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ANAKOINQ3ZH

Kataxwpiong oTo Meviko Epnopikd Mntpwo (I.E.MH.) kal dnuocgicsuong oTo d1adIkTuako
TOno Tou [.E.MH. oToOIXEiwVv TNG avwvuung eTaipeia¢ pe Tnv enwvugia «FMpovréa

Avovupn ETaipeia Enevduoswv o€ AkivnTn Mepiloucia».

AvakolvwveTal OTI Tnv 11-05-2020 kaTtaxwpicbnke oto levikd Epnopikd MnTpwo
(F.E.MH.) pe Kwdikd ApiOud Kataxwpiong 2129747, 1o and 24-04-2020 andonacua
NPakTIKoU Tou AIOIKNTIKOU JSUMPBOUAIOU  TNC AVOVUMPNG €TAIPEiaC PE TNV Enwvupia
«Mpovtéa Avovupn ETaipeia EnevdUoewv ot AkivnTn Mepioucia» kal apiBuo
.E.MH.003546201000, cUup@wva He To onoio anopacioTnke (kat’ apBpo 99 nap.1l Tou
N.4548/2018), avagopika HMeE TNV KATAPTION TAC CUPBAONG NaApoxfG OUMBOUAEUTIK®V
unnpeciov YETA&U TnG ETaipeiac kal Tng ouvdedenévne PUE AUTAV €Talpeiag kaTt’ apBpo 99
nap.2 (B) pe Tnv enwvupia «Invel Real Estate Management (Cyprus) Limited» (eQg&nc n
«ZUuBaon Mapoxng ZUPBOUAEUTIK®OV YNNpPeoiwv»), yid dia nepiodo deka (10) eTwv, HE
avadpopikn 1oxu ano 01.01.2019, onwc avaAuTikG avagepeTal atnv and and 23/04/2020
'EkBean AEloAOynong, Nou NpocapTaTdl oTnv napolaa avakoivwon, TNG OpkwToU EAeyKTH
- AoyioTn, K. Mapivac Kanetavakn (A.M. ZOEA 15911), TnG €AEYKTIKAC AVWVUMNG
g€Talpeiac Pe TNV enwvupia «KPMG EAeykTikr A.E.», pgéAoc Tou OIkTUOU aveEapTnTwyv
ETAIPEIWV-HEA®MV TNG €eABETIKAG eTaipsia¢c pe Tnv enwvupia «KPMG International
Cooperative»,n onoia kpiveral dikain kal sUAoyn cuvaAAayn yia Tnv ETaipeia kalr Toug
METOXOUG AUTNG, Nou dev anoTeAoUV OUVOEDENEVO HEPOC, CUUNEPIAAUBAVOUEVWY KAl TWV

METOXWV HEIOWN®iag, cUPewva Je Ta apbpa 99,100 kal 101 Tou N.4548/2018.


mailto:trsourilas@gge.gr

EidikdTEpPA, kal Baoel Twv unoBAnBEvTwy oToIXEiwV, N olvawn TNG v Adyw Zuupaong

Mapoxn¢ ZUMBOUAEUTIK®V YMNPECIWV,

nepiAappaver Toug €&ng PacikoUG OpouG ME

avadpopikn 1oxUu and 01.01.2019:

AVTIKEIUEVO TNG
ZupBaong
Mapoxng
SUMBOUAEUTIK®WV
Ynnpeoiwv

H eTaipeia pe Tnv enwvupia «Invel Real Estate Management (Cyprus)
Limited» 8a napaoyel ornv ETaipeia katoéniv cUpBaong nou Ba unoypagei
MeETAEU auTwv (1) ZupBOUAEUTIKEG Ynnpeoieg dlaxeipiong akivntng
nepiouciag (Advisory AM Services), (2) Ynnpeoieg AvanTtu&éng akivntng
nepiouaiag (Advisory Development Services) kai (3) Ynnpeoie¢ nou
OXETICOVTal PE TNV ANOKTNON aKIVATWYV, Tn AldBeon akIVATWV Kal Tnv
AvTAnon XpnuaTtodotnong (Acquisition, Disposal and Financing Services)
OXETIKG e akivnTn neploucia nou n ETaipeia katéxel ornv Kunpo e€ite
aueoa €iTe €uueca PEOW TwV OuyaTpikWv TnNG €Taipeiwv oTtnv Kinpo,
Quadratix Ltd kai Lasmane Properties Ltd.

Alapkela
Zuppaong
Mapoxng
SUMBOUAEUTIKWV
YNNpeaI®V

™G

H ZupBaon Mapoxnc ZuuBouAeuTik®V Ynnpeoiwv 8a €xel 1oxU €ni 10 £Tn,
apxneg yevopévng avadpopikd and Tnv 1" Iavouapiou 2019 kai n onoia
Anyel Tnv 31" AekepPpiou 2029.

ApoIBr yia Tnv
napoxn
OUNBOUAEUTIKOV
UMNPECIOV

e H eTaipeia ye Tnv enwvupia «Invel Real Estate Management
(Cyprus) Limited» yia Tnv napoxn Twv unnpeciov 6a Aaupavel
apoiBr) nou 8a unoloyileTarl yia Tnv Kade nepiodo unoAoyiouou
TNC apoIBnc onwg €IdIKOTEPA NePIypA@eTal aTn ZUNBacn Kai
avaAUEeTal KATWTEPW.

¢ H kaBe nepiodog unoloyioyoU apoifrc opileTal n kaGBe Eaunviaia
nepiodoc nou apyxilel Tnv 1 Iavouapiou kai TNV 1 IouAiou.

e 3TNV nepintwon npdwpou TepuUATIOhoU TnG ZupBaong and Tnv
Prodea npoBAéneTar n  kataBoAn e€@ana& apoiBnc yia
OUYKEKPIPEVN XPOVIKI nepiodo.

e EI0IkOTEPA, N auoiBn Tng Invel 6nwcg nepiypdgeral otn ZUuBaon
nepiAauyBavel Ta akdAouba:

1. ApoIBr Yia GUPBOUAEUTIKEC UMNPECIEC avagpopika PE TA >ToIXEid
AkivnTng Nepiouaiag (Assets), nou cUPPWvVA PE TO NPocAPTNHA 2
Tn¢ =UuBaonc, opileTal wG €ENC:

i. To 0,25% ToU “Share of GAV " yia Ta ZToIxeia AKivnTNng
Mepiouaiag yia kabs nepiodo unoAoyloyoU TNG AMOIBAC
(ATo1 0,50% Tou Share of GAV og £Trjoia Baon). To Share
of GAV npoaodiopileTal w¢ n GUVOAIKA a&ia TnNG ZToixeiwv
AkivnTnc Mepiouoiac cUppwva Pe (a) TV anoTignon Tng
guAoync afiac Twv akivAaTwv  (Onwc auTr  E£xEl
npoodioploTel and Toug aveEAPTNTOUG TAKTIKOUG EKTIMNTEG
TNG Prodea) kar (B) Tnv eUAoyn a&ia OAwv Twv AoiInwv
KUKAOQOPOUVTWV Kal Hn KUKAOQPOPOUVTWV MEPIOUCIAK®V
>Toixeiwv AkivnTng Mepiouoiac ocUu@wva pe Ta IFRS nou
avahoyei otnv Prodea oUpgwva Pe TNV aueon n €Uueon
OUMMETOXN TNG OTa akivnra yia Tnv kKdabe nepiodo
unoAoyiopoU TNG auoIfng,

ii. oTnVv nepinTwon nou dievepyouvTal KEQPAAAIAKEG dandveg
(CAPEX) vyia Ta ZToixeia AkivnTng MNepiouaiag (Assets) kata




TN OXETIKN nepiodo unoAoyiopoU TNG apoiBnc (Ta onoia dev
oupnepiAapBavovTar oto TeAlkd KooTog KaTaokeung kal
Avantuéng) 6a unoAoyileTtal emnAgov apoifny 0,75% eni
TwvV KePaAalakwv danavwv (CAPEX) .

e KaBe nepinTwon n OUVOAIKN auoifn nou 6a npokUNnTel O€
€TNOIa Baon ano TNV £(ApPOyr Tou €Traoiou unoAoyiguou 0,50%
eni Tou Share of GAV yia Ta ZToixeia AkivnTng MNepiouaiag kai Tng
€TNOIAG aPoIBNG eni Twv Kepalaiakwyv danavwv (oToixeia 1(i) kai
1(ii) avwTépw), dev Ba unepPaivel oe Tiola Baon To 1% ToU
Share of GAV yia Ta ZToixeia AkivnTng Meplouaiag.

. ApOIB yla OUMBOUAEUTIKEC UMNPECIEC avagopika HeE Ta Yno
AvanTtuén Mepiouoiaka 2Toixeia (Development Properties), nou
oUNeWVa PE To NMpoadpTnua 2 TnG ZUpBaong, opileTal ion PE TO
5% Tou TeAikoU KooToug KaTaokeung kal AvanTtugng yia kabe Yno
AvanTtuén Meplouaiakd XToixeio (Development Property) kai 6a
KaTaBaAAeTal TuNUaTika ano Tnv Prodea onwc opileTal €101KOTEPA
oTn Zuppaon.

Ma Tnv apxikn MeTaparikn nepiodo, NTol yia Tnv nepiodo 1
Iavouapiou 2019 péxpr Tnv 30 Iouviou 2020 pia apoifn UWoug
EYPQ 290.000, n onoia 6a KATaoTei MANPWTEA KATA TNV £AEUOn
OUYKEKPIMEVWV YEYOVOTWV.

. ApoIBf vyia unnpecie¢c ava@opika MeE TNV €EsUpeon Kal TO
oxedlaoud  AnoOKTAOEWV  MNEPIOUCIAKWY  OTOIXEIWV  akivnTng
nepiouaiag (Acquisition fee). INa kaBe e€Eayopd, n apoifr] Oa
unoAoyileTal w¢ 1o 1,0% TnG a&iac ktriong (acquisition value) Tou
ev AOYyw neplouciakoU OTOIXEIOU TN XPOVIKNA OTIYHMR TNG anokTnong
kal 6a au&averal katd 0,5%, oOTnVv NEPINTWON Mou n anokTnon
xpnuaTodoTeiTal aTo oUVOAO 1| PEPIKWC ME TPANEJ(KO dAVEIOUO N
AaAAou €idouc Oaveioyd Mou XOPNYEITal yia Tn OUYKEKPIYEVN
andékTnon. =TNV NepiNTwon nou KaTdBAAAETal agoifry ot TpiTa
MEPN via Tnv €€eUpeon NepIoUCIAKOU  OTOIXEIOU  akivnTng
neplouciag npoG anoktnon n auoiBn tTng Invel 6a peiwbei kaTa
nocgo6 nou dev Ba unepPaivel To PIKpOTEPO WETA&U (i) Tou nocou
TNC auoIBnG nou kaTtaBaAAeTal oTto TpiTo PEPOG Kal (ii) Tou 0,25%
TNC a&iag KTriong Tou v AOyw akivrnTou.

. ApOIBA YIa UNNPeCiec avapopika HE TNV NWANCH MEPIOUCIAKDV
oToIXeiwv akivnTng neplouaiac (Disposal Fee). MNa kaBe nwAnon, n
apoiBry 8a unoAoyileTal wc 10 1,0% €ni TOU TIUANATOC NWANGCNG
TOU &V AOYWw MeploudiakoU OToIXEiou. 3TNV NEPINTWON Mou
kaTaBaAAsTal apoifr o TpiTa PEPN yia TNV NWANCH NEPIOUCIAKOU
oToIXEiou akivnTng nepiouaiag n apoifr) TnG Invel Ba peiwbdei kata
noco nou dsv Ba unepPaivel To PIKpOTEPO HETA&U (i) Tou nocou
TNG apoIBNG nou kaTtaBAAAeTal oTo TpiTo pEpog kal (ii) Tou 0,25%
TOU TIUAMATOG NWANONG.




6. ApoiBn yia xpnuartodoTtnon (Financing Fee) wg nocootd 0,5% Tou
KEQPAAQIOU nNoOu MNPOEPXETAl aMoO XPedypapo TO Onoio ExEl
xopnynOsei yia Akivntn Mepioucia yia onolodrnnoTe okond €KTOG
ano Tnv ayopa Tng AkivnTtng Meplouaiag.

>nuelwveTal oTi duvapel Tou apbpou 100 nap.1 Tou N.4548/2018 n adeia Tou AZ Tng
ETaipegiag yia Tnv kartapTion Tn¢ napouoag XuupBaong, avavéwaong/Tpononoinong, 1oXUEl
yia €& (6) unveg (apbpo 100 nap.1 v.4548/2018) kai xopnynénke and To AIOIKNTIKO
SupBoUAlo Tng ETtaipeiag, Ouvduel TNG avwTEpw avapepouevng €kBesong Tng OpKwTOU

EAeykTn — AoyioTh, K. Mapivag Kanetavakn.

O MpoioTapevog Tng AlelBuvaong

IQANNHZ APETAIOZ
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KPMG EAeykTiki A.E. TnA: +30 210 60 62 100
21partnyou Toutpa 3 Fax: +30 210 60 62 111
153 42 Avyia Mapaokeun Internet www.kpmg.com/gr

email: info@kpmg.gr

Kupio ApiototéAn Kaputivo dot/MOG(1094004)
AlguBivovta ZUuBouio

Mpovtéa Avwvuun Etaipeia Erevduoewyv ag Akivntn Meplouaia

Kapayewpyn ZepPiag 6

T.K.105 62

Abnva

23 AtrpiAiou 2020

AyatnTé KUple KapuTive,

2710 TTAQiCI0 EVTOAAG TTOU PagG OOONKE Pe TN OETUEUTIKN ETTIOTOAR TTOU UTTEYPA®n atd Tnv MNpovtéa Avwvuun Etaipeia ETrevoloewy o€ AkivnTn
Mepiouaia, oag TTapabéTouue avTiypago Tng ékBeang agioAdynong pag Bdaoel Twv diatdtewyv Tou dpbpou 101, Tou N. 4548/2018, ekppalovTag TNV
amown Jog €av n Z0upaan, 0TTwg opifeTal AETITOPEPWS aTnV evoTnTa "Elcaywyn" autAg TG ékBeong, cival dikain Kal eUAoyn atrd OIKOVOUIKI aTToyn
yia Tnv MNpovtéa Avwvupun Etaipeia ETrevduoewy oe Akivnn lMNMeplouaia Kal Toug HETOXOUG TNG TTou Oev ival ouvOedeuéva pépn,
CUNTTEPIAQUBAVOUEVWY TWV PETOXWV PEIOWNQPIaG.

H epyacia pag ekTeEAEOTNKE CUPQWVA PE T OECPEUTIKN ETTIOTOAR MOG PE nuEpopnvia 15 ATrpiAiou 2020.

H €kBean pag éxel ouvtaxBei YOvo yia To OKOTTO TTOU TTEPIYPAPETAI GTNV TTapoUca €KBEaN Kal WG €K TOUTOU OEV UTTOPEI va XpNaIJoTToinBEi yia
Kavévav dAAo oKoTTO.

Me ekTipnon,

)

Mapiva Katretavakn
OpkwTOG EAeyKTAG AOYIOTAG
A.M. ZOEA 15911

KPMG 2

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGn, avTypa@r, amooToAn, HETA@pacn, dnuoaicuan, i} Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0TO GUVOAS TOU 1} TUNHOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTTOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TIPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTponyoUpevn ypatTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
ATtrayopeUeTal n TPoBoAr, TTapouciaon i avapopd Tou TIEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE I XWPig TN PNTA avagopd kal Tou Aoyotutrou Tng KPMG EAeykTikr A.E.
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KPMG
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MeAdtng r) Prodea

2UuBaon

INREV

KPMG EAeykTikiq A.E.
Invel Real Estate Management (Cyprus) Limited

Mpovtéa Avwvuun Etaipeia Etrevduoeswv ag Akivntn Meplouaia

H oUuBacn trou TTpokeITal va ouvawel n Prodea pe Tnv Invel yia TV Aqwn cUpBOUAEUTIKWV
UTTNPECIWV OXETIKWY WE akKivnTn TTEpIouaia TTou n Prodea katéxel otnv KUtTpo €ite dueoa eite péow
OUYKEKPINEVWY BuyaTpIKWV TNG ETAIPEIWV

European Association for Investors in Non-Listed Real Estate Vehicles

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
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cloayevn (1/3)

— H KPMG EAegykTikn A.E. (epegng «KPMG») diopioBnke atréd Tnv MNpovTtéa Avwvupun ETtaipeia ETrevduoewv og Akivntn
Mepiouaia (epegng o «MeAdTnE» ) «Prodeax) yia Tnv agloAdynon (e@e¢ng «Fairness Opinion» 1} «AgloAdynon») Baoel Twv
dlara&ewv Tou apBpou 101 Tou N.4548/2018, avagopikd pe Tn ocUPPBacn TTou TTPOKEITAl va ouvayel n Prodea pe tnv Invel
Real Estate Management (Cyprus) Limited (e@pe€Ag o «dapoxog» A «Invel») yia Tnv Aqyn oCUPBOUAEUTIKWY UTTNPETIWY
OXETIKWVY WPE akivntn TTEpIoudia Tou n Prodea katéxel otnv KUTTpo €ite Aueca €iTe HEOW CUYKEKPIPNEVWV BUYATPIKWY TNG
ETAIPEIV (EPEENG «ZUUBATNY).

— Aedopévou 6T n ZUPPAcn TTPAYUATOTTOIEITAI AVAPETA 0€ CUVOEDEPEVA PEPN, OTTWG aTTalTeiTal aTTd TIG dlaTéelg Tou ApBpou
101 Tou N.4548/2018, o MeAdtng {riTnoe Tnv AgloAdynon 1ng KPMG avagopikd pe 1o €dv n Z0PPaon kpivetral e0Aoyn Kal
dikain yia Tov MNeAdTn Kal Toug HETOXOUG Tou (TTOU BeV aTTOTEAOUV OUVOESEUEVA PEPN), CUPTTEPIAAUBAVOUEVWY TWV JETOXWV

MEloWn@iag.

— H mmapouoca ékBeon AgloAdynong (e@e€ng « EkBeon») BacioTnke oTIg akOAoUBEG TTANpOYoOpPIES Kal £yypada (EQEEAS
«lMAnpo@opieg») TTou Trapeixe o MNeAdTng otnv KPMG:

2KOTTOG TOU
épyou

i. Tehikd TpooXEDIO TG oUPPBAONG TTOU TTPOKEITAI Va ouvAwel n Prodea pe tnv Invel yia Tnv Afjyn cUPBOUAEUTIKWY
UTTNPECIWY OXETIKWY WE akivnTtn TTEpIouaia TTou n Prodea katéxel otnv KUTTpo €iTe AUECQ €iTE YETW OUYKEKPIPEVWV
BUYATPIKWY TNG ETAIPEIWV.

ii. Anuooleupéveg ETACIEG XPNHOTOOIKOVOUIKEG KATAOTAOEIG TNG Prodea yia mn Xprion 2019 cupgwva pe 1a Aiebvi
Mpétutra XpnuaToolkovopikAg Avagpopdg.

iii. Anuooieupévn Kardotaon Emrevduoswyv Tng Prodea tnv 31 Aekepfpiou 2019.

iv. 2UYKPIOIUEG OUPPBAOCEIC TTAPOXNG UTTNPECIWY OXETIKEG UE akivnTa TNG Prodea r} cuvdedepévwy eTaipeiwyv Tng Prodea pe
avegdpTnTa Pépn.

v. EmBefaiwTikr) ETOTOAA («Representation Letter») atré 1n Aloiknon tng Prodea 1rpog Tnv KPMG pe nuepopnvia
avagopdg 23 Atrpidiou 2020 n otroia eTIRERAILIVEI TIG TTANPOPOPIES TTOU TTapacyéBnkav atrd T Aloiknon otnv KPMG
Kal Ol 0TToieG TTEpIypd@ovTal Kal agloAoyouvTal oTnv TTapouca ‘ExkBeon avagopikd pe Thv Z0uBaon.

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.



Floaymvn (2/3)

Meplopiopoi

YmoBéToupe 6T 6Aeg o1 TTapatravw MAnpogopieg TTou pag xopnyndnkav atod Tnv Prodea eival akpifeig kai TARpelg. Kapia
€K Twv TTapatrdvw MAnpoopiwyv dev £xel — Kal oUTE Ba ATav duvaTov va — eAeyxOei, eCakpiBwBei A eTReBalwbei atd
pépoug pag. H KPMG dgv ek@épel yvwun R otroladnTroTe GAAN popen diafeBaiwang yia Tnv opBaTNTa 1l AOYIKOTNTA TWV
MAnpogopIiwv TTou pag xopnynBnkav Kai ol oTToieg atrotéAecav Tn Bdaon yia Tn ouvtagn tng ‘EkBeang AgIoAGyNoNG Yag Kai
TIG CUVETTEIEG TTOU PTTOPEI VA TTPOKUWOUV O€ TTEPITITWOoN aAAayrg autwyv Twv MNAnpogopiwv. H KPMG bev €xel eAEyEel TRV
opBotnTa TwV MNMANPogopiwv TTou £AaBe atrd Tov MeAdTn Kai £xel BaoloTei oe ypatT dAwaon Tou MNeAdTn 671 oI
MAnpo@opieg TTou eutrepIEXOVTAl 0TV TTapouoa ‘EkBeon gival akpiBeig, TTAAPEIG Kal atToTeAoUV agIdTTioTn BAcn yia Tnv
gpyaacia pag.

2nueiwvetal 61 N KPMG dgv ek@padel yvwun oxeTIKA pe TN vopikA Bdon g ZuuBaacn. Etiong n KPMG dev 1poéfin oe
VOUIKO €Agyxo TNG ZuuBacng kal Twv MapaptnudTwy auTrg, 1 otroioudnTrote AAAou eyypdgou A NMAnpogopiag avaeépeTai
oTnv TTapouoa.

H KPMG &¢v €ixe aueon mpoofacn ota AoyioTika BIBAia kal apxeia TnG Prodea kaBwg autd dev TTPOBAETTETAI GTO OKOTTO
TOU £PYOU TTOU TTEPIYPAPETAI OTN OXETIKN avaBean amd Tov MeAdtn. Qg ammotéAeapa autou, N KPMG dev emiefaiwoe n
avéAuoe TTANPOPOPIES TTOU EUTTEPIEXOVTAI OTIG OIKOVOUIKEG KaTaaTdoelg TnG Prodea.

H epyaaia Tng KPMG dev atroTteAei o€ kapia mepitrTwon dlevépyeia TTARpoug eAéyxou (full-scope audit) Twv OIKOVOUIKWV
kaTaoTdoewv NG Prodea. e autd 10 TAQiclo, N KPMG dev ek@épel yvwun ) otroiadn moTte GAAn poper diaBefaiwong
avaQOopPIKE PE TO AV TO OIKOVOMIKG OTOIXEIO TTOU pag 068nkav €xouv £T0INa0OEi cUPPwva PE TIG MeviKa ATTODEKTEG
NoyIoTIKEG ApyEG.

OA\eg o1 MAnpogopieg Tou TrepiAauBdvovtal otnv TTapouca ‘ExkBeon 866nkav otnv KPMG atré Ttov MNeAdTn. Aegv
avaAauBdavoupe otroladnTToTE EUBUVN WG TTPOG OTTOIOOATTOTE TPITO GTOV OTTOI0 EVOEXETAI VO ONUOCIEUTEI N TTapouca
‘ExkBean A utropei va TepIEABEI avTiypa@o TnG TTapouocas ‘EkBeong, o o1roiog dev £XEl aTTOdEXTEI TOUG OPOUG Kal TIG
OUVONKEG TTOU avaQEPOVTAI OTNV OECUEUTIKNA ETTIGTOAN.

>nueiwvetal 611 n AgloAdynan pag Baaidetal oTig TpExouaes NAnpoopieg TTou £xouue atn dIGBECT HaG PHEXPI TV
nuepounvia €kdoang autng NG 'EkBe0NG Pag, CUPTTEPIAAUBAVOUEVWV OIKOVOUIKWY, VOUIKWY, PUBUIOTIKWY, ayopaiwy Kal
AWV 6pwV Kal GUVBNKWY TTOU Pag yvwaToTroidnkav Katd Tnv nuepounvia auty.

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.



Hoayovn (3/3)

Meplopicpoi

— OrroiadnToTe amégacon Tou MNeAdTn A/kal Tng Aloiknong Tou MNeAdTn og oxéon Pe To €av Ba TTPOXwWPNOEl 1 OXI O€

otroladnTroTe auvaAAayr/cupuwvia, attoTeAei €€ oAokAfpou guBUvn Tou TMeAGTN.

Emonuaivetal 6T €dv o1 YTTnpeaieg pag epIAapBdavouv CUPBOUAEG yia TIG OTToiEG atToppéel uTToxpEéwan atro Tnv Odnyia
(EE) 2018/822 Tou ZupBouAiou va yvwaoToTToiNBouv aTIG POPOAOYIKEG APXEG, EVOEXETAI VA XPEIOOTEI va ATTOKOAUYWOUHE
TTPOG QUTEG TTANPOYOpiEG TTou TrepIAapBavovTal oTIG GUUBOUAEG Pag, O1 OTToiEG EVOEXETAI va gival KaTd £va HEPOG
eMTTIOTEUTIKEG. O1I TTANPOPOPIEG AUTEG EVOEXETAI TTEPAITEPW VA AVTAAAAXBOUV JETAEU TWV QOPOAOYIKWY ApXWV GAAWV
Kpatwv MeAwv Tng EE. O kaBopiopdg kal To e0pog Twv TTANPOYopIwV TTou Ba atmokaAu@Boulv Ba attopacioTei Jev atmod
Mépoug pag oTo TTAaiolo TTou eTTIBAAAEI 0 VOPOG, aAAd Ba kaTaBANnOei kABe duvarh TTPOCTTABEI VO 0AG EVNUEPUWOOUUE €K
TWV TTPOTEPWYV YIA OTTOIABATTIOTE YVWOTOTIOINON XPEIAOTEI VA KAVOUUE O€ O0X£0N HPE TIG UTTNPECIEG POAG Kal, 0€ KAOE
TEPITITWON, Ba cag xopnyAooUuuE avTiypa®o TnG uttopAnBeicag yvwaoTotroinong. 1o BaBud mmou emTpETTETAI ATTd TO VOUO,
Oev PEpoupE uBUVN ATTEVAVTI 0AG VIO OTTOIEOONTTOTE CUVETTEIEG UTTOPED va TTpoKUWOouUV aTré f) EaITiog TG YVWOoTOTToiNoNG.
2€ OUYKEKPIPEVEG TTEPITITWOEIG, Ui TETOIO YVWOTOTTOINGN PTTOPE va ETTIBAAAEI ETTITTPOCBETEG UTTOXPEWOEIG OE £0AGG (OTTWG
N YVWOTOTTOINON OXETIKWVY TTANPOQOPIWY OTN POPOoAoYIK) 0ag dAwWaN) Kal N un CUPPOPPWOT) OTIG UTTOXPEWOEIG QUTEG
MTTOPEI Va ETTIPEPEI KUPWOEIG.

H mrapoloa ‘EkBeon Ba pétmel va AngBei utrdwiv UTTO TO TIPICHUA TWV AVWTEPW TTEPIOPICHUWY, KAl UTTO TNV TTPOEIDOTTOINCN
OTI epdoov oTa TTAdioIa avaBewpnong TTPOKUYEI OTTOIOdATTOTE AAAQyYT) WG TTPOG TA CUPTTEPACHATA Hag, n aAAayr auTtr Ba
MTTOPOUCE Va gival OnNUAVTIK.

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.






NOUIKO MACIOI0- 0papo 101 TOU N, 4643/2013

Nouiké mAaicio ap6po 101 — Tou N. 4548/2018

— 20p@wva pe 10 apBpo 101 Tou N. 4548/2018, TTapaypago 1 «Emi eraipeiac pe LUETOXES elonyuéves o€ pubBuilouevn ayopd n amdéeaacn Tou
O10IKNTIKOU OUUBOUAIOU 1} TS YEVIKAS TUVEAEUTNS TOU TTPONYyoUuévou GpBpou AauBdverar e Baon EkBan OpKwWTOU EAEYKTN AoyIaTh 1 EAEYKTIKAS
eraipeiag i aGAAou aveédprnrou PO TNV eTaipEia TpiTou uépouc, n omoia aéloAoyei kara méoov n auvardayn givair dikain kai eGAoyn yia tnv
ETAIPEIA KAl TOUS UETOXOUS TTOU OEV QTTOTEAOUV GUVOEDEUEVO UEPOS, OUUTTEPIAQUBAVOUEVWY TWV UETOXWV UElown@ias TnNS eTaipeiag, kai eényeEi Tic
mapadoxéS oTiC omoies Baailerar autn, padi pe 11¢ EBAOOUS TTOU XPNOIUOTTOINONKAV».

RpA 1

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.






BO0IKOI 0p0I TNC 20ppaanc (/3]

Baoikoi 6pol Thg ZupBaong

2Uppwva Pe 1o TEAIKO TTPoayx€dio TNG ZUuPaong (To oTToio pag €0TAAN pe 1o atmd 22 Atrpidiou 2020 nAekTpovikd urivupa atéd Tnv Prodea), n
Invel 6a cuvayel 10et oUPBacon pe TNV Prodea yia Tnv AqEn GUPBOUAEUTIKWYV UTTNPECIWY OXETIKA WE akivnTn TTEpIouaia TTou N Prodea KaTéxel
otnv Kitrpo €ite dueoa €ite Euueca pEow Twv BuyaTpikwy TNG eTaipeiwv otnv Kotrpo, Quadratix Ltd kai Lasmane Properties Ltd.

O1 uttnpeoieg TTou Ba TTapéxel n Invel oTo TTAdicIo TNG ZUuacng, OTTwWG TTEPIYPAPOvVTal AvOAUTIKA O0TO TTpocdpTnua 1 NG Zuupaong,
e€eidikeovTal o€ (1) ZupPBouleuTikég YTnpeoieg dlaxeipiong akivntng Trepiouciog (Advisory AM Services), (2) YTnpeoieg AvamTuéng akivntng
Treplouciag (Advisory Development Services) kai (3) YTrnpeaieg Trou axeTiovTal pye Tnv ATTOKTNON aKIVATWY, TN AIdBeon akivATwY Kai TNV
AvtAnon Xpnuatoddtnong (Acquisition, Disposal and Financing Services).

H Invel yia Tnv Tapoxr Twv uttnpeaiwyv B6a AauBdavel apoiBn TTou Ba uttoAoyileTal yia Tnv KEOe 1TEPiodo UTTOAOYIGHOU TNG APOIBAS OTTWG
€I0IKOTEPA TTEPIYPAPETAI OTN ZUPBAoN Kal avaAUETal KATWTEPW.

H kd&Be repiodog utroAoyiopou auoIfig opideTal n KABe e¢aunviaia epiodog TTou apyilel Tnv 1 lavouapiou kai TRV 1 louAiou.

21NV TEPITITWON TTPOWPOU TEPPATIOUOU TNG ZUuPBaong atod Tnv Prodea rpofAémeTal n kataBoArn epatag auoifAG yIa CUYKEKPIPEVN XPOVIKA
Trepiodo.

RpA z

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.



BOOKoI OpoI TNe 20uBaone (2/3)

Baoikoi 6pol Tng ZuupBaong (ouv.)

— EIdIk6TEPQ, N apoIf TRG Invel 6TTwg TTeplypd@eTal oTn Z0PPacn epidaudvel Ta akdAouba:

1. ApoifA yia cupBouleuTikég uttnpeaieg (Advisory AM Services) ava@opikd pe Ta Zroixeia Akivntng MNepiouaiag (Assets), TTou cUPQWVa UE TO
TTPOCAPTNUA 2 TG ZUPPBaong, opifeTal wg £ENG:

i. 10 0.25% Tou Share of GAV yia ta Z1oixeia Akivntng lMeplouaiag (Assets) yia kaBe repiodo uttoAoyiopou TnG auoiBig (rTol 0.50% Tou
Share of GAV o¢ eticia Bdon). To Share of GAV trpoadiopileTal wg n ouvoAikr agia Twv ZToixeiwv AkivnTng MNepiouaiag oupwva pe (a)
TNV aTroTiuNon NG €UAoYNG agiag Twv akIVATWY (OTTWG auTh £XEl TTPOCBIOPIOTEI aTTd TOUG AVEEAPTNTOUG TAKTIKOUG EKTINNTEG TNG Prodea)
Kal (B) Tnv e0Aoyn agia SAwv TwV AOITTWV KUKAOQOPOUVTWY KAl IN KUKAOQOPOUVTWY TTEPIOUCIAKWY ZToIxeiwv Akivntng MNepiouaiag
oupowva pe 1a IFRS, TTou avaAoyei otnv Prodea cUp@wva pe TV APeon f EUPECN CUUPETOXN TNG OTA akivnTta yia Tnv K&Oe 1Tepiodo
uttoAoyiopoU TnNG auoIng,

ii. oTnv TepiTTwon 1ou dievepyouvTtal Kealalokég datrdveg (CAPEX) yia Ta Ztoixeia Akivntng MNeplouaiag (Assets) Katd Tn oxeTIKA
mePiodo uttoAoyIopoU TNG auoIBAG (Ta oTroia dev TTepIAapBavovTal oTto TeAikd KéoTog KataokeuAg kal AvattTuéng) Ba uttoAoyiletal
emtAéov apoifnf 0.75% e1ri Twv ke@aiaiakwy datravwy (CAPEX).

2¢€ KGBe TTePITITWON N oUVOAIKN auoln TTou Ba TTPoKUTITEl O€ £THOIA BAon atrd TNV EQapuoyr) Tou eTAaIou uttoAoyiopoU 0.50% eTTi Tou
Share of GAV yia ta Ztoixeia Akivnng Meplouciag kar TG eTAolag apoIBAg €Tt Twv kKe@alalakwy datravwyv (oToixeia 1(i) kai 1(ii) avwtépw),
d¢ev Ba uttepPaivel og eTACIa Bdon To 1% Tou Share of GAV yia Ta Z1oixeia Akivntng MNeplouaiag.

2. ApoifA yia ouppBouleuTikég uttnpeaieg (Advisory Development Services) avagopikd pe ta Yo Avdamtuén lMNMepiouaiakd ZToixeia
(Development Properties), Tou oUu@wva pe 1o TpoodpTtnua 2 tng Z0upaocng, opidetai ion pe 10 5% 10U Tehikou KéaToug Kataokeung Kai
AvaTtTuéng yia ka0e Yo Avdamtuén lMepiouaiakd Ztoixeio (Development Property) kai 8a kataBaAAeTal Tunuatiké amoé v Prodea 611wg
opiCetal €16IKOTEPQ OTN ZUPPBaC.

3. Ta v apxikA peTapariky mepiodo, fTol yia Tnv 1ePiodo 1 lavouapiou 2019 péxpr Tnv 30 louviou 2020 pia apoifr) Owoug
EYPQ 290 000, n omroia Ba kataoTei TTANPWTED KATA TNV EAEUCT CUYKEKPIUEVWY YEYOVOTWV.

RpA 5

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.



BO0IKOI 0p01 TNC 20pBaonc (3/3)

Baoikoi 6pol Tng ZuupBaong (ouv.)

4. ApoIfn yia uTtnpegieg avapopika Pe TNV €6eUpean Kal To oxedIOTUS ATTOKTACEWY TTEPIOUCIOKWYV OTOIXEIWY akivnTng TTepiouaiag (Acquisition
fee). lNa kaBe ammdkTnon, n apoifr) Ba utroAoyiCeTar wg 10 1.0% TNng aiag KTAONG (acquisition value) Tou v AOyw TTEPIOUTIAKOU OTOIXEIOU TN
XPOVIKA OTIYUr TNG ammokTnong kai Ba aufavetal katd 0.5%, oTnv TTEPITITWON TTOU N OTTOKTNON XPNUOTOJOTETAI GTO GUVOAO I HEPIKWG UE
TPATTECIKO dAVEIOUO 1] GAAOU €idOUG DAVEIOUO TTOU XOPNYEITAI YIa TN CUYKEKPIYEVN ATTOKTNON. ZTNV TTEPITITWON TTou KaTaBAAAETal ayoIfn o€
TPITa PEPN YIa TNV EEUPEDN TTEPIOUCIAKOU GTOIXEIOU OKiVNTNG TTEPIOUTIAG TTPOG ATTOKTNON N auoifn Tng Invel Ba peiwBei kKaTd TTood TTOU
d¢ev Ba utrepPaivel To PHIKPOTEPO PeTALU (i) TOU TTOoOU TNG apoIBNG TTou KaTaBAAAeTal aTo TpiTo pEPOG Kail (i) Tou 0.25% Tng agiag KTrong
TOU gV Adyw aKIVATOU.

5. AuoIfn yia UTTnpEeaieg ava@opIKa PE TNV TTWANGN TTEPIOUCIOKWY OToIXEIWY akivnTng Trepiouaiag (Disposal Fee). Na k&Be TTwAnon, n auoipn
Ba utroAoyigetal wg 10 1.0% €TTi TOU TINAPATOG TTWANCNG TOU €V AOYW TTEPIOUCIAKOU OTOIXEIOU. 2TV TTEPITITWON TToU KaTaBAAAETal apoiIBn
g€ TPITa PEPN YIO TNV TTWANGCN TTEPIOUCIAKOU OTOIXEIOU aKivnTNG TTEpIoUTiag n apoiBn Tng Invel Ba peiwdei katd Tood TTou dev Ba
utrepPaivel To HIKPOTEPO PETAEU (i) TOu TTOoOU TNG ApOIBAG TTou KaTaBAAAETaI OTO TpiTo PEPOG Kal (i) Tou 0.25% Tou TINANATOG TTWANCNG.

6. Apoifn yia xpnuatoddéTtnon (Financing Fee) wg mocooTd 0.5% Tou Ke@aAaiou TTOU TTPOEPXETAI OTTO XPEOYPAPO TO OTToI0 £XEI XOopnynoEi yia
Akivntn Meplouaia yia OoTToI00ATTOTE OKOTTO £KTOG ATTO TNV ayopd Tng AkivnTng Meplouaiag.

m 14

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.






MeBoooAovia {1/2)

MeBodoAoyia

H Oikovouik AvaAuon Twv 6pwv TnG UTTO £€ETa0n CUVAAAQYAG TTPAYUATOTTOINBNKE Pe OKOTTO va agloAoynBei katd Técov o1 6pol TNG ZUuBacng
TTOU aQOpPAa TNV TTAPOXA UTTNPECIWV OXETIKWYV UE akivnTa TToU TTapéxovtal atro Tnv Invel Bewpouvtal dikaiol kal eUAoyol. Q¢ Baaon yia Thv
agloAdynan TnG utté eE€Taon cuvaAAayng xpnoluoTrolcital n peBodoAoyia TTou akoAouBeiTal yia TNV TeKNpiwan TNG evOOOUIAIKAG TINOAGYNONG HE
OKOTIO va e€eTaoTei €dv 01 6pol TNG TUVAAAAYAG METAEU TWV CUVOEDEPEVIWV HEPWV DIOPEPOUV OTTO EKEIVOUG TTOU Ba gixav epapuoaoTei HeTagu dUo
avegapTNTWV PEPWYV TNV €AEUBEPN ayopd.

MeBodoAoyia E¢Etaong EvioomIAIKAG TIHOAGYNONG

O1 kaTeuBuvTpieg ypauuég Tou OpyaviopoU OikovopikAg Zuvepyaaiag kal AvatTuéng (OOZA), uioBeTolv Tnv apxn TwV iCwv ATTOOTACEWY WG TO
BI1EOVEG KpITAPIO yia TNV a&loAdynon TNG evOOOUIAIKAG TINOAGYNoNG. O GuvaAAayEG TTPAYHATOTTOIOUVTAI GUP@WVA JE TNV apx TWV iowv
aTmooTACEWVY OTAV 01 OPOI TTOU IGXUOUV OTIG CUVOAAQYEG HETAEU GUVOEDEPEVWIV PEPWV EiVal CUYKPITIKOI UE TOUG OPOUG TTOU I0XUOUV G€ CUVOAAQYEG
METAEU aveEdpTnTWwV ETTIXEIPHOEWV UTTO TTaPOUOIEG OUVORKeS. O1 KaTEUBUVTAPIEG YPAPPES TTOU ava@EPOVTal aTNV TTapoUaa €kBeon gival auTtég NG
ékdoong Tou OOZA Tou louAiou 1995 kal CUPTTEPIAAUPBAVOUV TIG HETAYEVECTEPEG TTPOCONKEG KAl TPOTTOTTOINCEIG TTOU KAAUTITOUV TNV TTEPIODO PEXPI
Kal 10 €106 2017.

O1 kaTeuBuvThpieG ypauuég Tou OOZA TTapEXOUV AETITOUEPR TTEPIYPAQT] TWV HEBSOWY TTOU XPNCIYOTTOIOUVTAI VIO TNV €QAPUOYH TNG APXAS TWV
iowv atmmooTdoewyv, n oTToia TTEPIYPAPETAl KATWTEPW. AUTEG O EBoDOI dlakpivovTal o€ U0 KATNYOPIES: OTIG «TTAPAOOCIOKEG EBBBOUCY Kal OTIG
«OUVOAAOKTIKEG EBOOOUG TTOU BaaifovTal 0TO KEPOOGY.

H apxn Twv icwv amrooTdoewv

H apxn Twv iowv atrooTdoewv atroTeAel To SIEBVEG KPITAPIO YIA TNV TEKPUNPIWON Twv €VOOOUIAIKWY CUVAAAAYWV, TO OTT0I0 o1 XWpPEeG-uEAn Tou OOZA
oup@wWVNoav OTI TTPETTEl VA XPNOCIMOTTOIOUV YIa QOPOAOYIKOUG OKOTTOUG Ol TTOAUEBVIKEG ETTIXEIPHOEIG KAl Ol pOPOAOYIKEG BloIKATEIG. O OpIoUOG TOU
Kavova Twv iowv atmooTaoewy, 0Twg divetal aTo dpBpo 9, Tmapdypaog 1 Tou MovtéAou TnG ZuuBacng Tou OOZA, avagépel OTI:

«(61av) ouvonkeg dnuioupyolvTal 1 emRAAAovTal PETAEU... OUO (OUVOEDEUEVWV) ETTIXEIPATEWY OXETIKA UE TIG EMTTOPIKES I XPNMOTOOIKOVOUIKES
TOUG OX£ECEIG, Ol OTTOIEG dlapEPOUV aTTO eKEiveG TTou Ba eixav ouvaBei avaueoa ae avefapTNTES ETTIXEIPNOEIG, TOTE TUXOV KEPDN TToU Ba eixav
TTPAYHATOTTOINOEI aTTO Jia €K Twv OUO ETTIXEIPTEWY Qv OEV UTTAPXAV AUTEG Ol EI0IKEG OUVONKEG, AAAG AGYW TWV €IDIKWVY QUTWY CUVONKWY Ogv
TTPAYHATOTTOINONKAY, UTTOPOUV Va GUUTTEPIANPBOUY aTa KEPDN AUTAG TNG ETTIXEIPNONG KAl akoAoUBwG va gopoAoynBouvy.

RpA 1

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.



MeBoooAavIa (2/2)

A100£oINa CUYKPITIKA OTOIXEIO

EowTepikd OUYKPITIKA OTOIXEIN
210 TTAQICI0 TNG epyaaiag pag TEBnkav ato Tnv Prodea utrdyn PaAg ECWTEPIKA GUYKPITIKA OTOIXEIO WG aKOAOUBWG:

— ZUYKPIOIPNEG GUUPBATEIS yIa TN AfYn ETTOPKWGS CUYKPIGIUWY UTTNPEECIWV TTOU AAPBAVOUV CUVOEDEUEVEG ETAIPEIEG AVAPOPIKA PE TNV aVATITUEN
aKivnTng Treplouaiag atréd avegapTnTa pépn.

— Zuykpioiun cuuBacn yia TN AQWn ETTAPKWS CUYKPIOIMWY CUPBOUAEUTIKWYV UTTNPECIWV ava@opikd pe Tn Aywn Xpnuatodotnong mou EAape n
Prodea a1mé avegadpTnTo PHEPOG.

ESwTEPIKA OCUYKPITIKA OTOIXEIO

AapBavovrtag utrdywn OTI Ta ECWTEPIKA CUYKPITIKA aToixeia dev KAAUTITOUV OAO TO €UPOG TWV UTTNPECIWVY TTOU TTPORAETTOVTAI OTnV Z0uBaaon,
avadnthBnkav €TTioNG CUYKPITIKA oToIxEia atrd dnudaia d1abéoiyeg TTNyES N e€1dIKEUPEVES Paaelg dedouévwy (TT.X. atTd TIG BACEIG dESOUEVWV
Bloomberg ka1 S&P Capital IQ ka1 atmd tnv ékBeon Tou INREV kai GAAeg S1aBEaipeg TTNYEG) Je OKOTTO va eVTOTTIOTOUV QUOIBEG Ol OTTOIEG £XOUV
OUNQWVNBEi PETAEU avEEAPTNTWYV UEPWV KAl O OTTOIEG TTAPOUCIAJOUV CUYKPICINA XOPOKTNPIOTIKA PE TIG AUOIBEG OTTWG TTEPIYPAPOVTAl AVWTEPW
oTtnv evoTnTa Baoikoi Opol Tng Zuupaong.

RpA 1

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.



EMIOKONNON E0WTEPIKWY OUYKDITKMY OTOIXEIwy

ETIoKOTTNON TWV S100£01MWYV ECWTEPIKWY CUYKPITIKWYV OTOIXEIWV

ZUNBACEIG OXETIKEG ME TNV TTAPOXH UTTNPECIWV AVATITUENG AKIVATWYV

210 TTAQICI0 TNG £pyaaciag pag, eEeTdoTNKAV Ol CUPPBACEIS TTAPOXNG UTTNPECIWY AVATITUENG aKIVITWY Kal dlaxeipiong emévducng TTou TEBnKav aTn
O1406ean Pag Kal ol OTToiEg £Xouv ouva@Bei peTagu eTaipeiwy TTou gival ouvdedepéva Pépn Pe TRV Prodea kal ave¢dpTnTwy TTAPOXWV UTTNPEECIWY TTOU
dpaCTNPIOTTOIOUVTAI OTAV TTAPOXHA UTTNPECIWY OTOV TOPEA AVATITUENG Kal SIAXEIPIONG AKIVATWY HECW TOU OXESIAOUOU AVATITUENG OKIVATWY, TNG
TTapakoAoUBnaong Kai dIaxeipIonNg HEAETWYV, ABEIWV KOl KATOOKEUNG OKIVITWV.

ATTO TIG UTTO €€€TaON CUPPBACEIS TTIPOKUTITEI OTI Ol aveEdpTnTol TTAPOXO!I Aaudvouv apoiBn yia UTTNPECIEG AVATTITUENG AKIVATWYV N oTroia uttoAoyideTal
WG TTOC0CTO £TTi TOU KOOTOUG KATAOKEUNG. O1 OXETIKEG AUOIBEG KUMaivovTal EVTOG VOGS €UPOUG TIHWV aTTo 4% £wg Kail 7.5% £T1Ti TOU KOOTOUG
KATAOKEUNG.

ZUuBaon OXETIKA HE TNV TTAPOXH UTTNPECIWV SiapecoAdBnong yia Tn Ayn xpnparodétnong

210 TTAQiCIO TNG epyaaiag pag, eEeTdoTnke oUPPBaCN TTaPoxXAG UTTNPECIWY dIaUETOAABNONG yia TN AW XpnuatoddTnong TToU €iXe CUVAYEI GTO
TapeABOv n Prodea pe ave€dptnTo XpnuaTooIKOVOUIKO gUuBoulo. H ev Adyw oUuBacn agopouae Tnv TTapoxr UTTNPECIWY YIO TNV aveUpean
ETMEVOUTWV YIa TNV XpNuatoddTnaorn, UTTooTAPIEN oTNV SIaTTPAYNATEUCT Kal T 8OUNON TNG XPNHAToddTNONG Yia TNV OAOKANPpWGN TNG OXETIKNG
ouvaAAayng. H oxeTiki apoifr] Tou cup@wvABnKe va AauBdavel o XpnuUaTooIKOVOUIKOG aUUBOUAOG uttohoyideTal wg ToooaTo 0.75% eTTi TOU TTOG0U
NG XPNHaTOd4TNONG.

RpA 1

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.



FMIOKONNON EEWTERIKWY OUYKDITKMY OTOIXEIwV (1/2)

EmokoTnon Twv S100£01HWV EEWTEPIKWY CGUYKPITIKWV OTOIXEIWV

ZUYKPITIKA oToixeia atré Tn Bdon dedopévwy Bloomberg

MpayuaToTroiénke avalrTnon GUYKPITIKWY CGToIXEiwv oTn Baon dedopévwy Bloomberg amd tnv KPMG KUTtrpou pe 0KoTTd va eVTOTTIOTOUV
OUYKpioIueS apoIBEG yia GUUBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETieg TTou AauBdvouv aveEdpTnTeG TAIPEIEG OXETIKA PE TN SIaXEIPION TOU XAPTOQUAAKIOU OKIVATWY
ToUug (N oxeTiKA peAETN TG KPMG KUtrpou emiouvaTmretal wg Mapdptnua 1).

Mo ouykekpiyéva, avaldntionkav eTaIPEiEG Ol OTTOIEG OPACTNPIOTTOIOUVTAI OTOV KAASO TwV aKIviTwy oTnv Eupwytrn kai Tn Bépeia Apepikn Kai
Xpnaoigotroiénkav 1o Tood Twv 660wV yia apoiBEs auppfouiwy (ARD_MANAGEMENT_ADVISORY_EXP) kai n a&ia Tou GAV
(GROSS_ASSET_VALUE), émmwg autd Ta TT00d TTpoékuyav atod Tnv Bloomberg, yia Tov uttoAoyIouS TNG OXETIKAG APOIBRS wg TTOo0oTo Tou GAV.

ATTO TNV TTapATTAvWw avaAuan TTPOKUTITEN OTI OI AUOIBEG TTOU KATARAGANOUV aveEdpTNTEG ETAIPEIEG OTOUG GUNPBOUAOUG TOUG YIa TNV TTAPOXH
OUNBOUAWY ava@opikd pe Tn dlaxeipion Tou XapTOQPUAAKIoU aKIviTwy KupaivovTal o€ éva e0pog TIHwV a1t 0.09% £wg 1.02% eTmi TnG agiag GAV.

ZUYKPITIKA oTolxeia atmrd peAéteg Tou éxel dievepynoel o INREV

MpayuaToTroiNdnke TTPOGOBETN avalATnNon CUYKPITIKWY aTolxeiwv atrd Tnv KPMG Kutrpou o€ peAéTeg yia Ta €T 2018 kai 2019 110U dievripynaoe o
INREV (Investors in Non-Listed Real Estate Vehicles) yia Tov KAGdo Twv akIVATWY (N OXETIKA YEAETN TNG KPMG KUTTpoU €TTICUVATITETAI WG
Mapdptnua 1). O INREV atroTeAei évav avefaptnTo opyavioud TnG EupwtraikAg Evwaong Ye GKoTro TNV avTaAAayr] yVWOEwWY ava@opika e TIG
OUVONAKES KAl TOUG OPOUG OUVOAAQYAG TTOU ETTIKPATOUV OTOV KAGDO TwV akIVATWY aTnv Eupwtrn kai Tnv Aacia.

A6 TNV avaAucn Twv auoIBwy TTPOG GUHPBOUAOUG TTOU KATABAAOUV aveEAPTNTEG ETAIPEIEG TTOU OPACTNPIOTTOIOUVTAI OTOV KAGOO TWV OKIVATWY Kal
Ol 0TT0iEg £@apuolouv TTapduoIou TUTTOU GTPATNYIKN WE AUTAV TNG Prodea yia Tnv AWn avTioToIXWV UTTNPECIWY OXETIKWY PE aKivnTa, CUPNQWVA JE
TIG EAETEG Tou INREV TTpoKUTITOUV Ta £EAG:

— O1 apoIB£G YIa CUMPBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG OXETIKA WE TN BIAXEIPION TOU XAPTOQUAAKiIOU aKIVATWYV TTapoucialouv péaoo 6po 0.69% etTi TnG agiag
GAV.

— O1 apoIB£g yia CUPBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG TTOU OXETICOVTAl e TNV atrokTnon akiviTwy (Acquisition Fees) Trapoucidlouv péco 6po 1.16% etri
NG aiag GAV.

— O1 apoIB£G yIa CUMPBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG TTOU OXETICOVTAl PE TNV TTWANON akiviTwy (Disposition Fees) rapouaidfouv péao 6po 0.90% i Tng
agiag GAV.

— O1 apoiBég yia uttnpecieg avdamTuéng TTou oxeTICovTal JE TNV avakaivion A TNV KaTaokeur akiviTwy (Project Management Services)
TTapoucidlouv pEao 6po 2.25% i Tng agiag GAV i kupaivovTal HETAgU evog péaou Opou atrd 4% Ewg 6% £TTi TOU TTPAYUATIKOU KOOTOUG TNG
KATAOKEUNG.

RpA i

AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.



FMICKONNGN EEWTERKWY OUYKOITKMV OTOIXEIwY (2/2)

EmokoTnon Twv S100£01HWYV EEWTEPIKWY CUYKPITIKWV OTOIXEIWV (OUV.)

ZUYKPITIKG oTolxeia atrd Tn Bdon dedopévwy S&P Capital 1Q

MpayuaToTroifénke avalrTnon CUYKPITIKWY OToIXEiwv oTn Baon dedopévwv S&P Capital 1Q pe okoTrd va evToTTIOTOUV CUYKPIOIPES QUOIBEG YIa
OUMPBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG AVAQOPIKA PE TN SIAPECOAGRNON yia TN Afyn XpnuaTtoddTnong Tig otroieg AauBdvouv ave¢dpTnTol XPNHOTOOIKOVOUIKOI
oUppoulol. Mo ouykekpiyéva, evrotrioTnkav oTtn Bdon dedopévwv S&P Capital IQ apoifég Tou kataBaAAouv aveEdpTnTEG ETAIPEIEG TTOU AVTAOUV
XPNHOTOBOTNON HECW TNG £KOOONG XPEOYPAPWY GE XPNHATOOIKOVOUIKOUG GUpBoUAoug (underwriting fees) katd Tn xpovikr mepiodo evog €Toug
(AtrpiAiog 2019 — MdapTiog 2020). O1 cuvaAAayég TTou evToTrioTnkav TrapatiBevral oto Mapdptnua 2.

A6 TNV avalATnan otn Bacn dedopévwy S&P Capital IQ TTpokUTITEl OTI Ol APOIBEG WG TTOCOCTS £TTi TOU TTOGOU TG XPNHATOBATNONG TTOU
AapBdvouv aveEdpTnTol XPNUOTOOIKOVOUIKOI aUuBouAol Kupaivovtal atrd 0.10% €wg 1.84%.

ZUYKPITIKG oToixeia atrd Aoirég dnuocia d1a0éoipeg TNYEG (10TOOEAIDEG OXETIKEG HE TOV KAASO TWV AKIVATWY)

Emikoupikd Trpayuarotroi}®nke avalntnon ae dnuéaoia d1abEoipeg TTNYES (ATOI I0TOOEAIDEG TTOU £EEIBIKEUOVTAI OTOV KAADO TWV AKIVATWYV Kal Ol
otroieg TrapaTtiOevral oTto MNapdpTnua 3) Ye OKOTTO va EVTOTTIOTOUV QMOIBEG TTOU ETTIKPATOUV GTNV ayopd aKIVATWY 6CWV a@opd TNV TTapoxn
OUNBOUAEUTIKWYV UTTNPECIWV OIAXEIpIoNG AKIVATWY, ayopds aKIViTWY, TTWANCNG OKIVATWY, AVATITUENG OKIVATWY Kal Xpnuatoddtnong aKIVATWY.

A6 TV avalATnon o€ dnuéaia O1a0€aIUeG TTNYEG TTPOKUTITOUV Ta EEAG:

— Or1 apoiBég Tou KaTaBAAouV oI ETAIPEIES YIa CUPPBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG OXETIKA UE TN OIAXEIPION TOU XAPTOPUAGKIOU aKIVATWY KupaivovTal atmd
1% €wg 2% eTTi TNG agiag Tou XapToQUAAKiou.

— O1 apoIB£G yIa CUMPBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG TTOU OXETICOVTAI UE TNV ATTOKTNON aKIVATWY (Acquisition Fees) kupaivovtal ammd 0% £wg 3% €1t TG
agiag Tou akivrTou.

— O1 apoIB£g yia CUPBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG TTOU OXETICOVTal Je TNV TTWANON akiviTwy (Disposition Fees) kupaivovTal ammo 1% £wg 3% eTmi Tng
agiag Tou akivrTou.

— O1 apoIB£G yia uTTnNPECiEG avATITUENG TTOU OXETICOVTAI JE TNV AVAKGIVION ] TNV KATAOKEUT AKIVATWY KupaivovTal oo 1% £wg 5% eTi Tou
KOOTOUG TNG KATAOKEUAG I TNG KEQAAQIAKNG dATTAvNG.

— O1 apoIB£G yIa CUMPBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG TTOU OXETICOVTAI UE TNV XpnHaTodoTnon akiviTwy (financing fees) kupaivovral amd 0.25% £wg 1%
ETTi TOU TOU KEPAAQiOU TNG XPNHATOBOTNONG.
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AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.



YUVOUN anoteheapatov (1/2)

Z0voyn OTTOTEAECHATWYV

ATIO TNV avdAucn OAwv Twv SIABECIUWY ECWTEPIKWY KAl EEWTEPIKWY TUYKPITIKWY GTOIXEIWV TTOU TTAPATIBEVTAI aVWTEPW TTPOKUTITOUV TA AKOAOUBA
OUNTTEPACUATA AVAPOPIKA HE TIG auoIBEG TTou KaTtaBdAel n Prodea:

2UpuQWva PE Ta CUYKPITIKA OTOoIXEIO TTou evToTrioTnKav 0T Baon dedopévwy Bloomberg, oTig ueAéTeg Tou Inrev kai o€ dnudoia dIabEaIueg
TTNYEG, TO OTTOI0 ATTOTEAOUV TA TTIO OTEVA CUYKPIOINA GTOIXEIO OXETIKA WUE TNV TTapoxr) cUUBOUAEUTIKWY uttnpeciwv (Advisory AM Services)
avagopikd pe Ta Ztoixeia Akivntng Mepiouaiag, n apoifry Tou Ba katafdAel n Prodea yia TIG GUUBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG AVAPOPIKA UE TA
2toixeia Akivntng Mepiouaiag Uwoug 0.25% yia kGBe Trepiodo utroAoyiopuou TG auoifng (ATol 0.50% Tou Share of GAV o¢ etAoia Bdon), n
oTroia YTTopEi va avéABel £wg pia péyiotn etioia apoifn twoug 1% etmi Tou Share of GAV oTtnv mepiTtwaon 1mou dievepyouvTal kar CAPEX katd
TNV CUYKEKPIUEVN TTEPIODO, Bewpeital eUAoyN.

ZUPQWVa PE Ta ECWTEPIKA OUYKPITIKA aToIXEia TToU TTapacxEOnkav atrod Tnv Prodea Kal Ta GUYKPITIKA OToIXEIa aTro TIG JEAETEG TOU Inrev kal aTrd
Onuodoia dIaBETIPES TTNYEG, TA OTTOIQ ATTOTEAOUV T TTIO OTEVA CUYKPIOIUA GTOIXEIQ aAVAQPOPIKA PE TNV TTAPOXN CUUBOUAEUTIKWV UTTNPECIWV
(Advisory Development Services) oxeTikd pe Ta Yo Avatrtuén MNepiouaiakda Ztoixeia, n apoifh twoug 5% eti Tou TeAikou KéaToug Kataokeunig
Kal AvaTrtugng yia k&Be YTré Avarrruén Meplouoiakd ZToixeio TTou Ba kataBdaAel n Prodea yia Tig ev AOyw uTTnpecieg ava@opikd pe 1a Yo
AvaTrtuén Meplouaiakd Ztoixeia, Bewpeital eUAoyn.

2UPQWVA PE TO CUYKPITIKA OTOIXEIO TTOU EVTOTTIOTRKAV ATTO TIG HEAETEG TOU Inrev kai o€ dnuooia dlaBEéaipeg TTNyEG, Ta oTToia aTroTeAOUV TA TTIO
OTEVA GUYKPIoIUa aToIXEia avapopikd Je CUUBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG TTOU OXETICOVTAI PE TNV ATTOKTNON akIviTwy (Acquisition Fees), n auoifni
Uywoug 1% e1ri TNG agiag KTAONG Tou £v Adyw aKIVATOU TTou Ba katafdaAel n Prodea yia Tig v AOyw uTrnpeaieg n o1roia utropei va aveéABel €wg pia
péyiotn T 1.50% e11i TNG a&iag KTAONG Tou v AGYW OKIVATOU GTNV TTEPITITWAN TTOU N ATTOKTNGON XPNMOTOOOTEITAI GTO GUVOAO i PEPIKWG HUE
TPATTECIKO daVEIoUO 1] GAAoU €idoug davelouod, Bewpeital eUAoyn.

2UPQWVA PE TO CUYKPITIKA OTOIXEIO TTOU EVTOTTIOTAKAV ATTO TIG MEAETEG TOU Inrev kai o€ dnuooia dlaBEaiueg TTNyEG, Ta oTToia atroTeAOUV TA TTIO
OTEVA GUYKPIoIUa aToIXeia avapopikd Je GUUBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG TTOU OXeTiCovTal hE TV TTWANCT akiviTwy (Disposition Fees), n ayoifn
Oyoug 1% etti Tou TIUAUATog TTWANONG TTou Ba kataBdaAel n Prodea yia Tig ev AOyw uTrnpeoieg, Bewpeitar eGAoyn.
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AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,
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Y VOUIN cnoteeouaty 2/

Z0voyn atroTeEAEOUATWY (OUV.)

— ZUJQWVA JE Ta ECWTEPIKA CUYKPITIKG aGToIXEIa TTOU TTapacXEOnkav atrd Tnv Prodea kal Ta CUYKPITIKA GTOIXEIa TTOU evTOTTioTNKAYV OTn Bdon
dedopévwv S&P Capital IQ kai o dnudoia d1IabEaIueg TTNYEG, Ta OTTOIO ATTOTEAOUV TA TTIO OTEVA CUYKPICIUA OTOIXEIO AvA@QOPIKA YE
OUMPBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG TTOU OXETICOVTAI PE TNV XPNPATOdOTNON akiviTwy (Financing fees), n apoifr twoug 0.5% eT11i TOou Ke@aAaiou Tng
XpPNHaTodoTNONG TTou Ba katafdAel n Prodea yia TG ev Adyw uTinpeoieg, Bewpeital eUAoyn.

— Ooov agopd Tnv epdra apoifn Tou Ba kataBdAel n Prodea yia TG CUPBOUAEUTIKEG UTTNPETIEG TTOU TTAPACYEBNKAV KATA TNV ApXIKI) JETABATIKN
mepiodo, ATol TNV TTEPiIOdO atd 1 lavouapiou 2019 péxpr 30 louviou 2020, n ev Adyw auoIfr) TTPOKUTITEI JE TOV UTTOAOYIOUO EVOG TTOCOOTOU
0.50% eTri TG péong agiag Twv Zroixeiwv Akivntng Meplouaiag katd Tnv petaBaTikr TTEPIOS0. ZUPPWVA PE TA CUYKPITIKA GTOIXEIO TTOU
evrotrioTnkav otn Baon dedopuévwy Bloomberg, oTig peAéTeg Tou Inrev kai ae dnudaia dIaBECIPES TTNYEG, TA OTTOIO ATTOTEAOUV Ta TTIO OTEVA
OUYKPIOIJA OTOIXEIO OXETIKA PE TNV TTAPOXT] CUNBOUAEUTIKWYV UTTNPETIWV ava@opikd pe Ta Z1oixeia Akivntng lMeplouaiag, n ev Adyw auoipn
Bewpeitar eUAoyn.
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AtrayopeUeTal pnTd n KOIVOTToiNGN, avTIypa®r, atmoaToAr, HETd@paon, dnuoaicuan, fj Siavour Tou TTapdvTog 0To GUVOAS TOU 1 TUNUOTIKA PE OTTOIOVONTIOTE TPATTO, YPATITO,

TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIG TNV TTPponyoUpEvn ypatrTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.
AtrayopeUeTal n TTpofoAr, TTapouadiacn f ava@opd Tou TTEPIEXOUEVOU TOU TTAPOVTOG, HE 1) XWPIg TN pnTA avagopd kal Tou AoyotUTrou Tng KPMG EAeykTiki A.E.






AcloAoynan Te 2uu3a0ne

A&loAéynon e1Ti TG ZUpBacng

AauBavovTtag utréywn a) TNV wgs avw avaAuon pag, B) T TTAnpogopieg kai dieukpivioelg TTou AdBape atd tnv Aloiknon Tng Prodea kai y) Toug
TTEPIOPICHUOUG TNG EPYACTIAg pag, OTTwG auToi TTapaTiBevral avaAuTikd otnv Eicaywyn Tng TTapoucag ‘EkBeong Kal cUP@wva JE TNV ETTAYYEAUATIKNA
pag kpion, Bewpoulue 6T TO 6pol TG ZUPPaong TTou TTPoTiBeTal va uttoypdwyel n Prodea pe Tnv Invel yia Tnv Afjyn GUPPBOUAEUTIKWYV UTTNPECIWV
OXETIKWV e akivnTa gival dikaiol kal euAoyol yia Tnv Prodea kal Toug JETOXOUG TNG TTou Oev gival ouvoedepéva PEPN, CUUTTEPIAQUBAVOUEVWY TWV
METOXWV Pelowneiag, Baael Twv diatagewv Tou dpBpou 101 map. 1 Tou N. 4548/2018.

>nueiwvetal 611 N AZloAdynar pag BagideTal OTIG TPEXOUOEG TTANPOQOPIES TTOU €XOUNE TN OIABECT Jag PEXP! TNV nUEPOUNVia ékdoong Tng

Trapoucag ‘EkBeang, CUUTTEPIAAUBAVOUEVIWY OIKOVOUIKWY, VOUIKWY, PUBUICTIKWY, ayopaiwv Kal GAAWV 6pwV Kal GUVONKWVY TTOU Pag
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Glossary of terms

ANREV Asian Association for Investors in Non-Listed Real Estate Vehicles

CAPEX Capital Expenditure on enhancement of real estate assets

CLOSED END FUND Real Estate Funds with a fixed number of shares

CORE FUND Real Estate funds with conservative investors looking to generate stable
income with low risk

GAV Gross Asset Value

INREV European Association for Investors in Non-Listed Real Estate Vehicles

NAV Net Asset Values

OECD Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

OPEN END FUND Real Estate Funds that do not have a fixed number of shares

OPPORTUNITY FUND Real Estate funds with investors looking to generate income with highest risk,
taking on complex projects with investment return horizon of three or more

years

REER Real Estate Expense Ratio

REIC Real Estate Investment Company

REIT Real Estate Investment Trust

TER Total Global Expense Ratio

VALUE ADDED FUND Real Estate funds with investors looking to generate income with moderate to
high risk
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1 Executive Summary

Our scope of work, as set out in detail in section 2 of this report, concerns research, collection and analysis
of external data on real estate advisory fees paid by Real Estate Investment Companies and/or Real Estate
Investment Trusts, on the basis of data obtained from specific external sources and the compilation of a
findings report.

We have used the Bloomberg Database and the INREV Management Fees and Terms Studies of 2018 and
2019 as sources of information.

We have performed statistical analysis on the Bloomberg data and reviewed summarized findings of the
INREV studies.

The Bloomberg analysis has revealed real estate management advisory fees ranging from 0.02% to 1.02%
with an average level of 0.41% and a median level of 0.29%.

The INREV studies show an overall range of real estate management advisory fees (TER based on GAV) from
0.67% to 1.27% with variations depending on fund structure (open end or closed end), fund style (core or
value added), sector strategy (multi or single) and country strategy (multi or single). Separate analyses of
property acquisition fees, disposition fees and project management fees (relating to the design, approval,
execution of renovation projects or the construction process of development projects) show the following
ranges:

- arange from 0.86% to 1.04% for acquisition fees as a % of transaction price and 0.86% to 1.25% as a
% of GAV

- arange from 0.79% to 0.96% for disposition fees as a % of transaction price and 0.70% to 1.07% as a
% of GAV

- arange from 4.00% to 6.00% for project management fees as a % of actual cost and an average level
of 2.25% as a % of GAV (no range available)



2 Scope of work and purpose of report

Our scope of work was to research and analyze data on real estate advisory fees paid by Real Estate
Investment Companies or Real Estate Investment Trusts through the collection and analysis of data from
specific external sources specified in section 3 and the compilation of a findings report.

The purpose of this report is set out below:

1. To present the results of our exercise which analyzes data from specific recognized sources

2. To present and summarize the results of our independent review of a 2019 Management Fees and
Terms Study and 2018 Management Fees and Terms Study, both published by INREV

3. To provide a conclusion on the levels of various real estate advisory fee percentages paid by Real
Estate Investment Companies and/or Real Estate Investment Trusts from the data and information
sources used

3 Sources of information

3.1 Bloomberg

We used data from the Bloomberg database extracted on 11 March 2020.

3.2 INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2019

INREV has published a study which compares the fees and cost structures of non-listed real estate
investment funds in Asia Pacific and Europe with a focus on total global expense ratios (TERs) and real estate
expense ratios (REERs). The study is based on regional studies conducted during 2018 by INREV and ANREV
(the Asian Association for Investors in Non-Listed Real Estate Vehicles). The study is based on data provided
directly to INREV and ANREV by fund managers.

The dataset contained 49 real estate vehicles for Asia Pacific that provided information on their 2017 TER
including 28 who updated their 2017 REER. For Europe 155 non-listed real estate vehicles delivered data on
their TER, of which 111 provided data on their REER.

Our report has focused on interpretation of the results of the 155 European real estate vehicles. The full
study is included in Appendix 1.

3.3 INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2018

This study is the prior year version of the study described in section 3.2. It explored the fee and costs
structures of only European non listed real estate funds with the same focus on TERs as the 2019 study.

The study included 418 vehicles (191 open end and 227 closed end), that provided information on their
general fees and terms. Of these 418 vehicles, 155 provided information on their 2017 total expense ratios
(82 open end funds, 62 closed end funds and 11 separate accounts). Likewise, 111 vehicles provided
information on their 2017 real estate expense ratios (53 open end funds, 52 closed end funds and 5 separate
accounts).

Based on a review of the scope of the study set out above, and the results presented for the European
vehicles in both studies we consider it reasonable to conclude that the 155 real estate vehicles providing TER
data and the 111 vehicles providing REER data are the same as those of the 2019 study. The results for those



vehicles appear to be identical in both studies. It would appear that the 2019 study includes the same
European vehicles in the sample, with the same data, and was enhanced to include data from Asia Pacific.

Whilst the work performed focused on the contents of the 2019 study, this being the most recent study
available, the 2018 study included an analysis of General Fees and Terms which was also reviewed and
summarized.

The full INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2018 is included in Appendix 2.

4 Methodology adopted

4.1 Bloomberg
4.1.1 Filtering criteria applied

The following filtering criteria was used for extracting entities from Bloomberg:

FILTER CRITERION
TRADING STATUS Active
INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION Real Estate Investment Trusts (REIT) industry OR

Real Estate Services industry OR
Real Estate Investments Subsidiary

COUNTRY OF DOMICILE Eastern Europe OR
Western Europe OR
North America

OTHER Show primary security of company only

Table 1: Filtering criteria applied in Bloomberg
The query was set to extract the latest available filing up to the date of extraction which was 11 March 2020.

4.1.2 Data fields selected

Following a review of available data files in Bloomberg it was determined that the following fields should be
extracted for the purposes of the analysis:

# BLOOMBERG FIELD MNEMONIC  CATEGORY DESCRIPTION DEFINITION

1 COUNTRY_FULL_NAME General Country Full Name Full name of the country.

The official long name of the company, index,

2 LONG_COMP_NAME General Long Company Name or other entity.

ARD This is the Management/Advisory Expense
3 ARD_MANAGEMENT_ADVISORY_EXP Fees Management/Advisory ) 9 Y EXp
E figure as reported by company.
xpense
For REITS: Net Asset Value plus Net Debt.
4 GROSS_ASSET_VALUE GAV Gross Asset Value Unit: Millions. Calculated as: Net Asset Value

+ Net Debt
Table 2: Data fields selected for extraction from Bloomberg
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4.1.3 Description of analysis performed on extracted data
4.1.3.1  Calculation of an expense to GAV ratio

Ratios were calculated by taking the absolute values of the expenses extracted and dividing by the GAV
where that was available for the same entity.

4.1.3.2 Statistical calculations

For the ratios computed in 4.1.3.1, an interquartile range was calculated as follows:

— Calculation of the Minimum Fee ratio
— Calculation of the First Quartile Fee ratio
— Calculation of the Median Fee ratio

— Calculation of the third quartile fee ratio
— Calculation of the Maximum Fee Ratio

4.2 INREV

4.2.1 Extraction of information from the study

The following elements of the study were used for review:
2019 Study

Our work focused on the Total Global Expense Ratio (TER) which is considered a standard measure included
in the regular reporting of overall performance to investors in the Real Estate Vehicle and represents vehicle
level fees and costs as a percentage of Gross Asset Values (GAV) or Net Asset Values (NAV). More
specifically, the following were reviewed and summarized:

— TER by fund style (core, value added) based on GAV excluding performance fees

— TER by fund structure (open end, closed end) based on GAV excluding performance fees

— TER by fund country strategy (single or multi country) based on GAV excluding performance fees

— TER by fund sector strategy (single sector or multi sector) based on GAV excluding performance fees
— TER split by type of fee (fund expenses or management expenses) before performance fees

Explanations of metrics featured in the study

Fees and expenses As per definitions included in the study, fees describe charges borne by the vehicle
for services provided by the manager and costs describe charges to a vehicle by
external service providers. Fees charged by the manager directly to their investors
are not taken into account, with the exception of fees charged for services
rendered to the vehicle. Where a single fee is charged to cover a variety of
activities, the constituent elements will need to be identified, allocated to the
appropriate cost category and disclosed appropriately.

GAV Gross Asset Value.

Performance fees Defined as fees charged by investment advisors, or managers, after a
predetermined investment performance has been attained.
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2018 Study

Data on general fees and terms paid to vehicles which was included in the 2018 study in tabular form
without commentary was reviewed and summarized. This included other fees, beyond management fees,
charged to real estate vehicles by managers or advisors, such as:

— property acquisition fees paid to managers or advisors during the holding period
— property disposition fees paid to managers or advisors during the holding period
— project management fees paid to managers or advisors during the holding period

The above fees are defined in the study as follows:

Property acquisition fee Fee charged by investment advisors, or managers, associated with the
closing of a new investment. The fee compensates the real estate
investment advisor, or manager, for services rendered in an investment
acquisition, including sourcing, negotiating and closing the deal

Property disposition fee Also known as disposal costs, they represent the costs of selling an
investment property. Disposition costs are typically charged to the seller,
and consist of legal fees, title fees and insurance, disposition fees, and
broker commissions. Disposition costs include only direct costs related to
a property-specific disposal and do not include costs of running a
disposition program such as general and administrative costs, costs
incurred in analyzing proposals that are rejected, joint-venture
organization costs or fees paid to the manager for execution of the deal

Project management fee A fee charged to the vehicle by the advisor, or manager, for guiding the
design, approval, and execution of a renovation project, as well as
construction process of a development project. These costs may be
expensed or capitalized at the property level

4.2.2 Analysis performed on information from the studies

Given that the underlying analysis of the data was performed by INREV during the compilation of the study,
our work was restricted to reviewing and summarizing information extracted from the study.

5 Results

5.1 Bloomberg
5.1.1 Data extracted

The results of the data extraction process, after applying the filtering criteria described in section 4.1.1, were
as follows:

A total of 792 entities were extracted. Of these, there were 233 entities where Bloomberg returned no data
at all for any of the requested fields or the requested field and entity combination returned an N.A. (Not
Applicable) result. These were excluded, leaving 559 entities. Of these, 434 entities did not have a value for
the GAV field. As the GAV field is necessary for the calculation of percentage fees, these were also excluded
from the set leaving 125 entities for further analysis. Of these 125 entities, only 12 returned data for the
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management advisory expenses field. As such, a total of 12 entities were used for further analysis. These are
included in Appendix 3. The entities were all in the REIT category.

5.1.2 Calculation of percentages and statistical analysis

5.1.2.1 Management Advisory Expenses to GAV

The ratio of the management advisory expenses field to the GAV field was computed for all 12 entities and
the following interquartile ranges were calculated.

Ratio of management advisory expenses to GAV

Management Advisory Expenses / GAV

1,090%
—— 0,
0,990% 1,017%
0,890% Fee %
0,790% Minimum value 0,085%
0,690% First quartile 0,126%
’ (1]
0.621% Median quartile 0,287%
0,590% Third quartile 0,621%
0,490% Maximum value 1,017%
0,390% X0,405%
0,290% 0,287%
0,190%
,126%
0,090% —T_0085% ’

Figure 1: Statistical analysis of management advisory expenses / GAV

All securities in this dataset were REITs in Europe. The average fee charged was 0.405% with the median at
0.287%, whilst the maximum value was 1.017%.

5.1.3 Summary of information extracted from Bloomberg

The table below summarizes the interquartile ranges of the results that were possible to analyze from the
Bloomberg datasets.

Mgmt. Adv Expenses to GAV

Maximum 1,02%
Third quartile 0,62%
Median 0,29%
First quartile 0,13%
Minimum 0,09%
Average 0,41%

Table 3: Summary of statistical analysis from Bloomberg
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5.2 INREV

5.2.1 Review of information

5.2.1.1 TER by fund style before performance fees

Our review focused on the GAV based ratios in Europe. The sample from Europe included 113 CORE and 28
VALUE ADDED funds.

The below graphs show that on a weighted basis the average TER for all vehicle styles in Europe based on
GAV was 0.67% with CORE funds averaging at 0.79% and VALUE-ADDED funds at 1.19%. On an equally
weighted basis average GAV based TER was a little higher across the board and stood at 0.86%.

It is noteworthy that the TER for VALUE ADDED funds is higher than that for CORE funds as a percentage of
both GAV and NAV.
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Based on MAV Il Gased on NAY
Europe Asia Pacific
3.50 330
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i i
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Z 112 1.13 127 123 Z 1
— - 1.04
1.00 a7 0.6 - .00 LT 0.9
0.57 0.58 0.ED
0.50 I 0.0
0.00 L.oo
Cora Value Al All Care Value Opportunity Al Al
adoed [waighted) ELL= {weight=d)
TER before performance fees TER before performance fees

Figure 2: Analysis of TER by fund style before performance fees

Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2019

If the TERs were split by fee type, distinguishing between fund expenses and management fees, then across
the board the dominant component was management fees.

The graphs below show that the 0.86% average TER in Europe noted above is split 0.54% management fees
and 0.32% fund expenses (based on GAV).
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Figure 3: Analysis of TER by fee type

Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2019

5.2.1.2 TER by fund structure

Our review focused on the GAV based ratios in Europe. The sample from Europe when analyzing funds split
by fund structure, consisted of 82 open end funds and 62 closed end funds.

The graphs below show that the average TER of open-end funds in Europe based on GAV before
performance fees is 0.86% while the blended average across all fund structures is 1.27%.

It is noteworthy that open end funds charge on average significantly lower fees than closed end funds.

It is also noteworthy that equivalent GAV based ratios in Asia Pacific are higher across the board with the
blended average standing at 1.04%.

Bl Based on GAY I Based on GAV
Based on NAY Bl Based on NAV
Europe Asia Pacific
3.00 3.00
-~ . 256
&2 250 # 250 220
E 1.97 E
20 1.89 200 186
g g 1.68
o 150 0.ag 1.30 2 150 1.46
2 118 127 123 “E 1.30
104 1.15
0.86 0.86 1.00 0.88 093
066 0.70 073
I 0.50
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TER before performance fees TER after performance fees TER before performance fees TER after performance fees

Figure 4: Analysis of TER by fund structure

Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2019
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5.2.1.3  TER by country strategy

Our review focused on the GAV based ratios in Europe. When analyzed by country strategy the sample in
Europe consisted of 73 single country strategy funds and 71 multi country strategy funds.

The graphs below show that the average TER before performance fees in Europe for single country strategy
funds is 0.67% and 1.10% for multi strategy funds. The blended average before performance fees, across all
country strategy fund types is 0.86%.

It is noteworthy that single country strategy funds charge lower fees on average compared to multi country
strategy funds.

It is also again noteworthy that equivalent GAV based ratios in Asia Pacific are higher across the board with
the blended average standing at 1.04%.
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Figure 5: Analysis of TER by country strategy (Europe)

Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2019
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Figure 6: Analysis of TER by country strategy (Asia Pacific)

Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2019

5.2.1.4 TER by sector strategy

Our review focused on the GAV based ratios in Europe. The European sample sizes in the analysis by sector
strategy consisted of 75 single sector strategy funds and 69 multi sector strategy funds.

The graphs below show that the average TER before performance fees in Europe based on GAV in multi
sector funds is 0.91% while the blended average of all funds regardless of sector strategy is 0.86%.

It is also noteworthy that the average TER in funds with multi sector strategies is, as expected given the
variation in the nature of services provided, marginally higher than in funds with single sector strategies.

Asia Pacific ratios are once again higher across the board with the blended GAV based average TER standing
at 1.04%.
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Figure 7: Analysis of TER by sector strategy (Europe)

Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2019
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Figure 8: Analysis of TER by sector strategy (Asia Pacific)

Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2019

5.2.1.5 General Fees and Terms review

A review of the data analyzed and presented in the 2018 Management Fees and Terms Study was carried out

and the following is a summary of that review. This included other fees, beyond management fees, charged
to real estate vehicles by managers or advisors, such as:

— property acquisition fees paid to managers or advisors during the holding period
— property disposition fees paid to managers or advisors during the holding period
— project management fees paid to managers or advisors during the holding period

The above fees are defined in section 4.2.1.
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The table below summarizes the above showing both the % fee as well as the number of vehicles adopting it:

CORE VALUE ADD OPEN END CLOSED END

# of o # of o # of o # of

funds Fee (%) funds Fee (%) funds Fee (%) funds Fee (%)
Property fs %ot 8  0.99% 33 0.90% 69  1.04% 51  0.86%

o ere ransaction price
acquisition
fee As % of GAV 8 1.00% 7 1.16% 7 0.86% 8 1.25%
As % of 69 093% 17 0.84% 61 0.96% 26  0.79%

Property transaction price 9270 ROT70 IR70 270
disposition
fee As % of GAV 7 0.93% 4 0.90% 5 0.70% 8 1.07%
Project Ao % of actual 4 600% - ; 5 400% - -
management
fees As % of GAV - - 3 2.25% - - - -

Table 4: Other fees by fund type and structure
Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2018

The below graph shows that the majority of the funds pay property acquisition fees with a smaller fraction of
funds paying asset disposition fees, project management fees and other fees.

TYPE OF OTHER FEES CHARGED BY FUNDS

91.5%
82.0%
61.0%
52.8% N
47.2%
39.0%
18.0%
8.5%
PROPERTY PROPERTY PROJECT OTHER FEES
ACQUISITION FEE DISPOSITION FEE MAMNAGEMENT
FEE
Yes HNo

Figure 9: Types of other fees charged by funds

Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2018
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6 Summary and conclusions

BLOOMBERG

The interquartile range computed for the management advisory expense ratio showed a median percentage
fee of 0.29% and an average percentage fee of 0.41% with the maximum fee being 1.02%.

INREV studies

The following constitutes a summary of the information extracted from the Management Fees and Terms
Studies of 2018 and 2019 by INREV. They show an overall range of real estate management advisory fees
(TER based on GAV) from 0.67% to 1.27% with variations depending on fund structure (open end or closed
end), fund style (core or value added), sector strategy (multi or single) and country strategy (multi or single).

TOTAL EXPENSE RATIO
TER TER TER TER
by fund style by fund structure by country strategy by sector strategy
(Core/Value added) (Open/Closed End) (multi/single) (multi/single)
All (avg) Al ‘2’:":')““ Open end All (avg) Single All (avg) Multi All (avg)
0.86% 0.67% 0.86% 1.27% 0.67% 0.86% 0.91% 0.86%

Table 7: Summary of GAV based TER results

Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2019

Separate analyses of property acquisition fees, disposition fees and project management fees show the
following ranges:

- arange from 0.86% to 1.04% for acquisition fees as a % of transaction price and 0.86% to 1.25% as a
% of GAV

- arange from 0.79% to 0.96% for disposition fees as a % of transaction price and 0.70% to 1.07% as a
% of GAV

- arange from 4.00% to 6.00% for project management fees as a % of actual cost and an average level
of 2.25% as a % of GAV (no range available)

Variations are driven by fund style and fund structure as shown in the below table:
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Acquisition

% of
transaction
price

0.99%

% of GAV
1.00%

Core

Disposition

% of
transaction
price

0.93%

% of GAV
0.93%

Project
mgmt fees

% of actual
cost

6.00%

% of GAV

OTHER FEES CHARGED BY FUNDS

Value added
L . . Project L
Acquisition Disposition mgmt fees Acquisition
% of % of % of actual % of
transaction  transaction cost transaction
price price price
0.90% 0.84% - 1.04%
% of GAV % of GAV % of GAV % of GAV
1.16% 0.90% 2.25% 0.86%

Table 8: Summary of results on other fees charged by funds

Source: INREV Management Fees and Terms Study 2018

Open end

Disposition

% of
transaction
price

0.96%

% of GAV
0.70%

Project
mgmt fees

% of actual
cost

4.00%

% of GAV

Closed End
Acquisition  Disposition
% of % of
transaction  transaction
price price
0.86% 0.79%
% of GAV % of GAV
1.25% 1.07%

Project
mgmt fees

% of actual
cost

% of GAV

©2020 KPMG Limited, a Cyprus limited liability company and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative (“KPMG
International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Executive summary

~ TERs before and after performance fees are higher in Asia Pacific than in Europe
~ Core funds in Asia Pacific have lower TERs than in Europe

~ REERSs are on average lower in Asia Pacific than in Europe

This report compares the Total Expense
Ratios (TERs) and Real Estate Expense
Ratios (REERSs) of 155 non-listed real estate
funds in Europe and 49 in Asia Pacific.

On average, TERs before and after
performance fees are higher in Asia Pacific
than in Europe whether on a GAV or NAV
basis. The average TER in Asia Pacific

was 1.04% on a GAV basis and 1.68%

on a NAV basis before performance fees

and respectively 1.15% and 1.86% after
performance fees. This is compared to
average TERs in Europe of 0.86% and 1.27%
before performance fees and 0.88% and
1.30% after. However, on a weighted basis,
the all vehicles TER average is smaller in Asia
Pacific based on GAV, with a TER of 0.60%
compared with 0.67% for European vehicles.

By style, Asia Pacific core funds have a
considerably lower TER average than those

in Europe, respectively 0.58% and 0.79%

on a GAV basis and 0.77% and 1.12% on a
NAV basis. In contrast, TERs for value added
funds are higher in Asia Pacific than in Europe
respectively 1.81% and 1.19% on a GAV
basis and 3.18% and 1.93% on a NAV basis.

By structure, TERs for open end funds are
similar in both regions, whereas TERs for
closed end funds are higher in Asia Pacific.

We found the same pattern in Asia Pacific
and Europe on TERSs by year of first closing:
younger vehicles tend to have higher TERs
than older vintages. Similarly, large funds
have smaller TERs compared with smaller
funds.

"NREV

Regardless of the region, the dominant
component of the TERs were management
fees, whether based on GAV or based on
NAV, before or after performance fees.

In Asia Pacific, the management fees
comprised 89% of the TER on a GAV basis
before performance fees and 11% for fund
expenses. However, fund expenses in Europe
represent a higher proportion of the TER, at
38%, compared with 62% for management
fees.

Looking at REERs, the average for all
vehicles in Asia Pacific was 1.08%, and
1.16% in Europe. By style core funds in both
regions have very similar REERSs, recording
1.04% and 1.02% respectively in Asia Pacific
and in Europe. However, value added funds
in Asia Pacific have a lower REER than in
Europe, respectively 1.26% and 1.50%.
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Introduction

This study compares the fees and cost
structures of non-listed real estate investment
funds in Asia Pacific and Europe with a focus
on total expense ratios (TERs) and real estate
expense ratios (REERSs). The report is based
on the regional studies conducted by ANREV
and INREV during 2018.

The management fees and terms studies are
based on data provided directly to ANREV
and INREV by fund managers.

The comparison study is now published for
the sixth time. For Asia Pacific, the data set
contains 49 vehicles that provided information
on their 2017 TER including 28 who updated
their 2017 REER. For Europe, 155 non-listed
real estate vehicles delivered data on their
TER, of which 111 have provided data on
REER.

To ensure data confidentiality, the average fee
levels or other statistical indicators are only
reported when data is available on at least
three funds, managed by a minimum of three
fund managers. When a fund manager has
reported a range of possible fee levels, for
example 0.5-1.0% of gross asset value (GAV),
the average of the range of values (0.75%)
has been used in the calculation of average
fee levels.

Definitions can be found in the glossary. For
more information about fees and expenses,
see the INREV Guidelines on Fee and
Expense Metrics.

The regional reports for Asia Pacific and
Europe are available for download at ANREV
and INREV’s websites.

Use

The results of the Management Fees and
Terms comparison study may be used for
research and information purposes only.
They may not be used for the following:

* To determine the value of a fund

*  To determine the value of a financial
instrument

« To determine the amount payable under a
financial instrument

« To determine the amount payable under a
financial contract

« To calculate performance fees

« To define the allocation of a portfolio

It is important to note that the sample size and
its composition varies year by year. As such,

historical comparisons should be treated with
caution.

Management Fees and Terms Study
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Total Expense Ratio (TER)

The TER represents vehicle fees and costs
(including or excluding performance fees) as
a percentage of average NAV or average
GAV. Asia Pacific’s sample by style includes
21 core funds, 15 value added and 13
opportunity funds. The European sample

includes 113 core and 28 valued added funds.

On an equally weighted basis, non-listed real
estate funds in Asia Pacific have on

a higher TER, before performance fees, than
their European counterparts. The average
TER in Asia Pacific was 1.04% on a GAV
basis and 1.68% on a NAV basis, compared
to 0.86% and 1.27% in Europe.

However, on a weighted basis, the all
vehicles TER average is smaller in Asia
Pacific based on GAV, with a TER of 0.60%
compared with 0.67% for European vehicles.
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Looking at TERs by fund’s style, Asia Pacific
core funds have a considerably lower TER
average than those in Europe, respectively
0.58% and 0.79% on a GAV basis and 0.77%
and 1.12% on a NAV basis.

In contrast, TERs for value added funds

are higher in Asia Pacific than in Europe
respectively 1.81% and 1.19% on a GAV
basis and 3.18% and 1.93% on a NAV basis.

Figure 1: TER by style before performance fees
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Taking into account the effect of performance However, on a weighted basis, the all vehicles Europe, respectively 0.61% and 0.80% on

fees, on an equally weighted basis, non- TER average is smaller in Asia Pacific based a GAV basis and more so on a NAV basis,

listed real estate funds in Asia Pacific have on GAYV, 0.64% compared with 0.69% for respectively 0.81% and 1.14%.

on average higher TERs than their European European vehicles.

counterparts regardless of GAV or NAV, In contrast, TERs for value added funds after

respectively 1.15% and 1.86% in Asia Pacific Looking at TERs after performance fees performance fees are higher in Asia Pacific

compared to 0.88% and 1.30% in Europe. by fund’s style, Asia Pacific core funds than in Europe respectively 1.81% and 1.19%
have a lower TER average than those in on a GAV basis and 3.18% and 1.93% on a

NAV basis.

Figure 2: TER by style after performance fees
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Europe Asia Pacific
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For each category, the quartiles were
analysed in order to better understand

the variability among the individual TERs.
Dispersion was measured in two ways. Firstly,
by range, which is the difference between
the maximum and minimum TERs. Secondly,
by interquartile range (IQR), which is the
difference between the upper quartile and
the lower quartile, and which is less sensitive
to outliers than the range or the standard
deviation measure.

Assessment by quartiles show that funds in
Asia Pacific had a wider interquartile range,
than those in Europe, except for core funds
where the dispersion was considerably
smaller in Asia Pacific, on both a GAV and a
NAV basis, and before performance fees.

A similar conclusion can be drawn when the
spread is assessed by range, ie the difference
between the maximum and minimum TERSs,
which shows that funds in Asia Pacific,
compared to funds in Europe, had a much
wider range for all styles except core, on both
a GAV and a NAV basis.

"NREV

Figure 3: TER by style and quartiles
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When looking at funds split by structure, the After taking into account performance fees, compared with 1.18% for Europe and the

sample is made up of 21 open end funds in TERSs of open end funds in the two regions difference is even higher on a NAV basis:

Asia Pacific and 82 in Europe and 28 closed remain very similar: 0.73% in Asia Pacific 2.29% in Asia Pacific compared with 1.89% in

end funds in Asia Pacific and 62 in Europe. and 0.66% in Europe on a NAV basis and Europe. The same observation can be made
respectively 0.93% and 0.86% on a GAV basis. for TERs after performance fees.

The average TER for open end funds

in Asia Pacific and in Europe are very There are more differences when looking In both regions TERs by structure are also

similar, respectively 0.70% and 0.66% on at TERs for closed end funds. TERs before largely influenced by the style of the funds as

a GAV basis and 0.88% and 0.86% before performance fees are higher for Asia Pacific the majority of open end funds are core (Asia

performance fees. closed end funds, 1.30% on a NAV basis Pacific: 20 out of 21; Europe: 81 out of 82).

Figure 4: TER by structure
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The year of first closing is used as a proxy for
vehicle vintage.

For this analysis the funds in the sample

are grouped into four categories: those with
a year of first close prior to 2007, those
launched between 2007 — 2008, those
launched between 2009 and 2014 and those
launched after 2014.

We find the same pattern in Asia Pacific and
Europe with older funds having a lower TER
than funds launched more recently. Funds
launched prior to 2007 have an average
TER of 0.54% based on GAV in Asia Pacific
compared with 0.77% in Europe. The TERs
are very similar for the vintage 2007-2008 in
both regions.

Funds launched after the GFC tend to have
a higher TER in Asia Pacific than Europe,
respectively 1.14% and 0.83% based on GAV.

At the other end of the spectrum, younger
vintage funds recorded the highest average
TERSs in Asia Pacific, 1.64% on a GAV basis
compared with 1.34% in Europe.

"NREV

Figure 5: TER by year of first closing
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When looking at funds split by target gearing,
the sample is made up of 15 funds in Asia
Pacific and 36 in Europe with a target gearing
of less than 40%, 17 funds in Asia Pacific and
52 in Europe with a target gearing between
40 and 60% and 5 funds in Asia Pacific and 7
in Europe with a target gearing of more than
60%.

The analysis by leverage level shows that
funds with lower target gearing have a similar
TER in both Asia Pacific and Europe before
and after management fees.

Funds with target gearing between 40%
and 60% have higher TERs in Asia Pacific
compared to Europe.

However, funds with more than 60% target
gearing have lower TERs in Asia Pacific than
in Europe both before and after management
fees.

Management Fees and Terms Study

Figure 6: TER by target gearing
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Funds were grouped into three discreet size
categories based on their reported GAVs. For
funds in Asia Pacific, US Dollar was used as
the base currency, while for European funds,
Euro was used as the base currency.

Large funds TERSs, respectively more than

1 billion USD and euros have similar TERs

in both regions, although in Asia Pacific it is
slightly higher, respectively 0.63% and 0.58%
based on GAV before performance fees. The
gap is bigger based on NAV where TERs of
large funds in Asia Pacific are at 1.07% on
average compared with 0.74% in Europe.

Smaller funds and medium-sized funds TERs
are higher in Asia Pacific than in Europe.
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Figure 7: TER by fund size
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When split by country strategy the sample is
made up of 24 single country strategy funds
in Asia Pacific and 73 in Europe and 25 and
71 multi country strategy funds in Asia Pacific
and Europe respectively.

In both regions single country strategy funds
tend to have lower TERs than multi country,
however the gap is more pronounced in
Europe than in Asia Pacific.

Based on GAV, the TER before performance
fees of single country funds in Asia Pacific is
0.95% vs 0.67% in Europe, this is very similar
for multi country strategy funds with a TER of
1.13% in Asia Pacific and 1.10% in Europe.
The difference is higher when TERs are
based on NAV.

The TERs after performance fees are
considerably higher in Asia Pacific versus
Europe both based on NAV and GAV.

Figure 8: TER by country strategy
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When split by sector strategy the sample is
made up of 22 single sector strategy funds in
Asia Pacific and 75 in Europe and 27 and 69
multi sector strategy funds in Asia Pacific and
Europe respectively

When assessed by sector strategy, the
differences in the average TER were
moderate in both regions, with multi sector
funds having a slightly higher TER.

For single or multi sector funds, before and
after performance fees, the TERs are higher
in Asia Pacific than in Europe, however the
gap is less for single sector funds.

Figure 9: TER by sector strategy
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Looking into more details on the single sector
strategy, the sample is comprised of 8 office
funds in Asia Pacific and 10 in Europe, 7 and
34 retail funds and 3 and 8 industrial and
logistics funds respectively

Interestingly all traditional sector funds in Asia
Pacific have smaller TERs than in Europe
when looking at both NAV and GAV basis and
before and after performance fees.

The gap is particularly important for retail and
industrial and logistic funds, where based

on GAV the TERs are 0.60% in Asia Pacific
and 0.95% in Europe for retail funds before
performance fees and 0.53% vs 0.84% for
industrial and logistic funds in Asia Pacific and
Europe respectively.

However other sectors have much higher
TERs in Asia Pacific than in Europe.

Management Fees and Terms Study

Figure 10: TER by single sector strategy
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The TERs were split by fee type in order to
better understand the different components
that they were comprised of.

Across the board, the dominant component

of the TERs were management fees, whether
based on GAV or based on NAV, before or

Figure 11: TER split by type of fees
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Fund expenses made up the remaining 11%.

In Europe, the split was more balanced, with
management fees comprising 62% of the TER
on a GAV basis showing that fund expenses
are more important in Europe both based on
GAV or NAV, before and after management
fees.

I Management fees

Asia Pacific
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Real Estate Expense Ratios (REER)

The Real Estate Expense Ratio (REER)
captures the costs that relate to the
management of the real estate assets.

The REER is based on input to property
specific costs including external leasing
commissions, property acquisitions,
insurance, management, repairs and

Figure 12: REER by style

maintenance, utilities costs as well as taxes
on property related activities and other
miscellaneous / sundry property costs.

Property level costs are presented as a
percentage of GAV. The average REER of

all vehicles in Asia Pacific was 1.08%, and in
Europe the figure was slightly higher at 1.16%.
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Looking at style, both Asia Pacific and
European core funds have very similar
REERSs, recording 1.04% and 1.02%
respectively. However value added funds

in Asia Pacific have a lower REER than in
Europe, respectively 1.26% and 1.50%.
Opportunity funds in Asia Pacific recorded the
lowest average REER, while the European
sample does not include opportunity funds.
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Considering REER by structure, some slight Looking at REER by year of first closing, older
differences emerged. In Asia Pacific, the funds in Asia Pacific recorded the lowest
average open end funds’ ratio was 1.04% average REER, whereas in Europe the same
compared with 0.97% for the same structure is only true for funds launched after 2014.

in Europe. Whereas closed end funds in
Asia Pacific have an average REER of 1.15%
compared with 1.37% in Europe.

Figure 13: REER by structure
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Figure 14: REER by year of first closing
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Looking at REER averages by fund size,
small funds in Asia Pacific had a lower
average REER of 1.12% compared with their
European peers which are at 1.27%. The
sample for medium-sized Asia Pacific funds is
too small to disclose an average.

On the other hand, large funds share a similar
average REER in both regions, in Asia Pacific,
the average was 0.98%, while in Europe, it
was 0.95%.

Figure 15: REER by size

Considering now the REERSs of funds by
target regional strategies, average REER of
single country funds in Asia Pacific was 0.99%
whereas in Europe it was 1.19%. However, for
multi-country funds in Asia Pacific, average
REER was 1.28%, which was higher than
their European counterparts, who have an

average level of 1.13%.
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When REER is broken down by sector However, when we investigate the details of
strategy, we can observe that multi sector each single sector, all major sectors’ funds,
funds have a similar level of REER in both including Ofice, Retail funds, and Industrial /
Asia Pacific and Europe, respectively 1.20% Logistics funds, have a much smaller REER
and 1.19%, whereas single sector in Asia in Asia Pacific than in Europe, respectively
Pacific show a lower REER than in Europe: 0.82%,1.04%, and 1.29% compared with
1.01% and 1.14%. 1.26%, 1.23%, and 1.45%.

Figure 17: REER by sector strategy
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Glossary

Asset management fee

Fee typically charged by investment advisors,
or managers, for their services regarding the
management of the vehicle’s assets. Asset
management fees generally cover services
such as:

« strategic input and production of asset level
business plans;

* management of assets including
refurbishment;

+ appointment of third party service providers
at asset level;

* reporting activities at asset level.

Occasionally, asset management fee and fund
management fee are combined.

Performance fee

Also known as incentive fees, promote

or carried interest, are fees charged by
investment advisors, or managers, after a
predetermined investment performance has
been attained. Carried interest represents a
re-allocation of equity and should be treated
accordingly for accounting, tax or regulatory
purposes.

Wind-up fee

Also known as liquidation fee, it is typically
found in liquidating trusts, upon termination
and dissolution of the vehicle. The sponsor is
responsible for liquidating the partnership in
an orderly manner.

Fund management fee

Also known as Investment Management or
Investment Advisory fees, Fund Management
fees are typically charged by investment
advisors, or managers, for their services
regarding the management of the vehicle.
They generally cover services such as:

« appointment of third party service providers
« reporting activities to investors

« cash management and dividend payment

* managing the vehicle level structure

« arrangement of financing

 fund administration

* investor relations

Occasionally, fund management fee and asset
management fee are combined.

Audit costs

Costs associated with annual external audit
engagements and other audit services
provided (both paid to independent third party
firms or manager/advisor).

Bank Charges

Costs charged by a financial institution to
manage and maintain the cash accounts of
the vehicle, or in relation to debt issuance
and overdrawing an account. Amounts can be
charged on a periodic or transactional basis.

Management Fees and Terms Study

Custodian costs

Also known as depository costs, these are
charged by a fiduciary entity entrusted with
holding and safeguarding securities or assets,
deposit transactions and keeping records for
institutional clients.

Dead deal costs

Costs usually charged by third parties
concerning work undertaken for acquisition/
disposition projects which do not ultimately
close. Such costs cannot be capitalised, and
thus must be expensed. Services undertaken
by the advisor/manager are passed through
as an expense.

Transfer agent costs

Costs charged by trustees who are
responsible for managing the assets owned
by a trust for the trust’s beneficiaries. This
is most relevant in a REIT structure where
trustees act on behalf of all unit holders.

Valuation costs

Costs in connection with the external (third
party) appraisal of the real estate assets and
liabilities owned by the vehicle. Appraisals
may be performed routinely or ad-hoc which
can be triggered by certain provisions in the
vehicle agreement.

Vehicle administration costs

Costs related to bookkeeping activities either
paid to a 3rd party service provider or the
manager/advisor.
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Glossary

Vehicle formation costs

Also known as set-up costs, these charges
are incurred at the launch of a vehicle, and
do not relate to the portfolio acquisition

and financing structure. These include
organisational costs (typically legal & notary
services) as well as syndication costs,
various marketing costs, including printing /
publication, and initial subscription fees.

Internal leasing commissions
Commissions charged by investment
advisors, or managers, after a new lease

or a renewal lease is signed. These include
marketing of vacant space. Commission
ranges vary and may depend on the market
and/or the value of the transaction.

Property acquisition fee

Fee charged by investment advisors, or
managers, associated with the closing of a
new investment. The fee compensates the
real estate investment advisor, or manager,
for services rendered in an investment
acquisition, including sourcing, negotiating
and closing the deal.

Property management fee

Fee charged by investment advisors, or
managers, for the administration, technical
and commercial management of real estate.
A property management engagement
typically involves the managing of property
that is owned by another party or entity. This
includes property advisory services.

Property disposition costs

Also known as disposal costs, they represent
the costs of selling an investment property.
Disposition costs are tipically charged to the
seller, and consist of legal fees, title fees

and insurance, disposition fees, and broker
commissions. Disposition costs include only
direct costs related to a property-specific
disposal and do not include costs of running
an disposition program such as general

and administrative costs, costs incurred in
analysing proposals that are rejected, joint-
venture organization costs or fees paid to the
manager for execution of the deal.

Project management fee

A fee charged to the vehicle by the advisor,
or manager, for guiding the design, approval,
and execution of a renovation project, as well
as construction process of a development
project. These costs may be expensed or
capitalised at the property level.

For more definitions visit the Global
Definitions Database.

Management Fees and Terms Study
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Fee And Expense Metrics Calculation

Fee and expense metrics

Fees and costs should be measured in line
with the principles defined under INREV NAV
and INREV GAV.

Fees describe charges borne by the vehicle
for services provided by the manager and
costs describe charges to a vehicle by
external service providers. Fees charged by
the manager directly to their investors are not
taken into account, with the exception of fees
charged for services rendered to the vehicle.

Where a single fee is charged to cover a
variety of activities, the constituent elements
will need to be identified, allocated to the
appropriate cost category and disclosed
appropriately.

Historic Total Expense Ratio

The TER is an historic or ‘actual’ figure, based
on data published annually. Consequently,
newly launched vehicles cannot have an
historic TER.

The formulae for TER are:

NAV TER before performance fees

GAV TER before performance fees

NAV TER after performance fees

GAV TER after performance fees

The formula for REER is:

Property fees and costs

Vehicle fees and costs (excluding performance fees)

Average NAV

Vehicle fees and costs (excluding performance fees)

Average GAV

Vehicle fees and costs (including performance fees)

Average NAV

Vehicle fees and costs (including performance fees)

REER =
Average GAV

Average GAV
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Executive summary

The average TER for all vehicles was 0.86% based on GAV and 1.27% based on NAV
Larger vehicles tend to have lower TERs as indicated by the lower value in the weighted TER

Younger vintage funds have higher expense ratios than older vintage funds

The total expense ratio (TER) and the real
estate expense ratio (REER) form part of the
standard measures included in the regular
reporting of overall performance to investors
in a vehicle. When analysed in the context
of vehicle style, investment strategy and
underlying risks, these fee and expense
metrics will help those involved in the non-
listed real estate market to compare fee and
cost structures between different non-listed
vehicles and with other investment structures.

While the TER represents vehicle level fees
and costs as a percentage of the vehicle’s
GAV or NAV, the REER represents property
fees and costs as a percentage of GAV. The
TER can be measured before fees (excluding
performance fees) or after fees (including
performance fees).

This year’s sample of 155 vehicles recorded
an average TER of 0.86% based on GAV, with
management fees comprising the majority of
the TER. When taking into account vehicle
sizes the weighted average TER were slightly
lower, at 0.67% based on GAV. This indicates
that larger vehicles have lower TERs than
smaller vehicles. This was also reflected in
the REER where this year’s sample of 111
vehicles recorded an average REER of 1.16%
on an equally weighted basis and 0.75% on a
weighted basis.

Lower expense ratios for core funds
Whether on a GAV or NAV basis, or before or
after performance fees, core funds recorded
a lower average TER than their value added
peers. The difference between GAV and NAV-
based TERs was smaller for core funds than
it was for value added. This largely reflects
that some value added funds are not due to
charge out performance fees until closer to
the end of their fund life. What’'s more, core
funds have a much narrower spread between
their lower and upper quartiles, but observed
more extreme values.

Open end mirrors core

The relativities between open end and closed
end funds were similar to those observed
between core and value added funds. This is
because all but one open end funds follow a
core investment approach while closed end
funds adopt multiple investment styles.

The average TER for open end funds was
lower compared to their closed end peers.
The former group also saw a smaller
difference between their GAV and NAV-based
TERSs than the latter group. Dispersion,
whether the difference between the lower and
upper quartiles or the minimum and maximum
values, was much lower for open end funds
than for closed end.

Management Fees and Terms Study

Observations by vintage, that is by the year
of first closing, showed that younger vintage
funds, those launched post 2007 have a
higher average TER than older vintage funds.
Those launched prior to 2001 had much a
much lower average TER and also observed
the smallest spreads.

Categorisation by target gearing levels
showed that funds aiming to keep their
gearing levels low, at below 40%, had the
lowest average expense ratios. At the other
end of the spectrum, those with higher target
gearing, at more than 60%, had the highest
expense ratios.

Fund sizes also show patterns worth noting.
The larger the fund size the lower the TERs
and the smaller the difference between GAV-
based and NAV-based ratios. The larger funds
also have smaller spreads between their
expense ratios, whether measured by the
interquartile range or by the range.

‘The TER and REER help
institutional investors and
managers to compare

fee and cost structures of
different non-listed real
estate vehicles’
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Introduction

The INREV Management Fees and Terms
Study explores the fee and costs structures of
European non-listed real estate funds, with a
focus on total expense ratios (TERs) and real
estate expense ratios (REERS).

The study was launched in 2007 and is now
published every two years in September.

This year’s study includes 418 vehicles

(191 open end and 227 closed end), that
provided information on their general fees
and terms. These vehicles are managed by
94 managers. Collectively these vehicles
represent a total net asset value (NAV) of
€131.3 billion and gross asset value (GAV) of
€155.7 billion as at end 2017.

Of these 418 vehicles, 155 provided
information on their 2017 total expense ratios
(82 open end funds, 62 closed end funds and
11 separate accounts). Collectively these
vehicles represent a total net asset value
(NAV) of €80.6 billion and gross asset value
(GAV) of €103.5 billion as at end 2017. There
were 11 separate accounts that provided with
their TER ratios.

Likewise, 111 vehicles provided information
on their 2017 real estate expense ratios (53
open end funds, 52 closed end funds and

5 separate accounts). Collectively these
vehicles represent a total net asset value
(NAV) of €55.0 billion and gross asset value
(GAV) of €71.7 billion as at end 2017.

The results of this study are based on data
provided directly to INREV from managers.

INREV does not use publicly available
information, and both members and non-
members can provide data for the study.

INREV would like to thank all participants
of the Management Fees and Terms Study
2018.

For more information about fees and
expenses, see the
INREV Fee and Expense Metrics guidelines

module.

"NREV

Use

The results of the Management Fees and
Terms Study may be used for research and
information purposes only.

They may not be used for the following:
» To determine the value of a fund

* To determine the value of a financial
instrument

» To determine the amount payable under a
financial instrument

» To determine the amount payable under a
financial contract

» To calculate performance fees

» To define the allocation of a portfolio

It is important to note that the sample size and
its composition varies year by year. As such,

historical comparisons should be treated with
caution.


https://www.inrev.org/guidelines/module/fee-and-expense-metrics#inrev-guidelines
https://www.inrev.org/guidelines/module/fee-and-expense-metrics#inrev-guidelines
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TER by style

This section of the report is based on a
sample of 155 vehicles that provided data
on their 2017 TERs. Of these, 113 are core
funds, 28 value added and 3 opportunity.
Additionally, there are 11 separate accounts
that also provided information on their TERs.

TER represents vehicle fees and costs
(including or excluding performance fees) as a
percentage of average NAV or average GAV.
The differences in the NAV and GAV-based
TERSs reflect variations in capital structures.

Figure 1: TER by style
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On an equally weighted basis, the average
TER of all vehicles was 0.86% based on
GAV and 1.27% based on NAV, before
performance fees. These averages were
slightly lower when taking into account vehicle
size. On a weighted basis the all vehicles
TER average was 0.67% on a GAV basis
and 1.23% on a NAV basis. This indicates
that larger-sized vehicles tend to have a
lower TER than smaller-sized vehicles. After
performance fees, both GAV and NAV-based
TERSs increased slightly.
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Core funds recorded a lower than average
TER of 0.79% based on GAV and 1.12%
based on NAV, before performance fees. For
this group, the TERs were slightly higher after
performance fees, 0.80% and 1.14% on GAV
and NAV bases respectively.

The difference between GAV-based and
NAV-based TERs was much larger for value
added funds compared with core funds.
Unsurprisingly, value added funds recorded
a higher than average TER, 1.19% based on
GAV and 1.93% based on NAV. The majority
of value added funds, 27 of the 28, have a
closed end structure. Some of these funds are
not due to charge out performance fees until
closer to the end of their fund life. Therefore,
TERSs before and after performance fees are
homogenous for this cohort of funds.

The samples for opportunity funds and
separate accounts do not meet the minimum
confidentiality threshold criteria. Therefore,
an average TER for these groups cannot be
shown.

‘Core funds have
lower TERs than

value added funds’




TER by style and quartiles
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For each category the quartiles were analysed Assessment by quartiles show that value However, the reverse was observed when

in order to better understand the variability added funds have a much larger IQR than looking at dispersion measured by the range.
among the individual TERs. Dispersion core funds, reflecting the diversity within this Core funds showed a greater range than
was measured in two ways. Firstly by the group of funds. The middle 50% of these value added funds, and this was largely driven
range which is the difference between the funds recorded a TER between 0.70% and by some core funds which have a closed end
maximum and minimum TERs. Secondly by 1.57%, an 87 bps difference between the structure.

the interquartile range (IQR) which is the lower and upper quartiles, on a GAV basis

difference between the upper quartile and the before fees. The same spread for core funds

lower quartile and is less sensitive to outliers was just 38 bps, with the lower quartile being

than the range or the standard deviation 0.50% and the upper quartile 0.88%.

measures.

Figure 2: TER by style and quartiles
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TER by structure

The structure split of the 155 vehicles is as
follows: 82 are open end funds, 62 closed
end funds and the remaining 11 are separate
accounts.

The average TER for open end funds are
considerably lower than those for closed end
funds, on both GAV and NAV bases, and
before and after performance fees. Open
end funds recorded an average TER before
performance fees of 0.66% based on GAV

Figure 3: TER by structure
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and 0.86% based on NAV. The equivalent
figures for closed end funds were 1.18% and
1.89% respectively.

Closed end vehicles recorded slightly higher
average TERs after performance fees of
1.23% and 1.97% on GAV and NAV bases,
respectively. While open end funds saw little
difference in their TERs before and after
performance fees.
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The differences in TERs for open end and
closed end funds can, in part, be explained
by the strategies that these structures tend
to follow. All but one of the open end funds
follows a core strategy. While the closed
end funds adopt a mix of core, value added
and opportunity strategies (32, 27 and 3
respectively).

Non-core strategies are more inclined to have

higher TERs than core strategies, and this is
observed in the results.

‘Closed end
vehicles have

higher TERs than
open end vehicles’
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TER by structure and quartiles

Quartiles assessment by structure follows a
similar pattern to the analysis by style, largely
due to open ends funds following a core
investment style, though there are nuances
worth noting.

Greater variety was seen in the expense
ratios for closed end funds when compared to
their open end peers. This largely reflects the
diversity in the investment styles of the closed
end funds in this sample.

Figure 4: TER by structure and quartiles
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middle spread than their open end peers. The
IQR for this group was almost 100 bps (97
bps), compared with just 33 bps for open end
funds. This was even wider for TERs based
on NAVSs.
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Assessment by the range supplements this
observation. The range for closed end funds
was 375 bps between the largest and smallest
TER for this group. The equivalent measure
was under 100 bps for open end funds at 96
bps.
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TER by year of first closing

The year of first closing is used as a proxy
for vehicle vintage. For this analysis the 144
funds in the sample are grouped into three
categories: those with a year of first close
prior to 2001 (17), those launched between
2001 — 2007 (43) and those with a first close
post global financial crisis, after 2007 (84).

Figure 5: TER by year of first closing
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The largest of the three groups are funds
which were launched more recently and
have a year of first close post 2008. These
younger vintage funds are a mix of open end
and closed end structures. As a group, they
recorded the highest average TERs, 0.96%
on a GAV basis and 1.43% on a NAV basis.
Post performance fee ratios were slightly
higher at 0.98% and 1.47% for GAV-based
and NAV-based TERSs respectively.
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At the other end of the spectrum, older
vintage funds recorded the lowest average
TERSs, 0.49% on a GAV basis and 0.54% on a
NAV basis. These funds are mostly open end
structures (14 of the 17), which tend to have a
lower TER than closed end structures.

Funds launched between 2001 and 2007
observed ratios closer to the younger vintage
funds, with the average for this group being
0.88% based on GAV and 1.36% based on
NAV.
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TER by year of first closing and quartiles

There were some interesting observations in
the assessment of quartiles by year of first
closing.

Funds launched between 2001 and 2007, and
those launched from 2007 onwards observed
similar middle spreads. The IQR for the first
group was 42 bps while the second group
observed a IQR of 54 bps, only slightly higher.

Figure 6: TER by year of first closing and quartiles
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TER by target gearing

There were 95 funds that indicated a target
gearing level. These were split into three
categories according to their borrowing
strategies. The first group were funds with a

target gearing level of less than 40% (36). The

largest group were funds which indicated a
target gearing level of between 40% and 60%
(52). Only 7 funds specified target gearing of
more than 60%.

Figure 7: TER by target gearing
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The majority of funds with lower gearing
targets of less than 40% are younger vintage
funds (22 of the 36). They are also mostly
core, and also open end. This group of funds
observed the lowest average TERs among
the three target gearing groups of 0.66%
based on GAV and 0.83% based on NAV,
before performance fees.

Management Fees and Terms Study

At the other end of the spectrum, funds

with more than 60% target gearing, showed
the highest average TER and the largest
difference between GAV-based and NAV-
based TERs. The average TERs for this group
was 1.04% based on GAV and 1.92% based
on GAV.

Funds that target 40% to 60% gearing were
the largest group with 52 funds. This group
was a mix of all strategies and all structures.
On average their before fees GAV-based TER
was 1.04% and 1.63% based on NAV.
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TER by target gearing and quartiles

The spread analysis by target gearing shows However, this was not the case when What'’s interesting is the difference between
that funds with higher target gearing levels measured by the range. The range shows the GAV and NAV based TERs for this group
of greater than 60% have a much larger IQR that the middle group of funds, those targeting of funds that target high gearing levels. On a
than funds with less than 40% or between gearing levels between 40% and 60% have NAV basis the IQR is 307 bps, which is much
40% to 60% target gearing. The IQR for this the widest spread, of 359 bps. This compares larger than the GAV based IQR of 99 bps.
group of funds was almost 100 bps, at 99 bps. to just 140 bps for funds with high gearing This is reflective of some funds being highly
This compares with just 32 bps for funds that targets and 95 bps for those with low gearing geared in this small sample of 7.

target low gearing levels, of less than 40%, targets.

and 49 bps for funds that target between 40%
and 60% gearing.

Figure 8: TER by target gearing and quartiles

= Minimum value
= |Median value
== Maximum value

7.00 —
6.00 — - —— - ——
5.00 —
£ 400 -
% -
= 3.00 —
100 - oI ) [ B & ? = [= = _ ? —| =
—— - -_ —_— —— — 1L
0.00
<40% 40% - >60% All <40% 40%- >60% All <40% 40% - >60% All <40% 40% - >60% All
funds 60% funds vehicles funds 60% funds vehicles funds 60% funds vehicles funds 60% funds vehicles
(36) funds (52) (7) (106) (36) funds (52) (7) (106) (36) funds (52) (7) (106) (36) funds (52) (7) (106)
Based on GAV Based on NAV Based on GAV Based on NAV

TER before performance fees

TER after performance fees

15



TER by fund size

Funds were grouped into three discreet size
categories based on their latest reported
GAVs: those that are less than €500 million
(78) those that are between €500 million to €1
billion (40) and those that are larger than €1
billion (26).

Smaller funds tend to have higher expense
ratios than larger funds, and this observed in
the results.

Figure 9: TER by fund size

Il Based on NAV
Based on GAV
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Funds less than €500 million in size had an

average TER of 1.07% based on GAV. The

NAV-based TER for this group was 54 basis
points (bps) higher at 1.61%.

At the other end of the scale, large funds,
those greater than €1 billion in size, recorded
the lowest average TER and the smallest
difference between the GAV-based and NAV-
based ratios.
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0.86
0.74

Management Fees and Terms Study

Medium-sized funds, those between €500
million and €1 billion sat in-between with an
average GAV-based TER of 0.71% and a
NAV-based TER of 1.08%.

There were larger differences in the before
and after performance fees ratios for smaller
funds than for medium-sized or larger funds.

1.30

1.08
0.88

<€500m funds €500m - €1bn
(78) funds

>€1bn funds All
(26) vehicles (78)

<€500m funds €500m - €1bn

>€1bn funds All
funds (26) vehicles

(40)

TER before performance fees

(155)

(40)
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TER by fund size and quartiles

The following observations were made
when exploring quartiles by fund size. Both
the IQRs and the ranges show consistent
patterns.

Larger funds, those > €1 billion in GAV, have

a much narrower IQR and range than smaller
and medium-sized funds, 24 bps and 95 bps

respectively.

Figure 10: TER by fund size and quartiles
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The corresponding statistics for medium-
sized funds were 41 bps and 214 bps for this
group’s IQR and range respectively.

Small funds, those less than €500 million in
GAV, displayed the widest spread in both the
IQR and the range measures. The IQR for
this group was 67 bps, 26 bps higher than the
medium-sized funds and 43 bps higher than
the large funds. The range for this group was
widest at 371 bps.
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Both measures were even wider when based
on NAV across all fund sizes, and more so for
smaller funds than for larger funds.
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TER by country strategy

fees were only slightly higher at 1.12% and
1.70% on a GAV and NAV basis respectively.

The country strategy split of the sample is performance fees basis. The difference
as follows: 73 funds follow a single country between the GAV-based or NAV-based ratios
strategy and 71 follow a multi country was also smaller for single country funds

strategy. compared with multi country funds.

Multi country funds recorded an average TER
of 1.10% based on GAV and 1.67% based
on NAV. Equivalent figures after performance

The average TERs was lower for single
country strategy funds than for multi country
strategy funds, both on a before and after

Figure 11: TER by country strategy
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TER by country strategy and quartiles

Assessment across country strategies show The ranges also showed similar patterns. Interestingly, the range in expense ratios for
that single country funds have a narrower The range for multi country funds was 371 single country funds was wider than the range
spread in their dispersion measures than multi bps, 55bps higher than the 316 bps for single for multi country funds, when based on NAV.
country funds. country funds.

The IQR for multi country funds was 63 bps, On a NAV basis the spread in TERs was

37 bps higher than the 26 bps for single much wider, especially for multi country funds.

country funds. The IQR increased to 115 bps and the range

also widened to 546 bps.

Figure 12: TER by country strategy and quartiles
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TER by single country strategy

The country strategies of the 73 single country
funds are as follows: 15 have a strategy to
invest in Germany, 17 in the Netherlands and
21 are focused on the United Kingdom (UK).
Other single country strategies are grouped
into an ‘other’ category which contains 20
funds.

Funds targeting the Netherlands showed the
lowest average TERs as well as the smallest
difference between the GAV-based and NAV-

Figure 13: TER by single country strategy
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Based on GAV

based ratios. On average the TERs for this
group was 0.52% based on GAV and only 5
bps higher based on NAV.

Funds targeting Germany displayed the
biggest divergence between GAV-based and
NAV-based TERSs, of 44 bps. At 1.17% their
average NAV-based TER was the highest
among the single country funds. But this was
not the case for their GAV based TER which
was 0.73%, slightly lower than that for the UK
funds.

Management Fees and Terms Study

UK strategy funds recorded an average TER
of 0.76% based on GAV and 1.00% based on
NAV.

Other single country funds had a larger
difference in GAV and NAV-based ratios
than the UK funds but not as large as those
targeting Germany as a country strategy.

2.00 -
1.80 —
1.60 —
g 1.40 — - 1927 - 1.30
- : : 1.14
% 1.20 1.00 1.06 1.06
H1.00- '
o 076 0.86 0.85 0.88
© - . : 0.73
§ 0.80 0.73 . 0.65 e 0.65
< 060-— 052 2 053 &
0.40—
0.20 —
0.00 —
German Dutch UK Other All single German Dutch UK Other All single
funds funds funds countries country funds funds funds countries country
(15) 17) (21) funds (20) funds (15) (17) (21) funds (20) funds
(73) (73)

TER before performance fees

TER after performance fees

20



"NREV
TER by single country strategy and quartiles

A deeper analysis of the single country Funds targeting Germany or the UK also However, these similarities do not carry over
strategies shows that funds planning their observed a relatively narrow spread in the to the ranges for these two groups of funds.
investments in the Netherlands are fairly middle 50% of their samples. The spread The difference here is much larger. Those
homogenous in their expense ratios. This measured by the IQR was fairly similar for with their sights on the UK displayed a wide
group of funds recorded an IQR of just 13 these two groups, 27 bps for funds intending range of 313 bps between their smallest and
bps, the narrowest of all categories. Likewise, to invest in Germany and 26 bps for those largest TERs, while the same measure for
the range for this group was also narrow at targeting the UK. those targeting Germany was just 116 bps.

just 37 bps difference between the lowest
TER and highest TER.

Figure 14: TER by single country strategy and quartiles
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TER by sector strategy

The sector strategy split of the sample is
as follows: 75 funds follow a single country
strategy and 69 follow a multi country
strategy.

The average ratios are similar for both

these strategies, with multi sector strategies
showing slightly higher expense ratios than
single sector strategy funds. The differences

Figure 15: TER by sector strategy

Il Based on NAV
Based on GAV

2.00—
1.80 —
1.60 —
1.40 —
1.20 —
1.00 — 0.86 0.91
0.80 —
0.60 —
0.40 —
0.20 —
0.00 —

1.38
1.23 1.27

0.86

Average TER (%)

between the GAV-based and NAV-based
TERSs were only slightly larger for multi sector
strategy funds.

Furthermore, the after performance fees
TER was slightly higher than the before
performance fees TER across all sector
strategies.
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Management Fees and Terms Study

Multi sector funds recorded an average TER
of 0.91% based on GAV and 1.38% based
on NAV. Equivalent figures after performance
fees were only slightly higher at 0.94% and
1.43% on a GAV and NAV basis respectively.

‘Marginal differences
in expense ratios of

single sector and
multi sector strategy
funds’
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TER by sector strategy and quartiles

Assessment of dispersion by sector shows
similar spreads across the different sector
strategies.

The IQR for single sector funds was only
slightly smaller than that of multi sector
strategy funds, 42 bps compared with 57 bps.
The ranges were also fairly similar. Though

Figure 16: TER by sector strategy and quartiles
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this time around, multi sector strategies
showed a smaller range compared with the
single sector strategy funds, 313 bps versus
375 bps.

On a NAV basis the patterns reversed. Single
sector funds displayed a larger IQR than multi
sector funds. When measured by the ranges

of these two groups of funds, single sector
funds revealed a smaller range than multi

sector strategy funds, 536 bps versus 577
bps.
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TER by single sector strategy

The single sector strategies are comprised
as follows: 10 have a strategy to focus their
investments on the office sector, 34 on the
retail sector, 8 on industrial / logistics and 11
on the residential sector. The remaining 12
include single sector funds that target other
sectors.

Residential funds recorded the lowest
average TERs as well as the smallest
difference between the GAV-based and NAV-

Figure 17: TER by single sector strategy
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Based on GAV

based ratios. On average the TERs for this
group were 0.54% based on GAV and 0.60%
based on NAV.

At the other end of the spectrum funds that
target the office or the retail sectors have
higher expense ratios. The average TER
for the office sector was only slightly higher
than that of the retail sector, 1.02% and
0.95% respectively, on a GAV basis before

performance fees. These sectors also showed

Management Fees and Terms Study

larger differences between their GAV-based
TERs and their NAV-based TERs when
compared to the residential or industrial /
logistics sectors.

The average TER for funds with a strategy to
invest in industrial / logistics was 0.84% on a
GAV basis, lower than the TERSs for the office
and retail sectors, but higher than the average
TER for the residential sector.
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TER by single sector strategy and quartiles

Diving deeper into the expense ratios of single
sector strategies reveal some interesting
results.

Of the mainstream sectors, funds targeting
the retail sector have the largest IQR in their
total expense ratios (75 bps). Meanwhile the
office sector strategy funds have the largest
range (328 bps).

Figure 18: TER by single sector strategy and quartiles
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The industrial / logistics sector sits
somewhere in between. The IQR for this
group is on par with that of the office strategy
funds, 37 bps. While the range for this group
is much smaller than that of office or retail
but larger than residential strategy funds, 146
bps.
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Management Fees and Terms Study

TER before and after performance fees
split by fee type

The TERs were split by fee type in order to Figure 19: TER before performance fees split by fee type
better understand the different components
that they were comprised of. Il Fund expenses

Management fees
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respectively. While the split for value added
funds was 58% and 42% also based on GAV Figure 20: TER after performance fees split by fee type
and before performance fees.
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Section 3

Real estate expense ratios



REER by style and quartiles

This section of the report is based on a
sample of 111 vehicles that provided data on
their 2017 REERs.

The REER is based on inputs to property-
specific costs including external leasing
commissions, property acquisitions,
insurance, management, repairs and
maintenance, utilities costs as well as taxes
on property related activities and other
miscellaneous / sundry property costs.

Figure 21: REER by style
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Property level costs are presented as a

percentage of GAV.

Of the 111 vehicles, 81 are core, 22 are
value added and 3 are opportunity funds.
Additionally, there are 5 separate accounts
that also provided information on their end

2017 REERs.

Figure 22: REER by style and quartiles
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The average REER of all vehicles was 1.16%.
For core funds, the ratio stood at 1.02%.
Value added funds commanded 1.50%.

Considering REER weighted by GAV, the
all vehicles ratio tapered notably to 0.75%
suggesting that larger vehicles incur lower
real estate expenses compared to their
smaller peers.
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Value added funds All vehicles
(22) (111)
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REER by structure and quartiles

The structure split of the sample is as follows:

53 are open end and 52 are closed end funds.

The remaining 5 are separate accounts.

Considering REER by structure, some notable

differences emerged. The average open end
funds’ ratio was 0.97%. It was almost 40bps
larger for closed end funds.

Figure 23: REER by structure
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Looking at the REER dispersion among both
structures, again noteworthy differences
appeared.

Firstly, the median values differ between the
two structures. The median REER value for
open end funds was 0.91%, compared with
1.17% for closed end funds.

Figure 24: REER by structure and quartiles
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Management Fees and Terms Study

Secondly, the gap between lower and upper
quartiles, as one would expect, is greater for
closed end vehicles. The interquartile range
among open end funds was 67 bps. The

same figure was 1.05% for closed end funds.

L L
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(52) (111)
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REER by year of first closing and quartiles

For the vintage analysis funds we grouped peers, or those launched between 2001 and the upper and lower quartiles. For pre-crisis
them into three categories based on their year 2007, have an average REER of 1.10%. The funds, this dispersion stands at 66 bps. Funds
of first closing: those with a year of first close youngest group of funds, those that were launched after 2007 have the greatest gap of
prior to 2001 (13), those launched between launched after 2007, command the highest 106 bps.
2001 — 2007 (33) and those with a first close ratio of 1.23%.
post global financial crisis, after 2007 (60). It is interesting to note, however, that although
Considering distribution levels among the dispersion between the three fund vintage
Looking at REER rates by vintage, older three fund groupings, an interesting picture categories varies, the lower quartile values
funds, those launched before 2001, have develops. Pre-2001 funds have the narrowest are somewhat homogenous.
the lowest ratio of 1.00%. Their pre-crisis bandwidth with a gap of 53 bps between
Figure 25: REER by year of first closing Figure 26: REER by year of first closing and quartiles
1.80 — = Minimum value
= Median value
1.60— Maximum value
1.40 —
1.23
500 -
— — 1.16
2 1.20 1.10 450
X 100- g '
| 4.00 —
™ 080-
o 3.50 —
g 0.60 — S 300 -
0.40 —
E 250 —
0.20 — © 200 -
0.00 — 1.50 —
= ~ o S = 1.00 — —_— - —_
< 88 & = == —
o = 0.50 —
E 3t B 3 — L L
2 QA 2 o 0.00
~— N N~ <
S Pt g <2001 funds 2001-2007 funds >2007 funds All vehicles
¢ Py < (13) (33) (60) (111)



Management Fees and Terms Study

REER by target gearing and quartiles

For the analysis by gearing, the sample has Funds with lowest gearing levels have an Scrutiny across quartiles confirms REER
been split into three broad categories: funds average REER of 1.05%. The next category heterogeneity. While the first and second

with gearing level below 40% (27), funds of funds with gearing between 40% and groups of funds show similar REER

with target gearing between 40% and 60% 60% have a similar expense ratio of 1.07%. dispersion as well as mean values, funds with
(41) and those with target borrowing levels However, their higher gearing peers exhibit 60% and above gearing level have a wider
above 60% (4). The remaining 5 are separate an average REER of 1.39%, more than 30bps gap between upper and lower quartiles as
accounts. above the two former groups of funds. well as a higher mean REER value.

Here the sample contains only 77 vehicles in
total as not all vehicles provided their gearing

levels.
Figure 27: REER by target gearing Figure 28: REER by target gearing and quartiles
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REER by size and quartiles

This section looks at REER of funds by size.
Funds are divided into three categories based
on their GAV: small with GAV less than €500
million (54), medium with GAV in the range

of €500 million - €1 billion (34) and large
vehicles with GAV greater than €1 billion (18).

Figure 29: REER by size
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Considering REER averages, small funds
have an average REER of 1.27%. Medium-
sized funds command 1.10% while REER for
large funds stood at 0.95%.

However, further quartiles analysis provides
some interesting insights. Aside of having the
greatest REER, small vehicles also exhibit the
widest dispersion compared to their peers.

Figure 30: REER by size and quartiles

= Minimum value
= |Median value
Maximum value

5.00 —
450 —
4.00 —
3.50 —
3.00 —
250 —
2.00 —
1.50 —

REER (%)

1.00 — - —

0.50 — J_ J_

"NREV

Medium-sized funds exhibit similar distribution
levels to their small peers. Large funds on the
other hand are much more bunched together.

The difference between upper and lower
quartile REER values for large funds is 30
bps, it was 83 bps for medium-sized and 108
bps for small funds respectively.

T

0.00
<€500m funds (54)

€500m - €1bn
funds (34)

All vehicles
(111)

>€1bn funds (18)
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REER by country strategy and quartiles

The country strategy split of the sample is
as follows: 55 funds follow a single country
strategy and 51 follow a multi country

strategy.

Figure 31: REER by country strategy
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Looking at REERs of funds by target regional
strategies, the average levels are comparable.
Whether it is single country or multi country
funds, their average REER levels are alike.
For the former group of funds their average
REER stands at 1.19%. The same ratio is

1.13% for the latter group.

A similar picture emerges when numbers are
broken down into quartiles. Both single and
multi country funds have comparable REER
dispersion levels as well as median values
that reconcile with the overall sample.

Figure 32: REER by country strategy and quartiles
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REER by single country strategy and quartiles

An interesting picture emerges when REER
is broken down by single country strategy.
Funds targeting Germany have the lowest

ratio of 0.73%. Next come UK targeting funds

with an average REER of 1.09%. For Dutch
funds the average REER is 1.27%. Funds

that target other European countries have the
largest ratio that stands at 1.55% on average.

Figure 33: REER by single country strategy
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Considering quartiles dispersion, Dutch funds, This notable range however is not surprising
have the lowest gap between upper and as ‘other’ single country funds operate

lower quartiles. German funds follow next with across various jurisdictions including Nordics
UK targeting funds showing the widest gap (primarily Finland and Sweden), France,

Ireland, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Spain and
Switzerland where costs might be greater
Funds that target other countries in the compared to those that are incurred in major
continent not only have the largest average countries.

REER but also exhibit the widest interquartile

range.

among these three major countries.

Figure 34: REER by single country strategy and quartiles
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REER by sector strategy and quartiles

The sector strategy split of the sample is The difference with target country strategies When TERs are broken down into quartiles,
as follows: 59 funds follow a single sector however is that REER is greater for multi again REERs are homogenous between the
strategy and 47 follow a multi sector strategy. sector funds. For sector strategies, single two groups of funds. However, multi sector

sector funds had a greater average REER funds, have slightly greater dispersion. The
When REER is broken down by sector than multi sector funds. gap between upper and lower quartiles for
strategy, the overall picture is similar to that of single sector funds was 84 bps, while it was
the countries strategies. As a group, whether 89 bps for multi sector funds.

it is single sector or multi sector funds, their
REER ratios do not deviate much from each
other. The average REER for single sector
funds was 1.14%, slightly lower than the
1.19% for their multi sector peers.

Figure 35: REER by sector strategy Figure 36: REER by sector strategy and quartiles
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REER by single sector strategy and quartiles

This section analyses the REER averages
for single sector funds only. The lowest
average REER of 0.56% was recorded for
‘other’ sectors (that included age and health
care, hotel, leisure, parking and student
accommodation) funds. Residential funds
(1.02%) follows next, then retail funds
(1.23%), office funds (1.26%) and industrial /
logistics funds (1.45%).

Figure 37: REER by single sector strategy
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The spread between the lower and upper
REER quartiles differs significantly depending
on sector strategy. Residential funds have the
narrowest dispersion of 33 bps. Next follow
the ‘other’ sector funds (44 bps), retail funds
(76 bps), office funds (85 bps) and industrial /
logistics funds (215 bps).

The heterogeneity of industrial / logistics
funds is somewhat unsurprising as the sector
encompasses a wide range of assets ranging
from large multi-channel logistics centers to
smaller last mile boxes close to city centers.

Figure 38: REER by single sector strategy and quartiles
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Management Fees and Terms Study

General fees and terms

Table 1: Initial charges
Style Structure
All vehicles Value added Closed end

s |
e r— Tl Tl e e e e e

Placement fee 100 159 193
Subscription fee 42 355 14 32 204 9 105 24 139 18 200

Table 2: Fees paid to the manager during commitment period

Style Structure
All vehicles Core Value added Open end Closed end

s
I S T3 S TR TN N R S 3

Fund management fee 50

Asset management fee 12 36 363 8 7 3 20 2 2 10 34
Property acquisition fee 19 35 357 11 7 6 19 3 2 16 33
(amortisation for the period)

Commitment fee 13 37 361 6 11 5 17 0 4 13 33
Property disposition fees 7 40 364 6 8 0 22 2 2 5 38
Distribution fee 0 16 395 0 6 0 9 0 1 0 15
Financing fee/debt 0 16 395 0 6 0 9 0 1 0 15
arrangement fee

Project management fee 5 42 364 3 1" 0 22 1 3 4 39
Property management fee 4 44 363 3 12 0 22 1 4 3 40
Internal leasing commission 0 11 400 0 3 0 7 0 1 0 10
Other related fees 2 11 398 2 3 0 7 0 1 2 10
Wind up fees 0 1 400 0 3 0 7 0 1 0 10
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Table 3: Fees paid to the manager during holding period

Style Structure

P Tavewees oo |Vaoaiaea |opamena | closeaens
I S S T S S S N W LN S

Fund management fee 103 11 156 191

Asset management fee 168 210 33 97 130 48 58 69 85 85 123
Property acquisition fee 204 182 25 137 98 48 57 103 58 86 123
(amortisation for the period)

Commitment fee 12 351 48 6 210 5 96 1 147 1 188
Property disposition fees 145 227 39 102 122 26 76 80 76 52 148
Distribution fee 6 127 278 3 89 2 21 4 63 1 49
Financing fee/debt 5 128 278 3 89 1 22 2 65 2 48
arrangement fee

Project management fee 66 301 44 42 176 16 86 35 115 30 171
Property management fee 56 310 45 33 184 18 85 23 125 32 170
Internal leasing commission 13 82 316 8 52 4 14 5 42 7 25
Other related fees 14 81 316 11 49 2 16 9 38 4 28

Wind up fees 2 87 322 1 55 0 16 0 44 1 28
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Table 4: Fund management fee paid to the manager during holding period

Style Structure

Commitment 1.25 1.63 1.54
Drawn Commitment - - 15 1.61 - - 24 1.52
GAV 100 0.53 43 0.65 71 0.51 73 0.62
NAV 55 0.71 21 0.78 47 0.68 29 0.81
Rent 4 5.57 - - - - 4 4.28
Fixed fee - - - - - - - -

Property Value 34 0.50 9 0.52 20 0.49 24 0.50

Transaction Price - - - - - _ _ _

Actual Cost - - - - - - - -




Table 5: Asset management fee paid to the manager during holding period

Commitment
Drawn Commitment
GAV

NAV

Rent

Fixed fee

Property Value
Transaction Price

Actual Cost

Style

Core

15

17

19

Value added

14

Structure

"NREV

11

15

16

18

1.83
1.50
0.45
1.15
3.59

0.47
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Table 6: Property acquisition fee (amortisation for the period) paid to the manager during holding period

Style Structure

v [wow [rww oo lrwe  [wem s [wow

Commitment

Drawn Commitment - - - - - - - _

GAV 8 1.00 7 1.16 7 0.86 8 1.25
NAV - - - - - - - -
Rent - - - - - - - -
Fixed fee - - - - - - - -
Property Value 23 1.04 5 0.84 19 1.05 9 0.91
Transaction Price 86 0.99 33 0.90 69 1.04 51 0.86

Actual Cost - - - - - - - -
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Table 7: Property disposition fees paid to the manager during holding period

Style Structure

v [wow [rww oo lrwe  [wem s [wow

Commitment

Drawn Commitment - - - - - - - _

GAV 7 0.93 4 0.90 5 0.70 8 1.07
NAV - - - - - - - -
Rent - - - - - - - -
Fixed fee - - - - - - - -
Property Value 7 1.04 - - 5 1.15 4 0.65
Transaction Price 69 0.93 17 0.84 61 0.96 26 0.79

Actual Cost - - - - - - - -
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Table 8: Project management fee paid to the manager during holding period

Style Structure

v [wow [rww oo lrwe  [wem s [wow

Commitment

Drawn Commitment - - - - - - - _

GAV - - 3 2.25 - - - -
NAV - - - - - - - -
Rent - - - - - - - -
Fixed fee 3 2.00 - - - - - -
Property Value 3 1.75 - - 3 1.75 - -

Transaction Price - - - - - _ _ _

Actual Cost 4 6.00 - - 5 4.00 - -
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Table 9: Property management fee paid to the manager during holding period

Style Structure

v [wow [rww oo lrwe  [wem s [wow

Commitment

Drawn Commitment - - - - - - - _

GAV - - 4 0.15 - - 4 0.22
NAV - - - - - - - -
Rent 9 3.55 5 1.20 3 2.90 12 2.26
Fixed fee - - - - - - - -
Property Value - - 3 0.32 3 0.37 - -

Transaction Price - - - - - _ _ _

Actual Cost - - - - - - - -
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Participants

The following is a list of managers that
participated in the Management Fees &
Terms Study 2018 and provided data for
their 2017 TERs and REERs and gave
permission fortheir names to be published.
Aberdeen Standard Investments

AEW Europe

Altera Vastgoed

Amvest

AREIM

BNP Paribas REIM

Bouwinvest

Catella Property Group

CBRE Global Investors

Clearbell Capital LLP

Columbia Threadneedle Investments
Cromwell Property Group

DNB Real Estate Investment Management
ECE Real Estate Partners

FIL Investments International

Frogmore Real Estate Partners

Generali Immobiliare Italia
Hahn Group

Hines

Internos

IPUT

LGIM Real Assets

M&G Real Estate

Mayfair Capital

Meyer Bergman

Northern Horizon Capital
Pradera

Prologis

Rockspring Property Investment Managers
Sonae Sierra

Syntrus Achmea Vastgoed

TH Real Estate

Management Fees and Terms Study
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Glossary

Asset management fee

Fee typically charged by investment advisors,
or managers, for their services regarding the
management of the vehicle’s assets. Asset
management fees generally cover services
such as:

-+ strategic input and production of asset
level business plans;

* management of assets including
refurbishment;

* appointment of third party service
providers at asset level;

* reporting activities at asset level.

Occasionally, asset management fee and fund
management fee are combined.

Performance fee

Also known as incentive fees, promote

or carried interest, are fees charged by
investment advisors, or managers, after a
predetermined investment performance has
been attained. Carried interest represents a
re-allocation of equity and should be treated
accordingly for accounting, tax or regulatory
purposes.

Wind-up fee

Also known as liquidation fee, it is typically
found in liquidating trusts, upon termination
and dissolution of the vehicle. The sponsor is
responsible for liquidating the partnership in
an orderly manner.

Fund management fee

Also known as Investment Management or
Investment Advisory fees, Fund Management
fees are typically charged by investment
advisors, or managers, for their services
regarding the management of the vehicle.
They generally cover services such as:

» appointment of third party service
providers

+ reporting activities to investors

« cash management and dividend payment
* managing the vehicle level structure

« arrangement of financing

+ fund administration

* investor relations

Occasionally, fund management fee and asset
management fee are combined.

Audit costs

Costs associated with annual external audit
engagements and other audit services
provided (both paid to independent third party
firms or manager/advisor).

Bank Charges

Costs charged by a financial institution to
manage and maintain the cash accounts of
the vehicle, or in relation to debt issuance
and overdrawing an account. Amounts can be
charged on a periodic or transactional basis.

"NREV

Custodian costs

Also known as depository costs, these are
charged by a fiduciary entity entrusted with
holding and safeguarding securities or assets,
deposit transactions and keeping records for
institutional clients.

Dead deal costs

Costs usually charged by third parties
concerning work undertaken for acquisition/
disposition projects which do not ultimately
close. Such costs cannot be capitalised, and
thus must be expensed. Services undertaken
by the advisor/manager are passed through
as an expense.

Transfer agent costs

Costs charged by trustees who are
responsible for managing the assets owned
by a trust for the trust’s beneficiaries. This
is most relevant in a REIT structure where
trustees act on behalf of all unit holders.

Valuation costs

Costs in connection with the external (third
party) appraisal of the real estate assets and
liabilities owned by the vehicle. Appraisals
may be performed routinely or ad-hoc which
can be triggered by certain provisions in the
vehicle agreement.
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Vehicle administration costs

Costs related to bookkeeping activities either
paid to a 3rd party service provider or the
manager/advisor.

Vehicle formation costs

Also known as set-up costs, these charges
are incurred at the launch of a vehicle, and
do not relate to the portfolio acquisition

and financing structure. These include
organisational costs (typically legal & notary
services) as well as syndication costs,
various marketing costs, including printing /
publication, and initial subscription fees.

Internal leasing commissions
Commissions charged by investment
advisors, or managers, after a new lease

or a renewal lease is signed. These include
marketing of vacant space. Commission
ranges vary and may depend on the market
and/or the value of the transaction.

Property acquisition fee

Fee charged by investment advisors, or
managers, associated with the closing of a
new investment. The fee compensates the
real estate investment advisor, or manager,
for services rendered in an investment
acquisition, including sourcing, negotiating
and closing the deal.

Property management fee

Fee charged by investment advisors, or
managers, for the administration, technical
and commercial management of real estate.
A property management engagement
typically involves the managing of property
that is owned by another party or entity. This
includes property advisory services.

Property disposition costs

Also known as disposal costs, they represent
the costs of selling an investment property.
Disposition costs are tipically charged to the
seller, and consist of legal fees, title fees

and insurance, disposition fees, and broker
commissions. Disposition costs include only
direct costs related to a property-specific
disposal and do not include costs of running
an disposition program such as general

and administrative costs, costs incurred in
analysing proposals that are rejected, joint-
venture organization costs or fees paid to the
manager for execution of the deal.

Project management fee

A fee charged to the vehicle by the advisor,
or manager, for guiding the design, approval,
and execution of a renovation project, as well
as construction process of a development
project. These costs may be expensed or
capitalised at the property level.

Management Fees and Terms Study

For more information visit the Global
Definitions Database

50


https://www.inrev.org/definitions/EN/all
https://www.inrev.org/definitions/EN/all

Appendix 3

Fee and expense metrics calculation



"NREV

Fee and expense metrics calculation

Fee and expense metrics

Fees describe charges borne by the vehicle
for services provided by the manager and
costs describe charges to a vehicle by
external service providers. Fees charged by
the manager directly to their investors are not
taken into account, with the exception of fees
charged for services rendered to the vehicle.
Where a single fee is charged to cover a
variety of activities, the constituent elements
will need to be identified, allocated to the
appropriate cost category and disclosed
appropriately.

Historic Total Expense Ratio

The TER is an historic or ‘actual’ figure, based
on data published annually. Consequently,
newly launched vehicles cannot have an
historic TER.

The formulae for TER are:

NAV TER before performance fees =

GAV TER before performance fees =

NAV TER after performance fees =

GAV TER after performance fees =

The formula for REER is:

REER =

Vehicle fees and costs (excluding performance fees)

Average NAV

Vehicle fees and costs (excluding performance fees)

Average GAV

Vehicle fees and costs (including performance fees)

Average NAV

Vehicle fees and costs (including performance fees)

Average GAV

Property fees and costs

Average GAV
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7.3 Appendix 3 — Entities from Bloomberg used for statistical analysis

Aedifica SA

Ascencio

Befimmo SA

BMO Real Estate Investments Ltd
Custodian Reit PLC

Home Invest Belgium SA

Triple Point Social Housing Reit PLC
Schroder Real Estate Investment Trust Ltd
Target Healthcare REIT PLC
Warehouses De Pauw CVA
Wereldhave Belgium Comm VA
Xior Student Housing NV
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All
Transactions
Announced
Date

10/01/2019

11/19/2019

11/24/2019

05/15/2019

10/15/2019

01/16/2020

05/17/2019

Exchange:
Ticker

Target/Issuer

IMMOBEL SA

(ENXTBR:IMMO) ENXTBR:IMMO

VGP NV (ENXTBR:VGP) ENXTBR:VGP

Medipower (Overseas)
Public Co. Limited
(TASE:MDPR)

TASE:MDPR

S IMMO AG (WBAG:SPI) WBAG:SPI

S IMMO AG (WBAG:SPI) WBAG:SPI

CA Immobilien Anlagen

AG (WBAG:CAI) eSS A
TLG Immobilien AG .
(XTRATLG) XTRATLG

Total
Transaction
Value
(EEURmMm,
Historical

Transacti
on Types

Public

Offering 76.41
Public

Offering 151.13
Public

Offering 24.88
Public

Offering 150.0
Public

Offering 101.13
Public

Offering 495.86
Public

Offering 590.27

EAdxioTn Tipn
MéyioTn TIpuR

Underwriter
Compensation

Transaction
Primary
Features

Fixed-Income
1.84 Offering

Fixed-Income
QX0 Offering

Fixed-Income
0.50 Offering

Fixed-Income
S Offering

Fixed-Income
0.42 Offering

Fixed-Income
s Offering

Fixed-Income
0.10 Offering

0.10
1.84

Geographic
Locations

Europe
(Primary)

Europe
(Primary)

Europe
(Primary)

Europe
(Primary)

Europe
(Primary)

Europe
(Primary)

Europe
(Primary)

Public
Offering Industry
Security | Classifications

Types
Corporate Real Estate
Bond/Note (Primary)
Corporate Real Estate
Bond/Note (Primary)
Corporate Real Estate
Bond/Note (Primary)
Corporate Real Estate
Bond/Note (Primary)
Corporate Real Estate
Bond/Note (Primary)
Corporate Real Estate
Bond/Note (Primary)
Corporate Real Estate
Bond/Note (Primary)
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TTPOPOPIKO f NAEKTPOVIKO, O€ OTTOIOVOATIOTE TPITO XWPIiG TNV TTPonyoUpEvn ypatTTh pnTr) cuvaiveon Tng KPMG EAeykTikA A.E.
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https://www.linkedin.com/company/kpmg-greece/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/kpmg-greece/
https://www.facebook.com/KPMGGreece/
https://www.facebook.com/KPMGGreece/
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