”~

J »
~,

- . " ‘
 \ "jf:-"“ y
_ i‘l" .7;'_'-‘ | £ 4

B

. -

! ’
. |

B 4 5 .

S

y & L | ¥, ¥

Leveragec
Buyouts and
Private Equity

r—

' Ll A -
- . .

—

- . &
o




i

!aw X k “ | :\
f < A €

‘} ~ Bbikyn akumit komnanuia ¢
~ nomoubilo AONTOBOro

prMHaHCcUpoBaHUA 1
yactue ®MU

-

A
)

\ .
» : éé
7 A




Introduction

1. Size of market

2. What is special about them?

3. Structure of an LBO deal

4. The current state of the market

5. Profitability of private equity




BBeneHue

1. EMKOCTb pbIHKa

2. Cneundomka LBO

3. CtpykTtypa caenkun LBO

4. TeKkyLlada KOHBbIOHKTYpa pblHKa

5. PeHTabenbHOCTbL oOoHO0B NMPAMBbIX (HaCTHbIX)
nHueectuumn (INoen)




1. Private Equity revolution

* In 2006-2007 — leveraged deals reach new heights,
re-branded “Private Equity” — “2"? great wave”

* Major driver in most industries and markets

5% of capitalization of the US stock market

20% of global M&A volume (up from 5% 5 years ago)
50% of all IPOs in the US are sponsor-backed deals
50% of all high-yield loans

9 out of 10 largest deals occurred in the last three years

 Reasons for the boom:

« Cheap financing (leverage and pricing related to cost of
debt)

« Executives greed (?)
* Increased costs of staying public




1. Bym cgenok ¢ yyactuem Ol

« B 2006—2007 rr. 3Ha4nTEeNbHO BO3POC OOBbEM CAENOK C
MCNOMNb30BaHMEM 3aEMHbIX CPEACTB, NOMYyYNBLUMX Ha3BaHME

«BTOPOW BESMMKOWN BOSTHbI COEMNOK YaCTHbIX NHBECTULIMOHHbIX
dooHO0B»

* OcHoBHOM hakTop pocTa BonbLUNHCTBA OTPACNEN N PbIHKOB
* 5 % kannTtanusaunn dooHaoBoro pbiHka CLUA

« 20 % obbema Bcex caenok no CrnsHMIo 1 norroweHuto (cp. 5 ner
Hasag — 5 %)

* 50 % Bcex pasmerteHnn IPO B CLUA — coenkn doopmarta YaCTHbIX
MHBECTULNN

* 50 % BCex BbICOKOLOXOAHbIX KpeanToB
9 n3 10 KpynHenLWINX caernok 3a rnocriegHue Tpu roga
 [1pnynHbl pocTa:

« JleweBoe pmHaHCUpOBaHME (O0NH9 3aeMHbIX CPeACcTB N yCTaHOBIEHNE
LeHbl 3aBUCAT OT CTOMMOCTW A0MroBbIX 06A3aTesibCTB)

« CTpeMrieHne pyKoBOLCTBA KOMMNaHUN COKPaTUTL 3aTpaThbl U YBENNYUTD
noxoabl (?)

« PocT nsgepxxek Ha coxpaHeHue ctatyca nyonnm4yHon KoMmnaHum




Annual transaction number and values

Figure 1 U.S. Buy-outs
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Source: Acharya, Franks and Servaes, 2008.




OunHamMuka yucna
n odbbema caenok, B roq
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NcTouHuk: Avapus, ®paHkc n Cepsaac (Acharya, Franks and Servaes), 2008 r.




Transaction number and values (cont’d)
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Figure 2 Total European Buy-out Numbers
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OdnHamuka ymcrna n oobema
cAenok (npoforkeHue)

Puc. 2 luHamuka obLiero ymcna caenok no npuobpetTeHnto akummn komnaHum B EBpone
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Transaction number and values (cont’d)

Figure 3 Total European Buy-out Value (€ million)
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OdnHamuka ymcrna n oobema
cAenok (npoforkeHue)

Puc. 3 Obwmm o6Lem caenok no npuodpeTeHnro akumm komnaHum B EBpone (MnH eBpo)
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Deal sizes were breaking records
(until the credit crunch...)

* In 2006, 188 funds raised $212 bn

« Ten largest funds of 2006 raising $101 billion alone —48% of
the total.

 Blackstone ($20bn); TPG ($15bn); KKR ($16bn), Permira
(€11bn)...

» Deals got bigger (and valuations higher):

« HCA, November 2006: $33 billion (hospitals)
« TXU, pending: $44 billion (energy)
« BCE, pending: $49 billion (telecom)

« First Data, pending: $28 billion (data processing)
« TDC, January 2006: €13 billion (telecom)

« Gambro, June 2006: SEK 34 billion (healthcare)
 Alliance Boots: £12.1 billion (pharmacies)




BbecnpeueaeHTHbIe 060BbEeMbI CAENOK
(ao Hayana ¢pmuHaHCOBOro Kpn3unca)

« B 2006 r. o6wmin o6bem caenok, npoeaeHHbIx 188 P, coctasmn $212 mnpna,

» Tonbko gecaTtb KpynHenwmnx goHaoB (No gaHHbIM Ha 2006 r.) nposenu caenok Ha
cymmy $101 mnpg — 48 % obuiero oobema

« Blackstone ($20 mnpg); TPG ($15 mnpg); KKR ($16 mnpg), Permira (€11 mnpg)...

* PocTt 06bemoB caernok (M OLeHKM CTOMMOCTU KOMNaHUN):

« HCA (Hos6pb 2006 r.): $33 mnpg (4aCTHbIE KIMHUKW)

« TXU (coenka He 3aBeplieHa): $44 mnpa (aHepreTunka)

« BCE (coenka He 3aBeplueHa): $49 mnpa (TenekoMMyHuKaLun)
 First Data (coenka He 3aBeplueHa): $28 mnpa (obpaboTka an. nnaTexen)
« TDC (aHBapb 2006 r.): €13 mnpAa (TenekoMMYHUKaLmnn)

» Gambro (noHb 2006 r.): SEK 34 mnpa (men. obopynosaHue)

» Alliance Boots: £12,1 mnpa (bapmaueBTUKa)




Current activity: 2010

 Global buyout deals $63 bin for 3 months to July. 2 year
quarterly high, but compares with $360 bin in 1 quarter of
2007.

 Private equity takes 10.6% share of global M&A. Largest
deal was Blackstone’s move to take Dynegy private for
$4.7 bin

 Carlyle group: investment pace picking up- 18 buyouts
and 10 exits this year

« Average debt component of deals increasing from 30% to
44%

« But important part of transactions are secondary deals.
For these deals no new money is entering the industry.

« Some IPOs by PE: 94 IPOs in 2010 worldwide. Not the
torrent that was predicted.




Tekywasn cutyauusa: caenku 2010 ropa

O6beM caenok rno BblKyny akuuMm KOMNaHnMmM Ha MMPOBOM PbIHKE 3a
anpenb—MuoHb cocTtaBun $63 mnpa, npeBbicMB 06bEMbI CAEMNOK 3a
nepBbl KBapTan B npeablayline 2 roga, ogHako 3HaYnTerbHO
ycTynaeTt oobemy caenok 3a | kB. 2007 r., coctaBmBiemy $360 mnpa.

[lonsa YaCTHbIX MIHBECTULIUN HA MUPOBOM PbIHKE CITUAHUN U
nornoweHun — 10,6 %. KpynHenwas coenka — npnobpeTteHune
nodepHum obuecteom hoHaa Blackstone komnaHum Dynegy 3a
$4,7 mnpa ¢ nepeBogoOM B YaCTHYO COBCTBEHHOCTb

Carlyle Group: pocT 06eMOB MHBECTULIMOHHOWN AEATENBHOCTH
—18 coenok no Bbikyny 1 10 caenok no npoga)e akTMBOB B 3TOM

rogy

[lonsa 3aeMHbIX cpeacTB B caernkax B cpeaHem Bo3pocrna ¢ 30 % go
44 %

[Mpn 3TOM HEOBXOOMMO OTMETUTL BaXXHOCTb CAEMNOK HA BTOPUYHOM

PblIHKE, T. €. COEJTI0K He rnpusriekarowmnx AoNofIHNTEIbHbIX CpPeaCcTB B
KOMMaHU

IPO 4acTHbIX MHBECTULMOHHBLIX cboHaoB: Bcero 94 [PO B 2010 .
(3HAYNTENBHO MEHbLLE NPOrHO3MPYEMOrO YKncna).




2. What is special about LBOs?

‘._ .i= = ) —

 LBO is an alternative to trade sale or carve out.

« LBO may involve management (then an MBO) or
outside investor such as PE house.

* High leverage allows management to take a large
equity stake.

* High leverage requires high yield debt (junk debt’) &
mezzanine finance. Mezzanine offers high yield with
warrants or convertible with a ‘ratchet’. The ratchet
allows holders, particularly insiders, to profit from
performance of LBO: their final ownership on exit (e.g.
Sale) depends upon performance or exit price.

* Role of outside specialists — KKR & Intermediate
Capital.




2. Cneuundumka LBO

. P pe—
* BbIKyn KOHTPOSIbHbLIX NAKeTOB akuMi KOMMaHUW 3a CYET 4ONroBoro
domHaHcupoBaHus (LBO) — anbrepHaTmnBa npoga)ke KomnaHum gpyrown
TOpryroLwen KoMnaH1uM Unu BoldeneHno (npogaxe MaTepPUHCKOW KOMMaHUeu
YacCTu akuun OOYEepPHEN KOMMNaHUN).

« LBO moryT npoBognTbCsa pyKOBOACTBOM KOMMaHuu (T. H. MBO —
npuobpeTeHmne pykoBOACTBOM) UMW BHELLHUM MHBECTOPOM, Hanpuvep,
YaCTHbLIM MHBECTULIMOHHbLIM (POHOOM.

* Bblcokas nonga 3aemMHbIX CpeacTB JaeT PYKOBOACTBY BO3SMOXHOCTb
NPUOBPECTUN KPYMHbIN NakeT akuum.

* Bbicokas oonsa 3aeMHbIX cpeacTB obecnevymBaeTcsi BbICOKOJOXOAHbIMA
(«BpocoBbIMUY ) 4ONTOBbIMKN 06A3aTENBCTBAMU U MPOMEXKYTOYHBIMU
(Me3aHWHHbIMKW) KpeaguTamu. MesaHnHHoe pMHaHCUMpOBaHWE rapaHTupyeT
BbICOKYIO JOXOOHOCTb LIEHHbIX Bymar, obecrneyeHHbIX BappaHTaMmu nnm
MEXaHU3MOM KOHBEpPTaLUN NPUBUINENMPOBAaHHbIX akLMW B OObIKHOBEHHbIE
C COXpaHeHWeM 05 B akumoHepHoM KanuTtane («ratchet»). bnarogaps
COXpPaHEHUIO OO0 B KanuTarne gepxatenn UeHHbIX dymar (B 4YaCcTHOCTM,
PYKOBOACTBO KOMMAaHUM) MOTryT NONy4nTb Npudbinb oT npoBeaeHus LBO: nx
KOHeYyHas gonsa cobCTBEHHOCTM Nocre Bbixoaa U3 caenku (Hanpumep,
npoAdaxkn) 3aBUCUT OT AMHAMUKN LIEH Ha aKUUM Unu OT LEeHbl MPoaaxu.

* YyacTue 4acTHbIX MHBECTULUMOHHBIX boHaoB — KKR n Intermediate Capital.




What is special about LBOs?

» Jensen regards LBOs as an alchemy for failures of
governance. Why?

* Reverse LBO’s- why are they a puzzle?

e Cao and Lerner (2000) study three and five-year
stock performance of 526 LBOs between 1981 and
2003. They find that Reverse-LBOs perform as well
as or better than other IPOs and the stock market
as a whole. However, there is evidence of
deterioration of returns over time.




Cneuundmka LBO

* [1o mHeHuto M. xxeHceHa, LBO — yHuBepcanbHoe cpeacTso
Onst KOMnaHum ¢ HegoCTaToOYHO Pa3BUTOM CUCTEMON
KOprnopaTMBHOro ynpasrieHums. Noyemy?

« ObpaTtHble LBO — B 4em TpyaHoOCTL?

« [Ix. Lao n . JlepHep [Cao and Lerner (2006)] nposenu
ncecrnenoBaHne AnHaMunkm 526 TpexneTHux n natunetHux LBO
3a nepuoa 1981—2003 rr. CornacHo NonyYeHHbIM AaHHbIM,
NpunbbINb OT 0bpaTHbIX LBO He HMXe, a nHorga v Bbllle, Yem
oT apyrux IPO n dooHgosoro peiHKke B uenom. OgHako cnegyet
OTMETUTb, YTO CO BPEMEHEM MPUBLINBLHOCTbL CHUXAETCA.




3. LBOs vs. Public Company Leverage
(US & Europe)
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3. CpaBHeHue LBO u npuBnevyeHus 3aeMHbIX

‘Cpep,CTB NyO6SIMYHBIMU KOMNAHUAMMU
(CLUA v EBpona)

ponr/EV ana LBO
yUCT. aonr/EV ana nybn. KommnaHun
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UemoyHuk: AkcenbcoH, [xeHkuHcoH, Cmpombepe u Baticbax (Axelson, Jenkinson, Stromberg and Weisbach),
2008 .




A Typical Buyout:
Purchase of Kwik-Fit by PAI Partners
in August 2005

=

Amount Terms Pricing Eﬁ l%gﬁn
(£m) (spread over (Eﬁ Igr )
LIBOR)
Enterprise Value 773.5 8.1 x
- 1921.0
Equity (25%) 2.0 x
Debt
Term Loan A 140 7 year amortizing 2.25%%
Term Loan B 135 8 year bullet 2.50%%
Term Loan C 135 9 year bullet 3.00%%6
Total Senior Debt 470.0 4.3 x
2291 ien 75 9.5 year 5.00%
Mezzanine 97.5 10 year 4.5% + 5% PIK
S582.5
Total Debt (75%) 6.1x
Revolving credit facility 40 7 year 2. 25%(paY'in'kind)
Capex facility 50 7 year 2.25%

Source: Axelson, Jenkinson, Stromberg and Weisbach, 2008.




[Mpumep caenku LBO:
NpnobpeteHne Kwik-Fit ¢oonaom PAI Partners B
asrycte 2005 r.

Cymma YecnoBuAa YcTaHoBNneHume MynbT-p
(£ mnr) ueHbl  (EB|ITEREEDS MnH)
(cnps3p Nno cTaBke
JANBO0OP)
CTOMMOCTb KOMMaHMMN 773,5 8,1 x
AKLMNOHEepPHbIA KanmTan (;%1c£) 2,0 x
Hdonr
CpOdHbIM KpeanT A 140 7 neT (amMopTUl.) 2,25 %
CpoOuJHbIF kKpeanT B 135 8 neT (eanHoBp.) 2,50 %
CpodHbIi kKpeanT C 135 9 neT (eanHoBpP.) 32,00 %
Mmoezo Gone rnepeod 470, 0 4,3 x
ovyepedu
Janor. npaBo BTOPOW 75 9,5 neT 5,00 %
ovyepeamn
Me3aHMHHbBIW KpeauT 97,5 10 neT 4.5 % + 5 %
(NNnaTex HaTYPOoW)
5825
NToro gonr (75 Vo) 6,1 x
BozobHoBN. Kpen. NMUHUA
40 7T net 2,25 %
Kpead. TMHMA Ha NoKpblTUE
Kan. 3aTpaT 50 7 net 2,25 %

UemoyHuk: AkcernbcoH, [xeHkuHcoH, Cmpombepe u Baticbax (Axelson, Jenkinson, Stromberg and Weisbach),
2008 .




Private Equity: Boom and Bust?
(Source: Acharya, Franks, and Servaes, 2008)

e Boom of LBO market in 2000s.

* Abundant liquidity in the credit market through syndicated
loans which are traded in the secondary market or packaged
into structured products (e.g. CLOs).

« Growth of private equity funds.
* Rise of importance of hedge funds.

 Implications of increasing size of LBO market through funding
with that is dispersed?

* Lower incentives for originating bankers to screen and monitor
effectively.

» Higher probability of drying up of new funding for financial
institutions due to the opacity in the distribution of LBO debt.

 What can be done?




YacTHble nHBecTuuumn: 0ym n cnap?
(UcTouHuk: Auapus, PpaHkec n Cepsaac, 2008 r.)

* bym pbiHka LBO B 2000-x r.

* Bbicokasi nMKBMOHOCTb KpeaMUTHOro pbiHKa brnarogaps
CUHAVLUMPOBAHHbLIM KpeauTam, TOpryemMbiM Ha BTOPUYHOM
PbIHKE UM BKNIOYEHHBIM B CTPYKTYPUPOBaHHbLIE NPOAYKTHI
(Hanp., obecrne4vyeHHble KpeanTHble obsizaTenbcTBa, CLO).

* Passutune Orin.
e YBenuyeHme 3Ha4YnMoCTn XeaK-poHO0B.

 [locnencteus pocta pbiHka LBO 3a cyeT «paccpegoTo4eHHOro»
donHaHCcMpoBaHuUS:

« CHWXeHne 3HaunmMmocTn adhdHeKkTUBHOIO MOHUTOPUHIA COENOK
Ans 6aHKOB-OPraHNM3aTopOB A0NroBOro OMHAHCUPOBAHUS.

e YBenuyeHune BeposaTHOCTU NpeKpaLleHns npuToka HOBOIo
donHaHcnpoBaHua ans PUHaAHCOBbLIX MHCTUTYTOB BBUAOY
Henpo3pa4YHOCTK npoLecca pacnpeneneruns gonra B LBO.

« KakoBbl BapnaHTbl 4ENCTBUN?




Private Equity: Boom and Bust? (cont’d)
(Source: Acharya, Franks and Servaes, 2008)

Figure 4 EBITDA to Capital Ratios: Unadjusted and Adjusted for the S&P 500 (Median Values)
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Source: Acharya, Franks and Servaes, 2008.




YacTHble nHBecTuuun: o6ym u cnap? (npon-e)
(UcTouHukK: Ayapusa, ®paHkc n CepBaac, 2008 r.)

S 4 T
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4. Views of the future

» Guy Hands (Terra Firma) : Debt will not return to the
levels of 2006-2007 in our lifetime. That was an
aberation, not a norm.

» Steve Kaplan (Chicago): This downturn may be
worse, but the deal structures of 2005 to 2007 in
terms of coverage ratios and debt repayment
schedules are less onerous than in the 1980s.




4. NepcnekTuBbI

_— _ EERe—

« ['an XaHac (Guy Hands, Terra Firma): o6bembl
O0NroBoro MHaHcUpoBaHMsa B 0003pruMoM OyayLLEM
He noBTopAT ypoBeHb 2006—2007 rr., KOTOpbIN, MO
CYTW, BbIST OTKITOHEHMEM OT HOPMBbI.

« Ctue KannaH (Steve Kaplan, Chicago): cnag pbiHKa
OONroBoro oMHaHCUPOBaHUA B 3TOT pa3 MOXET ObITb
boree 3Ha4YNTENbLHLIM, OHAKO YCIIOBUS pacyeTa
KO3 PMLUMEHTOB NOKPLITUA 1 FpaddUKOB NoralleHns B
2005—2007 rr. ObInn meHee BbirogHbiMK, Yem B 1980-
err.




 Laurent Haziza (Rothschild): Equity is now working for
debt with little prospect of earning a return. Sponsors
are going along with covenant re-sets for the equity to
keep its option value alive.

* Dean (Avista Capital): Today’s 20-30% drop in
performance will lead to consolidation, but with
economic recovery and increasing returns, capital will
again gravitate to the industry.




* JlopeH Xasusa (Laurent Haziza, Rothschild):
aKLUMOHEPHbIN KanuTan Ucnosib3yeTcs Ans
obcnyxuBaHusa gosra v Bpsg nv 6yaeTt NpMHOCUTb
NpubbINb. YacTHbIE MHBECTULMOHHbLIE POHAbLI FOTOBbI
nepecmMaTpmBaTb YCIOBUA UCMOSIb30BaAHUS
aKLUMOHEpPHOro Kanutana ans coxpaHeHns CTOMMOCTU
OrMLMOHOB.

 T. InH (Dean, Avista Capital): Tekywmnn cnag pbiHka
Ha 20—30 % cosgacT ycnosus angd KoHconuaaumu,
OHaKo Mo Mepe BOCCTAHOBNEHNSA SKOHOMUKU U
yBenu4eHunst npuodbinm dyaeTt npomMcxoanTb
NOBTOPHbIN OTTOK KanuTtaria B OTpacrieBOU CEKTOP.




How profitable has Private
Equity been and where have
those profits come from? UK
study

Based upon a paper and presentation by Viral Acharya and Conor Kehoe




HackonbKo npudbINnibHa
AeATenbHOCTb (POHOOB
NPAMbIX UHBECTULIUU U
KaKOBbl MICTOYHUKN 3TOWU
npnobinn? NccnepoBaHue Ha
OCHOBE aHanu3a onbiTa
OpUTAHCKUX KOMMaHUN

Mo maTepuanam goknaga v npeseHtaumn Bupana Adapun (Viral Acharya) n
KoHopa Kexoy (Conor Kehoe)




Key questions addressed as part of the
research




OCHOBHbIe BONpPOCHbI, paccMmaTpmBaeMblie
B paMKax uccrnenoBaHus

@/ CospatoT nu npuHaanexatine O komnaHum 4ONONHNUTENbHYIO CTOMMOCTb Ha

YpoBHE npeanpuaTtna B CpaBHEHU C COMOCTaBUMbIMUA I'Iy6J'IVI‘-IHbIMVI
KOMMNaHNAMUN N3 COOTBETCTBYHOLLEIO ceKTopa?

D)
<a CBA3aHa nNn 4OXOAHOCTb MHBECTULNM KPYMHbIX ONbITHLIX ®T1 nomumo
COMOCTaBNMbIX OTPaCIEBbIX PUCKOB NMPOCTO C (OMHAHCOBbLIM pbl4arom caeriok?

1
b/ KakoBa npupoga cuctemaTU4ecKkoro pucka u pucka, CBA3aHHOIO C
3anMCcTBOBaHMEM cpeacTB, B caenkax erin? /

KakoBbl nokasaTenu onepaunoHHoOn aesatenbHOCTU npuHagnexawmx eor
KOMMNaHUN B CPaBHEHUN C aHaNOrM4YHbIMKU nokasaTtensamMm cornoctaBUMbIX
ny6nunyHbIX KOMNaHMn? Kak cesidaHbl 3TK NokasaTenu ¢ NoBbILLEHUEM CTOMMOCTIN?

%
? KakoBbl oTnn4nTenbHble xapaktepuctukm nogxoaa ®ri k ynpasneHuio B

cpaBHeHUn ¢ noaxogamn CoBETOB ANPEKTOPOB MNyOnMYHbIX KOMNaHU? Kakne n3a
HUX CBSI3aHbl C NOBbILLEHNEM CTOUMOCTU?




Answers so far...




‘OTBeTbI Ha HAaCTOSALWMUN MOMEHT...

6 MpeacTtaBneHHble B Hawen BbIbopke KOMNaHuK, BbikynneHHble O Ha
BGpMTaHCKOM pbiHKE, NOKasanun 66nbLyo 3EEKTUBHOCTb B CPAaBHEHUM CO
cpeaHnMM nokasarensaMmm nyoernmyHbIX CONOCTaBUMbIX KOMMaHUN B
COOTBETCTBYHLLMX CEKTOPAxX Mo nokasatesito anbda ¢ y4eTOM pasHuLbl B
OTpacrieBOM puUCKe 1 orne 3aeMHbIX CPeacTB

- Bonblaga agpekTUBHOCTL CBA3aHa YaCTUYHO (HO He MOMHOCTBIO) C
NoBbILIEHVEM 0NN 3aeMHbIX CPeACTB Y KOMMaHUN cekTopa
- PasHuua B nokasarensx, B 4ENCTBUTENLHOCTH, Bbille Ha (POHE HU3KNX
\ nokasatenen nyornmyHbIX CONOCTaBUMbIX KOMMNaHWI

\a

@ Bbénee Bbicokasa adhdhekTMBHOCTbL KoppenupyeT ¢ 6onee BbICOKUMU
nokasaTenigaMun ornepaumMoHHON AeATeNIbHOCTU B CPaBHEHUN C COMOCTaBUMbIMN
KOMMaHnAMun

- lNoBbiweHne nokasatenen mapxu no EBITDA saBnseTca 0OCHOBHbIM
napameTpoM, CBA3aHHbIM C KOSIPPULMEHTOM arnbga NHBECTULUI
- HBecTMUmMM «opraHn4ecKoro» xapakrepa AeMOHCTPUPYIOT Boree BbICOKYHO
pesynbsTaTMBHOCTb, YEM COESKU, B paMKaX KOTOPbIX OCYLLIECTBMAAETCA

K npnobpeTeHne nnm Nnpoaaxka akTMBOB

)
<

)

PesynbraThl onpoca NonHbIx napTHEPOB rOBOPAT O TOM, 4TO CoBeThI
anpexkTopoB Pl ncnonb3yoT akTUBHBLIN NOAXOA K YNpaBrneHuo

- [Ins1 6onee a(pPeKTNBHBIX NHBECTULININ XapaKTepPHbl 3aMeHa PYKOBOACTBA B
nepeble 100 gHen nocne npnobpeteHna komnaHum poHgom 1 bonee akTMBHOE
y4acTtue [NosHbIX NapTHEPOB U BHELLHUX 3KCMEPTOB

N

J




Focus on UK deals: characteristics of
data-set

* Selected deals represent relatively large UK companies acquired by twelve large and
mature PE houses

— Acquired between 1996-2004, (if) exited during 2000-2007
— For values greater than €100 million

* Deals have a median enterprise value at start of ~ €471 million
— 18 deals > €1 billion
— 15 in €500m- €1billion
— 33 in €100m- €500m

*  Currently, the data-set comprises 66 UK deals:

— 59 exited deals (of which 4 bankruptcies)

— 7 non-exited deals for which end EV cash flow simulated assuming start EV / EBITDA
multiple and applying to end year EBITDA (robust to alternatives)

— Eventual sample size to reach around 80 UK deals

* 29 have acquisitions and/or divestments; the balance 37 are “organic” deals

* Deals were held for an average of 3.8 years by PE firms




AHanus nieBecTnuumn B BennkobpurtaHum:

XapakKTepuCtTukmn MmaccumBa AaHHbIX
—_— _
* B BbIOOpKE C/ICIIOK MPEICTABICHBI OTHOCUTEIIBHO KPYITHbIE OPUTAHCKHE KOMIIAHUH,
npuoopeTeHHbie 12 kpynHbIMU onbITHEIMUA DITU
— IIpuo6perensl B nepuon 1996—2004 rr., BbIX0A U3 MHBECTUIUN (€CITU TAKOBOW UME
MecTo) — B niepuoa 2000—2007 rr.
— CroumocTts npuodperenus — cBbite €100 miH

*  HavanpHas MeauaHHas CTOUMOCTb npeanpuatus ~ €471 muH
— 18 caenok oobemom > €1 mipa
— 15 caenok oobemom €500 maH — €1Mmipa
— 33 caenok ooremom €100 M — €500 MitH

* B Hacrosimiee BpeMsi B MaCCUBE JAHHBIX MPEICTABIECHO 66 CIEIOK, OCYIIECTBICHHBIX B

BenukoOpuTanuu, B TOM YHUCIIE:

— 59 cnenok ¢ BBIXOJIOM U3 UHBECTULINH (M3 HUX 4 OAHKPOTCTBA)

— 7 cnenok 0e3 BbIX0/a U3 UHBECTHULIMH, B KOTOPBIX KOHEYHBIN KOADPUIIMEHT
«ctoumocTh kKoMnaHuu(EV)/neHexxHpiil TOTOK» ObLT CMOJICIUPOBAH HA OCHOBE
HavyajibHOTO KO3 duinenta EV / EBITDA u nokazarens EBITDA Ha koHel rosa
(pe3yabTarhl yCTOMYUBBI IPU UCIIOJIL30BAHUHU AJIBTEPHATUBHBIX METOJOB PacyeTa)

— KoHeuHbIil 00beM BBIOOPKHU JTOTKEH COCTaBUTH OKOJIO 80 C/IeI0K Ha OPUTAHCKOM
pBIHKE

* B 29 cnenkax npuoOpeTanuch W/Win NpoaaBaIucCh aKTUBbI; OCTalIbHbIC 37
MPEACTABIISIIOT COOOM MHBECTUIIMM «OPTraHUYECKOTO» XapaKTepa

*  Cpennss npogomxaTeabHOCTh, nHBeCcTUIIMK DI — 3,8 ner




Time distribution of deal entry & exit, and
cash flows, for pseudo-fund

19

-

- Entry / -ve cash flow
[ ] Exit/ +ve cash flow)

n=66 (entry); n=66 (exit)

€ min

-1 439

-1 881 -1 704

-2 456

1996 97 98 99 2000 01 02 03 04 05 06 2007
* IRRs calculated using quarterly cash flows




PacnpeneneHne no BpemMeHu Bxoaa B caenky/Bbixoaa

U3 Hee U JieHeXHble NOTOKU abcTpakTHoro ooHaa
19

14 - Bxoa / oTpuy,. OEHEXHbIN
NoToK
Bbixopn, / nonox.
JEHEXHbI NOTOK

n=66 (Bxoa); Nn=66 (BbIxoAa)

€ MIH

-1 439

-1 881 -1 704

-2 456

1996 97 98 99 2000 01 02 03 04 05 06 2007
* Mokasatenu IRR (BHYyTp. HOPMbI AOXOAHOCTU) paccynTaHbl Ha OCHOBE KBapTarbHbIX AEHEXHbIX MOTOKOB




Distribution of deals by sector, deal source,

exit type and years

Deals split by...

Sectors (n = 66) Deal source (n =66) Exit type (n = 66)

Travel & Leisure 13 Public (subsidiary sold) | 23 Sale to PE | 20
General Retail 8 Private non-PE |20 Sale to corporate | 17
General Industrials | 7 Private PE | 14 IPO | 16
Healthcare 5 Public (whole company) | 9 Bankruptcy j 4

Media 5 Merger ] 2

Others / 28 Not exited | 7

Deals by entry and exit year (n = 66)

Years 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Entry 2 5 7 9 8 6 10 12 7 n/a n/a n/a

Exit n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 4 6 6 10 14 19* 5**

*

Includes five deals for which exit simulated

** Includes two deals for which exit simulated




Pacnpep,eneHMe cAeJyioK Nno CeKtTopam,
o0beKkTam caenok, TUNy BbiXoAda U roaam

: P e

Caoenku B pa36uBke No...
OTtpacnb (n = 66) O6beKT caenku (n = 66) Tun BbIXOAA (n = 66)
:I My6nuyHasa komnaHus Mpogaxa :I
Typuam u oTALIX 13 Hewimaxa 104.06L.) | 23 IqIJI'Il/I 20
OBLLEDO3H. 8 KOMMNaHus, 20 poaaxa 17
wep [ omnan, | oLy [ ]
OO6LLEeNPOMBILLIT. |7 ?ﬁg‘Hbm | 14 IPO | 16
30paBoox My6nuyHasa komnaHus BaHkpoTtcT
paHeHue :I 5 (uenvikom) :I 9 (B:O j 4
NUSIH
CMU 5 2
, B®ixoq He :I
NHoe / 28 npousBees, | 7
! eH
PacnpepeneHune cgenok no rogam Bxoga u Bbixoaa (n = 66)
lon 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Bxon 2 5 7 9 8 6 10 12 7 H/O H/O H/O
Bbixog H/O H/O H/O H/O 2 4 6 6 10 14 19* 5**

*

B Tom uucne 5 cgenok ¢ mogenupoBaHueM Bbixoda
** B TOM Yncne 2 caenku ¢ MoAenMpoBaHMeM Bbixoda




Methodology used to disaggregate portfolio
company performance

~

(] Contribution from alpha
Levered Deal Return and amplification

[Un-levered deal return J ° [ Leverage effect J

|




MeToauka pasgerneHus nokasaTtenemn

nopTtderibHbIX KOMNAaHUN

[oxogHOCTb COEnoK ¢ () 3dhcpext koadhep.
[0MNroBbIM anba n ycuneHus
nn4yea
domHaHCMpoBaHMEM
[oX0AHOCTb CAENoK 6e3
AONroBoro e AbheKT AONroBoro
prHaHCMpPOBaHWUS dunHaHcMpoBaHNs
ol Oppekt ) (Odbdekt
Anbda [Nneyo no [on. nne4yo e
corToe CeKTo COEenoK B ycunexuns y
R py A nneya Ha nne4ya Ha
cekTope
6e3 koadhdp. koadpd.
A0nroBoro anbcha (Ha e (e
bUHaHCK- CEeKTop) cAenky ot
oBaHus - - - | ST
\PoBaHna




PE deals in our sample have out-performed their sectors on
average, after adjusting for leverage; alpha is still significant after
=..removing sample skew
IRR decompositian

(V)
(/0()1= 66, B=1) Median Std t-stat (n=62,B=1)
Dev
Market 9.2 5.8 14.0 5.3 9.2
Total h
sector*
Incremental 1.9 23 77 20 18
sector I

Deal leverage
on total sector ** l:l 5.0 1.7 17.3 2.4 l:J 5.2
Alpha .9.0 92 23.2 3.2 | .7_3

Leverage on alpha 1h2 10 96 10 1h0

(up to sector) LJ ’ ' ) L,
Leverage on alpha T
(sector to deal) > A =
Total IRR 356 31.0 45.0 6.4 29.3

* Sector return reflects the market return and the additional return (over the market) by the comparable sectors over the deal period
* * Deal leverage effect assumes sector leverage is increased to the deal leverage
Source: PE deal data; Datastream; team analysis




NMocne KOpPPEKTUPOBKM NO AoJie 3aeMHbIX CpeacTB MHBECTULUU
®I1N B Hawen BbIOOPKEe NoKaszanu 66nbLlyko 3chpeKTUBHOCTb YemM
NO COOTBETCTBYHLLMM CEKTOpaM B cpeAHeM; nokasaresb anbpa

~ nocrne yCTpaHeHUs NOorpeLwwHOCTU BbIOOPKN OCTaeTCA 3HAYNTESNbHbIM

Pa3s6uska IRR (%) MeawnaHa CKO t-crar. (n=62,B=1)
(n=66,B =1)
PblHOK 9,2 5,8 14,0 5,3 9,2
NToro no |‘|
Mpupoct no 1,9 23 7.7 20 18
CeKkTopy |_|
Mneyo caenkn
Ha CekTop B 5,0 1,7 17,3 24 5,2
uenom **
ancb 9,0 92 23,2 32 7.3
AbpekT rmpuHra h N
koachep. 1,2 1,0 9,6 1,0 1,0
anbda L, L|I
412 peKToD) i -
Ha Koadhd. anbda 9,3 - 6,5 28,3 2,7 4,8
(Ha coenky ot .| ] |_,
B8R
IRR 35,6 31,0 45,0 6,4 29,3
* ﬂ,OXO,EI,HOCTI: MO CEKTOPY OTpaxaeT AOXOAHOCTb MO PbIHKY U OONONMHUTENbHYIO JOXOOHOCTb (I'IO prHKy) NO COMNOCTaBUMbIM CEKTOpPaM B TE4EHUE nepmnoaa
MHBECTULINI
* * DdhphbekT nneya coenkn OCHOBaH Ha 4ONyLLeHUM 006 YBENMYEHUM MNieya NO CEKTOPY A0 Nnrieva CAenku

McTouHuk: gaHHble no caenkam OMNU; Datastream; aHanu3 uccnegoBaTenbCKOW rpynmbl



Organic deals outperform inorganic deals on both total IRR and
alpha; divestments appear to distinctly under-perform in our sample

Inorganic

Q
c
@
2
o

£

* Organic deals are those where no major acquisition or divestment was reported
Source: PE deal data; Datastream; team analysis




Kon-Bo Tun IRR Mep,ual-la MynsTunnum- U Anbda Me.quaHa MynsTunnum- _
cneno'( cnenK" % aoccoanocanooooaoad KaTop AeH_ % ocooanocanacooaons B KaTop AeH_
CKO cpeacTs CKO cpeacTs
o 37 | Opram 47.1 LAY 2, 15.3 218, 0,
2 o Y. » 48, 9 95, 9
8 Q. © - e [ A
2o AEnKkn ¢ o 5
z &|16 npuobpeTeHn- 300 | T o 3, 3.8 i g -0,
S8 SIMM aKTMBOB 34, 3 17, 1
g x 2oy 8
T 13 Mpoaaxu 9.7 L 1, -2.7[ ..... 6 -0,
v 44, 9 16, 1
7 ......... 5 ........
Beer 35.6 LI 2, 9.0 . 0,
2 5, 8 23, 5
0 2
Tun IRR MeAMaHa MynsTunnum- Anbda Me.qual-la MynsTunnm-
cnenK" feieeesaaeasanaaaaat KaTop AeH- e e tietassssraaaaaa KaTop AeH-
CKO e lcin CKO cpeacTs
33 fjapra”” 36.6 . 2, 13.0 53 ...... 0,
Crenku ¢ 2 > D !
S 16 IO EE[EETERLr 30.0 SSo 3 38| 2, 0,
Qe SMU aKTUBOB 34 3 17,0 1
S m ) H
(:'U: % P 8 ........
E X - 17, -1,6 _
[ 13 Mpoaaxmu 9.7 gt 1, 2 A 0,
9 é4, 9 16, 1
g o
Bcer 29 3 28, 2, 7.3 LS 0,
Y 7, 6 28, 3
4 6

UHBecTUMN «opraHn4vyeckoro» xapakrepa oonee acpceKTUBHbI, 4YeM

«HeopraHuU4yecKkoro» no nokasarento kak oowewu IRR, Tak n anba; B Haweun BbIOOPKe
3hheKTUBHOCTb CAENOK C NpoAaXeu CyLeCcTBeHHO MeHbLUe

* K uHBecTrumnam «opraHn4ecKoro» xapakrepa OTHOCATCA COESKW, B paMKax KOTOpPbIX,

MO COOBLLEHNSM, HE OCYLLECTBANOCh KPYMNHBLIX MPUOBPETEHU NN NPOAAX aKTMBOB
McTouHuk: paHHble o caenkam Or; Datastream; aHanus nccnenosaTenbCcKom
rpynmnbl



EV/EBITDA improves substantially only for margin

improvement deals

Organic deals (n=34), Inorganic deals (n = 27)

Organic deals by |EV/ EV/ EV/ EV/

strategy EBITDA EBITDA (exit) EBITDA (start) | EBITDA (exit)
(start)

Sales growth without | 11.3 11.5 8.7 8.6

mgn. improvement

Margin improvement | 9.6 11.6 10.3 9.4

w/o rev. growth

Margin improvement | 8.5 9.2 8.9 8.9

& rev. growth

Others 8.3 8.2 7.7 8.8

Average of all |95 10.2 9.0 8.9

organic deals

Average of | 9.6 10.9 9.8 9.5

inorganic deals

Source: PE deal data; Datastream; team analysis




3HauuTenbHoe noBbiweHune Koadpd. EV/IEBITDA Tonbko B
criyyae MUHBeCTULMM OJ1 YBEJIMYEHUS MapXxu

NHBecTuumm «opraHmnyeckoroy» xapakrepa (n=34), IHBeCTUUUKN «HEOPraHMYECKOro» xapakrepa (n = 27

MNoka3saTenu BbIKyNMeHHbIX KOMNaHUN lNMokasaTenu no cexkropy
Crparerus mHBectuumn | EV/EBITDA EV/EBITDA (Ha EV/EBITDA EV/EBITDA (Ha
«OpraH.» xapakrepa (HavaneH.) BbIXoae) (HavanbH.) BbIXoAe)
Poct npogax B otcytcteue | 11,3 11,5 8,7 8,6
pocTa peHTabenbHOCTH
Poct peHTabenbHoctmn B | 9,6 11,6 10,3 9,4

OTCYTCTBUE POCTA BbIPYHKHU

Poct peHTabenbHoctn wu | 8,5 9,2 8,9 8,9
BbIPYYKM

NHoe 8,3 8,2 7,7 8,8
CpepgH. nokasatenu no | 95 10,2 9,0 8,9
BCEM MHBECTULUAM

«opraH.» Xxapakrepa

CpegH. nokasatenu no | 9,6 10,9 9,8 9,5
WHBECTULIAM «Heopr.»
XapakTtepa

UcTouHuk: gaHHble no caenkam OrA; Datastream; aHanua nccnenoBaTenbCcKoOM rpynnbl




Company outperformance driven by active ownership practices
deployed mainly before or right after acquisition
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Mocne

lNMoBbiweHHan 3hPeKTUBHOCTL KOMMNaHMN obecnevynBaeTcs
aKTUBHbIM NOAXOAO0M K yrpaBrieHUlo, peanusyeMbiM B OCHOBHOM A0 UK
cpa3y nocrie npmnoopetTeHus

Mop6op
KOMMNaHUM-
KaHauaaToB
ANnA BbiKyna

KomnnekcH.
aKcnepTusa

CtpykTypa
cAaernku

MepBble
100 aHen

CpenHe-/
aonrocp.
nepcneKkTu-
Ba

Bbixon

" 1. KoHdmaeh-
umanbHas
MHp. O
caenke
- *KoHd.
MHGopMaLna
o gorne
3aeMHbIX
~ cpeqacTs i
*[1puBneveHune
4YneHoB
Coseta
ONPEKTOPOB U

-~ - 3KCAEpPTOB------

"~ 2. MnaH

noBbILle-
HUA
CTOMMOCTHU

_ *Cocraene-

H1Ue HOBOIo
nrnaHa
noBbiLLe-HUA
CTOMMOCTU

*[lopaboTtka

nraHa B Te\.

nepsbix 100
OHen
*Kopp./BHeS-
peHue
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MOHMTOP.
M3MEHEHU B
nnaHe
*He3amenn.
pearnpoBa-
HWEe Ha OTK.
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3.Aam. B
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CTBe Ha
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ITane T oo

4. CywecTBeHHas LeneBas MoTuBauusi

*yeuneive *[1ns1 BbICLLErO PYKOBOACTBA

cocTaBa

pyK-Ba 710 npeanaralTcs BECbMa CyLLEeCTBEHHbIE

3aKpbITUSA CTAMYyREl

CAEIKM 5. 3HauMTenbHbIe 3aTpaThbl BpeMeHU Ha
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~— ‘_
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B cpeaHe-/
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PE follows an active governance approach
continued

Source: PE interviews; team analysis




@M ncnonb3yT aKTUBHbLIX NOAXOA K yNpaBneHUro

(npon.)

M3meHeHns B cocTaBe pykoBoacTBa (n = 51)

=

Cxema ctun MyJiMpoBaHus

-

MNMepBbie 100 aHeWn B Lenom

CmeHa

% cAernokK co CMeHoOM cocTaBa BbiCLUEro pykoBoAcTBa

[maBHoro 39
ncn.aup.

69

CmeHa
[maBHoro 33

douVH.amp.

61

% 0ObIKHOBEHHbIX akuuu (% obLero Yncna akuum) (n =

54)

Pykosogcteo

... gonga n.ucn.
anp.

MynsTunn. geH.cpeacTB No o6beKkTam caenok 6asoBoro

cueHapums (n = 27)
MynbTunn.

5.7

146  (3.0)

(1.2)

13.5

NMopaepkka BHeWHUX akcnepToB (n = 46)

AkTnBHOE hopmupoBaHue nnaHa (n = 44)

% cpenok ¢ BHelWHen noaaep>Xkomn

o

npmnobpeTeHns

Mepsble 100
OHen

78

29

Mocne nepBbIx

100 gHen 2

% cpenok c nepecMoTpomMm nJsiaHa NoBbIlWeHUA

CTOUMOCTHU

[o 3akpbiTuA

lNonHbIN

caesjku

nepecMoTp

30

nnaHa

HebonbLlive
U3MeHeHud

19

OtcyTtcTBYE
N3MeHeHNN

28

MepBble 100

AHen

|4
]11

63

NcTouHuk: pesynstaTsl onpoca Pr; aHanna nccnegoBatensCKon rpynnbl




Value creation initiatives consist of

productivity and organic g

rowth

_—

Productivity initiatives

Organic growth initiatives

@ @ © w © ©

Purchasing (e.g. supplier
consolidation)

Process efficiency (e.g. supply
chain)

Overhead reduction (e.g. SG&A,
or Selling, General & Admin
costs)

Other cost reduction (detailed by
interviewee)

Working capital reduction

CAPEX reduction

@ Review of pricing
@ New channels

@ New products

@ New geographies
@ Existing geographies, new
customers

@ Existing geographies, existing
customers




UMHuumnaTtnBbI NO NOBbLILWEHNIO CTOUMOCTU BKHOYaAlOT
nporpamMmmvbl noBbilWleHUA Npon3BoaAnNTesNIibHOCTU N

opraHu4yeckoro pocTa

IIporpaMMbl OBBILIEHHST
NMPOM3BOAUTEIHLHOCTH

IIporpamMMbl OPraHu4YeCcKoOro pocra

@ 3akynku (Hamp., KOHCOJIU AU
MOCTaBILUKOB)

@ O (PEeKTUBHOCTH MPOLIECCOB
(Harp., EMOYKH ITOCTABOK)
CoxkpanieHue HaKIaIHbIX
pacxo/oB (Hamp., aaM., O0IIl. U
TOPT. PacXoJI0B, PACXO/I0B 1O
mpojaaxam, oOIIl. ¥ aJIM.

@) PSEPARR e IPOUNX PACXOI0B

(YTOUYHSIETCS ONPAIINBAEMbIM)
@ YMeHbIIeHue 000pPOTHOTO
KanuTasia

o CokpallleHr€e KalmuTalIbHbIX
3arpar

<)

@ W © W ©

[TepecMOTp NONUTUKHU
1IEHOOOpa30BaHUS

HoBrble kaHabl (CObITA)

Hogas mpogykuus

Pacmpenue reorpaduu cobita

Ta xe reorpadusi, HOBbIE
KJIMEHTHI

Ta ke reorpadusi, umeroniuecs
KJINEHTHI




How does the PE governance model differ

from that of PLCs?

Based on data from Spencer Stuart 2005 Board Index for top 150 firms in the UK (matched to average size of sample deals)

PE Model

PLC Model*

Board size

Average size =8

Average Size = 10

Board composition (%)

NXD =24
PE =33
Mgt. =43

NXD =50
PE =0 (n/a)
Mgt. =50

Frequency of board

meetings

Formal — 9/year on average

Informal — c¢. 90% of deals involve contact
between GP and CEO at least once/week
throughout deal life (with many deals involving
frequent contact every week)

Formal — 9/year

Time commitment to firm

PE partners — 0.4 Partner FTEs in 1% 100 days

20 hours/month equating to 0.1 FTE (based on 240
working days/year and 10 hours/working day)

Ownership of firm

PE owns 75% of total deal equity (inc. equity
owned by other club members) and ‘votes 100%
of the shares’

NXDs have little equity and own less than 2% of
voting rights
Salary of £40-60k

Management investment in
deal

Management co-invests and owns ~15 % of
ordinary equity
CEO co-invests and owns ~6%

CEO does not co-invest; works on salary and
stock options

Change in senior [ ¢ CEO changed in 69% of deals (and within 1% | ¢ Average CEO service = 4.7 years
management 100 days in 39% deals)
Cost focus * Successful deals grow margins as well as sales | ¢ Only 36% of boards rate themselves as good at

by cutting costs and increasing efficiency

cost reduction

*Source: Korn Ferry 33" Annual Board of Directors Study; team analysis




Pasnunuua mexay mogensamu ynpasneHna ®INU m
NyONNYHbLIX KOMNAaHUN

Ha ocHoBe gaHHbIx Spencer Stuart Board Index 3a 2005 r. no TOIlN-150 6putaHckmx komnanmm (nogobpaHHbIX No
COOTBETCTBUIO CPEeHEN BENNYMHE CAENOK B BbIOOPKE)

Moaenb @MU Moaenb ny6nuYHbIX KOMNaHUK*
YucneHHocTb Coseta »  CpeaHsas YUCTEeHHOCTb = 8 yen. * CpegHsia uucneHHoctb = 10 yen.
ONPEKTOpOB
CocrtaB CoBeta * HeuncnonHutenbHble gnpektopa = 24 * HewucnonHutenbHble gnpektopa = 50
avpekTopos (%) + OMN =33 o O =0(H/O)

» PykoBoacteo = 43 » PykoBoactso = 50
Yactota 3acenaHui *  OdwmumnanbHo — B cpeaHeM 9 pa3 B rog *  OdwmumanbHo — 9 pa3 B rog

CoBeTa OupeKkTopoB

HeoduumansHo — B ok. 90 % BbIKYMMEHHbLIX KOMMAHWUI
KOHTakTbl Mexay [N wn [mnaBHbIM uWCh.  AWPEKTOpOM
NPOUCXOAAT MO KpalHel Mepe pa3 B HeAEemn Ha MPOTsiKeHUN
BCEro CpoKa MHBECTULMIA (BO MHOMMX KOMMAHMSAX OHM 4acTo
KOHTaKTMPYIOT KaXayto Heaernto)

Bpems, yoensemoe * [MapTtHepbl O — 0,4 akBuBaneHTa nonHown 3aHatoctu (FTE) e 20 yacos B mecsy = 0,1 A3 (ucxoasa us 240 pab. aHen
cumpme [MapTHepoBs B TeveHme nepebix 100 gHen B rogy u 10-4yacoBoro pabo4yero aHs)

CrpykTypa BrageHusa | ¢ OINW Bnageet 75 % Bcex akuuii BbIKYNIEHHOW KOMMaHum (B T. * HeucnonHutenbHble AvpekTopa BnagelT HebonbLivM
cmpmonm Y. akuuu, npuHagnexawme gp. ydacTtHuKam  «KIiyOHOM» NakeToM akuuii 1 MeHee Yem 2 % roriocoB Mo akLusm

caenkn) n «ronocyet no 100 % akuminy»

Oknapg £40—60 Tbic.

MHBecTMumMm pykoBoacTea
B COEerkKy

PyKOBOACTBO BbICTyMaeT cCouHBECTOpoM U Briageetr ~15 %
0ObIKHOBEHHbIX aKLi

[MaBHbIN UCM. AMPEKTOP BbICTYNaeT COMHBECTOPOM U Briadeer
~6%

[MaBHbIN MCN. OMPEKTOP HEe SBMSIETCA COUHBECTOPOM;
noryyaetT B KayecTBe omnnaTtbl OKnag M OMNuMOHbl Ha
MOKYMNKY akuuni

MameHeHns B cocTase
CTapLuero pykosoactea

CwmeHa maBHoro ucn. gupektopa B 69 % coenok (npy atom B
39 % cpgenok — B TedeHue nepsbix 100 gHeln)

CpenHsasi NpoAoImKMTENbHOCTL paboTel MaBHOro wmcn.
OupekTopa B JOMKHOCTU = 4,7 roga

CokpalleHue pacxogos

MMpn ycnewHbIX cAenkax 3a CYET COKpaLeHUs PacxXofoB U
NoBbILLEHNs adhdeKkTMBHOCTHU pactyt nokasarenu
peHTabenbHOCTH 1 Npoaax

JNmwub B 36 % komnaHusax CoeT
MONoOXUTEnNbHO oLeHuBaeT CBOK
COKpaLLIeHNI0 pacxoaoB

OVPEKTOPOB
paboty  no

*NcToununk: 33-e exxerogHoe uccnegosarue Korn Ferry Annual Board of Directors Study; aHanua nccnegosatenbCkon rpynnbl




So what have we learnt?

1. PE deals of large, mature houses in the UK have out-performed their
quoted sector peers on average, based on “alpha”, controlling for
sector risk and leverage

2. Out-performance correlated with stronger operating performance
relative to peers; Improving margins seems to be the mantra for
generating alpha

3. PE deals of large, mature houses in the UK have grown employment
on average, but less than that of quoted peers

4. Alpha deals are associated with replacing management with a new
team focused on improving margins and profitability per employee
and provision of support to top management from GPs and external
experts




KomnaHumn, BbiKynfieHHble KpynHbIMK onbITHeIMKU DI Ha
OpUTAHCKOM pbIHKE, Noka3anu 60nbLwyo 9dPdEKTUBHOCTL B
CpaBHEHMN CO CpeaHUMU NokasaTenamm Ny6rmyHbIX conocTaBUMbIX
KOMMaHWUMN B COOTBETCTBYIOLLNX CEKTOpAaX No nokasaTesito anbda c
Y4YETOM pasHuLbl B OTPAciIEBOM PUCKE U OONU 3a€EMHbIX CPEACTB
Bonee Bbicokast adPEKTUBHOCTb KOppenupyeT ¢ 6ornee BbICOKUMU
nokasaTenamMmu onepaumoHHON OeATENBHOCTN B CPaBHEHUMN C
COMOCTaBUMbIMU KOMMAHUSIMU; MOBbILLEHNE pEHTABENBHOCTH,
NOX0Xe, SIBNSETCSA peLenToM NoBbILLEHMA Noka3aTens anbga

[Tpn nHBECTMLMAX KPYMHBLIX ONbITHEIX PIA B BenukobputaHmm
OObIYHO YNCIIO COTPYAHUKOB BO3PaCTaET, HO B MEHbLUEW CTENEHNU
4yeM B NyB6nMYHbIX COMOCTaBUMbIX KOMMNAHUSIX

NHBecTuummn ¢ KoadpdpuumeHToM anbda cBA3aHbl C 3aMeHOou
pyKoBOACTBa HOBOW KOMaHOOW, HaLeneHHoW Ha noBbilleHne HOPMbI
peHTabenbHOCTU N NPUBBLINBHOCTU HA OOQHOMO COTPYAHMKA U
obecnevyeHnem nogaep>Kkm BbICLLEMY PYKOBOACTBY CO CTOPOHbI
NOSMHbIX NAPTHEPOB N BHELLHUX 3KCMEpPTOB




