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GRESB Aspects
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Portfolio Impact

Like-for-like Change
2014-2015 [relativ)

Footprint
2015 (absolute)

Intensities
(entity and peer average)

v Energy Consumption

& GHG Emissions

O Water Use

Waste Management

Impact Reduction Targets

148993

Se w- 2303
MWh

96% Portfolio Coverage

Only displayed with 100% coverage

33980
tonnes CO,

| 2o L
tonnes

co,

90% Portfolio Coverage

Only displayed with 100% coverage

358760 m?

877
m3

100% Portfolio Coverage

Entity Entity

m?/ liters /
million USD m?2

766 tonnes

414 tonnes

diverted

83% Portfolio Coverage

54% Diverted

Only displayed with 100% coverage

Portfolio

Type Long-term target Baseline year End year 2015 target coverage

7 Energy Intensity-based 50.0% 2011 2027 5.0% 275, <100%
O GHG Intensity-based 33.0% 2011 2027 5.0% 275, £100%
O Water Intensity-based 50.0% 2011 2027 5.0% 275, <100%
Waste Like-for-like 50.0% 2011 2027 5.0% 275, £100%
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Entity & Peer
Group
Characteristics

Peer Group
Constituents

This Entity

Benchmark Geography: Benelux

Benchmark Sector:
Legal Status:
Total GAV:

Activity:

W'

Diversified
Listed
$834 Million

Management

Countries

M [40%] Luxembourg

B [30%] France

B [30%] Belgium

Sectors

B [100%] Office

Management Control

M [100%] Managed

Peer Group Constituents

Peer Group (10 entities)

Benchmark Geography: Benelux

Benchmark Sector:
Legal Status:
Average GAV:

7~

OO

Diversified
Listed

$1.1 Billion

Peer Group Countries

B [53%] Netherlands

B [28%] Belgium

B [12%] France

M [7%] Luxembourg

Peer Group Sectors

B [100%] Office

Peer Group Management Control

M [100%] Managed

ALJF Investment Properties

Amsterdam Office Spaces

CapiBuild

County Land

Palau Office Spaces

Dutch Example Office Fund

Middleland Real Estate Fund

RealLife Office Fund

Schaffernorth & Jones Office

Buildings

St Michel Offices
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GRESB Validation

Validated Answers

All participant check
W [68%] Accepted

B [29%] Full points

B [4%] Duplicate

This information has been produced using a data set dated September 6, 2016.

Third Party Validation

Question

7.2 Organization's section in annual report

7.2 Organization's stand-alone sustainability report
25.4 Energy consumption data reported

26.3 GHG emissions data reported

27.4 Water consumption data reported

28.2 Waste management data reported

Reporting Boundaries

Validation plus

W [88%] Accepted

B [12%] Partially accepted

Data Review

Externally assured by Firm Y
Externally assured by Firm Y
Externally assured by Company X
Nop third party validation

Not applicable

Externally checked Company Z

[ACCEPTED]

[ACCEPTED]

[ACCEPTED]

[ACCEPTED]

GG Text provided by respondent will be displayed here. The purpose of this sample report is to demonstrate the appearance and format of GRESB's

assessment. To protect data confidentiality, the sample contains randomised data and does not include any real data submitted in the 2016 GRESB Survey.

As a result, displayed data may contain inconsistencies which will not appear in a company or fund’s actual Report.
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