CEF Advisors 2Q 2026
Update: The Quarter
the Market Stopped
Panicking — and What
Investors Were Asking

A genuine recovery quarter, a Supreme
Court ruling that reshaped fund
activism, and the municipal bond, BDC,
and interval fund data behind where
we're watching next.

By John Cole Scott, Presiden & CIO, CEF
Advisors — July 21, 2026

A Room That Exhaled

We just wrapped our 59th consecutive quarterly
session — every quarter since January 2012,
without a miss. This one felt different from most
of the last four. After a genuinely "angry, not
ugly" first quarter, the second quarter was the
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recovery leg of that story and that was clear on
the webinar. We had a good group of attendees
across 12 countries and 36 U.S. states, with New
York, California, Florida, Texas, and lllinois
leading the way — not exactly a surprise given
where advisors and income investors tend to
cluster, but a good reminder of how national this
audience has become.

The feeling among webinar attendees was
noticeably lighter than it's been in a while. After
a first quarter that rattled a lot of people who
were newer to BDCs and private credit, the
second quarter gave them a reason to exhale —
performance recovered, munis quietly reass-
erted themselves as the boring-but-reliable
sector they usually are, and even BDCs, while still
deeply discounted, stopped bleeding on a
relative basis.

But relief didn't mean complacency. The
guestions coming in beforehand skewed toward
genuine risk-management curiosity rather than
panic or greed — people wanted to understand
mechanics (ROC, non-accruals, gating, leverage
structures) more than they wanted a quick take.
And there was one genuinely new question this
quarter that didn't exist three months ago: what
does a Supreme Court ruling most of these
investors had never heard of mean for the funds
they already own?

As | told the group live: when we write the
follow-up article, | go back through submitted
guestion to make sure anything timely that we
didn't get to on the call gets addressed here. A
handful of good, specific questions came in that
we didn't have time to reach live — on credit
spreads, leverage structures, covered-call fund
mechanics, BDC redemption comparisons, and
NAV reliability — and I've made sure to close
those out below.

This article is a companion to that session, not a
replacement for it. If you want the full 90-slide
data set — Muni discount frequency tables going
back 25 years, the BDC ROE cohort analysis,
institutional 13D/13G ownership maps, tender-
offer alpha statistics — go watch the replay or



download the deck and full transcript at
CEFdata.com/Quarterly. What follows is my
attempt to give you the shape of the quarter
without making you sit through 90 minutes to
getit.

What Investors Were Actually Asking

The submitted questions sorted cleanly by fund
bucket, and the pattern told its own story.

Munis drew questions about where the best
relative-value opportunities remain now that
discounts have tightened meaningfully, and how
to think about single-state
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private, semi-liquid interval fund actually
compare to discount widening in a listed BDC,
and is one genuinely riskier than the other? Luke
M. (Florida) asked specifically about the liquidity
trade-offs of owning exchange-listed BDCs
versus non-traded interval structures. Short
answer, expanded below: they're different risks,
not different magnitudes of the same risk.

Closing the Loop: Questions
We Didn't Get To Live

Every quarter | promise the room that anything
submitted but not covered live gets picked up in

. this article, so here's a
versus national exposure from
. . condensed pass at the best of
a credit-concentration the rest
standpoint. “People wanted to '

Taxable bond CEFs generated
a cluster of questions about
return of capital — Kelly P.
(Texas) and Benjamin R.
(Alberta, Canada) both asked
variations of "is this ROC a
problem?" — plus questions
on underlying credit quality
analysis for equity and hybrid

understand
mechanics — ROC,
non-accruals, gating,
leverage structures —
more than they
wanted a quick take.”

On credit spreads and leverage
discipline in bond and BDC
CEFs (Patrick M. (Mass-
achusetts), John D. (New York),
David S. (North Carolina), Chris
H. (Ontario, Canada)): spreads
have stayed inside historical
norms even through the Q1
volatility, which is part of why

funds.

Equity and equity-income CEFs questions
centered on geographic focus, NAV volatility,
and how leverage changes the risk profile of
otherwise "boring" strategies.

Business Development Companies (BDCs) dom-
inated by volume, and the questions weren't
really about whether to own them — they were
about which ones. A cluster from Daniel O.
(Florida), Chris F. (North Dakota), and Scott T.
(llinois) asked essentially the same thing three
different ways: how should we interpret the
Saba Supreme Court decision for fund activism
and board dynamics going forward? That single
qguestion shaped a meaningful chunk of the
session, and it deserves its own section.

Interval Funds & Non-Traded BDCs drew
structural questions — how does gating in a
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we didn't see a genuine credit
event materialize despite the
discount widening in taxable bond and BDC
funds — this year's widening has been much
more of a sentiment and liquidity story than a
spread-blowout story.

On leverage itself, most sponsors have kept
ratios relatively steady rather than trying to time
the curve, which we think is the right call; where
we watch closely is cost of leverage relative to
portfolio yield, since that spread is the real tell
on whether leverage is additive or a drag. For
preferred and baby-bond structures specifically,
it comes down to cost, term, and covenant
flexibility — baby bonds tend to be more
transparent than preferreds, and we look at
coverage ratios under stressed NAV scenarios,
not just the headline rate.



On covered-call CEFs, distribution sustainability,
and how they compare to the ETF wrapper
(Bartosz N. (Malopolskie, Poland), Dave H.
(Florida)): a closed-end structure's fixed capital
base means the manager isn't forced to sell
options or unwind positions to meet
redemptions during volatile stretches, which
often shows up as better long-term options-
writing execution — the tradeoff is discount risk,
which the ETF wrapper doesn't carry.

Equity CEFs as a category show a lower incidence
of destructive return of capital than bond CEFs
— 15% of equity funds versus 42% of bond funds
over a 10-year lookback —
though within equity, Specialty
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On NAV reliability and where interval funds go
from here (William D. (Colorado), Robert W.
(Montana), Cliff F. (New York)): published NAVs
deserve healthy scrutiny, especially for less-
liquid credit and private-asset-heavy funds
where marks rely more on manager judgment
than observable prices — we spend real time
comparing marks against public comps rather
than taking NAV at face value.

On the interval-fund side, sponsors are
expanding the wrapper beyond direct lending
into real estate, infrastructure, and asset-based
finance as investor demand grows, and the
eventual conversion to a listed
CEF (Bluerock/BPRE is this

Equity (where most covered-
call funds sit) runs higher at
19% than U.S. Equity's 6%, so

“For nine years, the

year's live example) tends to
happen once a fund has scaled
enough assets, and get over-

we wouldn't single out fastest trade in this subscribed on back-to-back
covered-call funds as the busin n't redemption periods in order to
standout on this measure. usiness was offer investors secondary
on the BOC ol picking the right fund | market liquidity but often

n the cycle, non- . . leads to deep discounts.
accruals, and public-versus- — It was suing one.

private redemption risk (Nate
J. (North Carolina), Arnaud B.
(Texas), and Jon H. (Virginia)):

That's over.”

A few other good, narrower
qguestions came in that didn't
make the cut here for space —

our ROE-cohort work is the

direct answer on cycle risk —

larger, top-tier BDCs with strong underwriting
discipline have held up best, and names like
ARCC sit toward the higher-quality end on scale
and diversified funding, though no BDC is
immune to a real credit-cycle turn.

Non-accruals run higher in the bottom-tier
cohort (roughly 2% of the portfolio versus about
1.2% for the top tier) — a real but not dramatic
gap, and the market is pricing an even larger
discount gap than that credit gap actually
justifies. On structure, private BDCs manage
liquidity through periodic tender offers with
acceptance limits, so investors can face real
gating in stressed periods, while public BDCs
have no redemption mechanism at all — their
liquidity stress shows up purely as discount
widening, uncomfortable but not capital-

trapping.
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if yours isn't above, reach out
directly and I'll answer it one-
on-one.

The Saba Ruling: The Biggest
Structural Story of the Quarter

On June 11, 2026, the Supreme Court ruled 6-3
in FS Credit Opportunities Corp. v. Saba Capital
Master Fund that Section 47(b) of the
Investment Company Act of 1940 does not
create a private right of action. In plain English:
activist investors — Saba Capital chief among
them — can no longer sue closed-end funds
directly in federal court to unwind bylaws or
governance provisions they claim violate the '40
Act. That authority stays where Congress put it
86 years ago: with the SEC.



For nine years, the fastest trade in this business
wasn't picking the right fund — it was suing one.
That's over, or at least that specific lever is. Saba
issued a statement making clear they view this as
a procedural loss, not a merits loss, and that
they'll pursue other avenues — other ICA
provisions, state law, proxy fights. | think that's
right, and | think it's also right that this makes
activism harder, slower, and more expensive to
execute at scale — not extinct.

My honest read, which | gave on the call: expect
somewhat less aggressive activism over the next
year or two, simply because the threat of a quick
federal rescission suit is off the
table and fund boards can
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nothing like its past. Visit www.SaveASA.com to
learn more about this issue.

The bigger-picture implication I'd flag for anyone
reading this instead of hearing it live: this ruling
likely raises the importance of independent
board quality more than it lowers the
importance of activism generally. BDCs, in my
experience, tend to have stronger independent
boards than most traditional CEFs. If the '40 Act's
protective architecture is going to work as
designed, it needs the SEC to actually show up —
and it needs boards willing to have uncom-
fortable conversations when the numbers say to.

Where the Data

manage governance risk with
more confidence. That said,
don't mistake "less aggressive"
for "less present." Investors

“This ruling likely
raises the importance

Landed at
Quarter-End

Our 2026 base case didn't

like Karpus, SIT, RiverNorth, ofindependent board change  dramatically  this
1607 and City of London often | - qugljty more than it | quarter, andin a year that has
operate closer 1o The engage had a Supreme Court fund-
long-term holder" end of the lowers the P

spectrum than the "pure
activist" end most of the time.

Our data shows $12 billion in

importance of
activism generally.”

governance ruling, continued
Al-credit anxiety, and a
genuine BDC / private credit
discount dislocation, "didn't

assets tied to genuinely

focused activist investors

across CEFs and BDCs, with 64 funds receiving a
13D filing on a one-year lookback and 110 on a
three-year basis — meaning activism intensity
actually picked up in the most recent year
relative to the two before it, ruling not-
withstanding.

SIT Investment Associates has been expanding
its stake in Aberdeen Government Markets
Income Fund (MGF) to 33%, Saba filed 13D/A
activity around a board declassification proposal
at BNY Mellon Muni Bond Infrastructure Fund
(DMB), and Saba's push around ASA Gold and
Precious Metals (ASA) — where they now own
roughly 31%, pushed Axel Merk out and have
floated a conversion to a BDC structure — is
genuinely one of the more surprising
developments of the year. If you own ASA for
gold exposure, the fund's future may look

Page 4 of 9

change dramatically" is itself a
small victory.

Growth is tracking modestly below trend,
inflation remains stickier than anyone would
like, and the Fed's path stays narrow — this
remains, deliberately, a "plan and react"
environment rather than a forecast-with-
conviction one. Against that backdrop, the
headline for the quarter itself: this was a genuine
recovery quarter, though not a uniform one.

Broken out by sector on a total-return basis, our
CEF Major Sector Index is up 9.8% quarter-to-
date (2Q alone) and 8.7% vyear-to-date
(combining both quarters) — and the QTD-
versus-YTD gap by sector tells you where the
recovery actually happened.

Equity CEFs are up 13.8% QTD and 15% YTD;
Taxable Bond CEFs are up 5.1% QTD but only 1%



YTD, meaning nearly all of their gain came in the
second quarter alone; Muni Bond CEFs are up
5.7% YTD but 5.5% from 2Q alone; and Debt-
focused BDCs are up 1.3% QTD but still down
8.8% YTD, split further between Large Cap BDCs
(+3.4% QTD, -4.3% YTD) and Small Cap BDCs
(+1.6% QTD, -11.1% YTD versus the average
BDC).

That spread is the whole story of the quarter in
miniature — equity and munis did the heavy
lifting on both a quarterly and year-to-date basis,
taxable bond funds' recovery was almost entirely
a second-quarter event, and BDCs turned a
corner in Q2 even though the
sector, and especially Small
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has only touched during the Great Recession and
the COVID crash, and one that's occurred in just
6% of the months on record. That's despite listed
BDC NAV total returns of +485% and price total
returns of +415% over the past 21.5 years (8.6%
and 7.9% annualized, respectively).

This is not a broken asset class, it's a mispriced
one relative to its own long-run behavior.
Significant institutional flows tell the same story:
capital has been flowing into BDCs for two
straight quarters even as retail sentiment stayed
sour, which is the clearest signal | can point to
that "Al credit risk" is not the dominant driver
here that headlines suggest.

Cap BDCGs, is still digging out of
a rough first quarter.

Equity and taxable bond CEFs
both had a strong quarter,

a“y z
Listed BDC NAV total with our All Sector Equity CEF
Munis are now at historically returns of +485% and Index up 13.81% QTD on price

tight levels — the 25-year
discount series closed June at -
2.35%, inside both the 25-year

price total returns of
+415% over the past 21.5
years — this is not a

and our Taxable Bond CEF
Index up 5.14% QTD on price
— a sharp reversal from Q1's

average (-4.03%) and median ugliness. Our broader 15
(-3.73%), with 73% of the broken asset class, it's a Major CEF Sectors Index,
historical months in .the mispriced one.” which bIends.both alongside
dataset showing wider BDCs and munis, was up 9.38%

discounts than today. Munis

QTD on price and 8.20% on

were under 10% discounts as
recently as 2023 — this is a
meaningfully different valua-tion environment.

That tightness lines up with what the broader
market is seeing: that munis are having a solid
2026, with strategists still calling current tax-
equivalent yields "generation-ally attractive"
even after the rally — our own tax-equivalent-
yield math for a married couple earning SIMM+
in NYC shows national Muni CEFs offering NAV
yields north of 10% on a tax-equivalent basis
(including avg 20% RoC). Flows confirm the shift
too: institutional 13F/13D/13G data shows
municipal bond CEFs saw roughly $532MM in
net outflows in Ql 2026, reversing to about
$100MM in net inflows in Q2.

BDCs are the split-screen story of the quarter.
Debt-focused BDCs closed June at a -25.20%
average discount — a level the 21-year dataset
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NAV, though YTD price returns

(8.72%) still trail NAV (9.63%),
meaning discounts widened slightly on a trailing
basis even after the Q2 bounce.

Worth a reminder on what that 15-sector index
actually is: by methodology, each of the 15
sectors — including BDCs and Municipal Bonds
— carries an equal 6.66% weight, which nets out
to roughly 36% equity and 64% bond exposure in
aggregate across the index. We still think it beats
the equal-weight S&P 500 this year, since equity
markets have less room to run from here while
discounts still have room to narrow and credit
funds can keep paying (and modestly growing)
their distributions in the current environment.

On the seasonal pattern | like to flag every
quarter: the average discount narrowing during
the seasonal window (into tax-loss selling season
and back out) is over 3%, with an average



market-price return of almost 10% — and that's
across our full 15-sector index. Our history on
this measurement goes back to 2016 (through
this June 30th, with the start of the window
updated every February), showing a roughly 10%
average return. It doesn't happen every single
year, but on average, buying at the seasonal
discount low and holding to the seasonal
discount high has beaten just holding through
the rest of the year.

On the equity side specifically, our underlying
asset-quality work looks at geographic focus
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life-of-loan monitoring matter more than a
company's raw Al exposure — plus less non-
accrual exposure and materially lower PIK
income as a share of earnings (5.8% vs. 8.6%) —
in other words, the market is, on average, pricing
this correctly at the fund level even if the overall
sector discount looks irrationally wide.

| gave this analysis as a lunch talk to the
Cleveland CFA Society this spring and wrote it up
afterward as a summary article; I'll do the same
for the CFA Society San Francisco on October 21.

(US., global, emerging, developed), NAV The permanent-capital point still matters more
performance before and after than almost anything else I can
fees, NAV volatility, and beta tell BDC-curious investors:
relative to the S&P 500 to discount widening in a listed
understand how a portfolio BDC does not force asset-level
actually behaves — not just “The liquidations. It's a market-price
unds that

what it's nominally invested in. . f phenomenon, not a

survived the 1929 redemption-driven one. That

Light leverage matters here
too: a value-stock fund with
modest leverage effectively

crash were the ones
with lower leverage

distinction is precisely why
we're  comfortable  being
buyers into this kind of

becomes a somewhat more
volatile version of what's
otherwise a lower-volatility
strategy, which may or may

or no leverage at all.”

dislocation in a way we would
not be with a gated, semi-
liguid vehicle under real
redemption pressure.

not fit an investor's goals
depending on how that
leverage interacts with the underlying holdings.

BDCs: Still Not a Monolith, and Now
We Can Prove It Better

This has been our refrain for a year, and this
quarter we have sharper data behind it. We
compared the top 18 BDCs by 1-year ROE against
the bottom 18 (all with $250MM+ market caps):
the top cohort posted an 11.15% average 1-year
ROE against a -3.2% average discount, while the
bottom cohort's 0.04% average ROE came with a
brutal -32.5% average discount.

The better-ROE group carries a slightly higher
relative Al risk score (5.21 vs. 5.04) — close
enough to call it a rounding difference, but if
anything it hints that manager underwriting and
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Leverage is worth a longer-
term history lesson here, since it's central to how
BDCs and levered CEFs actually behave in a real
downturn. The funds that survived the 1929
crash were the ones with lower leverage or no
leverage at all — the ones levered like the rest of
the market did not survive 1929. There were far
more closed-end funds in existence before 1929
than there were for decades afterward.

Leverage, structured right and with a steep yield
curve behind it, can increase both income and
NAV volatility — but our data consistently shows
that NAV volatility from leverage is actually far
smaller than the market price volatility investors
experience from trading discounts and prem-
iums. That distinction matters as much today as
it did nearly a century ago.



One expense metric we think gets overlooked
across both BDCs and CEFs generally: the non-
leverage gross expense ratio. We strip out the
cost of leverage and calculate operating costs,
management fees, and accounting fees over
gross assets, since gross assets are the actual
capital deployed and where the operating
friction really sits. Separating "what you pay for
investment management" from "what you pay
to borrow" is a useful distinction whether you're
looking at a Muni bond fund or a BDC, and it's
one more datapoint we'd encourage investors to
ask their advisor or platform for.

On distribution quality, our
destructive-return-of-capital
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structure through open-ending, liquidation, or
converting to an ETF — happen far less often,
averaging under nine per year, so roughly two-
thirds of all "exits" from the space are mergers
and one-third are structural deaths.

Interval Funds: Real Growth, Real
Differentiation

The registered non-listed universe (interval,
tender-offer, and non-listed BDC funds
combined) now sits at $462.5 billion across 436
funds, more than double where it stood five
years ago, with every one of the three sub-

categories now exceeding

data continues to show a split

$100 billion in assets. Growth
has moderated — BDC asset

most investors miss taxable
bond funds show meaningfully
negative NAV total return
versus yield ratios across every
time horizon, while equity
CEFs actually show positive
ratios over most periods —

“The registered non-
listed universe now
sits at 5462.5 billion
across 436 funds —
more than double

growth in particular won't
repeat the 2023-2025 pace,
and I'd expect total BDC assets
to end 2026 above $200 billion
but short of $250 billion. We're
also likely to see something in

"ROC" is doing very different
jobs depending on fund type,
and treating it as a single red
flag across the board is a

where it stood five
years ago.”

the range of eight to ten
interval fund closures this
year, putting 2026 in the same
rare company as 2016 and

mistake.

On the corporate-actions side, since 2012 tender
offers alone have moved $14 billion at an
average execution price near 97% of NAV, and
distribution cuts above 10% carry roughly a 4%
relative price headwind on average versus about
a 2% tailwind for increases above 10% — a
reminder that this isn't a buy-and-forget asset
class.

Mergers are the other big structural story, and
one that doesn't get enough attention. There
have been 417 mergers since 2006, averaging
about 20 per year — more, actually, than the
number of closed-end funds that currently exist.
Merger activity has been elevated since 2012,
peaking around 2020 and 2025, and I'd expect it
to settle closer to 10 a year going forward versus
the roughly 20 per year we've seen historically.
"Deaths" — a fund fully losing its closed-end
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2017 for closure activity.

On the redemption-mechanics question Luke M.
(Florida) and others asked: gating in a non-listed
interval fund is a real constraint, but it is not
necessarily a larger-magnitude risk than the
discount volatility you accept by owning a listed
BDC — it's simply a different risk with no market-
price signal attached to it at all. We think
concerns about non-listed, semi-liquid struct-
ures have been considerably overstated this
year.

And the direct-listing trend we've been tracking
kept moving. Robinhood Ventures Fund | (RVI) is
trading around a 10% premium — down from a
richer level earlier in the year — with a second
fund, Robinhood Ventures Fund Il (RVIl), already
in registration; I'd call it the most likely leading
indicator of the next regular IPO | can point to.



RiverNorth's Long/Short Prime Unicorn funds
(UNIU/UNID) are expected to list by August
2026. Pershing Square (PSUS/PSH) is trading at
roughly a -18% discount — a reminder that a
direct listing or IPO alone doesn't guarantee a
premium, and due diligence on the underlying
strategy still matters more than the structure.

Worth flagging as its own category: DXYZ
(Destiny Tech100) and the newer cluster of
private-equity-focused, direct-listed CEFs we
now track at CEFData VCX (Fundrise
Innovation Fund), BOT (RoboStrategy, Inc.),
PWRL (Powerlaw Corp.), and RVI itself — are
genuinely unique animals that need their own
analysis rather than being lumped in with
traditional equity or credit CEFs. There's a fair
amount of "meme stock"-like trading behavior in
that group, and premium/discount swings there
can be sharp and sentiment-driven in a way the
rest of the closed-end universe usually isn't.

3Q and 2026 Outlook:
Plan and React, Still

We're not changing our internal language here
— "plan and react" remains the right framing for
an environment where the biggest catalyst of the
year came from the Supreme Court, not the Fed.
Heading into the third quarter and the rest of
2026:

e Munis are historically tight; be selective
on duration and discount rather than
assuming broad-based opportunity

remains.

BDCs remain the most bifurcated
opportunity in the space — we think the
ROE-sorted framework, not sector-wide
sentiment, is the right lens, and
institutional flows agree with us even
where retail sentiment doesn't yet.

Interval funds will see continued,
modest closures as weaker distribution
stories get sorted from stronger ones —
this is healthy, not alarming.
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Activism gets harder to execute quickly
after the Saba ruling, but don't assume it
disappears — watch board quality and
state-level dynamics instead of federal
court dockets.

BDC earnings season kicks into gear the
first two weeks of August; expect that
calendar to keep separating disciplined
underwriters from 2021-2022-vintage
overreach.

Fifty-nine quarters in, the biggest thing I'd tell
you is the same thing | told attendees: this is still,
at its core, an event-driven, mechanically
exploitable asset class, and both the panic and
the euphoria tend to be overdone relative to
what the data actually supports.

Review the quarterly session's slides, transcript
and replay video at CEFdata.com/Quarterly.

You can register now to attend the 3Q 2026
CEF, BDC and Interval Fund Research Call on
October 14, 2026, at 2pm EST

About CEF Advisors

CEF Advisors is an independent registered
investment advisory firm headquartered in
Richmond, Virginia, founded in 1989 and
specializing exclusively in closed-end funds
(CEFs), business development companies (BDCs),
and interval funds. We're a team of six on the
wealth management side and 13 on the data
side. Our key differentiator is the integration of
proprietary data and research through our
internally developed platform, which tracks
roughly $1.2 trillion across 846 closed-end-
structured management companies — including
about 250 London-listed closed-end funds
(investment trusts) and, by the end of August,
400 BDCs. We combine that data-driven
approach with fundamental analysis
evaluating portfolio construction, credit quality,
cost structure, and relative value — using a



multi-factor framework built around discounts,
distributions, manager and sector dynamics, and
credit and earnings quality metrics.

We serve financial advisors, institutional
investors, family offices, and individual clients
through separately managed accounts, model
portfolios, and customized research designed to
support income generation and total return
objectives across varying market environments,
tailored to each client's goals, risk tolerance, and
tax considerations. We're also proud to work
closely with the Active Investment Company
Alliance (AICA), a nonprofit trade association
focused on advisor-centric education and
transparency across the CEF, BDC, and interval
fund industry, through which we contribute to
webinars, conferences, and broader industry
education.

Disclosures

This article is for informational and educational
purposes only and does not constitute
investment, tax, or legal advice, nor a

recommendation to buy, sell, or hold any
security or strategy. The views expressed
represent CEF Advisors' opinions as of the
publication date and are subject to change
without notice. Discussions of specific funds,
tickers, or activist activity are for illustrative
purposes and should not be interpreted as
personalized advice or a solicitation. CEF
Advisors and its clients may hold positions in
securities or funds discussed here, which may
create actual or potential conflicts of interest,
and such positions may change at any time
without notice.

Investing in CEFs, BDCs, and interval funds
involves risk, including possible loss of principal,
leverage risk, interest-rate risk, liquidity risk,
market risk, and credit risk. CEFs and BDCs
frequently trade at a discount to net asset value,
and there is no guarantee any investment
objective will be achieved. Past performance,
including the historical index, discount, and
return data referenced throughout this article
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(all sourced from CEFData.com as of June 30,
2026, unless otherwise noted), is not indicative
of future results. Back-tested and historical index
results do not account for funds previously
recommended by the Adviser that are no longer
included in current asset allocation strategies,
and therefore may overstate potential returns
due to survivor bias. Forward-looking state-
ments are inherently uncertain and based on
assumptions subject to change as market,
economic, or regulatory conditions evolve.

Before making any investment decision,
investors should consult their own financial, tax,
and legal professionals and carefully review the
relevant prospectus, offering documents, and
regulatory filings for any investment discussed.
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