real Estate

Private Energy  
and Infrastructure

Other Private Real 
Assets

19.0%

16.3%

14.9%

15.7%

12.5%

13.3%

11.2%

12.6%

9.6%

9.6%

11.4%

12.2%

11.7%

11.5%
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Percent of endowments that have adopted various responsible investing practices, FY2020

The majority of endowments have taken a first step in establishing a 
responsible investing approach, typically in the form of adding environmental, 
social and governance (ESG) factors to their investment policy. Responsible 
investing practices beyond this step, however, are quite limited. Just 16% of 
respondents have joined an ESG network and just 6% have appointed a chief 
sustainability officer (CSO).

Best practices in governance, implementation and engagement

Governance: Many institutions have a sustainability committee comprising  
the chief investment officer and representatives from different functions. 
Similar to asset managers, endowments tend to have proxy voting committees 
or subcommittees that represent all material stakeholders.  

Implementation: Proxy voting guidelines summarize how an institution will  
vote on social, environmental and governance issues. As voting rights  
give shareholders the opportunity to effect responsible governance of publicly 
owned corporations, many large asset managers are using proxy votes to 
press for better governance of environmental and social risks. Active 
shareholder engagement strengthens the relationship among endowed 
organizations, their capital and the companies and communities in which  
they invest.  

Engagement: A key component of responsible investing is engagement with 
the management of portfolio holdings to help companies manage or mitigate 
environmental, social and governance risks. In addition, for public equities, 
endowments can utilize their shareholder rights to vote proxies.
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Despite the lack of consistency in responsible investing implementation in 
the portfolio construction process, a relatively large number of endowments 
reported that responsible investing considerations are a part of their investment 
manager due diligence and evaluation process. This is particularly true for the 
largest and arguably most sophisticated endowments, 60%–70% of whom said 
responsible investing plays a role in manager due diligence. 

Does responsible investing factor into your investment manager due diligence and 
evaluation process? 

Percent of endowments that used an investment consultant or OCIO to help evaluate how 
to implement responsible investing strategies, FY2020

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million -  
$100 Million

$25 Million -  
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

34% 34%

28%30%

23%

37%

45%

38%

Yes No Uncertain

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million -  
$100 Million

$25 Million -  
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

39.6%

38.8%

21.6%

68.5%

20.6%

10.9%

58.3%

27.8%

13.9%

42.1%

35.5%

22.4%

35.2%

44.7%

20.1%

29.5%

44.3%

26.2%

26.9%

48.7%

24.4%

22.0%

39.0%

39.0%
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Key barriers 
to pursuing 
responsible 

investing 

The leading barriers to responsible investing reported by endowments  
are investment performance concerns, structural challenges and concerns 
related to tracking and assessing the degree to which portfolios achieve their 
responsible investing mandates. 

Endowments continued to turn to outside advisers and consultants to help 
evaluate their approach to responsible investing in FY2020. More than one-
third of respondents worked with an investment consultant or outsourced CIO 
in FY2020 to evaluate how to implement responsible investing strategies, 
including approximately 45% of midsized endowments. This distribution of 
responses makes intuitive sense; the largest endowments tend to have the 
internal resources and investment expertise required to evaluate responsible 
investing on their own, while the smallest endowments generally are more 
limited in their ability to hire outside consultants. 

Most significant reasons for not pursuing ESG, SRI or impact investing, FY2020 (multiple 
responses allowed)

Potential adverse impacts 
on investment performance/ 
Potential conflicts with 
fiduciary duty

Endowment invested primarily 
in pooled fund structures

Difficulty assessing the degree 
to which the portfolio achieves 
its ESG mandate

No obstacles to 
implementation

Investment management fees 
are higher

Not enough quality managers 
available with expertise

36%

21%

11%

7%

6%

5%
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Regulatory rulings have contributed to uncertainty on responsible investing

On June 23, 2020, the Department of Labor (DOL), which oversees private-
sector retirement plans such as corporate pensions and 401(k) plans, issued 
a proposed regulation defining plan fiduciaries’ duties under the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) when considering economically 
targeted investments or those that incorporate ESG factors. The intent of  
the rule is to provide clarity around fiduciary responsibility when selecting  
and maintaining investment options. In the preamble to the proposed rule,  
the DOL indicated that the agency has a growing concern that market trends 
emphasizing the non-economic benefits of ESG investing may lead ERISA plan 
fiduciaries to make investment decisions for reasons other than maximizing 
returns for plan participants. While the DOL mandate didn’t apply to 
endowment funds, it sent a negative signal to the growth of responsible 
investing among all institutional investors, as the DOL supervises $9 trillion  
in assets or about 30% of the value of the U.S. stock market. 

Following a comment period, on October 30, 2020, the DOL released its final 
rule on Financial Factors in Selecting Plan Investments, commonly referred to 
as the “ESG Rule.” Importantly, the DOL removed any reference to ESG factors 
from the rule and focused only on monetary and non-monetary factors. The 
final rule acknowledged that ESG factors could have investment merits that 
fiduciaries could properly consider and amended the Department’s investment 
duties regulation to:

1. Require fiduciaries to select investments and investment courses of action 
based solely on monetary factors expected to have a material effect on risk/
return consistent with the plan’s investment objectives and funding policy

2. Prohibit fiduciaries from sacrificing investment returns or taking on 
additional investment risk to promote non-monetary goals when considering 
an investment or monitoring performance and expense

3. Require fiduciaries to consider reasonably available alternatives in their 
investment selection

4. Require additional documentation in the uncommon “tie breaker” situation, 
where a fiduciary chooses between two investments that are equal from a 
financial point of view, on the basis of factors unrelated to investment 
performance

5. Prohibit fiduciaries from offering an investment as a Qualified Default 
Investment Alternative (QDIA) if its strategy or goals include, consider, or 
indicate the use of non-monetary factors

In late January 2021, in his first week of office, President Joe Biden signed  
an executive order that will review the Labor Department’s 2020 ruling on  
ESG investments. The Biden administration could help reverse decisions 
under Trump’s U.S. Department of Labor that make it harder for fiduciaries  
of retirement plans to steer money toward environmental, social and 
governance (ESG) funds. 
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Responsible investing approach can be a source of alpha in investment management, FY2020

Yes No Uncertain

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million - 
$500 Million

$101 Million - 
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

19%

68%

30%

4%

66%

35%

51%

25%

61%

18%

69%

13%

72%

7%

75%

10%

80%

13%

14%

13%

12%
15%

18% 10%

Investment performance concerns

Investment performance concerns and potential conflicts with a board’s 
fiduciary duty to sustain its long-term mission were two of the most commonly 
cited roadblocks to responsible investing in the 2020 survey, as more than 
one-third of respondents listed at least one of these concerns. Despite a 
growing body of research in support of responsible investing, a significant 
percentage of endowments continues to question the investment merits  
of responsible investing. 

More than two-thirds of all respondents said that they are uncertain 
whether a responsible investing approach can be a source of alpha. 
Larger endowments are more likely to believe in the investment merits of 
responsible investing relative to smaller endowments; 30% of the largest 
endowment funds represented in the survey said that responsible investing 
can be a source of alpha in investment management versus just 10% of the 
smallest endowments. 
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Aligning responsible investing with fiduciary duty

Endowments that believe in the merits of responsible investing are seeking 
ways to increase their participation in this evolving investment area while 
protecting their roles as fiduciaries. In their investment policy statements,  
some endowments explain how fulfilling their fiduciary duty and integrating 
responsible investing approaches such as ESG factors can successfully co-exist.

Tracking and assessment concerns

Another key challenge for the adoption of responsible investing practices  
is the current lack of standardization in reporting frameworks across the 
industry. A proliferation of sometimes conflicting frameworks as well as the 
various terminologies and acronyms in the field often lead to more confusion 
than consensus. 

UN PRI adoption remains low among endowments

The United Nations’ Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI) is an 
organization dedicated to promoting environmental and social responsibility. 
The PRI has more than 2,300 participating financial institutions representing 
more than $90 trillion in assets under management globally. To sign on to  
the PRI, an entity has to comply with six principles, pay a nominal annual 
membership fee and publicly report on its responsible investment activity 
using the UN’s framework.  

Just 3% of endowments responding to this year’s survey reported that  
their institutions are UN PRI signatories. The leading deterrent from  
becoming a PRI signatory is likely the level of commitment required; 
signatories commit to incorporating ESG into their portfolio decision- 
making as well as actively monitoring their investments and reporting  
on their responsible investing activities. 

Nevertheless, the PRI principles may provide helpful guidance for institutions 
looking to shape how they approach ESG and responsible investing.

•  Principle 1:  We will incorporate ESG issues into investment analysis  
and decision-making processes.

•  Principle 2: We will be active owners and incorporate ESG issues into  
our ownership policies and practices.

•  Principle 3: We will seek appropriate disclosure on ESG issues by the 
entities in which we invest.

•  Principle 4: We will promote acceptance and implementation of the 
Principles within the investment industry.

•  Principle 5: We will work together to enhance our effectiveness in 
implementing the principles.

•  Principle 6: We will each report on our activities and progress towards 
implementing the principles. 
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Stakeholder 
interest in 

responsible 
investing

Before COVID-19, stakeholder attention continued to focus primarily on 
environmental considerations, including fossil fuel and carbon emissions 
exposure. But stakeholder attention largely shifted to social issues toward the 
end of the fiscal year following the arrival of COVID-19 in late February as well 
as increasing civil unrest.  

Despite these hugely influential events, endowments reported relatively 
modest changes to stakeholder interest in responsible investing issues in 
FY2020. In addition, very few endowments reported that they plan to change 
their responsible investing approaches as a result of COVID-19. This lack of 
immediate impact isn’t surprising given the long-term nature of endowments; 
the vast majority of endowments follow a patient and measured approach to 
managing their investment portfolios, and they generally are not prone to make 
sudden, significant shifts in response to the events of a given fiscal year. 

Compared to last fiscal year, how have the following stakeholder groups’ interest in the 
issue of responsible investing changed at your institution?

11.2%

3.9%

5.8%

5.0%

1.8%

7.9%

-1.9%

-0.7%

-0.4%

-0.4%

-0.4%

0.0%

Students

Alumni

Employees

Donors

Grant Makers

Others

Decreased vs. FY2019 Increased vs. FY2019
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Impact of COVID-19 on responsible investing considerations

Yes, plan to expand responsible 
investing approaches within 
investment portfolio

Yes, plan to expand responsible 
investing components within 
investment policy

No Uncertain Other

2.2% 2.1%

48.2%

43.3%

4.3%
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Portfolio management and investment office

The events of FY2020 and the resulting market environment highlighted  
for endowments the importance of having appropriate policies, controls  
and internal and external resources for managing the fund. Never was this  
more apparent than during the early phases of the COVID-19 pandemic in the 
United States. Historical levels of volatility and liquidity challenges in March  
and April forced endowments to make high-pressure, high-stakes decisions 
amid extreme volatility.

This chapter examines endowments’ decision-making and staffing related  
to managing the fund in FY2020 and provides context for the external forces 
and internal considerations that may shape these decisions.

In this chapter:

- Rebalancing policy

- Outsourcing investment management

- Managers and fees

- Diversity and inclusion policies
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Rebalancing 
policy

Determining an endowment’s rebalancing policy may not garner as much 
attention as decisions related to asset allocation or active vs. passive 
strategies, but rebalancing decisions can have a major impact on returns. 
This impact is magnified in a low-rate environment. 

Rebalancing approaches

Endowments, like other types of investors, generally use one of four primary 
approaches to rebalancing the portfolio to the desired allocations:

-  Calendar-based: rebalancing on a monthly, quarterly, semiannual or
annual basis

-  Market value-based (target- and range-based): rebalancing once an asset
class increases or decreases beyond a predetermined percentage from
the targeted allocation (i.e., the “drift band”)

-  Both calendar- and market value-based: this combined approach typically
involves rebalancing at least as often as the calendar-based schedule as
well as whenever an asset class breaches its predetermined drift band

-  No formal rebalancing policy: not having a predetermined schedule or drift
rules for rebalancing; this approach gives the endowment control over
when rebalancing occurs; in addition, some endowments choose to
rebalance in response to a major gift or request from a donor.

The extreme volatility and liquidity challenges of March and April 2020 
further highlight the importance of an endowment’s approach to rebalancing. 
Endowments with monthly or quarterly calendar-based rebalancing policies 
would have been scheduled to rebalance on March 31, near the trough of equity 
markets and the peak of the liquidity crisis, and many drift-based rebalancing 
policies would have been triggered in mid-March. Clearly, endowments’ 
rebalancing decisions during this period affected the fund’s performance  
over the remainder of the fiscal year.
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Rebalancing frequency and policy, FY2020

The survey shows that less than 5% of endowments used strictly calendar-based 
rebalancing, and an additional 30% used a combination of calendar- and market 
value-based rebalancing. A majority of plans (57%), used market value-based 
rebalancing. 

It is interesting to note that endowments at either end of the size spectrum 
are most likely to not have a formal rebalancing policy. One explanation for 
this barbell effect is that the largest endowments may want the flexibility to 
use rebalancing (or, conversely, to allow drift to continue) as a form of active 
management. And at the other end of the spectrum, the smallest endowments 
may not have a rebalancing policy because the endowment’s investment policy 
statement does not get into this level of granularity.
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Outsourcing 
investment 

management

In FY2020, 41% of endowments reported using an outsourced chief investment 
officer (OCIO), up from 34% in FY2010. This trend reflects the increased 
adoption of the OCIO model following the global financial crisis (GFC) of 2007–
2008 among institutional investors of all types, particularly among smaller and 
midsized funds. 

During the GFC, many endowments realized how challenging it is to make 
investment decisions in the midst of extreme volatility—while also managing  
all of the other responsibilities that come along with running an endowment.  
The COVID-19 pandemic represents the first major financial crisis since the 
GFC and an opportunity for endowments to assess whether outsourcing core 
investment functions led to more disciplined decision-making and flexibility 
during the height of the volatility.

Percent of endowments without a formal rebalancing policy, FY2020

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million -  
$100 Million

$25 Million -  
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

18%

16%

14%

12%

10%

8%

6%

4%

2%

0%

8.17%

16.0%

6.4% 6.1%
4.8%

7.0%
7.4%

16.3%
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Percent of endowments using an OCIO to run investment management, FY2020

It is not surprising to see that endowments at either end of the size spectrum 
were the least likely to use an OCIO. Less than a quarter of endowments 
with at least $500 million used an OCIO in FY2020; this is likely explained 
by the fact that these endowments often have enough resources to manage 
these functions internally. At the other end of the size spectrum, only 35% of 
endowments with less than $25 million used an OCIO; this is likely explained by 
both supply and demand dynamics. Asset managers and consultants may view 
offering OCIO services to this smallest cohort as not being commercially viable, 
and small endowments may not have the resources to afford hiring an OCIO.  
As a result, many smaller endowments may use a financial adviser rather  
than an OCIO.

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Total 
Institutions

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million - 
$100 Million

$25 Million - 
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

41.1%

14.6%

23.7%

42.7%

56.0%

46.6%
50.6%

35.7%
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Use of internal CIO and external consultants among endowments not using an OCIO, FY2020

Responsibilities of an OCIO

OCIOs typically assume a broad collection of responsibilities in managing an 
endowment’s investments. These include:

- Investment policy statement development

- Strategic asset allocation

- Tactical asset allocation

- Manager research and selection

- Implementation and trade execution

- Rebalancing

- Performance reporting and reviews

It is worth noting that outsourcing investment management through an OCIO  
is not necessarily a binary choice. Some OCIOs allow endowments to select 
which of these core functions to outsource. 

This adaptability explains why there has been some blurring of the lines 
between OCIOs and investment consultants. A fundamental distinction 
between OCIOs and consultants is that an OCIO owns the ultimate 
responsibility for investment governance, implementation and performance, 
whereas a consultant’s scope is focused on advising in these areas.

The vast majority of endowments that did not use an OCIO used external 
investment consultants. The likelihood of using a consultant dropped 
considerably for endowments larger than $500 million. Larger endowments 
may have less need for consultants because these larger funds may already 
have established relationships with leading managers. Furthermore, large 
endowments today are expecting—and receiving—more from their managers  
in terms of capital markets assumptions and insights as well as implementation 
ideas. It is worth noting, though, that many of the world’s largest public 
pensions use multiple consultants. The differing approaches of large public 
pensions and endowments may be explained by the entrepreneurial cultures  
of many endowments as well as the fact that endowments face lower 
bureaucratic burdens than public pensions.
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Primary responsibility for conducting investment activities, FY2020

board of trustees

board of trustees

board of trustees

board of trustees

board of trustees

board of trustees

due diligence

Broadly speaking, with smaller endowments, the primary responsibility for 
core investment functions is likely to transfer from an internal CIO to an 
investment committee/board of trustees or a consultant. Notably, the majority 
of endowments with $100 million or less give consultants primary responsibility  
for day-to-day investment management, which again highlights the blurring of 
the lines between consultants and OCIOs.
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More than 60% of all endowments give primary responsibility for asset 
allocation to an investment committee/board of trustees while only 22% give 
this responsibility to consultants. On the surface, this may seem somewhat 
surprising given that strategic asset allocation is one of the core services 
provided by consultants. But it is likely that the endowments that give this 
primary responsibility to investment committees/boards of trustees still lean 
heavily on their consultants to provide recommendations on asset allocation, 
even though the committee or board may have ultimate responsibility for 
determining the asset allocation as it is part of the investment policy statement.

Managers  
and fees

The average number of asset managers used decreases drastically as you 
move from larger endowments to smaller ones. This is largely driven by the 
size of large endowments’ allocations to private asset classes (venture capital, 
private equity, private debt, private real estate and private energy and energy 
infrastructure) and marketable alternatives. Given the high dispersion of returns 
among private asset managers and the idiosyncratic nature of these assets, 
endowments look to mitigate some of this risk by diversifying among private 
managers more than they do among managers of publicly traded assets.

Average number of managers used, FY2020

Over 
$1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million -  
$100 Million

$25 Million -  
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million
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Within public equities, on the other hand, the number of managers used 
varies little between the largest endowments and the smallest ones. It is not 
surprising that even the largest endowments use a relatively small number of 
U.S. public equity managers; managers in this asset class predominately have 
exposures to the same companies and risk factors, so adding managers in  
U.S. equities runs the risk of overdiversification and inefficient use of risk  
and fee budgets.

Average number of separate managers used by asset class, FY2020
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The drastic increase in average total fees paid to investment managers among 
larger endowments is primarily a function of the amount of assets owned by  
the largest cohort of endowments, which includes any size fund in excess of  
$1 billion. But another contributing factor is this cohort’s higher allocations to 
private and alternative managers; these asset classes have significantly higher 
fee structures than traditional publicly traded asset classes.

It is also worth noting that the largest endowments paid less in fees on average 
to investment consultants than did any of the next three largest size cohorts. 
While this may seem counterintuitive on the surface, it is likely a function of  
the fact that the largest endowments have less need for consultants. These 
megafunds need less support in terms of accessing external managers or 
executing core investment functions.

Fees paid (in dollars) to investment managers

Total 
Institutions Over $1 Billion

$501 Million -  
$1 Billion

$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million -  
$100 Million

$25 Million -  
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

Total Institutions 705 111 80 83 171 134 82 44

Responded Institutions 696 107 80 82 169 133 81 44

Investment Consultants 
Average fees

$287 K $522 K $439 K $487 K $224 K $122 K $102 K $61 K

Outsourced Chief Investment 
Officer (OCIO) Average fees

$632 K $2,726 K $2,297 K $1,152 K $403 K $208 K $136 K $64 K

Investment Manager(s) 
Average fees

$10,368 K $92,134 K $5,560 K $2,422 K $818 K $291 K $132 K $289 K

Custodian(s) 
Average fees

$140 K $330 K $160 K $165 K $82 K $43 K $41 K $72 K

Internal Investment Team 
Average fees

$1,294 K $2,936 K $654 K $397 K $200 K $101 K N/A N/A

Other Data Providers 
Average fees

$1,082 K $2,834 K $543 K $55 K $302 K $57 K $78 K N/A
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Diversity and 
inclusion

Only 6% of all endowments reported that their institution has a formal policy 
addressing diversity and inclusion related to investment manager selection. (An 
additional 21% said that they were “uncertain” when answering this question.) 

Part of the reason that more institutions do not have diversity and inclusion 
policies may be because they fear that implementing these policies may 
limit the endowment’s flexibility in allocating to managers and thus limit 
the endowment’s ability to meet its hurdle rate. Along these lines, it is not 
surprising to see that larger endowments are significantly more likely than 
smaller endowments to have manager diversity and inclusion policies.  
Larger endowments have more opportunities to spread assets among  
numerous managers.

Given the social unrest and increased focus on systemic inequality in 2020, 
it would not be surprising to see more institutions adopt a diversity and 
inclusion policy in the coming years. This could be especially true among  
large and midsized endowments, which have more flexibility in meeting  
these additional objectives.

University has a diversity and inclusion policy for investment manager selection

6%
Percentage of 

endowments that 
have a diversity 

and inclusion  
policy for manager 

selection 
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Manager diligence in a virtual environment

Just as the COVID-19 pandemic disrupted many aspects of the global economy, 
endowments were forced to significantly change how they conducted due 
diligence of their asset managers during 2020. Travel restrictions, a mass shift 
to working from home and other pandemic-related social distancing measures 
fundamentally altered the ways that endowments sourced new investments  
and monitored the performance of their current asset managers. 

Most of the traditionally in-person meetings—in which new managers 
were selected for mandates and current managers provided insights and 
performance reporting on their strategies—moved online. Interactions over 
virtual conference calls became the norm as both endowment investment 
professionals and asset management personnel worked primarily from  
their homes. 

We examine how endowments adapted to conducting their diligence efforts 
in a virtual environment and explore how some of the changes caused by 
the pandemic may permanently shape the future of manager diligence and 
investment underwriting.

In this chapter:

- How endowments quickly adapted to the virtual landscape

- Private assets classes have unique virtual diligence challenges

- Changes that are likely here to stay

- Considerations for endowments in the virtual age
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How 
endowments 

quickly adapted 
to the virtual 

landscape

In-person meetings with existing and potential new managers have always 
been a central part of endowments’ research and diligence processes. Once 
it became clear that the pandemic would significantly disrupt these normal 
operations, endowments quickly adapted to conducting manager diligence 
virtually. While the transition to a virtual environment in 2020 generally went 
well for endowments and asset managers, there were some unexpected 
consequences.

Existing relationships between endowments and asset managers became 
significantly more important during the pandemic. While cultivating positive  
long-term relationships between endowments and asset managers is crucial 
at any time, relationships that had already been established coming into 
2020 took on even more gravity once in-person meetings became impossible. 
During new manager searches, endowments were more likely to narrow their 
prospective universe of managers to those whom they already had an existing 
relationship with, or at least those they had started conversations with prior  
to moving into an online-only format. 

One consequence of this dynamic was that many endowments sought to 
expand relationships with existing managers into new asset classes. Rather 
than embarking on a wider search that included “unknown” managers in the 
midst of the pandemic, many endowments preferred to expand relationships 
with existing managers whom they were already comfortable with. This scenario 
often benefitted asset managers with deep and longstanding connections and 
offerings across multiple asset classes. On the other hand, it proved to be a 
challenging environment for inaugural funds or boutique managers trying to 
break in with new clients.

The venture capital landscape illustrates both the robustness of capital  
raising during the pandemic, as well as the likely winners and losers in a  
virtual world. A PitchBook study found that U.S. venture capital funds raised  
a record $69 billion in 2020.1 These gains, however, were not spread across 
the entire landscape.

Relative to previous years, a larger percentage of the venture capital assets  
in 2020 went to so-called “mega” funds of more than $500 million. In addition, 
even though there were record flows, assets were allocated to far fewer funds. 
There were half as many venture capital fund closes in 2020 than in 2018, 
which had marked the previous record year for capital commitments. PitchBook 
also noted that first-time fundraising activity accounted for only 3.4% of total 
capital committed through September 30, 2020.2 This total represented a 
decline of more than 60% from 2019 levels, demonstrating the difficulty for  
new funds to break through in a virtual environment.

1  Institutional Investor, “The Asset Class That Raised Record Funds This Year.” Nov. 23, 2020. 
https://www.institutionalinvestor.com/article/b1pcv5pyp3djdj/The-Asset-Class-That-Raised-Record-Funds-This-Year

2  Institutional Investor, “Venture Capital Funds on Track for Record Fundraising Year.” Oct. 13, 2020. 
https://www.institutionalinvestor.com/article/b1ns89tmk2yvn6/Venture-Capital-Funds-on-Track-for-Record-
Fundraising-Year

Endowments’ 
transition to a  

virtual diligence 
environment was 

fairly seamless.  
This did, however, 

create a bias toward 
relying on existing 

managers.
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It remains to be determined how more concentration within larger funds will 
reverberate for endowments in the years ahead and whether this trend will 
continue if and when the due diligence process returns to “normal”—however 
that ends up being defined.

Private asset 
classes have 

unique virtual 
diligence 

challenges

The ease of conducting diligence in a virtual environment differs by asset class. 
Given the availability and transparency of information on public investments, 
diligence processes for publicly traded equities and fixed income have generally 
continued rather seamlessly. On the other hand, sourcing of managers in 
private asset classes has been affected much more significantly than for public 
managers, particularly new managers. 

Vetting unknown managers and potential co-investments in private asset 
classes was particularly challenging during the pandemic. Many private market 
investments require multiyear lockups and offer limited liquidity, so endowments 
typically have more thorough, hands-on approaches to getting to know these 
managers before making a commitment. In addition to fully evaluating the 
investment merits of a strategy, endowments want to determine whether the 
manager’s team is made up of the sort of people whom the endowment wants 
to form a long-term business relationship with. While this can be accomplished 
remotely, some of the softer aspects of these decisions are best made through 
in-person meetings.

In October 2020, Institutional Investor, citing data from Preqin, reported 
that private equity managers—who normally receive significant flows from 
endowments—were less successful in closing funds in the virtual environment 
than in the past, despite a record number of funds in the market.3 Just as 
with venture capital, institutional investors again focused on larger and more 
established private equity managers at the expense of boutique offerings.

The ways that managers provide information to investors have also changed 
because of the pandemic. In many private asset classes, particularly ones 
such as farmland and timberland, being able to “see” the physical asset is an 
important part of endowments’ diligence efforts. Real asset managers have 
helped facilitate endowments’ diligence by providing videos of the actual assets, 
along with voiceovers explaining the strategy, when endowment personnel could 
not visit these properties. These techniques certainly existed before 2020, but 
the pandemic drastically accelerated their adoption.

3  Institutional Investor, “A Record Number of Private Equity Funds Are in the Market—But Closing Them Won’t  
Be Easy.” Oct. 8, 2020. 
https://www.institutionalinvestor.com/article/b1nqhghd14jc58/A-Record-Number-of-Private-Equity-Funds-Are-in-
the-Market-But-Closing-Them-Won-t-Be-Easy 

Investing in private 
asset classes entails 

a long-term 
relationship with the 

manager. In the 
past, in-person 

meetings played a 
large role in helping 
endowments get a 
sense for whether 

they wanted to 
partner with a 

specific manager.
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Similarly, asset managers’ thought leadership efforts—including white papers 
and webinars—are playing a larger role in allowing endowments to gain 
insights into their managers’ analysis of the current market environment and 
opportunities. This content was particularly helpful in giving endowments real-
time visibility into how managers were evaluating companies or markets in the 
midst of extreme pandemic-driven downside scenarios. It seems likely that 
digital delivery of thought leadership materials and other insights will continue 
even after the pandemic recedes. 

Both video-based asset tours and thought leadership content require resources 
to create and distribute. This further highlights the challenges that smaller 
managers, particularly in private asset classes, may face in adapting to the 
virtual engagement and diligence model.

Changes that are 
likely here to stay

In some ways, the pandemic has likely permanently changed the way 
endowments conduct diligence on their managers. It is easy to foresee a  
post-pandemic scenario in which all but the final step of the manager diligence 
process is conducted virtually. This scenario becomes even more plausible 
when considering that work-from-home arrangements and reduced travel 
budgets are likely to become the new norms. 

As a whole, these changes are likely to be a net positive for endowments and 
the asset management industry as a whole. A virtual approach allows for more 
meetings and increased access to the managers’ investment professionals. 
This can help deepen relationships even if more interactions occur over screens 
rather than in person. Virtual meetings also lead to more flexibility in terms of 
timing and participation of additional team members who may not be able or 
willing to travel for in-person meetings.

At the same time, in-person meetings are unlikely to go away completely. While 
much can be accomplished virtually, certain aspects of the endowment-manager 
relationship can be lost from a distance. Some intangibles and other parts of 
the “human element” are impossible to discern from reading a due diligence 
questionnaire or talking over Zoom. Relationships and trust are often fostered 
over less formal, in-person meetings. Moreover, endowment investment 
professionals likely feel that not meeting managers in person creates an 
element of career risk and liability for them, particularly if the relationship 
goes sour. This could be one reason why endowments and other institutional 
investors are relying more heavily on managers they already know and trust.

Virtual diligence 
processes provide 
endowments with 

more access to  
the investment 

professionals 
running a  
particular  
strategy.
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Considerations 
for endowments 
in the virtual age

While many endowments and managers successfully navigated the virtual due 
diligence environment, there are a few considerations to bear in mind as they 
adapt their operations to the new environment. 

Though a vaccine could allow for a return to travel, the timing of “herd 
immunity” remains uncertain at this point. As a result, travel will likely remain 
limited for at least the first half of 2021. With this in mind, endowments may 
want to revisit and update the documentation related to their research and 
diligence processes, which sometimes can be codified in the investment policy 
statement. Sometimes these policies may call for a certain number of in-person 
meetings with current or prospective managers each year, so endowments may 
consider updating these policies to reflect the new reality. 

In some ways sourcing unique investment opportunities has become more 
challenging for endowments. Historically, many endowment professionals 
relied on conferences and other in-person events as ways to network and get 
exposure to intriguing managers and ideas. While these events are paused  
(and many may never return), endowments should embrace virtual engagement 
tools as a way to expand their networks.

While the pandemic changed many aspects of life, some things remain the 
same: endowments will still need to source compelling investments for the 
years and decades ahead. The endowments that are best able to adapt to  
the realities of today’s environment will be well-equipped to identify, research 
and form relationships with best-of-breed managers.

While investment 
conferences are on 

pause, CIOs and 
their research staffs 
will need to be more 

creative in finding 
ways to source 
intriguing new 

investment ideas.
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About TIAA and NACUBO
TIAA is a Fortune 100 financial services organization dedicated to helping our 
clients achieve financial well-being. We were founded over a century ago as 
the vision of one of history’s great philanthropists, Andrew Carnegie, to make 
a difference in the lives of teachers. Since then, we have helped millions at 
academic, medical, research and cultural organizations—the people whose 
work makes the world a better place—retire with financial security.

Today, TIAA, through its various subsidiaries and affiliates, is a global asset 
manager with award-winning performance and $1.3 trillion in assets under 
management. Our investment model and long-term approach aim to benefit  
the 5 million people and more than 15,000 institutions we serve. As we  
pursue powerful performance that drives better outcomes for our clients,  
we are committed to growing, innovating, continually improving and building  
on our proud history of diversity and inclusion.

TIAA

Founded in 1962, the National Association of College and University  
Business Officers (NACUBO) is a membership organization representing  
more than 1,900 colleges and universities across the country. NACUBO’s 
mission is to advance the economic vitality, business practices and support  
of higher education institutions in pursuit of their missions. For more information, 
visit nacubo.org.

NACUBO
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Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020
Figure Intro  1-s
Institutions by size

Total 
Institutions

Total Institutions 705

Over $1 Billion 111

$501 Million – $1 Billion 80

$251 Million – $500 Million 83

$101 Million – $250 Million 171

$51 Million – $100 Million 134

$25 Million – $50 Million 82

Under $25 Million 44
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Please note, any blank cells in the following tables indicate a non-applicable value.
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Figure Intro  3-s
Potential long-term impacts of COVID-19 on your institution

Figure Intro  2-s
Number of full-time equivalent (FTE) students enrolled for credit in the fall of 2019
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Figure 2.2-s 
Total market value of life income assets

Figure 2.1-s
Average market value of endowment assets (FY2020 vs FY2019)

Total Institutions

Total market value of  
endowment assets 2020

Total market value of  
endowment assets 2019

Average total market value  
of endowment assets 2020

Average total market value  
of endowment assets 2019

Total Institutions

Responded Institutions

Total market value of  
life income assets

Average total market value  
of life income assets

Median total market value  
of life income assets
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Figure 2.4-s 
New gifts to the endowment received in both fiscal years 2020 and 2019

Figure 2.3-s
Total market value of donor-advised fund assets

Total Institutions

Responded Institutions

Total market value of donor-advised 
fund assets

Average total market value  
of donor-advised fund assets
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Figure 2.6-s 
Institutions that sought relief offered by the CARES Act

Figure 2.5-s
Change in your institutional cash flow from FY19 – FY20

Decrease of 51% to 75%

Figure 2.7-s
Student-managed funds
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Figure 2.8-s 
Market value of student-managed funds

Total market value of 
student-managed funds

Average total market value  
of student-managed funds

Median total market value  
of student-managed funds
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Figure 3.2-s
Special appropriations to spending in fiscal year 2020

Made special appropriations

Shortfalls resulting from 
COVID-19

Figure 3.1-s
Withdrawals from endowment
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Figure 3.4-s 
Average annual effective spending rates for fiscal years 2020 and 2019

Figure 3.3-s
Spending policy distribution by functions
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Figure 3.5-s
Percentage of operating budget funded by endowment
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Figure 3.6-s
Spending policy for fiscal year 2020

Average percentage

Average pre-specified 
percentage spent
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Figure 3.7-s
Spending policy percentage of moving average time period

12 quarters

16 quarters

20 quarters

Figure 3.8-s
Weighted-average or hybrid weighting of different methods

l

Average percentage

Average percentage

Average percentage
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Figure 3.10-s 
Reasons for changes to spending policy rule

Figure 3.9-s
Change your spending policy or rule
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Figure 3.12-s 
Annual administrative fee charged by institutionally related foundations 

Figure 3.11-s
Considering changes to spending rate in next 2-3 years

Minimum annual feeMinimum annual fee

Median annual fee

Maximum annual fee
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Figure 3.13-s
One-time new gift fee charged by institutionally related foundations
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Figure 4.1-s
Average 1-, 3-, 5-, 10-, 15-, 20- and 25-year net annualized returns
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Figure 4.2-s
One-year returns by percentile

90th percentile

80th percentile

70th percentile

60th percentile

50th percentile (Median)

40th percentile

30th percentile

20th percentile

10th percentile

Quartiles

75th percentile

50th percentile (Median)

25th percentile

Percentiles

95th percentile

5th percentile
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Figure 4.3-s
Three-year returns by percentile

90th percentile

80th percentile

70th percentile

60th percentile

50th percentile (Median)

40th percentile

30th percentile

20th percentile

10th percentile

Quartiles

75th percentile

50th percentile (Median)

25th percentile

Percentiles

95th percentile

5th percentile
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Figure 4.4-s
Five-year returns by percentile

90th percentile

80th percentile

70th percentile

60th percentile

50th percentile (Median)

40th percentile

30th percentile

20th percentile

10th percentile

Quartiles

75th percentile

50th percentile (Median)

25th percentile

Percentiles

95th percentile

5th percentile
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Figure 4.5-s
Ten-year returns by percentile

90th percentile

80th percentile

70th percentile

60th percentile

50th percentile (Median)

40th percentile

30th percentile

20th percentile

10th percentile

Quartiles

75th percentile

50th percentile (Median)

25th percentile

Percentiles

95th percentile

5th percentile
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Figure 4.6-s
Fifteen-year returns by percentile

90th percentile

80th percentile

70th percentile

60th percentile

50th percentile (Median)
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Figure 4.7-s
Twenty-year returns by percentile

90th percentile
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Figure 4.8-s
Twenty-five-year returns by percentile
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Figure 4.9-s
Target nominal return assumptions by category

Figure 4.10-s
Percentage of total endowment under water

Average percentage  
under water 2020

Average percentage  
under water 2019

Median percentage  
under water 2020

Median percentage  
under water 2019

Total Institutions Over $1 Billion
$501 Million -  

$1 Billion
$251 Million -  
$500 Million

$101 Million -  
$250 Million

$51 Million -  
$100 Million

$25 Million -  
$50 Million

Under $25 
Million

Total Institutions 705 111 80 83 171 134 82 44

Responded Institutions 66 10 10 10 18 13 2 3

Fees and expenses 1.01% 0.83% 0.99% 1.10% 1.15% 1.00% 0.98% 0.81%

Long-term inflation 
expectation

2.13% 2.39% 2.16% 2.11% 2.08% 2.02% 2.14% 2.16%

Required to cover 
spending

4.67% 4.80% 4.62% 4.72% 4.65% 4.57% 4.73% 4.67%

Others 1.88% 3.10% 0.57% 1.95% 1.68% 2.17% 1.70% 2.03%

Total 6.99% 7.34% 7.35% 7.00% 7.01% 6.67% 6.89% 6.56%
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Figure 5.1-s
Asset allocations (dollar-weighted)

Total Institutions

U.S. equities

Non-U.S. equities

Global equities

Marketable alternatives

Private venture capital

Private equity

Fixed income

Real assets
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Figure 5.2-s
Detailed asset allocations (equal-weighted)

Fixed income

Real assets

06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 
Page 133 of 232



2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments     111

Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.3-s
Detailed asset allocations (dollar-weighted)

Fixed income

Real assets
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Figure 5.4-s
U.S. equities asset mix (dollar-weighted)

Figure 5.5-s
Non-U.S. equities asset mix (dollar-weighted)

Indexed (passive/index)

Global equities active

Global equities passive

Developed non-U.S. 
equities active

Developed non-U.S. 
equities passive

Emerging markets 
(Active)

Emerging markets 
(Passive)

06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 
Page 135 of 232



2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments     113

Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.6-s
Fixed income asset mix (dollar-weighted)

Non-investment grade

06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 
Page 136 of 232



2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments     114

Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.7-s
Average return for asset class

Private energy and 
energy infrastructure

Other private real 
assets

06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 
Page 137 of 232



2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments     115

Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.8-s
Changes to asset allocation for public equities

Figure 5.9-s
Changes to asset allocation for private equities
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Figure 5.10-s
Changes to asset allocation for marketable alternatives

Figure 5.11-s
Changes to asset allocation for fixed income

Figure 5.12-s
Changes to asset allocation for real assets
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Figure 6.2-s 
Debt levels for FY2020

Figure 6.1-s
Institutions having long-term debt

Average interest rate
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Figure 6.3-s 
Changes to debt in FY2020

Figure 6.4-s 
Long-term debt policy
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Figure 7.1-s
Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – equities
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Figure 7.2-s
Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – 
marketable alternatives

Figure 7.3-s
Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – fixed income
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Figure 7.4-s
Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – real assets

Other private real assets
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Figure 7.5-s
Average number of investment managers used

Figure 7.6-s
Most significant reasons for not pursuing ESG, SRI or impact investing practices
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Figure 7.7-s
Align portfolio to UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

Figure 7.8-s
Institution a signatory to the UN Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI)

Figure 7.9-s
Responsible investing approach can be the source of alpha in investment management
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Figure 7.10-s
Responsible investing approaches taken

Figure 7.11-s
Responsible investing in investment manager due diligence and evaluation process
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Figure 7.12-s
Students’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year

Figure 7.13-s
Alumni’s interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
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Figure 7.14-s
Employees’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year

Figure 7.15-s
Donors’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
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Figure 7.16-s
Grant makers’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year

Figure 7.17-s
Others’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
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Figure 7.18-s
Changes to investment policy statement based on third-party input

Figure 7.19-s
Changes to portfolio based on third-party input
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Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 7.20-s
Used OCIO/consultant to evaluate responsible investing strategy

Figure 7.21-s
Changes in next 12 months to responsible investing considerations resulting from the 
COVID-19 pandemic
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Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 8.1-s
Rebalancing frequency and policy
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Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 8.2-s
Use of OCIO to run the investment management of institution endowment

Figure 8.3-s
Institution with no OCIO resources for management of endowment
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Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 8.4-s
Primary responsibility for conducting key activities

board of trustees

board of trustees

board of trustees

board of trustees

board of trustees

board of trustees

due diligence
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Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 8.5-s
Number of separate managers institution currently uses for the management of each category

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers

Average no of managers
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Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 8.6-s
Diversity and inclusion policy regarding fund manager selection

Figure 8.7-s
Percentage of total endowment funds invested with diverse managers
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Appendix II Tables by size of endowment for fiscal year 2020

Figure 8.8-s
Fee (in dollars) paid to investment managers

cc

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/AN/A
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Appendix III

Tables by type of institution for fiscal year 2020

Figure Intro 1-t 
Institutions by type

Total 
institutions

Total institutions 705

Private College/University Endowment 433

Public College, University, or System Fund 94

Institutionally Related Foundation (IRF) 137

Combined Endowment/Foundation 36

Others* 5
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*  Includes education-related nonprofit organizations.

Please note, any blank cells in the following tables indicate a non-applicable value.
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure Intro 2-t 
Number of full-time equivalent (FTE) students enrolled for credit in the fall of 2019

Figure Intro 3-t 
Potential long-term impacts of COVID-19 on your institution

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 2.1-t
Average market value of endowment assets (FY2020 vs FY2019)

Figure 2.2-t
Total market value of life income assets

Total Institutions

Total market value of endowment 
assets 2020

Total market value of endowment 
assets 2019

Average total market value of 
endowment assets 2020

Average total market value of 
endowment assets 2019

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Responded Institutions

Total market value of life 
income assets

Average total market value 
of life income assets

Median total market value  
of life income assets

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 2.3-t
Total market value of donor-advised fund assets

Figure 2.4-t
New gifts to the endowment received in both fiscal years 2020 and 2019

Total Institutions

Responded Institutions

Total market value of  
donor-advised fund assets

Average total market value of 
donor-advised fund assets

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 2.5-t
Change in your institutional cash flow from FY19 - FY20

Figure 2.6-t
Institutions that sought relief offered by the CARES Act

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Decrease of 51% to 75%
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 2.7-t
Student-managed funds

Figure 2.8-t
Market value of student-managed funds

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Responded Institutions

Total market value of  
student-managed funds

Average total market value 
of student-managed funds

Median total market value  
of student-managed funds

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 3.1-t
Withdrawals from endowment

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 3.2-t
Special appropriations to spending in fiscal year 2020

Made special appropriations

Shortfalls resulting from 
COVID-19

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 3.4-t 
Average annual effective spending rates for fiscal years 2020 and 2019

Figure 3.3-t
Spending policy distribution by functions

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 3.5-t
Percentage of operating budget funded by endowment

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 3.6-t
Spending policy for fiscal year 2020

Average percentage

Average pre-specified 
percentage spent

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 3.7-t
Spending policy percentage of moving average time period

Figure 3.8-t
Weighted-average or hybrid weighting of different methods

quarters

quarters

quarters

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Average percentage

Average percentage

Average percentage

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 3.10-t 
Reasons for changes to spending policy rule

Figure 3.9-t
Change your spending policy or rule

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 3.12-t 
Annual administrative fee charged by institutionally related foundations

Figure 3.11-t
Considering changes to spending rate in the next 2-3 years

Minimum annual fee

Median annual fee

Maximum annual fee

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 3.13-t
One-time new gift fee charged by institutionally related foundations

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 4.1-t
Average 1-, 3-, 5-, 10-, 15-, 20- and 25-year net annualized returns

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 4.2-t
One-year returns by percentile

90th percentile

80th percentile

70th percentile

60th percentile

50th percentile (Median)
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20th percentile

10th percentile
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75th percentile

50th percentile (Median)

25th percentile

Percentiles

95th percentile

5th percentile

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 4.3-t
Three-year returns by percentile

90th percentile

80th percentile

70th percentile
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50th percentile (Median)

40th percentile

30th percentile

20th percentile

10th percentile

Quartiles
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50th percentile (Median)

25th percentile

Percentiles

95th percentile

5th percentile

Total Institutions
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University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 4.4-t
Five-year returns by percentile
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Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 4.5-t
Ten-year returns by percentile

Total Institutions

Responded Institutions

Deciles

90th percentile

80th percentile

70th percentile
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40th percentile

30th percentile

20th percentile

10th percentile

Quartiles
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50th percentile (Median)

25th percentile

Percentiles

95th percentile

5th percentile

Total Institutions
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University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund
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Related 
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Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 4.6-t
Fifteen-year returns by percentile

90th percentile
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Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 4.7-t
Twenty-year returns by percentile
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95th percentile

5th percentile

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 4.8-t
Twenty-five-year returns by percentile

90th percentile
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Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 4.9-t
Target nominal return assumptions by category

Figure 4.10-t
Percentage of total endowment under water

Average percentage 
under water 2020

Average percentage 
under water 2019

Median percentage 
under water 2020

Median percentage 
under water 2019

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions 705 433 94 137 36 5

Responded Institutions 66 43 10 7 5 1

Fees and expenses 1.01% 0.67% 1.32% 1.22% 1.21% N/A

Long-term inflation expectation 2.13% 2.18% 2.19% 1.98% 2.08% 2.00%

Required to cover spending 4.67% 4.85% 4.47% 4.34% 4.41% 5.00%

Others 1.88% 2.01% 2.56% 0.77% 1.20% 0.68%

Total 6.99% 6.97% 7.17% 6.93% 6.94% 6.34%
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.1-t
Asset allocations (dollar-weighted)

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

U.S. equities

Non-U.S. equities

Global equities

Marketable alternatives

Private equity

Private venture capital

Fixed income

Real assets
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.2-t
Detailed asset allocations (equal-weighted)

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Fixed income

Real assets
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.3-t
Detailed asset allocations (dollar-weighted)

Figure 5.4-t
U.S. equities asset mix (dollar-weighted)

Fixed income

Real assets

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Indexed (passive/index)

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.5-t
Non-U.S. equities asset mix (dollar-weighted)

Figure 5.6-t
Fixed income asset mix (dollar-weighted)

Global equities active

Global equities passive

Developed non-U.S. 
equities active

Developed non-U.S. 
equities passive

Emerging markets 
(Active)

Emerging markets 
(Passive)

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 
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Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.7-t
Average return for asset class

Other private real assets
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University 

Endowment

Public College, 
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Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.9-t
Changes to asset allocation for private equities

Figure 5.8-t
Changes to asset allocation for public equities

Figure 5.10-t
Changes to asset allocation for marketable alternatives
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 5.11-t
Changes to asset allocation for fixed income

Figure 5.12-t
Changes to asset allocation for real assets

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 6.1-t
Institutions having long-term debt

Figure 6.2-t
Debt levels for FY2020

Total Institutions
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Endowment
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System Fund
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 6.3-t 
Changes to debt in FY2020

Figure 6.4-t 
Long-term debt policy
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Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or  
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 
Page 191 of 232



2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments     169

Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 7.1-t
Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – equities
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Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 7.2-t
Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – 
marketable alternatives

Figure 7.3-t
Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction –  
fixed income
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Figure 7.4-t
Integrate responsible investing criteria into endowment portfolio construction – real assets

Other private real assets
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Figure 7.5-t
Average number of investment managers used

Figure 7.6-t
Most significant reasons for not pursuing ESG, SRI or impact investing practices
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Figure 7.7-t
Align portfolio to UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 

Figure 7.8-t
Institution a signatory to the UN Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI)

Figure 7.9-t
Responsible investing approach can be the source of alpha in investment management

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

Total Institutions

Private College/ 
University 

Endowment

Public College, 
University, or 
System Fund

Institutionally 
Related 

Foundation (IRF)

Combined 
Endowment/ 
Foundation Others

06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 
Page 196 of 232



2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments     174

Appendix III Tables by type of institutions for fiscal year 2020

Figure 7.10-t
Responsible investing approaches taken

Figure 7.11-t
Responsible investing in investment manager due diligence and evaluation process
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Figure 7.12-t
Students’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year

Figure 7.13-t
Alumni’s interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
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Figure 7.14-t
Employees’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year

Figure 7.15-t
Donors’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
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Figure 7.16-t
Grant makers’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year

Figure 7.17-t
Others’ interest in responsible investing, change vs. last fiscal year
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Figure 7.18-t
Changes to investment policy statement based on third-party input

Figure 7.19-t
Changes to portfolio based on third-party input
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Figure 7.20-t
Used OCIO/consultant to evaluate responsible investing strategy

Figure 7.21-t
Changes in next 12 months to responsible investing considerations resulting from the 
COVID-19 pandemic
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Figure 8.1-t
Rebalancing frequency and policy

Figure 8.2-t
Use of OCIO to run the investment management of institution endowment
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Figure 8.3-t
Institution with no OCIO resources for management of endowment

Figure 8.4-t
Primary responsibility for conducting key activities
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Figure 8.5-t
Number of separate managers institution currently uses for the management of each category
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Figure 8.6-t
Diversity and inclusion policy regarding fund manager selection

Figure 8.7-t
Percentage of total endowment funds invested with diverse managers
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Figure 8.8-t
Fee (in dollars) paid to investment managers
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Participating institutions

A

Abilene Christian University, TX

Agnes Scott College, GA

Albright College, PA

Alfred University, NY

Allegheny College, PA

American University, DC

American University in Bulgaria, DC

American University of Beirut, NY

Amherst College, MA

Arcadia University, PA

Arizona State University Foundation, AZ

Arkansas State University Foundation, AR

Art Center College of Design, CA

Asbury Theological Seminary, KY

Asbury University, KY

Ashland University, OH

Auburn University Foundation, AL

Augsburg College, MN

Augustana College, IL

Austin College, TX

Austin Presbyterian Theological Seminary, TX

B

Babson College, MA

Baldwin Wallace University, OH

Barnard College, NY

Barry University, FL

Bates College, ME

Baylor College of Medicine, TX

Baylor University, TX

Bellarmine University, KY

Belmont University, TN

Beloit College, WI

Berea College, KY

Berklee College of Music, MA

Berry College, GA

Bethany Lutheran College, MN

Binghamton University Foundation, NY

Blue Ridge Community College Educational 
Foundation, VA

Boise State University Foundation, ID

Boston College, Trustees of, MA

Boston University, MA

Bowdoin College, ME

Bowling Green State University Foundation, OH

Bradley University, IL

Brandeis University, MA

Brenau University, GA

Bridgewater College, VA

Brite Divinity School, TX

Broome Community College Foundation, NY

Brown University, RI

Bryant University, RI

Bryn Mawr College, PA

Bucknell University, PA

Buena Vista University, IA

Butler University, IN

C

Cal Poly Pomona Foundation, CA

California Baptist University, CA

California Institute of Technology, CA

California Institute of the Arts, CA

California Lutheran University, CA

California Maritime Academy Foundation, CA

California Polytechnic State University 
Foundation, CA

California State University Foundation, CA

California State University, Bakersfield 
Foundation, CA

California State University, Channel Islands 
Foundation, CA
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California State University, Chico Foundation, CA

California State University, Dominguez Hills 
Foundation, CA

California State University, East Bay, CA 

California State University, Fresno Foundation, CA

California State University, Fullerton Philanthropic 
Foundation, CA

California State University, Long Beach Research 
Foundation, CA

California State University, Los Angeles 
Foundation , CA

California State University, Monterey Bay, CA

California State University, Northridge Foundation, CA

California State University, Sacramento 
Foundation, CA

California State University, San Bernadino, CA

California State University, San Marcos 
Foundation, CA

California State University, Stanislaus, CA

Capital University, OH

Carleton College, MN

Carnegie Institution of Washington, DC

Carnegie Mellon University, PA

Carroll College, MT

Carroll University, WI

Case Western Reserve University, OH

Cedar Crest College, PA

Cedarville University, OH

Central College, IA

Central Michigan University, MI

Central Oregon Community College Foundation, OR

Centre College of Kentucky, KY

Chaminade University, HI

Chapman University, CA

Chatham University, PA

Claremont Graduate University, CA

Claremont McKenna College, CA

Clarion University Foundation, PA

Clark College District #14 Foundation, WA

Clark University, Trustees of, MA

Clarke University, IA

Clarkson University, NY

Clemson University Foundation, SC

Coastal Educational Foundation, SC

Coker College, SC

Colby College, the President and Trustees of, ME

Colby-Sawyer College, NH

Colgate University, NY

College of Central Florida Foundation, FL

College of Charleston Foundation, SC

College of New Jersey Foundation, NJ

College of Saint Benedict, MN

College of St. Scholastica, MN

College of the Holy Cross, MA

College of the Ozarks, MO

Colorado Mesa University Foundation, CO

Colorado School of Mines Foundation, CO

Colorado State University Foundation, CO

Columbia College, MO

Columbia Theological Seminary, GA

Columbia University, Trustees of, NY

Columbus State University Foundation, GA

Concordia College, MN

Concordia Seminary, MO

Concordia University – Saint Paul, MN

Concordia University of Wisconsin, WI

Connecticut College, CT

Converse College, SC

Cornell College, IA

Cornell University, NY

Cornerstone University, MI

Creighton University, NE

Cuesta College Foundation, CA

Culver-Stockton College, MO

Curry College, MA
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D

Dakota State University Foundation, SD

Dartmouth College, Trustees of, NH

David Lipscomb University, TN

Davidson College, NC

Defiance College, OH

Delaware Valley University, PA

Delta College, MI

Denison University, OH

DePaul University, IL

DePauw University, IN

DeSales University, PA

Dickinson College, PA

Doane University, NE

Drake University, IA

Drexel University, PA

Drury University, MO

Duke University, NC

Duquesne University of the Holy Spirit, PA

E

Earlham College, IN

East Carolina University, NC

East Tennessee State University, TN

Eastern Illinois University Foundation, IL

Eastern Kentucky University Foundation, KY

Eastern Virginia Medical School Foundation, VA

Eastern Washington University Foundation, WA

Elgin Community College Foundation, IL

Elizabethtown College, PA

Elmhurst College, IL

Elon University, NC

Embry Riddle Aeronautical University, FL

Emmanuel College, MA

Emory & Henry College, VA

Emory University, GA

Emporia State University Foundation, KS

Endicott College, MA

Erikson Institute, IL

F

Fairfield University, CT

Fairleigh Dickinson University, NJ

Faulkner University, AL

Fayetteville State University, NC

Ferrum College, VA

Flagler College, FL

Florida A&M University Foundation, FL

Florida Atlantic University Foundation, FL

Florida Institute of Technology, FL

Florida International University Foundation, FL

Florida Southern College, FL

Florida State College at Jacksonville Foundation, FL

Florida State University Foundation, FL

Fordham University, NY

Fort Hays State University Foundation, KS

Foundation for California Community Colleges, CA

Foundation for Indiana University of Pennsylvania, PA

Foundation for the University of the Virgin Islands 
 (FUVI), VI

Franklin & Marshall College, PA

Franklin College, IN

Franklin University, OH

Freed-Hardeman University, TN

Friends University, KS

Furman University, SC

G

Gannon University, PA

Gateway Seminary, CA

George Mason University Foundation, VA

George Washington University, DC

Georgetown University, DC

Georgia Institute of Technology Foundation, GA

Georgia Southern University Foundation, Inc., GA

Georgia Southwestern Foundation, Inc., GA

Georgia State University Foundation, GA

Georgian Court University, NJ

Gettysburg College, PA
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Golden Gate University, CA

Gonzaga University, WA

Goshen College, IN

Goucher College, MD

Graduate Theological Union, CA

Grand View University, IA

Grinnell College, Trustees of, IA

Guilford College, NC

Gustavus Adolphus College, MN

H

Hamilton College, NY

Hamline University, MN

Hampden-Sydney College, VA

Hampton University, VA

Hanover College, IN

Hardin-Simmons University, TX

Harding University, AR

Harvard University, MA

Harvey Mudd College, CA

Haverford College, PA

Heidelberg University, OH

High Point University, NC

Hillsborough Community College Foundation, FL

Hobart and William Smith Colleges, NY

Hofstra University, NY

Hollins University, VA

Holy Names University, CA

Hood College of Frederick Maryland, MD

Hope College, MI

Houghton College, NY

Howard Payne University, TX

Howard University, DC

Humboldt State University Advancement 
Foundation, CA

Husson University, ME

I

Illinois College, IL

Illinois State University Foundation, IL

Illinois Wesleyan University, IL

Indiana Institute of Technology, IN

Indiana State University Foundation, IN

Indiana University Foundation, IN

Indiana University of Pennsylvania, PA

Indiana Wesleyan University, IN

Institute for Advanced Study, NJ

Iona College, NY

Iowa State University Foundation, IA

Ithaca College, NY

J

James Madison University Foundation, VA

John Brown University, AR

Juniata College, PA

K

Kalamazoo Valley Community College, MI

Kansas State University Foundation, KS

Kansas University Endowment Association, KS

Keck Graduate Institute of Applied Life Sciences, CA

Kent State University Foundation, OH

Kenyon College, OH

Kutztown University Foundation, PA

L

La Salle University, PA

Lafayette College, NY

LaGrange College, GA

Lake Forest College, IL

Lakeland University Foundation, WI

Lamar University, TX

Lasell College, MA

Lawrence University, WI

Lebanese American University, NY

Lebanon Valley College, PA

Lehigh University, PA

Lesley University, MA

LeTourneau University, TX
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Lewis & Clark College, OR

Liberty University, VA

Linfield College, OR

Loma Linda University, CA

Long Island University, NY

Longwood University Foundation, VA

Lorain County Community College, OH

Louisiana State University System, LA

Loyola Marymount University, CA

Loyola University Chicago, IL

Loyola University Maryland, MD

Lubbock Christian University, TX

Luther College, IA

Luther Seminary, MN

Lynchburg College, VA

M

Macalester College, MN

Manhattan College, NY

Marietta College, OH

Marquette University, WI

Marshall B. Ketchum University, CA

Maryland Institute College of Art, MD

Maryville University of St. Louis, MO

Marywood University, PA

Massachusetts College of Liberal Arts, MA

Massachusetts Institute of Technology, MA

McDaniel College, MD

McPherson College, KS

Meadville Theological School of Lombard College, IL

Medical College of Georgia Foundation, GA

Medical College of Virginia Foundation, VA

Medical University of South Carolina Foundation, SC

Meharry Medical College, TN

Mennonite Education Agency Investment Fund 
 LLC, IN

Mercy College, NY

Meredith College, NC

Messiah College, PA

Miami University Foundation, OH

Michigan State University, MI

Michigan State University Foundation, MI

Michigan Tech Fund, MI

Middle Tennessee State University Foundation, TN

Middlebury College, VT

Midlands Technical College Foundation, SC

Midway University, KY

Midwestern University, IL

Millikin University, IL

Mills College, CA

Minneapolis College of Art and Design, MN

Minnesota State University Mankato Foundation, MN

Misericordia University, PA

Mississippi State University Foundation, MS

Molloy College, NY

Monmouth University, NJ

Monroe Community College, NY

Montana State University Foundation, MT

Montana Tech Foundation, MT

Montclair State University Foundation, NJ

Morehouse College, GA

Morningside College, IA

Mount Aloysius College, PA

Mount Holyoke College, Trustees of, MA

Mount Saint Mary College, NY

Mount St. Joseph University, OH

Mount St. Mary’s College Los Angeles, CA

Muhlenberg College, PA

Murray State University Foundation, KY

Muskingum University, OH

N

National Academy of Sciences, VA

National Louis University, IL

Nazareth College of Rochester, NY

NC State University Foundation & Associated 
 Entities, NC

New England College, NH

New Jersey Institute of Technology, NJ

New Mexico State University Foundation, NM
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New York Chiropractic College, NY 

New York Medical College, NY

New York University, NY 

Niagara University, NY

Nichols College, MA

Noblis Inc., VA

North Carolina A&T University Foundation, NC

North Carolina School of the Arts, NC

North Central College, IL

North Dakota State University Foundation and 
Alumni Association, ND

North Iowa Area Community College Foundation, IA

North Park University, IL

Northampton County Area Community College 
Foundation, PA

Northeastern University, MA

Northern Arizona University Foundation, AZ

Northern Illinois University Foundation, IL

Northern Kentucky University Foundation, KY

Northwestern University, IL

Northwest College Foundation, WY

Northwood University, MI

O

Oakland University, MI

Oakton Community College Educational 
Foundation, IL

Oberlin College, OH

Occidental College, CA

Ohio Dominican University, OH

Ohio Wesleyan University, OH

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, OK

Oklahoma State University Foundation, OK

Old Dominion University Educational Foundation, VA

Olin College of Engineering, MA

Olivet Nazarene University Foundation, IL

Oregon Health and Science University 
Foundation, OR

Oregon State University Foundation, OR

Otterbein University, OH

P

Pace University Fund, NY

Pacific University, OR

Peirce College, PA

Pellissippi State Community College Foundation, TN

Pepperdine University, CA

Philadelphia College of Osteopathic Medicine, PA

Pittsburg State University Foundation, KS

Pitzer College, CA

Polytechnic University of Puerto Rico, PR

Pomona College, CA

Pratt Institute, NY

Presbyterian College, SC

Princeton Theological Seminary, NJ

Princeton University, NJ

Purdue University, IN

Q

Queens University of Charlotte, NC

Quinnipiac University, CT

R

Radford University Foundation, VA

Ramapo College, NJ

Randolph-Macon College, VA

Reed College, OR

Reformed Theological Seminary, MS

Regis College, MA

Regis University, CO

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, NY

Rhode Island School of Design, RI

Rhodes College, TN

Rice University, TX

Rider University, NJ

Ringling College of Art & Design, FL

Roanoke College, VA

Robert Morris University, PA

Roberts Wesleyan College, NY

Rochester Institute of Technology, NY
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Rockhurst University, MO

Rocky Mountain College, MT

Roger Williams University, RI

Rollins College, FL

Roosevelt University, IL

Rose-Hulman Institute of Technology, IN

Rowan University Foundation, NJ

Rush University Medical Center, IL

Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey, NJ

S

Sacred Heart University, CT

Saginaw Valley State University Foundation, MI

Saint Anselm College, NH

Saint Francis University, PA

Saint John’s University, MN

Saint Joseph’s University, PA

Saint Louis College of Pharmacy, MO

Saint Louis University, MO

Saint Mary’s College of California, CA

Saint Michael’s College, VT

Salisbury University Foundation, MD

Salus University, PA

Salve Regina University, RI

Sam Houston State University, TX

Samuel Merritt University, CA

San Diego State University Foundation, CA

San Francisco State University Foundation, CA

Santa Clara University, CA

Sarah Lawrence College, NY

Scripps College, CA

Seattle Pacific University, WA

Seton Hall University, NJ

Shenandoah University, VA

Shepherd University Foundation, WV

Simmons College, MA

Sinclair Community College Foundation, OH

Skidmore College, NY

Smith College, MA

Sonoma State University Academic Foundation, CA

South Dakota State University Foundation, SD

Southern Adventist University, TN

Southern Connecticut State University  
 Foundation, CT

Southern Illinois University Edwardsville 
 Foundation, IL

Southern Illinois University Foundation, IL

Southern Methodist University, TX

Southwestern University, TX

Spartanburg Methodist College, SC

Spelman College, GA

Springfield College, MA

St. Ambrose University, IA

St. Bonaventure University, NY

St. Edward’s University, TX

St. John’s University, NY

St. Mary’s College of Maryland Foundation, MD

St. Mary’s University, TX

St. Norbert College, WI

St. Olaf College, MN

St. Thomas University, FL

Stanford University, CA

Stetson University, FL

Stevens Institute of Technology, NJ

Stonehill College, MA

Suffolk University, MA

SUNY Albany Foundation, NY

SUNY Buffalo Foundation, NY

SUNY Cortland College Foundation, NY

SUNY Fredonia College Foundation, NY

SUNY Health Science Center at Syracuse, NY

SUNY Oneonta Foundation, NY

SUNY Oswego College Foundation, NY

SUNY Plattsburgh College Foundation, NY

SUNY Potsdam College Foundation, NY

SUNY Stony Brook Foundation, NY

Susquehanna University, PA

Swarthmore College, PA

Syracuse University, NY
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T

Taylor University, IN

Teachers College Columbia University, NY

Temple University, PA

Tennessee State University Foundation, TN

Tennessee Technological University Foundation, TN

Texas A&M Foundation, TX

Texas A&M University System, TX

Texas Christian University, TX

Texas Lutheran University, TX

Texas State University-San Marcos, TX

Texas Tech University System, TX

Texas Wesleyan University, TX

Texas Woman’s University Foundation, TX

The Bloomsburg University Foundation, PA

The Brookings Institution, DC

The Catholic University of America, DC

The Citadel, SC

The Cleveland Institute of Music, OH

The College of William & Mary and Foundations, VA

The College of Wooster, OH

The Colorado College, CO

The Ferris Foundation, MI

The Foundation for Florida Gateway College, FL

The Johns Hopkins University, MD

The Marshall University Foundation, WV

The Medical College of Wisconsin, WI

The New School, NY

The Ohio State University, OH

The Ohio University Foundation, OH

The Pennsylvania State University, PA

The Principia Corporation, MO

The RAND Corporation, CA

The Rockefeller University, NY

The University of Akron Foundation, OH

The University of Chicago, IL

The University of Connecticut Foundation, CT

The University of Maryland Foundation, MD

The University of Montana Foundation, MT

The University of Tennessee, TN

The University of the Arts, PA

The University of the South, TN

Thomas College, ME

Tower Foundation of San Jose State University, CA

Transylvania University, KY

Tri-County Technical College Foundation, SC

Trinity College, CT

Trinity University, TX

Troy University Foundation, AL

Tufts University, MA

Tulane University, LA

U

UCLA Investment Company, CA

Union College, NY

University of Alabama, the Board of Trustees 
of the, AL

University of Alaska Foundation, AK

University of Arizona Foundation, AZ

University of Arkansas Foundation, AR

University of Baltimore Foundation, MD

University of California, Berkeley Foundation, CA

University of California, Davis Foundation, CA

University of California, Irvine Foundation, CA

University of California, San Diego Foundation, CA

University of California, San Francisco 
Foundation, CA

University of California, Santa Barbara 
Foundation, CA

University of California, the Regents of the, CA

University of Central Arkansas Foundation, AR

University of Central Florida Foundation, FL

University of Chattanooga Foundation, TN

University of Cincinnati, OH

University of Colorado Foundation, CO

University of Dayton, OH

University of Delaware, DE

University of Denver, CO

University of Detroit Mercy, MI
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Appendix IV Participating institutions for fiscal year 2020

University of Dubuque, IA

University of Evansville, IN

University of Florida Foundation Inc., FL

University of Georgia Foundation, GA

University of Hartford, CT

University of Hawaii Foundation, HI

University of Houston System, TX

University of Idaho Foundation, ID

University of Illinois, IL

University of Illinois Foundation, IL

University of Indianapolis, IN

University of Iowa Foundation, IA

University of Kentucky, KY

University of La Verne, CA

University of Louisville Foundation, KY

University of Maine Foundation, ME

University of Mary, ND

University of Mary Washington Foundation, VA

University of Massachusetts Foundation, MA

University of Memphis Foundation, TN

University of Miami, FL

University of Michigan, MI

University of Minnesota Foundation, MN

University of Mississippi Foundation, MS

University of Missouri System, MO

University of Mount Union, OH

University of Nebraska Foundation, NE

University of Nevada Las Vegas Foundation, NV

University of Nevada Reno Foundation, NV

University of New England, ME

University of New Hampshire Foundation, NH

University of New Mexico Foundation, NM

University of New Orleans Foundation, LA

University of North Carolina at Asheville, NC

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, NC

University of North Carolina at Charlotte 
Foundation, NC

University of North Carolina at Greensboro, NC

University of North Carolina at Pembroke, NC

University of North Carolina at Wilmington, NC

University of North Dakota Foundation, ND

University of North Texas Foundation, TX

University of Northern Iowa Foundation, IA

University of Notre Dame, IN

University of Oregon Foundation, OR

University of Pennsylvania, Trustees of the, PA

University of Pittsburgh, PA

University of Pittsburgh at Bradford, PA

University of Puget Sound, WA

University of Redlands, CA

University of Rhode Island Foundation, RI

University of Richmond, VA

University of Rochester, NY

University of San Diego, CA

University of San Francisco, CA

University of Scranton, PA

University of South Alabama, AL

University of South Alabama Foundation, AL

University of South Carolina Educational 
Foundation, SC

University of South Dakota Foundation, SD

University of South Florida Foundation, FL

University of Southern California, CA

University of Southern Mississippi, MS

University of St. Francis, IL

University of Texas System, TX

University of the Incarnate Word, TX

University of the Ozarks, AR

University of the Pacific, CA

University of the Sciences in Philadelphia, PA

University of Toledo Foundation, OH

University of Tulsa, OK

University of Utah, UT

University of Virginia, VA

University of Washington, WA

University of West Florida Foundation, FL

University of Wisconsin Foundation, WI

University of Wisconsin System, WI

University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire Foundation, WI

University of Wyoming Foundation, WY
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Appendix IV Participating institutions for fiscal year 2020

University System of New Hampshire, NH

Ursinus College, PA

Utah State University, UT

Utica College, NY

V

Valencia College Foundation, FL

Valparaiso University, IN

Vanderbilt University, TN

Vassar College, NY

Vaughn College of Aeronautics and Technology, NY

Villanova University, PA

Virginia Commonwealth University Foundation, VA

Virginia Military Institute Foundation, VA

Virginia State University Foundation, VA

Virginia Tech Foundation, VA

Viterbo University, WI

W

Wabash College, IN

Wagner College, NY

Wake Forest University, NC

Warner Pacific College, OR

Warren Wilson College, NC

Washburn Endowment Association, KS

Washington & Jefferson College, PA

Washington & Lee University, VA

Washington College, MD

Washington State University, WA

Washington University, MO

Wayne State Foundation, MI

Webb Institute, NY

Weber State University, UT

Webster University, MO

Wellesley College, MA

Wentworth Institute of Technology, MA

Wesleyan University, CT

West Chester University Foundation, PA

West Point Association of Graduates, NY

West Virginia University Foundation, WV

Western Carolina University, NC

Western Kentucky University Foundation, KY

Western Michigan University Foundation, MI

Western New England University, MA

Westminster College, PA

Westminster College of Salt Lake City, UT

Wheaton College, IL

Wheaton College, MA

Whitehead Institute for Biomedical Research, MA

Whitman College, WA

Whittier College, CA

Whitworth University, WA

Wichita State University Foundation, KS

Widener University, PA

Willamette University, OR

William Peace University, NC

Williams College, MA

Wilson College, PA

Winthrop University Foundation, SC

Wisconsin Lutheran College, WI

Wofford College, SC

Worcester Polytechnic Institute, MA

Worcester State Foundation, MA

Wright State University Foundation, OH

X

Xavier University, OH

Y

Yale University, CT

Yeshiva University, NY

York College of Pennsylvania, PA

Youngstown State University Foundation, OH
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Appendix V

Glossary of terms

Calendar-based rebalancing: A process of 
rebalancing the endowment based on specific 
calendar dates, e.g., annually, quarterly.

Charitable gift annuities: A contract between the 
donor and a charity in which the donor transfers 
assets to the charity. The charity agrees to pay  
a specified sum of money each year to the donor, 
usually for life. The payment is a liability to the 
charity and is not based on the performance of 
the donated assets. Annuities may be written for 
one or two lives; payments may be deferred for 
more than one year after the gift. In some states, 
charitable gift annuities are regulated by the 
department of insurance.

Charitable remainder trusts: A tax-exempt 
irrevocable trust dispersing income to the 
beneficiaries of the trust for a specified period  
of time and then donating the remainder of the 
trust to the designated charity. These types of 
trusts include charitable remainder unitrusts, 
charitable remainder annuity trusts, net income 
trusts and flip unitrusts.

Diverse managers: Include any endowment assets 
that are invested with firms or companies that are 
women- or minority-owned. Women- or minority-
owned investment management firms include 
those for which at least 25 percent of ownership  
is held by individuals who are either women 
or racial/ethnic minorities. Minority ownership 
includes individuals who are Latino, Black, Native 
American, Pacific Islander and Asian American.

Donor-advised funds: A charitable vehicle 
administered by a public charity created to 
manage charitable donations. To participate in a 
donor-advised fund, an individual or organization 
opens an account in the fund and deposits cash, 
securities or other assets. The donor surrenders 

ownership of the assets but retains the right to 
advise on how the account is invested and how 
the assets are distributed to charity.

Effective spending rate: The total endowment 
spending divided by the endowment’s beginning-
of-year market value. Spending should include all 
withdrawals from the endowment, including other 
recurring and non-recurring withdrawals. Fees and 
expenses for managing the endowment should not 
be included.

Endowment funds held in trust by others:  
Assets not in the possession of or managed by 
the institution but held and administered for it by 
an external party, often foundations.

Environmental, social and governance 
(ESG) investing: Integrating ESG factors into 
fundamental investment analysis to the extent  
that they are material to investment performance. 
A set of non-financial factors used alongside 
financial factors when analyzing potential 
investments (inclusion). Environmental criteria 
look at how a company addresses climate 
change through greenhouse gas emissions, 
waste management, etc. Social criteria examine 
how a company manages relationships with its 
employees, customers and the communities 
in which it operates. Governance addresses a 
company’s board governance and executive pay, 
among other issues.

Fees in basis points: The fees paid to the 
manager annually expressed as a percentage 
of the market value of the assets managed.  
A basis point is one one-hundredth of a 
percentage point, or 0.01 percent. Fifty basis 
points is 0.50%; 500 basis points is 5.00%.
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Appendix V Glossary of terms

Functional classifications: Factors that are 
considered in constructing the endowment’s 
strategic asset allocation. 

Gifts and additions: All realized contributions 
to the endowment from donors (individuals, 
foundations, corporations, etc.), including 
additions made by the institution. “Individual gifts” 
refers to gifts from persons, whereas “other gifts” 
refers to gifts from foundations and corporations.

Impact investing: Involves investing in projects, 
funds, organizations or companies (both private 
and public) with the purpose of generating 
positive social or environmental change along 
with a financial return, which might be a market 
return or a below-market return depending on the 
investor’s objectives. Sectors include renewable 
energy, sustainable agriculture, microfinance and 
affordable housing, among others.

Investment consultant: Provides investment 
advice including setting investment objectives, 
determining spending, establishing the strategic 
asset allocation and help selecting managers. 
An investment consultant typically does not have 
discretion to implement investment decisions but 
works closely with the board committee charged 
with overseeing the endowment.

Joint appointments: Refers to institutional staff 
members who hold appointments at both the 
institution and the related foundation.

Life income assets: Assets donated to the 
institution usually on the condition that the 
institution pays a specified amount of income 
to the donor or designated individual(s) for their 
lifetime, after which the institution has complete 
ownership of the assets.

Liquidity categories: Determines how quickly  
an investment can be sold and turned into 
available cash.

Long-term target return (nominal): The expected 
annual return that the institution has set for 
its endowment over the long term. Typically, 
the endowment’s long-term target return, asset 
allocation and spending policy are mutually 
consistent and support the institution’s  
long-term objectives.

Market value-based rebalancing: A process  
of rebalancing the endowment based on how  
the portfolio has strayed from its strategic  
weights as a result of market movements,  
gifts and withdrawals.

Net annualized return: Also called average 
annual compound return. Returns for periods 
longer than one year are typically annualized. 
An annualized return is the single rate of return 
that, if compounded over a particular period of 
time, produces the same result as the variable 
returns over the same period. Net refers to net 
of investment management fees and other direct 
expenses, but before indirect expenses.

Operating budget: An estimate of the total 
expenditures of the institution or organization  
over the past fiscal year. Generally, this equates 
to the uses of funds used for delivering or 
producing goods and services devoted to meeting 
the institution’s education-related activities, and 
carrying out other activities that constitute the 
institution’s ongoing major or central operations. 
It also includes funds devoted to auxiliary or other 
related activities, and enterprises conducted or 
operated by the institution or organization.

Outsourced chief investment officer (OCIO):  
A third party engaged to manage all or a  
portion of the endowment portfolio. The OCIO’s 
functions typically include developing the asset 
allocation, selecting and monitoring investment 
managers, implementing portfolio decisions,  
risk management, reporting and other areas  
of portfolio management.
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Appendix V Glossary of terms

Pooled income funds: A charitable fund that 
receives irrevocable contributions from one  
or more donors. Donors own units in the pool, 
income beneficiary receives dividends and  
interest income earned based on its share of 
units. The charity receives and redeems the  
units at the death of the beneficiary (or the  
successor beneficiary).

Portfolio rebalancing: The process of bringing 
a portfolio’s asset weights back to their target 
weights by selling overweight asset(s) and buying 
underweight asset(s).

Quasi-endowment (board-designated): 
Endowment that is composed of unrestricted 
funds functioning as endowment as a result of  
a vote of a board of trustees. The board can vote 
at any time to spend these funds.

Responsible investing: An approach to  
investing that aims to incorporate components 
of environmental, social and governance (ESG) 
factors into investment decisions, but does not 
require that these methods are adopted in whole.

Risk metrics: Statistical measures of risk 
that are based on portfolio returns and/or 
portfolio holdings.

Socially responsible investing (SRI): A portfolio 
construction process that attempts to avoid 
investments in certain stocks or industries through 
negative screening according to defined ethical 
guidelines. Uses negative investment criteria to 
screen out companies that do not align with an 
institution’s mission or values. Negative screening 
might involve avoiding companies that produce  
or sell addictive substances, e.g., alcohol, tobacco.

Special appropriations: Recurring or nonrecurring 
withdrawals in addition to the withdrawals 
according to the institution’s spending policy.

Spending policy: The policy or formula that the 

endowment uses to determine its annual draw 
from the endowment.

Strategic asset allocation: The allocation of the 
endowment assets across asset classes, e.g., 
domestic equities, international equities, private 
capital, fixed income.
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FY2020 Endowment Management Fees by Endowment Size

Total Investment Fees in 
Dollars

Total Investment Fees as a Pct 
of FY2020 Total Endowment

N 24 24

Mean 127,119,929.79$   5.4739

Median 13,298,308.00$   0.8979

N 33 33

Mean 6,123,453.91$   0.8236

Median 5,347,688.00$   0.7919

N 25 25

Mean 1,917,331.28$   0.5065

Median 1,139,016.00$   0.3988

N 36 36

Mean 1079511.7500 0.5880

Median 984821.5000 0.5642

N 34 34

Mean 315,308.26$   0.4403

Median 206,583.50$   0.3065

N 24 24

Mean 173,060.38$   0.4611

Median 146,942.50$   0.4118

N 8 8

Mean 70,511.00$   0.4652

Median 58,370.50$   0.4471

N 184 184

Mean 18,234,706.61$   1.2073

Median 787,280.00$   0.5041

N 3 3

Mean 17,757,912.33$   1.2513

Median 15,100,000.00$   1.0859

N 12 12

Mean 5,006,033.25$   0.7981

Median 5,563,161.00$   0.9278

N 21 21

Mean 1,963,735.38$   0.5608

Median 1,517,685.00$   0.4852

N 53 53

Mean 756,150.21$   0.5208

Median 666,470.00$   0.3569

Over $25 
Million to 
$50 Million

No

Does Institution Use OCIO

Over $1 
Billion

Over $500 
Millon to $1 
Billiom

Over $250 
Million to 
$500 
Million

Over $100 
Million to 
$250 
Million

Over $50 
Million to 
$100 
Million

$25 Million 
and Under

Total

Yes Over $1 
Billion

Over $500 
Millon to $1 
Billiom

Over $250 
Million to 
$500 
Million

Over $100 
Million to 
$250 
Million
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Total Investment Fees in 
Dollars

Total Investment Fees as a Pct 
of FY2020 Total EndowmentDoes Institution Use OCIO

N 33 33

Mean 347,538.55$   0.4746

Median 364,955.00$   0.4383

N 16 16

Mean 193,062.81$   0.5405

Median 215,624.00$   0.5415

N 6 6

Mean 85,117.00$   0.5714

Median 69,821.50$   0.4879

N 144 144

Mean 1,456,451.52$   0.5587

Median 475,750.00$   0.4644

N 28 28

Mean 111114405.1429 4.8380

Median 13298308.0000 0.9312

N 45 45

Mean 5,825,475.07$   0.8168

Median 5,347,688.00$   0.8071

N 46 46

Mean 1,938,515.76$   0.5313

Median 1,228,418.50$   0.4220

N 91 91

Mean 881,945.68$   0.5444

Median 701,125.00$   0.4015

N 67 67

Mean 331,182.88$   0.4572

Median 299,860.00$   0.4155

N 41 41

Mean 180,009.44$   0.4893

Median 168,103.00$   0.4800

N 16 16

Mean 316,323.88$   355.3114

Median 62,557.50$   0.4623

N 334 334

Mean 10,710,806.37$   17.9098

Median 625,644.00$   0.4728

Source: 2020 NACUBO-TIAA Study of Endowments. Data include only those schools that provided fee data.

Total

Total

Over $50 
Million to 
$100 
Million

Over $25 
Million to 
$50 Million

$25 Million 
and Under

$25 Million 
and Under

Total

Over $1 
Billion

Over $500 
Millon to $1 
Billiom

Over $250 
Million to 
$500 
Million

Over $100 
Million to 
$250 
Million

Over $50 
Million to 
$100 
Million

Over $25 
Million to 
$50 Million
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PERS Fiscal Year 2020 Cost Report

January 21, 2021
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Total Investment Cost

• Total costs of the Nevada Retirement
System investment programs are
significantly lower than other States

• The PERS investment program is
designed for maximum efficiency

– Return/Risk (Sharpe Ratio)

– Implementation

– Investment Professionals

2

*Source:  CEM Benchmarking

Column1 Nevada Cost Nevada pb Industry Cost Industry bp*

PERS $58.1 million 12 bps $250.1 million 54

Legislators' $714 1.5 bps $24,406 52

Judicial $20,256 1.4 bps $732,906 52
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Total Investment Cost

3

• On a relative basis PERS Total Investment
Cost is 77% ($191.2 M) less than Industry
Average

*Source:  CEM Benchmarking

• In FY2020 PERS spent 1.8% of
total asset growth of $3.2
billion.

• The Industry Median
Equivalent Plan spent 17.9% of
total asset growth of $1.4
billion

$
2

5
0

.1 1
7

.9
%

1
.8

%

$
5

8
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Total Investment Cost Summary 

4

• Overall Management 
Fees are 42 bps (77%) 
below the Industry 
Average

• Investment Staff and 
Consulting Costs are 71% 
and 86% below the 2019 
Industry Average*Source:  CEM Benchmarking; BNY Mellon

** Equivalent Public Market Asset Classes

Column1 FY 2020 Fee Assets Under Mgmt Fee in Basis Points

Management Fees $56.4 million $46.6 billion 12 bps

Commissions 849,388$                 190.5 million shares traded $.004 / share

Consulting Fees 756,371$                 $46.6 billion 0.16 bps

Internal Staff Costs 153,000$                 $46.6 billion .03 bps

Total Cost $58.1 million $46.6 billion 12 bps

Column1 PERS' Fee Industry* Average

Management Fees 12 bps 53.7 bps

Commissions $.004 / share $.004 / share

Consulting Fees 756,371$                 2,646,000.00$                            

Internal Staff Cost 153,000$                 1,084,000.00$                            

Total Cost $58.1 million $250.1 million

06/30/21 Supplemental Material, INV Item 4 
Page 227 of 232



Fees by Asset Class

5
*Source:  CEM Benchmarking

• PERS’ efficient implementation requires less asset class exposure
• PERS invests in 5 asset classes with 8 managers at lower fees
• Industry Average is 13 asset classes with an average of 52 managers

1Includes Private Equity General Partner Fees
2Comparable Public Index Mandates 

Asset Class

PERS' Fee in 

Basis Points

PERS' FY 2020 

Fee

Median Fund 

Fee in Basis 

Points2

U.S. Stocks 1 bps 1,217,552$   2.8 bps

International Stocks 1 bps 1,311,302$   4.4 bps

U.S. Bonds 0.8 bps 975,985$   2.7 bps

Private Markets

Real Estate 45 bps 9,468,387$   88.2 bps

Private Equity1 164 bps 43,405,955$   229.1 bps

Total FY 2020 Fees 12 bps 56,379,181$   53.7 bps
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Staff and Consulting Fees

• According to the McLagan Survey of 
52 public retirement plans surveyed 
on Chief Investment Officer total 
compensation, Nevada ranks in the 
bottom quartile
– Median state retirement fund employs one 

investment professional for every $2.2 
billion in assets*

• Investment Consulting costs are 
competitive relative to the industry 
and save the System over $1.8 million 
dollars annually
– Public funds of similar size employ 3-4 

investment consultants (general, specialist 
and alternative) on average

6
*Source:  McLagen Survey, McLagen Survey 2018 
CEM Benchmarking, State CAFR, Public Fund 
Survey 2019

Chief Investment Officer Total Compensation

NVPERS        153K
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Private Real Estate Fees

7

• PERS pays 49% less than the Industry Average for Private Real Estate
• PERS implementation of core, non-levered real estate offers higher risk

adjusted performance than riskier value-add and opportunistic
implementations

*Source:  CEM Benchmarking; 
Mitchell A. Bollinger and Joseph L. Pagliari,”Another Look at Private Real Estate Returns by Strategy.” Journal of Portfolio Management, November 2019

0.43% 0.45% 0.45%

0.59% 0.61%

0.88%

2 0 1 8 2 0 1 9 2 0 2 0

PRIVATE REAL ESTATE FEES

PERS Private Real Estate Industry Average
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Private Equity Fees

8

• PERS reports three levels of Private Equity Fees
• Pathway management fee
• General Partner management fees
• General Partner carried interest

• Disclosure practices for Private Equity fees vary across state retirement funds

Column1 FY 2020 Fee

Pathway Capital Management Fee 5,541,191.00$   

General Partner Mangement Fee 37,864,764.00$   

General Partner Carried Interest 89,599,096$  

Total FY 2020 Private Equity Fees 133,005,051$  
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Appendix

9
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