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IRR quartile distribution 2000-2015, EIF portfolio. Source: EIF data as at end 2017 1
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TOP 10 38.78 %
TOP 20 21.91 %
TOP 30 19.22 %
ToP 40 16.77 %

TOP 50 14.30 %

As at 2017

IRR performance distribution 2000-2015, sample of 150 funds from EIF portfolio. Source: EIF data as at end 2017 2
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Percentage of funds with TVPI >1, EIF portfolio. Source: EIF data as at end 201/ Grey lines indicate the situation as at end 2016. 3
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2018 erformers but more to be done
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Top 50 IRR, EIF portfolio. Source: EIF data as at end 2017
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Comparison of top performing funds based on TVPI , EIF portfolio. Source: EIF data as at end 2017 o
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Top performing funds based on IRR, EIF portfolio. Source: EIF data as at end 2017 6
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What do exit patterns tell us?

300 e 10.00
9.00
250 e <
200 e -y — | 700
6.00
150 e - 5.00
4.00
100

 3.00
2.00
1.00

50

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Number of Exits . Number of Exits MoC >1 Median MoC of profitable deals

Exit patterns by year of exit, EIF portfolio. Source: EIF data as at end 2017 7
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2018 for performance

% of Homeruns in USD 100m plus exits
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% of Homeruns per multiple class in USD 100m plus exits, EIF portfolio. Sample sizes: 2000-2008 112 US exits, 148 EU exists, 2006-2008 121 EU exits 8

Source: Dow Jones, VentureOne, VentureXpert, EIF
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Vintage Year (VY) MoC vs average (Avge) MoC by year of investment, EIF portfolio. Source: EIF data as at end 2017 9
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2018  focused on substance

Valuation peaks versus vintage year performance
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Price of 1% stake in VC company at EIF’s first investment (median), EIF portfolio. Source: EIF data as at end 2017 10



Disclaimer

This document is not a promotion of any financial product or service. This
document is a generic capabilities statement in relation to EIF and is prepared
and circulated for generic informational purposes only. None of the information
contained in this document constitutes investment advice, a solicitation by the
EIF or its affiliates to promote, buy or sell any financial products or services,
securities, futures, options or other financial instruments or to participate in any
other strategy. Any information provided in this document may change at any
time. Note that past performance of portfolios mentioned in this document is no

reliable indication for future performance of these portfolios.




