Impacts of ESG Performance on Portfolio Returns and Risks
With increasing investor interest in environmental, social, and governance (ESG) issues, the asset
management industry faces a challenging conundrum: how to substantiate that ESG strategies can
provide long‐term value, amidst a dearth of long‐term data? Our firm, Dana Investment Advisors,
Inc. is in a unique position to support the thesis that integrating ESG information into the investment
process can be accretive to performance in the long‐run. Whereas previous ESG research has largely
focused on hypothetical back‐tests, Dana provides a working example on the benefits of utilizing
ESG information in the investment process. In the 18 years since its inception, the Dana Social ESG
Equity Strategy (“DESG”) has outperformed its S&P 500 Index benchmark, all while maintaining
lower measures of risk.
Figure 1: Normalized Cumulative Total Returns (gross) of DESG S&P 500 February 2000 – April 2018
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To understand whether this performance can be attributed to incorporating ESG information, we
analyzed DESG’s performance through a host of traditional financial factors and a lens unique to
Dana. Dana’s unique lens is built on the fact that DESG follows the same investment process, has the
same benchmark,1 and is run by the same portfolio management team as the Dana Large Cap Equity
Strategy (“DLCE”). In comparing DESG performance to the S&P500 and DLCE, we find that DESG
maintains an “unexplained” outperformance. We suggest this outperformance is likely attributable
to the Strategy’s use of ESG integration, exclusions, and positive/negative ESG screens.
Our analysis of DESG historical performance comes at a time when investors are increasingly
pursuing ESG investments while they remain cynical of ESG factors on performance. According to a
recent Morgan Stanley survey, 75 percent of individual investors are interested in sustainable
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From Jan. 2000 through June 2008. DESG used a 50/50 blend of the Domini (now MSCI KLD 400) index and S&P 500, while
DLCE used S&P 500.
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investing, yet 53 percent are concerned that sustainable investing requires financial trade‐offs.2 We
believe DESG’s performance provides a functioning example that adds precedent to the growing
library of research working to dispel the notion that ESG investing requires financial tradeoffs.
Through this paper we employ a series of factor‐based analyses to support that ESG integration does
not hinder returns, but rather may generate increased returns and decreased risks. In a highly
efficient market, this potential to provide increased returns and decreased risk gives further reason
to acknowledge the value of ESG information in mainstream investing. The emerging nature of this
field and the associated challenges in gathering comprehensive data sets make full attribution of
DESG’s returns to ESG factors difficult. Nevertheless, we intend to establish the outperformance of
DESG is not entirely due to traditional financial factors and indeed, that incorporating ESG
information has generated additional value.

Disciplined Investment Process
To appreciate the accretive benefits of ESG information, it’s important to understand that the same
consistent and disciplined investment process underlies both DESG and DLCE. This process maintains
structural risk controls through using relative valuation, sector neutral equal weighting, and position
size limits (both DESG and DLCE maintain individual security limits of 4%). Worth highlighting is
Dana’s approach to controlling risk through sector neutral equal weightings. To avoid excess
exposure to any one industry, Dana maintains an approach that weights sectors within ±1% of those
as defined by the S&P 500 Index.3 Within this sector neutral approach, Dana equal weights its
holdings for each benchmark sector. The result is a process that seeks to reduce the volatility
inherently created by under/overweighting any one sector (i.e. “sector bets”).4
Building on these risk controls, Dana performs quantitative analysis to develop a proprietary Dana
Rank for each stock in the strategies’ investable universe. This rank helps develop investment ideas
by efficiently focusing research on improving trends and attractive relative valuations at the sector,
industry, and/or company level. From here, Dana performs fundamental analysis on business
models, profitability, cash flow, and earnings decomposition. This provides the basis for all
investment decisions. Throughout its investment process, Dana adheres to a strict sell discipline
based on fundamental characteristics such as company execution of objectives, relative strength to
sector and industry performance, model ranking, and any need to rebalance position and/or sector
weights.
Both DESG and DLCE leverage this same investment process in each strategy’s execution. Where the
two diverge is in the incorporation of ESG information. That said, DESG’s relative out‐performance
has led Dana to increasingly integrate ESG concepts into its DLCE strategy.
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“Sustainable Signals: New Data from the Individual Investor,” Morgan Stanley Institute for Sustainable Investing, 2017
(https://www.morganstanley.com/pub/content/dam/msdotcom/ideas/sustainable‐
signals/pdf/Sustainable_Signals_Whitepaper.pdf, accessed on August 3, 2018)
3
From Jan. 2000 through June 2008. DESG sector weights were benchmarked against a 50/50 blend of the Domini (now MSCI
KLD 400) index and S&P 500, while DLCE used S&P 500.
4
For more on Dana’s approach to equal weighting see “Explaining Equal Weighting” from May 2018.
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Holistic ESG Process
In addition to a disciplined investment process, DESG implements a comprehensive, balanced, and
thoughtful ESG analysis. For DESG, Dana utilizes a mix of exclusionary screening, positive and
negative screening, and ESG integration. Supporting this analysis is Dana’s proprietary ESG model
through which Dana develops its ESG Rank based on a host of E, S, and G variables. These variables
are supported by information gathered from nine different leading ESG data providers. Data
providers range from those that provide a variety of E, S, and G scores such as MSCI, Sustainalytics,
and RobecoSAM, to those that provide specific E, S, or G metrics and scores such as CDP5 which
provides information related to climate change and ISS Governance which scores companies on risks
associated with corporate governance.6 Utilizing information from data providers, the overall Dana
ESG rank is generated for 3000 companies and seeks to identify companies with favorable
performance across E, S, and G pillars.
Ranking companies is the first step in Dana’s ESG process and is developed through combining Dana
pillar scores for E, S, and G. These pillar scores are developed through a blending of third‐party ESG
data provider pillar scores (e.g., MSCI, Sustainalytics, RobecoSAM, etc.) with third‐party pillar
specific scores (e.g., CDP for E, Center for Political Accountability for S, and ISS Governance for G)
and additional data not already incorporated in those pillar scores (e.g., Trucost environmental cost
estimate for E, percentage of women on boards for S, and existence of a poison pill for G). In
addition to these scores we develop an X pillar score to determine whether a company should be
excluded based on its involvement in pornography, alcohol, tobacco, gambling, firearms, major
weapons, and other issues. Once these pillar scores are combined into a composite ESG score, Dana
creates a ranking. This ranking provides the basis for DESG’s investable universe and focuses on
companies in the top 30%, roughly 900 companies (for more on Dana’s ESG Rank, see “ESG
Integration and Social Screening in Dana Social ESG Strategies”).
As with financial analysis, robust ESG integration requires additional fundamental analysis. This
fundamental analysis is particularly important as the more nascent field of ESG rankings and metrics
lack standardization. This lack of standardization creates an environment ripe for disparate
interpretations of corporate ESG performance. Indeed, a recent Dana analysis found correlation
between MSCI and Sustainalytics (two highly respected ESG data providers) to be only 39.5% across
the Russell 3000 and only slightly higher, 40.6%, for the Russell 1000.7 If not put into context, this
creates a troubling situation where, for example, a company like J.P. Morgan may score in the top
quartile of S&P 500 companies according to Sustainalytics yet be in the bottom quartile according to
MSCI.8 To address such contradicting scores, evaluate sector specific ESG drivers, assess impacts of
ESG performance on future earnings, and review potential legal and regulatory risks, Dana performs
additional stock level fundamental analysis.

5

CDP was formerly known as the Carbon Disclosure Project
Dana will continue to add new data vendors if there is a perceived value to their ESG process, especially as this part of the
market evolves.
7
For additional analysis on the differences found among ESG data providers, please see Dana’s “ESG Ratings: Differences
Between ESG Scores Among Data Vendors.” July 2018.
8
Data for J.P. Morgan as of June 30, 2018.
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This fundamental analysis focuses on specific ESG considerations that may impact a company’s
performance and competitive positioning with regard to its peers. For instance, such analysis may
consider trends in demand for healthy food in the consumer staples industry and which companies
within this industry are well positioned to take advantage of such trends. It's at this level that Dana
actively engages with clients to determine topics that are of particular concern.
Although process is “everything,” what ultimately matters is the resulting portfolio. As an ESG
portfolio, it’s critical that DESG scores better than its benchmark across widely accepted ESG Ratings
and according to Dana’s proprietary ESG composite measure. As we see in Table 1 DESG scores
higher than the benchmark according to MSCI’s IVA Ratings, Sustainalytics ESG Ratings, and Dana’s
Composite measure. As we’ll discuss further in the ESG Performance section, this strong
performance isn’t limited to ESG ratings, but is also seen in well‐established and time tested ESG
metrics. Before we further validate the ESG properties of DESG, it’s important to analyze the
financial out‐performance this strategy has generated.
Table 1: Dana ESG Performance Compared to the S&P 500 Benchmark

Weighted
Mean
Simple Mean
Median

Dana ESG Rating
DESG
S&P 500
70.79
58.59

MSCI IVA Rating
DESG
S&P 500
5.55
5.32

Sustainalytics ESG
DESG
S&P 500
61.89
61.40

64.12
72.55

5.26
5.30

61.87
62.29

51.03
55.00

4.96
5.00

58.49
58.80

Data as of 6/30/2018

Dana Performance
Above Market Returns
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As Figure 1 above shows, DESG has significantly outperformed the S&P 500 benchmark since
February 2000 (when the ESG strategy began). While this is a strong indication of the value added by
Dana’s portfolio management team, critics may argue that such excess returns could be attributable
to increased risks associated with investing in smaller cap stocks than what are present in the S&P
500. This is not an unreasonable assumption, as approximately 40% of S&P 500 index constituents
are not available to DESG, due to values‐based exclusions and/or low relative ESG scores. Thus, and
especially important to maintaining sector neutrality, adding some lower market cap stocks is
consistent with Dana’s investment process. Through factor analysis we have determined that DESG’s
out‐performance cannot be entirely attributed to widely accepted drivers of returns, such as market
cap size. We believe this result offers support to the premise that incorporating ESG information has
accretive value in stock selection.
To understand whether DESG’s performance is attributable to widely accepted drivers of return, we
performed Fama‐French three‐factor analysis. In this analysis, returns of DESG were regressed
against the returns of the US listed market (those firms listed on the NYSE, AMEX, and NASDAQ), the
excess returns of high book to market stocks (value) over low book to market (growth), and the
excess returns of small market cap stocks over large market cap stocks. The Fama‐French three‐
factor model is a widely tested and accepted tool that provides explanation for excess returns. As
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we see in Table 2, the model does well to explain the returns of the S&P 500 benchmark, resulting in
the S&P 500 having negligible alpha. However; Table 2 also shows that this widely accepted model
for explaining excess returns is unable to explain a significant portion of DESG’s returns, resulting in
substantial alpha.
Table 1: Fama‐French 3‐Factor Annualized Alpha February 2000 – April 2018

Fama French 3‐Factor
Annual Alpha
DESG
S&P 500 Total Return

2.89%
0.08%



In addition to the factors described above, momentum is often considered as a valuable variable in
understanding portfolio returns. To determine if momentum may explain Dana’s performance we
ran another set of regressions using the momentum factor along with the three Fama‐French factors
described above. We found (see Table 2) that momentum does little to explain DESG’s performance,
further suggesting that other non‐traditional factors may be at play.
Table 2: Momentum plus 3‐Factor Annualized Alpha February 2000 – April 2018

Fama French 3‐Factor with
momentum
Annual Alpha
DESG
S&P 500 Total Return

2.83%
0.20%



Having controlled for widely accepted drivers of return, we look to further isolate DESG’s
performance and understand if the remaining excess returns can be associated with ESG factors.
Considering DESG is a live portfolio that has evolved its ESG approach over the last 18 years,
isolating a single ESG factor is difficult. However, with DESG and DLCE maintaining identical
investment processes, except for the incorporation of ESG information and exclusions, we can
provide a unique perspective on the value add of ESG information. Starting with a 30,000‐foot view,
Figure 2 shows that since DESG’s inception, it has slightly outperformed DLCE.
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Figure 2: Cumulative Total Returns (gross) of DESG and DLCE Strategies February 2000 – April 2018
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While DESG’s excess cumulative total return over DLCE is a telling indication that ESG information
can add value, we realize the need to isolate the factors driving DESG’s performance. To do this, we
tested for the same traditional factors of return as previously discussed. Using a slightly altered
Fama‐French 3‐factor model, we regressed DESG’s returns against DLCE’s returns along with the size
and value factors. What we see in Table 4, is that DESG does provide excess returns over DLCE.
These excess returns, we believe, are associated with the Strategy’s use of ESG information.
Table 3: DESG vs DLCE Regression February 2000 – April 2018

Fama‐French 3‐Factor
DESG

Annual Alpha
.21%

Fama French 3‐Factor with
Momentum
Annual Alpha
.42%

The results shown in Table 4 are a telling indication that ESG information adds value. Nevertheless,
DESG and DLCE have seen a convergence in returns over the past several years that may be
attributable to the increasing ESG integration in DLCE. Dana has long recognized the value of
corporate governance to value creation and since 2012 the firm has increasingly incorporated
environmental and social considerations into its Large Cap Equity Strategy.9 To understand if and
how increasing incorporation of ESG information may have impacted returns and led to the
convergence in performance between DESG and DLCE, we performed the same Fama‐French three‐
factor and momentum analysis for the 2000‐2011 time period. As Table 5 shows, from 2000‐2011
DESG did indeed have a larger alpha over DLCE than during 2000‐2018.
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Worth noting, DLCE does not maintain exclusionary considerations, these remain unique to DESG.
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Table 4: DESG vs. DLCE February 2000 – December 2011

Fama French 3‐Factor 2000‐2011
DESG

Annual Alpha
.46%

Fama French 3‐Factor
Momentum 2000‐2011
Annual Alpha
.60%

with

These results are an impressive indication of the alpha generating potential that ESG information
can provide. What’s further telling, these results are similarly replicated through Dana’s fixed
income strategies. In the same way that DESG follows the identical investment philosophy as DLCE,
Dana’s Social ESG Bond Strategy has the same investment process, portfolio management team, and
benchmark as the Dana Intermediate Bond Strategy. Here again, we see that the ESG strategy has
outperformed on a risk‐adjusted basis with a 5‐year Sharpe ratio of .94 compared to .86 and .57 for
the Intermediate Bond Strategy and the Bloomberg Barclays Intermediate Govt/Credit Index,
respectively.10
To be sure, the case linking ESG performance to alpha has been made before. For instance, MSCI
performed back‐tests that found ESG tilt and momentum strategies outperformed their benchmark
by 1.1% and 2.1%, respectively.11 At the corporate level, a study by the Harvard Business School
found companies with high performance on “material” sustainability issues outperformed the wider
market by 4.98%12. The distinct value of our analysis on Dana’s performance is not to show through
back‐tests that ESG can add value to investment strategies, but rather that over the past 18 years
ESG has added value.

Reduced Volatility
In addition to delivering above market returns, Dana seeks to minimize volatility. To understand
both DESG and DLCE’s exposure to market risks we reviewed the beta and standard deviations of
the strategies. Again, the Fama‐French three‐factor model provides a useful tool in understanding a
portfolio’s exposure to market risks. Here too, we see the value of Dana’s investment process and
ESG integration in reducing risk. Table 6 shows both DESG and DLCE have beta’s significantly below
that of the market and the S&P 500 benchmark, with DESG beta being notably less than DLCE.
Table 5: Fama‐French 3‐Factor Beta February 2000 – April 2018

DESG
DLCE
S&P 500 Total return

Fama French
2000‐2018
Beta
0.8748*


0.9010
0.9914*

3‐Factor Fama French 3‐Factor
2000‐2011
Beta
0.8561*
0.8904*
0.9951*

10

Data as of 6/30/2018.
Nagy, Zoltan, Altaf Kassam, and Linda‐Eling Lee, 2015, “Can ESG Add Alpha? An Analysis of ESG Tilt and Momentum
Strategies,” MSCI whitepaper.
12
Khan, M., Serafeim, G., & Yoon, A. (2016). Corporate Sustainability: First evidence on Materiality. The Accounting Review, Vol
91 No 6, 1697‐1724.
*Finding is significant at a 5% level (95% confidence).
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Of particular note, we find lower beta in both DESG and DLCE from 2000‐2011, a time when
corresponding returns were greater, as compared to 2000‐2018. This may seem counterintuitive as
returns are often exclusively seen as compensation for risk. However, our findings provide further
support that Dana’s investment process is effective in delivering additional returns without
additional risk. What’s more we see that ESG information has added risk mitigation attributes to this
investment process.
Such portfolio construction is increasingly important as the S&P 500’s returns have been increasingly
concentrated in a handful of technology stocks, namely the FAANG’s.13 Indeed, between January
2015 and June 2018 these stocks constituted 21.85% of the returns generated by the S&P 500, in
contrast to the 6.85% the FAANG’s contributed from January 2012 to December 2014.14 While the
future is yet untold, such concentration in returns is inherently volatile and should be treated with
concern.
Complementing the review of Dana’s ESG and Large Cap exposure to the market, we considered the
strategy specific volatility of returns. Determining the monthly volatility of returns within an asset
provides another useful perspective on the level of risk present. Reviewing the standard deviation of
monthly returns for DESG, DLCE, S&P 500 and, the U.S. market we again substantiate that Dana’s
investment process is effective at reducing volatility with additional volatility reductions resulting
from ESG integration.
Table 6: Monthly Standard Deviation of returns February 2000 to April 2018

U.S. Market
Standard Deviation 4.31

S&P
4.17

DLCE
3.98

DESG
3.96

While much attention has been paid to the relationship between ESG performance and returns, less
has focused on the relationship between ESG performance and risk. Exposing the potential for ESG
information to provide investors with a useful risk assessment, AQR found that companies with poor
ESG performance have “stock‐specific volatility” that is 15% higher and betas that are 3% higher
than stocks with strong ESG performance.15 As with our review of returns, Dana’s analysis adds to
the current compendium of ESG research through providing practical evidence that incorporating
ESG information can reduce investment risk.

ESG Performance
For ESG investment strategies to truly become mainstream, it’s imperative to establish that such
strategies can perform as well if not better on a risk adjusted basis as traditional equity strategies.
At the same time, ESG strategies must deliver on their mission to identify environmentally and
socially responsible companies. This dual objective requires asset managers to construct a portfolio
that is not only environmentally and socially sustainable but also financially attractive.

13

FAANG is short for Facebook, Amazon, Apple, Netflix, and Google (Alphabet)
Source: Bloomberg S&P 500 portfolio performance attribution for 01/02/2015‐6/30/2018 and 01/03/2012‐12/31/2014
15
Dunn, Jeff, Fitzgibbons, Shaun, & Pomorski, Lukasz. 2017. “Assessing Risk Through Environmental, Social and Governance
Exposures.” AQR Capital Management.
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While management of ESG issues appears as a mosaic, there are individual pieces we can distinguish
to better understand a portfolio’s exposure to ESG risks and opportunities and how these risks and
opportunities relate to financial performance. For example, metrics such as greenhouse gas
emissions intensity, water intensity, and percentage of female employees provide useful insights
into how well a portfolio’s holdings are managing ESG issues with financial implications. Indeed,
recent research by Goldman Sachs found significant alpha associated with strong performance on
greenhouse gas emissions (3.1% in relevant sectors), water intensity (1.8%), and percentage of
female employees (3.3%).16 As one would expect, Dana’s ESG strategy holds companies that perform
better than DLCE and S&P 500 on these cross‐cutting ESG topics.
Table 7: ESG Performance17

DESG
DLCE
S&P 500*

Average
Annual
GHG
Emissions
Intensity18
(1/31/2008
–
12/31/2017)
207.42
276.29
418.13

**Median
Annual Water
Intensity
(1/31/2011
–
12/31/2017)19
182.43
294.89
295.29

Average
Annual
Percentage
of
Women Employees
(1/31/2012
–
05/31/2018)
36.96%
36.77%
36.31%

Average
Annual
Percentage of Board
Independence
(1/31/2007
–
5/31/2018)
85.64%
85.71%
83.69%

Upon reviewing these results, we performed a series of back‐tests covering the same time periods
to understand the financial implications this ESG performance may have. The back‐tests were
limited to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions intensity and percentage of female employees as these
are the metrics for which Bloomberg has developed factor back‐testing capabilities. The back‐test
results, seen in Figure 3, show that companies with the lowest (Quartile 1) GHG intensity,
neutralized by industry group, outperformed companies with the highest intensity (Quartile 4) by
1.25% annually between 2008 and 2017.

16

“The PM’S Guide to the ESG Revolution,” Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research, April 18, 2017.
The appropriate time range for performance on each metric was determined as those periods where more than 20% of DESG,
DLCE, and S&P 500 companies disclosed performance.
18
Calculated as the average total annual greenhouse gas emissions (in metric tons) per sales (in millions).
19
Calculated as the median amount water consumed (in cubic meters) per sales (in millions).
*
S&P 500 figures are yearly averages while DSRE and DLCE are monthly accounting for more frequent rebalancing.
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Figure 3: GHG Intensity Quartile Performance January 2008 – December 2017
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Back‐tests further show that companies, neutralized by industry group, with the highest levels of
gender diversity (Quartile 1) outperform those with the lowest levels (Quartile 4) by 2.05% annually
between January 2012 and June 2018, see Figure 4. Interestingly, these same companies also
endure less volatility (11.07% vs 12.13%) than their less diverse peers.
Figure 4: Returns by Level of Gender Diversity January 2012 – May 2018
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Source: Bloomberg
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The results depicted in Figures 3 and 4 provide additional support that strong performance on ESG
issues is linked to strong financial performance. Understanding that the time periods and metrics
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presented in Figure 3 and 4 relate to those depicted in Table 8, it becomes hard to ignore that
DESG’s performance may be associated with the strategy’s selection of high performing ESG stocks.

Concluding Remarks
ESG investing has experienced explosive growth, up 33 percent from 2014 to 2016, with one‐fifth of
all professionally managed investments considering ESG factors.20 Despite this growth and scale,
ESG investing is still regarded as a niche whereby investing for positive environmental, social, and
governance comes at the cost of financial performance. Mounting evidence from numerous studies
has done well to dispel much of this criticism. Through a differentiated approach that utilizes
analysis of live portfolios, the results put forth in this paper provide additional support that positive
ESG performance does not require financial sacrifice. While the use of live portfolios makes direct
attribution of financial performance to ESG information challenging, the proof is, so to speak, in the
pudding.
Through establishing DESG’s outperformance of the S&P 500, we validate the strategy’s alpha. By
further comparing DESG’s performance to the near identical DLCE, we associate a portion of this
alpha with the incorporation of ESG information. In determining that DESG has lower beta and
volatility than both the S&P and DLCE, we justify that the excess returns are not due to increased
risks. Finally, via demonstrating that DESG holds companies with stronger ESG performance than
DLCE and the S&P 500, we solidify that ESG investing does not come at a financial cost; on the
contrary, it has accretive benefits to financial returns and risk mitigation.
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“US Sustainable, Responsible and Impact Investing Trends,” 2016, USSIF
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Appendix 1: Regression Results
Figure 5 DESG Fama‐French 3‐Factor 2000‐2018 Regression
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Figure 6: Fama‐French 3‐Factor with Momentum 2000‐2018
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Figure 7: DESG vs DLCE Fama‐French 3‐Factor 2000‐2018
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Figure 8: DESG vs DLCE Fama‐French 3‐Factor with Momentum 2000‐2018
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Figure 9: DESG vs DLCE Fama‐French 2000‐2011
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Figure 10: DESG vs DLCE Fama‐French with Momentum 2000‐2011
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Appendix 2: ESG Disclosure Rates
Figure 11: S&P 500 ESG Metric Disclosure Rates 2004‐2017
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Figure 12: DESG Disclosure Rates 2004‐2018
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Dana Legal Disclosure:
Important Disclosure Information
Performance data presented herein is meant solely for informational purposes and is not intended for client use. All returns
were calculated on a time weighted total return basis. Performance does include the accrual of income and the reinvestment of
dividends and interest received. Such information may not yet reflect the full impact of all investment, trading and custodial
related fees and the calendar quarter end prices for certain securities may still be changed after the fact by one or more pricing
sources. The impact of any excluded fees would likely reduce the performance being presented. For example: a $1,000,000
portfolio with an advisory fee of 0.75% per annum earning a 10% annual return would have paid a total compounded advisory
fee of $50,368 over a five‐year period. The resulting average annual return for the period would be 9.17%.
During various market cycles, the strategies discussed herein have demonstrated portfolio characteristics and returns that have
been both more and less volatile than that of the comparable index. Indices shown were selected because they demonstrated a
broad range of characteristics, some of these characteristics being deemed useful for limited comparison purposes only.
While data contained herein was gathered from sources deemed reliable, the accuracy of the data presented cannot be
guaranteed. Please remember that past performance may not be indicative of future results. Different types of investments
involve varying degrees of risk, and there can be no assurance that the future performance of any specific investment or
investment strategy made reference to directly or indirectly in this report, will be profitable, equal any corresponding indicated
historical performance level(s), or will continue to be suitable for your specific portfolio. Due to various factors, including
changing market conditions, the content of this report may no longer be reflective of current opinions, positions, investments
or account allocations. Moreover, you should not assume that any discussion or information contained in this report serves as
the receipt of, or as a substitute for, personalized investment advice from Dana Investment Advisors, Inc.
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A quarterly performance summary prepared in accordance with the Global Investment Performance Standards (GIPS®) is
available upon request for each investment strategy discussed. In addition, a copy of Dana's current Form ADV Brochure
detailing a complete list of Dana's advisory services and fees is also available for your review upon request by contacting 262‐
782‐3631 or by mailing your request to P.O. Box 1067, Brookfield, WI 53008‐1067.
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