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Abstract

Twenty years of data provide grounds for the amslgd private equity funds (PEF)
performances. Gross returns for US and EMEA PEEsnavdeled and benchmarked with
total market indexes (TMI) using a PME+-DPI methéderage US funds perform in line
with benchmarks. Carried interest has no matemalict on PEF’s relative performance. Top
guartile funds exhibit an outperformance (net arabg basis). Timing of cash-flows explains
part of it. More than management fees, the levelhef preferred return rate might reduce
alignments of interests. Calculating a spread WBE+-DPI index and sharing the resulting

alpha might increase it.



In a context of declining returns [Higson and Seick012; Harris, Jenkinson and Kaplan,
2012], private equity fees are under fir8eemingly attractive, as assets under management
of private equity funds have increased from USDbillion in 1991 to 180 billion in 2000
[Kaplan and Schoar, 2005] and an estimated 3atmilln 2012, the question of performance
measurement of PEFs returns is a recurring del@denpers and Lerner, 2000; Kaplan and
Schoar, 2005; Gottschalg, Phalippou and Zollo, 20@4ner, Schoar and Wongsunwai, 2007;
Phalippou and Gottschalg, 2009; Aigner, Albrech¢y&hlag and alii, 2008; Higson and
Stucke, 2012; Harris, Jenkinson and Kaplan, 20fE2],by the lack of transparency [Higson
and Stucke, 2012]. PEFs’ performance assessmardagermining stake for PEF fund raising
and activity in PE. However, it remains difficutirfat least three reasons.

First, data covers only at best 30 years of priea@ty activity [Demaria, 2010, Ch. 1 &
2], and is dominated by US figures, which still negent 60% of documented investment
activity [Table 1].

Second, the actual performance of private equitg$u(PEFs) is known only once these
funds are liquidated, usually after 10 to 12 ye#ractivity. Only data from fully liquidated
funds is reliable, but subject to a significantéitag. This time-lag is problematic because of
three phenomenon:

) PEFs returns are subject to “waves” [for US LBdigson and Stucke, 2012; for

US VC: Robinson and Sensoy, 2011]: an increaseaptal raised leads to an
increase in investments volumes and in companyatialus; which then lead to a

decrease of returns [Higson and Stucke, 2012; $jadenkinson and Kaplan,

! For anecdotal evidence, see: Private Equity latéwnal, “LPs slam critical study on management sTee10/7/2013
(http://www.privateequitymanager.com/Article.aspitiée=73519, last accessed 11/7/2013).
2 See: “Private equity assets record USD 3 trillighttp://www.pregin.com/item/private-equity-asshtsrecord-3-trillion/102/5477, last

accessed 18/4/2013).



2012], which lead to a contraction of the sectal #ren a reverse movement of
increase in returns.

i) PEFs performances exhibit a strong volatilitithin a given vintage year (VY)

and from one VY to the other [Kaplan and Schoaf5?0According to Higson
and Stucke [2012], more than 60% of PEFs returneexkthe S&P 500's.

Third, there is a persistence of returns in PEdfamanagers outperforming their peers
with a given fund are likely to outperform with tinext one(s) [Kaplan and Schoar, 2005].
The individual composition of top PEF manager$fiesdource of the performance [Ewens and
Rhodes-Kropf, 2013]. The retirement of successhdividuals leading PEF managers
(generational change) could hence modify the tarsiptence of performance.

Research question

The purpose of this paper is to analyze the peidoce of PEFs based on their reported
net and gross (modeled) cash-flows, so that wadsariify the aggregated alpha generated by
PEF managers and characterize it, in order tofgl#ne debate on fee levels and identify
potential sources of higher alignment of interests.

We first set an empirical framework and review litexature (Section 1), then present the
data and methodology adopted (Section 2), our teg@ection 3), to discuss them and

conclude on the limits of the findings and perspestfor further research (Section 4).

1. Empirical framework and literature
1.1. Private equity fund organization and processes

Most of PEFs are structured as closed-end limitathprships with a lifespan of ten years
(optionally extended by two times one year). Mamsagé PEFs are “general partners” (GPs).
PEF investors (“limited partners”, or LPs) comnot PEFs during an initial fund raising

period (lasting from a few weeks to 12-18 monthife sum of commitments is the fund size.



LPs usually commit 99% and the GP 1% of the furm §Robinson and Sensoy, 2012].
Median dollar ownerships are USD 1.1 million for ¥& and USD 3.6 for US LBO funds.

The creation date of a PEF sets its “vintage yg&Y), notably referred to when
benchmarking a PEF with its peer group. A PEF drdawsn its committed capital (“capital
calls”) on going to invest in (usually non listethmpanies during its investment period (the
first five years, optionally extended by one yeamyl pay management fees. At the end of the
investment period, the fund stops new investmeitte€an reinvest in existing portfolio
companies in the case of VC funds) and initiateslivestment period (the remaining five to
seven years). The fund can sell a portfolio comprgny given time. It then distributes the
proceeds to LPs (“distributions”). Depending on ited partnership agreement (LPA)
provisions, funds can recycle early distributioose reach an investment level of 100% of
the fund size. If not, amounts invested will be dsywas management fees are paid out of the
fund size.

LPA provisions define the level of management faed other fees are charged to the
fund (set-up fees, due diligences fees, audit fees] administrator or custodian fee, and
other additional expenses). Management fees aocenguted as proportion of the committed
capital, or of the capital called in the investmgetiod; and as a proportion of the net
invested capital or of the NAV during the divestmheeriod. Management fees amount to
1.5% to 3% per year [Gompers and Lerner, 1999].mMkdian fee is 2.5% for VC funds and
2% for LBO funds [Robinson and Sensoy, 2012]. Tahier align the interests of GPs and
LPs, a performance fee (the “carried interestpasd to GPs, calculated on the profit of the
fund. Depending on LPA provisions, the carriednese is paid deal-by-deal or on the overall
performance after refund. Usually carried intemasibunts to 20% of profits [Robinson and
Sensoy, 2012]), though it can vary between 15 &%b,3and often distributed only when

PEFs has reached and distributed a preferred redten(or “hurdle rate”) paid to LPs. Some



funds do not provide any such rate. The hurdleisatalculated as an annual rate of return of

6 to 8% on amounts drawn down. Once distributeqgr@arata (or “catch-up”) is then

distributed to the GP. Further proceeds are théhlsiween LPs and GPs according to the

carried interest clause.

1.2. Private equity returns. measures

1.2.1. Absolute measures of performances

To study PE performances, two main sources ardadnei

)

data from a unique source, usually a single Ljarigvist and Richardson, 2003;
Lerner, Schoar and Wongsunwai, 2007; Robinson aeds&, 2012] or
commingled LP through harmonized databases maedaiby their service
providers (Cambridge Associates [Table 2] and Bs)gi Data gathered is
coherent, as a direct result of the investment toang by investors. However, PE
returns data depend on who are the investors (lsggatture and tax status,
regulatory constraints, organization, size, loelan (home-investing bias),
number of years of experience, know-how, preferenaed approach to PE
investing [Lerner, Schoar and Wongsunwai, 2007; dthob, 2010]). As stated by
Harris, Jenkinson and Kaplan [2012], 60% of the s LPs are public and
corporate pension funds, and 20% are endowmentfoandations. Ljungvist and
Richardson [2003] note that there is a high pesgmf first-time funds in their
sample, because the corporate parent of the Lilsaf&vices that these funds may
purchase (implicitly, placement and/or middle aratkboffice services). Hence,
the portfolio of the LP is not built on a pure Hsiturn approach. That covers only
partially the LPs landscape. Ljungvist and RichardiR2003] conclude that PEFs

exhibit an excess annual returns of 500 to 800vigpshe S&P 500. Higson and



Stucke [2012] confirm (based on Cambridge Assosjaefund administrator and
consultant for LPY.

i) A second panel of studies use commercial dadenfproviders such as Thomson
[Table 2] collect public information and voluntadisclosure from fund investors,
and from mandatory public disclosures (Preqin).sehsources provide data on an
aggregated basis to preserve the confidentialith@funderlying source but only a
partial perspective on PE returns, as there is ramdatory disclosure of
performance (except for public pension funds inl8) and not every LP wants
to disclose its investments voluntarily. Commerai@tabases are affected by
biases [Higson and Stucke, 2012; Harris, Jenkirsswh Kaplan, 2012] as funds
sometimes provide incomplete cash-flows. One ofi¢kaes is the treatment of
funds with no cash flow while still active (presupshathe source stopped to
report): Thomson used to keep them on record. I&RBese funds declined as a
result and were hence lowering mechanically tharnst [Stucke, 2011]. Studies
using this data conclude that PEFs provide retbeiew the S&P 500 [Kaplan
and Schoar, 2005, Phalippou and Gottschalg, 208@json and Stucke [2012]
state that VYs 1980 to 1993 are reliable. This &hetrengthen our results, though
we have flagged 43 inconsistencies in Thomson'sliete, which were further
removed between August and November 2012 by Thom&Soy remaining bias
should be downwards [Harris, Jenkinson and Kafai?].

Of nine PEF return studies, six conclude to an edfigpmance of PEFs [Table 3]. The

average PEF return was 12.4% between 1969 and[B@b®dhm, 2010].

1.2.2. Relative measures of performances

% Our request to access this data has been rejected.



Beyond, the much criticized IRRsde for example Chap. 7 of Kocis, Bachman, Long and
Nickels [2009]; and Gottschalg [2012BEDHEC [2010] sums up the three main methods uged b
the academic literature:

i) the Index Comparison Method (ICMKd¢cis, Bachman, Long and Nickels, 2009,

Chapter 1;

i) the public market equivalent (PME) [Ljungvist@ Richardson, 2003; Kaplan and
Schoar, 2005]. The PME method discounts the digiohs of a PEF by using the
S&P 500 total return as a discount rate. The distml distributions are then
summed up, and then divided by the sum of all ikeodinted capital calls of the
fund. This method compares the investments mada byivate equity fund to
investments timed equivalently in the public mask&the ratio is the PME, which
is the return (theoretically net of all fees andiea interest) of the fund relative to
that of the S&P 500. A PME greater than one indisdhat the private equity fund
considered outperformed the public market and gantion as a “market-adjusted
multiple of invested capital” [Harris, Jenkinsondakaplan, 2012]. Robinson and
Sensoy [2012] computed “tailored PME” which is cddded as the regular PME,
using different benchmark indexes depending onyibe of the fund,;

i) and the PME+ [Rouvinez, 2003], which adjuststdbutions by using a scale

factor applied to the entirety of the distributions

As commercial data is anonymous and aggregateis, ot possible to trace which
distribution corresponds to which capital call (@, in the case of management fees). Access
to detailed and proprietary data might enable atslip do that, but other biases appear (see
section 1.2.1.(i)). Consequently, the first two hogls can sometimes show that the final
value of the equivalent investment in the indemagative while the net asset value (NAV, i.e.

interim valuations of PEFs) of the PEF is still poe [EDHEC, 2010]. NAV calculations are



defined by the professional associations in therhdtional Private Equity and Venture
Capital Valuation Guidelines (IPEV) that EVCA cotaored [2012]; and the accounting
standards such as IFRS (SFAS 157) and US GAAP (FBEB IAS 39). The NAV is the
residual value of a PEF: related to the total itee@<apital, it provides a ‘residual value to
paid-in capital’ (RVPI) ratio, which decreases ageistments are realized (and hence account
as DPI). The sum of DPI and RVPI forms the ‘totalue to paid-in capital’ (TVPI), which is
the multiple of investment of the fund. As NAVs astimated by GPs themselves, using
them to assess PEFs leads to an inflation of 453 Ip@ints per annum [Higson and Stucke,
2012].

We will build on the latter method for our own apach. Though Robinson and Sensoy
[2012] also state the PME method does not meabkartrue risk-adjusted returns to PEFs, we
believe that it indeed provides a rather good prasyve will demonstrate in this research.

1.3. Private equity risks assumptions

The probability of total loss of a PEF is 1%, ahd probability of a loss is 30% [Weidig
and Mathonet, 2004]. Kaplan and Schoar [2005] aadi${ Jenkinson and Kaplan [2012] do
not adjust for differences in systematic risk. Raoin and Sensoy [2012] state that PEFs with
higher compensation do not take more systemats tis earn back their fees. Instead, they
find evidence that these fund managers add mongevaljungvist and Richardson [2003]
state that return on invested capital from themdfisample falls from 25% on average
assuming a beta of one with the market to 24% wdisoounting cash-flows at the risk-
adjusted cost of capital. We will hence assumeta béone, as confirmed by Jegadeesh,
Kraussl and Pollet [2009] which show that listetvg@tie equity funds-of-funds have a market

beta of one.



1.4. Limits of current benchmarking methodol ogies and indexes chosen

Surprisingly, the pertinence of the S&P 500 as i@ape equity benchmark is barely
discussed. This index focuses on large Americanpemiies on mature markététs relevance
to benchmark European companies; as well as gramdhvC investments (for which the size
of companies and their sectors are defining commshes questionable. It is of limited use
for LBOs which are small and mid-c&ps volume and numbers [Table 4].

Using the S&P 600 reduces the outperformance by 8@ basis points compared to the
S&P 500 [Higson and Stucke, 2012]. The average RVMEEFs measured against the S&P
500, the Russell 3000 and the NASDAQ are respdygtiy20, 1.18 and 1.17; and are lower
using the Russell 2000 (1.11) and the Russell 208e (1.07) [Harris, Jenkinson and
Kaplan, 2012]. 1300 basis points appear or not¢d@000), depending on the index chosen.

The purpose of benchmarking PE returns with listeléxes is to assess the value created
by PEF managers. The indexes have thus to encomaffabe companies listed. We use an
“all shares index” to differentiate the alpha offPfBanagers while aligning the beta of private

and public markets, eliminating the biases assediatth the S&P 500.

4 According to Standard & Poor’s, “the S&P 500 haerb widely regarded as the best single gauge diatge cap U.S. equities market
since the index was first published in 1957. [...JeTihdex includes 500 leading companies in leadmystries of the U.S. economy”
(www.standardandpoors.com/indices/sp-500/en/ustRidetspusa-500-usduf--p-us-I-- (accessed 12/3/2012)

® According to the European Commission, “small aretlium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are those businegsied employ fewer than 250
persons and which have an annual turnover not dkagd&EUR 50 million, and/or an annual balance shettl not exceeding EUR 43
million” (http://www.evca.eu/toolbox/glossary.asix2982, accessed 23/3/2012, entry “SME”")). EVCATQ0p. 62], defines small, mid,

large and mega buy out as follows:

Buyout breakdown by deal size Equity value (€ m) arBaction value (€ m)
Small <15 <50

Mid-market 15 <= X <150 50 <= X <500

Large 150 <= X < 300 500 <= X < 1’000
Mega >= 300 >=1'000

10



PEF returns are usually reported net of fees. Tierehce between gross and net returns
is due to management fees, the carried intere8teofGP; and additional fees and expenses
necessary to the functioning of the fund. Thomsaesdnot provide details about the
treatment of these flows as it does not receivegyaash-flows. Hence errors and biases on
reporting net cash-flows cannot be assessed by 3twif the detail is not provided, it is
impossible to separate investment from expens&gsfia the overall cash-flows of a fund;
nor to differentiate between distributions to inees and to the fund manager. Some fees
(such as transaction fees) or distributions (Baatdndance compensations, which can be
split between the investors and the fund managebedully allocated to the investors or to
the fund manager) are difficult to estimafessuming a certain fee structure, it is possible to
approximate gross returns from net returns provilledommercial databases (gross returns
are 60 to 80% higher than net returns accordirtdigson and Stucke [2012]).

LPAs are increasingly negotiated between LPs ansf @Bulting in a higher diversity of
the PEFs’ terms and conditions [Banal-Estafiol gmblito, 2012]. Some LPs are offered a
choice between a 1% management fee and a 30%ccarteest, and a classical 2%-20%;.
others a progressive carried interest, or otheutisois to lowef their marginal cost of
investing in PE. To prevent certain biases, it @hndologically more rigorous to work on the

gross returns level.

2. Data and methodology
We extract the cash-flows of US and European VCLa@ funds over different periods.

Data is available on a quarterly basis and aggeegat

® See for example: Primack, Dan, “Random Rambling&tm SheetFortune, 05/06/2012 (http://finance.fortune.cnn.com/catgfierm-
sheet/ - accessed 5/6/2012)
" Some fund managers offer co-investment progranmsvistors: serivate Equity International, The ‘trouble’ with preferential treatment,

The Friday Letter, 03/07/2012 (http://www.private#ginternational.com/Article.aspx?alD=0&article=H&3 - accessed 9/7/2012)
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Our first stepis to follow the drawdowns and distribution pateiof PEFs to mimic their
behavior and to extract the potential alpha geedray PEF managers compared to market
indexes (gross and net). We will hence rebuildithpact of management fees, to compare
data gross of fees for both categories of funds.

2.1. Drawdowns

From the data provided, we have no possibility ittecentiate drawdowns for fees from
actual investments (only the latter are reportéég.will ‘buy the index’ when drawdowns are
operated PEFs can be invested up to their fund size minascpital reserved for the payment of

management and other fees; or GPs are entitle@itvest some of the distributions to reach an
investment level of 100%. We do not have to chdmseveen the two options as we follow the cash

outflows related to investmentsThis assumes an actual use of the capital, which is
methodologically correct.

Kaserer and Diller [2004] state that average EwmopBEFs draw down 23% of total
committed capital in the first year, and 60% withire first three years. By year 10, on
average funds are called at 93.6%. One of the nsasby the committed capital is not 100%
called after five years is that capital is calledpgay management fees (or participate in
follow-on financings in the case of VC).

2.2. Distributions

From the proceeds of liquidity events, funds retilma capital and then distribute capital
gains (the reinvestment of capital gains is handigdthe LPA (see 1.1), and usually
restricted) to investors. These distributions amdly in the form of cash distributions,
though stock distributions can happen (distribugiamkind). Using only cash distributions
can lower the outcome of the PEFs considered. Bxajuany input from the NAVs prevent
our results to be affected so-called “zombie fundisids with assets in their portfolio which
are kept at a value though the outcome is a sake |agnificant or at a full loss), or by

potential glitches in the data.

12



Unlike Ljungvist and Richardson, we do not assunsngle, full distribution from the
index in year 10. As explained by Higson and Stufk@12], the consequence of the
distribution assumptions of Ljungvist and Richamlswe that the spread between the private
equity funds and their corresponding index invesiimiés very high (570 to 750 basis points).
Higson and Stucke re-estimate the performance ggrem the Ljungvist and Richardson to
210 basis points, in favor of private equity, whishin line with the Robinson and Sensoy
[2011] findings of 250 basis points performancesagrin favor of LBO funds.

Our second stepgs to work on gross cash-flows. As performances P&EFs are
benchmarked with passive indexes, it is logicat@mparegross PE cash flows with these
indexes. Benchmarking net returns of PEFs wouldireqo add the total costs (transaction
costs and management fees, such as for exchampgpel thands) associated with investing to
the evolution of the indexes itself.

We will approach the outcome for GPs through madglas we cannot split distributions
between refund and profits; neither identify thstidoutions to the GP (refund of the 1%; and
catch-up and carried interest, if any), as we alg provided with distributions net to LPs
(refund of the 99%; then hurdle rate and profitgny). Surprisingly, studies with one LP as
data source, do not separate these flows. LjungmndtRichardson [2003] state that “much of
the ‘capital gain’ is thus generated from year Wards”. This is not the case empirically:
each investment generates its own losses or préfEss distribute cash-flows by stating
explicitly which portion corresponds to capitaluefl and which one to profit distribution.
Hence an investment done in year 1 of a given fumdl sold in year 4 would refund part of
the fund and generate a loss or a profit. Fundsheage book profits even when they are not
fully refunded. Studies which do not track the dstaf distributions underestimate the
performance of funds. The same conclusion appheMetrick and Yasuda [2010] and

Robinson and Sensoy [2012], who assume an averagegdar holding period. If this held

13



true, PEF would not distribute before Year 6 ofitlegistence. The average reported time to
exit for European PE deals is 3.7 years; in cad@Ofit is 3.3 years [Schwienbacher, 2005]
(time to IPO for US VC-backed companies is 3 yd&smming and Johan, 2010]; the
median time to exit is 36 months for LBOs in the [I€lic, 2011]) ; and to trade sale 3.4
years [Cumming, 2008]). 2.9% of PE investmentseaiited within the 12 months following
the original transaction [Strémberg, 2008], 5.1%LfBOs in the UK [Jelic, 2011].

One could argue that proceeds distributed befaeadsumed five year holding period are
dividends. This is very unlikely: VC funds do nastiibute dividends; LBO and mezzanine
funds neither, as dividends are not tax efficiéitte very purpose of LBOs is to actually
transform dividends into capital gains. Distribusoassociated with “dividend recaps” in the
case of a leveraged buy-out are in fact an LBOshisctured by a GP to make early profit
distributions while still holding the portfolio cqmany. This is one of the few cases when a
distribution to the fund investors is a partial lizgtion, otherwise distributions are full
realizations.

We use distributions as a distinct and separatecsoaf information, to sell the index
when PEFs distribute cash-flows. To avoid undeowar-selling the fund, we use the DPI as
the indicator of the ratio between refund and pedse We set as a rule that the profit or loss
realized by the fund will be pro-rata of each dmttion. Though this distribution mechanism
does not reflect reality, it is methodologically raaelevant than assuming first a refund of
the full amount of the committed capital, and tlaepure distribution of profits. In effect we
build an quasi-ETF to benchmark PEFs (net of feespetermine if there is an alpha
generated by PEF managers compared to the proxydekes of listed companies, while
accounting for the illiquid nature of PEFs.

As we use quarterly cash-flows, our IRR will hedd&er from Thomson’s.

14



2.3. Datadescription

From Thomson ONE, we retrieve VC and LBO dataU&A; and for Europe, Middle-
East and Africa (EMEA) Cambridge Associates provides data only for th®, nd
separating VC from “PE” (i.e. LBO, mezzanine, eryeagd growth funds). We will use it as a
support. Table 2 sums up sample sizes, average, IRBdian IRRs and average TVPIs. If
there are less than three funds in the sample,islatat provided. Fully liquidated funds were
created prior to 2001.

Over 1981-2001, the simple average IRR for US V@d&uis 16.7% (Thomson, 1087
funds) to 19.9% (Cambridge Associates based onf@2fs). Over the same period, median
IRRs are respectively 9.9% and 13.4%; while aveiB&gRls are respectively 2.2x and 2.8x.
Including more recent vintages to 2009, averages|RRedian IRRs and TVPIs respectively
are 13.3%, 8.2% and 1.9x (Thomson, 1279 funds)5t6%, 10.9% and 2.4x (Cambridge
Associates, 1328 funds); and for.

For US LBO / “PE”, the average IRRs, median IRRd amerage TVPIs are for 1984-
2001 14.5%, 11.7% and 2.0x (Thomson, 425 fundg)6t0%, 15.0% and 2.2x (Cambridge
Associates, 466 funds for). With VYs until 2009gures are 13.1%, 10.7% and 1.8x
(Thomson, 626 funds) to 14.4%, 13.5% and 1.9x (Galgb, 936 funds).

For EMEA VC funds (1981 and 1983-2001), figures 2@%, 4.2% and 1.6x (Thomson,
447 funds). With VYs until 2009, figures are 3.4%0% and 1.4x (789 funds)

For EMEA LBO funds (1984 and 1986-2001), figure® d4.5%, 11.8% and 1.8x
(Thomson, 269 funds). With VYs until 2009 figures 42.0%, 9.1% and 1.6x (471 funds).
2.4. Selection of indexes

For US LBO funds benchmarking, we select the WisIGO00 Total Market Full Cap

Index. For US VC funds, we select the NASDAQ Conmggsvhich is the closest index to the

8 PE activity in Middle-East and Africa started af2®01 and though should not bias our results.

15



sectors funded (information technologies and Idemsces, and more recently environmental
technologies). For European LBO, we select the SX@&X Total Market Index (TMI). For
European VC, we build an index composed on equaghtiag of STOXX Europe TMI
Technology and STOXX Europe TMI Healthcare (we labéCombined STOXX Europe
TMI Tech & Healthcare”).

2.5. Data processing and methodol ogy

As there is no real PE benchmark, and as it is gsipte to assess ex ante the annual
return of a PEF to further compare it with an eglent of an index based on listed shares, we
proceed in successive steps.

The first stepis to gather the cash-flows of PEFs funds aggeeghy VY. We retrieve
raw index data from STOXX, Wilshire and NASDAQ wiks’, filtered and sorted to have
the quarterly evolution of each index. We theniegtr from the PE section of Thomson ONE
the quarterly cash-flows (“cash-flow summary”) oE\and LBO funds in USA; and EMEA
for all funds in each separate VY available un@i02 (after, funds are not mature enough to
provide meaningful cash-flolusWe repeat the operation filtering out the toprtleafunds
(some VY counting less than three funds reporteztfopmance is hence unavailable)
Thomson provides sample sizes, funds capitalizaf@umulate fund sizes), “takedowns”
(capital calls), total distributions and NAVs (nesary to compute management fees). We
retrieve quarterly “cumulative returns” from incept, which provide us with the IRR
(average, capital weighted average, pooled averegellated by Thomson (to cross-check

our own calculations).

9 STOXX EU TMI (symbol: BKXP), STOXX Healthcare TM$ymbol: BPHP) and STOXX Technology TMI (symbol: IBF) are available
from 31/12/1991 on. The Wilshire 5000 Total Marketl Cap Index is available daily from 30/11/19% dhe NASDAQ Composite index
is available from 30/04/1992 on.

1% For consistency purpose, all flows are retrieved $D. See Conclusion for the consequences othuie.
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Table 5 provides the average net performance frdmamBon: sample size, capital-
weighted average IRR and the capital weighted geefBVPl. Based on the cash-flows
provided, we calculate a quarterly capital-weighdgdrage IRR as well as a capital-weighted
average DPI. This is done for each VY for US VC812009) and LBO (1984-2009), and
EMEA VC (1981-2009) and LBO (1984-2009). We reptet operation with top quartile
funds™ [Table 6]. We separate realized (up to 2001) fromealized funds (2002-2009). For
the realized funds, DPI equals to the TVPI. If tkisiot true, assets have a high likelihood of
being realized at a full loss (and hence ignted

The second step is to benchmark these with our PMB+do so, we replicate the
aggregated cash-flows by "buying" and "selling"ereés according to the cash-flows of the
VC and LBO funds. With this, we will be able to fac in the illiquidity of the funds,
precisely benchmark them and measure their relg@réormance. In effect, we gauge the
returns of PEFs with a virtual fund build on listequivalents. For each VY, we compute a
cumulated DPI. We then report the index’s raw dat#ching the quarters considered for
each VY. We then buy the index pro-rata of evekgetiown. We then compute “normalized
distributions”, by dividing each distribution byelDPI. We then sell the index pro-rata of
every distribution. We calculate the DPI of theardand the average IRR. This provides us
with the gross performance of the total market xadecannot (yet) be compared with thet
average performance of each of the strategy on efaitte two geographical markets [Tables
5 and 6 for average and top quartile funds].

We then proceed towards calculating the grossnsttor each VY, each strategy, each

region, for average and top quartile funds. We yampfferent scenarios to calculate the

™ An outlier appears with the vintage year 1995BMEA VC (the DPI is at 0.29, but Thomson report$\&P| of 1.66 and an IRR of
10.44%). This discrepancy and the subsequent naching IRR and DPI of the benchmark results sigpalentially missing cash-flow
streams in Thomson’s database.

12 This simplification affects only vintages whichuto have witnessed an extension of their divestrpeniod. Theoretically, VY 1999,

2000 and 2001 are potentially affected: considaseflilly realized, they might still be active un@edivestment period extension.
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annual management fees of funds (1.5%, 2% and BB%e committed capital during an
investment period of five years; then the samestiolels on the paid-in capital; then the same
thresholds on the NAVs over a divestment periotivef years. If there is no NAV, then there
is no management fee), and a carried interest %6. 20e then add management fees and
carried interest to determine the full compensatibGPs. Distributions to LPs are reported
as a basis of comparison. With the calculated nmamagt fees and carried interest, we
reconstitute the gross returns of average and uaptite funds of each VY, for each strategy,
in each region. We then apply the fees applied tapdard market ETFs for each index
selected (0.3% of the paid-in capital for the NASDAomposite ETF, 0.13% for the Wilshire
5000 index, 0.46 % for the mixed STOXX healthcand gechnology index, and 0.74% for
the STOXX TMI). We compute the net performancela index based on the results of the
first step. Table 7 provides the results for averba VC, US LBO, EMEA VC and EMEA
LBO funds. We repeat the operation for top quaftileds [Tables 8]. We skip the calculation
of hurdle rates, as those can be defined as sinmpdeest rates on the paid-in, or as
compounded interest rates, or as actual IRRs. Merecash-flows have to be identified not
only as a paid-in but also as a corresponding patdfeach investment has to be timed
exactly). As we do not have this degree of details, cannot proceed further. Table 9
provides the gross and net performances of avdtagis and their PME; Table 10 provides
the equivalent for top quartile funds.

Once the performance of funds (gross or net of) fiekeswn, we analyze it.
3. Analysis and findings
3.1. Analysis of the paid-in to committed capital ratios

We have based our calculations and analysis ong$ah 11 & 12]:
- For US VC: 1073 realized funds (1981-2001), cuating USD 181.7 bn committed and

164.4 bn called. The net paid-infcommitted capiRIC) ratio is 0.90 (the gross PIC is
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1.09). The average fund size is 169.3 mn (minimsi®3.4 mn in 1981, maximum 470.6
mn in 2001). Including VYs 2002-2009, it increagesUSD 197.6 mn (totaling 1265
funds, 249.9 bn committed, 213.9 bn called).

- For US LBO: 425 realized funds (1984-2001), cuating USD 292.2 bn committed and
266.8 bn called. The net PIC is 0.91 (gross is)1.DBe average fund size is 687.7 mn
(minimum is 171.5 mn in 1985, maximum 1.16 bn i®20 Including VYs 2002-2009, it
increases to USD 1.17 bn (626 funds, 735.3 bn ctt@ednic12.1 bn paid-in).

- For EMEA VC: 447 realized funds (1981-2001), clating USD 29.1 bn committed and
22.7 bn called. The net PIC is 0.78 (gross is 1.08¢ average fund size is 65.2 mn
(minimum is 15.6 mil. in 1981, maximum 99.3 mil.2000). Including VYs 2002-2009,
it increases to USD 69.7 mn (789 funds, 54.9 bnmdted, 41.5 bn paid-in).

- For EMEA LBO: 269 realized funds (1984-2001), euating USD 88.9 bn committed
and 77.6 bn called n. The net PIC is 0.87 (gro4s0S). The average fund size is 330.4
mn (minimum is 16.0 mn in 1984, maximum 809.9 m2@91). Including VYs 2002-
2009, it increases to USD 691.0 mn (471 funds,2B8.committed, 213.9 bn paid-in).
The comparatively small number of EMEA funds acdedrfor calls for a certain caution

in our analysis. There are significant differenbesveen the US and EMEA regions:

)) either because of different fund covenants dioafjer investment periods, EMEA
VC funds have a lower PIC (whether net or gros9Q0 (et in the US, 0.78 in
EMEA. This might be a source of explanation of loweMEA VC funds
performances compared to the US, which might haneee active reinvestment
policy of early proceeds. US and EMEA LBO funds éasather similar PIC (US
net: 0.91 and EMEA net: 0.87), which tends to aomfthat the reinvestment

policy is a stake in the case of EMEA VC.
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i) US average fund sizes are more than the doobEMEA'’s. The relative weight
of fixed costs is hence higher for EMEA funds. @rsficant share of the EMEA
funds may not have reached the critical mass &cbaomically viable.

We look for atypical behaviors which could affectr sesults. The rationale is to identify
VYs which might not be properly accounted for ime of paid-in (hence introducing biases
in our cash-flow analysis). Management fees havg litle chance to exceed 20% of the
fund size. As a fund can only be invested up t?d0en net PIC the brackets should be 0.8
to 1.0. The gross PIC that we have calculated shexteed 1.2, as theoretically management
fees account for a maximum of 20% (assuming a 2%apeum management fees). However,
some funds might have a higher management fee lewétss there is a flagrant discrepancy,
we do not use this criteria to filter vintage yeakserage US VC fits within these brackets:
the average net PIC is 0.90 (1.09 gross) for redlimnds and 0.86 (net) for unrealized funds.
This is consistent with Ljungvist and RichardsofQq3] who found a 0.94 PIC over 1981-
1992. For US VC top quartile funds, the net PIGvad vintages years (1981 and 1991) are
above 1.00. These two years have to be treatedcaittion.

US LBO 1987, 1993 and 1995 are above 1.0 while B® 2000 is at 0.76. These
vintages should be handled with caution. The awereg PIC is 0.91 (1.0 gross) for realized
funds and 0.83 (net for unrealized funds) [conaistth Ljungvist and Richardson, 2003].
For top quartile US LBO funds, the net PIC is beldw for 1989 and 1995; and above 1.00
for 1987 and 1997. These vintages should be handtbccaution.

EMEA VC exhibits one VY above 1.0 (1992) and sixome0.8 (1981, 1984, 1994, 1997,
1999, 2001). The average net PIC for realized futsadf is below 0.8 (0.78, net). The gross
PIC stands at 1.02, which tends to confirm that BMEC funds do not apply reinvestment

policies (hence the gross PIC is 100% of the fuRd}.top quartile funds, the net PIC of three
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vintages falls below 0.8: 1997, 1999 and 2000. &hesitages should be handled with
caution.

EMEA LBO funds exhibit three VY with a net PIC al@%.0 (1986, 1990 and 2001); and
five VY with a net PIC below 0.80 (1984, 1988, 199996, 1998). The average net PIC is at
0.87, with a gross at 1.05 (hence raising the questf lower levels of managements fees or
potential reinvestments before the end of the itmrest period). Top quartile funds exhibit a
net PIC below 0.8 for three VY (1993, 1995 and@)%nd two above 1.00 (1994 and 2001).

Though some of the VYs are to take with cautiorgrehis no systematic bias of
performance identifiable (out- or under-performgnegh net PIC above or below thresholds.
3.2. Analysis of the management fees and the carried interest

In order to prepare out analysis of gross and edbpnance, we need to calculate the LP
and the GP’s compensation (management fees andccanterests).

3.2.1. USVC

Management fees calculatidn[Table 7] over a five-year investment period (on
committed capital and NAVs) range from 13.2 to 22.01.5 to 2.5 % fee) of fund size
(17.6% with a 2% management fee assumption). futaled on the paid-in and NAVSs, the
range is 9.2% to 15.3% (12.3% with a 2% fee). Tifferénce is hence significant (537 basis
points). An extension of the investment period lbye oyear represents an increase in
management fees of 750 bps (with a 2% fee on firad er 390 bps (2% fee on paid-in).

LPs profits amount to USD 55.0 bn and carried agerto USD 28.2 bn. LPs have
collected 66.1% of the proceeds, and GPs 33.9%phobecause LPs have registered losses
1999, 2000 and 2001 (carried interest was equd*ip Reintegrating USD 33.2 bn of

management fees (2% of fund size and NAVs, witlestnsions), the total compensation of

3 We did not compute divestment period extensiossthay are related to the RVPI and might be treafestifically by the LPA (i.e.,
percentage, budget, no fees...).

14 GP are deemed to invest at least 1% of the furedadong LPs, they hence support a loss on thitidraof their commitment.
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LPs and GPs is respectively of USD 55.0 bn and B0.5he overall compensation of GPs is
higher than the LPs’. Management fees, as calayladépresented 53.3% of the compensation
over 1981-2001. We then compute the fees for thevatgnt of the ETF that we have built:
the total of fees would have theoretically been ZSDbn (excluding transaction costs).
3.2.2. USLBO

We reproduce the same exercise for US LBO fund84®01). A 2% management fee
on fund size and NAVs is 17.8% (13.3% with a 1.%% &nd 22.2% with a 2.5%) and 12.3%
with 2% calculated on the paid-in and then the NA¥2% with a 1.5% fee, and 15.4% with
a 2.5% fee). The difference between the two maemacos is 546 bps. LPs have collected
USD 76.6 bn over the period (75.8 bn excludingierd!®), while GPs collected USD 19.9 bn
in carried interest. LPs have hence collected P8 & the proceeds of the funds. Assuming a
2% annual management fee on fund size and then N&¥Ys have collected USD 52.1 bn
(USD 46.9 bn excl. VY 1999). The total compensai®hence respectively of USD 76.6 bn
for LPs and 72.0 for GPs (respectively USD 75.8 @@ bn excl. VY 1999). Fees represent
72.3% of the compensation of GPs (70.2% excl. VIQ9

We then run the same calculation with a 1.5% mamagé fee on fund size and on NAVs
(unreported). Fees collected by GPs amount to USD Bn (USD 35.2 bn excl. VY 1999).
Total compensation is thus USD 89.6 bn for LPsuamsg that savings on fees from the 2%
scenario above all come back to LPs) and USD 60.tobGPs (respectively USD 88.8 and
55.1, excl VY 1999). Fees represent 66.2% (63.8eh &% 1999) of the total compensation
of GPs. This is assuming all else equal (includiragnsaction costs and other deal-related
costs), which would not be the case. Assuming thahagement fees are reduced, the
difference would come back to the GP as savingsauld be invested and hence generate

additional profits and carried interest.

15 Excluding vintage year 1999, which exhibits pmfitithout actually refunding the total commitmeme have excluded this vintage years

as its cash-flows are probably not completely rgabr
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The equivalent of ETF fees would have been USCbh.fexcl. transaction costs).

We then explore the “Bain capital” conditions [ynoeted].A 1% management fee on
fund size and NAV (without extension) and a carii@drest of 30%, would have generated a
profit of 65.8 bn to LPs; a carried interest of28n for GPs and fees of 36.6 bn. The total
compensation over 1984-2001 (excl. VY 1999) wouaVvéh been USD 77.5 bn for LPs
(reintegrating management fees saved) and USD B66.5for GPs (management fees
representing 55.0% of their compensation). Therse@ption (1.5% management fee and a
20% carried interest) would have generated USD [6.8f profits for LPs and USD 19.9 bn
of carried interest for GPs. The management feadddmave amounted to USD 48.3 bn over
the period (excl. VY 1999). The total compensatravuld have been USD 75.8 bn for LPs
and USD 68.3 bn for GPs (management fees reprageri8% of their compensation).

In the first scenario (1%-30%), the management $a@®d amount to USD 11.7 bn, that
is to say 24.3% of the fees collected in the secarghario (1.5%-20%). However, GPs
compensate this loss in fees by actually increasiwgy carried interest by USD 10 bn.
Assuming that the management fees saved in thesiemario integrally come back to the LP,
the total compensation is USD 66.5bn for GPs anfl @i for LPs under a 1%-30% scenario;
and USD 68.3 bn for GPs and 78.8 bn for LPs undeb%-20% scenario (over 1981-2001,
excl. 1999) assuming all else being equal. The D%-8onditions are hence only marginally
more attractive than a 1.5%-20% scenario: an isered returns of 2.3% over 16 years, or a
0.15% increase of return per year.

3.2.3. EMEAVC

For EMEA VC (1981-2001), the 2% management fee womdfsize and then NAV
represents 21.3%. With a 2.5% fee (which appeaeguéntly as a choice for small
institutional VC funds; and retail products), ipresents 26.7% of committed capital (this

would explain the low level of PIC, assuming a ‘femvestment” policy). In effect, LPs have
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lost USD 8.1 bn., while GPs have earned USD 477 ahwcarried interest. The overall
compensation of GPs over the period is USD 5.0tem@gement fees representing 91.9 % of
it). The equivalent of ETF fees would have been WB8B.9 mn (excl. transaction costs).
3.2.4. EMEA LBO

For EMEA LBO (1984-2001), the 2% management feéuon size and NAVS represents
19.6% of committed capital. With 1.5% fees (whigépears increasingly as the choice for
large LBO funds), it represents 14.7% of committzgbital. Over 1984-2001, LPs have
earned USD 49.6 Bh Carried interest was USD 11.7 bn and manageness 15.9 bn,
totaling to 27.6 bn. 57.5% of GP compensation cénmr® management fees. The equivalent
of ETF fees would have been USD 2.9 bn (excl. xatisn costs).
3.3. Topquartile USVC, USLBO, EMEA VC and EMEA LBO funds

We repeat the operation for top quartile funds [gd&]. In US VC, there is no VY with
losses compared to the full sample considered ali®nadits for LPs are higher (USD 83.2
bn) for top quartile funds than for average fungbédn including loss making quartiles) over
1981-2001. This is verified for US LBO in 1986-1988d 1992-2001 (USD 78.4 bn for top
quartile vs. 76.6 bn for the full sampfe as well as for EMEA VC (USD 778 mn vs. —10.1
bn for 1993-2001, the only period with availabléadfor top quartile funds for EMEA). The
only exception is EMEA LBO, where the full samplkengrates a higher profit (USD 49.5 bn)
than the top quartile funds alone (USD 38.0'BrQarried interest represents a higher share of
the compensation of top quartile GPs: 63.7% (vs/%o6for full sample) for US VC; 57.9%
(vs. 25.4%) for US LBO; 28.3% (vs. 8.1%) for EMEACY61.0% (vs. 42.5%) for EMEA

LBO.

16 46.8 bn excluding vintage years 1988 and 1996sd@lyears provide profits without having refundeel tommitments. This is probably
related to incomplete cash-flows reported.
7 Excluding VY 1999, this does not holds true: leRsnings are USD 72.9 bn for top quartile vs. USIB bn for the full sample.

18 Excluding VY 1996, this holds true: LPs earnings dSD 36.4 bn for top quartile vs. USD 46.9 bntfe full sample.
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3.4. Analysis of the performances of funds

Once the fees calculated, we rebuild the grosoopeences of funds, as well as of their
respective indexes. Table 5 provides the performaata for realized funds (1981-2001) and
active funds (2002-2009). We report the capitalghted average monthly IRR and the
capital-weighted average TVPI. We then report tharterly net performance calculated on
the cash-flows and obtain a quarterly weightedayeiRR and a quarterly weighted average
DPI. We calculate a quarterly gross performancedbas the PME+ method and indexes for
US VC, US LBO, EMEA VC and EMEA LBO. We repeat thperation for top quartile
funds. At this stage, we cannot yet compare théopeances (gross or net) of indexes and
PEFs. We integrate the management fees calculatacean the funds and in the equivalent
of the ETF (calculated through the PME+ method).

Table 11 provides for US VC funds (1981-2001); UBCL funds (1984-2001); and
EMEA VC and LBO funds (1992-2001) the calculatedsgrand net performances by vintage
and their benchmark. Table 12 reproduces the esesfor top quartile funds.

3.4.1. The carried interest has no material impact on the relative performance of funds

Carried interest does not change the overall outdnoler-performance of a given VY
compared to its benchmark: when a VY underperfothgs index on a net basis, it also
underperforms it on a gross basis. The very feveptians® do not invalidate this statement,
as they usually concern one of the two performaneasurement and not both. Hence, the
carried interest does not “make or break” the perémce of a VY either for average or top

quartile funds. We confirm Robinson and Sensoy 2201 that respect.

19 vC USA 1981: the net DPI of the benchmark is higtian the net DPI of the funds, whereas all other and gross elements of
performance favor the funds. VC USA 1986: the grgsital-weighted average IRR of the funds is bettan the one of the benchmark,
whereas all other net and gross elements of pediocefavor the funds. VC USA 1988: the net DPhefbenchmark is higher than the net
DPI of the funds, whereas all other net and gréssents of performance favor the funds. LBO USA2:98e net DPI of the benchmark is

higher than the net DPI of the funds, whereasthkonet and gross elements of performance faeofuthds.
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Robinson and Sensoy [2012] report a median lifetiegeof 21.4% of committed capital
for VC funds, and 14.2% for LBO funds. We find (assng five years of investment and five
of divestment periods with no extensions) an aweraganagement fee on fund size
(investment period) and then on NAVs (divestmemtqol of 17.6% for US VC (assuming a
2% management fee), and 17.8% for US LBO (12.3%J®rVC and 12.3% for US LBO, if
the management fees are calculated on the paiddithe NAV).

3.4.2. Average American funds have better IRRs; indexes better multiples

Overall, US VC and LBO funds perform in line withet calculated benchmarks. US VC
funds show an outperformance of 15 IRR bps (net) HD2 bps (gross), while the index
shows an outperformance of 0.06x (net) and 0.04wsf). US LBO funds show an
outperformance of 10 (net) and 91 (gross) bps,enthié index shows an outperformance of
0.04x (net) and 0.05x (gross). Assuming an simptetirdle rate on gross returns, at fund
level (with all the reserves associated with teigsoning, see section 1.4), 16 VYs out of the
21 considered show a performance about this thigsihoa capital-weighted average basis
for US VC. The proportion is 13 vintages out offatBUS LBO.

Top quartile funds exhibit a strong outperformameeasured by IRR and multiple of
investments, on a gross and net basis, comparéietondex. The index beats US VC top
quartile funds only in 1982 and 1983. For US LB@hwhe exception of net DPI 1988, funds
systematically outperform the index. Top quartil® MC funds show an outperformance of
2683 bps (net) and 4047 bps (gross). In terms dfipley the difference is 1.01x (net) and
1.3x (gross). Top quartile US LBO funds show arpetfbrmance of 1548 bps (net) and 1796

bps (gross). In terms of multiple, the differens®i73x (net) and 0.94x (gross).
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3.4.3. EMEA funds show a very distinct performance landscape

Due to a lack of index data, EMEA VC and LBO furate benchmarked only over 1993-
2007°. EMEA VC funds have overall lost on average 50%hwir value over the period,
while the index remained at par on a multiple bé&slightly negative in terms of IRR). EMEA
LBO funds exhibit a strong IRR and multiple basist(and gross) while the index shows a
small loss on a multiple and IRR basis. Assuming& hurdle rate, EMEA VC shows 9
VYs (out of 20) with a capital weighted average sgfdRR above this threshold. The
proportion is 16 out of 17 for EMEA LBO.

Top quartile funds show a significant to strongpautormance for EMEA VC and LBO.
The index beats EMEA VC top quartile funds onlyl®93 and 2008. Top quartile EMEA
VC funds show an outperformance of 772 bps (net) 788 bps (gross). As for multiples, the
difference is 0.25x (net) and 0.26x (gross). Toprtle EMEA LBO funds systematically
outperform the indeX. They show an outperformance of 2464 bps (net)2ai6® bps (gross).
As for multiples, the difference is 1.12x (net) d@n@9x (gross).

The lack of depth of data for the EMEA indexes, borad with a certain unreliability and
heterogeneity coming from data limits the intergtieins. However, the average fund size of
EMEA VC funds for the full sample is higher (USD.B5mn) than the average fund size for
top quartile of EMEA VC funds (USD 56.5 mn). Thekaof performance of EMEA VC
funds cannot be attributed to a lack of size (toargjle funds would otherwise be affected).
3.4.4. Timing of cash-flows can explain part of the performance of top quartile fund managers

Interestingly, the performance of the benchmarklso higher for US VC top quartile

funds (an IRR of 12.0% and a multiple of 1.56-1)6than for the average funds (8.0% and

20 This might explain why indexes systematically andbstantially outperform EMEA VC funds; while EMBABO funds systematically
and substantially outperform the index [see intotidun for the “wave pattern” phenomenon].
2L Vintage years 1995 and 1999 are excluded for EMEAop quartile funds due to incoherent cash-flows.

2 Vintage year 1996 is excluded for EMEA LBO top dilafunds due to incoherent cash-flows.
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1.40-1.44x). Hence, investment timing of top quartfunds play a role in their
outperformance: 400 supplementary bps are genettadedts to the timing of the cash-flows
(a 0.16-0.18x in terms of multiple). Top quartilenél managers may be better at deploying
their capital than average of fund managers. Thinfirmed for EMEA funds: for VC, the
difference is of 226 supplementary bps (and a @®6x in terms of multiple); for LBO, the
difference is of 398-403 bps (and a 1.14-1.15%ims of multiple).

This might also be idiosyncratic or merely coinaits, as for US LBO only 82 bps of
difference appear thanks to the timing of the ctieWws. The multiple is in favor of the
benchmark of average funds (1.37-1.43x) comparetbpoquartile US LBO funds (1.36-
1.40x). Given the low quality of data, the diffecerof multiple is not representative. Another
possibility is that average US LBO fund managersmsre dividend recaps than top quartile
(a practice which is less frequent in Europe), leez@laining this difference.

3.4.5. A partial confirmation of the performance cycles in private equity

Looking at the relative performances of funds andekes, cycles appear. The most
visible ones are in US VC (the longest period ofetiand the highest amount of data
available). The cycle where funds outperform theeinis 1992-1998. The cycles where the
index outperforms the funds are 1982-1987 and o¢awtirgy in 1999. Transition years are
1981, 1988, 1990 and 1991. The picture is lesg ¢edJS LBO, either because cycles are
shorter (2 to 3 years on average) than for US V@ (B years); or because data is insufficient
to clearly identify them. Dividend recaps might &ip the lack of clear equity cycles. EMEA
might exhibit longer cycles, considering the parfances of EMEA VC for the period 1981-
1991 which are all positive. Through strong, perfances of EMEA LBO funds might also

have been below the index’s for the period 19841199

4. Conclusion, discussion and limits
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Our paper has several theoretical (4.1) and padddc2) implications. It is confronted to
limits (4.3), and some conclusions would supporthier developments (4.4).

4.1. Usefor academic purposes

Though cash-flows are verifiable and much moreidaliff to manipulate than NAVS
there is little prospect on the short term of timeesgence of a comprehensive database
recording all the PEFs’ cash-flows measured coersilst and coherently. We have hence to
work with the available imperfect data, to assesgfopmances.

On a net basis, over 20 years US PE does not deawy significant out- or
underperformance. American PE perform slightly dreith terms of IRR; and indexes do in
terms of DPI (confirming Robinson and Sensoy [20%1dting a positive correlation between
PE net cash-flows and public equity valuation). ®&gross basis, there is a systematic PE
outperformance compared to the TMI. Fees hencaugapte alpha of GPs [confirming the
intuition of Brook and Penrice, 2009, p. 188-189].

Looking at top quartile fund managers, we identdy systematic net and gross
outperformance compared to the TMI. Investmentrigrexplains part of their performance.
Changing the incentives of GPs to invest earligr ¢blculating management fees on the
capital invested) might hence increase the oveetlormance of a fund. This remains to be
assessed more in details in further research.

Carried interest has no material impact on relapeeormances [confirming Robinson
and Sensoy’'s [2012] finding that high fees do neivenh a negative impact on net
performance]. We confirm the existence of perforogacycles in PE, and that net cash flows

are procyclical [Robinson and Sensoy, 2011].

2 Either voluntarily, or under valuation methodsuiegments (such as the “fair market value” andrtfaek-to-market, which are ill adapted

to private equity).
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4.2. Usefor practitioners
On the practitioners’ side (notably LP), the delatght focus on the level set for hurdle
rates. We could not rebuild the equivalent of grnédR before carried and management fees
(the gross IRR calculated in Tables 23 and 24 Ig gross of fees, not of carried interest).
However, given the average net IRR return over lorgg term for US VC and LBO
(respectively 8.2% and 7.1%), the usual 8% migkuce alignments of interest. It would
seem more efficient to calculate a spread withRME+ (as we designed) and share the
resulting alpha between LPs and GPs. This bereftsnultiple:
)] it would avoid sanctioning GPs when the overadicro conditions are weak, and
would maintain the incentives to perform considtent
i) it would also eliminate the question of the fabie companies” kept alive in the
portfolio, notably if management fees are calculate a budget after the end of
the investment period and not as a percentagesattidual portfolio value;
i) it would reduce the incentive to use “dividenecaps” in LBO, which are actually
increasing the risk of an overall operation withaay corresponding alpha.
4.3. Limits
We assumed a certain stability at the helm of G&g] that terms and conditions
determining funds cash-flows and the behavior of @& not change materially (a switch in
the calculation of management fees in the investmperiod from a percentage of the fund
size to a percentage of the capital paid in woulldnge this, as the incentive would be to
deploy the capital faster and would change the-flaghpatterns).
PE being still largely an American activity, a sigrant share our results are drawn from
data collected on this market, limiting the geneedion of our conclusions. The use of cash-

flows labeled in USD for EMEA funds flows collectegt Thomson could explain some of the
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erratic data. As performances exhibit wave patternmossible bias in favor of EMEA LBO

funds might be cycle-related.
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Table 1. Geographical repartition of investments, § region, by deal number and by
volumes of investments,

This table sums up all PE investments (excludirag estate) done between Januaty2D05 and 31 December 2010, as reported by
Thomson ONE Banké&t All monetary numbers are in nominal U.S. dollars.

Fraction of Fraction of Fraction of equity
Company location byNb. of investments Nb. of companies Sum of Equity Invested invested
region investments (%) Companies (%) (USD Mil) (%)
Americas 42 663 59,58 21 213 51,01 616 164,68 60,98
Europe 18 659 26,06 12 764 30,69 231 017,02 22,86
Asia 8 657 12,09 6 483 15,59 140 900,71 13,95
Pacific 1241 1,73 773 1,86 17 934,23 1,77
Africa 383 0,53 354 0,85 4 381,49 0,43
TOTAL 71 603 100,00 41 587 100,00 1010 398,13 amo,

24 At the time of writing, only figures as of Septeent80", 2011 are known. In order to deliver complete geare chose to limit our five

years summary as of Decembef'31010.
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Table 2. Net returns of VC, “private equity” and LBO funds in the US and EMEA, GDP growth rates and idexes progressions

This table provides average and median IRRs, arll§wf VC, “PE” and LBO funds for VYs 1980 to 203 reported by Cambridge Associates (as of Juhe2822) and Thomson ONE Banker (as of Decemb®rZ11). GDP growth
rates are provided for USA and EU 15, as well & toarket indexes for the US (STOXX US, Wilshi@0b and Nasdag Composite), and Europe (STOXX E@XST Tech, STOXX Healthcare, and tech and healthcamsbined).

U5 Venture Capital \JS LBO EMEAWC EMEA LBO
Carbridge Associates Thomson One Cambridge Associates™ Thomson One Thomson One Thomson One
Average Median Average Median Average Ayerage Median Ayerage Median Average Average Median Average Average Median  Average

Yintage year |Sample IRR (%) (RR (%) TVPl [Sample IRR (%) IRR (%) TWPl | Sample IRR (%) [RR (%) TVP

Sample IRR (%) IRR (%) TPl | Sample IRR (%) IRR (%) TPl [Sample IRR (%) IRR (%)  TWFI

2004 18 a14 1011 1.32 13 714 535 1.08 24 1087 9488  1.04 10 3.84 1.26
Fully Real v 4381 1981 1342 277 | 4540 1668 994 218 2913 1486 1502 216 2361 1448  11.72
EActiveFdsAv. 51.00 3498 435 1327 | 2400 3.85 326 115 a8.75 1124 1053 1.39) 2513 984 834
Al Funds Aw | 4579 15452 1082 236 | 4263 1328 215 1.91 3900 1438 1354 1800 2408 1308 1068
*Wintage vears 2000 and 2001, though having reached their 10-year lifespan, might still be active and under life extension periods.
= Cambridge Associates mixes LBO, growth, enargy and mezzanineg funds inthe same henchmark.
=* Bource: Warldhank, annual GDP growth rate at market prices, based on local constant (2000) currency.
=+ Source: Eurostat, real GDP growth rate (hitp.fepp.eurostat.ec.europa.ewiportalipagesportalistatisticsfsearch_datahase - accessed July 12th, 2012),
=% Simple average only

12 3 (7B (8.27) 089 13 538 235
BF | 2235 580 420 157 | 1582 1447 1178
34 | 4275 (26T (363 097 | 2525  BB2 341
g7 | 2818 336 194 139 | 1884 1202 910

1980 - = - - 14 1334 1335 230 - - - = - - - = - - = - = = = -
1981 L 9.01 787 178 21 7.81 9.60 1.81 - - - - - - - - 3 7.08 .44 1.84 - - - -
1932 11 7.20 782 179 28 2.63 3.74 1.39 - - - = - - - = - - = - = = = -
1983 28 9.55 8.72 201 58 5.37 5.03 1.71 - - - - - - - - 4 9.64 9.1 2.02 - - - -
1984 a2 7.74 6.27  1.78 63 485 3.54 1.87 - - - = 7 3245 18.02 361 B 583 7.84 1.68 4 1469  12.96 2.67
1985 26 11.70 12868 269 46 8.149 8.63 2.02 - - - - a 41.68 2947 2.76 16 0.94 4 B5 1.45 - - - -
1936 a0 2.82 943 2490 38 714 597 1.70 11 1282 1113 341 10 1827 1492 N 10 7.38 5.68 1.54 5 15.24 3.93 2149
1987 34 1443 1565 272 f4 7.55 715 2.02 12 1314 1082 1.86 24 5.449 9.22 2.02 [ 4.71 369 1.41 7 8.55 4.76 1.62
% 1988 26 1432 1187 240 45 1216 §.22 203 17 1402 1230 200 16 9.85 10.11 1.78 11 (5.50) 298 1.21 14 9.42 10.47 1.449
H 1989 a7 17.08 1331 249 50 1268 1083 211 18 20031 2041 258 24 13.08 1234 2145 20 1.66 4. 65 1.75 10 6.76 9.90 1.34
a 1990 17 2407 21584 3145 23 1711 1367 2322 8 1400 15068 1.84 10 6.40 9.21 1.48 14 10.78 2.10 291 12 719 .46 1.37
E 1991 16 2310 1761 308 17 1458 1410 212 11 3121 3885 327 ] 2026 20.44 2.74 11 212 1.97 1.34 14 11.96  10.77 1.62
E 1992 23 28.67 2089 313 28 2763 1437 343 14 26.24 1863 288 14 19896  18.38 212 B 1230 15486 1.91 7 19.95  21.07 214
- 1993 a7 2863 1881 413 41 21.89 1202 2482 24 1830 2174 229 20 1930 16.25 2.02 11 478 0 1.45 8 21.68 875 1.81
1994 42 3425 2645 540 36 26082 2374 322 21 1360 968 241 25 13.83  11.03 1.41 16 6.48 6.67 1.85 14 2583 237 2.03
1995 36 44.83 38580 5493 45 41.09 2033 384 33 1614 1091 1.95 24 11.66  10.01 1.53 13 1.3 (0113 1.05 11 22.47 a.7a 1.9
1996 41 61.19 4087 4.01 38 63.31 2815 443 a7 9.59 794 1.47 25 6.14 0.47 1.28 18 28,33 5.27 2.04 18 11.29 9.04 1.42
1997 71 53.74 565 311 £1 5255 1987 261 51 5.52 745 1.4 40 597 2.98 1.2 35 11.01 253 1.60 26 16.04 7.43 1.76
1998 82 16.47  (0.45) 1.49 a0 26.09 1.65 1.66 54 1049 964 1.42 a5 4.91 316 1.3 33 6.72 (019 1.46 24 7.02 6.71 1.45
1999 115 (3589 (341) 0895 | 108 427 (512 087 54 1218 11.834 1.83 3g 3.9 3.33 1.25 57 5.011 (0.7 1.02 36 1290 1312 1.74
2000 184 (3.0 (240 1.1 122 274 (268 091 74 12494 1238 1.78 a1 1119 10,92 1.63 23 (0.58) (062 0.95 34 17.40 17.43 2.24
2001 53 (1.4 (0.21) 112 f0 2.78 1.27 117 24 2386 2148 206 27 1354  10.65 1.57 52 (0.13)  (0.82) 1.05 21 17.77  18.85 1.84
2002 34 1.43 180 1.01 19 (0.42y  (1.45) 0596 33 1482 16E1 1.89 19 1324 1364 1.52 34 (205 (213 0.88 23 2235 1381 1.87
2003 a7 (045 062 1.32 21 2.7 1.08 1.10 s 1508 1291 1.75 17 7.549 10.61 1.62 41 (0.82)  (316) 0.9s 14 11.23 .91 1.452
2004 &l 2.42 069 1.43 28 237 1.56 1.32 4 1116 9487 1.52 21 1438 10.62 1.54 45 098  (0.65) 1.03 18 14.12 6.08 1.48
o 2005 61 1.54 286 1.20 23 4.90 432 1.26 a7 810 .48  1.30 33 7149 6.47 1.26 38 (2.04)  (1.38) 1.03 34 217 1.99 1.06
= 2006 76 422 514  1.25 44 0.25 0.78 1.03 i 9.79 223 1.1 35 3,15 3.90 1145 2 015 (263 112 ag (0.36) 1.54 1.03
< 2007 £1 11.04 791 1.38 24 5.049 8.15 1.33 83 8.48 297 1.1 a7 9.13 7.47 1.25 54 (6.08) (572 0.36 Kl (170 (2.29) 1.00
2008 54 6.58 563 1.2 20 6.87 6.249 1.14 &l 1049 9739  1.149 29 1319 1273 1.26 55 (3.88) (513 0.95 26 0.36 (2.99) 1.01
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
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Table 2 (continued). Net returns of VC, “private eqiity” and LBO funds in the US and EMEA, GDP growth rates and indexes progressions

=+ Source: Worldhank, annual GDP growth rate at market prices, based on local constant (2000 currency.
=+ Source: Eurostat, real GODP growth rate (hitpoffepp.eurostat ec.europa ewfpottalipagefportalistatisticsisearch_database - accessed July 12th, 2012).
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Indexes
GDP growth (%) IJEA Europe
ELI ST S Total Wilshire 5000 Taotal ST EL Total STOX Europe | STOXHE Europe | Combined STOXY Europe

YVintage vear | LSAT™ 157 market Index (Thil) | harket Full Cap Index| Masdag Composite market Index (Thil) Tl Techno. Thil Healthe. Tl Tech & HC
1980 0.3 - - 100 100 - - - -
1981 24 - - 136 122 - - - -
1982 (2,00 - - 130 116 - - - -
1983 45 - - 152 154 - - - -
1984 72 - - 1849 166 - - - -
1985 41 - - 154 172 - - - -
1986 34 - - 254 208 - - - -
1987 3.2 - - 307 247 - - - -
1988 4.1 - - 34 213 - - - -
1989 16 - - 361 248 - - - -
19490 149 - - 47T 257 - - - -
15891 (0.3 - - 437 256 100 - - -
1992 34 - - a41 383 100 100 100 100
19493 24 - - H44 431 135 107 102 104
1994 4.1 - - 714 495 122 144 124 134
19495 25 - - 714 467 138 124 117 121
1996 38 3.1 - 485 655 164 1449 172 161
1997 45 25 - 1178 853 229 170 2049 1849
19498 44 15 - 1562 1001 274 276 310 283
19494 14 22 - 1921 1548 385 344 arr 360
2000 42 28 - 2354 2436 338 3 380 a76
2001 1.1 1.6 - 2046 1714 274 553 475 a64
2002 1.8 2.3 100 18493 11496 200 390 420 404
2003 26 0.5 a1 1538 817 2232 181 303 242
2004 34 2.3 100 15860 1277 243 234 327 281
2005 31 1.8 1049 2140 1275 300 226 334 280
2006 27 2.1 116 2388 1426 358 276 427 352
2007 1.4 22 131 2723 1523 343 292 444 368
2008 043 (0.5 137 2841 1478 197 278 391 334
2009 {3.5) (1.0 40 1861 413 244 146 323 235
2010 3.0 2.0 111 2376 1328 271 181 3649 275

Ay, 1980-2001( 3.24 2.28

Av, 2002-2010( 1.63 1.30

Aw. 1880-2010{ 276 1.69







Table 3. Empirical studies on performances of privee equity funds compared to the
S&P 500 index

This table sums up all PE investments (excludiad estate) done between Janugty2D05 and 31December 2010, as reported by
Thomson ONE Banké&t All monetary numbers are in nominal U.S. dollars.

Publication Benchmarking Yearly Out-
Author(s) date Time period Data as of Data source Market Sti@gy  method difference performance?
Harris,
Jenkinson ¢

1l.a Kaplan 2012 1984-2008  31/03/2011 Burgiss us LBO PME Miétip 1.20to 1.27 Yes
Harris,

Jenkinson ¢ Long-Nickels

1.b Kaplan 2012 1984-2008 31/03/2011  Burgiss us LBO methodology 3.70 % Yes
Higson &

2.a Stucke 2012 1980-2008 30/06/2011 Cambridge Ass. US LBO IRR spread 3.90 % Yes
Higson &

2.b Stucke 2012 1980-1989 30/06/2011 Cambridge Ass. us LBO IRR spread 3.70 % Yes
Higson &

2.c Stucke 2012 1990-1999 30/06/2011 Cambridge Ass. US LBO IRR spread 3.00 % Yes
Higson &

2.d Stucke 2012 2000-2005 30/06/2011 Cambridge Ass. us LBO IRR spread 10.00 % Yes
Diller & Wulff 2012 1980-2008  31/03/2011 Thomson us LBO PME Midtip 1.24 Yes
Robinson ¢
Sensoy 2011 1980-2007 31/12/2010 Thomson us LBO PME Multiple 1.19 Yes
Cornelius 2011 1986-2006 30/09/2009 Cambridge Ass US LBO Median IRR 5.74 % Yes
Phallipou &

6 Gottschalg 2009 1980-1993 31/12/2003 Thomson us LBO IRR spread -3.0% No
Phallipou,

Gottschalg &

7 Zollo 2004 1980-1993  31/12/2003 Thomson us LBO iRabflity Index -3.83 % No
Kaplan &

8 Schoar 2005 1980-1995 31/12/2001 Thomson us LBO PME Multiple 0.98 No
Ljungvist &

9 Richardson 2003 1981-1993  30/09/2002 Thomson Us LBO Excess-IRR 5.71 % Yes

% At the time of writing, only figures as of Septesnt8(", 2011 are known. In order to deliver complete geare chose to limit our five

years summary as of Decembef,3010.
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Table 4. Breakdown of LBO investments, by region, ypdeal size bracket, by number of
investments and by volumes of investments

This table describes LBO investments in the Ameriad in Europe, yearly between Janudhy2006 and 31 December 2010, as reported by Thomson ONE Bdakef
September 20 2011). All monetary numbers are in nominal U Gllads.

% of % of % % of % of Average
2010 total 2009 total 2008 oftotal 2007 total 2006 total Average (%)
2006-10 2006-10

Americas
Small Buy-out
Nbr of investments 2156 88,58 1709 92,58 2631 90,82 2972 88,56 2321 90,17 2 358 89,94
Sum deal valuiié 4589 2,72 3030 4,86 5971 3,45 5059 0,98 2 609 1,01 4251 1,80
Medium Buy-out
Nbr of investments 210 8,63 115 6,23 204 7,04 238 7,09 160 6,22 185 7,07
Sum deal value 34189 20,25 17 213 27,59 33311 19,22 40 413 7,81 28 056 10,84 30 636 12,97
Large Buy-out
Nbr of investments 42 1,73 14 0,76 27 0,93 63 1,88 39 1,52 37 1,41
Sum deal value 28081 16,64 8 241 13,21 16 582 9,57 42 923 8,29 26 983 10,43 24 562 10,40
Mega buy-out
Nbr of investments 26 1,07 8 0,43 35 1,21 83 247 54 2,10 41 1,57
Sum deal value 101 945 60,39 33904 54,34 117 464 67,77 429326 82,93 201135 77,72 176 755 74,83
Total Americas
Nbr of investments 2434 100,00 1846 100,00 2897 100,00 3356 100,00 2574 100,00 2621 100,00
Sum deal value 168 803 100,00 62 388 100,00 173329 100,00 517 721 100,00 258 782 100,00 236 204 100,00
Europe
Small Buy-out
Nbr of investments 1216 90,34 948 92,04 1630 86,75 1843 86,81 1693 89,01 1466 88,53
Sum deal value 4 589 6,41 2294 10,00 4 560 3,49 4411 1,84 2416 1,59 3654 2,96
Medium Buy-out
Nbr of investments 92 6,84 74 7,18 178 9,47 170 8,01 137 7,20 130 7,86
Sum deal value 15142 21,15 11629 50,71 32 475 24,83 29761 12,43 26 014 17,08 23004 18,64
Large Buy-out
Nbr of investments 23 1,71 5 0,49 37 1,97 50 2,36 36 1,89 30 1,82
Sum deal value 16 142 22,55 3403 14,84 24 885 19,03 35 986 15,03 22994 15,09 20 682 16,76
Mega buy-out
Nbr of investments 15 1,11 3 0,29 34 1,81 60 2,83 36 1,89 30 1,79
Sum deal value 35711 49,89 5 606 24,45 68 878 52,66 169 225 70,69 100920 66,24 76 068 61,64
Total Europe
Nbr of investments 1346 100,00 1030 100,00 1879 100,00 2123 100,00 1902 100,00 1 656 100,00
Sum deal value 71584 100,00 22932 100,00 130798 100,00 239383 100,00 152345 100,00 123408 100,00

% The total “sum deal value” is inferior to the tdtsum equity invested” which is technically impdse. According to Thomson, the reason

is that: this is “because of undisclosed deal \alfie.] If only the equity portion is disclosed, ttieal value is not populated [...]".
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Table 5. Capital-weighted average net performancef®S VC, US LBO, EMEA VC and EMEA LBO funds, by VY from Thomson ONE,
own calculation and compared to indexes (1981-2001)

This table provides capital-weighted average IRRsBVPIs of VC and LBO funds, in US and EMEA, fo¥ 1980 to 2010, as reported by Thomson ONE Baaleeof December 312011). IRRs and DPIs are
calculated from the net cash-flows provided by TRomONE on a quarterly basis (the “quarterly netgpmance”). An index’s gross performance (IRR &tl) is calculated by applying the drawdowns and

distribution patterns from the PEFs. Indexes usedree NASDAQ Composite for US VC; the Wilshire B0DM Full Cap for US LBO; a combined STOXX EU Teahd STOXX EU Healthcare for EMEA VC; and
the STOXX EU TMI for EMEA LBO.

US YWenture Capital USLEO EMEA Wenture Capital EMEA LED
Thomzon One net Gluarterly net Guarterly gross Thomzon One net Guarterly net Guarterly gross Thomszon One net Gluarterly net Guarterly gross Thomszon One net Guarterly net Guarterly gross
performanie performance performanie performance performanie performance performance performance performanie performance performance performance
Indes Far Indes For Inde for Capital- Index for  Index For
Capital- I For Inde for Capital- Index for - Awerage OPI Capital- FAuerage IRF Average DP| weighted Auverage  Average
weighted  Capital- | Capital-  Capital- Auerage Auerage weighted  Capital- | Capital-  Capital- | AwverageIRR [based on weighted  Capital- | Capital-  Capital- | [basedon [based on awerage Capital- | Capital-  Capital- (IRRi(based DPI[bazed
average  weighted | weighted  weighted | IRR [based DFI[based awerage  weighted [ weighted weighted | [based on Wilshire average  weighted | weighted weighted [ STOREEU  onSTOKE IFR  weighted | weighted  weighted on on an on
Wintage IRFR average | average awverage | onlazdag onlMlasdag IRFR average | average  average | wilshire 5000 5000 TR IRF average | average average | TR Techi EUTHMI [monthly  awverage | average  average | STORHEU STORHKEU
year | Sample [montkly]  TYEL IRE DFl Composite] Composite]] Sample [monthly]  TvFl IRF OFl TR FullCap]  Full Cap] | Sample [monthly] TVEI IRF OFl HC Tech & HZ) | Sample 1 TvFl IRF OFl TrALY T
1331 21 10.33 194 1063 188 10.45 1498 - - - - - - - B.37 177 174 265 - - - - - - - - -
1982 28 432 146 LX 129 1219 2.86 - - - - -
1983 ] GET 182 T8 175 1212 285 - - - - - - - 4 TET 180 .24 181 - - - - -
1354 %] B2 159 hE4 145 1213 240 7 28.02 410 2E.86 3598 15.78 345 B 7.35 1452 TET 180 4 .oy 218 13.02 2EE
1985 46 917 2.08 977 195 1310 2.94 3 2447 257 3445 2.54 1440 213 16 5.49 1.70 T.E0 166 - - - - -
1986 b} 12.04 2.84 1258 282 14.64 344 0 2032 4.29 244 437 1436 361 0 T8 160 12.09 188 7 20.54 251 2048 282
1387 B4 12.88 2.39 13.85 2.28 16.40 3m 24 116 202 143 197 14.22 268 ] 375 139 452 137 7 B.47 140 TA4T 146
1388 45 1372 258 2045 252 1233 2E1 18 10.0 174 1.3 164 15.72 230 1 383 151 E12 137 15 10.00 154 12.07 172
.E 1989 1] 1657 248 12,08 237 2117 302 25 2495 275 2161 2.4 15.62 213 20 727 219 10.06 174 10 957 148 .86 143
% 1350 23 2218 263 25.21 2,60 2081 24 10 074 181 13.07 180 1877 257 14 15.66 24 15.249 149 12 B2 134 153 108
z 1391 17 16.24 216 15.28 1491 2213 263 ] 23.24 282 2393 289 1245 2.56 1 5.896 149 a7 108 - - 15 11.99 158 1.88 150 - -
%" 1982 28 24 243 mra kel | 2335 245 14 2339 204 2023 13 1258 184 ] 1462 219 1246 187 2210 318 T 13.87 232 1943 212 13.87 171
L {353 41 2564 332 3823 332 24.70 235 20 211 210 13.55 187 17.83 187 1 514 144 IS 057 2618 182 ] 1340 180 2515 204 15.80 174
13594 36 42.03 454 4E.4E 4.28 25.26 219 25 16.16 152 5.26 124 1073 180 1B 10.28 298 3.15 1E0 16.03 188 14 36.30 244 3478 2E1 13.95 156
1995 42 456,95 411 6138 372 2881 180 25 1291 163 10.08 148 T.E9 134 13 [2.75] 132 WY 0.27 602 1.03 1 4164 244 4953 214 AL 132
1396 38 5366 459 2645 415 30.43 164 25 599 13 148 1.06 BEZ 123 ] 645 173 [5.93] 0.78 15.08 1249 13 1319 157 1350 154 7.35 126
1397 E1 43.84 2.38 45.23 2. 12.86 1.26 40 948 142 E.14 128 29 113 35 2739 208 [0.:32] 0.9 462 110 26 15.73 175 181 161 [0.07] 1.00
1998 a0 2416 174 13.84 144 [2.93) 0.91 ] 107 Al [165] 0.9z 157 108 33 .91 105 [10.20] 0z (2.0 0,93 25 1222 179 153 160 [2.06] 091
1999 108 [E.15] 0.78 2 053 15.01] 0.76 ] 5.01 13 0.6 1.03 2ET 112 57 [1E0] 0.95 2, 038 [7.15] 068 6 1229 174 1.88 155 0.9 104
2000 122 [0.48] 105 A 0.60 015 1.m 51 1288 171 932 137 5.03 120 93 [2.94] 0.85 LS 0.34 [4.81) 078 35 2155 212 20.85 192 181 107
200 =] 513 1.27 [i 2, 0,77 5.91 1.20 27 1311 166 10.28 132 EET 10.20 E2 [3.84] 0.89 Ti 2, 0.42 [0.73] 0,97 21 2769 203 2743 1,34 977 1.26
200z 13 [2.58] 0.38 LS 046 - - 13 15.33 163 A, 114 - - 34 [2.36] 0.88 LS 0.36 - - 23 29.38 153 2268 144 - -
2003 21 099 108 2 0.40 17 2072 130 T8 112 4 118 0.98 WY 0.H 13 1.70 157 244 1.09
»  C0o4 28 354 126 LS 0.37 21 1440 158 [T.6] 082 45 882 133 IS 053 13 1826 147 T48 i
2 2005 23 456 128 IS 0.32 33 10.43 140 A, 0.04 38 [2.75] 0.95 Y 0.28 34 [0.15] 1m S 0.3
£ 2006 44 323 112 2 0.21 3 0.EE 103 M2 0.04 39 149 118 M2 o.or ] [2.25] 098 [ES 0ir
2007 24 052 132 IS 0.1 37 576 117 A, 0.04 54 [5.96] 0.88 S 013 3 0.9 107 WS 013
2003 20 519 109 A 0.05 23 1012 120 S 004 55 070 107 LS 0.05 26 2749 040 LS 013
2003 13 7.50 110 [i 2, 0,04 - - 10 12.93 116 [i 2, 0.0 36 [11.16] 0.89 Ti 2, 0.01 13 [22.33] 163 [f 2, 0.0
A 1331-2001 10.63 137 519 134 8.02 144 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
A 19842001 - - - - - - 1038 136 o7 133 EAT 143 - - - - - - - - - - - -
A 1332-2001 - - - - - - [1.17] 0.50 i 2, 0.47 [0.03] 1.00 13.70 1.76 16.53 173 245 1.10

" Vintage years 2001, though b

aving reached their 10-year lifespan, might still e active and under life extension pericds.

41




Table 6. Capital-weighted average net performancefdop quartile US VC, US LBO, EMEA VC and EMEA LBO funds, by VY from
Thomson ONE, own calculation and compared to indexe(1981-2001 and 1986-2001)

This table provides capital-weighted average IRRsBVPIs of top quartile VC and LBO funds, in USISEMEA, for VYs 1980 to 2010, as reported by Thom&NE Banker (as of December®32011). IRRs and
DPIs are calculated from the net cash-flows pravioe Thomson ONE on a quarterly basis (the “quigrtest performance’). An index’s gross performaiedR and DPI) is calculated by applying the drawdewand
distribution patterns from the PEFs. Indexes usedree NASDAQ Composite for US VC and the WilstB90 TM Full Cap for US LBO; a combined STOXX EUchieand STOXX EU Healthcare for EMEA VC,;

and the STOXX EU TMI for EMEA LBO.

U5 Wenture Capital s LEO EMEA Wenture Capital EMEALED
Thomson One net Cluarterly net Quarterly gross Thomson One net Cuarterly net CQuarterly gross Thomson One net Cluarterly net Guarterly gross Thomson One net Gluarterly net Quarterly gross
performanice performane performance perbormance performanice performane performance performane performance performane performance performance
Indes for Indexfor  Indes For
Capital- Capital- Capital- Capital- Capital- Capital- Capital- | Index for Top  Top quartile Capital- Capital- Top Top
weighted  Capital- | Capital-  weighted | Indes for Indes For weighted  Capital- | Capital-  weighted | Indet for Top  Indes for Top weighted  Capital- | weighted weighted | quartile IRR OPl (based weighted  Capital- | Capital-  weighted | quartile quartile
top weighted| weighted average | Top quartile Top quartile| top weighted | weighted average | quartile IRFR  quartile OF1 top weighted Top average | [basedon onon top weighted [ weighted average |IRF [bazed OPI[bazed
quartile top Top Top IFR [based DPl(based quartile top Top Top [based on [based on quartile top quartile Top STOHEEL  STOHKEL quartile top Top Top onon onon
Wintage IRR quartile | quartile  quartile | onklazdaq onMasdag IRR quartile | quartile  quartile | ‘wilshire 5000 wilshire 5000 IRR quartile IRR quartile | TR Tech#  Thl Tech & IRF quartile | quartile  quartile [ STOXKEL STOXXEU
year | Sample monthly] TWEI IEF DFl__|Composite] Composite)] Sample [monthly)  TYFI IFF DF1 | ThFull Sap) TRAFul Capll Sample [monthly]  TVPL | [annual)  DFI HC HC) Sample [monthly] TP IEF OFl Th Th
1981 E 16.80 244 16.549 247 10.07 181 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1982 7 0.2z 200 1z 132 ez 281
1983 15 4.51 2.85 14.43 2.85 13.05 336
1984 & 15,27 245 15.45 234 1 212
1385 12 13.54 302 1918 2.94 12.63 238 - - - - - - -
1986 n 17.24 3.80 17.24 3480 14.87 367 3 30.98 E5S 351 .28 1413 303
1587 16 23ER pe:11] il jellit] 1693 2497 T 13.28 245 2314 247 1577 22
1988 12 anm 348 3168 343 12.49 243 5 2058 2E3 2085 2E63 1713 273
T 1983 13 3378 4.34 4008 426 1868 204 T 4463 287 4223 393 15.43 220
% 1390 B 44.05 448 47.64 450 2182 220 RiA Rt Rt - - - -
» 13 4 EZ 356 32E2 peai) 2237 258 A, A A - - - -
%" 1992 T E3.62 E.34 EB.ES B34 2410 24 4 5315 2682 53.04 264 15.89 162 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
L i3al 1 53.24 E.28 EE.ED E2E 20.EE 245 3 3697 2.84 .07 21 1743 178 3 1836 2.4 2a.28 181 4E.02 162 3 2372 248 pechl | 2.52 14.12 192
1994 ] 57.85 589 58.73 564 2681 219 T 32.88 192 237 193 10.43 137 4 1863 282 20,80 2758 1343 182 4 4048 2.96 4625 2.95 14.40 143
1345 12 11392 8.8 12945 i3 A b 207 T 3282 2.27 a8 2.24 N7 138 4 0.44 1EE MiS 023 4145 102 3 E3ET a7 102,74 3| 17.07 136
1996 i) 1ar.8g 1358 1a1.98 12.43 3299 173 T 19.44 194 18.96 181 526 120 4 23.55 342 36.08 142 2188 125 5 19.86 217 27.26 2.29 E.05 123
13497 16 144.11 503 150,90 487 2724 137 10 1757 170 1443 160 31 113 3 7E.03 258 S0.25 208 221 105 7 1.0z 247 30.47 245 188 108
1398 20 1224 LA 140492 oA -3 323 105 15 20.05 212 1255 149 177 108 2 a8 240 3357 2582 [357) 0.24 7 1812 203 1674 143 [1.83) 0az
19939 27 939 151 4.82 125 [2.14] 089 10 16.83 187 15.55 168 285 112 14 0.75 182 3.05 119 [5.81) 0.7 m 2643 252 2604 248 0.95 1.04
2000 3 463 164 238 112 147 108 14 23T 227 2373 21z 510 13 b 5.40 143 [3.48] 0Egs [£.03] 077 | 2x4 am 30.75 277 285 110
2001 15 13.72 170 .80 126 £.31 121 T 34.53 247 J2.72 219 7.4 122 15 12.80 173 735 1.30 [10.43] 0.9% E 3296 219 32.95 2.02 10.26 1.26
A 1331-2 278 3418 .00 3885 2587 12.02 162 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
B, 192E-2 - - - - - - - 12 25.25 2.24 2327 209 7.4 140 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
A 13932 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 83 2166 2.03 9.23 1249 217 106 54 3014 224 28.21 2.25 5.73 1.37
" Wintage years 2001, though having reached their 10-year lifespan, might still be active and under life extension periods.

** In bald, the higher OF for a given vintage year iz highlighted between the funds OP1 and the index OF|
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Table 7. Calculation of management fees for averadéS VC, US LBO, EMEA VC and EMEA LBO funds; of the compensation for LPs
and GPs and the equivalent for the benchmark index

This table provides a calculation of managemers besed on committed capital and invested (paidédpjtal, with a five-year investment period anfiedent levels of management fees and carriedestea
calculation of the total respective compensatiarifoited partners and general partners by VY, Hasethe assumption of a 2% management fee on dbedneiapital with a five year investment period {8 VC
(1981-2001), US LBO (1984-1993), EMEA VC (1981-1988d EMEA LBO funds (EU STOXX TMI). It providessal the equivalent of the management fees charged BTF of the NASDAQ Composite (US
VC), Wilshire 5000 (US LBO), STOXX indexes (EMEA Y@nd . Note: calculating the equivalent of a eatiinterest is irrelevant for an ETF.

Management fees us vC Us LBO EMEA VC EMEA LBO
Investment Period (5 years)
45 @ percentage of committed capital

15% 1371581 21990,03 218453 B 665,54

2.0% 18 287,75 29 320,03 29121 8 887,39

25% 22859,68 36 650,04 3 640,89 11109,24
85 a percentage of paklin capital

1.4% 634389 9497212 70,03 266547

2.0% 8 458,52 13 296,16 1 160,04 3 530,62

2.5% 1057314 16 620,20 1 450,05 447578

Divestment Period (5 years)
25 @ percentage of NAL

1.5% 10 450,78 17 051 B2 185305 5250 81
2.0% 13 974,36 2273549 2 470,74 ¥ 000,81
25% 17 467 97 2641837 308542 751,01
Total Investment + Divestment period As a % of Paid-into  Fees + paid in As a % of Paid-into  Fees + paid in As a % of Paid-into  Fees + paid in| Asa % of Paid-into  Fees + paid in
85 @ % of cormmitted capital + % of NALY itted ftted to itted itted itted to itted itted itted  to itted itted itted to itted
1.4% 24 196,59 13,22% 90,20% 103,42% 3804 B3 13, 31% 90,96% 104,27% 4 037 59 16,01% 79, 7d% 9,T5% 11 916,15 14,73% a7,56% 102,31%
2.0% 3226213 17,63% a0,20% 107 ,52% 52 055,53 17,75% 90,96% 108,71% 5 383,45 21,35% 75,74% 97,09%, 15 588,20 19,64% &7 95% 107 22%
2.5% 40 327 B6 22 03% 90,20% 112,23% 65 069 41 2219% 90,96% 113,15% B 72931 26 69% 75,74% 102,43%, 19 860,25 24 55% 87 58% 11213%
a5 @ %o of paictin capital (3 years) + % of NA LY
1.5% 16 524 67 9,19% a0,20% 99,39% 27 023,74 9,22% 90,96% 100,18% 272308 10,80% 75,74% 86,54%, 7 936,07 9,51% &7 95% 97,39%
2.0% 22 432,89 12,26% a0,20% 102,45% 36 031,66 12,29% a0,96% 103,25% 3 630,78 14,40% 75, 74% a0,14%, 10 581,43 13,08% 87,58% 100,66%
2.5% 25041,12 13,32% 90,20% 103,52% 45 038,57 13,36% 90,95% 106,32% 4 535 47 18,00% 73, 74% 93, 74%, 1322679 16,35% &7,55% 103,93%
Compensation Us vc Us LBO EMEA WC EMEA LBO
Wariable
Limited Pariners
Total Profit 535002 46 66,196 76591 935 74,3% -G 117,07 48 538,75 &0,9%
General Partners
Carried interest (20%) 25 24514 35,8% 19942,56 20,7% 477 05 11 722,52 19,1%
Tatal YWariable 83 247,59 100,0% 96 534,51 100,0% -7 639,99 0,0% 61 262,57 100,0%

Fees
General Partners

Manag. fees (2% CC + NAY) 3226213 52 055,53 533345 15 688,20
% of tota) GP compensation 53,3% 72,3% 99,9% 57,5%
Total (variable + fees)
Litited Partners 55 002,48 76591 95 5117 07 49539,75
General Partners 60 507,26 71 998,09 5 860,53 27 611,02
ETF us vc
5% a percentage of paid-in capital 205532
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Table 8. Calculation of management fees for top quiale US VC, US LBO, EMEA VC and EMEA LBO funds; of the compensation for
LPs and GPS and the equivalent for the benchmark ithex

This table provides a calculation of managemers besed on committed capital and invested (paiddpjtal, with a five-year investment period anfiedent levels of management fees and carriedeéstea
calculation of the total respective compensatiarifoited partners and general partners by VY, Hasethe assumption of a 2% management fee on dbedneiapital with a five year investment period {8 VC

(1981-2001), US LBO (1984-1993), EMEA VC (1981-1988d EMEA LBO funds (EU STOXX TMI). It providessal the equivalent of the management fees charged BTF of the NASDAQ Composite (US
VC), Wilshire 5000 (US LBO), STOXX indexes (EMEA Y@nd . Note: calculating the equivalent of a eatiinterest is irrelevant for an ETF.

Management fees us vC US LBO EMEA VC EMEA LBO
Investment Period (5 years)
as & percentage of committed capital
1.5% 4 436 46 6 23236 351,90 2 620,63
2.0% 594,94 $ 309,81 469,21 3 494,47
2.5% 742743 10 387 27 586,51 4 368,09
as & percentage of paidin capital
1.5% 1 837,41 260729 126,82 101373
2.0% 2 476,55 3 476,38 171,76 1 351,65
2.5% 309569 43435 48 21469 1 689,56
Divestment Period (5 years)
as & percentage of NAV
1.5% 442771 4 444 37 360,91 1741 46
2.0% 5 903,62 5 925,70 481,21 2321,94
2.5% 737852 T40712 601,52 280243
Total Investment + Divestment period As a % of Paid-into  Fees + paid in As a % of Paid-into  Fees + paid in| As a % of Paid-into  Fees + paid in As a % of Paid-into  Fees + paid in
as & % of committed capital + % of NAIY itted itted to itted itted itted to itted| itted itted itted itted itted to itted
1.5% 8584,17 14,91% 92 48% 107 40% 10 676,63 12,85% o 49% 104,34% 712,81 15,19% 78,96% 94,15% 4 362,31 12 48% 90,47% 102,95%
2.0% 11 845,56 19,88% 92 48% 112,37% 14 235,51 17,13% o 49% 108,62% 950,42 20,26% 78,96% 99,21% 5 816,41 16,64% 90,47% 107,11%
2.5% 14 806,95 24 25% 92 45% 117 34% 17 794,39 21 4% o1 49% 112,20%, 1188,02 25 32% 78,06% 104, 28% 7 270,52 20,81% a0,47% 111 27%
a5 8 % of paidin capital (5 years) + % of NA IS
1.5% 628513 10,55% 92 48% 103,03% 7051 56 8,49% o 49% 99 97%, 489,73 10,44%, 78,96% 59,39% 275519 7 86% 90,47% 95,35%
2.0% 8 380,17 14,07% 92 48% 106,55% 9 402,08 11,1% o 49% 102,80% 652,97 13,92% 78,96% 92,57% 3 673,59 10,51% 90,47% 100,95%
2.5% 10 475,21 17 50% 92 48% 110,07% 11 752,50 14.14% 1 49% 105 ,53%, 816,21 17 40% 70,96% 96,35% 4 531,99 13,14% a0,47% 103,61%
Compensation Us vC Us LBO EMEA VC EMEA LBO
Wariable
Limited Partners
Tatal Profit 83 216,29 &), 0% 78 381,72 &), 0% 778,24 67,5% 38 002,38 £0,7%
General Parthers
Carried interest (20%) 20 504,07 20,0% 19 59543 20,0% 374,30 32,5% 9103,91 19,3%
Total Variakle 104 020,37 100,0% a7 977 15 108, 0% 1152,54 108, 0% 47 106,28 F00,0%
Fees
General Partners
Manag. fees (2% CC + May1 | 11 845,58 14 23551 950,42 5 816,41
% of total FP compensation 36,3% 42, 1% 7,7% 39,0%
Total (variable + fees)
Limited Partners 83 216,29 7838172 778,24 35 002,38
Feneral Parthers 32 649 64 33 530,84 132472 14 820,52
ETF ‘ Us ¥C
&5 & percentage of paid-in capital 652,01
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Table 9. Compared capital-weighted average gross dmet performance of US VC, US LBO, EMEA VC and EMEA LBO with their
respective calculated benchmarks (1981-2001; 1988 ; and 1992-2001)

This table provides capital-weighted average IRRsBPIs of US VC, US LBO funds, for VYs 1981 to 20/C) and 1984 to 2001 (LBO); and EMEA VC and LB@ds, for VYs 1992 to 2001, as calculated from
the net cash-flows provided Thomson ONE Bankenfddecember 31, 2011), on a quarterly basis (the “quarterly resfgrmance’). The performances are calculated fhfeles and gross of fees. An index’s gross
performance (IRR and DPI) is calculated by applytmgdrawdowns and distribution patterns from tBE® Indexes used are the NASDAQ Composite for @Stkle Wilshire 5000 TM Full Cap for US LBO; a

combined STOXX EU Tech and STOXX EU HealthcareEMEA VC; and the STOXX EU TMI for EMEA LBO.

US Venture Capital UsSLEO EMEA Yenture Capital EMEA LED
Funds Benchmark. [index] Funds Benchmark [index] Funds Benchmark. [index] Funds Benchmark [index]
Quarterly net | Quarterly gross Guarterly net Guarterly gross | Quarterly net | Guarterly gross Gluarterly net Guarterly gross Quarterly net | Quarterly gross Guarterly net Guarterly gross Guarterly net | Guarterly gross Gluarterly net Guarterly gross
IndexFor  Index | Index  Index Index For Index for | Indes for Indes for
aAverage far for For Inde for  Indes For | Indes for - Indes for aer, AVET. AVET. auer, Inde for Index for
IRR  awerage|average average awer IRR awer. |aver. IRR aver. IRFR (k. DOFl[b. | KRB DOPIb. awer.  Indes for|  awver.
Capital- Capital- [based oFl IRR OFl | Capital- Capital- [b.on OFl[b. [boon OF! [b. | Capital- an on an an Capital- Capital- IRF [b. aver. IRF[b.  Index for
weight. Capital weigh. Capital- on [bazed | [based ([based | weight. Capital] weight. Capital- | wilshire on Wilzhire an weight. Capital Capital- Capital-| STORE STORE | STOHE STOHE | weight. Capital- [ weight. Capital an OFI (k. an awer, OPI
awver.  weigh. | awver.  weigh. | Masdag on an on awver.  weigh. | aver.  weigh. | BO00 TR wilshire | 5000 TR Wilshire | awer.  weigh. | weight.  weigh. [ EUTRMI EUTRI | ELTRI EUTRAI awer.  weigh, | aver.  weigh. | STOKK on STOHK  [b.on
IRR  aver. | IRR awer, | Comp]  Masdag| Masdaq Masdag] IRR aver. | IRR aver. | Full Cap] 5000 TR Full Cap) 5000 TR IRR awer, | aver. awer, | Tech# Techi | Techi Techi ] IRR AVET, IRR  awer. |EUTRIY] STOHE [EUTRI] STORE
Wintageyear | [ DF| A DI (A Comp.]| Comp.] Comp.]] [+)] DFl A OFl []  Full Cap) [ FullCap)l [5) DF_JIER[E]  DOFL [ HC=)  HC) L HE ] HCY [52] OFl (A DFl [A]l EUTMIN] 3] ELTMI]
1351 1063 133 | 1210 210 10.44 196 10.45 196 - - - - - - - - 174 266 12.48 287 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1982 446 129 487 144 12.19 286 | 1219 286 - - - - - -
1333 7.8 178 g.88 142 1209 285 [ 1212 285 - - - - - - - - .24 131 4.33 2.00 - - - - - -
1984 564 148 645 158 12.13 240 | 1212 240 |26.86 3.96 [2994 469 15.78 345 15,78 348 TET 180 832 191 - - 19.02 266 1war 29
1386 477 1.95 11 218 13.09 294 [ 1310 294 |3445 254 (37N 290 14.40 213 14.40 213 TR0 166 8.31 177 - - - - - -
1986 1258 282 [ 19.26 327 THE4 44 | 1454 344 | 2441 437 (2652 520 14.28 36 1425 361 1209 188 1258 207 - - 2048 282 2292 3T
1387 13865 225 | 1566 256 1640 3.01 | 1640 301 143 157 1311 2.21 L 268 14.22 272 466 137 5.39 145 - - T4T7 146 258 157
1388 2045 252 | 2291 289 1832 2.61 18.33 2.61 1 164 | 1287 173 15.72 230 15.72 2.30 612 137 639 143 - - 1307 172 3oy 12
'g 1989 1805 237 | 2032 27 21.16 F.02 | 2117 302 | 2161 234 (2400 265 1963 213 1863 213 1008 174 1.04 186 - - 8.88 143 .58 149
% 1340 2521 260 | 2816 298 2081 24 20,81 2.4 1307 180 | 478 147 1877 257 18.77 257 | 1529 153 17.24 222 - - 147 108 308 114
b4 1991 15.28 191 | 17.29 214 2213 263 | 2213 263 12399 299 (2669 346 12,48 256 19,45 256 217 102 217 102 - - - - 1n.ee 150 1242 1E1 - - - -
£ 1352 3578 331 3998 389 2338 245 2336 245 |2023 181 2281 199 1258 184 1858 124 1248 187 1448 21 2210 318 2210 318 |1948 212 |12 234 13.87 17 1287 17
L 1993 38.23 332 | 4197  3.87 24.70 235 24.70 238 | 1855 187 | 21.24 209 1782 187 1782 187 M 0BT A 06T 26.12 1.92 26,18 192 |25.1% 204 |2732 2.24 15,20 174 15.80 174
1394 4646 428 | 5162 509 20.26 219 25.26 213 5.26 124 5.74 127 10.73 1.50 10.73 1.50 415 160 346 164 | 16.03 188 1603 188 |34.78 261 |3804 297 13.94 155 1295 155
1995 61.38 3172 |67.94 437 288 180 285 120 110008 148 | 11.66 160 T.E3 134 T.EI 134 A 027 A 027 502 1.03 602 103 |4953 214 |53V 233 1614 132 16,14 132
1338 2646 415 | 9595 4.92 3048 164 048 164 148 1.06 163 107 5.62 1.23 5.62 123 | (838 078 | (838 078 | 1908 1.29 1908 129 | 1350 154 |13.50 154 T 126 728 126
13497 4523 221 | 5147 250 12.85 128 12.86 125 614 128 | 712 134 29 113 2.9 113 (0.3 0583 | [032] 059 1.62 110 4.62 1.10 11.51 161 (1285 173 | [0.08) 1.00 [0L07] 1.00
1998 13.84 144 | 1535 153 [2.93) 0.9 [2.93) 091 | (185) 082 | [1e5) 032 157 1.08 157 108 |[1020] 082 | [10.20] 062 | [(208) 093 | [(207)] 093 | 153 160 (1234 167 | [205) 0.9 [2.08] 0
1333 M 053 | hA 053 [5.01) 076 | (60 076 | 0EE 103 066 103 267 113 267 113 M 033 L5 0.38 [GA L] 0.68 [7.18] 068 | 1185 155 | 1369 168 0.96 104 0.98 104
2000 M 0ED | MR 0.ED 014 10 015 101 | 932 137 | 953 138 502 1.20 503 120 Mia 024 MfA 024 | (4821 078 [+.81] 0.78 |208% 192 | 2218 213 180 107 13 107
2001 fia 077 | RiA 0.77 5,90 1.20 5.51 1.20 | 10028 132 | 11.13 137 EET 1.20 EET 1.20 [ia 042 [fa 042 | [0.74] 097 [0.73] 097 |27.43 184 | 3111 205 4.76 126 477 1.26
Au 19812001 | 8.19 134 | 9.04 140 202 140 202 144 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Lo, 19842001 - - - - - - - - .07 133 | 7.88 138 B97 1.37 E47 143 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
A, 19922001 - - - - - - - - - - [ 050 T2 050 | [0.09) 100 | [(0.09) 100 [17.76 176 [19.66 191 [0.41] 0.33 [0.45] 0,33

" Wintage years 2001, though having reach

*In bold, the higher DP| for a given vintage year is highlighted between the funds O and the index OF|

ed their 10-y2ar lifespan, might skl e active and under life extension periods.
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Table 10. Compared capital-weighted average grossd net performance of top quartile US VC, US LBO EMEA VC and EMEA LBO
with their respective calculated benchmarks (1981a01, 1986-2001 and 1993-2001)

This table provides capital-weighted average IRRsBPIs of top quartile US VC and LBO funds; anpl ¢partile EMEA VC and LBO funds, for VYs 1980 t6(, as calculated from the net cash-flows provided
Thomson ONE Banker (as of Decembet,@011), on a quarterly basis (the “quarterly resfqrmance’). The performances are calculated fietes and gross of fees. An index’s gross perforadIRR and DPI) is
calculated by applying the drawdowns and distrdoupatterns from the PEFs. Indexes used are theDX&@SComposite for US VC; the Wilshire 5000 TM Falap for US LBO; a combined STOXX EU Tech and
STOXX EU Healthcare for EMEA VC; and the STOXX EWTfor EMEA LBO.

US Wenture Capital LS LEO EMEL, Wenture Capital ENMEL LEO
Funds Benchmark [indes] Funds Benchmark [indet] Funds Benchmark [index] Funds Benchmark [index]
Cluarterly net | Quarterly gross | Gluarkerly net GQuarterlygross | Guarterly net | Guarterly gross Gluarterly net Guarterly gross Quarterly net | Cluarterlygross Cluarterly net Gluarterly gross Gluarterly net Cluarterly gross Cluarkerly net Guarterly gross
Index Index | Index  Index Indexfor Indesfor| Index  Indexfor Indes for  Indes | Indes for Indes for Index
for For far for aver. aver. |foraver.  awer aver.  foraver| awer. aver. Indes for Indes
average average|average average IRR(b. DPl[b. | IRR[b. DP[b. IRR[b. DRIk | IRR[b.  DOFIb. For awer.  aver. | for aver. Index for
Capital- Capital- IRR oFl IRF DOPFl | Capital- Capital- an an an an Capital- Capital- on an an on IRF(b. DPIb.| IRR[b.  awver.
weight, Capital-| weigh. Capital] [bazed [based| [bazed [based | weight. Capital{ weight. Capital- | Wilshire wilshire | Wilshire  Wilshire | weight. Capital- | weight. Capital- | STOKE  STOHR | STOHE  STOHE | Capital- Capital- | Capital-  Capital an on on 0PI (k.
awer.  weigh. | awer.  weigh. on an an on awer.  weigh. [ awer.  weigh, |B000TR G000 a000 a000 awer.  weigh. | awer.  weigh. | EUTMI EUTMI) ELUTMI EU TR ] weight.  weigh. | weight.  weigh. | STORR  STOR | STOHK on
IRFR awer IRFR  aver. [ Masdaq Masdag| Masdaq Masdagq| IRR awer. | IRR awer. |FullCap] TMFull| TMFull TR Full] IRR LT IRR aver. | Techd Techi | Techi Tech& | aver LT AMET. aver, |[EUTRI] XEU |EUTMI] STORR
Mintage year =] [u] ] [EA| DPl {Comp] Comp]| Comp.] Comp]] [ DFl [=] DFl [] Cap] Cap] Cap] [] DFl =] DF1 | HC = HCY) | HE ] HC JIRR  DPL | IRR ] OP =] T [] EUTRI)
1321 1659 247 (1871 286 | 1006 1.3 10.07 13 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1382 112 138 | 1245 23 | 1183 281 | 1183 261 - - - - -
1383 1445 285 | 1614 331 | 1305 336 [ 1305 336 - - - - -
1984 1545 239 |17.2F 271 1n.e 218 .81 218 - - - - -
1935 19.18 294 | 2147 343 | 1252 2.8 1263 238 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1336 1724 290 | 1918 460 | 1456 367 14.87 3EY | 35068 828 |3742 10.03 1412 373 14.18 373 - - - -
1337 2356 358 | 2613 421 | w5z 2487 16.93 247 | 2314 247 |25.88 2485 15.77 232 18.77 z.3 - - - -
1338 3168 349 (3499 410 | 1242 248 1249 248 | 2085 B3 |2344 303 1712 2.73 1712 273 - - - -
.E 1334 4008 425 (44268 505 | 1353 204 12.58 203 | 4229 399 4575 464 15.43 226 15.43 226 - - - -
% 1330 4764 450 (5256 536 | 2161 220 2162 220 - - - - - - - - - - - -
r 1991 JF262 355 (3627 419 | 2236 256 2237 256 - - - - - - - - - - - -
%" 1952 E5. 68 B34 (7227 T65 | 2410 24 24.10 241 15304 264 (5842 305 16.89 162 16.89 1E2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
L 1393 G663 B26 (FT2868 THE | 2666 245 26.66 245 13907 271 432 314 17.43 178 17.43 178 28.249 161 3023 174 | 4608 162 | 4608 162 2311 252 | 2472 279 | M7 1868 14.07 1868
1234 5879 564 (6505 679 2581 218 25.81 218 | 2371 193 (2535 2.2 10.47 137 048 137 |2080 275 (2325 318 1343 182 1243 182 | 46.25 295 5075 345 | 1439 144 14.40 144
1395 12945 831 (14013 1013 | 3313 .07 xRN 207 | 3183 2.24 |34.34 248 127 138 n.zr 138 1) 0.249 LA, 0.23 4145 103 4145 102 J108.74 3.3 [ 11961 373 | 1707 136 17.07 136
1396 181.98 12.49 |199.56 15.34 | 3233 173 32493 173 | 1896 181 (2123 2.0 526 120 526 120 | 3508 142 (3769 147 P k=] 125 2188 126 | 2726 229 (2726 229 E.05 123 ] 123
1337 150.90 487 |168.77 5.83 | 2724 137 T4 137 | 1443 160 1669 176 218 113 218 113 | 5025 2.06 |52.47 224 321 105 k) 105 | 3047 245 | 3314 279 187 108 188 108
1398 14092 316 |164.41 369 | 3223 105 223 106 | 1855 199 (2098 223 177 108 177 108 |335F 252 (3676 289 | [357) (IE=] [257) 089 | 1679 193 | 1858 212 [183] 0.4z 1.83) 0.4z
1993 182 125 (529 128 [2.14] 0.84 [2.14] 0s3 | 1555 168 |17.29 184 286 112 2.86 112 3.05 119 305 119 [B.81) 0.71 [B.81) 0.71 2604 248 | 2903 281 0.94 104 0.495 104
2000 296 112 [ 301 112 147 108 147 106 | 2373 212 (2596 2356 510 12 510 121 [346] 068 [946) 063 | [(604) OFF | [603] 077 |3075 277 (3420 320 254 110 ol ili] 110
2001 T80 126 [ 871 L3 £.31 1.21 £.31 12 | 3272 219 (3625 248 7.4 122 7.4 122 735 130 | 846 137 | (044 .93 [0.43) 093 13295 202 [37.66 229 | 1025 1.26 10.26 1.26
Au 19812001 | 3885 257 (4249 292 | 1202 156 1z2.02 162 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
A, 1386-2001 - - - - - - - - 2327 209 (2575 234 7.7 136 i 140 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
L. 1353-2001 - - - - - - - - - - - 9.8 129 |10.00 130 217 1.04 217 1.0E 2821 225 | 31.24 253 267 113 258 1.14

“Wintage years 2001, though having reache

" In bald, the higher OF| for a given wintage year is highlighted between the funds OF1.and the index OF|

d their 10-year lifespan, might still be active and under life extension periods,

46




Table 11. Net and gross paid-in to committed ratigsand gross profit to paid-in, for US VC and LBO funds (1981-2001 and 1984-2001)
and EMEA VC and LBO funds (1992-2001)

This table provides the committed capital, averfagel sizes, paid-in and paid-in/committed (PIC)adbr US VC and LBO funds; and EMEA VC and LBO fisifrom Thomson ONE Banker database (1981-2009);
as well as the calculated gross PIC, gross prefit/m, and calculated net DPI for PEFs and netgands DPI from the index.

U5 Yenture Capital UsLEO EME& Yenture Capital EMEA LEO
Thomszon One data FE funds Index Thomzon One net performanaee FE funds Indey Thomzon One met performance FE fundz Index Thomzon One met performance PE funds Irdes
Gross Gross Gross Gross
Wintage Total  Average FIC | PI'C | OPl profitd [ OP1 OFI Total ~ Awverage FWC | PHC | OPI proficd | OP1 OFI Total  Awerage FIC | PIC [ DPl profitd| OF1 OPI Total  Average FIC | PIC | OPIl profit] OF1 DPF
year | Sample  committed fund size P aid-in [net] |[gross]| net  paidin | net  agross | Sample  committed fund size Paid-in [met] |[gross]] net paidin] net gross) Sample committed fund size  Paid-in [net] | [gross net  paidinf net gross | Sample committed fund size Paid-in [net] |[gross)| net paidin] net gross
1381 H 744 340 GA04T [ 083 | 113 | 18&| 230 | 136 | 136 - - - - - - - - - - 3 4678 1553 616 | 056 | 077 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1322 28 11872 3999 96242 [ 026 | 105 | 129 | 167 | 2.86 | 286 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1383 it} 252104 4347 240600 095 117 175 215 | 285 | 2.85 - - - - - - - - - - 4 28660 2204 a4 0.95 118 - - - - - - - - - -
1334 63 265313 4053 Z3A738[ 084 | 114 | 145 | 1FE | 240 | Z40 7 166243 23743 1660.00[ 100 | 127 |396| 496 | 545 | 345 [ 15237 2533 11438 | 075 | 0.5 - - 4 £4.04 B0 3886 | 061 | 084 - -
1925 4E 144136 333 1329030 096 118 1495 241 | 294 | 294 2 137209 17161 128626] 0494 115 | 254 313 | 213 [ 212 & 40249 26.16 3238 0.20 103 - - - - - - - - - -
1956 38 262164 6333 250589 096 | 1.23 [ 282 | 3.59 | 3.44 | 344 1 1876.57 16766 175044 093 [ 125 |437) 554 | 361 | 361 1o 260,23 26.02 22724 (k1] 115 - - 5 17605 3522 1TERE [ 101 | 123 - -
1327 E4 2 21E43 4401 27084 | 09| 1 | 226 [ 276 | 301 3.0 24 1245411 51282 1220689107 | 135 | 147 | 242 |2.68| 272 2 477.29 BOEE  452EZ [ 09E A - - 7 416,29 BEAT 40244 | 047 114 - -
1388 458 2400.25 B34 231840 097 117 | 252 3.09 | ZE1 281 & 244270  B2E204  S1GEZ23| 047 116 164 193 |2.30| 2.30 1 BBE.22 6057 49345 | 090 106 - - 15 187817 12621 86324 ( 046 | 0.59 - -
T 13 0 IEBAFT TRAS 386 | 083 | 120 | 237 | 34 | 302 [ 302 28 GE231Z 33612 G274 080 | 103 (234 285 | 213 | 203 20 TEOAT 301 BERE2 | 088 103 - - ju] 216584 21553 180348 034 | 093 - -
£ 1180 22 143208 E231 129906 | 091 | 10 |ZE0( 218 | 24 [ 24 0 ZEB2.2E 26623 Z4013F| 091 0@ [ 180 | 216 |2.57| 257 4 ET381 484 E2448 | 092 118 - - 1z 206792 233 235301 114 | 1.35 - -
1331 17 83628 4913 83854 | 100 | 1.23 191 236 | 263 | 263 ] 1435.98 28800 12926E| 090 | 106 (299| 363 | 256 | 266 1 484,27 44.02 42219 0.7 106 - - - - 15 120421 8028 11401 0493 108 - - - -
£ 12 28 248825  BROE  243839( 083 | 17 | 331 408 | 245 245 4 437807 M2TI 417124 085 ( 113 181 | 218 | 184 | 134 [ 193.76 E229 2148 | 109 131 | 187 | 231 |318| 3.8 7 ¥99.98 1428 B5446 | 082 |22 257 [ 171] 1A
[T - ) 41 323406 TEEE 29493 091 110 | 332 408 | 236 236 20 SESE60 48442 W00ITE4 103 [ 124 | 187 | 2.29 | 1.87 | 187 1 294,34 2676 280.14 0.95 116 0ET | 089 |192] 192 3 7444 0941 EB95485 | 0480 099 (204 2.48 [ 1.74] 174
1334 ki3 4GEI01 12944 442783 055 | 123 | 4.28( 5.38 | 213 [ 2 28 NEGEA5 43424 98323 081 1038 [ 124 | 143 | 1.50( 150 16 E39.52 4309 47645 | 069 | 093 | 160 | 133 |188| 188 14 2Ta964 18926 24151 086 | 104 (261 317 | 155| 155
1335 48 459492 9572 420692| 082 | 1N | 372|459 | 120 120 25 1991227 TBEEI 1902233 1.01 [ 112 (148 178 | 124 | 1M 12 1228091 9852 108500( 022 1m 0.27 | 049 11.02| 1.02 1 1917.14 17429 139864 072 | 089 |2.04) 255 | 122 132
1936 38 4 938.63 13128 46707 | 094 114 415 | 515 164 164 28 M46185 45207 NOF7E]| 047 115 106 | 1.26 | 1.23( 123 12 74892 41EE B93E63 | 080 106 0nFE | 1n |129| 1.29 18 EG10.23 36172 3TEREA 0.5% ( 073 (154 181 | 1.26)] 126
1337 3} G42645 15453 S36381| 054 | 10 | 22| 287 | 125 [ 125 410 32EIT0 S1343 EE3I04 047 | 196 | 128 | 182 [ 113 | 113 iz} 172236 4321 129063 0.75 [ 096 [ 083 127 110 110 26 56748 40644 922079 087 [ 107 |161( 195 | 100) 100
1338 a0 1260E3E 23262 17 188.26) 092 118 144 | 181 [k:]] 041 BE B40B536 97299 GOO014.37 052 | 109 (082 ( 110 | 1.08) 102 e} 236735 T4 217ezE| 082 118 0E2 | 051 (093 093 26 1272614 B49.04 1043083 076 | 0.94 |[1.60( 190 | 091 091
1333 106 3279382 309537 2965463 091 105 | 053 | 070 | 076 | O.F6 38 3063544 80627 2766163 090 | 107 103 [ 121 [ 113 | 113 a7 378590 BE42 22446 D58 116 0.3% | 035 |0.68( 0.63 36 NB5053 320086 132581 093 115 |1.5%| 1.89 | 1.04| 104
2000 122 BOZETEY 41203 4208530 026 | 102 (00| 020 (101 | 101 5 BITTEIZ 105447 BIO7E2Y 076 | 0.92 | 1.37 | 1.59 | 120 | 120 92 923052 9934 VEOOSS| 01 099 | 034 | 056 |0.78| 0.78 ) 151EEST 43234 1274229 09 109 192 222 | 107 | 107
2001 £l 2E234.06  4T06T 2EE14.20) 090 106 | 077 | 096 | 1.20 | 1.20 27 3136926 116145 2F303400.87 | 0.94 [1.32 ] 145 | 120 | 120 B2 4 39396 VEA3  I4EN | DFD 0.86 [ 042 ) 0ES |0.97( 0.97 21 1700799 20890 17156294 101 112 | 1.84| 223 | 126 126
2002 19 45311 23848 303092 D7 19 1744874 912356 1628960 0828 34 93166 2740 8EFAT | 0493 23 986695 428956 98097H 099
2003 il 17748 246565 486427| 094 17 ZOEEIN 11584 19EILIT| 095 41 ZB4962  B219 224547| 088 13 860563  44VEE Eo4440 080
L 2004 28 4 25661 053 790748 085 21 2140718 101939 1226224 0485 45 2E1E.92 LB 214214 | 082 12 1E0EET4 99260 1252040 072
2 2005 23 EE2953 29634 4735.89( 070 33 6037302 152664 4534377 0. bei-} 39532 86T ZEVREE| 03 a4 4745605 139574 4526799 102
4 2008 44 2517461 B7ZIE 1961960 02 . 1432479 3 2EEA2 092056 096 e} EBEETY 16832 43E575| 0EE e 49269.29 129658 104938) 082
2007 24 E174.40 26726 400240 DED a7 12163401 328470 8622624 0.71 64 633723 10895 443983 075 H 44 TOSE8E 144480 3416280 076
2005 20 TE7234  3TEES 3TV4T5E( 048 23 TH48107  ZE3TET 3874369 051 55 307035 5437 1613 | 053 26 4704605 150347 24 35507 052
2009 12 3 496.83 26891 160126 | 046 10 2076764 207675 1194346) 068 36 SEE.94 24.08 51151 0.59 12 1269236 104566 4 29247 032
Totalrealiz| 1073 121698 164 394 425 292 2 266 966 447 29127 22 ERE bt 28873 TV E1E
Au.realiz, 16333 030 | 108 [ 134 170 [ 140 144 BAT.TE 03| o0 | 133 162 | 137 143 E5.16 0.7 inz [ 050 087 |[100 100 I35 087 [ 105 (196 213 | 033 033
Totalall| 1265 243 8M 212 962 E2E ¥35 283 E1Z 112 TEa 54 962 41556 4 326464 252 461
L.l 137.66 026 1174.67 083 E9.EE 0.7E E31.01 0.74

® Wintage years 2001, though having reached their 10-ye ar lifespan, might still be active and under life extension periods.
" In bold, the higher OP for a given vintage year is highlighted between the funds OF and the index: OF1
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Table 12. Net and gross paid-in to committed ratigsand gross profit to paid-in, for top quartile USVC and LBO funds (1981-2001 and
1986-2001), and EMEA VC and LBO funds (1993-2001)

This table provides the committed capital, avefagel sizes, paid-in and paid-in/committed (PIC)adbr top quartile US VC and LBO funds; and EMEAC\and LBO funds from Thomson ONE Banker database
(1981-2009); as well as the calculated gross Pi@sgprofit/paid-in, and calculated net DPI for BERd net and gross DPI from the index.

LS Venture Capital s LED EMEA& Yenture Capital EMEA LEBO
Thomson One data FE funds Indet Thomson One net performance FE funds Indet Thomzon One net performance FPE funds Indey Thomzon One net performance PE funids Indet
Auerage Gross Auerage Gross Average Grass Auerage Gross
Wintage Total fund FIC | PIC | DPI profit!| DFI DPI Total fund FIC [ PHC | DPl profitdl DPI DPFI Total fund FIC [ PHC | DPI protfit! | DRI DPI Total fund FIWC | PIC [DPl profitd [ DRI DPI
year | Sample committed size Paidin] [net gross]| net  paidin| net  gross | Sample committed size Paid-in | fnet grozs]| net  paidinl _net  gross) Sample committed size  Paid-in | [net gross]| net  paidin] net gross) Sample committed size  Paidin| jret gross]| net  paidin | net  gross
15981 E 336.52 6692 36664 | 106 | 127 | 247 | 3.06 181 181 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1382 7 are 4282 31338 | 092 112 198 243 | 261 281 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1983 15 TIETT 4305 TiaZ4 | 083 | 124 | 285 [ 353 | 336 | 336 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1384 & T29.80 4561 658587 090 110 [ 239 | 2493 | 218 218 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1386 12 ITT 2448 34181 | 100 123 (294 | 266 | 238 238 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1986 0 189224 15922 149880 094 | 125 | 2.90 | 494 | 267 | ZET 2 95720 MA07  VERIS | 0.80 | 1.21 | .28 (10.5%| 37| 272 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1387 16 1078.08 B7.38  1022.15] 095 14 [ 3.58 | 442 | 297 297 7 337155 48165 SGE426| 106 | 127 [ 247 | 305 | 232 | 232 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1388 12 1294 .87 0791 124777 0496 116 (349 | 430 | 248 248 ] 217040 43408 216213 | 100 120 263 | 324 | 273 | 272 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
.E 1329 12 348 BBRES  TOEIT | 092 117 [ 425 | 825 | 209 209 T 2ETEIE  3JEEI4 120271 0.F0 | 091 | 399 [ 493 | 226 | 225 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
£ 1 E 55132 gl BN 087 117 [ 450 | 5.58 | 220 | 220 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
& 199 4 20016 004 20204 ) 101 | 125 | 355 | 442 [ 266 256 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
%" 1332 T SE6.05 12358 20648 | 0493 112 [ 6.34 | 7.85 | 241 24 4 143653 37163 146958 ( 093 14 | 264 | 3.21 | 162 [ 1E2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
w1393 il 125144 N2F7 117721 094 14 [ 626 | .77 [ 245 | 245 E 12200 BREO00 309284( 083 | 120 | 271 | 335 | 172 | 1R ] 104.21 474 9482 | 091) 109 [ 151 | 1.94 (162 | 1EZ 2 39283 12284 Z7R4E| OF0 | 087 (252 205 | 126 [ 126
1934 ] 302961 33662 A4 087 | 129 | 564 | T2 | 213 z1 7 488460  BIN2T 410956 | 054 | 093 | 183 | 230 | 137 | 137 4 Hear? G322 20232 | 085) 115 295 338 [ 182 | 182 4 127178 31734 123452 102 | 120 |2.95 363 | 143 | 143
1335 12 140365 67 132933 0495 112 831 | 1031 | 207 207 7 F82036  G46FT 2935 | 0FE | 092 (224 [ 265 | 138 | 133 4 87313 21328  F3881)| 084 103 [ 023 | 051 | 103 | 103 3 116015 J06F2 TIOES [ 0061 | 0FE | 3.31) 400 | 136 [ 136
1396 1o 116300 Me30 108918 094 | 1.25 |12.49| 1568 [ 172 173 T IMIBT  4TRIT Z24336( 048 118 181 | 219 120 [ 120 4 192,23 4206 TE142 | 084 | 131 (142 203 | 125 | 125 ] 298681 BATIE 122700 041 | 055 (229 264 | 123 | 123
1937 18 Z32AET  MEBED 224183 098 10| 487 | 5.98 | 137 137 0 12HEE2 13458 1229187 104 | 121 | 160 | 192 | 112 | 112 ] E52.04 7245 49985 (0.7B) 034 [206)| 251 105 | 105 7 ZTRH 29784 284574 091 103|245 298 | 102 102
1338 20 GT04FF 18524 303039 0495 | 127 | 3.16 | 402 | 105 105 18 E03265 40617 581936 0.96 112 | 199 | 241 | 1058 [ 108 ] 39366 4321 36933) 094 | 113 (2.52( 3.09 | 053 | 0583 7 811415 115906 682267 084 100 |1.9%| 230 | 032 | 092
1333 27 THOTO 26447 E402594 040 106 | 1.2% 147 [ 0.9 0.29 0 985240 93684 913665 ) 0493 109 [ 168 [ 201 112 112 14 4E2.43 3346 Z0EET (0GB | 086 [ 119 [ 1.50 | 071 | 071 0 20A6.23  2ERGZ 213286 085 101 (248 299 | 104 | 104
2000 N 1296647  EB0227 1699143 040 109 112 133 106 108 it} 2022722 144480 1647269 081 047 [ 212 [ 254 | 121 124 22 118.37 60.88 N2 |0.F2| 081 | 062 | 094 (0FF | 077 El 446439 49604 433894 092 118|277 241 [ 10| 110
01 15 303 7402 1006 082 | 103 | 126 [ 148 | 12 14 7 TITA60 136 TEO4EI| 086 | 113 | 219 | 266 | 122 | 122 15 ETEAZ 4507  B5013 | 086 ) 115 [1.30 ) 157 | 032 | 098 [ 20847 136808 1216280 1.0 | 1.25 [2.02) 244 [ 126 | 126
2002 [z} T3 4463 E4Z284| 075 ] J41E39  BRREE ZE0SEZ| 106 7 22681 3226 22483 100 E 393266 EBED4 34EZ0R 082
2002 E 1126.02 12760 107042 045 5 SMEE0 186372 TTR0OE| 083 10 672499 5740 EBREST| 098 5 240,80 48298 270173 112
L 2004 7 ZEzlar 4031z 242843 086 [ B37320 106220 G9350Z| 084 12 134055 M7 83200 074 4 243684 B2421 277374 1
2 2005 [ 165883 25981 1330520 089 =) 19615.09  2179.79 1854775 0.95 10 44793 4480 41322 | 0.94 =) 504922 94991 3315500 097
2 2e 1 TESLZ0  E2920 EBIZTE 086 El 12697.00 141078 12008.21) 0495 10 407189 40719 2727.68| 0E2 o 872648 B72EE 795461 091
2007 E 158455 2E409 122204 0.7 0 1922250 192835 1249488 070 14 1128.23 2487 S0GEE| DER 2 46232 143279 7e4089 07
2008 8 93378 186,75 45432 049 7 10401 87200 342368 0.56 14 15607.45 10195 53740 0.36 g 192272 38454 106123| 055
2003 4 148230 37052 23206| 066 - - - - - - - - - - ] 17173 19.08 5517 | 055 4 T8EZE0D  19EBE6 195217) 0.25
Totalrealiz] 276 5967 55105 03 £2 491 VE D25 23 4692 3828 54 34944 EEE]
Ay realiz 216.65 032 113 [ 257 319 | 156 162 THE.S0 0.92 108 [ 2.0 257 | 136 140 5653 08z | 102 (129 162 | 104 106 E47.12 0.0 107|225 272 | 113 11
Totalal] 326 TT 390 E3 669 160 163 301 140 874 163 14224 10 244 05 82307 ET 480
L, all 23812 0490 99564 0,88 2417 0.72 7E31.88 0.82

*Wintage years 2001, though having reached their 10-year lifespan, might still be active and under life extension periods.
" In bold, the higher DF for a given vintage year i highlighted between the funds OF and the index DP1
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